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Abstract 

Classroom-based language assessment has gained increasing recognition and 

prominence in the fields of language education and language testing and assessment 

as a promising process to improve language teaching and learning. Consequently, 

many educational systems worldwide have reformed their assessment policies and 

placed an emphasis on this type of assessment as a central and integral part of the 

learning process. Although Saudi Arabia is one country which has reformed its 

language education curriculum and in turn its classroom-based assessment policy, 

little is known about how Saudi language teachers implement these assessment 

reforms and manage assessment demands, as well as what factors affect their 

assessment practices and whether they have the necessary capabilities to carry out 

efficient assessment. This study therefore aims to shed some light on the area of 

classroom-based language assessment in a Saudi context and to explore the factors 

that might have an impact on language teachers’ classroom assessment practices. 

Specifically, it explores Saudi English language teachers’ practices, beliefs and 

assessment literacy regarding classroom-based assessment in female state schools.  

A mixed methods approach has been adopted that includes the use of semi-

structured interviews, a web-based questionnaire and document analysis. The results 

of the study indicate that there appear to be gaps and variations in relation to the 

teachers’ understanding and implementation of formative and summative assessment 

practices; a tension between how the teachers assess students and the nature of 

learning in classrooms (i.e., a focus on assessing linguistic forms while teaching a 

learner-centred, communicatively focused curriculum); a mismatch between the 

teachers’ beliefs and their assessment practices; and a number of contextual factors 

which have strongly affected the teachers’ assessment practices. The findings have 

further implications both for English language teachers’ professional development and 

research into English language teaching and assessment.  
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Chapter One: Introduction 

1.1 Statement of the problem  

During recent decades, there have been many educational reforms worldwide. 

These reforms have led, among other things, to changes in the assessment policies 

in most countries. These updated assessment policies, underpinned by current 

learning theories, have put an emphasis on classroom-based assessments as a 

central and integral part of the learning process and have also highlighted the 

importance of enhancing students’ learning through assessment on a regular basis 

(Inbar-Lourie, 2008; Davison & Leung, 2009; Earl, 2013). This shift has therefore 

resulted in an increase in the teachers’ assessment responsibilities and practices 

(Davison & Leung, 2009; Gareis & Grant, 2015; Gebril, 2017). For example, teachers 

are now increasingly required, among other things, to incorporate their assessments 

into their teaching and students’ learning process; to use a variety of assessment 

methods; to engage students in the assessment process; to use assessment results 

to guide their instructions and improve students’ learning; and to report on students’ 

progress based on external criteria (Shepard, 2000; Inbar-Lourie, 2008; Rea-Dickins, 

2008).  

These changes have occurred because of the growing recognition “of 

assessment as not only a measure of student learning but also as a means to student 

learning” (Gareis & Grant, 2015, p. 8). Furthermore, research in recent years has 

shown that classroom-based assessment, done properly, can have a positive impact 

on students’ achievement, motivation for learning and metacognitive functions 

(Stiggins, 1995; Black & Wiliam, 1998; Assessment Reform Group, 2002; Leung, 

2005, 2014; Popham, 2009; Earl, 2013; Bachman & Dambock, 2018; Gan et al., 2018). 

Additionally, it has been revealed that how teachers conceptualise and implement 

classroom assessment influences student involvement and learning (McMillan, 2013). 

Gardner and Galanouli (2016, p.23) speak about the importance of acknowledging 

and recognising the beliefs and perceptions of teachers in order to improve and adapt 

assessment systems effectively:   

Those contemplating change programmes in the context of assessment should 
therefore be mindful of the teachers’ perceptions of the changes they propose. 
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Change is only likely to proceed effectively if due attention is paid to these 
‘hearts and minds’ perceptions of the teachers concerned.  

Despite the increasing awareness of the potential that classroom-based 

assessment has to improve teaching and learning, and the critical role that teachers 

play in successfully implementing this type of assessment (Leung, 2005, 2014), 

researchers have repeatedly reported that the full potential of this type of assessment 

has not yet been achieved (Vogt & Tsagari, 2014; Tsagari, 2016; Acar-Erdol & Yildizli, 

2018; Yan, Zhang & Cheng, 2021). Furthermore, researchers have noted that 

teachers tend to struggle to interpret assessment policies and to implement 

assessment practices that are consistent with current assessment requirements and 

principles (DeLuca & Klinger 2010; DeLuca, LaPointe-McEwan & Luhanga, 2016). 

Researchers are also repeatedly finding that teachers often lack basic knowledge, 

skills and professional training in relation to their classroom assessment tasks (from 

the general education field, see Stiggins, 1995; Black & Wiliam, 1998; from the 

language education field, see Hasselgreen, Carlsen & Helness, 2004; Scarino, 2013; 

Rogier, 2014; Vogt & Tsagari, 2014; Tsagari, 2016). Additionally, recent studies and 

discussions conducted within the context of English as a Foreign Language (hereafter 

EFL) have shown that there is little information on the existing classroom-based 

assessment practices of EFL teachers and what underlies teachers’ decisions to 

employ certain practices, from which to build appropriate professional development 

systems targeted at enhancing teacher assessment competence (Rea-Dickins, 2001, 

2004, 2008; Inbar-Lourie & Donitsa-Schmidt, 2009; Leung, 2014; Tsagari, 2016; Lan 

& Fan, 2019; Vogt, Tsagari & Spanoudis, 2020). In particular, as pointed out by Tsagari 

(2021), little is known about the educational context in the Middle East concerning 

language assessment literacy (i.e., knowledge and skills).  

Hence, in light of this gap in research and in keeping with the growing interest 

in classroom-based assessment practices in an EFL context, the current study 

attempts to shed light on classroom-based language assessment in a Saudi context 

and to explore Saudi English language teachers’ practices, beliefs and assessment 

literacy regarding classroom-based assessment in state schools.                                               
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1.2 Rationale and motivation for the study  

The researcher’s motivation for this research derives from (1) the new EFL 

education policy in Saudi Arabia and (2) personal experience. To begin with, in Saudi 

Arabia in 2011, the English language curriculum in the general education sector (i.e., 

K-12 schools) were changed from traditional and teacher-centred to more 

communicative and learner-centred, based on the pedagogical philosophy of 

constructivism that emphasises the use of active learning strategies for 

communication purposes (for more detail on the Saudi educational system context, 

see Chapter Two). Despite these changes in the curriculum, however, it appears that 

changes in classroom-based language assessment as proposed by the new 

curriculum have not occurred or are only slowly being embraced by teachers. To 

illustrate this point, in my M.Phil. dissertation (Alyami, 2015) I investigated the impact 

of this reform on EFL teachers’ practices in the city of Najran, Saudi Arabia. In that 

study, data was collected from 30 EFL teachers using 25 questionnaires and five semi-

structured interviews, in which the focus was on investigating if the implementation of 

this constructivist approach had contributed to changes in teachers’ practices in the 

classroom. The data collected during the study revealed that, although there were 

changes in the teachers’ instructional practices such as the use of a number of active 

learning strategies in teaching, as well as other communicative activities in their 

classrooms, there was no change in the teachers’ assessment practices, and teachers 

were applying traditional, teacher-designed assessment procedures to assess the 

students’ communicative language abilities, i.e., discrete-point tests only. On the basis 

of this consideration, the current study sets out to focus more specifically on the EFL 

teachers’ current assessment practices, beliefs, competences and training needs as 

a starting point to better comprehend the factors that support or inhibit their 

assessment practices reform, so that appropriate assessment-related training and 

professional development might be developed to support them. In particular, as 

discussed in Chapter Three, there are limited studies in the Saudi context focusing on 

the assessment practices of Saudi EFL teachers in state schools.  

The second motivation for this study was that in 2014, I was lucky enough to 

be sponsored by the Saudi Ministry of Education to study abroad for my Master’s 

degree in Ireland.  During this research, conducted at Trinity College Dublin in 2014–

2015, I studied a module called ‘Language Testing’, during which I learned for the first 
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time that there are certain principles and stages of language assessment, a variety of 

tools apart from tests to assess students’ language abilities as well as each language 

skill (i.e., speaking, writing, listening and reading) and many other materials related to 

language assessment. During this course, I further realised that there were gaps in 

my knowledge and skills regarding assessment and felt frustrated that, during my BA 

studies (2005–2009) something similar had not been available for trainee language 

teachers in Saudi Arabia. I also recalled how difficult it was for me and how stressed I 

felt when my field supervisor on my work placement asked me to design a test for the 

students. I remember that I had to ask one of the experienced EFL teachers in the 

school to show me how to design a test, who only gave me a copy of her used test 

and advised me to follow it as a model. Had I been better trained in how to assess the 

students, this would not have been so stressful for me. Since 2013, thankfully, as part 

of the reform in higher education sector in Saudi Arabia, a module on language testing 

has been provided for EFL candidate teachers in their third year of the degree 

programme. Although this is a very positive development towards enhancing the 

assessment competence of pre-service language teachers, there is a strong likelihood 

that most current in-service Saudi EFL teachers who completed their professional 

education prior to 2013 have gaps in their assessment knowledge and skills. Because 

of this, I have become very interested in classroom-based language assessment and 

how to help in-service Saudi EFL teachers to improve their assessment practices, 

particularly in light of the changes in the English language curriculum for schools in 

the country.  

1.3 Aims and questions of the study 

The overall purpose of this study is to investigate the classroom-based 

language assessment practices of in-service Saudi EFL teachers in the city of Najran, 

Saudi Arabia and ascertain the factors that have an impact on their practices (for more 

information about the location of the study, see Chapter Two, section 2.7). Therefore, 

the researcher has identified four major objectives as a basis for this study, which 

correlate to the four questions posed below. The first objective is to gain more 

information about the current classroom-based language assessment practices 

employed by the in-service Saudi EFL teachers in Najran and whether these practices 
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correlate to the new educational policy. The second objective is to identify these 

teachers’ perceptions regarding classroom-based language assessment. The third 

objective is to gauge the classroom-based language assessment literacy of Saudi EFL 

teachers in the city of Najran. Finally, the fourth objective of this study is to ascertain 

those teachers’ training needs with respect to classroom-based language 

assessment. 

The above research aims are further addressed by the following research 

questions: 

1. How do Saudi EFL teachers practice classroom-based language assessment? 

2. What are Saudi EFL teachers’ beliefs regarding classroom-based language 

assessment, and to what extent do they inform their assessment practices?  

3. What level of confidence do Saudi EFL teachers have about their language 

assessment literacy? 

4. What kind of training relating to classroom-based language assessment have 

EFL teachers received, and what are their training needs in that respect? 

1.4 Significance of the study  

In addressing the above questions, this research study aims to contribute to the 

under-explored aspect of the assessment literature in Saudi Arabia. To the best of this 

researcher’s knowledge, this is the first study to examine classroom-based language 

assessment in the general education context in Saudi Arabia. Prior research in the 

Saudi context has examined classroom-based language assessment in the higher 

education sector where teachers have different aims and needs from those teaching 

in the general education sector (for more detail, see Chapters Two and Three). On this 

basis, this study is intended to contribute to the understanding of classroom-based 

assessment issues in Saudi schools and the factors influencing teachers’ practices. 

More importantly, as a result of the recent curricula reforms in the country, educational 

research is critical in determining where the Saudi educational system stands on the 

path to improvement. Additionally, the findings and implications of this study may be 

useful not only for EFL education, but they may also serve as a reference for other 

subject areas in Saudi Arabia.  
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1.5 Thesis outline 

This first chapter provides an introduction to this study, showing its rationale 

and significance. It has also outlined the research aims and the proposed research 

questions. 

Chapter Two describes the context in which this research was conducted, 

including an overview of foreign language education in Saudi national schools, leading 

to an examination of the recent developments in EFL education. Subsequently, the 

aims of the Saudi foreign language curriculum and assessment policy are presented. 

The chapter also examines the education programmes (i.e., pre-service) and the 

professional development programmes (i.e., in-service) that are available to EFL 

teachers in Saudi Arabia. 

Chapter Three provides a review of the existing literature relevant to this study. 

The chapter begins by examining the different terminology and concepts related to 

classroom-based assessment. The conceptual framework adopted for this study is 

presented next, before a discussion in the third section of what effective classroom-

based assessment involves. The following section addresses a number of factors 

influencing teachers’ assessment practices, namely teachers’ assessment literacy, 

teachers’ beliefs and contextual factors, and reviews several studies in those areas 

that have contributed to the formulation of the research design of the current study.  

Chapter Four outlines the methodological procedures followed to design the 

empirical study, from the design stage to the analysis of the results. First, the chapter 

provides a justification for the methodological approach taken in this thesis and a 

description of the study’s mixed methods design. The chapter then goes on to explain 

the different steps involved in the development of the various data collection 

instruments employed during the field work. It also provides information about the 

sampling and piloting used in this study. The procedures employed for data collection 

and the ethical considerations that were considered are discussed, as well as the 

subsequent analysis of data.  

The findings from the questionnaires, interviews and analysis of documents are 

presented concurrently when appropriate in Chapters Five, Six and Seven. Chapter 

Five focuses on the assessment practices which Saudi EFL teachers employ in 

assessing their students in a classroom-based context. It details the methods of 
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assessment used by teachers, their purposes and alignment with learning objectives, 

the involvement of students in the process of assessment, the feedback practices 

employed and the teachers’ reflections on classroom-based assessment practices. 

Chapter Six presents the findings of teachers’ beliefs regarding classroom-

based assessment. It focuses on how teachers’ beliefs relate to their classroom 

assessment practices and to what extent those beliefs are congruent with the current 

Saudi reformed curriculum policies and their actual assessment practices.  

Chapter Seven examines the assessment literacy of teachers and is divided 

into two parts: the first presents the findings related to teachers’ perceived level of 

confidence concerning language assessment literacy; the second focuses on the 

assessment training received by EFL teachers, their language assessment training 

needs and the role of their educational EFL supervisors in addressing these needs.  

Chapter Eight presents the discussion of all the findings and the implications of 

this study for the parties involved, including policy makers, teachers and supervisors. 

It also identifies the limitations of the study and offers several suggestions for future 

research.  

Finally, the complete list of references and relevant appendices cited 

throughout the thesis are provided at the end of the thesis.   
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Chapter Two: Context of the Study 

While a review of the relevant research literature would assist in focusing this 

study on relevant themes, context also provides further insights into the background 

and, as a result, the significance of the topic. To this end, the main aim of this chapter 

is to offer background information about the education system in Saudi Arabia as well 

as to highlight its pertinent current reforms. It begins by providing an outline of the 

organisation of the Saudi education system and presenting an overview of foreign 

language education in Saudi Arabia, after which the recent developments in foreign 

language education and assessment policy are considered. The chapter further 

discusses the education programmes (i.e., pre-service) and the professional 

development programmes (i.e., in-service) available to Saudi EFL teachers, with a 

specific focus on the assessment-related aspects of those programmes, in order to 

understand how assessment is addressed and the current status of training regarding 

classroom-based language assessment. Finally, specific information about the current 

context where this study was conducted is provided.  

2.1 Structure of the education system in Saudi Arabia  

The education system in Saudi Arabia is supervised and managed by the 

government and is highly centralised. The Ministry of Education is the main body 

responsible for the administration of two main sectors in Saudi education: the general 

education sector which begins with kindergarten and ends in 12th grade (i.e., K-12); 

and the higher education sector, which includes all post-secondary education. For the 

purpose of this study, I shall not be conducting a close analysis of the higher education 

sector, however; instead, the focus will be on the general education sector. 

The Saudi general education system is made up of four stages, namely pre-

school (kindergarten), primary, intermediate and secondary. The pre-school stage is 

non-compulsory and is for children aged 3 to 6. The primary stage consists of 6 

academic years and serves children from the ages of 6 to 11, beginning at 1st grade 

and completed after 6th grade. The intermediate and secondary stages each last for 

three academic years and provide education for adolescents aged from 12 to 15 (from 

7th grade to 9th grade) and 15 to 18 (from 10th grade to 12th grade) respectively. The 
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general education stages (i.e., primary, intermediate and secondary) are obligatory for 

all male and female pupils. The academic calendar1 for Saudi schools is divided into 

two terms and each term lasts for 18 weeks. The school week runs Sunday to 

Thursday, with Friday and Saturday being the weekend. Primary school students 

attend six 45-minute classes per day, while intermediate and secondary school 

students have seven 45-minute classes.  

In Saudi Arabia, schools are single-gender institutions where girls and boys 

attend separate schools for cultural and religious reasons. In girls’ schools, the 

principals, staff and teachers are all female. In boys’ schools, a corresponding same 

gender separation exists, with the principals, staff and teachers all being male. Both 

genders are subject to the same policies and regulations imposed by the Ministry of 

Education, whereby the school system and curricula for boys and girls are nearly the 

same, the only differences arising in the relation of the content of some subjects to the 

asserted needs for each gender (Oyaid, 2009; Algraini, 2017). For instance, in Islamic 

subjects, female students learn about female religious rules while male students learn 

about male religious rules. 

There are two types of schools in Saudi Arabia: state and private schools. State 

schools are funded by the government and offer free education to all pupils, including 

free textbooks, educational resources and transport to and from school (GOV.SA, 

2021). Private schools, on the other hand, are self-funded, fee-charging institutions. 

Both types of school are supervised by the Ministry of Education and adhere to the 

same policies and regulations (ibid). However, the most striking difference between 

the two sectors lies in the area of school management, in that private schools are 

provided with more freedom to hire and manage their staff (Algraini, 2017). The 

general education system in Saudi Arabia is illustrated in Figure 1.  

 

 
1 At the time of writing up this thesis, June–December 2021, some educational policy changes are being 
introduced by the Ministry of Education, including splitting the academic year into 3 terms, effective from 
August 2021. For my purposes, however, it is the previous organisation of the academic year that has 
been reported on, because this was the system in place during the data collection of the present study.   
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Figure 1: General education system in Saudi Arabia (own source) 

 

Within the Ministry of Education, a curriculum department is responsible for 

planning and developing the school syllabus and textbooks for each grade in both 

state and private schools. These materials are standardised throughout the country 

and teachers are required to follow only the approved textbooks (OECD, 2020). 

According to the Saudi National Framework for General Education Curricula 

Standards (Ministry of Education, 2018a), there are nine core subjects to be studied 

by all learners as appropriate to their educational levels and grade: Islamic Education; 

Arabic Language; Mathematics; Science; Social Studies; English Language; Digital 

Technologies; Art Education; and Health Education. There is also a learning area for 
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students from 7th grade to 12th grade that provides various elective options, such as 

academic, skills-based, applied and vocational programmes. These options expand 

learners’ opportunities to study a field of special interest, develop a skill or participate 

in activities appropriate to their level and specialisation pathway that involve aspects 

of new knowledge related to enhancements in economic, social, intellectual and 

technological settings, as well as the applied sciences (Ministry of Education, 2018a). 

Since the focus of the current study is on classroom-based EFL language 

assessment, however, the following sections concentrate on foreign language 

education pedagogy and assessment policies in Saudi Arabia.  

2.2 Overview of foreign language education in Saudi Arabia   

In the early years of the education system in Saudi Arabia (1920–34), there was 

a reluctance to teach or learn any foreign languages (Alshahrani, 2016). However, 

around the middle of the 20th century, this negative attitude changed as a result of 

rapid developments in Saudi Arabia and the need to adjust to the cultural patterns of 

modernity, such as international industrial relations, globalisation and tourism 

(Mahboob & Elyas, 2014). Thus, in 1936, the government established in Makkah the 

‘Scholarship Preparation School’ to prepare Saudis to travel abroad and obtain a 

western education, and via this institution, the teaching of English in Saudi Arabia was 

first introduced. Teachers from Egypt and Lebanon were also recruited to teach 

English in this school. Therefore, the educational curriculum for all subjects other than 

Islamic education was modelled on the Egyptian and Lebanese systems, which were 

themselves heavily influenced by the British and French systems (Mitchell & Alfuraih, 

2017). In 1958, English and French were introduced into Saudi schools, but French 

was removed from the education system in 1969, although no known reasons have 

been documented for that decision (Mahboob & Elyas, 2014).  

In 1970, the Ministry of Education produced the first EFL teaching framework 

and syllabus, though English was only taught at the intermediate and the secondary 

stages, from 7th grade to 12th grade. Its aim was to provide intermediate and secondary 

level students with opportunities to understand the value of learning a foreign language 

for economic, social, cultural and personal purposes (Mitchell & Alfuraih, 2017). 

However, it can be said that the real change in EFL teaching and learning occurred in 
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2005, when the Saudi government decided to change its education policy (Faruk, 

2013). Changes in the policy were motivated by economic factors because, since 

2005, Saudi Arabia has been trying to reduce its dependency on the oil industry by 

developing a diverse and sustainable economy (Faruk, 2013; OECD, 2020). To attain 

these ambitions, Saudi Arabia has focused on improving the country’s education 

system in order to produce a highly skilled and productive workforce capable of 

meeting the demands of the 21st century knowledge-based labour market (Ministry of 

Education, 2018a; OECD, 2020). Thus, the Ministry of Education has concentrated on 

enhancing ‘STEM’ subjects (i.e., science, technology, engineering and mathematics), 

as well as the quality of EFL teaching to reflect their significance for potential labour 

market participation and the growth of the knowledge economy (Mitchell & Alfuraih, 

2017).  

The English language currently enjoys a high profile in Saudi Arabia and is 

taught as a core subject in state and private schools across the country from 4th grade 

to 12th grade. It has become the language of instruction in many higher education 

departments and major programmes in Saudi universities, such as Technical 

Education, Medicine and Engineering (Rahman & Alhaisoni, 2013). English is also 

used as the language medium of training in many private and state organisations and 

companies. Thus, students do not only need to master English to graduate from school 

or pass exams but also to enable them to succeed in higher education and pursue 

better careers in the private and state sectors particularly with the rising popularity of 

English as an international language, which has turned it into a lingua franca and the 

primary mode of communication throughout the world. However, EFL education in 

Saudi schools has often been questioned, as most students graduate from schools 

with low communicative proficiency in English and thus further changes into the EFL 

education in Saudi Arabia have been deemed necessary in order to enhance students’ 

language learning (Alresheed, 2008). 

2.3 EFL education in Saudi Arabia: Recent developments  

Since 2005, educators in the Ministry of Education have focused on improving 

students’ EFL learning by reforming the EFL education policy and working on its 

implementation. The reforms have included (among others) modifying the methods of 
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teaching EFL, the content of EFL textbooks and the timing of introducing EFL 

instruction in schools in order to enhance students’ level of English proficiency 

(Moskovsky & Picard, 2019). Thus, in 2011, the Ministry of Education produced its 

most recent (and current) EFL curriculum for primary, intermediate and secondary 

schools, in addition to introducing the teaching of EFL from 4th to 12th grade (Mitchell 

& Alfuraih, 2017)2. The current curriculum is based on the constructivist theory of 

learning and aims to enable learners to use the English language in meaningful 

contexts and to build their ability to communicate their ideas fluently, accurately and 

confidently (Ministry of Education, 2014). Furthermore, the new curriculum has 

entailed a change in teaching pedagogy from a grammar-based approach mainly 

focused on teaching the form and structure of the language to a communicative 

approach that focuses on teaching students how to use the language to communicate 

with others (Ministry of Education, 2014). The focus of EFL teaching and learning have 

shifted from teacher-led approaches to more learner-centred approaches with a focus 

on learning outcomes that students can achieve. In addition, significant changes have 

been introduced in the assessment process that will be described in detail in the next 

section.  

In the current curriculum, English is taught in primary schools for two periods of 

45 minutes per week and in intermediate and secondary schools for four periods of 45 

minutes per week. According to the current curriculum guidelines, students’ levels 

have been linked to the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages 

(CEFR) in which learners are expected to have reached level A1 at the end of primary 

education, A.2.2/B1.1 on completing intermediate education and B2 at the end of the 

secondary stage (Ministry of Education, 2014).  

To enable these changes, a range of enhancements has been introduced 

including the use of instructional technology to improve language teaching and 

learning practices (Mitchell & Alfuraih, 2017). Agreements with a number of 

international publishers such as Macmillan, McGraw Hill, Oxford and Pearson 

Education have also been established to design language syllabi and textbooks that 

are based on the communicative approach and to ensure their content adheres to 

Saudi culture and principles (Barnawi & Al-Hawsawi, 2017). The textbooks now used 

 
2 At the time of writing this thesis in June 2021, the Ministry of Education has changed its EFL teaching 
policy and introduced the teaching of EFL from 1st grade.  
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in schools are We Can for primary stage, Super Goal for intermediate stage and Mega 

Goal for secondary stage. In addition, the Ministry of Education has invested 

substantially in the recruitment of Saudi graduates as English language teachers in 

order to meet the demand for an increased number of primary school teachers, as well 

as setting up language labs for students and providing training for teachers (Rahman 

& Alhaisoni, 2013). It is noteworthy to mention here that the curriculum reform process 

was established on a ministry level and there is no information available regarding 

how decisions were made or which other bodies may have been involved or consulted 

in deciding these changes. Additionally, it is crucial to note that there is no information 

in the Saudi English Language Framework concerning the rationale behind the 

adoption of the CEFR or how it has been used in the current EFL curriculum except 

for deciding the content of the textbooks. 

As explained above, changes in the approach to the content and methodology 

of teaching have resulted in changes to the assessment of learners’ progress within 

the above-mentioned curriculum. These latter changes have been more challenging 

for teachers, and the main issues arising will be examined in the following section. 

2.4 Changes in the EFL assessment policy in Saudi Arabia 

Before the introduction of the current curriculum, EFL assessments at 

intermediate and secondary stages were carried out by teachers using only teacher-

designed, discrete-point written tests. These exams were used to measure students’ 

knowledge of the English language and not their communication skills. According to 

Al Hareth and Al Dighrir (2014), four written exams were taken in the school year worth 

90% all together: one mid-term exam (worth 15%) and one final exam (worth 30%), 

totalling 45% for each term’s written exams. The remaining 5% per term was allocated 

for homework and classroom participation. The focus of these assessments was on 

determining if students were ready to move up to the next grade or not. In order to 

progress to the next grade, students had to obtain 50% of the total score. Table 1 

shows the assessment process prior to the most recent curriculum reforms (adapted 

from Al Hareth & Al Dighrir, 2014). 
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Table 1: EFL assessment process prior to curriculum reforms (intermediate and secondary stages) 

Academic Year      Total Total Score 

Term 1 

During 
the 

term 

 

Mid-term exam 15% 
 

20%  

50% 

      100% 

Participation 2.5% 

Homework 2.5% 

Final 
written 
exam 

30% 

Term 2 

During 
the 

term 

Mid-term exam 15% 
 

20%  

50% 

Participation 2.5% 

Homework 2.5% 

Final 
written 
exam 

30% 

Note: Adapted from Al Hareth and Al Dighrir (2014) 

 

However, when the current EFL curriculum was introduced in 2011, there were 

a number of changes in the assessment process in terms of the skills to be assessed, 

planning of assessment, timing of assessment, methods to be used, the role of 

students and the allocation of marks at the intermediate and secondary stages 

(Ministry of Education, 2014; Ministry of Education, 2017). According to the Saudi 

English Language Framework (Ministry of Education, 2014), EFL teachers are 

required to assess the development of all four core skills (i.e., listening, speaking, 

reading and writing), to link assessment to the learning objectives, to assess students 

continuously, to use a variety of assessment methods, to provide students with 

feedback and most importantly to engage students in the assessment process. In 

addition, there have been also changes regarding the mark allocation for the 

intermediate and secondary stages. To illustrate, in the current assessment policy at 

the intermediate stage, each term is assigned 50 marks divided between continuous 

assessment and final exams. That is, 26 marks are allocated for the final exams (i.e., 

reading, writing, listening, grammar and vocabulary), and 24 marks are allocated for 

continuous assessment (i.e., speaking assessment, homework, classroom 

participation, portfolios, quizzes and short tests). Table 2 below shows the assessment 

methods and their allocated marks at the intermediate stage.  
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Table 2: Current EFL assessment process for the intermediate stage  

Academic Year Total 
Total 
Score 

Term 1 

Continuous 
assessment 

Speaking 4 

24 marks 

50 marks 

100 
marks 

Homework 
Participation 

Portfolio 
10 

Quizzes and short 
tests 

10 

Final written exams 

Listening 4 

26 marks Writing, Reading, 
Vocabulary & 

Grammar 
22 

Term 2 

 

Continuous 
assessment 

Speaking 4 

 

24 marks 

 

50 marks 

Homework 
Participations 

Portfolio 
10 

Quizzes and short 
tests 

10 

 

Final written exams 

Listening 4 

26 marks Writing, Reading, 
Vocabulary & 

Grammar 
22 

Note: Adapted from the Ministry of Education (2017) 

 

At the secondary stage, however, out of a total of 100 marks per term, 44 marks 

are allocated to final exams (i.e., reading, writing, listening, vocabulary and grammar), 

with the remaining 56 allocated to students’ continuous assessment (i.e., classroom 

participation, quizzes, project, homework, portfolios and attendance). Table 3 displays 

the assessment methods and their allocated marks at the secondary stage.  
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Table 3: Current EFL assessment process for the secondary stage  

Academic Year Total 

Term 1 

Continuous 
assessment 

Speaking 6 

56 marks 

100 marks 

Homework 5 

Classroom participation 5 

Portfolio 5 

Project 5 

Conversation 5 

Quizzes and short tests 
(listening and speaking) 

10 

Quizzes and short tests 
(reading and writing) 

10 

Attendance 5 

Final written 
exams 

Listening 6 

44 marks 
Writing, Reading, 

Vocabulary & Grammar 
38 

Term 2 

Continuous 
assessment 

Speaking 6 

 

56 marks 
 

100 marks 

Homework 5 

Classroom participation 5 

Portfolio 5 

Project 5 

Conversation 5 

Quizzes and short tests 
(listening and speaking) 

10 

Quizzes and short tests 
(reading and writing) 

10 

Attendance 5 

Final written 
exams 

Listening   6 

44 marks 
Writing, Reading, 

Vocabulary & Grammar 
38 

Note: Adapted from The Ministry of Education (2017) 

 

At the primary stage, the assessment process is different from the other two 

stages (i.e., intermediate and secondary). For example, at grade 4– 6, a verbal, non-

numerical assessment of achievement has been used instead of number grades. 

Furthermore, the language assessment in primary schools is a continuous process; 
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there are no final exams.3 Teachers are required to assess their students according 

to a set of skills throughout the academic year and to report students’ levels at these 

skills four times in a school year using proficiency categories (e.g., proficient, 

advanced, basic and fail). These skills are documented at the end of students’ 

textbooks, and EFL teachers are also provided with documents containing these skills 

(in the form of checklists) by their educational supervisors (a sample of these skills is 

provided in Appendix G).  

It can be seen that the new assessment policy attempts to move away from 

sole dependence on summative examinations and to focus on assessment as an 

integral part of the learning process by introducing continuous assessment and 

promoting formative assessment practices to support students’ learning throughout 

the term. These proposed changes are crucial considering that they allow the EFL 

teachers to assess students regularly using various methods during the term, which 

makes the new assessment distinct from what the teachers used to do before. As a 

result, it is critical for policy makers to provide resources to ensure that teachers have 

a better understanding of the new assessment approach and the capacity to apply it. 

However, when this researcher engaged in locating information about assessment 

changes, only two references were found in the current policy documents, which 

include a section in the document of the current Saudi English Language Framework 

(Ministry of Education, 2014) and a document called ‘General Guidelines for English 

Language Exams’ published by the Ministry of Education in 2017. Having completed 

the analysis of these documents, it was found that the assessment changes were not 

clearly articulated to teachers. As we can see in Figure 2, this is the only information 

reported about assessment in the Language Framework document.  

 
3 At the time of writing this thesis, (June–December 2021), a number of educational policy changes are 
being introduced by the Ministry of Education, including the introduction of final exams for students at 
the upper primary stage (4th to 6th grade), effective from August 2021. For the purposes of this study, 
however, the previous assessment policy has been referred to as this was the operative policy during 
the data collection for the present study. 
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     Figure 2: Current Saudi EFL assessment policy 

     Note: Adapted from Ministry of Education (2014) 

 

Presenting such general statements in the policy without any clear guidelines 

or criteria of appropriateness raises questions about how EFL teachers would best go 

about interpreting or implementing these reforms.  

As for the ‘General Guidelines for English Language Exams’, this document 

only provides instruction on how to develop end of term exams for students. It specifies 

what types of items should be included, how long they should be, how they should be 

marked and how to weight each set of items to determine the final grades for a student. 

There are no other supporting documents or exemplars for teachers in relation to the 

new changes mentioned in the framework, particularly when continuous assessment 

is a strong component of the overall assessment process. More specifically, no 

guidelines are provided on how to provide students with feedback that will facilitate 

their learning, how to involve students in the assessment process or how to use 

various methods of assessment. Thus, it seems that what has been communicated to 

teachers are the changes concerning summative assessment procedures and the 

distribution of marks.  
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In order to understand the issues raised above, it is important to provide an 

outline of the path required to become an English language teacher in Saudi Arabia 

and the types of assessment-related training available for EFL teachers. These will be 

presented in the following sections.  

2.5 EFL teacher education in Saudi Arabia 

All teachers in Saudi Arabia must hold a Bachelor’s degree in their specific 

major. Most Saudi universities offer a four-year programme for students who want to 

be EFL teachers. This course is usually offered by English language departments in 

the Colleges of Languages in public universities. In this programme, until recently, 

teacher candidates studied English literature, linguistics, teaching methodology skills 

and other educational modules related to the Arabic language and Islamic studies. 

Teacher candidates also have to do a two-week practicum in their third year and a 

four-week one in the final year (Alseghayer, 2014). The primary focus of the English 

language programmes in Saudi universities has long been on English literature rather 

than language pedagogy or linguistics skills (Alsharari, 2010; Alseghayer, 2014), while 

the area of testing and assessment has also been overlooked in these programmes 

(Almenyawi, 2010). Recently, however, their content has been changed and improved. 

For instance, the focus in the initial two years is now on improving the teacher 

candidate’s language skills, such as grammar, vocabulary and the four core skills: 

speaking, writing, listening and reading. In the third and fourth year, each candidate 

has to study linguistics (e.g., syntax, phonology, semantics); English literature (e.g., 

poetry, drama, prose and the history of English literature); translation; and teaching 

methods. More importantly, in the final semester, teacher candidates have to teach for 

four months in an intermediate or secondary school, under the supervision of their 

instructors (Alseghayer, 2014). 

A further significant change has been the introduction in 2013 of a module 

called ‘Language Testing’ that is offered to candidate teachers in the third year and 

taught for just one term. The introduction of this module represents an 

acknowledgement of the importance of assessment in EFL education. However, there 

is no link between the content of this module and the recent Saudi assessment policy, 

by which I mean its focus has only been on the theoretical principles of writing 
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summative tests in a way that overlooks the other purposes of classroom assessment, 

such as the formative assessment practices promoted by the current assessment 

policy. The content of this module is shown in Figure 3 below.  A further limitation of 

this module is that candidate teachers are not always required in their work placement 

to show their ability to assess students; they may be asked to write a test or a quiz, 

but this is left to the discretion of each instructor mentoring the student-teachers. 

 

Figure 3: Content of the current ‘Language Testing’ module for pre-service teachers 

Note: Adapted from the Language Testing Course Specifications (University of Najran, 2018)  

 

Given the past and current limitations of the education and preparation 

programmes for teachers of EFL in Saudi Arabia in relation to classroom-based 

assessment, more emphasis is being placed on professional development 

programmes, which may compensate for the missing or weak areas of preparation as 

well as keeping teachers up to date with all the enhancements and changes in the 

language learning approaches and assessment policies. Especially given the 

introduction of the above mentioned ‘Language Testing’ module in 2013, there is a 

strong likelihood that most current in-service EFL teachers who completed their 

professional education prior to that year have gaps in their assessment knowledge 

and skills. Therefore, the next section will examine EFL teachers’ professional 

development programmes in Saudi Arabia as well as the assessment-related training 

available to them. 
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2.6 EFL teacher professional development in Saudi Arabia  

Centralised workshops have long been the main approach to address or deliver 

professional development for teachers in most regions of Saudi Arabia (Sywelem & 

Witte, 2013). These workshops are designed by the Ministry of Education and 

provided by local education authorities, usually in the supervision departments (i.e., 

educational centres) in each region (Alghamdi & Li, 2011). They are typically one- to 

three-day workshops often delivered by the teachers’ supervisors for each subject 

(ibid). There have been a number of issues surrounding these workshops reported in 

the literature. For example, teachers are not involved in determining the topics and 

content of these sessions and their existing knowledge, needs or goals are not often 

taken into consideration in the workshops’ design (Almenyawi, 2010; Sywelem & 

Witte, 2013). There has also been a significant lack of proper planning and limited 

follow-up by those responsible for designing, implementing and evaluating these 

workshops (Alghamdi & Li, 2011). Additionally, the content of the workshops is mainly 

related to teaching strategies and classroom management, with very little emphasis 

on assessment (Almenyawi, 2010; Alyami, 2015). A further issue concerns their 

delivery by teachers’ supervisors, who, as former teachers themselves, receive limited 

training on how to develop other teachers (OECD, 2020).  

Until recently, there has been no framework to direct the teacher professional 

development and training sector in Saudi Arabia. However, since 2016 there have 

been some positive changes (OECD, 2020), significant among which was setting a  

mandatory minimum 18 hours of teachers’ professional development per year (NIPED, 

2021). This change is believed to have brought about an increase in the participation 

level of teachers in professional development programmes, as in the past there was 

no mechanism to compel their attendance (OECD, 2020). Teachers are also being 

motivated to participate in more training programmes by linking their professional 

promotion prospects to their annual attendance (ibid).  

A further major change was the establishment of the National Institute for 

Professional Education Development (NIPED) to extend and improve the provision of 

professional development (OECD, 2020). This Institute is now responsible for 

managing the educational training operations in Saudi Arabia. It has launched many 

training projects such as an online training platform that delivers remote training for 
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teachers, summer training programmes (in the past, this time was not used for training 

purposes) and scholarship programmes for teachers for further study (ibid). A further 

significant project recently initiated by the NIPED is the Khebrat programme. 

Participants in this programme travel internationally to learn about best practices in 

high performing systems and upon their return are expected to share their learning in 

their communities, which may help as a catalyst for educational improvement (NIPED, 

2021). 

Since there are limited research studies focusing on classroom-based 

language assessment-related professional development in the Saudi system, the 

present research has focused on exploring this gap in order to gain more information 

about the assessment-related training available to EFL teachers.  

 

2.6.1 The role of educational supervisors in the Saudi education system   

Since most teacher training is provided by teachers’ educational supervisors, it 

is important to understand the role of supervisors in the Saudi education system. 

According to the Ministry of Education (2018b), their role is to appraise teachers’ 

performance, to support them if they need assistance and to provide necessary 

teacher training. They are required to appraise teachers’ performance twice a year 

and to collect evidence of teaching competence from teaching observations in the 

classroom. The supervisors appraise teachers’ performance against a number of 

criteria including lesson planning, classroom management, teaching strategies and 

classroom assessment. The results of the teachers’ appraisal are then used for the 

writing of the annual reports and for determining the kinds of support and training 

needed by the teachers (ibid).  

2.7 Background to the current study  

The context of the current study is Saudi Arabia which is a large country in the 

Middle East. The country has 13 regions, and it occupies a huge percentage of the 

Arabian Peninsula with a land area of approximately 2.15 million square kilometres 

(GOV.SA, 2021). The present study was conducted in primary, intermediate and 

secondary state schools in Najran, a city with 386,750 inhabitants located in the 
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southwest of the country (see Figure 4). There are 476 state schools in Najran, 240 of 

which are boys’ schools and 236 girls’ schools (Ministry of Education, 2021). There 

are also 35 private schools in Najran, 24 of which are boys’ schools and 11 girls’ 

schools (ibid). According to the Ministry of Education (2021), there are 278 female EFL 

teachers who are teaching in Najran girls’ state schools. In Najran, there is an 

educational supervision department containing three EFL supervisors which 

administers, among other responsibilities, the professional development of teachers. 

The schools are scattered all over the city and moving from some schools to the 

supervision department, where most teachers’ training occurs, may take an hour.  

 

 

Figure 4: Saudi Arabia map 

 Note: Adapted from https://www.worldatlas.com/maps/saudi-arabia 

 

This study focuses on female EFL teachers teaching in girls’ state schools and 

EFL supervisors in Najran. There are many reasons behind these choices. First, the 

scope of this study was confined to the female sector because, as highlighted in 

section 2.1, the education system in Saudi Arabia is segregated and was thus chosen 

for cultural and religious reasons related to the gender of the researcher. Second, state 

schools were selected because of the greater convenience of access to those schools 

and also because the policies for state schools are generalised across the country, 

while private schools are subject to slightly different regulations as defined by each 
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school’s management process. The specific city of Najran was also selected because 

it is both my home town and the site where I conducted my M.Phil. research, whose 

results motivated me to conduct the current study. As a result, I have some knowledge 

of the teachers’ educational background regarding language assessment, which has 

encouraged me to investigate further their classroom assessment practices, language 

assessment literacy, how they are dealing with the current changes in the EFL 

assessment policy and if their prior education, training and experiences affect their 

classroom-based assessment practices. A further reason is that, given my familiarity 

with the location, I also had access to a network of teachers. Most importantly, when I 

finish my studies, I am planning to work in the EFL professional development sector 

in Najran, in which context the current study has significantly helped me to understand 

the current situation of EFL teachers and to ascertain their needs regarding 

classroom-based assessment.   

2.8 Summary  

 This chapter has covered key aspects of the general education system and 

foreign language education in Saudi Arabia. It has shown that English is the only 

foreign language which is being taught as a core subject in Saudi schools. The 

changes and improvements that have occurred in Saudi EFL pedagogy and 

assessment policies in order to promote student language learning have also been 

discussed. These changes include the transition from a grammar-based curriculum, 

mainly focused on teaching the form and structure of the language, to a 

communicative curriculum based on the constructivist theory of learning. The aims of 

the current EFL curriculum are to enable learners to use the English language in 

meaningful contexts and to build learners’ ability to communicate their ideas fluently, 

accurately and confidently. Moreover, there have been changes in the assessment 

policy to include principles not only of summative but also formative assessment. 

Building on the picture of the educational context, EFL pedagogy and assessment 

policy in Saudi Arabia, the following chapter lays out the theoretical foundations of the 

current study through an in-depth review of issues related to classroom-based 

language assessment.



26 

Chapter Three: Review of the Literature 

As we have seen in the Introduction Chapter, there is an increasing awareness 

of the prominence of classroom-based language assessment; however, despite this 

prominence, there are still a lot of gaps in this area which need to be explored. This 

chapter therefore reviews and analyses the relevant literature concerning classroom-

based assessment in order to frame the current study and to justify the gap in the 

literature. In doing so, it draws on research in the fields of general education and 

second/foreign language education. The first section begins by examining the different 

terminology and concepts in the domain of classroom-based language assessment. 

The second section presents the conceptual framework adopted in the present study, 

before going on to discuss what effective classroom-based language assessment 

involves in the third section. Sections four and five address a number of factors that 

can influence teachers’ implementation of this type of assessment, including the 

concept of language assessment literacy, language teachers’ beliefs about classroom-

based language assessment and contextual factors while clarifying terms and 

reviewing a number of studies that have helped in formulating the research design of 

the current study.  

3.1 Classroom-based language assessment 

3.1.1 Definitions and concepts  

Various terms and phrases are used in the literature to describe the process of 

assessing and monitoring student learning in a school context. These include 

classroom teacher assessment (Leung, 2005; Harlen & Winter, 2004), teacher-based 

assessment (Davison & Leung, 2009), teacher-made assessment (Gareis & Grant, 

2015), school-based assessment (Davison, 2007), classroom-based assessment 

(Brindley, 2003) and more specifically in relation to language, classroom-based 

language assessment (Rea-Dickins, 2008; Stoynoff, 2012; Tsagari, 2016; Bachman & 

Dambock, 2018). Classroom-based language assessment is the term widely used in 

the field of language testing and assessment and is the primary term that is used in 

this thesis. It has been defined by Yin (2010, p. 178) as “the collection, synthesis and 
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interpretation of information about student language use in classroom activities to aid 

the teacher in decision-making". A further definition is given by Hill and McNamara 

(2012, p. 396), who describe classroom-based language assessment as involving 

“[a]ny reflection by teachers (and/or learners) on the qualities of a learner’s (or group 

of learners’) work and the use of that information by teachers (and/or learners) for 

teaching, learning (feedback), reporting, management or socialisation purposes”. 

Inherent in these definitions of classroom-based assessment are three aspects. First, 

such assessment can occur in ordinary classroom activities, which can be planned or 

unplanned, explicit or impeded (Rea-Dickens, 2001). The second characteristic is that 

it can be carried out not only by the teacher but also by the students in assessing 

themselves and/or their classmates. Finally, these definitions highlight that the 

information obtained through classroom-based assessment can be used to help 

teachers in making their professional decisions, in providing feedback to students 

about their progress, in planning future instruction and learning goals and also in 

reporting information about the level of learners’ achievements to the relevant 

stakeholders (i.e., parents, students, management, policy makers, etc.).  

In the literature on language assessment and indeed in general educational 

assessment, numerous concepts and terms are frequently used in relation to 

classroom-based assessment. To begin with, terms like ‘informal’ and ‘formal’ 

assessment have been associated with and linked to classroom-based assessment. 

According to Brown and Abeywickrama (2019), informal assessment refers to the 

activities used by teachers to elicit performance without recording results or making 

ultimate decisions about a learner’s competence. A good deal of this assessment is 

often embedded in the classroom tasks, whereas formal assessment is a more 

systematic and planned technique which is constructed to obtain an appraisal of 

student achievement (ibid). In any educational course, formal assessments are often 

periodically taken by students, which can take a number of forms such as tests, 

student portfolios and journals. The present study focuses on both formal and informal 

types of classroom-based assessment. 

