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Abstract This three-year longitudinal study examines the

development of four Chinese novice EFL teachers’ class-

room assessment literacy, which refers to teachers’

knowledge of and abilities to conduct classroom assess-

ment and is reflected in their planned and improvised

assessment practices. The dataset includes 26 classroom

observations, 48 interviews, and 171 participants’ journal

entries. Data analysis following the paradigmatic analytic

procedures reveals three developmental stages for novice

teachers’ classroom assessment literacy: the first stage

features the acquisition of practical techniques for planned

classroom assessment; the second stage allows novice

teachers to gain a growing awareness to connect planned

classroom assessment to teaching objectives, but the use-

fulness of assessment results in teaching adjustments was

only confined to an improved plan of a future teaching

situation; in the third stage, novice teachers are more

inclined to conduct improvised formative assessment in

teaching which shows immediate assessment-driven

teaching improvements in response to dynamic classroom

interactions.
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Introduction

Classroom assessment provides teachers with crucial

information regarding the accomplishment of teaching

objectives and the difficulties students experience in their

learning process (Graham 2005; Phye 1997). Therefore, it

is regarded as an indispensible component of teachers’

teaching competence, which can be conceptualised as

classroom assessment literacy. Assessment literacy gener-

ally refers to teachers’ knowledge of and abilities to con-

duct assessment (Coombe et al. 2012; Inbar-Lourie 2013;

Lam 2014; Popham 2009, 2011; Stiggins 1991), and

accordingly, classroom assessment literacy can be regarded

as the use of assessment literacy in classroom assessment,

which is a most common type of assessment for teachers.

Classroom assessment literacy, however, is not simply

assessment literacy enacted in classroom teaching as a

specific domain. It is fundamentally concerned about the

contingency between assessment practice, learning/teach-

ing goal and learner performance (Black 2009; Black and

Wiliam 2009; Johns and Gerard 1967; Shepard 2005;

Wiliam and Thompson 2007). Therefore, classroom

assessment literacy can be defined as teachers’ knowledge

of assessment in general and of the contingent relationship

between assessment, teaching, and learning, as well as

abilities to conduct assessment in the classroom to optimise

such contingency. Because classroom scenarios feature

huge dynamicity, such contingent relationships may also

change rapidly and frequently (Rea-Dickins 2001). This

vastly makes classroom assessment both unplanned and

non-plannable. Teachers often improvise in their assess-

ment practices, besides what they have planned beforehand

(Erickson 2010). In light of this, it is also important to

examine more closely how planned and improvised

assessment practices interact, and how they change over

& Hao Xu

xuhaokent@bfsu.edu.cn; xuhaokent@139.com

1 National Research Centre for Foreign Language Education,

Beijing Foreign Studies University, Room 655, Zong He Lou,

West Campus, 19 Xi San Huan Bei Road, Beijing 100089,

People’s Republic of China

123

Asia-Pacific Edu Res (2017) 26(3–4):219–226

DOI 10.1007/s40299-017-0342-5

http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1007/s40299-017-0342-5&amp;domain=pdf
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1007/s40299-017-0342-5&amp;domain=pdf


time in terms of proportion and effectiveness in the

development of teachers’ classroom assessment literacy.

As to assessment literacy in itself, previous studies

basically focused on (1) teacher’ knowledge of and abilities

to use assessment methods or techniques (Black and Wil-

iam 1998), and (2) knowledge of and abilities to use the

assessment outcome to support and guide practice (Cheng

et al. 2004; Inbar-Lourie 2008; Jeong 2013; Stiggins 1988;

Stiggins and Conklin 1992). Therefore, assessment literacy

concerns both a dimension of methods/techniques and a

dimension of utilisability. Previous research examined the

various ways teachers employ assessment methods/tech-

niques such as designing, selecting, scoring, evaluating,

and revising (see Stiggins 1988 for a comprehensive

review). More recent research shows an increasing interest

in how assessment results are used to inform pedagogical

practices, including formulating teaching objectives,

selecting contents and activities, employing strategies to

deliver the contents, judging whether the objectives have

been achieved, and identifying improvement needs (Clark-

Gareca 2016; Hailaya et al. 2014; König et al. 2014). This

line of research on the utilisability dimension shows that

assessment practices and the teaching adjustments based on

them constitute an iterative system, enabling incremental

improvements in classroom teaching (Rea-Dickins 2007;

