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ABSTRACT

Korean English Teachers’ Self-efficacy of Langudgsessment Literacy and its

Relation to Teacher Identities

Soo-Min Lee
English Major, Dept. of Foreign Language Education

The Graduate School of Seoul National University

Assessment plays an important role in effectivglege education. For
communicative language teaching in English edupatime 2015 Revised
National English Curriculum emphasized the intagratof teaching and
evaluation and expanded the implementation of m®oeiented evaluation and
performance assessments. Accordingly, the impaetaot Korean English
teachers' assessment literacy as it affects efeeetssessment has come to the
forefront. However, several studies suggest that @lssessment literacy of
English teachers in Korea is still low and the teas have difficulties in its
development. To increase the self-efficacy of Kareanglish teachers in
language assessments, it is essential to scrutimziafluence of teacher identity

on the self-efficacy of teachers within the EFL w®xh of Korean English



education.

The purpose of this study is to investigate theti@hship between
teachers self-efficacy in language assessments and thehdeadaentity.
Exploring the relation between them will providesights into improving the

teacherslanguage assessment literacy for more effectivguage assessments.

For this study, seventy Korean English teacherseicondary schools
voluntarily participated in an online survey. Thelioe questionnaire consisted
of 49 items and was divided into two subsectiorecti®n A regarding the self-
efficacy of language assessments, and Section Bt dbe teacher's identity as a
professional. Then, nine teachers, who voluntgrdyticipated, were randomly
chosen for subsequent individual interviews fortHar investigation. They
shared their own stories on their self-perceivdidafy of language assessments
and their self-identification as a professionalgiaage teacher. The interviews
were thematically analyzed and the themes foundn fitbe analysis were
categorized into two constituents of the identityniation: discourse and

practice.

The findings suggested that a significant corretagxisted between the
self-efficacy of teachers and the positive teaddentity of Korean English
teachers. The teachers who identified themselvesxperts showed high self-

efficacy in their assessments. Moreover, it suggkeshat self-awareness as a



non-native English speaking teacher in EFL circamsgs affects both teachers
assessment efficacy and the formation of theirtitemas experts. In terms of
discourse, they had identity conflict as they pessd both learner identities as
non-native speakers and teacher identities. Wiglarceto practice, the teachers
seemed to position themselves as experts by vab@acher collegiality with

strong teacher agency. However, their expert itestill seemed to be at risk
because the exonormative norms, which undermineaoiEnglish teachérs

expert identity, are still prevailing in their asseent practices.

Although the study had some limitations in termsnoéthodological
aspects and the small number of study subjectwijllitcontribute to a better
understanding of Korean English teachesslf-efficacy in their assessments.
Moreover, by investigating its relation to theirerdity construction, the study
shed light on practical suggestions that can supgeachers to develop the

language assessment literacy and improve theisss®ant practices.

Key Words: teacher self-efficacy, assessment efficeeacher identity, teacher
efficacy, language assessment literacy, foreiggdage assessment,

Korean English teachers

Student Number: 2020-28075
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CHAPTER 1.

INTRODUCTION

This study aims to investigate Korean English teegtself-efficacy
in language assessment and its relation to theaher identity. This chapter
outlines the purpose and organization of the th&sstion 1.1 introduces the
motivation and purpose of the study, followed bgearch questions in

Section 1.2. Section 1.3 describes the organizatidne thesis.

1.1.  The Motivation and Purpose of the Study

The movement toward Communicative Language Teaclig)
ushered in a new era in the field of language leginThe distinction
between competence and performance made educetars that if language
was to be learned for its true communicative pugppshen the classroom
tasks must also reflect the communicative and pidoce aspect of
language behavior. As such, language tasks andsmsseats began to move
beyond the purposes of reviewing learners’ intarisiguistic competence, to

include how well learners are able to demonstraguistic knowledge and
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skills within communicative contexts (Black & Witia 1998; McNamara &

Roever, 2006). This new attention to performance tesulted in in-class
practices and assessments with communicative tepgoals that emphasize
process over product. Many language teachers, h@wbave experienced
difficulty in creating such tasks and evaluatioi$ie burden becomes
enhanced for Korean English teachers(KETs) as waslthey are often less
familiar with these types of assessments than tiomdil paper-based
assessments focused on language competence andhétyeyuestion their

ability to assess learners’ language behai@ark & Chang, 2017)

Accordingly, the development of English as a fondignguage (EFL)
teachers’ competency in language assessment, @gudge assessment
literacy (LAL), has come to the forefront (Fulch212; Taylor, 2013). The
teachers, since they work as both language teaeheérsest makers, need to
acquire a high level of language assessment Iyerac fulfill their
responsibility (Taylor, 2013). Given that the Kane2015 Revised National
English Curriculum (RNEC) emphasizes process-cetassessment and the
integration of teaching, learning and assessmeptdmote student-centered
learning, English teachers in Korea are requirecadminister alternative
forms of assessments including performance-basedeps evaluations as
well as traditional paper-based tests. To do sey temploy performance

assessments such as presentations, interviewssay @&vriting in order to

-2-



assess their students’ language ability (Lee, 2@H8k, 2016). Indeed, their
ability to understand and engage learners througimge of assessments has

become essential.

Among the diverse stakeholders, classroom Engéabhers can be
accounted as the “real protagonists” of assessmasrthey deal with external
and internal assessment procedures on a daily #agiare closer to the heart
of the overall assessment procedures (EricksonQ,20210). The teacher,
hence, is a crucial factor in effective classro@seasments (Mogt & Tsagari,
2014). However, while teachers’ assessment pratisebeen emphasized,
their LAL competency has been questioned and studiso suggest that
teachers’ LAL seems to be underdeveloped (Hassglg@arlsen & Helness,
2004; Jeon & Oh, 2006; Vogt & Tsagari, 2014). Kor&mglish teachers are
also reported as experiencing difficulties in aswgggs students especially in
retaining reliability, objectivity, and practicalitof the test (Park & Chang,
2017). To provide practical support for the LAL é@pment of teachers,
identifying the root of a discrepancy between teashLAL knowledge and

their assessment practice is needed.

Existing studies of LAL focused on the constructs LAL by
identifying the elements of language assessmentvledge and skills that
language test stakeholders, including classroonguiage teachers, need
(Fulcher, 2012; Hasselgreen et al., 2004; Stigdif91). Also, research has

-3-
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pinpointed incomplete pre-service or in-servicénirey as a major reason for
the underdevelopment of teachers’ LAL and investidaeachers’ training
experience, their current LAL state, and trainiegas (Chung & Nam, 2018;
Fulcher, 2012; Hasselgreen et al., 2004; Vogt &gasia 2014). Less attention,
however, has been given to primary sources thabagte their negative self-
image as disqualified assessors and keep KETs #way pursuing self-

reflective development of LAL in their practice.

Teachers are under the pressure of performing riled as teacher
and assessor and, yet, they are also expectedselfkeccountable. Moreover,
they are required to deal with the recent alteratid language education
theories which focuses on communicative and sotiw@l aspects of
language. This modified paradigm contrasts withmier theories which
worked on the accumulation of linguistic knowled@ée paradigm shift of
language learning compels teachers to incorpom@t®aultural theories of
language learning in their assessments. Hencepugatiypes of language
evaluations including performance assessments t@rnative forms of
assessments are developed and suggested for |lantpaipers through pre-
service and in-service training. Even so, the teexHstill think their own
LAL level is insufficient (Chung & Nam, 2018; Je@ Oh, 2006; Park &
Chang, 2017; Vogt & Tsagari, 2014). To develop eas’ LAL and their

assessment practices, the complex framework ofsas@nt, which is
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influenced by the conceptual transition of langudgarning between
contrasting paradigms, needs to be considered dls aseproviding an
expanded repertoire of assessment techniques 1i8ca€13). Understanding
how teachers relate their practices to their fraorkwof language learning
and assessments is essential for improving langaagessment praxis. Not
only should teachers be capable of understandmgdefined knowledge base
of language assessment, but they must also be afateand relate their

knowledge to practice in their particular classrommntext.

Very few studies have investigated the LAL of Kareknglish
teachers (KETs) and existing studies of KETs’ LA&vh focused only on
their needs for teacher training based on the kedgé base (Chung & Nam,
2018; Jeon & Oh, 2006). According to Ha and MinQ&)) the development
of teachers as professionals requires an interhahge of attitude and
identity, while training generally includes leargirskills only; therefore,
aspects other than lack of teacher training nedzktmvestigated in order to
understand the underdevelopment of teachers LAlthig regard, existing
studies have limitations as they examined LAL af#issthat can be learned
through training and applied by teachers withoutsomering the impact of

social context, especially in the EFL context efgaage assessment in Korea.

The socio-cultural context of English educationKarea strongly

influences the development of the teacher competenh&ETs. The native-

-5-
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nonnative distinction in the EFL context influencésacher identity
construction which is closely related to the depsaient of teacher
competence (Aneja, 2016). Researchers have naeddme Korean English
teachers identified themselves as non-native speaked considered their
language features as a source of vulnerabilityteir teaching. Especially,
they felt less qualified in their speaking abildg they are ashamed of their
accents and assumed having native-like pronunoiasoone of the key
requirements for a qualified English teacher. Basedthose assumptions,
they viewed themselves as less qualified teachleasm thative English
speaking teachers (NESTs) (Choe, 2008; Hong, 201®).native-nonnative
divide bolsters the discourse of the native speakedel in Korea, which
disempowers Korean English teachers as non-natingligh speaking

teachers (NNESTS).

Moreover, some researchers found that Englishtylidiconsidered
as not only foreign language ability but also awatucapital, which
symbolizes a privilege of the elite in Korea (Ch2e08; Hong, 2013; Kim,
2013; Yi & Yang, 2009). Based on this notion of ¢tish is a power’, some
Korean English learners prioritize having nativeeli fluency and
pronunciation even from the pre-school level ofglaage learning and
preferred NESTs over NNESTs (Hong, 2013; Yi & YaBQ09). Based on the

prevailing native-speaker model, KETs are contirslypgompared to NESTs

-6-



in terms of language proficiency or teaching skdled have been reported
showing lower self-efficacy in teaching compared te&achers of other
subjects such as Korean literature or math (Kwéi32. Based on the native
speaker fallacy, which idealizes the native speakedel, KETs deemed
themselves less qualified in certain languagesskibr instance, some KETs
showed a high level of anxiety in teaching spealskifls and even tried to
avoid speaking in English in their classes. Theyugit that the anxiety
comes from NNEST status and can be overcome bygaame experience

in English-speaking countries (Choe, 2008; Hond, 330

Within the discourse of the native speaker mod®&ERTs struggle
to negotiate their professional identity (Choe, 20@neja, 2016). To develop
KETs’ LAL and improve language assessment practiwe contextual aspect
of KET’s LAL should be investigated. Scarino (20X¥8ported developing
teachers’ LAL necessitates the interplay of theotbgcal knowledge base
and teachers’ interpretive frameworks. The framé&wornf language
assessments are shaped through teachers’ persqasieaces, beliefs, and
understanding of language education and languaggdf,itand are highly
affected by their identities. Therefore, in ordeunderstand the status quo of
KETs’ LAL, the influence of NNEST identity on LALaVelopment needs to

be investigated.



1.2. Research Question

The present study is aimed at identifying KETsf-edficacy of LAL
in assessing language skills and its relation &lter identity. In this study,
the teachers’ self-efficacy of LAL will be invesétpd in detail to determine
how and to what extent teacher self-efficacy of Ldifferentiates based on
the domains of the four language skills and whetherefficacy relates to

their NNEST identity. It is guided by the followingsearch questions:

1. What is Korean English teachers’ self-efficacy loéit LAL in each

language skill?

2. How does the NNEST identity relate to the teachsetf-efficacy of

LAL?

1.3. Organization of the Thesis

This thesis consists of six chapters. Followings timtroduction
chapter, Chapter 2 presents a review of the lileeadbn language assessment
literacy and teacher identity that helped to folra tesearch question of this
thesis. Chapter 3 describes the research methadsdimg instrument,
participants, and procedures of the study, follovibgdthe statistical and

qualitative measures taken for the data analysiap€er 4 reports descriptive



statistics of teacher self-efficacy of LAL and theixpertise identity and
discusses findings of relations between self-effycand identity formation.
Chapter 5 discusses the noteworthy issues thae dros the results with
regard to the research questions. Lastly, Chapsmémarizes the research
findings with pedagogical implications and conclside@ith the research

limitations and the future research suggestions.



CHAPTER 2.

LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Language Assessment Literacy (LAL)

2.1.1 New Language Assessment Practices

Rising of the communicative language teaching (Gtd)sed a shift
in understanding language proficiency and languaggessment. Language
proficiency was previously defined as knowledge sftructures in
phonological, grammatical, and lexical aspectsanflage. In the era of CLT,
however, integrating language knowledge in perforceawas emphasized
more than knowing language structures, as usingukge in communicative
way was considered more significant as evidencenefs linguistic ability.
Hence, a renewed focus was given to communicaggting including
performance tests and other alternative forms siirtg, away from norm-
referenced tests with discrete-point items (BlackW&iam, 1998; McNamara

& Roever, 2006, p.43).

In classroom language learning, the role of assessrhas been

expanded to include not only measuring students'eati competence but
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also diagnosing their developmental needs to prertearning itself (Black
& Wiliam, 1998). Language assessments aimed ta isfedents’ current
language abilities from their language behaviorniassessment theories
and methods were hence developed to make langussgssment more
systemic and principled. Off-the-shelf assessmerttewever, were
unsatisfactory for facilitating students’ learniagd assessing their linguistic
progress. Moreover, with the advent of communieatanguage learning, a
change in language assessment was required. Camgalassroom-based
assessments were emphasized with an increasingeraeear of their direct
impact on language learnirflack & Wiliam, 1998; Leung, 2007; Hill &
McNamara, 2012; Rea-Dickins, 2001, 2006). The augons between
classroom assessment and learning have been gatestiextensively, and
the importance of assessment for learning has ligeninated by the
insights from the investigation (Black, Harrisorged, Marshall & Wiliam,

2004).

