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Abstract 
 

Assessment for Learning (AfL), an assessment reform agenda arising from Anglophone 

culture, is believed to contribute greatly to student learning outcomes and learner 

autonomy. In recent years, the Chinese government introduced assessment reform 

initiatives to incorporate AfL in university English-as-a-Foreign-Language (EFL) 

classrooms. However, little is known about how this imported policy has been 

implemented. This study, therefore, aims to investigate how the core AfL strategies are 

interpreted and implemented in Chinese university EFL classrooms.  
 

A mixed-methods design comprising two phases was utilised in the study. The first 

phase was a questionnaire-based quantitative survey to elicit Chinese university EFL 

teachers’ and students’ perceptions of the frequency of the AfL strategies used in their 

classrooms as well as the values they ascribed to each of these strategies. Data were 

collected by using two self-developed instruments—the Assessment for Learning 

Strategy Questionnaire for Teachers (AfLSQ-T) and the Assessment for Learning 

Strategy Questionnaire for Students (AfLSQ-S). A total of 409 teachers from eight 

universities in Northwest China and 1191 first- and second-year students from two of 

the eight universities responded to the two questionnaires. Findings showed that both 

teachers and students placed the lowest importance on student-led AfL strategy (peer- 

and self-assessment), and they both reported the lowest level of practice for this strategy.  

 

The second phase qualitative study explored how Chinese EFL teachers understood and 

applied each AfL strategy in their instruction, how Chinese EFL students responded and 

were engaged in each strategy and, most importantly, what factors influenced their AfL 



ii 
 

practices. Three teachers, who had participated in the first-phase survey, together each 

with seven to eight of their students (in total 23 students), were invited to participate in 

the case study. Data collected from semi-structed interviews, focus groups, stimulated 

recall interviews, and classroom observations suggested that Chinese teachers did not 

appreciate the value of AfL in promoting student learning, and that their AfL practices 

were limited and superficial. Students also indicated resistance to AfL and did not 

engage fully in all the AfL strategies, especially peer-and self-assessment.     

 

Taken together, from the results of the two phases it was concluded that AfL in Chinese 

EFL classes is not fully valued and implemented. Teachers and students are hindered 

largely by contextual influences, including the long-standing examination tradition, the 

Confucian Heritage Cultural values in China, the lack of a trusting classroom 

atmosphere, and practical classroom-level constraints. In addition, some individual 

factors, such as teachers’ and students’ low levels of assessment literacy, as well as 

students’ low levels of self-efficacy also impeded teachers and students from embracing 

AfL in their classes. 

 

Chinese teacher educators are expected to strengthen teacher education programmes to 

enable teachers to fully understand the principles and theories underlying AfL as well 

as its value in enhance learning. They should also take into consideration the contextual 

realities and provide adequate practical and realistic guidance for teachers to adopt AfL 

in their classrooms. Furthermore, teachers are expected to equip students with the 

knowledge and skills needed for the successful implementation of AfL and increase their 

confidence in their capabilities to take control of their own learning. 
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CHAPTER ONE   

INTRODUCTION 
 

The present research investigates the implementation of Assessment for Learning (AfL) 

in Chinese university English-as-a-Foreign-Language (EFL) classrooms from both 

teacher and student perspectives. In this chapter, the practical, personal, and theoretical 

reasons for choosing this topic are presented. The chapter begins with a brief 

introduction of the practical context of the current research, with its emphasis on EFL 

teaching at Chinese universities and the EFL assessment systems in China. It then moves 

on to describe how the researcher’s personal EFL learning and teaching experiences 

motivated the idea of conducting the present study. The third part of this chapter 

discusses the theoretical significance of the current study. The last parts of the chapter 

present the research questions and the structure of the thesis. 

 

1.1 Practical Context 

 

1.1.1 EFL Teaching at Chinese Universities  

 

According to the latest Overview of Educational Achievements in China issued by the 

Chinese Ministry of Education, there were 2,940 higher education institutions and 38.33 

million undergraduate students across China in 2018 (Chinese Ministry of Education 

[CMoE], 2019). Due to the huge university student population and the fact that English 

is a compulsory subject in most Chinese universities, China probably has the largest 

number of EFL learners at tertiary level. 
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EFL teaching for non-English major students in Chinese universities takes the form of 

College English, a specific term used in mainland China to refer to “a two-year required 

basic course for non-English undergraduates in all universities of China” (Gao, 2010, p. 

34). College English has developed for more than 30 years since the National Syllabus 

for Non-English Majors (For Engineering Students) and the National Syllabus for Non-

English Majors (For Arts and Science Students) were issued in 1985 and 1986 

respectively. In the 1980s and 1990s, the primary objective of College English teaching 

was to equip students with linguistic knowledge and skills, especially reading skills, 

because English at that time was mainly used to understand hi-tech materials introduced 

from foreign countries (Han & Yin, 2016; Xu & Fan, 2017). In its earlier stages, College 

English course followed a unified national syllabus and adopted an English for General 

Purposes (EGP) approach (Cai, 2004, 2007). In terms of course design, it usually 

included two classroom-based reading and writing sessions as well as two language-lab-

based listening and speaking sessions per week. In total, students attended College 

English courses four class hours per week, 16 to 18 weeks per term, for four terms.  

 

In the 21st century, with the trend of economic globalization, there is a pressing need to 

cultivate international talents with high communicative competence and multi-cultural 

visions. Therefore, the objective of College English has taken a profound shift from 

developing students’ reading skills to improving students’ language communicative 

capacities in an all-round way (Han & Yin, 2016; Xu & Fan, 2017). To support the new 

teaching objective of College English, universities are given great freedom to develop 

their own College English syllabuses, make school-scale teaching arrangements, and 

select course structure and contents based on their students’ needs (Xu & Fan, 2017). 

More importantly, teachers are encouraged to alter the traditional teacher-centred 
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instruction and to adopt student-centred learning, which stresses students’ agency, 

interest, active participation, and responsibilities in their own learning (Fan, Wang, 

Duan & Huang, 2016; Tan, 2016, 2017).  

 

1.1.2 EFL Assessment System in China 

 

Corresponding to the changes in the teaching objectives, curriculum, and pedagogy of 

College English, EFL assessment system has also undergone tremendous paradigm shift 

from emphasizing examinations to advocating classroom-based assessment.  