Further classification associated with classroom-based assessment is related 

to its functions, namely formative and summative assessment. Formative assessment 

is defined as “the process of seeking and interpreting evidence for use by learners and 

their teachers to decide where the learners are in their learning process, where they 
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need to go and how best to get there” (Assessment Reform Group, 2002, p. 2). It is 

also known as assessment for learning and assessment as learning. The main 

purpose of this type of assessment is to assist students while they are in the process 

of learning and forming their competencies and skills (Harlen, 2014; Brown & 

Abeywickrama, 2019). This suggests, as argued by Brown and Abeywickrama (2019), 

that all types of informal assessment are (or should be) formative, since the primary 

emphasis of these assessments is the learner’s ongoing language learning. 

Summative assessment, in contrast, is used to measure, summarise and report what 

students have learned and acquired at the end of an instructional period, such as a 

unit, a course, a term or a school year (Brown & Abeywickrama, 2019). It is generally 

used for grading purposes (Sadler, 1989; Cheng & Fox, 2017) and for this reason is 

also called assessment of learning. The current study explores the two uses of 

classroom-based assessment (i.e., formative and summative). The relationship 

between both purposes is further explored later in the chapter.  

Other terms that are often used interchangeably in the literature on assessment 

are ‘assessment’ and ‘testing’. Arguably, however, there is a considerable difference 

between the two terms, with assessment being an overarching term comprising 

various approaches and techniques (Inbar-Lourie, 2008). Brown and Abeywickrama 

(2019) clarify that, while assessment involves testing, the former is not limited to the 

latter, as assessment is a more comprehensive term that often indicates the collection 

of information about student learning by using many other techniques, such as 

observation, performance tasks, portfolios, interviews and self- and peer-assessment. 

Thus, a test is just one type of assessment techniques that is usually administered 

formally within strict time limitations to measure the test taker’s ability in a specified 

domain (ibid). Throughout this thesis, the term ‘test’ will be used to refer to one of the 

assessment tools and not as a synonym for assessment.  

Having presented the different terms and concepts related to classroom-based 

assessment and how they are used in the present study, the framework employed to 

inform reviewing the literature and the research design will now be considered.  
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3.2 The conceptual framework for the study 

As a starting point towards developing the study’s conceptual framework, 

Borg’s (2015a) model of Language Teacher Cognition Research and Xu and Brown’s 

(2016) model of Teacher Assessment Literacy in Practice have been used by the 

researcher. Within Borg’s (2015a) model, what language teachers do in classrooms is 

seen to be underpinned and influenced by their cognitions (i.e., what they know, think 

and believe) (Borg, 2003). However, the relationship between teachers’ cognitions and 

practices is not a linear one because there are contextual factors inside the classroom, 

the school and beyond that play a significant role in mediating this relation (Borg, 

2015a). These factors, as argued by Borg (2015a), may have an impact on teachers 

in two ways: either they may cause changes in their cognitions, or they may affect 

teachers’ practices without altering the cognitions underpinning them. Exploring and 

understanding teachers’ cognitions as well as the contextual factors surrounding them 

may help us to accurately interpret any tensions that may arise between teachers’ 

cognitions and their practices. Furthermore, the relationship between teachers’ 

cognitions and practices is not unidirectional, because what teachers know and 

believe can affect their practices and what they do can in turn shape these cognitions. 

Thus, language classroom teaching and assessment is being viewed here as a 

“process which is defined by dynamic interactions among cognition, context and 

experience” (Borg, 2015a, p.324). Borg’s model of cognition is wider than looking at 

classroom-based assessment, but the researcher has specifically applied the model 

to determine the main areas which should be examined when exploring teachers’ 

classroom practices in order to obtain a comprehensive view of those practices as well 

as the nature of the relationship between teachers’ classroom practices, beliefs and 

knowledge (see Figure 5).   
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Figure 5: An adapted conceptual framework of classroom-based assessment practices 

    

Borg’s model has presented a useful framework for deciding the main areas to 

be investigated when intending to comprehensively explore teachers’ classroom-

based practices, but it has provided little guidance about what specific areas related 

to assessment need to be considered. Therefore, in addition to Borg’s framework, the 

current study builds upon Xu and Brown’s (2016) framework of Teacher Assessment 

Literacy in Practice.  

Xu and Brown’s (2016) framework consists of several components (see Figure 

6), including: the knowledge base; teacher conceptions of assessment; teacher 

assessment literacy in practice; and teacher identity (re)construction as assessors (Xu 

and Brown, 2016, p.18). It can be seen that some of these components resemble 

some of the previous adapted Borg’s model. In accordance with the aim of the current 

research study which is to investigate the language teachers’ assessment practices, 

conceptions and knowledge when carrying out language classroom-based 

assessment, two components have been adopted from this framework in designing 

the framework for the current study namely: the knowledge base and teacher 

conceptions of assessment. These components involve the following: [a] The 

knowledge base, including language knowledge and pedagogical content knowledge; 

knowledge of assessment purposes, content and methods; knowledge of grading; 

knowledge of feedback; knowledge of peer & self-assessment; knowledge of 

assessment interpretation and communication; knowledge of ethics. This means, 

teacher understanding and interpretation of the fundamentals of classroom-based 

Teachers’ 

classroom-

based 

assessment 

practices 

Teachers’ 

assessment 

knowledge 

Teachers’ 

assessment 

beliefs 

Mediated by contextual factors  



31 

assessment (these will be discussed in detail in the next section). [b] Teacher 

assessment conceptions which refer to cognitive and affective dimensions of belief 

systems regarding assessment and how these conceptions are framed. 

   

 

Figure 6: Teacher Assessment Literacy in Practice (TALiP) (Xu and Brown, 2016, p.19) 

 

Additionally, elements of Messick’s (1989; 1996), Kane’s (2016) and Chalhoub-

Deville and O’Sullivan’s (2020) frameworks have been adopted in the current study in 

order to assess the validity of teachers’ assessment practices. Within educational 

measurement, the term “validity” is defined as ‘an integrated evaluative judgement of 

the degree to which empirical evidence and theoretical rationales support the 

adequacy and appropriateness of inferences and actions based on test scores or other 

modes of assessment’ (Messick,1989, p. 5). As argued by Messick (1989; 1996) and 

Kane (2016), there is no final absolute measure of validity, but numerous types of 

evidence can be used to support it. These include, content-related, construct-related, 

criterion-related, consequential and face validity (Messick, 1989;1996; Kane, 2016; 

Brown & Abeywickrama, 2019). As discussed by Messick (1989), Kane (2013; 2016) 

and Brown and Abeywickrama (2019), content-related evidence is concerned with the 

relevance and representativeness of the assessment tasks content to a particular 

learning domain of interest; Construct-related evidence has been associated with the 

extent to which an assessment task reflects the underlying theoretical 

constructs/concepts; Criterion-related evidence relates to the degree to which an 
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assessment task estimates a learner’s performance on other measures beyond the 

assessment task itself (i.e., concurrent validity), and/or predicts a student’s likelihood 

of future success (i.e., predictive validity); Consequential validity covers all the 

consequences of the assessment task including its accuracy in measuring intended 

criteria, its effect on student’s preparation, and the intended and unintended effects of 

assessment interpretations and use. Finally, face validity is concerned with the 

appearance of the assessment as a good measure of the knowledge or abilities it 

claims to measure, based on the subjective judgment of non-expert stakeholders such 

as the students, administrators or parents. As Messick (1989) asserted, validity is not 

an all-or-none question.  

As argued by Chalhoub-Deville and O’Sullivan (2020), the above validity 

evidences are related to what they called ‘psychometric evidence’ and in order to 

support claims of assessment quality, there is a need to consider not only these 

evidences but also to take into account other sources. Within their framework, (see 

Figure 7), they call attention to principled design and evidence gathered from many 

groups participating in assessment design and development. They also support the 

concept of impact by design, which places consequences at the top of the evidence 

chain to guide all assessment efforts and quality documentation. Their model also 

emphasises the importance of considering the context for the assessment system, 

available resources and any practical constraints. Concurrent with this attention to 

consequences and context are considerations of stakeholders and the tailoring of 

communication to engage intended groups. They further advocate that communication 

plans need to be developed to provide meaningful, relevant and understandable 

information about the quality of assessment to all stakeholders involved.   
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Figure 7: Chalhoub-Deville and O’Sullivan’s (2020) validity framework 

 

In the present study, in order to validate the teachers’ assessment practices, 

the framework adopted took into consideration the local context in which the research 

was undertaken. That is, I considered the assessment changes mandated by the 

current operational assessment policy in the Saudi EFL framework. Within this 

assessment policy, as discussed in Chapter 2, both summative and formative 

assessments are mandated. Therefore, the principles of both types of assessment 

were considered in validating teachers’ assessment practices as well as exploring their 

beliefs and assessment literacy. For example, in evaluating the validity of summative 

tests used by teachers in assessing their students, I considered the psychometric 

evidences/principles reported above (i.e., content, construct, criterion, consequential 

validity). Furthermore, the principles of formative assessment obtained from reviewing 

the literature were taken into account. These include choosing and using appropriate 

elicitation tools; involving students in the assessment process (i.e., self- and peer-

assessment); sharing with students an understanding of the learning goals and 

success criteria; providing meaningful feedback which helps them in planning the next 

steps in their learning; and using assessment information to adjust teaching. 

Additionally, following the validation framework of Chalhoub-Deville and O’Sullivan 

(2020), evidence on the communication engagement of the pertinent stakeholders was 

also considered.            
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The three frameworks discussed above have provided the foundation for the 

current study, now it is necessary to define what constitutes an effective classroom-

based assessment in a way that may serve as a model for examining teachers’ 

classroom-based language assessment practices and cognitions. This is the focus of 

the subsequent section. 

3.3 Fundamental components of classroom-based language assessment  

Classroom-based assessment is a multi-faceted process which entails 

consideration of a number of elements (Rea-Dickins, 2001, 2008; Davison & Leung, 

2009; Hill & McNamara, 2012). Therefore, in order to be able to explore or ascertain 

the nature of teachers’ classroom-based assessment, we need to first understand and 

unpack the components that make up this practice.  

Brindley (2003) has asserted that classroom-based assessment should be 

appropriate for its intended purpose, based on an explicit statement of the ability being 

assessed, clearly related to learning outcomes with learners’ involvement and use a 

variety of assessment methods. Tylor and Nolen (2008, cited in Cheng & Fox, 2017) 

have added to these principles by clarifying that classroom-based assessment 

includes four fundamental aspects, namely, events, tools, processes and decisions, 

each of which needs to hold different qualities in order to support students’ learning. 

To illustrate, they argue that, in relation to the events aspect, effective assessment 

should occur with sufficient frequency for the teacher to be able to ascertain whether 

instruction has been successful and/or which student or group of students may need 

additional learning support. Regarding the tools used to assess students, these should 

provide learners with clear information concerning what they have to learn, the 

requirements or expectations around good work and cohere with teaching, so that the 

chosen tools can support pupils’ learning. In relation to the assessment processes to 

support students’ learning, students need to be provided with meaningful feedback 

that can help them focus and better understand the requirements to attain their own 

learning aims and the curriculum expectations. Finally, the results of the assessment 

should accurately reflect what students know and can do, so that the assessment 

decisions can support the students’ learning. However, it is necessary to note that 

what really determines how all these components or facets of classroom assessment 
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are implemented is the purpose of the assessment (Cheng, 2014), which is, arguably, 

as such the most important element of the assessment practices, as will be discussed 

in the next section.  

Cheng and Fox (2017) maintain that high-quality assessment practices are 

those that produce results verifying and supporting student learning. They argue that 

in order to achieve such practices, classroom-based assessments should be aligned 

to curricular and instructional goals, advocating validity (i.e., the inferences, uses and 

consequences that result from the assessment should be appropriate) and reliability 

(i.e., the assessment results should be consistent, stable and dependable). 

Furthermore, they assert that high-quality assessment needs to be fair by providing 

students with equal opportunities to demonstrate achievement, by sharing with them 

learning targets and criteria for success. They further argue that assessment has to 

be practical in terms of the time, effort and resources used in order to have a positive 

impact on teaching and learning (i.e., positive washback). 

From what has been discussed above, it seems that there are key components 

of a good classroom-based language assessment which can be considered as the 

pillars of this process. These include the purposes of assessment, the learning 

objectives/goals, the assessment methods, the students’ role in the process and the 

types of feedback provided to students. As seen in Chapter Two, the changes in the 

assessment procedures advocated by the Saudi Ministry of Education in the current 

English Language Framework have concerned these components. Therefore, for the 

purpose of the present study, these aspects have been used as the theoretical 

background that informs the design of the research instruments items (teachers’ 

questionnaire and interviews) and the analyses of the teachers’ classroom-based 

language assessment practices and cognitions. The key components are illustrated in 

Figure 8 and they will be further discussed in the following sections.  
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               Figure 8: Fundamentals of sound classroom-based assessment 

               Note: Adapted from Brindley (2003); Cheng and Fox (2017) 

3.3.1 Purposes of classroom-based assessment  

The most critical first step informing teachers’ assessment decisions should be 

to consider why assessments are performed (Cheng, 2014; Bachman & Dambock, 

2018). The purpose for which the assessment is conducted governs the timing or when 

to assess, what methods or tools are to be used and how assessment is implemented 

(Chapelle & Brindley, 2010; Cheng & Fox, 2017). In classroom-based assessment, 

summative and formative purposes have traditionally informed practices. According to 

Harlen and James (1997), summative assessment occurs at certain intervals when 

achievement has to be recorded or reported and involves a number of quality 

assurance procedures. Teachers are required to use methods which are as reliable 

and valid as possible. The aim of this type of assessment is to summarise the students’ 

accomplishments and assess whether and to what extent they have demonstrated 

comprehension of the learning by comparing it to agreed-upon performance standards 

or quality features (ibid). It is mostly employed for the purpose of certification and 

providing grades to students (Sadler, 1989). For these reasons, there are certain 

principles which should be applied when designing summative assessments. These 

‘cardinal criteria’, as described by Brown and Abeywickrama (2019, p. 27), are as 

follows: 
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1) Validity (i.e., does the assessment measure what it is supposed to 
measure?) 

2) Reliability (i.e., is the assessment consistent and dependable?) 

3) Practicality (i.e., is it feasible to operate the assessment instrument within 
administrative constraints?)  

4) Authenticity (i.e., does the assessment offer tasks that replicate real-world 
tasks? Does it contain contextualised rather than isolated items?) 

5) Washback (i.e., does the assessment positively influence teaching and 
learning?)  

Summative assessment has been the dominant paradigm in many educational 

contexts for a long time. Nevertheless, it has often been criticised for many reasons 

(Sadler, 1989; Black & Wiliam, 1998; Falchikov, 2005). For example, many 

educational scholars have contended that grades have a harmful influence on 

students, particularly low achievers and that students should instead be given 

descriptive feedback rather than grades (Sadler, 1989; Black & Wiliam, 1998) in many 

situations related to classroom-based assessment. Furthermore, Falchikov (2005) has 

pointed out a number of limitations of summative assessment, including: putting 

excessive emphasis on testing; promoting superficial learning; causing students’ 

stress and anxiety; having such a detrimental impact on students’ motivation that they 

tend to concentrate only on what they believe would be covered in exams and tests; 

and issues concerning consistency and teacher bias.  

Formative assessment, on the other hand, has long been acknowledged as one 

of the most powerful tools for improving learning and teaching as well as fostering 

students’ motivation, self-confidence and performance (Black & Wiliam, 1998; Rea-

Dickins & Gardner, 2000; Wei, 2011). Thus, as a way to reduce the impact of 

summative assessment, formative assessment has been advocated by numerous 

scholars (Black & Wiliam; Rea-Dickins & Gardner, 2000; Assessment Reform Group, 

2002; Wei, 2011). Formative assessment is an ongoing process which often takes 

place simultaneously with instruction and it provides feedback for teachers in order to 

guide their teaching and for students to direct their learning (Harlen & James, 1997). 

A number of scholars (Black & Wiliam, 1998; Assessment Reform Group, 2002; 

Davies, Arbuckle & Bonneau, 2004) assert that the core principles of formative 

assessment include first and foremost involving students in the assessment process 
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(i.e., self- and peer-assessment). This entails sharing with students an understanding 

of the learning goals and providing meaningful feedback which helps them in planning 

the next steps in their learning. In relation to teachers, they argue that formative 

assessment is useful in providing evidence to adjust their instructions, so as to form 

new learning which meets students’ needs and capabilities. The major difference 

between both types of assessment, as asserted by Sadler (1989), is not in the timing 

but in the purpose and effect, because summative assessment aims to measure 

student learning, while formative assessment seeks to use the assessment process 

to promote student learning. However, these two purposes can overlap when 

summative assessment is used for formative purposes, or vice versa, as argued by 

Taras (2005) Gareis and Grant (2015) as well as Looney et al. (2018). Thus, what 

determines an assessment as formative or summative is whether the information 

gleaned from it is used to improve teaching and learning or not (Black et al., 2003; 

Lee, 2007). 

Despite the fact that the formative role of assessment has gained great 

attention in the literature compared to the role of summative assessment (Sadler, 

1989; Black & Wiliam, 1998), the latter is also crucial in the classroom context (Biggs, 

1998; Taras, 2005; Shepard, 2019). It is often used, for instance, to describe learning 

achieved by students at a certain time to help teachers, parents and schools keep 

track of students’ learning; to provide a summary of a student’s level and learning 

when the student moves from one class or school to another; or to provide data which 

can be used to evaluate and improve schools (Harlen, 2014). Summative assessment 

can also improve students learning if there is a positive washback effect from these 

assessments on teaching and learning (Biggs, 1998). This positive impact is achieved 

by having a constructive alignment between the intended curriculum, instructional 

goals and assessment objectives (Biggs, 1998). Since both formative assessment and 

summative assessment have their value in the classroom, it is better not to think of 

them as in conflict but as integral aspects of the instructional process that should be 

both implemented effectively and combined to support students’ learning (Cheng & 

Fox, 2017). 

Harlen (2014) has suggested two approaches to combine the formative and 

summative purposes of classroom assessment: (a) making summative use of 

formative assessment, which could be achieved, e.g., by using teachers’ judgments 
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for summative purposes and (b) making formative use of summative assessment data, 

e.g., by using classroom test results to feed back into teaching and learning. However, 

as maintained by Black et al. (2003), achieving a more positive relationship between 

the two purposes is challenging. Among these challenges is what Sadler (1989) has 

warned against: that in providing both grade/score and feedback on an assessment 

activity, the grade would likely divert the student attention away from the teacher’s 

feedback and thus becoming counterproductive for formative purposes. Brown and 

Abeywickrama (2019) have pointed to a further difficulty, that is, most of the time 

summative assessments occur at the end of instruction, which may lead the feedback 

to be less fruitful compared to having it early in the learning process. These are all 

concerns that teachers need to be made aware of.  

Within the EFL education context, a study conducted by Mahshanian, Shoghi 

and Bahrami (2019) investigated the effect of employing summative and formative 

assessment methods on learners’ final achievement over a four-month period. In this 

study, the researchers used a quasi-experimental pre-test, post-test design. The 

participants were 107 advanced EFL Iranian learners who were organised into four 

groups based on the type of assessment they received (i.e., summative group, 

formative group, combination group and a control group who had no assessment 

administered to them). The findings of this study show that assessment per se has a 

positive effect on learners’ final achievement. A further result was that summative 

assessment was seen to be as effective as formative assessment. That is, when used 

as the only assessment method, each of the two methods had equal effects on 

learners’ end-of-term achievement. However, the study's most important finding was 

that combining formative and summative assessments resulted in higher achievement 

than either formative or summative assessment alone. These results highlight the 

positive impact of encompassing both formative and summative practices in an EFL 

classroom context and recognising that both forms of assessments can assist 

teachers in making more successful assessment decisions for their classes.  

3.3.2 Learning objectives 

Many scholars in the field of language education and indeed in the general 

education field (e.g., Shepard, 2000; Linse, 2005; O’Sullivan, 2020) agree that over 

many years there has been a disconnection between assessment and the other 
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elements of the language education system (i.e., pedagogy and learning), and that 

teaching and assessment are still sometimes treated separately within some learning 

systems (O’Sullivan, 2020). This situation could be a consequence of the long-

established focus on summative tests which occur on scheduled times during the 

school year, usually outside classrooms (Shepard, 2000). A further possible factor 

behind this separation, as argued by O’Sullivan (2020), is that ‘testing experts’ were 

and still are in some contexts responsible for designing and administering the 

assessment materials and topics, even though those experts speak a different 

language from teachers and curriculum developers. 

Arguably, the connection between language teaching, learning and 

assessment can be established through enhancing teachers’ classroom-based 

assessment practices (Rea-Dickens, 2004). For this to take place, it is crucial to make 

teachers aware of the importance of linking learning objectives with teaching practices 

and with assessment objectives and procedures (Linse, 2005; Biggs, 2003). According 

to Biggs (2003), to achieve this alignment teachers need to plan their assessments by 

setting desired outcomes that students are expected to achieve and then to establish 

a learning environment and activities that maximise the possibility of students’ 

engagement in those activities. Finally, the goal is to choose assessment tasks and 

tools that are aligned to the learning activities to see how well the students have 

achieved these outcomes.  

It is also important to note that the types of assessment format used in the 

language classroom should correspond with the learning goals that are intended to be 

assessed (Brown & Hudson, 1998; Harlen & Winter, 2004). As asserted by Brown and 

Hudson (1998), this alignment is essential to increase the positive washback effect of 

that assessment on teaching and learning. A positive washback happens when the 

assessment measures the same types of materials and skills that are defined in the 

goals and taught in the courses (Brown & Hudson, 1998). For example, as argued by 

the authors, if a given course sets a series of communicative performance aims, it 

would be improper to assess students using MCQs, as this format does not allow 

students to show their communicative abilities, which will probably lead them to insist 

on studying whatever is on the tests and ignore any areas of the curriculum that are 

not directly related to the test material, giving rise to a negative washback effect. 

However, if the teacher assesses the students using performance assessments (e.g., 
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role-plays, interviews, etc.) and personal-response assessments (e.g., self-

assessments, portfolios), it is possible to establish a positive washback effect in 

support of the communicative performance objectives.  

3.3.3 Assessment methods 

During the past two decades, there has been an increasing acknowledgment 

of the need to use varied approaches in assessing students’ learning and placing less 

reliance on tests (Huerta-Macías, 1995; Shohamy & Inbar-Lourie, 2006). This is 

particularly necessary in a language classroom, as language learning is multifaceted 

and drawing conclusions about an individual’s language skills based on a single 

instrument is problematic (Linse, 2005; Shohamy & Inbar-Lourie, 2006). Using a 

variety of methods has also been advocated in order to obtain a comprehensive 

picture of a student’s abilities as well as to cater for individual differences and varied 

learning styles among students (Brindley, 2003; Cheng, 2014; Cheng & Fox, 2017; 

Brown & Trace, 2017).  

In the literature on assessment, the most reported classification in terms of 

assessment methods is being made between traditional and alternative methods. 

Describing the differences between them, Brown and Abeywickrama (2019) state that 

traditional assessment is characterised as timed, summative, inclusive of one-shot 

exams, containing decontextualised test items and oriented to product. In contrast, 

alternative assessment is untimed, formative, continuous, long-term, contains 

contextualised communicative tasks, provides individualised feedback and washback 

and is process-oriented. A variety of procedures can be considered as alternative 

forms of assessment, such as observations, portfolios, self-assessment, peer-

assessment, learning logs, checklists, journals and diaries (Huerta-Macías, 1995; 

Brown & Hudson, 1998; Chapelle & Brindley, 2010). Such methods, if properly applied, 

are beneficial in that they can provide detailed diagnostic information (i.e., rich forms 

of feedback) which can motivate learners to set their own goals and become more 

involved in their own learning (Brown & Trace, 2017). Furthermore, they enable 

teachers to obtain a wide sample of learners’ language performance by using a variety 

of tools, resulting in more valid and reliable evidence of progress and achievement 

(Brown & Hudson, 1998; Chapelle & Brindley, 2010). More importantly, alternative 

assessment is less intimidating to students than the traditional assessment given 
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under controlled conditions; thus, it is more likely to elicit the best results from students 

(Huerta-Macías, 1995; Chapelle & Brindley, 2010).  

Despite these benefits, however, a number of concerns have been raised about 

the use of alternative assessments as the basis for reporting student outcomes, 

particularly in high-stakes situations (Brown & Hudson, 1998). These concerns revolve 

around the validity and dependability of the assessment tools used, the administrative 

feasibility and cost-effectiveness of their implementation, as well as teachers’ and 

students’ readiness to handle these procedures (Brown & Hudson, 1998; Chapelle & 

Brindley, 2010). Notwithstanding these concerns, however, it is important to bear in 

mind that both alternative and traditional methods are useful and when paired they 

can support student learning particularly when the tools give students clear ideas 

about what is important to learn, provide them with expectations of good work, 

assessment matches instruction and when teachers and students are both trained on 

their use (Cheng & Fox, 2017; Brown & Trace, 2017).  

3.3.4 The student’s role in classroom-based assessment  

An effective classroom-based assessment is one which engages students in 

the process (Black & Wiliam, 1998; Brindley, 2003). Involving students in the 

assessment process can be achieved in a number of ways. These include sharing and 

discussing with them the learning goals and success criteria, directing student-led 

conferences (in which students lead their parents/guardians through work samples or 

portfolios), conducting self-assessments and participating in peer-assessments 

(Cheng, 2014; Klinger et al., 2015). A number of researchers claim that engaging 

students in such practices would help students to become more focused, motivated, 

cooperative and active in their learning which, in turn, helps them to take responsibility 

for their own learning and enhance their autonomy (Sadler, 1989; Brown & Hudson, 

1998; Black et al., 2003; Gan et al., 2018; Brown & Abeywickrama, 2019). 

Furthermore, self-assessment can play an important role in enhancing life-long 

language learning (Oscarson, 1989), improving students’ self-efficacy (Baleghizadeh 

& Masoun, 2013) and developing their self-regulation skills, as well as metacognition 

(Black & William, 1998; Harris & Brown, 2013). Gardner (2000) has gone even further, 

pointing out the benefits of self-assessment not only for students but also for teachers, 

as it can also help teachers to enhance their support of learners. He notes that through 
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self-assessment, learners can identify areas where they need additional support and 

can request the teacher’s assistance. In turn, teachers can use information concerning 

support requirements to focus their efforts on those areas where guidance is most 

required. 

Peer-assessment also has a crucial role in students’ learning. For example, as 

suggested by Sadler (1998, cited in Black et al., 2003), students are more likely to 

accept criticism of their work from their peers than they would from their teacher; they 

may have opportunities to interact with each other in a language that they naturally 

use; and they may learn by acting as teachers and examiners for others. In addition, 

peer-assessment is particularly valuable as it allows students to justify their work 

without the pressure that comes from the unequal relationship between learner 

(novice) and teacher (expert) (Harlen & Winter, 2004). Overall, it enables students to 

understand one another’s strengths and creates circumstances in which they can 

assist one another (ibid). 

There is some research evidence to show the benefits of using self- and peer-

assessment in language classrooms (e.g., Butler & Lee, 2010; Micán & Medina, 2017). 

Butler and Lee (2010) examined the effectiveness of self-assessment among 254 6th 

grade EFL students in South Korea. During the study, the students were asked to 

perform self-assessments on a regular basis for a semester during their English 

classes. It was found that the students’ ability to self-assess their performance 

improved over time, and there were some positive effects of self-assessment on their 

English performance as well as their confidence in learning English. In the same vein, 

Micán and Medina (2017) studied the influence of self-assessment of vocabulary 

learning on a group of Colombian students’ oral fluency (N= 24 young adults). In this 

study, the students were engaged in a process of self-assessment which was 

administered with the aid of learning logs, pre- and post-speaking tests and a survey. 

It was found that participants perceived self-assessment as a positive strategy that 

supported their vocabulary learning and fluency, as well as their learning process in 

general. Furthermore, it was found that the students’ reflective practice supported 

them in acknowledging their learning strengths and weaknesses and, in turn, 

improving their goal-setting skills.  
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Regarding peer-assessment, Ahangari, Rassekh-Alqol and Hamed (2013) 

conducted a study to explore the impact of peer-assessment on the oral presentations 

of 52 Iranian EFL students studying in universities. In this study, the researchers 

employed an experimental design and set up a control and an experimental group, 

each consisting of 26 students. The peer-assessment was integrated into the 

experimental group’s course to examine whether and to what extent their oral 

presentation skills may develop. The findings of this study revealed a statistically 

significant difference between the groups, indicating that, when assessment criteria 

are clearly specified, students were able to assess the work of their peers in a way 

equivalent to that of the teachers. 

However, there might be some reluctance to introduce self- and peer-

assessment in the classroom. For example, Gardner (2000) states that such practices 

may be seen as disrupting the balance of power dynamics where assessment is 

believed to be a teacher’s job and thus both teachers and students may resist those 

practices. Brown and Abeywickrama (2019) add another possible pitfall, namely the 

role of subjectivity, as students may be either too hard on themselves or too lenient, 

or they may lack the necessary resources/tools to make an accurate assessment. 

Nevertheless, as affirmed by Gardner (2000), these potential difficulties can be 

avoided by skilful teachers who are able to raise awareness of the advantages of self- 

and peer-assessment among learners, provide guidance and materials for 

undertaking those assessments and assist learners in comprehending the significance 

of the results. This reinforces Oscarson’s assertion (1989) that teacher training 

constitutes a requirement for the effective implementation of student-centred 

assessment strategies. Furthermore, Brown and Hudson (1998) have highlighted the 

importance of scoring grids (i.e., rubrics) in possibly mitigating subjective errors in self- 

and peer-assessment practices.  

It is important to note here that for self- and peer-assessment to work 

effectively, there are some requirements that need to be addressed. These include 

sharing with students the learning goals, the criteria according to which the quality of 

their work is to be judged (i.e., what good work entails) and exemplars (Harlen & 

Winter, 2004; Harris & Brown, 2013; Sadler, 1989), so that students know what they 

are aiming to do and whether they have done it well. A further requirement is that 

students should be provided with adequate directions and training in the use of self- 



45 

and peer-assessment techniques in order to avoid any shortcomings (Gardner, 2000; 

Chapelle & Brindley, 2010).  

3.3.5 Feedback provided to students  

 In a classroom context, teacher feedback on a student’s assessment result can 

serve formative purposes (i.e., to improve student learning) or summative purposes 

(i.e., to determine student levels of attainments/ or to provide judgment of learning) 

(Lee, 2007). A significant number of scholars have argued that providing students with 

formative meaningful feedback is key to supporting students’ learning (e.g., Sadler, 

1989; Askew, 2000; Hattie & Timperley, 2007; Wiliam, 2012; Cheng & Fox, 2017). In 

particular, Hattie and Timperley (2007, p. 81) have defined feedback as “information 

provided by an agent (e.g., teacher, peer, book, parent, self, experience) regarding 

aspects of one’s performance or understanding”. However, simply providing 

information about students’ performance does not guarantee learning (Wiliam, 2012). 

Sadler (1989) argues that if feedback is to support learning, it is crucial to consider it 

as a gap closure between what is produced by students and what is aimed for (i.e., 

learning objectives). The feedback is thus a link between assessment and the action 

following that assessment (Hargreaves, McCallum & Gipps, 2000) which, as noted by 

Sadler (1989), should have a formative impact on students’ learning to be worthy of 

the name.  

In relation to the types of feedback, Hargreaves, McCallum and Gipps (2000) 

conducted a two-year research project in which they looked in detail at teachers’ 

teaching, assessment and feedback strategies in primary classrooms. On the basis of 

their study, they identified a variety of ways by which teachers provide feedback on 

students’ learning, including verbal, non-verbal, written feedback, or a combination of 

these approaches to individuals, pairs or groups. In relation to the content of feedback, 

the researchers distinguished between evaluative (i.e., judgemental) and descriptive 

(i.e., task-related) feedback. They suggest that in evaluative feedback judgements are 

made according to explicit or implicit norms that could be either positive or negative, 

whereas descriptive feedback may be either achievement- or improvement-focused 

and is associated with a student’s actual competence. Evaluative feedback strategies 

include providing rewards and punishments or expressing approval and disapproval 

while descriptive feedback strategies involve telling students they are correct or 
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incorrect, illustrating why an answer is right, describing to them what they have and 

have not attained, suggesting a better way of doing something and asking them to 

think about ways they can improve. Similarly, Hill and McNamara (2012, p. 406- 408) 

identified two types of feedback: person-referenced and task-referenced feedback. 

While the focus of person-referenced feedback is the student’s ego, the main target of 

task-referenced feedback is the student’s performance. They further classified the 

latter into three categories: confirmatory, explanatory and corrective feedback. 

Confirmatory feedback usually happens when a single correct answer is required, 

taking the form of a tick, a nod, or a repetition of a response that was correct. 

Explanatory feedback is used to explain and to draw attention to the successful 

elements of student’s performance while corrective feedback is used to highlight the 

gap between student’s performance and the expectations.   

As pointed out by Hattie and Timperley (2007) and Wiliam (2012) feedback is 

more effective when it is directed to a task and how to do it more effectively (i.e., 

descriptive, explanatory and corrective), than feedback related to student’s ego, 

praise, rewards and punishment (i.e., evaluative or judgemental). Effective feedback, 

as argued by Hattie and Timperley (2007), addresses three crucial questions: ‘Where 

am I going?’, ‘How am I going?’ and ‘Where to next?’ This means that, for feedback to 

be meaningful, students should know the learning goals they are aiming for and have 

information on their progress or how to proceed as well as information that leads to 

greater possibilities of learning, e.g., enhanced challenges, more self-regulation, more 

strategies to work on the tasks, deeper understanding and so forth (ibid). Thus, 

effective feedback should feed forward, which can happen by providing the student 

with strategies with which to take next steps in their learning, i.e., what they should do 

to improve (Taras, 2005). However, what is probably more important is to increase the 

possibility of a productive student response in taking these next steps (Wiliam, 2012); 

in other words, to ensure that students use that feedback productively. This, for 

example, can occur by making certain that students understand the feedback as well 

as having an incentive built into the feedback (Cheng & Fox, 2017). Furthermore, 

Sadler (1989) has warned against providing both grade/score and feedback on an 

assessment activity as the grade would likely divert the student attention away from 

the teacher’s feedback and thus become counterproductive for formative purposes.  
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A number of studies have shown that providing students with effective feedback 

can have a positive impact on their language learning. For example, Liu and Zhou 

(2018) conducted a study to examine the effect of online teacher feedback and peer 

feedback on the EFL writing competence of 55 participants from two second year 

classes in a university in China. The researcher carried out an experiment between 

Group A, which received online teacher feedback, and Group B, which received online 

peer feedback. The results show that the writing in each group improved significantly 

after the application of the feedback. Similarly, Brooks et al. (2021) carried out a study 

to investigate the impact of teachers’ feedback practices on students’ writing 

achievement in Australian state primary schools, following a professional learning 

intervention for teachers, leaders and students. The intervention was for six months, 

and it was underpinned by a student-centred feedback model. This feedback model 

was divided into two sections, with each component contributing to the overall 

effectiveness of feedback practices. First, the ‘outer wheel’ focused on the 

circumstances necessary for meaningful feedback across the whole school. These 

requirements included changing thinking from students being passive to active during 

feedback, examining practice to plan successful feedback procedures that were in line 

with the learning objectives and creating a learning culture in which feedback was 

requested and embraced. Second, the ‘inner wheel’ focused on the classroom level 

and was based on a feedback cycle which entailed defining success (feed up), 

checking in on progress (feed back) and promoting development (feed forward). To 

examine the effect of this intervention, the researchers analysed student assessment 

data from 1,060 year four students across 13 intervention schools and nine 

comparison schools. The findings of their study showed significant improvements in 

the intervention group compared to the comparison group. This study, in fact, 

demonstrates two significant points: (1) effective feedback can contribute to improve 

students’ learning and (2) efficient professional learning can have a positive impact on 

feedback effectiveness.  

 To sum up, an effective classroom-based assessment entails using it for 

formative and/or summative purposes; clearly aligning it to learning outcomes and 

instructional objectives; using various assessment methods; engaging students in the 

assessment process; and providing students with effective feedback. These practices, 

properly implemented, all contribute to students’ learning.  
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3.3.6 Studies on classroom-based language assessment practices  

This section reviews the literature pertaining specifically to teachers’ 

classroom-based language assessment practices. Within the literature on language 

testing and assessment, a number of studies using various research methods have 

focused on EFL teachers’ implementation of classroom-based assessment in different 

geocultural contexts (e.g., Tsagari, 2016; Yan, Zhang & Cheng, 2021; Acar-Erdol & 

Yildizli, 2018). Some of these studies focused on the application of specific aspects of 

classroom-based assessment (e.g., the use of alternative assessment methods or 

teachers’ feedback practices) and few focused on classroom-based assessment as a 

unitary concept (i.e., in general). Data from these studies suggest that the potential of 

classroom-based language assessment to enhance and support students’ language 

learning has not yet been achieved. For instance, Tsagari (2016) conducted a study 

to investigate the classroom-based language assessment practices of Greek and 

Cypriot EFL teachers, employing interviews and analysing sample tests from teachers. 

The findings of her study revealed that teachers employ a summative orientation 

towards assessing their students and tend to use more traditional assessment 

methods (e.g., written formats) than alternative assessment forms (e.g., portfolios, 

self- and peer-assessment). Moreover, the teachers seemed to adopt a deficit-

oriented approach in providing feedback to students. That is, teachers focused on 

highlighting students’ mistakes rather than using positive feedback. The researcher 

suggested that a possible reason for the teachers’ limited practices in her study was 

their lack of assessment training. Similarly, Acar-Erdol and Yildizli (2018), using a 

survey and observation, examined the classroom assessment practices of 288 primary 

and secondary school EFL teachers in Turkey. The results of their study showed that 

although the teachers in the survey indicated they use assessment for formative 

purposes, in the observation teachers were found not to provide students with 

sufficient or explanatory feedback and to be assessing students for summative 

purposes. Furthermore, they observed that the most used assessment methods were 

traditional approaches.  

Yan, Zhang and Cheng (2021) carried out a study to investigate the classroom-

based assessment practices of three EFL primary teachers in a Chinese context and 

the factors that may have an impact on their practices. The researchers employed 

case studies and collected data using classroom observations, semi-structured 
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interviews and document analysis. It was found that teachers failed to implement 

classroom-based assessment practices to support students’ learning. For example, 

they did not adequately communicate learning objectives and success criteria to their 

students and they focused mainly on using formal assessments with less emphasis 

on student involvement in the assessment process. Additionally, there was a strong 

emphasis on evaluative feedback and norm-referenced assessment (i.e., interpreting 

assessment results in terms of other students’ performances). However, the 

researchers discovered that there were several factors that contributed to teachers’ 

ineffective implementation of classroom-based assessment. These include a lack of 

assessment knowledge and skills among teachers due to the absence of formal 

professional training, teachers’ beliefs about the importance of scores in a way that 

lead them to rely on norm-referenced assessment and evaluative feedback, large 

class sizes, heavy workloads and the examination-driven culture of China.  

Gu et al. (2019) focused their study on one aspect of classroom-based 

assessment, namely portfolio assessment. Using semi-structured interviews, they 

examined K-12 Chinese language teachers’ implementation of portfolio assessment 

in the USA. The findings of their studies revealed that portfolio assessment was not 

used by most teachers while those who reported they had used it seemed to not use 

it properly. That is, they used portfolio assessment as a collection of students’ work 

samples without paying attention to the assessment component or using the 

assessment process to promote their students’ reflection on learning. The researchers 

also found that the teachers’ misuse of portfolios, or a lack thereof, was associated 

with a number of factors. First, teachers did not have sufficient knowledge about the 

principles and specifics of designing and implementing portfolio assessment. A further 

reason was that portfolio assessment was perceived by teachers as inappropriate for 

the young ages of their learners. Additionally, the teachers had to teach a large number 

of students in a limited time which led them to use quick, but not necessarily formative 

assessment activities. Similarly, Giraldo (2018) focused on one other area of 

assessment, namely EFL teachers’ design of an achievement test at a Colombian 

language institute, observing a number of problems in teachers’ summative practices 

regarding the scoring and content of these instruments. These issues were linked with 

other challenges facing teachers such as lack of time, teaching workloads and the 

large number of students being assessed.  
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There have also been a few studies conducted in the Middle East on examining 

particular aspects of classroom-based language assessment. For example, Abbas 

(2012) and Abu Rezeq and Abu Taha (2018) carried out studies in Iraq and Palestine 

respectively to investigate the extent to which alternative classroom-based 

assessment strategies were used among EFL teachers. Using a questionnaire, Abbas’ 

study aimed at identifying the difficulties faced by 30 EFL university teachers in 

implementing alternative assessment in their classrooms. It was found that teachers 

faced challenges related to time constraints, not having a supportive classroom 

environment in which students feel comfortable with one another, a lack of classroom 

facilities and students being used to traditional teacher-centred classrooms. Similarly, 

Abu Rezeq and Abu Taha (2018), employing a questionnaire (N= 90) and semi-

structured interviews (N= 25), explored the level of alternative assessment strategies 

used among EFL teachers in the preparatory (i.e., intermediate) stage in state schools. 

The results of their study showed that the teachers’ use of such strategies was 

moderate and that there were no significant differences among teachers according to 

their teaching experience and gender. They also found a number of obstacles 

preventing teachers from using these strategies, namely the large number of students 

in each class, the written examinations required as part of the formal assessment 

policy and the students’ low level of English.  

Within the Saudi context, a limited number of studies has been also conducted, 

all of which have been carried out in higher education contexts (e.g., Umer, Zakaria & 

Alshara, 2018; Almossa, 2021a; Almossa, 2021b). Umer, Zakaria and Alshara (2018), 

employing a mixed methods design, explored Saudi EFL lecturers’ construction of 

assessment tasks, the influence those tasks had on students’ learning and the extent 

to which these were in line with the course learning outcomes. The data were collected 

from EFL students’ responses to questionnaires, students’ interviews and by an 

analysis of some of the teachers’ final summative assessment materials. It was found 

that there was a mismatch between the course learning outcomes and the assessment 

tasks constructed by teachers; for example, higher order learning outcomes were not 

assessed. The researchers linked these inadequate practices to teachers’ limited 

assessment knowledge and training.  

Almossa (2021a), adopting syllabus analysis as a methodology, examined the 

assessment instruments of 21 English language courses in Saudi public universities. 
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The results from the analysis showed that the assessment practices were heavily 

focused on written examinations and summative assessment. Likewise, in another 

study, Almossa (2021b) examined the assessment practices of seven transnational 

(i.e., multinational) EFL teachers in an English Language Centre (ELC) at a Saudi 

university, adopting an ethnographic qualitative approach and collecting data using 

semi-structured interviews and classroom observations. The findings of her study 

revealed that the participating teachers assessed their students using graded 

classroom assessment practices (e.g., oral questioning, workbook exercises and 

quizzes). She noted that these classroom-based practices made up 20% of the course 

grades and the remaining 80% was devoted to the summative examinations provided 

by a special committee in the ELC. It was also found that the teachers’ role in designing 

assessments was marginalised and they were not provided with any training relevant 

to their daily assessment practices since the high-stakes exams are designed by a 

committee. These two studies suggest that there seem to be some differences 

concerning the assessment practices and policy between some institutions within the 

higher education sector and general education in Saudi Arabia in that teachers in 

schools are responsible for designing their students’ assessment (as described in 

Chapter Two) which may not be the case in some higher education contexts. These 

differences, as well as the lack of studies relevant to EFL classroom-based 

assessment in the general educational sector, justify the need for further research to 

understand the situation in such a context, a gap which the current study attempts to 

address.  

 In summary, this section shows that classroom-based language assessment is 

a challenging and iterative process which involves many aspects if it is to be 

implemented properly. Additionally, its effective implementation depends on other 

factors of an internal nature such as teachers’ knowledge and their beliefs concerning 

assessment, and external factors such as policy, students’ characteristics, classrooms 

sizes, working conditions and assessment culture. To this end, in order to explore or 

understand teachers’ classroom assessment practices, it is necessary to also 

understand the factors underpinning these practices. Thus, the following sections 

focus on a review of the literature related to these factors.  
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3.4 Teachers’ knowledge of classroom-based language assessment   

The term ‘assessment literacy’ has been used, in the literature on educational 

assessment, to refer to teachers’ knowledge about assessment. Within the general 

education field, there have been various attempts to define what exactly is involved in 

the concept of assessment literacy. For example, Stiggins (1995) asserts that teachers 

who are assessment-literate should know the difference between sound and unsound 

assessments and possess full knowledge of what exactly they are assessing, why they 

are assessing and how they are going to assess the achievement of interest. Popham 

(2009) holds that for teachers to be assessment-literate, they should have knowledge 

of and the ability to implement principles of high-quality assessment practices such as 

reliability, validity and fairness, which should in turn be reflected in their classroom 

assessment practices. Xu and Brown (2016) have added that teachers’ assessment 

literacy should include disciplinary and pedagogical content knowledge; knowledge of 

assessment purposes, content and methods; grading; feedback; peer- and self-

assessment; assessment interpretation and communication; as well as assessment 

ethics. These definitions have thus far been concerned with the range of knowledge 

and skills which it is recommended teachers have concerning assessment. Other 

researchers, however, have discussed teachers’ assessment literacy in terms of their 

use of assessment. For instance, Webb (2002) and Earl (2013) argue that 

assessment-literate teachers can use and employ assessment data to inform their 

instruction; to improve and support their students’ learning; to provide constructive 

feedback to students; to report on students’ progress; and to connect students’ 

assessment to the teaching and learning process. According to the above definitions, 

it can be argued that there is an increase in the range of skills and knowledge that 

teachers are expected to have regarding their assessment practices.  

