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Abstract

Recently, we have witnessed a growing interest in developing teachers’ language
assessment literacy. The ever increasing demand for and use of assessment products
and data by a more varied group of stakeholders than ever before, such as
newcomers with limited assessment knowledge in the field, and the knowledge
assessors need to possess (Stiggins, Phi Delta Kappa 72:534-539, 1991) directs an
ongoing discussion on assessment literacy. The 1990 Standards for Teacher
Competence in Educational Assessment of Students (AFT, NCME, & NEA, Educational
Measurement: Issues and Practice 9:30-32, 1990) made a considerable contribution to
this field of study. Following these Standards, a substantial number of for and against
studies have been published on the knowledge base and skills for assessment
literacy, assessment goals, the stakeholders, formative assessment and accountability
contexts, and measures examining teacher assessment literacy levels. This paper
elaborates on the nature of the language assessment literacy, its conceptual
framework, the related studies on assessment literacy, and various components of
teacher assessment literacy and their interrelationships. The discussions, which focus
on what language teachers and testers need to learn, unlearn, and relearn, should
develop a deep understanding of the work of teachers, teacher trainers, professional
developers, stakeholders, teacher educators, and educational policymakers. Further,
the outcome of the present paper can provide more venues for further research.

Keywords: Assessment literacy, Language testing, Assessment knowledge,
Assessment education

Introduction

The traditional thought of literacy or illiteracy as the ability or inability respectively to
read and write has now begun to take on a new functional aspect. This aspect is con-
ceptualized within different domains as possessing knowledge, skills, and competence
for specific purposes and in particular fields. An individual is expected to be able to
understand the content related to a given area and be able to engage with it appropri-
ately. As with this growing number of domains and rapid advances in this era, it is im-
perative to acquire multiple literacies to keep up with this contemporary trend, such as
computer literacy, media literacy, academic literacy, and many others. Given this
evident growth of new literacies, it should not come as no surprise that assessment lit-

eracy began to appear as an early contribution in the general education literature
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(Inbar-Lourie, 2008; Popham, 2008; Stiggins, 1999, 2001; Taylor, 2009) and in language
testing (Brindley, 2001; Davies, 2008) focusing on identifying the characteristics of test-
ing knowledge and skills of teachers. The 1990 Standards for Teacher Competence in
Educational Assessment of Students (AFT, NCME,, & NEA, 1990) made a considerable
contribution to this field. Following these Standards, a substantial amount of for and
against research has been published on the knowledge base and skills for assessment
literacy, assessment goals, the stakeholders, formative assessment and accountability
contexts, and measures examining teacher assessment literacy levels. This paper in-
quires into the philosophy behind language assessment literacy, its theoretical and con-
ceptual framework, the related studies on assessment literacy, and various components
of teacher assessment literacy and their interrelationships.

Language assessment literacy: the road we have gone

Language assessment literacy is generally viewed as a repertoire of competences, know-
ledge of using assessment methods, and applying suitable tools in an appropriate time
that enables an individual to understand, assess, construct language tests, and analyze
test data (Inbar-Lourie, 2008; Pill & Harding, 2013; Stiggins, 1999). Davies (2008) sug-
gested a “skills + knowledge” approach to assessment literacy. “Skills” describe the prac-
tical know-how in assessment and construction, and “knowledge” to the “relevant
background in measurement and language description” (p. 328). As it is evident in the
literature, there has been a shift in developing language assessment literacy from a
more componential view (e.g., Brindley, 2001; Davies, 2008; Inbar-Lourie, 2008) to a
developmental one. For example, Fulcher (2012) believed that language assessment lit-
eracy should fall into a classification of (a) practical knowledge, (b) theoretical and pro-
cedural knowledge, and (c) socio-historical understanding. Fulcher argued that
practical knowledge is the base and more important than all other aspects of language
assessment literacy. Focusing on mathematics and science literacy, Pill and Harding
(2013) classified language assessment literacy from “illiteracy,” through “nominal liter-
acy,” “functional literacy” and “procedural and conceptual literacy,” to an expert level of
knowledge: “multidimensional language assessment literacy” (p.383).

