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With recent advancements, teachers are required to be able to implement 
effective assessments in the classroom context. This is applicable through in-
service professional development programs that assist teachers’ improvement 
and provide them with opportunities to enhance their knowledge and to 
use what they know practically, especially their knowledge regarding 
assessment and its concepts. Therefore, the present study, which was a 
quasi-experimental study, was designed to explore the effect of an in-service 
professional course on teachers’ language assessment knowledge (LAK). 
To this end, a number of 76 EFL teachers, working at private institutes in 
Sanandaj, Iran, were selected through convenience sampling on the basis of 
availability to fill in the Language Assessment Test developed by Farhady 
and Tavassoli (2018) in order to estimate their current level of LAK. Then, 
a three-day workshop was held for the participants on the components and 
skills of language assessment. The instruction of each session took 6 hours. 
After 6 weeks, teachers’ ALK was tested again after the treatment. The results 
of the paired T-test revealed that the in-service professional development 
course had a significant effect on teachers’ LAK. It was also shown that 
teachers’ knowledge of different concepts and key terms in assessment 
was enhanced. Further, various steps of test design were introduced to 
them. Also, based on the results it was claimed that teachers would be able 
to design and familiarize their learners with standard tests. Additionally, 
they would be capable of using alternative assessment techniques.                                                                                                                                    
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1. Introduction

In the domain of language testing, a transition from a psychometric approach, 
which emphasizes standardized testing and reductionist measures, to an Edu metric 
approach that leans towards a more holistic perspective is observed. According to 
Wolf et al.(1991), the testing culture primarily focuses on using tests and exams 
to determine grades and achievements, whereas the assessment culture prioritizes 
using assessments to enhance instruction and facilitate student learning. Sheppard 
(2013) further highlights the global emphasis on new and creative types of 
assessment methods, including criterion and/or performance-based assessments, 
which has raised concerns among teachers about the underlying intentions and 
motivations behind these approaches.

Language testing and assessment serve a fundamental function in second 
language acquisition, as evidenced by research showing that teachers typically 
dedicate at least one-third of their teaching time to activities that are related to 
assessment (Bachman, 2014). The quality of assessments used in classrooms 
is closely linked to the provision of effective instruction and student learning. 
Therefore, as Earl (2013) pointed out, a crucial responsibility of educators is 
to combine testing with teaching and student learning, aligning them with the 
objectives of preparing students for lifelong learning skills and meeting the 
demands of the twenty-first century.

As a solution to address this issue, a specific term called Language Assessment 
Literacy (LAL) has been introduced in the field of language assessment and 
learning, particularly focusing on classroom settings (Inbar-Lourie, 2008a; Taylor, 
2009). Stiggins (1999) states that “assessment literacy” is a term widely employed 
to describe the set of skills and knowledge that stakeholders require to navigate 
the evolving landscape of assessment. However, there is a lack of consensus on 
the specific components that constitute ‘assessment literacy,’ despite various 
recommended approaches aimed at promoting its development (e.g., Walters, 2010).

LAL encompasses the acquiring of knowledge, skills, and principles related 
to the way the construction of tests are done, interpretation, use, and evaluation, 
along with a critical understanding of the role of assessment in the broader context 
of education (O’Loughlin, 2013). While it is widely recognized that teachers 
need to assess students’ progress, many educators lack sufficient knowledge of 
the fundamentals of assessment (Popham, 2009). The competency dimensions 
of LAL can be classified into those related to the ‘what’ of language testing and 
assessment (the construct) and those related to the ‘how’ of language testing and 
assessment (the method) (Shohamy, 2001).
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The crucial point to understand is that the aspects of ‘what’ and ‘how’ in 
language testing and assessment cannot be isolated from the underlying ‘why’ of 
testing and assessment. In other words, comprehending the‘what’ and executing 
the ‘how’ requires an understanding of the reasons and rationale behind these 
actions, represented by the ‘why’. Each of these dimensions is influenced by 
language-related factors and the broader educational and assessment cultures. 
Davidson (2007) emphasizes that any discussion on language assessment 
literacy should consider the current developments in assessment, particularly 
the increasing support for ‘assessment for learning’ (AfL) approaches in various 
regions worldwide.

