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ABSTRACT

This study aimed to explore the language assessment literacy (LAL) of
English language teachers working at state elementary, middle, and high schools in
Turkey. 101 teachers working in various cities participated in this study. A mixed-
methods research design was employed in the study, so the data were collected
through both quantitative (questionnaires) and qualitative (interviews) instruments.
The data for the quantitative part of the study were collected by means of the
“Teachers Questionnaire” by Vogt and Tsagari (2014) under three domains;
classroom-focused language testing and assessment (LTA), purposes of testing and
content and concepts of LTA. The data from questionnaires were analyzed via SPSS
in terms of means, percentages, and frequencies to find out the training levels and
needs of the respondents in language assessment. In the qualitative phase, a total of
18 teachers volunteered to take part in the interviews. The qualitative data that was
gathered through semi-structured interviews were analyzed one by one in terms of
their similarities and differences, and selective coding was utilized. The overall
results from the questionnaires indicated that EFL teachers working at state
elementary, middle, and high schools in Turkey perceived their training levels in all
three domains of LTA insufficient, and they were also in need of further basic
training in those domains. On the other hand, qualitative findings also supported the
findings from the questionnaires by also providing insights into the reasons for

participants’ insufficiency of LAL levels.

Keywords: EFL, language assessment literacy, language testing and assessment,



OZET

Bu c¢alisma Tiirkiye’deki ilkokul, ortaokul ve lise kademesindeki devlet
okullarinda c¢alisan Ingilizce 6gretmenlerinin dil degerlendirme okuryazarhgim
incelemeyi hedeflemistir. Bu caliymaya, farkh sehirlerde cahsan 101 6gretmen
katilmistir. Calismada, yontem olarak karma yontemden yararlanmilmistir, bu
yiizden veri, hem nicel (anket) hem de nitel arastirma (miilakat) aracglari aracihigiyla
toplanmistir. Arastirmanin nicel boliimiiniin verisi Vogt ve Tsagari’nin (2014)
Ogretmen AnKeti vasitasiyla ii¢ alan altinda toplanmustir; simif odakh dilde 6l¢me ve
degerlendirme, 6lcmenin amaclar: ve dilde 6l¢cme ve degerlendirmenin icerik ve
kavramlari. Anketlerden toplanan veri, katihmcilarin egitim seviyeleri ve
ihtiyaclarimi belirlemek icin ortalamalar, yiizdeler ve sikhiklar bakimindan SPSS
aracihigiyla analiz edilmistir. Nitel asamada, toplam 18 o6gretmen miilakatlara
katilmaya goniillii olmustur. Yari-yapilandirilmis anketler vasitasiyla toplanan veri
benzerlik ve farkhiliklar1 bakimindan tek tek analiz edilmis ve secici kodlama
yapilmistir. Anketlerden elde edilen genel sonuglar, devlet ilkokulu, ortaokulu ve
lisesinde cahsan Ingilizce 6gretmenlerinin, yabana dilde 6l¢me degerlendirmenin
tiim ii¢ alaninda da egitim seviyelerini yetersiz olarak gordiiklerini ve aym1 zamanda
bu alanlarda temel bir egitime ihtiya¢ duyduklarini gostermistir. Diger taraftan,
nitel bulgular da anketlerden elde edilen veriyi, katilmcilarin dil degerlendirme
okuryazarhgmmin yetersizliginin sebepleri konusunda fikir de vererek

desteklemektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: dil degerlendirme okuryazarhgi, dilde 6l¢cme ve degerlendirme,

yabana dil olarak Ingilizce

Vi



CHAPTER |

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY

Improving the teachers' professional knowledge has been an area of interest for many
decades (Tellez and Mosqueda, 2015: p. 87); thus, there has been a process towards
professionalism in the field of language testing and assessment (Farhady, 2019: p. 4). This
process to improve the ability of teachers in testing-related activities brought about a new
term, language assessment literacy (LAL). Various definitions of the term have been
suggested in the literature. O'Loughlin (2013) defines the term as having "a range of skills
related to test production, test score interpretation and use, and test evaluation in conjunc-
tion with the development of a critical understanding about the roles and functions of
assessment within education and society” (p. 363). A further definition is given by Pill
and Harding (2013) who describe LAL as "a repertoire of competences that enable an
individual to understand, evaluate and, in some cases, create language tests and analyze
test data” (p. 382).

LAL has become an important area of research in the field of language teaching and
learning, and the last decade has witnessed an increasing amount of literature that seeks
to define LAL conceptually, and how to learn it and develop it productively (Lam, 2015:
p. 170). The research conducted regarding LAL has a focus on basically three categories;
the effectiveness of the assessment courses at pre-service education, the extent of teachers'
knowledge on assessment, and their self-expressed needs and beliefs in assessment issues.
Pre-service education years are of utmost importance in equipping prospective teachers
with necessary assessment knowledge and practice. Despite its significance, there is an
insufficient amount of literature that has been published to investigate the potency of the
English language testing and evaluation (ELTE) courses offered at pre-service education.
The content of the course is crucial. However, what needs to be included in the ELTE
courses is a concern that administrators and teachers are confronted with (Berger, 2012:

p. 65). Since most of the teacher educators focus on the theoretical aspects of the language



assessment (Jeong, 2013: p. 353), teachers may not reflect their theoretical knowledge in
actual classrooms when they start work. Most of the research conducted on the efficacy
of ELTE courses revealed that students need more training in language assessment
(Hatipoglu, 2010: p.124; Volante and Fazio, 2007: p. 764). In the face of these facts, not
enough attention has been devoted to the ELTE courses taught at education programs
(Hatipoglu, 2015: p. 116; Jin, 2010: p. 555; Orr, 2010: p. 4).

How much background knowledge teachers have and need on assessment issues is
another concern of the conducted research in the field. Several attempts have been made
to investigate the LAL knowledge of teachers (Alderson, 2005: p. 4; Fulcher, 2012: p.
113; Koksal, 2004: p. 1; Muhammad and Bardakg1, 2019: p. 431; Sarigoban, 2011: p. 398;
Tsagari and Vogt, 2017: p. 41). The results of various research indicate that the LAL of
the teachers was underdeveloped. A recent study by Hakim (2015: p. 42) demonstrated
that the amount of LAL correlated with the participants’ experience. In an attempt to reveal
the LAL, not only did the researchers evaluate the exams produced by teachers or ask
assessment related questions, but they also inquired participants' perceived levels of
assessment knowledge. Several studies have found out that (Hasselgreen et al., 2004: p.
11; Olmezer-Oztiirk and Aydin, 2019: p. 614) the participants believed that they lacked
the assessment skills; therefore, the participants expressed the need for more training.
However, not all the studies reported low levels of perceived knowledge; for instance, the
participants in Shim's (2009: p. 5) study believed that they were assessment literate.

Although some research has been carried out on LAL in the Turkish context
(Biiyiikkarc1, 2016: p. 333; Hatipoglu, 2010: p. 40; Mede and Atay, 2017: p. 43; Olmezer-
Oztiirk and Aydin, 2019: p. 602; Sahin, 2019: p. 14), conducting more research is
suggested by the researchers due to some limitations in the variety and size of the sample.

1.2. STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

In the teaching and learning process, the role of assessing is momentous (Lam, 2015:
p. 196), and teachers are one of the most crucial elements for evaluating students (Vogt
and Tsagari, 2014: p. 375). Therefore, more attention has started to be paid for the
professional development of language teachers (Farhady, 2019: p. 2). However, the results



from a considerable amount of research worldwide indicated a low level of LAL (Jannati,
2015: p. 35; Semiz and Odabas, 2016: p. 66; Xu and Brown, 2017: p. 133). Since LAL is
a relatively new field of interest, there is a lack of research in the field, and in Turkish
setting, as well. The studies conducted in Turkey have some limitations. The main
limitation of the studies is the small number of participants (Tamerer, 2019: p. 17; Yetkin,
2015: p. 19). Some studies had larger samples, yet they were only carried out at only
universities throughout Turkey (Mede and Atay, 2017: p.48; Olmezer-Oztiirk, 2018: p.
66), or only at one foundation university (Oz and Atay, 2017: p. 47; Yastibas and Takkag,
2018: p. 178). Therefore, more research is definitely needed due to the aforementioned
limitations. This study aims to explore the language assessment literacy of English

language teachers working at state elementary, middle, and high schools.

1.3. SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY

Language assessment literacy is relatively a new term, and limited research has been
conducted to reveal the assessment literacy of language teachers in the Turkish context.
A detailed review of the literature revealed that although some research was conducted
with pre-service (Sariyildiz, 2018: p. 73; Tamerer, 2019: p. 18) and university instructors
(Mede and Atay, 2017: p. 48; Olmezer-Oztiirk and Aydin, 2019: p. 602), the studies that
have been implemented to investigate LAL of teachers working at government
elementary, middle or high schools in Turkish context is very limited. This study aims to
close this gap and contribute to the growing research area by exploring the training levels
and needs of language teachers working at the aforementioned state schools.

The findings of this study are expected to make essential contributions to the field of
LAL, specifically to teacher training institutions to revise their curriculum. It will also
give a chance to teachers around Turkey to reflect on their LAL, which may motivate

them for professional development courses.



1.4. RESEARCH QUESTIONS

Since there is a lack of research regarding LAL in Turkish context, further research is
necessary to explore the LAL of EFL teachers. To this end, this study aimed to address
the following research questions:

1. What level of assessment training do the teachers of English working at state
schools in Turkey believe they received during their pre-service years at university?

2. What level of assessment training do the teachers of English working at state schools
in Turkey think they need?

1.5. DEFINITIONS OF TERMS

Assessment
Assessment is a process of gathering and discussing information from various sources to
develop a deep understanding of what students know, understand, and can do with their

knowledge as a result of educational experiences (Huba and Freed, 2000: p. 8).

Assessment Literacy (AL)

Assessment literacy is defined as "an individual's understandings of the fundamental
assessment concepts and procedures deemed likely to influence educational decisions”
(Popham, 2011: p. 267).

Language Assessment Literacy (LAL)

Language assessment literacy is "the ability to design, develop and critically evaluate
language tests and other assessment procedures, as well as the ability to monitor, grade
and score assessments on the basis of theoretical knowledge" (Vogt and Tsagari, 2014:
p.377).

1.6. LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

The major limitation of the current study is the sample size. The data for this study
were collected from 101 English teachers who work at state elementary, middle, and high

schools in Turkey.



CHAPTER II

2. LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 ASSESSMENT

Assessment is a fundamental part of instruction since it gives feedback to teachers
about the effectiveness of their teaching. Since it reveals if the teaching is effective or not
in terms of students' learning or achieving the objectives of the lessons, assessment
improves and also guides teachers to provide better learning environments for students.
Therefore, an accurate assessment will motivate students in return and facilitate the
learning environment for both students and teachers. Such an important term, assessment,
Is among the most common and also misunderstood terms in the educational context. It
can be confusing for many people due to other related terms; testing, evaluation, and
measurement. To start with, assessment is an ongoing process; whenever a student
produces something, written or oral, teachers make assessments about the students'
performance incidentally or intentionally (Brown, 2003: p. 4). It is also defined by Thomas
et al. (2004: p. 2) as data collection for the decision-making process. Tests that include a
set of questions and administered at some time intervals, on the other hand, are only one
form of assessment device thanks to which we check if our assessments are reliable
(Douglas, 2014: p. 1). Another confusing term, measurement, is defined as "the systematic
classification of observations of student performance” (Brady and Kennedy, 2014: p. 171),
and assigning numbers to students' assessment results (Miller et al., 2008: p.28). The final
term, evaluation, on the other hand, involves making judgments based on the information
we received through assessment (Brady and Kennedy, 2014: p. 171). To make the
difference between evaluation and measurement, imagine that a student receives a six
from the IELTS exam, which is measurement, and then if that grade is thought to be

enough to become a pilot, it is evaluation.

Assessment plays a prominent role in the learning and teaching process (Lam, 2015:
p. 1). Mertler and Campbell (2005: p. 2) point out that one of the most crucial
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responsibilities of teachers is assessing the performance of students, and this
responsibility, which is placed upon teachers, has increased dramatically (Fulcher, 2012:
p. 113). So as to emphasize the importance of assessment, DiRanna et al. (2008) state that
"assessment and instruction are two sides of the same coin™ (p. 22). Therefore, teachers
should regard assessment as an integral part of their instruction (Olmezer-Ozturk and
Aydn, 2019: p. 603). We assess to "gain insights into learners' level of knowledge or
ability” (McNamara, 2004: p. 765), so assessment is a powerful tool for teachers as it gives
them a chance to comprehend and track the flow of the teaching and make the essential
changes so as to facilitate the students' learning process (Oz and Atay, 2017: p. 26).
Without effective assessment techniques, teachers cannot assist students in improving
themselves; therefore, teachers should keep themselves up to date. To do this, Djoub
(2017) highlights the need for educators to deal with "the changing and challenging
demands of the society, which necessitates more flexibility in assessment to support
learning™ (p.9). Assessment does not only entail outcome measurement; it also creates
more opportunities to learn in L2 (Djoub, 2017: p. 9). With the emerging various
assessment techniques such as alternative assessment and dynamic assessment, teachers
need to be even more equipped with the necessary knowledge on assessment in order to

gather and interpret the data from classroom assessment (Biiyilikkarci, 2016: p. 334).

2.1.1. Alternative Assessment

Most traditional assessment is used to determine what students know or do not
know about what they have learned in the lessons. Since students' capacity to recall is
usually tested, they do not give students the opportunity to show their ability or perform a
meaningful task. In other words, students do not use their thinking skills in authentic
situations. That's why alternative assessment has become common today. Gummer and
Shepardson (2001: p. 54) define alternative assessment as a non-traditional approach,
which lets the students know what they know and what they can do, determine what they
can understand, and evaluate students' performance. Thanks to the authenticity and
meaningful context they have (Brown, 2003: p. 13), alternative assessment techniques

such as portfolios or presentations let the students realize and evaluate themselves



objectively (Goziiyesil and Tanriseven, 2017: p. 38; Pekbay and Koray, 2020: p. 51). Not
only do alternative assessment techniques let the teachers assess their students from
various dimensions (MoNE, 2019: p. 6), they also make the learning environments more
motivating by taking students' own learning process into consideration (Greenstein, 2010:
p. 16). Some of the alternative assessment techniques are explained below.

Portfolios: Portfolios are collections of student work that is collected over time to
reveal their learning process. They are not "either the arbitrary collections or observation
of student's works to be filled haphazardly"; it is crucial that the portfolio collections
should be purposeful, systematic, have the determined evaluation criteria, and take a
period of time" (Birgin and Baki, 2007, p. 78). They offer benefits both for teachers and
learners. In the first place, they facilitate the responsibility of learners in their learning
process. They also guide teachers in shaping their instruction since they reveal the
weaknesses and needs of the learners.