In her review paper, Taylor (2013), having considered these notions, suggested that
language assessment literacy requires specific levels of knowledge and thus proposed
eight levels (1) knowledge of theory, (2) technical skills, (3) principles and concepts, (4)
language pedagogy, (5) sociocultural values, (6) local practices, (7) personal beliefs/atti-
tudes, and (8) scores and decision making. However, Taylor was cautious about calling
this a model, but her suggestion offered a useful starting point and paved the way for
further research on more conceptualization of language assessment literacy.

For example, Baker and Riches (2018), in response to Taylor’s call for more research,
investigated language assessment literacy characterization of 120 Haitian language
teachers. They suggested an alternative language assessment literacy aspect required for
language teachers and assessors. They elaborated on how language assessment literacy
is different for these two groups, but their knowledge could be considered complemen-
tary in accomplishing collaborative task. Yan, Zhang, and Fan (2018) investigated the
factors, namely experiential and contextual, mediate language assessment literacy devel-
opment for three secondary-level Chinese teachers. The semi-structured retrospective
interviews revealed that teachers had a distinct language assessment literacy profile and
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more robust training needs in assessment practice than in theories of assessment. How-
ever, the need to study language assessment literacy with larger groups shows a gap in
this field of research.

More recently, Kremmel and Harding (2020), through empirical research, investi-
gated language assessment literacy needs of various groups, 1086 persons. They ana-
lyzed the responses of language teachers, language testing developers, and language
testing researchers to provide research support to their survey’s application and
findings.

Language assessment and language learning

Language learning is viewed as a transdisciplinary process within multilingual multicul-
tural realities in this current globalization, and this process is largely affected by new
genres as a result of technological innovations and affordances of the current era
(Leung & Scarino, 2016; Shohamy & Or, 2017). As Kern and Liddicoat (2010) asserted,
language learners are perceived as a “social speaker/actor,” for he “acts and speaks in
multiple communities (scholarly, social, virtual, etc.), and he experiences the intercul-
tural through his affiliations with various communities that often straddle different lan-
guages and cultures” (p.22). In these multi-contextually bound environments and
discipline-specific assessment literacies, research on assessment literacy in different
subject domains seems to be more focused on the combination of disciplinary know-
ledge and assessment. In language teaching, language teachers need to combine and
use their disciplinary pedagogical knowledge or teaching with assessment knowledge in
current language-learning constructs (Inbar-Lourie, 2008; Zolfaghari & Ahmadi, 2016).
As Farhady (2018) has stated, the current understanding of language learning and use
should be matched with the related assessment theory and practice to meet the chal-
lenge raised by the realities of different languages and cultures.

Since language learning possesses multifaceted modes and constructs, this requires
corresponding assessment practices. Through an examination of the language testing
literature, six assessment themes which reflect current language-learning constructs
have been identified:

1) Assessment to promote language learning: This type of assessment has led to
approaches that improve learning in the language learning context such as
Learning Oriented Assessment (LOA, Turner & Purpura, 2016) and Dynamic
Assessment (Poehner, 2008).

2) Classroom assessment: It helps process-oriented learning via appropriate testing
methods and by focusing on assessing task performance, which requires compe-
tency in the related language construct, the educational settings in which language
learning and teaching takes place, and task design (Wigglesworth & Frost, 2017).

3) Integrated language assessment: It has led to the integration rather than separation
of language skills. According to Lee (2015), multiple competencies are required to
complete integrated tasks in multi-mediated contexts. For example, integrated
reading-writing tasks require different competencies such as extracting the source
texts for ideas, selecting ideas, and organizing ideas.

4) Content assessment: In this type of assessment, content and language are
supplementary to one another. Any assessment of content requires language and
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any assessment of an individual’s ability to use language will involve content or
topical knowledge. For example, in the Content Language Integrated Learning
(CLIL) approach, the language of teaching used in conveying meaning is important
in meaning-oriented language learning (Lopriore, 2018).