 

Examinations have been playing an important role in Chinese education. Ancient China 

had relied on the competitive imperial examination system to select talents and appoint 

government officials for hundreds of years (Gu & Magaziner, 2016; Liu & Xu, 2017). 

Though abolished, the influence of this system is still profound (Liu, 2013), which is 

evident in the fact that entrance examinations at all levels still decide, to a great extent, 

student educational opportunities. For example, Gaokao, the University Entrance 

Examination to Higher Education (UEEHE), is highly competitive because it serves as 

a gatekeeper to higher educational opportunities and future success (Chen, Fan, Cheung 

& Wu, 2018; Liu, 2010). Since college entrance rates are usually considered as an 

indicator of teaching quality of both schools and teachers, most Chinese secondary 

schools prioritize test preparation and students usually suffer from great academic 

pressure (Wang, 2016). 

 

The influence of examinations is also evident in the Chinese EFL assessment system at 

tertiary level. According to Gao (2010), there are three major components in this system:  
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Classroom tests, final examinations, and College English Test (CET). Classroom tests 

are usually administered by English teachers during class time to assess students’ 

linguistic knowledge. Final examinations are unified school-scale examinations held at 

the end of each term designed to check students’ command of linguistic knowledge and 

skills learnt in the whole term. CET is a national large-scale, criterion-referenced 

English test. It has been used since the 1980s to check whether undergraduate students 

have reached the requirements of the national syllabus in terms of listening, speaking, 

reading, writing and translation (Gu, 2018). Students usually take CET band 4 (CET-4 

hereafter) and CET band 6 (CET-6 hereafter) on completing their two-year College 

English courses. Passing these tests had been one of the graduation requirements for 

undergraduates in the majority of Chinese universities before 2005 and is still a must in 

the job-hunting market (Gu, 2018). Associated with the high stakes of the CET are the 

concerns over its impact on student learning. Criticisms of CET include that it forces 

teachers and students to spend most of the instruction and learning time on rote-

memorization and test-preparation, which impedes the development of students’ 

communicative capabilities (Ma, 2014) and goes against the primary objective of 

College English teaching.  

 

Given this situation, it was proposed firstly in the College English Curriculum 

Requirements ([CMoE], 2007) and again stressed in the latest Guidelines on College 

English Teaching ([CMoE], 2017) that AfL or formative assessment should be 

integrated into College English classrooms to improve teaching effectiveness and foster 

learner autonomy among students. Chinese EFL teachers are encouraged to utilise, 

besides teacher assessment, peer- and self- assessment, student portfolio in their 

classrooms to fully involve students in the assessment process ([CMoE], 2007, 2017). 
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Unfortunately, although strongly promoted by national policies, it remains unclear how 

Chinese university EFL teachers and students interpret AfL and how AfL is 

implemented in examination-oriented contextualized Chinese classes (Liu & Xu, 2017). 

Therefore, studies are needed to examine how the policies have been carried out at 

Chinese university EFL classrooms.  

 

1.2 Personal Context  

 

    In 2001, I became a university student, majoring in English Language and Culture. I 

performed well in Gaokao, but the high scores did not ensure any advantage in my 

English learning at university. I, like most of my classmates, especially those from rural 

areas in China, was good at answering multiple-choice questions in tests, but was unable 

to speak English fluently in practical communications. This disjuncture between my test 

scores and real English communication abilities was presumably because most of our 

English teachers in middle school relied on standardized examinations to assess our 

performance and progress. Since the primary concern of teachers and students was 

getting good scores in examinations, most of the instruction and learning time was spent 

on examination preparation, memorizing linguistic knowledge, and doing mock tests, 

which hindered us from improving our genuine language abilities. 

 

In 2007, I joined the faculty of a university in Shaanxi Province, China, where I taught 

College English to freshmen and sophomores. I found that most of my students had the 

same problems as I once did. A sizable percentage of students did not understand 

lectures in English, nor could they answer simple questions in English. What was worse, 

a large number of students complained that the English courses were of no practical use 
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and the only motivation for them to learn these courses was to pass final examinations, 

College English Test Band 4 (CET-4) and College English Test Band 4 (CET-6). 

 

In view of this situation, I tried my best to motivate my students to learn this subject. I 

believed if I involved my students in classroom activities and gave them more 

responsibilities in the learning process, they would gradually change their attitudes 

towards learning English. In the first five minutes of every session, instead of giving 

quizzes, I usually required one student to give a presentation to review the main points 

covered in the previous session. Then, I provided feedback, starting out with his /her 

strengths and weaknesses, explaining the misconceptions, and then specifying how 

he/she could improve his/her performance next time. Several weeks later, when students 

got used to these activities, I increased the proportion of group discussions in class and 

encouraged them to seek help from either their classmates or me whenever they had 

difficulties during the lessons. And when students gradually got familiar with each other, 

I required them to accomplish some projects with their peers. For example, in the 

autumn term of 2012, I asked my students to adapt a story in their English textbook into 

a micro movie. I also required them to present in class an English version of the Voice 

of China, the most popular talent show at that time. 

 

After all these endeavors, noticeable changes had been made. Though my students still 

cared about what would be tested in the final examinations and how they could pass 

CET-4 and CET-6, they indicated stronger motivations to learn English and 

strengthened confidence in their abilities to deal with in-class tasks and activities. For 

instance, students in my class started to volunteer to give presentations, which formed a 

sharp contrast with their unwillingness to answer questions at the very beginning. And 
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they no longer complained when they were required to participate in a project but vied 

for the opportunity to contribute. They also took initiatives to make plans and draw on 

a variety of learning resources to better their performance without much help from my 

part.  

 

Through my rudimentary experiments, I have realized that Chinese university students 

are capable of shouldering some responsibilities in their learning if proper pedagogic 

strategies are utilised. Although at that time, due to the lack of training with regard to 

assessment, I did not have a very clear idea of what AfL was and what specific AfL 

strategies could be utilised to help my students, I did realize the value and benefits of 

empowering students in my classes. Because of this experience, when I read literature 

of AfL in my first Ph.D. year, I believed that this new assessment and pedagogical 

approach could help my colleagues and our students improve their teaching and learning 

respectively.  