Self and Peer-Assessments: Self-assessment, in which learners make decisions
about their own learning, is a functional tool for learning and measurement. As a
collaborative learning technique, it helps learners to be aware of their strengths and
weaknesses, which will increase their intrinsic motivation and eventually make them
autonomous learners, which is one of the foundation stones of successful learning (Brown,
2003: p. 26). Peer-assessment also benefits students by making them accountable and
responsible for the work they do and also assessing the others (Caspary and Boothe, 2017:
p. 110); namely, students are involved in both the learning and assessment process. With
precise monitoring and clear guidelines, teachers can make the utmost use of self and peer-
assessment.

Observations: As teachers, whether we are aware or not, we observe our students
constantly. Brown (2003) states that "experienced teachers are so good at this subliminal
process of assessment that their estimates of a student's competence are often highly
correlated with actual independently administered test scores” (p. 267). The type of
observations as an alternative assessment involves systematic and planned procedures,
which include verbal and non-verbal behaviors. Observing and recording student

behaviors in real-time has some challenges; therefore, the purpose of a specific



observation has to be defined at the outset of the lesson, and teachers should have
checklists to ease the data collection process.

Conferences and Interviews: Although its use is not limited to the drafts of
written work, conferences as an alternative assessment technique have been a part of
writing lessons for years. It is a process in which teachers as facilitators, try to ease the
improvement of the written work (Brown, 2003: p. 265). Conferences include one-to-one
meetings between a learner and a teacher with the aim of reviewing the student's learning
generally or giving feedback on the previous assignment (Dougles, 2014: p. 74). With
regard to interviews as an assessment technique, they are not activities in which students
conduct interviews to gather data. Interviews involve one specific conference in which
teachers talk to students about a designated assessment purpose, such as assessing oral
production, ascertaining students' needs, or discovering their learning styles (Brown,
2003: p. 265).

Journals: Journals are pieces of written work that are written with no focus on the
form and, therefore, without the fear of being judged. They can be about one's feelings,
thoughts, ideas, or process towards an ultimate aim, and they are utilized to get detailed
information about the learners' experience (Olmezer-Ozturk, 2018: p. 49). There are
numerous categories or purposes of journals such as grammar journals, language-learning
logs, response to reading, self-assessment reflections (Brown, 2003: p. 260), and they
provide the learners an excellent opportunity to exhibit their learning by using their own
words.

In educational environments today, mainly used testing methods are usually
product-oriented; that is, students are tested on how much they have improved in terms of
objectives of the lesson by ignoring the process that the learners go through. At this point,
sociocultural theory by Vygotsky offers a novel insight into the field of assessment by

integrating assessment and instruction, which are inseparable from one another.

2.1.2. Dynamic Assessment

According to Lantolf and Poehner (2004), the term dynamic assessment (DA) can

be defined as follows;



"DA integrates assessment and instruction into a seamless, unified activity aimed at
promoting learner development through appropriate forms of mediation that are sensitive
to the individual's (or in some cases a group's) current abilities. In essence, DA is a
procedure for simultaneously assessing and promoting development that takes account of
the individuals (or group's) zone of proximal development.” (p.50)

As can be understood from the definition, DA assesses each student individually
by paying attention to his or her pace. Due to the importance that it attaches to the guidance
of teachers and the focus on the process instead of the product, DA is different from
traditional assessment, which, according to Lidz and Gindis (2003: p. 99), causes
dissatisfaction. To underscore the difference of DA from other assessments, Poehner
(2008) also states that DA "challenges conventional views on teaching and assessment by
arguing that these should not be seen as separate activities but should instead be fully
integrated” (p.5).

Dynamic assessment “consists, minimally, of an initial assessment, an intervention
or mediation, followed by a second assessment to obtain a difference score, reflecting the
change resulting from the mediation” (Douglas, 2014: p. 79). There are two approaches
of DA proposed by Lantolf and Poehner (2004: p. 239): interventionist and interactionist.
The major difference lies in the way we approach the mediation process. In the
interventionist approach, there is a standardized mediation process to get a quantitative
point. The interactionist approach, on the other hand, is sensitive to learners ZPD
(Poehner, 2008: p. 18). The integration of instruction and assessment takes its roots from
Vygotsky's sociocultural theory (SCT), which emphasizes the interaction between human
beings in the learning process. While observing children, Vygotsky came to realize that
the problem-solving activities they were dealing with revealed nothing about their
abilities, which were in the progress of developing. To him, this means that "the scope of
individuals' abilities can only be revealed when various forms of support are offered as
they struggle with difficult tasks” (Poehner, 2008: p.5); namely, there is a difference
between learners' independent and mediated performance, and this difference is named as
Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD) by Vygotsky. The social assistance provided by a
knowledgeable person to help a less knowledgeable person within ZPD is called
scaffolding.



2.2. ASSESSMENT LITERACY

When the assessment knowledge of teachers gained importance, the National
Council on Measurement in Education, the National Education Association and The
American Federation of Teachers (1990) tried to provide a framework and these

institutions developed the following standards for an assessment literate teacher;

1. choosing assessment methods appropriate for instructional decisions;

2. developing assessment methods appropriate for instructional decisions;

3. administering, scoring, and interpreting the result of both externally-produced
and teacher produced assessment methods;

4. using assessment results when making decisions about individual students,
planning teaching, developing curriculum, and school improvement;

5. developing valid pupil grading procedures which use pupil assessments;

6. communicating assessment results to students, parents, other lay
audiences, and other educators;

7. recognizing unethical, illegal, and otherwise inappropriate assessment

methods and uses of assessment information.

The increasing professional demand on teachers to assess their students precisely
brought about the terms assessment literacy (AL), which was coined by Stiggins in 1991.
There seems to be no consensus about the definition of the term (Fulcher, 2012: p. 115).
According to Purpura (2016), assessment literacy is "teachers’ understandings of
assessment and assessment processes related to the identification and narrowing of
learning gaps in instruction through formative assessment” (p.201). Mertler and Campbell
(2005) refer to the term as “teachers’ knowledge and abilities to apply assessment
concepts and techniques to inform decision making and guiding practice” (p. 16). Popham
(2011) also provides a definition of the term as “an individual’s understandings of the
fundamental assessment concepts and procedures deemed likely to influence educational
decisions” (p. 265). These decisions teachers make about the assessment tools they utilize
determine the quality of education; thus, teachers’ expertise in assessment has a profound

impact on the quality of education (Malone, 2013: p. 330). The correlation between the
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quality of education and teachers’ expertise is also addressed by Stanford and Reeves
(2005: p. 18); they noted that to attain a quality education, what is needed is the assessment
literate teachers who are conscious about how, what, and why they are utilizing certain
assessment practices. Popham (2009: p. 4) reiterates the importance of AL by pointing out
that it is a ‘sine qua non for a proficient educator today. Popham adds that unless
assessment-literate teachers graduate from teacher education programs, this omission in
the professional capabilities of prospective teachers has to be rectified by professional
developers later in teachers’ careers. AL is also needed since the teachers today are also
valued by their students’ scores on tests (Popham, 2011: p. 269). Therefore, teachers are
required to be knowledgeable about high stakes tests and instruments which their students
take.

Besides these, a number of reasons were suggested by Coombe et al. (2012: p. 2)
to highlight the importance of the assessment literacy of teachers. To start with, since
teachers spend most of their time assessing their learners, they are supposed to have
theoretical and practical knowledge in assessment. Secondly, thanks to their knowledge
in assessment, teachers will be able to both comprehend the results of their assessment
better and also negotiate these results with their stakeholders precisely, which will make
the tests more reliable, valid and transparent. Finally, teachers with a comprehensive
assessment knowledge are able to integrate it into their teaching, which will also make
their instruction more effective and qualified, as also suggested by Malone (2013: p. 330).
Popham (2009) also highlights the significance of assessment knowledge by arguing that

a lack of assessment knowledge may “cripple the quality of education” (p.4).

As can be understood from the definitions, assessment literacy entails the
knowledge regarding assessment and its application in assessment practices in all fields
in education. Namely, assessment literate teachers should be aware of how to teach and
what to teach (Stanford and Reeves, 2005: p. 18). However, despite the rising need for
assessment literacy, extensive research on the assessment literacy of teachers has reported
that teachers are not prepared enough to assess and evaluate student learning (Alderson,
2005: p.4; Caliskan and Kasike1, 2010: p. 4155; Farhady, 2019: p. 6; Volante and Fazio,
2007: p. 749). According to Poehner (2008: p. 4), teachers are only armed with a repertoire
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of practices such as portfolios, cloze tests, dictations, quizzes but do not have the
theoretical background to lead them.

2.3 LANGUAGE ASSESSMENT LITERACY

Besides the development of standards for assessment knowledge in general
education, there has also been a process of raising professionalism in the field of language
assessment (Farhady, 2019: p. 4), and a new field, language assessment literacy (LAL)

was born.

According to Coombe et al. (2020: p. 11), language assessment literacy is a multi-
faceted concept and it is a major challenge to define it clearly. For Purpura (2016),
language assessment literacy is “a broad term referring to a systematic procedure for
eliciting test and non-test data (e.g., a teacher checklist of student performance) for the
purpose of making inferences or claims about certain language-related characteristics of
an individual” (p. 191). This new field, LAL, covers more competencies than AL does
(Inbar-Lourie, 2017: p. 261). To define the term, an array of definitions have been
suggested; however, since the LAL is quite a new field, a comprehensive definition of it
for the groups of people teaching various levels of language in diverse settings is yet to
emerge. In broad terms, Malone (2013: p. 329) uses the term, LAL, to refer to the teacher’s
knowledge of testing definitions and the ability to use this knowledge in class for
assessment. Although different definitions of the term exist in the literature, there appears
to be some agreement that LAL has to comply with realities of the context where a specific
language is being taught (Coombe et al., 2020: p. 11; Inbar-Laurie, 2017: p. 258;
O’Loughlin, 2006: p. 71; Scarino, 2013: p. 311; Vogt and Tsagari, 2014: p. 392). Namely,
the expected LAL of the teachers may differ depending on such factors as the proficiency
level of students, the exam-orientedness of the country or the expectation of the
educational institutions; therefore, attempting to increase the LAL of the diverse groups
is problematic due to the uncertainty of the knowledge to help them make good decisions
about the tests and test scores (Harding and Phil, 2013: p. 382; Hatipoglu, 2015: p. 112).
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The need for teachers to be language-assessment literate was stated by a number
of researchers. According to Scarino (2013), thanks to LAL, teachers are able to:

“explore and evaluate their own preconceptions, understand the interpretive nature
of the phenomenon of assessment and become increasingly aware of their own dynamic
framework of knowledge, understanding, practices, and values, which shape their
conceptualizations, interpretations, judgments, and decisions in assessment and their
students’ second language learning. Through these processes, they will gradually develop
self-awareness as assessors, an integral part of their language assessment literacy” (p.

311).

O’Loughlin (2006: p. 71) also states that LAL has become a vital mastery for
language teachers. According to Fulcher (2012: p. 113), due to the rising responsibilities
of teachers dramatically in the 21% century, and there are three major reasons for this
increase. To start with, more and more tests, both externally obligated and locally
developed, have begun to be administered. The second reason is that the use of language
tests were expanded as a part of immigration policy as a component of citizenship tests.
Finally, the use of assessment as a tool that leads to learning has gained a focus.

In order for teachers to be knowledgeable in assessment in their classroom
practices, it is crucial that they are provided with sufficient teacher training in assessment
(Jeong, 2013: p. 346). Since language teachers are not born testers (Jin, 2010: p. 556),
they need training in assessment concepts, strategies, skills and knowledge: hence, teacher
training has a crucial role (Odo, 2016: p. 40). Most of the teachers learn the basic
assessment knowledge at pre-service years at teacher education departments; however,
Poehner (2008: p. 4) argues that teachers are not competent in capturing learners’ abilities
due to the attention devoted to assessment in most teacher education programs. Besides
the lack of interest in teacher education programs, teacher trainers in the teacher training
institutes are in a quandary about what to include in English Language Testing and
Evaluation (ELTE) courses (Hatipoglu, 2015: p. 112). Because of the importance attached
to summative assessment (Sahin, 2019: p. 194), a large body of research indicated that

teacher trainers focus more on theoretical aspects of assessment by ignoring the social
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aspects of assessment (Biiyiikkarci, 2016: p. 339, Hatipoglu, 2015: p. 125; Jeong, 2013:
p. 348; Jin, 2010: p. 567).

Despite the variation of LAL requirements of the teachers across the different
regional contexts, there is a consensus among researchers about the inadequacy of LAL
of teachers. In the last two decades, a growing body of research has investigated the LAL
of the teachers or pre-service teachers, and a recent review of the literature on the LAL
suggests that teachers” LAL is not sufficient (Berry et al., 2019: p. 121; Biiyiikkarci, 2016:
p. 338; Mede and Atay, 2017: p. 57; Muhammad and Bardakg1, 2019: p. 431; Olmezer-
Oztiirk and Aydin, 2019: p. 614; Sarigoban, 2011: p. 405; Vogt and Tsagari, 2014: p. 391;
Xu and Brown, 2017: p. 133).

2.4. STUDIES ON LANGUAGE ASSESSMENT LITERACY OF IN-SERVICE
AND PRE-SERVICE TEACHERS ABROAD AND IN TURKEY

This chapter reviews the research conducted on LAL with pre-service and in-
service teachers abroad as well as in Turkey. The LAL research conducted around the
world focused on three main aspects: the effectiveness of assessment courses offered at
teacher training programs at universities, training needs and training knowledge of
teachers and assessment practices and beliefs of teachers. Under these aspects, research

conducted on LAL, both abroad and in Turkey, are presented below, respectively.

2.4.1 Research Conducted Abroad

The effectiveness of assessment courses offered at universities has been examined
by a number of researchers. To start with, O’Loughlin (2006) conducted research that
lasted over 12 weeks to examine a postgraduate course on second language assessment.
During 36 hours of face to face instruction, the researcher tried to develop a good
understanding of important concepts in language assessment, the ability to evaluate the
assessment instruments they already use critically, and develop students’ capacity to adapt

or design a test instrument for a particular context. Besides face to face instruction, an
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online forum was offered to learners. Although they were not assessed on what they wrote
in the forum, at least one contribution to the forum a week was obligatory. The researcher
indicated that the first two aims were achieved broadly; however, the participants differed
in their capacity and eagerness to adopt new ideas in language assessment. According to
the researcher, this could result from participants’ cultural and professional backgrounds

as well as the input quality they got in the classes (p. 71).

