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Abstract 
 
 

Teacher assessment literacy is essential to the success of teaching (T. H. Wang et al., 2008), 

the quality of student learning (DeLuca, Klinger, Searle, & Shulha, 2010; Mertler, 2004; White, 

2009) and student learning motivation (Alkharusi, 2013; Dorman & Knightley, 2006). However, 

studies have consistently shown inadequate levels of assessment literacy for both pre-service and 

in-service teachers in language teaching and general education (Alkharusi, 2011; Malone, 2013; 

Mertler & Campbel1, 2005; Plake & Impara, 1992). 

This dissertation research aims to understand the current state of EFL teacher assessment 

literacy in six colleges of applied sciences in Oman by investigating teacher self-perceived 

language assessment literacy (competence and frequency of practice) as well as assessment 

knowledge and practice in the classroom. Its theoretical framework are Brookhart’s (2011) 

contemporary conceptualizations of formative assessment, Eyal’s (2012) discussion of digital 

assessment literacy as an important component in measuring teacher assessment literacy and 

Alkharusi’s (2009; 2010) methodological approach to investigating assessment literacy.  

This study implements a mixed-method approach using a triangulation of five data sources 

including self-assessment surveys, a language assessment knowledge test, an assessment 

evaluation task, classroom observations with a focus on teacher-produced assessment tasks, and 

teacher interviews. Multivariate analyses were used to examine relations between assessment 

literacy and participant background characteristics, such as gender, academic preparation, 

teaching experience, experience as coordinators, pre-service training, and in-service training.  

Research findings point to strengths and weaknesses in EFL teacher assessment literacy as 

well as matches and mismatches between teachers’ self-perceived assessment literacy and 

demonstrated assessment knowledge. Overall EFL teachers view themselves as moderately 
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competent in language assessment. The variable with the strongest effect on teacher’s assessment 

literacy was pre-service training in assessment. The study discusses implications of research 

findings and offers suggestions for EFL teacher preparation programs, teaching institutions, and 

future research. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
 
 

1.1 Assessment and L2 Learning and Teaching  

Assessing students’ performance in the language classroom is one of the most crucial roles 

of English as a second language (L2) teachers. Focus on assessment in the language classroom 

has increased as a result of the seminal work of Black and Wiliam (1998) on assessment for 

learning that highlights the role of assessment in improving learning (Fulcher, 2012). Hence, 

language teachers are expected to be skilled in many aspects of assessment, assessment literacy, 

so that they can experience and achieve the desired goals of assessment. Unfortunately, most 

studies have reported an underdeveloped assessment literacy among language teachers 

(Alkharusi, 2011; Xu & Brown, 2017) calling for further research that targets language teacher 

assessment literacy levels and needs. 

1.2 Assessment Literacy Concept and Competencies 

It is widely accepted that the term assessment literacy, coined by Stiggins (1991, 1995), 

represents the knowledge and skills a stakeholder (be they teachers or administrators) needs to 

practice assessment (Fulcher, 2012). However, there seems to be no agreement on what 

competencies/components assessment literacy entails (Fulcher, 2012; Taylor, 2013).  

Most of the definitions in the literature are based on the 1990 Standards for Teacher 

Competence in Educational Assessment of Students by the American Federation of Teachers 

(AFT), National Council on Measurement in Education (NCME), and National Education 

Association (NEA), which lists a number of competencies that assessment literate teachers 

should have including selecting and developing assessments for the classroom, administering and 
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scoring tests, using scores to aid instruction, communicating results to stakeholders, and being 

aware of the inappropriate and unethical uses of tests (AFT, NCME, & NEA, 1990).  

Stiggins (1995) also states, “Assessment literates know the difference between sound and 

unsound assessment” (p. 240). He adds that assessment literates, be they teachers or other 

stakeholders, should know the following: (a) what they are assessing, (b) why they are doing so, 

(c) how best to assess the goal of interest, (d) how to generate sound samples of performance, 

and (e) what can go wrong and how to prevent those problems before they occur.  

Both publications (AFT et al., 1990; Stiggins, 1991) emphasized practical teacher 

assessment knowledge components and indicated the importance of assessment to student 

achievement and student learning outcomes. While the Standards deal exclusively with teachers, 

Stiggins’ article features three groups of test stakeholders: 1) users of data generated by others 

such as students and parents, 2) those who generate and use data such as teachers, and 3) those 

who generate data for use by others such as assessment specialists. Therefore, Stiggins proposes 

three different levels of literacy (functional, practical, and advanced practical) for different 

stakeholders (1991).  

There is no doubt that the 1990 Standards have contributed greatly to the field of 

educational assessment. For example, they have been used as a foundation for several assessment 

textbooks, courses, and studies on teacher assessment competence. However, the field has 

witnessed some major developments that the Standards do not account for. Hence, the Standards 

and the related definitions are deemed dated (Brookhart, 2011).  

In an attempt to update the standards, Brookhart (2011) provided a list of assessment 

knowledge components that incorporate the field’s recent conceptualization of formative 

assessment skills (e.g., student involvement, students’ learning outcomes, effective feedback), 
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which have developed tremendously to include students as decision makers in their own 

learning, standards-based reform, and the accountability context (Carnoy & Loeb, 2002). 

According to Brookhart the 1990 Standards addressed the importance of teachers’ formative use 

of assessment to guide their instructional decisions but failed to address the importance of 

formative assessment for students in helping them make decisions about their own learning. 

Therefore, she added a number of components that account for these conceptualizations (see 

Table 1.2.1.2.1 for a summary of the proposed components).  

Table 1.2.1 

Educational Assessment Knowledge and Skills for Teachers (Brookhart, 2011) 

I. Teachers should understand learning in the content area they teach. 
II. Teachers should be able to articulate clear learning intentions that are congruent with 

both the content and depth of thinking implied by standards and curriculum goals, in 
such a way that they are attainable and assessable. 

III. Teachers should have a repertoire of strategies for communicating to students what 
achievement of a learning intention looks like.  

IV. Teachers should understand the purposes and uses of the range of available assessment 
options and be skilled in using them.  

V. Teachers should have the skills to analyze classroom questions, test items and 
performance assessment tasks to ascertain the specific knowledge and thinking skills 
required for students to do them.  

VI. Teachers should have the skills to provide effective, useful feedback on student work. 
VII. Teachers should be able to construct scoring schemes that quantify student 

performance on classroom assessments into useful information for decisions about 
students, classrooms, schools, and districts. These decisions should lead to improved 
student learning, growth, or development.  

VIII. Teachers should be able to administer external assessments and interpret their results 
for decisions about students, classrooms, schools, and districts.  

IX. Teachers should be able to articulate their interpretations of assessment results and 
their reasoning about the educational decisions based on assessment results to the 
educational populations they serve (student and his/her family, class, school, 
community).  

X. Teachers should be able to help students use assessment information to make sound 
educational decisions.  

XI. Teachers should understand and carry out their legal and ethical responsibilities in 
assessment as they conduct their work. 
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Likewise, Fulcher (2012) attempted to reconcile the underdevelopment perceived in 

assessment literacy by debating and redefining the term itself and considering the sociocultural 

and sociopolitical influences of assessment. Based on his analysis of previous research that 

examined the development of assessment literacy through language testing programs and the 

textbooks used in these programs for a decade (e.g., Bailey & Brown, 1996; Brown & Bailey, 

2008), as well as a teacher needs survey, Fulcher accurately argued, “Research into assessment 

literacy is in its infancy” (p. 4). Therefore, he emphasized the need for three different aspects of 

assessment literacy—practices, principles, and contexts—and gave assessment literacy the 

following definition:  

The ability to place knowledge, skills, processes, principles and concepts within wider 

historical, social, political and philosophical frameworks in order to understand why 

practices have arisen as they have, and to evaluate the role and impact of testing on 

society, institutions, and individuals. (2012, p. 13) 

Perhaps what makes Fulcher’s definition rather unique is that it is empirically derived from 

qualitative and quantitative data gathered on the assessment and testing needs of 278 language 

teachers, whereas most previous studies on teacher assessment needs only took a quantitative 

approach. In addition, the definition placed equal importance on the historical, social, political, 

and philosophical context of assessment and its practices and impact—an approach that was 

addressed by Davies (2008) but not broadly operationalized until the publication of Fulcher’s 

(2010) textbook Practical Language Testing, which covers a wide range of philosophical, 

historical, and political details; illustrations; and examples in relation to language testing and 

assessment. 
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Following the various definitions for assessment literacy that I have discussed, it seems that 

discrepancies in assessment literacy definitions depend greatly on: (1) what assessment 

components/skills these definitions consider important for a certain stakeholder. Not 

surprisingly, these will vary from one field to another. For example, in the context of language 

teaching and learning, language assessment literacy should encompass understanding language 

teaching and learning as a fundamental competency. It should also include any updates in the 

field (e.g., student learning outcomes, formative assessment). One major component that has not 

been widely investigated in assessment literacy research is digital assessment literacy: which 

entails “the role of the teacher as an assessor in a technology-rich environment” (Eyal, 2012, 

p.37). This dissertation will use this component as an integral part of teacher assessment literacy. 

A detailed explanation of this component definition, uses and purposes will be provided later on 

in this chapter.  

Definitions also vary (2) based on whether they consider the impact of assessment on the 

individual, be they teachers or students for example, or not (Fulcher, 2012). In addition, (3) some 

definitions emphasized the role of the teacher in assessment rather than students (e.g., the 1990 

standards). However, the role of the student has been given more emphasis in Brookhart (2011) 

who, according to formative assessment theories, stresses students’ role as decision makers in 

their own learning. 

1.3 Working Definition for Language Assessment Literacy  

According to the above discussion on assessment literacy definitions, this study defines EFL 

teacher assessment literacy as follows: 

Language teacher assessment literacy represents the knowledge, skills, and practices 

teachers possess and use to understand, design, administer, make decisions from, and 
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evaluate classroom-based assessment according to the principles and concepts relevant to 

the fields of language testing and evaluation as well as language teaching and learning in 

accordance with the affordances (e.g., digital literacy) and needs (of both teachers and 

students) within their contexts.  

This definition is inspired by the works of Brookhart (2011), Eyal (2012), Fultcher (2012) 

and Stiggins (1991). The definition is expanded to include the EFL context affordances and 

needs. The advantage of this expansion is the flexibility it offers. In the context of this study, for 

example, the technological component is deemed necessary to the investigation of EFL 

assessment literacy. This might not be the case in other contexts, however. Likewise, the needs 

of the context of the study might be different from the needs of the contexts of other studies. 

Only by considering these differences can we begin to further investigate EFL assessment 

literacy in different contexts. 

1.4 Assessment Knowledge, Perceptions and Practices 

There is a consensus that teachers’ assessment knowledge and perceptions impact their 

classroom assessment practices (Alkharusi, Aldhafri, Alnabhani, & Alkalbani, 2012; Popham, 

2009); therefore, the literature on assessment literacy has mostly focused on two areas: teacher 

assessment knowledge and teachers’ perspectives on assessment knowledge (Coombe, Troudi, & 

Al-Hamly, 2012; T. H. Wang, Wang, & Huang, 2008). 

Most studies that addressed teacher assessment knowledge have reported inadequate teacher 

assessment literacy levels. In a national survey of 555 teachers in the United States, Plake (1993) 

found that teachers were not well prepared to assess student learning (with an average score of 

23 [66%] of 35 items answered correctly). Similar results persist in more recent studies 
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(Alkharusi et al., 2012; Alkharusi, Aldhafri, Alnabhani, & Alkalbani, 2014a; Hatipoğlu, 2015; 

Mohamed, Kamis, & Ali, 2016; Xu & Brown, 2017). 

In terms of teachers’ assessment practices, Black and Wiliam’s (1998) meta-analysis of 250 

empirical studies showed that integrating formative assessment in everyday teacher assessment 

practices results in substantial gains in student achievement. However, many studies found that 

teachers’ assessment practices were not aligned with the intended instructional goals (Berry, 

Sheehan, & Munro, 2017; Black & William, 1998, Öz & Atay, 2017), resulting in both direct 

and indirect effects on student learning (e.g., self-efficacy beliefs; Alkharusi et al., 2014a).  

 

 

1.5 Statement of the Problem 

Most studies that addressed teacher assessment knowledge used the Teacher Assessment 

Literacy Questionnaire (TALQ), developed by Plake and Impara (1992) based on the 1990 

standards or a modified version of it: Classroom Assessment Literacy Inventory (CALI; Mertler, 

2004). Most of the studies that used these quantitative measures and others that used qualitative 

methods reported low levels of teacher assessment literacy (Alkharusi, 2011; Mertler, 2004; 

Plake, 1993; Yamtim & Wongwanich, 2014). Several researchers attributed the underdeveloped 

teacher assessment literacy to lack of formal education on assessment (DeLuca & Johnson, 2017; 

Mertler, 2004; Popham, 2006, 2009; Stiggins, 1995; Taylor, 2009) or in-service assessment 

training (Berry et al., 2017; DeLuca & Johnson, 2017; Fan, T. H. Wang, & Wang, 2011; Mertler, 

2009). 

Others attribute the consistently weak assessment knowledge results to the measures used in 

assessment literacy studies. For example, Gotch and French (2014) found that Plake and 
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Impara’s (1992) measure is the most used in 11 studies out of the 50 they analyzed based on five 

fundamental criteria1 related to score interpretation and use. Most importantly, among the studies 

they examined, only a few studies met some individual criteria whereas most studies did not 

meet any, leading the researchers to question the reliability and validity of these measures. The 

authors urged researchers to (a) assess the measures for relevance to current changes in the field 

(e.g., accountability systems and formative assessment), which Brookhart (2011) also stressed in 

her 2011 article; (b) build support for assessment literacy measures by linking them to student 

learning intentions; and (c) identify subcomponents for assessment literacy, which will make the 

evaluation of assessment literacy easier and the design of professional development programs 

more targeted.  

The above problems highlight several gaps in the literature of assessment and language 

assessment literacy. First, a plethora of research has examined teacher assessment knowledge, 

perceptions and or practices quantitatively through either assessment knowledge tests, mostly 

TALQ or CALI, and or teacher assessment skills’ and practices’ perceptions questionnaires, 

respectively. Yet, studies that use teachers’ interviews and classroom observations beside the 

quantitative measures to assess their assessment literacy are limited. In addition, no study to date, 

at least to my knowledge, has assessed language teacher assessment literacy through their 

evaluated assessment tasks (i.e., pre-designed assessment tasks that teachers are asked to 

evaluate based on what they think a good assessment is). It would be even more beneficial to 

look into teacher assessment and/or language assessment literacy using perception and practice 

surveys, knowledge tests, classroom observations and interviews, teacher test evaluations, and 

                                                 
1 Gotch and French evaluated assessment literacy measures against five “fundamental” measurement 

criteria: test content, reliability, score stability, internal structure, and association with student learning outcomes. 
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teacher-produced assessment tasks within the same body of research. Hence, there is an 

undeniable need for comprehensive research that uses more measure triangulation. Multiple 

assessment literacy measures provide a more comprehensive view of language teacher 

assessment literacy levels, and will therefore engender more targeted language assessment 

professional development programs.  

Second, as mentioned earlier most quantitative research so far has used either the TALQ or 

CALI to measure teacher assessment knowledge. The problem with this is twofold. First, both of 

these measures are designed based on the 1990 standards that overlook some critical updates in 

the field of language testing and teaching. Hence, a new measure that incorporates the current 

updates to the field (i.e., current conceptions of formative assessment) is needed. Second, to my 

knowledge there is no quantitative measure that is specifically designed for English as a foreign 

language (EFL) teachers. I strongly believe that customizing a measure to suit a certain field will 

boost its validity. To elaborate, for an EFL context, assessment literacy test items should 

incorporate scenarios from the EFL context that the tested teachers can identify with. They 

should also address aspects related to testing a variety of language skills and or levels rather than 

tackling irrelevant or general issues. However, the notion of creating and using a customized 

quantitative measure should not be thought of as a replacement for the triangulation of measures 

discussed in the previous point.  

Third, even though the term assessment literacy encompasses a wide range of competencies 

and skills, digital assessment competency is rarely discussed when measuring teacher assessment 

literacy (Eyal, 2012). In 2012, Eyal introduces the term digital assessment literacy as a different 

aspect of assessment literacy indicating “the role of a teacher as an assessor in a technology-rich 

environment” (p. 37). Brown (2013) and Noijons (2013) stress the need for research that 
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investigates the needs of language teachers when it comes to using computers for language 

testing. Therefore, defining a measure that incorporates the digital aspects of language teacher 

assessment literacy is necessary.  

Informed by current updates in the field of language testing, this study attempts to tackle the 

above three issues (triangulating assessment literacy methods to measure teacher assessment 

literacy, introducing a new measure to gauge teacher assessment literacy, testing teacher digital 

assessment literacy) in an EFL context in Oman. This study will use the working definition 

provided earlier in this chapter. 

1.6 Purpose of the Study 

This study aims to investigate the current levels of language assessment literacy of EFL 

teachers (knowledge, perceptions and formative assessment practices) in the Colleges of Applied 

Sciences in Oman using multiple measures as follows: 

1. researcher-designed language assessment knowledge tests, 

2. perception surveys, 

3. classroom observations, 

4. teacher interviews, 

5. test evaluation tasks, and 

6. teacher-produced assessment tasks (formative assessment only). 

The results of the study will give a comprehensive understanding of the current levels of 

Oman’s EFL teacher assessment literacy (perceptions, knowledge, and practices) and their future 

needs. Therefore, this study is a first step toward the design and development of a targeted model 

for language assessment literacy professional development programs for EFL teachers in Oman 

and worldwide.  
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1.7 Research Questions 

This dissertation addresses the following research questions: 

1. To what extent are EFL teachers of the Colleges of Applied Sciences in Oman 

assessment literate? 

1.1. How do teachers perceive/self-assess their assessment literacy (competence and 

assessment practice frequency)? 

1.2. How do teachers perceive their digital assessment literacy (competence and 

practice frequency)? 

1.3. How do teachers perform on a test that measures assessment knowledge? 

1.4. How do teachers perform on a test evaluation task? 

2. What is the relationship among EFL teacher assessment knowledge, practices, and 

perceived skills with regard to teacher subgroups (e.g., teachers vs. assessment 

coordinators; novice vs. experienced; male vs. female; assessment background vs. no 

assessment background)? 

3. How do EFL teachers practice assessment literacy in their language classrooms? 

3.1. What kind of assessment purposes do teachers adopt in the classroom? 

3.2. What assessment strategies do teachers use? 

3.3. What is the quality of teacher-developed assessment tasks/tests? 

The first research question aims to gather data on the levels of assessment literacy of various 

teacher subgroups, thus providing an overview of the current state of assessment literacy through 

(a) Colleges of Applied Sciences EFL teachers’ perspectives on their assessment skills and 

practice frequency (1.1), (b) teachers’ perspectives on their digital assessment skills and practice 
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frequency (1.2), (c) teachers’ assessment knowledge test (1.3), and (d) teachers’ performance on 

a test evaluation task (1.4).  

The second question looks into the relationship among teachers’ background, experience, 

assessment pre-service or in-service training and teacher assessment knowledge, perceived 

assessment skills and practice frequency, and perceived digital assessment literacy. 

The third question aims to validate the results obtained through the quantitative measures 

used to answer the first research question through the use of classroom observations, teacher 

interviews, and document analysis (test evaluation task and teacher-produced assessment tasks) 

with a focus on formative assessment practices. The latter measures are known to provide an in-

depth account of the participants’ behaviors and actions that will complement the role of the 

quantitative measures (Creswell, 2009). During classroom observations and interviews, the 

researcher will only focus on specific details related to teachers’ practices of formative 

assessment. 

 

1.8 Significance of the Study 

This study is significant for a number of reasons. First, a plethora of research has dealt with 

assessment literacy but research that focuses specifically on EFL teacher assessment literacy is 

limited. Therefore, this study will be a good addition to the literature of EFL and language 

testing research. Second, this study investigates EFL teacher assessment literacy using five 

different measures (see 1.3.1–1.3.6), which will greatly increase the validity of the results of the 

study and enrich the literature on the field of language teaching and testing. Third, it introduces a 

new EFL teacher assessment knowledge test that is designed by the researcher, which is 

theoretically informed by theories of formative assessment represented in Brookhart’s (2011) 
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updated list of teacher assessment literacy competencies. The test is carefully designed to suit the 

EFL context by employing a variety of EFL scenarios throughout the test questions.  

Fourth, unlike previous studies that rely only on quantitative measures, this study presents 

teachers with assessment tasks to evaluate and also asks them to provide their own formative 

assessment tasks as part of the process of measuring their assessment literacy. These two 

additions will greatly improve the precision of results and broaden future researchers’ 

approaches to investigating language assessment literacy.  

Fifth, inspired by the work of Eyal (2012) on digital assessment literacy, this study adds a 

technological component to Brookhart’s list and incorporates it across all measures used in this 

study to examine EFL teacher assessment literacy levels. Finally, the results of the study will 

form a guideline for future researchers and professional program developers in the field of 

language assessment. 

1.9 Theoretical Framework of the Study 

The current research is theoretically informed by the work of Brookhart’s, “Educational 

Assessment Knowledge and Skills for Teachers” (2011). Through her eleven-statement list of 

teacher assessment literacy components, Brookhart successfully incorporates the field’s 

contemporary conceptualizations of formative assessment skills, which have developed 

tremendously to include students as decision makers in their own learning, the standards-based 

reform, and the accountability context. Brookhart argues that teachers must better understand the 

current conceptions of formative assessment (e.g., students’ involvement and active role in 

formative assessment practices). 

Brookhart also asserts that teachers should be informed on how to apply the current 

standards-based reform movement and accountability to their contexts (e.g., incorporating state 
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standards into student learning goals and communicating state measures of achievement to 

parents and students). This is not unlike what Fulcher proposes in his 2012 survey-based article 

in which he emphasizes the critical need for a broader view of assessment within the 

sociocultural, political, historical, and philosophical frameworks “in order to understand why 

practices have arisen as they have and to evaluate the role and impact of testing on society 

institutions and individuals” (p. 13). This dissertation adapts Brookhart’s assessment skills list 

and modifies it to fit the context of the study. See Brookhart’s original list in Table 1.2.1. Table 

1.9.1 displays the modified list (changes are italicized). 

 
Table 1.9.1  

Brookhart’s (2011) Modified Language Teacher Assessment Literacy Components 

I. Language teachers should understand language learning and teaching.  
II. Language teachers should be able to articulate clear learning intentions that are 

congruent with both the content and depth of thinking implied by standards and 
curriculum goals, in such a way that they are attainable and assessable.  

III. Language teachers should have a repertoire of strategies for communicating to students 
what achievement of a learning intention looks like.  

IV. Language teachers should understand the purposes and uses of the range of available 
assessment options for different language skills and be skilled in using them.  

V. Language teachers should have the skills to analyze classroom questions, test items 
and performance assessment tasks to ascertain the specific knowledge and thinking 
skills required for students to do them. 

VI. Language teachers should have the skills to provide effective, useful feedback on 
student work. 

VII. Language teachers should be able to construct scoring schemes that quantify student 
performance on classroom assessments into useful information for decisions about 
students, classrooms, schools, and districts. These decisions should lead to improved 
student learning, growth, or development. 

VIII. Language teachers should be able to administer external assessments and interpret 
their results for decisions about students, classrooms, schools, and districts. 

IX. Language teachers should be able to articulate their interpretations of assessment 
results and their reasoning about the educational decisions based on assessment results 
to the educational populations they serve (student and his/her family, class, school, 
community).  

X. Language teachers should be able to help students use assessment information to make 
sound educational decisions.  
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XI. Language teachers should understand and carry out their legal and ethical 
responsibilities in assessment as they conduct their work. 

XII. Teachers should be able to use the available technological resources to develop, 
administer, score and give assessment and assessment feedback (added by the 
researcher). 

 

In the proposed study, the researcher argues that in addition to the importance of integrating 

current conceptions of formative assessment, standard-based and accountability context, and 

contextualizing assessment within the wider sociopolitical context, there is a need to also think 

about assessment literacy and its practices within current technological advances and 

affordances. However, the technological approach to assessment literacy should be considered 

only within contexts that afford and widely use technology in pedagogy. Hence, the rationale for 

including this component in the current study is related to the rich technological context in which 

the study will be conducted. Teachers and students have access to state-of-the-art technological 

resources and support. Blackboard is used as a learning management system (LMS), and 

technology use in teaching is highly encouraged.  

In an unpublished study from 2015, the researcher looked at teacher beliefs about 

integrating technology in the language classroom that among a sample of the target population of 

this current study, 79% of the participants reported high confidence on their computer skills, and 

50% indicated that technology use in their classes ranges from 25–50% of their teaching time. 

Moreover, the majority of the participants reported having at least one professional development 

opportunity on technology integration per year in their context. Blackboard training workshops 

are conducted on a regular basis. 

Though emphasizing a technological approach to assessment literacy is not new—

McMillan’s (2000) list of teacher assessment principles comprises, “good assessment 

appropriately incorporates technology”—none of the EFL teacher assessment literacy studies 
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published to date have looked into the technological aspects that should be considered when 

measuring teacher assessment literacy. However, Eyal (2012) developed three general lists of 

teacher skills and abilities required to achieve digital assessment literacy at three levels: basic, 

intermediate, and advanced digital assessment literacy (see Table 1.9.2). 

Table 1.9.2  

Teacher Digital Assessment Literacy Levels (Eyal, 2012, pp. 45–46) 

Basic Digital Assessment Literacy  
• The use of digital tools in all phases of the evaluation process: from design to 

drawing conclusions. 
• The use of an LMS database to enable effective and focused acquisition of 

information about students, identifying sources of error in the teaching process, 
identifying difficulties on tests on both personal and class-wide levels, and 
examining various cross-sections of data to draw conclusions and plan instruction. 

• Production of relevant assessment reports from within the LMS for various parties 
involved in the educational process. 

• Routine testing of the effectiveness and suitability of the selected technological 
tools and components. 

• Organization and documentation of all the mutual feedback and their efficient use 
to monitor and promote learning. 

• Management of formative and summative assessment scoring and interpretation 
of results based on a digital database. 

• Effective use of assessment data in the digital database for pedagogical decision 
making and for planning the teaching–learning–assessment processes. 

Intermediate Digital Assessment Literacy  
• Minimization of the number of computerized tests used for learning assessment. 
• Holistic view of teaching and learning integrated with assessment, using 

alternative methods of web-based assessment and advanced information 
technologies. 

• Ability to diagnose and assess a range of study and developmental areas using 
performance tasks that incorporate various technological tools. 

• The use of variety of methods and digital tools to gather information on the 
progress of learners. 

• The selection of assessment methods and technological tools appropriate to the 
learning objectives and teaching methods. 

• The combination of several technologies for assessing and measuring learning, to 
increase the validity and cross-check information. 

• Development of appropriate criteria for evaluating performance in a digital 
environment, and using feedback and guidance to promote learning. 

• Awareness and ability to cope with the risks and inherent ethical issues associated 
with the use of digital assessment tools. 
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Advanced Digital Assessment Literacy 
• Share the methods for assessment and the formation of evaluation criteria with 

learners, using learning systems and applications that enable transparency and 
collaborative writing. 

• Encourage cooperative learning by having students expose their learning 
outcomes to their peers at all stages of implementation and at the end of the 
learning process (digital portfolio, personal learning environments, wikis, blogs, 
podcasts, publishing, multimedia databases, and so on). 

• Encourage students to evaluate their peers through continuous integration of 
collaborative technologies that enable comment and discussion, while developing 
skills for learners and promoting the giving and receiving of high-quality 
feedback. 

• Collaborate with others as part of the assessment process, by disseminating 
information, and providing access and permissions to various digital 
environments. 

• Ability to produce rich assessment information about both learners and the 
learning–teaching process, based on documented data collection and cross-
checking a variety of digital tools over time, and the ability to use interpretation to 
promote learning. 

• Encouraging learners to use self-assessment and reflection, using advanced digital 
technologies such as writing a blog, computerized practice tests, and so forth. 

• The creation of online anonymous feedback and evaluation surveys on the 
learning-teaching process and the teacher, and the use of the information obtained 
for self-reflection to improve instruction and assessment. 

• The ability to identify situations that require attention and sensitivity to the 
learner’s feelings, identifying the learner’s needs in the social and emotional 
realms, and developing their abilities through a thorough reading of the 
deliverables, such as personal blog. 

• Providing choices for learners with regard to goals, tasks, information sources and 
products, according to personal preference, while opening their eyes to a variety 
of options offered by the Internet. 

 

 In this dissertation, however, the basic level index was adapted (Table 1.9.2) to fit the 

digital language assessment literacy and the target context resources and add them as a 

component in EFL teacher assessment literacy measures as follows: 

- using Blackboard to design language tests;  

- giving computerized course tasks [e.g., end of unit vocabulary, grammar, 

listen and comment on a video],  

- using SafeAssign reports to give student feedback on written assignments, 
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- using Blackboard LMS assessment records [student participation, grades, 

user activity in online discussion, SafeAssign reports, etc.] to plan future 

teaching. 

 

1.10 Terms and Definitions 

A lot of language-testing terms have been used differently by different researchers. 

Therefore, it is imperative to clarify which definitions this dissertation uses. A list of terms and 

their definitions is provided below. 

• Assessment represents the variety of ways of collecting evidence about students’ 

learning/achievement. It is an overarching term that encompasses all types of methods 

used to evaluate students’ progress. 

• Test is a subcategory of assessment. It represents one way of assessing learners’ 

ability/behavior.  

• Teacher Assessment Knowledge represents what teachers know about assessment 

concepts and principles and their application. 

• Teacher Assessment Perceptions represents what teachers think about assessment and 

its uses, as well as their abilities in dealing with assessment. 

• Teacher Assessment Practices represents what teachers do with what they know 

about assessment in their classroom (i.e. how they assess their students and how they 

perform the different aspects related to assessment - sharing assessment objectives 

and feedback- inside the classroom).  

• Teacher Produced-Assessment Tasks these are tasks or tests that teachers design for 

their classrooms. 



 34 

• Teacher Evaluated-Assessment Tasks represent pre-designed tasks by researchers or 

fellow-teachers that the participant teacher is asked to evaluate or score as a good or 

bad assessment. 

• Formative assessment is assessment designed for the purposes of providing feedback 

to and informing teachers and students about the teaching and learning process so 

adjustment/improvement can take place. 

• Summative assessment is assessment designed for the purposes of assessing students’ 

academic achievement at the end of a specific period of time (e.g., a unit of material 

or an entire course/program). 

• Traditional assessment methods represent traditional techniques used in assessment 

including multiple-choice questions, true and false questions, and short answer 

questions. 

• Alternative assessment uses assessment techniques other than those used in the 

traditional way of assessment. One major characteristic of alternative assessment is its 

authenticity. Examples of alternative assessment include but are not limited to 

performance assessment, self-assessment, portfolio assessment, presentations, and 

projects.  

 

1.11 Organization of the Dissertation  

This dissertation has five chapters. Chapter 1 gives an overview of the study and explains 

the problems and literature gap that the present research attempts to examine. This chapter also 

details the purposes of the research and briefly discusses the theoretical and methodological 

approaches used. 
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Chapter 2 reviews the relevant literature on assessment literacy and language assessment 

literacy. Assessment and language assessment literacy concepts and competencies, language 

assessment knowledge, perceptions and practices, and digital language assessment literacy 

represent some of the issues discussed in this chapter.  

Chapter 3 details the methods undertaken in this study, discusses the context and the 

participants, and describes the pilot study and data collection and analysis procedures. 

Chapter 4 presents the findings of the study’s quantitative and qualitative data. This chapter 

is organized according to the order of the research questions as data collected for each question 

are presented separately before giving a collective presentation to answer the final research 

question in the study.  

Chapter 5 summarizes the results and discusses the findings of both the quantitative and 

qualitative data of the study in relation to the relevant literature. This chapter also highlights the 

study’s limitations, implications, and suggestions for future research. 
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 
 
 2.1 Introduction: Highlighting Assessment Literacy Importance 

Teacher assessment literacy is essential to the success of the process of teaching (T. H. 

Wang et al., 2008), the quality of student learning (DeLuca, Klinger, Searle, & Shulha, 2010; 

Mertler, 2004; White, 2009) and student learning motivation (Alkharusi, 2013; Dorman & 

Knightley, 2006). However, studies have consistently shown inadequate levels of assessment 

literacy for both pre-service and in-service teachers in language teaching and general education 

(Alkharusi, 2011; Malone, 2013; Mertler & Campbel1, 2005, 2009; Plake & Impara, 1992). 

Moreover, teachers themselves report lack of adequate preparation in how to assess students’ 

performance (Mertler, 2009). Among the proposed solutions for the underdeveloped teacher 

assessment literacy are assessment courses and training during pre-service teacher preparation 

and in-service professional development (Coniam, 2009; Koh, 2011; Mertler, 2004; Popham, 

2006, 2009; Stiggins, 1995; Taylor, 2009).  

Therefore, much of the research on assessment literacy has emphasized the pivotal role of 

teacher preparation programs (highlighting the needs of pre-service teachers) and teachers’ 

employers/educational institutions (highlighting the needs of in-service teachers) in preparing 

and continuously equipping teachers with the assessment competencies they need to meet the 

standard of excellence that every educational institution persistently seeks. This focus has been 

largely influenced by two major publications in the field of assessment literacy: Standards for 

Teacher Competence in Educational Assessment of Students (AFT et al., 1990) and Richard 

Stiggins’ 1991 paper, “Assessment Literacy.” 

2.2 Current Trends and Challenges 
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Taylor (2009) highlighted three trends that have emerged and redefined the societal and 

political position of assessment and testing. The first trend is the growth of testing and 

assessment worldwide, which is continuously encouraged by globalization, ease of mobility, and 

the urge to meet not only regional and national but also international standards. This has led to 

the emergence of the second trend, which reveals the growing numbers of stakeholders involved 

in language assessment, mostly with little or no background in assessment (Coombe et al., 2012; 

Malone, 2013; Popham, 2006, 2009).  

The third trend reveals a growing professionalism in the field of language testing and 

assessment, which accentuates guidelines, codes, and quality standards for good testing practices 

(e.g., Code of Fair Testing Practices in Education, 2004; see Taylor, 2009, for more examples). 

In his important language testing paper, Davies (2008) addressed professionalism by examining 

the changes it provoked in published resources—mainly textbooks—in the field since Lado 

(1961). Despite the demand for high-quality assessment and professionalism, Davies rightly 

attributed such latency to “a time lag between the publication of research and its incorporation in 

a textbook, by which time there may be a very different research need” (p. 343). 

In my opinion, these trends not only explain the importance of assessment and testing but 

also represent some of the major challenges within the field of language testing and assessment. 

For example, high professionalism presupposes advanced teacher preparation and professional 

development programs for pre-service and in-service teachers, practical textbooks and resources 

that different stakeholders (e.g., students, parents, examiners) can easily access, and continuous 

research assessing current trends and future needs. This has been evident in the field since 

Stiggins’ first publication on the issue in 1991.  

2.3 Formative Assessment  
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Research on formative assessment, especially the seminal work of Black and Wiliam (1998) 

that provided substantial evidence that formative assessment can significantly improve student 

achievement, has had tremendous impact on many educational systems throughout the world. 

Generally, formative assessment—also referred to as assessment for learning—focuses on the 

impact of assessment during the learning process rather than at the end of it (Fulcher, 2010). 

However, Popham (2009) rightly argued that formative assessment is “a process not a particular 

type of test” (p. 9). Black and Wiliam’s recent definition of formative assessment supports 

Popham’s argument: 

Practice in a classroom is formative to the extent that evidence about student achievement 

is elicited, interpreted, and used by teachers, learners, or their peers, to make decisions 

about the next steps in instruction that are likely to be better, or better founded, than the 

decisions they would have taken in the absence of the evidence that was elicited. (2009, 

p. 9) 

Unlike summative assessment, formative assessment is narrower in scope, targets fewer 

learning outcomes, and is conducted more frequently. Some researchers, however, prefer not to 

make such distinctions between these two types of assessment, suggesting that summative 

assessment, for instance, can be used as formative if the latter’s purpose is properly employed 

(Black & Wiliam, 2009).  

Formative assessment has greatly developed based on student learning and self-regulating 

theories where students are considered the center of the assessment process, hence making them 

productive decision makers about their own learning. Therefore, practicing formative assessment 

necessitates students’ involvement through understanding student learning intentions and success 

rubrics. It also requires teachers to provide feedback to students based on the assessment of their 
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work and to guide them to make decisions about their own learning accordingly (Brookhart, 

2011; Fulcher, 2010; Wiliam, 2011).  

