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Abstract
This study investigated the effect of online summative and formative assessments on 30 Iranian English as foreign language 
teachers’ teaching competences. Everything being equal in terms of participant homogeneity and classroom video-based 
teacher induction for 21 sessions, significant differences in teaching competence improvements on three assessment inter-
ventions were sought using pretest/posttest time series design. The assessment interventions included online summative 
assessment (teachers receiving online feedback after their classroom observation), teachers online portfolio writing formative 
assessment (teachers receiving feedback after content analysis of their portfolios) and online collaborative discussion forma-
tive assessment (ECDF) (teachers’ receiving feedback in the discussion forum). Classroom observation, content analysis 
of e-portfolios, and log analysis of ECDF were used to code indicators of teacher competence improvements according to a 
scoring schema to fill teacher balanced score card (TBSC). The teacher competences were measured on TBSC in pre- and 
post-assessment interventions. The results of Paired sample t test and ANCOVA (analysis of covariance) indicated improved 
teacher competences across all-time series measures. Comparatively, teaching competences were more affected in ECDF 
assessment intervention where collaborative reflection and feedback were exchanged. Implications for education practitioners 
were provided and suggestions were offered for further research in the light of the limitations of the study.

Keywords  Online summative assessment · Teacher e-portfolio writing · Collaborative discussion · Teacher competences · 
Online formative assessment

Introduction

Assessment in education has intrigued practitioners, aca-
demics, and researchers (Kabilan and Khan 2012). How 
to increase educational achievements has been debated in 
education policy and it has been universally agreed that one 
important factor determining student achievement is teacher 
quality (Azam and Kingdon 2015). Therefore, increasing 
attention has been focused on outcome-based approach 
which holds teachers receive achievements from students. 
There has been a long time that the major tool implemented 
for teacher education was student assessment of teachers’ 
teaching through teacher evaluation questionnaire and still 
it is one and all tool in many countries around the globe 
(Marsh et al. 2009). Feistauer and Richter (2016)’s study 

of the reliability of student evaluation of teachers indicated 
that the major variances in student evaluation rely on stu-
dents’ perception of good teaching practice (Renaud and 
Murray 2005), student/student/teacher interaction. Type of 
the course also moderates their evaluation of teacher com-
petences (Gillmore 1977). Therefore, they suggest student 
evaluation of teachers to be interpreted with caution.

Alternative forms of assessment gained recognition in 
documenting improvements and it received more values and 
feasibility with the introduction of information and com-
munication technology (ICT) to education. Different forms 
of assessment including summative assessment which 
aims at assessing predetermined objectives are achieved so 
that certification can be granted and formative assessment 
which aims at improving learning through evaluation along 
with providence of feedback and scaffolding in interaction 
and fine tuning teaching and learning acts (Gikandi et al. 
2011; Hargreaves 2007; Llamas-Nistal et al. 2013; Tarighat 
and Khodabakhsh 2016). The distinction between forma-
tive and summative assessment relies on process-oriented 
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versus product-oriented approach towards assessment (Har-
greaves 2007). To operationalize key concepts of formative 
assessment, related concepts such as portfolio assessment 
supported by research to nurture higher order thinking, 
reflection, respond individual needs and powers and insti-
gate variety which are all absent in summative assessment 
(Yurdabakan and Erdogan 2009) and pear assessment which 
requires student teachers’ evaluation on their colleagues’ 
performance on the basis of the criteria of excellence where 
they fine tune their comments to their zone of proximal 
development (ZDP) gained importance (Tseng and Tsai 
2007).

ICT can provide a medium in which the concepts related 
to formative assessment can be reinforced. Various stud-
ies investigated how ICT helps evaluation and assessment 
and what is shared among them is the introduction of com-
puter-aided assessment tools which use objective tests or 
cloze, true/false end tests, and give a digital report of cor-
rect answers to teachers and students (Siozos et al. 2009). 
Missing from them is the interactive platform by which the 
examinees’ true knowledge and skills can be assessed in 
an authentic way (Huff and Sireci 2001). These studies are 
mostly about how summative assessment can be accom-
plished using ICT (Gikandi et al. 2011) and how online 
formative assessment can bring insights into computers serv-
ing assessment and in turn learning remains understudied. 
The rational of this study is discussed as follows:

	 (i)	 The existing studies on teacher evaluation are prod-
uct-oriented in nature which provides little infor-
mation on teaching practice (Bastian et al. 2016; 
Henry et al. 2010; Skedsmo and Huber 2017). The 
product-oriented approach towards teacher education 
includes teacher evaluation questionnaires, classroom 
observation, teacher individual interviews, teacher 
self-evaluation, and teacher testing which suffer from 
either reliability concerns or providing little insights 
about teaching practice improvement (DeLuca et al. 
2016; Duckor et  al. 2014; Feistauer and Richter 
2016; Marsh et al. 2009; Santiago and Benavides 
2009; Smith et al. 2004). The inadequacy of the prod-
uct-based approaches towards teacher evaluation led 
practitioners to think of more process-based teacher 
evaluation (Darling-Hammond et al. 2013) in which 
teachers notice the moment to moment construction 
of their teaching (Navidinia et al. 2015).

	 (ii)	 Not equally well documented in research is how alter-
native assessment potentials mediated by computers 
are practiced in teacher education (Kabilan and Khan 
2012) and the existing literature identifies several 
shortcomings with the educational systems that uti-
lize less integrated practices such as e-portfolio writ-
ing of any type, in the absence of interaction with 

more knowledgeable peer, the knowledge constructed 
with scaffolding with the self may not be internalized 
(Wu and Pedersen 2011). Computer-based scaffold-
ing should be conducted through interactions which 
facilitate metacognition and refection upon thinking 
processes. Various agents should provide scaffolding 
and no single tool meets all purposes.

	 (iii)	 There has been no research investigating the potential 
of online teacher summative and formative in com-
parative mode and novelty of the present study lies 
not only in its comparative investigation but also in 
utilizing new online instruments that are potentially 
contributive to the field as they provide mediums for 
collaboration among the participants.

To achieve the objective of this study and fulfill the 
rational of the study which is investigating the effect of 
online summative and formative assessment through 
e-portfolios and electronic collaborative discussion forum 
(ECDF) on teacher competence improvement, the previous 
research on online formative and summative assessment was 
reviewed to have appropriate knowledge in organizing and 
designing the instruments of the present research, the instru-
ments were deigned and evaluated to assure their psycho-
metric properties and the results are critically reviewed and 
discussed to offer implications and potentially interesting 
areas of research missed in this study.

Literature review

Teacher education, teacher evaluation, and teacher 
competences

There are several studies on the necessity and importance 
of teacher evaluation for making principled and informed 
decisions for quality improvement (Abbas 1994; Al-Thumali 
2011; Navidinia et al. 2015). Teacher profession is construc-
tion and reconstruction of one-self through studying the fac-
tors that determine its quality (Potolea 2008). Teacher devel-
opment requires construction of teacher competences which 
are professional skills that help teachers to have successful 
performance (Blašková et al. 2014) through critical analysis 
of teaching act and polity planning which leads to the devel-
opment of designs that are compatible and coherent with 
respect to teaching and learning process and educational 
objectives. Teachers’ development of teaching competence 
equips teachers with cognitive and affective factors to solve 
problems in an efficient, coherent, and dynamic way (Duţă 
et al. 2014).