To embrace this change in the assessment framewloek 2015
Revised National English Curriculum (RNEC) in Kordeaws attention to
integrating assessment into learning to promoteestiicentered learning.
Accordingly, classroom English teachers in Korea amploying different
types of assessments including performance tesssyewriting, or student

portfolios. The majority of the teachers are awafréhe educational benefits

-11 -



of communicative assessments in terms of the vglioli the test and the
positive effect on students’ learningang, Jin & Jang, 2015; Park & Chang,
2017).However, researchers found that the teachersaanedf difficulties in
assessment practices related to validity, pradycaand reliability issues
(Bae & Shin, 2016; Bang & Chon, 2011; Park & Chag@l7). They
experienced difficulties in establishing standamsd faced troubles in
assessing students speaking directly. Moreovererext forces such as
national policy regulations on school assessments a high priority on
college admission test preparation strongly restigachers’ assessment
practice (Park & Chang, 2017; Sung & Jo, 2015)h@ndle the complicated
dynamics of classroom language assessments in @bk gossible way,
therefore, teachers need to develop their LAL whistuires understanding

their educational context.

2.1.2 Defining Language Assessment Literacy (LAL)

In theoretical and empirical research, languagessssent literacy
(LAL) and more general assessment literacy (AL) ratatively new fields
and LAL is considered an overlapping or subordirategory of AL (Taylor,
2013). The concept of assessment literacy encormepdbs knowledge and

skills which are needed to evaluate students’tadsli LAL, on the contrary,

-12 -



was defined as the integration of language-specdimpetencies into layers
of assessment literacy (Inbar-Lourie, 2008). LALaisnultifaceted concept
and definitions of LAL have differed within assessih literacy literature.
Early contributions of LAL research focused on defg LAL components
and LAL profiles for stakeholders (Davies, 2008|dRer, 2012; Inbar-Lourie,
2008; Jeong, 2013; Malone, 2013; Pill & Hardingl20Taylor, 2009). Still,

this tendency is prominent in recent studies, imgeof both LAL and AL.

LAL research established the knowledge base wrscheeded to
conduct language assessment procedures. It incledesy phase of
assessment such as planning, administering, aretpreting language
assessment data, and recently, with the constrsiciwew, socio-cultural
aspects of assessments are added to the initiall&dge base of LAL
(Fulcher, 2012; Inbar-Lourie, 2008). LAL includashat’, ‘why’, and ‘how’
of the language assessment. Therefore, the trditnagthods of language
testing and assessments are included in LAL compsnas well as

background reasoning of the socio-cultural asp&disnguage assessments.

Narrow definitions of AL suggested a priori stardaof LAL to be
learned by language teachers. For example, Popk@ti )\ presented that AL
iIs composed of what an individual understands alaggsessment concepts
and procedures which influence one’s educationaists. Those narrow
definitions contributed to the tendency of AL resbaas the research draw

-13 -
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heavily upon theory and technical issues of tebtlityg rather than empirical
research. LAL research has avoided such predetedmii standards and
attempted to discover which aspects of languagelamgliage assessments
should be taken into account for defining and dewelg LAL (Erickson,

2020).

Researchers also focused on deriving a workingnitiefn of LAL
and to do so, they tried to reveal the LAL needsstakeholders. Fulcher
(2012) conducted a survey to discover English teemth_ AL needs and
carried out factor analysis assisted by qualitawalysis of participants’

interviews. Then, he proposed a working definitddi. AL as follows:

The knowledge, skills, and abilities required tsida, develop, maintain
or evaluate, large-scale standardized and/or classar-based tests,
familiarity with test processes, and awarenessrofgples and concepts
that guide and underpin practice, including eth@sl codes of practice.
The ability to place knowledge, skills, procespesiciples, and concepts
within wider historical, social, political, and plsophical frameworks
in order to understand why practices have arisenthss have, and to
evaluate the role and impact of testing on socigetgtitutions, and

individuals.(Fulcher, 2012, p.125)
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Fulcher claimed that language teachers are alreadye of various
assessment demands. So he said that LAL has tsdessed within a wider
social context to meet teachers’ needs. He madat@mmpt to connect
practice, theory, and context by providing a cydbst designing process.
According to his working definition of LAL, decislemaking in assessment
practice is informed by theory, and the theoretegdloration is realized in
the practice of language testing. Fulcher’'s extdndienension of LAL is

illustrated in Figure 2.1.

i Historical, Social, Political &
! Philosophical Frameworks: Origins,
: reasons, and impacts

I

EPfocesses, Principles & Concepts:
iThe guidance for practice

—
e e

Figure 2.1. Language assessment literacy: an expaadiefinition (Fulcher, 2012, p.126)

Even though he noted that these components arpramquisites for
all stakeholders, Fulcher's working definition ofAL highlights the
importance of a larger social and contextual fraoréwfor language

assessments. LAL definition of knowledge base weslunderstanding and

-15 -
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practicing assessment properly with theoretical vkedge and adequate
skills (DeLuca & Klinger, 2010). Expanded LAL detion involves
contextual and consequential validity and restmestuLAL in micro and
macro dimensions. In this regard, in developinghess’ LAL, it is essential
to develop teachers’ ability to self-evaluate th@ieconceptions of language
and assessment so they can interpret their owrssaesat practices and
learner’s language behaviors with contextual carsiions. With this
developed self-awareness as assessors, teacheifseitan understand the
assessment phenomena and ultimately transform saseet practices

(Scarino, 2013).

Taylor (2013) suggested eight components of LALowledge of
theory, scores and decision making, principles @nttepts, local practices,
technical skills, language pedagogy, personal fs#dittitudes, and
sociocultural value. The research presented diffetAL profiles of test
constituencies and illustrated different dimensians components of LAL
are required for different groups of stakeholdetge to the contextual
diversity of assessment. Figure 2.2 shows a LAfilerof classroom English

teachers and it is suggested by Taylor (2013).
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/\ / Language
~._| " pedagogy

Sociocultural
values

4

Local practices

Figure 2.2. Classroom teachers’ LAL profile (Taylor 2013, p.410)

The diagram is based on hypothesized dimensiopessible LAL
components from various LAL research. It shows ékaments of LAL
include multidimensional aspects of language assesssuch as
sociocultural values, and personal beliefs antLatis. Those contextual and
personal aspects would also compose individuaistpnetative framework
of assessments, which needs to be discussed felog@wg one’s LAL
(Scarino, 2013). In this regard, recent studidsimjuage education clarify
that LAL is not a decontextualized concept. Hemhesng aware of the
sociocultural context of language assessment dateas a precursor to

developing teachers’ LAL and assessment practice.
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2.1.3 LAL Training for EFL Teachers

EFL teachers’ LAL has received much interest in DESesearch,
due to the phenomenal increase of assessment s#siibes on language
teachers accompanied by expanded use of languagesasent results across
various social domains. Many research projects @irtee measure the
language teachers’ current practice of languagesassent and elicit their
LAL training needs with surveys based on theoréticackgrounds of
assessment (Fulcher, 2012; Hasselgreen et al., 2004 & Tsagari, 2014).
The research made contributions to providing nemtertt for teacher LAL

training by uncovering the changing needs of lagguaachers for a new age.

Fulcher (2012) designed a survey for language tradbased on four
domains: designing and developing tests, classrassessments and
washback, large-scale standardized testing, aridityaind reliability. The
survey was delivered globally over the Internet aesults were analyzed
with factor analysis. The research revealed theiralesf teachers to
understand more assessment principles as welleaprttical “how-to” of

assessments.

Hasselgreen et al. (2004) also surveyed to unteil 1AL training
needs of European teachers, teacher trainers, xpette According to the

survey, EFL teachers in Europe rarely had the preie LAL training and
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felt they need to be trained especially for informssessments and practical
skills of developing tests. Different stakeholdbeesl different needs of LAL
but every stakeholder group coincided with the rfeedormal education and
training in LAL. The research also reported thatl@veloping teachers’ LAL,
the most significant areas are related to assesdordearning and formative
assessments: portfolio assessment, feedback, panad self-rating

assessments, rating performance tests, and so on.

Vogt and Tsagari (2014) aimed to reveal the gapéen the kinds of
LAL training EFL teachers in Europe have received @he LAL training
they need. The survey explored three componentiAtf purposes of
testing, classroom-focused language testing aresasents (LTA), and LTA
concepts and content. The result of the study atdatthat European teachers’
language testing and assessment literacy is undsoged and most teachers
resorted to strategies to compensate for their ddidlAL. They have learned
on the job and get help from their colleagues andbbok materials when
they make LTA decisions. Also, pre-service or invg® training was not
sufficient for the practical assessments. The rebefindings somewhat
corroborate the study of Hasselgreen et al. (200%)at both found teachers’
strong need for LAL training. On the other handdiffered in the areas of
perceived developmental needs. While the formezare$ report highlighted

that an apparent needs for teacher training wasdf@m alternative forms of
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tests, this research presented teachers also wiamtieer LAL training across
the range of LTA features including more converdioareas, such as the
assessment of reading and grammar as well as aitenforms of

assessments like a portfolio. Moreover, Vogt anagasi also revealed that
teachers strongly required training for criteriomeated assessment of
speaking skills as they perceive their own oralesssient practices as

holistic and subjective.

In Korea, much research attempted to reveal KEdseat LAL and
their training needs through surveys to providegadéely designed teacher
LAL training sessions. The majority of the studiesyever, were focused on
curriculum and general assessment-related factattser than including

linguistic specificities or intercultural aspectdanguage assessments.

Jeon and Oh (2006) revealed a discrepancy betweesaK English
teachers’ self-evaluated competence of LAL andrtlpgrception of the
importance for each component of LAL in secondachosls. Five
components of LAL were surveyed: knowing properttesbe assessed,
utilizing teaching procedure and assessment, dpwvejothe assessment
method, understanding the quality of the assessrardtproducing valid and
reliable assessment results. The research showshthéeachers think their
own LAL was deficient in the areas in which theyé&aot been trained, such

as evaluating the reliability and validity of ansassment, understanding
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characteristics of certain language behavior totdsted, and planning a
specific test for the language behavior. More ingoatty, according to the
research, KETs perceived themselves as their LAnpmience has not
reached a level of expertise in all componentsAif compared to their high

awareness of the importance of those LAL components

KETs’ previous LAL training experiences and needsrev also
investigated (Chung & Nam, 2018). A survey anddwHup interviews were
conducted to measure KETS experiences and furtheed in LAL
development. The research reported that KETs wetesatisfied with their
previous LAL training and expressed a strong newdtriaining in overall
LAL areas, especially in the areas of planning grenbince assessment and
testing productive skills. With regard to assesdmenactice, the results
presented that KETs use some strategies to conteefiosdheir lack of LAL
such as modeling test items or seeking advice fsemor or co-working
teachers to deal with insufficient LAL competenoel ghe research suggested

that current LAL training may not meet the pradtiveeds of KETSs.

Thus, the existing literature is mostly focusedexamining teachers’
current assessment practice and their training néecgupport KETS' LAL
development by providing well-organized LAL traiginConsidering the
definition of LAL in recent studies, investigatig=Ts’ LAL concerning its

multidimensional and contextual aspects is esdemi$a a precursor to
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understanding and developing KETs’ LAL.

2.2 Non-native English Speaking Teacher (NNEST) Identt

Considering the worldwide use of English and ungdented global
influence of it, English gains the status of Englss English as a Lingua
Franca (ELF), or an international language (Ellt)isl estimated that the
number of ESL or EFL speakers outnumbers nativaksge or the speakers
of inner-circle varieties of English (e.g. AmericanBritish English). Braine
(2010) commented that in terms of worldwide Engligducation,
approximately 80% of English teachers are non-paspeakers of English.
As the notion that English should be taught as rdarmational language
grows, the dominating norm of ‘Standard’ Englistséxh on the ideology of
the native-speaker model is challenged in Englssigliage teaching (ELT)

(Holliday, 2005).

Despite the imprecision of the termativenessand nonnativeness
they construct the “bedrock of transnationalized’E(Leung, 2005, p.128).
This dichotomy influences many aspects of ELT sashproficiency tests
(American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Largpsa 2012), the model
of language use (Nguyen, 2017), as well as teaetity and teacher

development (Aneja, 2016; Choe, 2008). As Philijpg@992) stated the
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concept of a native English speaking teacher (NB&8J9 constructed as a
superior and even ideal English teacher, due topdradigm of linguistic

imperialism. According to the ideology of nativeegfgerism, NESTs stand
for a “Western culture” that originates the Englisinguage ideal and its
teaching methodology (Holliday, 2006, p.38Bplliday (2005) also noted
that native-speakerism implies an assumption tlaiverspeakers of the
English-speaking West possess a special claimhotanguage itself, thus it

secures the superiority and authority of the natpeakers.

A reified notion of idealized NEST includes thatop& from
English-speaking West can only be perceived aven&nglish speakers, the
only source of “correct” English. As a result ofisthmplicit reflection of
linguistic imperialism, NEST status is selectivgliven to native speakers
who speak certain English language varieties, aadhers without such
status are continuously questioned in their prodess competency of
teaching (Aneja, 2016). Aneja (2016) mentioned thasome cases, even
native speakers who speak English other than ‘atahdEnglish (e.g.
American or British English), such as speakers dficAn American
Vernacular or Indian accented English, are questan their legitimacy of
NEST in the TESOL profession even though theirvealianguage is English.