Viengsang (2006) carried out a study to investigate how pre-service teachers
understand assessment literacy, their previous training, their practices and problems in the
practicum, and problems and needs regarding assessment. The sample was 46 pre-service
practicum students in Thailand, and the data were collected through a survey questionnaire
and a semi-structured interview. The findings revealed that pre-service teachers had a
satisfactory level of information about concepts such as reliability and validity. They were
also aware of the importance of relevance between the objectives of the course and
contents of the tests; however, the study showed that the learners’ knowledge about the
types of the tests were unsatisfactory. Finally, it was clear both in the questionnaire and
surveys that the courses on the assessment literacy were not sufficient; therefore, they
were not confident about designing tests (p. 432).

Another study was run to investigate the training of university teachers with a
focus on Language Testing and Assessment (LTA) courses in China by Jin (2010). The
researcher made use of a survey that inquired students’ thoughts about the necessity and
efficiency of those courses. The survey was conducted with 86 teachers teaching LTA
courses. The study showed that the necessary aspects of theory and practice of language
testing were covered in the lessons. On the other hand, psychological and educational
measurement and student classroom practice received considerably less attention. Also,
suggestions were made to focus on under-addressed prospects of teaching contents and to

create a network of testers to exchange experiences, skills, and knowledge (p. 555).

In the same vein, Lam (2015) conducted comprehensive research to examine the
language assessment training programs in five language teacher education schools in

Hong Kong. To gather the data, the researcher examined programs and government
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documents, conducted interviews with instructors and pre-service teachers, and evaluated
the assessment tasks and courses. The research yielded the following results; the programs
were insufficient in developing LAL, there was a limited application of LAL in the
classrooms, the training in administrating large scale and classroom-based assessment was
insufficient which resulted in a gap between theory and practice, and finally, exam-
oriented culture that they had made their perceptions about assessment examination
oriented, as well. All in all, findings indicated an inadequate level of assessment training
in Hong Kong, and the bridge between theory and practice could not be established in the

assessment context (p. 169).

Deluca and Bellara (2013) carried out research to investigate adjustment between
professional standards for assessment practice, pre-service teacher education policies, and
course curricula, which aims at improving teacher competency in the assessment. To
analyze the agreement between the components mentioned above, a moderate complexity
alignment method was utilized. A comprehensive analysis of policy documents revealed
both alignments and misalignments. The major trend in the alignment data was in the
course content. Namely, themes such as assessment fairness, assessment processes, and
measurement theory were evident in the content of the lessons, which somewhat matched
the standards. Another finding was the insufficient amount of time for assessment courses;
since the courses lasted typically for one semester, left teacher candidates only a little time
to practice their strong theoretical knowledge. They also suggested that preservice
assessment education research should be supported in order to enhance teacher learning
(p. 356).

In a recent study, Davin and Heineke (2016) also conducted a comprehensive
study in order to see the effectiveness of the assessment course through a practice-based
approach within a course in a teacher preparation model in the state of Illinois. The focus
of the study was on the preparation of pre-service students to assess their learners. All the
learning experiences in their study were meticulously designed to help students prepare
two performance tasks. The four critical components of this practice-based approach
included the selection of core practices, instructional activities, the structure of the

learning cycle, and finding an authentic setting for practice. They concluded that many
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participants assured their desire to become teachers thanks to the interaction with students.
Another important finding of the study was that pre-service teachers had the feeling that
the situated nature of the course enabled them to understand the assets that the learners

bring to the classroom by learning crucial aspects of language education (p. 921).

Another concern of the researchers regarding LAL is the teachers’ knowledge and
training needs and a number of studies have been implemented to reveal these. One of the
earliest studies to investigate the training needs and LTA literacy of teachers was
conducted by Hasselgreen et al. (2004). A questionnaire was employed to determine the
training needs of teachers, test designers, and language teacher trainers. The sample
consisted of 914 people, and 361 of them were teachers. The questionnaire had two parts.
The first part inquired about their professional background. The second part of the
questionnaire included questions under three categories as classroom-focused activities,
assessment purpose, and concepts and contents of assessment. Although the majority of
the items were similar in teachers’ and teacher trainers’ questions, teacher trainers had
different items in their questionnaires, as well. The findings of the study revealed that
teachers received no training in using ready tests and continuous assessment and also
giving feedback. For the assessment purposes, participants stated that they received no
training in placing students and awarding them certificates. Finally, for the contents and

concepts of the assessment, they reported they needed training in all aspects under this
group.

Fulcher (2012) also developed a survey instrument to investigate the assessment
needs of language teachers with the explicit purpose of developing and writing a new text
for teachers about language testing which will be available online. After piloting it with
24 teachers, some alterations were made. The questionnaire was sent online, and 278
teachers from various continents such as New Zealand, South America, North America,
Europa, Far East, and Australia completed it. The results of this comprehensive study
revealed that the participants were aware of different assessment needs, and they asserted
that historical and social context should be taken into account while dealing with the

principles and practices of assessment. Finally, the researchers recommended that
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classroom-based assessment and large-scale assessment are supposed to be treated in a

more balanced way (p. 113).

Another comprehensive study about the training needs and levels of teachers was
conducted by Vogt and Tsagari (2014). The research was implemented in seven countries
in Europe (Cyprus, Macedonia, Germany, Greece, Italy, Poland, Turkey). To collect the
data, a mixed-method design was adopted. The data were collected via questionnaires
(n=753) and interviews (n=63). The results showed that the teachers’ expertise, which did
not vary from country to country, was developed in only certain elements. The participants
indicated that they gained experience after they started working through teaching
materials. They also indicated a need for training for the LTA features stated in the survey.
In 2017, a very similar study was implemented by Tsagari and Vogt (2017) to relate the
findings from their previous study. The data were collected in three countries this time
(Cyprus, Germany, and Greece), and the focus was on the qualitative findings. The
findings revealed low levels of LAL. It was observed that the foreign language teachers
learned about the LTA generally from colleagues or assessment materials they used,
which indicated the insufficiency of the teacher education programs in equipping teachers
with necessary LTA knowledge. Finally, participants tended to use the traditional ways of
assessment, which means alternative assessment forms were not in the mainstream

assessment practices of teachers (p. 374).

Muhammad and Bardakg¢i1 (2019) also tried to explore LAL of Iraqi teachers.
Classroom Assessment Inventory prepared by Mertler (2003) was used to collect the data.
101 teachers working at secondary and preparatory schools participated in the study. They
found out that although 77% of the participants stated that they had been trained enough
for assessment, the results showed that they had low assessment literacy. Finally, they
recommended revisions in teacher training programs and professional training courses

preparation (p. 431).

Recently, Xie and Tan (2019) investigated the language assessment literacy needs
of both pre-service and in-service primary school teachers in Hong Kong. The data were

collected through interviews and questionnaires created by VVogt and Tsagari (2014). The
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sample consisted of eleven English teachers from eleven different primary schools. As for
the results, in terms of assessment design, participants expressed a need to adopt various
informal and formal assessment methods. It was also reported by all the teachers that they
followed a marking scheme prepared by their schools, and they thought they were
proficient in using them; however, they showed quite low confidence in designing them.
When they were asked about the ethical issues, the participants also expressed their
concern and the challenge they had about protecting the assessment results of their
students from keen parents. Another important finding was that the participant teachers
were less enthusiastic about theory or concept of assessment than conducting the
assessment, and issues of validity and reliability were stated to be nonessential by many.
Finally, even though they were not confident in interpreting their assessment score, the
participants thought themselves proficient in giving feedback to learners and parents (p.
653).

Assessment practices and beliefs of teachers have also been explored by many
scholars. To start with, Campbell and Evans (2010) investigated the assessment practices
of teachers who have taken LTA courses. Through a review of lesson plans of 65 pre-
service teachers, they found out that pre-service teachers did not make use of necessary
criteria to evaluate students’ learning. Especially concepts of validity and reliability were
not incorporated into their assessment in spite of the recent training they had on those
concepts. The researchers indicated that completing the course did not necessarily mean
that the pre-service students could show the knowledge in their practice. Item and test
construction knowledge was also found inadequate, and researchers concluded that pre-

service students ignored most of the content they studied in LTA courses (p. 350).

Jannati (2015) investigated the practices and viewpoints of 18 Iranian teachers of
the English language through semi-structured interviews. The sample was divided into
three according to participants’ teaching experience. It was reported that teaching
experience did not make any significant difference in teachers’ perceptions about
assessment. The analysis of the data also revealed that teachers within all three groups

were knowledgeable of the basic concepts and assessment terminology. Furthermore,
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despite being assessment literate, the participants lacked the skills to put this knowledge

into practice (p. 26).

Giraldo Aristizabal (2018) is another researcher to examine the assessment
practices and beliefs of English language teachers. He conducted action research to
improve the LAL of English language teachers at a language institute in Colombia, and
60 EFL teachers participated in the study. The data were collected through questionnaires,
interviews, and document analysis. Priori coding system was implemented to analyze the
data. The analysis of the data yielded that the participants were of the opinion that tests
should abide by the four basic principles, which are reliability, authenticity, validity, and
positive washback. However, not all the qualities were observed to be reflected in their
practices due to not having a unified approach towards rubrics designing or administrative

constraints (p. 25).

To investigate the attitudes of teachers towards assessment and assessment
practices, Berry et al. (2019) also conducted research with a sample from France, United
Kingdom, and Spain. Classroom observations with follow-up interviews, focus group
discussions and interviews were utilized. It was found out that even though teachers did
not feel confident about their knowledge, they made use of a variety of assessment
techniques successfully. The participants also expressed negative views towards testing
and grading, and they used the terms ‘assessment’ and ‘testing’ interchangeably. Another
finding of the study was that the participants tended to rely on ready-made tests or external

testing companies due to the lack of confidence to create their own materials (p. 113).

In a recent study, Giraldo (2019) set out to determine the kinds of assessment
instruments and beliefs of five Colombian English language teachers with the help of
semi-structured interviews and reflective journals. The findings demonstrated that
teachers were able to use traditional and alternative assessment techniques. They were
also found to assess language as well as non-language constructs and make use of the
information gained from assessing to improve students’ learning. As for the beliefs of

teachers, two main beliefs were expressed. Firstly, the failure or success of students was
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connected to their previous learning. Secondly, the participants asserted that teaching and
assessment fed each other (p. 35).

2.4.2. Research Conducted in Turkey

An analysis of the literature revealed that there is a dearth of research conducted
in Turkey about LAL, especially related to assessment courses offered at universities. In
one of the earliest studies, Hatipoglu (2010) focused on how ELTE courses were taught
at Middle East Technical University, teacher education program, students’ perceptions
about those courses were asked. The data were collected through questionnaires and
interviews, and 81 students participated in the study. The questionnaire had two parts, in
the first part of the questionnaire, students had to provide personal information, and in the
second part, they were supposed to answer two questions. Firstly, they had to list five
topics that were studied in the lesson, and they thought they would be helpful in the future
and why. Secondly, they were required to say five things they thought needed to change
to make it more fruitful and state their reason. One of the major findings was that students
stated that reliability, validity, and testing skills were among the most studied topics in the
ELTE courses. They also expressed that they did not have enough time to practice, and
highlighted the need for more testing courses; namely, there was not balance between
theory and practice in the course. Crowded classrooms were another problem they
mentioned by the participants because it inhibited classroom discussion. All in all,
Hatipoglu (2010) found the data she collected valuable and concluded to arrange her

classroom in the light of students’ suggestions (p. 40).

In her PhD thesis, Sahin (2019) conducted a comprehensive analysis of the status
quo of ELTE courses offered by English Language Teacher Education programs in Turkey
with a focus on LAL of the pre-service teachers. In order to collect the data, syllabi from
36 ELTE courses were examined, interviews were conducted by 21 ELTE instructors, and
finally, 846 pre-service students completed questionnaires. The findings showed that only
one LTA course was not sufficient to improve students’ LAL effectively in terms of both

theoretical and practical knowledge. The findings also revealed that traditional testing
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tools were emphasized over alternative assessment, and practical aspects were not
attached the same amount of importance due to time constraints. Finally, students who
participated in the research expressed that although, in general, they were satisfied with
the ELTE training they received, they did not find education in alternative assessment

forms, assessing productive skills and formative assessment satisfactory (p. 10).

In a recent study, Kavakli and Arslan (2019) aimed to find out how Action-Impact-
Desired Outcome (AID) model affected the professional development of candidate
English teachers. The AID model gives primacy to giving feedback to the most crucial
issues; therefore, the value of feedback is more appreciated. Data were collected from 18
4"M-year students at a state university in Turkey. For data collection, peer feedback forms
are examined together with teachers’ observation reports. Finally, semi-structured
interviews were conducted to explore how AID model of feedback affected students’
development during a 14-week course. The results obtained revealed that theory-
orientedness of English language teacher education programs in Turkey failed to educate
preservice teachers for real-life classrooms; hence, preservice teachers expressed the need
for more practical content in ELTE courses. AID model also proved to offer more practical
information about theoretical knowledge in practice. The researchers suggested that
preservice teachers should take more active roles in their practicum years, which offer

real-life experiences (p. 622).

In order to investigate the training needs and level of English language teachers, a
number of studies have been conducted recently. Mede and Atay (2017) undertook a study
to find out LAL levels of English language teachers who work at both state and foundation
universities in Turkey. In their study, they collected the data by means of the questionnaire
by Vgot and Tsagari (2004) and focused group interviews. The sample consisted of 350
English language teachers who graduated from ELT departments and had a minimum of
5 years of experience. The results from the questionnaire revealed that the participants
lacked training in classroom-focused activities such as preparing tests and giving
feedback. The research also indicated that half of the participants believed that they were
competent in testing vocabulary and grammar; however, preparing skill-based tests were

hard for them. Another problem that the majority of the participants had was giving
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feedback on the assessment, and also over 60% of the participants expressed a need for an
advanced training in receptive, productive, and integrated skills (p. 1).

Another important study regarding LAL in Turkey was conducted by Olmezer-
Ozturk (2018). In the PhD dissertation, the researcher developed and validated a scale
called Language Assessment Knowledge Scale (LAKS). LAKS included 60 items
regarding the assessment of four skills. A total of 542 teachers working at universities
participated in the study. For the qualitative part of the study, 11 teachers were interviewed
through open-ended questions to get detailed data about what teachers thought about
language assessment knowledge. It was reported that the teachers were the most informed
about assessing reading while they had the least literacy in assessing listening. Another
important finding of the study was that pre-service and in-service education in Turkey was

not sufficient; therefore, more training was required on assessing the four skills (p. 12).