Within the field of language testing and assessment, various definitions of 

assessment literacy are also found. However, to date there is no consensus about 

what components should be included in this concept, as scholars are still debating its 

boundaries (Giraldo, 2018; Tsagari, 2021). For example, Inbar-Lourie (2008, p. 389) 

defines language assessment literacy as involving “the capacity to ask and answer 

critical questions about the purpose for assessment, about the fitness of the tool being 

used, about testing conditions and about what is going to happen on the basis of the 

results”. This definition emphasises that critical questioning in designing assessment 
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is significant because it shows that assessment activities need to be carefully and 

systematically designed, implemented and used in order to achieve assessment’s 

potential outcomes. Vogt and Tsagari (2014, p. 377) have also considered the 

importance of the critical stance of teachers when engaging in the different stages of 

assessment by defining language assessment literacy as “the ability to design, 

develop and critically evaluate tests and other assessment procedures, as well as the 

ability to monitor, evaluate, grade and score assessments on the basis of theoretical 

knowledge”. It can be seen from the above definitions that language teachers’ 

assessment literacy entails their theoretical and practical understanding of as well as 

their reflection on the fundamental aspects of classroom-based language assessment. 

This is the stance that has been adopted in the present study.  

Teachers’ assessment literacy has been identified as a critical factor in ensuring 

the success and efficacy of classroom-based assessment implementation (Davison & 

Leung, 2009; Xu & Brown, 2016, 2017; Rogier, 2014). From the general education 

literature, Popham (2009, p.11) has discussed the importance of assessment literacy 

for teachers and the urgent need to acquire this competence, viewing assessment 

literacy as “a commodity needed by teachers for their own long-term well-being and 

for the educational well-being of their students”. Mertler (2003) has also asserted that 

having a  sufficient level of assessment literacy can enable teachers to draw accurate 

inferences about individual student achievement, communicate that information to all 

stakeholders involved and guide their teaching. More specifically, within the language 

education literature, Coombe et al. (2012) have also stressed that being assessment-

literate helps English language teachers to integrate assessment with instruction, 

which is, as they have argued, a critical element in effective second language 

teaching. Additionally, some studies have shown that language teachers’ knowledge 

of assessment can result in and improve effective assessment practices. For instance, 

Mellati and Khademi (2018) carried out a mixed method study to investigate the extent 

to which EFL teachers’ assessment literacy affects their practices and their students’ 

outcomes in an Iranian context. The results of their study demonstrated that there is a 

great difference between classroom practices of assessment-literate teachers and 

assessment-illiterate teachers. They also found that teachers’ assessment literacy has 

a statistically significant effect on students’ writing achievement and that teachers’ 
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assessment awareness contributes to improved and effective classroom assessment 

design.  

As a result of the growing awareness of the importance of teachers’ 

assessment literacy and its possible impact on their classroom practices, researchers 

in the field of language testing and assessment have become more interested in this 

area. The following section will review a number of empirical studies that have been 

conducted on language assessment literacy.  

3.4.1 Studies on language assessment literacy 

A review of the literature reveals that various studies of different designs have 

been conducted on a number of aspects of language assessment literacy. These 

studies can be classified into four thematic types: (1) language assessment courses; 

(2) the impact of assessment training on teachers’ assessment literacy; (3) measuring 

the assessment literacy levels and designing scales to measure this competence; and 

(4) the assessment training needs of different stakeholders (e.g., teachers, test writers, 

teacher trainers, etc.). In this section, a number of studies will be discussed, but the 

main focus will be on studies involving EFL teachers.  

Initially, a number of studies were conducted with a focus on examining the 

content and the usefulness of language testing and assessment courses (e.g., Brown 

& Bailey, 2008; Jin, 2010; Lam, 2015). These studies have revealed how the focus in 

the field of language testing and assessment shifted from primarily being on testing 

(e.g., Brown and Bailey, 2008) to include more of an assessment perspective (e.g., 

Jin, 2010; Lam 2015). For example, in Brown and Bailey’s (2008) study, the authors 

investigated the characteristics of language testing courses from different countries, 

using a survey which included items primarily related to the design and use of tests. 

The findings of their study demonstrated that these courses addressed essential 

components of theory and practice of language testing and that a variety of topics 

pertaining to testing were covered in them such as test analysis, washback, testing in 

relationship to curriculum and classroom testing practices, etc. However, Jin (2010) 

examined language testing and assessment courses of 86 tertiary institutions in China 

using a survey which included a whole section on classroom-based assessment. The 

results of the study revealed that these courses adequately covered both theoretical 
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and practical aspects of language testing. Yet, it was also found that the majority of 

the courses focused more on traditional language testing themes while topics on 

assessment such as alternative, formative and summative assessment received less 

attention. Although the findings of the above studies revealed that the instructors of 

language assessment courses maintained a balance between theory and practice 

(Brown & Bailey, 2008; Jin, 2010), this is not true in all contexts, as in certain language 

courses a balance between theory and practice has not been achieved (Lam, 2015). 

As discovered by Lam (2015), although the courses which he investigated provided 

useful assessment knowledge and skills, some of the pre-service teachers in his study 

were not provided with opportunities to apply what they learned during these courses. 

Consequently, those teachers were sceptical about the use of assessment in their 

teaching practicum and their future professional careers.  

A number of studies have investigated the impact of professional training in 

assessment on teachers’ language assessment literacy levels (e.g., Mahapatra, 2015; 

Baker & Riches, 2017), the second theme identified above. Baker and Riches (2017) 

examined the language assessment literacy development of 120 Haitian teachers after 

they attended a number of workshops. The data were collected via feedback compiled 

from teachers on drafts of revised exams during the workshops, as well as a survey 

and post-workshop interviews with teachers. It was found that the language 

assessment literacy development of teachers was clear, in which the main areas of 

improvement included creating reading comprehension questions; integrating 

vocabulary tasks into teachers’ own teaching and assessment; basing all exam 

sections on the same topic; an increased appreciation of the connection between 

teaching and assessment; a broadening of the teachers’ understanding of the 

construct of language ability; strengthening teachers’ beliefs regarding their role in 

supporting their students’ success; and teachers’ learning about validity, reliability and 

practicality. These results suggest that enhancing teachers’ assessment literacy has 

a beneficial and positive impact not only on their practices but also on their attitudes 

and beliefs.  

A third topic of interest within the literature on language assessment literacy is 

gauging the current assessment literacy levels of language teachers either via self-

reported instruments (e.g., Vogt & Tsagari, 2014; Vogt, Sperling & Brustle, 2018) or 

from specific scales/tests (e.g., Xu & Brown, 2017). For example, in a needs analysis 
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survey used in a European-funded project called ‘Teachers’ Assessment Literacy 

Enhancement’ (here after TALE), one section was devoted to teachers’ perceived 

confidence levels in specific areas of educational assessment competence suggested 

by the American Federation of Teachers, the National Council on Measurement in 

Education and the National Education Association (1990) (here after AFT Standards). 

The findings from this project revealed that no teacher reported feeling very confident 

in any of the examined areas. Teachers expressed most confidence in assessing 

students’ reading and writing skills as well as communicating results to stakeholders 

such as parents and students. In contrast, they reported feeling less confident in some 

aspects of assessment, such as assessing students with specific learning difficulties; 

using self- and peer-assessment; portfolios; and recognising the CEFR’s relevance in 

assessment. In terms of studies which used specific scales, Xu and Brown (2017) 

used an adapted version of the Teacher Assessment Literacy Questionnaire 

developed by Plake, Impara and Fager (1993, cited in Xu & Brown, 2017) to 

investigate the assessment literacy level of 891 EFL teachers in China. The findings 

of their study revealed that the participants had a basic level of assessment literacy 

which the researchers considered to be insufficient for university teachers to handle 

their increased assessment responsibilities. Three factors were reported in this study 

to account for this inadequacy: (1) the absence of assessment policies and 

professional standards for teacher assessment practices in China; (2) the lack of 

assessment literacy standards in recruitment criteria for English teachers in China; 

and (3) the lack of adequate assessment training in pre- and in-service teacher 

education programmes.  

Lastly, language teachers’ assessment literacy and training needs have been 

the focus of many studies worldwide (e.g., Hasselgreen, Carlsen & Helness, 2004; 

Vogt & Tsagari, 2014; Tsagari, 2016; Sheehan & Munro, 2017). Hasselgreen, Carlsen 

and Helness (2004), for instance, used a questionnaire to address different aspects of 

language testing and assessment that targeted a variety of stakeholders involved in 

assessment, such as language teachers, teacher trainers and testing experts, among 

914 participants from 37 European countries and 50 respondents from non-European 

countries. The results relating to the teachers’ responses (N= 522) indicated that for 

classroom-focused assessment, teachers typically had no training in how to use 

ready-made tests, giving feedback and using informal or continuous assessment. The 
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respondents also expressed a need for training in preparing tests, interpreting results 

and giving feedback, as well as using self-assessment and portfolios. In the same 

vein, Fulcher (2012) developed a survey instrument which he used in his study to 

determine the assessment training needs of 278 language teachers worldwide. The 

results of this study have shown that over a third of teachers (35%) felt they needed 

to enhance their skills in statistics and to learn about improving their assessments’ 

reliability and validity. The respondents also expressed a strong need for textbooks 

that provide useful follow-up reading on assessment, a glossary and practical activities 

that can be used in the classroom.  

Furthermore, in a large-scale study using an adapted version of Hasselgreen, 

Carlsen and Helness’s (2004) questionnaire and follow-up interviews, Vogt and 

Tsagari (2014) investigated the level of foreign language teachers’ classroom-based 

assessment literacy, training needs and the (pre- and in-service) training opportunities 

they received in seven European countries, namely Cyprus, the then Former Yugoslav 

Republic of Macedonia (FYROM), Germany, Greece, Italy, Poland and Turkey. In their 

study, they adopted a mixed methods approach using questionnaires (N= 853) 

(quantitative) and follow-up interviews (N= 63), (qualitative). The questionnaire 

consisted of two main parts. Part one elicited background information about the 

respondents, while part two consisted of questions thematically grouped into (1) 

classroom-focused activities used in assessment; (2) the purpose of testing; and (3) 

the content and concepts of language assessment. Each thematic area was 

subdivided into two sections: one for training received and another for training needed. 

A three-point Likert scale was used for the answers. The authors found that teachers 

needed training in most of the areas examined, i.e., classroom-focused assessment 

literacy, the purposes of testing and content as well as concepts of language 

assessment literacy, in addition to more practical skills to evaluate their assessments 

such as reliability, validity and statistical analysis of the results, concluding that 

“teachers’ language assessment literacy seems to be somewhat underdeveloped” 

(Vogt & Tsagari, 2014, p. 375). The follow-up interviews were used with teachers from 

Germany, Cyprus and Greece to explore teachers’ individualised perceptions of their 

language assessment competencies and training, as well as their personal strategies 

in compensating for the perceived deficits in their professional training. The findings 

indicated that the majority of the teachers interviewed did not feel sufficiently prepared 
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for their everyday assessment activities after they had completed their pre-service 

teacher training. Teachers also reported that they had received limited training in 

language assessment during their in-service training. This limited training led teachers 

to use compensation strategies such as learning on the job from colleagues or 

mentors. As argued by the authors, while this strategy can be a helpful way for 

teachers to ‘survive on the job’, it might prevent more innovative forms of language 

assessment from becoming part of their assessment practice. 

Similarly, adopting a mixed methods approach using interviews and classroom-

based tests to investigate the classroom-based language assessment practices, 

knowledge and skills of Greek and Cypriot primary school EFL teachers, Tsagari 

(2016) found that teachers lack professional training in language assessment and 

seem to have unclear ideas about the purposes and implementation of formative 

assessment. Likewise, Berry, Sheehan and Munro (2017) employing interviews, 

classroom observations, post-observation interviews and focus group discussion, 

investigated the assessment literacy training of 53 EFL teachers from different 

countries. The results of their study show that teachers participating in their studies 

have minimal training in assessment and little interest in its theoretical underpinning. 

In a Chinese middle school context, Lan and Fan (2019) conducted a study to examine 

the assessment literacy training of 344 in-service EFL teachers, using a gap analysis 

design based on a questionnaire (i.e., analysing the gap between the teachers’ current 

status and their target levels in classroom-based language assessment literacy). The 

results indicate that teachers expressed a need for further professional training in 

giving feedback to students; using informal, continuous, non-test type assessments; 

using portfolios; placing students and awarding final certificates; and testing integrated 

language skills and aspects of culture.  

 The above studies highlighted that language teachers seem not to possess 

adequate language assessment literacy levels, despite the beneficial effect that an 

improved knowledge base about assessment would have on teachers’ assessment 

practices and on students’ learning. There is also a lack of sufficient teacher education 

and professional development training regarding classroom-based language 

assessment  in different educational systems. Furthermore, these studies collectively 

reveal an increased need for teacher training in many aspects of classroom-based 

language assessment literacy.  
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While language teachers’ assessment literacy is certainly a factor contributing 

to their classroom-assessment practices, it is also important to consider how teachers 

perceive classroom-based assessment (Scarino, 2013; Looney et al., 2018; Sheehan 

& Munro, 2017). Thus, in order to understand what teachers do in their classrooms 

regarding assessment, it is necessary to focus not only on their assessment 

knowledge background and training but also to discover their beliefs, conceptions and 

attitudes in relation to classroom assessment. Although some scholars in the field of 

language testing and assessment call for incorporating teachers’ beliefs as part of their 

language assessment literacy (e.g., Scarino, 2013), teachers’ beliefs are considered 

in this study as an area in their own right which can influence both teachers’ 

assessment literacy and their assessment practices.  

3.5 Teachers’ beliefs regarding classroom-based language assessment 

In the literature on assessment, the term ‘conceptions’ is frequently used to 

refer to the ideas, values, attitudes, perceptions and beliefs teachers have about the 

nature and purposes of assessment (Brown & Gao, 2015). In the current study, the 

terms ‘beliefs’, ‘conceptions’, ‘views’ and ‘perceptions’ are used interchangeably to 

refer to what language teachers feel or think about the principles of classroom-based 

assessment and its related aspects. Teachers’ personal beliefs have been highlighted 

in the literature as significant factors in and determinants of their behaviours (Pajares, 

1992; Borg, 2009, 2015a).  

It has also been suggested that there is a mutual relationship between teachers’ 

beliefs and their classroom practices (Borg, 2015a). This means that what teachers 

believe can affect their practices and that what they do can also shape these beliefs. 

However, this relation is not a linear one as there are intrinsic (e.g., knowledge, 

training, education) and extrinsic (e.g., contextual elements inside the classroom, the 

school and beyond) factors that play a significant role in mediating this relation (Borg, 

2015a). Furthermore, Pajares (1992) has pointed out that teachers' beliefs might 

function as a filter for interpreting new knowledge and experiences. It has also been 

established that teachers’ beliefs and conceptions can also influence what and how 

they learn during their teacher education or in-service training (Phipps & Borg, 2007, 

cited in Borg, 2003). Hence, to influence teachers in the direction of positive decision-
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making about the value of new ideas, we need to explore their prior conceptions and 

beliefs and to understand how teachers use them to justify their decision-making. 

Furthermore, exploring their perceptions may contribute to making those beliefs more 

apparent to teachers and in turn may help them to put their beliefs into practice or 

extend them by forming new ones (Holt-Reynolds,1992; Matese, Griesdorn & Edelson, 

2002; Borg, 2003, 2011, 2015a). As suggested by Gardner and Galanouli (2016), 

those considering changing programmes in the context of assessment should consider 

teachers’ perceptions of the changes they propose, as only by paying close attention 

to teachers’ views can change be effective.  

It is necessary, however, to note that teachers’ beliefs and conceptions about 

a specific phenomenon related to teaching and learning form gradually through their 

experience of it during their schooling as learners and their career as teachers, i.e., 

they are rooted in their past experiences (Pajares, 1992; Borg, 2015a, 2009; Darling-

Hammond, 2006). This fact also tends to make such beliefs resistant to change (Borg, 

2005). The process of belief formation is known as ‘apprenticeship of observation’, 

whereby student teachers come to their training courses having spent long years in 

observation and evaluation of learning and teaching incidents occurring when they 

were at schools (Lortie, 1975; Borg, 2009). As argued by Holt-Reynolds (1992), 

teaching in this sense is different from any other profession, as student teachers arrive 

on pre-service education programmes having already formed different personal 

conceptions of pedagogical practices, assessment, classrooms and schools. 

Teachers tend to revert to those beliefs and conceptualisations in times of indecision 

or uncertainty (Tomlinson,1999, cited in Borg, 2005) and this can lead teachers to 

teach as they were taught (Lortie,1975).  

There is ample evidence to suggest that the apprenticeship period has a 

powerful influence on teachers’ beliefs and knowledge about teaching and learning as 

well as their teaching practices (e.g., Holt-Reynolds,1992; Richards & Pennington, 

1998). Similarly, there is also evidence that teachers’ personal school experiences as 

learners shape their language assessment practices. This is highlighted by Vogt and 

Tsagari (2014) and Sheehan and Munro (2017), who found that teachers were using 

a number of strategies to compensate for their lack of classroom assessment training, 

among which they tended to assess their students as they were assessed themselves. 

However, different outcomes were reported by Sheehan and Munro (2019), who 
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conducted a study with 276 EFL teachers from 56 countries using questionnaires, 

interviews and observations to explore the latter’s classroom-based assessment 

beliefs and knowledge, finding that participating teachers did not replicate what they 

had experienced as students but instead they rejected their past experiences and 

adopted other approaches associated with assessment for learning. It is important to 

note that, according to this study, two factors helped the teachers in adopting new 

approaches to assessment. First, some teachers reported that they adopted formative 

assessment and rejected the traditional assessment methods used with them as 

students as a result of their classroom experience, which increased their awareness 

that alternative assessment approaches are more effective in terms of positive learner 

outcomes. Second, some teachers described a turning point, such as attending a 

course that resulted in the adoption of alternative assessment methods.  

While it is acknowledged that teachers’ beliefs may be hard to change (Borg, 

2005), their beliefs can be positively used and gradually strengthened through 

professional education and training programmes (Borg, 2011; Levy-Vered & Alhija, 

2018; Hildén & Fröjdendahl, 2018). For instance, Borg (2011) examined the impact 

that an in-service teacher education programme can have on teachers’ beliefs. He 

collected the data from six teachers participating in a full-time Delta course (Diploma 

in English Language Teaching to Adults) in the UK, gathering his data before and after 

the course by using a questionnaire, semi-structured interviews, and analysing 

teachers’ work during the course (e.g., lesson plans, essays, reflective writing) and the 

written feedback tutors provided on teachers’ work. He discovered that, although the 

course did not change or reverse teachers’ beliefs, it did considerably affect the latter’s 

developmental process; in other words, it helped the teachers to progress from an 

initial stage of limited awareness of their beliefs to becoming more aware of them, 

being able to articulate key beliefs underpinning their work and also to form new 

beliefs. Similarly, in an assessment context, Levy-Vered and Alhija (2018) examined 

the impact of a course on assessment on 297 Israeli pre-service teachers’ conceptions 

of assessment, using a questionnaire administered before and after the course. The 

results of the study revealed that the teachers were significantly more positive about 

assessment at the end of the course compared to the beginning. For instance, at the 

beginning of the course, the teachers perceived assessment as invalid or unfair, but 

this changed after the course, when the participants tended to believe more intensely 
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that assessment is valid and consistent and it can be used for a variety of purposes: 

to improve student learning, to enhance teaching and to provide useful information 

about students learning. 

As a result of the recognition of the significance of teachers’ beliefs and their 

potential impact on their classroom practices, researchers in the field of language 

education in general and language testing and assessment in particular have become 

increasingly interested in studying this area. The following section will present and 

discuss some of the empirical studies that focused on studying language teachers’ 

conceptions and beliefs in relation to classroom-based language assessment. 

3.5.1 Studies on language teachers’ assessment beliefs 

Interest in the study of teachers’ beliefs and perceptions and their possible 

influence in determining teachers’ practices in the classroom started in the late 1970s 

in general education, but it only impacted on language education in the mid-1990s 

(Borg, 2009). Within the language education field, the most researched area of 

language teachers’ beliefs was in relation to the teaching of the different components 

of a language (i.e., grammar, writing, reading, listening, speaking and vocabulary) 

(Borg, 2009, 2015a). However, studies of language teachers’ beliefs concerning 

classroom-based assessment have been particularly limited, in contrast to the field of 

general education in which there is a large body of research (e.g., Matese, Griesdorn 

& Edelson, 2002; Brown & Remesal, 2012; Brown & Gao, 2015; Barnes, Fives, & 

Dacey, 2015; Deneen & Brown, 2016). In the field of language assessment, the 

available research can be divided into four research strands: (1) studies on teachers’ 

conceptions of the purposes of language assessment; (2) studies on teachers’ beliefs 

concerning language assessment in general; (3) studies on the relationship between 

teachers’ assessment beliefs and their classroom practices; and (4) studies on 

teachers’ personal beliefs about their language assessment literacy and their training 

needs. Some of the findings pertaining to studies related to strands (1), (2) and (3) 

will be reported in what follows, while studies related to strand (4) are analysed and 

discussed when reporting on research conducted on teachers’ assessment literacy 

(see section 3.5.1).  
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Considerable research attention has been devoted to investigating teachers’ 

conceptions of the purposes of language assessment and those studies have revealed 

that teachers have different views. For example, Elshawa, Abdullah and Rashid (2017) 

investigated the assessment beliefs of English language instructors (N= 83) in a 

tertiary Malaysian context and found that teachers were more supportive of 

assessment that served formative purposes (i.e., enhancing teaching and learning) 

than summative ones (i.e., holding students accountable using marks and/or 

certificates). Another study conducted by Giraldo (2018) that investigated the 

assessment beliefs of 60 English teachers at a Colombian language institute, using a 

questionnaire, interviews and document analyses, revealed that those teachers 

believed that assessment should be used to improve learning. In a Tunisian context, 

Hidri (2016), using Brown’s (2006) Teachers’ Conceptions of Assessment (TCoA) 

inventory, investigated the assessment conceptions of 542 EFL secondary and 

university teachers, finding that the teachers believed in the improvement and 

accountability functions of assessment as well as agreeing with the perception that 

assessment is bad or useless (i.e., irrelevant). Similarly, Gebril (2017) administered a 

questionnaire to examine 170 EFL Egyptian pre-service and in-service teachers’ 

beliefs about assessment, the results of which showed that in-service teachers 

endorsed the improvement function more than the pre-service group, who were more 

supportive of the summative assessment activities.  

Within the second theme, in a Saudi context, a number of insights have been 

reported by Hakim (2015), who investigated the assessment philosophy of a group of 

language instructors at one of the Saudi universities, i.e., King Abdelaziz University, 

and examined whether the teachers’ teaching experiences have led to differences in 

their philosophies. The researcher found that teaching experience seems to play a 

role in teachers’ assessment perceptions and practices and that experienced teachers 

have a deeper understanding of language assessment literacy. Although this study 

offered some insights into the philosophies of instructors regarding their assessment 

practices in a Saudi context, the researcher, however, did not consider the different 

educational backgrounds and levels of the participants, who were of different 

nationalities. Mansory (2016) also studied teachers’ roles and beliefs regarding 

assessment practices in a foundation year programme at an English language institute 

in a Saudi university, through interviews with 20 male and female Saudi and non-Saudi 
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EFL teachers. The results of this study indicated that, while the participating teachers 

expressed strong positive feelings towards assessment, they complained of having a 

very limited role in designing and/or administering the classroom assessment of their 

students. The participants also expressed a strong desire for more involvement in 

choosing the materials and topics of classroom assessment as well as more freedom 

in terms of the way it is administered. The researcher also found that the teachers 

there needed assessment workshops and training in order to improve their 

assessment literacy 

A third topic of interest within the field of language testing and assessment has 

involved an exploration of the relationship between teachers’ assessment beliefs and 

their actual classroom practices. Some of these studies demonstrated a mixed 

relationship between teachers’ beliefs and practices. For example, Rogers, Cheng and 

Hu (2007) examined the beliefs of 95 ESL/EFL instructors in Canada, 44 in Hong Kong 

and 124 in Beijing concerning assessment. Their results showed that there was a 

positive link between instructors’ beliefs about the importance of assessment for 

instruction and student learning and their actual purposes and uses. However, they 

also found that the instructors’ beliefs about how they implemented their assessments, 

the time needed for assessments and their understanding of and preparation for 

assessment were partially linked to their actual assessment practices.  

A number of further studies have also reported a mismatch between teachers’ 

assessment beliefs and practices. For instance, in the Gulf context, adopting a 

qualitative approach using an open-ended questionnaire, Troudi, Coombe and Al-

Hamly (2009) examined the assessment philosophies of a group of 21 tertiary EFL 

teachers in the UAE and Kuwait, finding a gap between teachers’ assessment 

philosophies and their practices. That is, while the teachers in their study believe in 

the role of formative classroom-based assessment, their practices were mainly 

standardised testing. These findings were supported by Muñoz, Palacio and Escobar 

(2012), who studied 62 Colombian teachers’ beliefs about assessment and discovered 

a discrepancy between teachers’ assessment perceptions and their practices, finding 

that, while assessment for improvement was a firmly held conception by the teachers, 

there was an inclination to use summative assessment procedures in their classrooms. 

Similarly, Zulaiha, Mulyono and Ambarsari (2020) explored the classroom-based 

assessment-related perceptions of 22 junior secondary school EFL teachers in 
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Indonesia and how their perceptions are reflected in their practices. The results of that 

study show a significant difference between teachers’ perceptions about the 

assessment principles and their classroom practice. For example, while the teachers 

believed that good assessment should have clear direction and positive washback in 

order to increase students’ learning, they did not seem to implement such assessment 

in real classroom practice, as they did not appear to use the assessment results to 

improve their teaching; they were reluctant to share the findings from their assessment 

with other colleagues; they did not provide feedback to improve students’ work and 

learning; and the focus of the assessment process was on the students’ final score 

rather than on the overall learning process.  

Another study conducted by Gu et al. (2019) examined the perceptions and 

implementation of classroom-based portfolio assessment of 11 Chinese language 

teachers in K-12 schools in the USA. The findings of their study revealed that, although 

teachers perceive benefits in using the portfolio assessment, they were not interested 

in implementing it in their classrooms. Giraldo’s (2018) study also found a discrepancy 

between teachers’ beliefs and their actual practices in terms of designing achievement 

tests, as the participants believed that the test should have some core qualities (e.g., 

to be reliable, communicative, assess sociolinguistic competence) all of which were 

partially reflected in their practices. In the same vein, Seden and Svaricek (2018) 

examined 10 EFL teachers’ thinking when planning and implementing assessment 

practices in Czech lower secondary schools and how their beliefs influenced their 

assessment practices within the classroom. Their findings suggested that, even 

though teachers recognised the importance of assessment in supporting student 

learning, most of their assessment practices did not support teaching and learning; 

rather, they were used to meeting the demands of educational policies and adhering 

to social and cultural norms.   

The inconsistencies between teachers’ assessment beliefs and their actual 

classroom practices arising from the studies described above have been linked to 

different factors. For example, in Troudi, Coombe and Al-Hamly’s (2009) study, 

teachers were not able to put their beliefs into practice due to the top-down managerial 

approaches to education in their contexts, which limited the teachers’ roles in 

assessment. Gu et al. (2019) further reported that a combination of internal and 

external factors was responsible for the discrepancy between the teachers’ beliefs and 
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their practices. The teacher-intrinsic factors included the gap in teacher knowledge 

about classroom portfolio assessment, as well as the teachers’ cultural background 

and educational experiences, while the external factors included contextual 

constraints such as the large number of young learners and time pressures. Similarly, 

Lam (2019) has found that, although the teachers in his study had positive views about 

alternative assessment methods in writing and attempted to implement some of these, 

such as conferencing, portfolios and rubric-referenced assessment, they were not 

applying them successfully as they were restricted by school-related contextual factors 

(e.g., administrative duties, time spent on marking and preparation for instructional 

materials). Thus, it seems that in order to understand Saudi EFL teachers’ classroom-

based assessment practices, it is important to focus on exploring the teachers’ 

knowledge, beliefs and their potential role in determining their practices in the 

classroom, and also on understanding the contextual factors surrounding them as 

these last may be helpful in accurately interpreting any tensions that may arise 

between teachers’ knowledge or beliefs and their practices.   

3.6 Summary 

Overall, the literature reveals that classroom-based language assessment is a 

significant component of any language education system which needs to be integrated 

with the other components (i.e., pedagogy and learning) in order to contribute to 

students’ language learning. Furthermore, effective implementation of classroom-

based assessment depends on other factors of an internal nature such as teachers’ 

knowledge and their beliefs concerning assessment, and some external and 

contextual factors such as policy, classroom characteristics, student characteristics 

and assessment culture. Consequently, in order to build appropriate professional 

development systems targeted at enhancing teacher assessment competence, their 

background knowledge, their beliefs and the context where they work need to be taken 

into consideration.  

Additionally, reviewing the literature shows that classroom-based language 

assessment is a challenging and iterative process which involves many aspects if it is 

to be implemented properly. That is, an effective classroom-based assessment entails 

using it for formative and/or summative purposes; clearly aligning it to learning 
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outcomes and instructional objectives; using various assessment methods; engaging 

students in the assessment process; and providing students with effective feedback. 

These practices, properly implemented, all support students’ learning. The 

introduction of the current EFL curriculum in the Saudi general education context 

advocates the use of all these practices. However, there is a lack of evidence of their 

implementation due to the limited research conducted in classroom-based 

assessment in this context and, therefore, this study aims to explore the use of 

classroom assessment in the EFL Saudi school context using the conceptual 

framework depicted in Figure 9. Within this conceptual framework, following Borg’s 

(2015a) and Xu and Brown (2016) the way EFL teachers assess their students in 

classrooms is seen to be underpinned and influenced by their assessment knowledge 

and beliefs. Also, in order to examine and validate the EFL teachers’ assessment 

practices, the local context needs to be taken into consideration. Therefore, the 

assessment changes mandated by the current operational assessment policy in the 

Saudi EFL framework have been considered. These include implementing both 

summative and formative assessments. As a result, the principles of both types of 

assessment (i.e., summative and formative) are being taken into account in validating 

teachers’ assessment practices as well as exploring their beliefs and assessment 

literacy. Additionally, following the validation framework of Chalhoub-Deville and 

O’Sullivan (2020), evidence on the communication engagement of the pertinent 

stakeholders is also considered.  

Methodological considerations arising from this literature review are outlined in 

the following chapter. 
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Figure 9: Conceptual framework adopted for the present study (own resource)   
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Chapter Four: Research Methodology and Design 

This chapter aims to provide an overview of the methodological approaches 

taken in this study, as well as to give a detailed description of the research process 

itself from the data collection to its analysis. It begins with a restatement of the 

research purposes and questions and presents the research paradigm, after which the 

rationale that underpins the selection of a mixed methods design for the present study 

is explained. The convergent parallel mixed methods design adopted is presented and 

information is provided about the participants. The chapter then proceeds to illustrate 

the procedures that were followed for the collection of the qualitative and quantitative 

data. It also explains the data collection instruments, including the structure of the 

survey and interview questions, the rationale behind the choice of each instrument 

and its design, piloting and implementation. The next section describes the post-data 

collection from the transcription of data to the process of analysis. In the final section, 

the ethical considerations taken by the researcher are discussed, followed by a 

summary of this chapter. 

4.1 Purposes and questions of the research 

The main objective of this study relates to gaining a greater understanding of 

the classroom-based language assessment practices of in-service Saudi EFL 

teachers in Najran, Saudi Arabia and to ascertaining the factors that might have an 

influence on teachers’ assessment practices. On the basis of a review of the literature 

relating to classroom-based language assessment and the factors that may affect 

teachers’ classroom practices, teacher cognition (i.e., knowledge and beliefs) appears 

to be one of the most influential issues. To this end, in order to address the purpose 

of the research, this exploration of classroom-based assessment is positioned within 

three specific contexts: the current classroom-based assessment practices employed 

by EFL teachers in Najran; EFL teachers’ beliefs regarding classroom-based 

assessment; and the language assessment literacy of EFL teachers in Najran. The 

last of these includes their perceived knowledge and confidence about assessment 

practices, their prior education and professional development in the field of 

assessment, and their assessment-focused training needs.  
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As outlined in the introductory chapter, the above research aims were further 

addressed by the following research questions: 

 

1. How do Saudi EFL teachers practice classroom-based language 

assessment? 

 

2. What are Saudi EFL teachers’ beliefs regarding classroom-based language 

assessment, and to what extent do they inform their assessment practices?  

 

3. What level of confidence do Saudi EFL teachers have about their language 

assessment literacy? 

 

4. What kind of training relating to classroom-based assessment have EFL 

teachers received, and what are their training needs in that respect?  

4.2 Rationale for the research methodology  

Given the complexity and multi-faceted nature of classroom-based language 

assessment and teachers’ cognitions, a mixed methods research approach was 

selected as the best methodology to follow in the current study. This approach involves 

a combination of quantitative and qualitative methods in collecting or analysing the 

data within a single research study to provide a more thorough understanding of the 

phenomenon in focus than either methodology alone would be able to achieve 

(Dörnyei, 2007; Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018). A mixed methodology approach was 

therefore chosen for the present study for a number of reasons. First, in order to depict 

the complex nature of teachers’ practices and cognitions in language classrooms in 

relation to assessment (Tsushima, 2015); second, to achieve a more complete picture 

of teachers’ assessment practices and cognitions (Dörnyei, 2007; Creswell & Plano 

Clark, 2018); third, to compensate for the weakness of one method through the 

strength of another (Dörnyei, 2007; Cohen, Manion & Morrison, 2018; Teddlie & 

Tashakkori, 2009); fourth, to triangulate the results and in turn enhance the validity of 

the conclusion; and lastly, to achieve a rich, thorough and deep comprehension 

throughout the study (Lodico, Spaulding & Voegtle 2010; Paltridge & Phakiti, 2015).  

Creswell and Plano Clark (2018) have suggested that there are four worldviews 

or paradigms used in mixed methods research, namely, post-positivist, 
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constructivist/interpretive, transformative and pragmatic. The post-positivist worldview 

is predominantly associated with quantitative research. In this paradigm, prominence 

is given to the determination of causality and its effects; reductionism; empirical 

observation and measurement of variables; and hypothesis testing (ibid). Within the 

constructivist or interpretive paradigm, the aim of the research is to understand a 

phenomenon as it is viewed and interpreted by the participants. This paradigm is often 

related to qualitative approaches. In the transformative paradigm, emphasis is placed 

on improving the life situations of disempowered groups and individuals. 

Transformative paradigm scholars, as noted by Teddlie and Tashakkori (2009), hold 

that either approach (i.e., post-positivist or constructivist) is useful as long as it helps 

to produce results which promote greater social justice. Finally, the pragmatist 

paradigm is commonly embraced by a large number of mixed methods scholars 

(Dörnyei, 2007; Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009; Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018). In this 

paradigm, an ‘either-or’ choice between methodologies is rejected and its 

underpinning principle is that the researcher can combine methods from both 

paradigms that will best suit the research problem and answer the research questions 

(Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009). The diverse philosophical assumptions of the above 

worldviews or paradigms are summarised in Table 4 (Creswell, 2013, cited in Creswell 

& Plano Clark, 2018, p. 47).
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Table 4: Elements of worldviews and implications for practice  

 
Philosophical 
Question 

 
  Postpositivism 

 
 Constructivism 

 
  Transformative 

 
  Pragmatism 

 
Ontology 
(What is the 
nature of 
reality?) 

 

 
Singular reality 
(e.g., researchers 
reject or fail to 
reject hypotheses) 

 

 
Multiple realities 
(e.g., researchers 
provide quotes to 
illustrate different 
perspectives) 

 
Multifaceted and 
based on different 
social and cultural 
positions (e.g., 
researchers 
recognize different 
power 
positionalities in our 
society)  

 

 
Singular and 
multiple realities 
(e.g., researchers 
test hypotheses 
and provide 
multiple 
perspectives)  

Epistemology 
(What is the 
relationship 
between the 
researcher 
and that 
being 
researched?) 

Distance and 
impartiality (e.g., 
researchers 
objectively collect 
data on 
instruments) 

Closeness and 
subjectivity (e.g., 
researchers visit 
with participants 
at their sites to 
collect data)  

Collaboration (e.g., 
researchers 
actively involve 
participants as 
collaborators, build 
trust and honor 
participant 
standpoints) 

Practicality (e.g., 
researchers 
collect data by 
“what works” to 
address research 
question) 

Axiology 
(What is the 
role of 
values?)  

Unbiased (e.g., 
researchers use 
checks to eliminate 
bias) 

Biased (e.g., 
researchers 
actively talk about 
and use their 
personal biases 
and 
interpretations)  

Based on human 
rights and social 
justice for all (e.g., 
researchers begin 
with and advocate 
for this premise) 

Multiple stances 
(e.g., researchers 
include both 
biased and 
unbiased 
perspectives)  

Methodology 
(What is the 
process of 
research?) 

Deductive (e.g., 
researchers test an 
a priori theory)  

Inductive (e.g., 
researchers start 
with participants’ 
views and build 
“up” to patterns, 
theories and 
interpretations)  

Participatory (e.g., 
researchers involve 
participants in all 
stages of the 
research and 
engage in cyclical 
reviews of results)  

Combining (e.g., 
researchers 
collect both 
quantitative and 
qualitative data 
and mix them) 

Rhetoric 
(What is the 
language of 
research?)  

Formal style (e.g., 
researchers use 
agreed-upon 
definitions of 
variables) 

Informal style 
(e.g., researchers 
write in a literary 
informal style) 

Advocacy, activist-
oriented (e.g., 
researchers use 
language that will 
help bring about 
change and 
advocate for 
human rights and 
social justice)  

Formal and 
informal (e.g., 
researchers may 
employ both 
formal and 
informal styles of 
writing)  

Note: Adapted from Creswell, 2013 (cited in Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018, p. 47) 
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In the current study, a pragmatist paradigm has been adopted. The rationale 

behind selecting this approach was that in this paradigm the researcher has been able 

to adopt a mixed-method approach in a way that has been felt to help in answering 

the research questions according to the ‘fit for the purpose’ principle (Teddlie & 

Tashakkori, 2009; Cohen, Manion & Morrison, 2018). If we take into consideration the 

research questions related to the present study, pragmatism appears to offer a 

practical approach to obtain data from EFL teachers through employing quantitative 

and qualitative instruments. In the current study, a mixture of qualitative and 

quantitative approaches has therefore been used in order to gain a better 

understanding of teachers’ classroom-based assessment practices and cognitions. 

Quantitative methods have been utilised to gain information from a large number of 

participants while qualitative methods have been employed to obtain in-depth data 

from individual teachers about their assessment practices and views.  

In designing mixed methods research, several designs have been suggested 

in the research methods literature (Dörnyei, 2007; Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009; 

Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011, 2018; Cohen, Manion & Morrison, 2018). Creswell and 

Plano Clark (2011), for example, propose six mixed methods research designs in 

which the primary emphasis is on the timing and sequence of the qualitative and 

quantitative components. These designs are explanatory sequential design, 

exploratory sequential design, transformative design, convergent parallel design, 

embedded design and multiphase design. However, in a more recent publication, 

Creswell and Plano Clark (2018) have updated their framework and identified just 

three core mixed methods designs. These core designs are convergent design, 

explanatory sequential design and exploratory sequential design. According to the 

authors, the choice of a particular design from the three suggested depends on 

whether the purpose or the intent of the researcher is to explain, to explore or to 

converge data. Focusing on the intent of the study helps the researcher to better 

understand and communicate the research design being used (ibid). Figure 10 

highlights Creswell and Plano Clark’s (2018) core designs and the key features of each 

design.  
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Figure 10: Mixed methods research designs 

Note: Adapted from Creswell and Plano Clark (2018, p. 64) 

 

Following Creswell and Plano Clark (2018), a convergent parallel mixed 

methods research design has been adopted for the present study in order to address 

the research questions. In what follows, the rationale behind choosing this design for 

the current study will be explained.  

4.3 Rationale for choosing a mixed methods convergent parallel design  

Convergent mixed methods design is also known as parallel or concurrent 

design. According to Teddlie & Tashakkuri (2009, p. 129), “parallel mixed designs refer 

to MM projects where the phases of the study (QUAN, QUAL) occur in a parallel 

manner, either simultaneously or with some time lapse. These phases address related 

aspects of the same basic research question(s)”. In the convergent parallel design, 

the researcher thus collects and analyses qualitative and quantitative data 

independently and then merges the two datasets in order to compare and/or combine 

the results (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018). This design was selected to obtain multiple 

insights into EFL teachers’ classroom-based assessment practices and cognitions and 

in this way to note how the different findings complement or corroborate each other 
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(Dörnyei, 2007). The aim was also to compare and combine the qualitative findings 

with the quantitative results for a more complete understanding of the research 

problem than that provided by the quantitative or the qualitative results alone (Creswell 

& Plano Clark, 2018). An additional rationale for the adoption of a parallel mixed 

methods design approach relates to the fact that data collection was conducted within 

a restricted timeframe. Thus, collecting qualitative and quantitative data at the same 

time was considered the optimum approach to obtain the required data within a 

reasonable time. Initially, both quantitative and qualitative data had equal importance 

in addressing the study research questions, and both data have been integrated at the 

analysis phase. However, as noted by Teddlie and Tashakkuri (2009, p. 125) “the 

relative importance of the QUAL or QUAN components of a research study cannot be 

completely determined before the study occurs”. Therefore, as was envisaged, the 

qualitative data was richer and provided a more in-depth analysis. The mixed methods 

notation system describing this research is the following: 

   QUAL + quan = converge results. 

The convergent, parallel mixed methods design of this study is illustrated in Figure 11. 

 

 

           Figure 11: Convergent, parallel mixed methods design 
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Having discussed the methodological approach, the research design and the 

justification for choosing a mixed methods design, the procedures which were 

employed in selecting the participants, collecting and analysing the data will be now 

outlined.  

4.4 The study’s participants 

The present study included two groups of participants, namely EFL teachers 

and EFL educational supervisors. The EFL teachers participated in both the 

quantitative and the qualitative phases while the educational supervisors participated 

in the qualitative phase. Further details about the participants are presented below.  

4.4.1 EFL teachers  

The main participants targeted for this study were Saudi female EFL teachers 

working in primary, intermediate and secondary state schools in Najran. It is 

noteworthy to mention here that the researcher is aware that the assessment practices 

and assessment-related training needs of teachers teaching at each level are different, 

but because the aim in this study is to get a general landscape of the current language 

assessment situation in the Saudi context it was decided to select participants 

teaching different grades. Furthermore, the reason why only female teachers were 

chosen was that, as explained in Chapter Two, the education system in Saudi Arabia 

is single sex. Thus, for cultural and religious reasons, the researcher felt more 

comfortable engaging and discussing with female teachers. According to the Ministry 

of Education (2021), there are almost 278 female EFL teachers who are teaching in 

Najran state schools. Following Creswell and Plano Clark’s (2018) recommendation 

for sampling in a convergent parallel mixed methods study, the participants in the 

qualitative sample were a subset of the individuals who participated in the quantitative 

sample. Furthermore, the size of the qualitative sample was much smaller than the 

quantitative sample.  

In relation to the sampling framework, the present study has employed a non-

probability sampling strategy, namely, convenience sampling (i.e., volunteer 

sampling). Volunteering is a convenience sampling strategy in which individuals are 
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easily accessible and willingly agree to participate in the study (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 

2009; Cohen, Manion & Morrison, 2018). Potential participants were approached using 

the WhatsApp social media platform as there are several online discussion groups 

(i.e., communities of practice) for EFL teachers in state schools in the city of Najran. 

To recruit the participants for the qualitative phase, I sent an open invitation with a 

brief description of my study via these groups, and I invited teachers willing to 

participate to contact me privately. Fifteen EFL teachers volunteered to take part in 

the study.  

With respect to the quantitative phase, I used the same strategy as with the 

qualitative part. I used the WhatsApp group discussions and invited the EFL teachers 

to participate in the study. I also sent the invitation to my friends who are EFL teachers 

in Najran and asked them to pass it on to all the other teachers in their network who 

might not be in those discussion groups. Of the EFL teacher population, 105 agreed 

to participate in the quantitative phase, including the teachers who participated in the 

qualitative phase.  

4.4.2 EFL educational supervisors  

Data were also collected for the current study from a further group of 

participants, namely EFL supervisors. In Najran, there are two supervision centres, 

both of which are affiliated to the Ministry of Education. In one of these there is a single 

supervisor for the English language department, and in the other, there are two 

supervisors. In the present study, all three supervisors were invited to participate in 

the study; however, only two agreed to do so, one from each centre.  

4.5 Qualitative data collection methods and procedures  

As the study was situated within a convergent parallel mixed methods research 

design approach, the data was collected separately using several methods. The 

qualitative data for this research came from three sources: semi-structured interviews; 

analysis of a number of documents used by teachers to assess their students, as well 

as the current English Language Framework published by the Saudi Ministry of 

Education and related documents about assessment; and open-ended questions from 
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a web-based questionnaire. The rationale for choosing these instruments and details 

of their design and administration will now be considered.  

4.5.1 Semi-structured interviews 

Interviews involve collecting data through direct oral interaction between the 

interviewer and the research participants or among the participants themselves, as is 

the case in group interviews or focus groups with the presence of a moderator to guide 

the discussion (Gall, Gall & Borg, 2007; Cohen, Manion & Morrison, 2018). At the early 

stages of the study, I considered using focus groups as these can be a useful approach 

to generate a wide range of data quickly at a low cost from a large number of 

participants at one time (Cohen, Manion & Morrison, 2018). However, the idea of using 

this type of interview in the current research was discarded, because in focus group 

interviews participants might be unwilling to speak about their thoughts or practices in 

front of others, especially if they are colleagues (Arksey & Knight, 1999, cited in Cohen, 

Manion & Morrison, 2018). My decision here was also informed by my understanding 

of the Saudi cultural and educational context, as teachers in Saudi Arabia are often 

reluctant to talk about their practices, beliefs or opinions in front of others and they 

also have a heavy workload which might make it difficult to gather them in groups. 

