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ABSTRACT

TEACHER EDUCATORS’ CONCEPTIONS ON LANGUAGE ASSESSMENT
LITERACY: A CASE STUDY FROM TURKIYE

Gamze KAPUCU

Master Thesis, Department of English Language Education
September 2023, 104 Sayfa
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Sehnaz SAHINKARAKAS

This study investigated how teacher educators in Tirkiye conceptualize Language
Assessment Literacy and the relevancy of Taylor’s (2013) Language Assessment Literacy
model in the Turkish context. This qualitative research was carried out with faculty members
working in English Language Teaching departments of various universities in Tiirkiye. Data
collection was conducted using a semi-structured interview guide and closed-response
questionnaire items developed by Behn and Tsagari (2021). According to the findings of this
study, the perceptions of teacher educators regarding Taylor’s Language Literacy Model have
revealed a framework comprising theoretical knowledge of assessment, competence in
scoring and statistics, language pedagogy knowledge, content knowledge, and social context
knowledge. The research findings suggested the need for establishing a comprehensive
Language Assessment Literacy culture within the language assessment field.

Keywords: Language assessment, language assessment literacy, foreign language teaching,

teacher education
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OGRETMEN EGITIiCIiLERININ DiL DEGERLENDIRME OKURYAZARLIGINA
ILISKIN ANLAYISLARI: TURKIYE’DEN BiR DURUM CALISMASI

Gamze KAPUCU

Yiiksek Lisans Tezi, Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dah
Tez Damsmani: Prof. Dr. Sehnaz SAHINKARAKAS
Eyliil 2023, 104 Pages

Bu calismada, Tirkiye’deki ogretmen egiticilerinin Dil Degerlendirme Okuryazarligt
kavramini nasil anlamlandirdiklar1 incelenmis ve Taylor’m (2013) Dil Degerlendirme
Okuryazarlik modelinin Tiirkiye baglaminda degerlendirmesi yapilmistir. Bu nitel ¢alisma,
Tiirkiye’deki ¢esitli iiniversitelerin Ingiliz Dili Egitimi boliimlerinde gorev yapan 6gretim
elemanlartyla gergeklestirilmistir. Veri toplama araci olarak Behn ve Tsagari (2021)
tarafindan hazirlanan yar1 yapilandirilmis miilakat sorulari ve anket formu kullanilmistir.
Calismanin bulgular1 degerlendirildiginde, Taylor’in (2013) Dil Okuryazarlik Modeli
baglaminda Tiirkiye’deki ogretmen egiticilerinin goriisleri; degerlendirmeye yonelik teorik
bilgi, puanlama ve istatistik bilgisi, pedagojik dil bilgisi, alan bilgisi ve sosyal baglam bilgisi
alt boyutlarindan olusan bir model ortaya koymustur. Arastirma sonucunda, dil egitimi
alaninda kapsamli bir Dil Degerlendirme Okuryazarlig: kiiltiiriinlin olusturulmasina duyulan

gereksinime yonelik 6neriler sunulmustur.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Dil degerlendirmesi, dil degerlendirme okuryazarligi, yabanci dil

Ogretimi, 6gretmen egitimi
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1. INTRODUCTION

This chapter provides an overview of the problem, purpose, and significance of the

study, as well as the underlying assumptions and limitations.
1.1. Statement of the Problem

In recent years, assessment in educational settings has been greatly affected by
shifting perspectives in language instruction (Sevimel-Sahin & Subagi, 2021). The
transition from traditional assessment approaches and strategies, such as summative and
result-oriented assessment, to formative assessment that promotes monitoring learners’
development and improving teaching and learning process has become desirable. This shift
in preference emerged after the advancements regarding language teaching and learning

approaches, which prioritize a learner-centered perspective (Tsagari & Vogt, 2017).

In order to carry out their roles as assessment stakeholders, classroom teachers need
to acquire the necessary knowledge and skills to become assessment literate. By becoming
assessment literate, practitioners will be well-prepared to navigate the complexities of the
assessment procedures, make sound judgments about scores and decisions, and promote
learning objectives. As Stiggins (2002) advocates, teachers with strong assessment
backgrounds cannot be deterred by the challenging technical side of assessment and can
incorporate assessment into learning (McMillan & Nash, 2000). Practicing effective
classroom assessment enables teachers to make more informed decisions about learners’

progress and convey assessment results to students and parents (Brookhart, 1999).

Since teaching and assessment were formerly fragmented into two separate
domains, initial teacher education programs neglected language assessment training in
favor of methodological instruction (Viengsang, 2016). However, the importance of
classroom assessment and teachers’ role as assessors were emphasized due to the
widespread acceptance of the connection between teaching and assessment. This
development has also led to a greater emphasis on teacher education programs to equip
teachers with the desired LAL levels (Scarino, 2013; Wach, 2012). In Tiirkiye, a single
Language Testing and Assessment (LTA) course is offered in the last semester of the

undergraduate English Language Teaching (ELT) program. Both pre-service and in-service



English as a Foreign Language (EFL) teachers have previously expressed dissatisfaction
with the effectiveness of this course, as it fails to provide teacher candidates with the
necessary knowledge and expertise for their assessment-related duties (Mede & Atay,
2017). Consequently, teachers often find themselves having to learn about assessment
practices on the job (Hatipoglu, 2015; Vogt & Tsagari, 2014). This situation is further
highlighted in the struggle teacher educators face while choosing which aspects of LAL to

cover and prioritize in these courses due to time constraints (Inbar-Lourie, 2008).
1.2. Significance of the Study

Innovations in the field of second language and foreign language education have
profoundly influenced the approaches employed in classroom-based language testing and
assessment. As a result of this development, classroom teachers have assumed a prominent
role in the educational assessment domain. Consequently, language teachers’ assessment
competence and the quality of training provided to them have emerged as a subject of
interest. Currently, assessment training courses in pre-service teacher education programs
are the primary means by which teachers receive initial LTA training. These courses are
intended to equip teachers with the necessary skills to accurately assess language
proficiency levels, design effective assessment instruments, provide effective feedback to
learners, and make informed decisions about their instruction. As the delivery of these
courses relies on teacher educators, they can play a pivotal role in shaping the quality and

content of the LTA education provided to prospective EFL teachers.

By exploring teacher educators’ understanding of LAL and the applicability of existing
LAL frameworks to EFL teachers in Tiirkiye, this research attempts to add to the expanding
body of knowledge about conceptualizing and empirically validating these frameworks. As
indicated by Scarino (2013), the development of teacher assessment literacy calls for an
inquiry into ways to foster it, one that will engage teachers in a critical analysis of both
their own and others’ perceptions of the assessment-related issues. Moreover, the way in
which different stakeholder groups conceptualize LAL can provide empirical data for
policymakers to consider while planning pre-service and in-service training programs
(Giraldo, 2020). To the best of this researcher’s knowledge, teacher educators’ conceptions

of LAL have yet to be studied in the context of Tirkiye. Therefore, this investigation is



anticipated to yield results that have not been discussed extensively. The findings of this
study may also offer insights for EFL instructors and researchers on what aspects of

assessment knowledge should be emphasized to improve the language learning process.
1.3. Purpose of the Study

Language assessment is a crucial component of the language teaching and learning
process. The importance of LAL has been emphasized globally, given the widespread use
of language tests to assess learners’ language proficiency levels. The data from these tests
are often used to make important decisions, such as student placement, selection and
admission, curriculum evaluation and policy making, and so on. At the classroom level, the
attention given to these results shifts towards monitoring students’ academic progress and
planning for the future of their learning trajectories. By developing their LAL
competencies, classroom teachers can not only improve their ability to interpret assessment
results accurately and provide constructive feedback to students but also become able to
make informed decisions about the effectiveness of their teaching. Therefore, developing
classroom teachers’ LAL skills to ensure that they can design, administer, and interpret

language assessments effectively helps promote language learning and teaching processes.

Experienced teachers, adept at evaluating language proficiency and diagnosing learner
challenges, provide valuable insights for LAL development, serving as a foundation for
deriving universal assessment principles (Brindley, 2001). In the same vein, understanding
how stakeholders in education, particularly teacher educators, conceptualize LAL can be
helpful for determining the effectiveness of professional development and teacher
education training initiatives. Previous studies have highlighted the need for further
research incorporating different stakeholders’ perspectives in order to establish a
comprehensive LAL culture that fits the needs of the language assessment community
(Bohn & Tsagari, 2021; Davies, 2008; Inbar-Lourie, 2008; Sevimel-Sahin & Subasi, 2019;
Taylor, 2009). Thus, the present study aims to address this gap by exploring how teacher
educators perceive classroom teachers’ LAL and how their perspectives align with Taylor’s
(2013) LAL profile for classroom teachers. The following research questions are

established for this study to achieve its objectives:

1. How do Turkish teacher educators conceptualize Language Assessment Literacy?



2. What relevance does Taylor’s (2013) Language Assessment Literacy model
have for Turkish teacher educators?

1.4. Conceptual Framework and Related Studies

The aim of this section is to look into several interpretations of LAL, the existing LAL
models proposed by language assessment researchers, and their implications for

educational settings.

1.4.1. Conceptualizing Language Assessment Literacy

Assessment in education refers to collecting information about learning processes and
outcomes, aiming to diagnose learners’ current knowledge, evaluate achievement, and
improve the quality of teaching and learning (Brown, 2004). Within the field of language
education, the purpose of assessment is to determine learners’ language ability in a given
situation (Bachman & Palmer, 1996, p. 29). Brindley (2001, p. 127) argues that teachers
perceive assessment as “an activity which is integrated into the curriculum with the aim of
improving learning, rather than a ‘one-off” summative event.” Therefore, an
effective teacher continuously assesses students using many different techniques, including
diagnostic assessments, impromptu assessments, self-assessment, observation, and
corrective feedback (Brindley, 2001; Brown, 2004). Brown (2004) classifies assessment as
“formal” or “informal,” depending on how it is used in the classroom. Informal assessment
involves unplanned and spontaneous feedback given to students within a classroom
environment. This feedback is integrated into activities aimed at eliciting learners’
performance. However, the outcomes of these assessments are not utilized to form rigid
judgments about learners’ competence, nor are they documented. Formal assessments, on
the other hand, are specifically designed procedures to access a wide range of knowledge
and skills. They are systematic and deliberate techniques intended to provide teachers and
students with a measurement of achievement (Brown, 2004, p. 6). In recent years, there has
been an adoption of assessment jargon in language evaluation research discourse (Inbar-
Lourie, 2008a, p. 385). Assessment is now considered an inclusive term encompassing “all
testing methods and approaches in research or education” (Kunnan, 2004, p. 1). This
extensive view dictates the necessity for several ways of assessment to gather data for
different objectives in different situations (Huerta-Macias, 1995). The assessment of

language knowledge has been acknowledged as a socially constructed activity that is



integrated within the local context. Thus, the involvement of teachers, students, and
members of the community has become significant in ensuring assessment partnerships.
Moreover, teachers’ experiences, assessment beliefs, expectations from their professional
community, and external demands have an impact on their assessment practices (Breen et
al., 1997; Brindley, 2001; McCallum et al., 1995).

In the current era, stakeholders in the field of education have expediently acknowledged
assessment as an important procedure for improving learning. Although the ongoing debate
around the paradigms, theories, and approaches that should inform teachers’ assessment
practices is yet to reach its conclusion, stakeholders involved in education are becoming
more aware that there is no one-size-fits-all approach or a universal method for student
assessment. This awareness has given rise to the importance of Assessment Literacy (AL)
due to the fact that effective assessment implementation relies on various factors at the

classroom, school, and system levels (Siarova et al., 2017).

A revision of the competencies required for carrying out assessment in an instructional
setting is expected on account of the shifting views surrounding assessment. McMillan
(2000) highlights eight principles for assessment that have since become indispensable to
teachers and administrators in educational institutions. The aim of this compilation is to
provide an extensive repository of knowledge that integrates a variety of perspectives and
provides those in the education sector with an overview of the current concerns. The
aforementioned principles consist of various disputes that may arise during the course of
assessment and affect the way decisions are made. Such disputes may present themselves
between formative and summative assessment, criterion- and norm-referenced approaches,
traditional and alternative assessment formats, and external standardized testing against
classroom assessments. Other elements include formative assessment in education, the
value of employing various assessment methods, and the call for equitable, moral,
valid, practical, and reliable assessments (McMillan, 2000). To effectively incorporate
these principles into practice, it is necessary to become literate in the concepts, skills, and

strategies that underlie assessment (Inbar-Lourie, 2008a).

Assessment literacy refers to the capability to comprehend, scrutinize, and put into

practice data from learners’ performance to promote instructional improvement (Falsgarf,



2005). To gain literacy in assessment means acquiring a practical and theoretical skillset for
developing a range of assessment activities, including knowledge of when, why, and how to
implement them (Inbar-Lourie, 2008a). Fulcher (2012) defines AL as the knowledge and
skills required to select, create, and apply assessments for various purposes. Therefore, AL
can equip teachers with the ability to make informed decisions and interpretations about
classroom assessments, facilitate assessment-driven learning opportunities for their
students, and uphold an effective teaching practice (Stabler-Havener, 2018). According to
Inbar-Lourie (2008a), AL is developed in the same manner as initiatives for professional
development in socio-cultural pedagogy. The approach taken in both situations is
constructivist in nature. Assessment specialists and those involved construct a network of
knowledge by debating, analyzing, and probing key subjects pertinent to their environment.
The issues presented here are generally considered to be foundational assessment
competencies. However, a major point for discussion at this stage is the specific knowledge
needed by those involved in conducting language assessments and the degree to which it is
included in language assessment courses. Therefore, the fact that these courses are in
existence at all suggests that there is a need for other specific competencies in the field of

language assessment.

Language Assessment Literacy (LAL) is an interpretation of AL that incorporates
language-related elements of assessment, taking into account the complex nature of
language instruction, such as linguistic, communicative, and cultural competence (Harding
& Kremmel, 2016). Several conceptualizations of LAL have been put forth to identify the
competencies assessment stakeholders need to possess (Bachman & Palmer, 1996;
Brindley, 2001; Davies, 2008; Fulcher, 2012; Inbar-Lourie, 2008; Pill & Harding, 2013;
Taylor, 2013). Bachman and Palmer (1996) define the components of language assessment
competence as involving five requirements. First, an awareness of the key variables needs
to be taken into account before engaging in language testing activities. This may entail
either creating new language tests or choosing one that already exists. The second
component involves the knowledge of the core issues and considerations in using language
tests appropriately. The third component is related to the knowledge of measurement and
evaluation approaches and methods, and the fourth component pertains to the skills

required to plan, construct, evaluate, and implement language tests to meet a particular



objective, situation, and audience. Lastly, developing the skills to critically analyze
language testing publications is necessary for making informed decisions (Bachman &
Palmer, 1996, p. 9).

Pill and Harding (2013) interpreted LAL as the abilities and knowledge required to
understand, adequately evaluate, and apply language assessments. Similarly, Tsagari and
Vogt (2014, p. 377) defined it as “the ability to design, develop and critically evaluate tests
and other assessment procedures, as well as the ability to monitor, evaluate, grade and score
assessments on the basis of theoretical knowledge.” Davies (2008) identified two primary
LAL branches, namely, “skills” and “knowledge.” The former relates to the ability to create
and evaluate assessments, while the latter refers to linguistic expertise and familiarity with
assessment techniques. In a different perspective, Inbar-Lourie (2008) found that Davies’
conceptualization neglected the sociocultural aspects of assessment and expanded on this
definition by encompassing diverse language education settings and contexts within the
constructivist framework of assessment. She emphasized the importance of internalizing
local situations and beliefs about assessment and recognizing their influence on learning.
Inbar-Lourie (2008a) suggested that any inquiry into LAL should take into account the
recent developments in assessment, specifically the increasing adoption of assessment for
learning approaches. Teachers, in particular, have a responsibility to carry out classroom
assessment activities, keep track of students’ progress in a manner consistent with standards
set by external norms, and prepare them for exams administered by external organizations.
A similar argument was made by Lam (2014, p. 4), who described LAL as “teachers’
understanding and mastery of assessment concepts, measurement knowledge, test
construction skills, principles about test impact, and assessment procedures which can
influence significant educational decisions (evaluation of student learning) within a wider
sociocultural context.” O’Loughlin’s (2013, p. 363) interpretation of LAL involves “the
acquisition of a range of skills related to test production, test score interpretation and use
and test evaluation in conjunction with the development of a critical understanding about

the roles and functions of assessment within society.”