 

I hope that I can become a teacher educator someday, like the experts in the Assessment 

Reform Group (ARG) in England, to work hand in hand with Chinese EFL teachers, 

helping them embed AfL in their instruction. But before any effective teacher 

development programmes can be launched, it is necessary to investigate, among other 

things, how AfL is understood, valued, and implemented by Chinese university EFL 

teachers, what the biggest obstacles are when teachers attempt to integrate AfL in their 

classes, and how their students respond to teachers’ assessment innovations. With a 

strong desire to find answers to these questions, I made up my mind to conduct the 

current research. Hopefully, the findings of the present study can provide a reference for 

future teacher development programmes in China. 
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1.3 Theoretical Context  

 

It has been a consensus that the fundamental goal of education is to equip students with 

lifelong learning skills and make them masters of their own learning (Dewey, 1916). In 

this sense, self-regulated learning skills, namely, the skills of modulation of self-directed 

thoughts, feelings, and actions for the achievement of personal goals, is of ultimate 

importance in all disciplines at all educational levels (Zimmerman, 2002, 2008). In the 

past decades, due to its aim to improve student learning and self-regulatory skills (Clark, 

2012; Nicol & Macfarlane-Dick, 2006, Panadero, Andrade & Brookhart, 2018), AfL, a 

highly interactive and student-centred assessment approach integrated in ongoing 

learning, has been a constant theme in assessment policy statements (Black & Wiliam, 

2005; Birenbaum et al., 2015). AfL comprises five core strategies, which are 1) 

clarifying goals and criteria for success, 2) engineering effective classroom discussion, 

questions, and tasks that elicit evidence of learning, 3) providing feedback that moves 

learners forward (teacher feedback), 4) activating students as instructional resources for 

one another (pee-assessment) and 5) activating students as the owners of their own 

learning (self-assessment). Separately, these strategies are all very important, but it is 

dangerous to understand them as isolated or stand-alone entities. Instead, they are inter-

dependent on each other and only when all strategies are incorporated in assessment 

practice can AfL functions well to promote learning and self-regulation (Hawe & Dixon, 

2017; Wylie & Lyon, 2015).  

 

Unfortunately, it seems a large majority of previous studies have merely focused on one 

or two individual aspect(s) of AfL, with teacher feedback, peer- and self- assessment 

being the more intensively researched topics. For instance, many authors have attempted 
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to provide frameworks for understanding feedback (e.g., Brown & Harris, 2014; Bulter 

& Winne, 1995; Hattie & Timperley, 2007; Molloy, Boud & Henderson, 2020; Xu & 

Carless, 2017; Yang & Carless, 2013). There are also a large number of empirical studies 

examining teachers’ conceptions of feedback and/or their feedback practices (e.g., 

Brown, Harris & Harnett, 2012; Dawson et al., 2019; Irving, Harris & Peterson, 2011; 

Lee, 2017), and investigating students’ perceptions of and responses to the feedback 

generated by teachers, peers or themselves (e.g., Bryant & Carless, 2010; Carless, 2020; 

Cowie, 2005; Han & Xu, 2019; Hargreaves, 2013; Harries & Brown, 2013; McLean, 

Bond & Nicholson, 2015; Plank, Dixon & Ward, 2014). Given that the studies taking 

into consideration of all the core AfL strategies are relatively scant, the present study 

intends to fill this research gap by examining all these crucial aspects of AfL and present 

a more complete picture of how AfL has been implemented. 

 

In addition, this study aims to make up the research insufficiency in revealing student 

perspective in the implementation of AfL. A number of studies have documented 

teachers’ conceptions of assessment as well as their AfL practices (e.g., Brown, 

Kennedy, Fok, Chan & Yu, 2009; Deluca, Coombs & LaPointe-McEwan, 2019; Deneen 

et al., 2019; Earl & Timperley, 2014; Marshall & Drummond, 2006; Pastore, Manuti & 

Scardigno, 2019; Ratnam-Lim & Tan, 2015). However, how learners perceive and 

respond to AfL is comparatively less researched. Due to the paucity of relevent study, 

it remains unclear how students approach AfL, whether teachers and students have 

shared perceptions of AfL, and how the implementation of AfL may be influenced by 

student-related factors. Given the fact that students are expected to take a leading and 

proactive role in learning and assessment (Wiliam & Leahy, 2007; Swaffield, 2011), it 

is of great importance to reveal student perspective. 
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Furthermore, this research is timely in Chinese context. Owing to its significance in 

promoting student leaning, AfL has aroused great research interest all over the world 

theoretically and empirically. For example, the Learning How to Learn project (LHLP) 

(Black, Harrison, Lee, Marshall & Wiliam, 2003, 2004; Black & Wiliam, 2009; James 

& Pedder, 2006) has been launched in the UK to help teachers implement AfL in 

classroom setting. Sadler (1989, 2010) from Australia and Stiggins (2002, 2005a, 2005b, 

2010) from the United States all have contributed to the development of AfL. Compared 

with AfL research in western settings, relevant research in Chinese context is still in its 

infancy (Jian & Luo, 2014). It is important to conduct research of AfL in China, where 

the examination-oriented culture is distinct from the assessment traditions in western 

countries (Carless, 2012). 

 

Finally, this study intends to cover the shortage of empirical studies in university EFL 

classes. Most empirical studies in language classes were conducted in English-as-the-

first-language literacy settings in primary and secondary school (e.g., Antoniou & James, 

2014; Hawe & Parr, 2014; Marshall & Drummond, 2006). Little is known about how 

AfL is implemented in university EFL classes (Liu & Xu, 2017). More research is 

needed to examine how EFL teachers and students utilise AfL in their language teaching 

and learning.  

