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ENGLISH LANGUAGE INSTRUCTORS’ PERCEPTIONS AND PRACTICES
OF FORMATIVE ASSESSMENT

ABSTRACT

Formative assessment is a kind of evaluation that takes place during the course of
learning. In this type of assessment, the teacher and the students are actively engaged
in the process of learning to discover whether the learning targets are achieved or not
(Black & William, 2009). The teachers who use formative assessment modify their
teaching strategies according to the learner needs. The learners become more
independent as they learn to evaluate their own progress. The main goal of this study
was to investigate English language teachers’ perceptions and practices of formative
assessment. In addition to discover the types of formative assessment English
language instructors’ prefer to use. This study was conducted with 50 English
language instructors who teach at Salahaddin University in Erbil, Iraq in 2018-2019
academic year. In this study, quantitative research design was used. The data of this
study was gathered via a questionnaire that was originally developed by Pat-El et al.
(2013) and later adapted by Oz (2014). The findings of this study revealed that
language instructors are well-aware of the importance of giving support to their
students in the language learning process. It also became clear that all of the
language instructors give feedback about the examination results yet less than half of
them ignore sharing the examination papers with the students, which rarely help the
learners to learn from their mistakes and/or their weaknesses to improve their
language skills as pointed out by many researchers (Wiggins & McTighe, 2007;
Black & William, 1998; Herrera, Murry & Cabral, 2007). Almost all of the
instructors in the present study are open to make modifications in their teaching
practices on noticing any problems in students’ achievement of their learning goals
and most of them are well aware of the importance of using questioning strategies to
improve student learning. The findings of the study showed that the instructors prefer
using the Multiple-choice and the Short-answer Exam methods of assessment the
most, which are not considered as methods of formative assessment. The second
most frequently preferred assessment methods are Essays; Fill in the Blanks, True
and False, Matching, Oral Presentation, Peer Assessment and Group Work exams.
Finally, Oral exams, Drama, Project, Portfolio, Performance Assessment, Self-
Assessment, Observation Form, Structured Grid, are Rubric considered as the third
preferred methods of assessment by English instructors.

Keywords: English language teaching, Formative Assessment, Formative
Assessment Practices



INGILiZCE OKUTMANLARININ BiCiMLENDIiRiCi DEGERLENDIRME
KONUSUNDAKI ALGI VE UYGULAMALARI

OZET

Bicimlendirici degerlendirme 6grenme siirecinde gerceklesen bir degerlendirme
tiirtidiir. Bu tiir degerlendirme uygulandiginda 6gretmen ve 6grencileri 6grenme
hedeflerinin gerceklesip gerceklesmedigini bulmak i¢in d6grenme siirecine aktif bir
sekilde katilirlar (Black & William, 2009). Bu tiir degerlendirme yontemi kullanan
Ogretmenler oOgrencilerinin 0grenme ihtiyaglarina gore Ogretim stratejilerini
degistirirler. Ogrenciler de kendi 6grenmelerini degerlendirme siirecine katildiklari
i¢in daha bagimsiz 6grenciler olurlar. Bu ¢alismanin amaci ingilizce okutmanlarmin
bicimlendirici degerlendirme konusundaki algi ve uygulamalarin1 arastirmak ve
ogretme siirecinde en ¢ok kullandiklari degerlendirme metodlarini bulmakti. Bu
calisma 2018-2019 akademik yilinda Irak, Erbil’de Salahaddin Universitesinde
calisan 50 Ingilizce okutman ile yiiriitiildii. Calismanin bulgular1 Pat-El et al. (2013)
tarafindan gelistirilen daha sonra Oz (2014) tarafindan adapte edilen bir anket yolu
ile toplandi. Caligmanin bulgular1 Ingilizce okutmanlarmin égrenme siireclerinde
ogrencilere destek olmanin Oneminin farkinda olduklarini gostermistir. Ayni
zamanda tiim Ingilizce okutmanlarmin smav  sonuglarini  dgrencileriyle
paylastiklarmi1 ancak calismaya katilan Ingilizce okutmanlarmin yarisindan daha
azinin sinav sonrasi dgrencilere sinav kagitlarin1 dagitmadiklar: saptanmistir ki bu da
ogrencilerin eksik yanlarin1 gérmelerini saglamak veya hatalarindan 6grenmelerine
yardimc1 olmanin 6niinii kesmektedir (Wiggins & McTighe, 2007; Black & William,
1998; Herrera, Murry & Cabral, 2007). Calismanin bir diger sonucu da arastirmaya
katilan hemen hemen tiim Ingilizce okutmanlarmin 6grencilerin 6grenme
ihtiyaglarina gore 6gretim stratejilerini degistirdikleridir. Aym zamanda Ingilizce
okutmanlar1 sorgulama teknigi kullaniminin 6grenmeyi gelistirdiginin farkindadirlar.
Calisma bulgularma gore Ingilizce okutmanlarinin kullanmay: en ¢ok tercih ettigi
degerlendirme yontemleri ¢coktan se¢meli ve kisa cevapli sinav yontemleridir. Ancak
bu yontemler bicimlendirici degerlendirme metodlar1 degildir. Ikinci en ¢ok
kullanilan degerlendirme yontemleri ise sirasiyla kompozisyon, bosluk doldurma,
dogru-yanlis sinavi, eslestirme, sozlii sunum, akran degerlendirmesi ve grup
calismasidir. Ugiincii en ¢ok kullanilan degerlendirme yontemleri ise sirasiyla sozlii
sinavlar, drama, proje, dosyalama teknigi, performans degerlendirme, 06z
degerlendirme, gozlem formlari, yapilandirilmas liste, degerlendirme dlgekleridir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Ingiliz dili ogretimi, bicimlendirici degerlendirme,
bicimlendirici degerlendirme uygulamalart.

Xi



1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 Introduction

In this section, the background of the study is presented. It mentions the most
recent and related previous findings. Also the statement of the problem is
discussed in this part of the thesis, which indicates the reason behind selecting
the topic of the study as well as its significance. In addition, the research
questions are highlighted so as to specify the target of the study. The other

operational terms are clearly defined at the end of this section.

1.2 Background of the Study

Learning assessment has always become a discussable matter. The origin of the
word assessment is proposed in the 20th century. Assessment is considered as a
crucial step of the process of teaching and learning. Furthermore, through the
regular assessments, students’ improvement can be recorded systematically
(Dhindsa, Omar & Waldrip, 2007). Linn and Miller (2005) claimed that we
could consider learning process as a target of achievement. And then the process
of assessment is an organized measurement to indicate the amount of the
received information by the students. Linn and Miller (2005) also proposed that
the students’ performances are evaluated using certain methods including
traditional paper and pen tests, writing essays, daily observation, and student
self-report. However other studies have been designed to show the different
attitudes of teachers in terms of altering old methods of assessment to the most
recent ones. Mertler (1998) distributed a survey among six hundred and twenty-
five teachers of K-12. The study aimed to find-out whether the teachers were
still keen on applying the traditional way of assessment or the other alternative
ones. The result revealed that the participants had different views according to
school levels, locations and experience of working. Based on the result,
Elementary teachers steered their interest towards to use the alternative methods

of assessment.