Four teacher competences are identified by Zimpher and 
Howey (1987) and they are as follows:
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1)	 Clinical competence teachers’ skills in immediate 
response to expected and unexpected problems in teach-
ing practice and solve them efficiently.

2)	 Personal competence teachers’ interactive capacities in 
establishing an appropriate relations and interactions 
with the self, students, and colleague.

3)	 Critical competence critical evaluation of social inequi-
ties and reconstruction of social practices.

4)	 Technical competence preplanning teaching and learning 
activities and how they are going to be measured.

How the teacher competences can be improved and how 
the competence improvement can be tracked has been at the 
center of attention. Action research was utilized for identi-
fying incidences which indicated competence development 
and improvement (Lasauskienė et al. 2015). Then, there 
were various attempts in evaluating teachers to track indict-
ors in performance which reflect competence improvement 
and transformation. Traditional approaches included teacher 
evaluation questionnaires, teacher interviews, and teacher 
portfolio which evaluated immediate performance rather 
than underlying processes one (Imhof and Picard 2009) 
and provide no clear idea of what good teaching practice is 
(Mansvelder-Longayroux et al. 2007).

Recently, Balanced Score Card (BSC) which was origi-
nally used for “translating the organization’s strategy and 
vision to objectives and measures and targets from finical, 
customer, internal business processes perspectives” (Hughes 
and Pate 2012, p. 59) to maximize product cell and high 
income is now introduced as instrument for quality assess-
ment in educational settings. It can evaluate the aspects 
which are beyond student capacities to rate. Table 1 shows 
what information can teacher balanced score card provide 
form different perspectives including institutional, depart-
mental/administrative, and learning and growth perspectives 
which are proposed by Hughes and Pate (2012).

There are several attempts to identify the teacher per-
formances relating to teacher competencies. Lasauskienė 
et al. (2015) used educational project method of develop-
ment (action research). In this method, teachers verify in 
practice, and evaluate and ground new educational ideas 

and performance. The results of the analysis of students’ 
reflections elicited the themes with related categories and 
subcategories on which teacher performances are based. 
For example, one of the points that students reflected on 
was “working in this project allowed me to make various 
decisions.” This caused the teacher to assign a category 
of “independent involvement and encouragement of self-
involvement.” In this study, the researcher used guidelines 
of Competency Framework for Teachers proposed by depart-
ment of education and training in Australia (2004) in prepar-
ing the indicators of teacher competences. The procedure for 
operationalization of teacher competences in practice was 
discussed in “Method” section of the present research. The 
score balanced card in this study is prepared to evaluate the 
teacher competences and how they are developed through 
portfolio and teachers’ collaborative discussions.

ICT and teacher education

With the advancement of ICT, computers are no longer 
considered as a tool to store, analyze, or exchange informa-
tion; rather they are considered as a learning tool (Gil-Flo-
res et al. 2017). Accordingly, how ICT can help pre-service 
and in service boost their teaching has been investigated 
thoroughly. The studied range from the impact of computer 
mediated teaching on teacher knowledge (Zottmann et al. 
2013), investigation of determining factors in the teach-
ers tendency to integrate ICT into their classes (Kreijns 
et al. 2013), validation of instrumental and methodological 
aspects of ICT use in classes (Gold and Holodynski 2017), 
investigation of psychological and emotional dimensions of 
ICT integration(García-Martín and García-Sánchez 2016), 
the leadership and infrastructure challenges (Chua and Chua 
2017; Gil-Flores et al. 2017).

ICT and teacher assessment

There are various studies documenting how ICT helped 
assessing teachers including self- and peer assessment, 
video-based assessment, and portfolio writing. Question-
naire and self and peer assessment on Wiki writing projects 

Table 1   The classic balanced scorecard (BSC) versus the teaching balanced scorecard (TBSC)

Classic balanced scorecard perspectives Teaching balanced scorecard perspectives Addresses the question

Financial perspective Institutional perspective How do we look to 
providers of financial 
resources?

Customer perspective Student perspective How do students see us?
Internal business process perspective Departmental/administrative perspective At what must we excel?
Learning and growth perspective Learning and growth perspective Can we continue to 

improve and create 
value?



346	 Z. Mohamadi Zenouzagh 

1 3

indicated that pre-service teachers consider formative 
assessment including self-assessment through wiki writ-
ing and peer assessment approaches helpful (Ng 2016). The 
effect of peer assessment on problem-solving skills of teach-
ers supported by online learning activities indicated that peer 
feedback affected teachers’ performances in problem solv-
ing and the results also indicated that feedback function and 
direction predicted feedback use (Çevik et al. 2015).

Video-based assessment of ones’ teaching and content 
analysis of the video recording and pre-post student survey 
responses indicated that extensive behavioral modeling, tar-
geted behavioral modeling, and independent problem solv-
ing are the three elements related to efficacy of video-based 
assessment in teacher development (Koh and Chai 2016). 
Zottmann et al. (2013) indicated that the position of annota-
tions made by learners during their case analysis of digital 
video cases in teacher education in computer-supported col-
laborative learning displayed positive correlation between 
application and acquisition of professional knowledge. The 
qualitative and quantitative in-depth analysis of teachers’ 
perspective on the use of digital video annotation where 
teaching candidates could put their explicit and implication 
comments on ones’ teaching indicated that it is important 
to address cultural and psychological aspects that control 
ones’ emotion when one’s teaching behavior is assessed 
(Picci et al. 2012).

Kabilan and Khan (2012)’s study of e-portfolio writing 
indicated that it helped teachers to identify their strength 
and weaknesses and it improved six competences includ-
ing “developing understanding of an effective teachers’ role, 
developing teaching approaches /activities, improving lin-
guistic abilities, comprehending content knowledge, gaining 
ICT skills and realization of the need to change mindset.” 
Remarkable change is also reported in teachers’ formative 
assessment practices as a result of early childhood education 
teacher e- portfolio writing (Hooker 2015). Content analy-
sis, reflections, and interviews of EFL teachers’ e-portfolios 
indicated how teachers’ documentation, organization, crea-
tion and shared information, and materials in designing their 
e-portfolio contributed to their professional development 
(Bala et al. 2012).

