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Abstract 
This study explores the English teachers’ level of knowledge of skill-based language assessment among 
some high schools situated in a regency in Jambi province. The questionnaire is used to obtain 
quantitative data and cover several aspects of learning assessment. It consists of 60 items across four 
constructs of the Language Assessment Knowledge Scale (LAKS), developed by Ölmezer-Öztürk and 
Aydın (2019), and has been completed by 24 respondents. The results showed that the highest 
percentage of correct answers in assessing reading was for item 13 (100%), listening was for item 30 
(100%), writing was for item 32 (91.7%), speaking was for item 52 (95.8%), and do know was for item 
50 (20.8%). The highest percentage of incorrect answers in assessing reading was for item 11 (83.3%); 
in listening, item 22 (100%); in writing, item 41 (91.7%); and in speaking, item 46 (83.3%). The mean 
correct answers were 9 out of 15 items for reading, 7 out of 15 for listening, 7 out of 15 for writing, and 
9 out of 15 for speaking. Participants' knowledge levels in both reading and speaking were categorized 
as moderate, showing slightly better results than in listening and writing, which were categorized as 
low. Based on the descriptive statistical analysis, it is concluded that teachers' knowledge of language 
assessment was moderate to low across the assessed skills. These results suggest a need for continuous 
teacher development programs and ongoing professional support for language assessment literacy to 
help teachers refine their assessment practices. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Language teachers should conduct assessments not only to determine students' language 
proficiency and track their progress, but also to gain insights into how their own teaching practice impacts 
student learning. By conducting learning assessments, teachers can identify students' language proficiency 
levels, monitor their learning progress, evaluate the effectiveness of instructional practices, and provide 
valuable insights to improve teaching quality and learning outcomes. To ensure the effectiveness of these 
assessments, teachers are required to possess sufficient knowledge and competence in learning assessment 
and demonstrate language assessment literacy. Therefore, teachers must develop adequate Language 
Assessment Literacy (LAL). 

Language Assessment Literacy (LAL) is defined as the essential knowledge, skills, and principles 
of assessment that teachers should master in order to implement effective language learning assessments 
(Tajeddin et al., 2022). Language Assessment Literacy is teacher cognition, referring to what teachers 
know, think, and believe about the teaching process.   A teacher demonstrates language assessment 
literacy if they can select appropriate assessment methods, conduct assessments effectively, and use the 
results to enhance language teaching and learning in the classroom. 

 Assessment serves as a crucial reference for teachers to enhance the quality of their instructional 
practice. Stiggins (1995, p. 240) emphasized that assessment literate teachers know “what they are 
assessing, why they are doing it, how best to assess the skill, knowledge of interest, how to generate good 
examples of student performance, what can potentially go wrong with the assessment, and how to prevent 
that from happening”. Through regular assessment, language teachers can recognize and evaluate how 
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teaching strategies contribute to meaningful learning experiences for all. Lam (2015, p.240) also defined 
it as “teachers’ understandings and mastery of assessment concepts, measurement knowledge, test 
construction skills, principles about test impact, and assessment procedures which can influence 
significant educational decisions within a wider social context” (p. 172). Language teaching practice in 
schools is closely related to language learning assessment for two reasons. First, teaching and learning 
activities require evaluation to determine the effectiveness of teaching for teachers and students, namely: 
how teachers' teaching facilitates the improvement of students' language skills. Second, evaluation or 
assessment of learning provides real data for teachers to improve the quality of their teaching. Therefore, 
teacher cognition about language assessment literacy is how teachers use their beliefs and knowledge 
about learning assessment to improve student and teacher performance in achieving language learning 
goals.  

In the context of education in Indonesia, every formal educational institution is required to conduct 
learning assessments to evaluate its teaching and learning activities over time. Therefore, at every level 
of school education in Indonesia, teachers are required to conduct end-of-semester assessments. The 
results of these assessments serve as benchmarks for schools and teachers to improve the quality of their 
teaching and learning. To ensure optimal results in language assessments, teachers need adequate 
knowledge and skills in language learning assessment. Teachers are required to understand the principles 
of language assessment as a literacy in the context of language learning. 