Xu and Liu 2009). Xu and Brown (2016) systematically

review this notable development of assessment literacy

research and propose a reconceptualisation of assessment

literacy as Teacher Assessment Literacy in Practice

(TALiP), which further acknowledges that the more

essential part of teacher assessment literacy does not lie in

the methods/techniques that teachers are able to employ,

but in how the results produced by these methods/tech-

niques are used. In short, existing literature has provided a

useful framework for analysing teacher assessment literacy

that includes both dimensions of methods/techniques and

utilisability. However, very few studies have investigated

how teachers’ assessment literacy develops as a linking

system between assessment and teaching. It looks even

more interesting to explore when and how the initial

awareness of and practices toward such linkage between

assessment practices and teaching adjustments emerge.

Based on the shared understandings manifested in

existing literature on assessment literacy in general and that

on assessment literacy in various disciplinary subjects

including English as a Foreign Language (EFL), the current

study aims to delineate how beginning teachers’ classroom

assessment literacy develops by tracking the changes of

both of their planned and improvised assessment practices.

In particular, the study intends to reveal how the two types

of assessment practices and teaching adjustments interact

and how such interaction changes over time. Novice

teachers, compared with more experienced teachers, tend

to experience more fluctuations in professional develop-

ment and demonstrate more conspicuous changes. There-

fore, investigation into the situations of novice teachers

may provide more insights into the dynamics and com-

plexities of their development. With four EFL teachers as

research informants, the study aims to answer the following

research questions:

(1) What assessment practices did the novice EFL

teachers undertake in their beginning years?

(2) How did their assessment practices change over time?

Methodology

Research Design

The current study adopted a qualitative methodology to

address the research questions. As to data collection, this

study drew on a variety of data sources, i.e. observations of

the participants’ classroom teaching, individual interviews,

and journal protocols written by the participants regarding

their reflections on the classroom assessment they con-

ducted. Observation provided data on the participants’

actual classroom assessment behaviours, while interview

and journal provided data on the participants’ cognitions of

classroom assessment. The three data sources also pro-

vided data triangulation to inspect and validate each other.

Data were analysed by the paradigmatic analytic proce-

dures to ‘produce taxonomies and categories out of the

common elements across the database’ (Polkinghorne

1995, p. 5).

Participants

The four female participants, Zhao, Qian, Sun, and Li (all

pseudonyms), began to participate in the study as first-year

EFL teachers in a junior high school, a senior high school,

an elementary school, and a junior high school, respec-

tively, in Beijing. Before that, they had just completed their

undergraduate studies in a 4-year B.A. programme for EFL

teacher education at a normal university in Beijing, where I

got in contact with them. As a teaching fellow at that

university, I was asked to supervise the four participants

during a 6-week teaching practicum at a junior high school

in the last year of their undergraduate studies. However, I

did not assume a strong institutional role, because I was

only asked to pay regular visits to the school and to check

the progress of the teaching practicum, and a professor

from the university was responsible for mentoring them in

pedagogy. During the teaching practicum, I learnt that they

all planned to teach after graduation, so I invited them to be

the participants of this novice teacher study, which was a
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way of convenient sampling. They approved, and signed

written consents which clarified the participants’ rights.

Data Collection

Data were collected in Chinese, and translated into English

as presented in this paper. In the participants’ first 3 years

of teaching, I carried out 26 detailed observations on the

participants’ classroom teaching (6 from Zhao, 5 from

Qian, 8 Sun, and 7 from Li). Among them, 16 observations

were invited sessions (0 from Zhao, 3 from Qian, 8 from

Sun, and 5 from Li) in which the participants hoped to seek

advice from me on their teaching. In these observation

sessions, I took field notes recording the behaviours of the

participants and their students as well as my thoughts

throughout the observation.