With the introduction of social constructivism to learning, 
teacher learners’ development is much of a more connected 
process-oriented endeavor rather than a product information 
processing one (Dede 2006). Hence, teachers were not seen 
as conveyor belts conveying information from supervisors to 
students. Teaching knowledge is constructed through inter-
action between the discourse communities. Respectively, the 
negative climate associated with teacher evaluation through 
scale-based evaluation of acceptable, satisfactory, or the like 
is mitigated by supportive and collaborative climate of con-
versations (Danielson 2001; Danielson and McGreal 2000). 
Various online collaboration tools were proposed to foster 

social constructivism. Telecollaboration, an online intercul-
tural exchange, is reported to effectively influence teacher 
perception of IT integration in classes and its implementa-
tion, and in turn student satisfaction with urging for teacher 
presence (Turula 2017). A study on online teacher collabo-
ration has also indicated that it may help teachers acquire 
procedural knowledge and skill (competences) (Vinagre 
2016). Membership categorization analysis of computer-
mediated technology used in the study by Cho (2016) indi-
cated that pre-service teachers establish community building 
features that help them in mutual engagement, joint enter-
prise, and shared repertoire. In addition, content analysis 
and Chi square of 35 h of coded design talk in collaborative 
talk during the design of ICT lessons indicated that teach-
ers consider pedagogical content knowledge derived from 
emphasis on idea development, perception institutional con-
sideration, and interpersonal factors as key parameters in 
designing ICT lessons which implies professional develop-
ment through collaboration (Koh and Chai 2016). Online 
communication and online help-seeking when mentoring 
failed in pre-service teacher education classes were reported 
to affect self-efficacy, epistemological belief and perceived 
benefits, and affected their subsequent self-regulated learn-
ing as established (Liu 2017).

The study

The novelty of this study lies in its attempt to account for the 
need for comparative study of different types of alternative 
assessments in online modules, the need for more integrated 
and connected online techniques to foster constructivism in 
student teacher education, and its utilizing new techniques 
which are potentially contributive to the field. The present 
study is intended to investigate the effect of online summa-
tive assessment and two forms of online formative assess-
ment, e-portfolio and electronic collaborative discussion 
forum, on teacher competence improvement. The following 
research questions are postulated to find the answer. Since 
the design of the study is time series design, each question 
was stated in such a way that caters the effect of previous 
assessment intervention.

1.	 Does summative teacher assessment have any significant 
effect on the improvement of Teacher competences of 
Iranian EFL Teachers?

2.	 Does teacher online portfolio writing have any signifi-
cant effect on the improvement of Teacher competences 
of Iranian EFL Teachers after removing (controlling for 
the) the effect of summative assessment?

3.	 Does ECDF (electronic collaborative discussion 
forum) have any significant effect on the improvement 
of Teacher competences of Iranian EFL Teachers after 
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removing (controlling for) the effect of teacher online 
portfolio writing?

Method

Teacher participants

Thirty Iranian MA male (n = 9) and female (n = 21) students 
of English as foreign language studying at state and pri-
vate universities in Iran and working in English language 
center of Islamic Azad university, Karaj branch (KIAU) with 
the teaching experience of 5–8 years were invited to take 
part in the study. They ranged from 24 to 30 years of age 
(mean = 27). Since it was a free teacher education in summer 
school of the researcher’s institution, teachers all voluntarily 
took part in the study. Three criteria were utilized in inclu-
sion of the teachers in this study. First, although they were 
more than 30 teachers in the program, only those with the 
same teaching experiences and those that were teaching at 
the time of the study were included. Second, teachers who 
were considered as learner-centered teachers with technol-
ogy on the basis of their answer to a teacher-type question-
naire taken from Admiraal et al. (2017) were included in 
the study. The questioner identifies five types of teachers 
including learner-centered with technology, teachers critical 
of technology use in school, teachers uncomfortable with 
technology and teachers uneasy with learner-centered teach-
ing, and teachers critical of a clear cut stance. Third, teachers 
who declared high computer confidence and high frequency 
of computer use in their registration form into the program 
were included. This research was a self-funded project. To 
observe ethics in research, teachers were informed about the 
research and were assured that their responses were confi-
dential would only be used for research purposes and they 
signed a consent form for perusal of their responses in this 
project.

Assistant researchers

Five male (n = 1) and female (n = 4) Ph.D. candidates doing 
their Ph.D. program in teaching English as foreign language 
at the researcher’s institution were invited to assist the 
researcher and were paid, respectively. They ranged 27–36 
in age (m = 31.5). They gave their best shot into the study 
on several occasions including participant selection phase, 
teacher briefing sessions on e-portfolio writing, and mem-
bership acceptance stage of e-collaborative discussion forum 
(ECDF). They also conducted classroom observation, rated 
e-portfolio writing through e-writing forum (EWF), and con-
ducted log analysis of ECDF to fill out teacher balance score 
card for summative assessment (TBSC). TBSCs were filled 
for teachers four times: (a) at pretest stage after video- based 

teacher induction and online summative assessment through 
classroom observation, (b) after video-based teacher induc-
tion and online formative portfolio writing through EWF, 
and (c) after video-based teacher induction and online form-
ative collaborative discussion though (ECDF).

Instruments

Since there are three assessment interventions in this study, 
the e-writing forum was implemented and manipulated in 
three ways. In online summative assessment, after teachers 
received professional videos as teacher induction, they were 
asked to have accounts in the forum and teachers were pro-
vided with ‘assistant researcher’ analytic comments on their 
teaching act in the classes observed with assistant research-
ers. In online formative e-portfolio writing, the forum was 
utilized in such a way that students could archive their 
reflection on the teaching act they had after each session of 
classroom professional video- based teacher induction. They 
were instructed about portfolio writing. At this stage in the 
forum, their online formative portfolio assessment was done 
individually by the teachers. Their archives of e-portfolios 
were accessible by the assistant teachers as admins of the 
website. At collaborative discussion online formative assess-
ment (ECDF) stage, the forum is used collaboratively by the 
students. The admins group teachers into six groups of five 
students. They could use the connective potential the website 
which is discussed later in this section.

E‑writing forum (EWF)

A website named E-writing forum (e-writingforum.ir) was 
launched to achieve the objectives of the study. The web-
site’s user friendliness and its potential in creating a medium 
for research purposes were examined by other studies of 
the author (Mohamadi 2018a, b; Mohamadi and Malek-
shahi 2018; Mohammadi 2017). Some of the features of 
this website are as follows (1) sharing with anyone in such 
a way that no finished file is uploaded; (2) accept or reject 
changes which means the possibility of tracking the changes 
and making control of what makes into the writing tasks 
and what does not; (3) in line comments which are provided 
through collaboration on specific pieces of text; (4) discus-
sion tools by which participants could share ideas, review 
changes, and gather feedback in one place. The website had 
also the possibility of uploading and downloading any sort 
of file. Teachers were supposed to plan, organize, monitor, 
analyze, synthetize, and asses and evaluate their writings 
through this medium. Some of EWF’s potential could not 
be used because students were not grouped in forum for 
summative assessment phase. Students could have inter-
actions with teachers, though. The reason was the type of 
assessment intervention under study. Only in collaborative 
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writing followed by online formative assessment students 
had collaboration potential of EWF to collaborate with other 
students.