1.4.2. Language Assessment Literacy Models
Efforts have been made to establish what LAL should constitute for different
stakeholders (Brindley, 2001; Davies, 2008; Fulcher, 2012; Inbar-Lourie, 2008; Pill &



Harding, 2013; Taylor, 2013). Brindley (2001, p. 129) argued that professional
development programs designed to develop teachers’ LAL competencies should emphasize
curriculum-related assessment, utilize teachers’ pre-existing knowledge, and provide
expertise in components relevant to their particular needs, whether it pertains to detailed
test development and analysis or the creation of informal classroom assessment
instruments. Brindley’s (2001) proposal of a professional development program model

consisting of five components is outlined as follows:

e The social context of assessment

e The definition and description of proficiency

e Constructing and evaluating language tests

e The role of assessment in the language curriculum

e Putting assessment into practice

One of the core units in this modular program deals with the social, educational, and
political dimensions of assessment. Different contexts have different standards and values
for assessment. For instance, although formative assessment is given more weight than
summative assessment in some nations, this may not be the case in others (Stabler-Havener,
2018). Ethical concerns, such as decision-making based on the validity or reliability of
students’ placement or admission tests, are also included within the social context. This
refers to the issue of accountability, as the broader social setting influences stakeholders’
perceptions of an assessment’s validity. Therefore, teachers must take social considerations
into account when preparing assessments and reporting their results (Stabler-Havener,
2018). Lastly, with regard to the political facets of assessment, teachers may minimize bias
in assessment design by concentrating on the political exploitation of language assessments.

Defining and describing proficiency is another core unit in Brindley’s (2001) model. The
theoretical underpinnings of language tests and assessment procedures are addressed in this
unit, including how to measure communicative competence and how to design assessment
instruments in line with the discussions of Canale and Swain (1980) for communicative
approaches to second language teaching methodologies. Furthermore, this unit involves test
quality issues Bachman and Palmer (1996) put forth, such as the notion of “test usefulness,”

which emphasizes the interdependency and the necessity to establish a balance among six



parameters: authenticity, reliability, construct validity, impact, and practicality (p. 41).
Reliability is the congruency of test scores among the different domains of the test, while
authenticity pertains to the relationship between test task properties and the properties of
real-world tasks. Interactiveness measures how individuals® traits (language ability,
background knowledge, and motivation) come into play during test-taking. Meanwhile,
practicality is grounded in the administration of the test rather than test score interpretations
(Fulcher & Davidson, 2007, p. 15).

The way in which Bachman and Palmer (1996) distinguish three aspects of language
tests that had previously been considered to be components of validity, impact, authenticity,
and interactiveness (Bachman, 1990) is another noteworthy takeaway from this discussion.
An important notion that requires clarification here is “construct validity,” defined as the
degree to which a score can be interpreted as an indicator of the intended abilities or
constructs for measurement (Bachman & Palmer, 1996, p. 21). To validate score
interpretations, evidence must be presented demonstrating that assessment outcomes only
reflect the components of language ability intended to be assessed. A “construct” specifies
the ability that serves as a foundation for a particular test or a test task. In this regard,
Bachman and Palmer (1996) emphasize the inefficiency of defining the construct of
language ability for a given test situation within the scope of a limited framework involving
one domain of language knowledge exclusively. This is particularly relevant as the
construct in the target language use may encompass other facets of language knowledge,
such as metacognitive strategies, topical knowledge, or affective responses (Bachman &
Palmer, 1996, p. 41).

While acknowledging that impact is a component of the consequential basis for using
tests and that authenticity and interactiveness are associated with construct validity, they
argued that these elements hold significance to the development and implementation of
language assessments and, therefore, deserve special attention. The term authenticity refers
to the degree to which assessment tasks are suitable for the real-life use of the target
language. The extent and type of involvement of the individual’s characteristics, which
includes language knowledge, metacognitive strategies, topical knowledge, and affective
schemata, in completing a task, is referred to as interactiveness. The relationship between

these components is visualized in Figure 1.
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Figure 1

The Relationship between Construct Validity, Authenticity, and Interactiveness
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Note. The Relationship between Construct Validity, Authenticity, and Interactiveness. From Language Testing in
Practice: Designing and Developing Useful Language Tests (p.22), by L.F. Bachman, and A.S. Palmer, 1996,
Oxford University Press. Copyright 1996 by Oxford University Press.

Embedded in this discussion is yet another key consideration, which is the impact of
assessment and evaluation practices. Impact is outlined by Bachman and Palmer (1996) as
the effects of assessments on society, educational systems, and all those involved. The
impact of using an assessment on teaching and learning can be defined as the “washback
effect” (Bachman & Dambdock, 2018). Bailey (1996, p. 259) summarizes washback as the
effects of testing on teaching and learning. The way teachers assess, including what and
how they assess, can influence their instruction and how students learn, resulting in either
positive or negative washback. Positive washback occurs when the use of assessment
results in teachers and students engaging in activities that align with their beliefs about
teaching and learning, while negative washback happens when an assessment leads to the
use of teaching and learning activities that are not in line with these beliefs and teachers’
perceptions of what is important for students to learn. Large-scale high-stakes assessments,

such as university admissions or standardized tests of language proficiency in various
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contexts, often come after an extensive period of instruction, and the preparation for these
assessments can subsequently dominate or overshadow other teaching and learning
activities (Bachman & Dambock, 2018). When test content and methods do not align with
classroom instruction, teachers may feel compelled to focus on the assessment content
instead of the content they believe is important for students to learn. In the same vein,
washback is an aspect of what Messick (1989) refers to as consequential validity, as it
denotes how far the use of a test leads teachers and learners to take actions that enhance or
hinder language learning in ways they would not do under normal circumstances, according
to Messick (1996, p. 241).

The third unit in Brindley’s (2001) professional development program model,
constructing and evaluating language tests, is intended to equip teachers with test
development and analytical skills. Statistical procedures like item analysis and item
response theory are introduced through this unit. Subsequently, the unit on assessment in
the language curriculum introduces criterion-referencing in language learning programs and
methods for establishing criterion-referenced procedures to evaluate learners’ progress and
achievement. In this regard, the relationship between course objectives and assessment is
emphasized. This unit examines defining objectives and outcomes as well as incorporating
different alternative assessment techniques, such as observation schedules, portfolios,
project work, and self—assessment techniques, into the curriculum (Brindley, 2001, p.
130).

Putting assessment into practice is the last component of Brindley’s (2001) model. This
unit calls for teachers to create an action plan for a workshop, enabling further inquiry and
documentation of the topics introduced in the course, such as project proposals about test
development, classroom research on assessment, or suggestions for policy development.
While Brindley (2001) stressed the necessity of the first two units as critical, he suggested
the following three units could be considered optional. Harding and Kremmel (2016), on
the other hand, argued that professional development for language teachers should include

all five aspects listed by Brindley (2001).

Inbar-Lourie (2008a) draws on Brindley’s (2001) model to explore LAL competencies

in terms of the following three dimensions of assessment knowledge: the rationale for
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assessment (the “why”), the definition of the property to be assessed (the “what”), and the
assessment process (the “how”) (p. 390). The first dimension of Inbar-Lourie’s (2008a)
model emphasizes the rationale for assessment by considering the social views on
knowledge construction and the place of language assessment in society. From this
perspective, language assessment should be discussed as a social theme that can influence
decision-making in several domains, such as civic, vocational, and educational. The second
dimension described by Inbar-Lourie (2008a) corresponds to Brindley’s (2001) review of
the theories and current perspectives underlying language assessment, such as
understanding first language and culture’s role in second language acquisition. Moreover,
issues related to ongoing discussions on the standards of English as an International
Language (EIL) and the language competencies of multilingual speakers can be covered in
this dimension. Expertise in LAL, therefore, necessitates the incorporation of these theories
and approaches into assessment competencies. Stakeholders should be acquainted with
recent developments in learning, teaching, and assessment of language features in order to
design appropriate assessment instruments. Lastly, Inbar-Lourie (2008a) criticizes
Brindley’s (2001) recommendation to offer the language assessment skills development
modules “constructing and evaluating language tests,” which deals with test development
and analysis, and “assessment in the language curriculum,” a criterion-referenced module,
as optional. Since conducting sound assessments requires knowledge about both large-scale
exams and classroom assessments, this division may cause participants to become
knowledgeable in a certain area while remaining ignorant of other alternatives. While
Brindley’s (2001) reasoning is rooted in the diversity of stakeholders’ settings, for instance,
teachers engaging in classroom assessment primarily rather than developing tests and
performing statistical analysis, Inbar-Lourie (2008a) contests the credibility of such policy.
The fifth unit of Brindley’s (2001) model refers to staying informed about assessment
initiatives and related research. Although Brindley (2001) notes this module is intended for
assessment professionals only, Inbar-Lourie (2008a) suggests that due to the current
improvements in language assessment applications, classroom teachers also assume an
active role in these projects. To emphasize this argument, the “Common European
Framework of Reference for Languages: Learning, Teaching, Assessment (CEFR)”

(Council of Europe, 2001), which is intended to function as guidelines for explaining
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qualifications, language learning objectives, and standards for achievement, is mentioned
by Inbar-Lourie (2008a). The ability to act within this framework would entail an
understanding of the levels and descriptors as well as competence in language teaching and
assessment. Therefore, classroom practitioners must operate at the advanced level reserved
for professionals by Brindley (2001) in order to adapt the framework to their needs. These
discussions conclude that while LAL is built on the basis of assessment literacy knowledge,
it has a unique intricacy of its own. Its focus on language warrants comprehension of
assessment goals, characteristics, and methods that reflect the current theoretical

perspectives in the field of language education.

Variations in stakeholders’ expertise have led to an understanding that different
stakeholders should exhibit different types of knowledge and degrees of competence (Pill &
Harding, 2013, p. 383). Pill and Harding (2013) identified several groups of assessment
stakeholders who would require different levels of LAL. To illustrate non-practitioners’
LAL levels, Pill and Harding (2013, p. 383) developed a framework by adapting the stages
of scientific literacy Kaiser and Willander (2005) previously presented. This framework
offered a continuum-based approach to literacy and provided guidance for comprehending

stakeholders’ particular needs. The stages in the framework are detailed in Figure 2.
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Figure 2

Pill and Harding's (2013) LAL Stages and Descriptions
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Note. Pill and Harding’s (2013) LAL Stages and Descriptions. [Adapted from] “Defining the language
assessment literacy gap: Evidence from a parliamentary inquiry,” by J. Pill and L. Harding, 2013, Language
Testing, 30(3), 381-402. Copyright 2013 by Sage.

According to Pill and Harding (2013), “illiteracy” refers to a complete absence of
knowledge or comprehension regarding language assessment concepts and methods,
whereas “nominal literacy” denotes an understanding of specific terms connected to
assessment, although accompanied by misconceptions. “Functional literacy” signifies a
solid understanding of fundamental terms and concepts, and “procedural and conceptual
literacy” indicates a grasp of central concepts and the ability to effectively apply this
knowledge in practical settings. Finally, “multidimensional literacy”” encompasses a larger
scope of knowledge that surpasses ordinary concepts and involves an understanding of the
“philosophical, historical, and social dimensions of assessment” (Pill & Harding, 2013, p.
384). Harding and Kremmel (2016) expressed their concerns about Pill and Harding’s
(2013) model due to its overemphasis on procedural and theoretical knowledge and failure
to include social, ethical, and political competencies, with the exception of level four.
Moreover, this model was unable to determine what level of LAL needs to be achieved for
different stakeholders involved in assessment. Taylor’s (2013) model of LAL addresses

these issues by drawing on Pill and Harding’s (2013) continuum model.
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1.4.3. Taylor’s (2013) Stakeholder Model for Classroom Teachers
Taylor’s (2013) LAL model for stakeholders identifies four key stakeholders in
assessment: “test writers,” ‘“classroom teachers,” ‘“university administrators,” and
“professional language testers,” and outlines LAL components different stakeholder groups

should possess under eight hypothesized dimensions involving the knowledge of:

*  Theory

»  Technical skills

«  Principles and concepts

« Language pedagogy

«  Sociocultural values

» Local practices

»  Personal beliefs and attitudes

»  Scores and decision-making

The first dimension, Knowledge of Theory, encompasses theories of language, language
learning, and communicative competence, as previously discussed with reference to Canale
and Swain (1980) in the models proposed by Brindley (2001) and Inbar-Lourie (2008a).
Additionally, similar to Brindley’s (2001) “defining and describing proficiency” module,
this dimension includes assessment and testing theories such as validity, reliability,
practicality, washback, and authenticity. The Technical Skills dimension covers test
development methods and statistical expertise in item construction and analysis. Taylor’s
(2013) emphasis on the significance of this aspect for classroom teachers mirrors Inbar-
Lourie’s (2008a) argument about Brindley’s (2001) professional development model,
which provides test development and analysis or a criterion-referenced module as two

distinct options.

The Principles and Concepts dimension, as Fulcher and Davidson (2007) describe, is
related to the ethics of testing and fairness principles. The “concepts” branch, however,
incorporates assessment theories previously laid out in the Knowledge of Theory dimension,
which has led to criticism in the literature (Bohn & Tsagari, 2021, p. 224). Meanwhile, the
Language Pedagogy dimension addresses the interrelatedness of assessment, teaching, and
learning. Pedagogical knowledge pertains to knowing how to transform disciplinary
knowledge so that it becomes learnable for the students (Scarino, 2013, p. 316).
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Pedagogical content knowledge, initially proposed by Shulman (1987), constitutes subject-
specific professional expertise, including an awareness of factors facilitating or hindering
mastery of particular subjects and knowledge of effective methods for expressing and
framing target content so that it becomes understandable to learners. Taylor’s (2013)
dimension, therefore, encompasses the use of assessment to facilitate learning in addition to

the delivery of content in a manner that fosters student understanding.

The Sociocultural Values dimension alludes to the influence of social and cultural values
on assessment. This dimension is not extensively described by Taylor (2013); however,
drawing on Inbar-Lourie’s (2008a) model, it might be explained as the consideration of the
social perspectives on the role of language assessment in society. Language assessment can

be considered a social theme that can both influence and be influenced by various domains.

The dimension of Local Practices comprises curricula, policies, and legislation, as well
as locally constructed assessment criteria, representing the institutional aspects of
assessment in the school and classroom setting. Personal Beliefs and Attitudes reflect how
teachers’ perspectives, ideas, and assumptions affect their assessment practices. This entails
judgments, biases, beliefs, conceptions, and outlooks about assessment that teachers bring
to their practices (Scarino, 2013). Lastly, the Scores and Decision-Making dimension
outlines awarding grades, categorizing students’ performance, deciding whether students
should be labeled as pass or fail, and making formative decisions to improve instructional

practices (Behn & Tsagari, 2021).

Although Taylor examines different stakeholders and their roles in language assessment
procedures, it should be noted that they are beyond the scope of this research. As
aforementioned, this study centers around classroom teachers’ LAL due to their direct
involvement in assessment acts throughout the teaching and learning process. Therefore,
the focus of investigation here is solely on the classroom practitioners. Figure 3 displays the

LAL profile Taylor (2013) proposes for classroom teachers.
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Figure 3

Taylor’s (2013) LAL Profile for Classroom Teachers
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Note. This model was produced by Taylor in 2013, summarizing eight dimensions of LAL. From
“Communicating the Theory, Practice and Principles of Language Testing to Test Stakeholders: Some
Reflections,” by L. Taylor, 2013, Language Testing, 30(3), p. 410. Copyright 2013 by Sage.

According to Figure 3, classroom teachers are expected to have a strong understanding
of language pedagogy while also having in-depth knowledge of Sociocultural Values, Local
Practices, Personal Beliefs and Attitudes, and Technical Skills. However, they may exhibit
lower comprehension in Knowledge of Theory, Scores and Decision-Making, and
Principles and Concepts. In this regard, it can be inferred that classroom teachers are
responsible for identifying and specifying language competence, understanding language
assessment theories and methods, designing suitable assessment tasks, and accurately
interpreting results while also considering local practices. Taylor’s (2013) LAL profile for
classroom teachers is, therefore, concurrent with the consensus that classroom teachers
should be required to possess all five components proposed by Brindley (Brindley, 2001;
Harding & Kremmel, 2016; Inbar-Lourie, 2008).