The recent methods of learning are interested in the participation of the larger
number of the students in the learning process (student-centered classrooms) or
self-learning. Recently, the term assessment has also been improved and
modified numerously. Farrell and Jacobs (2010) suggested another word for
language assessment, which they called “Alternative Assessment”. They believe
that alternative assessment tries to create real-life situations for the students and
helps them to improve their critical thinking. Nonetheless, the alternative
assessment emphases on the meaning more than the form in which it helps the
students to involve in the learning process. Black and Williams (1998)
determined the significance of the effect of feedback for students’ progression
of learning thus, they suggested the alternative forms of assessment to be
applied during the course of learning, the proposal titled as “Learning to learn”
and “Assessment for Learning”.

These days the students are allowed to share their own voice and experience and
use their own ways of analyzing and evaluating the learning materials. This
development of class evaluation leads us to the foundation of a new form of
assessment, which is commonly and recently called “Formative Assessment”.
Herrera, Murry and Cabral (2007) also believe that the new form of assessment
(Formative Assessment) enables the teachers to measure the regular progression
of learning. Additionally, Farrell and Jacobs have also stated “Many teachers
will tell you that they are required to test or assess their students these days
more than at any other time in the past” (p. 99). Due to the recent development
of classroom teaching, the students are endorsed to step into the process of
learning with its all aspects including the assessment; therefore, formative
assessment is considered the precise alternative assessment for the time being.

Formative assessment empowers the students by encouraging them to share their
own learning experiences and by joining the process of learning effectively.
During the process of learning, the teachers can use variety of tools to assess
their students learning. These tools include writing portfolios, peer assessment,
self-reports, etc. Writing Portfolios encourage the learners to trace their own
learning and collect evidences to see their own progression (Gottlieb 2006).
When involved in peer assessment, students are able to assess each other, which

leads to learning. Another alternative used in formative assessment is self-



reports, which help the students to be aware of their own learning progress
(Gottlieb, 2006).

1.3 Statement of the Problem

The process of assessment in general is essential to observe the learners’
progression of the learning (Struyven, Dochy and Janssens, 2005). However,
these days language assessment during the course of learning has been widely
discussed to let the learners to be a part of the course. According to Herrera,
Murry and Cabral (2007), the whole method of teaching has been changed
recently. In other words, they claim that students are now being involved in the
process of learning. Due to the significance of the formative in the process of
learning, it is worth to examine the English language instructors’ competence to

find out their perceptions.

1.4 Purpose of the Study and Research Questions:

The main goal of this research was to investigate English language instructors’
perceptions and practices of formative assessment at University level in Erbil,

Irag. This study is guided though the three following research questions:

e What are English language instructors’ perceived monitoring practices of

formative assessment?

e What are English language instructors’ perceived scaffolding practices of

formative assessment?

e What types of formative assessment do English language instructors

prefer to use?

For the purpose of finding answers to the research questions, a questionnaire
that was originally developed by Pat-El et al. (2013) and later adapted by Oz
(2014) was used.

1.5 Significance of the study

Teaching and learning could be enriched by many possible thoughts or findings;

as a result the assessment can be one of the suggestions. However, the complete



responsibility of learning and assessment relies on the teachers meanwhile the
learners can be dragged to the process as well. Teachers may encourage
effective learnering via helping learners to be self-regulated students; during
this process, the teachers monitor the students’ progress of learning covertly;
suggesting activities and then letting the students to customize themselves to
notice their own progression (Heritage, 2010). It is firmly believed that the
results of the present research could motivate the English language instructors
to prioritize the principles of formative assessment and to implement those
principles during the course of teaching.

1.6 Operational Definitions

The Assessment: is a regular process of saving information about learner
improvements. It is considered as a main part of teaching and learning
(Dhindsa, Omar, & Waldrip, 2007).

Formative Assessment: is defined as the precise alternative and recent method
of evaluation, which enables the teacher to provide descriptive feedback for the
student progress and lead them in the future performance during the learning

course.



2. LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter presents the basic elements of the topic, including the perspective
of language learning from the pioneers of constructivist method of teaching.
Additionally the types of language assessment are mentioned with a specific

focus on summative and formative assessment practices.

2.1 Language Learning from Constructivist Perspective

Constructivist teaching is based on the learners’ previous learning and life
experiences. The learner actively involves in the process of learning though
her/his experiences. The main concern of the constructivists is to avoid learners
from memorizing and regurgitating the contexts, meanwhile they encourage the
learners to investigate their own learning and have their own responses to the
subject (Sharma, 2006). The applicants of constructivists believe that it is
difficult to the learner to acquire the recent subject without linking it to what

she/he has already learnt.

Throughout the history, there are numerous theories, which are previously
suggested by the educators, and all of those theories can be applied in the
classrooms such as behaviorism, cognitivism, constructivism, etc. According to
behaviorism, learning is mostly concerned with forming habits in the learners.
From this perspective, the teachers use drills to facilitate the process of
learning. In this process, the learners are mostly passive and become listeners.
Unlike behaviorism, constructivism strongly emphasizes engaging the learners
in the learning process by asking and answering questions before introducing
the lesson of the day. This type of active learner involvement is believed to lead
the learners to share their own ideas and observe their learning. The learners

become more active and aware of their progression.

The perspectives of constructivism can be understood by analyzing two of its
pioneers; Jean Piaget and Lev Vygotsky. Jean Piaget (1896-1980) is a Swiss
psychologist who proposed that cognitive constructivism as individual



perspective. Piaget’s views switch the position of the learners to active in the
learning process (Lowenthal & Muth, 2008). Accordingly, the learners are able
to construct their own learning and the teachers become facilitators and
monitors. Cognitive constructivism provides opportunities for the learners to
indicate their own problems and later find the solutions. In brief, Piaget’s
cognitive constructivism motivates the learners to match the new information to
their old one. Lev Vygotsky (1896-1934) is a Russian psychologist who
proposed social-cultural constructivism. Vygotsky’s theory focuses on the
interaction among learners. As a result, the learners are enabled to share their
own experiences with others. The social constructivists assume that learning
takes place though making meaning in social encounters through
communication (Lowenthal & Muth, 2008). This idea can be adapted in the
classrooms where the learners actively step to the learning process via academic
communication with each other. The teachers can easily collect feedback from
the learners while they are keen on working in pairs or group-work activities.
Another crucial point, which is highlighted by Vygotsky is his introduction to
the Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD) in education field. Zone of Proximal
Development is an estimated level of a learner’s understanding or cognitive
development which is close to but a bit behind of fully comprehension by the
learners. The idea is letting us know that the learners are in-need of help by the
others or teacher to make the complete progression. In other words, whenever
new information is presented, the learners might have not completely but
partially idea about it. In this case, the learners need less help from the teacher

while they are allowed to have their own discussion among each-other.