 

1.4 Research Objectives and Research Questions 

 

Given the research gaps discussed previously, the present study aims to 1) investigate 

how all the AfL strategies are valued and implemented in Chinses university EFL 

classrooms from both teacher and student perspectives, and 2) to probe into the 
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influences behind the AfL practices in Chinese university EFL classrooms. In view of 

these objectives, the following research questions are stated as follows: 

1). What are Chinese university EFL teachers’ and students’ perceptions of the 

frequency of the AfL strategies used in their classrooms? 

   a) According to Chinese university EFL teachers’ self-report, what AfL strategies are 

used in their classrooms, and how often they are used?  

   b) According to Chinese university EFL students’ self-report, what AfL strategies 

are used in their classrooms, and how often they are used?  

   c) To what extent do Chinese university teachers’ and students’ perceptions of the 

occurrence and frequency of the AfL strategies align with each other?  

2). What AfL strategies do Chinese university EFL teachers and students consider to be 

important in promoting student language learning?  

   a) What AfL strategies do Chinese university EFL teachers report to be important to 

improve their students’ language learning? 

   b) What AfL strategies do Chinese university EFL students report to be important to 

improve their language learning? 

   c) To what extent do teachers’ and students’ perceptions of the importance align with 

each other?   

3). To what extent do teachers’ self-reported frequency of adopting the AfL strategies 

align with the values they attach to these strategies? 

4). How are the core AfL strategies implemented in Chinese university EFL classrooms? 

   a) How do Chinese university EFL teachers implement the core AfL strategies in 

their classrooms? 

   b) How are Chinese university EFL students engaged in, and how do they respond 

to, the core AfL strategies? 
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5). What influences the implementation of the core AfL strategies in Chinese university 

EFL classrooms? 

 

1.5 Organization of the Thesis 

 

The overall structure of the study takes the form of eight chapters. The first chapter 

contextualises the research by giving a brief introduction of EFL teaching at Chinese 

universities and the EFL assessment systems in China. This chapter also reveals the 

personal reasons why I decided to explore the implementation of AfL in Chinese 

university EFL classrooms, the theoretical importance of the current study as well as the 

research questions that need to be addressed. 

 

Chapter two discusses some important theoretical dimensions of AfL and how the core 

AfL strategies, utilised as a whole, can foster self-regulated learning among students.  

It also gives a brief review of some important empirical studies of the implementation 

of AfL in various contexts. 

 

Chapter three describes and justifies the methodology used. This chapter begins with an 

overview of the two-phase mixed-methods research design, and then presents details 

with regard to the participants involved, data collection and analysis methods used in 

each phase of the study.  

 

Chapter four reports the validation of two self-developed instruments: The Assessment 

for Learning Strategy Questionnaire for Teachers (AfLSQ-T) and the Assessment for 
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Learning Strategy Questionnaire for Students (AfLSQ-S), which were used to answer 

the first three major research questions.  

 

Chapter five analyses the quantitative data gathered via these two instruments, 

examining teachers’ and students’ perceptions of the frequency of the AfL strategies 

used in their classes, the importance they ascribed to these AfL strategies, as well as the 

possible incongruence between teachers’ practices and their values. 

 

The sixth and seventh chapters mainly focus on the remaining two major research 

questions. These two chapters present the qualitative findings of the research, 

concentrating on how three Chinese university EFL teachers utilised the core AfL 

strategies in their classrooms, and how their students responded to and were engaged in 

these AfL strategies.  

 

The final chapter draws together the principal findings of both the first-phase 

quantitative and the second-phase qualitative study, and discusses the emerging themes 

influencing the implementation of AfL in Chinese university EFL classes. This chapter 

also includes a discussion of the theoretical and practical implications of the findings as 

well as areas for future research.  
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CHAPTER TWO 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

This chapter aims to lay out some important theoretical dimensions of Assessment for 

Learning (AfL) and provides a brief overview of important empirical studies on the 

implementation of AfL. The chapter first elaborates on how AfL links assessment 

directly to learning and redefines teachers’ and students’ roles in teaching, learning and 

assessment. It then goes on to explain how the primary purpose of AfL to bring out self-

regulation among students can be realized by utilising the core AfL strategies in a 

unitary way. The last two sections present a brief review of empirical research on the 

implementation of AfL in different contexts and highlights that teacher assessment 

literacy and assessment capability are needed for the sound implementation of AfL. 

 

 2.1 AfL: Classroom-based Assessment Foregrounding the Central Role of Students 

 

Since the 1990s, there has been an increasing interest in formative assessment, which 

brought about a tremendous shift in the purpose of assessment from reporting learning 

to supporting learning. Later on, the concept of AfL took formative assessment a step 

forward by bringing learners into the forefront in the processes of learning and 

assessment. This section traces these important developments in the assessment 

discourse, and presents how AfL is conceptualized in the present study. 
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2.1.1 From Periodic Summative to Classroom-based Formative Assessment: 

Redefining the Purpose of Assessment as Supporting Learning 

 

Traditionally, assessment mainly focuses on psychometrics and serves a summative 

purpose, namely, recording and reporting student performance to be used for, among 

other things, certification, and accountability (Cizek, 2010). Since the publication of the 

seminal work of Black and Wiliam (1998a, 1998b), many assessment researchers, 

educational practitioners and policy makers have begun to realize that assessment, when 

used formatively rather than summatively, can greatly improve students’ academic 

performance. For this reason, formative assessment, a term coined by Scriven (1967), 

has been widely advocated as a powerful assessment alternative to summative 

assessment given its potential to promote student learning. 

 

The emergence of formative assessment since the 1990s indicates a radical change in 

assessment purpose from reporting learning to supporting learning. Bloom, Hastings 

and Madaus (1971) were probably the first to pinpoint this change, who argued that the 

primary purpose of formative assessment was “not to grade or certify the learner”, but 

“to help the learner and the teacher focus upon the particular learning necessary for 

movement towards mastery” (p. 61). Likewise, Sadler (1989) also maintained that the 

major concern of formative assessment was how evaluation of students’ responses could 

be used to improve their competence and learning, rather than to sum up students’ 

performance. 

  

To fulfill the purpose of enhancing learning, unlike summative assessment conducted 

at the end of a unit of instruction, a course or a term, formative assessment is classroom 
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assessment integrated in ongoing instruction (Bloom et al.,1971; Cizek, 2010; Cowie 

& Bell, 1999; McMillan, 2010). In their teaching process, teachers are supposed tp 

make use of in-class tasks and activities to collect on-the-fly information of their 

students’ learning; formative assessment occurs when the information is actually used 

by teachers and students to adjust teaching and learning (Black & Wiliam, 2009). In 

this sense, formative assessment, compared with periodic summative assessment, is 

mastery-oriented, permits individualized and deep understanding, and has a strong and 

long-lasting effect on learning (McMillan, 2007).  