I also conducted two individual interviews with each

participant in every semester at regular intervals, which

totalled to 48 interviews. These interviews lasted 40 min–

2 h each, and were conducted in places recommended by

the participants. Various topics that were related to the

participants’ experience of and reflection on life as novice

teachers were covered in the interviews, but the topic of

classroom assessment persisted in all of the interviews. To

obtain data regarding classroom assessment, I asked open

questions which varied from interview to interview as I

tried to contextualise them. Below are a few examples of

the questions:

• What did you do to assess your students’ learning in the

classroom? What was your thinking when you did that?

• How well did your students learn recently? How did

you know that?

• Did you do anything if you found out that your students

learnt well or had problems in learning?

All of the interview data were transcribed and carefully

proofread before analysis.

In addition to being observed in classroom teaching and

regularly interviewed, the participants were encouraged to

write journals recounting their feelings about and reflec-

tions on their teaching and life as novice EFL teachers.

Among the 171 journal entries I obtained, which ranged

from 75 to 891 Chinese characters, 39 entries contained

content related to classroom assessment and were added to

the dataset of this study.

Data Analysis

The vast amount of data were analysed in four stages in

which paradigmatic analytic procedures were used ‘to

produce taxonomies and categories out of the common

elements across the database’ (Polkinghorne 1995, p. 5).

First, I read through all of the data in order to get a general

idea of what each participant had done for classroom

assessment, why they had done that, and how they had

thought of their assessment, with no intention of cate-

gorising them. In the mean time, I tried to identify whether

there were issues in the data that required me to contact the

participants for clarification or confirmation. After the data

were clarified or confirmed, I began synthesising the data

regarding each participant into a case report in order to

have a global understanding of each of the participants.

Then I examined each case report to identify possible

answers to the research questions. In another reading of the

case reports, I compared the answers to the research

questions from each of the four participants and tried to

identify possible patterns. Repeated readings of the data

were also done when I was uncertain about the interpre-

tation of a data extract.

As to specific analysis of participants’ assessment

practices, I first identified from the observation data an

assessment event in which the participant obviously

employed certain assessment methods/techniques. Then I

reviewed the data in the context to determine the purpose

and impact of this assessment practice. I also tried to locate

information regarding this assessment event for confirma-

tion or/and clarification in the interview transcripts and

journal entries. In sum, the analysis of assessment practices

mainly relied on the observation data with interviews and

journals serving as a crosscheck.

Data analysis showed particular features of assessment

practices that are exclusive to and reoccur within certain

periods in the beginning years of the participants’ teaching.

I therefore tried to identify three such periods as possible

developmental stages of their classroom assessment liter-

acy, which will be showcased and delineated in the fol-

lowing section.

Findings and Discussion

This section will first focus on the three developmental

stages that emerged from data analysis, describing the

novice teachers’ classroom assessment practices, and how

they impacted on teaching adjustments. Then a discussion

will follow.

Building the Tool Box

The first year for these novice teachers could be identified

as the first stage of classroom assessment literacy devel-

opment, because this year featured the acquisition of

specific practical techniques for classroom assessment.

Below are two extracts from my observations on Qian’s

and Sun’s classes:
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At the end of the lesson, Qian gave each student a

piece of paper, and told them to translate some

phrases from Chinese to English. She read these

phrases one by one in Chinese, and the students put

down the English translation on the paper. […] These

phrases had just been taught at the beginning of the

lesson. (Qian; Observation, Year 1)

Sun was teaching new vocabulary items. […] She

first read aloud a new word. Then she asked each

pupil to utter the new word, and gave them a sticker if

they did it correctly. […] She did this with each new

word, and gave out many stickers. (Sun; Observation,

Year 1)

As shown in the extracts above, both Qian and Sun

organised activities for classroom assessment purposes,

although the materials they used were simple and the

interaction such assessment required was brief.