Recently, several authors have introduced the term ‘assessment literacy’ 
to define the knowledge that language teachers and instructors should possess 
concerning assessment topics (Stoynoff & Chapelle, 2005). It is evident that 
teacher training should not only concentrate on equipping pre-service teachers 
with effective teaching methods but also ensure that they understand various types 
of assessment, especially if they are engaged in creating, scoring, and enhancing 
classroom-based assessments.

We formulated the following two research questions to address the gap in the 
literature:

1. Does an in-service professional development course have any significant 
effect on the improvement of language assessment knowledge of Iranian 
EFL teachers?

2. Does an in-service professional development course have any significant 
effect on the improvement of Iranian EFL teachers’ knowledge of 
components of language assessment?

2. Literature Review

2.1. Assessment Literacy

The concept of assessment literacy was initially introduced in the context 
of general education and later adopted in language education, specifically 
concerning assessment and measurement practices in educational contexts. 
However, assessment is perceived to have flourished over time due to researchers’ 
growing interest in exploring this concept further. Fulcher (2012), Taylor (2009), 
and Walters (2010) claim that despite this exploration, there is no single agreed-
upon definition for assessment literacy.

The term ‘assessment literacy’ was first proposed by Stiggins (1991a, 1995) in 
general education. He used it to characterize the idea that those classroom teachers 
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could pinpoint the differences between useful and unuseful assessment practices. 
Stiggins (1999) explains that ‘assessment literacy’ has become a common term 
for referring to the set of skills and knowledge that stakeholders need to guide 
the new world of assessment. Despite the increasing variety of recommended 
approaches to foster assessment literacy’s development (e.g., Walters, 2010), a 
consensus on its precise components remains elusive.

Inbar-Lourie (2008a) referred to assessment literacy as the capability of 
teachers to perceive the importance of social dimensions of assessment and the 
association between language knowledge and assessment task types. Furthermore, 
Language Assessment Literacy (LAL) is defined as acquiring knowledge, skills, 
and principles in test construction, interpretation, use, and evaluation, along with 
developing a critical perspective on assessment’s role in the broader educational 
context (O’Loughlin, 2013). While it is widely acknowledged that teachers 
need to assess students’ progress, many lack sufficient knowledge of assessment 
fundamentals (Popham, 2009). LAL competency involves dimensions related to 
the ‘what’ of language testing and assessment (the construct) and the ‘how’ of 
language testing and assessment (the method) (Shohamy, 2001).

Inbar-Lourie (2008b) emphasized that language assessment knowledge is 
not a singular concept but rather a combination of assessment literacy skills and 
language-specific competencies, creating a unique entity known as “language 
assessment literacy” (p. 389). Similarly, Malone (2013) referred to assessment 
literacy as language educators’ degree of acquaintance with terminologies in 
language testing and their ability to apply this knowledge to classroom practices, 
particularly in relation to language assessment.

Popham (2009) discusses the significance of assessment literacy for teachers’ 
professional growth, considering it an essential objective for their development. 
On the other hand, McMillan (2014) points out that traditional or objective 
assessment primarily assesses lower levels of learners’ thinking ability, while new 
alternatives in language assessment focus on evaluating higher-order thinking 
abilities. This alternative assessment is often referred to as authentic assessment, 
defined by Bachman and Palmer (1996) as tasks that relate to students’ everyday 
lives. Newmann and Archbald (1992) expand on the concept of authenticity by 
explaining that assessment quality and usefulness depend on the extent to which 
outcomes reflect meaningful and appropriate achievements.

The primary aspect of teachers’ classroom assessment literacy is their 
knowledge base concerning assessment. According to Bandura et al. (1999) 
and Fishbein and Ajzen (2011), the understanding and expertise individual 
teachers possess in this area are recognized as crucial factors that benefit the 
effectiveness of assessment practices. Farhady and Tavassoli (2018) emphasized 
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the significance of Language Assessment Knowledge (LAK) for EFL teachers, 
as it aids in developing appropriate assessments, making informed decisions 
about students’ development and performance, and ultimately enhancing their 
professional achievements. Moreover, Boud (2006), Joughin (2009), and Earl 
(2013) in their studies have indicated that there is a strong correlation between 
the quality of assessment and instruction and learners’ achievements.