 

 

2.4 Studies on Assessment and Language Assessment Literacy 

A plethora of teacher assessment literacy has focused on teachers’ assessment knowledge 

and their perspectives on assessment literacy (Coombe et al., 2012; T. H. Wang et al., 2008). 

This is not surprising as teachers’ assessment knowledge and perceptions are widely believed to 

impact their classroom practices (Alkharusi et al., 2012; Popham, 2009, Stiggins 1995). 

Regrettably, most research that has investigated teacher assessment knowledge and 

language teacher assessment knowledge has consistently reported limited levels of teacher 

assessment/language assessment literacy (e.g., Alkharusi, 2011; Mertler, 2004; Plake, Impara, & 

Fager, 1993). Unfortunately, similar results persist even in the most recent research. 

Using the TALQ, Alkharusi et al. (2012) assessed 167 teachers’ assessment knowledge and 

reported weak results (an average of 12.42 of 32 items answered correctly). Using a similar 

approach to assess teacher assessment literacy, Mohamed et al. (2016) also found that the 

participating teachers (N = 187 secondary school teachers of vocational subjects in Malaysia) 

showed moderate to low levels of assessment literacy.  

On a larger scale Xu and Brown (2017) used an adapted version of the TALQ to examine 

EFL teachers’ (N = 891) assessment knowledge in Chinese universities. The results also showed 

insufficient assessment literacy levels. The authors urged language-teaching institutions to 

provide their teachers with ongoing professional development programs on assessment. 
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Similar concerns have been raised by teacher assessment perception studies. Birgin and 

Baki (2009) found that the majority of the 512 primary teachers surveyed viewed themselves as 

proficient in creating and conducting traditional assessment methods and less proficient in 

alternative assessment methods. Similarly, in an unpublished paper by Sheehan and Munro 

(2017) that used classroom observations, interviews, and focus group interviews, EFL teachers 

with little training on assessment expressed their lack of confidence when it came to producing 

assessment materials. Again, they expressed a pressing need for classroom-based assessment 

training even though the study’s researchers stated that the observed teachers used a range of 

assessment practices successfully despite their lack of training. In their 2010 study, DeLuca and 

Klinger indicated that teachers who had formal education on assessment reported higher levels of 

confidence in their assessment skills. Similarly, Mertler (2009) found assessment training to 

significantly improve teacher assessment perceptions and knowledge.  

In terms of teachers’ assessment practices several studies have revealed that teachers’ 

classroom assessment practices are not in line with the practices recommended by testing and 

assessment experts. For example, Alsarimi (2001) found that the majority of the 246 science 

teachers in his sample used traditional assessment methods more than alternative assessments—a 

practice that negatively impacts students’ self-efficacy beliefs as well as their perceptions of the 

congruence of the assessment with planned learning (Alkharusi et al., 2014b). Another study 

conducted in the same context found that teachers tended to grade students based on 

nonachievement factors such as behavior and effort (Alkharusi et al., 2012). 

In an EFL context, Öz and Atay (2017) researched the assessment literacy of 12 teachers of 

the English Preparatory Program at a Turkish university using semistructured interviews. The 

results of the study showed a mismatch between teachers’ assessment perceptions and in-
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classroom practices. Even though teachers viewed assessment as very important and they 

identified good assessment practices and principles, their practices were found to lack those 

principles of good assessment. So they did show some assessment literacy knowledge, but how 

that knowledge was reflected in practice calls for concern. 

A good number of recent qualitative studies in EFL contexts reported that teachers’ 

assessment practices were mainly based on their experiences (as both students and teachers), as 

they had little or no formal education or training on assessment. Most of them expressed the need 

for assessment training (Berry et al., 2017; Sheehan & Munro, 2017). 

 2.5 Factors that Impact Assessment Literacy 

Most of the researchers of the above-discussed studies have attributed the underdeveloped 

teacher assessment literacy to the lack of formal education on assessment (also Mertler, 2004; 

Popham, 2006, 2009; Stiggins, 1995; Taylor, 2009) and/or in-service assessment training (also 

Birgin & Baki, 2009; Fan et al., 2011; Mertler, 2009). The literature highlights other factors that 

impact teacher assessment literacy that I classify into three major levels. The first level concerns 

the teacher, who is considered the most important factor in classroom-based assessment (Vogt & 

Tsagari, 2014). Apparently, teacher assessment needs/competencies compose the most studied 

factor in assessment literacy research (see Alkharusi, 2011; Fulcher, 2012; Vogt & Tsagari, 

2014). The second level reports on the educational institutions that are responsible for designing 

and providing opportunities for professional development programs for pre-service (i.e., 

Alkharusi, 2011) and in-service teachers (e.g., Coniam, 2009; Koh, 2011). The third level 

concerns research on assessment literacy. It is necessary to note that these classifications are not 

meant to separate factors from each other, as they are interrelated and usually affect each other. 

2.5.1 Factors at the teacher level.  
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Researchers over the past two decades have criticized underdeveloped teacher competency 

in assessment literacy (Fulcher, 2012; Popham, 2006; Stiggins, 1991, 1995). One very important 

factor that Stiggins (1995, also discussed in Coombe et al., 2012) stressed is teachers’ fear of 

testing and assessment. This fear, he stressed, is mostly provoked by negative assessment 

experiences teachers had over the years as students; these experiences could be the unhelpful 

assessment courses, if they were given any at all, or the unpleasant effect of standardized testing 

by which their students have been assessed. It would be fair to consider the field’s high 

professionalism as a fear trigger as well. The field has become so specialized that some teachers 

are afraid of getting involved in it (Davies, 2008; Taylor, 2009).  

At the teacher level, research has also examined the factor of teacher confidence and its 

direct link to valid teacher judgment on student learning and effect on teacher assessment literacy 

(DeLuca, Klinger, Searle, & Shulha, 2012). Studies conducted on pre-service teacher assessment 

confidence both during and after an assessment course gave some contradicting results. While 

survey-based quantitative studies have mostly reported high confidence levels, mixed-method 

studies have shown that teachers demonstrate low levels of assessment literacy despite their high 

confidence (e.g., Alkharusi et al., 2012). DeLuca, Chavez, and Cao (2013) mentioned 

“unrealistic optimism” and “sponsored professionalism” as the reasons behind such high 

confidence, where teachers show higher confidence when they are asked about what they think 

they know as compared with what they can do. Some researchers think teachers tend to lose 

confidence when faced with the complexity of assessment practices (DeLuca et al., 2013).  

2.5.2 Factors at the institutional level.  

       2.5.2.1 Pre-service teacher education programs.  



 43 

There is ample evidence that what teachers know about assessment comes mostly from their 

experience as test takers or teachers, as few of them took any courses on assessment while 

completing their teaching degrees. The few who took formal courses on assessment found them 

either hard to understand or irrelevant to real classroom practices (Berry et al., 2017; DeLuca, 

2017; DeLuca, Klinger, Searle, & Shulha, 2010; Mertler, 2004; Popham, 2006, 2009; Stiggins, 

1995; Taylor, 2009). Therefore, Mertler questions the usefulness of pre-service teacher 

assessment courses. In a study he conducted to compare pre-service and in-service secondary 

teachers’ assessment literacy, he found that in-service teachers’ assessment literacy is 

significantly higher than that of pre-service teachers by most standards. Though Mertler did not 

specify whether his in-service sample took a course in assessment as undergraduates or 

completed training on assessment as in-service teachers, his results matched those of previous 

studies (see Mertler, 2004, p. 89).  

Recently Lam (2015) investigated the programs of five language teaching institutions in 

Hong Kong and found that only one out of the five institutions actually offered language teachers 

a compulsory and stand-alone language assessment course, which indicates that until now 

teachers graduated without formal education on assessment. 

Likewise, Popham (2009) considered pre-service teacher programs one major factor for 

teachers’ lack of assessment literacy and therefore emphasized the role of professional 

development in rectifying what the educational programs failed at. Mertler (2009) added that 

professional development programs should be made ongoing and be aligned with classroom 

practices. In my opinion, in addition to making assessment courses compulsory for teachers and 

aligning them with classroom practices, pre-service teachers should be given practical 

opportunities to practice assessment. Doing so might require institutions to offer assessment 
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courses before and during the student teaching practicum. In this case pre-service teachers could 

be given the opportunity to start assessing during their training. 

2.5.2.2 In-service teacher professional development programs.  

Many studies have shown the positive effects of assessment professional development 

programs for in-service teachers (e.g., Fan et al., 2011; Koh, 2011; Mertler, 2009). However, 

what seems to be making this factor rather critical can be explained by the following three 

interrelated reasons: (1) funding, (2) type/form of professional development, and (3) duration of 

the programs. The first reason evolves around the public’s hesitance to provide funding support. 

This has been discussed by Stiggins (1995), who attributes it to the public misconceptions about 

teacher assessment literacy. He stresses the need for public awareness about the current 

assessment literacy situation and teacher needs. This is possibly what led Stiggins and other 

researchers call for assessment literacy for different stakeholders other than the teachers 

(Fulcher, 2012; Popham, 2006; Taylor, 2009, 2013), so that the public could be easily convinced 

to provide support and resources for development. 

The second and third reasons lie in the type and duration of professional development 

programs. A great deal of research reported on various types of professional development (e.g., 

face-to-face workshops in Mertler, 2009, and Web-based tutorials in Fan et al., 2011) with 

various durations (ranging from 2 weeks in Mertler, 2009, to 2 years in Koh, 2011). 

In an intervention study, Koh (2011) conducted a 2-year quasi-experimental longitudinal 

study to compare the effect of an ongoing professional development program and a 1-day 

professional development program (one every year) on authentic assessment and rubric 

development on teacher assessment literacy and student learning. The findings of the study 

suggest that the authentic intellectual quality of teachers’ assessment tasks and authentic student 
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learning have significantly improved, and that the ongoing professional development program is 

more “powerful” than short-term ones. Like other researchers, Koh calls for sustained 

professional learning communities and networks through which teachers can self-reflect and 

have dialogues with their colleagues to further develop their assessment practices.  

Mertler (2009) studied the effect of a 2-week intensive workshop on teacher assessment 

literacy for seven elementary teachers who never had any form of training on assessment (no 

other information about the teachers was given). The results showed that teachers’ assessment 

knowledge dramatically improved after the training. In addition, teachers reported that they felt 

more comfortable with assessment afterwards. Mertler claims that the intensive nature of the 

training allowed teachers to focus more and critically reflect on their own assessment knowledge 

and practices. However, during the training, the participant teachers were away from their 

classrooms so they were not practicing assessment in the real teaching environment. Also, how 

effective such short, yet intensive, training on assessment is in the long term will remain unclear 

unless another investigation is carried out, this time at length, while the same teachers are 

practicing what they have learned in their classes. 

There is a need to assess teachers’ needs and their contexts before attempting to design any 

assessment training for them (Berry et al., 2017; Taylor, 2013). Another very important 

consideration is teachers’ opinions about what they think should be included in such training. 

Fulcher (2012), Mertler (2004), and Koh (2011) agreed that teachers are fully aware of their 

assessment strengths, weaknesses, and needs. Berry et al. (2017), Davies (2008), and Sheehan 

and Munro (2017) found that teachers are less interested in assessment theories, for example.  

Relevant to this point, Malone (2013) conducted an interesting study that examined testing 

and assessment experts’ beliefs and foreign language teachers’ beliefs about the content of an 
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online assessment tutorial. Unsurprisingly, Malone’s results showed a gap between the beliefs of 

the two. The experts tended to value accuracy and detail more than teachers, who tended to focus 

more on clarity and conciseness.  

One very important and valuable conclusion of Malone’s 2013 study is the need to assess 

teachers’ needs before or during the design of the materials intended for assessment literacy 

development. Testing experts and language teachers have different perspectives on what needs to 

be included and how to present it, but combining both perspectives would make the final product 

even more effective. Malone thereafter recommended that any material development should 

include an evaluative stage where perspectives are gathered and used to improve the material 

being designed. It could be added that an evaluative stage is needed not only during the design of 

the materials but also during and after execution for greater improvement. However, it is rather 

critical to assess teachers’ current assessment literacy levels to determine what materials suit 

them before evaluating their perceptions on what materials they think are better for them. It is 

also very important that all materials are updated regularly and aligned with the context of the 

target audience. 

2.5.3 Factors at the research level. 

2.5.3.1 Assessment literacy measures. 

 The existing assessment literacy measures are another very critical factor that has been 

focused on by numerous researchers since the establishment of the 1990 standards. For example, 

Plake and Impara (1992) developed TALQ, which was later revised by Mertler and Campbell 

(2005) into the Assessment Literacy Inventory (ALI). Both instruments consist of 35 items that 

have been used to measure pre-service and in-service teachers’ literacy in many studies, which 

mostly found that literacy levels of teachers were unsatisfactory (Alkharusi, 2011). 
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Self-reports and rubrics were also among the measures that several studies used. Perhaps the 

most inclusive study that has explored the accuracy and psychometric work of multiple 

assessment measures so far is Gotch and French’s paper, “A Systematic Review of Assessment 

Literacy Measures” (2014), in which they reviewed 35 measures used in studies published 

between 1991 and 2012 and evaluated them against five “fundamental” measurement criteria: 

test content, reliability, score stability, internal structure, and association with student learning 

outcomes.  

As pointed out in the previous chapter, Gotch and French (2014) found that most studies 

used a quantitative approach to study teacher assessment literacy, namely Plake and Impara’s 

TALQ (used in 11 studies out the 50 they analyzed). Regrettably, most of the studies they 

examined failed to meet any of the five criteria, leading the researchers to question the reliability 

and validity of the measures these studies used. The authors emphasized a pressing need to: (a) 

assess the measures for relevance to current changes in the field (e.g., accountability systems and 

formative assessment); (b) build support for assessment literacy measures by linking them to 

student learning intentions; and (c) identify subcomponents for assessment literacy, which would 

make the evaluation of assessment literacy easier and the design of professional development 

programs more targeted. The authors’ conclusion led to the realization that major and collective 

efforts are needed to come to a satisfactory agreement about the readiness and usefulness of the 

current measures. 

Though Brookhart’s (2011) “Educational Assessment Knowledge and Skills for Teachers” 

(see Table 1) came two years earlier than Gotch and French’s review of assessment measures, it 

successfully accommodated the three pressing needs for assessment literacy measures 

highlighted above. Brookhart’s list incorporated knowledge and skills from the 1990 standards 
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and updated them with the field’s current conceptualization of formative assessment and 

standards-based reform. The list also incorporated student learning intentions and offered 

subcomponents for each skill/knowledge. 

2.6 Digital Assessment Literacy 

The term digital assessment literacy did not appear in the literature before Eyal’s 2012 

study. Computer-assisted language testing and computer-based testing (CBT) are more common, 

however. Noijons (2013) defined computer-assisted language testing as “an integrated procedure 

in which language performance is elicited and assessed with the help of a computer” (p. 38). 

Interest in using technology in language testing evolved from the perpetual ventures made to 

improve the efficiency of current testing practices (Chalhoub-Deville, 2001; Chapelle, 2008). 

Therefore, early research on CBT focused on how technology could improve research and 

practice in language testing and assessment. Researchers rightly cited at least three interrelated 

motives for the emergence and the continuity of CBT: (1) continuous advances in technology; 

(2) the primacy of computer-assisted language learning (CALL; Chalhoub-Deville, 2001; Winke 

& Fei, 2008); and (3) individuals’ growing interest in using computers (Winke & Fei, 2008). 

However, until the late 1980s, decision makers did not see CBT as a “practical reality,” and 

therefore few resources had been devoted to investigate how technology could enhance language 

assessment.  

In terms of research on CBT, it mostly focused on the students rather than teachers. The 

bulk of the research examined the comparability of CBT and paper-based testing (PPT; e.g., 

Jeong, 2014; Lottridge, Nicewander, & Mitzel, 2011), students’ familiarity with CBT, and their 

perceptions about CBT (e.g., Terzis, Moridis, & Economides, 2013; Y. H. Wang, 2014). 

However, there is an evident lack of research that investigates the needs (Brown, 2013; Noijons, 
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2013), perceptions, and skills of language teachers when it comes to using computers for 

language testing inside the classroom, let alone investigating the use of computers in testing as 

part of assessment literacy. 

An exception is Eyal’s (2012) “Digital Assessment Literacy—The Core Role of the Teacher 

in a Digital Environment,” which discussed the role of teachers as assessors in the digital 

environment. She proposed three levels, part of a continuum, of teacher digital assessment 

literacy: basic, intermediate, and advanced. She described them as follows: 

The level of literacy moves on a continuum, starting from the use of LMSs as part of 

traditional assessment processes, such as computerized tests; to a higher literacy level 

that, in addition to traditional processes, includes the implementation of tests, tasks and 

projects in a digital environment, the performance indicators for which are determined in 

cooperation with students; through to implementing advanced estimation approaches 

based on constructivist-social learning and the development of self-targeted learning, 

where as part of the assessment teachers must also know how and when to delegate the 

processes of assessment to the students. (p. 45) 

Eyal also argued that it is critical for teachers to prepare their students to be part of the 

evaluation process as part of creating self-regulatory and reflective learners. The levels the 

author proposed show that the more learner involvement there is, the more advanced teacher 

assessment literacy is. Also, the more alternative assessment is used, the more advanced 

teachers’ digital assessment literacy is. Eyal’s study offers guidance for professional 

development programs aimed at creating digital assessment–literate teachers. However, there is 

still a need for research that investigates how each level of digital assessment literacy can be 

realized in actual teacher practice. 
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In conclusion, Coombe et al.’s (2012) statement: “Our progress toward an assessment-

literate educational culture has been slow” (p. 21) proves to be correct; many factors have, 

indeed, contributed to the status quo. Though the factors outlined in this dissertation are not 

comprehensive, they are representative of what has been discussed by prominent researchers in 

the field. Finally, effort and collaboration among educators, researchers, and policy makers are 

needed to come to an agreement on what level of assessment literacy is good enough for 

different stakeholders and how to best take those stakeholders to the desired assessment literacy 

levels. 
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 
 

 3.1 Introduction 

Unlike most research that adopted a quantitative methodology at assessing teachers’ 

assessment literacy (Alkharusi, 2011; Alkharusi et al., 2012; Mertler & Campelle, 2005; Plake & 

Impara, 1992), this dissertation used a mixed method research design to meet its objectives: 

examining the EFL teacher current assessment literacy levels (knowledge, perceptions, and 

practices) in the Colleges of Applied Sciences in Oman- namely Nizwa, Ibri, Sur, Rustaq, Sohar, 

and Salalah- so that their assessment needs are identified and professional development programs 

are accordingly designed. This chapter provides a detailed description of the research design, 

setting, participants, procedures, data collection tools, and data analysis.  

3.2 Research Design 

This study used a mixed method approach which uses various types of data collected by 

applying both quantitative and qualitative methods (Bryman, 2008; Creswell, 1999, 2003, 2009, 

Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003). This kind of research design has emerged early in the 20th century 

but has not been advanced till late 1950s. Triangulation (i.e. conversion) of results has been 

considered one of the most powerful aspects of mixed methods designs (Creswell, 1999). 

Creswell (2003, 2009) stressed four factors a researcher has to consider when selecting a 

mixed method strategy: implementation/timing2, priority/weighting3, integration/mixing4 and 

                                                 
2 Implementation means the sequence qualitative and quantitative data methods take in the study. 

3 Priority indicates whether one approach, quantitative for example, is giving greater priority or weight.  

4 Integration means the stage/s at which both approaches are integrated. 
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theoretical perspective/theorizing5. In terms of implementation, in this dissertation the 

quantitative methods were implemented first followed by the qualitative methods, which were 

used to help explain the initial quantitative results (Creswell, 2003, 2009, Creswell & Plano 

Clark, 2007).  

Because the quantitative data was collected and analyzed first (QUAN-qual model), this 

study gave greater priority to the quantitative method (Creswell, 2003, 2009). Integration of the 

data in this study occurred at the data interpretation stage. To be precise, the quantitative data 

was collected and analyzed first and then followed by the qualitative data collection and analysis. 

Both approaches were integrated at the interpretation phase. See Figure 3.2.1 for an illustration 

of the data collection process. 

As such, this study used a sequential explanatory research strategy that was described by 

Creswell (2003, 2009) as being the most straightforward among six other research strategies (See 

Creswell, 2003, pp. 213-219). The strength of this strategy lies in the ease of its implementation 

(quantitative and qualitative methods applied separately), description and report. This strategy is 

enormously helpful when unexpected results develop from the quantitative study. However, the 

length of the time involved in data collection in both phases is considered one major drawback of 

this strategy. 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
5 Theoretical perspective represents the type of the theoretical perspective that shapes the design of the 

study (Creswell, 2003, 2009).  
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Figure 3.2 1. Data collection process. 
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In a similar vein, Bergman (2008) discussed four issues related to sequential designs: the 

first issue was sampling. Creswell and Plano Clark (2007) asserted that the sizes of the 

quantitative and qualitative samples may be uneven and justified the possible inequality by the 

nature of the two methods. While the former generalized to a larger population, the sample of the 

latter provided an in-depth understanding of a small group of people. This study fell under this 

classification, as the quantitative sample size was larger than the qualitative one. 

The second issue debated using the same or different participants for the methods used. In 

cases, such as the case of this dissertation, where the intent of using the qualitative phase was to 

explain the initial quantitative phase of the explanatory research, then using a subset of the 

participants of the initial phase was valid. 

The third issue was participant selection. The issue of how to select participants of the 

second phase of the research (qualitative part) was also extensively discussed (Bergman, 2008; 

Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007). They determined that in order to overcome the limitations that 

might occur in selecting participants for the qualitative stage, researchers should rely on 

“identifying qualitative participants using significant quantitative results, unexpected non-

significant quantitative results, outliers, extreme cases, strong predictors in a correlational study, 

distinguishing demographic characteristics, or individuals from different comparison groups” (p. 

70). As it was explained in the coming sections, this dissertation took this approach into 

consideration in the selection of the participants for the qualitative part. 

The fourth issue concerned the selection of what results to use and how to report 

contradicting findings. The latter occurred when the data were inconclusive or in opposition to 

each other. There were several strategies in addressing conflicting findings in sequential studies. 
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One was to identify the contradicting findings and discuss them. Researchers by doing this can 

open new avenues for research. This dissertation also took these points into consideration. 

3.3 Data Collection Methods 

This dissertation used three quantitative methods and four qualitative methods: 

1. Teacher self-perceived assessment skills survey-based questionnaire (Appendix A). 

2. Teacher self-perceived assessment practices survey-based questionnaire (Appendix A). 

3. Teacher assessment knowledge test (Appendix C) 

4. Teacher evaluation of a writing assessment task (Appendix D) 

5. Classroom observations (Appendix E displays the observation schedule used) 

6. Follow-up interviews (Appendix F shows the used interview questions) 

7. Teacher-produced assessment tasks/tests (Appendix I pictures of some tasks) 

The quantitative methods started with an adapted self-assessment questionnaire (Alkharusi, 

2009, Alkharusi et al., 2012) that was designed to measure the participants’ perceived assessment 

skills. The second was also an adapted questionnaire (Alkharusi, 2010) that was conducted to 

examine the participants’ self-perceived assessment practices. Besides, 7 items that were 

designed by the researcher were added to both questionnaires to assess the participants’ self-

perceived digital assessment skills and practices, respectively. The third method was an 

assessment literacy knowledge test that was designed by the researcher to especially measure the 

participants’ assessment knowledge.  

The qualitative methods included an adopted writing exam that was given to all 

participants to evaluate after they submitted the online surveys. This was in week 4 of Spring 

2017. See Figure 1 for exact timeline. The test was designed for training purposes at the Center 
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of English as Second Language (CESL) (institute) at the University of Arizona. Permissions 

were taken before the use of this instrument. 

The second method was classroom observations for a small number of the participants 

(N= 8) of the questionnaires. These were followed by semi-structured follow-up interviews. The 

same participants were also asked to provide their own produced assessment tasks that were also 

used to determine the participants’ assessment practices. 

3.4 Setting 

The site of this study was the Colleges of Applied Sciences in Oman. There were six 

colleges of Applied Sciences (Nizwa, Salalah, Ibri, Sur, Rustaq and Sohar) that are all run by the 

Ministry of Higher Education. See Figure 1 for the geographical distribution of the six colleges 

in Oman.  

 

Figure 3.4. 1.The geographical distribution of the six colleges in Oman. 
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Each of these colleges had a department of English, which had between 15-36 faculty 

members (Omanis and Non-Omanis) who either taught or taught and held a coordination 

position. The English departments offered courses to foundation year students at four different 

levels: Beginners D, Elementary C, Pre-Intermediate B, and Intermediate A (See Table 3.4.1). 

Students who were taught by the participants of the study were placed into different levels 

according to a local placement test that took place at the beginning of each academic year. From 

there students progressed to different levels till they successfully exited the intermediate level. 

After exiting the intermediate level, students started their majors (Design, IT, Communications, 

Business) but they still had to take 10 hours of English in the first year and 8 hours in the second 

year. Foundation year courses used Headway Plus Series; First and Second year courses used 

Inside Reading Series. Assessment Coordinators were responsible for designing summative 

exams, which represented around 50% of students’ total grades.  

Table 3.4.1 

The Different Courses with the Allocated Time per Hour 

Courses Hours of teaching Lab hours*** Total hours 
Beginners  
 
Elementary 
 
Pre-intermediate 

11 
GES* 

11 
GES 

11 
GES 

9 
AES** 

9 
AES 

9 
AES 

2 
2 
2 

20 
20 
20 

      Intermediate 11 
GES 

9 
AES 

2 20 

First year 10 2 10 
Second year  8 2 8 

*General English Skills Course   **Academic English Course   ***Included in the total hours 

 

3.5 Sampling and Participants 
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This study employed purposive sampling (Lincoln & Guba, 1985) since the researcher was 

already familiar with the context of the study. The researcher worked for one of the colleges 

addressed in the sample and was familiar with a number of individuals there.  

The participants of the study were EFL in-service teachers including heads of departments, 

assessment and level coordinators and teachers teaching Foundation (Beginners, Elementary, 

Pre-intermediate and intermediate level), First and Second year English courses (General English 

Skills and Academic Writing) at the six Colleges of Applied Sciences in Oman (Nizwa, Salalah, 

Ibri, Sur, Rustaq and Sohar). Assessment and level coordinators were responsible for designing 

summative tests and therefore received less teaching load (8-10 hours per week). Other teachers 

had between 16-18 teaching hours per week. See Figure 3.5.1that illustrates the chain of work in 

the English Departments of Colleges of Applied Sciences in Oman.  

 

Figure 3.5.1. Chain of work in the English Departments of CASs in Oman. 
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Ministry of Higher Education. Therefore, access was made easier and most of the teachers were 

familiar with my name at least. The researcher worked as a teacher for several years and as 

assessment coordinator for about three years. Second, this group of teachers came from different 

walks of life: different countries, degrees, schools, experiences and backgrounds. Therefore, 

using them as a sample for this study was deemed beneficial in giving broader insights for EFL 

teachers around the world. 

 The sample of the study included 114 teachers who participated in the teacher assessment 

perception surveys (skills and practices). However, only 98/101 participants completed the 

assessment skills and practices surveys respectively. 85 of them took the language assessment 

literacy test but only 60 of them completed it. Table 3.5.1 displays the exact number of teachers 

at the English departments of COAS at the time of the study and the response rate calculated per 

college. In addition, Table 3.5.2 illustrates the participant response rate per instrument. 

Table 3.5.1 

Number of Teachers at the English Departments of COAS at the Time of the Study 

College Nizwa Salalah           Ibri  Sur Rustaq  Sohar 

       
Staff No 33 22 27 15 36  20 

Responses 24 11 22 9 22 13 
Response 
rate % 

72 50 81 60 61 65 
 

 

Table 3.5.2  

Response Rate per Instrument 

Research 
Instrument 

Assessment 
Literacy 
Perceptions 
(Competenc
e) 

Assessment   
Literacy 
Perceptions 
(Practice) 

Assessment 
Literacy 
Test 

Classroom 
Observations 
& Interviews 

Teacher 
Produced 
Tests 

Teacher 
Evaluated  
Test  
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No of 
Respondents  

98 101 85 8 8 20 

Response 
Rate 

64% 66% 56% 100%        100% 18% 

 

The participants were 55% females and 45% males. 60% of them were non-Omanis 

(coming from different countries in the world such as the U.S., U.K., India, Uzbekistan, South 

Africa, and Canada. The majority of the participants were MA holders (69%) in EFL, ESL or 

related fields, but only 7% of them were Ph.D. holders. While the majority of the participants 

(40%) taught between 12 to 16 hours per week, 22% of them had between 16 and 20 hours per 

week. A small percentage taught less than 10 hours per week, those were mostly HoDs and level 

and assessment coordinators. The age of participants ranged between 26 and 60 years. The 

majority was in the 26-35 age group, however, comprising 43% of the entire participants. Table 

3.5.3 outlines the participants’ demographics.  

Table 3.5.3  

Participants’ Demographics 

Variable  
 
Location 

                          N            Percent 
 

Salalah 11 10.9 
Ibri 22 21.8 
Nizwa 24 23.8 
Sur 9 8.9 
Rustaq 22 21.8 
Sohar 13 12.9 

 

          Total R 
 
101 

Nationality Omani 40 39.6 
NonOmani 61 60.4 

 

101 

Age 26-30 19 18.8 
31-35 24 23.8 
36-40 18 17.8 
41-45 16 15.8 
46-50 10 9.9 
50+ 14 13.9 

 

101 

Last 
Qualification 

BA  14 13.9 101 
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MA  70 69.3 
PhD   7 6.9 
Other. Please Specify: 10 9.9 

 

 
 

Teaching Load 

 
Less than 
10/week 16 15.8 
10-12 21 20.8 
12-16 41 40.6 
16-20 23 22.8 

 

101 

Teaching Experience Less than 5 
years 10 9.9 
5-10  27 26.7 
5-10  17 16.8 
10-15  17 16.8 
15-20  17 16.8 
20+ years 13 12.9 

 

101 

Pre-Service Assess 
Course 

Yes 61 60.4 
No 40 39.6 

 

101 

In-service Assess 
Training 

Yes 62 61.4 
No 39 38.6 

 

101 

Position (%, one can do 
many) Teacher                                 99                   51.30 

L Coordinator                       38                   19.69 
A  Coordinator                     14                    7.25 
EL Coordinator                    8                      4.15 
Head                                     9                      4.66 
Assistant                               25                    12.95 

 

 

3.6 Instruments 

3.6.1 The quantitative instruments. 

3.6.1.1 A survey-based questionnaire (Appendix A).  

Since the first two research questions (1.1, 1.2) aimed to gather teachers’ self-perceived 

assessment competence, frequency of practice as well as their self-perceived digital assessment 

competence and frequency of use, the researcher believed that a survey-based questionnaire was 

the best method to elicit this kind of data. It was widely accepted that a survey allows researchers 

to generalize from a sample (COAS EFL teachers in the current study) to a larger population 

(EFL and ESL teachers in Oman and beyond) so that inferences can be made about teachers’ 
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characteristics, attitudes, and behavior (Creswell, 2009) or EFL teacher self-perceived 

assessment competence and practices in the case of the current study. Hence, a partially adapted, 

cross-sectional self-report questionnaire of three parts was used (Fink, 2002). The following 

pages give a detailed description of the different parts of the questionnaire. 

Part 1: Participant Background Information. This part of the questionnaire focused on the 

participant’s demographic data including gender, nationality, age, educational background, 

teaching experience, teaching load, role (teacher, assessment coordinator, level coordinator, head 

of the department (Head), assisting assessment coordinator), and pre-service and in-service 

training on assessment. 

Part 2: Teacher Self Perceived Assessment Competence. This part of the questionnaire 

contained 34 items. 27 were modified items adapted from Alkharusi’s (2009) Self-Confidence 

Scale in Educational Measurement designed to assess teachers' perceptions of confidence in their 

abilities to perform certain educational assessment tasks related to the following categories: 

developing and administering assessment methods (5 items; e.g., “Writing clear test 

instructions”), developing and scoring performance assessment (8 items; e.g., “Assessing 

students learning through oral questions”), developing grading procedures (4 items; e.g., 

“Avoiding bias (personal preferences) in grading”) and communicating assessment results to 

various audiences (5 items; “Providing written feedback to students”).  In addition, 5 items on 

recognizing ethics of assessment (5 items; e.g., “Preventing students from cheating on tests”) that 

were added to the questionnaire by Alkharusi et al. (2012) were also adopted and used in the 

current study. Responses were obtained on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (Not competent) 

to 5 (Very competent) with high scores reflecting a high level of competence in classroom 

assessment. A teacher’s self-perceived competence in each area was calculated by taking the 
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average of all items in that area. In addition, a teacher’s overall self-perceived competence was 

represented by an average rating score across all items. Table 3.6.1.1.1 below shows a number of 

the original questionnaire items from Alkharusi (2009) and Alkharusi et al. (2012), the 

modifications carried out for the purposes of this study, and the rationale for exclusion and 

modification. Appendix C contains all items, modifications and rationale. The appendix also 

includes the full survey. 

Table 3.6.1.1. 1 

Sample Questionnaire Items, Modifications, and Rationale for Modifications or 
Exclusion 

               Original Statements Change/ 
Use 

            Statements used Rationale for change  
or exclusion 

Choosing the 
appropriate methods for 
classroom assessment 

Adopted Choosing the appropriate 
methods for classroom 
assessment 

 

Using a table of 
specifications to plan 
assessments 

Modified Using assessment guidelines to 
plan assessment 

Clarity 

Using assessment 
results when making 
decisions (e.g., 
placement, promotion) 
about individual 
students 

Excluded  More related 
 to  summative  
assessment 

Writing matching 
questions with relevant 
alternative answers 

Excluded  Length 

Assigning hands-on 
activities 

Modified Assigning hands-on activities                                              
(e.g., writing projects, 
presentations, peer evaluation) 

 

Clarity 

 

The original questionnaire on teacher self-perceived assessment skills (Alkharusi, 2009) had 

more than 50 items while the current study used only 27 items. As depicted in Table 3.6.1.1.1 



 64 

some of the items were adopted without any modifications. The use of the adopted surveys was 

believed to help the researcher compare the results to those conducted in Oman and those that 

used the same measures (Bryman, 2008). Others, however, were modified mostly for clarity 

purposes after considering the feedback of the assessment experts as well as post-graduate 

students who reviewed the questionnaires before the pilot study was carried out. In addition, a 

number of items from the original questionnaires were excluded for different reasons including 

the length of the questionnaire that could put a strain on the respondents, irrelevance of some 

items to formative assessment and irrelevance to the context of the study. For example, the 

original questionnaire contained a section of 9 items on analyzing assessment results. This 

section was entirely excluded in the current study for two reasons. This section related more to 

summative assessment, which was beyond the focus of the current study. Second, teachers in the 

context of the study were not responsible for designing and analyzing summative exams. 

Therefore, excluding this section was necessary.   

Part 2. Validity and reliability. Alkharusi (2009) reported the results of the predictive 

validity analysis conducted on the items of the questionnaire. Variables were found to positively 

relate to each other r(209) = .41, p < .001. A cronbach’s alpha coefficient for internal 

consistency reliability of 0.97, which was considered ideal (Bryman, 2008), was also reported.  

In the current study, content validity of the adapted parts was verified by three experts in 

educational and language assessment. Wording was also verified by six language teachers (post-

graduate students) for appropriateness. The items of the questionnaire were also pilot-tested on 

20 participants who had similar characteristics of the actual participants of the study. 

Participants’ performance on each item in the questionnaire was correlated with the overall 

performance across all participants (Bryman, 2008) to get the Cronbach’s Alpha level, which 
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should be above 0.7 (Pallant, 2007). In the current study, the internal consistency reliability was 

0.79.  

Technology component (digital assessment literacy added and Part 3 of the survey). To 

represent teacher self-perceived digital assessment skills component (Research Question 1.2.), 7 

items were added to this part of the questionnaire. These were informed by Eyal’s (2012, pp. 45–

46) index of digital assessment literacy (See Table 3). The items follow the same scale and item 

structure of part 2 of the questionnaire (e.g., Using Blackboard to design language tests, Giving 

computerized assessment tasks (e.g., end of unit vocab, grammar, listen and comment on a video 

etc.), Using Safeassign reports to give student feedback on written assignment). Table 3.6.1.1.2 

portrays Eyal’s digital assessment literacy index and the corresponding items used in this part of 

the questionnaire.  

Table 3.6.1.1.2  

Eyal’s Basic Level Statements and the Corresponding Items Used in the Digital 
Assessment Part of the Questionnaire 

Levels of 
Assessment  
Literacy  

             Eyal’s Digital Assessment Components Representative Items used 
in the current study 

   

Basic The use of an Learning Management System (LMS) 
database to enable effective and focused acquisition 
of information about students, identifying sources of 
error in the teaching process, identifying difficulties 
on tests on both personal and class-wide levels, and 
examining various cross-sections of data to draw 
conclusions and plan instruction. 