As Harding and Kremmel (2016) pointed out, the dimensions of Taylor (2013) are
speculative propositions. It could be argued that classroom teachers have a greater need for
literacy in Scores and Decision-Making or Personal Beliefs and Attitudes than what Taylor
(2013) has suggested. It also leaves the competencies that constitute its eight dimensions to
interpretation since they are not clearly specified. Taylor’s LAL model provides a

foundational framework for discussing and defining assessment concepts; however, due to
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this hypothetical nature, the model lacks the level of detail and particularity that might be
gained through further empirical research. As Stabler-Havener (2018) proposes, such
investigations can shed light on the needs of different assessment stakeholders. Likewise,
Behn and Tsagari (2021) suggest that evidence-based information is necessary to gain a

better understanding of the context-sensitive aspects of teachers’ LAL.

In light of the aforementioned framework, Behn and Tsagari (2021) conducted a study
with five teacher educators to examine the relevancy of Taylor’s (2013) LAL profile for
classroom teachers in the Norwegian context. This study aimed to gather empirical data to
operationalize and validate Taylor’s (2013) hypothesized LAL dimensions. As part of this
investigation, Behn and Tsagari interviewed Norwegian teacher educators to explore their
perspectives on classroom EFL teachers’ assessment needs. The findings highlighted that
LAL is inherently a contextual concept, and investigating teacher educators’ understanding
of LAL in different contexts could be beneficial in revealing how their perspectives align
with those in their study. Moreover, the results indicated that Taylor’s (2013) model
required adjustments to resolve commonalities in the existing dimensions and include new

ones, such as “Collaboration Competence” and “Disciplinary Knowledge.”

The emergent dimension, labeled “Disciplinary Knowledge,” might be associated with
Shulman’s (1986) categorization of teacher knowledge, particularly the one pertaining to
content knowledge. Content knowledge can be defined as an understanding of the subject
matter and its organizational structures. According to Shulman (1986), comprehension of a
subject for the purpose of teaching necessitates more than knowing its facts and concepts; it
requires understanding how and why things are the way they are, for what reasons they can
be rationalized, and in which conditions they might be challenged or rejected. Furthermore,
Bohn and Tsagari (2021) incorporate curriculum knowledge under the “Disciplinary
Knowledge” dimension, which is another major point in Sulman’s (1986) discussion.
Curricular knowledge refers to programs designed to teach certain subjects at a given level.
It describes the range of educational resources that are offered in connection with these

programs. Figure 4 shows the LAL profiles of Norwegian classroom teachers.
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Figure 4

Classroom Teacher's LAL Profiles According to Norwegian Teacher Educators
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Note. From “Teacher Educators’ Conceptions of Language Assessment Literacy in Norway,” by H. Bghn and
D. Tsagari, 2021, Journal of Language Teaching and Research, 12(2), p. 228. Copyright 2021 by Academy
Publication.

Bohn and Tsagari’s (2021) revised model corresponding to Taylor’s (2013) dimensions

based on the responses from teacher educators are visualized in Figure 5.
Figure 5

Revised Version of Taylor's (2013) LAL Profile based on Bohn and Tsagari (2021)
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Note. From “Teacher Educators’ Conceptions of Language Assessment Literacy in Norway,” by H. Behn and
D. Tsagari, 2021, Journal of Language Teaching and Research, 12(2), p.231. Copyright 2021 by Academy
Publication.
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1.4.4. Research on Classroom Teachers’ LAL

In this section, the relevant studies on classroom teachers’ LAL are presented.

Although academic discussions have stressed the importance of preparing teachers for
their daily assessment practices, as a result of inadequate teacher training, only a small
proportion of teachers feel ready to deal with the difficulties of classroom assessment
(Stiggins, 2002, p. 762). According to Bachman (2000, p. 19-20), practitioners involved in
the design and implementation of language assessments for educational purposes or applied
linguistics research continue to undertake these tasks without adequate professional
training. Alderson (2005, p. 4) also argues that teachers have insufficient assessment
competence: “Tests made by teachers are often of poor quality, and the insight they could
offer into achievement, progress, strengths and weaknesses is usually very limited indeed.”

Fulcher (2012) conducted an online survey to analyze language teachers’ assessment
training needs on a global scale. Out of 278 informants, 85% held a Master’s or Ph.D.
degree. The results of the study showed that language teachers required a textbook

featuring activities that are appropriate for the language teachers who act as testers.

Coniam (2009, p. 227) reported major issues with the assessment tasks teachers design,
such as inappropriate difficulty levels, assessment of unlearned content, and a failure to
accurately reflect students’ performance. Coniam (2009) investigated how an initial
assessment course offered as part of the undergraduate English Language Teaching
program affected the quality of tests teachers designed. Despite having the ability to
improve their examinations, the final products still did not meet fundamental quality
expectations. Furthermore, participants in this study reported facing limitations affecting
their work standards, such as paucity of time, resources, and institutional cooperation.

A major factor in the effective use of assessment is ensuring that teachers are well-
equipped with the necessary knowledge and skills by means of teacher training programs.
Furthermore, Brindley (2001) suggested that teacher education programs should develop an
understanding of how assessment practices align with the wider educational context. This
involves identifying and dealing with the realities and limitations of assessment, defining
and explaining language competencies, designing assessments in line with the language

curriculum, and implementing them. Thus, Brindley (2001, p.129) proposes LTA training
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targeting classroom practitioners should:

e focus on curriculum-related assessment
e cxploit teachers’ existing knowledge

e Dbe adaptable to meet a wide variety of teacher needs

Exploring LAL from multiple perspectives may foster comprehensive frameworks that
encompass its multifaceted nature and inform assessment training in educational settings.
Vogt and Tsagari (2014) conducted a large-scale study with 853 participants across Europe
to examine language teachers” LAL and training needs. They used a survey to determine
foreign language teachers’ educational backgrounds, institutional assessment
responsibilities, and self-reported needs. Their study demonstrated that language teachers
had insufficient assessment knowledge and required additional training in general. Notably,
nearly 50% of the German informants reported that they had not received any training in
LTA, a rate twice as high as those from Greece and Cyprus. This variation in LTA training
among language instructors in different regions of the world confirms the complex nature
of LAL and its multidimensional nature rooted in particular contexts. Vogt and Tsagari
(2014) call for further inquiry in other educational settings to explore the contributing
factors to variations in teacher LAL and help inform customized training programs that

address the unigque needs of classroom teachers.

O’Loughlin (2006) conducted research on a postgraduate elective TESOL course in
Australia called “Assessment in the Language Classroom,” which covered practical,
theoretical, and social issues related to language testing. This study aimed to monitor
participants’ progress from the lecturer’s perspective by analyzing students’ contributions
to the online forums. Particularly, two cases were examined in-depth. These cases
represented the impact of standardized testing systems in Chinese universities as opposed to
classroom-based assessment approaches in Australian primary education. Both students
achieved the course’s intended learning outcomes, but they had varying levels of readiness
to accept new language assessment concepts due to cultural backgrounds and professional
experience in assessment. Findings from O’Loughlin’s (2006) study demonstrated the
significance of embracing a learner-centric approach in the development and

implementation of language assessment courses that can accommodate learners’ diverse
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cultural backgrounds and experiences.

In their exploratory study, Pill and Harding (2013) discovered that participants exhibited
varying levels of knowledge gaps, misunderstandings, and uncertainties in language
assessment. They tended to use imprecise terminology and lacked awareness of relevant
professional expertise. These findings shed light on specific challenges in LAL, including
fundamental misconceptions, knowledge gaps in testing responsibilities and processes, and
a limited understanding of the constructs evaluated by specific language tests among non-

specialists in the examined context.

In a syllabi review conducted by Jeong, only three non-LT instructors included topics
related to statistics in their syllabi. Thus, the researcher identified two distinct instructor
groups: those with a background in language testing and those without. Thus, the
importance of language assessment and the dependence of its subject matter on the
instructor’s background has led to concerns about the quality of instruction provided by
non-LTs, as there may be differences in the crucial topics that need to be covered in such
courses (Jeong, 2013). She notes that the differences in the interpretation of assessment
literacy can impact the courses’ content, which varies significantly across six areas
depending on the instructors’ background, including test specifications, test theory, basic
statistics, classroom assessment, rubric development, and test accommodation (Jeong,
2013, p. 355). Interview results confirmed non-LTs’ weaker confidence in teaching
technical assessment skills compared to LTs and their tendency to focus more on classroom
assessment issues. This study highlights the need for high-quality teacher training in
assessment to ensure a shared understanding of assessment literacy and consistent, quality

course content in Ianguage assessment.

The purpose of Harding and Kremmel’s (2019) study was to analyze LAL among
stakeholders on a global scale. The survey, which was given to 1,529 stakeholders from
104 countries, including language instructors, test developers, and academics working in
the field of language testing and assessment, had 71 items relating to 10 theorized elements.
The results revealed different stakeholder profiles reflecting the variations in LAL across
these groups. Language instructors, for example, ranked their expertise in test design lower

than test developers or researchers. The Language Assessment Literacy Survey offered
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empirical evidence supporting the perceived assumptions about stakeholders’ LAL needs.
Furthermore, the investigation validated the overall agreement between Taylor’s (2013)
LAL profiles and the data gathered. However, certain adjustments were found to be
necessary in order to ensure congruity. Thus, refining existing LAL frameworks to optimize

their pertinence and precision is emphasized by the researchers.

Recent studies on how teachers construct their LAL skills have revealed that such
development reflects a dynamic and orderly pattern rather than a static accumulation of
information (Crusan et al., 2016; Pill & Harding, 2013). Yan et al. (2020) conducted
qualitative research in China to better understand how different stakeholders’ LAL evolves.
The researchers compared the LAL profiles of three groups of stakeholders: language
testers, EFL teachers, and postgraduate students. Higher education language teachers were
divided into two groups according to their educational background: non-English majors and
English majors. According to the findings, non-English majors and secondary English
teachers had higher LAL profiles. Moreover, the differences in teachers’ and testers’
profiles were found to be consistent with Taylor’s (2013) stakeholder model. Yan et al.
(2020) urge that more research be done in diverse contexts to see if these findings apply to

other assessment systems and, if so, what might be the cause.

In the Turkish context, Hatipoglu (2015) examined the LTA knowledge and needs of
124 pre-service EFL teachers. She reported that the majority of the participants had taken
only one assessment course in pre-service education. In addition, more than half of the
student teachers believed it was sufficient to aid their assessment duties in the future. The
researcher argued that this perception might have been the reason behind in-service
teachers’ low LAL levels. Proving this point, more than half of the students were not aware
of assessment-related topics and terminology. However, only a few participants addressed a
need for training on innovative assessments, suggesting that they were not informed about
recent developments. This result was also in line with Vogt and Tsagari’s (2014) findings.
Another compelling outcome of Hatipoglu’s study revealed that a substantial number of
pre-service teachers requested assessment training for different age groups. This was most
likely due to the absence of segregated teacher education and appointments in Turkey. We
can conclude from these findings that the centralized teacher education programs and
national teacher appointments in Turkey may not effectively cater to contextual varieties of
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practitioners teaching at different educational levels.

From a different perspective, Mede and Atay (2017) examined tertiary-level EFL
teachers’ knowledge base, LTA needs, and attitudes in Turkish private universities. The
researchers stated that the participants mainly lacked training in classroom-oriented
assessment and thus required training in the following areas: informal assessment, self or
peer assessment, and feedback. They also did not feel confident assessing productive,
receptive, and integrated skills. On the other hand, they felt more confident in their
knowledge of testing purposes, which was attributed to their familiarity with the placement
tests in preparatory school. Moreover, most of the participants regarded their previous LTA
training as unsatisfactory. Exploring what kind of LAL components they require may

further enhance our understanding of its contextual dimensions.

In a more recent study, Giirsoy and Onalan (2020) surveyed 348 EFL teachers from
Turkish primary and secondary schools to analyze their assessment perceptions, practices,
and knowledge. Their study focused on how gender, experience, and the type of school
environment influenced their perspectives and use of LTA. The findings showed that
experienced teachers’ assessment use was more diverse than that of novice teachers
because the former group prioritized exploiting the feedback from their assessments to
make decisions while constructing lessons and syllabi. In the same vein, experienced
teachers valued student involvement in the assessment more than their novice counterparts.
The reported LTA knowledge did not differ significantly between the two groups. These
findings shed light on the complex relationship between teachers’ experience, assessment
practices, and knowledge. This research indicated that contextual factors, such as
experience level and teaching environment, have an influence on teachers’ assessment

perceptions and practices.

The above research findings emphasize the significance of well-designed initial
teacher training and subsequent professional development programs in teachers’ LAL. The
effectiveness of LTA training is an indicator of how skilled teachers are in assessment.
While there may be room for improvement in current training models in light of debates
about dichotomies of formative and summative assessment, measurement against judgment,

integrative and discrete assessment, and so on, it is equally important to acknowledge the
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role that teacher educators have in building the foundation of pre-service teachers’
assessment knowledge. Taylor’s (2013) suggestions for early involvement in the design
process of new assessments or assessment systems may also be pertinent when considering
how immensely teacher education contributes to equipping language teachers with the skill
set, knowledge, and principles they must acquire to construct an understanding of LAL.
Therefore, evidence from research must serve as the basis for what should be planned or

adjusted in assessment training to establish a LAL culture.

An examination of the Teaching and Learning International Survey (TALIS) reports

reveals that the outcomes support the findings presented in the literature.

1.4.5. Reports from the Teaching and Learning International Survey

TALIS seeks to identify and address the challenges faced by teachers and school
administrators in participating countries of the OECD by gathering information about what
IS going on in their educational institutions. TALIS 2018 asked teachers to report how
frequently they use a set of four practices for assessing students in their classrooms (OECD,
2019). Two of the four assessment practices were more commonly used on average by
teachers of OECD countries taking part in TALIS. 79% of teachers regularly assessed their
students’ progress by monitoring and giving them immediate feedback, and 77%
administered their own assessments. Fewer teachers reported giving written feedback on
coursework in addition to giving a grade (58%), while only 41% of teachers allowed
students to assess their own progress, suggesting that formative assessment practices were
less commonplace. Nevertheless, more teachers reported using assessment practices
frequently in 2018 than in prior years’ surveys (OECD, 2019). Figure 6 shows teachers’

assessment practices in the participating OECD countries in 2018.
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Figure 6

Teachers’ Assessment Practices in Participating OECD Countries
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Note: TALIS 2018 Results (Volume 1): Teachers and School Leaders as Lifelong Learners, TALIS, Copyright
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When the change in teachers’ assessment activities from 2013 to 2018 was analyzed,
there were mixed results regarding their formative assessment practices. In terms of
“observing students on specific activities and providing them immediate feedback,” eight
countries and economies indicated a decrease, and seven showed an increase. Regarding
“actively involving students in their self-assessment,” seven countries and economies

indicated a decline, and ten others showed a rise. These results can be seen in Figure 7.
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Figure 7

Change in Teachers’ Classroom Assessment Practices from 2013 to 2018
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In the case of Tiirkiye, the TALIS 2018 reports indicate that Turkish upper secondary
teachers had the lowest need for professional development (3.8%) in “student assessment
practices” of all participating OECD countries (OECD, 2019). Similarly, Turkish upper
secondary teachers ranked second lowest (4.49%) for the professional development
demands in “analysis and use of student assessments.” The reports also suggested a
decrease in teachers’ professional development needs between 2008 and 2018. Notably,
9.2% of Turkish lower secondary teachers acknowledged the need for training on student
assessment in 2008. By 2018, this number had dropped to 5.0%, representing a -4.3%
decrease. Figure 8 illustrates the TALIS 2018 percentages of teachers, indicating a high

need for professional development across all three levels of education in Tiirkiye.
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Figure 8

Teachers Reporting a High Level of Need for Professional Development in Tiirkiye
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2019 by OECD Publishing.

Moreover, there was an increase in the number of teachers in OECD countries who
reported frequently using student assessment practices in their instruction by 2018. The
percentages of teachers who reported that they “frequently” or “always” use the following

assessment methods in their class, according to TALIS 2018 data, can be seen in Table 1.