Therefore, within the continuing hegemonic influeraf native-speakerism,
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nonnative English speaking teachers are disempowaand it has been hard

for them to establish themselves as qualified laggueachers or assessors.

The new paradigm of EIL rejects such divisive idggl of native-
speakerism and raises issues in multi-competencpeeive to challenge
the native-speaker norm (Cook, 2016). In the NNESdvement, studies
have focused on the strengths of NNESTs such asdh@xperience as L2
learners themselves and sharing the same cultadalirsguistic backgrounds
with their students (Medgyes, 1992). Hence, the RINE frame as the
perpetual learner is problematized (Brutt-GrifflerSamimy, 2001) and a
recent study suggests the notion of native or nivenapeakers should be
reconceptualized as negotiated social subjectivitidich are multiple and
dynamic, rather than distinguishing NNESTs from NE&d advocating

NNESTSs' strength (Aneja, 2016).

In recent TESOL studies, the idealized notion of SNEis
continuously questioned (Canagarajah, 2013). Yet native speaker fallacy
(Phillipson, 1992) seems to be still effective griphery communities which
include Expanding or Outer Circle countries suckast Asian countries like
Korea. Researchers reported that English teachens the periphery still
express exonormative tendency, favoring nativeisgréam, with negative
attitudes towards non-native English varieties &mglish learners tend to

believe near-native accents based on General Aameriecr Received
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Pronunciation are acceptable (Jenkins, 2009; Medfa& Khatib, 2018).
Nguyen (2017) found that TESOL teachers in Vietwamo are already aware
of and appreciate different English varieties stléntify strongly to the
native-speaker model when it comes to their owrguage proficiency.
Especially in terms of pronunciation and accemisy tworried about the non-
nativelike features of their language use andifatlk into the native-speaker

fallacy.

English education in Korea also seems to hold gengi
stigmatization based on the native-nonnative divid®me researchers
pointed out that native-speakerism is embedded asigooously in the
mindset of Korean English teachers, parents, stadeand school
administrators (Bae, 2015; Choe, 2008; Hong, 2@&I8n & Park, 2013). A
socially constructed notion that ‘English is thaligband power’ plays a
significant role in the teachers’ identity formati¢Bae, 2015; Hong, 2013;
Kim, 2013). Similar to NNESTSs in the ESL contexin@a, 2016), native-like
pronunciation is highly valued in judging the Esylioral proficiency of
KETs, and teachers with L1 accents were seen agjledified and showed

less confidence in their classroom performance €CB0608; Hong, 2013).

Within the dichotomous discourse of English, KETsuggle to
establish a professional teacher identity. Soméhem try to reconstruct
positive identity through acquiring additional TESQertificates from
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English-speaking countries or calling on culturalperience in those
countries (Choe, 2008). Some Korean English teachex aware of their
NNEST status and suffered from anxiety about tHagk of English

proficiency, regardless of their proper commandEoiglish and teaching
ability. For instance, Choe (2008) reported that tkachers tend to be
preoccupied with the thought that NNESTS’ linguistiistakes are likely to
be interpreted as a lack of linguistic proficiendgcording to Hong (2013),
due to this anxiety, KETs framed themselves asqtegb English learner and
felt continuous tension to fulfill the expected daiage proficiency level. The
negative perceptions of NNEST influence the comsibn of Korean English

teacher identity significantly and hinder them fradentifying themselves as

professional experts.

Teacher identity is dynamic, multiple, and shiftag it is repeatedly
negotiated and recreated within contextual inflesnc(Aneja, 2016;
Pennington, 2014). Trent (2015) proposed a mukiled and
multidimensional framework for empirical researdht@acher identity. The
integrated framework for teacher identity invediigia reflects identity the
construction in both discursive and experientialysvaAccording to the
framework, both “identity-in-discourse” and “ideytin-practice” are
essential constituents of teacher identity (Tr&tl5, p.46). “ldentity-in-

discourse” describes identity as it is formed aadatiated through language.
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Individuals locate themselves within a discoursd atentify themselves by

overt naming and making commitments to those nawfesdentities.

“Identity-in-practice” indicates that the

identityormation process is

operationalized through concrete practices thatplgeexperience, and

individuals also actively identify themselves byhbeing in certain ways

(Varghese, Morgan, Johnston & Johnson, 2005). Teggested that both of

these approaches require attention in the exptoratf identity and reflected

them in the framework of identity formation. FiguBe3 summarizes the

framework of identity formation and illustrates tihele of language and

practice in it.
Discourse
A\
VAN
Institutional
Interpersonal
Intrapersonal
Practice <v7
Engagement Agenc:
Imagination 9 y
Alignment

Language
Modality
Evaluation

Figure 2.3. Aframework for teacher identity investgation (Trent, 2015, p.47)

The framework suggests that identity reflects th#uence of

language and practice on multiple levels. In themiework, agency and

discourse are illustrated as they affect each athéhe process of identity
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formation. Individuals gain subjective positionsorfr the discourse and
interpret the world around them actively within tbdescourse, while the

discourse reflects individuals’ attitudes, beliefisd values.

In the framework of identity construction, languaged practice
represent identity-in-discourse and identity-ingtiGe respectively. The
discourse is manifested through language, whiclsists1of modality and
evaluation. Modality is defined as what is comnditées truth and obligation,
and evaluation indicates what is considered todserable and both invoke
implicit value systems of identity construction.dividuals discursively
locate themselves by the overt naming of their oiwdentities. The
experiential construction of identity is concepizedl in three different
modes: engagement, imagination, and alignment. oty to the modes,
individuals engage in relations with others to acgjthe conventions of the
discourse community, gain membership in imaginednroonities, and
coordinate their activities within a broader comteX organizations. The
framework suggests that significant considerati@me needed both in
discursive and experiential ways of identity constion to reveal the ways in
which structure and agency interact. Hence, a cehgmsive exploration of
NNEST identity requires consideration of the posisility of NNEST within

the discourse and practice of English languageatauc
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Existing literature, indeed, reported that the nraged
positionality of NNEST can enact alternative teackdentification as a
multi-linguistic and multicultural speaker or asspecialist in L2 teaching,
rather than the language itself in both EFL/ESLterts (Aneja, 2016;
Canagarajah, 2004; Hong, 2013; Jenkins, 2009; Medf& Khatib, 2018;
Nguyen, 2017). Teacher identity formation is repdrto be highly pertinent
to the development of teacher professionality (K&nCheong, 2012; Lee,

2010).

Hence the complex and social nature of negotiatedESIT
subjectivity needs to be considered a significadtdr in the studies of
teacher LAL. Contextual influence on teacher LALingplied in some LAL
research in EFL or ESL context. For instance, @ BFL context, NNEST
teachers have shown a tendency to feel least puhlii assessing students’
productive skills than in any other area (Hasselgret al., 2004). Kang and
Lee (2012) found that KETs possess a strong terydientollow the native-
speaker model and withhold accepting EIL featureemthey are correcting
learners’ errors. Therefore, accordingly, to underd KETsS' assessment
experience and their self-efficacy of LAL, the rasd focus should be
reoriented to identity-driven approaches and éssential to include NNEST

identity in the focus of research.
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2.3Limitations of Previous Research

Much research has been conducted on LAL and hasalext many
significant factors needed for developing LAL afigmage teachers. However,
considering the macro and micro dimensions of LAggested by Fulcher
(2012) and Taylor (2013), previous studies invedéd the concept of LAL
in limited dimensions of the knowledge base (ChufagNam, 2018;
Hasselgreen et al., 2004; Jeon & Oh, 2006; Vogtsagari, 2014). In this
regard, sociocultural dimensions of LAL are lesgestigated. Taking into
account of macro dimension of LAL, it is necessdoy consider the
connection between the LAL implementation and teaddentity in the

theoretical and social contexts.

The components of LAL regarding teachers’ persdgdiefs and
attitudes, and sociocultural values overlap witbués of teacher identity
construction. Scarino (2013) argued that teachexonception, beliefs, and
personal experiences construct their interpretirmméwork, and raising
awareness of the framework is essential for dewaippeacher assessment
literacy and transforming assessment practice. iBetpe breadth of existing
literature, there is a lack of exploration on teadher identity and its relation
to LAL, which is needed for understanding the teamshperception and

implementation of LAL.
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Moreover, the self-efficacy of teacher expertisd gaacher identity
is found to be interrelated (Kim & Cheong, 2012g|.2010). Few empirical
studies, however, have explored an applicatiordentity-driven approaches
to LAL in English teachers in Korea. Hence, theatieh between NNEST
identity and LAL is a noteworthy aspect for undansting the LAL of
Korean English teachers and needs to be reseafattedr. In the light of
these considerations, this study aims to explor@KEelf-efficacy of LAL,
its relation to NNEST identity, and the contextaald sociocultural sources

that influence their LAL efficacy beliefs.
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CHAPTER 3.

METHODOLOGY

This chapter contains clarification of the methadital approach
and research design in the study. This study adoptemixed-method
approach to examine research questions. A mixetiadstapproach can be
defined as a combination of qualitative and quatiti¢ methods in single
research (Dornyei, 2007). Through this combinedyais® quantitative and
qualitative inquiry can interpenetrate and inforacte other. Since this study
aims to investigate the complex relation betweenfKEAL self-efficacy
and their teacher identity, analyzing the numeeiedency of these factors
and understanding specific societal contexts whith meanings to numbers
are both needed. Hence, a multi-level analysisuahtjtative and qualitative
data was chosen for the study. Section 3.1 deppssific information about
participants, and section 3.2 explains instrumemgployed in this study.
Lastly, section 3.3 describes the general resganmtedure of data collection

and analysis.
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3.1 Participants

A total of 70 Korean English teachers in secondstlgools were
recruited for the research survey. A posting retjoggoarticipation in the
survey was posted on an online community forum atfomwide in-service
English teachers. The posting fully explained theppse and procedure of
the research, and all participants voluntarily aggpto enroll in the research.
English teachers who are Korean and worked at dlenat high school were
eligible for participation. At the end of the queshaire, there was an item
asking for consent to participate in a followingmsestructured interview
after the survey. Among those who voluntarily adrée take part in the

follow-up interview, a total of nine interviewee&me randomly chosen.

3.2 Instruments

3.2.1 Questionnaire

The survey questionnaire was developed to invdstigéorean
English teachers’ self-efficacy of LAL and theirlfsdentification in the
teaching profession. In order to assure the vgligithe survey, an expert in
English assessment and Applied Linguistics offegendance during the

construction of the questionnaire and it was pdowth three in-service
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Korean English teachers. These teachers providstbéek on the wording,
the structure, and alternative interpretations ref tuestions. The survey
questions mainly used a five-point Likert scale @émele were open-ended
questions as well. Forty-nine items were surveyetbtial. The questionnaire

is provided in Appendix 1.

The questionnaire was structured in two parts. Racbonsisted of
questions meant to measure teachers’ self-efficdci AL, while Part B
included questions intended to reveal NNEST idgniid begin with, Part A
was an altered version of the teacher’s assesspnefassional competency
test by Song and Kim (2007). Other surveys for sdaoy English teachers’
assessment competency were also referred to icahstruction of survey
questions (Jeon & Oh, 2006; Vogt & Tsagari, 20Blijce the questionnaire
of Song and Kim(2007) was aimed to investigate Heet LAL along the
entire process of assessment, it covered five dsnalhoosing methods for
assessment,” ‘Developing instrument for assessim@mniding and scoring,’
‘Using assessment results’ and ‘Knowing ethicsssfeasments.’ The present
study, however, aims to investigate difference @rcpptions of teachers’
LAL competence in assessing different languagelsskiich as listening,
reading, speaking, and writing. Therefore, the toesaire has been
reorganized into four sections as follows: assegskstening skills, assessing

reading skills, assessing speaking skills, andsagsg writing skills. The five
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domains of LAL are investigated in each languagd#l skeparately. For
instance, in the first section, questions askedutlloe five domains in
assessing listening skills along the process oéssssent from planning to
assessment ethics. Part A of the survey is compafseir sections each of
which investigates teachers’ self-efficacy in ekriguage skill. Each section
has eight questions and the questions were eveditgcted from the five
domains of assessments (Song & Kim, 2007). Eaclstiqueused a five-
point Likert scale, which ranges from ‘Strongly Bigee’ to ‘Strongly agree’.
Response categories were coded to numbers befrdath analysis; 1 for
‘Strongly Disagree’, 2 for ‘Disagree’, 3 for ‘Neatt, 4 for ‘Agree’, and 5 for
‘Strongly agree’. Therefore, mean scores indicaadicipants’ self-efficacy
of assessments. Higher mean scores implied poss@leefficacy, while
lower mean scores pointed to negative self-efficafdgachers in assessment
practices. Each section has an open-ended questiong about difficulties
in their assessment practice. Responses from the-@pded questions were
collected for thematic analysis to reveal the diffiies teachers encounter.
Part A consisted of thirty-six items in total, inding four open-ended

questions.

Part B, with 13 items, focused on teacher idenf@yestions about
NNEST identity were composed based on the prevstudies of NNEST
identity by Aneja (2016), Choe (2008), Hong (2018)d Hwang and Lee
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(2018). Twelve items were using a five-point Likedale and one open-
ended question. Response categories were codeadrie as part A, but five
items (item 44 to item 48) were reverse coded. #htmms were reverse
coded in order to ensure the accurate measurerh&ETE’ identity and also

to keep respondents from answering carelesslyhigigart, a higher mean
score indicated teachers’ positive NNEST identitgl & lower mean score
showed a negative NNEST identity as a less qudlifeacher. The open-
ended question asked about teaching and assesdifienities caused by

the teachers’ own language proficiency. The responwere analyzed
thematically to examine the factors that influeM&EST identity. Survey

questions are provided in Korean to eliminate angsfble misinterpretations.