Consequently, it is of main importance for language educators to understand 
the term assessment comprehensively and use it effectively in their teaching 
contexts. Experts in the field have asserted that the depth of teachers’ assessment 
knowledge base directly influences their ability to implement assessments that 
improve instruction and promote student learning (Stiggins, 1991a, 1995; Popham, 
2006, 2009). Price et al. (2012) add, in order for language educators to achieve 
the intricacies of the process of assessment in the classroom setting, possessing 
a comprehensive knowledge of language assessment is crucially needed. It also 
helps the educators in understanding the whole assessment procedure as well as 
making the best decisions about what skills and abilities to be measured and most 
importantly assists them in choosing and applying tasks for assessment of the 
learners’ performance.

Also, Popham (2006, 2009) and Stiggins (1991a, 1995) believe that teachers’ 
knowledge of assessment enables them to interpret the collected data from the 
process of assessment meticulously and effectively address any potential biases 
that might arise in the assessments they create or choose.

This issue has persisted for more than five decades that there is a scarcity of 
studies regarding assessment knowledge among teachers across various schools 
in numerous countries worldwide (Davidheiser, 2013; Gotch & French, 2013; 
Mayo, 1967; Plake, 1993). The following parts will be devoted to several studies 
that have utilized self-reported assessment and specific instruments that were 
utilized to measure the level of school educators’ assessment literacy.

It is mentioned in Ajzen (1991, 2005) that individuals who lack the essential 
information and abilities are unable to perform their intended tasks successfully. 
In this context, if a teacher lacks the required knowledge and skills to carry out 
assessments effectively, it is highly probable that they will struggle to conduct 
the intended assessments or produce assessments of low quality (Bandura, 1989).

Harlen (2005) and Alkharusi et al. (2012) and other numerous studies have 
been conducted to explore the relationship between language educators’ practical 
assessment and their knowledge of assessment. One such study by Tavassoli and 
Farhady (2018) focused on crucial skills that language educators must obtain 
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in order to possess comprehensible Language Assessment Knowledge (LAK). 
The objective of this research was to investigate the LAK requirements of EFL 
teachers. A total of 246 EFL teachers participated in the study and completed 
Fulcher’s needs assessment questionnaire (2012), which aimed to gauge their 
perceptions regarding the significance of major aspects of language assessment 
and assess their own level of knowledge. The findings revealed that specific 
subjects related to language assessment are crucial components that should be 
included in an assessment course.

Esafandiari and Nouri (2016) conducted a mixed-method study focusing on 
the Assessment Literacy (AL) of Iranian University Instructors. They emphasized 
the significance of teachers being assessment literate to improve their ability to 
assess students effectively. The study involved two groups of instructors, namely 
English Language Instructors and Content Instructors, and aimed to examine the 
disparities in their assessment literacy. Three main components for assessment 
knowledge were introduced in the results as follows: the theoretical aspects of 
assessing, analyzing, and constructing tests, as well as, the essential information 
about the statistical process.

Moreover, Mertler (2000) surveyed teachers from various school levels and 
subject areas to assess their assessment practices. The findings revealed that teachers 
with limited knowledge and understanding of validity and reliability concepts used 
statistical analysis less than those with a higher level of assessment knowledge. 
In the same line of inquiry, a study was conducted by Black et al. (2010) on 12 
school language educators in Oxford Shire, UK, in order to estimate their level of 
understanding of some features of assessment such as validity in various contexts, 
for instance, summative assessments and the impact that it might have on the steps 
that they carry out practical assessment. Therefore, it was concluded that studies 
educators with insufficient knowledge of assessment are unable to apply assessment 
practically well and their practice will be affected negatively.