Using Blackboard to 
design language skills test 

Basic Production of relevant assessment reports from within 
the LMS for various parties involved in the 
educational process (for students). 

 

Using Safeassign reports 
to give student feedback 
on written assignment 
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Basic  Effective use of assessment data in the digital 
database for pedagogical decision making and for 
planning the teaching–learning–assessment processes. 

Using Blackboard 
assessment data (student 
participation, grades, user 
activity in online 
discussion, Safeassign 
reports etc) to plan future 
teaching. 

Intermediate Ability to diagnose and assess a range of study and 
developmental areas using performance tasks that 
incorporate various technological tools. 

 

Assessing student 
language skills (e.g., 
grammar, vocab, writing 
etc.) using online tools 
(discussion boards, wiki, 
blogs etc. 

Intermediate  The use of variety of methods and digital tools to 
gather information on the progress of learners. 

 

Giving computerized 
course tasks/tests (e.g., end 
of unit vocab, grammar, 
listen and comment on a 
video etc.). 

Intermediate The combination of several technologies for assessing 
and measuring learning, to increase the validity and 
cross-check information. 

 

Varying digital assessment 
tools according to their 
effectiveness for 
classroom purposes 

 
Advanced  

Share the methods for assessment and the formation 
of evaluation criteria with learners, using learning 
systems and applications that enable transparency and 
collaborative writing. 

 

Providing criteria for 
online/computerized 
tests/tasks along with the 
tests/tasks 

 

As can be seen in Table 3.6.1.1.2, the current study used a combination of statements from 

Eyal’s three levels of digital assessment literacy: basic, intermediate and advanced. To be more 

specific, three items were based on the basic level, 3 other items were based on the intermediate 

level and one item was based on the advanced level. The rationale of using a combination of 

statements from the three different levels to design the digital assessment items for the 

questionnaire is the nature of both the context of the study and Eyal’s statements. For example, 
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the researcher was aware that Blackboard was the only LMS used in the context of the study and 

therefore most of the items referred to its use. In terms of Eyal’s statements of the various levels 

of digital assessment literacy, most of them were too broad and/or were already in use because 

the context obligated teachers to use them. For instance, the first statement in the Basic level 

(The use of digital tools in all phases of the evaluation process: from design to drawing 

conclusions) is too broad that one can make several items based on it (See Table 3). In response 

to this statement teachers could use digital tools for one or two phases but not all for various 

reasons. That, I believe, did not exclude them from the zone of digital assessment literacy. In the 

same vain, the sixth statement of the Basic level (Management of formative and summative 

assessment scoring and interpretation of results based on a digital database) fell under the 

responsibilities of assessment coordinators, in the context of the study. Teachers were 

responsible for managing and conducting formative assessment, but the summative assessment 

was always under the management of the assessment coordinators for all courses.  

Technology component validity and reliability. To establish the content validity of the items, 

six language teachers verified their appropriateness by evaluating each item for relevance, 

clarity, appropriateness and difficulty and giving suggestions for modifications. The items were 

also pilot-tested on a sample that shared similar characteristics with the actual participants of the 

study. Cronbach Alpha’s coefficient was 0.84. 

Part 3: Teacher self-perceived frequency of assessment practices. This part contained 27 

items adapted from Alkharusi’s (2010) Teachers’ Assessment Practices Questionnaire. It was 

designed to measure teachers’ frequency of use of various assessment practices related to 

traditional assessment methods (5 items; e.g., “Using multiple-choice tests”), alternative 

assessment methods (4 items; e.g., “Using structured performance assessments”), 
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communicating assessment with students (4 items; e.g., “Informing students about the purpose of 

the assessment prior to its administration”), developing assessment standards and criteria (4 

items; e.g., “Defining a rating scale for performance criteria in advance”), student-involved 

assessment (5 items; “Providing students with opportunities to write test questions based on their 

understanding of the instructional objectives”), and non-achievement grading factors (6 items; 

e.g., “Incorporating class attendance in the calculation of students’ grades”). Responses were 

obtained on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (Never) to 5 (Always) with high scores 

reflecting a high level of competence in classroom assessment.  

Table 3.6.1.1.3 below shows a number of Alkharusi’s (2010) original questionnaire items, 

the modifications carried out for the purposes of this study and the rationale for adoption and 

modification. For complete items, adoption, modification and rational see Appendix B. 

Table 3.6.1.1.3  

Sample Survey Items and Rationale for Adoption, Modification and Exclusion 

Original Statements Change/Use  Statements used  Rationale  

                                                 Using Traditional Assessment  

Using true/false questions. Adopted Using true/false questions.  

Using hands-on assessment which 
depends on students’ performance 
assessment with pre-defined criteria 

Modified Assigning hands-on activities  

with pre-specified rubrics 

Clarity 

Training students to assess 
strong/weak tasks done by students 
of previous years. 

Modified Training students to assess 
tasks done by their peers. 

Clarity and 
relevance  

Using short answer questions to 
write a word, definition or law. 

Excluded  Length 

 

The original questionnaire on teacher self-perceived assessment practices (Alkharusi, 

2010) had more than 50 items while the current study used only 27 items. As depicted in Table 
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3.6.1.1.3 above some of the items were adopted without any modifications. Others, however, 

were modified mostly for clarity purposes after considering the feedback of the assessment 

experts as well as post-graduate students’ who reviewed the questionnaires before the pilot study 

was carried out. In addition, a number of items from the original questionnaires were excluded 

for a number of reasons including the length of the questionnaire, irrelevance of some items to 

formative assessment and/or irrelevance to the context of the study. A more thorough discussion 

of these reasons was outlined in the previous section (Part 2 of the survey). See Appendix A for 

all Survey Items. 

Part 3: validity and reliability. Alkharusi (2010) reported internal reliability coefficients 

as measured by Cronbach’s Alpha of .64. In the current study, content validity of the adapted 

parts was verified by three experts in assessment. Wording was also checked by six language 

teachers (post-graduate students) for appropriateness. The items of the questionnaire were also 

pilot-tested on 20 participants who had similar characteristics of the actual participants of the 

study. The participants’ performance on each item in the questionnaire was correlated with the 

overall performance across all participants. In the current study, the internal consistency 

reliability was found to be 0.82.  

Technology component (digital assessment literacy and part 3 of the survey). To 

represent teacher self-perceived digital assessment skills (Research Question 1.3.), 7 items were 

added to this part of the questionnaire. These were designed based on Eyal’s (2012, pp. 45–46) 

index of digital assessment literacy (See Table 3). The items follow the same scale and item 

structure of part 3 of the questionnaire (e.g., Using Blackboard to design language tests, Give 

computerized assessment tasks (e.g., end of unit vocab, grammar, listen and comment on a video 

etc.), Using Safeassign reports to give student feedback on written assignment). Table 7 portraits 
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Eyal’s digital assessment literacy index and the corresponding items used in this part of the 

questionnaire.  

Technology component validity and reliability. To establish the content validity of the 

items, six language teachers verified their appropriateness. The items were also pilot-tested on a 

sample that shares similar characteristics with the actual participants of the study. Cronbach 

Alpha’s coefficient was 0.80. 

3.6.2 Assessment knowledge test (Appendix D).  

 This test included a total of 20 (multiple-choice) questions. 18 of them were designed by 

the researcher based on Brookhart’s (2011) list of Educational Assessment Knowledge and Skills 

for Teachers (See Table 1 for Brookhart’s original list and Table 2 for the modified version used 

for this study). The test also included two items that were derived from the digital literacy 

component added by the researcher based on the work of Eyal (2012) (See section 1.8. and Table 

3).  Table 3.6.2.1 portrays a breakdown of Brookhart (2011) statements and the corresponding 

test items that were designed based on them.  

Table 3.6.2. 1 

Assessment Knowledge Test Questions and their Relevance to Brookhart (2011) 

Test Question 

No 

Brookhart’s 

statement no (See 

Table 2) 

Themes 

All qs 1 Understanding language learning and teaching 

4 2 Articulating clear learning intentions 

2, 16 3 Communicating learning outcomes to students and writing 

tasks that represent them 

1, 3, 16, 17 4 Using test methods, test purposes (how to assess/ why 

assess), validity, fairness and reliability 
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4, 5, 6 5 Thinking skills, cognitive level, analyzing test items, 

making instructional decision based on students results 

7, 15 6 Writing and communicating effective feedback 

8, 20 7 Scoring, item analysis, quantitative analysis, scoring and 

making decision based on assessment  

9, 18, 20, 8 Administering external assessment and using them for 

decision making, interpret scores from large scale 

assessment, administering school mandated assessment 

10, 11, 9 Communicating to parents, talking to other teachers and 

school about reform  

12 10 Helping students analyze, plan and track their learning, 

understand the relationship between assessment and 

student motivation, feelings of control and self-regulation 

13, 14 11 Preparing tests, confidentiality, unethical assessment 

practices,  

15, 19 12 Digital assessment 

 

As shown in Table 3.6.2.1, most of the statements had been broken into multiple themes. 

For example, statement number 4 represented more than three themes: test methods, test 

purposes, validity, reliability and fairness. Statement number six uncovers two themes: Writing 

and communicating effective feedback.  

3.6.2.1 Test items.  

During the design of the test items, the researcher not only applied themes taken from 

Brookhart (2011) and Eyal (2012) but also took in mind the context (e.g., where, who and what 

participants teach) in which the participants worked. For example, how much control teachers 

had over assessment, what materials they used in different courses and what learning outcomes 

were intended for the courses they taught were considered. In addition, assessment principles as 

well as the guidelines for good assessment practices (Brown & Abeywickrama, 2010; Coombe, 
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Folse & Hubley, 2007) were considered during the design of the test. See Table 3.6.2.1.1 for 

three example items from the test. See Appendix C for all test items. 

Table 3.6.2.1. 1  

Sample Items of the Language Assessment Knowledge Test 

3. Ahmed teaches in a school that has 10 pre-intermediate classes. Each class has their own 

teacher who is also responsible for assessing them. What is the best way to ensure that the 

students in each class are assessed fairly?  

       a.  Using exams from the textbook.    

       b. Writing according to test specifications. 

       c. Using the same scoring scale for all classes. 

       d. Using tests from the school’s test bank.  

 

4. In your high-intermediate Reading Class, you want to assess your students’ critical thinking 

skills. What are the best verbs to use to serve your purpose?  

         a. Justify, decide, assess. 

         b. Paraphrase, list, describe. 

         c. Identify, group, explain. 

         d. Order, match, select. 

 

15. Mr. Jaifar teaches General English Skills to a pre-intermediate class. Every time he has a 

lab class, he makes sure that his students go to a website that offers a wide range of reading 

quizzes with automatized scoring. Students at least do one practice in a lab class before Mr. 

Jaifar starts the traditional instruction. Which is the major criticism of Mr. Jaifar’s practice:  

         a. Not scoring the quizzes himself. 

         b. Not varying the digital quizzes to include other skills. 

         c. Making students go for a digital quiz every lab class. 

         d. Making low level students work individually. 

 

http://www.reading4preintermdediate.com/
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As shown in Table 3.6.2.1.1, question number 3 took into consideration statement 4 in 

Brookhart (2011) list (see Table 1.9.1 for Brookhart’s statements). It also used a language level 

that participants were familiar with and that existed in the context of the study. Question number 

4 was based on statement number 5. The item used terminology with which language teachers 

were familiar such as: “high-intermediate,” “Reading Class” “assessing students’’ and “critical 

thinking.” Question 15 was derived from the list’s digital component (Eyal, 2012). The item used 

a name, which the participants can identify with “Jaifar”. It also used a course name, General 

English Skills, that was in use in the context of the study. 

3.6.2.2 Validity and reliability. 

 To establish the content validity of the test, the test was emailed to three experts on 

classroom- based assessment/educational measurement and evaluation. The test was also 

checked for appropriateness by six educationists in the field of second language teaching. In 

addition, the test was piloted on 20 subjects who shared similar characteristics to those of the 

actual participants of the study. Cronbach alpha coefficients were calculated and found to be .82. 

Figure 3.6.2.2.1 below illustrates the frequency of participants’ responses and their total score in 

the assessment knowledge test. The mean score was 12.69 with a standard deviation of 4.85. 
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Figure 3.6.2.2.1. Histogram of the teacher assessment knowledge total score and 
frequency of responses. 

3.6.2.3 Test administration and duration.  

The test was conducted online using the Qualtrics software with the University of Arizona 

license two weeks after the surveys were completed. That was towards the end of February, 

2017. The participants were given information about the test through emails and were instructed 

to complete it as they started. Qualtrics did not collect any uncompleted test and the teachers 

were made aware of that. Only a few responses were recorded on the first day of sending the test. 

The researcher, therefore, sent a reminder email to all desired participants the second day. The 

email made it clear that access to the test would be closed in three days and that it was very 

important for the researcher to get as many responses as possible so that she could help in 

bringing out the right training programs for teachers in the context of the study. That statement 

triggered more responses.  



 75 

It is worth mentioning that, after the test was closed, a number of teachers emailed the 

researchers about their interest in taking the test. Access was granted as the researcher was 

aiming for a higher response rate. The test took no more than 15 minutes of each participant’s 

time. 

3.6.3 The qualitative instruments.  

The qualitative research design of the project included a test evaluation task (Appendix E) 

that was distributed to all teachers in the six colleges. It also comprised classroom observations 

(Appendix F), semi-structured teacher interviews (see Appendix G) that followed each classroom 

observation and teacher assessment documents (teacher produced tests). For this part, the 

researcher recruited eight teachers according to their scores on the assessment knowledge test. 

The original plan was to recruit at least 12 teachers (four teachers whose test scores were above 

the average score, four teachers whose scores were within the average score and other four 

teachers whose scores were below the average score. However, only six teachers agreed to be 

part of this research, three of them scored above the average score and the other three scored 

below the average score. Two other teachers volunteered to participate but these two did not take 

the assessment knowledge test. Other variables like, experience, gender and age were considered 

when recruiting participants. Participants were recruited through a question prompt at the end of 

the online survey where they were asked to provide their email addresses if they were willing to 

participate in classroom observations and follow up interviews. All participants in these parts, 

classroom observations, interviews and teacher produced tests, worked in the College of Applied 

Sciences-Nizwa as it was convenient for the researcher to conduct observations and interviews in 

one location rather than six different colleges. The following sections detail the processes of 
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conducting the test evaluation task, classroom observations, interviews, and teacher produced 

assessment: 

3.6.3.1 A test evaluation task. (See Appendix E).  

After completing the assessment literacy test, teachers were asked (to answer research question 

(1.4) to review one EFL writing test that was adopted from a test that was created for training 

purposes at the Center of English as a Second Language (CESL) at the University of Arizona 

(See Appendix E).  

The assessment used was a writing exam. Participants were asked to evaluate the exam on a 

scale of 5 (Excellent), 4 (Good), 3 (Satisfactory), 2 (Unsatisfactory) and 1 (Weak). They were 

also asked to give a rational for their evaluation. Teachers were also given the choice to add any 

comment on any part of the exam. The cover page of the test provided clear information on the 

nature of the course that the test was designed for, time allotted, language level, number of 

students that it was designed for and how much it weighed out of the total course grade. The 

learning outcomes being assessed through the test as well as the scoring criteria were also 

outlined. 

The reason this exam was adopted was that the multiple teachers from CESL had been given 

the same exam to evaluate as part of a training process and an accurate evaluation of the exam 

was determined by several teachers including the assessment coordinator of CESL.  See Table 

3.6.3.1 for the original/expected rating of the test. 

Table 3.6.3. 1  

The Original Rating of the Evaluation Task and its Strengths and Weaknesses 

Criteria 
 

Validity Reliability Clarity Practicality Authenticity Overall 
Rating 

Strengths Content-
valid  

  Students can 
finish the exam 
within the 

Meaningful 
themes for 
writing  
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as it 
covers 
learning 
outcomes 

designated time. 
 

 Satisfactory 

Weaknesses  -The exam 
scores one item 
twice 
-The exam 
scores some 
items heavily  
-The exam 
doesn’t 
consider in-
text writing 
criteria 

-Instructions   
not clear 
-Too wordy 
- Use 
difficult 
language 

-Teacher scoring 
could be made 
easier by 
providing boxes 
for tasks’ marks. 
-Teacher scoring 
could be made 
easier by 
eliminating 
questions/criteria 
that requires 
teacher discretion 
such as 
(brainstorming 
and 
comprehension). 

 

 - Tasks are 
not themed 
-Task 1 part 
2 has isolated 
sentences 
making it 
unauthentic 
-Instructions’ 
language 
should be 
improved to 
make it as 
natural as 
possible 

  

Hence, teachers were expected to evaluate different aspects of the task including clarity, 

validity, reliability, practicality and authenticity. They were also asked to provide an overall 

rating of 1-5 (weak to Excellent). As depicted in Table 3.6.3.1, the original rating of the test 

indicated that the test was satisfactory as it was valid. The other strengths of the test lied in the 

amount of time given for students to finish the test. It was believed that the time allotted was 

enough for the students to answer all questions making the test practical. The test also came up 

with authentic topics, which students could relate to and or see/ experience in their daily lives. 

The test, however, had some weaknesses. First, some of the instructions in the test were lengthy 

and not clear. Second, there were a few problems with the scoring system of the test that could 

be modified and make the test more reliable. For example, the exam scored one item twice, it 

scored some items heavily and it gave some contradicting criteria for the paragraph evaluation. 
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Third, the exam used some isolated items to test students. Thematic rather than isolated items 

make the test more authentic. Fourth, the practicality of the test could be improved by making 

the scoring easier on teachers. The test did not include boxes where teachers can put their marks. 

The inclusion of these boxes could have made the test more practical. 

Teachers who rightly evaluated some or all of the criteria were considered more assessment 

literate than those who wrongly evaluated and or evaluated less or none of the criteria. Because 

1) the above criteria are not easy to measure and 2) their existence is a matter of degree rather 

than all or none (Brown & Abbeywickrama, 2010), those teachers who commented on partial 

aspects of any criterion were considered more assessment literate than those who did not 

comment on the same criteria or did gave a wrong interpretation of it. For instance, practicality 

entails ease for students to finish the test on time and ease of scoring for teachers. However, if a 

teacher considered the exam practical because he/she considered it easy for students to finish on 

time, this teacher was considered more literate than another who gave no comments on 

practicality. In other words, teachers did not have to cover all aspects of each criteria to be 

considered assessment literate but their levels of assessment literacy may vary according to how 

many aspects they looked at. 

The purpose of asking teachers to review a test was twofold. First, reviewing assessment 

tasks was part of teachers’ daily assessment practices as they continuously delved into the search 

and evaluation of assessment tasks that were appropriate for the objectives of the course they 

were teaching as well as the levels of their students. Hence, their evaluation of the task was 

expected to provide valuable information on teachers’ abilities and practices when it came to 

determining the appropriateness of a certain assessment task. Second, teachers’ evaluation of an 

assessment task was believed to give support to the findings of the study and therefore increase 
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the credibility of the study. In addition, using this method marked a new contribution to the field 

since it had not been reported in any EFL teacher assessment research so far, at least to the 

knowledge of the researcher.  

Though the test was emailed to all survey participants as a word document; only 20 

participants returned the exams with their evaluation (response rate 18%). The participants were 

asked to email their responses to a colleague, who downloaded their documents and sent them to 

the researcher. This step was taken to ensure participants’ confidentiality and avoid any bias in 

the analysis. 

3.6.3.1.1 Validity and reliability.  

In terms of validity, the exam was reviewed by a number of experts to determine its 

appropriateness for the participants of the study. Though the exam was adopted, and its validity 

was initially determined, the researcher further pilot-tested the exam on 3 teachers that had the 

same characteristics as the actual participants of the study. 

3.6.3.2. Classroom observations.  

In this method of data collection, the researcher can be either a non-participant observer or 

participant observer. The non-participant observer observes the setting without any attempt of 

intervention in what is being observed. The participant observer, however, does participate in the 

events or activities being observed. Observations can be structured, semi-structured or 

unstructured (Bryman, 2008; Robson, 2002). 

For the purposes of the questions of this study, the researcher carried out structured 

observations and took the role of a non-participant observer. Literature on structured 

observations (e.g., Bryman, 2008; Robson, 2002) discussed the importance of devising an 

observation schedule for recording the events of each observation. Bryman (2008), for example, 
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stressed four considerations for devising an observation schedule. First, the research needed to 

have a clear focus on who or what should be observed and what research problem was meant to 

deal with through the observation, so that targeted incidents could be observed and recorded. 

Second, all categories used in the schedule should be exclusive (i.e. do not overlap) and inclusive 

(i.e. cover all possible events). Pilot studies were expected to help in devising the needed 

categories. Third, the recording system should be easy to use and, fourth, it should be easy to 

interpret. 

Considering the points discussed earlier, the researcher devised an observation schedule 

(Appendix F) that stated a number of categories that were made the focus of the observations 

based on the research questions that focused on the types of assessment purposes and strategies 

teachers used in the language classroom.  These categories which were informed by formative 

assessment theories (Black & Wiliam, 2009) as well as Brookhart’s framework (2011) included: 

assessment task sources, purposes, and methods, student-involvement in the assessment task, the 

role of the teacher during the assessment and type of teacher feedback given on the assessment 

tasks.  

To make sure that all themes were clear, inclusive and exclusive, the researcher carried out a 

number of pilot observations, five to be precise, after creating the preliminary observation 

schedule. The categories were refined based on the pilot observations. For example, the 

researcher noticed that most teachers observed during the pilot study made reference to 

summative exams during the administration of various formative assessments. This indicated 

how much teacher design of formative assessments was influenced by summative exams that 

were not designed by them but assessment coordinators. Therefore, the researcher found it 
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necessary to put summative exams as part of the categories designated for the actual 

observations.  

As a non-participant observer, during every observation the researcher sat quietly at the 

back of the classroom, filled the observation schedule and took field notes as she observed the 

participants (EFL teachers) performing assessment tasks, which were the main focus of the 

observation. The initial intent of the researcher was to observe incidents only, namely formative 

assessment tasks. However, some of the participants carried assessment tasks from the start of 

the class till the end (usually each class lasts for 1:30:00-1:40:00) leading the researcher to take 

long periods of time (Bryman, 2008) observing and taking notes.  

The researcher observed teachers on conducting various types of formative assessment. 

During the observations, the researcher took field notes and used a schedule developed by the 

researcher (Appendix E) to focus on: (a) assessment strategies such as methods of assessment 

be they objective questions, written essays, and presentations and (b) how they are 

communicated to students (c) students’ involvement in the assessment tasks by means of self-

assessment, peer-assessment. There was also a focus on (d) assessment feedback (e.g., 

immediate or non-immediate, written, verbal, etc.) (e) the role of the teacher during the 

assessment (e.g., direct help, giving clues, not helping at all) and (f) the effect of summative 

exams on formative assessment administration. 

Since the participants of this research were not directly involved in the design of summative 

exams, all observations focused on formative assessment conducted in the language classroom. 

Each participant teacher was observed three times (week 3, week 6, week 9). The three 

observations of each participant were conducted in the same class with the same students over 
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the three observation weeks to see any variance in assessment practices over the three different 

observation weeks.  

3.6.3.2.1 Validity and reliability.  

The research purposes and intended methods were communicated to a number of experts in 

the field to ask them to verify the appropriateness of the used categories in the observation 

schedule. In addition, the researcher conducted five pilot observations. During these observations 

the observation schedule (Appendix F) was verified for relevance and consistency. As a result, a 

new category was added to the schedule (the role of summative exams). In addition, during the 

pilot observations, the researcher noticed that teachers used different assessment purposes that 

were not included in the original observation list. These were evaluating previous learning, 

preparing for a coming class and reinforcing learning. Therefore, these purposes were added to 

the list. 

3.6.3.3 Semi-structured interviews with teachers.  

An interview is known to be “a powerful method for gathering description and interpretation 

of people’s social worlds” (Yeo, Legard, Keegan, Ward, Nicholls & Lewis, 2013). Types of 

interviews vary according to the way interview structure and content is designed (Bryman, 

2008). In a structured interview, the interviewer uses a schedule that has pre-prepared closed 

questions. Hence, all interviewees receive the same questions in the same sequences. In semi-

structured interviews, however, the researcher can use pre-prepared questions, but these are 

flexible in terms of what to ask and in what sequence. In addition, “the interviewer has some 

latitude to ask further questions in response to what are seen as significant replies” (Bryman, 

2008, p. 196). Unstructured interviews entail using a list of themes or topics as a guide to what 
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should be covered. The structure and sequence of questions vary from one interview to another 

(Bryman, 2008). 

In this study, interviews were used to further clarify teacher formative assessment practices 

noted during classroom observations. The use of interviews not only helped elaborate teacher 

assessment practices but also increased the validity and reliability of the results of the 

quantitative methods used in this study.  The choice of semi-structure interviews, in particular, 

was made to enable the researcher to ask both closed and open-ended questions, so that in-depth 

information was gathered from the interviewees about their practices. In addition, this type of 

interview enabled the researcher and interviewees to ask further questions or give other 

comments as necessity aroused during the interview.  

Interviews were conducted to provide answers for research questions 3.1 and 3.2 that 

examined the assessment purposes and strategies teachers practiced in the language classroom. 

Following every classroom observation, participant teachers were interviewed for 15-25 minutes 

(See Table 3.6.3.3.1 for the exact duration).  

Table 3.6.3.3.  1  

Interviews Duration per Participant 

Interviews Interview 1 Interview 2 Interview 3 Total/m 

Samira 24:33 24:47 15:36 64:56:00 
Zara 24:01 17:45 16:50 58:36:00 
Paul 12:38 8:20 12:41 33:39:00 
Mike 17:23 7:40 6:09 31:12:00 
Alaa 19:16 21:56 20:27 61:39:00 
Carl 15:15 7:25 06:52 29:32:00 
Rawaa 19:12 16:33 23:09 58:54:00 
Summer 17:15 10:32 14:19 42:06:00 
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The interviews were audiotaped. The researcher asked questions based on the research 

questions and purposes or themes raised during observations including (a) the assessment task 

source (i.e., whether the teacher used their own tests or adopted tests that they found in the 

student text-book or through some online source), (b) purpose of assessment, (c) choice of 

student involvement (e.g., individual, pair, group work), (d) choice of task duration (i.e., time 

allotted for the task and choice of time of lesson to conduct the task), and (e) teacher feedback on 

assessment, (f) evidence of student learning and (j) how the assessment information would be 

used. The following list outlines some examples: 

What is the purpose of this particular assessment?  

What learning outcome does it support?  

Did you develop the assessment yourself? Did you use an external assessment? Why?  

The researcher also allowed teachers to give further comments or questions at the end of 

each interview by asking: Is there anything else you would like to say/add? See Appendix G for 

a complete version of the interview questions used in this study. 

Total     
Time 

   380:34:00 m  
15:51:25 
(hour) 
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3.6.3.3.1 Validity and reliability.  

To ensure the validity of the interviews, two steps were taken. First, interview questions 

were given to six experts to verify the appropriateness of the questions. Second, the interview 

questions were pilot tested on five teachers who shared similar characteristics with the actual 

participants in the study. 

3.6.3.3.2 Participants of classroom observations and interviews. 

 The eight teachers who participated in classroom observations went through a follow up 

interviews after each observation. Table 3.6.3.3.2.1 portrays the participants’ gender, 

qualifications, courses they were teaching at the time of the study, teaching load, teaching 

experience, pre-service and in-service assessment training, age, courses taken in technology 

integration in the language classroom, position and their first language. 

Table 3.6.3.3.2.  1 

Teacher Participants Background Information  

Teacher  Gender  Qualification Courses Teach 

load 

Teach 

Exp 

Pre-

service 

assess 

course 

In-service 

Assessment 

training  

Age  Assess 

Knowled

-ge Test 

Score 

Samira F MA Y2/F 12-16 7 1 No 31 17 

Zara F MA A/C 12-16 1.6 No No 26 11 

Paul M BA 

Sociology / 

TEFL  

1st year 10-12 6.5 No No 33  4 

Mike M MA of Arts 1st year/ 

FB 

12-16 20 

 

No No 53 - 

Alaa F MA TESOL 1st year 10-12   2 1 No 26 15 

Carl M MA Y2 16-20 30 No No 54 - 

Rawaa F MA Tech Y1 10-12  1.5 No No 29 15 

Summer F MA / M.phil Y2 16-20 30 No No 53  8  
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To Answer Question (3.3): 

3.6.3.4 Assessment task documents. (Teacher Produced Tests).  

In order to evaluate the quality of teacher produced assessment tasks, 24 assessment tasks 

that were used during the observations were collected and analyzed. Along with the assessment 

task, the syllabi of each course were also collected. The criteria looked at in the teacher 

developed assessment tasks included: (a) validity, (b) practicality, (c) wash back, (d) 

authenticity, and (e) student involvement. These aspects were informed by theories of English 

language learners and language assessment principles and guidelines for good classroom 

assessment practices (Brown & Abeywickrama, 2010; Coombe, Folse & Hubley, 2007). See 

Appendix H for the schedule used to evaluate the assessment task documents. 

It is worth mentioning that the original criteria designed to analyze the quality of teacher 

assessment included reliability. However, it was noticed that reliability (Brown & 

Abeywickrama, 2010), was rather hard to measure for this particular part. Teacher-developed 

tasks were formative in nature and therefore had no scoring system that could be evaluated to 

determine their reliability. In addition, the tasks were designed to be short in length and teachers 

never intended to re-administer them to determine their consistency. Therefore, the criterion of 

reliability was replaced with the student-involvement criterion, which is rather easier to measure 

and provides an indication of the extent of student involvement in each assessment task through 

the implementation of self-assessment and peer-assessment.  

3.7 Bringing it All Together  

3.7.1 The use of codes.  

The first email that was sent out to the prospective participants stated the number of tools 

that this dissertation was planning to use. It also stated that the individual’s participation in all 
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tasks that this research project would include would yield better results. After sending each 

instrument to the participants, they were asked to provide their date of birth (month and day), the 

location of the college they work for and the last name of their favorite writer. A pop-up window 

clarified the purpose behind these questions, “These were to be used for matching purposes 

among the different tools.” For the classroom observation and the assessment evaluation tasks, 

participants were also instructed to provide the coding information, so that their performance 

could be easily compared to their responses in the previously given assessment surveys and test. 

3.7.2 Incentives.  

To encourage the participants to complete more than one task, the researcher used multiple 

types of incentives, which were also outlined in the first email sent to the prospective 

participants. Those who participated in at least one task, would get a brand new headphone. 

Those who participated in all tools; that is 1- perception surveys, 2- assessment literacy test, 3- 

assessment evaluation task would receive a brand new headphone as well as a cash prize of 

OMR 25 ($65). This approach proved effective for this study. 

3.8 Data Analysis 

Various methods were used in the analysis of the collected data. Statistical analysis was 

carried out with the quantitative data either through descriptive and or inferential statistics. 

Thematic analysis was used mostly with the qualitative data. 

3.8.1 Statistical analysis.  

Research Question 1: 

Descriptive statistics (frequencies, means, and standard deviation, etc.) were carried out 

through the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) to analyze data on research questions 

1.1, 1.2 and 1.3.  
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Research Question 2: 

Multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was used to determine the differences in 

teachers’ perceived skills and assessment practices (1.1.), digital assessment literacy (1.2.), 

assessment literacy knowledge (1.3.), and test evaluation performance (1.4.) with respect to 

teachers’ experience, gender, pre-service assessment training, in-service training, teaching load 

and position held. Correlation analysis was conducted to determine the relationship between 

different teacher subgroups and assessment literacy scores, skills, practices and digital literacy. 

Finally, the results were correlated with Alkharusi et al.’s data, (2012) who used the same 

quantitative measure to test high school teachers’ assessment literacy. 

3.8.2 Qualitative data analysis.  

Due to the qualitative nature of these questions (1.4, 3.1, 3.2 & 3.3), the researcher was 

convinced that thematic analysis was the best approach for the analysis of the qualitative data of 

this dissertation. Thematic analysis was the most widely used approach with qualitative methods; 

it had been used to identify qualitative patterns and acquire applicable codes. Besides, it allowed 

researchers to decode qualitative information into quantitative data (Boyatsiz,1998) through the 

so called “quantitizing,” which refers to the process of assigning numerical values to data that is 

originally not numerical (i.e., transcripts of observations and interviews). This is usually 

accomplished through assigning numerical values to data-driven codes (Sandelowski, Voils & 

Knafl, 2009). Therefore, the researcher adopted this approach in analyzing all qualitative data 

including classroom observations, teacher interviews, teacher produced tests and teacher 

evaluated tests. 

3.8.2.1 Assessment evaluation task research question 1.4.  
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The assessment evaluation task was inductively (Boyatzis, 1998) analyzed to learn about 

teachers’ performance during the evaluating of an assessment task that was chosen for a 

particular language level. The aim of the analysis was exploring the aspects that teachers focused 

on in an assessment tasks and whether those aspects aligned with language assessment 

principles. The analysis first focused on teachers overall evaluation of the exam. This was done 

by calculating the number of teachers who evaluated the task as excellent, good, satisfactory etc. 

(Teachers were given five choices to choose from).The number of responses per rating were 

calculated and presented in a table with percentages. Second, each individual teacher’s 

comments on the test were highlighted and color-coded according to the criteria covered. See 

Table 3.6.3.1 in Section 3.6.3 for the analysis criteria. For example, where teachers said, “the 

exam matches the objectives of the course”, the teacher was considered to be literate on the 

assessment principle validity, which was given the color green. Teacher’s comment was 

highlighted in green to indicate validity. Where teachers said, “the exam items are not themed 

and this might be problematic for students,” the respondent was considered literate on 

authenticity and their comment was highlighted in red, which represented authenticity. Similar 

analysis was followed for all responses. Teachers who covered more assessment criteria in 

evaluating the exam were considered more assessment literate than those who commented on 

less or none of the criteria. Color coding helped the researcher calculate the number of responses 

per criteria. 

Because measuring the criteria assigned for this particular task was deemed challenging, the 

researcher considered the definitions presented in Appendix H for each individual criterion. 

From each definition, one or two attributes of each criterion were inferred. For example, 

practicality has two attributes: the exam is easy to answer within the time allotted and it is easy 
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to score. Where the responses of the teacher considered either attribute, the teacher is considered 

literate in this aspect. Teachers who considered both attributes where considered more literate. 

The researchers’ evaluations of teachers’ responses were double checked by an expert in the 

field.   

The data was also analyzed according to the attributes that Brown and Abeywickrama 

(2010).Teachers responses were categorized into four levels: knowledge of the assessment 

principle’s term and its attributes, identifying the term without its attributes, identifying the term 

with the wrong attributes, or no identification of the term nor its attributes. 

3.8.2.2 Classroom observations research questions: (3.1.) & (3.2.).  

The qualitative data obtained through classroom observations was deductively analyzed 

(Crabtree & Miller, 1999) based on the observation schedule (Appendix F) that was informed by 

the literature (Brookhart, 2011). This type of analysis was carried out to reveal how EFL teachers 

practiced assessment in their classrooms in terms of assessment sources, purposes, methods, 

feedback and student and teacher involvement in the assessment practice.  Further, part of the 

qualitative data was translated into quantitative data (Boyatzis, 1998) to give descriptive 

statistics about teacher participants’ background information, qualitative literacy level, 

assessment tasks they used, purposes, methods, type of feedback and frequency of use. It is 

worth mentioning that the analysis of each subcategory was arrived at using the way depicted in 

Table 3.8.2.2.1. 

Table 3.8.2.2.1 

Observations and Interviews’ Categories and their Analysis 

Observation Checklist  
These were based on the literature of formative 
assessment theories (Wiliam & Black, 2010) and 
Brookhart’s framework (2011) 

Analysis based on:  
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Source of the assessment task 
• Teacher developed 
• Published 
• Text-book 
• Other 

 

Teacher’s answers to interview 
questions.  

Purpose of the Assessment Task 
• Diagnosing 
• Grouping 
• Grading 
• Evaluating 
• Reporting (feedback for students/parents/school) 
• Improving instruction 
• Preparing for a coming class  
• Reinforcing learning 
• Evaluating previous learning 
• Other  

Teacher’s answers to interview 
questions. These were analyzed as 
follows: 

1- Teachers answered were 
transcribed and put in Excel 
sheet per task.  

2- Each purpose was highlighted 
and coded by the researcher 
(i.e., teacher responses “ 
enhancing students’ vocab,” 
“to make it stick” and “testing 
them to teach them” were put 
under code/category: 
reinforcing learning. 

3- These were validated by an 
expert in the field. 