3.2.2. Semi-structured Interview

To elicit more detailed reflections on teacherdf-e#ficacy in their
assessment experiences as well as their professaeratity in language
teaching classrooms, a qualitative investigatiors \easential. This study
employed a semi-structured interview as an additionethod in order to

derive a richer dataset, demonstrating the intaticgiship between teachers

assessment practices and identity construction.

A total of ten teachers who voluntarily agreed totigipate in the
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interview were randomly selected as intervieweds.thfe interviews were
conducted in Korean and were guided by five predateed questions to
encourage the participants to elicit and elaboratetheir perceptions of
language assessment and self-identification aschée and a assessor. The
questions were developed with reference to thehtzadentity profiles from
Aneja (2016), Choe (2008), Hong (2013), and Hwand bkee (2018) and
they were revised multiple times regarding the tpgtudy responses and
feedbacks from two in-service teachers who did patticipate in the

interview. The interview questions are providedppendix 2.

3.3 Procedures

This section presents the procedures of data tolileand analysis.
Section 3.3.1 provides information about the datection process. In

Section 3.3.2, methods employed for data analysip@vided.

3.3.1 Data Collection

The data collection started after gaining apprdvam the Ethics
Committee of the Institutional Review Board (IRBj 8eoul National

University. Seventy in-service Korean English teashwho teach in middle
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or high schools were recruited as participants feomonline community of
in-service Korean English teachers. An online lioK_AL Self-efficacy and
Teacher identity survey was sent to participant® whbluntarily agreed to
participate in the research. A description of tleésearch was provided to
participants online and the queries raised by #mtiggpants were answered
by the researcher. The researcher also notifieticgeants about their right to
discontinue participating in the research at ametiThe questionnaire was

delivered online via Google Survey form and data w@llected for ten days.

After analyzing survey response data, nine paditip were chosen
for a follow-up interview. The interview was conded individually through
an online video conference or phone call by thecehof the interviewee.
The researcher provided a description of the samly notified participants
about the recording of the interview, and the rightvithdraw their consent
of participation at any time. Every participant eepl to be interviewed
voluntarily and completed the consent form. Themiew took about twenty

minutes, and the interviews were audio-recordedaed transcribed.

3.3.2 Data Analysis

Both quantitative and qualitative analyses wereduseaddress the

research questions. Data from the survey was aghlgtatistically by SPSS
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27. Interviews were transcribed and analyzed bm#ie analysis.

The data from the Teacher LAL self-efficacy andchea identity
survey guestionnaire were analyzed with SPSS 2Afedkriptive analysis of
the survey responses from Part A was calculatethgasure teachers’ self-
efficacy of language assessment literacy. As tineeyuused a 5-point Likert
scale, the responses were categorized from 1 (i§tyoDisagree”) to 5
(Strongly agree). The responses from Part B are atsalyzed descriptively.
Five items (item 44 to item 48) were reverse coblefdre the analysis. The
means and standard deviations were measured oniteachand in each
section. Then, the questionnaire’s internal coaesst reliability was
measured by the calculation of Cronbach’s alphdficent. A repeated
measures ANOVA was carried out to compare the @paints’ LAL self-
efficacy in four skills of language: Listening, Riag, Speaking, and Writing.
Then, to measure the correlation between teachéds’ self-efficacy and
their teacher identity, a Pearson correlation ¢oefit between Part A and
Part B was calculated. The results of the statisticeasure helped identify
the difference in LAL efficacy between domains ainduage skills in
assessing language, and the relation between LAitaey and teacher

identity.

The response data from open-ended questions andrahscribed

interview data were analyzed qualitatively in ortleruncover sociocultural
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and contextual factors that influence the LAL effig of teachers and also
the correlation between teachers’ LAL self-efficaeynd their identity
formation. The thematic analysis was employed enbidisis of the inductive
coding process (Creswell, 2014). Responses from-epded questions were
thematically analyzed and categorized into keywor&ecordings of
interviews were transcribed as a first step andiepiiby thematic analysis
(Braun & Clarke, 2006; Creswell, 2014), the datesvamalyzed. The data
were read and initial codes were generated by ameling to discover
recurring themes and subthemes. The same dataexamined repeatedly
and codes were added, merged, and removed tomedbé& themes. After the
final themes and subthemes were identified, spscifif each theme and
subthemes were elaborated. Then, the themes weamniped with the
reference to the framework for teacher identityestigation by Trent (2015).
According to the framework, the themes were caiegdr into two
constituents of identity: “identity-in-discourse’na “identity-in-practice”
(Trent, 2015, p.46). Then, the themes and the suits were analyzed in
detail. In the following chapter, the findings fraime results of the analysis

will be presented.
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CHAPTER 4.

RESULTS

This chapter presents the findings of the studye Tormer two
sections describe the results of the survey witimtjtative analysis while the
latter two sections provide the qualitative restribsn the data collected from
the open-ended questions of the survey and thevietes. Section 4.1
reports on the findings regarding the KETs’ seffeaicy of LAL in different
language skills. Section 4.2 reveals the corratatietween KETS' self-
efficacy and teacher identity. Section 4.3 presamisurring themes of
contextual factors affecting KETs' assessment pracand teacher identity
formation. Section 4.4 delineates an in-depth deson of the relation

between teachers’ assessment efficacy and thecieiemtity.

4.1 Teachers’ Self-efficacy of LAL

With regard to the first research question, KE&f-sfficacy of LAL
was examined through the Part A of the survey quastire. Statistical

analyses were performed using SPSS 27 for Wind&asd. A consisted of
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four sections which measures KETs’ self-efficacylLéiL in each language
skill. Each section has eight items that use aibtfdakert scale. Cronbach’s
alpha for each section was from .814 to .911, mtthg a high level of
reliability. The reliability and descriptive stdits for the four sections are

presented in Table 4.1.

Table 4.1

KETs’ LAL Self-efficacy in Four Skills (N=70)

Section Cronbach’sa Mean SD

Listening .855 3.82 0.539
Reading 911 3.90 0.639
Speaking 901 3.85 0.629
Writing .903 3.95 0.584

As can be seen in Table 4.1, the mean score of K€elfsefficacy of
LAL differs depending on the language skills. Sirmaeh section has eight
items with a five-point Likert scale, the maximuatal score of each section
is forty. Participants felt most confident aboukithLAL in the area of
assessing writingM=3.95, SD=0.584) and felt least confident when they
assess listening skilldVie3.82, SD=0.539). The mean score for assessing
reading skills =3.90, SD=0.639) is relatively higher than assessing
speaking skills (1=3.85, SD=0.629). Table 4.1 shows that KETs feel more

confident in assessing reading and writing tharesssg listening and
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speaking. Figure 4.1 illustrates the differencesaores in each section of

LAL self-efficacy in the boxplot.
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Figure 4.1 Boxplots of KETs’ LAL self-efficacy in four skills

Figure 4.1 indicates that in assessing speakingicipants show a
slightly higher level of confidence than assessmtiger skills. It does not
correspond to the difference in mean scores in eTabll. Hence, the
descriptive analysis of the results implies that thinute differences in the
four sections do not seem to be statistically $icgmt. Also, the boxplots
illustrate that a majority of KETs expressed a ¢steat tendency of high
self-efficacy in assessing writing. On the contraigeems that in assessing

reading and speaking skills, the confidence varetsveen KETs. The result
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slightly disagrees with the previous research testhat reported EFL
teachers expressed a strong need for LAL trainmg@ssessing productive
skills (speaking and writing skills) even thougleyhhad received training

most in the area (Chung & Nam, 2018; Vogt & Tsagaéy 4).

To examine whether these differences in mean scovese
statistically significant, a repeated measures ANQvas conducted. The
spherical assumption was checked by the Mauchlersg@i test and the
result shows g-value of .177 [§>.05), so the assumption of sphericity is

observed. Table 4.2 shows the result of the regaagasures ANOVA.
Table 4.2.

Repeated measures ANOVA results

Source Partial
of SS df MS F Sig. 2
Variation "
V;’Ein'sn 44.268 3 14576  2.047 108 .029

Error  1491.982 207 7.208

Total 1536.250 210

The null hypothesis is that there is no differeimcparticipants’ LAL
self-efficacy scores in sections of assessing riffe language skills was
evaluated. The repeated measures ANOVA resultrdeted that there is no

significant difference in the mean scores acrossises of four skills
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(F(3,207)=2.047, p = .108)The result of the within-subjects effect shows a
p-value greater than 0.05. It indicates that itsfad reject the null hypothesis
(Ho: m1=p2 = usz = ug) and the mean score difference between sectiomota
be considered statistically significant. Therefaiteg statistical analysis of
Part A suggests that the differences in mean sdaregctions cannot be
considered statistically significant and it indest that there was no
significant difference across assessing the fotierént language skills in

participants’ LAL self-efficacy.

4.2 LAL Self-efficacy and Teacher Identity

This section presents the results of survey ParabBut KETS’
NNEST identity and measures the correlation betwiK&ds’ LAL self-

efficacy and their identity by conducting a Pearsorrelation analysis.

Table 4.3 presents the descriptive statistics armwhléaich’s alpha for
KETs’ NNEST identity. The Part B of the survey cisitsd of twelve items
with a 5-point Likert scale, so the maximum sca@esixty. The high score
means a more positive NNEST identity constructibthe respondent, while
the low score indicates a negative NNEST idenfibe mean value for KETS’
NNEST identity was 3.37 at a standard deviatiof.620 and the Cronbach

alpha is .814, which shows a high level of relidypil
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Table 4.3

KETs' NNEST Identity (N=70)

Section Cronbach’sa Mean SD

|dentity .814 3.37 0.620

In order to examine whether there is a statisgcalignificant
relationship between the KETs' LAL self-efficacy darNNEST identity,
Scatter-plots were drawn to check the linear retethip between variables.
The Scatter-plots in Figure 4.2 support a positieerelation between the
variables. The scores of LAL self-efficacy from lkaection are designated
on the axis (Y) and the NNEST identity on the a3$. This demonstrates
that the patterns of overall scores of each sectrenclose to a straight line,
and a linear association between KETs’ LAL selfegity and their NNEST

as a professional teacher identity.
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Figure 4.2 Scatter-plots of LAL self-efficacy in eah language skill and

NNEST identity

Then, the Pearson coefficient was calculated. €kalts are provided

in Table 4.4.

Table 4.4

Results of the Correlation (N=70)

Listening Reading Speaking Writing

NNEST  Pearson ABS*  480*  .450*  570*
identity  Correlation

Sig.(2-tailed)  .000 .000 .000 .000

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 leveH@iled).
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The results in Table 4.4 indicate that a statijicagnificant positive
correlation exists between each part of LAL selicaty and NNEST
identity at the level of .01. It can be interpretbdt if the teacher participant
is with a positive NNEST identity, he/she is exjelcto express a high level
of LAL self-efficacy. The Pearson correlation comént of the LAL self-
efficacy score for the assessing writing sectiod #re identity K = .570,
p<.01) was the highest among the variables of the $ections; followed by
the score of the reading sectianH .480,p<.01), the score of the listening
section ( = .468,p<.01), and the speaking section was the lowest.450,
p<.01). According toPlonsky and Oswald (2014), in the field of language
education research,values under .25 can be considered small, .40umedi
and close to .60 large. Hence, the strength ofetaiion between listening,
reading, and speaking sections and NNEST identitydcbe interpreted as a
medium, while the correlation between writing arie tidentity can be

interpreted as large.

The Pearson coefficient statistically revealed thathigher the KETs’
LAL self-efficacy is, the more positive NNEST idéptthey possess, and the
lower their LAL self-efficacy is, the less positiMdNEST identity they

expressed.
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4.3 KETs' Assessment Practice and Difficulties

The thematic analysis was conducted on the opeeeedestion
responses from the survey to find what KETs peraw effective factors in
their assessment practice and also difficulties &KEficounter related to their
language proficiency. The responses from open-engeéstions were
repeatedly read and grouped into categories of g¢kemwhich were
inductively constructed. The themes were continlyousexamined and
reorganized during the analysis. Subthemes weraagt from each theme
to reveal major difficulties teachers experienceewlthey assess at schools.
Lastly, for better understanding, the themes wereuged into three
categories: Developing instruments for assessmentucting an assessment,

and using assessment results.

Some themes re-occurred continuously in all fogtises: assessing
listening, reading, speaking, and writing. FirsE¥ were mainly concerned
about maintaining the validity and the reliabil@f the assessment. Most of
the participants agreed that these issues appessedhajor and most
problematic aspects of school assessment regarofieskich skill is to be
tested. “Constructing valid and reliable scoringtecia” and “making
effective and valid test items” were most mentioaedhe areas that teachers
felt most difficult to fulfill. Excerpt 4.1 to 4.@elow reveals KETs’ such

concerns.
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Excerpt 4.1. Because of the performance-like nabfirgpeaking, lots
of variables influence learners’ speaking behavi®a it is hard to
establish clear and precise scoring criteria. Besawf that, scoring
rubrics for speaking assessments tend to becomsingaified and it
encourages students to memorize prewritten scwpen they prepare

for speaking tests.

Excerpt 4.2. It was hard to maintain the inter-rateliability in
speaking assessments. Even though teachers esegblés scoring
rubric before the assessment, there were diffeeebeéwveen teachers

in the actual grading.

Excerpt 4.3. There were lots of conflicts betweeachers in the
process of developing scoring criteria for listegniassessments. For
example, giving minus points for minor mistakes belling errors

was highly debated.