Thus, in the current study, semi-structured interviews with individual teachers have 

been adopted to give both the teachers and the researcher more freedom and 

convenience to collect data.  

One-to-one interviews involve engaging one respondent at a time and consist 

of direct verbal questions by the interviewer and verbal responses by the participant 

(Gall, Gall & Borg, 2007). Cohen, Manion and Morrison (2018) point out that interviews 

operate on a continuum from unstructured to structured interviews and note that in the 

unstructured interview, the interviewer determines the content, sequence and wording 

of the questions during the natural progression of the conversation, based on the 

research purposes. On the other hand, in the structured interview, the researcher pre-

determines the questions’ content as well as the procedures and uses a schedule of 

questions to determine their sequence and wording with little freedom to make any 

change. There is a middle ground, however, namely semi-structured interviews, in 

which the researcher is guided by certain topics and open-ended questions, but the 
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wording and sequence of these themes can be flexible (ibid). The format of the 

interviews used in the current study was a semi-structured one. 

Semi-structured interviews have been employed with two cohorts: the EFL 

teachers and the EFL supervisors. This format has been chosen to be used with EFL 

teachers for the following reasons: first, in order to obtain more in-depth information 

from the teachers (Gall, Gall & Borg, 2007; Punch, 2014; Cohen, Manion & Morrison, 

2018); second, and more significantly, to compensate for the limitations of the 

questionnaire while giving the researcher an opportunity to “probe deeply into 

respondents’ beliefs, attitudes and inner experience” (Gall, Gall & Borg, 2007, p. 228). 

Borg (2015a, p. 263) also states that using semi-structured interviews as a strategy 

for eliciting verbal commentaries allows “tacit and unobservable aspects of teachers’ 

mental lives to be made explicit”. An additional reason that influenced the researcher 

to use these interviews was that they can facilitate the triangulation of data and 

strengthen the validity of the research study (ibid).  

Semi-structured interviews were also conducted with the EFL supervisors. The 

main reason for this was to gain rich and varied insights into the assessment training 

available for female Saudi EFL teachers in Najran. Furthermore, they contributed to 

obtaining a greater understanding of teachers’ assessment practices from the 

supervisors’ perspective.  

4.5.1.1 Description of the interview questions 

With respect to the design of the teachers’ interviews and in line with the 

literature review and the conceptual framework adopted in this study the interview 

questions were adapted from Tsagari and Vogt (2017), Giraldo (2018) and Cheng and 

Fox (2017). The interview schedule contained several open-ended questions and was 

informed by the study’s research purposes. These questions were divided into five 

sections (see Appendix B). The first section contained introductory questions to obtain 

general information about the teachers’ teaching background and their experience with 

the current EFL curriculum reforms. The second section of the interview (Classroom-

based Assessment Practices) consisted of questions about teachers’ classroom-

based assessment practices regarding the design, type, quantity and frequency of 

assessment activities implemented in class, the resources for assessment 
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construction and familiarity with alternative assessment tools and forms, etc. 

Furthermore, in order to find out what formative assessment practices were employed 

by teachers, they were also probed on the following areas: sharing learning intentions 

and success criteria; providing feedback; and involving students in the process of 

assessment. In this part, teachers were also asked about their design of summative 

tests, their planning, their use of rubrics and specifications, their use of results and the 

resources available to help them in constructing tests.  

The third part of the interview (Teachers’ Conceptions and Beliefs) was used to 

gain an overall idea of the teachers’ views in relation to classroom-based language 

assessment, their conceptualisation of assessment, their opinions concerning 

effective assessment, their philosophy of assessment, their attitudes towards 

assessment and their reflections on their assessment practices.  

In the fourth part (Early Personal Experience), teachers were asked to provide 

information about their experience of learning the English language at school, how 

their learning was assessed when they were in school, the differences between how 

the teachers were assessed as students and the methods used in assessing their own 

students, the use of feedback and the impact of the teachers’ schooling experience on 

their present assessment practices.  

The fifth section of the interview was used to obtain information about teachers’ 

assessment-related training and education. It encompassed questions which helped 

in determining features of the pre- and in-service teachers’ assessment training and 

education, teachers’ satisfaction with their training and what aspects they want more 

improvement on, as well as their confidence level regarding classroom-based 

assessment.  

During the interviews, teachers were also probed on which aspects of the 

documentary guidelines they were using in assessing their students (i.e., official 

documents and guidelines which teachers use to design their assessment activities as 

well as the actual assessment materials that teachers used when assessing their 

students) and were asked to provide some of those documents. The use of the 

document analysis in the current study is considered in section 4.5.2.  

In relation to the design of the EFL supervisors’ interviews, there were several 

broad and open-ended questions about the assessment-related training and support 
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available for EFL teachers. These include the supervisors’ roles in the professional 

development of the teachers; EFL teachers’ training framework and procedures; the 

types of training available for teachers in relation to student assessment; and any 

challenges facing supervisors with respect to teachers’ assessment training. The 

interview schedule used with the EFL supervisors is provided in Appendix C.  

4.5.1.2 Piloting the interviews 

Prior to the data collection, the interview guides of EFL teachers and EFL 

supervisors were piloted to ensure the clarity of the questions and that no 

misunderstandings could occur during the actual process. The teachers’ interview 

questions were piloted with three female EFL teachers working in different cities in 

Saudi Arabia who were not part of the target population. The supervisors’ interview 

schedule was piloted with one school principal and was also discussed with my 

supervisor. 

Piloting the teachers’ interviews resulted in a few changes in the sequence of 

the questions. For example, in the first version, I was planning to ask the teachers a 

number of introductory questions and then ask them about their conceptions, beliefs 

and early personal learning experiences, followed by questions about their education, 

training/professional development and their classroom-based assessment practices in 

relation to assessment. However, after the piloting of the interview, it emerged that it 

would be better if I asked about teachers’ practices and their conceptions and beliefs 

in relation to classroom-based assessment before touching on their early learning 

experiences and their education and training. The reason for this was that eliciting 

teachers’ practices and beliefs closely was the main focus of the interviews, and it was 

therefore considered more appropriate to begin with this aspect. Furthermore, on the 

basis that the interviewees’ views might be affected by talking about the past, it was 

thought better to revise the order of the questions to make sure they flowed smoothly 

and as far as possible nothing influenced the teachers’ answers. Moreover, it 

appeared that it would be better to give the teachers the freedom to choose whether 

to use Arabic or English during the interview, because some of the teachers during the 

pilot study asked me if they could speak in Arabic as this would help in saving time 

and also assist them in responding precisely to the questions.  
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 4.5.1.3 Implementation of the teachers’ interviews 

 The interviews were initially planned to be conducted face to face in the 

teachers’ schools. However, due to the restrictions and school closures as a result of 

the Covid-19 pandemic, the procedure for conducting the interviews had to be 

changed. Some of the interviews were conducted via phone (N= 10), while others were 

conducted face to face in cafes with social distancing in place (N= 5). All the interviews 

were audio-recorded with the permission of the teachers before being transcribed and 

translated. The interviews were administered in the teacher’s preferred language of 

English or Arabic to give the teacher the opportunity to freely express their thoughts 

and views without being constrained by the language barrier. Five teachers opted to 

use English and ten chose to use Arabic. Table 5 (below) specifies the participants in 

each interview, the interview’s date and duration, the level they are teaching and their 

number of years of teaching experience. To maintain the anonymity of the teachers 

participating in the interviews, a system of letters was adopted to identify them. The 

letters A, B, C, D, E, F, G, H, I, J, K, L, M, N and O represent the fifteen interviewees. 
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Table 5: Details of EFL teachers’ interviews 

Interview 
date  

Duration of 
interview 

Interviewee Level of teaching Years of 
experience 

Interview (1) 
22/6/2020 

60 minutes Teacher A Secondary school 9 Years  

Interview (2) 
26/6/2020 

55 minutes Teacher B  Secondary school 10 Years 

Interview (3) 
2/7/2020 

55 minutes Teacher C Secondary school 9 Years 

Interview (4) 
6/7/2020 

45 minutes Teacher D Secondary school 14 Years  

Interview (5) 
8/7/2020 

55 minutes Teacher E Secondary school 10 Years  

Interview (6) 
24/6/2020 

55 minutes Teacher F Intermediate school 9 Years  

Interview (7) 
30/6/2020 

60 minutes Teacher G Intermediate school 10 Years 

Interview (8) 
2/7/2020 

60 minutes Teacher H Intermediate school 12 Years  

Interview (9) 
3/7/2020 

60 minutes Teacher I Intermediate school 8 Years  

Interview (10) 
10/7/2020 

58 minutes Teacher J Primary school 6–7 Years  

Interview (11) 
10/7/2020 

60 minutes Teacher K Primary school 10 Years 

Interview (12) 
12/7/2020 

55 minutes Teacher L Primary school 7 Years 

Interview (13) 
12/7/2020 

50 minutes Teacher M Primary school 8 Years 

Interview (14) 
15/7/2020 

45 minutes Teacher N Primary school 8 years  

Interview (15) 
15/1/2021 

45 minutes  Teacher O Secondary school 8 years 

 

4.5.1.4 Implementation of the supervisors’ interviews  

The interviews with the two supervisors were conducted via phone using both 

Arabic and English, as the supervisors sometimes felt more comfortable when they 

were not confined to using English. The interviews were audio-recorded with the 

permission of the supervisors and then transcribed and translated. Because there are 

few supervisors in the context of the present study and in order to maintain the full 

anonymity of those who participated, I do not provide any details related to the 

supervisors. Furthermore, the data collected from this cohort is reported without 

indicating which supervisor said what. 
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4.5.1.5 Data analysis of the interviews 

The process of data analysis for all interviews undertaken with teachers and 

supervisors was similar. I began by transcribing the audio recordings of the interviews 

in Arabic before translating them into English. Although it would have been possible 

to have the transcription and translation done by an assistant to save time, I preferred 

to conduct the process myself as it helped me to know the data thoroughly, to organise 

the information, to develop an initial understanding of the ideas and themes and more 

importantly to maintain confidentiality of the teachers and supervisors. I then checked 

the accuracy of the transcriptions by sending the English version to the interviewees 

for a review.  After obtaining the confirmation from the interviewees concerning the 

accuracy of the transcriptions content, I formatted and organised the data in Microsoft 

Word files to facilitate the later analysis steps. I then began the analysis by first 

exploring the data I had obtained and by reading and re-reading through the interview 

transcripts and recording my initial thoughts in the form of short memos in the margins 

of the transcripts. This helped me in developing a general understanding of the 

database (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018).  

A content analysis approach was then used to analyse the transcripts of the 

interviews. As explained by Cohen, Manion and Morrison (2018, p. 675),  

content analysis involves coding, categorizing, (creating meaningful categories 
into which the units of analysis - words, phrases, sentences etc. - can be 
placed), comparing (categories and making links between them) and 
concluding - drawing theoretical conclusions from the text. 

Content analysis can be inductive (i.e., data driven) and/or deductive (i.e., theory 

driven) (Dörnyei, 2007; Mayring, 2000, cited in Selvi, 2020). In the present study, a 

combination of both techniques was employed for the interview transcripts analysis. 

This means the data was analysed in line with the conceptual framework that has 

informed and guided this study (see Chapter Three). However, the coding was not 

only deductive since a balance was required between the existing information and the 

emergent patterns and understandings from the analysis. The coding was carried out 

manually. In analysing the interview transcripts, I followed two levels of coding 

processes as recommended by Dörnyei (2007). In the first-level coding process, I 

began by choosing a text and reading it several times to gain a general sense of the 

data. Then I took a highlighter and reading the transcript from the beginning. When I 
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came to a passage that was relevant to my topic or was otherwise interesting, I 

highlighted it and inserted an informative label in the margin. In the second-level 

coding, I tried to go beyond a basic descriptive coding of the relevant data. This was 

done by going through several participants’ interview transcripts and listing all the 

codes that I had identified in them. I then clustered the similar or closely related 

categories together under a broader theme. Once the categorising was conducted, the 

findings were reported using a thematic approach. As noted by Creswell and Plano 

Clark (2018, p. 165), in the coding process “the themes, interrelated themes, or larger 

perspectives are the findings, or results, that provide evidence for answering the 

qualitative research questions”. 

To ensure the validity and reliability of findings of the qualitative phase, certain 

quality criteria were followed. Validity is associated with the accuracy of the data and 

it has been referred to by many qualitative researchers as trustworthiness of data 

(Robson & McCartan 2016; Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018). In addressing the 

qualitative validity in the present study, the following strategies were used, as 

suggested by Creswell and Plano Clark (2018). The first was triangulation which 

involves collecting data using multiple methods such as the teachers’ interviews, the 

supervisors’ interviews, the documents and the questionnaire. A further validity 

strategy employed was member-checking or respondent feedback (Dörnyei, 2007; 

Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018). Member-checking means that the researcher presents 

to respondents a number of materials from the study such as transcripts, 

interpretations or early drafts and seeks their confirmation as to their credibility 

(Robson & McCartan, 2016). In the current study, after I finished translating and 

transcribing the audio recordings of the participants’ interviews (teachers and 

supervisors), I sent the English transcripts to the interviewees via email. This was to 

make sure there were no misinterpretations or bias throughout the process. A further 

approach which was beneficial for me in checking the validity of the findings was by 

keeping a full record of my tasks while conducting the study, as suggested by Dörnyei 

(2007) and Robson and McCartan (2016). Throughout the research process, I kept a 

research journal in which I took note of my impressions, questions, emerging themes, 

decision-making or any other issues that arose. Having a research journal or log was 

particularly helpful in retrieving important details at a later stage and it also helped in 
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the analysis and in the interpretation process when I began to think deeply about 

emerging data and themes. 

Reliability, on the other hand, is concerned with the consistency or stability of 

the findings if a study is replicated (Dörnyei, 2007; Robson & McCartan, 2016). As 

noted by Dörnyei (2007), replication in qualitative research is somewhat difficult as the 

results are to a high degree affected by the respondents’ personal views and the 

researcher’s subjective interpretations. Instead, Dörnyei advised researchers to do 

reliability checks of sub-processes within a qualitative study; for instance, in the coding 

process. Thus, in this study, I asked a second coder to analyse a small sample of my 

data to check the consistency of coding, after which I compared the similarities and 

differences between the two analyses. The result was that no significant difference 

was found. This process is known as intercoder or inter-rater reliability (Cohen, Manion 

& Morrison, 2018; Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018). Furthermore, the issue of reliability 

was addressed through the triangulation of data. This involved checking the 

consistency among the results from the teachers’ interviews, the supervisors’ 

interviews, the document analysis and the questionnaires.  

4.5.2 Document analysis 

A further source of data for the current study was an analysis of documents 

used by teachers during their classroom assessment. Punch (2014, p. 164) describes 

documents as a rich source of data for social science research and defines 

documentary data as “any sort of already existing documentary evidence, formal or 

informal”. Robson and McCartan (2016) identify three advantages of content analysis 

of documents. First, it is an unobtrusive measure whereby the researcher observes 

existing materials and he/she is not observed, so there is no risk of reactivity. A further 

positive aspect is that the information is in a permanent form, which means it can be 

reanalysed, allowing for replication studies and reliability checks. The final reported 

benefit is that it can offer a low-cost form of longitudinal analysis. Furthermore, Punch 

(2014) indicates that documents, when used in conjunction with other data, can be 

significant in triangulation.  

In the present study, two sets of documents were analysed. The first set 

included formal documentary evidence, such as the Saudi English Language 
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Framework and the Saudi General Guidelines for English Language Exams. The 

second set of documents incorporated those collected from the EFL teachers, such as 

marking guidelines, examination papers and assessment materials/tasks that 

teachers typically use in assessing their students. These documents were collected 

either during the interviews or sometime after the interviews. The aim of collecting and 

analysing those documents was to triangulate the data and build a fuller picture of the 

assessment practices adopted by teachers. The researcher was interested in 

ascertaining the extent to which such documentation is used by teachers and, more 

specifically, how those documents impact on teachers’ classroom assessment 

practices. A further reason that influenced the researcher in deciding to use 

documentary material was to examine if there was consistency between what teachers 

said they use to assess their students and what was actually being implemented in 

classrooms. Additionally, examining the assessment documents and materials 

employed by the teachers helped in determining their assessment practices. Initially, 

the documents analysis was going to be complemented by classroom observation. 

However, due to the Covid-19 pandemic and the closure of schools, it was not possible 

to go ahead with classroom observation.  

4.5.2.1 Data collection and analysis of documents 

Only electronic copies of documents were obtained from teachers and 

supervisors due to Covid-19 restrictions. A great variety of documents were analysed, 

including 16 mid-term exams, 16 final exams, 16 worksheets, 18 quizzes, one exam 

specification, six documents of primary stage assessment criteria and two official 

documents, samples of these documents are provided in Appendices G, H, I, J and K. 

Table 6 below illustrates the types/categories and the number of documents analysed 

in the present study. One of the official documents (i.e., General Guidelines for English 

Language Exams) was collected from the supervisors, and the second one was 

retrieved online from the Saudi Ministry of Education website. In the analysis of the 

documents, a content analysis approach was adopted. With respect to the assessment 

tasks used by teachers (i.e., quizzes, worksheets, mid-term exams and final exams), 

these were analysed in terms of the kinds of language skills being assessed, the types 

of items used and the authenticity of items. 
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Table 6: Information of documented data 

Document Quantity= 75 

Saudi English Language Framework (official) 1 

Saudi General Guidelines for English Language Exams (official) 1 

Primary stage assessment criteria 6 

Quizzes 18 

Mid-term tests 16 

Final tests 16 

Exam specification 1 

Worksheets 16 

4.6 Quantitative data collection methods and procedures 

The quantitative data for this research were collected using a web-based 

questionnaire. The rationale for choosing the web-based questionnaire as an 

instrument in the present study and details concerning its design, administration and 

the analysis of its data will now be considered.  

4.6.1 Web-based questionnaire 

Questionnaires have become one of the most popular research tools in the 

educational and social sciences research due to the fact that vast amounts of 

information from a large number of participants can be gathered quickly and in a way 

that is cost-effective and easily accessible (Gall, Gall & Borg, 2007; Dörnyei, 2007). In 

the context of the current research, a web-based questionnaire has been used 

because, as described by Dörnyei (2007), it is easily and conveniently administered; 

it is less expensive; the answers can be recorded and coded automatically; it has a 

high level of anonymity which enhances the level of honesty; and it can be accessed 

by a large and diverse sample. 

However, as argued by Borg (2015a), data from self-reporting instruments such 

as questionnaires cannot be used solely to represent or interpret actual classroom 

practices. He points out that when teachers answer abstract or theoretical questions 

or deal with questions that offer a number of choices to be selected from, their answers 

may reflect “their views of what should be done rather what they actually do” (Borg, 

2015a, p. 217, emphasis added). In the current study, I have therefore tried to minimise 

the effect of the above-mentioned limitation in two ways: first, by including open ended 
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questions in order to give the teachers the opportunity to elaborate on their answers 

to closed questions (e.g., yes/no questions, Likert-type scale questions and multiple 

choice) in an open style which would provide valuable information for this study and 

contribute significantly to a deeper understanding of teachers’ practices; second, by 

analysing, comparing and integrating the data from the questionnaires with data from 

other sources, such as interviews and documentary analysis. 

4.6.1.1 Description of the web-based questionnaire 

The questionnaire’s content is to some extent similar to the content of the 

interviews. It is comprised of four sections (A, B, C and D) and a total of 16 questions 

in various formats: closed questions (e.g., yes/no questions, Likert-scale questions 

and multiple choice) and open-ended questions (see Appendix A). Some of the 

questionnaire items (e.g., section B, questions 7 and 10 as well as section D) have 

been adapted from the TALE project (Vogt, Sperling & Brustle, 2018) because they 

were suitable for the purposes of the present study. Also, in order to give the 

researcher an opportunity to compare and contrast the data arising from this study 

with the data arising from different contexts and, more importantly, to see whether or 

not the assessment training needs of language teachers differ from context to context. 

The description of each of the sections of the questionnaire is as follows.  

Section A aimed at eliciting general background information from the 

participants. The section contained a total of five questions which were designed to 

seek general information from the respondents (e.g., years of teaching experience, 

educational qualifications and assessment training). This information was intended to 

help the researcher for statistical purposes.  

Section B comprised a total of six questions (Qs 6–11). The questions in this 

section were designed to seek information about teachers’ classroom-based 

assessment practices. In Q6, the respondents were asked to choose from a list (as 

many as they found appropriate) of how often they assess their students’ language 

abilities without giving marks. This was in order to find out more about the types of 

informal assessment used by teachers. In Q7, teachers were asked about the types 

of feedback they give to their students. To capture the most frequent type of feedback 

used by teachers, they were asked to rank their answers in terms of frequency on a 
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scale from 1–7, where 1 indicated the most frequent procedure and 7 the least used 

approach. Q8 was intended to elicit more information about the assessment practices 

that teachers use to assess their students and the frequency of using each approach. 

This was in a Likert-type scale format ranging from ‘1= Never, 2= Rarely (in less than 

10% of the chances when I could have), 3= Occasionally (in about 30% of the chances 

when I could have), 4= Sometimes (in about 50% of the chances when I could have), 

5= Frequently (in about 70% of the chances when I could have), 6= Usually (in about 

90% of the chances I could have) and 7= Every time’. There were seventeen 

statements in this question, outlined in Table 7 below, which I designed according to 

the basic principles of high-quality classroom assessment practices as highlighted in 

the literature review chapter, and the principles of sound assessment as highlighted in 

the Saudi English Language Framework. This question aimed to establish the quality 

of the assessment practices of teachers and whether their practices were aligned both 

with the principles of sound classroom assessment practices and the Language 

Framework being implemented in Saudi schools. 

 

Table 7: Items for question 8 in the questionnaire  

Item 
Code 

                          Item 

Q8a I discuss with students what they should know by the end of the lesson/unit. 

Q8b I share the learning outcomes with my students. 

Q8c I connect the assessment goal(s) to the learning goal(s) and the teaching goals. 

Q8d I share with students the success criteria. 

Q8e I use various classroom assessment methods. 

Q8f I use student peer-assessment. 

Q8g I use student self-assessment 

Q8h I use student portfolio assessment. 

Q8i I provide students with timely feedback on how to improve their learning. 

Q8j I give students opportunities to work on the feedback and to apply it in a meaningful way. 

Q8k I involve the students in providing feedback to each other in the classroom. 

Q8l I use information generated through student classroom assessment to track my students’ 
progress.  

Q8m I use information generated through student classroom assessment to improve my 
teaching. 

Q8n I use information generated through student classroom assessment to give feedback to 
students on how to improve their learning. 

Q8o I use information generated through student classroom assessment to give students 
grades on their performance.  

Q8p I use information generated through student classroom assessment to plan or modify 
future lessons. 

Q8q I reflect on and revise my classroom assessment practices. 
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In Q9, teachers were asked about the language areas which present difficulties 

for them in assessing their students. The teachers were given the opportunity to 

choose as many as they found appropriate among ‘Speaking’, ‘Writing’, ‘Listening’, 

‘Reading’, ‘Vocabulary’, ‘Grammar’, or ‘None of the above’. Q10 addressed the 

assessment methods used by teachers in assessing their students. Teachers were 

given a list of possible assessment methods and asked to select which ones they were 

using to assess students in the classrooms, selecting as many as they found 

appropriate. At the end of the question items, teachers were given the opportunity to 

add any other methods they used not included in the list. In Q11, they were asked to 

express their preferences regarding assessment methods and give reasons.  

Section C was devoted to finding out more about the teachers’ perceptions and 

views with respect to classroom-based assessment. This section included one 

question (Q12) with 18 statements. In this question, teachers were asked to express 

how far they agreed or disagreed with each statement, using a five-point Likert-type 

scale ranging from 1 (‘Strongly disagree’) to 5 (‘Strongly agree’). The statements were 

to some extent similar to those in Q8 and were designed in order to obtain information 

about the teachers’ perceptions in relation to the basic principles of high quality/sound 

classroom assessment practices and the Saudi assessment policy (see Table 8). 

However, in this question I added one negative statement (‘Classroom assessment is 

not important’) to determine what teachers think in general of classroom assessment.  
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Table 8: Items for question 12 in the questionnaire 

Item 
Code  

  Item 

Q12: 1  Classroom assessment should be planned according to the learning objectives. 

Q12: 2 Learning objectives should be shared with students. 

Q12: 3 Assessment success criteria should be shared with and explained to students. 

Q12: 4 Various classroom assessment methods should be used to assess students learning and 
not just pencil and paper tests. 

Q12: 5 Portfolio assessment is an important method of assessment. 

Q12: 6 Peer-assessment is an important method of assessment. 

Q12: 7 Self-assessment is an important method of assessment. 

Q12: 8 Classroom assessment should be carried out at regular times throughout a course. 

Q12: 9 Classroom assessment methods should be chosen appropriately in order to lead to sound 
decisions. 

Q12: 10 Learners should participate/be involved in the classroom assessment process to increase 
their motivation, self-confidence and achievement. 

Q12: 11 Students should receive timely descriptive feedback on how to improve their learning. 

Q12: 12 Classroom assessment results should be used to improve/adjust teaching and learning 
plans. 

Q12: 13 Teacher’s reflection on and revision of assessment practices can support the ongoing 
improvement of these practices. 

Q12: 14 Classroom assessment is an integral part of the instructional process. 

Q12: 15 Classroom assessment is important for helping students learn. 

Q12: 16 Classroom assessment can be done by students as well as teachers. 

Q12: 17 Classroom assessment provides students with greater opportunities to engage in their 
learning. 

Q12: 18 Classroom assessment is not important. (Reversed item.) 

 

Section D of the questionnaire included four questions: Q13–16. Q13 was 

adapted from the TALE project (2018). The aim of this question was to ascertain the 

assessment profiles of the teachers and their training needs. It was divided into two 

parts: A and B. Part A was a five-point Likert-type scale to establish how confident the 

teachers were in 20 items related to assessing students’ learning. In part B, teachers 

were asked to express if they felt they needed more training in relation to these items 

by selecting ‘Yes’ in the option ‘I would like more training in this’. The statements in 

Q13, presented in Table 9, were designed to reflect the fundamentals of language 

assessment. However, I removed one statement from the original survey in relation to 

external tests, e.g., school leaving exams and international exams, because it was not 

relevant to the context of the current study, which I replaced with a statement on giving 

descriptive feedback to students (i.e., ‘I can provide my students with descriptive 

feedback that is specific and directly related to their performance on the assessment 
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task or learning activity’). At the end of this question, teachers were given the 

opportunity to add any other areas regarding assessment where they felt they needed 

more training.  

 

Table 9: Items for question 13 in the questionnaire 

Item 
Code 

Item 

Q13: 1 I can identify different purposes of assessment. 

Q13: 2 I can choose assessment methods that are suitable for my learners. 

Q13: 3 I can design classroom-based tests. 

Q13: 4 I can assess my learners’ listening skills. 

Q13: 5 I can assess my learners’ speaking skills. 

Q13: 6 I can assess my learners’ reading skills. 

Q13: 7 I can assess my learners’ writing skills. 

Q13: 8 I can assess my learners’ skills in an integrated way, e.g., reading a text and writing about 
it. 

Q13: 9 I can use self-assessment to assess my learners. 

Q13: 10 I can use peer-assessment to assess my learners. 

Q13: 11 I can use student portfolios to assess my learners. 

Q13: 12 I can assess learners with special learning needs, e.g., dyslexia, learning impairment. 

Q13: 13 I can provide my students with descriptive feedback that is specific and directly related to 
their performance on the assessment task or learning activity. 

Q13: 14 I can use assessment results to make decisions about individual students. 

Q13: 15 I can use assessment results to plan teaching. 

Q13: 16 I can recognise how tests influence my teaching and students' learning. 

Q13: 17 I can apply the appropriate levels of the Common European Framework of Reference 
(CEFR) to assess my students. 

Q13: 18 I can explain assessment results to pupils 

Q13: 19 I can explain assessment results to parents and others. 

Q13: 20 I can recognise inappropriate (e.g., invalid, unreliable, biased) assessment methods. 

 

At the end of the survey, Q14 invited teachers to comment on any issue 

addressed in the questionnaire.  

4.6.1.2 Pilot study of the web-based questionnaire 

After designing the survey online using Survey Monkey, I launched a test 

version and asked five EFL teachers, one supervisor, one principal and my supervisor, 

Dr. Charo Hernandez, to complete it. The EFL teachers were working in different cities 

in Saudi Arabia rather than the same city where I conducted the study, and they were 

not part of the target population. However, they were very similar to the target 
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participants in that they were Saudi female EFL teachers who were teaching in state 

schools. The aims of the pilot study were to ensure that there was no confusion or lack 

of clarity in the questions or statements and as to whether an Arabic translation was 

needed or not; to check that the questionnaire displayed correctly for all respondents 

using different devices such as computers, tablets and smart phones; and to test how 

long it took the respondents to complete the questionnaire.  

Only minor modifications were made to the survey. The participants confirmed 

that the questions and the instructions were clear, easy to follow and that there was 

no need for an Arabic translation. The display of the items on different devices was 

perfectly fine. However, in relation to Q13, where teachers were asked to select from 

a ‘Yes’ or ‘No’ drop-down menu regarding their training needs, some teachers failed 

to see the second part on their phones unless they moved the screen to the left. 

Therefore, the teachers were cautioned in English and Arabic about this part and the 

importance of moving the screen to the left in order to complete the question. It was 

verified that the questionnaire would take 20 to 25 minutes to be completed. However, 

since there was a technical issue with opening the link to the participant information 

sheet which was provided in the introduction of the survey, it was decided that it would 

be more convenient to provide a PDF copy of the information sheet to the teachers 

separately. 

4.6.1.3 Implementation of the web-based questionnaire 

After obtaining ethical approval from the UCD Ethics Committee and the 

Administration of Education in Najran, the link to the online questionnaire was 

distributed to the EFL teachers via WhatsApp for completion. In what follows, further 

details and demographic information about the questionnaire respondents and 

withdrawals will be provided.  

The total number of individuals who completed all the compulsory items in the 

questionnaire was 73. The total number of respondents who started the questionnaire 

numbered 119, indicating that the teachers who completed all four sections comprised 

61.34% of those who initially started the questionnaire. Of the total number of 

respondents who did not complete all sections of the questionnaire (N= 46), 32 of them 

answered all the sections except the last one (section D), while 14 individuals 
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answered up to section B and omitted C and D. The researcher has decided to discard 

the data from the 14 teachers who answered only up to section B; however, it has also 

been decided that the data of the 32 respondents who omitted only one section should 

be included in the findings and discussion chapters, given that these individuals 

answered the main sections. Therefore, the data from 105 teachers has been included 

in the findings and discussion in this research study.  

In relation to the participants’ background information, as shown in Figure 12, 

the respondents’ experiences were varied. More than half of the respondents (N= 56) 

had been teaching for 6– 10 years (53.33%), almost a third of teachers had been 

teaching for 11– 20 years (27.26%), about a fifth of respondents had been teaching 

between 1– 5 years (16.19%) and three teachers for more than 20 years (2.86%).  

 

 

            Figure 12: Teachers’ teaching experience 

 

As shown in Table 10, almost one third of teachers were teaching in an 

elementary school (32.38%), more than a third in an intermediate school (42.86%) and 

approximately a further third in a secondary school (35.24%). Eleven teachers were 

teaching more than one level at the same time. Of the responding teachers, the vast 

majority (86.67%) held a Bachelor’s degree and a small minority (12.38%) held a 

Master’s as their highest qualification.  
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     Table 10: Summary of questionnaire participants' demographic descriptions 

Variable N= 105   % 

Teaching Experience in Years 

1 – 5 

6 – 10 

11 – 20 

More than 20 

 

17 

56 

29 

3 

 

16.19 

53.33 

27.62 

2.86 

Grade Level 

           Elementary school 

           Intermediate school                 

Secondary school 

More than one level 

 

34 

31 

29 

11 

 

32.38 

29.52 

27.62 

             10.48 

Education                            

             BA degree 

MA degree 

Other 

 

91 

13 

1 

 

86.67 

12.38 

0.95 (BA and a Higher Diploma) 

4.6.1.4 Data analysis of the web-based questionnaire 

Before starting the analysis of the questionnaire items, three stages were 

followed as recommended by Dörnyei (2007). First, a suitable statistical programme 

was selected to be used, namely, the Statistical Package for Social Science (SPSS). 

This programme was chosen for two main reasons. First, it has user friendly 

interactive functions with which the researcher is familiar, as she undertook a training 

course during her Master’s study. A further reason informing the researcher’s choice 

was that SPSS was offered by UCD for free for registered students.  

The second stage was to prepare the data for analysis. Data were thus 

exported from Survey Monkey to an Excel file and were stored in a password-

protected computer. The respondents’ answers were subsequently coded and 

converted into numbers and the file was copied into SPSS. After which, the internal 

consistency reliability for the multi-item scale (Q8, Q12 and Q13) in the questionnaire 

was assessed. The internal reliability was gauged using the Cronbach Alpha 

coefficient and was done in SPSS. 

In measuring the internal consistency reliability of a survey instrument involving 

multi-item scales, the Cronbach’s Alpha test is a widely applied method to determine 
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the reliability of the scale as it helps to determine whether all items are measuring the 

same factor (Dörnyei, 2007). The Cronbach’s Alpha test is also referred to as the 

coefficient Alpha, which is commonly used to measure the reliability or internal 

consistency of a dataset (Cohen, Manion & Morrison, 2018). Hence, in this study, this 

test was used to determine whether the scales used were reliable. Acceptable values 

of the Cronbach’s Alpha range between 0.70 and 0.95. As Cohen, Manion and 

Morrison (2018) note, low values could mean insufficient questions, poor levels of 

inter-relation between items or heterogeneous constructs. The basic rationale behind 

using this test is that it ensures that the data being evaluated are reliable and effective 

for answering the research questions.  

According to Dörnyei (2007), a value of alpha equivalent to 0.70 or above 

shows that the items of a scale can be deemed reliable. The reliability scores of the 

questionnaire sections range from 0.868 to 0.951, which strongly suggests that the 

survey instrument is reliable in measuring the variables in this study. Table 11 shows 

the values of the Cronbach’s Alpha test, which suggests a high internal consistency. 

 

Table 11: Internal consistency: Cronbach’s Alpha 

Sections 
No. of 
items 

Cronbach’s Alpha 

Classroom-based assessment practices 17 .890 

Teachers’ classroom-based assessment beliefs 18 .868 

Teachers’ classroom-based assessment confidence 

levels 
20 .901 

Teachers’ classroom-based assessment training needs 20 .951 

 

After preparing and assessing the reliability of the data, the data analysis was 

begun. Closed-response questionnaire data were analysed quantitatively, using 

descriptive statistics, and open-response questionnaire data were analysed 

qualitatively, employing content analysis. Section A in the questionnaire was analysed 

using descriptive statistics in order to establish the background of the participants, 

including their number of years’ experience, the level at which they were teaching, 

their qualification(s) held and the training received either pre-service or in-service. The 

statistics used in this section were mainly frequencies and percentages. The relevant 

graphs were created using Microsoft Excel.  
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Data arising from sections B, C and D were analysed using descriptive statistics 

to ascertain the practices, beliefs and confidence levels of EFL teachers regarding five 

areas of classroom-based assessment: the purposes of classroom assessment; the 

alignment of assessment with the teaching and learning objectives; the use of varied 

assessment methods; the engagement of students in the assessment process; and 

feedback practices. 

4.7 Ethical considerations 

The primary principle of research ethics is to protect participants from any 

mental or physical harm they could suffer as a result of their participation in the 

research project (Dörnyei, 2007). Therefore, prior to conducting the present study, the 

researcher took into account certain ethical considerations in order to protect both the 

participants’ rights and the researcher herself. The ethical considerations discussed 

below reflect the policies and guidelines of the UCD Office of Research Ethics and the 

Saudi Ministry of Education.  

First, prior to conducting the empirical study, the researcher applied for full 

ethical approval from the UCD University Ethics Office, which was granted in April 

2020 (see Appendix F). A letter was also sent to the General Administration of 

Education in Najran City to seek its permission and approval to collect the research 

data from Saudi schoolteachers. Once all approvals were granted, the collection of 

data started. 

With respect to the semi-structured interviews, I sent an Information Sheet and 

a Consent form to each participant via email (see Appendices D & E), which the 

participants were asked to sign electronically due to Covid-19 restrictions. In the 

information sheets, the measures taken to ensure confidentiality, anonymity and data 

protection were clarified to the participants. These included the statement that any 

information or data obtained from participants during this research would be de-

identified prior to the analysis so that no personal or school information was revealed. 

Each participant was assigned a pseudonym as a means of identification, and these 

pseudonyms was used in the transcriptions of the interview audio recordings and in 

presenting and analysing the data throughout the thesis. Anonymous electronic data 

was stored on a password-protected and encrypted computer. Confidentiality was also 
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discussed orally before conducting the interviews in order to remind the participants 

of their rights. 

In the introduction of the web-based questionnaire, participants were reassured 

that their answers would be anonymous and confidential and used only for the purpose 

of this research project. It was further made clear that they were under no obligation 

to complete the questionnaire and, even if they started to fill it out, they could withdraw 

at any time. Furthermore, the participants were provided with a hyperlink to download 

the Research Information Sheet that included full details of the research project, after 

which they were requested to confirm their consent to participate in order to be allowed 

to proceed with the questionnaire.  

4.8 Summary  

This chapter has set out to present the methodological framework of this 

doctoral project. It has reviewed the research paradigm, the rationale for selecting 

mixed methods research and the reasons for using a parallel mixed methods design. 

It has also provided an overview of the participants and the sampling procedures used 

in selecting them. The procedures of data collection, the data analysis and the 

strategies applied to ensure the validity and reliability of the study have been 

described. Furthermore, the research instruments, the rationale for selecting each of 

them and their piloting and administration have been detailed. Figure 13 below 

summarises the study’s design. In the following chapters (i.e., Five, Six and Seven), 

the findings of both phases will be merged and presented according to the research 

questions.  
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        Figure 13: Diagram for the convergent mixed methods design procedures (own source) 
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Chapter Five: Results of Saudi EFL Teachers’ Classroom-based Assessment 

Practices 

The underlying theme of this chapter is the classroom-based assessment 

practices used by EFL teachers in Najran. The chapter presents the findings of the 

first research question in this study, namely the assessment practices that the Saudi 

EFL teachers employ in assessing their students in a classroom-based assessment 

context. The overall aim is to gain an understanding of the assessment purposes and 

their alignment with the learning objectives, the methods of assessment used by 

teachers, the involvement of students in the process of assessment, the feedback 

practices employed and the teachers’ reflections on classroom-based assessment 

practices. In doing so, data from the online questionnaire (N= 105), semi-structured 

interviews with teachers (N= 15) and supervisors (N= 2), as well as from the analysis 

of 75 documents about assessment, are reported concurrently whenever applicable, 

resulting in a comprehensive picture of teachers’ classroom-based language 

assessment practices. To this end, the RQ1 is addressed by considering the results 

of Q6–Q10 in the questionnaire (see Appendix A), as well as the replies of EFL 

teachers to the semi-structured interviews for the questions in sections A and B (see 

Appendix B). This research question is also addressed by considering a number of 

documents used by teachers to assess their students as well as the current English 

Language Framework published by the Saudi Ministry of Education and related 

documents about assessment. In the following sections, the findings are discussed 

thematically, so that the quantitative and qualitative data may be compared and 

contrasted.  

5.1 Purposes of assessment   

Classroom-based assessment, as discussed in Chapter Three, can be used to 

provide students with grades, having a summative purpose, or to improve students’ 

learning or teachers’ instruction with a more formative purpose. In this study, one of 

the main aims is to determine the reasons that motivate EFL teachers’ classroom-

based assessment practices. The purposes for which the respondents use the 

information generated through classroom-based assessment were dealt with in Q8 
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(items l, m, n, o and p). The data revealed that the most frequent purpose is to give 

students grades on their performance, as reported by 91.43% of the respondents, 

followed by tracking students’ progress, which was reported by 84.67% of the 

respondents. Additionally, the results showed that the respondents use the information 

generated through assessment either to give feedback to students on how to improve 

their learning (83.81%), to improve their teaching (79.05%) or to plan or modify future 

lessons (76.19%). The percentages reported above are based on the sum of teachers’ 

responses for ‘Every time’, ‘Usually’ and ‘Frequently’. Table 12 below shows the 

teachers’ responses.  

 

Table 12: Purposes for teachers’ use of classroom-based language assessment (questionnaire 
responses) 

 
I use information 

generated through 
student classroom 

assessment to 

 
 
 7 

 
 
 6 
 

 
 
5 

 
 
 4 

 
 
3 
 

 
 
2 

 
 
 1 

 
 
M 

 
 
St. D 

Q8l: track my 
students’ progress. 

26.6% 31.4% 26.67% 6.67% 0.95% 1.90%  5.71%                    5.4 1.5 

Q8m: improve my 
teaching. 

32.38% 23.8% 22.86% 13.33% 0% 3.81% 3.81% 5.4 1.5 

Q8n: give feedback 
to students on how 
to improve their 
learning. 

24.76% 36.19% 22.86% 10.48% 0% 1.90%  3.81% 5.5 1.4 

Q8o: give students 
grades on their 
performance. 

18.10% 28.57% 44.76% 4.76% 1.90%  .95% .95% 5.4 1.0 

Q8p: plan or modify 
future lessons. 

15.24% 29.52% 31.43% 9.52% 1.90%  .95% 11.4%  4.9 1.7 

Note: 7= Every time, 6= Usually 90%, 5= Frequently 70%, 4= Sometimes 50%, 3= Occasionally 30%, 2= 
Rarely 10%, 1= Never.  

 

Furthermore, teachers were asked in the questionnaire to indicate how often 

they assess their students without giving marks. Table 13 shows that most EFL 

teachers assess their students without grading either weekly (47.62%) or at the end 

of a unit (40.95%). Daily assessment is also used by more than a third of the 

respondents (34.29%) while monthly assessment accounts for 20.95%. However, it 

seems that some teachers use not-graded assessment less frequently, either twice a 

semester (15.24%) or once a semester (3.81%).
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Table 13: Frequency of informal assessment (questionnaire responses) 

How often do you assess your students without giving marks? (Choose as many as you find 
appropriate) 

Answer Choices N % 

Daily 36 34.29% 

Weekly 50 47.62% 

Monthly 22 20.95% 

End of unit 43 40.95% 

Once a semester 4 3.81% 

Twice a semester  16 15.24% 

Other (please specify) 0 0.0% 

 

When the teachers were asked in the interviews how often they assess their 

students and why, the results showed that there were varied practices in terms of the 

assessment purposes and frequency implemented by them. In regard to graded 

assessment, all intermediate and secondary school teachers who were interviewed 

reported similar data in relation to the timing of the achievement tests. That is, they 

assessed their students four times a year (two mid-terms and two end of terms), as 

indicated by the current assessment policy in Saudi Arabia. As for primary school 

teachers, although the policy indicated that primary school students are to be 

assessed continuously throughout the school year, it was found during the interviews 

that the teachers were asked to document the students’ levels in four periods during 

the year. Thus, the primary school teachers reported that they assess the students 

mostly in those specified four periods.  

In terms of un-graded assessment tasks, some of the teachers described non-

specific timing of activities. Teacher D, for example, did not specify when she was 

assessing her students, stating that “there is no specific time” and that she does so 

whenever she finds it convenient to do so. Teacher A also indicated that she assesses 

her students most of the time and this depends on what activities or tasks she is using.  

In line with the findings from the questionnaire, the interviews revealed that the 

most frequently reported time for assessing students was at the end of a unit. Some 

teachers, such as Teacher B, stated that they only assess their students at this time 

in order to check the extent of their mastery of the content of the unit, while other 
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teachers indicated that they do so in conjunction with other occasions to check the 

students’ learning and to remind them of what they have learnt during the lessons 

(Teachers I, J, M and G). It is also important to point out that many teachers such as 

A, C, O and I reported that they frequently use un-graded quizzes and worksheets to 

help the students to practise for mid-term and final tests, that is, as a preparation for 

summative assessment.  

Other teachers reported that they assess their students daily. For instance, 

Teachers E and N indicated that they assessed their students three times during class 

time: at the beginning of class to check students’ understanding of previous materials; 

in the middle of class to check that students were keeping up; and at the end of class 

to make sure that students comprehended the new lesson and to get feedback on the 

instructional techniques. Other teachers indicated that they assess their students 

either at the beginning of class, at the end of class or at both, such as Teachers F, K, 

C and L. 

In the interviews, the teachers were probed further in order to explore what 

determines their assessment timing choices.  Here, the aim was to see if the teachers 

link the timing to the purpose of the assessment, but none of them said anything about 

the purpose, instead mentioning other reasons. From their responses, a number of 

factors seem to determine their decisions regarding the assessment timing, such as 

administrative factors (i.e., the assessment policy), the levels of students, the type of 

skill being learned and the type of activity to be used. Some teachers explained that 

because of the large number of students they mostly assess low-level students more 

frequently:  

I assess them in specific periods as indicated by the school, mid-term and the 
final one. However, there are some girls whom I assess continuously. Those 
girls have weak skills and I try to help them to strengthen them. It is difficult for 
me to assess the whole class because we have a large number of students, 
therefore I focus on the students who really need more help … to pass final and 
mid-term exams. (Teacher O) 

… I try to assess the low-level students more than the good students. (Teacher 
H) 

Another teacher reported that she determined the assessment timing based on the 

skill she is focusing on: 
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Depends on the skills, some during the class, some at the end of the class, 
some after each unit and there is the final test.  (Teacher M) 

Teacher A stated that she decided the assessment frequency depending on the type 

of activity she is using:   

Depends on the activities I am using. For example, every two weeks I choose 
a movie and we watch it and then I ask them to write a summary and reviews 
about it. About the book, we might just read one book for the whole semester 
because most of the students like the movies more. For the quiz, we do it maybe 
3 times a week. For writing arguments and role plays, I do not do them much. I 
used to use them with my students and they are helpful but honestly sometimes 
you find yourself confused by using various activities.  