When I asked them in following interviews how these

ideas for classroom assessment occurred to them, they told

me that most of these techniques were learnt from their

more experienced colleagues:

The head of the EFL section told me that many

teachers in the school used this method, because it

can help the teachers immediately know how well the

students have mastered the new words. [The

researcher then asked why knowing this was impor-

tant.] Anyway, as a teacher, you should know the

progress of the students. […] This is part of the tea-

cher’s responsibility, I guess. (Qian; Interview, Year

1)

When I just started to teach, I observed another tea-

cher’s class. She gave out the stickers whenever the

pupils got things right. Later, I found no elementary

school teacher was not doing this. […] This is

effective, because the pupils are happy to receive the

stickers. [The researcher further asked how this

would affect teaching.] The most important thing

about this is that the pupils are kept motivated. (Sun;

Interview, Year 1)

It can be seen that these practical techniques for classroom

assessment, which are easy to learn and use with fixed

procedures, were generally learnt from the experienced

teachers. Interestingly, the novice teachers in this stage did

not seem to understand the fundamental utilisability of

classroom assessment, as they only considered ‘know[ing]

the progress of the students’ important as ‘part of the

teacher’s responsibility,’ and considered such classroom

assessment beneficial to pupils’ learning, for instance, the

sustaining of motivation. The following extracts on their

conceptualisations of classroom assessment further

confirmed that the novice teachers in this stage only had

a vague idea about the utilisability of classroom

assessment:

It’s about assessing how well the teacher teaches in a

particular lesson. (Zhao; Interview, Year 1)

It’s something like a […] for example, a quiz to

check students’ progress, say, at the end of the class.

(Qian; Interview, Year 1)

It’s about testing, I guess, as it’s a kind of assessing.

(Sun; Interview, Year 1)

Teachers need to try to know how well their students

learn. (Li; Interview, Year 1)

Further evidence of this lack of assessment awareness

was also found in later interviews that were conducted in

the second year of their teaching:

I’ve come to a clearer understanding of what class-

room assessment is truly for. […] It’s about

improving teaching, not a pure act of assessment as a

teaching step. (Zhao; Interview, Year 2)

They’ve been emphasising a lot about assessment,

assessment, and assessment, and it took me quite a

while to see it’s not a formality item in the teaching

manual. (Li; Interview, Year 2)

This may indicate that in the first year, they simply

regarded classroom assessment as a ‘teaching step’ or a

‘formality item.’

To sum up, in this first stage, the novice teachers began

to build the tool box but did not fully understand the

pedagogical utilisability of the tools in it. Based on class-

room observation, I also found that in this stage, novice

teachers’ assessment practices were planned practices.

They planned not only specific methods/techniques to be

adopted in classroom teaching, but also the time points in a

lesson to adopt them.

Combining the Tool and the Purpose

The second stage for the development of their classroom

assessment literacy seemed to last as long as two years, i.e.

throughout the second and third years of their teaching. In

this stage, their previous vague ideas about the utilisability

of classroom assessment were gradually replaced by a

growing awareness to connect classroom assessment to

teaching objectives. Below are four extracts on their con-

ceptualisations of classroom assessment in this stage:

It’s about assessing how much and how well teaching

objectives have been accomplished. (Zhao; Journal,

Year 2)
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It’s about knowing what has been learnt and what has

not, to be more accurate, what in your plan has been

learnt or has not. (Qian; Interview, Year 3)

It’s like responding to a checklist which contains all

you need to do for a class. (Sun; Journal, Year 2)

It’s about monitoring the learning progress against

the roadmap the teacher has intended. (Li; Interview,

Year 2)

The novice teachers used different wordings such as ‘plan,’

‘all you need to do,’ and ‘roadmap,’ which, however, all

referred to the ‘teaching objectives’ in general. The

extracts also show that their assessment practices in this

stage were still planned ones as in the first stage, although

they were already connected with learning/teaching

objectives.