In her master’s thesis, Sariyildiz (2018) investigated language assessment literacy
levels and needs of preservice language teachers. The study employed a mixed design, so
both quantitative and qualitative data were collected. In the quantitative part of the study,
101 4" grade students from Middle East Technical University participated, and 25
students volunteered in participating in the qualitative part. The results of the study
indicated that although the participants received some education in language testing and
assessment, more training was needed in these domains. It was also found out thanks to
the qualitative data that the participants could not put the theoretical knowledge regarding
testing and assessment into practice in the practicum. Finally, the importance of the ELTE

courses for their career was also acknowledged by the participants (p. 7).

In a recent study, Tamerer (2019) was also concerned with the assessment needs
and knowledge of the 4™-grade students studying at the English Language Teaching (ELT)
department at a state university in Turkey. The primary data collection instrument was a
questionnaire, and it was completed by 30 pre-service teachers. For the qualitative part,
the researchers conducted interviews with ten volunteer participants. The research yielded
that more than half of the participants were only a little experienced in developing

classroom tests. Another important finding was that the majority of the participants had
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no training in portfolio assessment and little training in self or peer assessment, and more
than half of the participants reported the need for advanced training in informal
assessment. On the other hand, the participants perceived they had a higher level of
vocabulary and grammar assessment literacy. Finally, 90% of the teacher candidates

expressed an interest in benefiting from online sources to improve their LTA after school
(p. 4).

There were also some Turkish researchers who were concerned about the
assessment practices and beliefs of pre-service or in-service English language teachers.
To start with, in his master’s thesis, Yetkin (2015) examined the perceptions of preservice
teachers about the implementation of various assessment strategies. The sample included
30 4th-year students who were doing their practicum at elementary schools. Data
collection instruments were questionnaires, which were conducted with 30 teacher
candidates, and five open-ended questions, which were asked to 5 teacher candidates. The
findings of the study regarding their perceptions of assessment purposes showed that
classroom assessment was thought to be a means for observing student development and
teacher success. Participants also assessed learners to increase their motivation and alter
their teaching strategies accordingly to facilitate learning. It was also stated by the
participants that the ELT program they were studying helped them increase their
theoretical knowledge and their assessment literacy. Finally, the results indicated that
preservice teachers relied on observation more than the other assessment techniques (p.
4).

In a current master’s thesis, Dogru (2020) aimed to find out the assessment literacy
needs of English language teachers working at an aviation school in Turkey. She also
focused on their assessment practices, assessment beliefs, and discrepancies between their
assessment applications and beliefs. The data were collected by means of both quantitative
and qualitative instruments. For the quantitative part, questionnaires were completed by
32 teachers, and 7 of the participants also participated in the semi-structured interviews in
the qualitative phase. The results revealed that although the participants received training
in language testing and assessment, they reported that their knowledge is not sufficient.

Also, the findings from the interviews showed that the assessment beliefs and practices of
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the participants did not overlap. Finally, the participants had the opinion that the
assessment of the aviation students ought to focus on listening and speaking (p. 3).
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CHAPTER 11

3. METHODOLOGY

3.1. RESEARCH DESIGN

This study employed both quantitative and qualitative data collection instruments.
A mixed-methods design was utilized since “the uses of both quantitative and qualitative
methods, in combination, provide a better understanding of the research problem and
question than either method by itself” (Creswell, 2012, p.535), and contribute to the
reliability of the findings. In the quantitative phase, a questionnaire was employed since
it enables the researcher to reach a high number of participants at once, and the anonymous
data collection increases the reliability of the data. Since the data are collected at one time,
this research adopts a cross-sectional design in terms of data collection time frame. In the
qualitative part of the study, an interview was utilized in order to get an in-depth
understanding of the participants about the issues which might not be clear or mentioned

in the questionnaires.

3.2. SETTING AND PARTICIPANTS

The present study was conducted online in the 2019-2020 academic year to have
an understanding of language assessment training and needs of teachers working at state
schools (elementary, middle, and high) in Turkey. The sample of the study consisted of
101 teachers. The participants of the study were selected through convenience sampling.
Convenience sampling is selecting the participants that are suitable and convenient for the
researcher (Dornyei and Taguchi, 2009: p. 61; Mackey and Gass, 2005: p. 122), and in
the current study, it was employed to be able to reach the teachers working at different

parts of the country.

The sample included teachers who worked in 26 cities in Turkey. Regarding the

gender distribution of the study, more females (62.4%) participated in the questionnaires
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than males (37.6%). The majority of the participants had 11-15 years of experience
(41.6%), which was followed by more than 15 years (25.7%), 6-10 (24.8%), 2-5 years
(5.9%), and 0-lyears (2%). Most of the participants graduated from English Language
Teaching departments (86.1%) while 13.9% were graduates from departments. With
respect to their highest qualification, 73 (78.2%) of the participants did not continue their
education after the university while 16.8% had an MA degree, and 5% completed a PhD
program. Regarding the schools they worked at, 49.5% worked at high schools, which
was followed by middle schools (36.6%) and elementary schools (13.9%).

Table 1
Profile of the Participants (N=101)
N %
Gender Male 38 37.6
Female 63 62.4
Years of Experience 0-1 2 2
2-5 6 5.9
6-10 25 24.8
11-15 42 41.6
More than 15 years 26 25.7
Graduated BA Program  English Language 87 86.1
Teaching (ELT)
Non-ELT 14 13.9
Highest Qualification BA 79 78.2
MA 17 16.8
PhD 5 5.0
School Level Elementary School 14 13.9
Middle School 37 36.6
High School 50 49.5

In the qualitative part of the study, a total of 18 teachers volunteered to answer the
written interview questions. Table 2 below demonstrates the profile of the interviewed

participants.
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Table 2
Profile of the Interviewed Participants (N=18)

N %
Gender Male 10 55.6
Female 8 44.4
Years of Experience 2-5 1 5.6
6-10 5 27.8
11-15 9 50
More than 15 years 3 16.7
Highest Qualification BA 16 88.9
MA 2 11.1
School Level Elementary School 4 22.2
Middle School 8 44.4
High School 6 33.3

3.3. DATA COLLECTION INSTRUMENTS

In this study, a mixed-methods design was employed, so both quantitative and
qualitative data collection instruments were employed to be able to address the research
questions of the study. The primary data collection tool was a questionnaire. The
questionnaire that was employed in this study included two main parts. Part | included a
total of eight questions. In this part, the participants were required to provide some
demographic information such as gender, years of experience, the name of the university
and program they graduated from, their highest qualification, the city they work in, the
level of the institution they worked at (elementary, middle, high school), and whether they

took a testing and assessment course at university or not.

In the second part, the Teachers’ Questionnaire, which was developed by Vogt and
Tsagari’s (2014) was adopted due to the parallelism between the aims of the original study
with the current one (See Appendix A for the questionnaire). This part of the questionnaire

consisted of 3 sub-parts; a) classroom-focused LTA, b) purposes of testing, c) content and
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concepts of LTA, and there were a total of 36 items (12, 8, 16 items respectively). In each
sub-part, the participants were asked if they received any training, or need any training in
the same domains. In the first part where they were asked about their current training level,
they had to rate their training from a 3-point Likert scale (not at all, a little (1 - 2 days),
more advanced). In the second part under each sub-part, the respondents were required to
rate their need for training for the same domains from a 3-point Likert scale (none, yes,

basic training, yes more advanced training).

As the second data collection instrument, interviews were conducted to
complement the qualitative data in order to get more reliable, detailed, in-depth
information about the perceptions and needs of the participants about their language
testing and assessment knowledge. Interviews make great data collection tools since they
are concerned about the respondents’ experiences, identities, beliefs and more (Talmy and
Richards, 2010: p. 1). In this regard, interviews enable the researcher to get more thorough
insights, which would not be possible through questionnaires solely. The interview
questions, which were initially used by Tsagari and Vogt (2014), were adapted in
accordance with the aim and sample of the study. The interview questions that would be
used were decided with the help of the thesis advisor. The questions were also translated
into Turkish to make the participants feel more stress-free while answering, and therefore,
provide more personal data. Five open-ended questions (See Appendix B for interview
questions) were asked to have a deeper understanding of teachers working for state
schools in terms of their current level, need, and implementation of language assessment

tools.

3.4 DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURE AND DATA ANALYSIS

Prior to the data collection process, the researcher applied for the ethics committee
approval for the research to Kocaeli University Ethics Commission. After it was approved
by the committee (See Appendix C), data collection instruments were utilized to collect
the data.
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The data for the quantitative part of the study was collected by means of the
“Teachers Questionnaire” by Tsagari and Vogt (2014). First of all, the questionnaire was
created online by Google Forms. After the review and approval by the researcher’s
advisor, the questionnaire was ready to be sent. The respondents of the study were selected
through convenience sampling. The researcher assured them that no personal data such as
their names or the names of their schools would be requested, or none of the data collected
through these questionnaires would be shared by other institutions. This way, a total of

101 English teachers from various cities in Turkey filled out the questionnaire.

After collecting the quantitative data, 18 teachers volunteered to participate in the
interviews. The interview questions were prepared through Google Forms and sent to
volunteer teachers. The written interview consisted of five questions, and they were both
in Turkish and English. The participants were informed that they could answer the
questions in either language. The respondents were also requested to elaborate on their

ideas to give more details while answering the questions.

In order to analyze the quantitative data, the data collected through questionnaires
were entered into the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS). Initially, descriptive
statistics were run to calculate percentages and frequencies of participants’ gender, years
of experience, the university they graduated from, highest qualifications, the city they
work in, the level of the school they were working at and whether they had a testing and
assessment course at the university. Then, the second part of the questionnaire, which
included the Likert scale was analyzed via SPSS in terms of means, percentages, and
frequencies to find out the training levels and needs of the respondents in language

assessment.

Finally, in order to analyze the qualitative data, grounded theory principles were
adopted, and all the items were examined one by one in terms of their similarities and
differences. After classifying the data, selective coding, which is a coding process in
which “all categories are unified around a "core" category” to find out the main analytic

idea in the research (Corbin and Strauss, 1990: p.14) was utilized.

30



The qualitative data of the study were re-coded by the same researcher three weeks
after the initial coding so as to ensure intra-rater reliability. Intra-rater reliability is the
measure of an individual’s consistency at measuring the same phenomenon at different
time intervals. Since there is not too much data to re-code, all of the interview data were
coded again, and the results were compared and contrasted. It was found out that intra-
rater reliability was excellent since new codes correlated with the initial ones 100%.
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CHAPTER IV

4. FINDINGS

4.1 QUANTITIVE DATA ANALYSIS

In order to examine the LAL of the teachers who work at government schools in
Turkey regarding the training they received and also find out their training needs in LTA,
questionnaires were conducted with 101 respondents. All the collected data were analyzed
using SPSS descriptive statistics. In this section, findings from the quantitative data are

presented by addressing the research questions of the study.
4.1.1 Results of Data Analysis for Research Question 1

The first research question of the study sought to explore the perceived training
levels of teachers who work at state schools regarding their training levels in LTA.

In order to find out if the participants took any LTA courses before, they were

asked to state it in Part | of the questionnaire. (Q7)

Table. 3
The Participants’ Background in LTA Course (N=101)

N %
Took LTA Course  Yes 63 62.4
No 38 37.6

Table 3 displays the results for Q7 in Part | of the questionnaire. 62.4 % of the
participants indicated that they took an LTA course, while 37.6% did not have a LTA

course before.

Part Il of the questionnaire included three parts, and each part had two sub-parts,

too. The first part of it had questions to investigate the classroom-focused LTA, and
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there were six questions to find out the perceived training levels of the teachers working
at state schools in Turkey.

Table. 4

Perceived Training Levels of Participants in Classroom-Focused LTA (N=101)

N Mean SD 0 1 2
Preparing classroom tests 101 136 .687 12 41 48
Using ready-made tests from textbook 101 1.36 .672 11 43 47
packages or from other sources
Giving feedback to students based on 101 155 608 6 33 62
information from tests/assessments
Using self-or peer-assessment 101 134 .667 11 45 45
Using informal, continuous, non-test 101 115 .713 19 48 34
type of assessment
Using the European Language 101 .86 J75 38 39 24

Portfolio, an adaptation of it or some

other portfolio
0= Not, atall, 1= A little (1-2 days), 2= More advanced

Table 4 displays the perceived training levels of teachers working at state schools
in terms of classroom-focused LTA. As illustrated in Table 4, the participants had the
highest mean value in “giving feedback to students based on information from
tests/assessments” (M=1.55, SD=.608), which indicated that the participants had the most
training in this area. 61.4% of the participants indicated that they had advanced training
in “giving feedback to students based on information from tests/assessments,” which was
followed by a little (1-2 days) and not at all (32.7% and 5.9%, respectively). The second
highest mean values were in “preparing classroom tests” (M=1.36, SD=.687) and ““using
ready-made tests from textbook packages or from other sources” (M= 1.36, SD=.672).

While 47.5% of the participants indicated that they had advanced training in “preparing
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classroom tests,” 40.6% received a little training, and 11.9% stated they had no training
at all. Regarding “using ready-made tests from textbook packages or from other sources,”
46.5% of the participants received advanced training, indicating that almost half of the
participants thought that they had advanced training in this component. It was followed
by a little (42.6%) and not at all (10.9%). With a very close mean value of 1.34, “using
self-or peer-assessment” had the third highest mean value (SD=.667). 44.6% of the
respondents stated that they had a little or advanced training in this field while 10.9%
received no training at all. “Using an informal, continuous, non-test type of assessment”
had a relatively low mean score (M=1.15, SD=.713). In this area, most of the participants
(47.5%) received a little training, which was followed by advanced training (33.7%), and
no training (18.8%). The lowest mean value was found for “using the European Language
Portfolio, an adaptation of it or some other portfolio” (M= .86, SD=.775) indicating that
the participants received the least training in this component. With a slight difference in
their percentages, the majority of the participants received a little and no training (38.6%,
37.6%, respectively), while 23.8% had advanced training in this area. As demonstrated in
Table 4, even though the participants varied in their training level across different

components, their perceived training levels are basic in this domain.

The second part of Part Il consisted of four questions in or to reveal the perceived

training levels of the teachers working at state schools in terms of purposes of testing.