Since Language learning assessment literacy plays a crucial role in the  success of language 
teaching in schools, research on this literacy continues to grow rapidly. Many studies have attempted to 
identify the literacy levels of language teachers in learning assessment, especially in a foreign-language 
context. These studies indicate that teachers still have inadequate levels of assessment literacy, requiring 
guidance on conducting effective assessments (Anam & Putri, 2021; Tajeddin et al, 2022). In the 
Indonesian context, research on LAL remains very limited. Several recent studies on LAL in Indonesian 
schools indicate that teacher literacy levels are still inadequate, with their teaching practices (Anam & 
Putri, 2021; Mirizon, 2021). These studies examined teachers working in urban areas in Indonesia (Anam 
& Putri, 2021; Mirizon, 2021). Unfortunately, there has been no research targeting language teachers in 
schools outside urban areas. 

Given the limited research on schools in urban areas, the researchers were interested in conducting 
the study in schools outside urban areas to determine whether their previous findings align with teachers' 
expectations in the field. Therefore, this study will explore language teachers' cognition and literacy in 
language learning assessment at the senior high school level in one regency in Jambi. It aimed to find 
answers to the following research question through the study: what are the general skill-based language 
assessment knowledge (LAK) levels of EFL teachers among High School English Teachers in a regency 
of Jambi province? 
 
METHODS 

This study used a Convergent Parallel Mixed Methods research design. This research design was 
chosen because quantitative data served as a baseline for subsequent research. In contrast, qualitative data 
were collected and compared to yield more valid, comprehensive, and mutually reinforcing findings 
(Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018; Fraenkel, Wallen, & Hyun, 2015). This mixed-method approach is 
expected to provide a comprehensive picture of teachers’ knowledge and beliefs about learning 
assessment literacy and its application in schools. 

The population consisted of English teachers who are members of the MGMP English Subject 
Teachers' Council in one of the regencies of Jambi Province. To obtain quantitative data, the sample was 
selected using the total population technique; all high school English teachers in the regency were used 
as the research sample. Twenty-four senior high school language teachers participated in the language 
assessment and responded to the items. The participants’ academic qualifications included three master’s 
graduates and twenty-one bachelor’s graduates. Demographic features and participant numbers are shown 
in the following table. 
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Table 1. Demographic features and the number of participants 
No. School Number of Participants 
1 SMAN I 3 
2 SMAN 2 3 
3 SMAN 3 1 
4 SMAN 4 1 
5 SMAN 6 5 
6 SMAN 7 2 
7 SMAN 8 2 
8 SMAN I2 1 
9 SMAN I3 1 
10 SMAN I6 2 
11 SMAN I7 1 
12 SMAN I9 1 
13 SMAN Terpadu Nurulssalam 1 

Total 13 24 
 

The questionnaire was used to obtain quantitative data and cover several aspects of learning 
assessment. It consists of 60 items with four constructs of the Language Assessment Knowledge Scale 
(LAKS) developed by Ölmezer Öztürk and Aydın (2019) as follows on table 2.  
 

Table 2. Language Assessment Knowledge Scale (LAKS) 
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Assessing Speaking 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Those 60 items with four constructs of the Language Assessment Knowledge Scale (LAKS) 

developed by Ölmezer Öztürk and Aydın (2019) have been completed by 24 participants. The data 
collection process preceded by  a pilot test of the questionnaires and interview protocol. Once the pilot 
test and interview protocol results were valid, the questionnaires were distributed to all school teachers 
who were members of MGMP in one of the regencies of Jambi province. The quantitative data were 
analyzed statistically. The analysis included frequencies, Means, and comparisons of the results of the 
various questionnaire questions. This method generated an overview and descriptive statistics regarding 
the level of literacy in language learning assessments as perceived by teachers. 
 
FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 

The findings from the participants presented in Table 3 showed that the highest percentage of 
correct answers in assessing reading was for item 13 (100%): Reading texts in a reading exam includes 
various genres (essay, article, etc.). It showed that the respondents were knowledgeable about this item 
and categorized it very well. The lowest percentage of correct answers was for item 11 (12.5%): "Using 
the same words in the correct option as in the text is not a problem." Only 3 participants answered 
correctly that using identical lexical items from the source text in the correct choice or option does not 
constitute an error. Most participants confirmed that it was acceptable to use the same words in the correct 
option/choice, and using identical wording from the text in the correct answer is permissible.  