The results from both the questionnaire and interviews regarding the purposes 

of assessment and its frequency show that teachers use assessment for both 

summative and formative purposes. However, the summative assessment (e.g., for 

grading purposes or for preparing students for graded assessment) is still the 

dominant approach. 

5.2 Alignment between learning objectives and assessment 

Since the aims of the current curriculum have changed significantly when 

compared to the previous one and the fact that planning the assessment activities 

according to the learning objectives has been advocated in the new Saudi assessment 

policy, it was important to find out to what extent the teachers have embraced such 

changes. Thus, item Q8c in the questionnaire was created in order to ascertain how 

often teachers align the assessment goals to the learning and teaching goals. The 

frequency of responses shows that the majority of teachers (80%) try to connect the 

assessment, learning and teaching goals when planning their students’ assessment 

‘Every time’, ‘Usually’ or ‘Frequently’, while a minority of respondents (13.33%) 

revealed that either they ‘Sometimes’ or ‘Occasionally’ linked the goals of assessment, 

learning and teaching and 6.67% reported that they never did so, as shown in Table 

14.  
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Table 14: Alignment between learning objectives and assessment (questionnaire responses) 

 
Items 

 
7 

 
6 
 

 
5 

 
 4
  

 
3 
 

 
2 

 
1
  

 
M 

 
St. D 

Q8c: I 
connect the 
assessment 
goal(s) to the 
learning 
goal(s) and 
the teaching 
goals. 
 

29.52% 39.05% 11.43% 8.57% 4.76% 0% 6.67% 5.5 1.6 

Note: 7= Every time, 6= Usually 90%, 5= Frequently 70%, 4= Sometimes 50%, 3= Occasionally 30%, 
2= Rarely 10%, 1= Never 

 

Although the teachers’ responses to Q8c in the questionnaire showed that they 

align the assessment goals to the learning goals, the results of the interviews show 

that the teachers themselves sometimes appeared not to have clear ideas about the 

outcomes and the learning objectives of the levels they were teaching:  

I think I don’t have a specific idea about the outcomes. (Teacher A) 

I don’t know honestly, if you want, I can collect and write them to you from one 
of the textbooks. (Teacher G) 

Furthermore, the findings of the interviews from the intermediate and secondary 

school teachers demonstrated that there was no consistency among teachers’ 

responses in relation to the goals of the English language curriculum they were 

teaching, as each of the teachers mentioned different goals for the same level. Table 

15 shows examples from the secondary and intermediate schoolteachers’ responses.
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Table 15: Interviewees’ responses regarding current EFL learning objectives 

The interviewees  Learning objectives 

Teacher A  

(Secondary School)  

Generally, I think, just, I am trying to make them speak, read, listen and write 
very well. It is like I am focusing on those four skills. This is what really I am 
trying to do.   

Teacher B  

(Secondary School)   

The objectives of the secondary school curriculum are to help students to gain 
basic English skills and to understand the importance of English as a global 
language. 

Teacher C  

(Secondary School)   

To give students the basics of the English language; to teach them many new 
words and terms; to enable them to speak, read, listen; teach them the 
grammar and also train them to write simple paragraphs, etc.   

 Teacher D   

(Secondary School)  

By the end of the secondary level students should be able to speak and 
pronounce the English language correctly.   

Teacher E  

(Secondary School) 

1-To give the secondary school pupil a window on the world.  

2- To give them delightful experience through reading samples of English that 
have a universal appeal both in arts and sciences.  

3- To cultivate the pupil’s critical thinking as a useful adjunct to intelligent 
reading of English texts.  

4- To provide the pupil who intends to join the university or other higher 
institutes with an adequate knowledge of English to help her in her future 
studies.  

5- To give the pupil who finishes her formal education in the third year of 
secondary education sufficient knowledge of the language to help her in her 
vacation.  

Teacher O  

(Secondary School)  

To produce new generations who are capable of speaking English.   

 Teacher F   

(Intermediate School)  

To develop students’ language skills in speaking, reading, writing and 
listening.  

 

Teacher H   

(Intermediate School)  

They should graduate from intermediate school and they are able to talk 
about themselves fluently, use new vocabularies in talking about any idea 
given to them and so on.  

 Teacher I   

(Intermediate School)  

Normally, we don't have outcomes or descriptions for the student’s levels. I 
look for them online. But I heard that there are level descriptors and special 
outcomes for students in intermediate and secondary schools, which you can 
get from external resources not available in school. For Elementary school, 
there are specific outcomes and skills which students need to attain.   

We don't really assess the learning outcomes or the objectives, the main 
focus is on how the students perform in the written tests, we basically measure 
their understanding of the content of the textbooks.  

 

This vague description regarding the EFL learning objectives among the 

teachers was surprising given that all the objectives and the expected outcomes of 

each grade in state schools were found to be clearly documented and illustrated in the 

Saudi English Language Framework. For example, the stated overall aim of the 

intermediate stage in the curriculum is that “Upon completing Intermediate School, 

learners reach level A2.2 / B1.1, according to the CEFR scale of reference levels”, 
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while for the secondary stage the overall objective is “Upon completing Secondary 

School, learners reach level B2+, according to the CEFR scale of reference levels” 

(Ministry of Education, 2014, p. 33–53). The expectations for these levels both on a 

global scale and for each of the four individual skills are also provided in the document. 

However, it was found that this document was not provided or available to the EFL 

teachers or their supervisors. When a copy of the Framework document was sent to 

each teacher and to the supervisors, all of them confirmed that it was the first time 

they had viewed it, although the document was issued by the Saudi Ministry of 

Education in 2014. This explains the teachers’ poor understanding about the goals 

and the learning objectives.  

When the intermediate and secondary school teachers were therefore asked 

about the sources from which they obtained information regarding the teaching and 

learning objectives, the results showed that they did so from a variety of sources, the 

most used resource being the Internet. Furthermore, these teachers reported that they 

took the objectives from students’ textbooks and from online communities of EFL 

teachers on social media platforms, particularly Telegram. The main purpose of 

looking for these objectives is to document them in the lesson plans. Table 16 below 

shows the responses of intermediate and secondary school teachers: 

 

Table 16: Sources of learning objectives (interview responses)  

Teacher Level of teaching  Source of objectives  

A Secondary School   From the English language supervisor.  

B Secondary School  …from the Internet. 

C Secondary School  From Google or Saudi English [online community for language 
teachers].  

D Secondary School  … sometimes I decided them myself.  

E Secondary School  …from the Internet.   

O Secondary School  Some from the textbooks and some I try to extract them by myself 
based on my experience from the Internet or from different 
resources.  

F Intermediate School   I get the objectives from different sources such as 
the textbooks and the Internet.  

G Intermediate School  From the textbooks.  

H Intermediate School  I extract these objectives by myself from their textbooks. No one 
has directed us or clarified openly the objectives of the curriculum 
to us.   

I Intermediate School  I look for them online.  
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For primary school teachers, the situation is slightly different as the assessment 

policy in primary schools is different. In other words, the language assessment in 

primary schools is a continuous process with different procedures compared to the 

assessment in intermediate and secondary school (see Chapter Two). In primary 

schools, the teachers are required to assess their students according to a set of skills 

which are documented in the textbooks. The teachers are also provided with handouts 

for these skills from their supervisors (see Appendix G). Therefore, most of the primary 

school teachers I interviewed considered these skills as the objectives of their teaching 

and assessment. However, when the skills documents were analysed, there were no 

guidelines for teachers on how to go about achieving those outcomes or an illustration 

of how to assess these skills, what levels those skills were associated with or any 

corresponding descriptors for them. 

The lack of illustrative resources regarding assessment (for all stages) has led 

the teachers to be heavily reliant on textbooks, as these textbooks are the only 

resources provided to them. This heavy reliance was evident during the interviews 

when I asked the teachers to provide me with examples of resources they use for 

teaching their lessons or anything that helps them to prepare their lessons or 

assessments, in response to which all of them revealed that they use only the 

textbooks. The teachers further indicated that they are required to teach everything in 

the textbooks from cover to cover, particularly grammar points, because when the 

supervisors visit them, they must provide evidence of such, and the supervisors will 

also test the students mainly on their mastery of grammar from the textbooks:   

 ... the change [in the curriculum] is a very positive thing to do, but we still have 
the same problem: the teacher is still constrained by the extensive content of 
the textbooks. I admit that, me and many other teachers, when we have reading 
or speaking lessons, I sometimes skip them so I can manage to cover all the 
grammar points in the textbooks, because it is the main focus. Even when the 
supervisors come to assess my students, they assess them on grammar.   
(Teacher I)   

This was confirmed by the supervisors’ responses when they were asked about 

the teacher appraisal process and indicated that among the procedures used by them 

to assess the teachers’ performance is the administration of a written exam to students 

containing questions from their textbooks: 
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We also have a written exam for students, we give it to students when we visit 
them, then we correct it and take the average to see the teachers’ performance. 
The content of the exam will be from their textbooks. (Supervisor)  

 

This over-reliance on textbooks was also evident in the teachers’ responses 

when they were asked if they had embraced the changes in the new curriculum and if 

they had encountered any difficulties as a result, which they mostly described in terms 

of the content of the textbooks: 

For me personally, I faced difficulties in that we regularly have new textbooks. 
Every year we will have new textbooks. There is confusion in the process. It is 
like every year you are teaching something new.   (Teacher D)  

Now there are a lot of lessons and I have to teach them; a different lesson every 
day to cover the whole content of the curriculum, and this is really overwhelming 
for the students. The current curriculum is good and it is fun, but it is really full, 
maybe if we use the same curriculum but with less lessons, I think that we would 
have much better outcomes.    (Teacher G)   

My students still face lots of difficulties with the content and they keep telling 
me, teacher, this is really difficult we cannot do it and so on. So, it is really 
difficult to explain content for someone who does not know what you are saying.  
(Teacher H)  

When discussing with one of the supervisors the issue of the teachers’ being 

focused on different learning outcomes and objectives, and the basis of what they are 

teaching, the focus on the textbooks was also apparent in her answer:   

In the curriculum there are different objectives, some are general and some are 
more specific. And if you ask me, do the teachers follow them in their teaching? 
I would say to you no. They do not follow them when they design their lessons. 
And I don't really require that from them […] they teach based on the content of 
the textbooks. Officially, the teacher is required to design a written plan for each 
unit and they provide it to their supervisors or any visitors. But to be honest, 
most of the time the teachers are not following the lesson plans they show me, 
they just have it ready made from the internet. And honestly, I do not really see 
the lesson plans as useful. Their mental planning, I think, is better.  

This over-reliance on the textbooks seems problematic because there is a 

strong likelihood that when teachers assess their students or design the summative 

tests, they do not do so according to communicative learning objectives or skills but 

according to some content from their textbooks relating to the form of the language 
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(e.g., grammar points, vocabulary). This in turn may lead students to memorise the 

content.  

5.3 Methods of assessment used 

Traditional methods (e.g., discrete-point written tests) were previously the sole 

assessment methods in Saudi schools. However, because of the changes in the Saudi 

EFL curriculum, there have also been some changes in the assessment in terms of 

using other alternative types of assessment as well as involving students in the 

assessment process. Therefore, this section explores whether or not teachers 

incorporate other assessment methods in their classrooms. In the questionnaire, the 

purpose of items Q8e, f, g and h, as illustrated in Table 17, was to determine the 

assessment methods used by the EFL teachers in their classrooms, in addition to 

finding out the extent to which a variety of assessment methods was used. Q8e was 

concerned with teachers’ use of various assessment methods in general, while Q8f, g 

and h specifically asked teachers about their use of student self-assessment, peer-

assessment and portfolio assessment. The results show that most respondents 

(92.30%) indicated that they use various methods of assessment ‘Every time’, 

‘Usually’ or ‘Frequently’. The findings also revealed that 83.81% and 80.96% of 

teachers used student self-assessment and peer-assessment respectively either 

‘Every time’, ‘Usually’ or ‘Frequently’. However, the responses to Q8h showed that 

portfolio assessment is used less frequently than the other methods, as 72.38% of 

teachers reported that they did so either ‘Every time’, ‘Usually’ or ‘Frequently’, while 

11.42% said that they used portfolios ‘Sometimes’, ‘Occasionally’ or ‘Rarely’ and 

16.19% of the respondents said that they ‘Never’ used them. Although 80.96% of 

teachers indicated that they use peer-assessment, 74.29% of respondents reported in 

response to item Q8k (see Table 16) that they involved students in giving feedback to 

each other in the classroom, a key element in effective peer-assessment.  
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Table 17: Alternative assessment methods used by EFL teachers (questionnaire responses) 

Items 7 6 
 

5     4 3 
 

2 1 M St. D 

Q8e: I use 
various 
classroom 
assessment 
methods. 

38.10% 36.19% 18.10% 2.86%  0.95%  0.95%    2.86% 5.9   1.2 

Q8f: I use 
student-peer 
assessment. 

25.71% 35.24% 22.86% 6.67%   0%  0.95%    8.57% 5.4   1.6 

Q8g: I use 
student self-
assessment 

39.05% 23.81% 18.10% 8.57%  1.90%  0.95%    7.62% 5.5   1.7 

Q8h: I use 
student 
portfolio 
assessment. 

12.38% 29.52% 30.48% 7.62%  1.90%  1.90%   16.19% 4.7   1.9 

Q8k: I 
involve the 
students in 
providing 
feedback to 
each other in 
the 
classroom. 

34.29% 25.71%  14.29%  11.43%   0.95%   1.90%    11.43%  5.2   1.9 

Note: 7= Every time, 6= Usually 90%, 5= Frequently 70%, 4= Sometimes 50%, 3= Occasionally 
30%, 2= Rarely 10%, 1= Never 

 

Nevertheless, the findings for Q10 in the questionnaire, where teachers were 

asked to select from a list the methods that they use to assess their students, reveal 

that teachers are using more traditional methods in assessing their students than 

alternative approaches. Table 17 illustrates how regular written tests/exams, quizzes, 

worksheets and oral examinations are by far the most common assessment methods 

used by teachers, while peer-assessment, portfolio assessment and student self-

assessment seem to be less often used.  
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Table 18: Assessment methods used by teachers (questionnaire responses)  

Assessment methods N %  

Regular tests/exams (paper and pencil) 82 78.10%  

Quiz 80 76.19%  

Oral examinations 79 75.24%  

Worksheet 79 75.24%  

Listening tests 62 59.05%  

Role play 47 44.76%  

Group assignments (projects, reports, etc.) 41 39.05%  

Individual assignment (essays, projects, etc.) 38 36.19%  

Oral presentations 34 32.38%  

Student self-assessment 31 29.52%  

Portfolio assessment 30 28.57%  

Translation (L1/L2) 29 27.62%  

Student peer-assessment 27 25.71%  

 

The interview responses in relation to the assessment methods used by 

teachers revealed similar results to what have been found in the questionnaire, 

particularly from Q10. That is, although a variety of assessment procedures and 

techniques is being employed by teachers, most teachers have not incorporated many 

new methods when compared to what they used prior to the curriculum reform. The 

most recurrent of these are oral questions/participation, worksheets and quizzes. 

Nevertheless, a few teachers reported that they use other means such as projects, 

games or classroom observation in assessing their students. The teachers’ responses 

are outlined in Table 19:  

Table 19: Assessment methods used by teachers (interview responses) 

Assessment activities Number of teachers 

Oral questions 15 teachers  

Worksheets 15 teachers  

Quiz/short test 15 teachers  

Observation 4 teachers  

Discussion 2 teachers 

Writing summary  2 teachers  

Competitions  3 teachers 

Projects  1 teacher  

Role play 1 teacher 

Games  2 teachers  

Group assessment 2 teachers  

Writing short stories  1 teacher  
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Although the results of the questionnaire indicated that teachers were using 

peer- and self-assessment more than portfolio assessment in assessing their 

students, the information collected during the interviews shows different outcomes. 

None of the teachers mentioned portfolio assessment, self- or peer-assessment until 

they were asked directly about such practices. That is to say, during the interviews, 

the teachers were asked about their familiarity with portfolio, self- and peer-

assessment and if they were using any of these approaches to assess their students. 

The teachers’ responses demonstrate that they were aware of the portfolio 

assessment but not of self- and peer-assessment. Twelve of the 15 interviewed 

teachers (A, B, C, D, F, E, G, I, L, M, N and O) indicated that they are using portfolio 

assessment to assess their students, while four teachers (A, O, K and N) revealed that 

they have used self-assessment from time to time, and only three teachers (B, E 

and G) indicated that they use peer-assessment.  

When the teachers were asked to provide more details of how they use portfolio 

assessment, however, their answers demonstrated a shallow understanding of the 

principles of using this tool. While one of the principles of using portfolios is that 

students need to be involved in the process and given an appropriate level of freedom 

to select what to include in them (Brown & Abeywickrama, 2019; Brown & Trace, 

2017), it seems that this feature was missing from teachers’ portfolios practices. For 

instance, Teacher B, when reporting on her use of portfolio assessment, declared that 

she is the one who decides what is to be included in the portfolio and who assesses 

it, without considering the role of students or how to engage them in the process of 

assessing their learning, stating that “every student has an achievement record 

(portfolio) where I ask them to put the activities that they solve from each unit, and I 

assess it as soon as we finish each unit”.  

Furthermore, it seems that teachers were dealing with the portfolios as a 

showcase more than as an assessment tool. In other words, they were explaining how 

they asked their students to compile a folder containing a collection of the work and 

activities that they had done after each unit in order to show it to the school principal, 

the supervisors or their parents, but the teachers could not clarify the assessment 

aspect of these portfolios or how it would help the students in their learning. 

Additionally, a main principle of using portfolios is that they are handled and retained 

by the students themselves so they can assess their progress on their own and take 
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responsibility for and ownership of their learning (Linse, 2005). However, this was not 

necessarily the case. An example is Teacher H's statement that she is no longer using 

portfolios with her students because she used to keep the portfolios in her office, but 

now this is too much to handle. These results suggest that the teachers might have a 

narrow understanding, if not a misunderstanding, of portfolio assessment. Although 

the above extracts showed the teachers’ narrow understanding of the main principles 

or benefits of the portfolio assessment, a few teachers demonstrated an awareness of 

some of the possible attributes of portfolios (as reported in section 6.3, which concerns 

teachers’ beliefs in relation to alternative assessment methods). It is important to note 

that when the researcher asked the teachers to provide her with samples of their 

students’ portfolios, none of the teachers did so.   

In relation to self- and peer-assessment, games and classroom observations, 

those teachers who indicated that they used such practices described their 

approaches as follows: 

Sometimes in the listening, after they listen to a recorder, I ask them to assess 
their understanding out of 10, so I think this could be a way of self-assessment. 
(Teacher A)  

I use it [self-assessment] mainly with the monthly test. I would ask them after 
the exam, what do you think about your performance in the test? And they 
would start showing what they felt about their level and their performance. For 
example, one girl said to me once, ‘I got the full mark, but honestly, I didn't study 
hard for the test, I wish I had studied hard, so I got that result while I deserve 
it’. So, they even become honest when they assess themselves. As for the 
games, I use them more as active learning strategies. (Teacher O)  

Maybe sometimes I use the self-assessment in that I ask the students, for 
example, to assess their mastery in something very simple, like their mastery 
of the letters. But most of the time it is me who assess them. (Teacher K)  

I often use it [peer-assessment] during the activities, during the lessons. For 
example, I give students a task to solve and when they finish, I ask them to give 
marks for each other. (Teacher B)  

Sometimes to save the time I use peer-assessment. I use for example 
worksheets for groups and each group corrects the other group’s worksheet. 
(Teacher E)   

…the peer-assessment, I use it a lot particularly in listening tasks and in 
everyday classroom tasks because it helps in build the students’ confidence. 
For example, sometimes I give students a quiz or worksheet and when they 
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finish, I write the marks distribution on the board and I ask two students to work 
with each other and to mark each other’s paper. (Teacher G) 

...the observation, usually I have a small notebook with me, and for example, if 
I noticed during the class that one of the students mastered a skill or answered 
a question correctly, I will write her name down and put a tick or note beside 
her name. (Teacher L) 

However, it is important to note that the teachers do not really have a clear 

mechanism of how to use alternative assessment methods. This was evident in 

Teacher O’s response who, when she was asked about whether she employs formal 

procedures or instructions or if she uses rubrics when conducting student self-

assessment, replied “No, not really. To be honest, this is a personal effort. We don't 

have student self-assessment in the curriculum”. Similarly, Teacher I stated:   

No, it is all personal diligence. They just tell us there should be projects 
assigned to students which are worth 10 marks, portfolios worth 5 marks. And 
then it is my responsibility to find out how to do so, they give us freedom in the 
how part.   

Other teachers, when they explained why they do not use these approaches, 

provided a number of reasons. These include the large number of students, lack of 

clear policy, time pressures, not having sufficient knowledge about how to use them, 

not being familiar with them, these approaches not being well accepted by students or 

their parents or that they are not age-appropriate to their students. For example, 

Teacher N, commenting on the possibility of involving students in the assessment 

process by using such procedures, declared: “Actually, in the current situation with the 

current large number of students in class, I do not and cannot [involve students in 

assessment]”. The problems of vague policy and the fact that those methods are not 

being described on the curriculum were mentioned by Teachers A and H, who 

commented that “there are no clear documents, instructions or directives from the 

authority for teachers to get out of the traditional methods and to use other assessment 

tools or to be creative. There is nothing like that” (Teacher A) and reported “Self- or 

peer-assessment!! We do not have them in the curriculum, and I have 

never tried them” (Teacher H). The issue of time pressures also came up in the 

interviews from teachers such as Teacher E, who expressed the view that “the big 

challenge of course is the time” and Teacher N, who stated that the use of assessment 
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methods with students other than worksheets and tests will “consume more time and 

effort if the number of students in the classes is not reduced”. The lack of knowledge 

or lack of familiarity with alternative methods were reported by Teacher I, when she 

commented on why she does not use self- or peer-assessment with her students: “I 

am not really familiar with their procedures”, and Teacher C, who revealed that: 

Unfortunately, we do not have sufficient knowledge regarding modern 
assessment methods, and if there is an understanding of some of them, it is a 
personal effort as we lack training here by the officials. So, no I don’t use 
them. (Teacher C)  

There was also the issue of students’ resistance, which was raised by Teacher 

O when she commented on the use of alternative methods of assessment: “I use self-

assessment, but not peer-assessment. I use it [peer-assessment] rarely, because 

there is no acceptance among the students. They say we are on the same level, how 

she could judge me!”. Additionally, Teacher J mentioned parents’ resistance and 

students’ age: 

Portfolio assessment, mmmm, not really. We used to use it, but we received 
complaints from parents that we asked more things from the students, such as 
making leaflets and projects, so we stopped it. Honestly, I think it does not suit 
students’ age.  

During the interviews, the teachers were also probed further in relation to their 

approach to test design. It became apparent that some of the fundamental elements 

regarding designing proper tests were lacking. For example, teachers were not using 

rubrics to help them in grading or providing feedback to the students and were not 

even familiar with them, as the researcher had to explain rubrics to them during the 

interviews. Additionally, teachers were not using test specifications in designing the 

tests. Although almost all the intermediate and secondary school teachers confirmed 

that they were using test specifications when designing the mid-term and final tests, it 

was evident from analysing the so-called test specifications collected from the 

teachers that they were referring to the guidelines for the distribution of the end-term 

test marks, as illustrated by Figure 14 below. This was the same document collected 

from all the teachers in secondary and intermediate schools.  

 



118 

 
Figure 14: The distribution of marks for intermediate and secondary stages 

 

In terms of the content of these written methods, the researcher analysed 18 

quizzes, 16 worksheets, 16 mid-term tests and 16 final tests collected from the 

interviewed teachers (some examples are provided in Appendices H, I and J). When 

analysing the quizzes (see Figure 15 and 16) and the worksheets (see Figure 17 and 

18) from all the stages (primary, intermediate and secondary), it appeared that the 

main assessed areas were grammar and vocabulary, with little emphasis on the main 

skills, i.e., reading, writing, listening and speaking.  
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Figure 15: An example of a quiz for primary school 

 

 

 

Figure 16: An example of a quiz for intermediate school 
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Figure 17: An example of a worksheet for primary school 

 

 

 

Figure 18: An example of a worksheet for intermediate school 
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Furthermore, as we can see from the above figures and from the other 

documents in Appendices H, I and J, it appeared that there was no alignment between 

the content of these documents and the main objective of the reformed EFL curriculum 

(i.e., improving students’ communicative skills). All of the documents included primarily 

discrete-point items assessing students’ mastery of theoretical knowledge of the 

language form, there were no contextualised or performance items. In terms of the 

types of items used in these documents, the most used were: matching; choosing the 

correct answer; sentence completion; re-arranging the words; missing letters; doing 

as shown between practice; forming questions; and answering questions. These items 

are not providing students with chances to actually use or produce the language.  

Likewise, the content of final tests did not really change from the format used 

during the previous curriculum. This is illustrated in Appendix J, a final achievement 

test for secondary school grade 2. In this test, we can see that there are four sections, 

the first one is writing, in which students were asked (a) to write a paragraph about a 

specific topic and they are provided with some helping words; and (b) to re-write some 

sentences using capital letters. In section two, a reading comprehension task, students 

are provided with a passage and related questions to answer. Next, there is a grammar 

question where grammar points are introduced as separate items and in unrelated 

sentences. Finally, section four is concerned with testing vocabulary in an items format 

where students are asked to match words with pictures or choose the right definition.  

This test, which is supposed to be a communicative test, does not differ 

considerably from those of the previous curriculum, except that before introducing the 

communicative curriculum there were six sections in the test; in addition to the 

previous four, there was a written dialogue and a listening part. In the dialogue, the 

students had to complete a prescribed conversation with suitable sentences or words, 

and in the listening part the teacher read a passage after which the student had to 

answer prescribed questions. These two sections are being tested separately in the 

new curriculum to focus on speaking and listening tests. An example of an old test is 

given in Appendix K. 

In relation to the speaking and listening tests, no documents were provided by 

the teachers in that respect. However, during the interviews, some teachers referred 

to their approaches in assessing students’ speaking or listening: 
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In assessing the listening, I let the students listen to a recorder and then I give 
them written questions to answer based on what they heard. For speaking, I 
give the students a personal topic and I ask them to write sentences about it 
and then read it for the class. (Teacher H) 

In assessing the oral skills, I usually assess the students during the class by 
asking them questions from their textbooks. Or I ask them to read a passage 
from their textbooks. (Teacher J) 

Teacher D reported similar approaches to Teacher H and J, stating that:  

I assess students’ speaking by giving them as a homework two or three topics 
with some questions and I ask them to prepare the topics by answering the 
questions. Then I organise individual sessions where I call each student 
individually and I ask her which topic she wants to talk about and then I ask her 
the questions about the topic she chose. Or I ask the students to loudly read a 
passage from the reading texts in their books and by this I assess their 
pronunciation and speaking.  

Teacher C, clearly stated that she does not know how to assess her students’ speaking 

skills:   

… to be honest I don’t really have a specific mechanism in assessing speaking 
and I know my way in assessing the speaking is wrong but seriously I don’t 
know how to assess it or how to assign grades for it. So, I assess them in 
general, sometimes, I give them a topic and ask them to prepare it and talk 
about it or read some sentences from their books.  

5.4 Students’ involvement in the assessment process  

The extent to which the teachers involved students in their own assessment 

and that of their peers was examined in the questionnaire and interviews by asking 

the teachers about their use of alternative assessments (i.e., portfolios, self- and peer-

assessment), and the findings related to student involvement through self-, peer- and 

portfolio assessment were presented in section 5.3. Engaging students in the 

assessment process also entails practices such as sharing and discussing with them 

the learning objectives and success criteria. Findings regarding that feature are 

discussed in what immediately follows. In the questionnaire, Q8a, b and d were 

designed to ascertain to what extent teachers were sharing or negotiating learning 

objectives and assessment criteria with their students. In response to these items, as 

shown in Table 20, it seems that the teachers engage the students by sharing with 
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them the learning objectives, discussing the objectives as well as sharing the success 

criteria very frequently. 

 

Table 20: Students’ involvement in the assessment process 

Items 7 6 
 

5 4
  

3 
 

2 1
  

M St. D 

Q8a: I discuss 
with students 
what they 
should know 
by the end of 
the lesson/unit. 

52.38% 30.48% 10.48% 0.95% 2.86% 0% 2.86% 6.1 1.2 

Q8b: I share 
the learning 
outcomes with 
my students. 

30.48% 33.33% 23.81% 5.71% 0.95% 0.95% 4.76% 5.6 1.4 

Q8d: I share 
with students 
the success 
criteria. 

24.76% 35.24% 21.90% 6.67% 0.95% 0.95% 9.52% 5.3 1.7 

Note: 7= Every time, 6= Usually 90%, 5= Frequently 70%, 4= Sometimes 50%, 3= Occasionally 30%, 
2= Rarely 10%, 1= Never 

 

Although the answers in the questionnaire seem to suggest that the teachers 

involve students in the assessment process, the interviewees’ responses provided a 

very different picture. During the interviews, I checked with the teachers the role of 

their students in the assessment process by asking the teachers if they implement 

self-assessment, peer-assessment or portfolios in their classrooms, and whether they 

share with their students the learning objectives or the success criteria. As seen in 

section 5.3, there was a poor and limited use of alternative assessments among the 

teachers. In addition to this, the majority of the teachers affirmed during the interviews 

that they do not usually share the learning intentions or success criteria with their 

students. It is important to note that most teachers’ responses here were also in 

relation to the learning objectives but not the success criteria.  A sample of the 

teachers’ responses were as follows:  

… once I did it [sharing the objectives with students] with students. However, 
one of the supervisors once said, it is a big mistake to write the objective on the 
board as the students need to discover it themselves at the end of the lesson 
and another time there was a supervisor who said it is very important to share 
the objectives with the students. So, we don't really know they confuse us with 
different directives […] The main challenge of doing so I would say is that 
sometimes we don't really have a clear objective for the lesson. (Teacher J)  
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No, but maybe sometimes I tell the student that this skill is important to focus 
on because it will come on the exam. (Teacher K) 

Actually, in the current situation with the current large number of students in 
class, no and cannot. (Teacher N) 

Not really. They are young. (Teacher L)  

I don't really share the objectives with students especially since we don't have 
clear objectives for each unit. It is ambiguous. (Teacher O)  

Not really. I might tell them what the main idea of the new lesson or the topic, 
but not the objectives […] Not really, their role is just to study for exams and to 
answer the questions during the class or in the test. (Teacher H) 

I have not ever tried to share or explain the objectives of the lesson or intentions 
with my students. (Teacher A) 

I share the learning objectives normally with the students. (Teacher I)  

5.5 Feedback practices employed 

The teachers’ feedback practices were explored by Q6 and Q8 in the 

questionnaire. In Q8, two items, i and j, sought to gauge the frequency at which the 

teachers give students timely feedback (Q8i) as well as opportunities to work on the 

feedback (Q8j), as shown in Table 21. In response to item Q8i, 83.81% of teachers 

reported that they provided students with timely feedback either ‘Every time’, ‘Usually’ 

or ‘Frequently’, while 16.18% revealed that they provided timely feedback less 

frequently or ‘Never’. Furthermore, 20.95% of teachers responding to item Q8j 

indicated that they gave students opportunities to work on the feedback less frequently 

to ‘Never’.  
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Table 21: Feedback practices employed by teachers (questionnaire responses)  

Items 7 6 
 

5 4
  

3 
 

2 1
  

M St. D 

Q8i: I provide 
students with 
timely feedback 
on how to improve 
their learning. 

32.38% 30.48% 20.95% 5.71% 3.81% 1.90% 4.76% 5.5 1.5 

Q8j: I give 
students 
opportunities to 
work on the 
feedback and to 
apply it in a 
meaningful way. 

28.57%  30.48%  20.00%  6.67%  0.95%  4.76% 8.57% 5.3 1.8 

Note: 7= Every time, 6= Usually 90%, 5= Frequently 70%, 4= Sometimes 50%, 3= Occasionally 
30%, 2= Rarely 10%, 1= Never 

 

In the questionnaire, the participating teachers were also asked about the type 

of feedback they give to their students (Q6). In order to capture the most frequent type 

of feedback offered by teachers, they were asked to rank their answers in terms of 

frequency on a scale from 1–7, where 1 indicated the most frequent procedure and 7 

was the least used method. As shown in Table 22, the most popular type of feedback 

given to students was in the form of providing them with marks (36.49%, 1st) followed 

by giving them brief comments such as ‘well done’ (29.73%, 2nd). Detailed written 

comments on learners’ work was the third most frequent type of feedback (30.26%), 

while providing students with comments/hints on how to improve their learning, why 

they received specific grades and oral feedback to the whole class were the least 

frequent types of feedback used by teachers at 25.32% (5th), 42.86% (6th) and 34.57% 

(7th) respectively.  
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Table 22: Teachers’ feedback practices (questionnaire responses)  

What feedback do you give on learners' assessment results? Please rank your answers 
in terms of frequency, where 1 is the most frequently used approach and 7 is the least 
used approach.  

Types of feedback  1st  2nd  3rd  4th  5th  6th  7th  

Mark (percentage, 
points, letter grade, 
etc.). 

36.49% 13.51% 12.16% 13.51% 10.81% 6.76% 6.76% 

Brief comments (e.g., 
‘well done!’). 

29.73% 29.73% 14.86% 12.16% 2.70% 6.76% 4.05% 

Detailed written 
comments on 
learners’ work. 

6.58% 11.84% 30.26% 14.47% 14.47% 7.89% 14.47% 

Detailed oral 
comments on 
learners’ work. 

5.26% 21.05% 14.47% 25.00% 17.11% 10.53% 6.58% 

Comments/hints on 
how to improve 
students’ learning. 

3.80% 13.92% 17.72% 13.92% 25.32% 16.46% 8.86% 

Comments on why 
they got specific 
grades. 

1.30% 2.60% 2.60% 9.09% 20.78% 42.86% 20.78% 

Oral feedback to the 
whole class. 

16.05% 9.88% 12.35% 12.35% 6.17% 8.64% 34.57% 

 

The practice of providing students mostly with brief comments was also 

reported by most of the teachers in the interviews. Even though the interview 

responses revealed that teachers provide various types of feedback (e.g., verbal and 

written) to their students, it seems that most of it was evaluative feedback. For 

instance, when asked about examples of the feedback they give to students, the 

majority of the teachers provided examples of how they praise the students with brief 

comments (e.g., ‘good job’, ‘excellent’), give them rewards (e.g., stickers) or highlight 

their mistakes and weaknesses, but not how they fix their mistakes or improve their 

weaknesses. Below are examples of the teachers’ responses:  

I give feedback to the students in groups. I go to each group and see what they 
are doing and correct their mistakes or praise them if they are doing well. I use 
rewards, for example, I give the good group a star if they do well and by the 
end of the term the group who collects many stars, I give them rewards. 
(Teacher H)  

Yes, of course, verbal like 'good job,' 'excellent.' Or maybe sometimes written 
notes like commenting on their handwriting to make it clearer or maybe to point 
out to them where they make mistakes. (Teacher E)  
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I try to encourage them verbally only and inform them of their mistakes and how 
to avoid them in the coming times. (Teacher B) 

Providing students with feedback is very important, so I write for them most of 
the time motivational words. (Teacher K)  

Yes, of course I give my students feedback with drawing faces [drawing emoji 

facial expressions                ]. (Teacher M) 

Sometimes I give them comments during the class and often on the worksheets 
and test scores. (Teacher N)  

Sometimes there are written notes for the student to clarify her weaknesses in 
order to focus on them and to try to improve them, especially the weak student, 
and I thus have a reference to know the weaknesses of each student. (Teacher 
C)  

 Limiting feedback to the evaluative function was also evident when teachers 

described their own experiences of receiving feedback as students, most of whom, 

when reporting that they did receive such feedback, mentioned only how they were 

praised by their teachers. Teacher G, for instance, described an item of oral feedback 

that she received from a teacher when she was a student: 

I remember when I was in intermediate school, one of my teachers said to me 
that my level in English was very high as if I was in secondary school. I was 
very happy, confident and pleased with that feedback. It was good to receive 
that feedback.  

5.6 Teachers’ reflections on their assessment practices 

Item Q8q was designed to ascertain the frequency of teachers’ reflection on 

their assessment practices. Most respondents (86.66%) indicated that they reflect on 

their assessment practices frequently, while a minority of respondents reported 

reflection less frequently (7.61%) or ‘Never’ (5.71%), as can be seen in Table 23. 

Table 23: Teachers’ reflections on assessment practices 

Items 7 6 
 

5 4 3 
 

2 1 M St. D 

Q8q: I reflect 
on and revise 
my classroom 
assessment 
practices. 

20.95% 37.14% 28.57%  4.76% .95% 1.90%  5.71% 5.4 1.4 

Note: 7= Every time, 6= Usually 90%, 5= Frequently 70%, 4= Sometimes 50%, 3= Occasionally 30%, 2= 
Rarely 10%, 1= Never 
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Despite these encouraging results, the interview data revealed a different 

perspective. For example, in the interviews, teachers were asked if they have thought 

of how best to assess, what to assess, when to assess and why they assess their 

students, and their answers were as follows:  

Mmmm, not really. I assess them on specific skills in specific times. The best 
time for me after each unit to know how much the students acquired and to 
review the weak points. So, I don’t really need to revise my assessment. 
(Teacher L) 

I focus mainly on when to assess the students because I have so many skills 
to assess the students on and just 2 periods in a week, so I have sometimes to 
ask for extra classes so I can assess the students. (Teacher K) 

Only two teachers reported that they reflect on their assessment practices:  

Yes, honestly, I try to watch YouTube to see more approaches to assess the 
students rather than the written worksheets. (Teacher J) 

Actually, yes. I thought of it, but I didn't think about it as an assessment. I was 
thinking of it as students' development. I always try to know how to see the 
development of my student, what to do to see this development? When can I 
see this development?  Why do I need to see this development? Because of 
that I make all the personal effort, which might not be enough, to use different 
methods to check my students’ learning development. To try to deal with them 
as persons and not numbers or marks. (Teacher A) 

5.7 Challenges faced by teachers regarding assessment practices 

During the interviews, the teachers were also asked about the difficulties facing 

them when they assess their students, in response to which a number of issues 

emerged. For example, the individual differences among students, the large number 

of students per class, student absenteeism, time constraints for teaching and 

assessment, the heavy workload and lack of parents’ support. Some excerpts can be 

seen below: 

The differences in the students’ language levels, also there are interested 
students and the uninterested ones, and those who are absent, and I have to 
organise another test for them. Also, there is a large number of students and 
we do not have enough time to test and retest them. This leads me to design 
simple tests for students. (Teacher F) 
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The most difficult thing is the large number of students and the second difficulty 
is the limited time because in the primary school we have only two classes per 
week and as a teacher I don’t know what to do during this time; to finish the 
textbook or to assess students. (Teacher L) 

There are many challenges, among them, the frequent absence of students 
and the lack of interest from the students. Also, time constraints, as the 
teachers have to finish the textbooks, to test students and to do so many things. 
(Teacher B)   

As teachers we have heavy workloads, we are very distracted by the extra tasks 
and responsibilities we have to do. For example, now I am the media 
spokesperson of our school, so I have to post our school activities on different 
social media platforms. Also, we have to take turns in minding the students 
during the break times and in substituting absent teachers. Also, we have many 
classrooms to teach and a large number of students, I have to design tests, 
worksheets, quizzes, to also put up the students grades on the online system 
and to write them manually. (Teacher C) 

One of the biggest problems we face is that there is no cooperation from the 
parents. For example, if the level of the student is poor and we ask the parents 
to help us to improve it, rarely do we find a response from them. (Teacher K) 

5.8 Participants’ perceptions of the change in assessment practices arising from 

the new curriculum 

With respect to the changes in the EFL curriculum, while the teachers and the 

supervisors seem to accurately grasp the changes in the teaching approach and the 

role of teachers and students, the changes in assessment appear to be unrecognised 

as only few changes were reported in relation to assessment. For example, in the 

following statements, the teachers and supervisors describe the core changes in the 

current curriculum:  

They change the idea of the passive teaching into the active learning and focus 
on all skills. And that’s what we need, an active student who is listening, writing, 
reading, speaking in the class. (Teacher E) 

Now, we are using games in teaching and now the educational process is a 
shared responsibility between the teacher and the student. The role of the 
teacher has changed to be more of a guide. (Teacher O) 

There is a big difference in the teaching methods. Before it was more traditional 
but now it is more based on modern methods. Now, we use more technology, 
we use more active learning strategies, learning communities and so on. We 
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always as supervisors encourage the teachers to use the active learning 
strategies in teaching, where the students are the focus of the learning process 
and the teachers as a coach or a guide and that to help the students to learn 
by themselves. (Supervisor) 

The previous curriculum did not focus on all the four skills, but the current one 
covers all the four skills in a very clear way. It is very attractive now for the 
students. The current one is related to the students' lives more; it focuses on 
improving their communication skills. (Supervisor) 

However, as we can see from the following extracts, most of the teachers 

believe that the changes put forward in the new curriculum are not significant, and 

therefore their assessment practices remain similar to those used before the 

introduction of the new curriculum. Some teachers asserted that there were no 

differences such as Teacher C who indicated that “For the secondary stage, there are 

no changes in the assessment procedures between the old and new curricula except 

for adding some new items such as projects”. Similarly, Teacher H reported that “No, 

we don’t have new strategies to assess the students. We just have the written exams”. 

Teacher A had similar perceptions to Teachers C and H, maintaining that  

Not too much, there may be a slight difference […] still the exam is used as a 
main source. Right, there could be other sources or tools but all of that depends 
on the teacher’s personality and preferences. There are no clear documents, 
instructions or directives from the authority for teachers to get out of the 
traditional methods and to use other assessment tools or to be creative. There 
is nothing like that. 

Other teachers stated that the changes were related to the language skills being 

assessed and that the change was in introducing the assessment of speaking and 

listening.  

Yes. it has changed. In the previous curriculum, the assessment was just a 
written exam but now there are speaking exams, listening exams, reading 
exams and writing exams. So, for the four skills. (Teacher O) 

Yes, now there is more focus on the listening and speaking skills. (Teacher B) 

Yes, there is a big difference between them. In the past, they focused on the 
written evaluation only. Now, they assess the pupil's writing, speaking, listening 
and reading, the four skills. (Teacher E) 

Yes, there is a difference. In the new curriculum we assess the four skills, 
speaking, listening, writing and reading. (Teacher D) 
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 This varied understanding of assessment changes was also evident in the 

supervisors’ responses when they were asked about the changes in the assessment:  

There is no real difference in the ways of the assessment. We still have the 
same testing guidelines; it has not changed. There is just a difference in the 
secondary school where they introduce projects. Students are required to 
participate in projects. Also, there has been a change in the distribution of the 
marks. (Supervisor)  

Yes, it has changed. Before the assessment was mainly written exams, 
periodical and final. But now the assessment is divided into two parts, oral and 
written. For the speaking skill, it is a more continuous assessment. It is 
assessed continuously throughout the year, or the semester.  Teachers use 
oral exams, etc. There is also a listening exam where before there were no 
listening and speaking exams. So, the assessment has become more varied, 
we assess all the skills. (Supervisor)  

 As expected, the main changes reported appear to be in relation to 

examinations. However, none of the participating teachers or supervisors mentioned 

any changes related to the content or constructs of assessment, the purpose of 

assessment, alternative tools of assessment or involving students in assessment.  

5.9 Summary  

EFL teachers’ classroom-based language assessment practices have been 

presented in this chapter. The results of the quantitative phase (i.e., the questionnaire) 

and the qualitative phase (i.e., the interviews with teachers/supervisors and document 

analysis) were all addressed simultaneously and separately when and where 

appropriate. In general, the results indicate both consistencies and discrepancies 

between the practices reported by teachers in both phases. The similarities in the 

teachers’ replies were in terms of their feedback practices, as it was found in both sets 

of data that the most used practices were evaluative feedback (i.e., brief comments 

and grades). A consistency was also apparent regarding the frequency of informal 

ungraded assessment practices, as the results of the questionnaires and teachers’ 

interviews show that teachers use ungraded assessment most frequently but not 

necessarily for formative purposes. Additionally, there was consistency between the 

two data sets in terms of the increased use of traditional assessments (e.g., quizzes, 

tests and worksheets).  
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However, it appeared that there were differences in teachers’ replies in relation 

to the alternative assessment methods used, the role of students in the assessment 

process and the alignment between learning and assessment objectives, as well as 

teachers’ assessment reflection practices. To illustrate these differences, while it was 

found in the questionnaire that alternative methods (i.e., self- and peer-assessment) 

were used more often than portfolio assessment, the interviews revealed the opposite. 

That is, portfolio assessment, although poorly implemented, was the most frequent 

alternative assessment method used by the EFL teachers, and most of the interviewed 

teachers were not even familiar with self- or peer-assessment. Additionally, there 

appeared to be a discrepancy among the findings regarding students’ engagement in 

the assessment process. Whereas the questionnaire data showed that the EFL 

teachers involve students by sharing with them learning objectives and assessment 

success criteria or involving them in self- and peer-assessment, these practices were 

absent from the interview results. A further mismatch among the findings appeared to 

concern the alignment between the objectives of learning and assessment and the 

extent to which teachers use reflection to guide their assessment practices.
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Chapter Six: Results of Saudi EFL Teachers’ Beliefs Regarding Classroom-

Based Assessment 

This chapter presents the findings for the second research question that 

addresses the Saudi EFL teachers’ beliefs regarding classroom-based assessment. 

More specifically, it focuses on how teachers’ beliefs relate to their classroom 

assessment practices and to what extent those beliefs are congruent with the current 

Saudi reformed assessment/curriculum policies. Results from the questionnaire and 

the semi-structured interviews are presented concurrently wherever relevant, so that 

a holistic view of the teachers’ beliefs of classroom-based language assessment is 

achieved.  