5) Multilingual assessment: It is reflective of translanguaging pedagogies where
learners can use their whole language-learning repertoires and multilingual compe-
tence. This allows for the assessment of dynamic language use as a result of inter-
actions occurred amongst speakers (Lopez, Turkan, & Guzman-Orth, 2017).

6) Multimodel assessment: This classification of assessment is proposed since texts in
different languages are conceptualized in multifaceted modes, presented with
several meanings, delivered on-screen, live or on paper, presented with various sen-
sory modes, and presented through various channels and media (Chapelle & Voss,
2017).

Different areas of the related assessment research

Reviewing the related literature provides insights into assessment literacy and helps
with our understanding of what has worked for developing assessment literacy by
examining the links between previous studies. The 1990 Standards for Teacher Compe-
tence in Educational Assessment of Students (AFT, NCME,, & NEA, 1990) has made a
considerable contribution to the field. The Standards prescribed that teachers need to
attain competence in selecting suitable instructional assessment methods, developing
suitable instructional assessment methods, administering, scoring, and interpreting the
results assessment methods, applying assessment results in decision-making, developing
valid student grading procedures, sharing assessment results to various stakeholders,
and identifying unethical and in some cases illegal assessment methods and uses of the
related information obtained from assessment tasks and tests.

Following the Standards, a considerable amount of literature has been published on
the knowledge base and skills for assessment literacy, assessment goals, and the stake-
holders (Abell & Siegel, 2011; Inbar-Lourie, 2008; Taylor, 2013), formative assessment
and accountability contexts (Brookhart, 2011; JCSEE, 2015; Stiggins, 2010), and assess-
ment education (DeLuca, Klinger, Pyper, & Woods, 2015). Likewise, instruments were
developed to examine teacher assessment literacy levels (Campbell & Collins, 2007;
DeLuca, 2012; DeLuca, Klinger, et al., 2015; Fan, Wang, & Wang, 2011; Graham, 2005;
Greenberg & Walsh, 2012; Hill, Ell, Grudnoff, & Limbrick, 2014; Koh, 2011; Lam, 2015;
Leahy & Wiliam, 2012; Lukin, Bandalos, Eckhout, & Mickelson, 2004; Mertler, 2009;
Sato, Wei, & Darling-Hammond, 2008; Schafer & Lizzitz, 1987; Schneider & Randel,
2010; Smith, 2011; Wise, Lukin, & Roos, 1991).

Assessment literacy measures: a complex world of measures

Developing assessment literacy measures is a major area of interest within the field of
assessment literacy. Most of the related studies have involved quantitative measures.
Eight instruments regarding assessment literacy or teacher competency in assessment
for pre-service and in-service teachers published between 1993 and 2012 were identi-
fied: Assessment Literacy Inventory (Campbell, Murphy, & Holt, 2002); Assessment
Practices Inventory (Zhang & Burry-stock, 1997); Assessment Self-Confidence Survey
(Jarr, 2012); Assessment in Vocational Classroom Questionnaire (Kershaw IV, 1993),
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Part II; Classroom Assessment Literacy Inventory (Mertler, 2003); Measurement Liter-
acy Questionnaire (Daniel & King, 1998); the revised Assessment Literacy Inventory
(Mertler & Campbell, 2005); and the Teacher Assessment Literacy Questionnaire
(Plake, Impara, & Fager, 1993) (see Table 1). DeLuca, Klinger, et al. (2015) represented
these assessment instruments based on their item characteristics, the instrument’s guid-
ing framework, and the instrument’s psychometric properties.