E‑portfolio writing

Teachers were asked to write individual e-portfolio writing. 
Two sessions of portfolio writing exercises were held with 
the teachers in groups of 10. The purpose was giving the 
teachers a concrete example of what portfolio is and how 
it should be written and gives them the opportunity to start 
their own portfolio writing. Teacher portfolio consisted of 
eight components each requiring a specific assignment: “(1) 
roles, responsibilities, and goals, (2) representative course 
materials, (3) assessment and extent of student learning, (4) 
descriptions and evaluations of teaching, (5) course and cur-
riculum development, (6) activities to improve your and oth-
ers’ instruction, (7) contributions to institution or profession, 
(8) honors or recognitions” which were designed, organized, 
and validated in similar studies (Mohamadi 2018a).

Teacher writing portfolio consists of reflective evalua-
tion of their growth, references to the evidences of growth 
by providing the best exemplar from the archive of teaching 
they have, their future vision of the problems they have in 
teaching and how they are going to solve them, and their 
evaluation of feedback they received from the mentors and 
how they respond to the comments. Teacher portfolios were 
assessed according to a predetermined scoring scale which 
is discussed later in this section.

E‑collaborative discussion forum (ECDF)

In order to assist the teachers to integrate the knowledge and 
insights they receive through professional video-based prac-
tice of teaching writing, they were grouped into six groups 
of five students. This time, they could use the connecting 
potential of the forum to share the teaching insights they 
receive through video watching, share and collaboratively 
construct knowledge, reflect collaboratively, and identify 
teaching problems they have and suggest solutions. Assis-
tant researchers were asked to observe the group discussion 
on ECDF without taking any participation in discussion, 
their account was hidden and teachers were unaware of the 
observation assistant researchers had on ECDF. Research 
assistants were supposed to complete TBSC on the basis of 
log analysis of ECDF to find indictors of competence change 
from previous e-portfolio writing assessment intervention. 
The scoring on log analysis of ECDF is discussed in the fol-
lowing section. The sample episode of teacher discussion 
was provided in Appendix 1.

ECDF and e‑portfolio scoring schemata

Bakker et al.’s (2011) schemata were used to assess elec-
tronic portfolio of teachers and log analysis of ECDF. The 
schemata required:

“assistant teachers look for negative and positive evi-
dences of teacher competence, look for (counter) evi-
dences of what contributes to professional thinking 
and acting, differentiate less and more important evi-
dences and assign score, specify if entire performance 
can be attributed to specific level of competence, and 
write a brief summary in which comments on scores 
were given and important arguments and evidences 
are cited and consult follow assessor can compared the 
assigned scores and discuss the assigned scores and 
the rational by providing evidences and arguments and 
determine whether to hold on to the original score or 
make adjustments (Mohamadi 2018a, p. 33).”

The scoring method was designed in such a way that per-
sonal beliefs of assessors were kept to a minimum degree. 
Besides, inter-rater reliability of five research assistants scor-
ing of teachers’ electronic portfolio writing was considered 
as an index for reliability. There were significant agreements 
between the raters who rated the teachers’ performance on 
teachers’ portfolio writing on TBSC (r (28) = .911, p = .001, 
representing a large effect size). There were significant 
agreements between the raters who rated the teachers’ per-
formance on electronic collaborative discussion forum (r 
(28) = .891, p = .001, representing a large effect size).

Teacher balanced score card

An inventory for teacher competence evaluation with 65 
items rated on five Likert scales of unacceptable, slightly 
unacceptable, neutral, slightly acceptable, and acceptable 
points which was designed and validated a research by 
Mohamadi and Malekshahi (2018) was utilized in this study 
(Appendix 2). Table 2 was taken from the aforementioned 
study to show the structure of TBSC.

To fill the TBSC on pretest and posttest stages, assis-
tant researchers used the first classroom observation scores, 
content analysis of teachers’ e-portfolio and log analysis of 
ECDF, and assess teachers’ competence status at the onset 
of the study as pretest at the last session as posttest. The pur-
pose was to track changes in teacher competences measured 
on TBSC in this study. There were significant agreements 
between the raters who rated the teachers’ performance on 
a) pretest of teachers’ balanced score card (r (28) = .815, 
p = .001, representing a large effect size). Posttest reports 
on TBSC after each assessment intervention of summative, 
e-writing portfolio, and TCDF are reported in the related 
sections before.
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Video‑based teacher induction materials

The videos were selected on the basis of how well they cover 
teaching of different genres of writing and their audio and 
video quality. Series of professional teaching videos teach-
ing how to teach writing were selected from YouTube.com. 
The criteria for choosing videos were of three types follow-
ing the research by Zottmann et al. (2013). Connectivity 
was the first criterion which is about how well the videos 
are related to the teaching and learning theories. The more 
they are based on teaching and learning theories, the more 
connected they were. Therefore, the videos which pursue 
process writing were selected to best serve the purpose of 
the study. The second criterion was complexity and it is how 
suitable the videos are in terms of the level of teaching expe-
riences teacher participants of the study had. The researcher 
selected the videos whose flow of information is easy to 
follow. The videos are professional videos of teaching writ-
ing. The third criterion is ambiguity which is related to the 
amount of possible distractors. The videos whose presenta-
tion was of high quality and clarity both visually and audibly 
were selected for the purpose of the study.

Drop in observations

The assistant researchers had four drop in observations of 
the teachers’ classes at four occasions. The observation was 
an open-ended non-participant observation. The teacher 
assistant were asked to rate the ‘teacher’ competences on 
the basis of performance indicators they observe in the class 
on TBSC measurement scale. Classroom observations were 
conducted for online summative assessment only. Since the 
class pace was high, they were required to audio record the 
class for later competence indicator coding. Since video 
recording was not possible due to administrative constrains 

of the institution, assistant researchers were asked to be 
aware of non-verbal incidences of competence change.

Procedure and data analysis

After participant selection, several debriefing sessions were 
held on how to work with e-writing forum. Teachers were 
instructed on how to have an account in the website. Infor-
mation about different potentials of the website was provided 
both in terms of the content and procedure. Teacher induc-
tion classes were held the same way in terms of type of vid-
eos, classroom management, and teacher-directed feedback 
across assessment interventions.

The first phase of the study started with assistant teach-
ers’ classroom observation of teaching act teachers did in 
their classes after professional video-based teacher induction 
to fill TBSC as pretest. Assistant researchers provided the 
results and also their analytic comments on teaching act of 
the teachers through EWF. This phase lasted seven sessions. 
At the end of the 7th session, assistant researchers fill TBSC 
as the first posttest to track competence change as a result of 
online summative assessment.