To address this gap in literature it seems necessary for school and institute 
authorities to hold regular educational courses to compensate for the breakdown 
in knowledge and understanding of teachers especially their knowledge regarding 
the concept of assessment and its components (Ölmezer-Öztürk & Aydin, 2019). 
Additionally, Mohammadi and Babaii (2022) in their study marked the importance 
of such professional development programs in which they measured the 
participants’ knowledge of dynamic assessment before and after the educational 
program which focused on improving teachers’ information about dynamic 
assessment. The findings showed that the participants found those training sessions 
both practical and informative and their knowledge about dynamic assessment 
increased significantly after the course. 
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2.2. Components of Assessment Literacy

Assessment literacy encompasses the essential knowledge and skills that 
teachers need to fulfill two main aspects:

First, identifying, selecting, or creating assessments that are well-suited for 
various purposes, including accountability, evaluating instructional programs, 
monitoring student growth and progress, promoting students, and diagnosing 
individual learning needs or gaps. This involves the ability to design assessments 
that align with specific objectives and are appropriate for the intended use.

Second, analyzing, evaluating, and effectively utilizing both quantitative 
and qualitative evidence derived from different types of assessments, including 
external summative and interim assessments, classroom summative assessments, 
and formative assessments embedded in instruction. These assessment results are 
used to make informed decisions aimed at enhancing educational programs and 
tailoring instructional approaches to promote student learning and achievement. 
A strong understanding of test quality considerations and comparability issues is 
essential for making appropriate decisions based on assessment data.

The goal of assessment literacy is to empower teachers to make well-informed 
decisions about assessment practices, ultimately leading to improved student 
learning outcomes. It involves the ability to choose appropriate assessments for 
specific purposes, interpret and utilize assessment results effectively, and apply 
this knowledge to enhance instructional strategies and educational programs. By 
being assessment-literate, teachers can ensure that assessment becomes a valuable 
tool in fostering student growth and success in the classroom. (Kahl et al., 2013).

3. Method

3.1. Participants

A pool of 90 EFL teachers who had degrees in TEFL were chosen as the 
participants of this study through convenience sampling, the most widespread 
non-random type of sampling in EFL studies (Dornyei, 2007), which is defined 
as “the selection of individuals who happen to be available for study” (Mackey & 
Gass, 2016, p. 122). The participants were teachers who were teaching the English 
language in private institutes in Sanandaj, Iran. The participants’ age range varied 
from 20 to 32 including both genders 50 females and 40 males. Finally, a pool 
of 76 EFL teachers participated in the present study and 14 participants were 
excluded from the study due to mortality. The educators who were the subjects 
of this study had different teaching experiences (5 to 15 years of experience) at 
various ages (6 to 28) and levels (basic to advanced) of students. There was an 
assumption that various demographic information of the participants did not have 
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any specific impact on their LAK (Ölmezer-Öztürk & Aydin, 2019). Consequently, 
the researchers did not intend to control any of the demographic features of the 
participants such as gender, age, etc.

3.2. Materials and Instruments

In order to collect more accurate results, the participants of the current study 
were asked to complete the Language Assessment Knowledge test, which was 
developed by Farhady and Tavassoli (2018).

3.2.1. Language Assessment Knowledge Test 

In this research, the Language Assessment Knowledge (LAK) test developed 
by Farhady and Tavassoli (2018) was utilized to measure the educators’ knowledge 
of assessment. The test consisted of 33 items covering six main topics: Part A, 
focused on test types/functions (matching items); Part B, covered the stages 
of language test design (ordering items); Part C, dealt with test characteristics 
(matching items); Part D, assessed key terms/concepts (multiple-choice items); 
Part E, explored alternative assessment techniques (matching items); and Part F, 
involved assessing language components and skills (multiple-choice items). The 
test’s reliability was determined using Cronbach’s Alpha.