Plake et al. (1993) studied the assessment proficiency of 555 teachers and 268 admin-
istrators across American states. The results underscored the significant gaps in
teachers’ pedagogical and technical knowledge of language assessment. The participants
had basic problems in assessment results’ interpretation and communication. O’Sulli-
van and Johnson (1993) employed Plake et al.’s (1993) questionnaire with 51 teachers
during a measurement course offering performance-based tasks that were related to the
standards (AFT, NCME,, & NEA, 1990). The results indicated that Classroom Assess-
ment Task responses supported a strong match between performance tasks and the
Standards, which further validated the questionnaire. Similarly, Campbell et al. (2002)
investigated a revised version of Plake et al’s (1993) questionnaire with 220 under-
graduate students enrolled in a pre-service measurement course. They concluded that
teacher participants’ competency differed across the seven standards, and respondents
were found to have lacked critical aspects of competency upon entering the teaching
profession. Mertler (2003), in his study with 67 pre-service and 197 practicing teachers,
found results that paralleled Plake et al.’s (1993) and Campbell et al.’s studies. Similarly,
Mertler and Campbell (2004), with the aim of restructuring items into scenario-based
questions, found low critical assessment competencies across teachers.

Brown (2004) and his later co-authors (e.g., Brown & Harris, 2009; Brown & Hirsch-
feld, 2008; Brown, Hui, Flora, & Kennedy, 2011) employed the Teachers’ Conceptions
of Assessment (COA) questionnaire to specify New Zealand primary school teachers’
and managers’ priorities based on four purposes of assessment: (a) improvement of
teaching and learning, (b) school accountability, (c) student accountability, and (d)
treating assessment as irrelevant. On this instrument, teachers were asked if they
agreed or disagreed with various assessment purposes related to these four conceptions.
The results from these studies indicated that teachers’ conceptions of assessment were
different based on context and career stage and participants agreed with the improve-
ment conceptions and the school accountability conception while rejecting the view
that assessment was irrelevant. Subsequently, Brown and Remesal (2012) used COA.
They examined teachers’ conceptions based on three purposes of assessment: (a) as-
sessment improves, (b) assessment is negative, and (c) assessment shows the quality of
schools and students. They reported similar results.

Overall, most studies on teacher’s assessment competency use instruments that aim
to identify teachers’ conceptions toward different assessment aims. Findings from these
studies revealed that teachers’ assessment competency was inconsistent with the rec-
ommended 1990 Standards (Galluzzo, 2005; Mertler, 2003, 2009; Zhang & Burry-Stock,
1997). As Brookhart (2011) argued, the 1990 Standards for Teacher Competence in
Educational Assessment of Students (AFT, NCME,, & NEA, 1990) was no longer useful
in supporting assessment practices, or the assessment knowledge teachers require
within the current classroom context.
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The assessment-based teaching practices over the past 20 years (Volante & Fazio,
2007), and the recently revised Classroom Assessment Standards (JCSEE, 2015) set
grounds for developing a new instrument for measuring teacher assessment literacy
that directs the current demands on teachers. Gotch and French (2014) examined a re-
cent systematic review of 36 literacy measures. They found that these measures do not
support psychometric aspects and that existing instruments lack “representativeness
and relevance of content in light of transformations in the assessment landscape (e.g.,
accountability systems, conceptions of formative assessment)” (p. 17). Gotch and
French (2014) called for further research and developing an efficient and reliable instru-
ment to measure teacher’s assessment literacy reflecting contemporary demands. In re-
sponse, DeLuca, LaPointe-McEwan, and Luhanga (2016) studied professional learning
communities to support teachers’ assessment practices and data literacy to reflect con-
temporary practices for classroom assessment. They developed the Approaches to
Classroom Assessment Inventory containing 15 assessment standards (1990-2016)
from six countries, namely the USA, Canada, UK, Europe, Australia, and New Zealand.
They identified eight themes indicating contemporary aspects of teacher assessment lit-
eracy (see Table 1).