4- Responses per code was 
calculated and presented in 
percentages. 

 
Assessment Method (strategies 1) 

• MCQs 
• True-False 
• Fill-in-the-gap 
• Written essay 
• Short answers 
• Oral discussion 
• Presentation 
• Other 

 

 
These derived from the researchers’ 
field notes and the tasks themselves. 
The researcher took notes during the 
observations and collected assessment 
tasks. Different methods were added 
to the left column list according to the 
assessment tasks conducted. 

Student-Involvement in the Assessment Task (strategies 
2) 

• Self-assessment 
• Peer-assessment 
• Class reflection 
• None 
• Other 

These were derived from the 
researchers’ field notes .The 
researcher took notes during the 
observations. Teachers were also 
asked about the type of task during 
the interviews to confirm. Types of 
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 tasks were calculated and presented in 
percentages. 

Assessment Task Feedback  
• Immediate 
• Not-Immediate 
• Written 
• Verbal 
• Digital 
• Other 

These were derived from the 
researchers’ field notes .The 
researcher took notes during the 
observations. Teachers were also 
asked about type of feedback during 
the interviews to confirm. Types of 
tasks were calculated and presented in 
percentages. 

 
Emerging themes: these were inferred 
by the researcher during the 
observations (field notes were used) 
or interviews (transcription). 
Recurring themes were highlighted 
and discussed.  

 
 

In addition, teachers’ assessment literacy levels were compared against teacher information 

that was acquired through the quantitative analysis and results of research question 1 and 2 to 

determine how teachers’ assessment literacy levels informed their language teaching practices.  

3.8.2.3 Teacher interviews research questions: (3.1.) & (3.2.).  

The interview analysis took a hybrid approach of thematic analysis. Interview data were 

deductively and inductively analyzed to reveal EFL teacher classroom assessment practices. The 

deductive analysis focused on EFL teachers’ choices of assessment task source (i.e., whether the 

teacher used their own developed test or ready-made tests that they found in the student text-

book or through some online source), purposes of assessment, choice of student involvement 

(e.g., individual, pair, group work) and feedback on different types of classroom assessments.  

The same approach was adopted to reveal how teachers use classroom assessment tasks as 

evidence of student learning and how they use that information to inform their future teaching.  
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Moreover, interview data was inductively analyzed to uncover any data-driven themes (emerging 

themes) that might as well serve the purpose of this dissertation.  

  The analysis was informed by both the deductive a priori template of the codes approach 

of Crabtree and Miller (1999) and the data-driven inductive approach (Boyatzis, 1998). 

Data collected through interviews were incorporated with those collected through the 

observations with each individual teacher first and then collectively to find similarities and 

differences in the levels of assessment literacy. See Table 3.8.2.2.1 above. 

3.8.2.4 Assessment task documents: teacher produced tests research question: (3.3.). 

Formative assessment task data were deductively analyzed according to a priori template of 

assessment principles: validity, washback, authenticity, practicality, authenticity and student 

involvement. See Appendix H. The template was informed by the literature on language learning 

and teaching assessment principles and good classroom assessment guidelines (Brown & 

Abeywickrama, 2010; Coombe, Folse & Hubley, 2007). The analysis aimed to: first, enable the 

researcher to give a good judgment about the quality of the assessment developed by the 

classroom teacher and second, reveal how much teacher assessment literacy informed their 

assessment task design. To achieve the second aim, the researcher compared data obtained from 

the various methods used in this dissertation. Table 3.8.2.4.1 below illustrates the way the 

analysis was conducted. 
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Table 3.8.2.4.1 

Teacher-Produced Test Criteria and Analysis 

Criteria Definition  Analysis 

 

Validity How related the task is to 

the course objectives  

Matching Tasks with Unit Objectives: The 

tasks were compared to the course/unit 

objectives using course syllabus. Where the 

task agreed with the course objectives, the task 

was considered valid. 

 

Practicality How easy the task was for 

the students to finish within 

the time allotted  

1) Researcher’s Judgment: The task is 

considered practical when students were able to 

finish it within the time given by teacher. 

Where students asked for extra time, the task 

was considered not practical. (This is mostly 

determined during the observations). 

2) Teacher’s Opinion: During interviews, 

teachers were asked to evaluate the assessment 

events. Sometime teachers refer to the 

practicality of the task. For example, teachers 

sometimes decide to change a particular task 

because it took students longer time to finish 

than expected by the teacher. 

 

Authenticity How meaningful the tasks 

were, and if they were 

themed or contextualized 

Researcher’s Judgment: each task was 

evaluated in terms of meaningfulness: 1) how 

related the theme of the task to real life 

situations was, 2) how natural the language of 

the task was and how contextualized the task 
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was. When the task provided isolated items, it 

was considered unauthentic. 

 

Washback How the task influence 

teaching. How the task 

influence learning through 

feedback. 

Teacher’s Judgment: during interviews teachers 

were asked to evaluate each task: how would 

they use the information they got from them 

and if they thought it provided evidence for 

student learning. They were also asked “ if you 

have the opportunity to redesign anything about 

the task what would you do and why”. 

1) Where teachers indicated that the task 

helped them in designing their future 

teaching and or do any changes on 

future assessment based on the task, the 

task was considered to be promoting 

washback. 

2) Researcher’s Judgment: 

2) When the task provided student with 

individual immediate feedback, it was 

considered to give positive washback 

for learning. (During observations, the 

researcher’s took note of the type of 

feedback each task provided) 

 

Student 

Involvement 

What type of involvement 

the task allows for the 

students: self-assessment, 

peer-assessment 

Where the task asked students to self-assess 

themselves, the task was considered to promote 

self-assessment. This was arrived at by both: 1) 

considering the task instructions and 2) 

observation checklist where the researcher 

indicated the type of student involvement the 

moment the task was administered in class. 



 96 

 

As mentioned earlier in this chapter, most of the assessment criteria presented in the table 

are rather hard to measure. For example, validity is a rather complex term. However, researchers 

agree that “there is no final, absolute measure of validity, but several different kind of evidence 

may be invoked in support.” (Brown & Abeywickrama, 2010, p.30). Moreover, as Messick  

(1989) emphasized, “ it is important to note that validity is a matter of degree, not all or none” p 

(33). In some cases it is suitable to evaluate how much the performance the test requires relate to 

that offered in a course. In other cases, measuring the test against the set of objectives covered in 

the tested course or unit is a good evidence of validity. In other cases, validity is tested through 

the consequences of the test. For the purposes of the current research, the compatibility of the 

test and course objectives was considered to evidence validity. Similar approach was followed 

for the rest of criteria. See the definitions of the criteria presented in Table 3.8.2.4.1. 

3.9 Ethical Issues 

Ethically, approvals and consents were sought before the data collection stage. The approval 

of the Ministry of Higher Education to give access to the six College of Applied Sciences in 

Oman was granted after the IRB approval was granted. Participants’ consent to participant in the 

assessment perception surveys and assessment knowledge test was required and obtained 

through the Qualtrics Software. They had the choice to accept participating or withdraw from it 

before starting any of the surveys or tests. 

Thirty-three teachers were invited via email to take part in classroom observations and 

interviews but only 8 of them agreed to participate. Overall, participation in this study was 

voluntary and participants were given the choice to participate or withdraw at any time of the 

study. 
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3.10 Contribution of the Current Research to the Field 

This dissertation contributed to the field of EFL language assessment field in various ways. 

First, this study developed a new contextualized measure to assess assessment literacy based on 

Brookhart (2011) updated list. This step came in response to multiple calls in the literature for 

devising new reliable measures to assess teacher assessment literacy (Gotch & French, 2014). 

Second, the new measure was correlated with two widely used measures (Alkharusi, 2009, 2010) 

that assessed teachers’ self-perceived assessment skills and frequency of assessment practices.  

Though the sample size in this study was not large enough, the measure could also be examined 

for psychometric properties to support its use in similar contexts in the future.   

Third, the context of the research made it possible to include a technological variable, which 

to the knowledge of the researcher, had never been operationalized in language assessment 

literacy investigation contexts even though calls for integrating technology into assessment 

literacy was not new (see McMillan, 2000). This research added eight items (Likert-scale) to 

elicit teachers’ self-perceived digital assessment competence and frequency of practice in the 

language classroom. These could be modified and aligned to future research contexts and used as 

part of the language assessment literacy investigation in contexts that afford and use technology.  

Fourth, this study used teacher evaluation of an assessment task as a new method to assess 

teacher assessment literacy. This tasks enriched the evaluation of teachers true knowledge of 

various assessment principles. In addition, this study triangulated more than four methods 

including teacher evaluations of assessment tasks and teacher-developed assessment tasks to 

evidence their level of assessment literacy besides their performance on an assessment literacy 

test, classroom observations and interviews.  
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3.11 Summary of Research Questions, Methods and Data Analysis  

Table 3.11. 1  

Summary of Research Questions, Methods, Data Analysis and Expected Findings 

Research Question Methods Data Analysis 

   

 

1.1. How do teachers perceive/self-

assess their assessment literacy? 

(Competence and assessment practice 

frequency) 

 

Self-Perceived Assessment 

Competence & Practices 

Questionnaire 

 

Descriptive analysis & 

Statistical Tests 

Analysis 

 

1.2. How do teachers perceive their 

digital assessment literacy? 

(Competence and practice frequency) 

 

Self-Perceived Digital 

Assessment  

Questionnaire 

 

Descriptive analysis & 

Statistical Tests 

Analysis 

 

1.3. How do teachers perform in a test 

that measures assessment literacy? 

Assessment Knowledge 

TEST 

Descriptive analysis  

 

1.4. How do teachers perform in a test 

evaluation task? 

 

Language TESTS/ Test 

Evaluation Rubric 

 

Descriptive analysis + 

Thematic analysis 

 

 

2. What is the relationship among 

EFL teacher assessment knowledge, 

practices and perceived skills with 

regard to teacher subgroups? 

 

Methods use in 1.1., 1.2. & 

1.3. 

 

Multivariate  

Analysis of Variance  

3.1. What kind of assessment 

purposes do teachers adopt in the 

classroom? 

Classroom Observations & 

Interviews  

Thematic Analysis 

3.2. What assessment strategies do 

teachers use? 

Classroom Observations & 

Interviews 

Thematic Analysis 

3.3. What is the quality of teacher 

developed assessment? 

Teacher Developed 

Assessment Tasks & 

Thematic Analysis 
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Rubric for Assessment 

Task Evaluation 
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Chapter 4: Results 
 

This chapter outlines the results of the dissertation, which aimed to examine EFL teacher 

assessment literacy perceptions, knowledge and practices. Language assessment literacy of the 

EFL teachers at Colleges of Applied Sciences in Oman was investigated to understand EFL 

teachers’ current assessment literacy perceptions, knowledge and practices, so that their future 

language assessment needs can be predicted and catered for. For this purpose, 101 teachers 

participated in an online survey that looked at teachers’ perceptions about how competent they 

thought they were with different assessment principles, methods and strategies and how 

frequently they used them in their classrooms (Alkharusi, 2009; 2010; Alkharusi et al., 2012; 

Eyal, 2012). 85 of the same participants underwent an online language assessment literacy test 

that was designed to evaluate EFL teachers’ knowledge of language assessment principles and 

skills (Brookhart, 2011).  

To further triangulate the data, 8 teachers went through classroom observations and follow-

up interviews that focused on formative assessment practices (Black & Wiliam, 2009). 

Moreover, the dissertation examined the observed teachers’ (N 8) produced assessment tasks and 

28 other teachers’ evaluation of an assessment task with the aim of finding out the extent to 

which these tasks concurred with language assessment principles (Brown & Abeywickrama, 

2010, and Coombe, Folse & Hubley, 2007). The dissertation instruments were varied and 

triangulated to enrich understanding of EFL teacher assessment literacy levels and help put 

together a set of guidelines for the design of targeted language assessment professional 

programs. Quantitative and qualitative analyses of the online surveys, assessment knowledge 

tests, classroom observations, interviews and teacher produced and evaluated tests were 

conducted using three forms of analysis: descriptive, inferential and thematic analysis. 
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The descriptive analysis was conducted to analyze the participants’ characteristics and 

background information. It was also used to answer the first question with its three sub questions 

(1.1, 1.2, and 1.3) on teachers’ perceptions about their assessment skill, frequency of practice and 

digital assessment literacy. While the quantitative analyses on the first research question revealed 

how EFL teachers thought about their assessment competencies, how frequently they used them 

and to what extent they digitalized their assessments, the quantitative analysis of the assessment 

literacy test showed how much teachers knew about language assessment. 

Inferential analyses were applied to answer the second research question which investigated 

the differences in teachers’ perceived skills and assessment practices (1.1.), digital assessment 

literacy (1.2.), assessment literacy knowledge (1.3.), and test evaluation performance (1.4.) in 

relation to a number of variables such as teachers’ age, gender, pre-service language assessment 

training, in-service language assessment training, teaching load, experience and position held.  

Finally, a thematic analysis was carried out to analyze the qualitative data obtained through 

research questions 1.4, 3.1, 3.2 and 3.3 that focused mostly on EFL teacher assessment practices 

inside the classroom: the kind of assessment they used, sources, purposes, methods, and student 

involvement during the administration of assessment tasks. It also looked at how they evaluated 

an external assessment task and the quality of their own developed assessment tasks. 

This chapter reports on the findings of these three approaches of data analyses respectively.  

4.1 Characteristics of the Online Surveys Participants 

The teacher self-perceived assessment competence and frequency of assessment practices 

survey consisted of three parts. Part 1 focused on the participants’ characteristics and background 

information. Part 2 consisted of 32 statements that asked participants to rate how competent they 

thought they were with different assessment principles, methods and practices. Part 3 consisted 
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of 32 statements that asked participants to rate how frequently they performed different 

assessment skills and practices. Part 2 and 3 consisted of seven items that evolved around teacher 

technology use in language assessment.  

One hundred and one EFL teachers, at six colleges of applied sciences in Oman, took the 

Teacher self-perceived assessment competence survey. Table 3.5.3 chapter 3 displays the 

participants’ background information. 

Figures 4.1.1 and 4.1.2 exhibit the percentages of teachers who had or had not taken pre-

service assessment courses and in-service assessment training respectively. 

 

Figure 4.1.1.Participants who have/not taken      Figure 4.1.2.Participants who have/not 
take pre-service assessment courses                            in-service assessment courses 

 
The majority (N = 61), i.e., 60% of the participants had taken at least one assessment course 

before they started teaching while (N = 40) around 40% of them had never taken any courses on 

assessment before they started working as teachers (See figure 4.1.1). In terms of in-service 

assessment training, 61% of the participants (N = 62) had at least one in-service training/course 

on assessment while around 39% (N=39) have never had any in-service training on assessment. 

See Figure 4.1.2. 

60.4%
39.6%

Pre-service Assessment Course

Yes

No

61.4%38.6%

In-service  Assessment 
Course

Yes

No
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In terms of the participants’ position, 99 were teachers, 38 of those teachers worked or have 

worked also as level coordinators: foundation-year coordinators, first-year coordinators or 

second-year coordinators. Only 14 teachers worked or have worked as assessment coordinators 

constituting 7% of the participants. Eight were E-learning coordinators and nine were or have 

worked as heads of department. 13% of the participants (N = 25) said they were working or have 

worked as an assistant coordinator. However, seven indicated that they were helping or have 

helped with assessment coordination.  

The following section highlights the results with regard to the first research question that 

looked at how teachers perceived/self-assessed their assessment literacy competence and 

assessment practice frequency 

4.2. EFL Teacher Assessment Competence  

Table 4.2.1 presents teacher self-perceived competence in language assessment. The 

analysis indicated that the majority of teachers tended to perceive themselves as competent in 

developing performance assessment, conducting and administering language assessment, 

communicating assessment results with others (63%, 57% and 55% respectively).  

Table 4.2.1 

Participants’ Self-Perceived Competence in Language Assessment (N=101) 

Assessment 

Competencies 

Incompetent 

 

f (%) 

A little 

competent 

f (%) 

Somewhat 

competent 

f (%) 

Competent 

 

f (%) 

Very 

competent 

f (%) 

1. Constructing 

and Administering 

Language 

Assessment 

0 (0.0) 3 (3.0) 22 (21.8) 58 (57.4) 18 (17.8) 
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2. Developing 

Performance 

Assessment  

0 (0.0)  1 (1.0) 12 (11.9) 64 (63.4) 24 (23.8) 

3. Developing 

Valid Grading 

Procedures 

0 (0.0)  2 (2.0) 16 (15.8) 54 (53.5) 29 (28.7) 

4. Communicating 

Assessment 

Results with 

Others 

0 (0.0)  2 (2.0) 21 (20.8) 56 (55.4) 22 (21.8) 

5. Recognizing 

Ethics of 

Assessment 

0 (0.0)  0 (0.0)  7 (6.9) 54 (53.5) 40 (39.6) 

6. Developing 

Digital Language 

Assessment 

3 (3.0) 15 (14.9) 43 (42.6) 37 (36.6)  3 (3.0) 

 

Approximately 40% of teachers perceived themselves as competent to highly competent 

with recognizing ethics of language assessment. Around 80% of the participants perceived 

themselves as competent or highly competent in developing valid grading procedures. 

In terms of developing digital language assessment, 15% of the teachers perceived 

themselves as little competent and 43% of them perceived themselves as somewhat competent. A 

minority of 3% considered themselves to be incompetent while another 3% perceived themselves 

as highly competent with digital assessment. 

Table 4.2.2 exhibits mean scores and standard deviations of teachers’ perceptions of their 

competence in different skills in language assessment. 
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Table 4.2.2  

Mean Scores and Standard Deviation for Participants’ Self-Perceived Competence in 
Language Assessment 

Competence M               SD  

Constructing and Administering Language Assessment 3.90             .71  

Developing Performance Assessment  4.01             .62 

Developing Valid Grading Procedures 4.08             .72 

Communicating Assessment Results with Others 3.97             .71 

Recognizing Ethics of Assessment 4.32             .60 

Developing Digital Language Assessment 3.21             .84 

Note. N = 101 participants 

 The analysis in Table 4.2.2 shows that although teachers perceived themselves as 

competent in recognizing ethics of assessment, developing valid grading procedures, and 

developing performance assessment, they reported a lower level of competence in constructing 

and administering language assessment and communicating assessment results with others. 

However, teachers perceived themselves as having the lowest competence in developing digital 

language assessment with a mean score of 3.21 and standard deviation of .84. 

MANOVA was used to examine differences in teachers’ competencies in language 

assessment in relation to age, gender, pre-service courses in assessment and in-service training in 

assessment (see Table 3.7 for participants’ characteristics).  The analysis revealed a statistically 

significant multivariate effect for pre-service assessment training on teacher language assessment 

competence; F(3,94) = 3.059, Wilks’ Lambda = .837, p = .009. There were no statistically 
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significant multivariate effects for age, gender, in-service assessment training on teacher 

language assessment competence.  

The univariate analysis showed statistical significant differences between teachers who had 

pre-services assessment courses and those who had not in terms of constructing and 

administering language assessment; F(1, 99) = 15.005 , p = .000, partial n2 = .132. Teachers who 

had taken pre-service assessment courses perceived themselves to be more competent on 

constructing and administering language assessment (M = 4.101, SD =.58) than those who did 

not take any (M = 3.610, SD = .67) pre-service assessment courses. The univariate analysis also 

showed a statistically significant difference in teachers’ perceived competence on developing 

performance assessment; F(1, 99) = 10.709, p = .001, partial n2 = .098. Teachers who had taken 

pre-service assessment courses perceived themselves be more competent on developing 

performance assessment (M = 4.143, SD = .52) than those who didn’t take any (M = 3.759, SD = 

.64) courses. The analysis also showed a statistically significant difference in teachers’ perceived 

competence on developing valid grading procedures; F(1,99) = 9.746, p = .002, partial n2 = .090.   

Teachers who had taken pre-service assessment courses perceived themselves (to) be more 

competent on developing valid grading procedures (M = 4.168, SD = .55) than those who did not 

take any (M = 3.787, SD = .62). No statistically significant difference was found in relation to 

communicating assessment results with others. The univariate analysis also showed a statistically 

significant difference in teachers’ perceived competence on recognizing ethics of assessment; 

F(1,99) = 4.036, p = .047, partial n2 = .039.  Teachers who had taken pre-service assessment 

courses perceived themselves be more competent on recognizing ethics of assessment (M = 

4.347, SD = .44) than those who didn’t take any (M = 4.145, SD = .56). The univariate analysis 

also showed a statistically significant difference in teachers’ perceived competence on 
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developing digital language assessment; F(1,99) = 9.797, p = .002, partial n2 = .090.  Teachers 

who had taken pre-service assessment courses perceived themselves be more competent on 

developing digital language assessment (M= 3.449, SD=. 73) than those who didn’t take any 

(M=2.967, SD= .79). 

Table 4.2.3 presents Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients of weekly teaching 

load and teaching experience with teacher’s overall competence in language assessment. 

Table 4.2.3  

Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Coefficients of Teaching Load and Teaching Experience 
with Teacher Assessment Competence  

Variables (Q16)  Teaching Experience  Teaching Load 
1. Constructing and Administering Lang 
Assessment 

0.365** 
 

0.155 
 
 

2. Developing Performance Assessment  0.24* 
 

0.209* 
 

3. Developing Valid Grading Procedures 0.211* 
 

0.162 
 

4. Communicating Assessment Results 
with Others 

0.233* 
 
 

0.1 
 

5. Recognizing Ethics of Assessment 0.104 
 

0.097 
 

6. Developing Digital Language 
Assessment 

0.087 
 

0.149 
 

   
*p < .05.  ** p < .01.   

 The analysis revealed that there were statistically positive correlations between teaching 

experience and constructing and administering language assessment, developing performance 

assessment, developing valid grading procedures and communicating valid results with others. 

Teaching experience, however, did not correlate significantly with recognizing ethics of 

assessment and developing digital assessment. In terms of teaching load, the analysis indicated 
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that there were statistically no significant correlations between teaching load and constructing 

and administering language assessment, developing valid grading procedures, communicating 

assessment results with others, recognizing ethics of assessment and developing digital 

assessment. Teaching load did have a statistically significant positive correlation with developing 

performance assessment, however. 

 

4.3 Language Assessment Frequency of Practice 

Table 4.3.1 shows the descriptive statistics for the frequency of teacher assessment practices.  

Table 4.3.1 

 Descriptive Analysis of Teacher Assessment Practices (N = 98) 

Assessment Practices Never 

 

f (%) 

Rarely 

 

f (%) 

Sometimes 

 

f (%)  

Most of  

 the time 

 f (%) 

Always 

 

f (%) 

 

 

M      SD 

1. Traditional Assess 

Methods 

0 (0.0) 1 (1.0) 50 (51.0) 34 (34.7) 13 (13.3) 3.60     .72 

2. Alternative Assess 

Methods 

0 (0.0) 1 (1.0) 28 (28.6) 58 (59.2) 11 (11.2) 3.80     .63 

3. Assessment 

Communication 

0 (0.0) 1 (1.0) 15 (15.3) 47 (48.0) 35 (35.7) 4.18     .72 

4. Assessment 

Standards and Criteria 

0 (0.0) 5 (5.1) 33 (33.7) 46 (46.9) 14 (14.3) 3.70     .77 

5. Student Involved 

Assessment 

1 (1.0) 11 (11.2) 56 (57.1) 24 (24.5) 6 (6.1) 3.23     .77 

6. Non-Achievement 

Grading Factors 

8 (8.2) 32 (32.7) 39 (39.8) 16 (16.3) 3 (3.1) 2.73     .93 

7. Digital Assessment 7 (7.1) 27 (27.6) 47 (48.0) 17 (17.3) 0 (0.0) 2.75     .82 

Note. N=98 Participants. This table answers research question (1.1) 
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Teachers reported practicing assessment communication (M = 4.18, SD =.72 most 

frequently followed by alternative assessment methods (M = 3.80, SD =.63), assessment 

standards and criteria (M = 3.70, SD = .77) and traditional assessment methods (M = 3.60, SD = 

.72) respectively. They claimed less frequent use of student involved assessment (M = 3.23, SD 

= .77) and digital assessment (M = 2.75, M = .82) with the non-achievement grading factors 

being the least practiced (M = 2.73, SD = .93). 

More specifically, 86 % of the teachers reported using traditional assessment methods 

sometimes to most of the time. 88% of them reported using alternative assessment sometimes to 

most of the time. Around 84% of the participants reported communicating assessment results to 

different stakeholders most of the time to always. Around 81% of teachers reported developing 

assessment standards and criteria for performance assessment sometimes to most of the time. 

Although more than two third of the participants (82%) indicated involving students in 

assessment sometimes to most of the time, more than 12% of them reported that they never or 

rarely involved students in assessment. Approximately, 41% of the teachers indicated that they 

never or rarely used non-achievement factors in grading while the majority (56%) reported using 

them sometimes to most of the time.  

In terms of digital assessment literacy, the mean score of 2.75 was low with a standard 

deviation of .82. While 65% of the teachers reported using digital assessment sometimes to most 

of the time, around 35% of them indicated they never or rarely used digital assessment.  

Frequency of teacher assessment practices was further analyzed to examine the differences 

among teachers practice in relation to age, gender, pre-service assessment course and in-service 

assessment training. MANOVA was carried out. The analysis revealed a statistically significant 

multivariate effect for pre-service assessment training on frequency of teacher assessment 
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practices; F (3, 90) = 2.741, Wilks’ Lambda = .824, p = .013.  There were no statistically 

significant multivariate effects for gender, age and in-service assessment training. 

The univariate analysis also showed a statistically significant difference in teachers’ 

perceived assessment practices on communicating assessment results with others; F(1,96) = 

15.474, p = .000, partial n2 = .139 and developing assessment standards and criteria; F(1,96) = 

5.973, p = .016, partial n2 = .059. 

  Communicating assessment results with others was done more frequently by teachers 

who had taken pre-service assessment courses (M = 4.262, SD = .53) than those who didn’t take 

any (M = 3.782, SD = .66). Similarly, teachers who had a pre-service course on assessment 

developed assessment standards and criteria more frequently (M = 3.353, SD = .60) than those 

who had not (M = 3.010, SD = .77).  Table 4.3.2 below displays Pearson product-moment 

correlation coefficients of teaching load per week and teaching experience with the frequency of 

teacher assessment practices. 

Table 4.3.2  

Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Coefficients of Teaching Load and Teaching Experience 
with Teacher Assessment Practices 

Assessment Practices  Teaching Experience Teaching Load 

1. Traditional Assess Methods  0.051 

 

-0.07 

 

2. Alternative Assess Methods  0.073 

 

-0.013 

 

3. Assessment Communication  0.122 

 

-0.25* 

 

4. Assessment Standards and Criteria  0.101 

 

-0.025 

 

5. Student Involved Assessment  0.119  0.121 
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6. Non-Achievement Grading Factors  0.038 

 

 0.144 

 

7. Digital Assessment -0.004 

 

 0.096 

 

*p < .05.  ** p < .01.   

Table 4.3.2 shows no statistically significant correlations between teaching experience and 

assessment practices. It also shows that teaching load only significantly negatively correlated 

with assessment communication. No other significant correlations were reported.  

4.4 Digital Competence and Practices 

Besides looking at teachers’ self-perceived assessment competence and practices, the 

dissertation also looked at teachers’ self-perceived digital assessment competence and practices 

(RQ 1.3).  

 

 

4.4.1 Teacher digital assessment competence.  

The analysis revealed that in terms of developing digital language assessment, around 15% 

of the teachers perceived themselves as little competent and around 43% of them perceived 

themselves as somewhat competent. A minority of 3% considered themselves to be incompetent 

while another 3% perceived themselves as highly competent with digital assessment. See Table 

4.2.1. 

In addition, the analysis showed that teachers perceived themselves as having a low 

competence in developing digital language assessment with a mean of 3.21 and standard 

deviation of .84. See Table 4.2.2. 
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Analysis for variance was conducted using MANOVA to examine differences in teachers’ 

competence in digital language assessment in relation to age, gender, pre-service courses in 

assessment and in-service training in assessment. The univariate analysis also showed a 

statistically significant difference in teachers’ perceived competence on developing digital 

language assessment; F(1,99) = 9.797, p = .002, partial n2 = .090.  Teachers who had taken pre-

service assessment courses perceived themselves be more competent on developing digital 

language assessment (M = 3.449, SD =. 73) than those who didn’t take any (M = 2.967, SD = 

.79). 

The analysis revealed no statically significant effect for age, gender, and in-service training in 

assessment on teacher assessment competence. 

The Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients of weekly teaching load and teaching 

experience with teacher’s digital competence in language assessment revealed that teaching 

experience and teaching load did not correlate significantly with developing digital assessment 

competence. See Table 4.2.3. 

 

 

4.4.2 Teacher digital assessment frequency of practice.  

The descriptive statistics for the frequency of teacher digital assessment practices show that 

the mean score of teacher digital assessment frequency of practices (2.75) was low with a 

standard deviation of .82. While 65% of the teachers reported using digital assessment 

sometimes to most of the time, around 35% of them indicated they never or rarely used digital 

assessment. See Table 4.3.1. 
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Frequency of teacher digital assessment practices was further analyzed to examine the 

differences among teachers’ digital practice in relation to age, gender, teaching experience, 

teaching load, pre-service assessment course and in-service assessment training. The analysis 

revealed no statistically significant effect for age, gender, teaching experience, teaching load, 

pre-service assessment course and in-service assessment training on teacher digital assessment 

practices. 

The Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients of teaching load per week and 

teaching experience showed no statistically significant correlations between weekly teaching 

load and use of digital assessment. Teaching experience correlated negatively with teacher use of 

digital assessment but the correlation was statistically not significant. See Table 4.3.2. 

4.5. EFL Teacher Assessment Knowledge Test  

In order to answer the first research question, this study investigated how teachers 

performed on a test that measured language assessment knowledge (RQ 1.3). The test consisted 

of 20 multiple-choice questions with each question having four different choices with one correct 

answer (see Appendix D) except for one of the questions (question 12) that had three correct 

answers. Where the participant chose one correct answer, they received one point for the 

question. Where they chose two/three correct answers they were given two/three points for the 

item respectively. Hence, the maximum score of the test was 22. 

The scores of the teacher participants (N = 85) on the EFL teacher assessment knowledge 

test ranged from 1 to 21 with an average of 12.96 and a standard deviation of 4.85. 13 of the 

participants (15%) answered 15 questions out of 22 questions correctly. 18 of the participants 

answered 10 questions or less correctly. 
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To understand how teachers performed in the different test items, the mean scores of correct 

answers per test item were calculated and presented in Table 4.5.1. 

Table 4.5.1 

 Assessment Knowledge Test Items, Correct Answers and Mean Scores 

Questio

n 

Correct 

answer/Q 

Mean 

Score 

Questio

n 

Correct 

Answer/Q 

Mean 

Score 

1 21 0.247 11 65 0.765 

2 65 0.765  12 56 0.652 

3 36 0.424 13 57 0.671 

4 59 0.694 14 62 0.729 

5 71 0.835 15 35 0.412 

6 54 0.635 16 39 0.459 

7 42 0.494 17 30 0.353 

8 33 0.388 18 54 0.635 

9 48 0.565 19 57 0.671 

10 33 0.388 20 19 0.224 

      

Note: Yellow indicates high scores. Green indicates low scores. 

Table 4.5.1 shows that mean scores of total correct answers per test item ranged from 0.224 

to 0.835, which represented test item 20 and item five respectively. This could be interpreted in 

two ways. First, teachers highly performed in item five and their performance was the lowest in 

item twenty. Second, item five was the easiest in the test and item twenty was the hardest. These 

results suggested the need for an item analysis. 

To examine test items and identify problematic items, an item analysis was conducted. This 

analysis resulted in identifying different aspects of test items such as, total correct answers per 

question, item facility per question (IF Total), the top third scorers item facility (IF Upper), item 

facility of the lowest third scorers (IF Lower), item difficulty, item discrimination, average score 
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and standard deviation, reliability and standard error measurement (SEM)6. See Figure 4.5.1 for 

the results of the item analysis.  

 

Figure 4.5.1.Assessment knowledge test item analysis. 

 

The item analysis of the test indicated that most of the questions 17 out 23 (74%) were 

acceptable. In a Norm-Referenced Test, ideal items should have an average IF of 0.5 to be 

                                                 
6 Item difficulty: this is how hard a question is relative to the group of test-takers. 

Item discrimination: Any zeros mean there is no discrimination between strong and weak test-takers - they 

may all get a question right or all get it wrong. Either way, all zero items are bad items. Any negative values mean 

that poor test-takers are answering correctly more often than good ones - it can indicate something which hasn't been 

taught to strong test-takers, or a question which misleads the strong ones etc.  Either way, all negative items are bad 

ones. Average score: Average score in the test. Standard Deviation: this tells us how tightly clustered toward the 

mean all the test takers are. Standard Error Measurement: this is the amount of difference if the same student took 

the same test over and over again (with no learning in between). The smaller the SEM, the better the test. 
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considered well centered because 0.5 indicates that 50% of the test-takers answered the item 

correctly. Since the ideal IF is rarely achieved, items that fall in a range between 0.30 and 0.70 

are considered acceptable (Brown, 1995). The item discrimination of the test is working properly 

as there are no zeros and no negatives. This result indicates that items that have higher ID can be 

used in a revised/future test as they discriminate well between strong and weak test-takers. In 

addition, item difficulty analysis showed that there were some difficult and some easy items. 

Good items should fall in a range between 50 and 75; items of above than 75 are considered easy 

and below 50 are considered hard. In this test only four items are considered easy and nine 

questions are hard. But there are no zeros and no 100s and no questions fell in the easiest or 

hardest range 1-10 and 90-100 respectively. 

Since the assessment knowledge test design was informed by Brookhart (2011) teacher 

assessment skills framework, analyzing the result of the test according to her framework was 

deemed appropriate. Hence, in the analysis, test items were studied according to the statement 

they correspond to in Brookhart’s. See Table 3.6.2.1 section 3.6.2 for a breakdown of the 

statements and the corresponding test item/s. When a statement was represented by more than 

one item, the average score of correct answers was taken. For example, questions two and six 

represented statement three. Therefore, the average of teachers’ correct answers in both items 

was taken to arrive at a final score for the statement. Table 4.5.2 displays all test items, 

corresponding statements in Brookhart’s and the means scores per statement. 

Table 4.5.2  

Teachers’ Test Scores According to Brookhart’s Statements 

Test Items  Brookhart’s 

Statement 

Teacher Score/ 

Item 

Mean 

Score/Item 

All 1 48 0.56 
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4 2 59 0.69 

2, 6 3 60 0.70 

1,3,16,17 4 32 0.37 

4, 5, 6 5 61 0.72 

7, 15 6 39 0.45 

8, 20 7 26 0.31 

9, 18, 20 8 40 0.48 

10, 11 9 49 0.58 

12 10 56 0.65 

13,14 11 60 0.70 

15, 19 12 46 0.54 

Note: where one Brookhart’s statement was represented by more than one item in the 

test, the average score of the items was taken. 

 The results in Table 4.5.2 indicate that teachers were literate the most in statement five 

(Teachers should have the skills to analyze classroom questions, test items and performance 

assessment tasks to ascertain the specific knowledge and thinking skills required for students to 

do them), statement three (Teachers should have a repertoire of strategies for communicating 

to students what achievement of a learning intention looks like) and statement 11 (Teachers 

should understand and carry out their legal and ethical responsibilities in assessment as they 

conduct their work) and statement two (Teachers should be able to articulate clear learning 

intentions that are congruent with both the content and depth of thinking implied by standards 

and curriculum goals, in such a way that they are attainable and assessable) with average scores 

of 0.72, 0.7, 0.7 and 0.69 respectively.  

 They were moderately literate in statements ten (Teachers should be able to help 

students use assessment information to make sound educational decisions), statement nine 

(Teachers should be able to articulate their interpretations of assessment results and their 
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reasoning about the educational decisions based on assessment results to the educational 

populations they serve) and statement one (Teachers should understand learning in the content 

area they teach) with average scores of 0.62, 0.57 and 0.56 respectively. 

 The results also suggested that teachers were literate the least in statement four 

(Teachers should understand the purposes and uses of the range of available assessment options 

and be skilled in using them) and statement seven (Teachers should be able to construct scoring 

schemes that quantify student performance on classroom assessments into useful information for 

decisions about students, classrooms, schools, and districts) with average scores of 0.37 and 0.30 

respectively.  

When the data of the test were compared to the participants’ background information, it 

appeared that only 59 of the 85 test participants took the surveys. Therefore, 26 teachers who 

participated in the test had to be excluded from the following factorial analysis. 