Table. 5

Perceived Training Levels of Participants in Purposes of Testing (N=101)

N Mean SD O 1 2
Giving grades 101 147 672 10 34 57
Finding out what needs to be 101 149 642 8 36 57
taught/learned

Placing students onto courses, programs 101 1.12 .739 22 45 34
etc
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Awarding students final certificates 101 .98 735 28 47 26
(from school/program: local, regional or
national level)

0= Not, atall, 1= Alittle (1-2 days), 2= More advanced

As Table 5 indicates, teachers who work at state schools in Turkey appear to have
the highest mean score in “finding out what needs to be taught/learned” (M=1.49,
SD=.642), suggesting that the teachers working at state schools in Turkey are of the
opinion that they received the highest training in identifying their learners’ needs. More
than half of the participants (57.4%) perceived that they had advanced training in this
field, while 35.6% of the participants stated that they had a little training, and 7.9% had
no training at all, which indicates that more importance is attached to training the
participants in these components . The second highest mean value (M= 1.47, SD=.672)
was found for “giving grades” because the majority of the participants (56.4%) indicated
the training they had in this field was advanced. It was followed by a little (33.7%) and
not at all (9.9%). “Placing students onto courses, programs, etc.” had the third highest
mean value (M=1.12, SD=.739). The majority of the participants stated that they had a
little training (44.6%). 33.7% stated that they had advanced training in “placing students
onto courses, programs, etc.” while 21.8% indicated that they had no training at all. The
lowest mean score (M=.98, SD=.735) was observed for “awarding students final
certificates (from school/program: local, regional or national level)” since the majority of
the participants reported that they received a little training or no training at all in this field
(46.5%, 27.7%, respectively), demonstrating that the majority of the participants lack
advanced training in this component since only about a quarter of the participants (25.7%)
indicated that they received advanced training in this field.

In the final section in Part Il, the data were collected regarding the perceived
training levels of the English teachers working at state schools in terms of content and
concepts of LTA, and Table 6 demonstrates the findings from this domain.
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Table. 6

Perceived Training Levels of Participants in Content and Concepts of LTA (N=101)

N Mean SD 0 1 2

1. Testing and assessing
Receptive skills (reading/listening) 101 139 648 9 44 48
Productive skills (speaking/writing) 101 139 663 10 42 49

Microlinguistic aspects 101 141 710 13 34 54
(grammar/vocabulary)
Integrated language skills 101 128 .709 15 43 43
Aspects of culture 101 108 744 24 45 32
2. Establishing reliability of 101 132 692 13 43 45
tests/assessment
3. Establishing validity of 101 133 .694 13 42 46
tests/assessment

4. Using statistics to study the quality of 101 121 .697 16 48 37
tests/assessment
0= Not, atall, 1= Alittle (1-2 days), 2= More advanced

The results, as can be seen in Table 6, demonstrated that the highest mean score
was found for “testing and assessing microlinguistic aspects (grammar/vocabulary)”
(M=1.41, SD= .710) More than half of the participants (53.5%) reported that they had
advanced training in “testing and assessing microlinguistic aspects and 33.7% stated that
they received a little training while 12.9% of them indicated that they received no training
at all. It was followed by testing and assessing receptive skills (reading/listening) and
productive skills (speaking/writing) with the same mean value (M=1.39, SD= .648 and
.663, respectively), suggesting that perceived overall training of the participants are the
same in this component since in both components the majority of the participants
perceived an advanced training. For both receptive and productive skills (with the same
mean scores), nearly half of the participants (47.5%, 48.5%, respectively) stated that they
had advanced training in this field. It was followed by a little training in both fields
(43.6%, 41.6%, respectively) and not at all (8.9%, 9.9%, respectively). The third highest
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mean score was found for “establishing the validity of tests/assessment” (M=1.33, SD=
.694). 45.5% of the participants indicated that they received advanced training in
establishing the validity of tests/assessment, and 41.6% of them indicated that they had a
little training while 12.9% of the respondents stated that they had no training in this field
at all. With a slightly lower mean score, it was followed by “establishing the reliability of
tests/assessment” (M=1.32, SD=.692). The majority of the participants reported that they
had advanced training (44.6%), which was followed by a little training (42.6%) and not,
all (12.9%). The following highest mean value belonged to “teaching and assessing
integrated language skills” (M=1.28, SD=.709). In this field, the same number of
participants reported advanced and a little training (42.6%), while 14.9% of them stated
that they received no training at all. For another aspect under this domain, “using statistics
to study the quality of tests/assessment,” the mean value was 1.21 (SD=.697). Nearly half
of the participants (47.5%) indicated that they received a little training, which was
followed by advanced training and no training at all (36.6%, 15.8%, respectively). The
lowest mean score was found in “teaching and assessing aspects of culture” (M=1.08, SD=
.744). 44.6% of the participants reported that they had little training, and 31.7% of them
received advanced training. 23.8% of them expressed that they had no training at all in
this field, suggesting that almost a quarter of the participants thought that they had no

training in this component.

Finally, the responses of teachers who work at state schools to 18 items were
analyzed in terms of mean values in all three domains of LTA. Table 7 illustrates the
findings.

Table. 7
Perceived Training Levels of Participants in All Domains of LTA (N=101)

Mean
Classroom-focused LTA 1.27
Purposes of testing 1.27
Contents and concepts of LTA 1.30
Overall 1.28

0= Not, atall, 1= Alittle (1-2 days), 2= More advanced
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As shown in Table 7, English teachers who work at state schools had the highest
mean value in “contents and concepts of LTA” (M=1.30). The lowest mean values were
found for classroom-focused LTA and purposes of testing (M=1.27). Finally, overall mean
values for all three domains were found to be 1.28. As can be seen in the table, even though
the participants’ perceived training levels were the highest for the content and concepts of

LTA, the overall mean scores of the other domains are only slightly lower.

4.1.2 Results of Data Analysis for Research Question 2

The second research guestion in this study sought to explore the perceived training
needs of English teachers who work at state schools in language testing and assessment
(LTA).

Part 11 of the questionnaire also included questions to reveal the perceived training
needs of the teachers who work at state schools in Turkey. The classroom-focused LTA,
purposes of testing, and content and concepts of LTA were explored in 3 sub-parts of Part
II. In the first part, teachers’ perceived training needs in classroom-focused LTA were

investigated through six questions.

Table. 8

Perceived Training Needs of Participants in Classroom-Focused LTA (N=101)

N Mean SD 0 1 2
Preparing classroom tests 101 .88 816 40 33 28
Using ready-made tests from 101 .70 794 51 29 21

textbook packages or from other

sources

Giving feedback to students based 101 .85 792 40 36 25
on information from

tests/assessments

Using self-or peer-assessment 101 .99 194 32 38 31
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Using informal, continuous, non- 101 .95 753 31 44 26
test type of assessment

Using the European Language 101 1.12 .765 24 41 36
Portfolio, an adaptation of it or

some other portfolio

0= None, 1= Yes, basic training, 2= Yes, more advanced training

Table 8 illustrates the perceived training needs of the teachers who work at state
schools in Turkey. The highest mean value in this domain was observed in “using the
European Language Portfolio, an adaptation of it or some other portfolio” (M=1.12, SD=
.765), suggesting that the participants needed the most training in this component. 40.6%
of the participants reported that they needed basic training, and 35.6% of them indicated
that they needed more advanced training. 23.8% of the participants stated that they needed
no training in this field. The second highest mean score was found for “using self-or peer-
assessment” (M=.99, SD=.794). The majority of the participants (37.6%) reported that
they needed basic training in this field, and 30.7% of them indicated an advanced need for
using peer-assessment, while 31.7% of the participants stated that they needed no training
in this field. It was followed by “using an informal, continuous, non-test type of
assessment” (M=.95, SD=.753). In this field, 43.6% of the participants expressed a need
for basic training, while 30.7% of them reported no need for training. About a quarter of
the participants (25.7%) stated that they needed advanced training in this field. Preparing
classroom tests had the next highest mean score (M=.88, SD=.816). 39.6% of the
respondents stated that they needed no training in this field, while 32.7% of the reported
a little need for training, and 27.7% expressed an advanced need in this field. With a
slightly lower mean value, it was followed by “giving feedback to students based on
information from tests/assessments” (M=.85, SD=.792). 39.6% of the participants stated
that they needed no training in this field. While 35.6% of them expressed a need for basic
training, almost a quarter of the participants (24.8%) reported the need for advanced
training in giving feedback to students. The lowest mean score was found for “using

ready-made tests from textbook packages or from other sources” (M=.70, SD=.794) as
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more than half of the participants (51%) indicated no need for further education. 29% of
the participants reported a need for basic training, while 21% of them reported a need for
more advanced training, which suggests that the majority of the participants believed that

they were proficient in using ready-made tests.

The second part in part Il investigated the perceived needs of teachers who work

at state school in terms of purposes of testing, and the findings are illustrated in Table 9.

Table. 9

Perceived Training Needs of Participants in Purposes of Testing (N=101)

N Mean SD O 1 2
Giving grades 101 .77 768 45 34 22
Finding out what needs to be 101 .86 800 40 35 26
taught/learned

Placing students onto courses, programs 101  1.01 .755 28 44 29
etc

Awarding students final certificates 101 112 711 20 49 32
(from school/program: local, regional or

national level)

0= None, 1= Yes, basic training, 2= Yes, more advanced training

As illustrated in Table 9, the highest mean score was found for “awarding students
final certificates (from school/program: local, regional or national level)” (M=1.12, SD=
.711), meaning that this is the component in which the teachers who work at state schools
needed the most training. Almost half of the participants (48.5%) expressed a need for
basic training. 31.7% of them stated that they needed advanced training, while 19.8%
reported no need for this domain. The second highest mean value was observed in “placing
students onto courses, programs, etc.” (M= 1.01, SD=.755). For this field, 43.6% of the
participants indicated a need for basic training, and 28.7% of them stated that they needed

more advanced training, while with a slightly lower percentage, 27.7% of them expressed
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no need for training in this field. It was followed by “finding out what needs to be
taught/learned” (M=.86, SD=.800). 39.6% of the participants reported no further need in
this field, and 34.7% of them expressed a need for basic training. About a quarter of the
participants (25.7%) stated that they needed advanced training in finding out what needs
to be taught or learned. The lowest mean score was observed in “giving grades” (M=.77,
SD=.768), which indicates that the overall perceived needs of the participants are less than
basic. Nearly half of the participants (44.6%) stated that they needed no training in this
field, while 33.7% of them expressed a need for basic training, and a need for advanced

training was expressed by 21.8% of the participants.

The last part in part Il included 8 items to investigate the perceived training needs

of English teachers who work at state schools in the content and concepts of LTA.

Table 10
Perceived Training Needs of Participants in Content and Concepts of LTA (N=101)

N Mean SD 0 1 2

1. Testing and assessing
Receptive skills (reading/listening) 101 .90 819 39 33 29
Productive skills (speaking/writing) 101 .93 816 37 34 30

Microlinguistic aspects 101 .82 817 44 31 26
(grammar/vocabulary)
Integrated language skills 101 .95 792 34 38 29
Aspects of culture 101 106 .732 24 47 30
2. Establishing reliability of 101 100 .800 32 37 32
tests/assessment
3. Establishing validity of 101 .97 768 31 42 28
tests/assessment

4. Using statistics to study the quality of 101  1.04 .774 28 41 32

tests/assessment

0= None, 1= Yes, basic training, 2= Yes, more advanced training
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The findings of the training needs of the participant teachers who work at state
schools are presented in Table 10. This highest mean score in this domain was in “testing
and assessing aspects of culture” (M=1.06, SD=.732), suggesting that the participants in
this study thought that they needed the most training in the component. Nearly half of the
participants (46.5%) reported a need for basic training in this field. While 29.7% of them
expressed a need for more advanced training, 23.8% of the reported no need for further
training. It was followed by “using statistics to study the quality of tests/assessment”
(M=1.04, SD=.774) with a slightly lower mean value. 40.6% of the participants stated that
they needed basic training in this field, and 31.7% of them expressed a need for more
advanced training, while 27.7% reported no need for training in using statistics to study
the quality of tests or assessment. The third highest mean value was in “establishing the
reliability of tests/assessment” (M=1.00, SD=.800). In this field, the majority of the
participants (36.6%) reported a need for basic training, while the percentages of the
respondents who indicated a need for more advanced training (31.7%) and no training
(31.7%) were observed the same. It was followed by “establishing the validity of
tests/assessment” (M=.97, SD=.768). The majority of the participants (41.6%) expressed
a need for basic training in this field. 30.7% of them reported no further training, while
27.7% of the participants stated that they needed more advanced training in establishing
the validity of tests/assessment. “Testing and assessing the integrated language skills”
follows with a mean value of .95 (SD=.792). Most of the participants (37.6%) reported a
need for basic training in this field, while 33.7% of them did not indicate a need for further
training, and 28.7% of them expressed a need for more advanced training in the field. It
was followed by “testing and assessing productive skills” (M=.93, SD=.816). In this field,
the need for no training and basic training yielded close percentages (36.6%, 33.7%,
respectively), while 29.7% of the participants stated that they needed more advanced
training. The second lowest mean value was found for “testing and assessing receptive
skills” (M=.90, SD=.819). The majority of the participants indicated that they did not need
further training in this field, while 32.7% of them expressed a need for basic training, and
28.7% reported that they needed more advanced training. The lowest mean score was
found in “testing and assessing microlinguistic aspects” (M=.82, SD=.817), which
demonstrated that in this domain, the participants felt the most proficient in testing and
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assessing grammar and vocabulary. 43.6% of the participants stated that they did not need
any further training, while 30.7% of them reported a need for basic training. About a

quarter of the participants (25.7%) indicated that they needed more advanced training.

Finally, responses of teachers who work at state schools to these 18 items in the
questionnaire were analyzed to reveal the perceived training needs of the teachers who

work at state schools in all the domains of LTA, and the results are displayed in Table 11.

Table 11
Perceived Training Needs of the Participants in All Domains of LTA (N=101)

Mean
Classroom-focused LTA 91
Purposes of testing 94
Content and concepts of LTA .95
Overall .93

0= None, 1= Yes, basic training, 2= Yes, more advanced training

As the Table 11 illustrates the findings for the stated needs of teachers who work
at state schools in all three domains of LTA, the overall mean value of the 18 items in the
questionnaire was found to be 0.93, suggesting that the overall perceived needs of the
participants are less than basic. The highest mean value was found in the domain, “content
and concepts of LTA” (M=.95), which was followed by “purposes of testing” with a
slightly lower mean value (M=.94). The lowest mean score was observed in the classroom-
focused LTA domain (M=.91).

4.2 QUALITATIVE DATA ANALYSIS

In order to complement the quantitative data, written interviews were conducted
to get more reliable, detailed, in-depth information about the perceptions and needs of the
participants about their language testing and assessment knowledge. 18 English teachers
who work at state schools in Turkey participated in the interview part, which included 5
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open-ended questions. In order to maintain anonymity, rather than using their names, the
participants were mentioned as T (teacher), followed by a number. All the data collected

via written interviews were analyzed item by item by means of selective coding.

Interview question 1: Did your school experience course you took at the
university give you the chance to put what you learned related to language testing and

assessment into practice and contribute to your professional development? Please explain.