The second phase of the study started with teachers’ port-
folio writing which marks the beginning of formative assess-
ment. Since the study had time series design, the posttest of 
TBSC was used as pretest at this stage for the second round 
of treatment. Teachers were asked to have online portfolio 
writing. Teachers were debriefed on student portfolio writ-
ing and a sample portfolio and how it should be written was 
presented in class. Teachers were asked to have online port-
folio writing after continued classroom video-bases teacher 
induction. Teachers’ online portfolio writing was assessed as 
mentioned before and students were provided with teacher 
comments on portfolio writing online through the writ-
ing website and teacher could interact with the assistant 

Table 2   Structure of teachers balanced score card

Perspectives Student Departmental Learning

Items Example Items Examples Items Examples

Technical 7 Allowing the students to organize 
and distribute part of the assign-
ments to be performed in the 
course

16 Providing the contents following 
a clear and logical framework, 
highlighting the important 
aspects

2 Using of technology when conduct-
ing lectures

Clinical 10 Catering for individual student 
learning styles and needs

4 Providing the contents following 
a clear and logical framework, 
highlighting the important 
aspects

2 Examining what one is doing in the 
classroom and making needed 
changes

Personal 10 Facilitating student–student and 
student–professor interaction

3 Working co-operatively with 
colleagues

2 Engaging in informal dialogue 
with your colleagues on how to 
improve your teaching

Critical 1 Explaining own developing 
approach to teaching and learn-
ing

4 Developing and applying and 
understanding to the curriculum 
policy and program teamwork

4 Initiating action to promote ongo-
ing professional growth
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teachers. Online portfolio writing lasted for seven sessions. 
Assistant researchers’ assessment of student online portfolio 
writing was considered as online formative assessment. The 
second posttest of TBSC was filled on the basis of the indict-
ors of competence change assistant teachers could recognize 
in e-writing portfolio.

Considering time series design of the study, the second 
posttest of TBSC marks the beginning of the third phase 
of the study which is online formative assessment through 
log analysis of electronic collaborative discussion forum 
(ECDF). At this stage, teachers were grouped into six groups 
of five teachers. They were asked to discuss critically about 
the induction they received after continued classroom video-
bases teacher induction. The third TBSC posttest was filled 
by assistant researchers through log analysis of the discus-
sion forum coding the indicators of competence change 
through open coding procedure. This study is a quantita-
tive pretest posttest time series designed study. The first two 
research questions which investigate if the treatment “forma-
tive and summative assessment” had any effects on teacher 
competences were answered using t test statistical technique 
and the last research question which aimed at investigating 
if ECDF mediated the effect of two types of treatment on 
teacher competences was answered using ANVOA statisti-
cal technique.

Results

The present data were analyzed using paired-samples t test 
and repeated measures ANCOVA both of which assume 
normality of the data. As displayed in Table 3, the abso-
lute values of the ratios of skewness and kurtosis over their 
standard errors were lower than 1.96; hence normality of the 
data was assumed.

Online summative assessment of teacher 
competences

A paired-samples t test was run to compare the teachers’ 
means on the pretest and first posttest administered after 
TBSC video-based induction in order to probe the first 
null-hypothesis. Based on the results displayed in Table 4, 
it can be claimed that the participants had a higher mean 

on the posttest of TBSC (M = 18, SD = 1.48) than pretest 
(M = 12.03, SD = .964).

The results of the paired-samples t test (t (29) = 42.72, 
p = .001, r = .992) representing a large effect improvement 
in their mean score from pretest to posttest. The r-effect size 
should not be mixed with the Pearson r value. The r-effect 
size was computed using this formula; sqrt (t2/t2 + df); 
i.e., sqrt (42.726*42.726)/((42.726*42.726)/29) = .992. 
The Cohen’s d for the results of the paired-samples t test 
was 4.46. Cohen’s d can be greater than one if the mean 
differences (18 − 12.03 = 5.97) are larger than any of the 
standard deviations; i.e., SD for pretest = .964, SD for 
posttest = 1.486.

The effect on online formative e‑portfolio writing 
on teacher competences

After the first posttest, the teachers received electronic port-
folio on video-based induction which was followed by the 
second posttest. A repeated measures ANCOVA was run to 
compare the participants’ means on the second and the first 
posttests controlling for the possible effect of their entry 
teacher competence ability as measured through the pre-
test. Before discussing the results it should be noted that the 
assumption of homogeneity of variances and homogeneity 
of regression slopes were not checked because the present 
study included one single group. However, the assumption of 
linear relatioship among the dependent variable, the second 
posttest, covariate, and pretest was retained. As displayed in 
Table 5, the results of the ANOVA test (F (1, 26) = 50.08, 
p = .001) indicated that the statistical assumption that there 
was not a linear relationship between the two variables was 
rejected.

Table 6 displays the effect size indices for the test of 
linearity discussed in Table 7 above. The results (r = .811, 
Eta = .812, and Eta squared = .659) all indicated large 

Table 3   Descriptive statistics; 
testing normality assumption

N Skewness Kurtosis

Statistic Statistic Std. error Ratio Statistic Std. error Ratio

Pretest-TBSC 30 .424 .427 0.99 − .912 .833 − 1.09
Post1-TBSC 30 − .068 .427 − 0.16 − .585 .833 − 0.70
Post2-TBSC 30 .338 .427 0.79 − .137 .833 − 0.16
Post3-TBSC 30 .001 .427 0.00 − 1.068 .833 − 1.28

Table 4   Descriptive statistics; pretest and posttest of teachers’ bal-
anced score cards

Mean N Std. deviation Std. error mean

Tests Pretest-TBSC 12.03 30 .964 .176
Post1-TBSC 18.00 30 1.486 .271
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effect sizes. Thus, it can be concluded that the test of lin-
earity enjoyed both statistical significance and large effect 
sizes.

The SPSS produces for effect size values for the test of 
linearity assumption; r value which was discussed above, 
its squared value, eta and eta squared. These four values 
are interrelated.

.657 = .811 × .8111

.659 = .812 × .8122

.811 = square root of .659

R as an effect size has three values; .10 = weak, 
.30 = moderate, and .50 = large;

Eta and Eta squared as effect sizes have three values; 
.01 = weak, .06 = moderate, and .14 = large

Based on the results displayed in Table 8, it can be con-
cluded that the participants after receiving electronic portfo-
lio (M = 29.10, SE = .211) had a higher mean on the second 

posttest than first posttest (M = 18, SE = .129) controlling 
for the effect of pretest.

The results of the repeated measures ANCOVA (F (1, 
28) = 10.77, p = .003, partial η2 = .278 representing a large 
effect size) (Table 9) indicated that the participants after 
receiving electronic portfolio had a significantly higher 
mean on the posttest of e-portfolio than the first posttest 
of TBSC after controlling for the effect of pretest.

The SPSS does not produce effect size values for one-
way to n-way ANOVA; however, it produces partial eta 
squared for ANCOVA, MANOVA, and repeated measures.

The difference between eta squared, discussed above, 
the partial eta square is in their computation first;

Eta squared = SS between/SS total.
Partial Eta squared = SS between/SS between + SS error.
Field (2013, pp 533–535) discussed these effect sizes.

The effect of online formative collaborative 
discussion (ECDF) on teacher competences

After the second posttest, the teachers received electronic 
collaborative discussion forum (ECDF) on video-based 
induction which was followed by the third posttest. A 
repeated measures ANCOVA was run to compare the 
participants’ means on the third and second posttests 

Table 5   Paired-samples t test; 
pretest and posttest of teachers’ 
balanced score cards

Paired differences T Df Sig. (2-tailed)

Mean Std. deviation Std. error mean 95% Confidence 
interval of the dif-
ference

Lower Upper

5.967 .765 .140 5.681 6.252 42.726 29 .001

Table 6   Measures of association between posttest of portfolio assess-
ment and pretest

R R squared Eta Eta squared

Post2TBSC * PretestTBSC .811 .657 .812 .659

Table 7   Test of linear relationship between posttest of portfolio assessment and pretest

Sum of squares Df Mean square F Sig.