Table 1

Teachers’ Classroom Assessment Practices from TALIS 2018 Reports

29

Provide written

Observe students when

Teaching Administer feedback on student Let student; working on particular
. own . " evaluate their :
Experience work in addition to a tasks and provide
assessment own progress . .
immediate feedback
% S.E. % S.E. % S.E.
Primary 831 10 68,0 1,6 90,7 0,9
Teachers
Lower
Secondary 83,0 1,0 59,4 1,1 84,5 0,8
Teachers
Upper
Secondary 80,3 0,8 60,1 1,1 81,5 0,8
Teachers

When Talis reports are examined, it becomes evident that assessment remains an issue

that requires improvement for teachers at both international and national scales. It is clear

that many countries are still slow to adopt alternative assessment methods and to keep track

of the global movement towards formative assessment. Nevertheless, the change that

Tiirkiye has undergone over the last 10 years indicates that assessment has taken an

important spot in the educational agenda of the country. In providing teachers with the

necessary assessment skills, it has arguably become increasingly important to follow the

developments in this area and to promote a culture of assessment, taking into account the

specific contextual circumstances of each country. Evidence from these data also supports

the view that LAL is a context-dependent, complex, and unigque concept.
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2. METHODOLOGY
This study aimed to understand the conceptions of LAL among teacher educators within
the Turkish context using a qualitative method of inquiry. The rationale behind choosing a
qualitative approach was due to its flexibility and exploratory nature, facilitating the
production of in-depth and nuanced insights. This approach is effective in exploring
complex phenomena in real-life contexts. It offers an interpretative, naturalistic perspective

on the social world, allowing the researchers to gain in-depth and contextually rich data.
2.1. Research Design

The conceptualization of LAL is heavily influenced by contextual factors, personal
beliefs, attitudes, and ideologies. Therefore, this research employed a qualitative method
due to its strength in enabling the investigation of complex phenomena by examining
individuals’ perceptions, insights, and experiences (Braun & Clarke, 2006). In an attempt to
gain an understanding of informants’ perspectives and the meanings they attach to LAL,
this study employed a phenomenological approach (Moustakas, 1994). Phenomenological
design is commonly utilized in studies with small sample sizes that investigate participants’
perspectives on a subject, event, or their skills, abilities, and attitudes in-depth.
Furthermore, the phenomenological approach is suitable for studying the experiences and

perceptions that shape one’s understanding of LAL.
2.2. Participants

The present study included five teacher educators who had been selected from different
universities across Tiirkiye. The selection of this group was guided by the principles of
purposive sampling, a non-probability sampling technique that is commonly utilized in
qualitative research (Creswell, 2013). This sampling method is used when a researcher
intends to collect detailed information from a specific subset of a population, providing
‘information-rich’ participants who could offer valuable insights and in-depth information

that is pertinent to the research questions and context selected (Patton, 1990, p. 196).

The teacher educators chosen for this study were between the ages of 34 and 48, with
diverse experience and expertise in the field of ELT. Four of the five teacher educators held
Ph.D. degrees in ELT. The fifth participant was a Ph.D. holder in English Language and
Literature (ELL). Participants’ academic and professional backgrounds were anticipated to
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contribute to a variety of insights and perspectives. Their areas of expertise ranged from
intercultural communication, intercultural competence, multilingualism, the use of
technology in language education, individual differences, academic writing and feedback,
reading comprehension, and academic vocabulary to ELL and American and British
Literature (ABL). Although all participants had some degree of involvement in
implementing classroom assessments, only two of them specialized in language assessment

with publications on the subject.

The educators’ duration of employment in the faculty varied from relatively new to more
experienced, with an average tenure of 18 years. Similarly, the length of their teaching
experience in the field of ELT also varied, extending from 5 to 18 years. It was anticipated
that the TEs’ professional histories would reflect the variety of professional experiences
needed to explore the phenomena under investigation fully. In consideration of the ethical
responsibilities and participant confidentiality, pseudonyms were employed in the form of
“Teacher Educator 1” (TE1), “Teacher Educator 2” (TE2), and so forth to respect and
maintain the anonymity of their identities. The demographic information of each participant
is detailed in Table 2.



Table 2

Demographic Information of the Study Group
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Participant Age Location Area of Years in Teaching  Assessment  Assessment
Expertise Teaching Experience Experience Publications
Intercultural
N Culture, .
communication, Ten years in
: Cultural
intercultural 10 S modular
competence,  (Lecturer), 4 Communlgatl course-based
TEl 36  Hatay L ! ' on, Material L None
multilingualism,  (Teacher education in a
- Development
technology in Educator) and preparatory
language . school
. Adaptation
education
English language In-service  Testing Office
teaching, 10 (Includes tralnlng for atthe Sghool Doctoral
Language rivate English of Foreign thesis on
TE2 34  Afyon  Assessment and b teachers Languages,
. school and . o language
Evaluation, A focusing on  proficiency
L university) assessment
Individual Assessment exams
differences and evaluation preparation
Publications
English Language Master’s level on primary-
Teaching (ELT), Language language  level English
Assessment R
Language 18 (ELT  and Testing assessments, teachers
TE3 41  Isparta  Assessment, Test - focus on assessment
. Department) courses in the X ;
anxiety, ELT reading, beliefs and
Assessment grammar, practices,
. department
literacy vocabulary  Assessment
literacy
English Ianguage 5 (Faculty 1.5yearsas a
education, ; .
. member in General lecturer in a
Academic English assessment reparator
TE4 35  Afyon  writing, Reading g . prep Y None
. language and evaluation school, exam
comprehension, . . .
. education  techniques  preparation
Academic )
department) and evaluation
vocabulary
Preparation
English Language 7 (Teacher Comprehensiv for YDS
. educator), (English
. and Literature, e assessment 2.
TES 48 Nevsehir - 15 - Proficiency None
American and and evaluation
- . (Preparatory Exam for
British Literature courses .
school) Academic
Purposes)

2.3. Data Collection Tools

Data collection was conducted using a semi-structured interview guide and closed-

response questionnaire items developed by Behn and Tsagari (2021). The interview guide

focused on informants’ comprehension of LAL, addressing the first research question.
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Open-ended questions were structured to gather in-depth reflections on teacher LAL.
Additionally, follow-up questions were included to encourage elaboration and further

exploration of previously discussed ideas.

The interview guide was translated into Turkish by the researcher, with feedback from
an English-proficient expert, to ensure translation accuracy. Before the main data collection
phase, a pilot interview was conducted with a teacher educator specializing in both ELT and
Curriculum and Instruction programs. This pilot interview lasted for approximately 50
minutes, and the clarity and understandability of the questions were thoroughly discussed
with the expert following the session. As a result of this discussion, several revisions were

made to increase the clarity of certain questions.

Care was taken to make only a small number of modifications to fit the context of
Tiirkiye. Specifically, references to national tests such as the English Proficiency Exam for
Academic Purposes (YDS) and Higher Education Institutions Foreign Language Test
(YOKDIL), the Education Act, and The Basic Law of National Education, were
incorporated into Items 20 and 25. Furthermore, the wording of Item 22, initially phrased as
“it is important to have knowledge of languages,” was adjusted to more accurately reflect
the intended meaning, becoming “it is important to have knowledge of languages and
language learning.” Furthermore, Item 23 was supplemented with a follow-up question,
specifically, “What benefits does knowledge of the CEFR provide to the teacher?” in order
to provoke a more in-depth response. These adjustments were implemented to ensure that

the interview guide was as comprehensive, relevant, and effective as possible.

As for the second research question of this study, the relevancy of Taylor’s (2013) LAL
profile for classroom teachers from Turkish TEs’ perspectives was explored. To this end, a
six-point Likert scale questionnaire was adopted from Behn and Tsagari’s (2021) study,
which was structured considering the implications of Taylor (2013). Table 3 presents a
detailed description of the items and corresponding dimensions in the questionnaire, taken

directly from Bghn and Tsagari (2021).



Table 3
Operationalization of Taylor's LAL Dimensions
Dimension Item No Item
Theory 22a It is important to have knowledge of languages and language
22b learning
It is important to have knowledge of theories of communicative
27 competence.
It is important to have knowledge of assessment/testing theory
(issues such as «validity», «reliability,» etc.).
Technical skills 15a It is important to have knowledge of how language testing can be
usedappropriately in the classroom.
15b It is important to have knowledge of how good items are created.
15c¢ It is important to have knowledge of statistical measures in order
to interpret results from multiple-choice tests (e.g., mean,
standard deviation, measurementerror)
Principles and 28 It is important to have knowledge of ethical issues (fairness, use
concepts of assessmentresults for purposes other than what was intended,
etc.).
Language 12 It is important to have knowledge of how assessment can promote
pedagogy learning.
13 It is important to have knowledge of self-assessment.
14 It is important to have knowledge of peer-assessment.
16a It is important to have knowledge of formative assessment.
18 It is important to have knowledge of how assessment can be used
as adiagnostic tool.
21 It is important to have knowledge of how assessment can be used
to motivatestudents.
30 It is important to have knowledge of how to communicate
assessment resultsin appropriate ways (e.g., how to explain the
results from national tests).
Sociocultural 31 It is important to have knowledge of how values in society may
values affect assessment
Local practices 24 It is important to have knowledge of the national curriculum (the
general partand the English subject curriculum).
25 It is important to have knowledge of the Regulations of the
Education Act.
26 It is important to have knowledge of local issues that may be
relevant for assessment (e.g., the local educational authorities’
assessment criteria, how teachers in your local district assess
student performance, etc.)
Personal 32 It is important to have knowledge of one’s own view on
beliefs/attitudes assessment

(values, outlook) may affect the assessment.
Scores and 16b It is important to have knowledge of summative assessment.
decision-making 29 It is important to have knowledge of how to use rating

scales/scoring rubrics.

34
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Note. Reprinted from “Teacher Educators’ Conceptions of Language Assessment Literacy in Norway,” by H.
Behn and D. Tsagari, 2021, Journal of Language Teaching and Research, 12(2), p. 222-233. Copyright 2021
by Academy Publication.

2.4. Data Collection

Data were collected through interviews carried out in Turkish, the participants’ native
language, according to their preference and to facilitate ease of communication and ensure
that their perspectives were accurately captured. Interviews were conducted either face-to-
face (n=3) or via Zoom (n=2), depending on participant preference and circumstance. The
duration of these interviews ranged from 40 minutes to two hours. Details of interviews

conducted with teacher educators are presented in Table 4.
Table 4

Duration and Mode of the Interviews

Participant Interview Duration Mode
TE1 2 hours Zoom
TE2 48 minutes Face-to-Face
TE3 50 minutes Face-to-Face
TE4 1 hour 22 minutes Face-to-Face
TES 40 minutes Zoom

Prior to the interview, each participant was informed about the purpose of the study.
Their consent was obtained, covering the audio recording of the interview, its transcription
for subsequent analysis, and the anonymous use of their data for publication. These
measures were taken to ensure compliance with the ethical considerations inherent to

qualitative research.

Each interview was audio-recorded, following ethical protocols and with explicit
participant consent, then transcribed verbatim. The verbatim transcriptions were translated
into English to ease the analysis process. In instances where further clarification or
additional insight was needed, a series of follow-up correspondences were conducted via

email post-interview.
2.5. Data Analysis

The open-ended responses were analyzed using thematic analysis in four stages. First,
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the interview transcripts were carefully examined and reread multiple times in order to
become familiarized with the content. Then, tentative codes were generated by revising the
existing literature, particularly focusing on Taylor (2013) and Behn and Tsagari (2021).
These initial codes served as a framework for exploring the emergent patterns in the data,
and further adjustments and revisions were expected. Once a portion of the data had been
coded and recurring concepts became evident, the codes were grouped under broader
themes. At this stage, the source papers were re-examined multiple times to ensure that the
identified themes effectively represented the coded data. Each phase of the analysis was

meticulously monitored and guided by the thesis supervisor.

Table 5 provides an overview of the list of preliminary codes and overarching themes

identified through the analysis of literature review and interview data.



Table 5
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Overview of Codes and Themes Incorporating Taylor's (2013) LAL Dimensions

Main Theme Theme Code Explanation
Theoretical Assessment-  Assessment philosophy, This category combines Taylor’s (2013)
Knowledge of  specific concepts, purposes, ‘Knowledge of Theory,” ‘Technical Skills,’
Assessment Knowledge techniques, and design and ‘Principles and Concepts’ dimensions
Alternative/traditional
assessment
Selecting assessment tools
Test theories
Validity
Reliability
Assessment  Washback effect
Principles Fairness
Competence Technical Statistics This category involves knowledge of
in Scoring and  Skills Test analysis statistical measurements in Taylor’s (2013)
Statistics Scoring/grading related to ‘Technical Skills’ dimension and scoring in
numbers and statistics the  ‘Scores and  Decision-Making’
Discriminating students dimension
Distribution of scores
Language Pedagogical Monitoring students’ This category involves knowledge of
Pedagogy Knowledge development pedagogical content in Taylor’s (2013)
Knowledge Making decisions about ‘Language Pedagogy’ dimension and issues
teaching and learning related to decision-making from ‘Scores
Giving feedback and Decision-Making’ dimension
Awareness of individual
differences
Content Disciplinary ~ Grammatical structures This category involves issues related to
Knowledge Knowledge Vocabulary disciplinary knowledge, such as knowledge
Language skills (speaking, of language learning theories, approaches,
writing, reading, and so on.)  and methods such as SLA, communicative
Language acquisition competence, constructivist theory, CEFR,
Language learning theories Standardized English, English as a world
Communicative competence  language, English as a lingua franca
Constructivism
Sociocultural theory
Knowledge of the
curriculum
Social Social National education system This category combines issues from
Context Context National assessment system  Taylor’s (2013) “Sociocultural values,’
Knowledge Systemic demands ‘Local practices,” and ‘Personal Beliefs and
Institutional demands Attitudes’ dimensions. It operates as an all-
Experience, familiarity, and  encompassing label for components related
preconceptions to institutional demands, collective
Students’ readiness and assessment beliefs, and societal attitudes
Personal >
. preparedness toward assessment, as well as teachers
Beliefs and . . . .
Attitudes Academic expectations personal beliefs and attitudes

Job satisfaction
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The quantitative data analysis was conducted using a statistical package for the social
sciences software. Due to the small sample size, median and mean scores were computed to
demonstrate which questionnaire items received the highest and lowest scores. The
responses to the items were measured using a six-point Likert scale that ranged from “Not
at all important” to “Very Important.” The findings obtained from a total of 28 items (seven
items in the dimension of Language Pedagogy, three items each for the dimensions of
Knowledge of Theory, Technical Skills, and Local Practices, two items in Scores and
Decision-Making, and one for the dimensions of Principles and Concepts, Sociocultural

Values, and Personal Beliefs and Attitudes) were presented under the findings section.
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3. FINDINGS
This section presents the findings from the qualitative and quantitative data analysis in

line with the research questions:

1. How do Turkish teacher educators conceptualize LAL?
2. What relevance does Taylor’s (2013) LAL model have for Turkish teacher

educators?

The findings obtained from the responses to interview questions were presented with
supporting evidence obtained from questionnaire responses in order to show the degree of

importance teacher educators attribute to the LAL dimensions Taylor (2013) outlined.
3.1. Teacher Educators’ Conceptions on LAL

The first research question of this study was formulated as “How do Turkish teacher

educators conceptualize Language Assessment Literacy?”.
The investigation of the responses yielded the following themes:
Assessment-specific Knowledge

The theme of Assessment-specific Knowledge addresses several issues, including
assessment concepts, the purpose of assessment, and test theories. Informants generally
agreed on the significance of understanding the philosophy of assessment, which entails
why we carry out assessment, what is being assessed, how it is being assessed, and what
can be accomplished with the data obtained from assessment. The TEs suggested that
classroom teachers who are well-informed about the objectives, procedures, and theory of
assessment would, in turn, be capable of carrying out assessment-related tasks in their
school settings. The following interview excerpt reflects how TE4 discussed this
notion in detail:

1 believe that teachers, first and foremost, should understand the philosophy of why they

are conducting assessments, why they are measuring student learning or performance,

and what they will do with it afterward. I think if they understand the philosophy of this,

that is, if they understand and examine the purpose of assessment well, they will have a

better idea about the assessment techniques they need to use, whether it is the

measurement techniques, tools, or methods. Therefore, I expect them to understand the
rationale of the assessment first.
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Meanwhile, TE3 pointed out that teachers need to be able to distinguish between
different assessment purposes and understand the reasoning behind the selection of a
particular method in a particular situation. Moreover, he stressed the necessity of
establishing the validity of the assessment by explaining that each item on an exam should

represent what it is intended to measure:

First, the teacher needs to know what assessment and evaluation are. For them, it is
usually just about the ten or fifteen matching or multiple-choice questions they write on
exams. They need to separate these theoretical concepts from each other. They should
know why they are conducting these assessments because every assessment should have
a purpose. Each question they ask should be measuring something; they need to be
aware of this. If they are aware of this, the rest follows naturally.