Another psychologist, Bruner has also worked extremely hard throughout the
entire twentieth century. Based on Bruner’s theory, learning is an active process
based on pre-existing knowledge. Accordingly, the teachers encourage the
learners to select and then to transform the knowledge in their minds. Hence,
the teachers have to devote the classroom activities to the learners’ discoveries.
Although, the learners and the teachers are actively engaged with the subject of
the day, they would be able to construct their own knowledge based on their
previous knowledge; this will also help them to demonstrate their weaknesses,
later find the solutions on their own.



2.2 Types of Assessment in Language Teaching

Assessment is the process of collecting data from the learners by the teacher.
The data indicates the measure of achievement (Hanna & Dettmer, 2004).
However, the assessment process in teaching and learning has experienced a
dynamic change in the last few years. The major concentration is on outcomes-
based or standard-referenced assessment (Davison & Cummins, 2006). The
modification suggests a better academic relationship between the teachers and
the learners during the course of learning. The alteration also motivates more
active teaching atmosphere. Although diverse number of assessments has been

advocated, a few of them have been discussed a lot in the literature.

2.2.1 Summative Assessment

Summative assessment is a kind of evaluation, which we are most familiar with.
Generally, this type of assessment is conducted in the last weeks of the learning
course. Summative assessment helps the teacher to measure the existence
knowledge of students at the end of the semester. It also demonstrates the
ability of the individuals as to whether they are ready for the next level or not.
This type of assessment causes nervousness in the learners while the result
impacts their future in one way or another. Therefore, we are not surprised when
we notice that the learners do their best in order to pass to the next level. The
learners are keen on studying hard while the teacher is observing. Nevertheless,
in some colleges, the learners have the second opportunity in case they fail from
the first attempt. Due to risk of failing, the learners avoid using their own
creative way of thinking towards the materials. Meanwhile, the learners prefer
answering the questions as they have precisely learnt from the course-book
(Biggs & Tang, 2007). Summative assessment is labelled in several names such
as final examinations, final projects, term papers, final research papers, etc. The
out-come degree of the assessment has the answer of the most crucial questions;
whether the learner has achieved the basic information in the current level.
Whether the learner is able to comprehend further information regarding the
specific subject in the next level. Accordingly, Volante and Fazio (2007)
conducted a survey study to test the assessment literacy of sixty-nine primary

teachers who became candidates. The findings showed that most of the



candidates are interested in applying summative form of assessment and while a
fewer showed their preference to formative assessment. In the conclusion
section of their article, the researchers suggested the teachers’ use of
observational techniques and personal communication for effective learning to

take place.

2.2.2 Formative Assessment

Formative assessment is another kind of evaluation. It takes place during the
course of learning. In this type of assessment, the teacher and the students are
both engaged in the process of collecting data in relation to whether the learning
targets are achieved or not (Black & William, 2009). The teachers who use
formative assessment collect both oral or written feedback to modify their
teaching strategies according to the learner needs. The result of the formative
assessment is able to assist both the learners and the teachers. The learners will
know their weaknesses and strengths and this would encourage them to start
studying hard while they are realizing the significant opportunities of
improvement ahead of them. Not only the learners but also the teacher will find-
out what they need the most. In other words, the teacher will be able to set
targets for further progress (Ferris, 2003). Formative assessment provides
opportunities for the learners to be involved in the process of assessment. The
learners become more independent while they evaluate their own progress. For
example, after taking a test, the teacher distributes the keys to the questions to
the learners then let the learners work in pairs to score their own papers.
Moreover, formative assessment promotes better learning atmosphere while the
mistakes are taken seriously and the feedback is given immediately. According
to Leki (1991), second language learners are interested in collecting feedbacks

from their errors.

Formative assessment encloses the space between the learners and the subject.
Whenever a problem is indicated, the teacher and the learners work closely
together to fill in the gap (Heritage, 2010). The mission alters when the learners
find another space in their learning; the whole process continues to decrease the
gaps between learners’ current level and the target achievement (Heritage,
2010). According to Berry (2008) there is significant evidence that shows that
formative assessment enables the learners to take risks in learning and amplify

8



the level of self-esteem. The sense of failure decreases and the learners bear the
difficulties as part of learning (Berry, 2008). Passive learners turn to be active
and effective learners when they are aware of their own progress. The learners
become self-regulated who observe themselves and set goals for further learning
and apply certain techniques to familiarize themselves in order to learn more
(Butler & Winne, 1995; Paris & Winograd, 2003; Zimmerman, 2000 as cited in
Heritage, 2010). Sometimes the teachers have different attitudes towards
formative assessment, they mostly emphasize giving marks and evaluating the
students based on exam papers while less of them focus on giving positive
feedbacks to the students during the course of learning (Carless, 2005). Cheng
and Warren (2005) conducted an interview study among some Canadian and
Chinese teachers. The outcome of this study demonstrated that the effect of
giving feedback to the students after the exam either in the classrooms or
individually was less than expected. Furthermore, the study also confirmed that
whether the teachers give feedback to the students in a whole class or
individually could almost have the same effect. There is another study, which
investigated the effects of task-involving and ego-involving evaluation on
interest and performance by Butler (1998). This study revealed that sharing the
feedback among the students would motivate them positively. According to the
study, the students who had achieved less in the assessment seemed to show

their most interest while they were given comments.

2.3 Formative Assessment Techniques

Related literature provides the teachers with a variety of techniques and
strategies that might be used to assess student learning in relation to learning
outcomes. Most of them are easily adapted to any language classrooms, i.e.
formative assessment has been introduced in different forms such as
performance-based assessment, portfolios, self-assessment, peer-assessment,
interview-based assessment, play-based assessment, cooperative groups
assessment, dialogue, journal, and scaffold essays (Herrera et al.,2007).
However, each form can be used as a technique in the classrooms while they all

serve the same purpose.



2.3.1 Pre-assessment

The main aim of undertaking pre-assessment is to discover how much the
learners already know in order to choose the correct course material of learning
which matches the learners’ needs. Wiggins and McTighe (2007) confirmed that
pre-assessments are suggested to indicate the existence of knowledge and the
ability levels of the students. It also discovers what methods of learning the
students prefer. This sort of assessment is mostly given to the students at the
beginning of a course, therefore the teacher would be able to understand the
current ability of the learners and provide them what they exactly need to

progress.

2.3.2 Portfolios

This technique of assessment can be applied in different times during the course
of learning. Based on which the learners would be able to investigate their own
progress and feel their own efforts (William and Thompson, 2008). Portfolios
can be used in variety forms that match the learners’ interest such as writing
blogs, audio or video recordings, drawings, etc. The best products of the
learners are recorded from their portfolios (Herrera et al., 2007). This type of
assessment can be used as a technique to motivate the learners for better
learning and involving them in the process of learning. While the portfolios are
allocated in regular times, the learners would notice their own progress that
leads them further learning. Alternative assessment techniques help the teachers
to measure the qualitative and quantitative knowledge of the students while
exposing them in real world like meaningful activities. For that matter, the
students practice their own experience during different times in the course of
learning (Corcoran et al 2004).