Post2TBSC * PretestTBSC Between groups (Combined) 71.598 3 23.866 16.724 .001
Linearity 71.466 1 71.466 50.081 .001
Deviation from linearity .131 2 .066 .046 .955

Within groups 37.102 26 1.427
Total 108.700 29

Table 8   Descriptive statistics; 
first and second posttest with 
pretest

a Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: Pretest = 12.30

Teacher competence Mean Std. error 95% confidence interval

Lower bound Upper bound

Posttest of electronic portfolio 18.001a .126 17.743 18.257
Posttest of TBSC (First) 29.100a .211 28.669 29.531
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controlling for the possible effect of their entry teacher 
competence ability as measured through the pretest and 
first posttest. That is to say; the teachers’ performance on 
the posttest of ECDF might have been affected by the pre-
test and also by the second posttest.

Before discussing the results, it should be mentioned 
that the assumption of linear relationship among the 
dependent variable, the third posttest, covariates which are 
the pretest and the first posttest was met. As displayed in 
Table 10, the results of the ANOVA test (F (1, 26) = 62.67, 
p = .001) indicated that the statistical assumption that there 

was not a linear relationship between the posttest of ECDF 
and pretest was retained.

Table 11 displays the effect size indices for the test of 
linearity discussed in Table 10 above. The results (r = .828, 
Eta = .846, and Eta squared = .716) all indicated large effect 
sizes. Thus , it can be concluded that the test of linearity 
enjoyed both statistical significance and large effect sizes.

The results of the ANOVA test (F (1, 23) = 112.84, 
p = .001) (Table 12) indicated that the statistical assumption 
that there was not a linear relationship between the posttest 
of ECDF and the first posttest was met.

Table 13 displays the effect size indices for the test of 
linearity discussed in Table 12 above. The results (r = .884, 
Eta = .917, and Eta squared = .841) all indicated large effect 
sizes. Thus , it can be concluded that the test of linearity 
enjoyed both statistical significance and large effect sizes.

Based on the results displayed in Table 14, it can be 
concluded that the participants after receiving ECDF had 

Table 9   Repeated measures 
ANCOVA; first and second 
posttests with pretest

Effect Value F Hypoth-
esis df

Error df Sig. Partial 
Eta 
squared

Teacher competence Pillai’s trace .278 10.778 1 28 .003 .278
Wilks’ Lambda .722 10.778 1 28 .003 .278
Hotelling’s trace .385 10.778 1 28 .003 .278
Roy’s largest root .385 10.778 1 28 .003 .278

Teacher competence * pretest Pillai’s trace .054 1.598 1 28 .217 .054
Wilks’ Lambda .946 1.598 1 28 .217 .054
Hotelling’s trace .057 1.598 1 28 .217 .054
Roy’s largest root .057 1.598 1 28 .217 .054

Table 10   Test of linear relationship between posttest of ECDF and pretest

Sum of squares df Mean square F Sig.

Post-ECDF * PretestTBSC Between groups Combined 148.864 3 49.621 21.817 .001
Linearity 142.546 1 142.546 62.672 .001
Deviation from 

linearity
6.317 2 3.159 1.389 .267

Within groups 59.136 26 2.274
Total 208.001 29

Table 11   Measures of association between posttest of ECDF and pre-
test

R R squared Eta Eta squared

Post-ECDF * PretestTBSC .828 .685 846 716

Table 12   Test of linear relationship between Posttest of ECDF and first posttest

Sum of squares df Mean square F Sig.

Post-ECDF * Post1TBSC Between groups (Combined) 174.867 6 29.144 20.231 .001
Linearity 162.563 1 162.563 112.845 .001
Deviation from linearity 12.304 5 2.461 1.708 .173

Within groups 33.133 23 1.441
Total 208.001 29
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a higher mean on the third posttest (M = 45, SE = .23) than 
second posttest (M = 29.10, SE = .193) controlling for the 
effect of pretest and first posttest.

The results of the repeated measures ANCOVA (F (1, 
27) = 4.90, p = .035, partial η2 = .154 representing a large 
effect size) (Table 15) indicated that the participants after 
receiving ECDF had a significantly higher mean on the third 
posttest than second posttest after controlling for the effect 
of pretest and first posttest.

Discussion

This study was an investigation of the effect of online sum-
mative and formative assessment on teacher competences. 
Everything being equal in terms of teacher in class induc-
tion of professional teaching videos both in terms of content 
and procedure, significant differences were found in teacher 
competence improvements from online summative assess-
ment towards online formative assessment through two 

techniques of e-portfolio writing and electronic collabora-
tive discussion forum (ECDF) with ECDF having highest 
impact.

The results of this study corroborate a number of other 
studies as far as teacher portfolio writing was concerned, for 
example, the effect of video portfolio on pre-service teach-
ers’ development of coaching competence (Bakker et al. 
2011). The difference lies in the utilization of the instru-
ments. In this study, electronic written portfolio was inves-
tigated to find its effect of teacher institutional, technical, 
clinical, and personal competences. In addition, e-portfolios 
helped teachers’ transformation from paper-based assess-
ment of their classes to formative assessment practices 
which instigated deeper thinking and reflection and in turn 
learning (Hooker 2015). The results of this study also con-
cord those of the study by Kabilan and Khan (2012). In their 
study, they approved the effect of e-portfolio writing on six 
teacher competences including understanding of effective 
teacher role, developing teaching activities, improving lin-
guistic abilities, comprehending content knowledge, gain-
ing ITC skills, and realization of the need for change in the 
mindset. The results of this study are also supported with 
the literature review of Lam (2017). His literature review 
of portfolio assessment confirmed the efficacy of classroom 
application of learning supportive portfolio assessment and 
pertinent professional learning and development. Chang 
et al. (2013) investigation of web-based portfolio assessment 

Table 13   Measures of association between posttest of ECDF and first 
posttest

R R squared Eta Eta squared

Post1TBSC * Post ECDF .884 .782 .917 .841

Table 14   Descriptive statistics; 
posttests of ECDF and posttest 
of E-portfolio with covariates

a Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: Pretest = 12.03, Post1 = 18

Teacher competence Mean Std. error 95% confidence interval

Lower bound Upper bound

Posttest of electronic portfolio 29.100a .193 28.705 29.495
Posttest of ECDF 45.001a .233 44.523 45.477

Table 15   Repeated measures 
ANCOVA; posttests of ECDF 
and posttest of E-portfolio with 
covariates