Furthermore, TE3 underlined a lack of awareness among test developers and teachers
alike in terms of how to align assessment methods with the nature of language skills they
are aiming to assess. The following excerpt clearly reflects the interconnected nature of
LAL components, particularly subject matter expertise and assessment-specific

competence:

Of course, not every question format is suitable for every skill. Typically, we prefer
multiple-choice questions for reading skills, but we need to break this habit. [...] So, the
type of assessment for each skill is different. We discussed this for speaking as well.
Some instructors assess speaking with writing. Our YDS exams have questions like

’

“Select the expression that fits this dialogue,” which does not involve production.
Speaking is a form of production, but we try to make students find it not by producing it

but by selecting it in a national standardized test.

TES, on the other hand, explained the relationship between teaching and assessment as

follows:

I do not separate assessment from teaching... Do teachers not know different teaching
methods now? Aren't they supposed to know? In that case, they must also know the types
of assessment. Because English is not like a math lesson; it has at least four skills.
Would assessing all four skills in the same way yield reliable results? Therefore, they are
obliged to know different assessment types, such as process assessment and alternative
assessment. They must know all of these for sure.

TES suggested that just as teachers are responsible for being knowledgeable about
different teaching methods, they are also expected to have an understanding of various

assessment types. He stressed that English language instruction is different from other
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teaching subjects due to the multifaceted nature of languages. Therefore, language
assessment must reflect this nature. This idea also supports what TE3 discussed about the
importance of tailoring assessment to the specific skills being evaluated. They both argue
that using the same assessment method or approach for different situations may fail to
produce reliable outcomes. Therefore, teachers are expected to be well-versed in different
kinds of assessment, such as formative assessment and alternative assessments. TE2
expanded on this issue by expressing that teachers should keep up with the recent methods

and trends in assessment, as presented in the following quote:

In my opinion, teachers should certainly be proficient in the latest techniques related to
assessment and evaluation [...] This includes keeping track of innovations like
individualized learning or e-portfolios. Teachers should also adapt to these innovations.

TE3 supported this notion when he discussed why teaching alternative assessments is
their priority in pre-service teacher education programs. They highlighted the shortcomings
of traditional assessment techniques in evaluating students’ abilities. Therefore, they were
actively making an effort to train prospective teachers on recent methods and techniques in

assessment.

They graduate with sufficient theoretical background, but the theories we teach in pre-
service teacher education require more effort; that is, we focus more on alternative
assessments. We believe that students’ skills cannot be measured by written exams and
multiple-choice tests, so we teach them accordingly ...

While elaborating on the issue of high-stakes tests, both TE1 and TE3 referred to exams
like TOEFL and IELTS. The following excerpts are taken from the interviews conducted
with TE1 and TE3, respectively:

For example, YDS mainly concentrates on reading, whereas it does not measure any
productive skills. So, this exam is supposed to assess skills based on production more.
There is already groundwork being laid on these matters. In a few years, this exam is
anticipated to have a format that will measure various skills. We aim to imitate how
TOEFL or IELTS is handling this issue. Language education is not an arena in which
Turkey dominates in the world. We need to examine what Western societies are
practicing in this field and work on what is possible in our conditions in Turkey.

Because these tests [large-scale international exams] use different assessment methods.
YDS and YOKDIL, well, they are somewhat similar, but exams like TOEFL and IELTS
use assessment methods that we do not generally use in our context. I mean, they assess
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speaking and writing. In reading, they do not just give the student a paragraph and ask
typical questions as we do, as I mentioned earlier, they provide a picture, tables, or
graphs and ask questions from within the visuals. So, it is good to know different
methods.

Although both TEs acknowledged that classroom teachers should essentially focus on
the properties of classroom assessment rather than large-scale high-stakes testing, they
believed that teachers should still be aware of the question types and evaluation processes.
Even if these types of tests do not transfer into classroom settings, teacher educators still
find them to be valuable for teachers in terms of providing examples assessing different

skills, particularly speaking and writing.

Overall, the main conclusions that can be drawn from the TEs’ discussion on the
Assessment-specific Knowledge theme is an emphasis on the practical elements of
assessment, including how to select appropriate assessment methods for specific situations,
how to design assessment tasks in line with the assessment purposes, and how to prepare
good items. Therefore, equipping pre-service teachers with a solid background in language
assessment theories, including their driving philosophies, current techniques and strategies,
and a collection of alternative resources, appears to be the initial stage of LAL

development.
Assessment Principles

Taylor’s (2013) Principles and Concepts dimension has been revised in light of Behn
and Tsagari's (2021) discussion. Thus, the theme of Assessment Principles was used to
create a distinction between the knowledge of assessment theories, concepts, and principles.
Principles were reserved for concerns of ethics, fairness, and washback effect. The most

prominent issue that surfaced from the interviews was the washback effect.

The washback effect has been suggested to be unfavorable or beneficial for learning
since it can either encourage or hinder the fulfillment of desired outcomes. Washback, in
the words of Alderson and Wall (1993), describes the driving force that leads both teachers
and students to engage in things “they would not necessarily do otherwise” (p. 117). TES
clarified the relevance of the washback effect in classroom assessment as follows:

Whatever we are assessing, we are implicitly telling the students that they should learn
this. Therefore, the things we measure in the teaching and learning process are more
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valuable for the students, and they tend to focus more on them. It is like this: The reason
why children in Turkey cannot speak English is a question that always comes up. And
the problem is that we never assess the speaking ability of the students. This is the
washback effect. Students think that since this is not part of the examination, there is no
need for them to learn it, so they focus more on grammatical structures and vocabulary.

Similarly, the washback effect in the case described by TE4 demonstrates how
assessment practices can influence students’ behavior and attitudes toward learning. This
suggests that an overemphasis on result-oriented assessment in education systems can cause
students to concentrate on obtaining high scores instead of remaining engaged with the

subject matter afterward. The related quotation from TE4’s discussion is provided below:

You have announced the final marks, so even if you give them feedback, the student
decides, “I'm done with this course. I do not need to learn more about it,”” and does not
study for that course again. Because the education system in Turkey is a bit more
product-oriented and result-oriented, they say my academic transcript is more
important.

TE3 drew attention to why leveraging assessment as an incentive for learners and for
pointing out their strengths, instead of using it as a penalty, is important in classroom

assessment as reported under:

This is not the perfect analogy, but it is an effective tool because if you say, “This topic
will be on the exam,” the students’ motivation to study that subject becomes different. If
you say it will not be on the exam, their motivation to study will be different. Therefore,
assessment is very important and contributes significantly to the teaching process.

TE2 used a similar expression, “weapon,” to describe this concept:
This topic is very important because assessment can either significantly demotivate
students or be used to motivate them. It is crucial that teachers use it to motivate

students and show them their strengths instead of using it as a weapon. So, what are
your strengths? What else can we do in the future? A balance is essential, I believe.

Finally, regarding the issue of fairness, TE3 reported the relevance of ethical aspects of
assessment as follows:
If you conduct incorrect assessments and evaluations, there can be many consequences,

and you can affect the students’ lives. You might end up giving unfair grades, so this
issue is very important.
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Technical Skills

The theme of Technical Skills covers the statistical elements involved in assessment
rather than the practical components of assessment. This theme, which was explicitly drawn
from Taylor’s (2013) LAL dimensions, provided comparability between the working
conceptualization of this dimension and the quantitative findings of the current study. TEs
believe that classroom teachers rarely have use for complex statistical measurements for
their routine instructional activities. Therefore, they suggested that the practical elements of
assessment, such as understanding the educational philosophies of assessment or skills to
prepare effective assessment tasks, take priority over statistical know-how in the context of
classroom-based assessment. TE4 put this into perspective as the following excerpt shows:

1 find that there are many kinds of statistics to be used in assessment, such as t-scores, z-

scores, and so on, but in general, I observe that teachers do not need these statistics in

school settings. In this sense, I think assessment philosophy and then the use of

assessment tools appropriate for these philosophies, the preparation of questions, and
item analysis seem to be more important.

In agreement with TE4, TE1 referred to the rationale behind the need for complex
statistical calculations in assessment. He argued that larger class sizes might rely on more
statistical data to evaluate overall student performance. However, he also mentioned as the
class sizes in MoNE have been decreasing in recent years, there is no longer a requirement

for classroom teachers to be competent in statistics:

[...] 1t will depend on the group you are teaching. How many students do you have in
your class? In the past, the classrooms were very crowded in Turkey. Twenty years ago,
class sizes were up to 40 students. But now the average class size consists of about 25
students. The statistical data is important, of course. Depending on the number of
students, what percentage of the class has passed and what percentage have failed?
What is the average? So, this average provides us with the information that the class is
successful in this subject. This allows us to reflect more accurately. But if you are
teaching a smaller group, you need to monitor on an individual basis, such as the
portfolio assessment. Our graduates usually work at the Ministry of National Education,
and their systems automatically generate the statistical data for teachers. However, if we
are talking about drawing conclusions from the numbers, more training can be provided
on interpreting what the lowest and the highest scores in the class indicate.

Instead of concentrating on mathematical calculations, as TE1 offered, teachers should

be adept in understanding the meaning of these numbers and what they imply for the
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students in the context of the classroom, which is, in fact, a concern of using assessment
data to support decision-making processes rather than technical competences. TE4’s
opinions regarding this issue support the distinction between statistical components and

aspects of decision-making.

But I think the main issue to be considered is, first of all, to make a first overall
evaluation of the class, whether there are many underachieving students, whether there
are high achieving students that require more support, what I can do in supplement or
what kind of precautions I can take for the underachieving students. Secondly, in
addition to the characteristics of the student, it is enough for me to know these statistics
to get a rough idea of the validity or reliability of the exam I administered and whether
my exam questions were extremely difficult. No one could pass whether they were
sufficiently discriminating, how the distribution was, and so on.

As TE4 suggests, gaining insights into the effectiveness and quality of the assessment
tasks is associated with how assessment data can inform teachers. In addition, TE3 has
expressed that statistics in assessment was one of his areas of expertise. His perspective on

this matter is as follows:

These elements are surely important assessment concepts, but they might not
significantly affect classroom assessments. The numbers may not vary greatly in a class
with 20-30 students. Still, they can be crucial for large-scale exams like the one
conducted by OSYM or the YDS exam, for instance. Maybe we can just consider
calculating the average scores if we are talking about classroom assessment.
Measurement errors do not tend to be very high, these are my specialty. For very small
groups, things like standard deviation might not be of significant importance, in my
opinion.

TE3 expands on the relevance of statistics in assessment for classroom teachers to
emphasize the importance of understanding what the average score represents and how this

understanding can be used to improve the assessment process:

There is no need for it. There are many programs that calculate statistical numbers. But
when does it become significant? For example, concepts like standard deviation and
measurement error might be considered when taking the average score of all senior-year
high school students in English lessons. However, for a class with 20-30 students, they
do not need to know much about these. Because machines and programs calculate them
for us anyway. [...] The teacher needs to only know how to interpret these numbers.
Interpretation, like what does that number represent? The class average is 35. What
does that mean? Maybe you have not taught well enough or done a wrong assessment.
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There could be errors in your assessment tools. The teacher can use this information to
improve the assessment processes.

When the interview excerpts are examined in light of the quantitative data findings, it
can be concluded that the items allocated to the Techmical Skills dimension do not
accurately represent TEs’ conceptualization of this dimension. While most of the items
reserved for the Technical Skills dimension were considered important by the TEs, there is a
possibility that their understanding of these items was different from anticipated. For
instance, item 15, “having knowledge of how language testing can be used appropriately in
the classroom,” was associated with the practical aspects of assessment rather than
technical issues by the TEs, as qualitative findings suggest. Similarly, knowing how to
create good test items was categorized into the Assessment-specific Knowledge theme as
well. The only item that directly corresponds to the technical issues from TEs’ perspectives
is item 15c¢, which received the lowest mean and median scores (M = 4.80, Md n= 4.00)
according to the quantitative data analysis. This issue is also evident in the scores awarded

by TE1 and TE3 to item 15¢, conforming to their discussion in the interviews.
Pedagogical Knowledge

Pedagogical Knowledge is another theme that has been directly derived from Taylor’s
(2013) existing dimensions. However, similar to the Technical Skills dimension, this theme
differs from Behn & Tsagari’ (2021) operationalization in that it incorporates the
knowledge associated with formative assessment and decision-making procedures for
improving the quality of teaching and learning. The washback effect was also categorized
under this theme, as Behn & Tsagari suggested; however, according to the TEs’ discussion,
it has been moved under the Assessment Principles theme. Moreover, the distinction of
issues discussed within the Language Pedagogy theme and the washback effect stood out
from TEs’ statements. Assessment in language pedagogy was generally linked to process-
oriented assessment, peer and self-assessment, the role of feedback, and understanding the
way assessments can be used to achieve specific learning or teaching goals. The washback
effect, on the other hand, was related to the broader impact of assessments on the teaching
and learning process, including how assessments can impact the way teachers teach and

students learn in the classroom.

TE4 commented on this matter by highlighting the dichotomy between formative and
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summative assessment, the former of which deals with awarding students grades as an end
result, whereas the latter is perceived as an idealistic way of tracking the learner’s

development throughout the learning process:

Our main aim here is not to use summative assessment. If we use formative assessment,
which we do not as far as I observe, alternative assessment tools, such as portfolios,
have become quite widespread today. This shows that the concept of formative
assessment is very important. We should not actually focus on assigning grades to the
student but rather tracking their development in a process individually, judging the
difference between the point where they first began and the point where they have
reached. [...] Therefore, if the teachers know that each student is different, each
student’s situation is different, and that with alternative assessment tools, they can
observe the development of each student individually because, in my opinion, the most
important thing in the measurement process is to give feedback to the student. If this
feedback process is positive, the student will have learned something from it. Otherwise,
when the student does not get feedback, we are only grading them, which is against the
philosophy of student assessment.

However, TE2 took a different stance and stressed the importance of integrating

assessment approaches as opposed to fueling these competing paradigms:

Indeed, we cannot definitively say that one type of assessment, whether it is formative or
summative, is superior to the other. I believe that these should be considered as a whole.
In other words, we cannot say that evaluating students in one particular way is more
important. It is crucial to use different techniques, provide students with a variety of
assessments, and gather as much data as possible. Then, based on students’ strengths
and weaknesses and their interests, we can tailor the learning process accordingly. In
my view, all of these assessment methods are essential.

TE4 and TE2’s conflicting opinions on this particular issue mirror the dispute around the
competing paradigms that are currently present in the educational community. TE2 further
expressed concerns by supporting her discussion with the vision report MoNE published in

2022:

In fact, the latest report published by the Ministry of National Education (MoNE) in
their 2023 vision emphasizes the need for using different techniques together to reveal
students’ knowledge and performance. That is why I keep highlighting that if we can
include not only the results but also the process, we will collect more meaningful data
and respond to the students’ needs more effectively. I believe that in this way, we can
improve both student performance and learning processes.

However, we need to think very carefully about whether teachers perceive assessment as
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solely a test or as a process. Because if we focus solely on a single test to evaluate
students, assessing their performance in just one test may not be entirely suitable. That
is why I believe that assessing students should involve a combination of different
methods, not just one or two exams, but rather a continuous process where students are
assessed over an extended period.

In the same vein, TES described monitoring students’ learning process as “crucial.” He
also expressed the need for accommodating individual differences in assessment in order to
facilitate learning:

What is crucial here is tracking where a student started and how far they have come

throughout this process, being able to monitor individual differences. Fortunately, there

are some excellent new techniques and studies in this field. I believe it is essential for
teachers to be aware of these and be able to apply them effectively.

Similar views were echoed by TE1, who emphasized that for assessment procedures to
be successful, individual differences must be taken into account:

The products given by the student during the process are a portfolio. I need to know

which methods I can use to examine the student’s development in the process, not only

with the exam I do at the end of the year. There are not many different options, but at

least there should be diversity because students have many individual differences. Some

students like to work alone. Some students work very well in groups. When you give a
group assignment to a student who likes to work alone, the student is not very successful.

TE2 added a growing awareness of how learners’ individual differences are important
for tailoring assessments to their unique needs. Particularly, the remarks about the
suggestions “keep e-portfolios” and “monitor students individually” imply a shift toward
more personalized assessment strategies. Furthermore, her emphasis on giving adequate
support to students underscores teachers’ responsibility to foster student growth and
development. However, the mention of the predominantly exam-oriented educational
system in Turkey implies that there is still room to fully integrate these innovative
assessment practices into our context:

There are also suggestions to consider students’ individual differences and even from a

young age, keep e-portfolios, monitor them individually, and track their process.