Factorial analysis ANOVA was conducted to find out the differences among teachers scores 

when the following variables were considered: gender, age, educational degree, teaching load, 

teaching experience, pre-service courses in assessment, in-service training on assessment, and 

assessment coordination. Table 4.5.3 displays the results of the factorial ANOVA.  

Table 4.5.3  

Results of the Factorial ANOVA on the Effect of Gender, Age, Degree, Pre-Service and In-

Service Assessment Training and Coordination on Teacher Language Assessment Knowledge 

Source SS df MS F p-value 

1. Gender .026 1 .026 .001 .977 

2. Age 124.079 5 24.815 .844 .525 

3. Degree 6.005 3 2.018 .066 .978 
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As Table 4.5.3 shows, there were no statistically significant differences in EFL teacher 

assessment knowledge as measured by EFL teacher assessment knowledge test’s scores between 

the participants with respect to their gender, age, educational degree, pre-service courses in 

assessment, in-service training on assessment, assessment coordination. Pearson product-

moment correlation coefficients indicated no statistically significant relationships of teaching 

load and teaching experience with language assessment knowledge. 

Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients of language assessment perceptions on 

competence and frequency of practice and language assessment knowledge showed positive 

correlations among the three variables, but no correlation was statistically significant. 

4.6 Test Evaluation Task 

The last part of the first research question in this dissertation examined how 20 EFL 

teachers performed on a test evaluation task that was created for training purposes as explained 

earlier in chapter 3. Teachers were expected to evaluate different criteria including clarity, 

validity, reliability, practicality and authenticity (each criterion had one or two specific attributes 

that support it. These were detailed in Section 3.6.3.1). They were also asked to provide an 

overall rating of the test: 1-5 (weak to Excellent). Hence, teachers who succeeded in commenting 

and or rightly evaluating more or all designated criteria (clarity, validity, reliability, practicality 

and authenticity) were considered more assessment literate in this study. 

4. Pre-Service 

Course 

48.611 1 48.611 1.911 .172 

5. In-Service 

Training 

22.882 1 22.882 .887 .350 

6. Assessment 

Coordination  

1.183 1 1.183 .040 .842 
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The original rating of the test indicated that the test was satisfactory. The test was 

considered valid. It was practical and authentic to some extent but it had issues with the rest of 

the criteria.   Table 3.6.3.1 in Section 3.6.3 displays the original rating of the evaluation task and 

its strengths and weaknesses.  

The analysis shows that only 10% of the participants rightly evaluated the test as 

satisfactory.  See Table 4.6.1. 35% of the participants evaluated it as a good exam while another 

35% found the exam unsatisfactory. 10% of them found it weak. One participant, however, 

evaluated the exam as excellent and another one did not give an overall score for it. 

 

 

 

Table 4.6.1 

Teachers’ Overall Evaluations of the Writing Exam 

Test Evaluation N of 

Participants 

Percentage 

% 

Excellent  1 5 

Good 7 35 

Satisfactory  2 10 

Unsatisfactory 7 35 

Weak 2 10 

None 1 5 

 

Even though teachers gave overall ratings for the exam, those ratings did not necessary 

reflect their detailed evaluation of the exam. For instance, some teachers mistakenly rated the 

exam as good but they successfully evaluated some or all assessment criteria set for the exam. 

Hence, the study did not evaluate teachers’ assessment literacy based on the overall rating they 
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gave. Teachers assessment literacy was evaluated according to each criterion instead as stated in 

the following paragraphs. 

In terms of covering the exam evaluation criteria, Table 4.6.2 presents the different criteria 

that the 20 participants responded to. The ✓ indicates teachers’ attempt to evaluate the criteria 

but it does NOT indicate the correctness of their evaluation. For example, one participant 

commented on the validity of the exam so s/he gets a ✓ for that even though s/he mistakenly 

viewed the exam as invalid. The rationale behind considering their responses regardless of how 

wrong or correct they were was determining teachers’ level of assessment literacy. Some of them 

might know the related terminology but do not necessarily know how to operationalize or 

evaluate them. 

 

Table 4.6.2  

Teachers’ Responses to the Test Evaluation Criteria 

Participant     Rating Validity Reliability Clarity Practicality Authenticity 

1 Good ✓  ✓   

2 Good ✓  ✓   

3 Good   ✓ ✓  

4 Unsatisfactory  ✓ ✓ ✓  

5 Satisfactory  ✓ ✓ ✓  

6 Unsatisfactory  ✓    

7 None    ✓  

8 V good  ✓    

9 Weak ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 
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10 Satisfactory ✓     

11 Unsatisfactory ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 

12 Good ✓  ✓   

13 Unsatisfactory ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 

14 Weak ✓ ✓ ✓   

15 Unsatisfactory ✓ ✓ ✓   

16 Unsatisfactory ✓  ✓   

17 Excellent ✓     

18 Unsatisfactory   ✓   

19 Good ✓ ✓    

20 Good ✓ ✓  ✓  

Note: Rating represents teachers’ overall evaluation of the exam, as they were required to 

provide an overall rating beside rationale. 

55% of the participants were more literate in terms of validity since they successfully 

evaluated the exam as valid. Those rightly commented on how the exam covered the learning 

outcomes being tested. The rest of the participants were considered rather less literate or not 

literate at all in terms of validity. One participant found the exam invalid, as “it did not cover 

other skills.” Another participant found the grammar exercise as invalid for a writing exam. The 

rest of the participants 35% did not comment on this criterion at all.  

Regarding reliability, which in this study refers to an exam having a dependable scoring 

system, had been addressed by a number of teachers. 35% of the participants N = 7 were highly 

literate as they successfully evaluated the scoring system of the exam. They found some parts 

“too heavily scored” than others. They rightly criticized how the scoring system gave scores to 
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an un-measurable task such as brainstorming and comprehension and how it falsely marked one 

item twice.  Less literate teachers did not understand what reliability was and or did not think it 

was important for exam evaluation. 10% of the teachers (N = 2) found the exam reliable even 

though it had multiple flaws in the scoring system. Others unsuccessfully criticized irrelative 

aspects of the scoring system. For example, one teacher said, “The scoring criteria should not be 

included in the exam instructions.” One said the “scoring is not organized. It needs a table.” Nine 

teachers did not comment on reliability at all. 

When it came to the clarity of the exam, 45% of teachers (N = 9) successfully described the 

exam instructions as “too wordy,” “confusing,” “lacking examples” and “difficult for the tested 

level.” The less or not assessment literate (4 teachers/ 20%) however, mistakenly described the 

exam as “well-written,” and “well-constructed” and “provided clear instructions”. Seven teachers 

(35%) did not comment on this criterion. 

In terms of practicality, which refers to how easy the exam was for the students to finish 

within the time allotted and how easy it was for teachers to score, the analysis indicated that most 

teachers lacked assessment literacy in terms of exam practicality. Eight teachers (40%) 

commented on the practicality of the exam; they wrongly viewed it as rather hard for students to 

finish on time. They inaccurately related the lack of practicality to aspects that were more 

relevant to other exam’s evaluation criteria such as clarity and authenticity. For example, some 

teachers found the exam hard to finish on time because of the “structure’s complexity,”  “abstract 

themes” and or “task multiplicity.” One of them found the exam rather practical because of the 

“useful” tasks’ sequence. 60% of the participants failed to evaluate the exam according to 

practicality, which indicates their lack of assessment literacy on this aspect. 
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In terms of authenticity, how meaningful the tasks were, and if they were themed or 

contextualized, only 3 teachers (15%) rightly commented on this criterion. This makes it the least 

commented on among the rest of the criteria indicating that most teaches were less literate or not 

literate at all in terms of authenticity. One teacher successfully commented on how all of the 

tasks should be themed. The other two teachers wrongly considered the topics of the paragraph 

irrelevant. None of the teachers commented on how one of the grammar exercises in the exam 

included isolated sentences that might affect authenticity greatly. None of the teachers looked at 

the paragraph topics as authentic even though they all touched on authentic/meaningful themes.  

Only 3 teachers successfully evaluated all criteria; two of them were level coordinators (case 

9 & 11). 8 teachers covered at least 3 criteria, and 13 teachers commented on two criteria at least. 

By and large, the results of this section showed that teachers were more literate in some 

assessment criteria and less literate on others. As described above more than half of the teachers 

were highly assessment literate in terms of exam validity (55% of the participants identified the 

criteria and their attributes), followed by clarity and reliability. The results also indicated that 

teachers were less assessment literate when it came to exam authenticity and were the least 

literate in terms of practicality. 

Since defining and measuring the various assessment principles is challenging, the results 

in this section were also analyzed according to the attributes that Brown and Abeywickrama 

provided for each principle in their 2010 publication. Hence, the results in the following 

paragraphs are based on linking EFL teachers’ responses to the different attributes of each 

assessment principle. See Figure 4.6.1 for an illustration of EFL teachers’ levels of assessment 

literacy. 
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     Figure 4.6.1.An Illustration of EFL teachers’ levels of assessment literacy.  

                 Note: Percentage represents teachers’ responses (N = 20). 

 
The data indicates that teachers exhibit varying assessment literacy degrees. Four 

different levels were deducted: knowledge of the assessment principle’s term and its attributes, 

identifying the term without its attributes, identifying the term with the wrong attributes, or no 

identification of the term nor its attributes. As depicted in the Figure 4.6.1 more than half of the 

teachers were highly assessment literate in terms of exam validity (55% of the participants 

identified the criteria and their attributes), followed by clarity and reliability. These were 

considered highly literate because they exhibited the knowledge expected for this level: 
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knowledge of the term and its attributes. A less literate group were able to identify the term but 

said nothing about its attributes (validity 0%, reliability 10%, clarity 0%, practicality 0%, 

authenticity 0%). The next level identified the term of the principle but considered wrong 

attributes (validity 10%, reliability 10%, clarity 20%, practicality 40%, authenticity 10%). The 

least literate did not identify the term nor its attributes (validity 35%, reliability 45%, clarity 

35%, practicality 60%, authenticity 85%). The results also indicate that teachers were less 

assessment literate when it came to exam authenticity and practicality as the majority of the 

participants either identified the term and the wrong attributes or none. 

It is worth noting that the washback principle was excluded in the analysis of this part 

and replaced by clarity. The reason for taking this decision is the definition of washback in 

language assessment, which entails the positive and or negative effect of testing on teaching and 

learning. Washback, especially beneficial washback, is more formative in nature rather than 

summative. The interactive feedback on assessment that goes during formative assessment is by 

far more effective in terms of washback than the letter grade that summative tests usually 

provide. Teachers can also refine their teaching according to how the assessment goes in the 

classroom and what and how much feedback their students required as a result of the formative 

assessment (Brown & Abeywickrama, 2010). The task in question is designed for summative 

purposes; it is hard to detect washback, therefore. 

Although not designated as a language assessment principle, clarity is deemed foundational 

for language test design and evaluation. If the language test is not clear, then it deviates from the 

basic language testing objectives and perhaps hiders the identification of the various language 

assessment principles.  
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4.7 The Relation among Assessment Knowledge Test, and Self-assessed Perceptions of 

Assessment Competence, and Frequency of Practice 

To answer research question 2, responses of 59 participants, who answered both surveys and 

the assessment knowledge test were compared. Because there was no significant difference in 

assessment knowledge scores among the various subgroups (teachers vs. coordinators, males vs. 

females, novice vs. experienced… etc.,) as demonstrated in the previous section 4.5, this part 

was excluded in the following analysis. 

To determine the relationship among teacher assessment knowledge (based on the 

knowledge test) and perceived assessment competence and practices (based on the self-assessed 

survey), a correlation analysis was conducted using SPSS. 

As presented in Table 4.7.1 and Table 4.7.2 the results indicated that teachers who indicated 

that they performed assessment practices more frequently scored higher in the language 

assessment knowledge test.  Similarly, teachers who tended to perceive themselves as more 

competent in language assessment scored higher in the assessment knowledge test. However, the 

reported correlations were statistically not significant. 

 

 

 

 

Table 4.7.1 

Correlation Report between Teachers’ Assessment Test Scores and Practices Perceptions 

Descriptive Analysis 
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Test Total Score 

Practices Perceptions 

Mean 

12.96 

3.28 

Std. Deviation 

4.85 

.43 

N 

85 

98 

Correlations 

 Test Total Score Practices Perceptions 

Test Total Score Pearson Correlation 

Sig. (2-tailed) 

N 

1 

 

85 

.139 

.208 

84 

Practices Perceptions  

 

Pearson Correlation 

Sig. (2-tailed) 

N 

.139 

.208 

84 

1 

 

98 

 

Table 4.7.2  

Correlation between Teachers’ Assessment Test Scores and Competence Perceptions 

Descriptive Analysis 

 Mean Std. Deviation N 

Test Total Score 

Competence 

Perceptions 

12.96 

3.87 

4.85 

.51 

85 

101 

Correlations 

 Test Total Score Competence 

Perceptions 

Test Total Score Pearson Correlation 

Sig. (2-tailed) 

N 

1 

 

85 

.111 

.313 

85 

Practices Perceptions  

 

Pearson Correlation 

Sig. (2-tailed) 

N 

.111 

.313 

85 

1 

 

101 
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4.8 EFL Teacher Assessment Practices  

The third research question of this dissertation looked at how EFL teachers practiced 

assessment literacy in their language classrooms. A qualitative method was implemented to 

explore language assessment practices inside the classroom. To be more specific, this approach 

was employed to look at the type of assessment purposes, strategies (methods and student 

involvement) that teachers practiced in their classes. The qualitative approach was carried out 

using structured classroom observations (see Appendix F for observation checklists used) and 

short follow-up semi-structured interviews (see Appendix G for questions used) with 8 EFL 

teachers in one of the colleges of applied sciences in Oman. Though the analyses of classroom 

observations and interviews used an inductive approach to cater for emerging themes, they were 

mostly deductively analyzed based on the following categories that were derived from formative 

assessment theories (Black & Wiliam, 2009), and Brookhart’s framework (2011): assessment 

task sources, purposes, and methods, student-involvement in the assessment task, the role of the 

teacher during the assessment, type of teacher feedback given on the assessment tasks and the 

effect of summative exams on formative assessment practices. See section 3.8.2.2 and 3.8.2.3 for 

further details on the analyses of this part.  

The following sections detail the results of the qualitative analyses. 

4.8.1 Language assessment purposes.  

To identify the assessment purposes of each assessment task, each observed task was 

analyzed according to the assessment purposes provided by teachers during the follow up 

interviews, as most of the participants did not explicitly communicate the purposes of the tasks 

during classroom observations. Teachers’ statements on assessment purposes were outlined and 

then classified according to categories that were derived based on teachers’ statements. A second 
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rater validated the resulting categories. These are listed in Table 4.8.1.1 including numbers and 

percentages of purposes used per tasks.  

Table 4.8.1.1  

Assessment Purposes, Number and Percentages of Occurrences (93 Tasks) 

Assessment purposes N of Tasks  % 

1. Evaluating students’ understanding of 
previous instruction 

45 48 

2. Preparing students for the coming task/class 18 
 
 

19 

3. Preparing students for final exam/familiarizing 
them with final exam 

15 16 

4. Reinforcing learning  9 10 

5. Motivating students to learn  2  2 

6. Other   5  8 

 

As shown in Table 4.8.1.1, teachers conducted assessment tasks mostly to evaluate students’ 

understanding of previous instruction. Out of 93 tasks, this particular purpose was used in 45 

tasks, representing 48% of the total tasks. 19% of the tasks were conducted to prepare students 

for a coming task or class. A smaller percentage, 16%, represented the number of tasks which 

teachers used to prepare students for summative exams. Teachers also used assessment tasks to 

reinforce learning (10%) and motivate students to learn (2%). In addition, other purposes were 

used by teachers and were indicated during teachers’ interviews. For example, Carl mentioned 

that he used assessment because it helped in “triggering students’ creativity.” (Interview 1, 

Carl).  When Zara was asked about the purpose about a particular task she conducted in the 

classroom, she said, “This is a diagnostic task. I needed to know how much students knew” 

(Interview 2, Zara).  In another interview, Zara also said she assessed to “draw students’ 



 131 

attention to their mistakes and how they can correct their mistakes without the teacher help.” 

(Interview 3, Zara). 

4.8.2 Assessment strategies.  

The qualitative analyses revealed different assessment strategies that teachers used more 

than others within formative assessment. The strategies this research focused on were the 

assessment methods used and students’ involvement in the assessment tasks. 

4.8.2.1. Assessment methods.  

The analyses conducted to arrive at the results of this section were done based on the 

observation schedule (Appendix F) that was filled by the researcher during observations and / or 

interviews for each task. Each observed task was organized based on the assessment method 

(oral discussion, short answers, fill in the gap, presentations,,, etc.,) it used. The methods in the 

schedule were initially derived from the literature (Black & Wiliam, 2009; Brown & 

Abeywickrama, 2010). However, six categories were based on methods teachers used during the 

observations. These were matching, circling, underling, crosswords, list ranking and scrambled 

words). Numbers and percentages of tasks that fell under each subcategory of assessment 

methods were calculated.  

The analyses showed that teachers carried out different assessment methods. Table 4.8.2.1.1 

portrays the different assessment methods used, number and percentage of usage. 

Table 4.8.2.1.1 

Types of Assessment Methods Used by Teachers in the Language Classroom 

Assessment Methods  N of tasks %  Notes 

Oral discussion  30 32 These were accompanied by short 

answers in a few occasions 
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Short answers  23 25 These were sometimes accompanied by 

oral discussion 

Fill-in-the-gap  7   8 1 was accompanied by crosswords 

True & false  6   6 All used in reading tasks 

Presentations   5   5 3 individual & 2 group presentations 

 

Matching   5  5  

Circle the right 

answer 

 4   4 1 accompanied by MCQ & 1 

accompanied by short answers 

Multiple Choice 

questions 

 4  4  

Crosswords  3   3 All vocab 

Writing   2 

 

 2 1. A short essay for 2nd year academic 

writing 

2. A short paragraph for elementary 

level 

Underline answers  2  2  

 

List ranking   1  1  

Scramble words  1  1  

Total 93   

 

Oral discussions and written short answers were used the most, 32% and 25% respectively. 

Other assessment methods were also used. For example, fill-in-the-gap activities were used in 

seven tasks, true and false questions were used in six tasks, presentations were used five times 

and matching methods were used in five tasks, circling the answer and multiple-choice questions 

were used in four tasks each.  Though presentations were used in five different tasks, three of 

them were individual presentations and two were group presentations. It is apparent from Table 

4.8.2.1.1 that the least used assessment methods were crosswords, writing, underlining answers, 
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list ranking and scramble words. Writing was used in two tasks for two different levels. One was 

used with second-year students in an academic writing class where students were asked to write 

a short essay. The other was used with elementary students who were asked to write a short 

paragraph as part of a self-assessment task of previously written paragraph. Crosswords occurred 

in three different vocabulary tasks, underlining answers was used twice, and list ranking and 

scramble words were used in one task each. 

The analyses also indicated that teachers used teacher-developed tasks, textbooks tasks, 

iTools7 tasks, students’ work-based tasks and or tasks designed by a colleague. These were 

directly inferred through teachers’ interviews where they had to answer a question about the 

source of the task. Table 4.8.2.1.2 indicates that teachers used teacher-developed assessment 

tasks more than half of the time. They used their own designed tasks 49 times. They used 

textbook tasks 26 times. They used iTools in eight tasks and students’ work eight times. Online 

sources were used with three tasks; two of them used YouTube.  In one task, the teacher 

indicated that he used a task that was designed by a colleague. 

Table 4.8.2.1.2  

Sources of Language Assessment Tasks  

Source of assessment  N of 

Tasks 

%  

1. Textbook 26 28  

2. iTools  7  8  

3. Teacher-developed 49       53  

4. Students’ work  7        8 Students’ writing 

5. Online source   3        3 1 YouTube video about the reading task    

                                                 
7 Software that textbook companies publish as a complementary for their textbooks. It has several exercises 

related to each unit in the textbook. 
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 + 1 YouTube song for jobs adjectives 

6. Colleague’s work  1        1  

  Total 93   

 

4.8.2.2 Student involvement.  

Table 4.8.2.2.1 presents the types of students’ involvement in the assessment tasks that were 

carried out during classroom observations. The results on this section were arrived at by 

identifying tasks collected during classroom observations according to three types of student 

involvement (self-assessment, peer-assessment and class reflection) that were pre-determined 

based on 1) theories of formative assessment (Black & Wiliam, 2009) and Brookhart (2011) 

framework and 2) support of pilot classroom observations. See chapter 3 section 3.6.3.3.2 for 

teachers’ profiles. See Table 3.8.2.2.1 for a summary of the data analysis. 

Table 4.8.2.2.1 

Students’ Involvement in Language Assessment 

Students Involvement in 

the Assessment Task  

N of 

Tasks 

% 

Self-Assessment  3  3 

Peer-Assessment   9 10 

Class Reflection 62 67 

None 19 20 

Total 93  

 

 The analysis that classified every observed task according to the type of student-

involvement: self-assessment, peer-assessment and class reflection showed that teachers used 

class reflections most of the time during their assessment with a percentage of 67%. During 20% 

of the tasks, teachers didn’t use any type of student involvement. In such tasks, teachers either 



 135 

tended to give answers and explanations themselves, used automated assessment tasks that 

provided immediate feedback for the students or saw no purpose in involving students in the 

tasks. One interviewee, Paul, however, said that he would “change one task, which had no 

student involvement, and make it more interactive, bring student to the front of the class and 

make them give their answers” Paul 2. In terms of self and peer-assessment, the former occurred 

in three tasks only while the latter was used in nine tasks. That is 3% and 10% of the time 

respectively. 

4.8.3 The Quality of Teacher-Produced Assessment. 

 To assess the quality of teacher-developed assessment tasks, twenty-four teacher-developed 

assessment tasks were collected during classroom observations. Each observed teacher provided 

three tasks. The quality of each task was analyzed according to a set of criteria that centered on 

formative assessment design. These were 1) validity which indicates how much the tasks assess 

what they propose to test (course objectives), 2) practicality which indicates that the tasks can be 

accomplished within the time allotted, 3) washback which looks at the influence of the task on 

teaching and learning, 4) authenticity which focuses on how the tasks are themed or 

contextualized and how meaningful they are, and 5) student-involvement which looks at whether 

the tasks promote self-assessment or peer-assessment (Brown & Abeywickrama, 2010; Coombe, 

Folse & Hubley, 2007). See Appendix H for a table of the criteria. 

 Because assessing the different assessment criteria is considered challenging, the 

researcher determined a number of points that were derived from the literature (Brown & 

Abbeywickrama, 2010) to evidence each criterion. The study used teacher’s judgment, 

researcher’s judgment, syllabi and tasks gathered during classroom observations and interviews 

to find support for the various assessment criteria. In terms of validity, tasks were compared to 
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the course/unit objectives using course syllabus. Where the task agreed with the course 

objectives, the task was considered valid. The task was considered practical when students were 

able to finish it within the time given by teacher. Where students asked for extra time, the task 

was considered not practical. (This is mostly determined during the observations). During 

interviews, teachers were asked to evaluate the assessment events. Sometime teachers refer to 

the practicality of the task. For example, teachers sometimes decide to change a particular task 

because it took students longer time to finish than expected by the teacher.  

Also, the researcher evaluated each task in terms of meaningfulness: 1) how related the 

theme of the task to real life situations was, 2) how natural the language of the task was and how 

contextualized the task was. Authentic tasks were meaningful, and contextualized. 

During interviews teachers were asked to evaluate each task: how would they use the 

information they got from them and if they thought it provided evidence for student learning. 

They were also asked, “ if you have the opportunity to redesign anything about the task what 

would you do and why”. Where teachers indicated that the task helped them in designing their 

future teaching and or do any changes on future assessment based on the task, the task was 

considered to be providing washback. When the task provided student’s with individual 

immediate feedback, the researcher considered it to be giving positive washback for learning.  

Where the task asked students to self-assess themselves, the task was considered to promote 

self-assessment. This was arrived at by both: 1) considering the task instructions and 2) 

observation checklist where the researcher indicated the type of student involvement the 

moment the task was administered in class. See Table 3.8.2.4.1, Section 3.8.2.4. 

The analysis of the teacher-developed tasks provided in Table 4.8.3.1 below revealed that 

92% of the teacher-developed tasks were valid. 96% of them were practical as they were done 
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within the time allotted for them. When it came to wash-back, 70% of the tasks provided positive 

information for the teacher or students. Half of the tasks, 50%, were authentic while the other 

50% were simply non-thematic tasks. Only 17% of the tasks involved self-assessment or peer-

assessment. Appendix J provides a detailed analysis on all tasks per teacher. 

Table 4.8.3.1 

Characteristics of Teacher-Developed Assessment Tasks 

Number of 

Tasks 

Valid 

 

N       % 

Practical 

 

N        % 

Washback 

 

N       % 

Authenticity 

 

N        % 

Student-

Involvement 

N         % 

      

24 22 92 23 96 17 70 12 50 4 17 

 

While analyzing the tasks, a number of issues emerged. These were sharing learning targets 

or objectives, task instruction clarity, task construction, teacher feedback, and technology uses 

and summative exams. The first issue, sharing learning objectives was alarming. Most of the 

observed teachers did not share the lesson objectives with their students. Out of 24 lessons, 

learning objectives were shared in 9 lessons only; that is 38% of the time. In about two thirds of 

the lessons, teachers didn’t communicate the learning objectives with their students.  

The second issue centered on task instruction clarity. The analyses revealed that 42% of the 

tasks, which were provided to the students in form of handouts, had no clear instructions or no 

instructions at all. The analysis also showed that some tasks were decontextualized and ill 

constructed. An example of ill constructed tasks was how teachers designed fill-in-the-gap tasks 

for vocabulary learning. Most of the fill-in-the-gap statements were not contextualized and 

afforded more than one plausible answer (these always come from each unit’s target words). 
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Here are a few examples. Appendix I provides a sample of the original tasks used during 

classroom observations.  

1. 

Why don’t you __________ a lawyer? 

You have no _________ to tell me what to do.  

He was assisted to ___________ small differences in the question. Alaa 3 Task 4 

2. 

The brothers live in __________ houses. 

Her training has____________ her to deal with emergencies. Summer 2 H.W Task 

 

In addition, the analysis revealed that teachers provided immediate, sometimes written and 

other times verbal, feedback on the assessment tasks 70% of the time. Incidents where feedback 

was not provided occurred because of bad class-time management, teacher beliefs of the 

uselessness of feedback or seeing no purpose in feedback. 

Another issue that occurred was related to teacher technology use in assessment. Out of the 

24 classroom observations, 8 observations took place in a laboratory where the teacher had 

access to a computer, projector and Internet and each student had a desktop in from of him/her. 

The analysis revealed that computers and digital screens were rarely used in teaching and 

assessment during lab classes. During these eight lessons, teachers conducted 31 assessment 

tasks. Teachers used computer-assisted assessment in 4 tasks only. These ranged from 6 minutes 

to 33 minutes per task. Table 4.8.3.2 shows the four tasks, how digital they were, duration and 

their purposes. 
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Table 4.8.3.2  

Digital Assessment Tasks, Duration and Purposes 

Task How digital Duration 

/minutes 

Purpose  

1 Quizlet8 task 

(complementary 

with the text-

book) 

 6  Vocabulary review 

2 Video 

(YouTube) 

10 Enhancing learning about the covered 

theme 

3 Video 

(YouTube) 

10 Evaluating a Presentation 

4 Quizlet exercise 

(teacher-

developed) 

33 Vocabulary review 

 

                                                 
8 Quizlet is a website for designing learning tools:  

https://quizlet.com/ 

 

 

https://quizlet.com/
https://quizlet.com/
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The last theme was summative exams that were mentioned in 19 out 24 classes. On average, 

teachers spent from 5-10 minutes of each lesson speaking about a previous or a coming 

summative exam. They also referred to them in the interviews. Here are a few examples:   

               “At the end of the class I was satisfied I was happy students were able to answer 

questions I hope they won’t make mistakes in the exam” (Interview 1, Alaa) 

               “I wouldn’t change the exercise but I need put more time for each exercise they 

are having their exam”(Interview 3, Carl) 

              “"I teach for the test "so all my teaching today is geared towards the test" 

(Interview 3, Mike)  

              “The information in the reading will be in the speaking exam and exams are 

themed so maybe this theme will be in the exam” (Interview 2, Rawaa) 

              “The reading task/handout will help them in the speaking exam as they will be 

asking them about the texts” Interview 1, Summer) 

4.9 Conclusion 

This chapter presented the major findings of the three research questions, which centered on 

EFL teacher assessment knowledge, perceptions and practices. As elaborated earlier, the study 

applied a mixed method approach using self-assessed surveys, an assessment knowledge test, 

classroom observations and follow-up interviews, a test evaluation task and teacher-developed 

assessment tasks. A descriptive analysis was used to analyze the first research question. Mean 

scores and standard deviation of teacher perceived assessment practices and competence and 

knowledge test. Inferential statistics was then conducted to explore the relationship among 

teacher assessment competence, practices, and knowledge and teacher sub groups and answer 

question two. The results were surprising as limited statistically significant relations were 
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reported. The assessment knowledge test results were also surprising as the relationship among 

teachers’ total scores and their corresponding assessment competence and practices were found 

to be positive but no statistically significant correlations were reported.  

For the qualitative methods employed, a thematic analysis approach was followed. 

Classroom observations, semi-structured interviews, test evaluation and teacher-developed 

assessment tasks were either deductively or inductively analyzed. Fluctuated levels of teachers’ 

assessment literacy were uncovered as some teachers did well in some assessment principles 

while some of them did badly in some or most principles. A summary of the results as well as a 

thorough discussion will be presented in the following chapter. 
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Chapter 5: Discussion 
5.1 Introduction 

The aim of this dissertation centered on examining EFL teachers’ language assessment 

perceptions and practices and conducting a comprehensive analysis of the EFL teachers’ current 

levels of language assessment literacy. It was hoped that the study’s findings could serve as a 

foundation for future language assessment professional development programs. A mixed method 

approach was implemented to conduct this research.  

Both the quantitative and qualitative data in this dissertation offered a rich evaluation of 

colleges of applied sciences EFL teachers’ assessment literacy levels and future needs. The 

perceptions survey provided information on teachers’ self-perceived assessment competence, 

frequency of practice, and digital assessment perceptions and frequency of practice. The 

assessment knowledge test offered information on teachers’ language assessment knowledge. 

Classroom observations and semi-structured interviews with 8 EFL teachers presented an in-

depth understanding of how teachers practiced assessment in their language classrooms: the 

types of assessment purposes and strategies (assessment methods and student-involved 

assessment) they used. Teacher evaluated test and produced assessment tasks provided evidence 

on what assessment principles teachers used to evaluate and produce assessment tasks. See 

Appendix K for a summary of the result chapter. 

This chapter discusses the findings in relation to the research literature and theoretical 

framework of this dissertation and presents implications and directions for future research.  

5.2. Discussion of the findings of RQ 1  

     5.2.1 Research question.  

To what extent are EFL teachers of the Colleges of Applied Sciences in Oman assessment 

literate? 
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1.1. How do teachers perceive/self-assess their assessment literacy (competence and 

assessment practice frequency)? 

1.2. How do teachers perceive their digital assessment literacy (competence and 

practice frequency)? 

1.3. How do teachers perform on a test that measures assessment knowledge? 

1.4. How do teachers perform on a test evaluation task? 

     5.2.2 Summary of the findings. 

Teachers tend to perceive themselves as moderately competent in language assessment 

(M=3.92 Maximum=5, SD=.70). On a Likert scale of 5 (very competent) to 1 (not competent), 

teachers reported slightly lower competence in constructing and administering language 

assessment tasks (M=3.90, SD= .71) compared to teacher general assessment competence and 

second lowest competence compared to the rest of the assessment competencies. Teacher 

reported as having the lowest competence in developing digital language assessment (M=3.21, 

SD=.84). Pre-service assessment training had a significant effect on teacher language assessment 

competence. The study found statistical significance for age, gender, in-service assessment 

training on teacher language assessment competence. Teaching experience had a statistically 

positive correlation with constructing and administering language assessment, developing 

performance assessment, developing valid grading procedures and communicating valid results 

with others.  

In terms of teacher perceived frequency of assessment practice, Teachers reported practicing 

assessment communication (M=4.18, SD =.72 more frequently followed by alternative 

assessment methods (M=3.80, SD=.63), assessment standards and criteria (M=3.70, SD=.77) and 

traditional assessment methods (M=3.60, SD=.72) respectively. They claimed less frequent use 
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of student involved assessment (M=3.23, SD=.77) and digital assessment (M=2.75, SD=.82) 

with the non-achievement grading factors being the least practiced (M=2.73, SD=.93). A 

statistically significant effect for pre-service assessment training on frequency of teacher 

assessment practices was deducted. However, there were no statistically significant effects for 

gender, age and in-service assessment training. Teaching load correlated negatively with teacher 

use of traditional assessment methods and alternative assessment methods, teacher 

communication of assessment results to different stakeholders and developing assessment 

standards and criteria. Teaching experience and teaching load did not correlate significantly with 

developing digital assessment practices.  

Regarding the knowledge assessment test, teachers’ scores (N=85) ranged from 1 to 21 with 

a mean of 12.96 and standard deviation of 4.85 (Maximum score was 22). Mean scores of total 

correct answers per test item ranged from 0.224 to 0.835, which represented test item 20 and 

item five respectively. The item analysis of the test indicated that most of the questions 17 out 23 

(74%) were acceptable. The item discrimination of the test is working properly as there are no 

zeros and no negatives. There items analysis highlighted nine difficult questions that could be 

revised in the future versions of the test. According to the Brookhart framework, teachers were 

literate the most in statement five, three, eleven and two with average scores of 0.72, 0.7, 0.7 and 

0.69 respectively. Teachers were moderately literate in statements ten, nine and one with average 

scores of 0.62, 0.57 and 0.56 respectively. Teachers were literate the least in statement four and 

seven with average scores of 0.37 and 0.30 respectively (See Table 5.2.1 for a breakdown of 

Brookhart statements). There were no statistically significant differences in EFL teacher 

assessment knowledge (N=59) as measured by EFL teacher assessment knowledge with respect 

to their gender, age, educational degree, pre-service courses in assessment, in-service training on 
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assessment, and assessment coordination. Language assessment perceptions on competence and 

frequency of practice and language assessment knowledge showed positive correlations but no 

correlation was statistically significant. 

The findings of the assessment evaluation task revealed gaps in teachers’ knowledge of 

assessment principles. There is also lack of awareness of what principles to use to evaluate 

language tests. Fifty-five percent of the teachers (N = 11) identified the assessment task validity, 

45% of them identifies clarity and 35% identified reliability. Teachers were less literate in terms 

of authenticity and practicality.  

     5.2.3 Discussion of EFL teachers’ perceptions of assessment competence. 

The findings of this study evidenced that teachers tended to generally perceive themselves 

as moderately competent in language assessment (M = 3.92, SD = .70). However, teachers 

showed variations in assessment competence with regard to various aspects of assessment 

competencies. For example, they perceived themselves as competent in recognizing ethics of 

assessment (M = 4.32, SD = .60), developing valid grading procedures (M = 4.08, SD = .72), and 

developing performance assessment (M=4.01, SD=.62) respectively. They perceived themselves 

as moderately competent in communicating assessment results with others (M = 3.97, SD = .71), 

and constructing and administering language assessment (M = 3.90, SD = .71). The lowest rated 

competence was developing digital language assessment (M = 3.21, SD = .84).   

In line with the literature, pre-service assessment training accounted for most of the 

variations in teacher self-perceived assessment competence (Alkharusi et al., 2011). That is, this 

study found a statistically significant multivariate effect for pre-service assessment training on 

teacher self-perceived language assessment competence; F(3,94) = 3.059, Wilks’ Lambda = .837, 

p = .009. This implies the important role of pre-service assessment courses in reinforcing 
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teacher-perceived assessment competence. Hence, assessment courses should be integral in 

teacher preparation programs. 

Teaching experience accounted for some of the variations in perceived assessment 

competence including constructing and administering language assessment (p < .01), developing 

performance assessment (p < .05), and communicating assessment results with others (p < .05). 

This indicates that with experience teachers develop more competence in constructing and 

administering language assessment in general and developing performance assessment in 

particular. 

The findings, however, contradict the findings of Alkharusi et al. (2012) who reported no 

statistical significance for pre-service assessment courses on teacher perceived assessment 

competence. Although there are differences between the participants of this study and 

Alkharusi’s et al. (2012) in terms of degree, teaching subjects, and classes taught, they shared the 

fact that most of the participants had at least one pre-service assessment course and one in-

service assessment training (70% and 40% in Alkharusi et al., 2012 and 60% and 61% 

respectively in the current study). This raises a question about the features of the courses and 

professional development programs that teachers in both studies had. For example, how relevant 

was the content to teachers’ needs and how helpful was it in shaping teachers’ perceptions about 

language assessment.  