3.3. Procedure

Before starting the in-service program, the Language Assessment Knowledge 
test was given to the participants as the pretest of the study in order to estimate 
their assessment knowledge. In this phase, teachers took the Language Assessment 
Knowledge test designed by Farhady and Tavassoli (2018). This test helped the 
researchers to have a thorough perspective regarding the participants’ knowledge 
of language assessment due to the fact that the components that were measured 
by the given test are considered as important parts of the workshop. Then, in 
the treatment phase, the researchers held a 3-day workshop. In so doing, the 
researchers, first of all, tried to change the belief of the teachers regarding testing 
culture and directed them to assessment culture, and based on their experience 
in teaching at private institutes, they designed a straightforward syllabus for 3 
days during which they introduced new concepts in assessment and provided 
the teachers with informative sources and then, they gave the teachers practical 
samples and examples regarding alternative assessment techniques. The instruction 
of each session took 6 hours. During the first session of the workshop, researchers 
elaborated on test characteristics and key terms and concepts in language testing. 
On the second day, the participants got familiar with different test types as well 
as their functions and they also learned about different stages of a language test 
design. Furthermore, they gained experience about what types of tasks to use 
in their tests. In the last session of the workshop, they were taught alternative 
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assessment techniques. Additionally, statistical analysis was utilized to test the 
reliability and validity of the test as well as the characteristics of the items which 
were designed by them as well as the ways of assessing language components 
and skills for example how to grade speaking and writing and how to use the 
results gathered from their assessment in order to make proper decision about 
their students’ achievements. In the end, as the post-test of the study, the teachers 
were requested to complete the Language Assessment Knowledge test again after 
5 weeks.

3.4. Data Analysis

In this phase of the study, with the purpose of examining the teachers’ 
knowledge of assessment prior to and following the treatment, the data collected 
from a language assessment knowledge test administered to obtain accurate 
information about the EFL teachers’ assessment knowledge were analyzed.

4. Results and Discussion

4.1. Results

The present study was undertaken in order to estimate the effect of professional 
development on the development of language assessment knowledge of Iranian 
EFL teachers. Paired-samples t-test and repeated measures ANOVA were utilized 
to analyze the data. Table 1 displays the skewness and kurtosis statistics for the 
pretest and posttest of LAK and their components. It is believed that in order to 
achieve the normality of data, the skewness and kurtosis of the data should be 
lower than +/- 2 (Bachman, 2005; Bae & Bachman, 2010).

Table 1
Descriptive Statistics; Testing Normality of Data

N Skewness Kurtosis

Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic Std. Error

Pre-Type/Function 76 .127 .276 -.119 .545

Pre-Design 76 -.128 .276 -.321 .545

Pre-Characteristics 76 -.203 .276 -.211 .545

Pre-Concepts 76 .383 .276 .136 .545

Pre-Alternative 76 -.186 .276 -.467 .545

Pre-Skills 76 -.396 .276 .117 .545

Post-Type/Function 76 -.301 .276 -.587 .545
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Post-Design 76 -.652 .276 -.305 .545

Post-Characteristics 76 .157 .276 -.955 .545

Post-Concepts 76 -.279 .276 -.359 .545

Post-Alternative 76 -.446 .276 -.232 .545

Post-Skills 76 -.230 .276 -.619 .545

Pretest 76 -.448 .276 .121 .545

Posttest 76 -.530 .276 .155 .545

4.2. Exploring the First Research Question

Does an in-service professional development course have any significant effect 
on the improvement of language assessment knowledge of Iranian EFL teachers?

With the aim of comparing the Iranian EFL teachers’ means on the pretest and 
posttest of LAK a paired-samples t-test was used to which was to probe the first 
research question. Based on the results displayed in Table 2 it can be claimed that 
the EFL educators’ mean on the posttest of LAK was higher than their mean on 
the pretest (M = 22.67, SD = 5.65) (M = 13.61, SD = 4.41). 

Table 2
Descriptive Statistics; Pretest and Posttest of Language Assessment Knowledge

Mean N Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean

Posttest 22.67 76 5.651 .648

Pretest 13.61 76 4.412 .506

Paired-samples t-test results show a large effect size (t (75) = 22.78, p = 
.000, r = .935) (Table 3) that, in turn, indicates that EFL teachers had a significantly 
higher mean on the post-test of LAK than the pretest. As a result, the hypothesis 
stating “professional development did not have any significant effect on the 
improvement of language assessment knowledge of Iranian EFL teachers” was 
rejected.
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Table 3
Paired-Samples t-test; Pretest and Posttest of Language Assessment Knowledge

Paired Differences

T f Sig.
(2-tailed)Mean Std. 