Excerpt 4.4. It is hard to measure the actual regdskills of students
in school reading assessments because only tHetektnaterials are

taught and tested.
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Excerpt 4.5. It seems doubtful whether school rEgadissessments
are valid for measuring students’ reading abilitgdause the exam
guestions are written only from textbook readingsgdreventing the

prevalence of private English lessons in advance.

Excerpt 4.6. School tests mostly consist of maHigbloice questions
for the sake of reliability and practicality of assments. But I'm not
sure whether the multiple-choice questions can bal@ method for

reading assessments.

Moreover, the responses suggest that KETs were eawarthe
interrelation of these features. They are concethatiwhen the construction
of a rubric is inclined to secure the reliabilitiitbe test, essential domains of
language ability could be overlooked in the assessrand it might result in
a deterioration of the validity of the assessm8nth concerns were found in

all four sections. The following excerpts illusgdhese concerns.

Excerpt 4.7. In grading writing, scoring criterichdt we use in
schools are generally concerned with grammar andabalary to

avoid the raters’ subjective scoring judgments.réfere, the overall
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organization and contents of the writing are oveled in school

writing assessments.

Excerpt 4.8. To raise the inter-rater reliabilitgcoring criteria for
speaking assessments are developed to reject @&ctwily of a
scorer. Therefore essential constituents of speg&kills like fluency

or confident attitude are less likely to be incldde rubrics.

As the excerpt 4.7 and 4.8 show, KETs mentioned because of
the efforts to make tests objective and impartairrent assessments and
scoring criteria undermine ambiguous constructf suscattitudes of a speech
or an organization of writing. They considered euotr assessments are
focused on more objective aspects such as gramahatiors or language

misuse.

In addition, KETs were worried about integratingssroom lessons
and assessments. KETs expressed concerns thataogoage skills are not
fully taught in class and yet are subject to beesssd and excerpt 4.9 and

4.10 reveals such concerns.
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Excerpt 4.9. | feel uncomfortable when | do speglkassessments
because | think speaking lessons are not provigedigh in school

classes.

Excerpt 4.10. Because we use the listening testke rbg external
institutions, the tests are not related to whataisght in class. And
the school English lessons do not include mangrisg lessons; it
seemed that there is a disparity between the assgds and

learning in school English classes.

Also, the practicality of the test appeared tgheblematic due to a
large number of students. An extreme level diffeeehetween students was
also mentioned as a perplexing problem in asse$sungskills. Lastly, KETs
are concerned about insufficient feedback givenstadents in school
assessments due to a large number of studentsauhass time limitations.

Excerpt 4.11 and 4.12 illustrate those problems «K&Xperienced.

Excerpt 4.11. In writing assessments, | try hard poovide
constructive feedback to every student but it té@snuch time and

effort because of the large number of studentgath about 170
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students. Sometimes it is hard to just score th@ifts.

Excerpt 4.12. The difference in students’ speakibifjty is extreme
between advanced and lower-level students. Sordergtican talk
fluently in English while other students cannotregay a sentence.
So it was difficult to assess them with an appetpriassessment
method. Also, speaking tests were too time-conguasrt has to be

done one by one.

In assessing the listening skills of learners, setteemes were
revealed as sources of difficulties as seen in€rdkd. In assessing listening,
securing validity was a major issue. Accordingte tesponse, listening tests
made by external organizations of English teaclaes widely used for
assessing listening skills in schools as teactaedyrknow how to develop a

listening test other than traditional multiple-at®iquestions or dictations.
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Table 4.5

Identified Themes and Subthemes in Assessing Listelg Skills

Assessing Listening

Sections Themes Subtheme
a. Lack of content validity in test
.- items
1. Validity )
b. Using tests made by an external
agency
) a. Difficulty of self-production of
Developing o .
. 2. Teachers’ limited | recording by teachers
instrument for i i i
knowledge in test b. Unawareness of listening test
assessment

development

formats other than dictation and
multiple-choice questions

3. Broad proficiency
range of students

Difficulty of developing
assessment items at an
appropriate level for students

Conducting an

4. Practicality

a. Securing an environment
conducive to taking the test
b. Retaining equal setting for

assessment every test takers
5. Setting evaluation | Conflict in setting evaluation
criteria criteria in dictation tests
6. Relation between , , )
Lack of listening lessons in class
) class and assessment
Using — .
a. Difficulty of using test results
assessment . '
. as diagnosis
results 7. Providing feedback

b. Insufficient individual feedback
for students
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Moreover, they are concerned if they produce tbein recordings
for a listening test, complaints about intelligityiland pronunciation of the
listening material will be raised due to its noriveikeness. KETs
expressed unease with using the premade testsliasasvéhe premade tests

are not related to the in-class listening lessomsadso cannot reflect learners

current level of listening skills. Excerpt 4.13 eals these concerns.

Excerpt 4.13. When we use premade listening testhard to find a
valid test that is appropriate for the studentstdining abilities. But |
cannot even think of making level-appropriate hatg assessments
by myself because it is going to be too difficklbr example, if
teachers make their own recordings, many test-takemuld
complain that “The pronunciation and accents of tistening test

were not like those of native English speakers.”

Some participants reported that developing thein distening tests

with textbook material enabled more meaningful sssent.

In addition, the practicality of the test was alsoted as a
troublesome area. In order to prevent the leakingst questions, listening

tests need to be conducted simultaneously for stade the same grade.
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Otherwise, tests with the same level of difficukitould be developed.

Excerpt 4.14 illustrates these in detail.

Excerpt 4.14. When a listening assessment is nodumted at the
same time for the whole grade, the test items canmebealed in
advance to the test takers who take the test latethis case, the
assessment would lose its fairness and integrityhd assessment
cannot be conducted at the same time, teachers twyeepare
several sets of tests with an identical level @fiadilty, which is not
an easy task. | felt this issue was the most diffane to deal with in

assessing listening skills.

Table 4.8 presents six themes found revealed ascesuof
difficulties in assessing reading skills of leamefhe open-end question
responses in the assessing reading session imglittede KETs expressed
more confidence in assessing reading than asseasingther skills. A few
participants directly mentioned that “It is the mosnfident area of language
assessment.”, or “Relatively, reading assessmeemseto be the most

plausible and reliable language assessment in Bchoo
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Table 4.6

Identified Themes and Subthemes in Assessing Readikills

Assessing Reading

Sections

Themes

Subtheme

Developing
instrument for
assessment

1. Validity

a. Lack of construct validity and
face validity

b. Test materials limited to
textbooks

c. Conflicts between retaining the
validity of the test and the need to
differentiate the English levels of
student

2. Lack of resource

Difficulty of finding appropriate
reading material for assessment

3. Teachers’ limited
knowledge in test
development

a. Difficulty of eliminating
possible ambiguity of
interpretation in making test
items

b. Limited format of test

4. Broad proficiency
range of students

Difficulty of developing
assessment items at an
appropriate level for students

Conducting an
assessment

5. Complex nature of
reading
comprehension

Difficulties in measuring reading
ability due to its broad spectrum
and complexity

Using
assessment
results

6. Providing feedback

Insufficient individual feedback
for students
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Some participants, however, raised the issue ofditsal KETs
revealed concerns in terms of construct validityrast reading tests cannot
measure the reading strategy use of students anghanly constructed with
reading comprehension questions. Also, test forntlaéd are limited to
multiple-choice questions raised an issugalidity as choosing right answer
does not guarantee the measurement of studentdingeability. More
importantly, since exam questions are limited tkdeok reading materials
which are already taught in class, KETs raised tl@dout whether those
reading tests are capable of measuring the actadirrg ability of students.

Excerpt 4.15 presents this doubt of a KET.

Excerpt 4.15. Generally, reading assessments armglwied in the
form of paper-based written tests. And mostly, tireyfocused on the
knowledge of the textbook materials and grammaticadwledge.

However, the gap of language ability between sttedeteach is huge
and many of them are deficient in English. It makesdoubt that this
format of reading assessments can be meaningfuabd for my

students. So, I've been trying to use an altereatorm of reading

assessments such as filling in blanks of graphyanizers.

In addition, the responses show that KETs are awlaae reading
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requires students’ complex knowledge of vocabuleoptext, and syntactic
understanding of the text and it is hard to develppropriate test items that

measure reading ability in a comprehensive approach

In assessing speaking skills, nine themes weredf@as shown in
Table 4.7. In assessing speaking, teachers magiendly mentioned about
difficulties of making speaking tests and scorimifeca valid and also
reliable. Since speaking behavior is a performatheg should be scored
instantly, many teachers express the difficulty séoring speaking
assessments, as well as the strong need for cldaslgective scoring criteria.
Yet, they were concerned about the validity of #peaking test as well.
Some KETs said that for the sake of reliability afjective criteria, essential
domains of speaking ability, such as fluency, axelueled or minimally

included in the speaking test rubrics.

-60 -



Table 4.7

Identified Themes and Subthemes in Assessing SpeadfiSkills

Assessing Speaking

Sections Themes Subtheme
a. Lack of content validity in scoring
criteria because of raising the
reliability of the test
1. Validity b. Degeneration of the speaking test
into testing memory
Developing c. Difficulty of planning valid
instrument speaking task
for a. Raising inter-rater reliability
assessment — b. Difficulty of scoring due to
2. Reliability : .
performance-like nature of speaking
behavior
- Developing adequate speaking tasks
3. Broad proficiency .p _g a . P J
and criteria that can include every
range of students L -
student with different proficiency
4. Practicality Demanding too much time
a. Difficulty of scoring the
5. Instant nature of = performance immediately
Conducting speaking activity b. leflcu!ty of sec;urmg consistent
an and precise grading
Dealing with students’ public
assessment 6. Affective filter _g . g
speaking anxiety
. . Complaint report relating to grades
7. Securing fairness P . P . J g.
due to ambiguous interpretations of
of the test
spoken forms
, 8. Providing Insufficient individual feedback for
Using
feedback students
assessment :
9. Relation between
results

class and assessme

nlfaCk of in-class speaking lessons

-61 -



Moreover, it has been pointed out that speakingssssents are
sometimes perceived as measurements of memoryr rithe measuring
speaking ability as students generally prepargHeir tests by memorizing
the whole script in advance. This tendency seerbg Wwidespread in schools,
according to the responses. Many KETs are concerabdut this

degeneration of speaking assessments as excebdl4.17.

Excerpt 4.16. Because of the large number of stsdemst speaking
assessments are conducted in the format of a simalividual
presentation. So students are supposed to prepaserigt for the
presentation in advance. | was doubtful whethes thipe of speaking

assessment can be valid for measuring studentsabspeaking skills.

Excerpt 4.17. In the school | teach, the majoritythee students are
not good at speaking English. So eventually, spgakissessments

becomes a memorization test for them.

Furthermore, disputes about the fairness of testlliee were also
concerned. A response mentioned that “Because stfudt of non-native

English teachers’ scoring ability on speaking assesnts, complaints on
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speaking test results are frequently reported dwas.” A few responses
directly mentioned that assessing speaking is tbst mfficult and the least
confident area of assessment. Overall, the respanggied that KETs are

struggling most in assessing speaking skills.

Eight themes were revealed in writing assessmeitiose as
presented in Table 4.8. In assessing writing, s&&ds mentioned that
writing assessments are also degenerated as matmmnrirests, like speaking
assessments, especially for students with lowefigeacy. Other KETs
noted that using process-based writing assessmearstsnore beneficial for
students as it keeps students from memorizing tirekwritten drafts. Still,
they were worried about assessing students witledgwoficiency levels as

those lower-level students cannot write a paragraph
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Table 4.8

Identified Themes and Subthemes in Assessing WritinSkills

Assessing Writing

Sections

Themes

Subtheme

Developing
instrument for
assessment

1. Validity

a. Lack of validity in scoring
criteria to raise reliability of the
test

b. Degeneration of the writing test

into testing memory

2. Reliability

a. Raising inter-rater reliability

b. Difficulty of developing
objective and clear scoring criteria
that fits achievement criteria.

3. Involving
additional writing
tools

Incorporating the use of online

writing tools

Conducting an
assessment

4. Practicality

Difficulty in scoring due to the
large number of students

5. Broad proficiency
range of students

Difficulty of involving students

with lower proficiency

6. Difficulty in
grading

Difficulty in grading with
consistency due to various

possible writings for a single task

Using
assessment
results

7. Providing feedback

Insufficient individual feedback
for students

8. Relation between
class and assessmer:

Lack of in-class writing lessons
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Developing valid and reliable scoring criteria wadso revealed as a
major issue. According to responses, a tendenwséoanalytic rubrics was
prevailing as a countermeasure for securing irgrrreliability, but many
KETs expressed concern about overlooking significaspects such as
assessing content, cohesion, and coherence ohgvrikollowing excerpt

4.18 illustrates such concern.

Excerpt 4.18. | think teachers need scoring créexihich correspond
to the objective of assessments. For example, wWieenbjective of a
writing assessment is measuring students’ commtivecause of
language in a written form, mechanical errors oragmatical
domains of grading should be regarded as less itapbrHowever, in
school writing assessments, generally those tweedaspare more

focused.

Also, KETs implied that they attempt to use varidoigns of testing
tools in assessing writing. For example, the respsnincluded KETS’
experiences of using online translator, processdasriting, or holistic
rubrics for writing assessments and relating diffies they had.

Lastly, in the last section, KETs were asked alsbfficulties they
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faced in their teaching and assessing due to theguage proficiency, and

six themes were found from the responses. Tablsuhfimarizes the themes.

Table 4.9

Identified Themes and Subthemes about KETs’ TeachgCompetence

Difficulties KETs had due to language proficiency

Themes

Subtheme

1. Teachers’ speaking ability

a. Lack of certainty in deciding
correctness of an expression when they
speak

b. Difficulty of using various and detailed
English expressions in their speech

c. Lack of confidence in intonation, stress,
and pronunciation

d. Difficulty of providing immediate
answer to students’ questions about
English usage

2. Checking accuracy

Lack of native-like intuition in checking
grammaticality in written forms

3. Authenticity

a. Difficulty of using appropriate
collocation and idioms

b. Reflecting dynamic change of English
usage in the real world to in-class lessons.