Although this study found no statistically significant multivariate effects for age, gender, in-

service assessment training on teacher self-perceived language assessment competence, other 

studies reported a significant effect for gender (Alkharusi, 2009; Alkharusi et al., 2012) and 

assessment training on teachers’ assessment knowledge and perceptions (Melter, 2009). 

Alkharusi et al. (2012) found a statistically significant difference in gender assessment 



 147 

competence; female teachers (M = 4.083, SD = .45) reported themselves as being more 

competent in recognizing ethics of assessment than male teachers (M = 3.731, SD = .64). This 

was not the case in this study, which found no significant difference between female and male 

teachers perceived language assessment competence.  

     5.2.4 Discussion of EFL teachers’ perceptions of assessment practice.  

Teachers in this study used a variety of assessment practices (M = 3.43, SD = .77). Teachers 

rated the frequency of their assessment practices in a scale of (1 Never, 2 Rarely, 3 Most of the 

time, 4 Most of the time, 5 Always). The findings revealed that teachers practiced assessment 

results communication with students most of the time (M = 4.18, SD = .72). They sometimes 

used alternative assessment (M = 3.80, SD = .63), assessment standards and criteria (M = 3.70, 

SD = .77), traditional assessment (M = 3.60, SD = .72), and student -involved assessment (self- 

and peer-assessment) (M = 3.23, SD = .77).The findings also showed that teachers rarely used 

digital assessment (M = 2.75, SD = .82) and they rarely used non-achievement factors in grading 

(M = 2.73, SD = .93).  

The findings indicate that teachers understand the importance of communicating assessment 

results with their students. This involves informing students of assessment objectives, 

considering student privacy when communicating assessment results, providing students with 

oral and written feedback on their performance and acknowledging high achievers, which all are 

considered principal steps in boosting learners’ understanding of where they are going, and what 

they need to achieve what is expected from them. They also prepare learners to take the 

responsibility of their own learning, which is essential in formative assessment. 

The findings also imply that teachers tend to vary the assessment methods they use in the 

classroom between alternative methods, traditional methods, and student-involved assessment 
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with a slight difference in the frequency of use. Though varying assessment methods in the 

language classroom is considered common and, perhaps, vital for the teaching and testing 

environment, it is critical to analyze the frequency of use of each assessment method according 

to learning intentions it is supposed to measure. For example, formative assessment is meant to 

improve learning and teaching, therefore alternative assessment that focuses more on student 

performance (e.g., writing, presenting) should be more frequently used since it gives a better idea 

about student learning than the traditional assessment methods. Likewise, teachers should also 

integrate more student-involved assessment (i.e., self- and peer-assessment) in their classes in 

order to help student evaluate and reflect on their own learning.  

The study showed that digital assessment was rarely practiced in the language classroom 

even though teachers had two laboratory hours each week for each course, access to Laptops and 

classes were equipped with Wifi, and LCD projectors. This indicates one or all of the following: 

first, teachers are not trained to design and use digital assessment, second, the teaching 

institution where teachers work does not encourage/require teachers to use digital assessment, 

third, teachers are not used to integrating technology in the language classroom. This implies the 

need for further investigation of the current uses of technology in teaching and assessment and 

how related technology use in teaching is to technology use in assessment. Research should also 

investigate the impact of institutional factors on digital assessment practices. 

In this study, pre-service assessment training accounted for the variation among teachers’ 

frequency of practice. The analysis revealed a statistically significant multivariate effect for pre-

service assessment training on frequency of teacher assessment practices; F (3, 90) = 2.741, 

Wilks’ Lambda = .824, p = .013. This, once again, indicates that importance assessment courses 

in teacher preparation programs. 
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 The study found no statistically significant multivariate effects for gender, age and in-

service assessment training on teacher self-perceived assessment practices. Also, the correlations 

between teaching experience and teacher self-perceived assessment practices were not 

significant. On the other hand, teaching load had a significant negative correlation with 

assessment communication with students (p < .05). This finding suggests that heavy teaching 

load can result in less frequent communication of assessment results with students, suggesting 

that teaching institutions should be careful in allocating teaching hours for teachers. This finding 

corroborates the findings of Alkharusi et al. (2012) and Lyon (2011) that sustained heavy weekly 

teaching load might have a negative impact on teachers’ assessment beliefs, knowledge and 

practices.  

In addition, the findings of this study are in partial agreement with Alkharusi et al. (2012) 

who found no effect for age and in-service training on teacher frequency of assessment practice. 

However, this study contradicts the findings of Alkharusi et al. (2012) who found no relation 

between teacher pre-service frequency of assessment practices and pre-service assessment 

training. In this study, pre-service assessment training accounted for the variation among 

teachers’ frequency of practice. Thus, once again this study highlights the importance of pre-

service assessment education.  

Even though teaching-experience correlated positively with most assessment practices 

except the use of digital assessment, no statistical significance was found; unlike the findings of 

Berry et al. (2017) who reported a significant effect for teaching experience on teacher 

assessment literacy. Berry et al. (2017) stated that “experience, rather than training, seems to 

play a pivotal role in the development of assessment practices” (p. 6). They, also, suggested that 

teaching is “privileged” over assessment in teacher preparation programs and that the limited 



 150 

role some teachers have in the development of assessment contribute to the lack of teacher 

engagement with assessment.  Although the current study’s findings found no significant 

multivariate effect for teaching experience in assessment practices, it does confirm the 

importance of pre-service assessment courses in teacher assessment practices. Despite the 

contradicting findings of Berry et al. to the current study, their claim that teaching is privileged 

over assessment describes the reality of many teacher preparation programs. 

Using non-achievement factors such as student effort and ability in grading is an interesting 

aspect of teacher assessment practices that has been recently discussed in different studies. The 

findings of this study are not surprising but bewildering. Fifty-six percent of EFL teachers in the 

current context used non-achievement grading factors sometimes to most of the time. This is in 

line with the findings of previous studies (Alkharusi et al., 2012; Cheng & Sun, 2015; 

Davidheiser, 2013). What is bewildering, however, is how teachers consider non-achievement 

factors (e.g., students’ effort, participation etc.,) in grading when the latter is supposedly 

determined based on summative exams which teachers do not contribute to except for the 

marking process. Hence, this point is worth further investigation (qualitative investigation 

perhaps). It is also beneficial to discuss the idea of the inclusion/exclusion of non-achievement 

factors in the design of assessment courses or training. Teachers need to know how non-

achievement factors use in grading affect the credibility of assessment. Previous studies have 

consistently shown concerns about the use of non-achievement factors since they result in 

construct-irrelevant variances and therefore make the interpretations of grades rather misleading 

(Brookhart, 1993; Cheng et al., 2008; Cheng & Sun, 2015).  

     5.2.5 Discussion of EFL teacher assessment knowledge.  
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Assessment knowledge is considered vital to arrive at sound assessment practices in the 

classroom (Popham, 2006; Stiggins, 1995). Most research that has examined teacher assessment 

knowledge and language teacher assessment knowledge has consistently reported limited levels 

of teacher assessment/language assessment literacy (e.g., Alkharusi, 2011; Mertler, 2004; Plake, 

Impara, & Fager, 1993; Xu & Brown, 2017).  

Broadly speaking, the results of this study parallel those of earlier studies (Alkharusi, 2011; 

Alkharusi, 2012a & 2012b; Campbell et al., 2002; Davidheiser, 2013; Kagan, 2016; Mertler , 

2003; Perry, 2013; Plake, 1993; Plake, et al.,1993) that reported low levels of teacher assessment 

literacy. 

 It is worth highlighting in this discussion that this study differs from previous studies in that 

it used a new measure- the EFL teacher assessment knowledge test- that was designed 

specifically to measure EFL teachers’ assessment knowledge based on Brookhart’s list (2011) 

that introduced current formative assessment theory updates to the 1990 standards. In addition, it 

featured the integration of a digital assessment component in measuring teacher assessment 

literacy. Most previous studies (Alkharusi, 2011; Alkharusi,  2012a& 2012b; Campbell et al., 

2002; Davidheiser, 2013; kagan, 2016; Mertler , 2003; Perry, 2013; Plake, 1993, Plake, et al., 

1993) used the TALQ developed by Plake and Impara (1992) or a modified version of it-ALI by 

Mertler and Campbell (2005) that were both based on the 1990 standards.  

Since this study used Brookhart’s framework (2011) to design the language assessment 

knowledge test, comparing the results to previous studies can be a little challenging. It has merit 

to it, however, as Brookhart did consider “Standards for Teacher Competence in Educational 

Assessment of Students” (AFT, NCME, &NEA, 1990) in updating the list of teacher assessment 

literacy skills. 
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The scores of EFL teachers (N = 85) on the assessment knowledge test conducted for this 

study ranged from 1 to 21 with an average of 12.96 and a standard deviation of 4.85. The internal 

consistency of the test was .842. 

It is evident that even though teachers perceived themselves as moderately competent in 

language assessment and they performed various assessment practices as per the quantitative 

results of this study, their language assessment knowledge is still very limited.  

According to mean performance per test item and Brookhart (2011) framework (See Table 

4.5.2 in Section 4.5), the highest overall performance was found for statement number five 

(Teachers should have the skills to analyze classroom questions, test items and performance 

assessment tasks to ascertain the specific knowledge and thinking skills required for students to 

do them) (M=0.72; maximum possible score=1), the lowest performance was found for statement 

number seven (Teachers should be able to construct scoring schemes that quantify student 

performance on classroom assessments into useful information for decisions about students, 

classrooms, schools, and districts) (M = .30; maximum possible score = 1). These findings 

indicate that teachers are highly knowledgeable/literate in analyzing the knowledge and thinking 

skill students need to do various assessment tasks. They also suggest that teachers are literate the 

least in using various methods of scoring and aggregating scores into meaningful composites that 

can be used as evidence for student learning. The latter finding implies the need for more focus 

on training teachers on various scoring schemes and how to interpret them. 

In addition, the results of the knowledge test highlight some important points that were 

somehow neglected in the 1990 standards and later enforced by formative assessment theories. 

Teachers in this study performed highly in both communicating and articulating learning 

intentions (statement II & III) that represent an integral part of formative assessment principles 
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(Stiggins, 2008; Wiliam, 2010) and were neglected to some extent in the 1990 standards 

(Brookhart, 2011). See Appendix L for a comparison of the 1990 standards and corresponding 

Brookhart’s statements. 

This study supports the findings of Davidheiser (2013) whose participants performed the 

highest in the assessment ethical responsibilities of teachers (Standard 7-corresponding to the 

eleventh statement in Brookhart, 2011). Also, teachers in both studies performed poorly in 

“appropriate uses of assessment methods”- that is standard 2 in Davidheiser (2013) and the 

fourth statement in Brookhart (2011). These results completely contradict the findings of Perry 

(2013) where in-service teachers performed the highest in Standard 2 and the poorest in standard 

7. This study also contradicts that of Plake (1993) whose teachers performed the lowest on 

standard 6 -communicating assessment results. Teachers in this study performed moderately in 

the corresponding statement (Brookhart’s statement nine).  

These variations are rather fair if we consider that formal assessment education and in-

service training do impact teacher assessment knowledge and practices. Teachers in different 

studies came from different educational backgrounds that differ greatly on assessment courses 

provisions or omission. In other words, studies should focus more on the content of the 

assessment courses and training that teachers undergo. 

 Even though the Standards for Teacher Competence in Educational Assessment of Students 

(AFT, NCME, &NEA, 1990) have been established for almost three decades, teachers’ 

assessment literacy does not seem to have changed much. It is a fact that teachers vary greatly in 

their assessment knowledge for every single standard in different studies, but their overall 

assessment literacy has been very limited ever since. Now with the updated list (Brookhart, 

2011), that has been used to measure EFL teacher assessment knowledge for the first time in this 
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study, findings still support that of Plake and Impara (1992). Perhaps it is time to integrate more 

language assessment courses into teacher preparation programs and establish targeted assessment 

professional programs for in-service teachers. 

Unlike previous studies, this study found no statistically significant differences in EFL 

teacher assessment knowledge (N = 59) as measured by EFL teacher assessment knowledge 

test’s scores between the participants with respect to their gender, age, educational degree, pre-

service courses in assessment, in-service training on assessment, assessment coordination. 

Previous studies reported variations in teacher assessment literacy/knowledge in which teaching 

experience (Alkharusi, 2011; Alkharusi et al., 2012; Davidheiser, 2013), pre-service assessment 

course (Alkharusi et al., 2011), in-service assessment course (Alkharusi et al., 2012; Mertler, 

2009), gender (Alkharusi, 2009; Alkharusi et al., 2012) played a significant role. Kagan (2016) 

supports this study in finding no significant influence for experience in teacher assessment 

knowledge. In additon, Alkharusi et al., (2012) and Lyon (2011) found evidence for the negative 

effect of heavy teaching load on teachers’ assessment perceptions and knowledge; this study 

found no support for this claim with regard teacher assessment knowledge. The teaching load 

difference given for teachers in the previous studies and the current study could have caused this 

difference. 

Though 61% of the teachers reported having in-service assessment training, the findings 

indicate no significant difference teacher assessment knowledge between those who had an in-

service assessment training and those who had not. It may well be that the in-service assessment 

training may not have been effective or sufficient enough to show an impact on teacher 

assessment literacy. One may want to investigate this issue further in the future, perhaps, by 
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specifically studying the objectives, tasks and outcomes of in-service assessment training, a topic 

that was beyond the scope of this dissertation. 

It is worth discussing that pre-service assessment courses had a statistically significant effect 

for teacher self-perceived assessment competence and practice which is not consistent with 

results of the language assessment knowledge test analysis that found no significant effect for 

pre-service assessment courses on teacher assessment knowledge. This inconsistency could be, 

perhaps, attributed to the quality of either the self-perceived surveys or language assessment 

knowledge test used in this study. Since the surveys were adapted from previous research 

(Alkharusi, 2009; Alkharusi, 2010), which validated their effectiveness in assessing teacher self-

perceived assessment competence and practices, the current study found it necessary to conduct 

an item analysis for the language assessment knowledge test.  

The item analysis of the test indicated that most of the questions 17 out 23 (74%) were 

acceptable (See Figure 4.5.1 in Section 4.5). In a Norm-Referenced Test, ideal items should have 

an average IF (the proportion of test-takers who answered a particular item correctly) of 0.5 to be 

considered well-centered because 0.5 indicates that 50% of the test-takers answered the item 

correctly. Since the ideal IF is rarely achieved, items that fall in a range between 0.30 and 0.70 

are considered acceptable (Brown, 1995). The item discrimination of this test is working 

properly as there are no zeros and no negatives and most items (13) fall in the range of 30% to 

70% in item discrimination.  

This result indicates that items that have higher ID can be used in a revised/future version of 

the test as they discriminate well between strong and weak test-takers. In addition, item difficulty 

analysis showed that there were some difficult and some easy items. Good items should fall in a 

range between 50 and 75; items of above than 75 are considered easy and below 50 are 
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considered hard (Brown, 1995). In this test only four items are considered easy and nine 

questions are hard. But there are no zeros and no 100s and no questions fell in the easiest or 

hardest range 1-10 and 90-100 respectively. Modifying some of the difficult questions, perhaps 

the ones that fall in the range of 20-39% (items 1, 8, 10, 12 & 20) would most probably make the 

test more appropriate for future use. Likewise, revising the easy questions especially the ones 

that fall in the range of 80-89% (item 5 & 12d) would be beneficial. See Figure 4.5.1for a 

detailed item analysis. 

     5.2.6 EFL teacher digital assessment competence, practice and knowledge. 

There is a lack in research that investigates the needs of language teachers when it comes to 

using computers in language assessment (Brown, 2013; Noijons, 2013; Eyal, 2010; 2012). This 

study gave an unprecedented focus on EFL teacher digital language assessment competence, 

practices and knowledge. This focus stems from the work of McMillan (2000) whose list of 

teacher assessment principles encompasses, “good assessment appropriately incorporates 

technology” and the work of Eyal (2012): teacher digital assessment literacy inspired the 

integration of the digital component in this study. 

EFL teacher digital assessment digital assessment competence was investigated using the 

self-perceived assessment competence and practices surveys, language assessment knowledge 

test and qualitative observations and interviews.  

5.2.6.1 Summary of the findings. 

 The findings of the surveys revealed that teachers perceived themselves as having the 

lowest competence in developing digital language assessment with a mean score of 3.21 and 

standard deviation of .84. The univariate analysis also showed a statistically significant 

difference in teachers’ perceived competence on developing digital language assessment; F(1,99) 
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= 9.797, p = .002, partial n2 = .090.  Teachers who had taken pre-service assessment courses 

perceived themselves to be more competent in developing digital language assessment (M = 

3.449, SD =. 73) than those who didn’t take any (M = 2.967, SD = .79). There were no 

statistically significant multivariate effects for age, gender, in-service assessment training on 

teacher language assessment digital competence. The study found no statistically significant 

correlations between teacher assessment competence and teaching experience or teacher 

assessment competence and teaching load.  

Teachers rarely used digital assessment (M = 2.75, M = .82). Even though pre-service 

assessment courses had a statistically significant effect for digital assessment competence, it did 

not have any significant effect on digital assessment practice. Teaching experience correlated 

negatively with digital assessment practice, but the correlation was not significant. 

The findings of the language assessment literacy test revealed that teachers did moderately 

well in digital assessment with a mean score of 0.54.  

5.2.6.2 Discussion of the findings. 

In line with the literature, the findings of this study conclude that teachers’ beliefs affect the level 

of technology integration in teaching (Chamber & Bax, 2006; Huang & Yang, 2007) and 

assessment. Teachers in this study reported having the lowest assessment competence in 

developing digital language assessment (M = 3.21, SD =. 84) when compared to the rest of the 

assessment competencies. At the same time teachers rarely used digital assessment; that is less 

frequently than many other assessment practices (M = 2.75, SD = .82).   

The findings of the study showed a statistically significant effect for pre-service training in 

teachers’ perceived competence on developing digital language assessment; F(1,99) = 9.797, p = 

.002, partial n2 = .090.  Teachers who had taken pre-service assessment courses perceived 
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themselves be more competent on developing digital language assessment (M = 3.449, SD =. 73) 

than those who didn’t take any (M = 2.967, SD = .79). Hence, pre-service courses in this study 

accounted for the variation in digital assessment competence. This finding supports previous 

studies such as Davidheiser (2013) and Huang and Yang’s (2007).  

This study found no effect for age, gender or in-service training on digital assessment 

competence and practice, however. No statistically significant correlation among teaching 

experience, teaching load and digital language assessment competence and practices was found. 

However, teaching experience correlated negatively with teacher use of digital assessment but 

the correlation was statistically not significant. The latter finding could indicate a weaker 

tendency towards using digital assessment among experienced teachers. Teachers with more 

experience could be less comfortable with digital assessment.  This could be probably linked to 

teachers’ past practices. Teachers tend to follow the same teaching and assessing routine; if there 

was no technology integration in assessment in their past teaching, they would probably continue 

and be more comfortable following the same routine. However, further investigation on this 

issue is needed to verify this claim and further explore the relationship among teaching 

experience and digital assessment. 

Though studies in this realm are limited, this study partially validates the findings of 

Davidheiser (2013), who concluded that teachers have limited knowledge of how technology 

applications are involved in assessment. Though I find Davidheiser’s conclusions rather 

exaggerated in the way he addresses all 21st century graduates, the results of the current study 

partially support his findings at least for the teachers involved in the study. Davidheiser (2013) 

concluded that with age, experience and professional development, teachers’ assessment literacy 

levels will improve “holistically and across seven of the standards [1990 Standards] (p.89)”. 



 159 

However, this study found no significant difference between younger and older and novices and 

experienced teachers, albeit the negative correlation between teaching experience and digital 

assessment literacy, in the development and use of digital language assessment. 

It is worth noting that the results of this study are rather surprising considering the findings 

of an unpublished study from 2015, where the researcher looked at teacher beliefs about 

integrating technology in the language classroom among a sample of the target population of the 

current study. The 2015 study uncovered that 79% of the participants reported high confidence 

on their computer skills, and 50% of them indicated that technology use in their classes ranged 

from 25–50% of their teaching time. Moreover, the majority of the participants reported having 

at least one professional development program on technology integration per year in their 

context. With the understanding that the use of technology in general does not usually represent 

technology use in assessment, the findings of the current study still raise some substantial 

questions about the reasons that might have contributed to the surprising findings which could be 

related to several issues. The first could be methodological. This study used seven items to 

measure teachers’ digital assessment competence and practice. These items were designed based 

on an adaptation of Eyal’s index of teacher digital assessment literacy (2012) that came in three 

different levels: basic, intermediate and advanced. The items were matched to Eyal’s levels 

based on the digital affordance of the context of the study. Perhaps, the number of items was not 

enough to capture teachers’ self-perceived assessment competence and practices.  

The second reason could be institutional. Technology integration is mostly discussed and 

encouraged in language teaching rather than assessment. Many institutions equip their classes 

with state-of-art technology, encourage teachers to use them but they do not define the expected 

uses. These institutions could also impose using LMSs such Blackboard but do not necessarily 



 160 

encourage using them in assessment. For example, summative/graded assessment might not be 

done digitally. Teachers therefore do not feel obliged to use digital assessment for formative 

assessment. This could be close to reality as this study found evidence that EFL teachers’ 

assessment practices are greatly influenced by summative exams. To elaborate, teacher 

interviews in this study revealed that teachers tend to design and conduct formative assessment 

to prepare their students for summative exams which are paper and pencil-based exams.  Second, 

teachers in the context of the study could have curricula/syllabi that does not encourage or 

support the use of digital assessment in the language classroom. Another plausible reason could 

be the lack of teacher training on how to design, use and evaluate digital assessment in the 

language classroom. Teachers use computers but it does not necessarily mean that they are 

competent in designing and using digital assessment. Thus, a thorough investigation of the 

current findings and plausible reasons outlined above is needed. Future research could also 

investigate language-teaching context’s digital affordances and expectations and teachers’ ability 

to use digital assessment. Professional development programs should also consider these 

variables in the design of digital assessment training. 

In terms of digital assessment knowledge, which was measured using the language 

assessment test, teachers did moderately well with a mean score of 0.54. This finding is slightly 

consistent with the previous findings on teacher digital assessment competence and practice 

since teachers perceived themselves as having the lowest assessment competence in developing 

digital language assessment (M = 3.21, SD = .84) when compared to the rest of the assessment 

competencies. They also indicated rare use of digital assessment in the language classroom. This 

is also consistent with the qualitative findings (classroom observations) that revealed the lack of 

digital assessment use in the language classroom. Out of the 24 lessons observed, eight lessons 
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were conducted in a computer laboratory.  Teachers conducted 31 assessment tasks but used 

digital assessment in four tasks only.  

5.2.7 Discussion of teachers’ performance on an assessment evaluation task. 

This study introduced and utilized a new measure that goes beyond the common survey-

based research of teacher assessment literacy. This measure uses teacher evaluation of an 

assessment task as a new method to arrive teacher assessment literacy.  

5.2.7.1 Summary of the findings. 

The findings of the study conclude that for each evaluated criterion, teachers performed at 

four different levels: knowledge of the assessment principle’s term and its attributes, identifying 

the term without its attributes, identifying the term with the wrong attributes, or no identification 

of the term nor its attributes. Though the sample size of the participants in this particular task 

was small (N = 20), these four levels were evidenced throughout the five assessment principles 

used to evaluate the language assessment test provided for EFL teachers (validity, reliability, 

clarity, practicality and authenticity). See Table 4.6.2 and Figure 4.6.1 in Section 4.6 for an 

illustration of EFL teachers’ levels of assessment literacy. 

The findings indicate that teachers exhibit varying assessment literacy degrees. Only three 

teachers successfully evaluated all criteria; two of them were level coordinators (case 9 & 11). 

Eight teachers covered at least three criteria, and 13 teachers commented on two criteria at least. 

More than half of the teachers were highly assessment literate in terms of exam validity (55% of 

the participants (N = 11) identified the criteria and their attributes), followed by clarity (45%) 

and reliability (35%). These were considered highly literate because they exhibited the 

knowledge expected for this level: knowledge of the term and its attributes. A less literate group 

were able to identify the term but said nothing about its attributes (validity 0%, reliability 10% 
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(N = 2), clarity 0%, practicality 0%, authenticity 0%). The next level identified the term of the 

principle but considered wrong attributes (validity 10% (N = 2), reliability 10% (N = 2), clarity 

20% (N = 4), practicality 40% (N = 8), authenticity 10% (N = 10)). The least literate did not 

identify the term nor its attributes (validity 35% (N = 7), reliability 45% (N = 9), clarity 35% (N 

= 7), practicality 60% (N = 12), authenticity 85% (N = 17)). The results also indicate that 

teachers were less assessment literate when it came to exam authenticity and practicality as the 

majority of the participants either identified the term and the wrong attributes or none. 

5.2.7.2 Discussion of the findings. 

The findings suggest that EFL teachers show gaps in their knowledge of assessment 

principles even though 60% of the teachers reported having at least one course and 61% reported 

at least one professional program on assessment. The number of teachers who were able to 

evaluate the assessment task according to the assessment principles varied from one principle to 

another yet showed limited knowledge. The percentages of teachers who identified the 

assessment principles (55% of the teachers identified validity, 45% of them identified clarity and 

35% identified reliability and 0% identified authenticity and practicality) with their designated 

attributes were low. Even though 55% of them did better in validity, the percentage is still 

considered low considering the attribute tested (i.e., linking the assessment task to the course 

objective). These findings are consistent with the findings of the language assessment knowledge 

test that indicated that teachers performed poorly in the items that focused on assessment 

principles (represented in Statement IV in Brookhart, 2011) with a mean score of 0.37 (the 

second lowest among the other statements). See Table 4.5.2 for teachers’ test scores according to 

Brookhart (2011). 
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In addition, the findings showed that level coordinators did better in terms of evaluating the 

task and measuring language assessment principle. This could be attributed to their large 

experience with assessment. Level coordinators in the context of the study are in involved in 

regular evaluations of summative exams, while teachers have no access to them except for exam 

administration and marking. However, this finding is inconsistent with the findings of the 

perception surveys and the language assessment knowledge test of this study for this particular 

group. Level coordinators did not perceive themselves as more competent than the rest of the 

teachers nor did they perform better in the knowledge test. The former could probably be 

because level coordinators know how challenging assessment is since they deal with it regularly 

and therefore they felt they were more critical about their ability than the rest of the teachers. It 

could also be their realization of the need of training on assessment, which they did not have, to 

be more competent.  

In addition, the inconsistency between level coordinators performance in the assessment 

evaluation task and assessment knowledge test could be attributed the type of requirement each 

measure demanded. The test covered more assessment aspects than the evaluation task, which 

focused on the assessment principles, which level coordinators were exposed to more often due 

to their role as reviewers/evaluators of summative exams. 

The low levels of assessment literacy that are apparent from teachers’ responses to the 

different assessment principles find support in the literature that persistently discusses the 

challenging nature of each one of the assessment principles (Brown, 2005; Brown & 

Abeywickrama, 2010; Coombe et al., 2007; Fulcher, 2010; Fulcher & Davidson, 2007; Messick, 

1989).  



 164 

Overall, the findings call for concern as teachers spend more that 25-50% of their class time 

assessing or doing assessment related activities. If teachers fail to evaluate assessment tasks they 

use daily in their classrooms, then teaching and learning are put at risk. Hence, this study 

suggests circulating roles of level coordinators so that all teachers receive the exposure they need 

on language assessment principles. It also encourages teachers to share and evaluate each others’ 

assessment tasks for a better understanding of language assessment and assessment principles. 

5.3 Discussion of the findings of RQ 2  

5.3.1 Research question.  

What is the relationship among EFL teacher assessment knowledge, practices, and 

perceived skills with regard to teacher subgroups (e.g., teachers vs. assessment coordinators; 

novice vs. experienced; male vs. female; assessment background vs. no assessment background)? 

5.3.2 Summary of the findings. 

The findings of this question can be summarized in three points. First, the data revealed no 

significant difference in teacher assessment perceived competence and practice among the 

various subgroups when age, gender, coordination and in-service assessment training were 

considered. However, teachers with pre-service assessment training perceived themselves as 

more competent and performed assessment practices more frequently than those who did not 

taken any pre-service training on assessment. In addition, teachers with more teaching 

experience tend to perceive themselves as more competent in some aspects of assessment than 

teachers with less teaching experience. Second, the findings indicate that there is no significant 

difference in assessment knowledge scores among the various subgroups (teachers vs. 

coordinators, males vs. females, novice vs. experienced, with/without pre- or in-service training). 

Third, the data show positive correlations among teacher perceived assessment competence and 
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language assessment knowledge test scores and teacher perceived assessment practices and 

language assessment knowledge test scores. However, the correlations were not significant. 

5.3.3 Discussion of the findings. 

The first and second points of the findings were previously discussed in section 5.1. The 

following discussion will focus on the third finding. 

In line with the literature, EFL teachers in this study demonstrated low levels of knowledge 

in language assessment even though they perceived themselves as moderately competent in 

language assessment. This is consistent with research findings from other studies (Alkharusi, 

2011a; 2011b; Alkharusi et al., 2011, Alkharusi et al., 2012; Lyon, 2011; Mertler and Campbell, 

2005). However, the findings of this study showed no significant correlations between teachers’ 

perceived competence and their assessment knowledge scores and teachers’ perceived 

assessment practices and their assessment scores, which implies that the relation between teacher 

language assessment perceptions and knowledge was not significant. 

 The variety of aspects of language assessment literacy that were measured through the 

perception surveys and assessment knowledge might have accounted for the overall insignificant 

correlation among teacher assessment perceptions and knowledge. Teacher perceptions and 

knowledge scores did agree in many ways, but the overall assessment knowledge was deemed 

limited (average score 12.96/ 58%) when compared with the overall teacher perceptions 

(competence total mean score 3.91 (moderately competent), practice total mean score 3.42. The 

total score of the language knowledge test is 22; each item had a maximum point of 1. The 

maximum point for the perception scale was 5. 

Table 5.3.3.1 

Comparison of EFL teacher performance in assessment knowledge test and perceptions survey 
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Brookhart’s Statement  Mean 
Score/ 
Item Assessment Perceptions  

 No  

     

 5 
Thinking skills, cognitive level, analyzing 
test items, making instructional decision 
based on students’ results 

0.72 Assessment Competence Mean                 

 3 Communicate learning outcomes to students 
and write tasks that represent them 0.7 Recognizing Ethics of 

Assessment 4.32 

11 Confidentiality, unethical assessment 
practices, test preparation 0.7 Developing Valid Grading 

Procedures 4.08 

 2 Articulate clear learning intentions 0.69 Developing Performance 
Assessment  4.01 

10 

Help students analyze, plan and track their 
learning, understand the relationship between 
assessment and student motivation, feelings 
of control and self-regulation 
 

0.65 
Communicating 
Assessment Results with 
Others 

3.97 

 9 
Communicating to parents, talking to other 
teachers and school about reform  
 

0.58 
Constructing and 
Administering Language 
Assessment 

3.9 

 1 Understand language learning and teaching 0.56 Developing Digital 
Language Assessment 3.21 

12 Digital assessment 0.54 Assessment Practice M       

 8 

Administering external assessment and using 
them for decision making, interpret scores 
from large scale assessment, administer 
school mandated assessment 

0.48 Assessment 
Communication 4.18 

 6 Writing and communicating effective 
feedback 0.45 Alternative Assess 

Methods 3.8 

 4 Test methods, Test Purposes ( How to assess/ 
why assess) validity fairness reliability 0.37 Assessment Standards and 

Criteria 3.7 

 7 

Item analysis, Scoring, quantitative analysis, 
scoring and making decision based on 
assessment  
 

0.31 Traditional Assess 
Methods 3.6 

   Student Involved 
Assessment 3.23 

   Digital Assessment 2.75 

   Non-Achievement 
Grading Factors 2.73 

Note. The maximum score in the assessment test is 1 per item. The maximum score for the 
perceptions survey scale is 5. 
 

The varying degrees at which teachers’ assessment perceptions and knowledge appear are 

evident. See Table 5.3.3.1. For example, teachers perceived themselves as moderately competent 

in communicating assessment results to students and various stakeholders (M = 4.18 and 3.97). 



 167 

The knowledge test scores revealed that teachers performed highly in both articulating and 

communicating assessment results (M =.7 and .69) (statements II and III in Brookhart, 2011). 

Similarly, teachers perceived themselves as having low competence (M = 3.21) and less 

frequency of practice (M = 2.75) in digital assessment. Teachers’ digital assessment scores were 

among the moderate to low mean scores (0.54, Statement 12). In addition, teachers’ mean score 

in recognizing and understanding assessment ethics (statement XI in Brookhart, 2011 was 0.7 

(high) and the perception mean score for the same component was 0.4 (moderate). Likewise, 

teachers reported less frequent practice of student involvement (M = 3.23), but their assessment 

knowledge scores revealed that they did moderately well in this particular aspect (M = 0.65, 

statement X in Brookhart, 2011). It is apparent that the degree of agreement among EFL 

teachers’ language assessment perceptions and knowledge vary. This variance could have 

resulted in the in-significance of the positive correlations amongst them. 

5.4 Discussion of the findings of RQ 3  

In order to explore EFL teacher assessment practices, twenty-four classroom observations and 

teacher interviews were conducted with eight teachers. See Table 3.6.3.3.2.1 in Chapter 3 for 

participant teachers’ background information.  

5.4.1 Research question. 

How do EFL teachers practice assessment literacy in their language classrooms? 

3.1. What kind of assessment purposes do teachers adopt in the classroom? 

3.2 . What assessment strategies do teachers use? 

3.3 What is the quality of teacher-developed assessment tasks/tests? 

5.4.2 Summary of the findings.  
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EFL teachers used formative assessment mainly for student-centered purposes. In terms of 

assessment methods, teachers focused mostly on traditional assessment methods. Alternative 

assessment use was limited. Teachers used their own-developed assessment tasks, and text-book 

tasks more than any other sources. Teacher practices lack student-involvement; self-assessment 

was the least used followed by peer-assessment. During 20% of the tasks, teachers didn’t use any 

type of student involvement. 

Regarding the quality of teacher-produced tasks, 92% of the tasks were valid, 96% were 

practical, 70% provided washback, 50% were authentic, however, only 17% involved students 

(self-/peer-assessment). Teacher-produced tasks had problems in task instruction clarity, 

authenticity and digital use. In addition, the findings show that summative exams had an impact 

on teachers’ assessment practices and that learning objectives were not communicated to 

students most of the time. 

5.4.3 Discussion of the findings. 

Research on EFL university instructors’ assessment practices is limited (Cheng, Rogers & 

Wang, 2008). The literature has constantly stressed the effect of teachers’ assessment perceptions 

on their assessment practices (Alkharusi et al., 2012).  In order to fill this research gap, this study 

included classroom observations and follow up teacher interviews as an additional method to 

gather data on teachers’ assessment literacy. Assessment purposes, methods and strategies of 

assessment are among the studied issues in this study. 

 

 

5.4.3.1 Assessment purposes.  
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Corroborated by the qualitative findings, EFL teachers used formative assessment mainly 

for student-centered purposes. Assessment tasks were mostly used to evaluate students’ 

understanding of previous instruction (48%), prepare students for the coming task/class (19%) 

and prepare them for summative exams (16%). They were used the least in raising students’ 

motivation; teachers aimed to motivate students in two assessment tasks out of 93 tasks 

conducted. One teacher only attempted to use assessment for instructional purposes. She said, 

“This is a diagnostic task. I needed to know how much students knew” (Interview 2, Zara). These 

findings are in partial agreement with Cheng et al. (2004) whose Canada and Hong Kong 

participants also reported using more assessment for students-centered purposes. Their Beijing 

participants used assessment for instructional purposes and preparing students for standardized 

tests, however. This study also found some differences from that of Alkhasrusi et al. (2012) and 

Hosseini and Azarnoosh (2014) where teachers used assessment to assign grades and motivate 

students more than any other purposes. They also used them for various instructional purposes, 

which was not the case in this study.  

Perhaps, the main difference between this study and previous studies on assessment 

purposes is that EFL teachers in the context of this study were dealing with formative assessment 

only while summative exams fall under the responsibility of assessment coordinators. Therefore, 

purposes like providing information to the central administration and determining students’ final 

grades were not detected. In the 93 assessment tasks observed, one teacher attempted to use 

assessment for planning instruction in one task even though improving instruction is persistently 

viewed, in the literature, as a central advantage of formative assessment besides improving 

learning (Brookhart, 2011). Another teacher, however, did point out that he might change future 
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instruction of a certain task because he “did not like how students interacted with the task” (Paul, 

Interview 2).  