Besides, participants received 16.7% "do not know” responses for item 14, the top-down approach, 
which assesses overall comprehension of the reading text, indicating that respondents were still unsure 
about it.The mean or average of correct answers was 58.89%, and the mean of incorrect answers was 
36.67%. These percentages show that, in general, participants performed better on this reading skill, with 
correct answers exceeding incorrect answers, and the 4.44% "do not know" responses indicate only a 
small number of uncertain responses.  
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Based on the statistical analysis, the median, or middle value, of the data arranged from smallest to 
largest shows that correct answers accounted for 58.3% of the median, and incorrect answers accounted 
for 37.5%. Since the correct answers are higher. Then, incorrect answers confirm that the majority of 
participants demonstrated a satisfactory understanding of this language skill. The mode of correct answers 
was 95.8; the most frequent score among participants was very high, and some participants performed 
excellently. The standard deviation (STDEV) of 32.80 for correct answers and 32.89 for incorrect answers 
indicates that many participants did well, others still struggle, and some are incorrect. Both correct and 
incorrect answers indicate high variability in the dataset, with values farther from the mean.  

 
  

 
Figure 1. Assessing Reading 

 
Table 3. Assessing Reading 

Statistic Correct  answer Incorrect  
answer Do not know 

AVERAGE 58.89 36.67 4.44 
MEDIAN 58.3 37.5 4.1 

MODE 95.8 4.2 4.2 
STDEV 32.80 32.89 5.10 

 
The results showed that the highest percentage of correct answers in the listening assessment was 

for item 30 (100%): “In selective listening, learners are expected to look for certain information." All 
participants answered True to this item, indicating they achieved a relatively perfect score and 
demonstrating clear responses in accuracy and comprehension. The highest percentage of incorrect 
answers in the listening assessment was for item 22 (100%). ‘Phonemic discrimination tasks (e.g., 
minimal pairs such as sheep ship) are examples of integrative testing.” The correct answer is False, but 
the participant chose this option, and all participants confirmed it was true (e.g., essay, role-playing, etc.). 
The participants performed very poorly on this item. The highest percentage of 'Do not know' responses 
was for item 28 (16.7%), which had the most uncertain answers. 

 

 
Figure 2. Assessing Listening 
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The mean of correct answers is slightly lower than that of incorrect answers, 44.67 < 45.1, and 5.6 
for do not know. On average, participants struggled with listening assessment tasks, as evidenced by their 
scores below 50%. The median, as the middle value of the correct answers, was also lower than the 
incorrect answers, 41.7 < 7.9, and 4.2 for do not know. The most frequently occurring value for the correct 
answer mode was 45.8, and for the incorrect answer mode, 50. It showed that the most frequent pattern 
among participants was still dominated by incorrect answers and zero 'do not know' responses, as 
participants did not choose this option.  

 
Table 4. Assessing Listening 

Statistic Correct 
answer 

Incorrect 
answer 

Do not 
know 

AVERAGE 44.67 46.1 5.6 
MEDIAN 41.7 47.9 4.2 

MODE 45.8 50 0 
STDEV 32.64 35.17 5.82 

 
The standard deviation for correct answers was 32.64, and that for incorrect answers was 35.17, 

both of which were categorized as quite high, indicating a wide variation in participants’ listening 
assessment performance. It implies that the data points were very different from each other; they had 
greater distances between them.  
 

 
Figure 3. Assessing Writing 

 
Table 5, which presents the results of the writing assessment, showed that the highest percentage 

of correct answers was for item 32 (91.7%): “Analytic scoring is used to see the strengths and weaknesses 
of learners.” Nearly all participants understood that the analytic scoring approach uses a rubric that breaks 
a task into individual components, providing detailed feedback on both strengths and weaknesses in 
assessing writing. The highest percentage of incorrect answers in assessing writing was for item 41 
(917%): “In controlled writing, learners have the chance to convey new information.” It indicated that 
most participants did not know that controlled writing activities are structured exercises that guide 
learners to practice specific grammar and writing skills, focusing on form and accuracy. It changes to 
focus on sentence structure, grammar, punctuation, rewriting, and imitation. The highest percentage of 
"do not know" responses was for item 40 (16.75%): “Analytic scoring leads to greater reliability than 
holistic scoring in writing”. Even though nearly all participants knew that, to understand learners' 
strengths and weaknesses, analytic scoring is appropriate for language teachers, the percentage of 
participants who were unsure about this item was the highest response on this assessment of writing skills. 
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Table 5. Assessing Writing 

Statistic Correct 
answer 

Incorrect 
answer 

Do not 
know 

AVERAGE 48.05 45.85 6.10 
MEDIAN 50.00 50.00 4.10 

MODE 20.80 8.30 0.00 
STDEV 27.20 29.97 7.70 

 
The statistic showed that the mean score for correct answers in writing is slightly lower than the 

median, and the mode is considerably smaller (48.05 < 50.00 < 20.80), indicating a negative skew. Most 
participants achieved moderate to high scores, but some had low scores. The difference between the 
highest and lowest performance values is very significant, as the standard deviation is relatively large 
27.20 indicating a wide range of performance levels among participants. Table 6. Assessing Speaking 
showed that the highest percentage of correct answers in assessing speaking was item 52 (95.8%: In 
interlocutor-learner interviews, the teacher has the chance to adapt the questions being asked.  