Many of the participants appreciated the help of school experience courses and
practicum experience they had in the final year of the university with some limitations.
When the responses were analyzed, some common points were realized. The findings
revealed that although teachers learn basics at the universities, they keep learning after
they start teaching, and the first theme emerged as “learning by doing”. In this vein, one
individual said:

“Actually, the school experience course we took at the university surely helped us,
however, when we found ourselves in a real teaching atmosphere, we had different
experiences through learning by doing. Teaching as a profession is not static; therefore,
we may get new experiences every day or even every class. All in all, the education we
had at university establishes our background, and this process continues when we start
teaching.” (T4)

Another theme which was observed through the analysis of interviews was “the
lack of involvement of preservice teachers in assessment process”. It was found out that
the attitude of the advisory teachers at practicum schools may have adverse impact on the
development of preservice teachers as one of the participants made the following

comment:

“Advisory teacher at the practicum school never involved us in testing and
assessment process; therefore, we did not have any change to put what learned at the

university into practice.”(T18)

This comment is significant as it reveals that not all the advisory teachers at

practicum schools are cooperative, which hinders the professional development of

44



preservice teachers. The final theme which was identified in the interview data was
“limited time at practicum schools ”. It was found out that the preservice teachers did not
benefit from school experience courses due to insufficient time they spent practicing at

practicum schools. Regarding this theme, a participant made this comment:

“School experience course was not very helpful. Since the amount of time we
participated in the lessons was very limited, we did not have much time to practice what
we learned.” (T5)

However, not all the problems stemmed from issues related to limited time or
advisory teachers at practicum schools, moreover, one interviewee narrated a negative
experience resulted from his supervisor for school experience course at the university by

making the following comment:

“«“

.. our supervisor teacher for school experience course was someone out the
teacher education field (his undergraduate degree was in translation), so the only thing
he suggested to us is to teach in English. Nothing about what to teach, how to teach or
what kind of strategies to use in classroom discourse in terms of motivating students,

promoting their involvement or maintaining discipline, etc. (T15)

As can be understood from the comment above, not all of the professors at
universities are qualified enough to equip preservice teachers with fundamental
assessment skills. On the other hand, some of the interviewees were totally content with
the school experience course they took at universities and the way it enabled them to put
what they learned into practice as one interviewee put it:

“In the school experience course we had at the university, we had a chance to
practice what we learned at the LTA course. In the practicum school, in which we worked
together with teachers and students, we had a chance to observe and reflect our
observations, and we had experience in teaching skills. We participated in teaching

activities actively in as many different levels as possible and gained experience in LTA.”

(T8)
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Although the overall attitude of the interviewees towards LTA courses was
positive, one individual made the striking comment below about the importance of testing

and assessment courses:

“The teaching atmosphere of the newly appointed teachers at schools where they
fulfill their compulsory service requires more prior skills. Teachers from totally different
parts of the country, sometimes even with a different mother tongue, might need more
basic skills such as classroom management, human relations, etc. Therefore, personally,
since the teachers are not in a position to do testing and assessment, they should be given

such training as effective classroom communication and leadership skills.” (T11)

The comment above highlights the importance of the schools or cities where
teachers work at on the opportunities to use the skills they have, suggesting that not all the
learned skills could be practiced due to the diversity of cultures or languages within the

country.

Interview question 2: Did you feel prepared enough to assess your students’
language learning when you finished university? If not, what kind of difficulties did you

have in terms of assessing language learning, and how did you overcome them?

The majority of the interviewees indicated that they did not feel prepared enough
to assess their students’ language learning right after they finished university, and the
participants were asked to mention the strategies they made use of to tackle with this
insufficiency. Analysis of how they overcame it yielded some common points. To start
with, “learning from colleagues” was voiced by many of the participants, to illustrate, T7

made the following comment regarding this theme:

“No. I felt ready in assessing grammar, reading, and a little bit of writing;
however, | did not feel ready for listening and speaking assessment because | did not do
any assessment in those two skills. When I had difficulty in testing and assessment, | turned

to the Internet or my colleagues for help.” (T7)

Itis clear from the comment above that novice teachers improve themselves thanks

to the experienced teachers who work at the same schools. The second theme that was
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identified was “learning in the course of time”. Besides the help of colleagues, some of
the participants stated that as the time past they also gained experienced, and the following

comment was made related to this issue:

“No, when 1 first started working, | tried to teach everything in detail. But, in the
course of time, | learned to present the information according to the levels of my learners,
so while assessing them, | focused on the learning environment and goals of teaching

rather than everything related to the topic.”(T12)

It could be understood from the comment above that, novice teachers may fail to
prioritize the goals of the lesson and teach accordingly. Another theme that emerged
through interviews was “being away from realities of the country”. Some participants
stated that the education the preservice teachers receive at universities do not overlap with
the facts of the country. Regarding this theme, the following comment was made:

“No, I did not feel ready because the education at given at the universities does
not correspond to the realities of the country. The school to which | was appointed for my
compulsory service had its all internal dynamics where we could not make an assessment

through commonplace knowledge” (T11)

The comment above is significant since it demonstrates that theoretical knowledge
cannot be applied at some schools, and this situation is even more difficult for novice
teachers since they are not trained for real life situations at universities. In addition to these
themes, one of the interviewees mentioned the insufficiency of the ELTE courses offered
at universities due to the focus on pen and paper tests rather than improving speaking

proficiency by making the following comment:

“Whether the students filled out the gaps correctly, or they answered multiple-
choice questions correctly was not sufficient for me to assess their language learning. The
ELTE course | took did not have the logic that language is for learning and speaking.
Moreover, the schools we work at do not have a curriculum to help us improve these skills;

therefore, we are pushed to test our learners through gap-filling.” (T10)
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The comment by T10 also suggests that teachers who work at state schools are not
required to boost speaking skills of the students; therefore, even though they might want
to develop the students’ oral skills, they do not have a chance. Another interviewee, when
asked if she was ready to assess their learners’ language learning after graduating from
university, stated that how he felt about his ability in LTA changed upon starting to work
at a different school. She made the following comment:

“I first started to work at a regular high school. When I started to work there, 1
taught my lessons quite easily. Sometime later, | started to work at Anatolian high school.
There, | realized that I was not done with learning since my students had a good
background in English and expected more from me; therefore, | had to prepare for my

lessons, which helped me to improve myself, too.” (T4)

The comment above indicates that the language education at Anatolian high
schools was better than regular high schools. On the other hand, some interviewees
reported a strong sense of efficacy in LTA after graduating from universities. In this

regard, one of the interviewees made the following comment:

“When 1 finished university, I did not feel that I was inadequate. Since I knew
which skills they needed to have in the levels I taught, I did not have difficulty in assessing
them. Moreover, although, at that time, we were not expected to assess the learners in
four skills, I assessed them in listening and writing. Sometime later, the Ministry of

National Education integrated a production exam on the evaluation scale.” (T14)

Interview question 3: After you finished university, have you received any
training in language testing and assessment (LTA)? If yes, what was the focus of this

training? If no, in which domain would you like to receive one?

When the interviewees were asked if they participated in any training in LTA after
university education, only 2 of them gave a positive answer. As for the details of the
course, one of the interviewees stated that he participated in a TESOL program. The other
one mentioned that she completed a training program which is organized by the Ministry
of National Education, and it included a variety of topics. The training lasted for one week,

and according to the interviewee, it was a lot of fun.
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The majority of the interviewees did not receive any training after the university.
When they were asked what kind of training they wanted to have, a number of topics were
identified. The types of trainings they wished to have included “assessing writing,
assessing listening and speaking, using SPSS in testing, test preparation techniques,
alternative assessment and preparing and using rubrics”. This outcome is significant since
it indicates how varied the participants’ needs were. The types of training the participants
wanted to have also revealed that the participants were not only interested in traditional
assessment, they also wished to improve themselves in alternative assessment and test

preparation procedures.

Regarding training wishes of the participants, especially one interviewee made the
following comment about using rubrics by underscoring the importance of it for all the

teachers:

“If I could, I would love to learn how to use rubrics to assign grades. Actually, 1
would like to learn how to grade the students objectively since | tend to give 5 to the best
student in my classroom even though we use evaluating rubrics. Maybe, that student
would get a 3 if she were in a different class. Therefore, | think all the teachers should be

provided with training to overcome this tendency.” (T18)

This comment is noteworthy since it displays the significance of objectivity for
some teachers who work at state schools. On the other hand, surprisingly, some
interviewees who did not receive any training in LTA reported no desire to have any kind

of training.

Interview question 4: How do you usually assess your student’s language

knowledge in the classroom? What kind of assessment instruments do you use?

In response to this questions, all of the participants reported some instruments they
made use of while assessing their learners. The instruments they stated that they used were
analyzed and categorized. The responses of the participants revealed that both traditional
and alternative assessment tools were utilized, so the tools that were mentioned were listed

under these two categories, and they were presented in Table 12 below.

49



Table. 12

The assessment tools used by the interviewees

Traditional assessment Alternative assessment
Written exams Portfolios

Vocabulary quizzes Peer-assessment
Question and answer Presentations

Singing songs Self-assessment
Weekly writing assignments Writing diaries

Vocabulary matching activities

When the interviewees were asked to state which instruments they make use of
when assessing their learners, it was realized that they benefitted from a wide range of
both traditional and alternative assessment instruments. A recurrent instrument in the
interviews was written exam, which has to be administered twice a semester. This finding
IS not surprising since conducting a written exam is compulsory at schools in Turkey.
Regarding the written exams, some of the participants stated that they aimed to assess the
four skills in the written exams they conducted, which suggests that improving productive
skills were also the aim of some teachers. While the majority of the participants did not
specify what was included in their written exams, the exams they prepared were mainly
composed of activities to test reading comprehension and lexical knowledge. In this

regard, one individual said:

“First of all, I administer two written exams in one semester. In those exams,
reading comprehension, and vocabulary knowledge are tested through vocabulary

matching, true-false items in an open-ended format, or through multiple-choice items.’
(T12)

Moreover, some of the interviewees reported that they utilized speaking activities
in classes for various purposes such as motivating their students and boosting their

communicative abilities. Regarding this issue, one of the participants stated:
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“Question and answer activities give me a helping hand to warm up and motivate

the students. They also offer me a chance to assess and improve their speaking skill.” (T9)

This comment is important as it reveals that speaking activities are not seen the
ultimate goals, they are also used to raise the motivation of the learners. Besides traditional
assessment tools, a number of alternative assessment tools were voiced in the interviews,
too. The alternative assessment tools the participants mentioned included portfolios, peer-
assessment, presentations, self-assessment, and writing diaries, and the following

comments were made regarding interviewees’ choice of instruments:

“... toward the end of the unit, I want my students to prepare presentations related
to the topic of the day and present them to their classmates. Firstly, | make them reflect
on their presentations themselves, and then the presentations are assessed by the
presenter’s peers. I want them to put everything we did during the semester in their

portfolio and collect them at the end of the semester.” (712)

“... besides traditional ways, I assign my students group projects and assess them
individually in their groups. We have assessment charts in which they assess their own
group in terms of their performance. This type of assessment also helps avoid

piggybacking of some lazy students.”(T15)

The above comments indicate that some of the participants were well-informed
about combining various alternative assessment tools together and also strengths of them

in involving students in lessons.

Interview question 5: Do you know about more recent Language Testing and
Assessment (LTA) methods, e.g., portfolio assessment, self- or peer-assessment? Have

you ever tried them? How often do you use them?

All of the participants stated that they had heard the recent alternative assessment
tools. When they were asked whether they had used any of them so far, all the interviewees
but 3 indicated that they had used it with different frequencies. While some of the
respondents said that they made use of a type of alternative assessment tool every week,

the use of them was minimal for some other interviewees due to some reasons. The most
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common reason indicated by the participants for the disusing alternative assessment tools
was “insufficient time” in their curriculum. In this sense, the following comments were

made:

“I have information about the recent LTA methods, but I have never used them. In
3 hours a week, we try to catch up with the curriculum, improve the students’ test-taking
skills, have them memorize vocabulary items, etc.; therefore, these methods are ignored.”
(T10)

“I know them, but I have never used them. We have limited time for the courses; 5
hours for 9" graders and 2 hours for the others. It may even be impossible to complete all

the subjects in the curriculum in that much time.” (T17)

The comments above show that the curriculum is so tight that there is no room for
benefitting from alternative assessment tools and assess the learning process of the
students. Besides insufficient time for covering the subjects in the curriculum, one
individual highlighted the importance of the school level where teachers work in terms of
applicability of alternative assessment tools at elementary schools by making the

following comment:

“I have heard and used peer-assessment and self-assessment before. When |
worked at a high school, | used to use them often. However, at the elementary school

where I now work, they are not easily applicable tools, so I cannot use them.” (T1)

The comment above suggests that peer- or self-assessment techniques are not very
common at elementary schools. Furthermore, when one interviewee was asked if he was
knowledgeable about alternative assessment tools, he stated that he did not have

information by blaming the Ministry of National Education with the following comments:

“... but I do not have information about portfolio assessment. Although the
Ministry of National Education featured portfolios, as far as | know, it has not held
training seminars or training sessions on that. Maybe they did have the training, but

apparently, the training was far from reaching the whole country.” (T18)
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The comment above reveals that the Ministry of National Education fails to offer
in-service training on alternative assessment tools throughout the country even though

teachers are expected to make use of them.
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CHAPTER YV

5. DISCUSSION, CONCLUSION and SUGGESTIONS

In this chapter, an overview of the findings will be provided, and the findings will
be discussed in relation to the studies in the literature. It will be concluded with the

pedagogical implications, limitations of the study, and suggestions for future research.

5.1. THE OVERVIEW OF THE STUDY

The study sought to explore the language assessment literacy of English language
teachers working at state elementary, middle, and high schools in Turkey, regarding their
perceived training levels and needs under such domains as classroom-focused LTA,
purposes of testing, and content and concepts of LTA. The participants of the study were
101 English teachers who worked in various cities throughout the country. The data were
collected through both quantitative and qualitative instruments. For the quantitative data
collection, the “Teachers Questionnaire” by Vogt and Tsagari (2014) was adapted and
conducted. The questionnaire included three sub-parts and a total of 36 items. In the
qualitative phase of the study, written interviews, which included 5 open-ended questions,
were held with 18 of the teachers who filled out the questionnaires. Both quantitative and

qualitative data were collected through online forms.

The data collected through questionnaires were analyzed through the Statistical
Package for Social Sciences (SPSS). Descriptive statistics were run to calculate
percentages, means, and frequencies of the items. In order to analyze the interview
responses, grounded theory principles were adopted, and all the items were examined one
by one in terms of their similarities and differences. After classifying the data, selective

coding was utilized.
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5.2. DISCUSSION OF THE FINDINGS

The findings in this study were examined under four sections; classroom-focused
LTA, purposes of testing, and content and concepts of LTA and overall comparison of the
three domains. The findings from the study were discussed in relation to the research
questions of the study.