 

2.1.2 Early Conceptualization of Formative Assessment as Teacher-Centred 

Practices  

 

In the literature of formative assessment, there is extensive discussion about teachers’ 

and students’ roles and responsibilities in the assessment process, i.e., if assessment is 

to support learning, who should take the responsibility to conduct assessment, analyse 

assessment data, and use the data to promote student learning in classroom. In its early 

stages, formative assessment was usually considered as teacher-centred assessment 

activities. For instance, Tunstall and Gipps (1996) defined formative assessment as 

“teachers using their judgement of children’s knowledge to determine for individual 

children whether to re-explain the task/concept, to give further practice on it, or move 

on to the next stage” (p. 389). In their definition, formative assessment was seen as a 

reference for teachers’ pedagogical decisions, and it were teachers who should help 

students improve their learning through tailored instruction.  
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In the same vein, McMillan (2007) described formative assessment as “a set of skills 

and activities that are undertaken by teachers to provide feedback to students to enhance 

their motivation and learning by designing instruction to meet student needs” (p. 1). He 

contended that formative assessment was a cyclical process of evaluation, feedback and 

correction. In this process, teachers firstly drew on assessment techniques to assess what 

their students know and can do (evaluation). Then, teachers provided immediate and 

specific feedback to their students (feedback) and made instructional adjustment to help 

their students learn better (correctives). In this cycle, though students might be engaged 

in the evaluation process through doing self- and peer- assessment, teachers were the 

ones who were expected to take actions to improve their students’ learning. 

 

The emphasis on the significant role of teachers in formative assessment is probably 

seated in the behaviourist notion that teachers should help their students make progress 

through checking the correctness of student work, making corrections, and providing 

further instruction and/or practicing opportunities to reinforce student learning (James, 

2008). This conceptualization places students’ learning under the control of their 

teachers; it also, as criticized by Torrance and Pryor (1998), “locate(s) [formative 

assessment] in the teaching process, and only indirectly concerned with learning” (p. 

12).  

 

2.1.3 From Formative Assessment to AfL: A Move toward Empowering Learners 

in Learning and Assessment 

 

As learning theories made a distinct move from behaviourist towards cognitive-

constructivist and socio-cultural perspectives, learning has been understood more as 
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something realized via learners’ active mental construction of what is being learned in 

the interactive and collaborative process with their teachers and peers (James, 2008). As 

a result, a growing number of authors began to argue for students’ responsibilities in 

learning and assessment (e.g., Black & Wiliam, 2009; Pryor & Crossouard, 2008; Sadler, 

2010). Black and Wiliam (2009), for example, defined formative assessment as follows: 

Practice in a classroom is formative to the extent that evidence about 

student achievement elicited, interpreted, and used by teachers, 

learners, or their peers, to make decisions about the next steps in 

instruction that are likely to be better, or better founded, than the 

decisions they would have taken in the absence of the evidence that 

was elicited (p. 9) 

They further explained that the term “instruction” referred to the combination of 

teaching and learning, and stressed that the information elicited was not merely used by 

teachers to fine-tune their teaching but also by students to adjust their learning. In this 

sense, formative assessment was no longer considered as something “adults can do to 

students” but rather something “students can do for themselves” (Stiggins, 2010, p. 240). 

Students are no longer passive recipients of decisions made by teachers, but rather active 

participants in the assessment process.  

 

Drawing on the ideas emerging in the later formative assessment literature, the 

Assessment Reform Group (ARG) introduced the concept of AfL. This construct took 

formative assessment a stage further in that it links assessment directly to student 

learning (Assessment Reform Group [ARG], 1999). More importantly, unlike formative 

assessment, which is sometimes interpreted as a set of teacher-centred practices, AfL 

specifies explicitly students’ central role in learning and assessment (ARG, 1999; 
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Stiggins, 2005a; Swaffield, 2011). As put by Swaffield (2011), it is students themselves 

who can actually improve their own learning; even when teachers gather information 

and make decisions about what step to take next, it is students who take actual actions. 

Therefore, AfL requires students to exercise their agency and autonomy to assess, 

monitor and regulate their learning rather than relying on their teachers to make 

decisions.   

 

In the present study, AfL is defined as “part of everyday practice by students, teachers 

and peers that seeks, reflects upon and responds to information from dialogue, 

demonstration and observation in ways that enhance ongoing learning” (Klenowski, 

2009, p. 264). This definition is adopted because it places “students” before “teachers”, 

which is in accord with principle of AfL that acknowledges the central role of students. 

Moreover, this definition also stresses that the goal of AfL is to enhance learning, and 

makes it clear that AfL is comprised of classroom-based practices(Chappuis & Stiggins, 

2002; Davison, 2019; Glasswell & Parr, 2009; Heritage, 2010; Leahy, Lyon, Thompson 

& Wiliam, 2005; Swaffield, 2011). In sum, as indicated by the definition, AfL is 

conceptualized, in the current study, as student-centred and here-and-now assessment 

which aims to enhance student learning. 

 

2.1.4 Summary 

 

As is indicated in the previous discussion, both formative assessment and AfL have 

evolved over the past decades to provide more sophisticated explanations of the 

relationship between learning, teaching and assessment: Assessment is no longer 

considered as periodic tests to measure learning, but rather classroom-based assessment 
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embedded in ongoing teaching to supporting learning. Accordingly, the roles and 

responsibilities of both teachers and learners have been rethought, and students are 

expected to shoulder the main responsibility in the assessment process if assessment is 

to support learning.  