One potential reason that might have contributed to these findings could be the low 

language levels of students; which most teachers were complaining about during the interviews. 

Another potential reason could be the teachers’ aim to prepare their students to pass their 

summative exams. The qualitative findings indicate that teachers spent 5-10 minutes each class 

speaking about a previous or a coming summative exam. In addition, most their teacher-

produced assessment tasks matched the design of summative exams. 

5.4.3.2 Assessment strategies. 

5.4.3.2.1 Assessment methods. 

 In this study EFL teachers used 13 different assessment methods that were mostly traditional in 

nature. Oral discussion was used more than any other assessment method; it was used in 30 tasks 

out of the 93 tasks observed. That is 32% of the time followed by short answers (25%) and fill-

in-the-gap items (8%). It is evident that alternative assessment methods are less practiced; 

presentations were used in five tasks (three individual presentations and two group presentations) 

and writing was used twice (a short essay for 2nd year academic writing and a short paragraph for 

elementary level). This finding somehow contradicts the quantitative results in this study where 

teachers reported more frequent use of alternative assessment (M = 3.80, SD = .63) than 

traditional assessment (M = 3.60, SD = .72). Eighty-six percent of the teachers reported using 

traditional assessment methods sometimes to most of the time. Eighty-eight percent of them 

reported using alternative assessment sometimes to most of the time.  

These findings are consistent with previous studies (Mertler and Campbell 2005; Siegel 

and Wissehr, 2011; Yilmaz-Tuzun 2008; Zembal-Saul et al. 1999) that also reported conflict 
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between teachers’ perceptions and their assessment practices (i.e., teachers show positive 

perceptions and knowledge in various assessment methods, but they mostly adhere to traditional 

forms and purposes). 

EFL teachers used a variety of assessment sources, six different sources to be precise. 

Teacher-developed tasks were significantly greater (53%) than text-books (28%) itools (8%), 

students’ work (8%), online sources (3%) and colleagues’ work (1%). This finding suggests that 

teachers prefer to design their own assessment tasks for their classes. Hence, it implies how 

useful professional training for teachers on how to better design assessment tasks that suit the 

level of their students and the intended objectives would be. A previous study by Hosseini, and 

Azarnoosh (2014) reported similar findings; teachers mostly used items they designed 

themselves or found in published textbooks. 

5.4.3.2.2 Student-involvement.  

The effectiveness of formative assessment learning has been widely evidenced since the 

seminal publication of Black and Wiliam (1998). The current formative assessment theories 

emphasize student- involvement in assessment (Brookhart, 2011; Wiliam, 2010).  Teachers are 

encouraged to help students use and understand assessment information so that they can evaluate 

and contribute to their own learning. This study explored this aspect of formative assessment by 

looking at how self- and peer-assessment are used in the EFL classroom. 

The qualitative findings on student-involved language assessment corroborated the 

quantitative findings of the current study and previous studies (Alkharusi et al., 2012). EFL 

teachers reported developing student-involved assessment less frequently than other assessment 

practices with a mean score of 3.23 and standard deviation of .77. Similarly, the qualitative 

findings demonstrated that teachers rarely used self and peer-assessment; the former occurred in 
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three tasks only out of 93 tasks while the latter was used in nine tasks. That is 3% and 10% 

assessment tasks. The results of the assessment knowledge test revealed that teachers performed 

moderately in the student-involved assessment aspect (statement X in Brookhart, 2011). The five 

teachers who implemented student-involved assessment scored between 11 and 17 in the EFL 

assessment knowledge test. Two of them had a pre-service assessment course.  

The potential reasons that might have contributed to these findings could be: 1) The context 

of the study promotes teacher-centered teaching and assessment. Teachers and students alike 

could be influenced by what is viewed as typical in their context: the teacher is the sole assessor. 

Thus, further investigation on the context’s, teachers’ and students’ views of student-involved 

assessment is needed. 2) Teachers might lack the training on how to design and conduct self- and 

peer-assessment. 3) Teachers might think that allowing students to engage in self- and peer 

assessment could affect classroom management. 4) The curriculum in use might affect how 

teachers approach self- and peer-assessment. If teachers feel pressured to cover a wide range of 

materials in a short period of time, they might refrain from giving the students the opportunity to 

assess themselves or their peers as those could take up more time that teachers could use in 

covering the assigned materials for the class. 5) Another plausible reason could be the low level 

of student language proficiency, which makes it difficult for them to do self or peer assessment. 

5.4.3.3 The quality of teacher-developed assessment tasks/tests. 

To further triangulate the data, this study examined teacher-produced tasks that were 

collected during classroom observations. Teacher-produced tasks were analyzed using five 

assessment principles: validity, practicality, authenticity, student-involved assessment and 

washback. 
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The content and form of an assessment task must be consistent with what is supposed to be 

measured (Brookhart, 2011; Brown & Abbeywickrama, 2010). This necessitates agreement 

between learning of objectives (intentions), and the content being assessed. Unlike previous 

studies that revealed that teachers’ assessment practices were not aligned with the intended goals 

(Berry et al., 2017; Black & William, 1998; Öz & Atay, 2017), EFL teachers in this study 

succeeded in aligning the content of the produced assessment tasks with the designated learning 

objectives. Ninety-two percent of teacher-developed tasks were valid and matched the content 

and objectives covered in class. However, it was observed that teachers failed to communicate 

the learning objectives with their students 62% of the time. One fundamental aspect of good 

formative assessment is clarifying and communicating learning objectives/intentions to students 

(Brookhart, 2011; Stiggins, 2008; William, 2010). Likewise, Brookhart’s list of educational 

assessment knowledge and skills for teachers included two statements that highlighted the 

significance of articulating and communicating learning intentions to students; statement II, and 

III (2011). Thus, neglecting this step might jeopardize the effectiveness of formative assessment.  

Failing to share the learning objectives with students in this study could have been the result 

of multiple potential reasons. First, teachers confuse assessment with the learning objectives. For 

example, teachers might think that embedding the objectives into instruction and assessment is 

enough for students to understand where they are going. Second, teachers might lack the 

strategies needed to communicate learning objectives; they do not know how, when and how 

often to communicate these objectives with their students. It could also be the effect of students’ 

limited language proficiency that made teachers refrain from sharing the learning objectives with 

them as well.  
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In terms of practicality teachers did better in teacher-developed tasks than the assessment 

evaluation task that was discussed earlier in this chapter. While 60% of the teachers did not or 

wrongly identified practicality in the assessment evaluation task, the majority of teacher-

produced tasks were practical and finished in the allocated time except for one task. This 

inconsistency could be attributed to teachers’ awareness of the lesson objectives, activities and 

assessment involved and the time they have for each task- a daily routine for most teachers. In 

terms of the assessment evaluation task, most teachers in the context of the study, except for 

level and assessment coordinators, are not directly involved with the design of summative 

exams. Therefore, their judgment of the practicality of summative exams could be affected by 

lack of exposure to the process of its design. 

A major concern about teacher-produced assessment tasks is related to authenticity and 

student-involvement. The findings revealed that 50% of the tasks consisted of isolated de-

contextualized items, which deviate greatly from real-life activities. This finding is consistent 

with the qualitative findings on the assessment evaluation task where 85% of the teachers did not 

identify authenticity nor its attributes. This indicates that teachers might not be aware of the 

advantages of authenticity, they do not consider it as an important aspect for formative 

assessment or simply they do not know how to make a task authentic. The latter reason resonates 

with the literature which stresses the difficulty of operationalizing authenticity in language 

assessment (Brown & Abbeywickrama, 2010).  

In support with the literature, the findings revealed that a significant percentage of teacher-

developed assessment (83%) did not promote student-involvement (Jonsson, Lundahl & 

Holmgren 2015; Panadero & Brown, 2015). Out of the 24 assessment tasks, self- and peer-

assessment occurred in four tasks only. This finding also supports the quantitative and qualitative 
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findings (perceptions of assessment competence and practices and assessment knowledge) of this 

study that were discussed earlier.  

Panadero et a1. (2014) listed three predictors of teacher use of self-assessment. These are 1) 

previous positive experience with self-assessment, 2) evidence of the advantages of self-

assessment (i.e., saving time for teachers, improving student learning) and 3) training on 

assessment. The absence of these predictors could have contributed to teachers’ implementation 

of student-involved assessment in their classrooms. Hence, teachers need to experience the 

advantages of self- and peer-assessment methods, so that they can use them more. This study 

supports Panadero, Jonsson, and Strijbos’ (2016) suggestion of using ‘Teacher Learning 

Communities’ (TLCs) to enforcing teacher facilitation of self-assessment and peer-assessment in 

their classes. Research has suggested the beneficial impact of TLCs on changing teachers’ firmly 

embedded habits of traditional assessment (Wiliam & Thompson, 2007).  

In classroom-based assessment, positive washback can be manifested in the interactive 

student-teacher feedback that happens during the assessment event (Brown & Abeywickrama, 

2010). Brookhart’s list demands that teachers should have the skills to provide effective and 

useful feedback for students (2011) as part of assessment knowledge (statement VI). This study 

revealed that EFL teacher-produced assessment tasks promoted beneficial washback for learning 

which was manifested in either individual immediate, verbal feedback or collective immediate 

feedback or written feedback that teachers provided the students during or after the assessment 

task. Thirty percent of teacher-produced tasks (N = 7), were not accompanied by any type of 

teacher feedback, however. The interviews’ findings indicated that teacher feedback was not 

provided either because of bad class-time management, teacher beliefs of the uselessness of 

feedback because of students’ limited levels of language proficiency or seeing no purpose in 



 176 

giving feedback. This could be attributed to teacher assessment knowledge; five of the tasks that 

promoted no teacher-feedback were produced and conducted by teachers whose assessment 

knowledge test score was between 2 and 4 out of 22. In addition, the overall teacher mean score 

in the statement that represents teacher-feedback (Statement VI, Brookhart, 2011) on the 

language assessment knowledge test was amongst the lowest means: 0.45 (max. score = 1). See 

Table 5.3.3.1. 

It is worth mentioning in this discussion that the initial criteria that was used in evaluating 

teacher-produced assessment tasks included reliability. However, it was excluded because it was 

hard to measure in formative assessment as teachers usually refrain from measuring their 

assessment for reliability (administering the assessment task multiple times with the purpose of 

finding consistency in results) (Fulcher, 2012). Therefore, it was replaced with student-

involvement (self- and peer-assessment), which is considered central in current formative 

assessment theories (Brookhart, 2011; Wiliam, 2010). 

5.4.4 Discussion of immerging issues. 

While analyzing the observed assessment tasks, a number of additional issues emerged. 

These are task instruction clarity and construction, and technology use in assessment. Teacher-

produced tasks lacked clarity in terms of instructions (42% of the tasks had no clear instructions 

or no instructions at all). These tasks mostly encompassed isolated items even though they were 

created for learning enforcement purposes. One potential reason for having no clear or no 

instructions at all, is the fact that these are classroom-based assessment tasks that students are 

supposed to do while the teacher is present. In other words, teachers can clarify or give 

instructions as students work on the tasks. However, these classroom-based assessments could be 

part of the learning process outside the classroom. Students can take them home, revise them and 
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may reflect on their learning according on how they did or do in them. Hence, teachers should be 

careful in designing such tasks that can hinder the learning process outside the language 

classroom (negative washback) (Brown & Abbeywickrama, 2010).  

The lack of technology use in language assessment was evident in this study. Out of the 

24 lessons observed, eight lessons were conducted in a computer laboratory.  Teachers 

conducted 31 assessment tasks but used digital assessment in four tasks only. These ranged from 

6 minutes to 33 minutes per task. This finding is in line with the previously discussed findings on 

teacher perceptions of digital assessment competence and practices. Hence, looking into the 

potential reasons behind this overwhelmingly little use of technology in language assessment is 

necessary. Teachers and students alike should be part of future research investigations as their 

beliefs as well as expectations could hinder or promote technology use in the language 

classroom. 

5.5 The Participant’s Views of the Study 

Although many of the participants in this study appreciated the various instruments used 

by sending the researcher a thank you or an acknowledgment email, a few found some items in 

the perception survey and/or language assessment rather irrelevant to them. One participant sent 

an email stating that he/she chose to withdraw from answering the test items because he found 

the test “objectionable.” These teachers were not clear on what made them feel so about either 

instrument.  

From my point of view, the survey items included some aspects that were, perhaps, 

thought of as responsibilities of assessment coordinators rather than the teachers themselves. The 

survey did not state whether the items targeted formative or summative exams. The latter is the 

responsibility of the assessment coordinators in the context of the study. One of the 
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competencies mentioned in the survey was developing valid grading procedures. Although the 

survey asked whether teachers think they were competent in developing valid grading procedures 

or not, teachers might have thought of it as a skill that was more related to assessment 

coordinators. 

5.6 Study Implications 

The findings of this study might be representative primarily for the current state of EFL 

teachers’ assessment literacy at colleges of applied sciences in Oman. However, the implications 

of this study are applicable to different stakeholders involved in education in general and EFL 

worldwide as they address teacher preparation programs and teaching institutions. 

5.6.1 Implications for EFL teacher preparation programs.  

The findings of the study highlighted the significant impact of pre-service assessment 

courses on EFL teacher perceptions of assessment competence and practice. Hence, this study 

recommends that EFL preparation programs continue providing language teachers with courses 

on assessment to promote their assessment literacy.  

A re-evaluation of assessment literacy was needed because much has happened in since 

Plake and Impara (1992) in terms of language assessment theories, teacher qualifications and 

assessment training. Nevertheless, teachers seem to still lack assessment literacy in important 

domains. This study, therefore, proposes a comprehensive evaluation of the current provisions of 

teacher preparation programs in terms of assessment in general and language assessment in 

particular and suggests considering the urgent needs for shaping these programs to expand their 

theoretical as well as practical assessment courses to encompass the various assessment domains 

highlighted by this study. Based on the findings of the current study, language assessment 

courses should consider the following: 
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- Training teachers on developing scoring schemes/rubrics and how to interpret them in 

a meaningful way to provide evidence for student learning. Teachers in this study 

performed poorly in this particular aspect of assessment as indicated by the language 

assessment knowledge test scores. 

- Including digital language assessment training as part of assessment education 

especially where contexts afford technology. Practical training on the design, use and 

evaluation of digital assessment should be made prevalent. Providing hands-on 

training on how to design digital assessment instrument would be useful. 

- Providing tasks on how to analyze and evaluate specific assessment tasks according 

to the known assessment principles. 

-  Offering tasks on how to design specific assessment tasks according to assessment 

principles. 

- Focusing on training teachers on the qualities of good formative assessment. The 

focus should be on the practical aspects of these assessments (purposes, design, use & 

evaluation). 

- This study found that teachers failed to communicate learning 

intentions to students in the language classroom most of the time even 

though they perceived themselves to be competent in doing so. Hence, 

this aspect should be highlighted as important to achieve good 

formative assessment. Teachers should learn how to create and 

communicate learning intentions with their students. The apparent 

validity of teacher-developed assessment tasks implies teachers’ 

awareness of the importance of aligning assessment with learning 
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intentions. However, teachers need to know how to communicate them 

to their students.  

- Courses should also focus on teacher-feedback. This study found that 

teachers failed to provide feedback to their students during multiple 

assessment tasks. Teachers should be aware of the benefits and 

drawbacks of providing or omitting feedback, respectively.  

- Teachers should also be trained on how to involve students in 

assessment. They should know how design self- and peer-assessment 

tasks. 

5.6.2 Implications for EFL teaching institutions. 

The findings of this study demonstrated gaps in EFL teacher assessment literacy. Level 

coordinators did better in terms of identifying and measuring language assessment principles. 

This could be attributed to their large experience with assessment design and evaluation. Level 

and assessment coordinators in the context of the study deal with summative exams (design, 

evaluation and modification) regularly while teachers have no access to them except for exam 

administration and marking. Hence, this study suggests circulating roles of level coordination so 

that all teachers receive some kind of exposure to language assessment. It is worth mentioning 

that the sample size of this particular part of the study (assessment evaluation task) is very small. 

Therefore, the results and findings cannot be generalized.  

The study found no difference in the assessment literacy of assessment coordinators and 

the rest of the teachers across all measures. This implies a deficit in the assessment coordinators’ 

assessment literacy who are responsible for designing summative exams upon which students’ 

grades are decided. Therefore, this study recommends an evaluation of the current qualifications 
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of assessment coordinators, how they are selected to this job and what they need to do to qualify 

for the responsibilities assigned to them.  

This study revealed that heavy teaching load hinders some assessment practices (i.e., 

assessment communication). Therefore, teaching intuitions should re-think the allocation of 

teaching load per teacher.  

The findings of this study showed lack in technology use in language assessment. 

Teachers had the equipment to implement more technology in assessment, but they did not. 

Teaching institutions should investigate their provisions of technology, teachers’ ability to use 

them in assessment, policies of LMS use in assessment and how the latter affects teachers’ use of 

technology in their classes. They should also look into the need for allocating laboratory classes 

for language teachers. This study observed 8 laboratory language classes where 31 assessment 

tasks were conducted. Only 4 tasks required the use of technology, which teachers could easily 

access in the normal classroom.  

In addition, the findings of this study revealed that most teachers (61%) reported having 

an in-service training on assessment.  However, no difference was found between their 

assessment literacy and their counterparts’ who had never had any in-service training. Hence, 

this study also recommends language-teaching institutions to evaluate the types of in-service 

training they currently offer and how to better modify them to meet teachers’ needs. It also 

recommends that teaching institutions support targeted professional development programs that 

are based on teachers’ assessment needs. 

Where in-service training is limited, the researcher recommends forming local Teacher 

Learning Communities (TLCs) within each institution, or context where applicable. Research has 
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suggested the beneficial impact of TLCs on changing teachers’ firmly embedded habits of 

traditional assessment (Wiliam & Thompson, 2007).  

The following recommendations could help in the design of the content of both language 

assessment professional programs and TLCs: 

- Defining the criteria by which teachers can assess external or their 

own developed assessment. 

- Training teachers on how to apply the criteria (checklists).  

- Giving them feedback on their assessment and evaluation of other 

assessment. 

- Giving them time to use them in class and reflect on how they worked 

in their classes.  

- Making them reflect on how assessment helped them improve learning 

and teaching. In the context of the study, teachers used assessment for 

student-centered purposes only. It would be beneficial if teachers also 

learn how to use assessment results to plan future instruction.  

- Making them exchange and evaluate each other’s assessment using the 

criteria.  

- Dealing with the issue of teacher use of non-achievement factors in 

grading, which was prevalent among teachers in this study. Teachers 

should be made aware of the consequences of such practices. 

- Training them to design, use and evaluate digital language assessment. 

5.7 Limitations and Directions for Future Research  
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The present study encourages the use of the EFL teacher assessment knowledge test to 

assess EFL teacher assessment literacy. The current method was informed by Brookhart’s (2011) 

framework that implements formative assessment theories and practices in the evaluation of 

teacher assessment literacy. This study was able to distinguish itself from previous studies by 

highlighting EFL teachers’ formative assessment practices within their language assessment 

literacy; an endeavor that could not have been achieved if it was not for Brookhart’s framework 

(2011).  

However, five points should be considered when using this measure. First, although this 

study offered a methodological contribution by devising a new measure to assess EFL teacher 

assessment literacy, the EFL Teacher Assessment Literacy Knowledge Test, the length of the test 

was limited to 20 items. The researcher was aware of the importance of the length of the test for 

its reliability and inclusiveness of the various assessment themes which were discussed in the 

theoretical framework, but recommendations of teaching and assessment experts and feedback 

from the pilot study participants necessitated the shortening of the test from 34 items to 20. 

Second, the test was designed for an EFL context in Oman. Therefore, using it for different fields 

or contexts necessitates that researchers adapt it to meet the characteristics of the contexts they 

are planning to study.  

Third, this study added a technological component to assessment literacy test (i.e., two 

items). The use of this particular part of the test required a context that afforded and widely used 

technology in language learning and teaching and assessment. Thus, it was deemed inapplicable 

to many contexts around the world.  

Fourth, this study provided a detailed items analysis that can be used as a guide for the 

test revision. The item analysis revealed that the test has some acceptable, easy and difficult 
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questions. Most of the questions were in the acceptable range while nine of them were 

considered difficult. Therefore, the items that have higher item discrimination can be transferred 

in the revised test while the difficult items should be modified to make them easier for future test 

takers.  

Fifth, the sample of this study was small, so using the test on a larger sample might lead 

to better and generalizable results. 

The findings of the study revealed some unexpected results related to EFL teacher digital 

assessment literacy. Though teachers revealed they used technology 25-50% of the time in their 

classes, digital assessment was practiced the least. As stated earlier, technology use in teaching 

might not be a good indicator of technology use in assessment. Therefore, future research should 

investigate language-teaching context’s digital affordances and expectations, teachers’ tendency 

as well as ability to use digital language assessment and students’ attitudes towards EFL digital 

assessment. A great bulk of research has looked into teacher’s beliefs about integrating 

technology in the language classroom. Future research should build on previous research and add 

the digital assessment variable.  The overwhelmingly little use of technology in language 

assessment, reported in this study, is worth explorations. Teachers and students alike should be 

part of the investigation as their beliefs as well as expectations could hinder or promote 

technology use in the language classroom. 

This study also revealed lack of student-involved assessment (e.g., peer or self-

assessment) in the language classroom. Thus, further investigation on the context’s, teachers’ 

and students’ views of student-involved assessment is needed. It is usually hard to impose 

change without knowing the underlying factors behind resistance or lack of practice. Future 

research should also look at how prepared EFL teachers are to use student-involved assessment. 
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Questions like: did teachers experience self- or peer-assessment as students? Does that affect 

their use of student-involved assessment? Do teachers know about the advantages of student-

involved assessment? Does that affect how much they use it in their classes? Teachers’ journals 

could reveal some interesting results especially if an experimental research is conducted.  

Perhaps qualitative future research could also look at the factors leading EFL teachers to 

use non-achievement factors (e.g., student’s effort or ability) in assessing their students. The 

percentage of EFL teachers that use non-achievement factors in assessment is alarming at least in 

the context of this study. 

In addition, using an experimental approach to examine EFL teachers’ assessment 

literacy before and after a practical training on assessment principles and quality formative 

assessment practices would be interesting.  

Although this study found no conclusive evidence for the impact of teacher beliefs about 

students’ language proficiency on teacher assessment practice, it would be intriguing to 

investigate further, perhaps using qualitative research, on what type of considerations about EFL 

students do teachers take in mind while planning formative assessment tasks. It would be also 

interesting to see if there are other factors that impact their assessment decisions. 

By and large, teacher assessment literacy needs, and practices deserve more attention 

within SLA/EFL. By focusing on the ways in which teachers are practicing assessment in their 

classroom, it may become clearer that certain aspects of assessment, which have been 

overlooked in teacher assessment courses, can be made the focus of future language assessment 

professional programs and research. 

5.8 Conclusion 
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The present study used a mixed-method approach to examine EFL teacher assessment 

literacy in Colleges of Applied Sciences in Oman. The aim of the study was to evaluate the 

current levels of EFL teacher assessment literacy by looking into their perceptions of their 

assessment competence and practice, scores in an assessment knowledge test, their performance 

in an assessment evaluation task of a language test, and their actual assessment practices in the 

language classroom. The resulting evaluation was projected to highlight important language 

assessment literacy needs and practices for the global EFL and ESL context. 

 To explore EFL teacher assessment perceptions, the study used survey-based 

questionnaires. The findings showed that teachers perceived themselves as moderately 

competent in language assessment. They also reported performing various assessment practices 

with varying frequencies. The study also examined EFL teacher assessment knowledge by using 

a new measure ‘the EFL teacher assessment knowledge test’ that was informed by works of 

Brookhart (2011) and Eyal (2012). The findings demonstrated an overall limited assessment 

literacy. In addition, the test findings showed some strengths (e.g., articulating and 

communicating learning intentions, understanding ethical assessment practices) gaps (e.g., using 

digital assessment, quantifying student performance in assessment, understanding purposes and 

uses of assessment) in EFL teachers’ knowledge in different facets of assessment.  

 This study also investigated digital assessment literacy of the participating teachers. 

Although the context of the study encouraged the use of state-of-the-art technology in the 

language classroom, the findings of the study showed that digital assessment literacy was low 

and that it was the rarely practiced.  

The findings of the assessment evaluation task revealed that teachers were able to identify 

and evaluate some assessment principles more than others (55% of the teachers identified 
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validity, 45% of them identified clarity and 35% identified reliability and 0% identified 

authenticity and practicality). Level coordinators did better in this particular task. 

 To further triangulate data, the study conducted classroom observations and follow-up 

interviews that focused on formative assessment practices. The findings highlighted that teachers 

mostly used traditional methods (92%) of assessment (e.g., MCQs, Fill-in-the-gap) that were 

mainly used for student-centered purposes (e.g., reinforcing previous learning). Part of the 

classroom observation was an analysis of teacher-produced assessment tasks. This revealed that 

teacher-produced tasks were mostly valid (92), practical (98%) and facilitated beneficial 

washback (70%). However, it revealed deficits in authenticity and student-involvement. 

 Based on the findings of the study, potential implications were discussed for EFL teacher 

preparation programs and teaching institutions with respect to the needs of EFL teachers for 

practical training on assessment. The implications also outlined some areas of focus that might 

guide in the design of assessment courses and training programs. 

The study expanded the ways of assessing teacher assessment literacy by accounting for 

aspects of formative assessment and digital assessment. It also directed future research towards 

investigating EFL assessment literacy within larger contexts using various research methods 

including the ‘EFL teacher assessment knowledge test’ and assessment evaluation tasks that both 

marked new contributions of this dissertation to the literature of teacher language assessment 

literacy. 

This study contributed to field of ESL and EFL assessment and educational assessment and 

by responding to several calls for: devising a new measure to assess teacher assessment literacy, 

introducing digital assessment in the language classroom and triangulating methods to validate 

the bulk of quantitative research on teacher assessment literacy. 
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 In 2003 James Popham stated: 

“Happily, in recent years we have seen the emergence of increased pre-service 

requirements that offer teacher education candidates’ greater insights regarding 

educational assessment. Accordingly, in a decade or two, the assessment literacy of the 

nation’s teaching force is bound to be substantially stronger. But for now, it must be 

professional development-completed subsequent to teacher education-that will supply the 

nation’s teachers with assessment-related skills” (p. 5). 

The findings of this study, which also supported the findings of several studies that were 

conducted within the last two decades, indicated that teacher assessment literacy is limited and 

that it still has its deficits in spite of increased pre-service teacher training in assessment. While 

pre-service training has been shown to have a significant effect on assessment literacy in this and 

other studies, future research may need to investigate the objectives, tasks, contents and 

outcomes (essentially the effectiveness) of assessment courses provided by teacher preparation 

institutions and professional development programs. 
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Appendix A 
Teacher Assessment Perceptions Survey 

 

“Dear fellow English teachers, 
 

This is an invitation to participate in the research: “Assessment Literacy: A Study of EFL 
Teachers’ Assessment Knowledge, Perspectives and Classroom Observations”. The 
study aims to understand English teachers’, in Colleges of Applied Sciences-Oman, 
current levels, and perspectives and practices of language assessment literacy. Hence, it 
is expected that the findings of this study will help provide information on teachers’ 
needs of assessment literacy professional development programs. 

 
An Institutional Review Board responsible for human subject research at The University 
of Arizona reviewed this research project and found it to be acceptable, according to 
applicable state and federal regulations and University policies designed to protect the 
rights and welfare of participants in research.  

 

Participation in this study is voluntary, and participants can stop taking part in the study at 

any time they want. 

 

You can click the link below if you want to participate in this study: 

 

The link to the survey will be inserted here.” 

 

Part 1: Participants Info 

Gender:   M   F 

Nationality:    Omani      Non Omani 

CAS:  Nizwa   Rustaq   Sohar  Ibri  Sur  Salalah 

Last Qualification:_________________________ 

Field of Specializations:______________________ 
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What Level do you teach A   B   C   D   First year   Second year 

How many hours are you teaching this semester:  Less than ten      10-12      12-16    16-20 

For how long have you been teaching English: less than 5    5-10    10-15   15-20   20+ 

Have you taken any pre-service courses on educational assessment? Yes  No 

Have you taken any professional development on assessment? Yes No 

I work as/have worked (position) as: teacher   level coordinator   assessment coordinator    

helping with coordination (which)----------------- 

Participants’ day of birth_____ Month ______. Write the last name of your favorite writer 

_______  ( for response matching purposes) 

Part 2: TEACHER SELF PERCEIVED ASSESSMENT SKILLS  

Please indicate how skilled you are in using the assessment issue described by each of the 

statements below by ticking one of the choices next to each statement according to the following 

five-point scale: 1 not competent, 2 a little competent, 3 somewhat competent, 4 competent, 5 

very competent 
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Statement 1 2 3 4 5 

Not 
Competent 

A little 
Competent 

Somewhat 
Competent 

Competent Very 
Competent 

 

Constructing and Administering Assessment 

choosing the appropriate methods for classroom assessment      

using a table of specifications to plan assessments      

writing general instructions in a way that leaves no room for 
students to ask for any explanations about the test  

     

using assessment results in developing treatment plans for 
low-achieving students 

     

writing test questions for higher cognitive levels       

Performance Assessment 

assessing class participation      

assessing students learning through oral questions      

developing performance assessment methods (e.g., assigning 
projects, assignments, reports, presentations etc.) based on 
clearly defined objectives  

     

defining the rating scale for performance criteria       

communicating performance assessment criteria to students in 
advance 

     

assigning hands-on activities      

using the rating scale/checklist while observing students’ 
performance  

     

assessing students learning through observation      

Grading 

determining students grades according to students’ average 
performance 

     

identifying different factors to be considered when grading      
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identifying students’ characteristics that should not be used 
when grading 

     

determining students’ grades to match the achievement 
instructional objectives. 

     

Communicating Assessment Results with Others 

using portfolios to assess students’ progress      

providing written feedback to students       

communicating assessment results to students      

providing oral feedback to students      

communicating assessment results to parents      

Assessment Ethics 

informing students of the objectives before applying the 
assessment 

     

keeping the assessment results of each student confidential       

avoiding the use of assessment as a way to punish students for 
their behavior 

     

preventing students from cheating on tests      

avoiding teaching to the test when preparing students for 
tests. 

     

Digital Language Assessment Literacy 

using Blackboard to design language skills test      

giving computerized course tasks (e.g., end of unit vocab, 
grammar, listen and comment on a video etc.) 

     

assessing student language skills (e.g., grammar, vocab, 
writing etc) using online tools (discussion boards, blogs, 
wikis etc)  

     

using Safeassign reports to give student feedback on written 
assignment 

     

varying digital assessment tools according to their 
effectiveness for classroom purposes 
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providing criteria for online/computerized tests/tasks along 
with the tests/tasks 

     

using Blackboard assessment data (student participation, 
grades, user activity in online discussion, safeassign reports 
etc.) to plan future teaching. 

     

 

Part 3: Teacher Assessment Practices 

Please indicate the extent to which you use the following method in assessing students 

learning by writing the score next to each statement according to the following 5-point 

scale:  

1 Never, 2 Rarely, 3 Sometimes, 4 Most of the time, 5 Always 

 Never Rarely Sometimes Most of the 

time 

Always 

Using Traditional Assessment Methods 

using true/false questions.      

using multiple-choice questions      

using fill-in-the-blank questions      

using matching questions      

using short essay questions       

Using Alternative Assessment Methods 

using hands-on assessment which depend on student’s 

performance assessment with pre-defined criteria 
     

using oral questions or tests      

asking students to provide a mini-research paper with 

references 
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Communicating Assessment Results to Students 

informing students of assessment (i.e., test, quiz) objectives 

before applying it. 

     

returning homework, activities and tests to students in a way 

that keeps assessment results of each student private 

     

informing students of their strengths according to the method 

used to assess their performance 

     

providing oral feedback to each student about their 

performance  

     

acknowledging students of high achievement in front of their 

peers 

     

providing written feedback for each student on their 

performance 

     

Assessment Standards and Criteria 

developing an answer sheet to correct essay questions.      

using Zero when grading students’ uncompleted work.      

communicating performance assessment (i.e., tests and 

hands-on activities) criteria in advance 

     

defining a rating scale for performance criteria in advance.      

Student-Involved Assessment 

providing students with suggestions to enable them monitor 

their progress in learning 

     

allowing students to self-assess their work.      

training students to assess tasks done by their peers.      

allowing students to choose the assessment task they would 

like to preform among various assessment tasks. 
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giving students a chance to develop test questions according 

to their understanding of the objectives to be achieved.  

     

Non-achievement-based Grading 

considering students good conduct in class when assigning 

their overall grades. 

     

considering students’ task organization when assigning their 

overall grades. 

     

comparing student’s performance to each other when 

assigning their overall grades. 

     

considering student’s participation in class when assigning 

their overall grades. 

     

considering student absenteeism when assigning grades.      

Digital Language Assessment Literacy 

using Blackboard to design language skills test      

giving computerized course tasks (e.g., end of unit 

vocab, grammar, listen and comment on a video 

etc.) 

     

assessing student language skills (e.g., grammar, 

vocab, writing etc.) using online tools (discussion 

boards, wiki, blogs etc.  

     

using Safeassign reports to give student feedback 

on written assignment 

     

varying digital assessment tools according to their 

effectiveness for classroom purposes 

     

providing criteria for online/computerized 

tests/tasks along with the tests/tasks 

     

 

using Blackboard assessment data (student 

participation, grades, user activity in online 
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discussion, safeassign reports etc) to plan future 

teaching. 
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Appendix B 
Modified Assessment Perceptions Surveys (Skills) 

 

Original Statements Change/Use Statements used  Rationale 

for 

change or 

exclusion 

constructing and administering 

assessment 

 constructing and administering assessment  

choosing the appropriate methods 

for classroom assessment 

adopted  choosing the appropriate methods for 

classroom assessment 

 

 using a table of specifications to 

plan assessments 

modified using assessment guidelines to plan 

assessment 

Clarity 

 writing general instructions in a 

way that leaves no room for 

students to ask for any explanations 

about the test  

modified 

writing clear test instructions 

Clarity  

 writing matching questions with 

relevant alternative answers 

excluded  Length  

constructing written tests based on 

instructional objectives and students 

abilities  

excluded  Length  

determining if a test is valid for 

classroom assessment 

excluded   Length  

 developing fill-in-the-blank 

questions with one correct answer 

only 

excluded  Length  
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developing true/false questions 

which cannot be true and false at 

the same time 

excluded  Length  

 using assessment results in 

developing treatment plans for low-

achieving students 

adopted using assessment results in developing 

treatment plans for low-achieving students 

 

writing test questions for higher 

cognitive levels  

modified writing test questions that suit the level of 

high-achieving students. 

 

 

Clarity 

writing multiple-choice questions 

with homogenous alternatives. 

excluded  Length  

analyzing Assessment Results This   

Section  

is  

Excluded 

Entirely 

 This 

section  

is more  

related to  

summa-

tive 

assess-

ment. 

 This 

study  

deals 

merely  

with  

formative 

using assessment results to plan 

teaching  

 

converting students grades to 

standard scores to compare between 

them 

 

using some statistical program such 

as SPSS in analyzing assessment 

results  

 

conducing item analysis (i.e., 

difficulty and discrimination 

indices) for teacher-made tests. 

 

calculating and interpreting 

measures of central tendency (e.g., 

average) for teacher-made-tests 
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 using assessment results in making 

in enrichment plans for outstanding 

students  

 assess-

ment  

calculating reliability coefficients 

for assessment results 

 

revising get this based on item 

analysis 

 

 computing and interpreting 

dispersion measures  (e.g., standard 

deviation) of assessment results 

 

Performance Assessment   Performance Assessment 

 

 

assessing class participation adopted  

assessing class participation 

 

 

 assessing students learning through 

oral questions 

adopted assessing students learning through oral 

questions 

 

 developing performance 

assessment methods (e.g., assigning 

projects, assignments, reports, 

presentations etc.) based on clearly 

defined objectives  

adopted 
developing performance assessment methods 

(e.g., assigning projects, assignments, reports, 

presentations etc.) based on clearly defined 

objectives 

 

defining the rating scale for 

performance criteria  

modified defining rating scales and rubrics for 

performance assessment 

Clarity  

communicating performance 

assessment criteria to students in 

advance 

adopted 
communicating performance assessment 

criteria to students in advance 
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 assigning hands-on activities modified assigning hands-on activities                                              

(e.g., writing projects, presentations, peer 

evaluation) 

 

Clarity 

 using the rating scale/checklist 

while observing students’ 

performance  

adopted/ order 

of item 

changed 

using the rating scale/checklist while 

observing students’ performance (this item 

follows the next item in order) 

Logically 

this item 

should 

come 

after the 

next item 

in this 

section 

assessing individual hands-on 

activities 

excluded  Length 

assessing students’ learning through 

observation 

adopted /order 

of item 

changed 

assessing students learning through 

observation 

 

Grading   Grading  

determining students’ grades 

according to students average 

performance 

adopted determining students grades according to 

students average performance 

 

 

distinguishing between academic 

performance and non-academic 

performance of students when 

grading 

modified 

avoiding bias (personal preferences) in 

grading. 