Effect Value F Hypoth-
esis df

Error df Sig. Partial 
Eta 
squared

Teacher competence Pillai’s trace .154 4.903 1 27 .035 .154
Wilks’ lambda .846 4.903 1 27 .035 .154
Hotelling’s trace .182 4.903 1 27 .035 .154
Roy’s largest root .182 4.903 1 27 .035 .154

Teacher competence * pretest Pillai’s trace .001 .016 1 27 .901 .001
Wilks’ Lambda .999 .016 1 27 .901 .001
Hotelling’s trace .001 .016 1 27 .901 .001
Roy’s largest root .001 .016 1 27 .901 .001

Teacher competence * Post1 Pillai’s trace .074 2.152 1 27 .154 .074
Wilks’ lambda .926 2.152 1 27 .154 .074
Hotelling’s trace .080 2.152 1 27 .154 .074
Roy’s largest root .080 2.152 1 27 .154 .074
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with the purpose of fostering self-regulation indicated that 
the technology enhanced learning and interactive digital 
learning environments are helpful in students’ regulating 
their own learning and boost of learning results. However, 
the participants they had in their study include students and 
the instruments they used were web-based portfolio assess-
ment app and self- regulation questionnaire, whereas in this 
study, teachers were influenced through web-based interven-
tion and performance-based tests were used.

The results of the present research are also supported 
in terms of collaboration dimension practiced in ECDF. 
For example, Lee and Brett (2015) study of dialogic 
teacher–teacher discussion indicated that the dialogic dis-
cussion led to teacher transformative learning which sup-
ports technology use. The analysis of essential features of 
dialogic discussion supported developing new online dia-
logic discussion tools. In addition, the results are supported 
by Burhan-Horasanlı and Ortaçtepe (2016). Their exami-
nation nine in-service EFL teachers’ reflective discussion 
indicated that online discussion is a potential platform for 
teacher community practice which encourages reflection on, 
in, and for action. As was the case in this study, reflection 
on actions in ECDF helped teachers improved their teaching 
act and improved their teaching competence. The reflection 
occurred in teacher collaborations in ECDF which helped 
both teacher and students influence their higher cognitive 
abilities is supported also by the research on the effect of 
computer-supported collaborative learning environments 
on critical thinking ability (Lin et al. 2016). Reflection that 
exists in collaborative work helped the teachers received 
support through scaffolding in the interaction in collabora-
tive work. The reflection through interaction and scaffolding 
help teachers move from intramental to intermental status 
which means that teachers could do what they could not do 
with support and scaffolding of others (Peercy and Troyan 
2017). The positive role of reflection and self-regulation in 
collaboration was also supported as reflection in collabo-
ration results in positive socioemotional interactions and 
group regulatory behaviors (Kwon et al. 2014). To sum up, 
teacher change from mere delivery of teaching to learners 
to a more “learner focused teaching” (Richards 2010) which 
maximizes learning opportunities is supported in this study.

Despite the interesting findings of this study, it is limited 
on various grounds. First to mention is a prior investigation 
of teacher readiness to use and acceptance of it. As Teo 
(2015) indicated through 23 item of self-report on seven-
point scale, pre-service, and in-service teachers recognized 
facilitating conditions and technology complexity as the 
main factors affecting efficacy of technology use. Among 
many challenges in the use of technology by pre-service 
teachers such as negative attitudes of participants, time 
constrains and ethical issues, interrupted internet connec-
tion is the preliminary one (Kabilan and Khan 2012). The 

haphazard infrastructure facilities such as internet speed 
and quality may put some users at advantages of others 
(Rabiee et al. 2013). Therefore, policy makers need to make 
principled decision when it comes to technology use. This 
requires funds on providing necessary infrastructure. Oth-
erwise, a digital divide will be made between those who 
can afford high internet quality and the other counterpart. 
Besides, teacher acceptance and readiness are very much 
dependent on the process of teacher technology competence 
development (Hung 2016) which requires teacher induction 
programs of any type.

Despite the contribution this study made, it might be 
affected by the sources of errors the researcher failed to 
control for. For example, not all teachers spent the same 
time on assessment tasks. The variability in time on task 
might have affected amount of teacher discussion and in turn 
reflection on action. This might indirectly have affected the 
amount of support and scaffolding teachers received from 
other colleagues. Individual accountability is another impor-
tant issues that most of collaboration studies including the 
present study. Thus, all online collaborative platforms should 
be designed in such a way that not only record collaborative 
work but also individual learning and accountability (Kent 
et al. 2016). In addition, since research on collaboration can 
indicate the quality of individual learning, further research 
can show how computer-aided interaction and collaboration 
can increase individual learning (Yücel and Usluel 2016).

In addition, how the teacher and teaching act are influ-
enced by computers depend on how computers are integrated 
into education. This requires policy makers attend the emo-
tional leader ship especially in educational contexts where 
teacher role is central to education (Chua and Chua 2017) 
and infrastructure preparation for implementation (Gil-Flo-
res et al. 2017). Besides, this research was quantitative in 
nature. Mere counts of evidences of learning and teaching 
incidences may mask other important qualitative accounts 
such as teacher and student perspectives on learning and 
teaching experiences they have in educational programs.

Conclusion

This study investigated the effect of less integrated online 
summative and more integrated online formative assess-
ment through e-portfolio writing and electronic collabora-
tive discussion forum (ECDF) on teacher competences. The 
results indicated that although all assessment interventions 
improved teacher competences, ECDF was more effective 
assessment intervention in comparison with the other two. 
This study has several practical implications to teaching 
practitioners and instructional outcomes.

The discussion if seen as formative assessment venue 
in which teacher learn how to make professional decisions 
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about how to intervene to better respond to learner prob-
lems. What makes this sort of discussion feasible and the 
most accessible is online platforms that facilitate teacher 
engagement which requires engaging technological tools 
and appropriate assessment technique (Sheard and Cham-
bers 2014). One problem with online assessment platforms 
is their inefficacy in basing the group working on distinct 
responsibilities and inefficacy in group works in collabora-
tive and in parallel way (Lucas et al. 2017). Therefore, they 
are more like automated feedback provider.

Teacher education is a developmental journey which 
equips teachers with skills and experiences to better serve 
their students. The literature has indicated that reflection in 
the heart of practice can help teachers make principled deci-
sions about where to start, where to go and how to reach the 
destination (Gan and Lee 2016). However, teachers need to 
acknowledge the fact that development is not a linear one-
sided direction rather its multidimensional non-linear requir-
ing advancement from all perspectives including technical, 
personal, administrative, and learning and growth ones 
which occurs as a result of ongoing assessment, evaluation 
and regulation of the self.
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Appendix 1

Sample episodes of teacher discussions

Teacher com-
petences

Clinical A: I have noticed that if I write the tips 
for avoiding ambiguous sentences 
on the board and provide examples 
students understand much better

B: Yes, all students prefer clear exam-
ples of what they are taught

C: But I think we should provide the 
tips and have the students find the 
cases that violate the tip in model 
writing

A: That can also work. I agree

Sample episodes of teacher discussions

Critical A: Asking students to write in the class 
is very logical way of minimizing the 
chances of cheating at home like cop-
ing from internet sources