Accordingly, provide the necessary support to the student. It seems that efforts are being

made to adapt this a bit more in the new system, but currently, we still have a
predominantly exam-oriented one.

In addition, TE2 associated the way the results and interpretations of assessment inform
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teaching and learning by comparing it to a “road map” of the learning process:

1 believe that assessment is entirely integrated with learning. I think of them as a
roadmap that shows us where we are in our learning journey and what we need to do.
The more a teacher can integrate this process and gather data from it to adjust the
learning process, the more I believe students’ success will increase.

TES, in a similar stance, defined assessment as a “bridge” between students’ current

state and their potential for achievement:

1 think assessment serves as a bridge for learning. It helps us understand where and how
a student can improve and succeed.

TE1 addressed this issue by incorporating effective feedback strategies into his

discussion as follows:

We need to motivate the student, and while we give negative feedback, we need to point
out the negativity, but it needs to be an encouragement. Okay, you have this potential
strength, but you have to improve yourself in this area. Otherwise, if there is no
encouraging attitude, the feedback you give does not carry any significance, and it does
not resonate with the student. Just giving points causes the student to say okay, I
received a grade, I'm not doing well, which means I'm weak; I don't need to express
myself or study more.

Thus, motivating students was another emerging topic of discussion under this theme.

TE1 expands on it as follows:

Assessment is important, but the objective has to be to motivate the students and to show
them how they can do better as well. This is why assessment is important. It occupies a
critical position since we need to submit official documentation, and it is essential in
terms of tracking the academic performance of the student. But our main goal has to be
the improvement of the learner, motivating them, and pushing them forward to a higher
level. After ensuring that assessment and evaluation are a means, not the main purpose,
we need to be aware of that.

In conclusion, the Pedagogical Knowledge theme covered a broad selection of
assessment components while bringing attention to current debates between the paradigms
of formative and summative assessment. TEs generally emphasized the role assessment
plays in informing the learning process. While some informants advocated integrated and
individualized assessment methods and facilitating a balanced approach to assessment,

there were differing opinions regarding the importance attributed to this issue.
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Disciplinary Knowledge

The Disciplinary Knowledge theme centers around the theoretical elements surrounding
language learning, subject matter expertise, and language competences. TEs, in general,
emphasize how understanding language learning theories affects teachers’ LAL since they
consider assessment theories to be a reflection of language learning theories. An excerpt

from TE4’s interview that supports this is given below:

1t is important for teachers to know language learning theories because these theories
are also present in the philosophy of assessment and evaluation. If a teacher
understands the constructivist approach, for example, they can apply it in the tests they
create.

He expressed how interactionism, constructivism, and sociocultural theories have pivotal

roles in shaping language assessment strategies, as in the following quote:

In fact, when we examine the framework of contemporary language learning theories,
such as sociocultural theory, constructivism, interactionist, and so on, we can
understand that the fundamental principle of these theories is to track the development
of the learners in the process and to support the students when required, The underlying
rationale behind these theories is actually to monitor the student’s development in the
process and to support them when needed, which is the key feature of the sociocultural
and interactionist theories that we refer to as the mediator or mediation of the teacher,
the guidance process is defined as supporting the student when they get stuck, which we
call the zone of proximal development.

Another salient feature introduced at this stage was the knowledge of The Common
European Framework (CEFR). The quotation that follows recounts the way TE3 described
his preparation and implementation of the classroom assessment course he currently

teaches:

Now, I had the students prepare questions for our classroom assessment course. What I
asked them for, for example, is: “For which proficiency level did you prepare the
question?” A1-A2-B1-B2. The age group is not that important, but I also pay attention
to it. Knowing these concepts changes the questions you’ll prepare. As you can see, you
check at which level, probably B1-B2 in this case, they have prepared this question. If
they knew the CEFR level, they would have to modify and simplify the text accordingly
to match their level. That is why I emphasize it.

The CEFR offers a framework of language proficiency levels to ensure that the

preparation and adaptation of assessment materials align with learners’ abilities and
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learning outcomes. Therefore, in order to customize and determine the appropriateness of
assessment tasks for the students’ levels, classroom teachers are supposed to be informed

about the CEFR.

You know, there is a debate in the educational community about the criteria we apply for
evaluation, whether we will adopt the lingua franca or take world English as a
benchmark to determine fluency in English. Which criteria are we going to use?

TE1 reflected on the evolving nature of English language education in a global context.
Considering that English serves various purposes beyond academics, this requires educators
to reconsider how they evaluate English proficiency, moving away from traditional native-

like standards toward recognizing global English variations.
Social Context

The Social Context theme was operationalized as an overarching theme that
encompassed both the Local practices and Sociocultural values dimension of Taylor’s
model as well as the education system of a country, including institutional demands
impacting assessment practices in their particular settings. TE4, for instance, spoke of the
constraints teachers face due to institutional requirements and expectations, as the

following quote depicts:

1 also feel that there are some obstacles within the national education system in the same
way. Even within the university systems, the same obstacles exist. We informally declare,
‘There will be no final exams, but I'll be collecting assignments,’ or for instance, I say,
‘No midterm tests, but you’ll do a presentation instead,’ and then they say, ‘No sir, it is
mandatory to administer midterm exams.’ The system always forces us to do these
things. For example, you have to submit grades on certain deadlines. You have to
administer a midterm exam. You have to submit grades on this date, this time, this grade,
this grade, this time. I think that there is a systemic cumbersome organization.

TE2 referred to her encounters with teachers working in public primary and secondary

schools to explain how national policies affect their assessment practices.

Especially for teachers working in the MoNE, let me also state this: During my studies, |
encountered some teachers. End-of-year exam evaluations, such as university entrance
exams or high school transition exams, are highly emphasized in some schools.
Therefore, it is expected that teachers in these schools prepare their students more
intensively for these exams. The expectations of the school’s administration and the
provincial directorate of national education play a crucial role. Teacher evaluations are



52

not solely based on the teacher’s performance but are also influenced by the
expectations of school administrators and the provincial directorate of national
education, in my opinion.

The parameters in the national education system, such as the imposition of certain types

of assessment procedures, were another issue addressed in TE2’s discussion.

Actually, a significant portion of assessment in our country relies on multiple-choice
tests. While there has been an increasing emphasis on performance-based assessments
recently, the truth is that tests still dominate much of our assessment practices. If our
tests are not reliable, our evaluation of students and their outcomes will also be
unsuccessful.

All the comments included in TEs’ arguments indicate the responsibility of teachers to

navigate the assessment environment in which they are teaching.

On the issue of sociocultural values, the impact of society’s beliefs towards assessment

is discussed in the following quotation by TE3:

Teachers are not perceived as successful when they adopt a process-oriented system.
This takes us back to the washback effect. When teachers are told, “What is the point if
they can write or speak, they could not score full marks on the test.” We can clearly see
that the consequences of the countrys national assessment system are reflected in the
classroom.

On designing assessment tasks, classroom teachers received criticism from TE3 for
taking the least complicated approach available. This comment is also intricately rooted in
the larger framework of institutional demands; thus, its implications should be carefully

considered from both perspectives.

TE3: “When the preparation of assessment tasks becomes a hassle, they prepare a
matching task, they add one or two multiple choice questions, and the job is done. So,
they choose to take the easy way out. The case is not that they do not have adequate
theoretical knowledge, but from what I observed, generally more along the lines of
“Who could deal with this much work?” They say that they have five classes, each
consisting of 30 students, so a total of 150 students per teacher. Their excuses are like,
“How will I prepare and evaluate writing exams? I do not have enough time and such.”

Researcher: “In this case, do you think the school administration, school culture, or
parents also have an impact?”

TE3: “Maybe, if a teacher has 150 students and they are asked to grade their exams in a
week and submit the grades into the system, of course, they do.”
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TE2 emphasized the importance of being informed about recent reports released by the
ministry or higher education council:
What does the MoNE or the Council of Higher Education expect from the teachers?

Teachers should be familiar with the regulations because these regulations are constantly
updated based on global developments.

Personal Beliefs and Attitudes

The Personal Beliefs and Attitudes theme takes account of the experiences and
preconceptions of both teachers and students. TE2 offers insights into why teachers should

be aware of these issues:

Presenting different practical techniques to teachers and addressing certain beliefs or
thoughts, such as “these will not work in our classes,” is important. However, there are
certainly various process and product assessment techniques that can be used with
different student groups, from the smallest to the largest classes. I believe there are
techniques suitable for our students as well.

According to TE2, while instructors may be apprehensive about the application of
certain assessment methods in their own classrooms due to personal opinions and
experiences, they should be encouraged to explore novel methods. Classrooms are dynamic
environments that are constantly changing and evolving. If teachers let their personal
beliefs become a barrier, they will be continuously challenged to be resilient and adapt to
change.

But what they observe, the experiences they have had before, and the education they

have received, especially in relation to formative assessment and self-assessment, if their

teachers have not included these types of assessments, students are generally unaware of
these issues. Students are not familiar with both formative and self-assessment, and even
peer assessment, because as far as I have noticed, teachers have always given grades to

students, and when it comes to grading and assessment, unfortunately, the first thing that
comes to teachers’minds is the summative assessment philosophy.

Effective assessment can be hindered by personal preconceptions held by both teachers
and students in the classroom. Therefore, teachers should also be mindful of how students’
prior experiences shape their understanding of assessment as their familiarity with
assessment approaches, such as formative assessment, self-assessment, and peer
assessment, is often influenced by their previous education. Offering learners guidance

where and when needed, therefore, is the teachers’ responsibility. TE4 recounted his
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experience regarding as follows:

I have some concerns about peer assessment, from time to time, when I experiment with
students in class, I sometimes doubt whether they are capable of doing that evaluation.
Maybe it would be more reasonable for students to receive additional training on peer
assessment and then use this method, but when I ask students to perform an immediate
assessment, for example, in writing classes, students usually get caught up in the
technical details. Therefore, they cannot make a general evaluation and provide much
help to their friends at this point. This leads to a rather static peer assessment process.

Teachers’ preferences and perceptions can also influence their assessment practices. TE4
mentioned the time and effort required for process-oriented assessments, such as scoring
written assignments and giving feedback. He suggested that some teachers may prefer less

time-consuming methods due to their convenience.

Process-oriented assessments are always the most demanding issues for a teacher. It
takes me about a week, maybe ten days, to mark and evaluate a single academic writing
course assignment, but you know that the time and effort we put in outside the
classroom, both in MoNE and elsewhere, have no financial compensation. In fact, these
are things that teachers do for their own job satisfaction in terms of positioning
themselves. So maybe there is a problem here, too. I mean, we should be evaluating all
in-class assessments, even at the university. This should be done during class hours but
not outside the class. [...] A teachers only job is not only coming to class and lecturing.
Our job involves assessment, giving feedback, students responding to this feedback, and
writing and editing essays at home. In fact, it also includes extracurricular labor.

TE3 echoed the reluctance to engage in speaking or writing assessments, which require
extra effort on behalf of the teachers. He mentioned that teachers may be daunted because
of the workload associated with preparing and scoring rubrics:

But then, it is easier for them to use a multiple-choice test and then spend about half an

hour evaluating it. No one wants to deal with a speaking or a writing exam because

preparing a rubric is an errand, and they will have to prepare rubrics separately for

both speaking and writing tasks. They will have to spend maybe five to ten minutes
grading each student, so they do not bother with this type of time-consuming evaluation.

TE1 expresses his frustration about the implementation of multiple-choice tests for the
sake of practicality in the passage below:
If the teacher administers a multiple-choice exam just for the sake of practicality and to

avoid spending a lot of time grading papers, this does not help the students improve. |
also could do this easily. We, too, have a huge number of students and exams to be
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evaluated. The machines automatically scan the papers and generate the scores. It takes
me a lot of time to grade the students, but if it has to be done well, I think it needs to be
done appropriately. I am very much against multiple-choice tests, if at all possible, no
one should use them for language assessment.

3.2. The Relevancy of Taylor’s (2013) LAL Model for Turkish Teacher Educators

The second research question aimed to determine the extent to which teacher educators
found Taylor’s (2013) LAL model pertinent for EFL teachers in Tiirkiye. The data collected
from closed-response items during the second phase were analyzed to address this question.
According to the analysis, 103 of 140 responses were rated five or six on the six-point
Likert scale. Therefore, it indicates that most items received high scores from the
participants and were rated as either very important or important. Table 6 displays the

frequency of each score assigned by the respondents.
Table 6

Six-point Likert scale Scoring System

Scores Definitions Frequency
1.00 Not at all -
2.00 Low Importance -
3.00 Slightly Important 6
4.00 Somewhat Important 31
5.00 Important 28
6.00 Very Important 75

As can be seen in Table 6, the majority of the items were rated very important,
important, or somewhat important by the TEs in this study. None of the items were deemed
as unimportant or of low importance, which indicates that the TEs in this study held the
view that most of the issues related to assessment are of importance. The items with the

highest scores are presented in Table 7.
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The Highest Ranked Items from Closed-ended Questions

Dimension

Item

TE1 TE2 TE3TE4 TES M Mdn

Language
Pedagogy
Knowledge of
Theory
Language
Pedagogy
Language
Pedagogy
Knowledge of
Theory
Language
Pedagogy

Technical
Skills

Q13-It is important to have knowledge of self-
assessment

Q22b-It is important to have knowledge of
theories of communicative competence

Q21-It is important to have knowledge of how
assessment can be used to motivate students
Q18-It is important to have knowledge of how
assessment can be used as a diagnostic tool
Q17-It is important to have knowledge of
different types of assessment

Q16a-It is important to have knowledge of
formative assessment

Q15b-It is important to have knowledge of how
good items are created

6.00 6.00 6.00 6.00 6.00 6.00 6.00

5.00 6.00 5.00 6.00 6.00 5.60 6.00

5.00 6.00 5.00 6.00 6.00 5.60 6.00

4.00 6.00 6.00 6.00 6.00 5.60 6.00

5.00 6.00 5.00 6.00 6.00 5.60 6.00

5.00 6.00 5.00 6.00 6.00 5.60 6.00

5.00 6.00 5.00 6.00 6.00 5.60 6.00
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Table 7 shows that the TEs rated items 13, 21, 18, and 16a, which pertain to the

Language Pedagogy dimension, as the highest. This outcome aligns with Taylor (2013), as

it indicates that teacher educators perceive elements related to the Language Pedagogy

dimension as particularly important. Furthermore, TEs considered an understanding of

theories related to communicative competence and how good items are created as of

significant importance, which differs from the model Taylor proposed for classroom

teachers and aligns more closely with the framework intended for test writers and

professional language testers.

In total, TEs rated the questionnaire items with a minimum score of 3, which accounted

for 6 out of 140 responses. An overview of the items that the TEs assigned lower scores are

presented in Table 8.
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The Lowest Ranked Items from Closed-ended Questions

Dimension Item TELTE2 TE3TE4 TE5S M Mdn
Sociocultural Q31—It_|s important to have knowledge of how 4.00 6.00 3.00 6.00 5.00 4.80 5.00
Values values in society may affect assessment
Language Q30-It is important to have knowledge of how to
Pedagogy communicate assessment results in appropriate

ways (e.g., how to explain to parents the results 4.00 6.00 4.00 6.00 4.00 4.80 4.00

from national tests)
Local Practices Q26-It is important to have knowledge of local
issues that may be relevant for assessment (e.g.,
the local educational authorities’ assessment 4.00 6.00 4.00 6.00 4.00 4.80 4.00
criteria, how teachers in your local district assess
student performance, etc.)
Technical Q15c-It is important to have knowledge of
Skills statistical measures in order to interpret results
from multiple-choice tests (e.g., mean, standard
deviation, measurement error)
Local Practices Q25-It is important to have knowledge of the
Regulations to the Education Act
Knowledge of Q33-It is important to have knowledge of the
Theory history of language assessment 3.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 5.00 4.00 4.00

4.00 6.00 4.00 4.00 6.00 4.80 4.00

3.00 5.00 3.00 6.00 6.00 4.60 5.00

As can be seen from Table 8, item 31 in the Sociocultural Values dimension and item 30

in the Language Pedagogy dimension revealed differing opinions among informants, with

scores ranging from 3 to 6. Similarly, item 26 in the Local Practices dimension and 15¢ in

the Technical Skills dimension received scores between 4 and 6. Items that received

somewhat lower than average scores were 25 in the Local Practices dimension and 33,

ranging from 3 to 6. The statistics demonstrate that the TEs did not all view the

aforementioned characteristics of LAL as highly important, reflecting differences in their

perceived relevance.