In tandem with their conceptual shifts in the utilisability

of classroom assessment, changes in their actual classroom

assessment practices were also manifest. The extracts

below show my observation of Zhao’s class and her

explanations of the classroom assessment she conducted in

a following interview:

In this lesson, Zhao taught a reading passage. She set

three learning goals for her students: (1) acquiring

seven new words from the reading context; (2)

understanding the general idea and details; (3)

guessing three new words in the reading context (but

the students didn’t need to learn to use them). […]

She designed various activities/tasks not only for

achieving these goals but also for checking if these

goals have been met. For instance, after the seven

new words were presented and taught, she asked the

students to do a piece of compound dictation in which

the seven new words were among the ten words/

phrases to be filled in. (Zhao; Observation, Year 2)

I’ve been increasingly aware of the importance of

checking how well the teaching objectives have been

accomplished. You can’t only spend time on the

teaching itself without devoting some time, say just a

small proportion of your class time, to assessing how

rewarding your time spent on teaching is. […] This is

one of the few principles I’ve been most impressed

about since I started to teach. […] I’ve been repeat-

edly reminded of this in various teacher training

programmes. (The researcher further asked what she

would do if she found out some teaching objectives

were not achieved.) In this case, I would reflect and

reconsider if the teaching objectives are not properly

set. […] They may be too high for the students to

reach. (Zhao; Interview, Year 2)

These extracts show that Zhao’s classroom assessment

practices concurred with her beliefs about classroom

assessment. She designed the compound dictation materials

and implemented a compound dictation activity to assess if

the students were able to produce the seven newly learnt

words, which was one of the three teaching objectives for

the lesson. The materials she used in this stage also seemed

to be more complex than those in the previous stage.

However, this stage is similar to the previous one in that

the interaction the classroom assessment required was still

as brief as a quiz, despite the more complexity involved in

the content of the quiz. We can also see that her

understanding of the utilisability of classroom assessment

did not go beyond the teaching objective issue to teaching

improvement—she only mentioned her reflection on the

appropriateness of the teaching objectives rather than how

she would draw on assessment results for teaching

improvement.

With regard to how assessment results can specifically

inform teaching adjustments, Zhao wrote in one of her

journal entries:

If a problem occurs, the teacher must reflect on it and

get things right in the next lesson. […] If nothing can

be done with this year’s students, the teacher will

have to be very careful the next time she teaches the

same lesson. (Zhao; Journal, Year 2)

This means that, in Zhao’s belief, assessment results could

only guide future teaching rather than bringing about

immediate teaching modifications. Qian also revealed a

similar belief in her journal:

Learning to teach well takes a couple of ‘errors and

trials.’ When something goes wrong, you will see

that, and you will need to face it and fix it next time.

[…] The teacher does not need to cry over the spilt

milk. Learning a lesson from the lesson is what really

makes a difference. (Qian; Journal, Year 2)

Interestingly, Qian mentioned the ‘spilt milk.’ She used

this metaphor to argue that the problems were irreversible

on the scene, and that remedial actions were only possible

in future teaching.

To sum up, the second stage allowed novice teachers to

gain a growing awareness to connect classroom assessment

to teaching objectives. Their classroom assessment in this

stage featured the use of more complex materials, although

the interaction such classroom assessment required was

still brief. In this stage, novice teachers began to combine

the tool box and the purpose of classroom assessment, and

this combination was often planned prior to classroom

teaching. They also began to use assessment results to

evaluate the realisation of teaching objectives, but they

seemed to be confined to a stereotype that assessment

results could only inform future teaching rather than

immediate teaching adjustments.
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Toward the Formative Assessment

The third stage seemed to begin in the middle of or toward

the end of the third year, when the novice teachers were

more conscious of the utilisability of classroom assessment

regarding immediate teaching improvement. They used the

results of classroom assessment to reflect on the problems

in their teaching and instantly seek improvement. This is

primarily reflected in their updated conceptualisations of

classroom assessment:

It’s about knowing where your students are and, more

importantly, where you are as the teacher, and you’ll

know if you [the students and the teacher] are going

in the same direction. […] You’ll have to stop and

make sure you are. So, just stop now and then, check

and look back. If anything goes wrong, get it right

before it gets worse. (Zhao; Interview, Year 3)

The teacher needs to monitor the students’ learning

progress often and at important junctures so that the

teacher will know if adjustment is needed in the

following step. (Li; Journal, Year 3)

These extracts show that the novice teachers became more

concerned about ‘stop[ping] now and then,’ and making

‘adjustment’ if ‘needed,’ which indicates enhanced under-

standing of classroom assessment as a means of online

teaching diagnosis and improvement. Correspondingly, the

‘stop[ping]’ and the ‘monitor[ing]’ did not seem to be

planned or plannable. The novice teachers needed to

improvise in assessing how learner performance and their

teaching goal were contingent. As seen in the extracts

above, this improvisation may have been initiated by the

teachers’ noticing of possible learning difficulties or

teaching problems (e.g. feeling that the teacher and

students are not ‘going in the same direction’ or that

‘anything goes wrong’).