2.3.3 Self-assessment

This type of assessment allows the learners to evaluate their own progress based
on a valid and provided criterion, which is shared by the teacher at the
beginning of a task. Self-assessment helps the learners to be familiar with high-
quality of performance and encourages them to discuss their own performance
with their teacher and others (Black and William, 1998). Atkin, Black and
Coffey (2001) claim that these kinds of assessment motivate the learners to
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guide themselves to the right direction, while they could also see their current
position and also would be able to see their next stop-learning to cover the gaps.
Self-assessment encourages the active participation of the learners in the
classroom while they indicate the learner’s own errors and guide them to look
for the solutions on their own or via discussions with the others around. During

the time, the learners are aware of what they are doing.

2.3.4 Peer-assessment

Recently, the educators insist on learner involvement in pair-work and
cooperating with one another in language learning process. As a result, peer-
assessment can be highly recommended for more cooperative classrooms. Since
the learners share their own assessments, they would be able to communicate
with their peers and illustrate the difficulties that they experience. Later, they
can help each other to find the answers to the questions. The learners are taught
to set goals while they are assessing their peers (Black and William, 1998).
Much the same as self-assessment, the criteria, which is proposed by the teacher
is shared with the learners at the beginning of a task and the learners are guided
to learn the criteria for success through discussions. This would lead them to
point out their common responses in comparison to the accepted criteria
(Herrera et al. 2007). Hasselgre (2000) discovered the impact of peer-
assessment when he applied it to a group of primary students. The findings
suggested that the participants were very realistic in demonstrating their own
strengthens and weaknesses. In comparison to the teachers, the students were
able to give almost similar feedbacks to their peers. The researcher also
explained that the students would become more hard-working to feed their own
needs when they had already indicated their own problems. In other words, the
learners would try their best to handle their peer’s misunderstandings, which
motivates better quality of learning. Patri (2002) investigated the difference
between the impact of teacher and student feedback. The researcher concluded
that whenever the assessment materials are firmly designed, the students would
be enabled to evaluate their peers as teachers. However, the study also
uncovered that the way of assessment between the teachers — the students and
student-student seemed differently. McManus (2008) considered peer-

assessment as one of the strategies of formative assessment.
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2.3.5 Questioning

The idea of inserting questioning to the form of assessment has a history. In this
technique, the teacher asks the learners to share their own opinions towards
numerous topics. According to Black, Harrison, Lee, Marshall, and William
(2003) the teacher is supposed to provide more effective questions for the
learners with facilities. That is to say, the teachers have to make sure that the
learners understand the main purpose of the question. Black et al. (2003)
emphasize the preparation, as they proposed that the questions have to be
managed in three steps “frame questions” which holds discussable ideas and
starts or ends with “Do you agree or disagree?” or “What is your opinion about
it?” The second theme would be “wait time” in order the learners could have
enough time to think about the subject and prepare their thoughts. Finally, the
teacher applies “follow-up” technique through certain activities to make sure the
learners understand the question. To limit the discrepancy between student
understanding and the target-learning goal, the teachers need to ask questions
and elaborate the subject on student possible answers (Hattie & Timperley,
2007).

2.3.6 Interview Based Assessment

Though applying this kind of assessment, the teacher is able to collect
information among the students via effective interviews. Accordingly, the
students’ experiences can be used as the learning materials for example hobbies,
thoughts or personal point of views. Herrera et al. (2007) stated that teaching
materials and the students’ information could be used to build a lesson on.
Interview based assessment encourages the learners for better performance

while they find their own life experience inside the assessment.
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3. METHODOLOGY

This section presents the methodology of the current thesis. It includes the
research design, the participants and the procedures used in data collection and
analysis of the study.

3.1 Research Design

This study is dedicated to find out English language instructors’ formative
assessment perceptions and practices in addition to finding out their perceived
monitoring and scaffolding practices of formative assessment. In this study,
quantitative research design was used. The reason behind the use of the
quantitative approach was to deal with a big number of data in order to conclude
with accurate statistical results. Among the quantitative research collecting data
instruments, a questionnaire was used to gather information so as to provide the

answers to the research questions.

3.2 Participants of the Study

Fifty English language instructors became the participants of the study, mixed
in gender, who teach at Salahaddin University-Erbil. During collecting the
information, these instructors were teaching at certain colleges/departments
such as college of Language, college of Education, college of basic Education
and Salahaddin University-Erbil Language Centre. When choosing the
participants of the study convenience sampling strategy was used. Convenience
sampling strategy is a kind of non-probability sampling method of data
collection (Lavrakas, 2008). Table 3.1 reveals the gender distribution of the
participants of the study. As displayed in the table, twenty-eight of the
participants were female while the rest of the twenty-two participants were

male.
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Table 3.1: Gender distribution of the participants

Gender

Frequency Percentage
Male 22 44.0
Female 28 56.0
Total 50 100.0

Table 3.2 displays the participants’ years of teaching experience. Among the

fifty participants, twenty of them had had only one to five years of teaching

experience, which is recorded as the highest value. However, the second highest

value goes to the participants who had worked for six to ten years. Eight of the

participants had worked as English instructors for eleven to fifteen years.

Another three of the participants had served for sixteen to twenty years; the

study also included four of the participants, who had the most experience in this

field, which was above twenty years. The biggest value is noticed from the first

class, it means that 40% percentage of this sample has five years of working

experience. And, in the second rate, 30% of the participants in the study was

between six to ten years of working experience.

Table 3.2: Participant’s years of working experience

Years of Working Experience

Frequency Percentage
1-5 year 20 40.0
6-10 years 15 30.0
11-15 years 8 16.0
16-20 years 3 6.0
20 years and above 4 8.0
Total 50 100.0

Table 3.3 illustrates the participants’ educational background. The findings

show that the distribution of the questionnaire was considered equally among

the participants from the College of Education and the Language Centre.
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However, the distribution of the questionnaire seemed also equally distributed
among the participants from the College Basic Education and the College of

Languages at Salahaddin University /Erbil.

Table 3.3: Participants’ educational background

The Institutes of the Participants

Frequency Percent
College of Education 15 30.0
Language Centre 15 30.0
College of Basic Education 10 20.0
College of Language 10 20.0
Total 50 100.0

Table 3.4 reveals the findings about of the type of fields the participants have
been working for. The findings show that 76% of the participants work at public
sectors, meanwhile the rest of 24% of the participants work at private sectors.

Table 3.4: Participants’ working sector

Participants’ working sector

Frequency Percentage
Public 38 76.0
Private 12 24.0
Total 50 100.0

Table 3.5 presents the findings about whether the participants had taken any
pre-service training in language assessment. The question provided them two
possible answers to choose “YES” or “NO”. On analyzing the findings, we
found out that 42% of the participants had already taken “Pre-service Training”

in language assessment before they started teaching English, but 58% of the
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participants had not taken any training courses in language assessment before

they started teaching English.