Most participants confirmed that, in interviews, the interlocutor (teacher) can adjust the questions 
to the learner as needed. The highest percentage of incorrect answers in assessing speaking was item 46 
(83.3%): When the interlocutor does not understand the learner, giving that feeling or saying it poses a 
problem. For this item, most participants gave incorrect responses. The correct answer is false because 
the teacher can create new words, simplify, or switch languages. The highest 'do not know' percentage in 
the speaking assessment was item 50 (20.8%): Using holistic and analytic scales at the same time poses 
a problem. The participants hesitated to give the correct answer to this item, as using both would provide 
a complete result.  
 

 
Figure 4. Assessing Speaking 

 
The descriptive statistics presented in the table for the three data sets include the mean, median, 

mode, and standard deviation, indicating that most scores are relatively high. In contrast, a few low scores 
reduce the overall mean. The mean of correct was lower than both the median and the mode; the 
distribution of scores in this data set is negatively skewed. 61.75 < 75 < 83.30, indicating that most scores 
were high, while a few low scores reduced the overall mean. It concluded that participants generally 
performed well, though several outliers performed worse.  

Mode is the most frequently occurring value in the data. The most common score for correct 
answers was 83.30, and the most common score for incorrect answers was 12.50. It indicated that the 
most frequent pattern among participants was still significantly dominated by correct answers. The mode 
of 0 for the "do not know response confirmed that no participant hesitated to answer those items. The large 
standard deviation confirmed that the scores were widely dispersed. It indicated that the data points do 
not cluster tightly around the mean but rather spread over a wide range of values. The statistical results 
for Productive skills revealed notable differences in participants' performance across writing and 
speaking. The assessment writing data show an average score of 48.05, a median of 50.00, and a mode of 
20.80, indicating that the scores are moderate but with some low outliers, as reflected in the negative 
skewness. In contrast, the speaking data show higher performance, with an average of 61.94, a median of 
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75.00, and a mode of 83.30, suggesting that most participants achieved strong results. However, a few 
lower scores caused a positive skew. The standard deviation values for both writing (27.20) and speaking 
(27.76) indicate wide variability among participants.  

Overall, Participants performed considerably better at assessing speaking than at assessing writing; 
both assessment skills show large variability, indicating that participants differ widely in ability. Some 
performed well, while others had significant difficulties. The difference between the highest and lowest 
performance values is very significant, and the most frequent pattern among participants was still slightly 
dominated by correct answers. The data show that the participants performed better on the reading 
assessment than on the listening assessment. The reading scores show both higher mean values and higher 
peak distributions, suggesting that participants possess stronger knowledge and greater familiarity with 
assessing reading skills. The high mode in the reading assessment results further suggests that a 
considerable number of participants demonstrated strong proficiency in this area. In contrast, the listening 
scores were lower and more evenly distributed, suggesting that this skill posed greater challenges for the 
participants. Despite these differences, both reading and listening assessment results showed wide 
variability, indicating that the participants' proficiency levels are not homogeneous across the group. 

 
Table 6. Assessing Speaking 

Statistic Correct answer Incorrect answer Do not know 
AVERAGE 61.94 33.34 4.72 
MEDIAN 75.00 25.00 4.20 

MODE 83.30 12.50 0.00 
STDEV 27.76 25.58 6.06 

 
 
CONCLUSION 

The findings reveal that participants performed better at assessing productive skills, especially 
speaking, than at assessing receptive skills. The higher scores in speaking and reading than in writing and 
listening suggest that participants are relatively more proficient in productive skills, while writing and 
listening are their weaker areas. Pedagogically, these outcomes emphasize the need for a more balanced 
instructional approach that gives equal attention to both receptive and productive aspects of language 
assessment knowledge. There is a need for continuous teacher training and development programs, along 
with ongoing professional support for language assessment literacy, to help teachers refine their 
assessment practices. A sustainable program that strengthens knowledge in assessing language skills 
through a process-oriented approach could be one of the topics to be discussed and emphasized in MGMP. 
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