The themes of assessment standards from 1990 to 1999 included Assessment Purposes,
Assessment Processes, Communication of Assessment Results, and Assessment Fairness;
from 2000 to 2009 involved Assessment Purposes, Assessment Processes, Communication
of Assessment Results, and Assessment Fairness, and Assessment for Learning; 2010—
present focused on Assessment for Learning. Assessment Purposes, Assessment Pro-
cesses, Communication of Assessment Results, and Assessment for Learning have become
a more dominant theme in modern assessment standards.

Assessment Purposes refers to selecting the appropriate form of assessment accord-
ing to instructional purposes. Assessment Processes involves constructing, administer-
ing, and scoring assessment and interpreting assessment results to facilitate
instructional decision-making. Communication of Assessment Results includes com-
municating assessment purposes, processes, and results to stakeholders. Assessment
Fairness entails providing fair assessment conditions for all learners by considering stu-
dent diversity and exceptional learners. Assessment for Learning explains the use of
formative assessment during instruction to guide teacher practice and student learning.

Assessment training and other affective factors

Harding and Kremmel (2016) have claimed that language teachers, as the primary users
of language assessment, need to be “conversant and competent in the principles and
practice of language assessment” (p.415). Teacher assessment literacy involves teachers’
mastery of knowledge and skills in designing and developing assessment tasks, analyz-
ing the relevant assessment data, and utilizing them (Fulcher, 2012). Scarino (2013), fo-
cusing on assessment literacy for language teachers, argued that two aspects should be
considered in developing language teacher assessment literacy, including the identifica-
tion of relevant domains that contain the knowledge base and the relationship among
these domains. He explained that the knowledge base composes some intersecting do-
mains such as knowledge of language assessment, which entails not only various assess-
ment paradigms, theories, purposes, and practices related to elicitation, judgment, and
validation in diverse contexts, but also learning theories and practices and evolving
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theories of language and culture. Additionally, Scarino stated that assessment could not
be separated from its relationship with the curriculum and processes of teaching and
learning in schooling. Scarino (2013) further claimed that “... it is necessary to consider
not only the knowledge base in its most contemporary representation but also the pro-
cesses through which this literacy is developed” (p. 316).

Some researchers have emphasized assessment in training (Boyles, 2005), establishing
a framework of core competencies of language assessment (Inbar-Lourie, 2008), devel-
oping language testing textbooks (Davies, 2008; Fulcher, 2012; Taylor, 2009), and devel-
oping online tutorial materials (Malone, 2013). In a study with 66 Hong Kong
secondary school teachers, Lam (2019) examined knowledge, conceptions, and practices
of classroom-based writing assessment. He found that most teachers had related assess-
ment knowledge and positive notions about alternative writing assessments; some
teachers had a partial understanding of the assessment of learning and assessment for
learning, but not assessment as learning as they could only follow the procedures with-
out internalizing them. In a study of EFL teachers in Colombia, Mendoza (2009) found
that teachers frequently and inappropriately use summative rather than formative as-
sessments; they used test scores not to facilitate the learning process; they lacked know-
ledge of different types of language assessments and what information each type
provides; how to give more effective feedback to students; how to empower students to
take charge of their learning; ethical issues related to test and assessment use and how
results are used; the role of the language tester; and concepts such as validity, reliability,
and fairness. The authors concluded that teachers lack adequate language assessment
training.

In a skill-based study with 103 Iranian teachers, Nemati, Alavi, Mohebbi, and Masje-
dlou (2017) pointed to the inadequacy of teachers’ assessment knowledge and training
in writing skill. Crusan, Plakans, and Gebril (2016) also surveyed 702 second language
writing instructors from tertiary institutions and studied teachers’ writing assessment
literacy (knowledge, beliefs, practices). Teachers reported training in writing assessment
through graduate courses, workshops, and conference presentations; however, nearly
26% of teachers in this survey had little or no training. The results also showed the
relative effects of linguistic background and teaching experience on teachers’ writing as-
sessment knowledge, beliefs, and practices.