Table 3.5: Participants pre-service training in language assessment

Participants’ pre-service training in language assessment

Frequency Percentage
Yes 21 42.0
No 29 58.0
Total 50 100.0

Table 3.6 indicates the results of in-service training in language assessment the
participants had taken. The participants were asked “Did you take any IN-
SERVICE training in language assessment AFTER you began to teach English?
The question provided them two possible answers to choose “YES” or “NO”.
Sixty-eight percent of the participants who answered with “NO” have not taken
any training courses of language assessment after they had started teaching
English. Meanwhile, 32% of the participants who chose YES are currently

taking training courses of language assessment.

Table 3.6: Participants’ in-service training in language assessment

Participants’ in-service training in language assessment

Frequency Percent
No 34 68.0
Yes 16 32.0
Total 50 100.0

Table 3.7 presents the classification of Faculty / college where the participants
graduated from. Three choices were given to the participants to select: (1)
Faculty of Education (ELT) (2) Faculty of Science-Letters (English Language &
Literature, English Linguistics, etc.) (3) Others. The value of Faculty of
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Education (ELT) was greater than the others with 52% percentage and the rate
of Faculty of Science-Letters (English Language & Literature, English
Linguistics, etc.) is %30. However, %18 of the participants is graduated from

other faculties/colleges.

Table 3.7: Distribution of the participants’ subject area

Faculty / colleges Frequency Percentage
Faculty of Education (ELT) 26 52.0
Faculty of Science - Letters (English Lang 15 30.0

& Lit., English Linguistics, etc.)

Others 9 18.0

Total 50 100.0

3.3 Data Collection Instrument

The data of this study was gathered via a questionnaire called “Assessment for
Learning Questionnaire for Teachers”, which was originally developed by Pat-
El et al. (2013) and later adapted by Oz (2014) (see Appendix 1). The
questionnaire is divided into two sections. The aim of the first section is to
collect background and demographic information about the participants of the
study including gender, years of teaching experience, types of school that
teachers are currently working for and the teachers’ preferred methods of
assessment in language teaching (see Section 3.2). The first part of the
questionnaire was developed by Oz (2014). The second part of the questionnaire
deals with English language teachers’ perceived monitoring and scaffolding
practices of formative assessment. The second part of the questionnaire involves
twenty-eight statements based on a 5-point Likert type rating scale ranging from
1 “Strongly Disagree” to 5 “Strongly Agree”. English language teachers’
perceived monitoring practices of formative assessment were elicited through
the responses given to Items 1-16, while their perceived scaffolding practices of

formative assessment are gathered through Items 17-28.
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3.4 Data Collection Procedures

The procedure of the data collection started with receiving a letter of
questionnaire survey implementation permission from Istanbul Aydin
University. Then, the researcher contacted the head departments of the target
colleges to arrange a visit. While the researcher was meeting the head of each
department, he informed her/him about the project on receiving the letter of
consent from the Social Sciences Institute of Istanbul Aydin University. A week
later, the researcher visited the colleges on his own to meet the candidates face
to face in the teacher’s room. Among the fourteen English instructors in the
college of basic Education/Salahaddin University for instance, only ten of them
had become participants of the study. This same procedure was applied for the
rest of other target colleges. While the researcher was introducing himself to the
candidates, he double-checked whether the candidates were interested in
participating in this study or not. Later, the questionnaire was handed to the
participants; the researcher explained the whole-procedure. The researcher
informed the candidates that the information would be used for the purposes of
the study only. At the end, the researcher collected the papers back from the
participants. The procedure of the data collection went smoothly and quietly,
the participants were not allowed to ask each other’s opinion to assure that the
participants give their own personal responses. The whole process took nearly

one hour.

3.5 Data Analysis

As the fifty questionnaire papers were collected from the participants, the
researcher double-checked all the papers to make sure that all the questions
were answered and all the statements were marked. No errors or missing data
was found. The quantitative data gathered from the questionnaire was subjected
to the statistical package for social sciences (SPSS) software, version 22 (SPSS
Inc. USA). The results of the SPSS were shown in tables. The data was
presented in the form of frequency and percentages. Mostly, the collected data
from the questionnaire is divided into two independent groups: Monitoring (1-
16) and Scaffolding (17-28).
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4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

4.1 Introduction

The main goal of this study was to investigate English language teachers’
perceptions and practices of formative assessment. In addition to discover the
types of formative assessment English language instructors’ use. The findings of
the study are presented in three sections. The first section presents English
language instructors’ perceived monitoring practices of formative assessment
(Section 4.2). The second section reveals English language instructors’
perceived scaffolding practices of formative assessment (Section 4.3). The third
section presents the types of formative assessment English language instructors’

prefer to use (Section 4.4).

4.2 English language instructors’ perceived monitoring practices of formative

assessment

This section presents the findings on English language instructors’ perceived
monitoring practices of formative assessment. The questionnaire items from 1-
16 were used in order to find out the instructors’ perceived monitoring practices
of formative assessment. Table 4.1lreveals the instructors’ responses to the

related questionnaire items.
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Table 4.1: Instructors Perceived Monitoring Practices of Formative Assessment

The statements 1-16 (Perceived Monitoring) >9 @ _ >
25 > s @ 20
S8 8 E S g5
» 0 [a) z < n <
s
f % f % f % f % f % s
1. | encourage my students to reflect upon 1 2 2 4 9 18 28 56 10 20 3.88

how they can improve their language learning

2. After a test, | discuss the answers given 1 2 10 20 17 34 16 32 6 12 3.32
with each student

3. While working on their assignments, | ask 1 2 7 14 11 22 22 44 9 18 3.62
my students how they think they are doing

4. | involve my students in thinking about 2 4 4 8 12 24 25 50 7 14  3.62
how they want to learn English at school

5. | give my students the opportunity to 2 4 4 8 17 34 20 40 7 14 3.52
decide on their language learning objectives

6. | ask my students to indicate what went 1 2 4 8 14 28 21 42 10 20 3.7

well and what went badly concerning their
assignments

7. | encourage students to reflect upon their 0 0 5 10 6 12 30 60 9 18 3.86
learning processes and how to improve their

learning

8. I inform my students on their strong points 1 2 3 6 16 32 19 38 11 22 3.72
concerning language learning

9. I inform my students on their weak points 0 0 2 4 15 30 23 46 10 20 3.82
concerning language learning.

10. | encourage my students to improve on 1 2 2 4 11 22 24 48 12 24 3.88
their language learning processes

11. | give students guidance and assistance in 1 2 2 4 8 16 25 50 14 28 3.98
their language learning

12. I discuss assignments with my studentsto 5 10 1 2 9 18 22 44 13 26 3.74
help them understand the content better

13. | discuss with my students the progress 2 4 1 2 13 26 28 56 6 12 3.7

they have made in learning English
14. After an assessment, | inform my students 2 4 5 10 9 18 25 50 9 18 3.68
on how to improve their weak points