The teachers’ beliefs about classroom-based assessment were addressed 

through Q12 in the questionnaire and by their responses to the semi-structured 

interviews to the following questions: items 7, 8, 9 and 10 in section B and items 1, 2, 

3, 4 and 5 in section C (see Appendix B). In the questionnaire, Q12, containing 18 

sub-items 1–18, was devoted to the collection of teachers’ views regarding a number 

of aspects of effective classroom-based assessment, as recommended by the new 

Saudi assessment policy (see Chapter Two) and by educationalists such as Brindley 

(2003), Cheng and Fox (2017), Brown and Abeywickrama (2019) and many others as 

discussed in Chapter Three. These items were related to their views about the 

importance of assessment in general, and then the focus was on their views on specific 

aspects of classroom-based assessment. Their beliefs were sought in relation to the 

purposes of classroom-based language assessment; the alignment between 

assessment and the learning objectives; the use of varied assessment methods; 

student involvement in the assessment process; the timing of assessment; and how 

assessment results are used in providing feedback to student and teacher. The last 

item in Q12 was reversed to be in the same direction of the section. It is important to 

note that those items were discussed in Chapter Five in relation to actual practices, 

while in this chapter the focus is on teachers’ beliefs about these issues.  

Furthermore, during the interviews the teachers were asked about their 

perceptions of the nature and purposes of classroom-based language assessment; 

their philosophy of and attitude towards assessment; their perceptions of student 
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engagement in assessment; their views on the use of various assessment methods; 

their beliefs concerning what makes an effective assessment; and their views on 

providing feedback to students. In the following sections, the results from both 

instruments, questionnaires and interviews, are presented thematically in order to 

compare and contrast the findings from the quantitative and qualitative phases of the 

research.  

6.1 Teachers’ general beliefs about classroom-based language assessment  

In the questionnaire, the teachers’ views on classroom-based language 

assessment in general were dealt with in Q12, items 14, 15, 17 and 18. The teachers’ 

responses to these items showed that classroom-based assessment is perceived 

positively by the majority of the EFL teachers. The results in Table 24 below indicate 

that almost three-quarters of the participating teachers believe that classroom-based 

assessment is an integral part of the instructional process (74.3 %), that classroom-

based assessment is important for helping students learn (84.7 %) and that it can 

provide students with greater opportunities to engage in their learning (82.86%). The 

final item in this question was a reversed item in which the teachers were asked about 

their views on the statement that ‘classroom assessment is not important’. In response 

to this item, 73.34% of the teachers reported they either disagree or strongly disagree 

with this statement, which indicates that almost three-quarters of the EFL teachers in 

the sample believe in the importance of classroom-based assessment.
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Table 24: Teachers’ general beliefs about classroom-based language assessment 

Classroom 
assessment  

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 
Agree 

M St. D Rank 

Q12, 14: is an 
integral part of 
the instructional 
process. 

2.9% 3.8% 19.0% 64.8% 9.5% 3.7 .79 14 

Q12, 15: is 
important for 
helping students 
learn. 

5.7% 3.8% 5.7% 57.1% 27.6% 3.9 1.0 7 

Q12, 17: provides 
students with 
greater 
opportunities to 
engage in their 
learning. 

4.8% 4.8% 7.6% 62.9% 20.0% 3.8 .94 10 

Q12, 18: is not 
important. 
(Reversed item) 

42.9% 30.5% 5.7% 16.2% 4.8% 3.9 1.25 9 

 

This belief about how classroom-based language assessment significantly 

enhances students’ learning was also expressed by most of the teachers in the 

interviews. For instance, some of the participant teachers, when describing their 

attitudes towards assessment, expressed the following:  

It [assessment] is a good time to get the feedback and know how my style of 
teaching is working. (Teacher E) 

It gives me a nice feeling as it helps me to see the development in my students’ 
level. (Teacher B) 

Assessment is good and necessary for learning. (Teacher F) 

I like assessment. It shows how hard I work and how hard my students work, 
also in my case I like assessment because it shows me the gaps in my teaching 
or in my students’ learning, so I can work towards fixing or filling these gaps. 
(Teacher K) 

For me, assessment is really necessary, if we employ effective assessment 
practices, this will lead us to huge advancement. It is the assessment which 
can help us to improve. For example, you assess your students, and you see 
that they are weak or strong in some areas, so you can work on improving their 
weaknesses which will help them to improve. (Teacher I) 
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Assessment is important to see how well my students are doing, also am I 
teaching them in a correct way, because sometimes you can be a very good 
teacher, but you cannot help your students to comprehend the information in a 
good way. So, when you assess them and you see that they do not understand, 
it means that you are not explaining to them well enough, or not helping them 
to get to the skill well enough. So, when I am evaluating or assessing my 
students, I am not only evaluating them, but I am also evaluating my way and 
my methods in giving them the information. That is one thing.  Also, students’ 
evaluation is very important because if the students do not have any evaluation 
or assessment, they will be indifferent and uninterested in learning the English 
language, but because they know they will have assessment and exams, they 
are going to concentrate and study hard because they do not want to have low 
marks.  (Teacher G) 

At the same time, however, a negative attitude towards assessment was also 

apparent in the interviews. Assessment was described using negative expressions 

such as “stressful and exhausting” (Teacher C); “a burden” (Teacher G) and “scary” 

(Teacher H). However, it is important to point out that these teachers were dissatisfied 

with the existing assessment procedures in their contexts and not with assessment 

per se. Teacher G, for instance, clarified that she described assessment as a burden 

because it is sometimes linked to teachers’ accountability; for example, if the students 

do not obtain high marks, the teacher will typically be blamed. When prompted as to 

why she described assessment as stressful and exhausting, Teacher C also explained 

that this was because she was not happy with the assessment procedures in her 

school, as she feels lost when she wants to design assessment or mark students’ tests 

due to a lack of illustrative documents or official directives, feelings that were also 

shared by Teacher H. Teacher A strongly expressed that “I don't like the assessment 

in the way which is being applied in our schools”.  

Although some primary school teachers also expressed negative feelings 

towards assessment, they attributed those feelings to reasons either related to 

themselves or to their students rather than the contextual factors expressed by the 

above respondents. For example, these teachers acknowledge how their lack of 

assessment skills, knowledge or even self-confidence may have led some of them to 

be intimidated by assessment, as was evident in Teacher L’s statement: 

My feeling about assessment, at the beginning of the curriculum reformation 
was negative because I do not have much knowledge about assessment, but 
when I delved into it, I found it very cool and includes all skills.  
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Others such as Teachers M and J linked their views to their students’ feelings. 

Teacher M confessed: “Honestly, I don't like assessment because it makes my 

students feel anxious and scared, particularly during the oral exam”. Similarly, Teacher 

J, describing her attitude towards assessment, stated:  

My feeling is that I do not really like it, because when I see the reaction of the 
students when I tell them that there is a test next week, they start to complain. 
So, most of the time I try to reassure them and I tell them that I will give them a 
review and so they relax. 

These last two quotations clearly indicate that those teachers, and possibly 

many others, still employ only tests to assess students. They also highlight the 

importance of using varied assessment methods with students, especially young 

learners. 

6.2 Teachers’ beliefs about the purposes of assessment  

In Q12, item 12 of the questionnaire, the participant teachers were asked about 

their views regarding the formative purpose of classroom-based assessment. In 

response to this statement, 84.7% of teachers revealed agreement or strong 

agreement with using classroom assessment results to improve teaching and learning 

plans, as illustrated in Table 25.  

 

Table 25: Teachers’ beliefs about the purposes of assessment (questionnaire responses) 

                          
                     Items 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

Agree 

M St. D Rank 

Q12, 12: Classroom 
assessment results 
should be used to 
improve/adjust teaching 
and learning plans. 

3.8% 4.8% 6.7% 59.0% 25.7% 3.98  .93 6 

 

This developmental or formative view of classroom-based assessment was 

also recognised and repeatedly reported in the interviews. For example, Teachers A, 

E and F expressed a formative orientation when they stated that assessment should 

be used in order to improve students’ learning, to provide students with feedback and 
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to motivate them, while other respondents indicated that assessment should be used 

for both formative and summative purposes. For example, Teacher C expressed the 

view that classroom assessment should be used to monitor the extent of students’ 

development as well as gaps or defects in her teaching, while Teacher G believed that 

assessment should be employed to check students’ learning, to generate feedback on 

teaching and to motivate students to study hard to get good marks. However, five of 

the 15 teachers (B, H, K, L and N) conveyed only a summative-oriented view of using 

assessment in their classrooms, revealing that assessment is a measurement tool 

which is implemented in their classrooms in order to measure the level of student 

development, monitor the achievement of goals, student learning, student 

understanding and outcomes, and to ascertain levels. Some of the teachers’ 

responses are shown in Table 26: 

 

Table 26: Teachers’ beliefs about the purposes of assessment in the interviews 

Teacher          Purposes of using assessment in the classroom  

B To know whether the goals of the educational process have been optimally achieved. 

C In my opinion, student assessment allows me to see the extent of student development 

and whether there are defects or gaps in my teaching as a teacher. 

E To make the pupils know their weak points and try to improve them; to give them the 

feedback.  

F To help students to learn by knowing whether they understand the course materials or 

not. Also, to motivate students.    

H … to check their understanding and to check their language ability before they go to 

the next grade. 

J … to show me the differences among the students. To show me what is wrong with my 

teaching.  

K … to see the outcomes.   

L To assess students’ levels and know about strong and weak points.  

N To know the level, she [a student] has reached (basic - intermediate - advanced). 

 

In addition to the abovementioned purposes, one teacher in the interviews 

pointed out how assessment is important not only for academic purposes but also in 

non-academic achievements such as building character, conveying a more 

comprehensive understanding of the assessment purposes, as seen in the excerpt 

below:  
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My philosophy of assessment is that high quality and effective assessment is 
the one that can build the character of the student, not destroy it. The one that 
can show me my strengths and add something to my personality. Also, showing 
me my weakness without destroying me. The one that can always show me 
there is a chance for improvement and where is the chance. Also, assessment 
should be a tool of development and not a tool of measuring. (Teacher A) 

6.3 Teachers’ beliefs about assessment methods and the role of students in 

assessment 

The purpose of items 4, 5, 6, 7 and 9 in Table 27 was to explore teachers’ views 

on the use of varied assessment methods in assessing their students and to what 

extent the students should be involved in their own assessment and that of their peers. 

The results demonstrated that the majority of the participating teachers (85.71%) 

‘Agreed’ or ‘Strongly Agreed’ that a variety of classroom assessment methods should 

be used to assess students’ learning and not just pencil and paper tests. Likewise, in 

response to Q12: 9, 81.91% of respondents indicated that they ‘Agreed’ or ‘Strongly 

Agreed’ with the importance of choosing appropriate assessment methods in order to 

make sound decisions. The findings also show that while teachers ‘Agreed’ or 

‘Strongly Agreed’ with the importance of using student self-assessment (75.24%) and 

peer-assessment (63.81%), portfolio assessment seems the least favourable method 

among the other methods, though it is still positively endorsed by 52.38% of teachers 

who reported their agreement on the importance of using it.
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Table 27: Teachers’ views on assessment methods 

             

           Items 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

Agree 

M St. D Rank 

Q12, 4: Various 
classroom 
assessment 
methods should be 
used to assess 
students' learning 
and not just pencil 
and paper tests. 

4.8% 4.8% 4.8% 40.0% 45.7% 4.1 1.05 3 

Q12, 5: Portfolio 
assessment is an 
important method of 
assessment. 

4.8% 19.0% 23.8% 45.7% 6.7% 3.3 1.01 18 

Q12, 6: Peer-
assessment is an 
important method of 
assessment. 

4.8% 11.4% 20.0% 53.3% 10.5% 3.5 .99 16 

Q12, 7: Self-
assessment is an 
important method of 
assessment. 

2.9% 5.7% 16.2% 55.2% 20.0% 3.8 .91 12 

Q12, 9: Classroom 
assessment 
methods should be 
chosen appropriately 
in order to lead to 
sound decisions. 

1.9% 3.8% 12.4% 63.8% 18.1% 3.9 .79 8 

 

In the interviews, the teachers expressed different thoughts with respect to 

portfolio assessment, some of whom conveyed positive views on its use in their 

classrooms. Teacher G, for instance, indicated that she likes to keep a portfolio for 

each student, which the student maintains and into which she puts her work and 

worksheets, so the students can monitor and follow up their own progress and 

performance. Teacher M also demonstrated an awareness of the significance of 

portfolios in enabling students to do this, stating that “the student’s portfolio is very 

good and sometimes I use it because the student can see her progress through it”. 

The value of portfolios in providing tangible evidence of students’ work (Brown 

& Abeywickaram, 2019) was also noted by Teacher I, who commented that “I see 

portfolios as references to which the teacher can refer in order to measure her 

students’ general improvement”.  
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However, other teachers expressed negative attitudes to portfolio assessment, 

believing that it is distracting and of no use for students or teachers as it just adds 

more responsibilities for both parties. The following statement highlights these views:  

Portfolio assessment! I used to use it, but not anymore. With the current 
curriculum, the students are required to have portfolios, but I did not require it 
from my students anymore. This is because I feel it is really distracting for my 
students. For example, students are required to make concept maps explaining 
what they learned from each lesson and put it on a portfolio. This is really 
too much for my students because their level in English is actually poor. They 
cannot do it by themselves. So, they look for help from other sources like the 
Internet or other excellent people. Yes, they learn from doing this but not much, 
and they focus on it and forget the homework and the other main responsibilities 
they need to do. So, I do not require it from them anymore. (Teacher H)  

Although all the teachers during the interviews were aware of (or familiar with) 

portfolio assessment, most were not familiar with the procedures of self-assessment 

or peer-assessment. After the procedures were clarified and some examples of self- 

and peer-assessment were given to the teachers, they were asked about their 

opinions of the potential benefits and constraints of adopting such approaches. Most 

of the teachers expressed positive attitudes towards involving the students in the 

assessment process by encouraging self-assessment and peer-assessment. For 

example, commenting on the benefits of peer-assessment, Teacher I stated that “it is 

really beneficial in that it would help in saving time and effort for the teacher”. Similarly, 

Teacher B, when discussing the advantages of self- and peer-assessment, mentioned 

that they would be “very useful in developing students’ skills and ability to learn from 

their mistakes and correcting them”. Teacher K also noted that self-assessment “would 

help students to focus on their levels and to know their strengths and weaknesses”. In 

the same vein, Teacher L commented that it will “make them [students] more 

confident”. 

It is important to note here that, although the teachers in the questionnaire and 

interviews positively endorsed the use of varied methods of assessment, it appears 

that pencil and paper formats such as quizzes, worksheets, exams and tests are still 

strongly preferred by the majority of them. This finding was evident in the teachers’ 

responses to Question 11 in section B in the questionnaire, as can be seen in Figure 

19:  
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            Figure 19: Teachers’ favourite assessment methods 

              

The participating teachers in the questionnaire were also given the opportunity 

to justify their choices and attributed their preferences to a number of factors. First, the 

most frequent reported reason was in relation to the issue of time: “worksheet and 

quizzes as they save time”; “quiz because it doesn’t take a long time from my class”; 

“quiz because it is fast and effective”; “quiz, it saves time”. Second, some teachers 

justified their preferred methods with reference to reasons related to their students: 

“worksheet and quizzes because they [students] prefer it [sic] more”; “worksheet 

because it creates a competition between Ss and make them learn with fun”; “regular 

exams because students use to do that and know it better”. Furthermore, some 

teachers linked their choices to attributes related to the methods themselves: “Regular 

tests because they are specific and objective”; “written test, because it is easy”; “exam 

because it shows the real level of my students”; “objective tests, easy to correct”; 

“regular test (paper and pencil), it can measure the weak points easily”. 

 Similarly, in the interviews, some teachers expressed their preferences for the 

use of pencil and paper formats such as quizzes, worksheets and exams. For 

example, Teachers K and M claimed that exams are the best way to assess the 

students. However, the issue of the fairness of testing was touched upon by many 

teachers in the interviews. Teacher C, for instance, expressed the view that 

assessment  

must be fair to the student, and it must take into account all the circumstances 
that the student may face, bearing in mind that each student is creative but 
needs effort and time according to her health, psychological and social 
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situation. Also, tests may not always be a true measure of student’s success or 
failure and that the student’s level may be better than what appears in the test 
but needs someone to discover it using other methods. 

Similarly, Teacher M, describing her views about effective assessment, stated 

that “it is the one which integrates all the language skills and it is fair so that it is not 

subject to the assessor’s mood”.  

 The teachers’ views regarding students’ engagement in the assessment 

process were also addressed in the questionnaire in Q12: 2, 3, 10 and 16 (see Table 

28). All the statements were positively endorsed by the teachers. Items 2 and 3 were 

created to ask respondents about their views on sharing the learning objectives (item 

2) and the assessment criteria (item 3) with their students. In response to both items, 

the responses showed that 79.05% and 85.71% of respondents ‘Agreed’ or ‘Strongly 

Agreed’ with Q12: 2 and Q12: 3 respectively. In item Q12: 10, when teachers were 

asked directly about their beliefs regarding the suggestion that learners should be 

involved in the classroom assessment process to increase their motivation, self-

confidence and achievement, 90.48% of them ‘Agreed’ or ‘Strongly Agreed’ with this 

statement. However, the least favoured statement among these propositions was item 

Q12: 16, as only 55.24% of teachers expressed their agreement with the possibility 

that classroom assessment can be done by students as well as teachers, while 20% 

of teachers were ‘Undecided’ and 24.76% either ‘Disagreed’ or ‘Strongly Disagreed’.  

 

Table 28: Teachers' views on students' involvement in assessment 

          
                      Items 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

Agree 

  M St. D Rank 

Q12, 2: Learning 
objectives should be 
shared with students. 

5.7% 9.5% 5.7% 51.4% 27.6% 3.85 1.1 11 

Q12, 3: Assessment 
success criteria should be 
shared with and explained 
to students. 

1.0% 4.8% 8.6% 57.1% 28.6% 4.07 .80 5 

Q12, 10: Learners should 
participate/be involved in 
the classroom assessment 
process to increase their 
motivation, self-confidence 
and achievement. 

1.9% 4.8% 2.9% 54.3% 36.2% 4.18 .85 1 

Q12, 16: Classroom 
assessment can be done 
by students as well as 
teachers. 

5.7% 19.0% 20.0% 44.8% 10.5% 3.35 1.08 17 
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In the interviews, the teachers’ positive views towards sharing learning 

objectives and success criteria with students were also evident. For instance, this was 

apparent in the teachers’ descriptions of the possible benefits. of involving the students 

by sharing learning intentions and success criteria with them (i.e., students). Some 

teachers made the following positive notes:  

Clarity of goals would help the students and the teacher to achieve them easily. 
(Teacher B) 

I really support sharing learning goals with students so that the student knows 
what to focus on. (Teacher C) 

I think it is more effective and useful.  (Teacher E)     

It will help students to stay focused and involved. (Teacher F) 

The student knows what is required of her. (Teacher M) 

I strongly support this because it is more effective. (Teacher N) 

It is a good idea, but I think it is difficult because of the students’ age. (Teacher   
K) 

It is very critical and it makes the students more focused. (Teacher I)  

I strongly support it; I always tell my students that they are the leaders of their 
learning and they are the ones who can guide themselves and who can improve 
themselves. (Teacher A) 

6.4 Teachers’ beliefs about aligning assessment and learning objectives 

Item Q12: 1 was designed to ascertain teachers’ views on aligning assessment 

and learning objectives. The results in Table 29 below demonstrates that 90.5% of 

respondents expressed agreement or strong agreement with the statement that 

classroom-based assessment should be planned according to the learning objectives, 

a crucial step to ensuring the alignment between assessment and the learning process 

(Brindley, 2003). In the interviews, none of the teachers discussed their views in 

relation to these issues because no questions targeted this aspect specifically. 

However, it can be inferred from the interviews with the teachers that because the 

teachers had no clear idea about learning objectives, the tendency was to focus on 
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the content and the skills rather than on specific learning objectives linked to the 

assessment. 

 

Table 29: Results of teachers’ beliefs about aligning assessment and learning objectives 

 
Items 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

Agree 

  M St. D Rank 

Q12, 1: Classroom 
assessment should be 
planned according to 
the learning objectives. 

  4.8%    2.9%     1.9% 50.5%      40.0% 4.18  .96   2 

         

6.5 Teachers’ beliefs about frequency of assessment 

In item Q12: 8, the teachers were asked about their opinion of the importance 

of conducting assessment at regular times throughout the year. Although 68.58% of 

respondents expressed agreement with the statement, there appeared to be variations 

among the teachers’ views in this regard. As can be seen from Table 30, 16.2% of 

teachers ‘Disagreed’ or ‘Strongly Disagreed’ with this statement, while 15.2% of them 

were ‘Undecided’. 

 

Table 30: Teachers’ beliefs about frequency of assessment 

 
          Items 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

Agree 

  M St. D Rank 

Q12, 8: Classroom 
assessment should be 
carried out at regular 
times throughout a 
course. 

4.8% 11.4% 15.2% 50.5% 18.1% 3.65 1.05   15 

 

 

In the interviews, the analysed data revealed similar variations among teachers’ 

beliefs about how often students should be assessed, some of whom were inclined to 

support the idea of assessing students regularly. For instance, Teacher G pointed out 

that “students need to be assessed regularly after every unit”. This was also echoed 

by Teacher B, who expressed the view that “I honestly support the assessment after 

each unit, it is true that it is exhausting with large numbers, but it helps me as a 

teacher”. Teacher K, talking about effective assessment, similarly stated that  
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It is the one which is fair and continuous. Students need to be assessed 
continuously, as the students may face some circumstances which prevent 
them from doing well in one chance, so I need to give them other chances.  

Similar to Teacher K, Teacher N expressed her frustration at the current 

assessment policy for primary schools as not being fair to students and pointed out 

that assessment should be continuous to be so. As she stated,  

I am not really satisfied with the assessment policy in the primary stage. We 
are required to assess the students four times during the year, two times in the 
first term and two times in the second term in order to document the students’ 
level in Nour [an online grading system in Saudi Arabia]. But this is not fair for 
our students because they have different abilities, there are individual 
differences among them. There could be kids who can master the assessed 
skills faster than others. I believe that students should be assessed more 
frequently, at least four times in the first term and four times in the second term. 
It could be better to assess them after each unit, for example. This will help the 
teacher to help the students.  

The above quotation clearly demonstrates a misconception or a 

misinterpretation from the teacher in relation to the current Saudi primary school 

assessment policy, in that, as illustrated in Chapter Two, the assessment procedure 

at the primary stage is actually a continuous process. However, the teachers need to 

report students’ levels at certain times during the term. 

Other teachers preferred assessment to be conducted less frequently. For 

example, Teacher C said:  

I don’t know exactly, I feel monthly is enough, but it will be stressful for me as 
a teacher, though it would give me the accurate assessment of students’ level. 
However, sometimes I think three times in the year is enough, like for example, 
one at the beginning of the term to see my students’ initial level, one in the 
middle of the term to check their improvement and one at the end of the term 
to be the final assessment of their learning.  

This teacher, however, went further to explain the role of the context in shaping her 

preferences, when she stated that “if I was in a smaller educational context with fewer 

students, I would prefer to assess them after each unit to see how much they 

understand and if they need a repeat or help”. 
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6.6 Teachers’ beliefs about provision of feedback 

In the questionnaire, the participating teachers were questioned about their 

perspectives on providing students with timely descriptive feedback so as to improve 

their learning (Q12: 11). The results in Table 31 below indicate that most of the 

respondents (88.6%) were highly positive about this statement.  

 

Table 31: Teachers’ beliefs about the provision of feedback 

 
          Items 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

Agree 

    M St. D Rank 

Q12, 11:  Students should 
receive timely descriptive 
feedback on how to improve 
their learning. 

2.9% 4.8% 3.8% 58.1% 30.5%  4.08   .88    4 

 

 

In the interviews, there was a similar level of high agreement among teachers 

of the importance of providing students with descriptive feedback. Below are some 

examples of the teachers’ replies:  

Providing students with feedback is very necessary, not just for the student but 
me as a teacher. (Teacher J)  

Providing students with feedback is a very good way to make connection with 
our students […] and make them learn more and more.  (Teacher L) 

Providing students with feedback is necessary. (Teacher O) 

Very useful for students to know their strengths and weaknesses and the extent 
of their skill acquisition. (Teacher B) 

I strongly support the idea of providing students with feedback […] this method 
increases her awareness of her strengths and weaknesses that need 
improvement. It can increase the student's awareness of herself, her level, her 
capabilities and to direct her regularly. (Teacher N) 

The benefits of feedback are numerous, as it allows the student, as I mentioned 
earlier, to focus on her weaknesses and improve them and allows the teacher 
to know the weaknesses of each student so that she works to develop them 
and provide the student with the best way to improve them. However, it is 
certain that we face some challenges such as the huge number of students and 
that sometimes students neglect these notes. (Teacher C) 
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Providing feedback to students on their work is very important to help them to 
know their level in English. Also, it helps the good students to be more confident 
and it encourages them to do better, especially if you give them feedback in 
front of their classmates. (Teacher G) 

The feedback is very beneficial, especially when I give the students individual 
feedback. I noticed that they respond to my feedback. If the student is excellent, 
the feedback motivates her more and more, and if the student is weak, it makes 
her aware of her weaknesses and improve. (Teacher I) 

All the aforementioned quotations illustrate how teachers are aware of the value 

of providing students with descriptive feedback. The teachers note how the benefits 

relate not only to the students but also to the teachers themselves. However, Teacher 

C’s comment refers to an important issue – highlighted in much of the literature – 

concerning the students’ actual use of the feedback, which will be considered further 

in the Discussion chapter. Furthermore, although the majority of the teachers agreed 

on the importance of providing feedback to their students on their assessment results, 

further elicitation revealed that teachers do not have a systematic approach to doing 

so and they may need more training on this aspect, as pointed out by Teacher A:  

Of course, feedback is very important, so that my students know how well they 
are doing during the lesson, but honestly, I feel like I really need more 
information about giving feedback to students and how to use them to help the 
students to improve more and more. 

6.7 Summary  

 In this chapter, the EFL teachers’ beliefs concerning several aspects of 

classroom-based language assessment have been discussed. When and wherever 

appropriate, the findings from the questionnaire and the interviews were addressed 

concurrently and separately. The results overall revealed a degree of consistency 

between the teachers’ questionnaire replies and the interview reports. Overall, 

although classroom-based assessment was perceived positively by the majority of the 

EFL teachers, some negative views arose from their contexts and not assessment per 

se. Furthermore, the teachers showed positive attitudes towards both the 

improvement function of assessment as well as its summative function. In terms of the 

teachers’ beliefs concerning the use of varied assessment methods and students’ 

engagement in the assessment process, the results showed the teachers’ agreement 
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on the importance of such aspects. Finally, the findings revealed that the teachers 

were highly positive concerning providing students with quality feedback as well as 

aligning their assessment practices to the learning objectives.  
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Chapter Seven: Results of Saudi EFL Teachers’ Perceived Classroom-Based 

Language Assessment Literacy  

This chapter presents the findings in relation to the third and fourth research 

questions, namely the level of confidence that Saudi EFL teachers have about 

language assessment literacy as well as their perceived level of training relating to 

classroom-based language assessment and their training needs in that respect. The 

analysis in this chapter uses the different sets of data (i.e., quantitative and qualitative) 

collected via the questionnaire and semi-structured interviews with both the teachers 

and the supervisors. Wherever possible, the findings are presented simultaneously to 

provide a comprehensive view of the teachers’ perceived confidence and their 

professional training needs regarding classroom-based language assessment.  

7.1 Saudi EFL teachers’ level of confidence in their language assessment 

literacy 

This question is answered by taking into account the results of the first part of 

Q13 in the questionnaire (i.e., part A). In this question, EFL teachers were asked about 

their confidence levels in relation to 20 areas of classroom-based language 

assessment, each according to the five-point Likert scale (1= Not confident, 2= 

Somewhat confident, 3= Uncertain, 4= Confident, 5= Very confident). Table 32 

presents the items which were addressed to the EFL teachers, whose responses are 

given in Table 33. 
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Table 32: Items for question 13 in the questionnaire 

Item 
Code  

Item  

Q13: 1   I can identify different purposes of assessment.  

Q13: 2   I can choose assessment methods that are suitable for my learners.  

Q13: 3   I can design classroom-based tests.  

Q13: 4   I can assess my learners’ listening skills.  

Q13: 5   I can assess my learners’ speaking skills.  

Q13: 6   I can assess my learners’ reading skills.  

Q13: 7   I can assess my learners’ writing skills.  

Q13: 8   I can assess my learners’ skills in an integrated way, e.g., reading a text and writing about it.  

Q13: 9   I can use self-assessment to assess my learners.  

Q13: 10   I can use peer-assessment to assess my learners.  

Q13: 11   I can use student portfolios to assess my learners.  

Q13: 12   I can assess learners with special learning needs, e.g., dyslexia, learning impairment.  

Q13: 13   I can provide my students with descriptive feedback that is specific and directly related to their   
performance on the assessment task or learning activity.  

Q13: 14   I can use assessment results to make decisions about individual students.  

Q13: 15   I can use assessment results to plan teaching.  

Q13: 16   I can recognize how tests influence my teaching and students' learning.  

Q13: 17   I can apply the appropriate levels of the Common European Framework of Reference (CEFR) 
to assess my students.  

Q13: 18   I can explain assessment results to pupils.  

Q13: 19   I can explain assessment results to parents and others.  

Q13: 20   I can recognise inappropriate (e.g., invalid, unreliable, biased) assessment methods.  

 

From the data in Table 33, the overall mean score of teachers’ confidence 

levels was (3.63) out of (5), which corresponded to ‘Confident’. It is also apparent that 

the EFL teachers seem to be quite confident in choosing assessment methods that 

are suitable for their learners (M= 4.23), in designing classroom-based tests (M= 3.99) 

and in using assessment results to plan teaching (M= 3.88). On the other hand, the 

respondents seem to be less confident in certain other areas of assessment, such as 

applying the CEFR levels to assess their students (M= 2.82), assessing learners with 

special needs (M= 3.1), using portfolio assessment (M= 3.38), recognising 

inappropriate assessment (M= 3.41) and using peer-assessment (M= 3.45). In terms 

of the assessment of language skills, it seems that the teachers feel more confident in 

assessing receptive skills: reading (M= 3.79) and listening (M= 3.75), than in 

assessing productive skills: writing (M= 3.48) and speaking (M= 3.56).  
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Table 33: Results for part A of question 13 in the questionnaire 

Item 
Code 

Not 
confident 

Somewhat 
confident 

Uncertain Confident Very 
Confident 

M St. D Rank 

Q13: 1  4.1%  8.2%  11.0%  60.3%  16.4%  3.7  0.96 8 

Q13: 2  -  5.5%  8.2%  43.8%  42.5%  4.2 0.82 1 

Q13: 3  2.7%  5.5%  11.0%  52.1%  28.8%  3.9  0.93 2 

Q13: 4  1.4%  13.7%  13.7%  50.7%  20.5%  3.7  0.98 9 

Q13: 5  5.5%  15.1%  16.4%  43.8%  19.2%  3.5         1.12 13 

Q13: 6  4.1%  11.0%  11.0%  49.3%  24.7%  3.7         1.06 7 

Q13: 7  8.2%  16.4%  16.4%  37.0%  21.9%  3.4         1.23 15 

Q13: 8  8.2%  9.6%  19.2%  49.3%  13.7%  3.5         1.1 14 

Q13: 9  4.1%  6.8%  15.1%  61.6%  12.3%  3.7         0.91 10 

Q13: 10  4.1%  11.0%  30.1%  45.2%  9.6%  3.4         0.95 16 

Q13: 11  8.2%  15.1%  17.8%  47.9%  11.0%  3.3         1.12 18 

Q13: 12  15.1%  11.0%  32.9%  31.5%  9.6%  3.1         1.18 19 

Q13: 13  4.1%  11.0%  15.1%  56.2%  13.7%  3.6         0.98 11 

Q13: 14  4.1%  8.2%  9.6%  54.8%  23.3%  3.8           1 5 

Q13: 15  2.7%  9.6%  9.6%  53.4%  24.7%  3.8          0.98 3 

Q13: 16  6.8%  1.4%  13.7%  54.8%  23.3%  3.8          1.01 4 

Q13: 17  24.7%  8.2%  32.9%  28.8%  5.5%  2.8          1.24 20 

Q13: 18  6.8%  1.4%  13.7%  54.8%  23.3%  3.8          1.07 6 

Q13: 19  24.7%  8.2%  32.9%  28.8%  5.5%  3.6          1.14 12 

Q13: 20  4.1%  12.3%  6.8%  52.1%  24.7%  3.4          1.13 17 

Overall Teacher Confidence Levels  3.6           .62          - 

 

The high confidence levels expressed by the respondents to the questionnaire 

regarding the design of summative tests and the ability to choose assessment 

methods suitable for students were also noticeable during the interviews. For example, 

when asked if they feel confident when assessing their students’ language abilities, 

some of the teachers appeared to be quite confident about their assessment practices 

and attributed this confidence to their familiarity with the logistics of assessment, i.e., 

how marks are distributed and their ability to choose assessment suitable for their 

students: 
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Yes, I feel confident, because the mechanism of the assessment is clear to me 
and every skill has a specific mark such as reading, writing, speaking and so 
on. (Teacher E) 

I can say yes, I feel confident in assessing my students. I would say because, 
as you know, the assessment in our system focuses on the four language skills: 
speaking, reading, writing and listening. And for each skill, we have specific 
procedures in assessing the students. For example, for speaking, we have a 
ready exam, such as a conversation with a student, during which I ask her 
questions and I see her pronunciation and understanding. For the listening skill, 
it is the same. I assess it by ready tests during the class. For writing and 
reading, you know we have the mid-term and final exams for them, so the 
process is clear for me. (Teacher I)  

Yes, I feel confident. Because the students’ results are always good. (Teacher 
M) 

Yes, I feel confident, because I have a list of the skills that the students need to 
master and also I know my students. For example, because I know the 
personalities of my students, I give them many chances to master the skills 
because sometimes they feel shy, so I give them other chances. (Teacher L) 

Yes, I feel confident because I would not assess them unless I cover what they 
will be assessed on. (Teacher B) 

Other teachers also expressed confidence in assessing their students and 

attributed this confidence to their teaching experience: 

Yes, I feel confident in assessing my students, because I have a lot of 
experience in teaching and I have used many ways for assessment. So, I am 
aware of the assessment suitable for the ages and levels of my students. 
(Teacher G) 

I feel 100% confident about my assessment abilities. This confidence came 
from the experience and from facing the reality on the ground, so what helped 
us is the actual activation of assessment.  (Teacher O)  

In general, yes, I feel confident. My experience as a teacher has helped me to 
be confident when assessing my students. Particularly that I know what I am 
teaching them and what is suitable to be assessed and what is not. For 
example, if there is something in their textbook which is higher than their levels, 
I ignore it and I just briefly explain it during the class, but I do not assess them 
on it. But I face difficulties when I assess speaking and writing, I do not know 
how to distribute the marks. They just say assess speaking throughout the year 
and it’s worth 6 marks, but how to distribute these 6 marks or how to assess 
speaking, I am not sure. So, I only assess it in general through conversations 
or reading aloud so I can hear their pronunciation.  (Teacher C) 
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Other respondents, despite being experienced teachers, expressed a lack of 

confidence in their ability to assess their students:  

To be honest, no, not at all. I don’t feel that I have the confidence in assessing 
my students’ speaking, reading, listening or writing. This could be, not only 
because of the lack of the standards [rubrics], but also the real big issue which 
causes difficulties for me in the assessment process is the gap between the 
students’ levels and the level of the content they are learning and need to be 
assessed on. There is something wrong, there is a gap whether in the 
assessment we use, in the assessment guidelines, or in the assessment 
training. I really really face difficulties when it comes to assessing my students’ 
language abilities and every year I put a remedial plan for myself to help me in 
improving my assessment practices, such as what I want my students to show 
me in terms of speaking, writing, reading, etc. But without any use, it is very 
difficult. (Teacher A) 

No, I am not confident, because I am required to use a variety of methods to 
assess students on a variety of skills and I do not really know how. (Teacher 
J)  

7.2 Types of training in classroom-based language assessment received by 

Saudi EFL teachers 

To address this research question, data from the questionnaire and interviews 

with teachers and supervisors are reported concurrently when possible. In the 

questionnaire, the assessment training for teachers was investigated in the 

introductory section where teachers were asked about their assessment pre-service 

preparation and in-service training. Also, in the last section of the questionnaire, 

completed by a total of 73 teachers, in Q13, part B, the teachers were asked to indicate 

whether they felt they needed training regarding any of the assessment areas, as 

presented above in Table 32, by selecting ‘Yes’ or ‘No’ from a dropdown list, by means 

of which they were able to additionally indicate if there were other assessment areas 

not in the list in which they would like training. Furthermore, during the interviews the 

teachers were asked about their assessment training in section E. In addition, during 

the interviews with the English language supervisors, they were asked about their 

roles in regard to the professional development of the teachers, the EFL teachers’ 

training framework and procedures, the types of training available for teachers in 

relation to student assessment and any challenges facing supervisors with respect to 

teachers’ assessment training. 
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7.2.1 Pre-service language assessment training  

When the teachers were asked about whether they had had pre-service 

assessment training, only 40.95% of the total cohort of respondents (N= 105) indicated 

that they had pre-service assessment training, while 59.05%  affirmed that they did 

not receive it, as shown in Figure 20. However, when the teachers who answered ‘Yes’ 

were asked to specify the topics which were included in their training, only seven 

teachers answered, and the results showed that the topics were merely aspects of 

designing traditonal tests, as displayed in Table 34.   

 

 

Figure 20: Teachers' pre-service language assessment training (questionnaire responses) 

 

 

Table 34: Topics included in pre-service language assessment training (questionnaire responses) 

If your answer is yes, please specify what types of topics were included.  

worksheet / quiz / oral tests, etc.  

grammar, reading comprehension, vocabulary and speaking   

reading and writing  

missing letters / Wh-Qs/ matching   

tests  

how to build tests or exams   

topics such as direct testing, indirect testing, objective testing and subjective testing.  
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Similarly, the interview responses revealed that language assessment training 

was overlooked during teachers’ preparation programmes. For example, when the 

teachers were asked if they had learned about language assessment during their pre-

service teacher education, there was a consistent response that they had learned 

nothing during their college study in relation to assessment. Some of the teachers’ 

responses are presented in Table 35 below. 

 

Table 35: Teachers’ pre-service language assessment training (interview responses) 

Teacher Language assessment in teacher education 

A I don't remember that I learned anything about assessment.   

B No, we did not.   

C No.    

D No, unfortunately.  

E No, I did not.   

F Just very briefly as part of the teaching methods course.  

G No, I did not.   

H Honestly, it [her teacher education] was weak, as in my study in the college there was a 
teaching methodology course and, in that course, I remember we just learned superficially 
how to construct tests and something like that.   

I Honestly, no. I don’t remember that we had studied anything related to language 
assessment. 

J No, maybe during the practicum, we were asked to write tests.  

L No.  

N No, I did not, it was a bad education.  

O No, not really. 

  

Commenting on the impact of this lack of assessment training on their 

confidence when they started teaching, some of the interviewees stated the following: 

I did not feel really prepared for testing or assessing my students and that had 
affected my confidence at the beginning of my career. I only learned about 
assessment when I became a real teacher.  (Teacher A)  

At the beginning of my career, I suffered a lot from a lack of self-confidence 
because I did not know how to assess my students or how to design tests for 
them.  (Teacher C) 
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No, not at all, I was not prepared to assess my students when I start teaching. 
(Teacher E)  

At the beginning it was difficult and with practice we are getting better, praise 
be to God. We are still learning no matter what we know. (Teacher N) 

No, at the beginning, I was not really confident because I was a new teacher 
and I was alone, there was no other English teachers in the school, no one to 
ask for help. So, I was very scared to give them difficult exams or to not give 
them fair marks. So, no, I was not confident at the beginning. (Teacher G)  

No, I was not at all prepared. At the beginning, I referred back to my experience 
as a student and tried to assess the students the same way as my previous 
teachers. However, the new curriculum was different to ours and the previous 
assessment methods were no longer suitable. We were confused and nervous 
on how to assess our students. (Teacher O) 

No, no, no. The first year for me was very difficult. I relied on myself to find out 
how the previous teachers assessed their students and how they wrote tests. I 
don’t want to be unfair with the supervisors, but at that time no one was there 
to direct me. I do not know why! Maybe they were busy or there was no focus 
on the assessment, I had very little visits from them. So, I relied on myself. But 
now, the supervisors focus more on the assessment and they send us regularly 
the marks distribution. However, there are still teachers who come to ask us to 
provide them with previous examples of our tests or how we assess our 
students. (Teacher H) 

7.2.2 In-service assessment training  

In addition to eliciting whether teachers had been trained in how to assess their 

students’ language ability during their pre-service education, I was interested to 

examine the teachers’ in-service training on assessment and their satisfaction 

regarding the workshops offered to them. In the questionnaire, the teachers were 

asked about their in-service assessment training and from the total cohort of 

respondents (N= 105), just above one third of respondents (38.10%) indicated that 

they had received training on testing and assessment while almost two thirds (61.90%) 

revealed that they had not, as can be seen in Figure 21. Of the former group, only five 

teachers provided examples of the type of training they received, which mainly related 

to designing tests. The teachers’ responses are reported below in Table 36.  
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Figure 21: Teachers’ in-service assessment training (questionnaire responses) 

 

 
Table 36: Types of in-service assessment training reported in the questionnaire 

If your answer is yes, please specify the kind of training you received:  

Setting up exams 

A 15-day course on how to make a proper test  

How to make online tests  

How to write final exams and how to evaluate students with different kinds of exams during the lesson  

Building tests   

 

Similar results in relation to the teachers’ in-service assessment training 

experiences were also found during the teachers’ interviews, i.e., only a minority of the 

respondents reported that they had attended workshops which were mainly on 

designing tests. For example, only four teachers out of 15 affirmed that they had 

attended in-service assessment trainings which were focused on designing tests or 

mark distribution. The teachers’ responses were as follows: 

Yes, I did, and it was about the testing guidelines and table of specification4 
(Teacher E)  

 
4 When the teacher was asked further about the table of specification, it was found that she meant the 
marks distribution discussed in section 5.3. 
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I attended only a workshop about how to distribute marks and how to design 
tests. (Teacher I) 

I only attended one test preparation workshop, which was about how to write 
test questions and how to distribute grades on the questions. These workshops 
are usually presented before the final exams. (Teacher B) 

Yes, I did. The focus of the workshop was on how to form questions in the tests, 
how to put them in the correct order and how to distribute the marks […] it 
helped me at the beginning to learn how to distribute the marks, how to make 
an appropriate exam with variety of questions such as choose, match and so 
on. (Teacher G) 

The other teachers revealed that most of the training sessions they had 

attended were about other educational topics such as motivating low-level students, 

teaching strategies, active learning strategies and so forth.  

The data collected from the teachers regarding their limited in-service 

assessment training, via the questionnaire and the interviews, was further confirmed 

by the supervisors’ responses. During the interviews with the supervisors, they were 

asked about the measures that are taken to help teachers to improve their assessment 

practices. One supervisor revealed that she organises three assessment workshops 

during the school year for EFL teachers, one of which is delivered at the beginning of 

the school year when the attendees are mostly new teachers. The other two sessions 

are delivered before the final exams in each semester. These workshops cover mostly 

test preparations. The other supervisor indicated that she meets a number of teachers 

before the final exams to clarify and discuss the guidelines regarding the creation of 

the final tests. With respect to classroom formative assessment, the supervisors 

asserted clearly that the in-service training did not address this. This might explain 

why most of the teachers in the interviews reported that they did not attend any training 

related to formative assessment practices. The supervisors’ answers were as follows:   

We train them on how to prepare exams, how to assess students, etc. This is 
once a year. Especially the new teachers. Also, we make sure at least before 
the final exams in each semester to organise workshops or training on how to 
design tests or exams.  

Mostly, before the exams, we make sure to have meetings with the teachers to 
discuss the guidelines for making the tests, the frequently made mistakes and 
so on. But honestly, as I said to you there are no changes in the assessment 
procedures.  
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During the teachers’ interviews, a repeated theme emerged concerning their 

uncertainty about whether workshops or training related to assessment were available. 

An example is Teacher H’s response: “There could be a workshop done on 

assessment. I don’t really know”. A similar response came from Teacher A, who said: 

“I never attended a training on assessment, there could be something, but I never 

heard about it”. Therefore, during the supervisors’ interviews, there was a need to 

explore further the procedures or the framework of EFL teacher in-service training. 

Both supervisors affirmed that they follow a system called ‘Mandhomah’ which is 

specific to the Educational Supervision Department. According to this system, the 

supervisors are required to deliver a minimum of two short workshops, two training 

courses and one practical lesson annually. These workshops are designed by the 

supervisors and last from one to three days. The training courses, however, last from 

one week to one month and are presented to the supervisors as ready-made training 

packages from the Ministry of Education on various educational topics. Both types of 

training are delivered by the supervisors to the teachers. Furthermore, the supervisors 

select the focus of these sessions based on their analysis of teachers’ needs, which 

they determine by sending them a survey at the beginning of the school year or giving 

it to them during their school visits. The training usually takes place in the Supervision 

Department or in the training centres and is optional for teachers. At the end of the 

year, the supervisors are required to write reports on their work during the year, as 

shown in the following statement:  

We have a system according to which we work. It is called [Mandhomah]. 
According to this system, you should have 60 teachers to supervise. For those 
teachers, you have to organise at least 2 workshops, 2 training courses and a 
practical lesson. I have also to visit each teacher twice a year, but each teacher 
does not necessarily need to attend a training or a workshop. The design of the 
workshops and the training courses depends on the teachers themselves, on 
their needs. For example, from our visits to the schools, we see what teachers 
need, what they are doing poorly and we want to help them to improve it and 
so on. Also, at the start of each year we distribute a survey to collect the 
teachers’ needs and based on this information we design these workshops and 
training courses.  