4. Comparison of language
proficiency between English
teachers

Constant comparison of teachers’ English
proficiency in their teaching and making
assessments

5. Teaching ability other than
linguistic proficiency

Lack of experience in various forms of
language assessments

6. Insufficient teacher training

Reduction of qualified trainings for
English teachers
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According to the responses, it seems that KETs weaneerned about
their speaking ability when they teach and assessteols. Mostly, KETs
felt the need to work on their speaking ability whgtudents suddenly ask
them to provide adequate English expressions asexample. They
mentioned that at those moments, they cannot bw&ircewhether the
expression they come up with is appropriate or KdTs are likely to
attribute this uncertainty to a deficiency in therguistic ability. When a
KET co-teaches with a NEST, this inclination seen@dncrease. Excerpt

4.19 below reveals such a tendency.

Excerpt 4.19. In a co-teaching class with a natirglish-speaking
teacher, | gave an answer to a student’s questiod the native
teacher immediately corrected my answer. Since noh a native
speaker, it is difficult to convey the exact nuanae expressions.
Generally, the difference in linguistic proficienays not my concern,

but it is the part that | feel sorry for my student

Some participants shared that they felt their sipgalability is
insufficient when they taught a student who ha@diabroad. Also, other

responses showed KETs' lack of confidence in intiona stress, and
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pronunciation. KETs also noted that they are stglyby themselves to
improve their speaking proficiency so they can daetth those circumstances.
Other KETSs, on the other hand, said that they tkivekr speaking proficiency
is good enough for classroom talks. They arguet dtizer than linguistic
proficiency, teaching ability such as using theedbe and appropriate types
of assessments or explaining linguistic aspectsiefitly to students is much

more important for teachers.

Moreover, the responses revealed that when it cotmegriting
assessments or grading open-ended questions &, kdsts faced difficulty
in determining acceptable answers. According to esaesponses, KETs
spend a lot of time searching online to figurewhether a certain expression
is used in authentic circumstances in order toddeds correctness. Also,
some teachers mentioned experiences that sometiomsnts who had lived
in inner circle countries file a complaint abougithgrades as they insist the
ungrammatical expressions they use are actuallyralatAnd they added
these moments are difficult to deal with and thelf insufficient of their
linguistic proficiency at those times. Overall, thesponses imply that
teachers’ linguistic proficiency is considered arfluential factor in their

teaching and assessment to varying degrees.
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4.4 KETs’ Identity in Teaching and Assessing Languag

This section presents the findings of the themarmalysis of
transcribed interviews. Nine KETs enrolled in timedepth interview after
their survey participation. The analysis was comeldito examine influential
themes regarding KETs’ professional identity camndion and the influence
of the identity work in practicing language assemsin The analysis of
interviews was based on the framework of the teatentity investigation

by Trent (2015).

The framework suggests that identity constructi@flects both
discursive and experiential influences in multi-dmsions of intrapersonal,
interpersonal, and institutional levels. Those twastituents are categorized
as identity-in-discourse and identity-in-practicdn the discursive
construction of identity, individuals make commitmein terms of modality
and evaluation. Modality refers to individuals’ comtment to what they
perceive as truth and obligation, and evaluatiorolives what individuals
believe to be desirable or undesirable. In the eepgal construction of
identity, three modes of belonging were suggestadagement, imagination,
and alignment. Engagement describes that individ@algage in certain
communities and learn the conventions in those conitnes. In the mode of
imagination, they gain membership of imagined comimes and legitimize

their identity positionality. Alignment indicateddt individuals coordinate
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their activities within a broader context of orgaations. Based on these two
categories of discourse and practice, the thenms the interviews were
analyzed and organized. Figure 4.3 summarizes htbmds from micro to

macro dimensions.

Discourse Practice

Intrapersonal: Endagement
Contrasting identity of gag :

teacher expert and L] [I\Teacher collegiality
learner Agency

Interpersonal: :mggm:gorg:embershi
Constant tension 7 P

against stigmatization of EFL teachers
Alignment:

Institutional: 2 )
Prioty on et Aroing it s
objectivity

fulfilling the needs of
the ctudents

e otuauTIiTto

Figure 4.3. Identified themes in KETs identity consuction

4.4.1. Teacher Identity in Discourse

Through language and discourse, individuals coostraintain, and
negotiate their identities to a meaningful extafarghese et al., 2005). At the
intrapersonal level of discourse, they locate trewes in a discourse

explicitly through the overt naming of their idagtiAccording to interviews,
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several KETs identified themselves as “languagecaiiion experts,” which
was legitimized through reference to their teachiegperiences and
qualifications. 4 KETs (Teacher A, B, C, F) spemidfiby claiming that
facilitating students’ learning in a class needs\plex integration of various
teaching skills and methods, hence, the integrataitity gained through
continuous trial and error in hands-on teachingeeiepce justifies teachers
to be recognized as experts. The act of identifipais also explicitly
revealed when some KETs differentiate their selfrokd identity position
from NESTSs in schools, as they mention the NESA&K lof in-class teaching

ability.

KETs, on the other hand, also identified themselass‘language
learners.” Many KETs pointed out that their priotperience as language
learners influenced their teaching and assessnrawtige in both positive
and negative ways. For instance, teachers mentitimegtdas they learned
English themselves, they can understand speciffiicuties students would
face, and can easily lead them to avoid potentidhlis and support
successful language learning. Some teachers, oothige hand, noted that
they were immersed in the test formats they expeee as students, such as
multiple-choice questions and semi open-ended munsstand this made it
difficult for them to try out new assessment methokd addition, teachers

stated that they are constantly working on thein danguage proficiency or
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they feel the strong need to do so in order tohredhe expected language
proficiency, and it indicates that they identifyethselves as perpetual

language learners.

KETs' learner identity was obviously demonstrated dassessing
speaking and writing skills. Most interviewees sththat speaking was the
most difficult skill to evaluate due to the instanature of speaking
performance, and some KETs shared that they fellrden in making
decisions to grade students’ fluency and accuraayediately after their

speaking.

They also mentioned that in assessing speakingvaitidg, they feel
hesitation when they give a mark to the acceptstoli certain language use
and some teachers explicitly mentioned their nanseaess as a source of
such uncertainty. In excerpt 4.20, Teacher A itmists a lack of self-

confidence in assessing productive skills:

Excerpt 4.20. Even as a language learner, | did pay much
attention to developing speaking and writing skifie it seems that
the time and effort | invested in productive skiligs relatively small.
| think that in learning English, the areas thahavent mastered yet

are endless no matter how much effort | put intenth And also,
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languages are constantly changing and evolving @ibein have doubt
on a language use whether it is possible or noerEW | look it up
every time, | sometimes cannot easily get a defemiswer, so | feel

less confident in assessing speaking and writinga¢her A)

In the excerpt, teacher As self-awareness as pepal learner of
English is unveiled. On the other hand, Teachelsé mlentifies herself as an

expert English teacher in excerpt 4.21 below.

Excerpt 4.21. | consider myself an expert in Eigbkslucation. It is
not based on the fact that | have so-called ‘nalike intuition’ more
than others. | think of myself as an expert becdusalize that in
order to provide meaningful language lessons tdestts in class and
to facilitate their learning, very sophisticatecchamiques are needed
with integration of educational knowledge and teaghexperiences.
As | manage to accomplish such tasks and teactestsidl feel that

I’'m an expert. (Teacher A)

Hence, KETs seem to have contradicting identitieth las an expert

and a learner. This contradiction is also reveaiteother teachers’ responses
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(Teacher B, C, D, and Teacher H) in different degreThe intrapersonal

conflict of KET’s identity is shared by Teachermaxcerpt 4.22:

Excerpt 4.22. | think working on English proficigris very important
for English teachers and if you have native-likegligh fluency, it
could be a unique weapon, and a big advantagetaacher. | used to
think that the language ability is the most impattgualification for
a teacher, but on the other hand, as | teach indieidschools |
realized that technical aspects of teaching suchdekvering the
lesson contents to students in not only interesbingalso accurate
way and teaching a class with adequate control &adl are also
very important. Still, | think English ability is part that | have to
work on continuously. You can never learn too miBzit. unless you
are a native speaker, in fact, there is a limithe ability you can have,
so without losing courage, | would like to focus developing a

teaching method. (Teacher B)

As illustrated in the excerpt above, mixed identty a language
learner and also a teaching expert coincides asK&dognize themselves as
NNESTSs. Due to this coexistence of mixed and calittary self-concepts,
they show anxiety and self-doubt about their owrgleage during teaching
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and assessment. In the open-ended responses and #ig interviews, the
anxiety that KETs cannot be certain about adegaate acceptable use of
English was revealed as one of the major diffiegltiteachers face in
assessment practice. Some respondents pointedacktof native speaker’s

intuition” as a specific deficiency they had whdmey assess students

language behavior, especially for checking lingaiatcuracy.

This anxiety is found not only on an intrapersdeakl but also on an
interpersonal level. Some KETs reported that they afraid of making
linguistic mistakes in class because they mightséen as their language
proficiency is incompetent by students. Some ofntheven specifically
pointed out that when they teach students from ahrehey feel anxious
about their pronunciation. This kind of insecuréyists not only between
teachers and students but also among teachershefed& noted the
“defensive attitude” of KETs and attributed the sauo the KETS' intrinsic

uncertainty as below:

Excerpt 4.23. | often felt the self-defensive @t from co-working
teachers in the process of assessment and it isfoive hardest parts
| experienced as a teacher. | and my colleaguehteactalked about

it and we agreed that it comes from teachers’ imdmuncertainty on
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English use. Since English is a foreign languagalt&ETs, teachers
cannot be completely sure of what they already kiBegause of this
uncertainty, when others raise any other opinionwamat teachers
said or taught they generally react in a defenshanner rather than
mediating between interpretations. KETs seem teymeose that they
should know well about linguistic matters or el$eyt would be
considered disqualified. So when KETs face disagesds, they tend
to accept it as if someone told them that theywamng, and they are
likely to become self-defensive and react emotipn&b even though
we work together as English teachers, we seeme Bame sort of

protective barrier by ourselves in this sense. ¢hea C)

The excerpt 4.23 indicates implicit tension betwezacthers which is

based on KETs’ anxiety that when they reveal thiaguistic uncertainty,

they might be perceived as incompetent in langkageviedge. The naming

of “disqualified English teacher” based on lingidsbilities is also implied

in the theme from open-ended responses. Accordirntge responses, KETs

experience constant comparison of English profigyebetween teachers in

the process of their teaching and assessment. €419 has already shown

that the teacher felt a lack of linguistic profieay in class due to the

comparison with a co-teaching NEST. Also, commenten Teacher D
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insinuate such a view in excerpt 4.24 below:

Excerpt 4.24. | think expertise in language itseéms to be the most
important competence that an English teacher shoulave.
Especially, the expertise in judging linguistic aacy. For example,
when assessing a written sentence, sometimes jumdgofe its
grammaticality or correctness varies between teeshé assume
those kinds of ability should be basic requireméntseachers, but it
seems to differ between teachers, so sometimessitbard for me to
settle an acceptable answer when | assess studettls other

teachers. (Teacher D)

The excerpt 4.23 and 4.24 illustrate similar situeg from a different
point of view. In excerpt 4.24, Teacher D menti@ms example of facing
conflict due to a self-defensive reaction of anotteacher in the process of
assessment. In the excerpt, the teacher assumesduitta conflict occurs
because of “disqualified” teachers who have ndilled “basic requirements
for teachers.” Both situations shared by teachéernwewees reveal the
imagined notion of “disqualified English teachev#fiich is judged by KETs’

language proficiency and linguistic anxiety theyvdwa Thus both
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intrapersonal identity conflict and interpersonamparison of teacher
qualification seem to arise from the language leardentity that KETs still

possess because of their self-recognition as nbwmenanglish speakers.

The macro level of discourse also influences enihgnihe NNEST
identity of KETs. The analysis of open-ended respsnhas shown that
balancing between reliability and validity of thesassment appeared as the
most concerned and problematic area. In the asabfsihe interview, both
issues of reliability and validity arise again &ie tinstitutional level of
discourse. In the in-depth interview, the sourcethose issues are revealed
from a macro perspective: required test objectiultye to the college

entrance system.

According to analysis, securing “objectivity of tesesults” is
repeatedly mentioned by many interviewees and apgdess a major theme
related to the test reliability that KETs concehe tmost when they assess
students. Many difficulties that teachers face miyithe assessment practice
are based on the implicit demand that assessm&utseshould be objective
and clear. Due to this expected objectivity, teesheere concerned that
language assessment results cannot be clearly dorbeeause language
ability cannot be easily measured numerically asa#er of right and wrong.
Hence, to make the grading to be supported by etimlebackground,

teachers focus on developing precise rubrics aetghening the evidential
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basis of scores. For instance, KETs are led td s$ticthe concrete rubrics
with more focus on the domains of linguistic accyrdo guarantee the
objective basis for the scoring. This scoring terayeimplies that rubrics

KETs use are still highly related to the native s norm.

Teacher E argues in excerpt 4.25 below that dtleetoelation to the
college entrance system, various stakeholdersdimgustudents and parents

are concerned about the objectivity of assessnesntts.