15 | discuss with my students how to utilize 2 4 3 6 12 24 27 54 6 12 3.64
their strengths to improve on their assignment
16 Together with my students, | consider 1 2 7 14 14 28 23 46 5 10 3.8

ways on how to improve on their weak points

As shown in Table 4.1, the mean scores gained for the statements 1-16 display
the monitoring factors were close to the scale. Most of the participants of the
study have chosen “Neutral” or “Agree” from the questionnaire (see Table 4.1).
As seen, Statement 11 has the highest mean (3.98). Table 4.1 shows that 26
participants strongly believe that English students need the teacher guidance and
assistance during the course of learning. This could tell us that the participants
monitor their students and follow their needs. It also shows that most of the
participants tend to help their students within the process of learning. There are
plenty ways of supporting and assisting students such as giving advice to guide
and help the students. Black and William (1998) also argue that teachers can
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give advice to their students based on their observations while the students are
on task. They also add that the teachers’ feedback could always help the
students to improve their weaknesses in language learning process. This kind of
assistance can be given during the course of learning which students can find it
useful. On the other hand, the lowest mean (3.32) has gone to Statement 2 (see
Table 4.1). This is an evidence to indicate that the English university instructors
are less interested in sharing the exam results with their students. Therefore, the
students would have less opportunity to know their mistakes from exam papers.
It seems that most of the English university instructors arrange mid-term and
final examinations for their students, which rarely help the learners to improve
their skills (Wiggins & McTighe, 2007; Black & Wiliam, 1998; Herrera, Murry
& Cabral, 2007). However, considering the responses given to this statement as
the lowest mean in the whole questionnaire, there are still some instructors with
the percentage %34, who selected the option “Neutral”, meanwhile those
instructors who had chosen the option “Agree” with a percentage of %32. In
other words, the findings indicate that %66 of the participants showed their
agreement to discuss the exam papers with their students to indicate the

problems later fulfil the needs.

4.3 English language instructors’ perceived scaffolding practices of formative

assessment

This section presents the findings on English language instructors’ perceived
scaffolding practices of formative assessment. The questionnaire items from 17-
28 elicited the instructors’ perceived scaffolding practices of formative
assessment. Table 4.2reveals the instructors’ responses to the related

questionnaire items.
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Table 4.2: Instructors Perceived Scaffolding Practices of Formative Assessment

The statements 17-28 (Perceived Scaffolding) Strongly  Disagr  Neutral Agree Strongly Mea

Disagree ee Agree n

f % f % f % f % f %

17. | adjust my language teaching whenever I 3 6 3 6 2 4 20 40 22 44 4.1
notice that my students do not understand a topic

18. | provide my students with guidance to 3 6 4 8 5 10 29 58 9 18 3.74
help them gain understanding of the content
taught

19. During my class, students are given the 2 4 6 12 10 20 17 34 15 30 3.74
opportunity to show what they have learned.

20. | ask questions in a way my students 1 2 2 4 3 6 23 46 21 42 4.22
understand

21. By asking questions during class, | help 3 6 2 4 4 8 20 40 21 42 4.08
my students gain understanding of the content

taught
22. I am open to student contribution in my 2 4 2 4 10 20 21 42 15 30 3.9
class
23. I allow my students to ask each other 1 2 4 8 6 12 17 34 22 44 4.1

questions using English during class

24, | ensure that my students know what 1 2 5 10 8 16 23 46 13 26 3.84
areas they need to work on in order to improve
their results

25. | give my students opportunities to ask 1 2 4 8 8 16 18 36 19 38 4
questions
26. My students know what the evaluation 2 4 10 20 9 18 16 32 13 26 3.56

criteria for their work are

27. | ensure that my students know what they 1 2 3 6 14 28 24 48 8 16 3.7
can learn from their assignments.

28. | can recognize when my students reach their 0 0 2 4 7 14 29 58 12 24 4.02
language learning goals.

As shown in Table 4.2, the descriptive analysis of the data indicates that the
mean scores received for the statements 17-28 were close to the scale. Most of
the participants of the study have chosen “Neutral” or “Agree” for the
questionnaire items. The highest mean (4.22) scored for Statement 20 (see Table

4.2). This is also recorded as the highest score mean in the questionnaire. Most
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of the participants have selected “Agree” or “Strongly Agree” for this statement.
Meaning that the instructors are keen on providing questions for the students in
a way that could match the students’ ability of understanding. Moreover, we can
say that the instructors are serious about the language they use in the classroom
in addition to caring about the students’ understanding. Accordingly, there
seems to be a strong relationship between the teachers and the students. Before
the question is asked, the teacher is aware of how much information the student
has already got, accordingly the required knowledge would be given. Black et
al. (2003) claimed that the teachers have to be aware of the three themes before
asking the questions to the students: first, the question has to have its value.
Next, the students have to have enough time to think before answering. Last, the
teacher has to provide the students more follow-up questions and make sure the
students understood everything. On the contrary, the lowest mean is (3.56) has
been marked for Statement 26 demonstrating that there is fewer students’
awareness of the process of evaluation. The students’ knowledge about the
teacher’s own method of assessment is somehow restricted. In this case, the
students would be less familiar with different techniques of assessment.
However, some educators such as Fisher, Waldrip and Dorman (2005)
suggested that the students should be asked in making decisions regarding
assessments. Additionally, we can also add that %20 of the participants
disagreed to share their own evaluation criteria with the students (See table 4.2).
As a result, the students would not be involved in the process of evaluation and
they would not be aware of their own progression. We can state that some
English language instructors still suggest that the method of their own
assessment should be kept from them. However, formative assessments (self-
assessments, peer-assessments, and group-assessment) have to be based on
validity and reliability, which they call “Criterion” that the teachers and the
students can understand applying to rate the work (Black & Wiliam, 1998;
Herrera et al., 2007).

4.4 Types of formative assessment English language instructors prefer to use

The questionnaire allowed the participants to select more than one method of

assessment among the sixteen suggested methods: Essay-type exam, Short-

23



answer exam, Fill in the blank, Multiple choice, True-False, Matching, Oral
presentation, Oral exam, Drama, Project, Portfolio, Performance assessment,
Peer assessment, Self-assessment, Group work, Observation form, Structured
grid, Rubric, Others. As shown in Table 4.3 University instructors showed their
most interest to the Multiple-choice and the Short-answer Exam methods of
assessment, which are not considered as methods of formative assessment. The
frequency of their usage and related percentage was %58.0 for the Short-answer

Exams and %60.0 for the Multiple-choice Exams.