Clarity  

weighing different projects, exams, 

homework, et. when assigning 

semester grades 

excluded  Teacher 

has to do 

this 

according 
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to the 

regulatio

ns of the 

context of 

the study 

 identifying different factors to be 

considered when grading 

adopted identifying different factors to be considered 

when grading 

 

 identifying students’ characteristics 

that should not be used when 

grading 

excluded  Length 

 informing students in advance how 

grades are to be assigned 

excluded  Length/ 

Repetitio

n of item 

that 

already 

appeared 

in 

previous 

section 

determining students’ grades to 

match the achievement instructional 

objectives. 

modified teach, assess and grade in correspondence 

to main learning objectives 

Clarity  

Communicating Assessment 

Results with Others 

 Communicating Assessment Results With 

Others 

 

using portfolios to assist students’ 

progress 

adopted using portfolios to assist students’ progress  

interpreting percentile band to 

students and parents 

excluded  Technical 

term 

increases 
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ambiguit

y 

 using assessment results when 

making decisions (e.g., placement, 

promotion) about individual 

students 

excluded  More 

related to 

summa-

tive 

assess-

ment  

communicating assessment results 

to other educators  

excluded  Length 

providing written feedback to 

students  

adopted providing written feedback to students   

communicating assessment results 

to students 

adopted communicating assessment results to students  

providing oral feedback to students adopted providing oral feedback to students  

communicating assessment results 

to parents 

adopted communicating assessment results to parents  

Assessment Ethics  Assessment Ethics  

informing students of the objectives 

before applying the assessment 

modified informing students of the assessment 

objectives before applying the assessment 

Clarity  

keeping the assessment results of 

each student confidential  

adopted keeping the assessment results of each student 

confidential 

 

avoiding the use of assessment as a 

way to punish students for their 

behavior 

adopted 
avoiding the use of assessment as a way to 

punish students for their behavior 

 

preventing students from cheating adopted preventing students from cheating on tests  
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on tests 

avoiding the disclosure of 

assessment results to others than the 

students’ parents 

excluded  Length  

protecting students confidentiality 

with regard to assessment results 

excluded  Length 

avoiding teaching to the test when 

preparing students for tests. 

adopted avoiding teaching to the test when preparing 

students for tests. 

 

  Digital Assessment Literacy This 

section  

was 

added 

by the 

research-

er  

for the 

purposes 

of the 

study 

  using Blackboard to design language skills test 

  giving computerized course tasks/tests (e.g., 

end of unit vocab, grammar, listen and 

comment on a video etc.). 

  assessing student language skills (e.g., 

grammar, vocab, writing etc.) using online 

tools (discussion boards, blogs, wikis etc.). 

  using Safeassign reports to give student 

feedback on written assignment 

  varying digital assessment tools according to 

their effectiveness for classroom purposes 

  providing criteria for online/computerized 

tests/tasks along with the tests/tasks 

  using Blackboard assessment data (student 

participation, grades, user activity in  

online discussion, Safeassign reports etc.) to 

plan future teaching. 
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Appendix C 
Modified Assessment Perceptions Surveys (practices) 

Original Statements Change/Use Statements used  Rationale 

for change 

or 

exclusion 

Using Traditional Assessment 

Using true/false questions. adopted  

Using true/false questions. 

 

using short answer questions to 

write a word, definition or law. 

excluded 
 

Length 

using multiple-choice questions adopted using multiple-choice questions  

using fill-in-the-blank questions adopted using fill-in-the-blank questions  

using matching questions adopted using matching questions  

using short essay questions  adopted using short essay questions  

Using Alternative Assessment 

using hands-on assessment 

which depend on student’s 

modified assigning hands-on activities with pre-

specified rubrics 

Clarity 
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performance assessment with 

pre-defined criteria 

using oral questions or tests adopted using oral questions or tests  

assigning students to provide a 

mini-research  paper with 

references 

modified 
asking students to provide a mini-research 

paper with references 

Clarity  

providing samples and models 

(Innovations or applying theory 

on real-life examples) 

excluded  Length 

using hands-on assessment 

which depend on student’s 

performance without pre-defined 

criteria 

excluded  Length 

Analyzing Assessment Results 

conducting item analysis (i.e.., 

difficulty and discrimination 

indices) for teacher made tests. 

This  

section 

 was  

excluded 

 This 

section  

is more  

related to  checking if the test represents 

the content of the subject to be 



 206 

assessed  summative 

assessmen

t. 

 This 

study  

deals 

merely  

with  

formative 

assessmen

t 

using a table of specifications to 

plan assessment 

calculating a reliability 

coefficient for assessment results 

calculating dispersion measures 

(i.e., standard deviation and 

range) to describe assessment 

results. 

 
calculating measures of central 

tendency (i.e., mean, median, 

mode) to describe assessment 

results 

 Communicating Assessment with students 

informing students of assessment 

(i.e., test) objectives before 

applying it. 

adopted 
informing students of assessment (i.e., test, 

quiz) objectives before applying it. 

Clarity  

returning homework, activities 

and tests to students in a way 

that keeps assessment results of 

adopted returning homework, activities and tests to 

students in a way that keeps assessment 

results of each student private 
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each student private 

keeping assessment results of 

each student confidential 

excluded 

 

Repetition  

informing students of their 

strengths according to the 

method used to assess their 

performance 

adopted 
informing students of their strengths 

according to the method used to assess 

their performance 

 

providing oral feedback to each 

student about their performance  

adopted providing oral feedback to each student 

about their performance 

 

praising students of high 

achievement in front of their 

peers 

excluded  Irrelevant 

for 

university 

students=c

ontext of 

the study 

providing written feedback for 

each student on their 

performance 

adopted providing written feedback for each 

student on their performance 

 

 

Assessment Standards and Criteria 

developing an answer sheet to 

correct essay questions. 

adopted developing an answer sheet to correct 

essay questions. 
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using Zero when grading 

students’ uncompleted work. 

modified using Zero when grading students’ 

uncompleted and or partially 

uncompleted work. 

 

communicating performance 

assessment (i.e., tests and hands-

on activities) criteria in advance 

adopted communicating performance assessment 

(i.e., tests and hands-on activities) criteria 

in advance 

 

communicating the method of 

grade distribution (marking) to 

students in advance 

excluded  Length 

defining a rating scale for 

performance criteria in advance. 

 defining a rating scale for performance 

criteria in advance. 

 

Student-Involved Assessment 

providing students with 

suggestions to enable them 

monitor their progress in 

learning 

adopted Providing students with suggestions to 

enable them monitor their progress in 

learning 

 

training students to assess 

strong/weak tasks done by 

students of previous years. 

modified Training students to assess tasks done by 

their peers. 

Clarity 

and 

relevance  
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allowing students to choose the 

assessment task they would like 

to preform among various 

assessment tasks. 

adopted allowing students to choose the assessment 

task they prefer among various assessment 

tasks. 

 

giving students a chance to 

develop test questions according 

to their understanding of the 

objectives to be achieved.  

adopted giving students a chance to develop test 

questions according to their understanding 

of the objectives to be achieved. 

 

Non Achievement based Grading 

considering students good 

conduct at class when assigning 

their overall grades. 

adopted considering students good conduct in class 

when assigning their overall grades. 

Clarity  

considering students task 

organization when assigning 

their overall grades. 

adopted 
considering students’ task organization 

when assigning their overall grades. 

 

considering student interest in 

learning the subject when 

assigning the student’s overall 

grade. 

excluded 

 

Length  

comparing student’s adopted comparing student’s performance to each  
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performance to each other when 

assigning their overall grades. 

other when assigning their overall grades. 

considering student’s 

participation in class when 

assigning their overall grades. 

adopted 
considering student’s participation in class 

when assigning their overall grades. 

 

considering student’s number of 

day absent when assigning 

grades. 

modified 
considering student absenteeism when 

assigning grades. 

Clarity  

Digital Assessment Literacy 

using Blackboard to design 

language skills test 

   

This 

section  

was added 

by the 

researcher  

for the 

purposes 

of the 

study 

give computerized course 

tasks/tests (e.g., end of unit 

vocab, grammar, listen and 

comment on a video etc). 

 

 

assessing student language skills 

(e.g., grammar, vocab, writing 

etc) using online tools 

(discussion boards, wiki, blogs 

etc. 
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using Safeassign reports to give 

student feedback on written 

assignment 

 

 

varying digital assessment tools 

according to their effectiveness 

for classroom purposes 

 

 

providing criteria for 

online/computerized tests/tasks 

along with the tests/tasks 

 

 

using Blackboard assessment 

data (student participation, 

grades, user activity in online 

discussion, Safeassign reports 

etc.) to plan future teaching. 
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Appendix D 
Language Assessment Literacy Test 

The Following Assessment Review consists of 20 items. For each item, please choose 

either A, B, C or D.  

1. If a test is “biased for best”, we should expect: 

a. Only strong students perform well on the test. 

b. Only weak students perform well on the test 

c. Most students perform well on the test. 

d. Most students do badly on the test. 

2. What is the best way to communicate student learning outcomes /learning intentions to 

students? Choose two. 

       a. Explain how the content covered match them at the end of the semester. 

       b. Print them out and hand a copy to each student in the class to keep. 

       c. Tell the students where to find them in the textbook. 

       d. Discuss them with students at the beginning and end of each unit.  

3. Ahmed teaches in a school that has 10 pre-intermediate classes. Each class has their 

own teacher who is also responsible for assessing them. What is the best way to ensure that the 

students in each class are assessed fairly?  

        a. Using exams from the course textbook.    

        b. Writing tests according to the same test specifications. 

        c. Using the same scoring scale for all classes. 

        d. Using tests from the school’s test bank for the same course.  
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4. In your high-intermediate Reading Class, you want to assess your students’ critical 

thinking skills. What are the best verbs to use to serve your purpose?  

          a. Justify, decide, assess. 

          b. Paraphrase, list, describe. 

          c. Identify, group, explain. 

          d. Order, match, select. 

5. You are designing a reading test for your high-intermediate reading class. The reading 

text is about The Spread of Obesity in the World. You have written 20 multiple-choice questions 

to assess students’ reading ability. Of the following four questions you have written, which one 

will you choose to be question number 1 in the test?  

a. What is the main idea of the text?  

b. What is the main cause of obesity in developed countries? 

c. According to the text what is obesity going to look like in 2020? 

d. What does the expression “all walks of life” mean in paragraph number 1, line 

2? 

6. Ms. Ahlam started her first lesson with an intermediate academic writing class by 

asking students to write a 300-word letter. She found that students had different problems with 

different categories (e.g., organization, content, vocab etc.). Ahlam could use the information 

about students’ writing in different ways, but the best way to use it at this point is:  

          a. Keep it as reference for student achievement in the course. 

          b. Group students according to their writing needs for instruction. 

          c. Discuss the results with experienced teachers for advice. 
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         d. Write reports to students’ parents about the level of their children. 

7. In a high intermediate speaking class of 15 students, Ms. Samah is assessing her 

students’ oral skills in week 8 by interviewing each student for 10 minutes. Ms. Samah uses a 

rubric (fluency, grammar, vocabulary and pronunciation) to evaluate the student performance 

with the total score being 100. What is the most effective way for Ms. Samah to deliver students’ 

feedback so they can improve their oral skills?  

a. Giving each student their grades in the classroom along with the rubric so they 

see how they did in each category. 

b. Giving the class a collective feedback on their strengths and weaknesses. 

Individual students get to see their grades after class. 

c. Asking all students to see her in her office for a 10-minute feedback for each 

student using the rubric two days after the test. 

d. Sending students’ grades along with the rubric, so they see how they did on 

each category through Blackboard, email or Google Drive. 

8. Test item analysis is conducted on objective test questions. The main purpose of 

conducting item analysis is:  

           a. Examining whether test items cover the content of the course. 

           b. Examining whether test items are aligned with exam specifications. 

           c. Examining whether test items are marked correctly by teachers.  

           d. Examining whether test items distinguish between stronger and weaker  

 students. 

9. Mr. Adel developed a midterm exam for his high-intermediate classes (70 students). 

The reading section of the test has multiple-choice questions with three distractors each. The first 
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question asks students to decide on the best title for the reading (four choices A, B, C, & D, with 

B being the correct choice). Students’ responses according to item analysis were as follows: 

Distractor A B C D 

% Students’ 

responses 

0% 65% 20% 15% 

Which distractor has to be replaced in future tests:  

a. Distractor A. 

b. Distractor C. 

c. Distractor D. 

d. None. 

10. After releasing students’ results on the locally standardized and validated midterm 

exam on General English Skills, which contributes 40% towards the total grade, Ms. Ashley 

found that most of her pre-intermediate students (70%) performed below average in all tested 

skills. Ashley is convinced that something went wrong because her students performed better in 

classroom tests that she has been conducting during the 6 weeks preceding the midterm exam. 

What went wrong?  

            a. The midterm exam was ill constructed. 

            b. The exam grading was not reliable enough. 

            c. Students fear standardized exams, which affected their performance. 

            d. Ashley did not consider the learning objectives in her classroom teaching. 
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11. What is the best action that Ashley should take at this point?  

a. Immediately discusses her findings with the dean of the college so he/she can 

report to the MOHE, so an immediate action could be taken. 

b. Immediately discusses her findings with the department (HoD, coordinators 

and teachers) and discusses solutions. 

c. Immediately modifies students’ scores according to their performance in class 

and report them to the level coordinator along with evidence from students’ 

work. 

d. Immediately communicates with students’ parents and tells them how the 

midterm scores don’t represent students’ performance in class. 

12. You plan to promote student autonomy. Which strategy should help achieve this 

purpose?  

            a. Promoting self-assessment. 

             b. Promoting peer assessment.   

             c. Promoting speed-reading.    

             d. Promoting cooperative learning. 

13. Mr. Smith has to assign his students a grade based on their achievement in a General 

English Skills course. Which of the following grading strategies Mr. Smith should NOT use?  

                        a. Performance on quizzes.  

            b. Oral participation in class. 

            c. Assignments. 

            d. Attendance. 
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14. Ms. Huda was concerned that her students won’t do well on the locally standardized 

final test. She asked the assessment coordinator to provide her with a mock test that uses the 

same format of the final test, but with different questions (and themes). She did all of the 

following activities to help her students score higher. Which activity is unethical?  

a. Trained her students on test taking techniques including taking multiple-choice 

tests. 

           b. Gave students the mock exam and worked on it together as a whole class. 

           c. Planned instruction to focus on the themes that will be covered on the test 

           d. Discussed the objectives of applying the test with her students. 

15. Mr. Jaifar teaches General English Skills to a pre-intermediate class. Every time he 

has a lab class, he makes sure that his students go to a specialized pre-intermediate reading 

website that offers a wide range of reading quizzes with automatized scoring. Students at least do 

one quiz as a warm up activity in a lab class before Mr. Jaifar starts the traditional instruction. 

Which is the major criticism of Mr. Jaifar’s practice:  

          a. Not scoring the quizzes himself. 

          b. Not varying the digital quizzes to include other skills. 

          c. Making students go for a digital quiz every lab class. 

          d. Making low level students work individually. 

16. Ms. Manal just started teaching and it’s her first experience to develop her own 

assessment for Advanced level students. She wants to make sure that the scores of her self-

developed assessment are valid. Which of the following provides the best evidence for her 

purpose:  

         a. Let the level coordinator judge whether the assessment is appropriate or not. 

http://www.reading4preintermdediate.com/
http://www.reading4preintermdediate.com/
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         b. Compare the assessment with other teachers’ assessment for the same unit. 

         c. Ask the students to indicate if they thought the assessment assessed what was  

           taught in class. 

        d. Match the content of the instructional input to the content of the assessment. 

17. The English department (25 faculty members) is conducting a placement test for 1000 

fresher on September 1st. The test has one language knowledge component (10 objective items), 

one reading component (10 objective items) and two writing components (200/w each). The 

results of the test have to be released two days after the test. In order for the department to meet 

expectations and release the results on time, what is the best measure for the department to take?  

a. Mark the writing components on a holistic scale. 

b. Mark the writing components on an analytical scale. 

c. Mark each paper once because double marking takes longer time. 

d. Mark the objective components twice and the writing component one time. 

18. Mr. Wise has two language classes A and B with 15 students in each test. Both 

classes had a mean of 62.5 percent. Here are the scores of both classes: 

Class A 

Score  68 65 64 63 62 61 60 59 

Frequency 1 1 2 3 3 2 2 1 

 

Class B 

Score 15 42 55 59 63 64 67 69 72 73 75 81 82 96 

Frequency 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
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Considering the distribution of the scores around the mean for both classes, which 

statement is likely true? 

a. The performance of students in class B is better than their counterparts in class A. 

b. The mean is the best indicator of student performance in class B. 

c. Class B is multi-level while class A is more homogenous. 

d. Scores of class B students are normally distributed. 

19. You want to know if you can grade your students using a digital language 

performance test. What information do you need to help you decide?  

       a. Students are familiar with using computers. 

       b. Students are familiar with computer-based tests. 

       c. Students like to be tested digitally. 

       d. All of the above. 

20. For a pre-intermediate class, Ms. Salma developed a 60-minute reading 

comprehension test (1000 word text about Google) that has 15 multiple-choice items. What is the 

best way for Ms. Salma to increase the reliability of her test?  

       a. Increasing the number of multiple-choice items. 

       b. Matching the content of the test to that of her instruction. 

       c. Allocating more time for students to finish the test. 

       d. Changing the test format to True/False questions 



 220 

Appendix E 
Evaluation Tests (adopted from CESL) 

After reading the background information about the course and the learning outcomes 

being assessed, look at the test on the following pages to determine if it is a good one or not. 

Note that the test includes a series of tasks, and the scoring system used to rate students’ 

performance. Provide a rationale for your assessment of the test. 

 

Assessment of Test  

This test is: 

5 (Excellent)       4 (Good)          3 (Satisfactory)           2 (Unsatisfactory)          1 (Weak) 

Rationale 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Course information  

• The test will be a final exam, at the end of an 8-week intensive English course. 
• The exam is worth 20% of the final course grade. 
• Time for exam: 90 minutes  
• Course: Writing Skills 
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• Proficiency Level: high-beginner 
• Number of Students: 20 

Learning outcomes being assessed: 

 

• student’s ability to write good (i.e. accurate) sentences 
• control over the following grammar tenses: simple present, simple past, simple future 
• ability to write a paragraph (*Note – during this course students will have learned how to 

construct a paragraph with a topic sentence, supporting sentences, and concluding 
sentence, and will have written and been graded on one) 

 

Writing Final Exam 
1. Grammar  

A. Tense. In the following paragraph, determine if the verbs are in the correct tense (simple 
past, simple present, and simple future). If the verb is incorrect, circle the verb and 
provide the correct form of the verb in the space given.  

 
I like to take my dog to the pet cleaners because it was very convenient. One month ago, I tried 

to wash my dog by hand. He was not very happy and will run away from me many times. It was 

difficult to wash my dog. Now he went to the cleaners. They clean my dog very well and use 

minty shampoo. I take my dog to the cleaners in the future, because I know that they will always 

did a good job. 

 
B. Fill in the blank. Write the correctly conjugated verb into the spaces provided in the 

sentences below. 
1. Next year Shelly __________ (to go) on vacation in Germany. 
2. Last week I __________ (to study) for my test. 
3. Henry’s dog __________ (to eat) biscuits every day.  
4. You never __________ (to tell) when to come yesterday. 
5. Tomorrow evening he __________ (to watch) his favorite TV show at 8 o’clock. 

2. Writing a paragraph 
A. Form an idea. Choose one of the following topics and write a sentence finishing the idea 

with your own opinion. Be sure to think about the structure of your paragraph and ways 
to express your feelings clearly.  
 

● People who cut in line at the store… 
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● People who sneeze and don’t cover their mouths… 
● People who bully other people…  

 
______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 
B. Brainstorm. You will be writing a paragraph to develop this idea. Use this space to 

outline and brainstorm related thoughts. Include your topic, at least three supporting 
ideas, and a closing thought to bring it all together.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C. Write your paragraph. Use the space provided below. Feel free to relate to your own past 
experiences in your writing. You will be scored on content, task completion, structure, and 
accuracy. 
 
______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________
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______________________________________________________________________________

_______ 

 
Scoring 

Score total ____ / 100 points 
 

1. Part 1 ___ / 40 points 

a. Tense ___ / 20 points 

i. 5 items = 4 points per verb  

b. Fill in the blank ___ / 20 points 

2. Part 2 ___ / 60 points 

a. Form an idea ___ / 15 points  

i. Comprehension ___ / 10 points 

ii. Grammar and accuracy ___ / 5 points 

b. Brainstorm ___ / 15 points  

i. Topic ___ / 3 points 

ii. 3 supporting ideas ___ / 9 points 

iii. Conclusion ___ / 3 points 

c. Write your paragraph ___ / 30 points  

i. Content ___ / 20 points 

ii. Accuracy ___ / 10 points 
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Appendix F 
 Observation/Schedule Checklist 

Teacher:----------------- Level:------------------ Section: --------------- Duration:------------
-- 

Observation Checklist  Task 

#--- 

Notes 

Source of the assessment task 

• Teacher developed 
• Published 
• Text-book 
• other 

  

Purpose of the Assessment Task 

• Diagnosing 
• Grouping 
• Grading 
• Evaluating 
• Reporting (feedback for 

students/parents/school) 
• Improving instruction 
• Preparing for a coming class  
• Reinforcing learning 
• Evaluating previous learning 
• Other  

  

Assessment Method (strategies 1) 

• MCQs 
• True-False 
• Fill-in-the-gap 
• Written essay 
• Short answers 
• Oral discussion 
• Presentation 
• Other 

  

Student-Involvement in the Assessment Task 

(strategies 2) 

• Self-assessment 
• Peer-assessment 
• Class reflection 
• None 
• Other 

  

Assessment Task Feedback    
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• Immediate 
• Not-Immediate 
• Written 
• Verbal 
• Digital 
• Other 

Role of the Teacher 

• Directly helping students  
• Giving cues 
• Other  

  

 

 

 

 

Role of summative exams 
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Appendix G 
 

Semi-Structured Interview Potential Questions 
1. What is the purpose of this particular assessment? (design) 

2. What learning outcome does it support? (design) 

3. Did you develop the assessment yourself? Did you use an external assessment? Why? 

(design) 

4. Did the student know they are having this assessment task ahead of time? 

5. Did anyone review/do the task before giving it to students? 

6. What scoring/grading criteria are you using to score this particular assessment? Why did 

you choose this particular one? (design) 

7. Are the students aware of the grading criteria? (delivery) 

8. What is the purpose behind making this assessment task: an individual, group or whole 

class work? (delivery) 

9. Why did you choose this particular time of the lesson to conduct the assessment task? 

(delivery) 

10. Did the assessment succeed in achieving the purpose? How do you know? (decision 

making) 

11. What have you learned from this particular assessment? (decision making) 

12.  If you have the opportunity to redesign this assessment task, what would you do? Why? 

(evaluating the task). 

13. Does the assessment task provide you with a good evidence of student learning? How? 

14. How are you going to use the information you got from the assessment task? 

15. How do evaluate the assessment event? Did it go as expected? 

16. What do you think of the task you designed? Happy with it? Why/why Not? 

17.  Is there anything else you would like to say? 
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Appendix H  
 

Checklist for Good Assessment  
Teacher:----------------- Level:------------------ Section: --------------- 

Is the 

test/task_____? 

Yes No 

Valid 

The test measures 

what is designed to measure 

  

Reliable* 

The test is consistent 

and dependable. It gives 

scoring rubrics and clear 

directions for scoring 

  

Practical 

The test can be easily 

administered within the time 

allotted. It is also easy to score 

  

Washback** 

The test has a positive 

effect on learning and/or 

teaching 

  

Authentic 

The test offers 

contextualized and meaningful 

tasks 
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Student 

Involvement** 

The test encourages 

student involvement through 

self and peer assessment 

  

Clarity * 

The test instructions’ 

and items’ language is clear. It 

uses language that suits the 

level of students. 

  

* This criterion is used with the test evaluation task only. 

** This criterion is used with the teacher-developed tasks only. 

 

Source: Developed by the researcher based on Brown and Abeywickrama (2010) and Coombe, Folse & Hubley 

(2007). 
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Appendix I 
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Appendix J    
Teacher-Produced Tasks Analysis   

 

Abbreviation V P W A SI 

Term Validity Practicality Washback Authenticity Student 

Involvement 

 

 

Alaa Method Skill Purpose Dura-

tion 

Sts Work V P W A SI 

Task 1 Choose 

the odd 

vocab 

Reading 

Vocab 

Reinforce 

learning 

9 Group Y Y Y N N 

Task 2 Scramble 

words 

Reading 

Vocab 

Motivate 

students 

15 Group 

competition 

Y Y N N N 

Task 3 8 

Cross 

words 

that 

should be 

answered 

though 8 

fill in the 

gap 

sentences 

Reading 

Vocab 

Prepare 

students 

for a 

coming 

task 

30 Group 

competition 

Y Y N N N 
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Paul Method Skill Purpose Dura-

tion 

Sts Work V P W A SI 

Task 

1 

 (Short 

answers) 

Vocab and 

spelling 

using trays 

Listening 

& 

Speaking 

Vocab 

To make 

words 

stick 

23  Group 

competition 

Y Y N N N 

Task 

2 

Oral 

discussion+ 

group 

presentation 

Reading 

Class 

Speaking 

task  

Evaluating 

previous 

learning 

20 Group 

discussion 

Y Y Y Y N 

Task 

3 

Put target 

words into 

meaningful 

sentences 

Listening 

& 

Speaking 

Preparing 

them for 

the 

coming 

listening 

task 

24 he 

gave no 

feedback 

on this 

task 

Individual  Y Y N N N 

 

 

 

Carl Method Skill Purpose Dura-

tion 

Sts Work V P W A SI 

Task 

1 

Describing 

pictures  14 in 

future 

tense/planning 

or prediction 

Grammar 

using 

future 

tense  

Evaluating 

their 

understanding 

26 Individual 

followed 

by class 

discussion 

Y Y Y Y N 
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Short answers 

full sentences 

Task 

2 

Describing 

pictures 14  

with WILL 

Grammar 

using 

future 

tense 

Evaluating 

their learning 

16 Individual Y Y Y Y N 

Task 

3 

Making 

questions and 

answers for 

11 cases 

Grammar 

present 

perfect 

and 

simple 

present 

Reviewing 

past learning 

28 Individual  Y Y Y N N 

 

Mike Method Skill Purpose Dura-

tion 

Sts Work V P W A SI 

Task 1 Paraphrasing 

20 sentences 

Academic 

writing 

Evaluating 

students’ 

understanding  

30 Individual  Y Y Y* N N 

Task 2 Writing 

Quotation 

from a given 

source 

Academic 

writing 

Evaluating 

learning/ 

polishing 

students skills 

31 Individual 

followed 

by class 

reflection 

Y Y Y Y N 

Task 3 Oral 

discussion 

around what 

is the 

most/least 

Listening 

& 

speaking 

class 

Preparing 

students for a 

coming 

speaking test 

20 Peer work Y Y Y Y N 
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important 

for a culture 

 

24 students half under propation 1st year/2 

Rawaa Method Skill Purpose Dura-

tion 

Sts Work V P W A SI 

Task 1 Listening 

test (14 

statements 

–fill in the 

gap with 

short 

answers) 

Listening 

& 

speaking 

Preparing 

students for 

listening 

exam 

35 Individual  Y Y Y/N Y* N 

Task 2 Speaking 

and 

presentation 

practice 

Listening 

& 

speaking  

Preparing 

students for 

graded 

speaking 

exam and 

presentations 

53  2 groups got 

to do 

speaking in 

pairs + 2 

groups did 

presentations 

Y N Y Y Y 

Task 3 14 Multiple 

choice 

questions + 

16 Fill in 

the gap  

Reading 

class 

Evaluating 

students’ 

understanding 

of target 

words 

25 Group work Y Y Y N N 

 

 

 

25 2nd year/1 
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Summer  Method Skill Purpose Dura-

tion 

Sts Work V P W A SI 

Task 1 Reading test (8 

comprehension 

questions + 7 

vocabulary 

questions) 

Reading 

class 

Evaluating sts 

understanding 

of the theme 

to prepare 

them for the 

coming 

speaking 

exam 

58 Individual 

followed 

by class 

reflection 

N Y N N N 

Task 2 Cross words 

13 target 

words 

Reading 

class 

Evaluating 

students’ 

understanding 

and spelling 

22 group N Y N N N 

Task 3 Language 

knowledge 

quiz (vocab 

and grammar) 

5 multiple 

choice for 

vocab, 5 fill in 

the gap vocab 

+ 5 fill in the 

gap grammar 

Reading 

class 

Evaluating 

students 

understanding  

20 individual Y Y N N N 

 

 

2nd year , 2 assessment courses, 16 F low to average  
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Samira Method Skill Purpose Dura-

tion 

Sts Work V P W A SI 

Task 1 student-

writing For 

correcting 

different 

writing 

aspects (diff 

parts of 

essay, 

punctuation 

and spelling 

(the writing 

has different 

part from 

different sts) 

Writing 

class in 

the Lab 

Preparing 

students for 

upcoming 

exam 

1hr 

20m 

Group Y Y* Y Y Y 

Task 2 Oral 

discussion 

Listening 

& 

Speaking 

Preparing 

students for 

graded 

presentations 

10  Class 

discussion 

Y Y Y Y N 

Task 3 Presentations 

(students 

presenting 

on covered 

themes) 

Listening 

& 

speaking  

Reinforcing 

learning 

40 Group 

presentation 

followed by 

peer 

assessment 

Y Y Y Y Y 
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Zara 

Method Skill Purpose Dura-

tion 

Sts Work V P W A SI 

Task 

1 

Punctuation 

review 

(correct 10 

sentences 

that had 

wrong 

punctuation) 

Writing Diagnostic 

task 

14 Individual Y Y Y N N 

Task 

2 

Students 

writing 

(Students 

had to check 

their coded 

paragraphs 

and rewrite 

them) 

Writing To draw 

students’ 

attention to 

their 

mistakes 

and how 

they can 

correct 

their 

mistakes 

without the 

teacher 

help 

30 Individual  Y Y Y Y Y 

Task 

3 

Short 

answers 

(Identify 

paragraph’s 

Writing  Reinforcing 

previous 

learning 

30 Group Y Y Y Y N 
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different 

parts) 
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Appendix K 
 
 

RQ 1 To what extent are EFL teachers of the Colleges of Applied Sciences in Oman 
assessment literate? 

1.5. How do teachers perceive/self-assess their assessment literacy 
(competence and assessment practice frequency)? 

1.6. How do teachers perceive their digital assessment literacy 
(competence and practice frequency)? 

1.7. How do teachers perform on a test that measures assessment 
knowledge? 

1.8. How do teachers perform on a test evaluation task? 
Findings Assessment Competence: 

- Teachers generally perceive themselves as moderately competent in 
language assessment (M=3.92 Maximum=5, SD=.70). 

- On a Likert scale of 5 (very competent) to 1 (not competent), teachers 
reported slightly lower competence in constructing and administering 
language assessment tasks (M=3.90, SD= .71) compared to teacher 
general assessment competence and second lowest competence 
compared to the rest of the assessment competencies.  

- Teacher reported as having the lowest competence in developing digital 
language assessment (M=3.21, SD=.84). 

- Pre-service assessment training had a significant effect on teacher 
language assessment competence. 

- No statistical significance for age, gender, in-service assessment 
training on teacher language assessment competence. 

- Teaching experience had statistically positive correlation with 
constructing and administering language assessment, developing 
performance assessment, developing valid grading procedures and 
communicating valid results with others. 

Assessment Practices: 
- Teachers reported practicing assessment communication (M=4.18, SD 

=.72 most frequently followed by alternative assessment methods 
(M=3.80, SD=.63), assessment standards and criteria (M=3.70, SD=.77) 
and traditional assessment methods (M=3.60, SD=.72) respectively. 
They claimed less frequent use of student involved assessment 
(M=3.23, SD=.77) and digital assessment (M=2.75, SD=.82) with the 
non-achievement grading factors being the least practiced (M=2.73, 
SD=.93). 

- 82% involved students in assessment sometimes to most of the time. 
More than 12% of them reported that they never or rarely involved 
students in assessment.  

- 56% used non-achievement factors in grading sometimes to most of the 
time. 

- A statistical significant effect for pre-service assessment training on 
frequency of teacher assessment practices. 



 245 

- There were no statistically significant effects for gender, age and in-
service assessment training. 

- Teaching load correlated negatively with teacher use of traditional 
assessment methods and alternative assessment methods, teacher 
communication of assessment results to different stakeholders and 
developing assessment standards and criteria.  

- Teaching experience and teaching load did not correlate significantly 
with developing digital assessment practices. 

- No statistically significant correlations between weekly teaching load 
and use of digital assessment. 

Assessment Knowledge 
- Participants’ scores (N=85) on the EFL teacher assessment knowledge 

test ranged from 1 to 21 with M=12.96 SD=4.85. Maximum score was 
22? 

- Mean scores of total correct answers per test item ranged from 0.224 to 
0.835, which represented test item 20 and item five respectively. 

- The item analysis of the test indicated that most of the questions 17 out 
23 (74%) were acceptable. 

- The item discrimination of the test is working properly as there are no 
zeros and no negatives. 

- Brookhart analysis: teachers were literate the most in statement five, 
three, eleven and two with average scores of 0.72, 0.7, 0.7 and 0.69 
respectively. 

- They were moderately literate in statements ten, nine and one with 
average scores of 0.62, 0.57 and 0.56 respectively. 

- Teachers were literate the least in statement four and seven with average 
scores of 0.37 and 0.30 respectively.  

- There were no statistically significant differences in EFL teacher 
assessment knowledge (N=59) as measured by EFL teacher assessment 
knowledge test’s scores between the participants with respect to their 
gender, age, educational degree, pre-service courses in assessment, in-
service training on assessment, and assessment coordination. 

- Language assessment perceptions on competence and frequency of 
practice and language assessment knowledge showed positive 
correlations but no correlation was statistically significant. 

Evaluation Task 
- The data demonstrate gaps in teachers’ knowledge of assessment 

principles. There is also lack of awareness of what principles to use to 
evaluate language tests. 
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RQ2 
 

2. What is the relationship among EFL teacher assessment knowledge, 
practices, and perceived skills with regard to teacher subgroups (e.g., 
teachers vs. assessment coordinators; novice vs. experienced; male vs. 
female; assessment background vs. no assessment background)? 
 

Findings - No significant difference in assessment knowledge scores among the 
various subgroups (teachers vs. coordinators, males vs. females, novice vs. 
experienced, with/without training). 

- Positive correlations between teacher perceived assessment competence and 
knowledge test scores. 

- Positive correlations between teacher perceived assessment practice and 
knowledge test scores. 

- Correlations were not significant. 
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RQ 3 3. How do EFL teachers practice assessment literacy in their language 
classrooms? 

3.1. What kind of assessment purposes do teachers adopt in the 
classroom? 
3.4 . What assessment strategies do teachers use? 
3.5 . What is the quality of teacher-developed assessment 

tasks/tests? 

Findings Assessment Purposes 
- Teachers used formative assessment mainly for student-centered 

purposes. 
Assessment Methods 

- Teachers focused mostly on traditional assessment methods. 
- Alternative assessment was limited 
- Teachers used their own-developed assessment tasks, and text-book 

tasks more than any other sources. 
Student-involvement 

- Self-assessment was the least used followed by peer-assessment. 
- During 20% of the tasks, teachers didn’t use any type of student 

involvement. 
Quality of Teacher-produced assessment tasks asks 

- 92% of the tasks were valid, 96% were practical, 70% provided 
washback, 50% were authentic, only 17% involved students. 

- Teacher-developed tasks had issues with task instruction clarity, 
authenticity and digital use. 

- Summative exams had impact on teachers’ assessment practices. 
- Learning objectives were not communicated to students most of the 

time. 
-  
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Appendix L 

 
1990 Standards  Brookhart Statement 

Implied 1 

absent 2  

absent 3  

1 & 2 4 

4 with update 5 

Absent feedback 6 

3,4,5 7 

3 8 

6 9 

absent 10 

7 11 

 12 digital 
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