Another supervisor explained the procedures that govern the design of the 

training sessions and/or workshops, revealing that when she has a particular topic 

which she wants to deliver to teachers, she designs a workshop and sends a general 
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invitation to all teachers via their school principals or through the school platforms. 

However, if the supervisor knows specific teachers who are in need of this training, 

she will indicate their names clearly in the invitations, as illustrated in the quotation 

below: 

When I have something new like an App that would help the teachers and 
students or anything I found the teachers most need, I design a workshop and 
then I issue an official general invitation which I send to all the 60 teachers. If 
there are specific teachers whom I want to attend, I make sure to include their 
names in the document. I send the invitation either to their principals or via their 
schools’ online platforms [...] The packages, which I have, were given to me 
when I started my job. They gave me so many packages on different topics and 
of different formats: some for short workshops and some for long courses. We 
choose from these packages what we see our teachers need the most and we 
are not allowed to change anything in the packages.  

However, this training system seems to be unpopular among teachers. For 

example, in the interviews, when the teachers were asked about their satisfaction with 

the workshops offered to them, although Teacher G expressed the view that “I am 

pleased with what they are offering”, the same teacher stated that “I am not attending 

anymore because I think I got enough as there is nothing new being offered”. There 

were also some negative comments about the training workshops offered to EFL 

teachers, whether in relation to assessment or in general. In terms of the assessment 

workshops, Teacher O, for instance, stated that she was “disappointed, honestly, there 

is nothing about assessment which can guide us on assessing our students”. This was 

also supported by Teacher I’s statement that “I am not happy, I wish there are training 

and detailed instructions on using varied assessment methods and approaches and 

how to assess the students in each area. This would help us as teachers and also our 

students”. 

Other teachers expressed negative comments about the EFL workshops in 

general. For example, Teacher K pointed out that “the workshops are still weak and 

theoretical and not related to the actual reality of the field”. This view was supported 

by Teacher J in her description of the in-service training available for EFL teachers, 

who stated “it is really bad because it is very little compared to our needs. And if it 

happens, it is more theoretical while we need more practical ways”. This perspective 

on the in-service training as not being tailored to the teachers’ needs and not fitting 

their geographical context was also shared by Teacher A, who commented that:  
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I am not fully satisfied. As I told you it is very important when they are designing 
these workshops to make them real and fit the reality. What I really want is that 
when these workshops occur, to be real and stem from our needs and not 
ready-made lectures which might fit other cities but not Najran. And the goals 
of these workshops need to be clear and attractive and not just to force me to 
use and do things that do not suit my context.  

7.2.3 Other sources of assessment literacy 

Although the findings showed that the in-service assessment training available 

to teachers was limited, there appeared to be a change in the confidence level of 

teachers regarding assessing their students from the time when they began teaching 

to the present time in their careers when they become experienced teachers, as 

illustrated in sections 7.2.1 and 7.1. Therefore, during the interviews with teachers, 

further exploration was attempted to ascertain what has contributed to the increased 

confidence in their assessment practices beyond their years of experience, given the 

limited official training. In that regard, teachers reported they resorted to using 

alternative sources to compensate for this perceived deficit of training, the majority 

of whom indicated that they learned about language assessment on the job, through 

gaining information from colleagues, online sources and communities of practice for 

language teachers via social media such as Telegram and WhatsApp: 

I learned about assessment by reading on the Internet and by participating in 
the channels of language teachers on social media. (Teacher N) 

From experience and telegram channels. I also search a lot on the Internet. 
(Teacher M)  

From many sources like my colleagues, my experience, Internet and education 
references. (Teacher F) 

I used some copies of some previous exams from previous teachers who were 
teaching before me. I read their questions, I see their distribution of marks and 
I follow them. Also, I asked my supervisor who gave me some notes on writing 
the tests and how to distribute the marks of the test. Nowadays, I use 
sometimes Google and sometimes Telegram. (Teacher G) 

From my supervisors’ instructions, from other English language teachers and 
from English language channels on the Telegram and social media in general. 
(Teacher E) 

From the Internet and from the supervisor. (Teacher D) 
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From my supervisors, my colleagues and from the Internet. (Teacher C) 

However, these approaches seemed to be inadequate to satisfy teachers’ 

training needs, as indicated by Teacher A, who said: “I learn from reading some 

articles, colleagues and meeting with my supervisor, but honestly I don't get deep and 

thorough information from these sources”.  

Additionally, during the interviews with the EFL teachers, they were asked 

about their experiences as students themselves with EFL learning and assessment 

and if there have been any differences between their own schooling experiences and 

their students’ experiences. The aim was to explore if the teachers revert to their 

experiences as students themselves, and replicate how they were assessed in 

assessing their students. In terms of how they learned EFL, all the participating 

teachers affirmed that the way by which they learned EFL has totally changed in 

contemporary practice. They all shared the idea that they learned EFL in a traditional, 

teacher-centred way but now their students are learning in a learner-centred approach. 

Furthermore, with respect to how they were assessed, all teachers confirmed that in 

the past they were assessed in a traditional way via a limited number of tests and 

exams, as shown in Table 37. 

 

Table 37: Assessment methods used with teachers in their early years of schooling  

   Teacher                      Methods used 

Teacher A Tests and marks.  

Teacher B They used to be relied on written tests.  

Teacher C Only written tests.  

Teacher D Written exams.  

Teacher E Just written tests which depends on memorization only.  

Teacher F Via exams.  

Teacher G We used to have 2 exams and the final exam at the end of the year was 35 marks. 
There was handwriting in the exam, there was comprehension, there was 
composition, there was grammar, there were all the skills in one exam.  

Teacher H It was measured only by written tests. 

Teacher I Before, the focus was on the written exams for reading and writing and it was memory 
tests, we memorised the content and answered the questions. There was no free 
writing.  

Teacher J It was one chance that we needed to study hard to pass it.  

Teacher M Only exams.  

Teacher N Tests only and who fails the test fails in the subject.  

Teacher O We used to have only two tests per term, one mid-term and the second end of term. 
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In relation to whether or not their students are being assessed in the same way, 

although some teachers asserted that their students are now being assessed 

differently, it can be seen that the changes were mainly in terms of the timing of 

summative assessment and that students have many chances to collect marks: 

Yes, there is a difference. Now the assessment is ongoing, there are many 
chances. In our days, we were restricted to the two tests, either white or black. 
(Teacher N)  

Yes, now there are many chances and a lot of tools…like quiz and 
worksheets. (Teacher M)  

Yes. Now, students have many chances. (Teacher J) 

… now we assess the four skills and different types of activities and even the 
marks are now specified for each skill. (Teacher I) 

Yes. Because we assess students many times. (Teacher F) 

Yes, there are differences. Now there is a chance to improve the pupil’s marks 
in many ways. But in the past, there was no chance at all. (Teacher E) 

Yes, there are currently many more methods of assessment than before. They 
used to rely on tests and now there are oral assessment and short tests. 
(Teacher B) 

Now we have the listening assessment, speaking assessment and written 
assessment. (Teacher G) 

Yes, very much. We use now different formats during the year. (Teacher O)  

During the interviews, some teachers revealed negative aspects of their 

schooling experience in relation to assessment such as unfair grading, unfair 

procedures, bad timing and the insufficient number of assessment opportunities. 

These practices led the teachers to decide to provide their students with different 

experiences, as illustrated in the following comments:  

… I am trying to use what I was wishing to be used with me as a student. To be 
assessed orally and given many chances.  (Teacher D) 

… I am trying to use different methods of assessment so that students gain 
more marks.  (Teacher B) 
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… I did not use only one kind of exam as in the past, I use different kinds to 
give them the chance to get good marks. (Teacher E) 

… when I was a student, I felt what was happening was unfair. I was a good 
student, but I did not take the marks that I deserved. So, I decided I will never 
evaluate my students just according to the exams. Because those exams do 
not measure their real levels. I am sure about that. I try my best to give them 
other chances. For example, I give them a quiz to improve their marks. By using 
this quiz, the students will never lose marks as I am telling them if they do it 
right, they will gain marks but if they did not do it right, they won’t lose marks, I 
give them many chances. I use those quizzes also to help students overcome 
the fear of the tests as they will be used to the type of the test questions. 
(Teacher A) 

… I try to avoid some of what they were doing with us. For example, when I 
was a student, the main focus of my teachers was the good and active students 
in the class. I mean that if they asked a question the active students would 
answer it and that is it. They did not motivate the low or more shy students to 
participate in the lesson, whether in answering the questions or anything else 
[…] So now, because I did not like that way before, I do my best to not act as 
my teachers before. Therefore, for me, during the class, the good students are 
known, so my focus is on the in-active students who does not participate with 
me. Sometimes, I asked them to, at least, repeat her classmate’s answer. Some 
of the girls are just shy and need someone to encourage her, to make her 
believe in herself. (Teacher H) 

… when I was a student, I was assessed in strict times and just twice in the 
term, it was not a true indicator of the students’ abilities, as sometimes I might 
have some circumstances which affected me, but now even if the student fails, 
I give them other chances and I use other assessment methods with her. Also, 
for example, when I was a student, I felt shy to speak in front of the class, 
therefore, I tried to assess the students speaking individually not in front of 
others. Because I know how it feels. I can say it affects me psychologically, I 
can now understand the feelings of students. (Teacher I) 

It appears that the teachers are rejecting their past experiences as students. 

Furthermore, the teachers seem to be aware of the limitations of the assessment 

procedures they had encountered themselves, and consequently do not want to 

replicate them. However, it can be seen also that this impact is mostly in terms of the 

timing of summative, graded practices, and their practices have not changed much. 

While they do not want to replicate how they were assessed, they seem to not have 

the assessment competence to do so.  
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7.3 Teachers’ assessment training needs   

With respect to the teachers’ assessment training needs, as shown in Table 38, 

there was an overlap between the teachers’ stated needs and their confidence levels 

obtained from part A of Q13 in the questionnaire. In other words, it is apparent that the 

teachers seem to need training in the areas that they feel less confident about such 

as applying the CEFR (75.34%), assessing learners with special needs (68.49%), 

using portfolio assessment (67.12%) and assessing students’ writing skills (64.38%). 

Overall, the teachers demand training in almost every area, even in those areas in 

which they feel confident, such as choosing assessment methods that are suitable for 

their students (53%), designing classroom-based tests (54.79%), using assessment 

results to plan teaching (61.64%) and identifying different purposes of assessment 

(67.12%). Training in the use of students’ self-assessment was the least demanded 

item in the list. It is worth noting here that there were only slight differences in the 

perceived training needs priorities of the teachers participating in the questionnaire 

based on their teaching experience, the grade level they are teaching, or their 

educational background.  
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Table 38: Results for part B of question 13 in the questionnaire 

I would like training on this   Yes (%)  Rank   

17. Applying the appropriate levels of the (CEFR) to assess my students.  75.34%  1  

12. Assessing learners with special learning needs.  68.49%  2  

1. Identifying different purposes of assessment.  67.12%  3  

11. Using student portfolios to assess my learners.  67.12%  3  

7. Assessing my learners’ writing skills.  64.38%  4  

5. Assessing my learners’ speaking skills.  61.64%  5  

8. Assessing my learners’ skills in an integrated way.  61.64%  5  

15. Using assessment results to plan teaching.  61.64%  5  

20. Recognising inappropriate assessment.  61.64%  5  

4. Assessing my learners’ listening skills.  60.27%  6  

6. Assessing my learners’ reading skills.  58.90%  7  

13. Providing my students with descriptive feedback.   58.90%  7  

10. Using peer-assessment to assess my learners.  57.53%  8  

14. Using assessment results to make decisions about individual students.  56.16%  9  

3. Designing classroom-based tests.  54.79%  10  

16. Recognising how tests influence my teaching and students' learning.  54.79%  10  

2. Choosing assessment methods that are suitable for my learners.  53.42%  11  

19. Explaining assessment results to parents and others.  53.42%  11  

18. Explaining assessment results to pupils  52.05%  12  

9. Using self-assessment to assess my learners.  50.68%  13  

 

In Q10, section B in the questionnaire, the teachers were asked to choose the 

language skill that presents difficulties for them in assessment. In response to which, 

as shown in Figure 22, assessing productive skills speaking and writing received the 

highest percentages at 58.10% and 50.48% respectively. These results also confirm 

the earlier findings related to the teachers expressing lower confidence levels in 

assessing these skills. Thus, it was not surprising that the teachers reported their 

needs for training in assessing these skills.  
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Figure 22: Language skills presenting difficulties for the Saudi EFL teachers in assessment 

 

During the interviews, when discussing the types of training that the teachers 

need to have in the short term in relation to assessment, a variety of training 

preferences emerged. For instance, the teachers reported that they need to learn 

about modern and alternative assessment methods and about providing effective 

feedback to students. Furthermore, they expressed a need to learn about new types 

of assessments that are electronic, easily understood and interesting for the 

students. The following are representative quotations: 

Training in online teaching and assessment. (Teacher E) 

If there is any type of assessment that is electronic, easy, interesting and 
fascinating for the students, I would like to attend. (Teacher G) 

Look, although I can say to you nowadays I really know how to assess each 
skill and how to use different methods in assessing my students, honestly I am 
still eager to learn more and more about assessment. (Teacher O) 

I like more training in modern teaching and assessment methods. (Teacher N)  

Everything related to assessment. (Teacher I) 

I need to improve my knowledge about designing tests and how to write clear 
tests. Also, to know more about the topics you mentioned in the interview like 
providing students with feedback and the other methods of assessment, self-
assessment and peer-assessment. (Teacher A)  
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How to provide timely feedback for the students without a need to correct 
exams in order to give feedback. (Teacher L)  

I would like training in assessment methods other than tests and how to apply 
them correctly to assess each skill. (Teacher B)  

I need training on how to divide or distribute scores in a very specific way. For 
example, it would be good to know clearly the number of words required of the 
student to memorise during one semester or the mechanism of dividing the 
project score or portfolios or the score of student’s participations during the 
class. This is because the specific distribution of marks is left for the teacher 
and this is really stressful for me.  (Teacher C) 

… I prefer if they teach us various assessment tools and strategies and leave 
the choice for the teacher to choose what suits her students, their levels and 
abilities. I don’t know but I see the students have different levels, so that some 
assessment means suit some students but do not suit the others and vice 
versa. So, maybe I wish if we can learn about different assessment approaches. 
(Teacher H) 

The supervisors were also questioned about their opinion of the teachers’ 

assessment competence and practices and whether they thought teachers are 

sufficiently prepared in this regard or not. The responses of the supervisors stated that 

not all teachers are competent in assessment and that many of them still need more 

training in this area. The supervisors’ replies were as follows:  

Sometimes I have teachers who don't assess the students the way they should. 
They are using wrong ways of assessment. Sometimes teachers may choose 
the way which seems easier to them, either they are using wrong exams, or 
they are just assessing one skill and abandoning the other skills. Yes, they need 
support in the area of assessment.  

Not all of them competent, to be honest. Sometimes you find a teacher who has 
problems in designing the exams, writing the items and so on. 

7.3.1 Supervisors’ role in addressing teachers’ training needs  

Both supervisors indicated that their role is to appraise the teachers’ 

performance, to support them if they need assistance and to provide necessary 

teacher training. The supervisors explained that they appraise the teachers’ 

performance twice a year and collect evidence on teacher competence by teaching 

observation in the classroom. The supervisors further indicated that the teachers are 

appraised against certain criteria such as lesson planning, classroom management, 



170 

teaching strategies and assessment. The results of the teachers’ appraisals are used 

in writing the annual reports and determining the kinds of support and training needed 

for the teachers. When the supervisors were asked how they assess the classroom 

assessment practices of teachers, or what they are looking for when appraising the 

teachers’ assessment practices, one of the supervisors expressed the difficulty of 

doing so, stating that one visit is insufficient for her to assess the teachers’ assessment 

practices, so she would normally evaluate them by taking samples of the tests the 

teachers design to assess their students’ writing and listening skills. The other 

supervisor, on the other hand, disclosed that she would observe the teachers’ 

assessment practices by focusing on their use of tasks inside the class and the oral 

questioning.  

During the interviews with the supervisors, they were asked about the 

challenges they face concerning teacher training in general and on assessment in 

particular, in relation to which they identified a number of issues. For instance, the 

supervisors expressed that among the obstacles facing them was the lack of clear 

guidelines on assessment from the Ministry of Education. A further shared difficulty 

among the supervisors was the lack of motivation on the part of teachers to attend 

training sessions or workshops. Another shared problem was the extra workload, as 

the supervisors are required to do other administrative duties beside their supervisory 

work. The supervisors revealed that this difficulty not only has an impact on the time 

available for them to offer the necessary training to teachers but also affects their visits 

to school. An additional reported challenge facing the supervisors was the shortage in 

EFL teachers in Najran, which means some teachers fail to attend training sessions 

because they have to cover other classes where there is no EFL teacher. Furthermore, 

one of the challenges was that for a number of teachers going from where they work 

to the training locations requires time and transport which are not widely available 

(there is no public transport in Najran). The absence of a positive relationship between 

supervisors and teachers was also expressed as a challenge facing the supervisors. 

That is, teachers do not necessarily consider the supervisor as an ally for them, 

tending to see them only as inspectors. The interviewees’ responses were as follows:   

In addition to our supervisory work, we have other administrative duties which 
take much of our time. We are, for example, required to participate in school 
inspection tours or in attending events or competitions which are not 
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necessarily related to the English language department. Therefore, we do not 
have enough time to attend for all the teachers or organising enough training 
sessions.  

Our work is really difficult. Most of the teachers do not welcome us, or do not 
like us. They consider us as critics, or someone who is there to judge them. We 
want them to see us as supporters, someone who wants to help them to do 
better.  

The main obstacle is the shortage of EFL teachers in Najran, so teachers 
substitute other teachers in different schools. Therefore, if we have, for 
example, a teacher who works in two schools, we cannot ask her to attend 
training or workshops as she already has many things to do. Also, sometimes 
there is a lack of motivation. Teachers are reluctant to come to training. They 
say we are doing well, we are teaching well so there is no need to attend any 
further training. We try to overcome these obstacles by talking with the 
principals, we ask them to help us by convincing the teachers to participate. But 
with the new system I think this will definitely change.  

Honestly, I have the facilities, for example the equipment, the places to offer 
the courses or the training, but the obstacles are that sometimes we have extra 
workload and most importantly what I really need is clear guidelines on 
assessment to be able to train the teachers on it. I cannot do that on my own, I 
need help from the ministry. 

Also, among the difficulties, I can say the transportation; personal 
circumstances; or there could be a delay in the teacher’s teaching schedule 
and thus she cannot attend for three days or so, as that will affect her more; 
also, one of the obstacles sometimes the teacher herself doesn't want to 
improve. 

Recently, there have been a number of improvements in teachers’ professional 

development in Saudi Arabia (see Chapter Two). Among these developments, 

teachers are now required to attend a number of hours of professional development 

in order to obtain bonuses and/or promotions. The interviewed supervisors expressed 

positive views on those modifications and the belief that such changes would increase 

teachers’ motivation to attend further training sessions, as expressed below:  

Well, nowadays the sector of teacher training and professional development is 
becoming more and more active. And there is no need for more changes. 
Actually, before those changes, we were hoping for more motivation for 
teachers. In the past, the teachers were asking what we get from these 
workshops, but now the new system gives incentives to teachers who attend 
workshops and training and that by providing them with points and bonuses. 
Nowadays, teachers are very willing to attend more and more. I mean lately, 
each teacher has to attend at least 18 hours annually in professional 
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development. Also, these hours are recorded in her annual report and she can 
get bonus points to upgrade her job level. And if she does not have enough 
training hours, this will affect her performance report. 

7.4 Summary 

This chapter has discussed the EFL teachers’ perceived confidence levels in 

classroom-based language assessment as well as their professional development and 

training needs in the area of assessment. When and where appropriate, the findings 

of the questionnaire and interviews with teachers and supervisors were all handled 

concurrently. Overall, the results arising from the teachers’ questionnaire and their 

interviews, as well as the supervisors’ replies are quite consistent. The findings reveal 

that the EFL teachers have not received sufficient training in relation to classroom-

based language assessment, either during their pre-service education or during their 

in-service professional development. Furthermore, the results indicate that the 

teachers resort to using alternative sources of information to compensate for the 

limited official training in relation to assessment. With respect to their confidence levels 

regarding their role as assessors, the teachers show varied, but to some extent high 

levels of confidence, although they also express that they need training in many 

aspects related to assessment. Several challenges facing supervisors in relation to 

the assessment-related training of teachers have also emerged. 
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Chapter Eight: Discussion of Findings and Conclusions   

Over the past two decades, there have been many changes and advances in 

the Saudi EFL education curriculum. The current reformed curriculum, as seen in 

Chapter Two, follows the constructivist theory of learning and aims to enable learners 

to use the English language in meaningful contexts and to build their communication 

abilities. It is based on the CEFR levels and advocates good practice in assessment 

that entails, as outlined by the literature, the use of both purposes of classroom 

assessment (i.e., formative and summative), the alignment of assessment with the 

teaching and learning objectives, the use of varied assessment methods, the 

engagement of students in the assessment process, and the regular recording and 

monitoring of students’ language learning development with a focus on providing 

students with effective feedback. However, despite having adopted a reformed 

curriculum, little is known about how Saudi EFL teachers implement the assessment 

reforms, manage assessment demands and if there are any factors that might have 

an impact on their implementation. For this reason, the primary concern of the current 

study has been to explore the classroom-based language assessment practices used 

by EFL teachers and the extent to which these practices are in alignment with the 

current reformed Saudi EFL curriculum. In order to obtain a comprehensive view of 

the teachers’ classroom-based language assessment practices, the factors 

underpinning their practices (i.e., their beliefs, their language assessment literacy and 

the contextual factors surrounding them) have also been examined. Thus, the present 

research has examined more specifically the following topics:  

a) The classroom-based language assessment practices employed by the EFL 

teachers.  

b) The EFL teachers’ beliefs regarding classroom-based assessment. 

c) The EFL teachers’ level of confidence concerning language assessment 

literacy.  

d) The professional development and assessment-related needs of the EFL 

teachers. 

To address the above objectives, this study has employed a mixed methods 

approach that includes the collection of quantitative and qualitative data. The 
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quantitative data were collected using a web-based questionnaire, while the qualitative 

data were collected employing semi-structured interviews, open-ended questions in 

the questionnaire and document analysis. The two groups of participants involved in 

this research are EFL teachers and EFL supervisors from the general education sector 

in the city of Najran, Saudi Arabia. This triangulation of methods and data sources was 

employed to enhance the study’s validity and to obtain a comprehensive 

understanding of the study undertaken. The research design and methodology have 

been thoroughly detailed in Chapter Four, while the findings have been presented in 

Chapters Five, Six and Seven. Chapter Five has reported the findings relating to the 

assessment practices employed by Saudi EFL teachers in assessing their students in 

a classroom-based assessment context. Chapter Six has focused on the results 

regarding their assessment beliefs while their perceived confidence levels in 

classroom-based language assessment as well as their assessment-related 

professional development and training needs have been presented in Chapter Seven. 

The purpose of the current chapter is to discuss the findings and to draw 

conclusions arising from these findings. It is structured in five sections. Section 8.1 

discusses the findings in relation to teachers’ current classroom-based language 

assessment practices. Teachers’ conceptions and beliefs are discussed in section 8.2. 

Section 8.3 addresses teachers’ confidence levels, and teachers’ professional 

development and training needs, while the contextual factors influencing teachers’ 

practices, beliefs and assessment literacy are discussed in section 8.4. Finally, section 

8.5 presents the conclusions from these findings and provides a number of 

recommendations, as well as presenting the limitations of the study and offering 

suggestions for future research.   

8.1 Assessment practices employed by Saudi EFL teachers  

This section addresses the first research question: How do Saudi EFL teachers 

practise classroom-based language assessment? Data from the questionnaire, semi-

structured interviews and document analysis were analysed in order to answer this 

research question. Teachers’ assessment practices were analysed in relation to the 

latest changes in the Saudi EFL curriculum mentioned at the beginning of this chapter.  
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The findings from the questionnaire outlined in Chapter Five suggest that most 

of the good practices of assessment principles outlined above are fully implemented 

by the EFL teachers. However, the results from the teachers’ interviews and document 

analysis indicate that their assessment practices were somehow limited and poorly 

implemented. A possible explanation for this discrepancy between the results may be 

that the teachers responded to the questionnaire in a way which reflects what they 

believe they should do rather than what they actually do (Borg, 2015a). This limited 

implementation of classroom-based language assessment findings is in line with those 

of previous studies such as Tsagari (2016) and Yan, Zhang and Cheng (2021) 

indicating that the potential of classroom-based language assessment has not been 

fully realised in EFL settings. The findings related to classroom-based assessment 

practices will be fully discussed in what follows.  

In relation to the purposes the EFL teachers attribute to classroom-based 

assessment, the findings show that summative assessment seems to be the 

predominant purpose of assessment and the one the teachers seem to be more 

comfortable with when assessing. Although a significant number of EFL teachers in 

the current study appear to use ungraded assessments to assess their students 

frequently throughout the year, these assessments practices do not appear to be 

necessarily formative. For example, even though some teachers have asserted that 

they use assessment to help their students to improve their language learning, a 

crucial aspect to help them to do so is absent, i.e., the use of the results in providing 

effective feedback. The results of the present study reveal that the most common type 

of feedback provided by teachers seems to be evaluative or judgemental feedback 

(e.g., allocating marks, praising students by means of brief comments like ‘good job’ 

or providing them with rewards like stickers). This finding is consistent with many other 

studies (e.g., Vogt, Sperling & Brustle, 2018; Vogt & Tsagari, 2014; Tsagari & Vogt, 

2017; Acar-Erdol & Yildizli, 2018) that have found the most dominant form of feedback 

in foreign or second language classrooms is evaluative feedback. However, as argued 

by Hattie and Timperley (2007), Hill and McNamara (2012), Wiliam (2012) and Cheng 

and Fox (2017), among others, descriptive or task-based feedback (i.e., feedback 

related to a task and how to carry it out efficiently or to what should students do to 

improve) is more effective than evaluative feedback. Furthermore, there were some 

instances in the current study where teachers asserted that they use quizzes and 
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worksheets throughout the year to help students to prepare for graded tests (i.e., mid-

term and final tests). As a result, teachers do not maximise the potential of assessment 

for learning that the classroom context offers because students are not provided with 

detailed, rich and constructive feedback. Nevertheless, the high demands for training 

by teachers in the purposes of assessment and providing feedback, as will be 

discussed later in the chapter, explains the teachers’ poor use of formative practices. 

Consequently, teachers need more guidance and support to benefit from their frequent 

assessment so as to scaffold their students’ language learning by providing them with 

effective feedback. 

A discrepancy between the content of the assessment materials used by the 

teachers and the learning objectives of the current EFL curriculum, which emphasises 

the use of the English language in meaningful contexts and to build students’ 

communicative ability (Ministry of Education, 2014), has emerged in the findings of 

this study. From the analysis of several assessment materials collected from the 

teachers, such as mid-term and final tests, quizzes and worksheets, it is evident that 

these instruments cover a narrow range of the language skills and focus mainly on 

assessing grammar and vocabulary in discrete-point formats. There is no room for any 

meaningful communication, and the test items only encourage memorising information 

from the textbooks. Poor alignment between the assessment and learning objectives 

is likely to lead to negative washback, i.e., negatively influencing teachers’ decisions 

about how to teach and what they teach and also students’ decisions regarding what 

to study and what not to study, as argued by Brown and Hudson (1998) and Brown 

and Abeywickrama (2019). In other words, they are more likely to lead the teachers 

and learners to neglect the communicative goals of the curriculum and to focus on the 

form of the language (i.e., vocabulary and grammar) in isolation. However, if these 

tests focus on authentic communicative use of the English language, they will likely 

lead to positive washback on teaching and learning. Interestingly, no documents 

related to oral assessment (speaking or listening) were provided by teachers. This 

could be because the teachers may not have clear procedures for assessing these 

skills.  

It is important to note here that this missing linkage between the assessment 

and learning objectives is due to the teachers not knowing how to make this 

connection. Furthermore, the teachers do not seem to have clear ideas about the 
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learning objectives or outcomes of the levels they are teaching. This is clear in the 

teachers’ varied responses when they were asked about the outcomes or objectives 

they are teaching. Having clear and detailed learning outcomes is crucial in helping 

teachers to match their assessment with student learning (Brown & Trace, 2017).  

Although the learning levels and objectives for each grade are documented in the 

Saudi English Language Framework, this document is not provided to EFL teachers, 

and the teachers are also not familiar with the CEFR document.  

In terms of the assessment methods, the results of the current study show that 

EFL teachers tend to apply a range of assessment methods in their classes to assess 

students’ language abilities, with a heavy reliance on paper-and-pencil assessment 

(e.g., tests, quizzes or worksheets). This is not surprising given the emphasis placed 

on the written procedures by the EFL educational supervisors and the assessment 

guidelines (Ministry of Education, 2017) available to stakeholders (e.g., teachers, 

supervisors and principals) in the context of the current study. While the traditional 

procedures (i.e., tests, quizzes and worksheets) are beneficial, it is concerning that 

these methods are found to be increasingly used by teachers and do not provide 

opportunities for students to use the language for communicative purposes as they 

primarily consist of selected-response items or short answer items, rarely to encounter 

performance items. As argued in the literature, such methods are restricted to the 

assessment of lower-order thinking skills, mainly remembering, and they are less 

effective in assessing productive forms of language (Huerta-Macías, 1995; Brown & 

Hudson, 1998; Shohamy & Inbar-Lourie, 2006; Brown & Trace, 2017). Furthermore, 

they cause stress and anxiety among students (Falchikov, 2005). Additionally, drawing 

conclusions about an individual’s language knowledge and skills based on traditional 

written forms is problematic given the different skills associated with learning a 

language (Brown & Trace, 2017). A further implication of using these types of tests is 

that, as Morrow (1979, p. 16) has stated, a traditional test does not give  

any convincing proof of the candidate’s ability to actually use the language, to 
translate the competence (or lack of it) which he is demonstrating into actual 
performance ‘in ordinary situations’, ie [sic] actually using the language to read, 
write, speak or listen in ways and contexts which correspond to real life. 

As a result, focusing on testing mainly the linguistic competence of students using 

written forms of assessment in Saudi schools might lead to a poor assessment of their 
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communicative ability and hence fail to achieve the curriculum’s outcomes and 

objectives. It is more advisable to effectively use a variety of assessment methods and 

test items in order to obtain a holistic picture of a student’s language abilities and 

learning progress and to mitigate the limitations of written formats as argued by 

Shohamy and Inbar-Lourie (2006), Chapelle and Brindley (2010), Cheng (2014), 

Cheng and Fox (2017), Brown and Trace (2017) and Brown and Abeywickrama 

(2019), among many others.  

The findings of the present study also reveal that a number of teachers use 

alternative assessment methods such as games, classroom observation, self-

assessment, peer-assessment or portfolio assessment. However, the interviews 

findings show that these alternative methods are poorly implemented. The inefficient 

application of alternative methods can be explained by the fact that, as some teachers 

have reported, no one has directed them on how to apply such practices. This is true 

as the findings of this study reveal that no illustrative documents or training is available 

to teachers in that respect. Consequently, there is a high likelihood that there is a 

misinterpretation of the purposes and implementation of alternative assessment 

methods among teachers and that the potential of such practices is not really achieved 

in Saudi EFL classrooms. A heavy reliance on traditional written methods and 

inefficient use of alternative assessment methods corroborates what has been 

reported in a number of studies (e.g., Vogt, Sperling & Brustle, 2018; Tsagari, 2016; 

Vogt & Tsagari, 2014; Tsagari & Vogt, 2017; Acar-Erdol & Yildizli, 2018). However, 

the lack of support for teachers in relation to alternative assessment methods was 

unexpected, as it contradicts some of the main principles behind the current Saudi 

learner-centred EFL curriculum, such as using assessment for formative purposes, 

engaging the students in the learning process and supporting them to become 

autonomous learners, as well as considering the students’ different learning styles.  

A further limitation regarding the assessment practices used by teachers arising 

from the current study is the absence of rubrics when assessing writing or speaking, 

as all the respondents conferred during interviews. The absence of such a tool 

increases the likelihood of subjective judgements by teachers and limits the 

engagement of students in the understanding of the level that they need to achieve 

(Brown & Trace, 2017). Furthermore, the use of rubrics is crucial to maintain objectivity 

when scoring students particularly productive language tasks, and also important for 
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formative assessment and providing feedback, as asserted by Brown and 

Abeywickrama (2019), Bachman and Damböck (2018) as well as Brown and Trace 

(2017). The participants’ comments in the present study regarding the difficulty they 

face when scoring their students’ writing and speaking assessment emphasises the 

importance of the assessment criteria in the form of rubrics and the relevance of 

rubrics in the context of the present study, particularly to increase teachers’ confidence 

and to enhance students’ engagement. However, as noted by Brown and Trace 

(2017), it is important to bear in mind that having a rubric and understanding how to 

use it are two different things. Thus, teachers need to be familiar and to be trained on 

how to use rubrics.  

The conceptual framework for this study was informed by Borg’s (2015a) 

Teacher Cognition Model, Xu and Brown’ (2016) TALiP and elements of the 

assessment validity theories, i.e., Messick (1989;1996), Kane (2016) Brown and 

Abeywickrama (2019) and Chalhoub-Deville and O’Sullivan (2020) (see Section 3.6). 

It has offered useful and detailed insights into current classroom-based assessment 

practices of EFL and has provided information on the range of factors that shape, help 

and hinder teachers’ implementing of effective classroom assessment.  

Taking into account all the aspects in the conceptual framework has helped in 

forming a comprehensive view of the situation of classroom assessment in Saudi 

schools. To illustrate, in investigating the summative assessment used by teachers, 

employing the psychometric validity principles suggested by Messick, (1989;1996); 

Kane (2016); Brown and Abeywickrama (2019), showed that these principles were 

missing from teachers’ practices (see Section 8.1). For example, there were issues 

with the content and construct validity. The results showed a mismatch between the 

content of the assessment materials used by the teachers and the learning objectives 

of the current EFL curriculum, which emphasises the use of the English language in 

meaningful contexts and to build students’ communicative ability. It was evident that 

these instruments cover a narrow range of the language skills and focus mainly on 

assessing grammar and vocabulary in discrete-point formats. There was no room for 

any meaningful communication, and the test items only encourage memorising 

information from the textbooks. 
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In addition, in examining the formative assessment practices, using the 

formative assessment principles extracted from the literature, revealed that these 

principles were also poor implemented. For instance, the learning goals and success 

criteria were not shared with students; students were not involved in the assessment 

process (i.e., self- and peer-assessment); paper and pencil (i.e., written) formats were 

the most used assessment instruments with students and the teachers did not seem 

to use a variety of assessment approaches; the teachers did not appear to provide 

meaningful feedback to students which could help them in planning the next steps in 

their learning; and seem to not use assessment information to adjust teaching. 

However, these poor assessment practices seem to be because the 

assessment changes were not communicated in a meaningful way with the relevant 

stakeholders, i.e., teachers and supervisors. Also, the poor assessment practices of 

teachers seem to be a result of their inadequate assessment knowledge and the 

constraints in their context such as large number of students, limited time allocated for 

EFL classes particularly for primary schools and a testing-oriented culture (see 

Sections 8.3 and 8.4). Additionally, using this conceptual framework has helped in 

understanding the tensions between the teachers’ positive views about the principles 

of classroom-based assessment (see Section 8.2) and their practices. As mentioned 

above, these tensions were related to their insufficient knowledge about classroom-

based assessment and the contextual factors.    

8.2 Saudi EFL teachers’ beliefs regarding classroom-based assessment 

This section discusses the findings related to the second research question: 

What are Saudi EFL teachers’ beliefs regarding classroom-based language 

assessment? This question was intended to explore the extent to which the teachers’ 

beliefs are congruent with the current Saudi reformed assessment/curriculum policies 

and how those beliefs relate to their practices.  

The findings of both the quantitative and qualitative phases in the present study 

show that the majority of the participant EFL teachers have positive beliefs about most 

of the classroom-based assessment principles examined, indicating that they value 

the classroom assessment principles promoted by the current Saudi curriculum. 

However, the findings also reveal that these beliefs are not always reflected in 
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teachers’ practices. For example, although the majority of teachers positively endorse 

using assessment to support students’ learning, most of their assessment practices 

do not actually support teaching and learning, as shown in section 8.1. This mismatch 

between teachers’ assessment beliefs and their practices has also been reported by 

Troudi, Coombe and Al-Hamly (2009) and by Muñoz, Palacio and Escobar (2012), 

who revealed that, while the conception of assessment for improvement was strongly 

held by the teachers in their studies, there was a tendency to use traditional summative 

techniques in their classrooms. These findings concur with Giraldo (2018), who found 

that, despite the teachers’ positive beliefs regarding the effective qualities of 

communicative achievement tests, such qualities were absent from their actual tests. 

Similarly, Seden and Svaricek (2018) reported that while teachers recognise the value 

of assessment in promoting student learning, the majority of their assessment 

approaches undermine teaching and learning. More specifically, Gu et al. (2019) found 

that, although the teachers in their study perceive benefits in using the portfolio 

assessment, they did not implement it in their classrooms. Zulaiha, Mulyono and 

Ambarsari (2020) also showed that, although the teachers believe that good 

assessment should increase students’ learning, they do not use the assessment 

results to improve their teaching, they do not provide feedback to improve their 

students’ learning, and they focus more on the students’ final score than the overall 

learning process.  

Nevertheless, in the present study, a consistency between the teachers’ beliefs 

and their practices has been also found in relation to the use of traditional paper and 

pencil formats (e.g., tests, quizzes and worksheets). The majority of the EFL teachers 

participating in both the quantitative and qualitative phases indicate their preference 

for these traditional procedures when assessing their students. These are highly 

reflected in their actual practices, as we have seen in section 8.1. Thus, the results 

show that there is some consistency between the teachers’ beliefs and practices, 

particularly in relation to beliefs about traditional assessment and a mixed match 

between their practices and beliefs when alternative formative assessment is 

concerned, confirming what has been reported by Rogers, Cheng and Hu (2007), who 

found that the relationship between teachers’ beliefs and practices concerning 

assessment was somewhat mixed and, at times, contradictory.  
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The findings from this study show that, although classroom-based assessment 

is perceived positively by the majority of the teachers, there are some negative views 

too. However, it is important to note that these feelings are not in relation to 

assessment per se but relate to other factors presented in their contexts. It is evident 

that the teachers’ dissatisfaction was attributed to the lack of illustrative documents 

regarding assessment, the perceived mismatch between how they teach and how they 

are required to assess students or the lack of assessment knowledge (i.e., training). 

The teachers also highlight how such factors such as the large number of students in 

each class, the heavy workload, the onerous curriculum, the time constraints and the 

negative influence of the current assessment methods (i.e., paper and pencil tests) on 

students often clash with their beliefs, resulting in them feeling stressed and 

intimidated. This finding suggests the teachers’ awareness of the limitations of the 

assessment practices employed in their contexts, as well as the limitations of their 

assessment literacy. These results are consistent with Mansory (2016), Hidri (2016), 

Gebril (2017) and Zulaiha, Mulyono and Ambarsari (2020), among many others, who 

found that, although teachers have positive views about classroom assessment, they 

also sometimes perceived it negatively due to reasons related to their context.  

8.3 The assessment literacy of Saudi EFL teachers 

The EFL teachers participating in the present study seem to be open to the 

current assessment changes, but they appear to lack the necessary skills to implement 

them in line with the new curriculum. To illustrate this interpretation, the findings from 

the questionnaire and the semi-structured interviews with the teachers reveal that the 

EFL teachers have not received sufficient training regarding classroom-based 

language assessment, whether in their pre-service education or in their in-service 

professional development. Consequently, the teachers rely on other sources of 

information to develop their assessment practices such as learning on the job from 

experience, colleagues, supervisors, online sources or communities of practice. 

Although these sources may help the teachers to overcome some of the difficulties 

they face in their assessment practices, they seem to be insufficient to satisfy the 

teachers’ assessment training needs, as indicated by the interviewees in the current 

study. Furthermore, they may, as argued by Vogt and Tsagari (2014), hinder them 
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from using more alternative or innovative assessment methods. This is particularly 

true if we consider the findings from the current study where most of the participating 

interviewees, both teachers and educational supervisors, show misunderstandings or 

misconceptions about the alternative assessment methods and how to put them into 

practice, leading them to the use of assessment methods they are familiar with. 

However, these results also show that, even though the EFL teachers have not 

received formal assessment-related training, they do have experience of a number of 

assessment practices which need to be capitalised on when designing any 

professional training for them. These findings concur with those of several studies 

such as Vogt and Tsagari (2014), Vogt, Sperling and Brustle (2018), Tsagari and Vogt 

(2017) and Berry, Sheehan and Munro (2017), in which teachers were found to have 

little formal training in assessment. As a result, this led them to revert to using 

alternative approaches to compensate for the lack of training.  

Nevertheless, the findings of the present study differ from other studies such as 

Vogt and Tsagari (2014) and Sheehan and Munro (2017), in that the teachers in the 

present study are rejecting their past experiences as students. Since they appear to 

be aware of the limitations of the assessment procedures they have encountered 

themselves, they do not want to replicate them, corroborating the findings of Sheehan 

and Munro (2019). However, teachers’ practices have not changed much. Indeed, they 

do not want to replicate how they were assessed, but they do not have the assessment 

competence to do so. In this way, their lack of assessment literacy seems to hinder 

them.   

Although the data from the supervisors participating in the current study shows 

that a number of professional development training workshops are being organised 

for EFL teachers, it seems that there are shortcomings associated with these 

workshops. For example, it appears that there is miscommunication between the 

supervisors and the teachers in relation to how those workshops are advertised, as 

some of the interviewed teachers admitted that they did not know if there was any 

training available or not. A further limitation concerns the content of the workshops, 

which was found to be generic and focused only on summative assessment practices 

(i.e., how to design tests/exams and how to assign grades), which Inbar-Louri (2008) 

referred to as a traditional language-testing paradigm. While these practices are 

crucial and teachers need to be up to date with them, the current Saudi EFL curriculum 
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(as seen in Chapter Two) requires the teachers to be conversant with using 

assessment not only for summative purposes but also formatively, aligning 

assessment to learning objectives, using alternative assessment methods, involving 

students in the assessment process and providing them with high-quality feedback. 

Therefore, these workshops should focus specifically on these aspects.  

A further important issue related to these workshops is that their content 

focuses on how to design exams for testing the language form and not the 

communicative language abilities of students, which is contrary to the focus of the 

current curriculum. Thus, it is not surprising that these workshops are perceived by 

teachers as insufficient to meet their assessment-related needs. A possible 

explanation for the limited content of these workshops is the fact that there is a strong 

focus in the Saudi context on improving EFL teaching methods (i.e., the ‘how’) and the 

content of the students’ textbooks (i.e., the ‘what’) at the expense of assessment. 

Furthermore, the supervisors themselves are not necessarily aware of the changes 

between previous assessment procedures and the current one, as was evident from 

their shallow responses regarding the changes in the EFL assessment in the current 

curriculum. This poor understanding is perhaps due to the lack of assessment 

information or guidelines provided to the supervisors, who asserted that they do not 

have any information related to assessment and reported this as a difficulty facing 

them in training teachers. 

There is a further important issue related to training concerning the apparent 

limitations applicable to the mode of training available to teachers. Attending centrally 

provided in-service short training workshops is the most common professional 

development activity reported by the participating supervisors and teachers. Even 

though this type of workshop is often useful and advantageous for teachers (Davidson 

& Coombe, 2018), it has various limitations. One major drawback of this approach is 

that it has limited impact on teachers and fails to produce sustained positive changes 

in their practices (Galaczi et al., 2010; Koh, 2011; Borg, 2015b). As argued by Fullan 

(2007, p. 35), external approaches to professional development are hardly “powerful 

enough, specific enough, or sustained enough to alter the culture of the classroom 

and school”. Furthermore, it is recognised that this approach often treats teachers as 

‘knowledge consumers’ in which they receive information from an external trainer and 

are expected to implement these ideas in their classrooms (Borg, 2015b). This may 
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lead teachers to be reluctant to take charge of their own professional development 

and growth and to rely on others for such (ibid.). Consequently, in the promotion of 

language assessment literacy, it would be more beneficial not to rely only on traditional 

formal in-service training strategies but to also consider other training approaches 

which incorporate various features of effective professional development in which 

teachers can be active, collaborative and reflective. Borg (2015b) argues that these 

strategies include action research, lesson study, peer observation, teacher support 

and discussion groups and coaching/mentoring. Koh (2011) asserts that networking 

strategies can also provide teachers with ample opportunities for self-reflection and 

dialogue with colleagues, which in turn will help them to change their assessment 

practices developmentally. Thus, in order to achieve a transformative change in 

teachers’ assessment practices, it would be advisable to adopt a system of 

professional development that employs and encourages various strategies and 

approaches that follow a set of professionally defined criteria (Borg, 2015b). 

In relation to the EFL teachers’ perceived confidence levels about their 

language assessment literacy, the teachers participating in the questionnaire report 

high levels of confidence in most of the assessment areas. However, no teacher 

reports feeling confident or very confident in all of the assessment areas examined. It 

is also interesting to note that despite the high levels of confidence in most of the 

assessment practices, the teachers report a need for training in all these areas, even 

in relation to assessment practices where they express a high confidence level. A 

possible explanation for this data is that the EFL teachers were not willing to report 

very low levels of confidence on topics in which they were expected to be competent. 

Such an explanation is supported by other studies which show that teachers in any 

subject tend to overestimate their assessment capability compared to their actual 

assessment knowledge (e.g., Alkharusi et al., 2012).  