B: Yes but with crowed classes like 
mine it will just turn to a chaos

C: Yes a crowded class is among 
many problems that causes in class 
activities and thus teacher control 
on students to be kept at minimum. I 
think we should cultivate culture. We 
need to teach students what they write 
even if it is full or errors, they are 
welcome. We should appreciate what 
students do even in small achieve-
ments. The fear of failure we inside in 
the classes causes students to cheat

Technique A: The group work we had in the class 
was a failure task. Students thought 
they were disrespected when their 
ideas were not taken in the main writ-
ing. Besides, some students nagged 
that they have to the whole work and 
other students do not do their portion

A: I have the same experience at the 
beginning of the task but as the 
students moved towards the end of the 
task, they scarified some of their ideas 
to establish group unity and there are 
motivated by the sense of accomplish-
ment they had near to the end of the 
task and they contributed more than 
they required job division was

Personal A: Today the students congratulated my 
birthday. It is a nice feeling when you 
see your students have such kind of 
attitude and relation with the teacher

B: Wow congratulations, yes I remem-
ber I had a teacher so serious and 
angry all the time that even we stud-
ied hard as soon as he came to class 
we forgot everything

C: We are all victims of such typical 
student teacher interactions. I think 
we should inside infantilization which 
is typical in parent and child relation 
and at the same time inside authority 
air in the class. One without other 
will make the classroom atmosphere 
unfruitful

Appendix 2

See Table 16.
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Table 16   Teacher balanced score card (TBSC)

(TBSC) perspective Performance measures/indicators Check the box as 
applicable

UA SU Ne SA Ac

Student perspective Technical competence
 1. Syllabus completeness and learning expectation □ □ □ □ □
 2. Undertaking planning to support students learning □ □ □ □ □
 3. Applying a professional knowledge base to the design of learning experi-

ences
□ □ □ □ □

 4. Selecting and using instructional resources and information and com-
munications technology(ICT)

□ □ □ □ □

 5. Allowing the students to organize and distribute part of the assignments 
to be performed in the course

□ □ □ □ □

 6. Informing the students of the competencies they will be expected to 
acquire

□ □ □ □ □

 7. Allowing and encouraging student participation □ □ □ □ □
Clinical competence
 8. Promoting individual work □ □ □ □ □
 9. Promoting team work □ □ □ □ □
 10. Encouraging student interest and the motivation to learn □ □ □ □ □
 11. Fostering research and critical spirit in students □ □ □ □ □
 12. Managing teaching and learning processes □ □ □ □ □
 13. Catering for individual student learning styles and needs □ □ □ □ □
 14. Promoting students learning □ □ □ □ □
 15. Monitoring and assessing student learning outcomes to provide the 

basis for ongoing planning and reporting
□ □ □ □ □

 16. Recording student learning outcomes □ □ □ □ □
 17. Reporting progress to parents and others responsible for the care of 

students
□ □ □ □ □

Personal competence
 20. Easily accessible □ □ □ □ □
 21. Advisement and letters of reference □ □ □ □ □
 22. Building and maintaining learning partnership with students □ □ □ □ □
 23. Interacting satisfactorily with students □ □ □ □ □
 24. Facilitating student–student and student–professor interaction □ □ □ □ □
 25. Attending and responding clearly to questions asked in class □ □ □ □ □
 26. Maintaining an objective and respectful position with the students □ □ □ □ □
 27. Out of classroom contact hours □ □ □ □ □
 28. Interacting effectively with parents and other caregivers □ □ □ □ □
 29. Number of students complaintsa □ □ □ □ □

Critical competence
 30. Honors thesis Advisor □ □ □ □ □

Departmental/administrative perspective Technical competence
 1. Teaching at multiple location s □ □ □ □ □
 2. Efficient grade administration (add, drop, incompleteness, etc) □ □ □ □ □
 3. Preparing students for sequential courses □ □ □ □ □
 4. Number of teaching hours and practical hours per course conduct □ □ □ □ □
 5. Number of subject related workshops conducted and visits organizes □ □ □ □ □
 6. Contributing to diploma/higher diploma programs conducted by the 

department
□ □ □ □ □

 7. Presenting the minimum content of his/her subject matter, tailored to 
students’ knowledge

□ □ □ □ □
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a The less number of students complaints will be given the more point
UA unacceptable, SU slightly unacceptable, Ne neutral, SA slightly acceptable, Ac acceptable

Table 16   (continued)

(TBSC) perspective Performance measures/indicators Check the box as 
applicable

UA SU Ne SA Ac

 8. Providing students with scientific information that allows students to gain 
a better and deeper understanding of the subject matter

□ □ □ □ □

 9. Providing the contents following a clear and logical framework, high-
lighting the important aspects

□ □ □ □ □

 10. Designing and relating classroom content to the lab content □ □ □ □ □
 11. Having a good command of the contents of the course □ □ □ □ □
 12. Interweaving the content of the subject matter with other courses □ □ □ □ □
 13. Applying the established curriculum with a certain amount of flexibility 

for a better class dynamic
□ □ □ □ □

 14. Determining in advance what is to be learned, how is to be learned □ □ □ □ □
 15. The mastery of methods □ □ □ □ □
 16. Organizing activities for students to actively participate in course 

assignments
□ □ □ □ □

Clinical competence
 17. Relating the teachings to the professional environment □ □ □ □ □
 18. Teaching courses out of routine, teaching cycle when required □ □ □ □ □
 19. Updating teaching material/keeping curriculum current □ □ □ □ □
 20. Issuing of results on time □ □ □ □ □

Personal competence
 21. Working co-operatively with colleagues □ □ □ □ □
 22. Feeling sense of community and colleagueship with other teachers □ □ □ □ □
 23. Resolving issues of power, authority, responsibility facing moral dilem-

mas in teaching/evaluation ethical
□ □ □ □ □

Critical competence
 24. Classroom observation by peers/depart. Chair □ □ □ □ □
 25. Developing and applying and understanding to the curriculum policy 

and program teamwork
□ □ □ □ □

 26. Contributing to curriculum policy and program team meetings □ □ □ □ □
 27. Participating in task to support the work of curriculum policy and 

program teams
□ □ □ □ □

Learning and growth perspective Technical competence
 1. Using of technology when conducting lectures □ □ □ □ □
 2. Using of pedagogical journal articles when teaching □ □ □ □ □

Clinical competence
 3. Reflecting on professional experiences □ □ □ □ □
 4. Examining what one is doing in the classroom and making needed 

changes
□ □ □ □ □

Personal competence
 5. Engaging in informal dialogue with your colleagues on how to improve 

your teaching
□ □ □ □ □

 6. Participation in a network of teachers formed specifically for the profes-
sional development of teachers

□ □ □ □ □

Critical competence
 7. Number of professional development conferences or workshops attended □ □ □ □ □
 8. Using innovative pedagogy □ □ □ □ □
 9. Initiating action to promote ongoing professional growth □ □ □ □ □
 10. Explaining own developing approach to teaching and learning □ □ □ □ □
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