The majority of studies are related to assessment education for both pre- and in-
service teachers, teachers’ training needs, conceptions of assessment, and efficacy
(Brown, 2008; DeLuca & Lam, 2014; Gunn & Gilmore, 2014; Hill et al., 2014; Levy-
Vered & Alhija, 2015; Quilter & Gallini, 2000; Smith & Galvin, 2014; Smith, Hill,
Cowie, & Gilmore, 2014).

With this training-supportive perspective, the first focus was on the quality of assess-
ment courses (Greenberg & Walsh, 2012), course content (Brookhart, 1999; Popham,
2011; Schafer, 1991), assessment of course characteristic factors (e.g., instructors, con-
tent, students, and alignment with professional standards) (Brown & Bailey, 2008;
DeLuca & Bellara, 2013; Jeong, 2013; Jin, 2010), and pedagogies that reflect knowledge
about assessment (DeLuca, Chavez, Bellara, & Cao, 2013). (Bailey & Brown’s, 1995, and
replicated in 2008) study was a starting point in the investigation of language assess-
ment courses. They examined the teachers’ backgrounds, the topics they taught, and
their students’ perspectives toward those courses. Although their study offered useful
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findings, the issue of non-language teachers who teach language assessment courses
was a missing link in their research. Kleinsasser (2005) also explored language assess-
ment courses from the teachers’ attitude. Kleinsasser argued that the major problem
with teaching a language assessment course the failure of bridging between theory and
practice. For example, the connection between the class discussions and the final as-
sessment product is not well constructed. Qian (2014) found that English teachers did
not have marking skills when assessing learners speaking in a school-based assessment
in Hong Kong. DeLuca and Klinger (2010) found that Canadian teachers (288 candi-
dates) knew how to conduct a summative assessment, but they were not familiar with
formative assessment. They stressed the importance of direct instruction in developing
teacher assessment literacy.

The usefulness of assessment education in both pre- and in-service programs is the
other focus. The related studies stressed that assessment education should take differ-
ent forms and integrate different stakeholders’ views (DeLuca, 2012; Hill et al., 2014;
Mertler, 2009), assessment literacy should be part of teacher certification and qualifica-
tion (Sato et al, 2008; Schafer & Lizzitz, 1987), mentors should attend to student
teachers’ prior beliefs about assessment (Graham, 2005), and the instruction of content
should be localized, subject-area specific that allow for teachers’ free choice (Lam,
2015; Leahy & Wiliam, 2012). In a European study, Vogt and Tsagari (2014) reported
that most teacher respondents lacked adequate assessment training, and they had only
on-the-job experiences. For those who are unable to attend formal instruction may
learn from on-line learning resources (Fan et al.,, 2011), workplace (Lukin et al., 2004),
and daily classroom practices (Smith, 2011), instructional rounds (DeLuca, Klinger,
et al., 2015), and design of assessment tasks and rubrics (Koh, 2011). For example, in a
recent study, Koh, Burke, Luke, Gong, and Tan (2018) investigated the development of
the task design aspect of assessment literacy in 12 Chinese language teachers. They
found that although teachers quickly perceived many aspects of task design, they found
it difficult to incorporate specific knowledge manipulation criteria into their
assessments.

Although there has been much attention devoted to assessment-related training, most
teachers are not well-equipped to perform classroom-based assessment confidently and
professionally (DeLuca & Johnson, 2017). Thus, a large and growing body of literature
has investigated how to improve teacher assessment knowledge via course work, pro-
fessional development events, on-the-job training and self-study (Harding & Kremmel,
2016), assessment textbooks (Brown & Bailey, 2008), university-based coursework
(DeLuca, Chavez, & Cao, 2013), and curriculum-related assessment (Brindley, 2001).
Despite a large body of research on training, the assessment knowledge remains a chal-
lenge as teachers believe that it is theoretical and pedagogically irrelevant to everyday
classroom assessment practices (Popham, 2009; Yan et al., 2018); the knowledge is not
contextualized, and they usually learn about related assessment knowledge with a
cookie-cutter approach (Leung, 2014); most training programs only include a generic
assessment course which provides insufficient detail for developing an adequate assess-
ment knowledge base.