Excerpt 4.25. | feel least confident in assessimg $peaking and
writing skills of students. In middle schools anghhschools, all

evaluations are directly related to the collegerante exam, so
objectivity in assessments’ results is requiredtediims of objectivity,
however, those language skills cannot be easily sored by

numerical scales with clear proof, so | had diffiguin assessing
those areas. Even though various assessment ruarécsleveloped,
still it is hard to assess with those rubrics besmiit is not easy to
clearly define the boundary of scoring scales wteathers actually
assess students’ language behavior. In the assessmany students’
language behaviors cross the boundary of scorirajescin rubrics,

so teachers’ subjective judgment has no choicetduhtervene in
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which side to put them in. It seems that studemtsparents are most

concerned about that. (Teacher E)

Teacher E pointed out that the college entranctesysignificantly
influenced teachers’ assessment practice. Moresueh avoidance of KETS’
“subjective” judgments implies that their expertise assessing language
behavior is questioned by other stakeholders, bBkadents or parents.
Teacher B illustrated her experience of co-teachiuitfp a NEST and her

experience of such distrust on KETs’ assessmergidas as below:

Excerpt 4.26. KETs’ teaching method and techniduased on my
experience, are much better than NESTs. We, Kdtegtish teachers,
know better about students’ needs and are welh&@di But, when it
comes to assessments, the intuition of native speakmes forward.
I admit that my intuition could be less dependabkn NEST's one,
but | think students or parents do not seem tottows decisions in
assessments, especially in speaking assessmensgshdtrd to say
whether the source of distrust comes from KET§dmhbt or other
peoples’ point of view, but | guess because of distrust, KETs

become more dependent on the NESTs opinions wegmwtirk with
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NESTs. It seems to me that native speakers’ iotuiind their

standards work like a shield in schools with NE$Tsacher B)

According to excerpt 4.25 and 4.26, KETS’ assessmeactice and
their decisions in language assessments are quedtio terms of objectivity
and are doubted by the standard of native speakdelnin the same vein,
Teacher D shares her experience of using rubresirlg toward linguistic
accuracy due to the pressure of securing the opyodf grading, while she

was concerned about the validity of the test ireepic4.27.

Excerpt 4.27. For example, when | did assessmanigiiing skills, |
doubted whether the assessment was valid becawesesdbring
criteria were mainly about concrete aspects of Writen product.
For example, the scoring was based on whether taenigatical
errors were made or not, or the number of the enitsentences in the
essay, rather than scoring the organization orc¢batent of the essay.
It was not the way | wanted to do the writing asssant, but | work
in a big school and other teachers wanted to usesdhkinds of

criteria, so | had no choice. (Teacher D)

In sum, KETSs’ identity in discourse is influenceg\marious factors at
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the intrapersonal, interpersonal, and institutioleakels of discourse and it
reveals the reason why KETSs' identity as the exmamnot be easily
established. KETs expressed identity conflictshat intrapersonal level as
they identify themselves both as a teacher withedige and a language
learner with linguistic uncertainty. This contrastibut coexisting identity of
KETs as teaching experts and language learnerdscs implied at the
interpersonal level of discourse: the “defensivact®n” of KETs in
assessment practice which implies KETs’ constaxiesyn as incompetent
language users and the naming of “disqualified &hgteacher,” which
stigmatizes English teachers with lower languagdi@ency. Furthermore,
at the institutional level, the sociopolitical disgse of securing “objectivity”
of test results forces KETs to minimize their de@sntervention in language
assessment and makes them cling to the paradigtheohative speaker
model in their assessment practice. The discoulsehvgives priority to the
fairness of the test negatively influences KETgntity as assessors. Hence,
KETs’ identity construction in discourse is hinehgrithem from recognizing

and developing themselves as professional assessors

4.4.2. Teacher Identity in Practice

Varghese et al. (2005) described identity-in-pactas an essential
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constituent of teacher identity in the understagdutentity. In this action-
oriented approach, identity is constructed thropghctices and tasks and
formed as a social matter. In the same vein, We(ig99) conceptualized
three modes of belonging in identity constructibrotigh doing: engagement,

imagination, and alignment.

Through engagement, teachers establish and mairgkitions with
others in a discourse community; they share, leamul develop the
conventions and practices of the community and sit essential for
constructing professional identities. Accordinghe interviews, many KETs
have already known the importance of engaging éentéachers’ community
to share and learn through each other’s experiefamesleveloping their
professional identities. The majority of interviezgenoted that discussing
with other teachers was the best way to handlediffes of assessment they
face in class. Furthermore, teacher training thablve sharing teachers’
experiences and practical teaching and assessnethbas were emphasized
as the most helpful aid in improving their selfigdicy in assessment. In-class
teaching and assessment experience was mostlydvédtuebecoming an
expert teacher. It was also implied in the commerfitsome interviewees
who were reluctant to identify themselves as laggueeaching experts. In
the following excerpt 4.28, Teacher F found thesomafor her lack of

confidence from her inexperience in teaching.
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Excerpt 4.28. | do not feel confident in teachingd aassessing
English yet. | think | learned a lot about Englistiucation so far, but
| still do not connect the knowledge | have to dletual teaching or
assessments. | assume that the expertise comes tifieonetical
background and experiences. But, | was not ablerelate my
knowledge of English education to what | do asaxter. And | still
do not have much experience as a novice teachel. @mnot think

that | am an expert in English education yet. (Tead-)

In identity construction, imagination indicates ttiradividuals move
beyond their engagement of a community in the weald and create images
of the imagined communities. Through imaginatiamdividuals legitimize
their positions in the imagined communities and igom the ideal
representation of the language teacher in relabotmeir work. In terms of
imagination, KETs seem to identify themselves a& Eachers in Korea.
However, they try to differentiate their practidesm “Korean-style” English
teaching, as the term “Korean-style” has a negatwanotation. Their
endeavor to differentiate their practice from stbechKorean-style English
teaching may imply that they still were not able gosition themselves
legitimate users of English. In other words, KETargvnot able to consider

themselves as legitimate English users in imagowdmunities because of
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their non-nativeness.

When KETs illustrate their assessments, they cdllatean-style
tests” and “memorization tests” to indicate assesgm that were not
performed properly. These terms also appeared En-epded question
responses as a pitfall of assessment practice ins&ations that teachers
continuously encounter. The negative implicationtludse terms indicates
that KETs identify the evaluation methods previgusiplemented in English
education in Korea as illegitimate and invalid. Téxeerpt shared by teacher
G illustrates that KETs’ self-awareness of NNESTistinguished in their

concern with “Korean-style tests” as below:

Excerpt 4.29. Even though I've been into Englishcation long time
but still I am not a native speaker, so when | assgpeaking or
writing skills I was worried if |1 focus too much gmammatically-
oriented scoring or | was too biased toward Koresyle tests as | try

to differentiate students’ grades. (Teacher G)

Excerpt 4.29 demonstrates that Teacher G consitgersstatus as
NNEST might result in conducting assessments inrédo-style”. The

implied negative evaluation of “Korean-style” indtes that KETs are trying
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to distinguish their identity positions from teach@ho teach and assess with
traditional grammar-translation method by engagimg assessments

associated with “assessment for learning”.

Along with “Korean-style” tests, KETs also mentiongroblems with
“memorization tests”. According to the interviews,the in-class speaking
and writing assessment, students are inclined tmariee their scripts or
drafts in advance to get better grades. The teadso reported that some
students do not have a choice but to memorize lsecaiitheir low level of
language proficiency. KETs argued that the “menadman test” is
problematic due to its low test validity but somevimevitable for lower-
level EFL students. They also claimed that the l@mboccurs because of

poorly structured, product-oriented evaluations.

KETs were fully aware of the limitations of EFL aumstances, and
they pointed those out as “Korean-style” and “mdgradion tests.” Hence
they focused on developing assessments for legrmihigh aligns with the
assessment framework of education policy as wele Tmajority of
interviewees pointed out that they prioritized wisétidents are going to
experience in the process of assessments. A feshdea shared their
assessment experience and pointed out that thes ridelFL learners are
different from that of ESL or native speakers; hertbey argued that

assessments should be considered as providingpamtopity for students to
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actually use language and learn through the prodesscher E shared her

experience in the excerpt below:

Excerpt 4.30. The process-based writing assesswasthe best one
| have ever done. Because most students are deygeadithe use of
language translators these days, when writing assests are
noticed with certain topics, they prepare for thesessments by
writing a draft using a language translator and nw@iming it. It
means that the only effort students make is memgrthe prepared
draft beforehand. | thought that it is not the altjee of the
evaluation. As far as | know, performance assessmamluding
writing assessments are supposed to be an assdsBméearning,
not the assessment of learning. So rather thansassgwhat students
have learned in class, now teachers should leadestis to learn
something through assessments. So | used the pfbased writing
assessment and | think it was effective for learerlearn how to

write step by step. (Teacher E)

As excerpt 4.30 illustrated, process-based assessmaee accepted as

an alternative and more adequate type of assessruerEFL learners as it
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provides an opportunity for learners to use languagd learn strategic
aspects of language learning. By adjusting thesessment methods to fit the
needs of EFL students, KETs identify themselvespeasfessional EFL

teachers and differentiate themselves from thethnegNEST identity.

It was also revealed that KETs change their assa#sipractice
constantly to align with their school circumstand€gTs reported that they
think about effective teaching and assessment rdsttespite differences in
level among students and adjust tests and rulwi€is the proficiency level
of students they are currently teaching. Moreoweachers tend to value
providing an adequate level of assessment highlystsdents can have
mastery experiences to feel a sense of accomplighiméanguage learning.
Teacher H shared her experience of consideringestadneeds in planning

assessments in excerpt 4.31:

Excerpt 4.31. | happen to understand that someesiisd who do not
care for studying, will not need to learn Englishal in this EFL
context of Korea. | teach in a school with low-penfing students
and | came to realize that for some students, legrenglish could
be meaningless, because we do not use Englishrirdaily lives.

Because of this realization, | changed my assedsmEar example,
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when | assess speaking abilities, | used to predeversational tasks
such as talking in pairs and did not even consipessentations as
speaking tasks due to its unidirectionality. Butvrichave students to
do the presentation for the speaking assessmeetsaauBe, when |
think of these students’ circumstances, the pdagilbor them to use
English might not involve conversational situatioBst | thought that
they might happen to do presentations in Englighestay. They are
going to have a job anyway and maybe somehow tbaidwio some
business meetings. So | thought that for theisliteaching how to do
a presentation in English might be more meaningfiain teaching
conversations. This realization made me be awathefsignificance
of EFL context, and led me to think over what kafdtasks and

English use can be meaningful for students in Edtitext. (Teacher H)

In sum, teacher agency as an assessor in practserevealed in
terms of evaluation, imagination, and alignment.e Thontextual and
circumstantial factors which hinder them from imgng their assessment
practice were also unveiled. In the assessmentigead<ETs established
their positions as professional language teachershey associated their
practices and activities with significant and gbgactical techniques that can

be shared for professional development within tbemmunity. Furthermore,
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many KETs were aware of their capability to exexasntrol over teaching
and assessment practice, so they actively reomgartizeir assessments in

order to promote a positive influence on studdatgjuage learning process.

On the other hand, contextual factors seem to negdgatinfluence
KETs identity. While KETs identified themselves aembers of the EFL
education community, they were not able to iderttigmselves as legitimate
language users. They tend to consider languagessissat conventions of
Korean English education as invalid and attempteichplement the concept
of assessment for learning to differentiate theisegsment practice from
former ones. This tendency implies KETs still falinerable as NNESTSs in
their assessments and it led KETs to continuousliggle to improve their
assessment practice by adopting the newest methlosigever, employing a
new assessment method cannot fully compensate Herr tperceived
vulnerability as NNEST assessors. If they adherdght native-nonnative
divide, they would still feel anxious about possibias they would have as
NNESTSs in their assessment practice. Hence, KET@&avor to identify as
professional language teachers through their peads still limited as they
fail to legitimize themselves as genuine languaggrsiand reject the divisive

ideology of native and non-nativeness.

-90 -



CHAPTER 5.

DISCUSSION

In this chapter, the key research findings presemeChapter 4 are
summarized and discussed with regard to researeBtiqns. Section 5.1
summarizes the analysis of KETs’ self-efficacy &fLLin different language
skills and emerging issues related to assessmeattiqge. Section 5.2
discusses the relation of KETs' LAL efficacy andadber identity

construction.

5.1 KETs’ Self-efficacy of LAL

The purpose of the present study was to exploresKEAL self-
efficacy beliefs and the sources that influencé iesessment practice and to
identify the relation of efficacy beliefs and teachdentity. Accordingly, the
first research question was to explore KETs' s#ltacy beliefs in assessing
different language skills. The quantitative resytesented that statistically,
KETs LAL self-efficacy did not show significant éBfences in assessing

different language skills, despite the mean scdferdnces.
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Regardless of the statistical result, in qualiat@nalysis, many KET
participants expressed LAL deficiency in assesspgaking and writing
skills more than other skills and it is in line wiprevious studies with ESL
teachers in which teachers reported that one ofmibst urgent areas in need
of training was assessing productive skills (Hagsen et al., 2004). In order
to reveal the status quo of KETs’ LAL self-efficaapd areas of deficiency,
open-ended question responses from the survey altmvfup in-depth
interviews were qualitatively analyzed. Severalntee were revealed as a
major concern for the language assessment praoficeeachers, which

indicates the areas of shortcomings in their siéiaey of LAL.