Deviation
Std. Error 

Mean

95%
Confidence Interval of the 

Difference

Lower Upper

9.066 3.469 .398 8.273 9.859 22.781 75 .000

Figure 1

Means on the Pretest and Posttest of Language Assessment Knowledge

4.3. Exploring the Second Research Question

Does an in-service professional development course have any significant 
effect on the improvement of Iranian EFL teachers’ knowledge on components of 
language assessment?

In this part of the study in order to make the comparison between the Iranian 
EFL teachers’ improvement of means from pretests to posttests of components 
of LAK, a repeated measures ANOVA as well as simple effect analysis were 
used. Since the present study did not include any independent variables, there 
was no need to probe the assumption of homogeneity of variances and the 
assumption of homogeneity of covariance matrices. Table 4 displays the 
results of Mauchly’s sphericity tests. The sphericity assumptions requires that 
the differences between any two means should have roughly equal variances. As 
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noted by Field (2018), there should be at least three tests to probe the sphericity 
assumption. That was why the probability was not computed for the effect of 
Time because the components of LAK were measured at two-time intervals of 
pretest and posttest. The other findings collected from Mauchly’s tests were 
important that showed the violation of the assumption of sphericity. However, 
there is no need to worry about the violation of these assumptions because the 
repeated measures procedures computed four F-values (Table 6). As noted by 
Field (2018, p 847), “If sphericity is violated then you can apply a correction 
proportionate to the extent of the violation (for example, the Greenhouse–
Geisser correction) so you may as well ignore Mauchly’s test and always apply 
the correction”. Since the assumption of sphericity was not met, the results of 
the Greenhouse–Geisser correction (Table 6) were reported.
Table 4
Mauchly’s Test of Sphericity

Within 
Subjects 

Effect

Mauchly’s 
W

Approx. 
Chi-

Square
df Sig.

Epsilonb

Greenho
se-

Geisser

Huynh-
Feldt Lower-bound

Time 1.000 .000 0 .000 1.000 1.000 1.000

Tests .466 55.778 14 .000 .757 .802 .200

Time * 
Tests .598 37.569 14 .001 .827 .882 .200

Table 5 displays the Iranian EFL teachers’ means on pretests and posttests 
of components of LAK. The results indicated that the participants, following the 
professional development course, showed improvement in their means on post-tests.
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Table 5
Descriptive Statistics; Pretests and Posttests of Components of Language Assessment Knowledge

Time Tests
Mean Std. Error

95% Confidence Interval

Lower Bound Upper Bound

Pretest

P r e - T y p e /
Function 2.000 .099 1.803 2.197

Pre-Design 2.066 .098 1.871 2.261

P r e -
Characteristics 1.789 .086 1.617 1.962

Pre-Concepts 3.079 .155 2.770 3.388

Pre-Alternative 1.684 .096 1.493 1.875

Pre-Skills 2.987 .143 2.701 3.272

posttest

P o s t - T y p e /
Function 3.395 .139 3.118 3.672

Post-Design 3.750 .129 3.494 4.006

P o s t -
Characteristics 2.697 .101 2.496 2.898

Post-Concepts 5.329 .202 4.926 5.732

Post-Alternative 2.803 .109 2.585 3.020

Post-Skills 4.697 .185 4.328 5.067

According to Table 6, a significant difference was observed between the 
means of the pretest and posttest disregarding their components (F (1, 75) = 518.98, 
p = .000, partial η2 = .874 indicating a large effect size). Significant differences 
were observed between the overall means on six components of LAK disregarding 
time interval; i.e., pretests and posttests (F (5, 71) = 92.52, p = .000, partial η2 = .867 
representing a large effect size). Statistically significant relationships were spotted 
between time and components of LAK (F (5, 71) = 8.83, p = .000, partial η2 = .384 
representing a large effect size).
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Table 6
Multivariate Tests; Pretests and Posttests of Components of Language Assessment Knowledge