Given the enhanced knowledge of the utilisability of

classroom assessment, Zhao and Li became more inclined

to adopt, among various types of classroom assessment,

formative assessment in teaching (Leung 2004). Li’s

extract below shows how formative classroom assessment

was conducted, which also demonstrates that assessment

practices in this stage feature improvisation:

Li’s class featured much interaction with her students

for checking the progress and for inquiring into dif-

ficulties students might have encountered. The fol-

lowing were a few turns of her conversation with one

of the students:

‘S (Student): Pandas were less and less because of

natural disasters.

L (Li): How did you know that?

S: I got this from the book.

L: Could you tell me where?

S: In the second paragraph. The third line.

L: OK. Can you read that line?

S: The number of pandas decreases, and this does not

have as much to do with natural disasters as human

activities. Ah, yes, sorry, not because of natural

disasters.

L: Right, you should pay closer attention.’

After this, Li gave a few more examples of ‘not have

as much to do with … as …,’ and she also asked two

students to make sentences using this structure. (Li;

Observation, Year 3)

These extended conversation turns between Li and the

student clearly show her concern with the causes of her

student’s mistake. Her concern was improvisational and

even spontaneous. When she knew it was due to the

student’s misunderstanding of a structure (i.e. ‘not have as

much to do with … as …’), she paused, and turned to

focusing on this structure. The way she inquired into the

student’s problem was apparently a kind of classroom

assessment; the way she used the results of classroom

assessment in her following teaching was obviously

formative, as she explained to me in a later interview that

‘[she] guessed that it might be a difficult point, and [that

she] needed to help the students focus on this a little bit.’

(Li; Interview, Year 3) Besides, we can also see from the

above extract that the interaction included in this assess-

ment scenario was no longer brief and procedural as in

previous stages. It was authentic and dynamic. As to how

she developed the ability of formative classroom assess-

ment, Li told me that ‘it [was] basically based on [her]

personal learning and reflection, such as reading books of

theories and professional journals and always trying to see

if what [was] happening in the classroom [was] related to

the theories.’ (Li; Interview, Year 3)

To sum up, in the third stage in the middle of or toward

the end of the third year, the novice teachers might develop

an enhanced knowledge of the utilisability of classroom

assessment regarding teaching improvement, and thus

become more inclined to conduct improvised formative

classroom assessment, which shows immediate assess-

ment-driven teaching improvements in response to

dynamic classroom interactions.

Discussion

So far I have tried to describe the three developmental

stages for novice teachers’ classroom assessment literacy,

which have emerged from data analysis. In the first stage,

the novice teachers tended to acquire practical, easy-to-

learn techniques with fixed procedures for planned class-

room assessment without much awareness of the
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utilisability of classroom assessment regarding teaching

improvement. In the second stage, the novice teachers

seemed to gain a growing awareness to connect their

planned classroom assessment to teaching objectives, and

the classroom assessment they conducted featured the use

of more complex materials, although the interaction in such

classroom assessment was still brief. More importantly,

novice teachers’ understanding of the usefulness of

assessment results in teaching adjustments was only con-

fined to an improved plan of a future teaching situation. In

the third stage, the novice teachers developed an enhanced

knowledge of the utilisability of classroom assessment

regarding teaching improvement, and thus became more

inclined to conduct improvised formative classroom

assessment when noticing possible learning difficulties or

teaching problems, which shows immediate assessment-

driven teaching improvements in response to dynamic

classroom interactions.

With regard to novice teachers’ development in class-

room assessment techniques, the complexity of materials

used for classroom assessment seems to increase over time,

and interaction included in classroom assessment also

becomes increasingly enriched and dynamic. This may

indicate that novice teachers tend to begin with simple and

procedural techniques, and gradually master the more

complex and flexible ones. This also corroborates previous

research findings regarding teachers’ use of assessment

methods/techniques (e.g. Black and Wiliam 1998).