The literature also shows that some research has been carried out on teachers’ con-
ceptions about assessment. The conception of assessment is believed to diagnose and
improve learners’ performance and the quality of teaching (Crooks, 1988), account for
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quality instruction offered by schools and teachers (Hershberg, 2002), make students
individually responsible for their learning through assessment (Guthrie, 2002), and
show that teachers do not use assessment as a formal, organized process of evaluating
student performance (Airasian, 1997). Cizek, Fitzgerald, and Rachor (1995) examined
elementary school teachers and argued that many teachers have their assessment pol-
icies based on their conceptions of teaching. Kahn (2000) studied high school English
classes and argued that teachers employed different assessment types because they
eclectically held and practiced transmission-oriented and constructivist models of
teaching and learning. And yet, conceptions may be individualistic because they are so-
cially and culturally shared cognitive phenomena (van den Berg, 2002). In their study,
Looney, Cumming, van Der Kleij, and Harris (2018) worked on a conceptualization of
Teacher Assessment Identity. They argued that language teacher’s professional identity,
their beliefs about language assessment, their practice and performance in language as-
sessment related tasks, and their cognition of their perceived role as language assessors
play a vital role in evaluation of their effectiveness in the field of language assessment.

Some researchers also suggested that perceptions might be resistant to training
(Brown, 2008), while others claimed a positive relationship between assessment training
and teacher assessment literacy (Levy-Vered & Alhija, 2015; Quilter & Gallini, 2000).
Interestingly, a study by Smith et al. (2014) investigated the assessment beliefs of pre-
service teachers and found that the teachers’ assessment beliefs were framed by their
past experiences rather than by what they had been taught about assessment theories
or policy requirements.

Some studies have also suggested that teachers’ conceptions and assessment practices
are dependent on specific contexts (Forsberg & Wermke, 2012; Frey & Fisher, 2009;
Gu, 2014; Lomax, 1996; Wyatt-Smith, Klenowski, & Gunn, 2010; Xu & Liu, 2009).
Willis, Adie, and Klenowski (2013) viewed assessment literacy as “a dynamic context-
dependent social practice” (p. 242). According to this contextualized view, teacher as-
sessment literacy is considered to be a joint property that needs input and support from
many stakeholders, such as students, school administrators, and policymakers (Allal,
2013; Engelsen & Smith, 2014; Fleer, 2015).

Assessment literacy has also been investigated by considering different stakeholders
in various educational contexts. For example, Jeong (2013) studied the difference be-
tween language assessment courses for language testers and non-language testers. The
results revealed significant differences in the content of the courses based on the
teachers’ background in test specifications, test theory, basic statistics, classroom assess-
ment, rubric development, and test accommodation. Additionally, the results indicated
that non-language testers were less confident in teaching technical assessment skills
than language testers and were willing to focus more on classroom assessment issues.
Malone (2013) examined assessment literacy among language testing experts and lan-
guage teachers through an online tutorial. The results reported from both language
testing experts and language teachers revealed that testing experts stressed the need to
develop an increasing knowledge of the theories, and teachers emphasized the need to
increase their knowledge of the “how to” components in the tutorial. Pill and Harding
(2013) explored policymakers’ understanding of language testing. They observed that
how a lack of understanding of both language and assessment issues and lack of famil-
iarity with the tools used and with their intentions can result in meaningful
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misconceptions which can undermine the quality of education. Evidently, such miscon-
ceptions may lead to misinformed and misguided decisions by the policy makers on
crucial issues.