The first research question sought to investigate the perceived training levels of
the English teachers who worked at state schools in classroom-focused LTA. Firstly, it
intended to determine the perceived level of training in this domain through six items. The
overall mean score of these six items was found to be 1.27. It can be concluded from this
result that the perceived training levels of teachers in classroom-focused LTA are not
sufficient. This finding is consistent with those of Mede and Atay (2017: p. 49), Sariyildiz
(2018: p. 111), Tamerer (2019: p. 35), and Vogt and Tsagari (2014: p. 384), who also
uncovered inadequate levels of training in this domain in their research. On the other hand,
when the components of this domain are compared to the ones in the literature, some
consistencies, as well as differences, were detected in the findings. To illustrate, the
highest mean value for perceived training levels in the current study was found for “giving
feedback to students,” for which 61.7% of the participants stated that they received
advanced training, which means that the participants thought that they had the highest
training in this component. This finding supports the previous study by Xie and Tan (2019:
p. 663), in which the participants reported proficiency in giving feedback to learners.
However, it differs from the studies by Mede and Atay (2017: p. 49), Tamerer (2019: p.
23), and VVogt and Tsagari (2014: p. 385), in which the percentage of the participants who
indicated that they received advanced training in this component was 37%, 43.3%, and
40.5%, respectively. On the other hand, the present findings of some other components
under this domain seem to be consistent with the research mentioned above; especially,
having the lowest mean score in the present study, using portfolios, was also studied by
the minority of the participants in the aforementioned studies. This finding indicates that
teaching how to use portfolios is not paid sufficient attention by teacher training

institutions both in Turkey and in many European countries. It is also crucial to note that
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the majority of the respondents reported that they received little or advanced training in
self- or peer-assessment (44.6% each). This finding can be said to contradict the previous
finding in the literature by Sahin (2019: p. 193), who found out in her analysis of ELTE
courses in Turkey that traditional testing tools were emphasized over alternative
assessment tools. Based on these findings, it is evident that LAL of teachers in classroom-
focused LTA who work at state schools in Turkey is insufficient.

LAL in the “purposes of testing” was the second focus of the current study. The
findings from this part of the questionnaire uncovered that the highest perceived training
level was in “finding out what needs to be taught/learned” whereas “awarding final
certificates” was found to have the lowest mean value. These findings of the current study
are consistent with those of Sariyildiz’s (2019: p. 91) and Tamerer’s (2019: p. 24), who
also reported the same components as having the highest and lowest mean scores,
respectively. However, the findings of awarding final certificates in this study have not
confirmed the previous research by Vogt and Tsagari (2014: p. 383) regarding the
percentage of the participants who received no training in this component. That is, while
over half the respondents in their study (58.2%) indicated that they had no training, the
percentage of the participants in the current study who reported no training in this
component was a lot lower, only 25.7%. Despite the fact that there was some
inconsistency in the distribution of the ratings within the component, it was rather
expected that awarding final certificates had the lowest mean value in this domain. The
possible explanation of this might be that awarding certificates is not common in the
Turkish education system; hence, it is not a concern of the teacher training institutions to
train preservice teachers in this component. On the other hand, surprisingly, in “placing
students onto courses and programs, etc.”, another component in this domain, which is
not also a commonplace practice at state schools or focus at training institutions in Turkey,

relatively more participants rated their training as advanced.

The next part of the questionnaire examined the perceptions of the participants
regarding their training levels in “the content and concepts of LTA.” The results indicated
that more participants tended to rate their training in this domain as “advanced” than as “a

little”; therefore, the highest mean score (1.30) was found for this domain. Despite having
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the highest mean value, this study presents vital evidence for the insufficiency of
participants’ knowledge in the content and concepts of LTA. The participants in this study,
English teachers who work at state schools, were of the opinion that the training they had
in this domain was low. This finding is in good agreement with the previous findings of
the studies by Mede and Atay (2017: p. 52), Sartyildiz (2018: p. 114), Tamerer (2019: p.
36), and VVogt Tsagari (2014: p.383), in which all the researchers reported insufficiency
of LAL in this domain. When the components of the content and the concepts of LTA
were analyzed individually, especially, “testing and assessing aspects of culture” and
“using statistics to study the quality of tests/assessment” seemed to have been neglected.
It is, therefore, unlikely that teachers will attempt to assess any cultural objects in the
assessment tools they utilize. In the same domain, more than half of the participants rated
their perceived training level for “testing and assessing grammar and vocabulary” as
advanced, which was not a surprising finding considering the importance that is attached
to grammar and vocabulary learning in Turkey. On the other hand, some of the findings
of the current study are in contradiction with previous findings in the literature. To
exemplify, while in this study, the perceived training level of the teachers was found
insufficient in the concepts of reliability and validity, the preservice teachers in
Viengsang’s (2006: p. 437) study reported that they had adequate knowledge of such
issues. Although it is difficult to explain this rather contradictory result, it may be
explained by the fact that the participants in that study (preservice teachers) still retained

the knowledge about those concepts since they studied such concepts not long ago.

Finally, when the results from all three domains were compared, it was uncovered
that the participants in the current study had the most knowledge in the content and
concepts of LTA. This result matches some of the earlier studies by Sahin (2019: p. 251),
Vogt and Tsagari (2014: p. 385), and Tamerer (2019: p. 27). Although the percentages of
participants’ rating their training level are relatively high in this domain, the overall LAL
of the teachers was found to be unsatisfactory. This result corroborates the findings of a
great deal of previous studies which also investigated the amount of LAL of teachers
(Hasselgreen et al., 2004: p. 10; Mede and Atay, 2017: p.52; Muhammad and Bardakgi,
2019: p. 431; Olmezer-Ozturk, 2018: p. 150; Sartyildiz, 2018: p. 115; Sahin, 2019: p. 251;
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Tamerer, 2019: p. 36; Viengsang, 2006: p. 440; Vogt and Tsagari, 2014: p. 385). Drawing
upon the results of the aforementioned studies, it can be stated that the training at teacher
training institutions is not sufficient. It is critical to highlight that, most of the time, the
ELTE courses that are offered at universities are the only chances for teachers to be
language assessment literate. However, it was found out by numerous researchers (Deluca
and Bellara, 2013: p. 356; Hatipoglu, 2010: p. 49; Lam, 2005: p. 1; Olmezer-Ozturk, 2018:
p. 153) that those courses are far from equipping the preservice teachers with the necessary
skills to assess their learners adequately due to various reasons such as insufficiency of
classroom time or lack of balance between theory and practice. Therefore, it can be
concluded that enhancing the content of ELTE courses will yield to higher LAL.

The second research question in the current study sought to examine the perceived
training needs of the English teachers who work at state schools in Turkey in LAL under
such subparts as classroom-focused LTA, the purposes of testing and the content and
concepts of LTA. To this end, first of all, 6 items in classroom-focused were analyzed.
The results revealed that the component which needed the most training was “using the
European language portfolio or other portfolios,” while the participants reported the least
need for training in “using ready-made tests.” Using portfolios was observed to be the
component that is needed the most training in this domain, and this finding agrees with
the results from other studies such as Tamerer (2019: p. 28) and Vogt and Tsagari (2014:
p. 381). It is significant at this point to note that this finding is also in line with findings
from the current study in terms of perceived learning levels of the participants, in which
they reported the least knowledge in using portfolios. In the same vein, it should also be
noted that more than half of the participants (51%) expressed no need for further training
in “using ready-made tests.” This latter finding may be explained by the over-reliance of
teachers on the traditional assessment techniques in the classrooms, which was also found
out by numerous researchers (Berry et al., 2019: p. 121; Sahin, 2019: p. 252). Another
possible explanation of this might be the lack of teachers’ skills in preparing their own
tests, just like the participants in Viensang’s (2006: p. 438) study reported. All in all, when
all the items were examined, the overall mean score was found to be .93, which indicated

a basic perceived need in this domain.
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The next part of the questionnaire investigated the training needs of the
participants in the domain of purposes of testing. Therefore, 4 items in this domain were
examined, and the overall mean value was found to be .93, which suggests that the LAL
of English teachers who work at state schools is not sufficient. This finding is consistent
with those of Sariyildiz (2018: p. 118) and Tamerer (2019: p. 38), in which the participants
also indicated a basic need in this domain. Moreover, the highest score belonged to
“awarding students final certificates.” This finding is also in line with the results that
emerged from the first research question of the current study, which revealed that the
participants received the lowest training in this component. On the other hand, the lowest
mean value was found for “giving grades,” which suggests that almost half of the
participants (45%) do not need further training in this component. This finding could be
explained by exam-oriented education in Turkey. As also found out by Lam (2005: p.
182), this fact makes teachers’ perceptions about assessment exam-oriented, and giving
grades becomes their strongest suit and, therefore, an inevitable routine in their career. It
is also crucial to note that the participants indicated a basic need in this domain even
though their overall training level was found to be insufficient. This contradictory result
may be attributed to the fact that the participants do not need advanced skills at the schools
where they work due to the low proficiency levels of their students or time constraints.

Lastly, the study aimed to find out how much further training the participants
thought they needed in the content and concepts of LTA. When the overall mean value
was calculated, it was found to be .95, which indicated that the participants in the study
perceived basic training in this domain. This finding is in agreement with the previous
ones by Sartyildiz (2018: p. 119) and Tamerer (2019: p. 38), who also uncovered a basic
need of participants in this domain. When the components of the content and concepts of
LTA were examined individually, it was realized that while some of the results were in
line with the previous research, some others were not consistent with them. To illustrate,
the lowest perceived need was identified in the component of “testing and assessing
grammar and vocabulary,” which was not surprising considering the importance attached
to the grammar and over-reliance on the use of traditional assessment tools in Turkey.

When the distribution of the participants’ ratings in this component was examined, some
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discrepancies were observed. For example, while in the current study, the majority of the
participants (43.6%) reported no further need in testing and assessing grammar and
vocabulary, the majority of the participants (44.4%) in Vogt and Tsagari’s (2014: p. 384)
study indicated that they needed more advanced training in this component. This rather
contradictory result could be due to the importance attached to grammar and vocabulary
teaching in Turkey. In the same vein, the finding in this study related to testing and
assessing grammar and vocabulary supports the findings by Mede and Atay (2017: p. 55),
who reported that 68% of their participants who worked in Turkey also expressed no need
for further training in this component. Finally, It is also significant to note that a similar
number of people rated their need as none, basic or more advanced (37%, 34%, 30%,
respectively) in testing and assessing productive skills. These varying needs in training
could be attributed to the opportunity of the participants to assess productive skills at the

schools where they work.

Allinall, when 18 items in all three domains in LTA regarding the perceived needs
of the participants for further training were analyzed, the mean value was found to be .93.
Drawing upon this finding, it can be concluded that teachers who work at state schools in
Turkey perceive a need for basic training. This finding is also in line with the findings of
the studies by Sariyildiz (2018: p. 120) and Tamerer (2019: p. 38), in which the
participants also expressed a need for basic training. Moreover, the overall findings from
the current study indicated that there is a need for training across all the components with
varying percentages. In this regard, the findings from the current study corroborate the
previous findings in the literature (Biiyiikkarci, 2016: p. 338; Dogru, 2020: p. 60;
Hasselgreen et al., 2004: p. 11; Jannati, 2015: p. 35; Kavakli and Arslan, 2019: p. 636;
Lam, 2015: p. 169; Mede and Atay, 2017: p. 58; Olmezer-Oztiirk and Aydin, 2019: p.
617; Semiz and Odabas, 2016; Sarigoban, 2011: p. 405; 2014; Vogt and Tsagari, 2014: p.
385; Xu and Brown, 2017: p. 152)

Finally, in order to support the findings from the questionnaire, written interviews
were conducted with 18 of the teachers who filled out the questionnaires. Five open-ended
questions were asked so as to collect more in-depth data about the training levels and

needs of the participants. The collected data were analyzed one by one.
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In the first interview question, in order to shed light on the reasons why the
participants had insufficient LAL, the participants were asked if the school experience
course they took at the university gave them a chance to put what they learned at university
into practice and contribute to their professional development. In response to this question,
the majority of the interviewees voiced some limitations. To start with, many of the
participants indicated that the school experience course was not sufficient. Looking at the
one of the participant's response “actually, the school experience course we took at the
university surely helped us; however, when we found ourselves in a real teaching
atmosphere... ”(T4), it can be concluded that the practice at practicum schools are far from
preparing preservice teachers for real life-like learning and teaching atmosphere. Another
reason why the school experience course was not of help for the preservice teachers was
due to the advisory teachers at practicum schools. As an interviewee put “advisory teacher
at the practicum school never involved us in testing and assessment process; therefore,
we did not have any change to put what learned at the university into practice.”(T18),
lack of involvement in assessment processes at the practicum schools takes away the only
chance that preservice teachers have before getting into the actual classrooms. Hence, it
can be concluded that active involvement, as also highlighted by Kavakli and Arslan
(2019: p. 622), is of crucial importance. Furthermore, the limited time at the practicum
schools was also mentioned as a reason for the ineffectiveness of the school experience
course, as voiced by one of the interviewees “school experience course was not very
helpful. Since the amount of time we participated in the lessons was very limited, we did
not have much time to practice what we learned.”(T5) Hence, it could conceivably be
hypothesized that if more time was allocated for practice at practicum schools, school
experience courses would be more effective. Talking about this issue, it is also crucial to
refer to the answer provided by one of the interviewees as he criticized his supervisor at
university for the ineffectiveness of the course as he put it: “... our supervisor teacher for
the school experience course was someone out of the teacher education field (his
undergraduate degree was in translation), so the only thing he suggested to us is to teach
in English. Nothing about what to teach, how to teach, or what kind of strategies to use in
classroom discourse in terms of motivating students, promoting their involvement or

maintaining discipline, etc. (T15). Drawing upon this answer, it can be concluded that
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even teacher trainers may be weak in teaching assessment skills. All in all, in an attempt
to answer the first research question, the factors mentioned above such as the artificial
practice environment, exclusion of preservice teachers in the assessment process and
inefficacy of teacher trainers may explain and also support the findings from the current
study and other studies in the literature (Hasselgreen et al., 2004: p. 11; Mede and Atay,
2017: p. 57; Olmezer-Oztiirk, 2018: p. 104), which reported that the LAL that teachers

had was insufficient.