                                     Effect Value F Hypothesis
df

Error
df Sig. Partial

Eta Squared

Time

Pillai’s Trace .874 518.987 1 75 .000 .874

Wilks’ Lambda .126 518.987 1 75 .000 .874

Hotelling’s Trace 6.920 518.987 1 75 .000 .874

Roy’s Largest Root 6.920 518.987 1 75 .000 .874

Tests

Pillai’s Trace .867 92.528 5 71 .000 .867

Wilks’ Lambda .133 92.528 5 71 .000 .867

Hotelling’s Trace 6.516 92.528 5 71 .000 .867

Roy’s Largest Root 6.516 92.528 5 71 .000 .867

Time * Tests

Pillai’s Trace .384 8.836 5 71 .000 .384

Wilks’ Lambda .616 8.836 5 71 .000 .384

Hotelling’s Trace .622 8.836 5 71 .000 .384

Roy’s Largest Root .622 8.836 5 71 .000 .384

Table 7 displays the findings of simple effects analysis which enabled the 
researchers to compare the improvement of means from pretest to posttest for each 
of the components of LAK. Based on these results and the descriptive statistics 
displayed in Table 5 it can be concluded that EFL teachers showed significant 
improvement in their means from;

- Pretest (M = 2) to posttest (M = 3.39) of test types and 
functions (Mean Difference = 1.39, p = .000).

- Pretest (M = 2.06) to posttest (M = 3.75) of stage of test 
design (Mean Difference = 1.68, p = .000).

- Pretest (M = 1.78) to posttest (M = 2.69) of test 
characteristics (Mean Difference = .908, p = .000).

- Pretest (M = 3.07) to posttest (M = 5.32) of key terms and 
concepts (Mean Difference = 2.25, p = .000).

- Pretest (M = 1.68) to posttest (M = 2.80) of alternative test 
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techniques (Mean Difference = 1.11, p = .000).

- Pretest (M = 2.98) to posttest (M = 4.69) of assessment of 
language components and skills (Mean Difference = 1.71, p = .000).

Table 7
Pairwise Comparisons; Pretests and Posttests of Components of Language Assessment 
Knowledge

Mean Difference
(I-J) Std. Error   Sig.

95% Confidence Interval
 for Difference
Lower Bound Upper Bound

Test Types 1.395* .131 .000 1.133 1.656

Test Design 1.684* .126 .000 1.433 1.935

Characteristics .908* .103 .000 .703 1.113

Concepts 2.250* .190 .000 1.871 2.629

Alternative 1.118* .108 .000 .904 1.333

Skills 1.711* .175 .000 1.363 2.058

*. The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.

Figure 2
Means on Components of Pretests and Posttests of Language Assessment Knowledge
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4.4. Discussion

This study was a report on the effect of the professional development of 
EFL teachers on their Language Assessment Knowledge (LAK) as well as their 
knowledge of the assessment components. The findings of data analysis showed 
that professional development had a significant effect on the betterment of language 
assessment knowledge of Iranian EFL teachers. Also, it is indicated by Farhady 
and Tavassoli (2018) and Popham (2011) that the higher the level of LAK of the 
teachers the more student’s achievements will result in the classes as assessment 
knowledge plays an important role in teachers’ professional knowledge.

Secondly, the participants, following the professional development course, 
showed improvement in their means on post-tests of components of LAK. 
The tests showed that the EFL teachers had more information about terms and 
concepts of assessment but had little information about test designs, functions, and 
characteristics as well as alternative test techniques. However, the post-test shows 
that they had significant progress in their knowledge of assessment components 
which was also in parallel with a study conducted by Jannati (2015) in which the 
instructors were aware of the basic topics in language assessment. Even though 
the teachers had enough knowledge in assessment, they weren’t able to use this 
knowledge in practice. Therefore, the instructors needed a training course in 
order to learn how to use their knowledge in their classroom and teaching practice 
(Ölmezer-Öztürk & Aydin, 2019; Popham, 2009).