 

2.2 AfL: Fostering Students’ Self-regulation through Utilising all the Core AfL 

Strategies  

 

The emergence of AfL has drawn our attention to the potential of assessment to promote 

student learning. In recent years, AfL has been linked to self-regulated learning, and 

fostering self-regulated learners is considered as an ultimate purpose of AfL (Clark, 

2012; Davison, 2019; Nicol & Macfarlane-Dick, 2006, Panadero et al., 2018). Some 

authors (e.g., Hawe & Parr, 2014; Hawe & Dixon, 2017) have argued that this purpose 

can be fulfilled through utilising, in a unitary way, all the core AfL strategies, which are: 

1) Clarifying goals and criteria for success, 2) Engineering effective classroom 

discussion, questions, and tasks that elicit evidence of learning, 3) Providing feedback 

that moves learners forward (teacher feedback), 4) Activating students as instructional 

resources for one another (peer-assessment) and 5) Activating students as the owner of 

their own learning (self-assessment). This section, after presenting some basic concepts 

of self-regulated learning, expatiates on each of these AfL strategies, focusing on their 

recommended practices as well as how each strategy may contribute to the development 

of self-regulatory skills among learners.  
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2.2.1 Self-regulated Learning 

 

Self-regulated learning is the application of basic self-regulation models to learning, 

which evolves from educational psychology and incorporates, among other things, 

control theory, self-efficacy theory, goal setting and action regulation (Sitzmann & Ely, 

2011). Though no unified definition of self-regulated learning has been formed due to 

its complex nature and researchers’ different theoretical orientations, most scholars 

agree on three points. First, self-regulated learning is a multidimensional construct, 

including cognitive, motivational, environmental, and behavioural strands. This is 

because learning is “the fusion of skill and will” (Paris & Paris, 2001, p. 91), which is 

not solely determined by personal dispositions and expertise, but also depends on 

cognition, motivation and affect to inform and fuel learning (Zimmerman & Schunk, 

2001). Second, self-regulated learning is not a fixed stage of mental ability but a 

dynamic and cyclical self-directed process (Karoly, 1993; Zimmerman, 2000, 2002; 

Zimmerman & Schunk, 2001; Pintrich, 2000). Third, self- regulation is affected greatly 

by social and contextual factors (Zimmerman,1995; Pintrich, 2000). Taking into 

consideration of these features, self-regulated learning, in the present study, is defined 

as “an active, constructive process whereby leaners set goals for their learning and then 

attempt to monitor, regulate and control their cognition, motivation and behaviour, 

guided and constrained by their goals and the contextual features of the environment” 

(Pintrich, 2000, p. 453).  

 

From the 1970s onward, researchers have tried to construct self-regulated learning 

models from varied theoretical perspectives to reveal the mechanism of self-regulated 

learning. One of the most cited models is that of Zimmerman (2000), who sees self-
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regulation as “an interaction of personal, behavioural, and environmental triadic 

processes” (Zimmerman, 2000, p.13). This model specifies three areas of self-regulation: 

1) Behavioural self-regulation involving self-observation and strategical adjustment, 2) 

environment self-regulation including the observation and adjustment of environmental 

conditions, and 3) covert self-regulation which means monitoring and adjusting 

cognitive and affective states. It also comprises three recursive phases of self-regulation: 

1) the forethought phase, 2) the performance/volitional control phase, and 3) the self-

reflection phase. The forethought phase refers to the preparatory process before the 

efforts to learn, where students set goals, analyse tasks, make strategic plans, and 

activate their self-motivational beliefs. The performance/volitional control phase occurs 

during learning, which involves monitoring and adjusting behaviours, cognitions and 

motivations as well as the use of learning management strategies. In the last self-

reflection phase, students reflect on and make judgement of their learning outcomes, 

make casual attributions, and react to their performance. By utilising the three-phase 

self-regulated processes in a cyclical way, learners participate actively and 

constructively in their learning, and exercise control over their behaviours, cognition, 

motivation as well as the external environment to progress towards their goals.  

 

There is growing consensus that self-regulated learners, namely, self-directed and 

autonomous students who are able to plan, monitor and regulate their learning, have 

better academic performance at school and greater chance to grow into lifelong learners 

(Pintrich, 2000; Zimmerman & Schunk, 2004). However, students are not born self-

regulatory; they need opportunities to acquire the knowledge and skills that enable them 

to become autonomous learners. Fortunately, AfL with its five core strategies, done well, 

can enhance self-regulated learning, which is discussed as follows. 
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2.2.2 Clarifying Goals and Criteria for Success 

 

The first AfL strategy emphasizes that teachers should clearly identify and communicate 

goals and criteria to their students, making students understand what knowledge, skills, 

and abilities they are expected to learn and what desired performance looks like. To 

support this strategy, there is an expectation that teachers will assist their students to 

develop detailed descriptions of what they are expected to achieve and use exemplars to 

demonstrate what constitute quality work (Sadler, 1989; Carless, 2015a). In addition, 

instead of following teachers’ assigned goals, students, especially those at tertiary level, 

are supposed to cooperate with their teachers to determine goals and associated criteria 

(Wiliam, 2010; Wylie & Lyon, 2015).  

 

This AfL strategy is of great importance for the development of self-regulated learners. 

As indicated in Zimmerman’s (2000) self-regulated learning model, in the forethought 

phase, students are supposed to set goals; these goals serve as reference points against 

which students can monitor and adjust their cognition, motivation, behaviour and, to 

some extent, the external environment in the following two phases. The first AfL 

strategy supports the forethought phase by providing opportunities for students to set 

their individualized goals and ensuring that students have a good understanding of what 

they are expected to learn. They can hence constantly compare their work and 

performance with the goals and regulate their learning effectively (Sadler, 1989; Moss, 

Brookhart & Long, 2011).  

 

To support self-regulated learning, it is also critical that teachers advocate a learning 

goal orientation, which aims for the improvement of student’s competence and skills, 
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rather than a performance goal orientation, which focuses on documenting and 

demonstrating of students’ competence (Elliot, 2005; Pintrich, 2000). This is because 

focusing students on learning orientation contributes to students’ motivation in the self-

regulated learning processes. It has been found that when students seek to improve their 

learning competence, they tend to have mastery-oriented responses to learning, avoiding 

not learning or not mastering tasks. Moreover, in the self-reflection phase after learning 

efforts, these students usually ascribe their poor performance to inappropriate learning 

strategies and/or insufficient efforts, which brings out positive affective reaction as well 

as further efforts and strategy adjustment to achieve their goals (Dweck, 2000; Elliott & 

Dweck, 1988; Pintrich, 2000; Zimmerman, 2000, 2002). By contrast, if students focus 

on evaluation of their ability and besting others, they usually seek for positive judgments 

of their competence and try to avoid inferiority. Moreover, they tend to attribute failure 

to their low ability. As a result, they may display negative affect and give up their efforts 

in face of obstacles, which prevents them from developing their self-regulatory skills. 