Table 9 displays the teacher educators’ responses to items associated with the

Knowledge of Theory dimension.
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Knowledge of Theory Dimension
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Knowledgeof  tg;  1E2  TE3  TE4
Theory

TE5

M Mdn

Q22a-ltis

important to have

knowledge of 4.00 6.00 4.00 6.00
language learning

theories

Q22b-1tis

important to have
knowledge of

theories of 5.00
communicative
competence

Q27-1tis

important to have
knowledge of
assessment/testing  4.00 6.00 6.00 4.00
theory (related to

«validity, »

«reliability, » etc.)

6.00 5.00 6.00

6.00

6.00

6.00

26

28

26

5.20 6.00

5.60 6.00

520 6.00

According to Table 9, TEs tend to lean toward agreement on the significance of having

knowledge of language learning theories (M=35.20), theories of communicative competence

(M = 5.60), and assessment/testing theories (M = 5.20) within the Knowledge of Theory

dimension, as high mean and median (6.00) values for these items indicate.

Table 10 illustrates the TE’s responses to the questions pertaining to the Technical Skills

dimension.

Table 10

Technical Skills Dimension

Technical Skills TE1 TE2 TE3 TE4

TES

M Mdn

Q15a-Itis

important to have

knowledge of

how language

testing can be 3.00 6.00 4.00 6.00
used

appropriately in

the English

language

6.00

25

500 6.00
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classroom, e.g.,

multiple choice

Q15b-1tis

important to have

knowledge of 5.00 6.00 5.00
how good items
are created
Q15c-It is
important to have
knowledge of
statistical
measures in order
to interpret results
from multiple-
choice tests (e.g.,
mean, standard
deviation,
measurement
error)

4.00 6.00 4.00

6.00 6.00 28 5,60 6.00

4.00 6.00 24 480 4.00

The overall scores within the Technical Skills dimension indicate that the TEs attribute

slightly greater importance to technical know-how compared to what Taylor (2013)
suggested for classroom teachers. Informants in the present study particularly emphasized
the significance of skills related to understanding the process of creating effective test items
(M = 5.60) compared to the other aspects of this dimension.

Table 11 details the scores TEs assigned for the item related to the Principles and

Concepts dimension.

Table 11

Principles and Concepts Dimension

Principles and

Concepts TE1l TE2 TE3

TE4 TES X M Mdn

Q28-1tis

important to have

knowledge of

ethical issues

(fairness, use of 4.00 6.00 5.00
assessment results

for purposes other

than what was

intended, etc.)

6.00 6.00 27 540 6.00
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Table 11 shows that the scores for item 28 range from 4 to 6, with a mean of 5.40 and a
median of 6.00. These scores reflect a shared view among the respondents, who place high
importance on ethical issues, as Taylor (2013) anticipated.

Table 12 provides an overview of TEs’ responses to items within the Language
Pedagogy dimension.

Table 12
Language Pedagogy Dimension
Language TEl  TE2 TE3 TE4 TE5 x M Mdn
Pedagogy
Ql2-tis
important to have
knowledge of how 4,00 6.00 5.00 6.00 6.00 27 540 6.00

assessment can
promote learning
Q13-ltis
important to have
knowledge of
self-assessment
Q14-ltis
important to have
knowledge of
peer-assessment
Ql6a-1tis
important to have
knowledge of 5.00 6.00 5.00 6.00 6.00 28 560 6.00
formative
assessment
Q18-ltis
important to have
knowledge of how
assessment can be
used as a
diagnostic tool
Q21-ltis
important to have
knowledge of how
assessment can be ~ 2-00
used to motivate
students

Q30-1tis
important to have
knowledge of how
to communicate
assessment results
in appropriate
ways (e.g., how to
explain to parents
the results from
national tests)

6.00 6.00 6.00 6.00 6.00 30 6.00 6.00

4.00 6.00 6.00 5.00 6.00 27 540 6.00

4.00 6.00 6.00 6.00 6.00 28 560 6.00

6.00 5.00 6.00 6.00 28 560 6.00

4.00 6.00 4.00 6.00 4.00 24 480 4.00
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According to the data provided, informants uniformly emphasized the role of self-
assessment (Q13), awarding it the highest possible rating of 6.00. Formative assessment
(Q16a), the use of assessment as a diagnostic tool (Q18), and the use of assessment to
motivate students (Q21) also emerged as key elements within this dimension. TEs gave
these items scores that ranged from 5 to 6, with a mean of 5.60 and a median of
6.00, suggesting an overall agreement on their importance for LAL. However, the item
regarding effective communication of assessment results (Q30) reveals varying
perspectives among the TEs, with a mean score of 4.80 and a median score of 4.00,
suggesting that the importance of this aspect was perceived as somewhat lower within the
Language Pedagogy dimension.

Table 13 exhibits how TEs rated the item associated with the Sociocultural Values

dimension.
Table 13

Sociocultural Values Dimension

Sociocultural
Values

Q31-ltis
important to have
knowledge of how
values in society
may affect
assessment

TE1 TE2 TE3 TE4 TES x M Mdn

4.00 6.00 3.00 6.00 5.00 24 480 5.00

Table 13 demonstrates that informants found item 31, pertaining to Taylor’s
Sociocultural Values dimension, to be relatively less relevant than the proposed model.
However, this is not an indication that they were considered unimportant by the TEs. As the
table demonstrates, this component received a diversity of ratings from 3 to 6, with a mean
of 4.80 and a median of 5.00.

Table 14 displays how TEs perceive the Local Practices dimension in Taylor’s model.
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Table 14

Local Practices Dimension

Local Practices TE1 TE?2 TE3 TE4 TES ) M Mdn
Q24-1t is important
to have knowledge
of the national
curriculum (the 6.00 5.00 4.00 6.00 6.00 27 5.40 6.00
general part and
the English subject
curriculum)
Q25-1t is important
to have knowledge
of the Regulations 3.00 5.00 3.00 6.00 6.00 23 4.60 5.00
to the Education
Act
Q26-1t is important
to have knowledge
of local issues that
may be relevant
for assessment
(e.g., the local
educational
authorities’
assessment
criteria, how
teachers in your
local district assess
student
performance, etc.)

4.00 6.00 4.00 6.00 4.00 24 4.80 4.00

While the item related to the national curriculum is regarded as relatively more
important than the other elements, such as knowledge of education regulations and
awareness of local assessment criteria, had lower levels of importance attributed to them.
Particularly, item 24 was considered to be the most important aspect within the Local
Practices dimension. The scores for this item varied from 4 to 6, resulting in a mean score
of 5.40 and a median of 6.00. These scores indicate the significance of understanding the
national curriculum, particularly the English subject curriculum.

Table 15 shows the ratings for the Personal Beliefs and Attitudes dimension.
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Personal Beliefs and Attitudes Dimension
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Personal Beliefs

and Attitudes TEl TE2 TE3

TE4 TE5 x M Mdn

Q32-ltis

important to

have knowledge

of how one’s

own view on 4.00 6.00 3.00
assessment

(values, outlook)

may affect

assessment

6.00 6.00 25 5.00 6.00

The TEs in this study gave item 32 scores ranging from 3 to 6, with a mean score of 5.00

and a median of 6.00. The result described above is consistent with Taylor’s framework for

classroom teachers.

Table 16 provides an outline of the Scores and Decision-Making dimension within

Taylor’s model.

Table 16

Scores and Decision-Making Dimension

Scores and

Decision-Making TEL TE2 TE3

TE4 TES X M Mdn

Q16b-1tis

important to have

knowledge of 5.00 6.00 4.00
summative
assessment
Q29-1tis
important to have
knowledge of how
to use rating
scales/scoring
rubrics

4.00 6.00 5.00

5.00 6.00 26 520 5.00

6.00 6.00 27 540 6.00

The scores for the components in this dimension, along with those in the Knowledge of

Theory and Principles and Concepts dimensions, differed considerably from what Taylor

(2013) proposed for classroom teachers” LAL profile. As can be seen in Table R10, item
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16b received ratings from 4 to 6, with a mean score of 5.20 and a median of 5.00, and item
29 ranged from 4 to 6, with an overall mean score of 5.40 and a median of 6.00. The
relatively high mean and median scores of these items indicate that the TEs place high
importance on the Scores and Decision-Making dimension, which extends to both

summative assessment and the usage of rating scales/scoring rubrics.

In order to make the results comparable to Taylor’s (2013) and Behn and Tsagari’s
(2021) models, a statistical software program was used to compute the average median
scores of the items in each dimension. The values Taylor (2013) originally established for
teachers’ LAL profiles and the conversion table used for this study are presented in Table
17 and Table 18, respectively.

Table 17

Taylor’s (2013) LAL Levels for Classroom Teachers

Dimensions Values
Knowledge of Theory 2
Technical Skills
Principles and Concepts
Language Pedagogy
Sociocultural Values

Local Practices
Personal Beliefs and Attitudes
Scores and Decision-Making

N W W wWw b~ NN W

Table 18

Conversion of Average Median Scores

Dimensions A_verage Co_nverted
Median Values Median Values
Knowledge of Theory 5.40 3.52
Technical Skills 5.20 3.36
Principles and Concepts 5.40 3.52
Language Pedagogy 5.40 3.52
Sociocultural Values 4.80 3.04
Local Practices 5.00 3.20

Personal Beliefs and Attitudes 5.00 3.20
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Scores and Decision-Making 5.30 3.44

As Beohn and Tsagari (2021) previously reported, the values in Taylor’s LAL model for
the stakeholders were established on a five-point scale, while the questionnaire items in
both the present study and Behn and Tsagari’s study were measured using a six-point
Likert scale. Therefore, with the aim of equalizing the results, the same conversion formula

Bohn and Tsagari used (0.8x — 0.8) was applied to the average median scores.

In light of these results, Figure 9 illustrates the LAL profile for classroom teachers based
on TEs’ perceptions in the Turkish context.

Figure 9

Classroom Teachers’ LAL Profile from Turkish Teacher Educators’ Perspective

Knowledge of theory
4

Scores and decision

making Technical skills

Personal

beliefs/attitudes Principles and concepts

Local practices Language pedagogy

Sociocultural values

As shown in Figure 9, the average median values in the present study tended to align
closely with Taylor’s hypothesized levels for Language Pedagogy, Local Practices,
Personal Beliefs and Attitudes, and Sociocultural Values dimensions. However, notable
variations can be observed in the following dimensions: Knowledge of Theory, Technical

Skills, Principles and Concepts, and Scores and Decision-Making.
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4. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
In this section, conclusions drawn from the study findings are presented and discussed in
line with the related studies. The current investigation focused on two facets of teacher
educators’ perceptions of LAL.: First, the conceptualization of LAL involved exploring how
Turkish teacher educators perceived LAL. Then, the relevance of Taylor’s (2013) LAL
model was analyzed to reveal its applicability within the Turkish context.

4.1. Classroom Teachers’ LAL Profile from Teacher Educators’ Perspectives

In their study on Norwegian teacher educators’ conceptions of LAL, Behn and Tsagari
(2021) identified a limitation in Taylor’s (2013) model, noting that it lacked detailed
descriptions of LAL dimensions. The present research, therefore, had its basis in the call for
the empirical validation of this model and its relevance within a different context. The
qualitative findings obtained from the first research question yielded the following

dimensions of classroom teachers’ LAL profile:

e Theoretical Knowledge of Assessment
e Competence in Scoring and Statistics
e Language Pedagogy Knowledge

e Content Knowledge

e Social Context Knowledge

Theoretical Knowledge of Assessment

The first dimension, Theoretical Knowledge of Assessment, which was identified in line
with the findings of the present study, encompasses the concepts specified in Taylor’s
(2013) model under the Knowledge of Theory and Principles and Concepts dimensions.
Additionally, this category also aligns with a broader one identified as the Knowledge of
Assessment Theory dimension in Behn and Tsagari’s (2021) study. Both of these
dimensions involve assessment theories and concepts, such as validity, reliability, and
washback. However, this dimension has a greater focus on understanding the purposes of
assessment and the significance of selecting appropriate assessment methods and

instruments suitable for them. Furthermore, it addresses elements of Brindley’s (2001)
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professional development model, particularly those related to the Defining and Describing
Proficiency module. These elements involve theoretical foundations of language testing and
assessment procedures, such as how to measure communicative competence and how to
develop assessment tools in line with the communicative approaches to second language
teaching methodologies. The aforementioned issues resonate closely with Inbar-Lourie’s
(2008, p. 390) LAL framework, namely the reason for conducting an assessment, the

characteristics to be assessed, and the form of the assessment.

The TEs argued that when teachers lack theoretical knowledge about assessment, their
evaluations are likely to be unreliable or inadequate. First and foremost, they agreed on the
critical importance of understanding assessment philosophy for the reason that they
regarded this to be the key to becoming assessment literate and being conscious of the
decisions made while delivering assessments. Likewise, participants emphasized the
necessity for teachers to be knowledgeable about the practical aspects of assessment, for
instance, selecting appropriate assessment methods and strategies for their particular
contexts and course objectives and designing or modifying assessment tasks that align with

the aims and objectives that have been identified.

Another area addressed by the TEs concerned assessment principles and concepts. TEs
mentioned that teachers should be well aware of concepts such as validity, reliability, and
authenticity. Their opinions on these matters were closely related to the components of test
usefulness elucidated by Bachman and Palmer (1996). Specifically, TEs’ discussion
touched upon authenticity, referring to teachers’ competence in ensuring properties of the
assessment tasks reflected those of real-world tasks and interactiveness as teachers’
awareness of how individuals’ traits, including language ability, background knowledge,

and motivation, influenced the assessment procedures.

In addition to gaining these core competencies, TEs also stressed the necessity of
adopting a lifelong learning approach to remain informed and literate in the language
assessment field (Inbar-Lourie, 2008). According to the respondents, teachers need to be
constantly up-to-date with the latest developments in language assessment, theories of
assessment and language learning, technological innovations, and relevant research in this

domain. In conclusion, the TES’ perspectives confirmed that teachers, particularly those in
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the pre-service education stage, need to gain a solid foundation in assessment theories,
current techniques, and alternative resources in order to carry out assessments promoting

effective language learning.
Competence in Scoring and Statistics

Competence in Scoring and Statiscis dimension primarily focuses on the implications of
the Technical Skills dimension from Taylor’s (2013) LAL model. The findings from the
qualitative analysis suggested that some items associated with Technical Skills, such as
knowledge of how language testing can be used appropriately in the classroom and creating
good test items, were regarded as practical aspects of assessment and were associated with
the components of the ‘Theoretical Knowledge of Assessment’ category mentioned above.
Informants in the present study argued that classroom teachers rarely require complex
statistical knowledge in their routine assessment practices. TEs generally believed that
understanding practical aspects, such as choosing among various assessment purposes and
preparing assessment tasks based on existing criteria, was more important than acquiring
statistical expertise. While this perspective aligned with Brindley’s (2001) argument in
favor of offering a criterion-referenced training module for classroom teachers rather than a
statistical one, the contrasting remarks made by TE2 echoed those of Inbar-Lourie (2008),
who also strongly emphasized that statistical elements cannot be neglected and that
classroom teachers need to be well-informed about test development and analysis. The
analysis of overall responses in the interviews revealed that TEs thought classroom teachers
should refrain from using assessment or test tasks that require statistical skills, such as
multiple-choice items, in their routine classroom-based assessments. They believe that
assessment measures such as multiple-choice tests are inadequate in eliciting a true
reflection of learners’ language abilities. These insights clearly demonstrate the major steps

taken to implement formative assessment practices in Tiirkiye.

At this stage, we came up with the suggestion to examine the components related to
Taylor’s (2013) Scores and Decision-Making dimension under two separate categories as
‘decision-making’ and ‘scoring.” Although TEs in this study argued that classroom teachers
may not need to engage in complex statistical calculations, they still highlighted the

importance of being competent in interpreting the results of assessment data. They also
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suggested that in order for teachers to form sound decisions about their teaching strategies
and pinpoint areas where students’ performances need improvement, they must understand
what basic statistics analysis and interpretations, such as score averages, indicate. These
findings imply that TEs in Tiirkiye interpreted the items within the Scores and Decision-
Making dimension as making formative judgments rather than the statistical aspects of
scoring procedures. Consequently, the decision-making aspect of Taylor’s (2013) Scores
and Decision-Making dimension was associated with teachers’ language pedagogy

knowledge.