In order to come up with more in-depth knowledge regarding the perceived
training levels of the participants (first research question), the second question in the
interview investigated the readiness of the teachers in assessing students’ learning when
they graduated from university. The majority of the interviewees voiced that they were
not prepared enough, and some common points emerged from interviews as to how they
coped with this insufficiency. First of all, the majority of the interviewees stated that they
received help from their colleagues; thus, it can be suggested that there is a good network
of help, also suggested by Jin (2010: p. 555), among the English teachers who work at
state schools in Turkey. Another common point that was identified in the responses of the
interviewees was the fact that they learned testing and assessment in the course of time.
This could possibly be explained due to the inefficiency of ELTE courses at university. In
this vein, as also stated by another interviewee, “whether the students filled out the gaps
correctly, or they answered multiple-choice questions correctly was not sufficient for me
to assess their language learning. The ELTE course | took did not have the logic that
language is for learning and speaking.” (T10), it can be concluded that ELTE courses
offered at universities fail to facilitate preservice teachers’ assessment skills. This
perceived inadequacy of the ELTE courses could result from the limited time to practice
due to the crowdedness of the classrooms at university (Deluca and Bellara, 2013: p. 366;
Hatipoglu, 2010: p. 210), or lack of balance between theory and practice (Sahin, 2019: p.
226). This finding from the interviews also confirms the quantitative findings for the first
research question of the study, in which participants reported inadequate LAL levels. It is
also crucial to mention the comment made by another interviewee regarding the teacher

education institutions in Turkey as “... I did not feel ready because the education given at
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the universities does not correspond to the realities of the country. The school to which |
was appointed for my compulsory service had its all internal dynamics where we could
not make an assessment through common knowledge” (T11). This finding could also
explain the findings from the quantitative part of the study regarding why some teachers
did not express a further need for training in some domains even though they had
insufficient knowledge. It is probable that some teachers do not even have the opportunity
at the schools where they work to make use of their assessment skills. The comment made
by another interviewee, “I first started to work at a regular high school. When I started
to work there, | taught my lessons quite easily. Sometime later, | started to work at
Anatolian high school. There, | realized that | was not done with learning since my
students had a good background in English and expected more from me; therefore, | had
to prepare for my lessons, which helped me to improve myself, too.” (T4) also supports
findings from the questionnaire as to why teachers do not wish further education in some
domains. Drawing upon these findings, it can be hypothesized that not all the assessment
skills are required at all schools; therefore, even though, in response to the first research
question, some teachers reported a basic training level, they did not rate a need more
advanced training while their perceived needs were examined in the second research

question.

The next question in the interview aimed to serve both the first and second research
questions by finding out whether the participants had received any training in language
testing and assessment (LTA) after they finished university and if they wanted to have any
LTA courses. The answers of the interviewees revealed that only two of them had received
an LTA course before; one of them was a TESOL training, and the other one was a training
held by the Ministry of National Education. This finding supports the findings for the first
research question in the quantitative part of the current research, and some other research
in the literature (Sartyildiz, 2018: p. 115; Tamerer, 2019: p. 36), in which the participants
did not think that they received more advanced training in all three domains. In other
words, although the participants thought that they did not receive sufficient training in
LTA, they did not intend to improve themselves by attending professional development
courses. There are two likely causes for this fact; they either did not want to receive any
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training, or they did not have a chance to do it. Moreover, the types of courses that the
participants wished to have also corroborated the findings from the quantitative part of the
current study. To illustrate, interviewees reported a desire for courses on SPSS and
portfolio assessment, which were also found to have the highest mean scores (M=1.04,
M=1.12, respectively) with respect to the perceived needs of the participants (second
research question) in the questionnaire. Another course that the interviewees wanted to
have was on test preparations. This finding is also in line with the finding from the study
by Dogru (2020: p. 36), in which over half of the participants (%59.4) wished to learn
about designing tests. A possible explanation for this might be a lack of training and
confidence of teachers in this component, as also stated by Campbell and Evans (2010: p.
354) and Viengsang (2006: p. 418). On the other hand, this finding related to test
preparation can be said to contradict the results that emerged from the questionnaire data,
which showed that almost half of the participants (47.5%) perceived that they had

advanced training in preparing classroom tests.

The fourth question in the interview investigated how the participants assessed
their learners. The findings from this question provided insights for the perceived training
levels and needs of the participants. It was revealed that the most common tool that was
used was written exams. This finding was not surprising since it is obligatory to conduct
at least two written exams for one semester at all the state schools in Turkey, which
explains why the participants perceived the lowest needs in preparing classroom tests or
using ready-made tests in the classrooms since they practice this skill quite often. On the
other hand, it is significant to note that alternative assessment tools were also reported as
they were used by the interviewees. One unanticipated finding was that portfolios were
utilized by many of the participants. This finding is in contradiction with the findings from
the quantitative part of this study, which indicated that the participants perceived the
lowest training level (M=0.86) in this component. On the other hand, other alternative
assessment tools, which were stated in the interviews, such as self- and peer-assessment,
could be said to be in agreement with quantitative findings, which indicated that the
participants had basic training in using these tools. Drawing upon these findings, it can be
argued that even though alternative assessment tools, especially portfolios, are common
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tools that are utilized at state schools, the effectiveness of those is questionable due to the
lack of training the teachers had in them.

Finally, in order to get a more comprehensive opinion about the classroom-focused
LTA of the participants in terms of the recent assessment tools such as portfolio or self-
assessment and how often they were utilized by the participant teachers, a final question
was addressed to participants. All of the participants stated that they made use of
alternative assessment tools with varying frequencies. As for the reasons why some of the
use of the alternative assessment tools was minimal for participants, insufficient time in
the curriculum emerged as an important factor, which can be realized by the following

comments:

“I'have information about the recent LTA methods, but | have never used them. In 3 hours
a week, we try to catch up with the curriculum, improve the students’ test-taking skills,

have them memorize vocabulary items, etc.; therefore, these methods are ignored. ” (710)

“I know them, but I have never used them. We have limited time for the courses, 5 hours
for 9th graders and 2 hours for the others. It may even be impossible to complete all the

subjects in the curriculum in that much time.” (T17)

These comments are significant since it may be concluded that teachers working
at state schools race against time; therefore, due to limited time, it is quite unlikely to
expect them to pay attention to improving productive skills, too. This finding also agrees
with the finding from the quantitative data, which indicated that the majority of the
participants (36.6%) did not indicate further need for testing and assessing the productive
skills. Another reason for the limited use of alternative assessment tools was not having
the opportunity to use them as one interviewee put: “I have heard and used peer-
assessment and self-assessment before. When | worked at a high school, I used to use them
often. However, at the elementary school where | now work, they are not easily applicable

tools, so I cannot use them.” (T1)

This comment by T(1) is in line with the comment made by T (4) in response to
the second question, in which he explained how altering the schools he worked at affected
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the skills he required. Responses from both participants suggest that what is required from
a teacher and what a teacher can do differ depending on the schools where they work.

5.3. PEDAGOGICAL IMPLICATIONS OF THE STUDY

The findings of this current study could have implications for the Council of
Higher Education, specifically teacher training institutions as well as the General
Directorate of Teacher Training and Education and the Board of Education within the

Ministry of Education in Turkey.

The overall findings of this study revealed that English language teachers who
work at state schools in Turkey had insufficient LAL, which is a vital mastery (O’loughlin,
2006: p. 71). Therefore, first of all, the courses offered at universities in Turkey should be
revised in terms of their content and number. When more assessment courses are added
to the curriculum with a more focus on practice, it is likely to increase the LAL of the
teachers. Also, it was found out in this research that school experience courses are not
taken very seriously in Turkey, which hampers the likelihood of turning the theoretical
knowledge into practice. In this vein, the Council of Higher Education and The Ministry
of Education has to work coordinately, and some standards for the school experience
course content and requirements of preservice teachers at practicum schools such as more
active participation, the minimum amount of teaching practice, etc. should be officialized
by the two parties. Finally, given that the perceived levels and needs of the participants
are not satisfactory, English language teachers working at state schools are in a definite

need of in-service training which needs to be held nationwide.

5.4. LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY AND SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE
RESEARCH

This study aimed to investigate the perceived training levels and needs of English
teachers working at state schools in Turkey. The most significant limitation of this study
is the sample size. The quantitative data were collected from 101 teachers, and 18 of them

volunteered to participate in the interview.
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Based on the findings and limitations of this study, further research may be
conducted with more participants from various cities in order to make the results more
generalizable. Furthermore, considering the statements of the participants in the
interviews who complained about the lack of opportunity to apply assessment skills at
some cities or levels, a similar study could also be conducted in a specific city or level in
order to shed more light on the LAL of teachers at particular settings. A final suggestion
which also came from this research would be to investigate the way teachers utilize the
alternative assessment methods, especially portfolios, as it was revealed in the current
study that although the participants perceived the least training in using them, the findings
from interviews indicated that portfolios are used by the majority of teachers frequently.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX A. In-Service Language Teachers’ Questionnaire

Dear Participant,

This survey aims to find out your TRANING LEVEL and your TRAINING NEEDS in
Language Testing and Assessment (LTA).

Please be assured that there are no "right" or "wrong" answers.
You do not need to give your name or the name of the institution you work at.

Your participation in this study is completely voluntary, and all your information in this
survey is confidential.

Thank you very much for your time and support.

If you agree to participate in this research, please click Next/Sonraki

Sezgin Ballidag

Kocaeli University English Language Teaching Department

PART I. GENERAL INFORMATION

1. Whatis your gender? ............cooevviiiiiiiniiiiiiiianen., Male 0  Female O
2. How many years of teaching experience do you have?
0-10 250 6-10 O 11-1501 More than 15 [J
Which university did you graduate from? ................coiiiiieiiii
Which BA program did you graduate from?
English Language Teaching (ELT) O Non-ELT [
Which city do you work in? ...
6. Which level are you teaching at?
Elementary School 0~ Middle School O High School O
7. Did you have a separate testing and assessment course when you were at
university? ..... Yes[d No[

How

o
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PART Il. QUESTIONS ABOUT TRAINING IN LTA

1. Classroom-Focused LTA

1.1.Please specify if you were trained in the following domains.

Not, at all

A little
(1-2 days)

More
Advanced

a) Preparing classroom tests

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

¢) Giving feedback to students based on
information from tests/assessment

d) Using self- or peer-assessment

e) Using informal, continuous, non-test type of
assessment

f) Using the European Language Portfolio, an
adaptation of it or some other portfolio

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

None

Yes, basic
training

Yes, more
advanced
training

a) Preparing classroom tests

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

¢) Giving feedback to students based on
information from tests/assessment

d) Using self- or peer-assessment

e) Using informal, continuous, non-test type of
assessment

f) Using the European Language Portfolio, an
adaptation of it or some other portfolio

2. Purposes of testing

2.1. Please specify if you were trained in the following

domains.

Not, at all

A little
(1-2 days)

More
Advanced

a) Giving grades

b) Finding out what needs to be taught/ learned

¢) Placing students onto courses, programs, etc

d) Awarding final certificates (from
school/program; local, regional or national
level)
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2.2.Please specify if you need training in the following domains.

None

Yes, basic
training

Yes, more
advanced
training

a) Giving grades

b) Finding out what needs to be taught/ learned

¢) Placing students onto courses, programs, etc

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

3. Content and concepts of LTA

3.1.Please specify if you were trained in the following domains.

Not, at all

A little
(1-2 days)

More
Advanced

1.Testing and assessing

a) Receptive skills (reading/listening)

b) Productive skills ( speaking/writing)

¢) Microlinguistic ~ aspects  (grammar/
vocabulary)

d) Integrated language skills

e) Aspects of culture

2.Establishing reliability of tests/assessment

3.Establishing validity of tests/assessment

4.Using statistics to study the quality of
tests/assessment

3.2.Please specify if you need training in

the following domains.

None

Yes, basic
training

Yes, more
advanced
training

1.Testing and assessing

a) Receptive skills (reading/listening)

b) Productive skills ( speaking/writing)

¢) Microlinguistic ~ aspects  (grammar/
vocabulary)

d) Integrated language skills

e) Aspects of culture

2.Establishing reliability of tests/assessment

3.Establishing validity of tests/assessment

4.Using statistics to study the quality of
tests/assessment
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APPENDIX B. Interview Questions

Gender: Maled  Female O

Where do you work: Elementary School [J
Middle School O
High School O

Which university did you graduate from? ........

Which city do you work in?......

Years of Experience: 0-1 [J 2-500 6-100 11-150  More than 15
yearsL]

Highest Qualification: BA O MA [ PhD O

Have you taken LTA course at university: Yes [ No O

There are 5 questions and you can answer the questions in Turkish or English.

Please try to elaborate on your ideas and give as many details as possible.

1. Did your school experience course you took at the university give you the
chance to put what you learned related to language testing and assessment into
practice, and contribute to your professional development? Please explain.

1. Universitede aldigimz okul deneyimi dersi size Dilde Olgme ve
Degerlendirme ile ilgili 6grendiginiz bilgileri uygulamaya koyma firsat1 verdi
ve sizin mesleki gelisiminize katkida bulundu mu? Liitfen aciklaymiz.

2. Did you feel prepared enough to assess your students’ language learning when
you finished university? If not, what kind of difficulties did you have in terms
of assessing language learning, and how did you overcome them?

2. Universiteyi bitirdiginiz zaman, kendinizi 6grencilerinizin dil 6grenme
seviyelerini degerlendirmek i¢in yeteri kadar hazir hissediyor muydunuz? Eger
cevabiniz “hayir” ise, dil 6grenimini degerlendirme agisindan ne gibi zorluklar
yasadiniz, ve bu zorluklarin nasil iistesinden geldiniz?
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3. After you finished university, have you received any training in language
testing and assessment (LTA)? If yes, what was the focus of this training? If
no, in which domain would you like to receive one?

3. Okulu bitirdikten sonra, hi¢ Dilde Olgme ve Degerlendirme ile ilgili egitim
aldiniz m1? Eger aldiysaniz, egitimin konusu neydi? Eger almadiysaniz, ne
alanda egitim almak isterdiniz?

4. How do you usually assess your student’s language knowledge in the
classroom? What kind of assessment instruments do you use?
4. Ogrencileriniz yabanci dil bilgilerini sinifta genellikle nasil 6lgersiniz? Ne
tiir degerlendirme araglar1 kullanirsiniz?

5. Do you know about more recent Language Testing and Assessment (LTA)
methods e.g., portfolio assessment, self- or peer-assessment? Have you ever
tried them? How often do you use them?

5. Portfolyo degerlendirmesi, 6z degerlendirme, akran degerlendirmesi gibi

giincel Dilde Olgme ve Degerlendirme metotlar1 hakkinda bilgi sahibi misiniz?
Hig onlar1 kullandiniz m1? Onlar1 ne siklikta kullanirsiniz?
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