As to the development of novice teachers’ understand-

ing of the utilisability of classroom assessment, an

awareness of the connectivity between classroom assess-

ment and other important aspects of teaching seems to play

a pivotal role. As novice teachers’ classroom assessment

literacy develops, such awareness may be first reflected in

the connection between classroom assessment and teaching

objectives, which calls for teaching improvements in a

future teaching situation. This awareness may then develop

and be reflected later in the connection between classroom

assessment and immediate teaching improvements, allow-

ing more formative assessment to be undertaken. In other

words, the way novice teachers understand and use class-

room assessment results in relation to teaching improve-

ments may experience an evolution from a ‘next time’

mindset to a ‘right now’ ideology. The significance of this

finding has moved beyond building up taxonomies of

assessment methods/techniques (Hailaya et al. 2014; Stig-

gins 1988) or testing the effectiveness of using classroom

assessment results in making teaching adjustments

(Coombe et al. 2012; Phye 1997; Stiggins 1991). This has

shed some light upon a possible pattern that defines a very

kernel aspect of novice teachers’ classroom assessment

literacy development, and should open up new possibilities

of specific intervention for teacher educators (Popham

2011).

It is also interesting to notice that different classroom

assessment knowledge which is developed in different

stages seems to be acquired through different mediations.

The simple, easy-to-use techniques were mostly learnt

from peers in daily communication and school-based les-

son observation activities; the acquisition of knowledge

regarding connecting classroom assessment to teaching

objectives seemed to be mediated by in-service teacher

training; as to connecting classroom assessment to imme-

diate teaching improvement. However, personal learning

and reflection seemed to play a major meditational role,

which, of course, requires a high level of autonomy on the

teacher’s part (Dierking and Fox 2013).

The findings of the current study also suggest that

improvisation in classroom assessment may be a crucial

indication of classroom assessment literacy development,

or a more difficult point of attainment, as they were only

found in two of the four participants and only in the third

year of their beginning career. Teachers’ ability to impro-

vise in classroom assessment can be seen as an outgrowth

of and further enhancement beyond their previous mastery

of assessment methods/techniques as well as the emerging

awareness to plan assessment in connection with the

teaching goal. Improvised assessment seems to be a kind of

flexible implementation of teachers’ knowledge of assess-

ment methods/techniques and knowledge of its utilisability

in a more responsive way to the constantly changing

classroom dynamics.

Conclusions

This three-year longitudinal study examines the develop-

ment of four Chinese novice EFL teachers’ classroom

assessment literacy with a specific focus on how they used

assessment results to make teaching improvements. Data

analysis following the paradigmatic analytic procedures

reveals a three-stage developmental route: planned

assessment for no improvement, planned assessment for

future improvement, and improvised assessment for im-

mediate improvement.

Based on the findings of the study, a few implications

for teacher education and development may be discerned.

Because pre-service teacher education did not seem to play

an evident role in the development of novice teachers’

classroom assessment literacy, more efforts are needed for

pre-service teacher education to better equip future teach-

ers with the basics of classroom assessment. Pre-service

teacher education programmes may need to incorporate a

more explicit introduction to frequently used classroom

assessment methods/techniques and try to enhance pre-

Exploring Novice EFL Teachers’ Classroom Assessment Literacy Development… 225

123



service teachers’ awareness of the contingency between

assessment, teaching, and learning. Importantly, the

enhancement of the contingency awareness should go

together with the learning of assessment methods/tech-

niques so that the developmental route may be shortened.

Second, it may be a more effective way to promote novice

teachers’ classroom assessment literacy by combining the

assessment methods/techniques and the awareness of util-

isability in various school-based and non-school-based

teacher development activities. In this study, the natural

order of classroom assessment literacy development is

from assessment for no improvement to future improve-

ment and then to immediate improvement, but it seems

quite possible that this developmental route can be short-

ened if novice teachers are shown in earlier stages of

development how immediate improvement can be achieved

through assessment practices.
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