Behn and Tsagari (2021) explored the relevance of Taylor’s (2013) LAL profile for
classroom teachers from the perspectives of Norwegian teacher educators. Upon reviewing
their investigation, similar outcomes were found. They suggested that Taylor’s (2013)
Scores and Decision-Making dimension should be renamed as ‘Scoring’ and aspects related
to decision-making should be moved to the Language Pedagogy dimension. However, they
maintained that the Technical Skills dimension required no revisions in contrast to our
argument to incorporate its components under the ‘Theoretical Knowledge of Assessment’

category.
Language Pedagogy Knowledge

Language Pedagogy Knowledge, therefore, relates to the role of assessment in aiding
learners’ development and improving teaching and learning. TEs in the present study stated
that assessment should not be the primary focus but rather a way for teachers to facilitate
learning. This perspective is evident from their descriptions of assessment as a roadmap or
a bridge between learners’ current levels and potential. Moreover, TEs argued that the data
collected through assessment results should be utilized as a valuable source that informs
teaching practices to meet students’ needs. They also recommended adopting an integrated
approach to language assessment and encouraging teachers to recognize the advantages of
both formative and summative assessment. In the same vein, the informants emphasized the
significance of addressing learners’ individual differences in assessment practices. They
underscored the importance of adapting assessment methods to accommodate various
learning styles and preferences and using personalized assessment methods to focus on

learners’ strengths and weaknesses. Effective feedback strategies that motivate students and
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provide encouragement were another issue discussed within this theme. The role of
teachers in encouraging their students to attain higher levels of success was emphasized.

A review of the current study’s findings and those of Behn and Tsagari’s (2021) study
suggests that this dimension does not require changes in terms of its content. However, the
present study incorporated Shulman’s (1987) notion of pedagogical content knowledge into
the title of this dimension because, as mentioned previously in the first chapter, this term

reflects the interrelationship between content knowledge and pedagogical knowledge.
Content Knowledge

A new categorization called Content Knowledge was formed based on the findings of
Behn and Tsagari's (2021) study. This category encompasses aspects pertaining to
disciplinary knowledge, including familiarity with language learning theories, approaches,
and methods like second language acquisition, communicative competence, constructivist
theory, CEFR, Standardized English, English as a world language, and English as a lingua

franca.

Findings of the study revealed that TEs saw a direct relationship between assessment
methods and their underlying language-learning theories. According to the participants,
theories such as constructivism and sociocultural theory essentially shaped educational
assessment practices. Thus, they suggested that a strong theoretical background in language
education may guide teachers in carrying out good assessments. Additionally, knowledge of
the CEFR was regarded as another essential aspect of language assessment in terms of
meeting international assessment standards. Moreover, TEs found this particularly relevant
for ensuring that teaching and assessment procedures are aligned with international criteria

for language proficiency.
Social Context Knowledge

Finally, the Social Context Knowledge category involves institutional constraints
teachers often encounter. These constraints include testing practices and expectations
imposed by educational institutions and school administrators. TEs believe that these
demands can limit teachers’ flexibility in designing assessments that align with their
students’ needs. Moreover, they believe that national education policies and standardized

tests have a significant impact on Turkish teachers’ assessment practices. They feel that
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classroom language teachers are often tasked with student preparation for student selection
exams, which leads to an overemphasis on test preparation and negative washback.
According to the informants, efforts to adhere to national assessment standards limit
teacher autonomy. In addition, teachers frequently encounter time and resource constraints
when designing and implementing assessments. Large class sizes, heavy workloads, and
limited time for marking student work can lead to the use of convenient but less effective
assessment methods, such as multiple-choice tests. These constraints may discourage

teachers from adopting more innovative assessment approaches.

The dimension of Sociocultural Values was another aspect in Taylor’s (2013) model that
was also called into question by Behn and Tsagari (2021), although neither of these studies
provided a detailed account of the elements this dimension entails. As a result of this, there
appeared to be no explicit emphasis on the societal variables in the quantitative analysis.
Although not addressed explicitly, the present investigation’s qualitative results indicated
that TEs discussed how values in society shaped teachers’ assessment practices within each
LAL dimension. For instance, while discussing teachers’ personal beliefs and institutional
constraints, TEs brought up sociocultural values by reflecting on how society’s perspectives
influence education, assessment, and language learning. In the Turkish context, it was
argued that our society highly valued standardized testing and equated it with success. An
example could be provided by investigating the respondents’ perspectives on the
globalization of English. This issue can both be an impact of sociocultural value and a
contextual issue, depending on how it is articulated. If societal values about English as a
global lingua franca are discussed, it may be associated with sociocultural values. However,
the issue becomes a contextual concern if it pertains to the manner in which this global
pattern affects assessment practices in a particular context. This is also reflected in
respondents’ perceptions of the washback effect. The washback effect may be discussed as
a component of sociocultural values if it refers to how assessments driven by societal
expectations impact teaching and learning methods. For instance, if society places a great
deal of importance on academic achievement, teachers may adopt a “teaching to the test”

philosophy that hinders formative assessment practices.
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4.2. Comparing Taylor’s (2013) and Turkish Educators’ Perspectives on Classroom
Teachers’ LAL Profiles

A comparison of Taylor’s (2013) LAL profile for classroom teachers and the levels that

emerged from the current investigation is presented in Figure 10.
Figure 10

Comparing Taylors (2013) and Turkish Educators’ Perspectives on Classroom Teachers’
LAL Profiles
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Figure 10 functions as a model for judging the extent to which participants in the present
study found the LAL profile for classroom teachers relevant. As demonstrated in Figure 10,
while Taylor (2013) assigned a value of 2.00 for the Knowledge of Theory dimension, the
overall score TEs in this study gave this dimension was 3.52. This indicates that informants
in this study perceived the aspects related to measurement theory to be considerably more
important than Taylor predicted. In the same vein, the Principles and Concepts dimension
received a higher value (3.52) than Taylor’s (2.00), suggesting that TEs considered ethical
issues to be a more relevant area for classroom teachers. Similarly, the Scores and
Decision-Making dimension was deemed of greater significance, with a value of 3.44 as
opposed to a value of 2 in Taylor (2013). The Technical Skills dimension was also found
somewhat more important than what Taylor anticipated, with a value of 3.36. A high
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degree of agreement is observed among TEs in the study and Taylor’s model regarding the
significance of Language Pedagogy, Local Practices, Personal Beliefs and Attitudes, and
Sociocultural Values dimensions, as the overall scores for these components correspond

closely to those in Taylor’s model.

TEs rated items 13, 21, 18, and 16a, which pertain to the Language Pedagogy dimension,
as the highest. This outcome aligns with both Taylor’s (2013) and Behn and Tsagari’s
(2021), as it indicates that teacher educators perceive elements related to the Language
Pedagogy dimension as particularly important. When the interview excerpts are examined
in light of the quantitative data findings, it can be concluded that the items categorized
under Technical Skills do not accurately represent TEs’ conceptualization of this dimension.
For instance, item 15, “having knowledge of how language testing can be used
appropriately in the classroom,” was associated with the practical aspects of assessment
rather than technical issues by the TEs, as qualitative findings suggest. Similarly, knowing
how to create good test items was categorized into the ‘Theoretical Knowledge of
Assessment’ theme as well. The only item that directly corresponds to the technical issues
based on TEs’ perspectives is item 15¢, which received the lowest mean and median scores
(M = 4.80, Mdn = 4.00) according to the quantitative data analysis. This issue can be solved
by separating statistical aspects of assessment from the knowledge of assessment concepts
and principles. Moreover, TEs’ understanding of the Scores and Decision-making
dimension revealed that making decisions based on assessment outcomes were associated
with the Language Pedagogy dimension. These results highlight the need for a more

accurate representation of Taylor’s (2013) LAL dimensions in future research.
Implications

The findings of this study have several implications for the development of teacher
LAL. First of all, teacher educators point to the importance of strengthening teacher
training programs to foster pre-service and in-service teachers’ assessment competencies in
areas such as assessment theory, scoring and statistical measures, language pedagogy, and
social and contextual issues in order to empower them in designing, selecting, and adapting
sound assessment tasks (Inbar-Lourie, 2008; Kremmel & Harding, 2019). Findings also

indicate that assessment concepts such as washback should be emphasized in terms of
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social and contextual issues in teacher education and professional development programs.
Moreover, they suggest that it is important for these programs to integrate various
assessment methods, techniques, and strategies. Additionally, this study, conducted with
teacher educators who are valuable stakeholders in the language assessment field, has
demonstrated the importance of investigating different stakeholders’ perspectives in
conceptualizing LAL, calling attention to the urgent need for establishing a comprehensive

LAL culture that meets the requirements of the language assessment community.
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Appendix C. Semi-Structured Interview Guide for Teacher Educators

F @R

Semi-Structured Interview Guide (Teacher Educators)

Can you please state your age, if you don't mind?

What is your area of expertise?

How long have you been working as a teacher educator?

Have you ever taught any assessment courses or taught the subject of assessment as a teacher
educator? What did these courses cover?

Have you been involved in language assessments in any other capacity (e.g.,
grading/advising/research)?

Have you published any articles, books, reports (or other types of publications) on assessment
and evaluation (peer-reviewed or non-peer-reviewed)? If possible, could you mention what they
are?

Do you have any experience in teaching and assessing English as a foreign language in English
language classrooms (in Turkey or elsewhere)?

How knowledgeable do you consider yourself in assessment and evaluation in English? On a
scale of 1 to 6, how would you rate yourself? / What score would you give yourself out of 6?

Language Assessment Literacy
General Questions

What kind of knowledge and skills does an English teacher working in the Ministry of Education
(MEB) need in order to conduct effective assessment and evaluation?

. Regarding your answer to question 9, do you think there are any skills or areas that are more

important than others? Do you consider them all equally important?

. How important do you think assessment and evaluation are in teaching and learning English?

Please rate on a scale of 1 to 6 and explain why.

Specific Questions

To what extent are the following aspects important for the assessment competence of an English
teacher? Please rate the following statements on a scale of 1 to 6, where 1 represents the lowest
importance, and 6 represents the highest importance:

12:

13:
14.
15.

It is important to have knowledge about areas where assessment can support learning (formative
assessment, curriculum teaching & learning processes).
It is important to have knowledge about self-assessment.
It is important to have knowledge about peer assessment.
It is important to have knowledge about the following:
a. Language testing methods and how they can be appropriately used in English classes,
e.g., multiple-choice tests.
b. How to construct good questions.
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17.

18.

19.

20.

21;

22!

23:

24.

25!
26.

27.

28.

29.
30.

31.
32:

33.
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c. Statistical measurements (e.g., mean, standard deviation, measurement error) for
interpreting the results of multiple-choice tests.

. Please rate the following on a scale of 1 to 6:

a. The importance of having knowledge about process assessment.

b. The importance of having knowledge about outcome/product assessment.
It is important to have knowledge about different types of assessment.
It is important to have knowledge about how assessment can be used as a diagnostic tool.
It is important to have knowledge about different assessment purposes (diagnostic, ranking,
promoting learning).
It is important to have knowledge about large-scale tests such as national tests (YDS, YOKDIL),
international tests (TOEFL, IELTS), PISA, etc.
It is important to have knowledge about how assessment can be used to motivate students.
It is important to have knowledge about:

a. Second language acquisition theories.

b. Communicative competence theories.
It is important to have knowledge about common language criteria such as CEFR (Common
European Framework of Reference for Languages).
It is important to have knowledge about the national education program (general curriculum and
English language teaching programs).
It is important to have knowledge about the National Education Law and other regulations.
It is important to have knowledge about contextual issues related to assessment (e.g., assessment
criteria of education authorities, how teachers in your region evaluate student performance, etc.).
It is important to have knowledge about assessment/testing theories (e.g., validity, reliability,
practicality, etc.).
It is important to have knowledge about ethical issues (e.g., transparency, unintended use of
assessment results, etc.).
It is important to have knowledge about how grading scales/scoring rubrics should be used.
It is important to have knowledge about how assessment results should be appropriately
communicated (e.g., how to explain national test results to parents).
It is important to have knowledge about how societal values can influence assessment.
It is important to have knowledge about how one's own views on assessment (values,
perspectives) can influence assessment.
It is important to have knowledge about the history of language assessment.



Appendix D. Closed-ended Questionnaire Form

8. On a scale from one to six, how knowledgeable do you consider yourself to be when it
comes to the topic ‘language assessment’?

11. On a scale from one to six, how important would you say that assessment is in English
teaching and learning?

To what extent are the following aspects important for an English teacher’s assessment
competence? On a scale from one to six, where one is the lowest, and six is the highest, please
Jjudge the following questions/statements:

12. It is important to have knowledge of how assessment can promote learning 1 23456
13. It is important to have knowledge of self-assessment 1 23456

14. It is important to have knowledge of peer-assessment 1 234 5 6

15. It is important to have knowledge of:

a. how language testing can be used appropriately in the English
language classroom, e.g., multiple choice 1 23456

b. how good items are created. 123456

c. statistical measures in order to interpret results

from multiple-choice tests (e.g., mean, standard deviation,
measurement error) 1 23456

16. How do you understand the terms ‘formative’ and ‘summative’
assessment? On a scale from one to six, score the following statements:
a. It is important to have knowledge of formative assessment 1 234 56

b. It is important to have knowledge of summative assessment 123456

17. It is important to have knowledge of different types of assessment 123456

18. It is important to have knowledge of how assessment can be used as a

diagnostic tool. 123456

19. It is important to have knowledge of different purposes of assessment

(diagnostic, ranking, promoting learning) 123456

20. It is important to have knowledge of large-scale testing, such as national

tests, and the English Proficiency Exam for Academic Purposes (YDS) and Higher Education
Institutions Foreign Language Test (YOKDIL), etc. 123456

21. It is important to have knowledge of how assessment can be used to

motivate students. 1 23456

22. a. It is important to have knowledge of

a. languages and language learning 123456

b. theories of communicative competence 123456

23. It is important to have knowledge of language frameworks, such as CEFR. If yes, why? What
benefits does knowledge of the CEFR provide to the teacher? 1 23456
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24. It is important to have knowledge of the national curriculum (the general
part and the English subject curriculum) 123456

25. It is important to have knowledge of Education Act and The Basic Law of National
Education 123456

26. It is important to have knowledge of local issues which may be relevant for
assessment (e.g. the local educational authorities’ assessment criteria,

how teachers in your local district assess student performance etc.) 1 23456
27. It is important to have knowledge of assessment/testing theory (related

to «validity», «reliability» etc.) 123456

28. It is important to have knowledge of ethical issues (fairness, use of
assessment results for purposes other than what was intended etc.) 123456
29. It is important to have knowledge of how to use rating scales / scoring
rubrics 123456

30. It is important to have knowledge of how to communicate assessment
results in appropriate ways (e.g. how to explain to parents the results

from national tests) 123456

31. It is important to have knowledge of how values in society may affect
assessment 1 23456

32. It is important to have knowledge of how one’s own view on assessment
(values, outlook) may affect assessment 1 23456

33. It is important to have knowledge of the history of language assessment 1 23456
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Appendix F. Ethical Permission Letter

GAG UNIVERSITESI

Rektorlik

Sayr : E-81570533-044-2200009196 06.12.2022

Konu : Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yayn Etigi
Kurul izni Hk.

SOSYAL BILIMLER ENSTITUSU MUDURLUGUNE

flgi : a)22.11.2022 tarih ve E-23867972- 050.01.04-2200008854 sayih yaziniz.
b) 22.11.2022 tarih ve E-23867972- 050.01.04-2200008855 sayih yaziniz.
¢) 23.11.2022 tarih ve E-23867972- 050.01.04-2200008859 sayili yaziniz.
¢) 01.12.2022 tarih ve E-23867972- 050.01.04-2200009060 sayili yaziniz.

ilgi yazilarda s6z konusu edilen Muhammed Alperen KILIC, Mehmet Sitki
TEMUR, Ozen TEKIN, Mustafa Recep OKTAY, Hiilya YARDIMCI, Nazhi BAYRAM,
Gamze KAPUCU ve Dila BARAN isimli 6grencilerimize ait tez evraklari Bilimsel
Arastirma ve Yayin Etigi Kurulunda incelenerek uygun goriilmiistiir.

Bilgilerinizi ve geregini rica ederim.

Prof. Dr. Unal AY
Rektor
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