Table 4.3: The first preferable methods of assessment

Count Percentage %

Short-answer Exam None 21 42.0%
Ticked 29 58.0%
Multiple Choice None 20 40.0%
Ticked 30 60.0%

Ticked: preferred option; None: un-preferred option

Reflecting on the findings of the study, it became clear that the participants of
the study prefer using the classical methods of assessment. More specifically,
they prefer using short-answer and multiple-choice exams. This may present the
fact that the English instructors believe that summative ways of assessment are
the only methods of assessment that could elaborate the accurate level of the
students’ ability. In other words, from the participants’ perspective, the process
of assessment is preceded to convince both the teachers and the students about
how much information is received by the students at the end of the course of
learning. In relation to subjectivity, most the participants could possibly excuse
that the Short-answer and Multiple-choice exams are considered as the least
objective assessments in which the teachers’ feelings would not affect the
result. Additionally, the teachers are less able to provide new information to
their students via the traditional forms of assessment; however, Multiple-choice
and others which are similar could help the schools to compare their students
(Herrera et al. 2007). On the other hand, short-answer exams can also be useful
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to reduce the students’ anxiety while they are asked to give short answers rather

than writing long essays (Berkowitz, Desmarais, Hogan, & Moorcroft, 2000).

However, there are numerous methods of assessment, which are ticked almost
by the half of the participants meanwhile the rest have left them un-ticked as
shown in Table 4.4 Essay Type, Fill in the Blanks, True and False, Matching,
Oral Presentation, Peer Assessment and Group Work exams. Interestingly,
essay type, oral presentation, peer assessment and group work exams are
considered as methods of Formative assessment which are used by the
University instructors during the process of learning. It is also worth to mention
that the traditional methods of assessment such as Fill in the Gaps, True and
False and Matching should not be ignored when they surely demonstrate the
students’ progression. Meanwhile the alternative methods of assessment are still
recommended because they are on-going exams, but the traditional methods are

mostly one-time exams (Farrell & Jacobs, 2010).

Table 4.4: The second preferable methods of assessment

Count Percentage %
Essay Type Exam None 25 50.0%
Ticked 25 50.0%
Fill in the Blank None 24 48.0%
Ticked 26 52.0%
True or False None 22 44.0%
Ticked 28 56.0%
Matching None 23 46.0%
Ticked 27 54.0%
Oral Presentation None 26 52.0%
Ticked 24 48.0%
Peer Assessment None 23 46.0%
Ticked 27 54.0%
Group Work None 25 50.0%
Ticked 25 50.0%

Ticked: preferred option; None: un-preferred option

Moreover, the rest ten choices; Oral exams, Drama, Project, Portfolio,
Performance Assessment, Self-Assessment, Observation Form, Structured Grid,
Rubric and Others are considered as the third preferred methods of assessment
by English language instructors as shown in table 4.5. However, these types of

exams are mostly related to the practice of the formative assessment (Black et
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al. 2003, Chen et al., 2013). Now, we take some of them as examples to discuss
according to the result of the questionnaire. Portfolio as the first example, there
are only sixteen participants out of fifty preferred using it during the course of
learning, whereas Portfolio is esteemed as a common form of formative
assessment that illustrates the best progression of the students (Herrera et al.
2007). Furthermore, the participants also mostly disregard Self-assessment.
While among fifty of them only seventeen tend to use it in their classrooms.
According to Chappuis and Stiggins (2002), Self-assessment helps the students
to take the control of their own learning. Based on the work of (Herrera et al.
2007), English teachers can give their students Rubric in which the students can
assess themselves, but according to the result, only eight participants have

chosen Rubric.

Table 4.5: The third preferred methods of assessment

Count Percentage %
Oral Exam None 32 64.0%
Ticked 18 36.0%
Drama None 43 86.0%
Ticked 7 14.0%
Project None 33 66.0%
Ticked 17 34.0%
Portfolio None 34 68.0%
Ticked 16 32.0%
Performance None 34 68.0%
Assessment Ticked 16 32.0%
Self-assessment None 33 66.0%
Ticked 17 34.0%
Observation Form None 38 76.0%
Ticked 12 24.0%
Structured grid None 45 90.0%
Ticked 5 10.0%
Rubric None 42 84.0%
Ticked 8 16.0%
Others None 31 62.0%
Ticked 19 38.0%

Ticked: preferred option; None: un-preferred option
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To sum up, the teachers in general tend to dedicate the tests to measure the
students’ progression through learning (Boraie, 2012; Popham, 2009, Stiggins,
2005, 2008). In other words, the teacher’s understanding for assessment mostly
links to summative and traditional, they believe that the assessments should be
set in way that could tell that whether the students received what they have been

taught or not.
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5. CONCLUSION

5.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the summary of the study and also the conclusions. In
addition, the limitation of the current study is also pointed out to the readers

with the belief that this could help others in their future studies.

5.2 Summary of the Study

In comparison to other areas of research, formative assessment has been ignored
(Black et al., 2003; OECD, 2005). If we take the result of the present study as a
proof, we can state that English language instructors pay less attention to the
recent literature of assessment. Therefore, this study is dedicated to investigate
the English language instructors’ perceptions of formative assessment, in both
monitoring and scaffolding practices at university level. Moreover, this research
aimed to discover the types of assessments the language instructors prefer using
in their classrooms. Fifty in-service English language instructors at Salahaddin
University-Erbil (including three colleges one language centre) have become the
participants of the study. Quantitative research design was employed, though a
valid questionnaire which was developed by Pat-El et al. (2013) and later
adapted by Oz (2014) (see Appendix 1). The collected data was analyzed via
statistical package for social sciences (SPSS) software, version 22 (SPSS Inc.
USA).

5.3 Conclusion

Reflecting on the findings of the study, we might conclude that most of the
English language instructors’ attitude towards the practices of formative
assessment is neutral. It also became clear that, while sixteen English language
instructors are quite familiar with formative assessment practices, thirty-four of

them have not taken any training courses on assessment. The first research
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question of the study aimed at finding English language instructors’ perceived
monitoring practices of formative assessment. The findings of this study
revealed that language instructors are well-aware of the importance of giving
support to their students in the language learning process. This conclusion is in
line with the arguments put forward by Black and William (1998). Black and
William (1998) highlight the importance of scaffolding when the students are on
task. They believe effective feedback has a positive influence on students’
language achievement. Regarding monitoring practices of formative assessment,
we might also conclude that all of the language instructors give feedback about
the examination results yet less than half of them ignore sharing the
examination papers with the students, which rarely help the learners to learn
from their mistakes and/or their weaknesses to improve their language skills as
pointed out by many researchers (Wiggins & McTighe, 2007; Black & William,
1998; Herrera, Murry & Cabral, 2007).

The second research question of the study focused on the identification of
English language instructors’ perceived scaffolding practices of formative
assessment. The findings of this study revealed that almost all of the instructors
are open to make modifications in their teaching practices on noticing any
problems in students’ achievement of their learning goals. Additionally, we
might conclude that most of the participants in the study are well aware of the
importance of using questioning strategies to improve student learning. For this
reason, they give the students opportunities to ask and answer teacher and peer
questions. It also became clear that the teachers check students’ understanding
of the topics in discussion through comprehensible follow-up questions.
However, we found out that only a few of the participants give less importance
to sharing the success criteria with the students, which is a key feature of
formative assessment (Black & William, 1998; & Fisher, Waldrip and Dorman,
2005).