(Dweck, 2000; Elliott & Dweck, 1988; Pintrich, 2000).  

 

Taken together, the first AfL strategy provides students with a clear idea of what they 

are expected to learn and the standards of acceptable performance. Having a clear idea 

of what is expected and focusing on the improvement of competency can provide 

motivation for students in the self-regulated processes. 
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2.2.3 Engineering Effective Classroom Discussion, Questions, and Tasks to Elicit 

Evidence of Learning 

 

The second AfL strategy concerns teachers using various learning activities as potential 

assessment opportunities to gather information of student learning while instruction is 

underway (Erickson, 2007; Heritage, 2010, 2013; Ruiz-Primo, 2011). This on-the-fly 

information can later be used by teachers to tailor instruction and by learners to adjust 

learning in a timely manner(Heritage, 2013).  

 

To collect rich information of student learning, teachers should avoid using close- 

natured questions and tasks that focus on student mastery of factual knowledge. This is 

because questions and tasks stressing the notion of accuracy and correctness is likely to 

reinforce the predominant and authoritative position of teachers in the classroom, and 

hindered students from revealing their learning (Ruiz-Primo, 2011). Instead, teachers 

are encouraged to make use of open-ended questions and tasks, informal and 

spontaneous discussions in class to identify student learning (Black et al., 2004; Harlen, 

2007; Ruiz-Primo, 2011). In responding to teachers’ open questions and discussions, 

students have opportunities to give explanations and express their thinking rather than 

just one-word answers (Harlan, 2007), and hence reveal their deep learning (Black et al., 

2004).  

 

The second AfL strategy also contributes to self-regulated learning in that it fully 

engages students in teacher-student dialogues by inviting them to think, reason and 

reflect on their own learning, which can motivate students to take control of their 

learning (Ruiz-Primo, 2011; Ruiz-Primo, Furtak, Ayala, Yin & Shavelson, 2010). 
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Furthermore, as indicated by an empirical study conducted by Hawe and Dixon (2017) 

in New Zealand, the experience of eliciting information of learning through engaging in 

in-class activities and discussions may help students accumulate their evaluative 

knowledge and skills, which are needed when they are to monitor their learning in the 

performance phase of self-regulated learning.   

 

2.2.4 Providing Feedback That Moves Learners Forward (Teacher Feedback) 

 

Feedback is a key component of AfL (Swaffield, 2008; Tunstall & Gipps, 1996). After 

collecting information of student learning, teachers are expected to provide evidence-

based feedback to students to reduce the discrepancy between students’ current 

performance and their desired goals, and hence move them forward (Butler & Winne 

1995; Hattie & Timperley, 2007). To fulfil this purpose, teacher feedback needs to 

answer the following questions: “Where am I going?”, “How am I going?” and “Where 

to next?” (Hattie & Timperley, 2007). In other words, effective feedback should refer to 

goals and criteria, provide information about where students are in relation to the goals, 

and detail what student need to do to attain the next level of performance (Ramprasad, 

1983; Sadler, 1989; Hattie & Timperley, 2007; Wyatt-Smith & Klenowski, 2014).  

 

This formative use of feedback supports the development of self-regulated learning. In 

addressing the above-mentioned three questions, teacher feedback serves as an 

important external source, which provides reference for students to monitor their 

behaviours and cognition in the performance phase and informs further cognitive and 

behavioural adjustment in the self-reflection phase (Bulter & Winne, 1995; Panadero et 

al., 2018). 
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There is a growing consensus that feedback contains not only a cognitive, but also 

affective and emotional dimensions (Molloy, Noble & Ajjawi, 2019; Xu & Carless, 

2017), In this sense, teacher feedback also has great effect on the motivation construct 

of self-regulated learning. If teacher feedback is to support self-regulated learning, it 

needs to “foster positive motivational beliefs and self-esteem” (Nicol & Macfarlane-

Dick (2006, p. 205). To this end, teachers should avoid giving scores to their students, 

for numeric feedback may demotivate students and undermine their learning (Black et 

al., 2004). Moreover, teacher feedback should direct the student’s attention to specific 

tasks, rather than the learner him/herself, because the latter former of feedback is likely 

to threaten students’ self-esteem and invoke students’ negative affective reaction 

(Kluger & DeNisi, 1996; Hattie & Timperley, 2007).  

 

Since AfL assumes learners a central role in assessment and learning, there is growing 

desirability of feedback being dialogic rather than unidirectional teacher-generated 

comments (e.g., Molloy et al., 2020; Ajjawi & Boud 2018; Carless, 2013, 2015b, 2020; 

Mclean, Bond & Nicholson, 2015; Nicol & Macfarlane-Dick, 2006; Yang & Carless, 

2013). Dialogic feedback, by definition, refers to “interactive exchanges in which 

interpretations are shared, meanings negotiated and expectations clarified” (Carless, 

2013, p. 90). In dialogic feedback, students are encouraged to establish a partnership 

with their teachers in learning, and, with the help of their teachers, “seek information, 

make sense of it and…to enable translation of newly constructed knowledge into 

practice” (Molloy et al., 2020, p. 529).  

 

Dialogic feedback also contributes to self-regulated learning. In this process, teachers 

are able to deepen students’ understanding of criteria, and share with students the skills 
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and knowledge with regard to how to utilise the criteria to judge students’ work, how to 

compare students’ actual performance with the standard, and how to effectively improve 

their work (Dixon, 2011). These evaluative knowledge and skills are needed if students 

are to monitor their own learning as self-regulated learners. Moreover, it has been found 

that the opportunities of sharing their understanding in dialogic feedback with teachers 

can build students’ confidence in their abilities and provide motivation for them to take 

a proactive role in learning (Hawe & Dixon, 2017). 