These findings are in line with some other previous studies such as Melter 
(2003), Esfandiari and Nouri (2016), Heng, Abdullah and Rashid (2016), Elshawa 
et al. (2016), Farhady and Tavassoli (2018). For example, Farhady and Tavassoli’s 
(2018) study focused on EFL teachers’ language assessment knowledge (LAK) 
improvement and their LAK needs. They found that a large number of EFL 
teachers believed that they needed to augment their knowledge of assessment to 
improve their professional development. Moreover, Mertler (2003) in his study 
focused on the difference between the knowledge of assessment of pre-service 
and in-service educators. The results of his study revealed that on one hand, 
both teachers in the in-service and pre-service programs performed highest on 
some components of assessment literacy. On the other hand, they had the lowest 
performance on one component of assessment knowledge which was developing 
valid grading procedures. 

Therefore, it is important for a successful teaching program to provide 
educators with various courses to develop their LAK (Popham, 2009) as it is 
claimed by Ölmezer-Öztürk and Aydin, 2019, the major cause of inadequate 
knowledge of EFL educators regarding LAK results from the inadequacy of 
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teacher education and professional development courses. These professional 
development programs should be presented to augment the teachers’ skills in 
measuring language abilities. However, mere attendance in these training courses 
may not result in higher LAK. But, according to Ölmezer-Öztürk and Aydin 
(2019), ongoing training sessions regarding knowledge of assessment and testing 
in which teachers can utilize practices of assessment are favorable and effective. 
It is necessary for EFL teachers to learn how to design proper tests and utilize 
them in class with the aim of helping their learners achieve their goals in learning. 
As stated by Kremmel and Harding (2020) and Yan et al. (2017), if teachers have 
a good command of assessment and are aware of its importance in the teaching 
process, then, they will find assessment as an enjoyable experience and put more 
effort in the process of assessing their learners. 

5. Conclusion and Implications

The results of the current study were in line with previous research conducted 
by Ölmezer-Öztürk and Aydin (2019), Jannati (2015), and Vogt et al. (2020). This 
study stands out as one of the few quantitative investigations in the literature that 
explored Iranian teachers’ Language Assessment Knowledge (LAK) and their 
understanding of assessment components. The study’s primary contribution was 
demonstrating a significant gap between what a teacher can teach practically and 
what assessment practices he can apply in the context of the classroom which 
deviates from the latest theories of language assessment. It became evident that 
EFL teachers with limited expertise in assessment and low LAK might struggle 
to appropriately assess their classes. Additionally, teachers were found to lack 
sufficient information about assessment components, such as test types, functions, 
characteristics, and test design. Having that assessment knowledge is crucial to 
the process of teaching-learning and proves that educators are at the center of all 
practices related to assessment, Ölmezer-Öztürk and Aydin (2019) mention that it 
is imperative for EFL teachers to possess adequate knowledge in the assessment 
process.

The findings of this study carry important implications for both teacher 
educators and policymakers. It is recommended that teacher education programs 
undergo necessary changes to prioritize practical professional development with 
a specific focus on language assessment for teachers (Afshar & Ghasemi, 2020; 
Jalilzadeh et al., 2023). Policymakers, being responsible for crucial decisions 
related to education programs and assessments, should be knowledgeable about 
various assessment types and must ensure that teachers and researchers are given 
adequate opportunities and resources to conduct further research on Language 
Assessment Knowledge (LAK) (Taylor, 2013).
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This study had some limitations related to the data collection techniques 
used and the small sample size. To obtain more valuable insights into teachers’ 
assessment knowledge, it is recommended to incorporate classroom observations 
to observe how language teachers assess their learners and provide feedback in the 
actual classroom setting, particularly considering the diverse levels of Language 
Assessment Knowledge (LAK) among teachers. Additionally, employing a larger 
sample size would offer a more comprehensive understanding of EFL teachers’ 
realities and how assessment techniques are employed in various contexts by 
different teachers.

Another limitation concerns the lack of differentiation among the participants 
based on their demographic characteristics, such as age, academic degree, and 
teaching experience. Future studies should address this aspect to better comprehend 
how these factors may influence teachers’ assessment practices. Lastly, this study 
was confined to EFL teachers in the context of Iran. To gain a more extensive 
perspective, it is suggested to conduct similar research in various EFL and ESL 
contexts, considering teachers with diverse demographic backgrounds.
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