Despite the high levels of confidence expressed by the EFL teachers in the 

questionnaire, there were some areas in which the teachers seemed to be more 

confident than in others. For instance, the teachers report being confident in choosing 

assessment methods suitable to their students, designing tests and using assessment 

results to plan teaching. Similarly, during the interviews, the majority of teachers 

express high levels of confidence in designing tests and choosing methods that are 

suitable to their students. However, similar to what has been reported in the TALE 
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project (Vogt, Sperling & Brustle, 2018), the teachers report being less confident in 

applying the appropriate levels of the CEFR to assess students, assessing students 

with learning difficulties, using portfolio assessment, recognising inappropriate (i.e., 

invalid, unreliable, biased) assessment methods and using peer-assessment. In 

relation to assessing language skills, the teachers in the present study also express 

being more confident in assessing reading and listening more than writing and 

speaking, while in the TALE project (2018) the participants report being confident in 

assessing all the language skills. These results consequently highlight that the Saudi 

EFL teachers need to raise their language assessment literacy levels to meet the 

demands of the current reformed curriculum and the increasing challenges in 

assessment, in accordance with what has been argued by Tsagari (2016, p. 12): 

[T]he more teachers understand the nature and requirements of their 
assessment tasks, especially classroom-based assessment, the better they will 
be able to make principled decisions that can lead to beneficial uses of 
assessment to support enhanced language learning. 

With regard to the teachers’ assessment-related professional development 

needs, the findings reveal that the teachers need training in all the classroom-based 

assessment areas. To illustrate these results, the teachers participating in the 

questionnaire, as seen in the above paragraph, express their needs for training in all 

the assessment areas presented. This is similar to what has been found in the TALE 

project (2018), albeit with varying priorities. For example, as stated in the TALE 

project, most of the teachers in the current study indicate their needs for training in 

applying the CEFR, assessing students with special learning needs and using 

portfolios for assessment. However, in contrast to the TALE’s results, using self-

assessment is reported as the least demanded area for training in the current study, 

while it was among the highest priorities in the TALE project. A possible explanation 

for this perceived non-urgent need to learn about self-assessment is that Saudi 

teachers are not familiar with the potential that self-assessment has for engaging 

students with assessment, for developing students’ motivation and their positive 

attitudes towards EFL learning (Gan et al., 2018) or in contributing to developing the 

‘learning how to learn’ skill expressed in the Language Framework.  

In line with the findings of the questionnaire, the teachers in the interviews 

report a high need for training in varied aspects of assessment. For instance, the 
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teachers convey that they need to learn about modern and alternative assessment 

methods as well as how to provide effective feedback to students, design tests and 

assign grades. These results are consistent with the findings of Hasselgreen, Carlsen 

and Helness (2004), Vogt and Tsagari (2014) and Berry, Sheehan and Munro (2017), 

who found that teachers need training in many aspects of classroom-based language 

assessment literacy. Furthermore, the teachers express a need to learn about online 

assessment, an area which is becoming very prominent within the field of education 

in general, particularly because of the current circumstances. More importantly, 

corroborating what has been reported by Vogt, Tsagari and Spanoudis (2020), during 

the interviews the teachers were interested in the practical aspects of their perceived 

training needs. Consequently, in order to address the EFL teachers’ needs, their 

practical work or how they can apply what they learn must be considered when 

designing or offering language assessment literacy training.  

It is noteworthy to point out here that when teachers were asked in the 

questionnaire to add if they had any further training needs, none of the participants 

reported any further needs. Likewise, during the interviews, the teachers do not 

provide rich or detailed information about their assessment-related training needs and 

sometimes had difficulties in communicating their training needs. This finding is 

possibly linked to or explained by the fact that the teachers, as found in the interviews, 

seem to not reflect on their assessment practices. A similar result was reported by 

Tsagari and Vogt (2017). The present study can arguably be considered as an 

opportunity for reflection for teachers, in that, in the interviews and the questionnaire, 

the EFL teachers were given an opportunity to explicitly reflect on their assessment 

practices, on their conceptions and on their competence.  

This study has recognised teachers’ assessment knowledge and beliefs 

regarding assessment as crucial elements in evaluating/determining the classroom-

based language assessment practices among Saudi EFL teachers. It has identified 

that the external factors in teachers’ context are also important in shaping, helping and 

hindering teachers’ implementation of effective classroom assessment. Although in 

the literature of language assessment literacy EFL teachers’ beliefs about assessment 

have been reported to have a strong impact on their assessment practices, the results 

of the present study revealed slightly different views. That is, the findings of this study 

demonstrated that despite the positive beliefs the teachers had about most of the 
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assessment principles, these beliefs were not reflected on their practices due to the 

lack of assessment knowledge and a number of contextual factors. Thus, the impact 

of the teachers' assessment knowledge and contextual factors around them might 

outweigh the impact of their beliefs. Such findings support the findings of other studies, 

e.g., Yan, Zhang and Fan (2018) and Vogt, Tsagari and Spanoudis (2020), that 

highlighted the influence of contextual factors on the operationalisations of teachers’ 

beliefs and thus their respective practices regarding classroom-based language 

assessment. Additionally, the present study provided an expansion to the contextual 

factors reported in these studies illustrated in Figure 23. 

 
      Figure 23:Contextual factors affecting EFL teachers' assessment practices, knowledge and beliefs 

  

These contextual factors are discussed in more details in the following section.   
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8.4 Contextual factors influencing Saudi EFL teachers’ assessment practices, 

beliefs and literacy 

In the present study, the qualitative findings reveal a number of contextual 

factors that may have influenced the teachers’ practices, beliefs and assessment 

literacy, as well as explaining the consistency and discrepancy between teachers’ 

beliefs and practices related to assessment. The most crucial factor is the lack of 

assessment training for teachers, as discussed in the previous section. This lack of 

assessment-focused training has led to poor implementation of classroom-based 

language assessment among the EFL teachers. It has also affected the confidence 

levels of some teachers in assessing their students. This corroborates findings of other 

studies (e.g., Umer, Zakaria & Alshara, 2018; Gu et al., 2019; Almossa, 2021b; Yan, 

Zhang & Cheng, 2021) that found that the teachers’ poor application of classroom 

assessment was linked to their lack of assessment knowledge due to the absence of 

formal professional training.  

A further significant factor which has been one of the most frequently recurring 

themes in the interviews concerns time pressures or time constraints. The qualitative 

findings demonstrate that teachers are required to cover all materials in packed 

textbooks in a certain time, have limited hours of EFL teaching (particularly primary 

school teachers) and a heavy workload. One of the implications of insufficient time is 

that teachers do not get the opportunity to practise language assessment in a way that 

is conducive to their students’ learning. The lack of time as a challenge facing teachers 

when applying classroom assessment has been reported by other research studies 

such as Abbas (2012), Giraldo (2018), Lam (2019) and Gu et al. (2019).  

Furthermore, the findings reveal that the large class sizes have affected 

teachers’ classroom practices and views regarding assessment. Having to teach and 

assess large number of students leads teachers to use traditional paper and pencil 

formats in assessing their students, as these procedures are perceived to be quick 

and easy to manage with large group of students, resulting in the use of fewer 

alternative methods. This is consistent with the results of Abu Rezeq and Abu Taha 

(2018), Yan, Zhang and Cheng (2021) and Gu et al. (2019), who found that large class 
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sizes are obstacles preventing teachers from using alternative assessment strategies 

in their classrooms. 

A further factor which seems to strongly influence teachers’ practices is the 

administrative requirements which focus mainly on testing and reporting. This 

perceived strong emphasis on testing and reporting in the Saudi context may hinder 

desirable assessment practices as argued by Rea-Dickins (2001, 2008). It may also 

lead the teachers, as described by Rea-Dickins (2004, p. 253), to be “torn between 

their role as facilitator and monitor of language development and that of assessor and 

judge of language performance as achievement”. These results corroborate other 

studies such as Troudi, Coombe and Al-Hamly (2009), who found that, although the 

teachers in their study recognise the formative role of classroom-based assessment, 

they mainly implemented standardised tests in their classrooms due to the top-down 

managerial approaches to education in their contexts. 

Furthermore, a lack of illustrative documents regarding assessment has been 

reported by many teachers as a difficulty facing them when implementing classroom-

based assessment. The findings of the present study show that, despite the 

fundamental changes in the EFL curriculum overall and more specifically in the 

assessment process, references to the changes in classroom-based language 

assessment in the Ministry’s published documents are short and broad. The official 

documentation does not provide explanations or exemplars, and the focus is mainly 

on summative testing practices. In addition, the only modifications concerning 

assessment communicated to teachers and supervisors are in relation to the 

distribution of marks and the inclusion of the speaking and listening skills, projects and 

portfolios in the overall mark of the students. Teachers are not provided with 

information or clarification related to the changes in the content on which the students 

need to be assessed (communicative constructs), the purposes of the assessment 

(summative and formative), the methods of assessment (traditional and alternatives) 

or the involvement of students in the assessment process. Tere was a lack of 

information and guidance on how to carry out effective assessment. This lack of 

information is problematic given the limited language assessment literacy of the 

teachers in this sample (i.e., their lack of pre-service and in-service training). Such 

limitations in the guidelines have led to misinterpretations, misconceptions and poor 

implementation of the assessment changes among the EFL teachers and the EFL 
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educational supervisors.  A first step to address the lack of supporting documentation 

would be an illustrative document explaining the assessment changes that have arisen 

as a result of the revised curriculum. It is also important to ensure that this information 

is made available for the stakeholders involved in the implementation of the revised 

curriculum, particularly teachers and supervisors.  

8.5 Conclusions and recommendations 

Following the discussion of the results of this study in the previous sections, it 

can be concluded from the present study that the teachers appeared to have positive 

views about most of the classroom-based assessment principles examined, indicating 

that the EFL teachers value the classroom assessment changes promoted by the 

current Saudi curriculum. In addition, the findings reveal that there is a strong 

predisposition of the EFL teachers to engage in assessment-related professional 

development. However, despite these encouraging findings, it was also found that 

there seem to be:  

1) gaps and variations in relation to teachers’ understanding and implementation 

of formative and summative assessment practices; 

 

2) a misalignment between how teachers assess students and the nature of 

learning in classrooms (i.e., a focus on assessing linguistics forms using 

written procedures while teaching a learner-centred, communicatively 

focused curriculum); 

 

3) a mismatch between the teachers’ beliefs concerning assessment and their 

actual assessment practices;  

 

4) insufficient assessment-related training for teachers; and  

 

5) a number of contextual factors which have strongly affected the teachers’ 

assessment practices, beliefs and assessment literacy.  

Based on these findings, this closing section provides recommendations for policy 

makers, teachers and supervisors to address teachers’ in-service training or 
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professional development in classroom assessment. It also presents the limitations of 

this study and offers suggestions for future research.  

8.5.1 Recommendations for policy makers 

Policy makers in the Saudi Ministry of Education have a critical role in managing 

and supervising the education system and the major development initiatives within 

schools. Indeed, the recent enhancements of the foreign language education 

curriculum (pedagogy and assessment) are valuable and evidence-based, and there 

are many studies that have proven the effectiveness of such practices. However, the 

present study notes issues in relation to classroom-based language assessment which 

need careful consideration from policy makers if reform of the language curriculum is 

to be successfully implemented, as outlined in this chapter. Based on the findings of 

the present study, a number of recommendations are suggested to this end.   

First, both EFL learning outcomes and the assessment changes need to be 

clearly described and defined to all stakeholders (e.g., teachers, students, principals, 

supervisors and parents). The Ministry should ensure that the enacted assessment 

reforms correspond with the curriculum aims. That is, since the curriculum aims at 

developing students’ communicative abilities, the assessment procedures should 

focus on students’ ability to communicate efficiently. Furthermore, since the teaching 

approach has changed to become more learner-centred, the assessment approach 

used should also harmonise with this change, which, although it has been briefly and 

theoretically introduced in the curriculum framework, it has not been clarified or 

communicated to the relevant parties.  

It is crucial to link policy and practice by means of guidelines. These guidelines 

should include detailed information about the new assessment policy, the recent 

introduced concepts of assessment in the Saudi reformed curriculum and the 

procedures for both types of assessment (i.e., formative and summative). It should 

also clarify how to link the EFL learning outcomes with teaching and assessment and 

the mechanism of using various assessment methods and engaging students in the 

assessment process. Furthermore, the criteria for judging students’ performance in 

relation to learning outcomes should be specified and illustrated. This will be hugely 

advantageous for formative and summative purposes. Since the assessment process 
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in primary schools is completely different from that used in intermediate and secondary 

schools, the policy for primary school assessment needs to be laid out in a separate 

document, be more detailed and to include descriptors for how each standard can be 

assessed. This should be followed by suitable training for teachers.  

A good example of comprehensive classroom assessment guidelines is the 

Irish National Council on Curriculum and Assessment’s (NCCA, 2008) guidelines on 

assessment for primary schools: ‘Assessment in the Primary School Curriculum: 

Guidelines for Schools’. This document includes clear explanations for the 

development of classroom assessment processes in Ireland, the different purposes of 

assessment, what assessment involves and definitions of formative and summative 

assessment. It also incorporates illustrations and examples for the use of a range of 

assessment methods and practices such as teacher observation, teachers-designed 

tasks and tests, portfolio assessment, self-assessment, peer-assessment, concept 

mapping, questioning and conferencing. It also includes instructions that support 

teachers in gathering, recording, interpreting, using and reporting assessment 

information, in addition to photocopiable teacher resources.  

Furthermore, to support effective implementation of classroom-based language 

assessment in Saudi schools, professional training programmes to enhance the 

language assessment literacy of EFL teachers and EFL supervisors need to be 

regularly offered. In designing these continuous professional development 

programmes, a number of aspects need to be taken into consideration. First, the 

content of these programmes should include sufficient information about all the 

assessment topics introduced in the reformed Saudi curriculum. It is also necessary 

to consider the training needs and priorities identified by the teachers in the current 

study. Moreover, in order for assessment training to be effective, professional support 

should include both theoretical knowledge and practical guidance that is highly linked 

to teachers’ actual contexts. Sufficient time should also be allocated for teachers to 

learn, practise, receive feedback and reflect upon new strategies that facilitate 

changes in their assessment practices. Most importantly, the design of such 

programmes should be reflective, collaborative, interactive and integrative. 

Additionally, given the issues raised by supervisors and teachers regarding the 

remoteness of training centres and the lack of public transport that can cause 

difficulties for teachers when attending training sessions, the Ministry should consider 
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providing online training, as well as in-house training at school level. In addition, it 

would be more beneficial for teachers not to rely only on traditional formal in-service 

training strategies but to consider other training approaches, such as action research, 

lesson study, peer observation, teacher support, discussion groups and 

coaching/mentoring. These procedures can provide teachers with ample opportunities 

for self-reflection and dialogue with colleagues, which in turn may help them to change 

their assessment practices developmentally.  

In addition, for effective implementation of the changes in classroom-based 

assessment policy in Saudi Arabia, policy makers should pay careful attention to 

address the challenges and contextual issues raised by the teachers and supervisors 

in the present study. These include the packed curriculum, the large class sizes, the 

shortage of EFL teachers and supervisors, the heavy workload for teachers and 

supervisors, as well as the lack of time for teaching, assessment and training. More 

importantly, teachers need to be given some autonomy in the curriculum, and the 

curriculum itself needs to be designed flexibly so that teachers can use the information 

generated from assessment in adjusting their teaching. Similarly, the supervisors need 

to have some autonomy in deciding the contents of the workshops offered to teachers.  

8.5.2 Recommendations for EFL teachers  

The present study has revealed teachers’ awareness of the gaps in their 

assessment practices and knowledge with particular reference to the newly introduced 

assessment aspects in the curriculum. The teachers also recognise the inconsistency 

between teaching approaches and assessment approaches. Therefore, teachers 

should seriously consider communicating their concerns and their needs for 

assessment training and guidelines to their school leaders, their supervisors and the 

Ministry of Education. Furthermore, the teachers should focus on aligning their 

assessment activities with the learning objectives of the current curriculum and not 

only on teaching and assessing the structure of the language.  

Since the present study has shown how influential collegial learning is among 

teachers, they should seriously consider that developing their own assessment literacy 

will not only benefit themselves but will also contribute to improving the assessment 

practices of their colleagues and thereby to enhancing student learning as well. Most 
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importantly, as most teachers use social media platforms such as Telegram and 

What’s App, it might be useful if teachers create specific groups for assessment (i.e., 

small communities of practice) where they can exchange ideas, share their 

experiences or concerns, help one another and that can serve as a way of providing 

them with a voice to express the issues related to assessment. Teachers should also 

reflect (i.e., think critically about) on their assessment practices, as this will allow them 

to recognise their strengths and weaknesses, to review their skills and their 

effectiveness, to find ways to improve their assessment practices and to overcome or 

find solutions to any challenges facing them.  

There are also a number of good online self-study resources and courses to 

enhance teachers’ language assessment literacy which can benefit Saudi EFL 

teachers. For example, on the website of the Teachers’ Assessment Literacy 

Enhancement: TALE project, an online course is freely accessible. The course is 

designed in two forms: as a written handbook, or a stand-alone, self-access online 

course. The course materials are comprehensive and include many of the assessment 

areas that the teachers in the present study identified as priorities for training: the 

ABCs of assessment; assessing reading, writing, listening, and speaking skills; 

providing feedback; alternatives in assessment; and test impact. This course can help 

teachers create high-quality assessment materials and adopt appropriate assessment 

procedures in their teaching contexts.  

A second example of a project that aims to enhance teachers’ language 

assessment literacy is the British Council’s Project ‘How Language Assessment 

Works’, available online on its website. The project provides information, materials and 

training for those who are interested in learning more about language assessment. It 

introduces the information using animated assessment videos and worksheets on 

some of the main topics in language assessment, as well as providing a 

comprehensive glossary of assessment terms. A further example of online courses is 

a free online course provided by the British Council called ‘Language Assessment in 

the Classroom’. This course covers the principles of good language assessment and 

how to use different types of assessment, addressing practical techniques to assess 

language and students’ abilities in the classroom with the help of international 

assessment specialists. 
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8.5.3 Recommendations for EFL supervisors  

The EFL educational supervisors play a vital role in the Saudi general education 

sector. They are responsible for appraising teachers’ performance, supporting them if 

they need assistance and providing necessary teacher training. Therefore, the findings 

of the present study give rise to a number of recommendations for the Saudi EFL 

educational supervisors. First, they should keep in mind that they are advisors and not 

inspectors. As a result, they need to focus more on offering guidance to teachers and 

assisting them to improve their teaching and assessment practices rather than 

reviewing and inspecting paperwork. In this way, the supervisors can maintain a 

positive relationship with the teachers which will consolidate their role as advisors. 

Furthermore, while it is critical to ensure teachers adhere to the Ministry’s summative 

assessment rules and test design, supervisors should also focus on the other 

formative assessment methods and aspects. They should consider that classroom 

assessment is a process to be done with and for students and not only to students. 

Most importantly, supervisors must keep their assessment knowledge current by 

participating in training and workshops sessions. They should also focus on providing 

more assessment-related training for teachers rather than focusing on general topics. 

Additionally, supervisors should communicate their concerns and the difficulties facing 

them to the Ministry of Education.  

8.5.4 Limitations of the study  

Although this study has been the first to be carried out in the city of Najran to 

explore teachers’ assessment practices, beliefs and assessment literacy in order to 

better understand their training needs, some limitations are recognised. First, as 

mentioned in Chapter Two, since Saudi Arabia is the largest country in the Middle East 

and the participants of this study were drawn from only one city in the kingdom and 

only from state schools, the findings may not be generally representative of state 

schools in the country. Second, this study is limited by the fact that it was conducted 

only with female teachers and supervisors as the Saudi education system is single 

sex, as seen in Chapter Two. Nevertheless, the participants in this study have similar 

educational qualifications and training backgrounds to the teachers and supervisors in 

other parts of the country, meaning that the results from this study are likely to be 

generally applicable to an understanding of how EFL teachers assess their students 
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and what happens in the Saudi education sector in general. In addition, since this 

study has mainly focused on teachers, it is argued that involving students and 

investigating their perceptions and views of classroom-based assessment could 

provide enlightening insights into the actual assessment practices and competence of 

teachers.  

A further limitation is that the data were generated from self-report instruments 

which might involve response biases. The fact that this study was carried out during 

the Covid-19 pandemic prevented the use of classroom observation. Observing 

teachers in real classrooms would have provided richer information concerning their 

actual classroom-based assessment practices; however, this was impossible as 

schools both in Saudi Arabia and worldwide were closed. Another limitation of this 

study was the sparse availability of documents used by teachers to assess students. 

The documents analysed in the present study were submitted by teachers, but the 

researcher does not know the reasons that motivated them to submit these and no 

others. Observation will allow to obtain a more comprehensive picture of all the 

assessment activities employed by teachers.  

8.5.5 Suggestions for future research 

As this study can only be considered a starting point to understand the 

classroom-based language assessment in the Saudi context, further research areas 

in assessment still need to be explored. For instance, future research might involve 

conducting a large-scale study on teachers’ classroom-based language assessment 

in all the Saudi cities. Furthermore, future studies could involve a wider and broader 

group of participants to include students, male teachers, pre-service teachers and 

policy makers. Additionally, a future study could be conducted to examine how 

teachers assess their students in real classrooms. Further research might also be 

carried out to examine and explore the impact of certain assessment methods or 

procedures on Saudi students’ language learning. Finally, assessment-related training 

is an under-researched area, and there is a need for additional research into the 

impact of such training on teachers’ practices and cognitions. This may also be a 

worthwhile subject for future research in order to ascertain any changes in teachers' 

views and practices following the training sessions. 
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8.6 The researcher’s reflection 

I went into my PhD study with a definite goal in mind but with certain concepts 

that were not fully formed. I gained a lot of knowledge while performing this study 

through my reading of the literature, study design, data collection and analysis, and 

thesis writing. My research study was a voyage of discovery and development that 

nurtured both my personal and academic growth. On a personal level, I have learned 

to be patient, to approach problems systematically, to be self-disciplined and to be 

perseverant and never give up. Academically, I started this research with a low level 

of assessment literacy, coming from the same background as the participants in this 

study. However, this research has significantly broadened my understanding of the 

field of language testing and assessment, particularly the area of classroom-based 

language assessment. It has also increased my awareness of the current situation 

and challenges surrounding classroom-based language assessment. I became more 

conscious of the fact that classroom-based language assessment implementation and 

transformation are not linear processes and are not a one-person responsibility. 

Instead, it requires the cooperation of all stakeholders involved, i.e., policy makers, 

supervisors, teachers, teacher educators, researchers, parents and students.   
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Appendices 

Appendix A: Saudi EFL teachers’ questionnaire  

 

Teachers’ Classroom-Based Language Assessment 

This questionnaire is part of a study conducted by Arwa Alyami, a Ph.D. candidate in 

the School of Languages, Cultures and Linguistics at University College Dublin, 

Ireland, under the supervision of Dr. Charo Hernandez. The study explores the 

classroom-based assessment practices and cognitions (knowledge and beliefs) of 

Saudi English Language teachers in Najran, Saudi Arabia. 

The questions below are grouped into 4 sections. Please read the instructions for each 

section and bear in mind that there are no “right” or “wrong” answers. Your answers 

will be confidential and used only for the purpose of this research project. You are 

under no obligation to complete this questionnaire, even if you start to fill it out, you 

can withdraw at any time. 

I would appreciate your responses by 30/ 1/ 2021. It takes approximately 25 minutes 

to complete. Thank you in advance for your cooperation in this study. 

Email address: arwa.alyami@ucdconnect.ie 

After considering the above information, I confirm that I am a female teacher from 

Najran and I consent to participate in this survey. 

o Yes  

o No 

 

Section A: General information 

1. How long have you been teaching English? 

o 1 to 5 years 
o 6 to 10 years 
o 11 to 20 years 
o More than 20 years 

mailto:arwa.alyami@ucdconnect.ie
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2. Which level are you teaching this year? (more than one may apply) 

o Primary school 

o Intermediate school 

o Secondary school 

3. What is the highest qualification you hold? 

o BA degree 

o MA degree 

o Other, please specify. ________________ 

4. During your pre-service teacher training, did you learn about language testing and 

assessment? If your answer is yes, please specify what types of topics were included. 

o Yes  

o No 

o _____________________________________________________ 

5. Have you received any in- service training on testing and assessment? If your 

answer is yes, please specify the kind of training you received. 

o Yes  
o No 
o ______________________________________________________________

____ 

 

Section B: Classroom Assessment Practices 

6. How often do you assess your students without giving marks? (Choose as many as 

you find appropriate) 

o Daily  

o Weekly 

o Monthly 

o End of unit 

o Once a semester  

o Twice a semester  

o Other, please specify:  _______________________________________ 

 



225 

7. What feedback do you give on learners' assessment results? please rank your 

answers in terms of frequency, where 1 is the most frequent used approach and 7 is 

the least used approach. 

o Mark (percentage, points, letter grade, etc.). 

o Brief comments (e.g., ‘well done!’). 

o Detailed written comments on learners’ work. 

o Detailed oral comments on learners’ work. 

o Comments/hints on how to improve students’ learning. 

o Comments on why they got specific grades. 

o Oral feedback to the whole class. 

 

8. For each of the items below indicate approximately how often you use them, based 

on this scale: 1. Never, 2. Rarely (in less than 10% of the chances when I could have), 

3. Occasionally (in about 30% of the chances when I could have), 4. Sometimes (in 

about 50% of the chances when I could have), 5. Frequently (in about 70% of the 

chances when I could have), 6. Usually (in about 90% of the chances I could have), 

7. Every time. 

a. I discuss with students what they should know by the 
end of the lesson/unit. 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

b. I share the learning outcomes with my students. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

c. In planning the classroom assessment, I connect the 
assessment goal(s) to the learning goal(s) and the 
teaching goals. 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

d. I share with students the success criteria that will be 
used to assess their work/task. 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

e. I use various classroom assessment methods to assess 
students learning. 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

f. I involve students in peer-assessment. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

g. I involve students in self-assessment. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

h. I use portfolio assessment. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

i. I provide students with timely feedback on how to 
improve their learning. 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
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j. I give students opportunities to work on the feedback and 
to apply it in a meaningful way. 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

k. I involve the students in providing feedback to each 
other in the classroom 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

l. I use information generated through student classroom 
assessment to track my students’ progress. 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

m. I use information generated through student classroom 
assessment to improve my teaching. 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

n. I use information generated through student classroom 
assessment to give feedback to students on how to 
improve their learning. 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

o. I use information generated through student classroom 
assessment to give students grades on their performance. 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

p. I use information generated through student classroom 
assessment to plan or modify future lessons. 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

q. I reflect on and revise my classroom assessment 
practices.  

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

 

 9. Which of these skills/areas present difficulties for you in assessment? (Choose as 

many as you find appropriate) 

o Speaking 

o Writing 

o Reading 

o Listening 

o Grammar 

o Vocabulary 

o None of the above 

 

10. Here is a list of possible assessment methods, could you please select which of 

them you are using to assess your students in the classrooms? (Choose as many as 

you find appropriate) 

o Regular Tests/exams (paper and pencil)  

o Oral examinations 

o Role play. 
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o Oral presentations 

o Listening tests  

o Portfolio assessment 

o Student Peer-assessment 

o Student Self-assessment 

o Translation (L1/L2) 

o Group assignments (projects, reports, etc.)  

o Individual assignment (essays, projects, etc.)  

o Worksheet 

o Quiz 

o Other (please specify) 

 

11. What type of assessment methods do you prefer to use in assessing your 

students? Why? 

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

______________ 

 

Section C: Teachers’ Assessment Conceptions and Beliefs 

12. From your experience as a teacher, please, rate statements 1 to 18 based on this 

scale: 1: Strongly disagree | 2: Disagree | 3: Undecided | 4: Agree | 5: Strongly agree. 

1- Classroom assessment should be planned according to the 
learning objectives. 

1   2   3   4   5 

2- Learning objectives should be shared with students. 1   2   3   4   5 

3- Assessment success criteria should be shared with and 
explained to students. 

1   2   3   4   5 

4- Various classroom assessment methods should be used to 
assess students learning and not just pencil and paper tests. 

1   2   3   4   5 

5- Portfolio assessment is an important method of 
assessment. 

1   2   3   4   5 

6- Peer-assessment is an important method of assessment. 1   2   3   4   5 

7- Self-assessment is an important method of assessment. 1   2   3   4   5 
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8- Classroom assessment should be carried out at regular 
times throughout a course. 

1   2   3   4   5 

9- Classroom assessment methods should be chosen 
appropriately in order to lead to sound decisions. 

1   2   3   4   5 

10- Learners should participate/be involved in the classroom 
assessment process to increase their motivation, self-
confidence and achievement. 

1   2   3   4   5 

11- Students should receive timely descriptive feedback on 
how to improve their learning. 

1   2   3   4   5 

12- Classroom assessment results should be used to 
improve/adjust teaching and learning plans. 

1   2   3   4   5 

13- Teacher’s reflection on and revision of assessment 
practices can support the ongoing improvement of these 
practices. 

1   2   3   4   5 

14- Classroom assessment is an integral part of the 
instructional process. 

1   2   3   4   5 

15- Classroom assessment is important for helping students 
learn. 

1   2   3   4   5 

16- Classroom assessment can be done by students as well 
as teachers. 

1   2   3   4   5 

17- Classroom assessment provides students with greater 
opportunities to engage in their learning. 

1   2   3   4   5 

18- Classroom assessment is not important. 1   2   3   4   5 

If you have any comments on any of the above statements, please feel free to 
elaborate here: 

 

 

Section D: Assessment Profiles and Training Needs 

13.  

A) FIRST, please indicate how confident you feel about the following areas (please 

choose the number that best describes you: 1= Not confident; 2= Somewhat confident; 

3= Uncertain; 4= Confident; 5= Very confident 

B) THEN, wherever you feel you need training, select YES from the last column on the 

right (make sure to move the screen to the left to see the choices) 
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Items I feel I would like 
training on 

this 

1. I can identify different purposes of assessment. 1   2   3   4   5  

2. I can choose assessment methods that are 
suitable for my learners. 

1   2   3   4   5  

3. I can design classroom-based tests. 1   2   3   4   5  

4. I can assess my learners’ listening skills. 1   2   3   4   5  

5. I can assess my learners’ speaking skills. 1   2   3   4   5  

6. I can assess my learners’ reading skills. 1   2   3   4   5  

7. I can assess my learners’ writing skills. 1   2   3   4   5  

8. I can assess my learners’ skills in an integrated 
way, e.g., reading a text and writing about it. 

1   2   3   4   5  

9. I can use self-assessment to assess my 
learners. 

1   2   3   4   5  

10. I can use peer-assessment to assess my 
learners. 

1   2   3   4   5  

11. I can use student portfolios to assess my 
learners. 

1   2   3   4   5  

12. I can assess learners with special learning 
needs, e.g., dyslexia, learning impairment. 

1   2   3   4   5  

13. I can provide my students with descriptive 
feedback that is specific and directly related to 
their performance on the assessment task or 
learning activity. 

1   2   3   4   5  

14. I can use assessment results to make 
decisions about individual students. 

1   2   3   4   5  

15. I can use assessment results to plan teaching. 1   2   3   4   5  

16. I can recognize how tests influence my 
teaching and students' learning. 

1   2   3   4   5  

17. I can apply the appropriate levels of the 
Common European Framework of Reference 
(CEFR) to assess my students. 

1   2   3   4   5  

18. I can explain assessment results to pupils.  1   2   3   4   5  

19. I can explain assessment results to parents 
and others. 

1   2   3   4   5  
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20. I can recognise inappropriate (e.g., invalid, 
unreliable, biased) assessment methods. 

1   2   3   4   5  

Are there any areas in relation to assessment that you are either using or would 
like to use and you want to have more training on? 

 

 

14. If you would like to make any comments about the issues addressed in this 

questionnaire, please feel free to write them below. 

__________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________ 

 

Thank you very much
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Appendix B: Saudi EFL teachers’ interview questions 

 

A/ Introductory questions: 

1. How long have you been teaching?  

2. Which level are you teaching? 

3. What are the learning outcomes of the level you are teaching? From where 

you get the information about the learning objectives and outcomes for your 

lessons?  

4. Have you adapted to the changes in the current curriculum? If yes, how? And 

if No, why? 

5. Have you faced any difficulties with the current curriculum? If yes, what are 

they? what do you think would help in overcoming these obstacles? 

6. Do you see any difference between the assessment procedures in the current 

curriculum and the previous one? If yes, what are the changes? If not, why 

not? 

7. Do you think this change in the language curriculum (teaching and 

assessment) is needed? why?    

8. Are there any assessment guidelines that you are aware of in the language 

curriculum in Saudi Arabia that help you to understand how to assess your 

students’ progress in the classroom? 

 

B/ Classroom-based Assessment Practices:  

1. When do you assess your students?   

2. What type of assessment approaches or activities do you implement during the 

class or in your classrooms? What are your criteria for selecting the assessment 

activities and materials in the classroom?  

3. How many assessment activities do you use?     

4. How frequently do you use them in your classroom? 

5. What assessment resources do you make use of?  

6. Is there any difficulty facing you when you assess your students?  

7. What do you know about recent language testing and assessment methods, 

e.g., portfolio assessment, self-or peer-assessment? Have you ever tried 

them? 

8. Sharing learning objectives and success criteria: 

a. Do you share learning intentions and success criteria with your 

students? 

b. What do you think about the idea of providing the students with the 

learning intentions and success criteria? 
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c. What do you think as the main benefits and challenges of introducing 

(this approach) in your classroom?  

9. Providing students with qualitative, descriptive feedback: 

a. Do you give your students any feedback during the lesson/classroom?   

b. What do you think about providing feedback to students on their work?  

c. What do you think as the main benefits and challenges of introducing 

(this approach) in your classroom?  

10. Engaging or involving students in the process of assessment:  

a. Do you involve the students in the assessment process? Or what is the 

role of your students in the assessment process?  

b. What do you think as the main benefits and challenges of introducing 

(this approach) in your classroom?  

 

Summative tests being used in classrooms:  

11. Do you design the progress test yourself or do you have it ready made?   

12. How do you design the test? *What resources do you use? *What steps do you 

take to design it? Do you use blueprint or table of specification in constructing 

the tests?   

13. How do you evaluate the tests you are using/constructing? How do you make 

sure it is a good test?  

14. What do you do with the results of the test? Why?   

 

C/ Teacher Conceptions and Beliefs: 

1. What can be considered as an assessment in your opinion?  

2. How would you define effective assessment? 

3. Why do you assess the students as teacher?  

4. What is your philosophy of assessment?   

5. What is your attitude toward assessment? 

6. Have you ever thought of how best to assess, what to assess, when to assess 

and why do you assess?  

 

D/ Early Personal Experience:  

1. Could you please tell me a little about your experience of learning the English 

language  ,did you learn it the same way you are teaching now? If not, what is 

the difference? 

2. Talking about assessment now: How was student learning measured when 

you were in school?  

3. Do you remember any time when a teacher gave you feedback about your 

score on a test that was intended to help you learn?   
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4. What do you remember about the feedback that you might receive from your 

teachers in schools? 

5. Do you see any difference between the way you were being assessed as a 

student and the way that your students are being assessed these days? If yes, 

why? and what is the difference? 

6. Do you think that your schooling experience has an impact on your present 

assessment practices? In what way? Or why not? 

 

E/ Teacher Education and Training/Professional Development:   

1. What qualification do you have? Where did you get your high education?  

2. During your education to be a language teacher, did you receive any training 

on assessing students’ learning or did you learn about language testing and 

assessment?  

3. If not, how did you learn about assessing your students’ language abilities? 

and what did you learn?   

4. Did you feel appropriately prepared for your language testing and assessment 

tasks when you start teaching? 

5. Are there things that you wish you had learned about assessment during your 

pre- service training/college study?  

6. What are your sources of information on language assessment?   

7. Have you attended any workshops or in-service training in relation to language 

assessment? If yes:    

8. What was the focus of this training?  

9. What do you think about them? Did you benefit from them? What was good 

about them? What did not you like about them?  

10. If you have not attended any, why?  

11. How satisfied are you with in- service training offered in language testing and 

assessment in Najran?  

12. Do you feel confident when you assessing your students’ language abilities?  

13. What language testing and assessment training would you like in the short 

term? or Is there anything relating to language assessment you need to 

improve?
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Appendix C: Saudi EFL supervisors’ interview questions  

Sample Questions 

1. Years of experience: How long have you been working as a supervisor? 

2. What is the highest qualification you hold? 

3. How many teachers are you supervising? 

4. What is your role as a supervisor?  

5. As a supervisor, can you tell me a little about the changes between the 

previous English language curriculum and the current one?  

6. Is there any difference between the assessment policy in the previous 

curriculum and the current one? 

7. How have the English language teachers been prepared for the current 

curriculum? 

8. What types of training are available for the teachers regarding assessment?  

9. Are there any criteria or frameworks for teacher training/professional 

development? 

10. What policy documents or guidelines regarding assessment do you use to 

facilitate your mission?  

11. What changes, if any, do you think would be desired in the current teacher 

training/professional development policy? 

12. Do you think that teachers are sufficiently prepared/trained to assess their 

students? 

13. How could their performance be improved?  

14.  In your opinion what are the main barriers to teachers’ development in 

Najran? 

15. Is there any assessment framework for the English language curriculum in 

Saudi Arabia?  

16. Are there any difficulties facing you as a supervisor in relation to the training 

and development of teachers regarding assessment practices?
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Appendix D: Participant consent form 

 

                                            Participant Consent Form  

 

Classroom-Based Language Assessment in a Saudi Context: Teachers’ 

Practices, Beliefs and Assessment Literacy 

 

By signing and returning this consent form you are indicating your agreement with 

the following statements: 

• I have read and understood the attached Participant Information Leaflet for 

this study. 

• I have had the opportunity to ask questions and discuss the study. 

• I have received enough information about this study. 

• I understand that the interviews will be audio recorded. 

• I understand I am free to withdraw from the study at any time until the 

interviews have been de-identified.  

• I consent that data can be used in conferences, publications and use of 

anonymised quotes. 

• I agree to take part in the study.   

      

Participant’s Name in Print:  ____________________________ 

     Participant’s Signature:     ______________________________  

     Date: ______________
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Appendix E: Information sheet for participants 

 

Introductory statement: My name is Ms. Arwa Abdulhadi Alyami and I am a PhD 

candidate in University College Dublin, School of Languages, Cultures and Linguistics. 

I am conducting a research project to examine the classroom-based language 

assessment practices of in-service female Saudi English language teachers in Najran, 

Saudi Arabia, under the supervision of Dr. Rosario Hernandez. The title of the study 

is “Classroom-Based Language Assessment in a Saudi Context: Teachers’ Practices, 

Beliefs and Assessment Literacy”. If you have any questions about the project, my 

contact details are included at the end of this document. 

What is this research about? The aims of this study are: 

To gain more information about the current classroom-based assessment practices 

employed by female EFL Saudi teachers in Najran state schools and whether their 

practices correlate to the new assessment policy.  

To identify their perceptions and beliefs regarding classroom-based assessment.  

To gauge the classroom language assessment literacy (knowledge) of female EFL 

Saudi teachers in Najran. 

Why am I doing this research? Classroom-based assessment is a fundamental and 

integral component of any language curriculum which can be employed not only to 

measure students’ achievement but also to facilitate language teaching and learning. 

I am conducting the current study in order to gain a greater understanding of the 

classroom-based language assessment practices of English language teachers in 

Najran, Saudi Arabia. An exploration of language teachers’ assessment practices may 

help Saudi teacher educators to better comprehend the factors that support or inhibit 

effective language classroom-based assessment, so that appropriate training and 

professional development might be developed to support teachers in contributing to 
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student language learning. There are no right or wrong approaches regarding this 

topic. All views are valued and that is why I am seeking your experiences and opinions. 

Why have you been invited to take part? You have been invited to participate in this 

research because you are an English language female teacher in Najran.  

How will your data be used? The findings of this study will be presented in my thesis. 

Also, I intend to present the findings at international conferences and submit articles 

for publication in peer-reviewed journals. No individual participant will be identified in 

any publication or presentation. 

What will happen if you decide to take part in the study? Your participation is 

entirely voluntary. If you decide to take part in this study, the researcher will conduct 

with you a semi-structured interview. The interview will take approximately 40-60 

minutes. Prior to the interview, you will also be asked to confirm that you have read 

this information sheet and are happy to participate in the research. If you agree, the 

interview will be audio recorded. The purpose of the audio recordings is to facilitate 

the efficiency and accuracy of the analysis process. The interview audio recordings 

will be deleted when I finish my PhD.   

How will your privacy be protected? Any information or data which is obtained from 

you during this research will be de-identified prior to the analysis so that no personal 

or school information is revealed. The interviews will be audio recorded. Each 

participant will be assigned a pseudonym as a means of identification. These 

pseudonyms will be used in transcriptions of the interview audio recordings and in 

presenting and analyzing the data in my thesis, in future publications or presentations 

on the research. Anonymous electronic data will be kept for 5 years on a password- 

protected and encrypted computer in order to allow for publication of the findings. The 

researcher will be responsible for the data. If you decide to take part in the 

observations and the interview, confidentiality will be discussed before the 

observations and before the interview.  

What are the benefits of taking part in this research study? As a result of this 

research, more will be known about the assessment practices and knowledge of 

English language teachers and how to improve language teachers’ assessment 

practices and literacy in Najran. These results may be of interest to you as a participant 

in the teaching and assessment process.  
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What are the risks of taking part in this research study? There are no known risks 

associated with participation. NO personal details or data regarding your performance 

or participation will be made available to any third party on completion of the study 

(e.g., the study funders or Ministry of Education). Your participation is totally voluntarily 

and if you do not want to participate, there will be no repercussions.  

Can you change your mind at any stage and withdraw from the study? You can 

decide to withdraw from the study up to the time when all the data from the 

observations and interviews have been de-identified. This can be done by contacting 

the researcher (see details below). Also, if you decide for any reason, or you feel that 

you want to withdraw in the middle of the observation or you feel uncomfortable being 

observed, you can indicate that to me and that by signalling to me and I will leave the 

classroom.  

Similarly, you can withdraw during the interview process or skip answering questions 

if you feel uncomfortable.  

How will you find out what happens to this project? You can contact the 

researcher through the contact details provided below. The researcher will provide a 

summary of the results to participants if requested. Participants will also be informed 

about the publication(s) arising from this project. I will let you know by sending the 

information about any publication in the online group of the Saudi EFL teachers.  

Contact details for further information: If you have any further questions about the 

study please contact me, Ms. Arwa Alyami, at arwa.alyami@ucdconnect.ie or my 

supervisor Dr. Rosario Hernandez at charo.hernandez@ucd.ie

mailto:arwa.alyami@ucdconnect.ie
mailto:charo.hernandez@ucd.ie
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Appendix F: Ethical approval form 

 

 

 

 
April 2nd, 2020 

UCD Office of Research Ethics 
 

Roebuck Castle University 
College Dublin Belfield, Dublin 4, 
Ireland 

 
T +353 1 716 8767 

An Oifig Eitic Thaighde UCD 
 

Caisleán Roebuck 

An Coláiste Ollscoile, Baile Átha Cliath Belfield, 
Baile Átha Cliath 4, Éire 

 
hrec@ucd.ie 
www.ucd.ie/researchethics 

 

Ms Arwa Alyami 
c/o Associate Professor Rosario Hernandez UCD 
School Languages, Cultures & Linguistics Belfield 
Dublin 4 

 
Re: HS-20-04-Alyami-Hernandez: Classroom-Based Language Assessment in a Saudi 
Context: Teachers’ Practices, Knowledge, Conceptions and Needs 

 
Dear Ms Alyami 

 

Thank you for your response to the Human Research Ethics Committee – Humanities (02/04/20). The Decision 
of the Committee is that approval is granted for this application which is subject to the conditions set out 
below. 
Please note that public liability insurance for this study has been confirmed in accordance with our 
guidelines.[i] 

 
Please note that approval is for the work and the time period specified in the  above protocol and is subject to 
the following: 

 

• Any amendments or requests to extend the original approved study will need to be approved by the 
Committee. Therefore you will need to submit by email the Request to Amend/Extend Form (HR4); 

• Any unexpected adverse events that occur during the conduct of your research should be notified to the 
Committee. Therefore you will need to Submit, by email, an Unexpected Adverse Events Report (HR5); 

• You or your supervisor (if applicable) are required to submit a signed End of Study  Report Form (HR6) to the 
Committee upon the completion of your study; 

• This approval is granted on condition that you ensure that, in compliance with the Data Protection Acts 
1988 and 2003, all data will be managed in accordance with your application and that you will confirm this 
in your End of Study Report (HR6); 

• Please note that further new submissions from you may not be reviewed until any End of Study Reports 
due have been submitted to the Office of Research Ethics. That is, any earlier study that you received ethical 
approval for from the UCD HRECs; 

• You may require copies of submitted documentation relating to this approved application and therefore we 
advise that you retain copies for your own records; 

• Please note that the granting of this ethical approval is premised on the assumption that the research will 
be carried out within the limits of the law; 

• Please also note that approved applications and any subsequent amendments are subject to a Research 
Ethics Compliance Review. 

 
The Committee wishes you well with your research and look forward to receiving your End of Study Report. All 
forms are available on the website www.ucd.ie/researchethics please ensure that you submit the latest version 
of the relevant form. If you have any queries regarding the above please contact the Office of Research Ethics 
and please quote your reference in all correspondence. 

 

Yours sincerely, 
 

 
 

Dr Joan Tiernan 
Chair Human Research Ethics Committee - Humanities 
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Appendix G: Sample of primary stage skills 

Primary stage skills, 5th grade: 
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Appendix H: Examples of worksheets and quizzes for primary school stage  

5th and 4th grade
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Appendix I: Examples of during-term exams and quizzes for intermediate and 

secondary school stages 

 

 

 



248 

 

 

 

 

 

 



249 



250 

 

 



251 

 

 

 

 

 

 



252 

Appendix J: An example of a final test for secondary school stage 
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Appendix K: An example of a final exam related to the previous curriculum  
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