Maintaining both the validity and the reliabilityf the assessments
notably stands out as the most complicated padsseéssments for KETSs.
They were aware that those two domains are intge@land need to be
balanced properly in order for a test to be effec{deon & Oh, 2006). When
KETs assess in schools, however, developing vaid rliable tests and
scoring criteria was not easy for them, becausenvthe test reliability was
secured with concrete and definite scoring criteinaefinite and abstract
domains of language ability such as fluency or exintare likely to be
overlooked and minimized in the scoring criterighisT would result in
atrophy of test validity and vice versa. In the esawnein, KETs were

concerned that the priority on the objectivity aosng would lower the
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validity of assessments. This tendency makes KIS more on the
domains of linguistic accuracy, which is highlyateld to the native-speaker
norm, so they can have the evidential basis ofescand maintain the test
objectivity. This finding was supported by Kang dree (2012) who found
that in assessments, KETs still took a reservedtiposin accepting the
features of ELF and withheld the legitimacy of laage features based on
exonormative language rules. Therefore, KETs regogroblems in the
imbalance of the validity and reliability in theaissessment practice and felt

inefficient in these aspects of LAL.

Securing the practicality of the test despite gdarumber of students,
and the polarized level differences between stideaiso appeared as
problems teachers encounter in their assessmectigeraAlso, the analysis
demonstrated the tendency of KETs in assessinguptiweé skills. In
speaking and writing assessments, KETs tend to rmsure of scoring
decisions and expressed difficulties in judging dlceeptability of language
use and to what extent errors should be tolerdledy teachers also claimed
that testing productive skills are degenerated fmemorization tests” with
low test validity. Moreover, especially in speakirsfills, some KETs
revealed a lack of self-confidence not only as ss®® but also as language
users. Such deficiency in LAL self-efficacy is teld to their negative

NNEST identity, which will be elaborated on in thext section.
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5.2 KETs' LAL Self-efficacy and Teacher Identity

Regarding the second research question, the melaficKETs’ LAL
self-efficacy and their identity as expert teachermss investigated. The
gualitative results of the survey indicated a megfl correlation between
teachers’ LAL efficacy and teacher identity. Thea®en correlation
coefficient of the LAL self-efficacy and teacheeidity has shown a positive
correlation between those two, with the strengtimetiium (r>.40) to large
(r>.50) (Plonsky & Oswald, 2014). This statistiealalysis illustrates that the
higher the KETs self-efficacy are the more posiitkentity teachers possess

as professional language teachers.

Among the four language skills, LAL self-efficacy iassessing
writing skills has shown the strongest correlatrath the teacher identity. It
corresponds to the findings of qualitative analydi$ollow-up interviews in
that accumulation of hand-on experiences of insclassessments are
acknowledged as valuable essence of teacher esgpeAcrcording to the
analysis of interviews, KETs attempt to employ meethods relatively more
in assessing writing skills and therefore theyldaly to feel more efficient
in assessing writing than any other skills as thegome more experienced

and identify themselves as expert teachers.

The identification of KETs as NNEST and their ridatto teacher
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LAL self-efficacy were investigated qualitativelyaged on a thematic
analysis of semi-structured interviews. For systeranalysis of KETS’
identity, the framework of the teacher identity estigation by Trent (2015)
was used, and influential themes in teachers’ itentonstruction as

assessors were found as shown in figure 5.1.

Discourse Practice
Intrapersonal: . | Engagement:
Contrasting identity o# 1\ /1 N Teacher collegiality
teacher expert an
learner [ Amagination:
Interpersonal: Agency Imagined membership
Constant tension of EFL teachers
against stigmatization Alignment:
Institutional: Aligning with school
Priority on test circumstances and
objectivity fulfilling the needs of

the students

Figure 5.1 Identified themes in KETs identity consuction

KET’'s identity as NNEST was revealed in both cdostits of
identity construction, and it negatively influenctdteir LAL self-efficacy.
Firstly, in discourse, it is revealed that KETsse of LAL self-efficacy was
greatly influenced by identity conflict as professal language teachers and

language learners at the intrapersonal level. Wihiley self-evaluate
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themselves as experts of language education basdtet knowledge of
language teaching and teaching experience, thiéydsttified themselves as
language learners. This strong learner identitipased on the anxiety of a
non-native speaker who constantly self-doubts arsiwn language use.
Hong (2013) also claimed that the strong learnentity of KET is a source
of the constant tension and sense of inferioritjaimguage proficiency. This
learner identity hinders KETs from positioning thesives as convinced
teaching experts and legitimate language users.NKWEST identity as a
permanent language learner was also criticized rogt&riffler and Samimy
(2001) as they argued that the notion of ‘nativeaser’ is constructed by

hegemonic discourses and works as bases of disesnment.

Moreover, the stigmatization of KETs was unveiledinterpersonal
tension between students and teachers and betweerrking teachers.
KETs believe that they are likely to be stigmatizsddisqualified teachers if
they are considered to have low language profigienkence they
demonstrated a tendency of avoiding linguistic akss in class. It is
supported by Hong's (2014) claim that expected presumed language
fluency for English teachers is the source of scmhstant tension of KETs
which would result in enhancing their learner idggniThe presupposition of
teacher language fluency comes from the socialaggowhich considers an

English teacher’s competence is best judged by henet reached a native
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speaker proficiency level or not (Jenkins, 2005)heTnaming of
disqualification is not only feared in the teacktreent relationships but also
among teachers. Accordingly, KETs felt the obsespressure of developing
their own language ability and tended to react ittefensive attitude when
their scoring decision is questioned, which woulause difficulties in
adjusting assessment criteria with other co-workeagchers. It is consistent
with Choe’s (2008) and Lim’s (2011) findings whichentioned KETS’
continuous desire for increasing language profyemong (2014) noted
that this interpersonal tension differs accordioghe school circumstances,
especially the English level of the students thegch. In the schools with
students of high language proficiency, KETs arelliko experience a sense
of shame and identify as “an incompetent teacheo ‘etked language
ability”, while they identify as “a proficient langge teacher” in the schools

with low language proficiency students.

The teacher identity-in-discourse is also influehcéy the
institutional level of discourse which is interrtegld with the national college
admission policy. Since college-admission policyoines school record-
focused selection, securing the objectivity of asseent was prioritized in
schools to avoid complaint reports on the assedssimenhe stakeholders.
These complaint reports on grades by students ren{saare proven to be a

critical source of teacher frustration; hence teashare compelled to retain
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an unbiased, objective explanation of their scofWg, 2020). In the same
vein, with the focus on test reliability, the n&igpeaker model intervenes as
a genuine standard in the pursuit of developingipeeand concrete rubrics.
Accordingly, KETs’ discretionary power in assesstesea compromised, and
as an NNEST their scoring decisions tend to beutittd by the stakeholders
without the support of scoring evidence. This terayewas also found in the
study of Azizjon and Ma (2019) and Sung and Jo %20hat KETs are
required to provide crystal clear parameters ofesm®ents, because of
stakeholders’ distrust of school assessments, hessEssments without such
criteria are avoided. This macro perspective ofalisse based on the college
admission policy significantly disgraces KETs' itign as professional

language assessors and constrains their discretion.

KETs’ identity construction in terms of practice svalso found to be
influenced by NNEST identity. In the study, KETsasiated their practice
and activities with expert identities and charaetst them as practical
techniques which can be developed by first-hanceeapce. Accordingly,
KETs tend to value teacher collegiality in schoalsd also they stressed the
benefit of sharing such experiences of practicacheng and assessment
activities within teacher communities. Also, teasheadjusted their
assessments in order to fit the exact needs o$ttiaents they are teaching

and suggested the implementation of process-basedsment as they aim to
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realize assessment for learning. In this aspeathr agency was prominent
and KETs seemed to be able to manage the procedsaohing and

assessments.

KETs were aware of their EFL context and striveddial with
contextual shortcomings. However, in their praGtiKETs were not capable
of identifying themselves as legitimate EIL langeagsers. Instead, they
focused on differentiating their practice from f@massessment practice
which was considered invalid with the naming of tKan-style” tests, and
developing effective assessment methods. This egatf Korean-style
English tests indicates that KETs are still measgurstudents’ language
behavior within the ideological model of native akers in their scoring
decisions and do not consider the EIL language magléegitimate. It is in
line with Nguyen'’s (2017) research in which NNE®adhers who appreciate
the EIL perspective still appeared to identify sggly with the native speaker
model in person and believed in the necessity tvedikeness. In the study,
Nguyen (2017) argued that NNEST teachers couldbfatk into the native-
speaker fallacy due to this belief, regardlesseirtassociation with EIL and
multilingualism. Kang and Lee (2012) also foundttimassessments, KETs
were inclined to the native speaker norms and welectant to accept the
features of ELF. Therefore, KETs still seems to ibBuenced by the

paradigm of the native speaker model and they aéglected to seek an
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alternative model of linguistic proficiency for ERearners. In this respect,
KETs are at risk of being preoccupied with negatEST identity, even

though they struggle to identify themselves asgssibnal language teachers.

Although each constituent of identity constructiere classified into
two categories as shown in Figure 5.1, it shouldrémognized that the
elements in the diagram are interconnected anthdoenced by each other
(Trent, 2015). Hence, KETs'’ identity constructidroald be understood as a
multidimensional and multifaceted process thatnBuenced by various
internal and external factors. In terms of disceuasd practice, the fragile
aspect of KETs' identity as NNEST and its influerme their assessment
practice was unveiled. KETs are continuously stlinggto improve their
LAL and expertise by working on their linguisticoficiency and assessment
methods and expressed an urgent need for properpeaudical teacher
training to enhance teacher LAL (Chung & Nam, 201&pn & Oh, 2006).
Within the ideology of the native and non-nativeidée, however, KETs will
not be able to identify themselves as eligible leage assessors. Therefore, it
is important to raise their awareness of powettiggla of language norms so
they can get rid of implicit self-doubt and stremagt their self-confidence so

they can identify themselves as legitimate speatdeEnglish.
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CHAPTER 6.

CONCLUSION

This study explored Korean English teachers’ LALicaty and its
relation to their identity as non-native professilsn Chapter 6 summarizes
the major findings and pedagogical implicationghaf present study. Section
6.1 presents a summary of key findings and dissuissémplication. Section
6.2 concludes the chapter with the limitations e study and suggestions

for further research.

6.1 Findings and Implications

The primary aim of this study was to investigate #ifficacy of
language assessment literacy (LAL) of Korean Ehgtsachers (KET) in
secondary schools and perceived areas of defieieni their assessment
practices. The second objective was to investitiedie identity as non-native
English speaking teachers (NNESTs) and its relatmrtheir LAL self-
efficacy belief. A mixed-method research designhw#& survey and an

interview were adopted to collect and analyze @ath in a quantitative and
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qualitative ways. The survey was conducted to Hexesatistical relation of
KETs LAL self-efficacy and the teacher identitynda semi-structured
interviews were performed to obtain specific ddiaw contextual aspects of

their LAL self-efficacy and teacher identity forrat.

The present study results confirmed that KETs’ ignincludes
negative features of NNEST identity and those iestuare found to be
influential to their self-efficacy in language asseent literacy. The findings

of the present study suggest some pedagogicaldatigns.

First, in-service teacher training programs to suppKETs to
disengage from native-speaker norms and identify ram-native
professionals should be provided to many teacHdrs findings of this study
proved that the negative self-perception of NNE®pedes KETs’ teaching
and assessment ability in terms of the discourskthe practice. Gaining
knowledge of the EIL perspective and knowing tharaciation of diverse
English varieties is supported by empirical resedrave been found to be
empowering NNESTs to see beyond the dichotomy divexaess and
eventually to become critical practitioners (Nguy@017). Since the 2015
Revised National English Curriculum has outweigh@@rformance
assessments, KETs are required to practice divienses of alternative
assessments. Teachers, to some extent, can reeficiadrgains by training

for strategies and methods and enhancing their kuge base of
-102 -



assessments. However, to relate their knowledge #adsform the
assessment practice, teachers’ interpretive framemeeed to be improved
and reconceptualization of the current negative NNkdentity of KETs is

essential.

Second, KETs' collegiality should be strongly suged within
schools in order for teachers to reinforce theientity as professional
language teachers. In the study, KETs consideradnghtheir teaching and
assessment practices with other English teachdiseasnost effective way to
deal with problematic situations they encountesahools. Moreover, they
believed that feasible and practical strategiefeathing and assessment can
be learned through in-hand experience, and valbhedirgy those tips and
experiences of other KETs. Teacher collegialitydosa positive atmosphere
where teachers can actualize their teacher agéisy, collegial supervision
with an insider’s view supports them to be morécegfht in their assessment
practice. Hence, teacher collegiality would encgar&ETs to construct
professional language teacher identities both mmgeof discourse and
practice. Considering that teachers’ efficacy lWgliendergo changes and
their assessment efficacy is strengthened and wedkeontinuously based
on the influence of context, promoting teacher egllity should be taken

into account in developing KETs’ LAL efficacy.
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6.2 Limitations and Suggestions for Further Reseatt

There are several limitations in the current stuglystly, due to its
small sample size, its results lack generalizgbilit confirming influential
sources of KETs' LAL self-efficacy and identity csiruction which are
contextually situated. The researcher exploredhieatlanguage assessment
practice through mixed-method approach, but thdicaiplity of the study
results is yet limited. With a larger sample, maplicable findings of

teacher identity construction will be discovered.

Secondly, the survey needs to be made to mininamg-©ver effects.
The carry-over effect indicates that the surveyoeses can be affected by
prior items. However, in this study, the sectiof$art A were given in the
same order to all participants, and it could h&fected their answers. Hence,
changing the order of the survey sections for eaaficipant should be

considered in order to gain precise results bymiiring the carry-over effect.

Lastly, the research employed methods of an ondinerey and
interviews which are both depending on self-rembdata. This indicates that
other efficacy-related information could be missedt on in the data
collection. Therefore, further research is suggestgh research designs in
multiple respects by including classroom observetiand a collection of

teachers’ reflective journals. Despite these litotss, the study addresses
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significant implications in promoting the professab growth of KETs and

empowering them.
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APPENDIX 2: Interview Questions
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