Web-Based Testing (WBT), another area of interest within the field of assessment,
has been employed in different educational settings (He & Tymms, 2005; Sheader,
Gouldsborough, & Grady, 2006; Wang, 2007; Wang, Wang, Wang, Huang, & Chen
Sherry, 2004). WBT is used to administer tests, correct test papers, and record scores
on-line. WBT can be presented in the form of online presentation, application- or
software-product representation, hypermedia, audio and video representation, and so
on. For example, Wang, Wang, and Huang (2008) investigated “Practicing, Reflecting
and Revising with Web-based Assessment and Test Analysis system (P2R-WATA) As-
sessment Literacy Development Model” for improving pre-service teacher assessment
literacy. They reported improvement in teachers’ assessment knowledge and assessment
perspectives.

In a different focal area, O’Loughlin (2013) studied the IELTS (International English
Language Testing System) using an online survey. Fifty staff completed the survey. The
study examined how well the test goals were met and how they might be best ad-
dressed in the future. The results showed that the participants mainly considered the
minimum test scores required for entry. They needed information about the ways
IELTS scores can be interpreted and used validly, reliably, and responsibly in decision-
making in higher education contexts. O’Loughlin suggested information sessions and
online tutorials for learning about the IELTS test.

Conclusion

To sum up, the studies reviewed on assessment literacy clarify the fact that language as-
sessment literacy is a multi-faceted concept and that defining it presents a major chal-
lenge. Clearly, it is related to educational measurement and influenced by current
paradigms in this field. It is not answered what is the relative or general balance be-
tween what agreed-upon issues, and themes represent knowledge in this field and make
it distinct. This uncertainty reflects the lack of unanimity within the professional assess-
ment community as to what shapes the assessment knowledge that will be passed on to
future experts in the field.

The studies reviewed on assessment literacy also indicate that teachers need assess-
ment knowledge. Assessment courses programs should be part of teachers’ qualifica-
tions and requirements. Additionally, the content of the assessment knowledge base
needs to be kept up with what is most recent, based on research and policy innova-
tions. Teacher assessment training needs to become long and sustainable enough to en-
gage teachers in profound learning about assessment, which will possibly help them
improve and expand conceptions and practices about assessment. Further, assessment
training needs to take the knowledge base and the context of practice into account and
make connections between them. In other words, assessment literacy should be devel-
oped by considering various educational contexts and necessities of times and contexts.
Assessment literacy also needs support from different stakeholders. Teachers as indi-
viduals and professionals need to be considered because teachers’ conceptions, emo-
tions, needs, and prior experiences about assessment may help to improve the efficacy
of training, assessment knowledge, and skills of teachers. Teacher assessment literacy
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development does not only mean an increased assessment knowledge, but it also needs
to expand and broaden contextual-related knowledge and inter-related competencies.
In line with teacher professionalization in assessment, it requires a consideration of
many inter-related factors such as teacher independence, identity as assessor, and crit-
ical perspectives. Teachers need to engage in learning networks where they can under-
stand each other through a common language, communicate, and decide about their
assessment practices.

Last but not the least, this review about assessment literacy challenges provides re-
searchers with both general predictions and needs for further related investigations in
developing assessment literacy and workable solutions to cope with such challenges.
Besides, the present information may help teachers, policymakers, stakeholders, and re-
searchers know where they are, where they need to be, and how best to proceed with
their developmental work and research.

Taken together, there are still many unanswered questions about assessment literacy,
and further studies are required give us a more comprehensive insight into language as-
sessment literacy and enrich this ongoing discussion. More research can also be used
to verify and validate, as well as the question, the current issues in assessment literacy.
Further investigations are needed to guide policymakers in conducting standards that
address both the contemporary development of assessment research and the cultural
aspects of assessment. Also, more research can identify specific problems in pre- or in-
service assessment education in specific contexts and provide supplementary methods
to achieve better implementation of professional standards or policies. Further work
can enrich teachers’ assessment knowledge with insights from the latest assessment re-
search findings since the assessment knowledge base is dynamic. Also, due to the im-
portance of teacher conceptions in shaping teacher assessment literacy, further studies
can provide greater insight into their conceptions and practice of assessment. We do
need to learn, unlearn, and relearn about language assessment literacy which is of pri-
mary importance in enhancing the quality of language education.
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