The third research question of the study focused on the identification of the
types of formative assessment English language instructors prefer to use. The
findings of the study revealed that the instructors prefer using the Multiple-
choice and the Short-answer Exam methods of assessment the most, which are
not considered as methods of formative assessment Black & William, 1998).
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The second most frequently preferred assessment methods are Essays, Fill in the
Blanks, True and False, Matching, Oral Presentation, Peer Assessment and
Group Work exams. Finally, Oral exams, Drama, Project, Portfolio,
Performance Assessment, Self-Assessment, Observation Form, Structured Grid,
are Rubric considered as the third preferred methods of assessment by English

instructors.

Briefly, the English language instructors mostly apply the traditional methods of
assessments with its all strategies; however, they are not completely against the
alternative methods of assessment. In conclusion, we can state that the English
language instructors would like to assess their students through the traditional
methods of assessment rather than the resent ones. Reflection on the findings, it
becomes clear that the participants of the study believe that summative
assessments with its various types are more applicable for the university

students than formative assessments.

5.4 Limitations

The researcher has tried to investigate the English language instructors
competence regarding the formative assessment and its practices in the
classrooms. To achieve the aim, we have attempted to examine a limited number
of the English instructors. Not only this, but also one public university has been
targeted in this study where all the participants currently work for “Salahaddin
University-Erbil”. However, it is not fair enough to state that all other
instructors form different public universities in Iraq would have the same

responses to the issue.

5.5 Recommendations

For further studies, we suggest adding larger number of the participants,
including public and private universities. Moreover, other studies can be
designed to figure out the students’ perceptions of formative assessment. Whilst
there could be another research done to find out the effects of the formative

assessment strategies on teaching and learning process.
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APPENDIX 1.Questionnaire:

Questionnaire: Teachers' Perceptions of Assessment for Learning (AfL) in

the English as a Foreign Language Classroom

Dear Teacher,

This survey is conducted to collect information about your perspectives on
assessment in English language teaching. Section | contains general questions
that characterize you such as gender, years of teaching experience, etc. while
Section 11 contains a total of 28 statements about your assessment perspectives
and practices. In section I, there are no right or wrong answers in this list of
statements. It is simply a matter of what is true for you. Your answers will have
a valuable contribution to the study. Please also make sure that the responses
you give in this survey will remain strictly confidential. Please read every

statement carefully and choose the best option that explains your opinion.

Thank you very much for your participation.
Section I: General Information
1. What is your gender?
- Female
- Male
2. Years of Teaching Experience *
- 1-5years
- 6-10 years
- 11-15 years
- 16-20 years
- 20 years and above
3. Type of your College/Department where you teach

(Please choose the most relevant one if you teach at a combination of two or
more (e.g. College of Education & Language Centre).

- College of Education
- College of Basic Education
- College of Languages
- Language Centre
4. Do you teach in a public or private educational institution?
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- Public
- Private

5. Did you take any PRE-SERVICE training in language assessment BEFORE
you began to teach English?

- Yes
- No
- In-service Assessment Training

6. Did you take any IN-SERVICE training in language assessment AFTER you
began to teach English?

- Yes
- No

7. Faculty / college you graduated from
- Faculty of Education (ELT)

- Faculty of Science - Letters (English Lang & Lit., English Linguistics,
etc.)

- Other
8. Methods of Assessment You Use

Below are some methods of assessment. Which of them do you use in assessing
your language learners? (You can tick more than one answer)

- Essay-type exam

- Short-answer exam
- Fill in the blank

- Multiple choice

- True-False

- Matching

- Oral presentation

- Oral exam

- Drama

- Project

- Portfolio

- Performance assessment
- Peer assessment

- Self-assessment

- Group work

- Observation form

- Structured grid
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- Rubric
- Other

Section I1: EFL teachers' perspectives on assessment for learning

There are 28 statements below. Please select the number below that best
represents how you feel about your language assessment perspective and
practice.

1= Strongly disagree, 2= Disagree, 3= Neutral, 4= Agree, 5= Strongly agree.

1. I encourage my students to reflect upon how they can improve their language
learning.

12345
2. After a test, | discuss the answers given with each student.
12345

3. While working on their assignments, | ask my students how they think they
are doing.

12345

4. | involve my students in thinking about how they want to learn English at
school.

12345

5. | give my students the opportunity to decide on their language learning
objectives.

12345

6. | ask my students to indicate what went well and what went badly concerning
their assignments.

12345

7. 1 encourage students to reflect upon their learning processes and how to
improve their learning.

12345

8. I inform my students on their strong points concerning language learning.
12345

9. I inform my students on their weak points concerning language learning.
12345

10. | encourage my students to improve on their language learning processes.
12345

11. | give students guidance and assistance in their language learning.
12345
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12. 1 discuss assignments with my students to help them understand the content
better.

12345
13. I discuss with my students the progress they have made in learning English.
12345

14. After an assessment, | inform my students on how to improve their weak
points.

12345

15. 1 discuss with my students how to utilize their strengths to improve on their
assignment.

12345

16. Together with my students, | consider ways on how to improve on their
weak points.

12345

17. | adjust my language teaching whenever | notice that my students do not
understand a topic.

12345

18. | provide my students with guidance to help them gain understanding of the
content taught.

12345

19. During my class, students are given the opportunity to show what they have
learned.

12345
20. I ask questions in a way my students understand.
12345

21. By asking questions during class, | help my students gain understanding of
the content taught. *

12345

22. 1 am open to student contribution in my class.

12345

23. | allow my students to ask each other questions using English during class.
12345

24. | ensure that my students know what areas they need to work on in order to
improve their results.

12345

25. | give my students opportunities to ask questions.

12345

26. My students know what the evaluation criteria for their work are.
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12345
27. | ensure that my students know what they can learn from their assignments.

12345
28. | can recognize when my students reach their language learning goals.
12345
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RESUME

Mohammed Sherko Taher Malazada
Sharawani Qr. Erbil

Kurdistan Region of Iraq
Contact Info:

Turkey: +90 (537) 837 8271

Email: mohammed.sherkol@gmail.com
Iraq: +964 (750) 449 8387 e 1643
Iragi Kurdish

BD: July 4. 1989

Gender: Male

Key Skills

A friendly, caring and hardworking with a range of related experience, | have
a long experience in terms of Teaching, Administration, Running International
Exams, Teacher Training, Consulting, Interpretation and Translation. | take a
practical approach to work and can be methodical and accurate, able to provide
creative solutions to problems, with the ability to get on well with others, and
have a high sense of self responsibility towards the tasks and objectives that are
given at the same time.

Education:
(Master Degree) English Language and Literature (2014 to date):
Istanbul Aydin University; Master student.

(Bachelor’s Degree) English Language and Literature (2010-2011)
College of Education for Human Sciences - English Language — Salahaddin
University.

(Baccalaureate Degree) Preparatory Stage
(2005-2006) Literary Department - Kurdistan
Preparatory School.

Work Skills

- Teaching English Language (Different Ages)
Running International Exams (ESOL; KET - PET — FCE and City & Guilds)
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