 

In sum, quality teacher feedback can foster the cognitive and motivational processes of 

self-regulated learning. Teacher feedback may activate students’ cognitive and 

motivational capabilities to regulate their learning if teachers involve students in 

dialogic feedback and provide detailed information for students to improve their 

learning.  

 

2.4.5 Activating Students as Instructional Resources for One Another (Peer-

Assessment) and Owners of Their Own Learning (Self-Assessment)  

 

In addition to receiving feedback from teachers, students can also activate peers as 

external feedback providers or generate internal feedback themselves. However, unlike 

teacher feedback, the last two AfL strategies, peer-assessment and self-assessment 

require teachers to empower students in the assessment process and acknowledges the 

central role of students in learning and assessment (Andrade, 2010; Black et al., 2003).  

 

Peer-and self-assessment does not mean students checking the correctness of answers 

or scoring the work for one another or themselves. Instead, in doing peer-assessment, 
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students are expected to give detailed feedback with regard to the weaknesses and 

strengths of their peers’ work, point out areas for remediation, and suggest possible 

strategies for their peers to accomplish the goals (Topping, 2003, 2010, 2013). In doing 

self-assessment, students are supposed to evaluate their own performance against the 

goals and criteria, and reflect on their behaviours, cognition and motivation in the 

learning process (Andrade, 2010; McMillan & Hearn, 2008; Paris & Paris, 2001).  

 

Peer- and self-assessment are vital if students are to become self-regulated learners. 

Peer-feedback, like teacher feedback, can be used as a reference for students to identify 

their knowledge gaps and regulate their learning. But it enjoys some advantages over 

teacher feedback in that it can be richer, more understandable, negotiable, and enjoyable 

(Black et al, 2003, 2004; Topping, 2003, 2010, 2013). Furthermore, peer-assessment 

also increases students’ task engagement, encourage self-reflection, and motivate 

students to take ownership of their learning (Topping, 2010).  

 

Self-assessment is a key strategy of AfL, and it is also an important component of the 

performance phase of self-regulated learning (Andrade, 2010; Brown & Harris, 2014). 

In doing self-assessment, students observe and manage all the important aspects of self-

regulated learning (i.e., cognitive, affective, motivational, and environmental), 

evaluating, among other things, their cognitive strategies employed, efforts spent on a 

specific task, what has been achieved and what has not against their learning goals 

(Andrade, 2010; Paris & Paris, 2001). The information surfaced from self-assessment 

may inform the follow-up casual attribution and revision of their work in the self-

reflection phase. 
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Overall, both self- and peer assessment provide students with opportunities to reflect on 

their learning and develop a wide range of cognitive, metacognitive, and motivational 

competences, and help students gradually move away from dependence on teachers 

through the development of self-regulatory skills.  

 

2.4.6 Summary 

 

AfL embodies five interrelated strategies. These core AfL strategies help students 

understand what they are expected to learn, encourage collaborative efforts between 

teachers and students, promote metacognitive reflection of students’ learning, motivate 

students to take control of their learning and provide feedback as reference for students 

to close the gap between their current status and their desired targets. Taken together, 

the five core AfL strategies facilitate AfL’s ultimate purpose to foster self-regulated 

learners.  

	

2.3 Incomplete and Distorted Implementation of AfL in Various Contexts 

 

Owing to its potential to enhance student learning and self-regulatory skills, AfL has 

become an essential part of educational and assessment reform in a growing number of 

countries and regions (Black & Wiliam, 2005; Birenbaum et al., 2015; Deluca, 

LaPointe-McEwan & Luhanga, 2016). However, previous research in different contexts 

has demonstrated that AfL is, in most situations, implemented in an incomplete and 

distorted way. This section first discusses how teachers have utilised AfL in occidental 

contexts, from which the concept AfL originated. Then it presents how AfL has been 

implemented since it was introduced in oriental contexts. The last section reviews some 
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important studies of the implementation of AfL in China, mainland in general and in 

Chinese EFL classes. 

 

2.3.1 Implementation of AfL in Occidental Context: Teachers Dominating the 

Assessment Process 

 

A number of studies have been conducted to investigate how teachers implemented AfL 

in occidental contexts, such as Black et al.(2003) from the UK, Dixon, Hawe and Parr 

(2011) from New Zealand, De Lisle (2015) from Trinidad and Tobago, Hopfenbeck, 

Petour and Tolo (2015) from Norway, Jonsson, Lundahl and Holmgren (2015) from 

Sweden as well as Pastore et al. (2019) from Italy. The vast majority of these studies, 

however, seems to have painted a disappointing picture that some teachers tended to 

control the assessment process. For example, Torrance and Pryor (1998, 2001), through 

intensive classroom observations, found that most teachers’ classroom assessment 

practices were what they called “convergent formative assessment”. These teachers 

worked as assessors and tended to assess whether their students could do a 

predetermined thing by using closed questions and tasks. However, divergent formative 

assessment, which is in accordance with the student-centred and open-natured 

assessment practices recommended in the AfL literature, was rarely observed. Likewise, 

De Lisle (2015) from Trinidad and Tobago reported how Continuous Assessment 

program, a national educational initiative aiming to promote AfL, was carried out in 

local primary schools. By adopting a three-phase mixed methods design, they also found 

that high-quality AfL practice was sporadic in teachers’ classes.  
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Previous empirical studies have also demonstrated that some AfL strategies, especially 

student-led peer- and self-assessment, were used less frequently than other AfL 

strategies, which suggested that teachers provided limited opportunities for their 

students to take responsibilities in the assessment process. Black et al. (2003) from the 

KMOFAP project, for instance, worked hand-in-hand with 36 primary and secondary 

teachers in the UK, aiming to help them utilise the core AfL strategies in their teaching. 

They found that most of their trained teachers increased the use of questioning, whereas 

only a small proportion of teachers (approximately 5%) reported implementation of 

peer-assessment. Likewise, Jonsson et al. (2015) reported the implementation of AfL in 

a municipality of Sweden. Based on written evaluations of 37 teacher educators as well 

as questionnaire responses from 350 teachers and 4100 students, they found that Sweden 

teachers reported more frequent use of assessing students and making use of the 

assessment information for instruction adjustment. Peer assessment, on the contrary, 

was the least used strategy.  

 

It has also been found that some teachers implement AfL superficially, who merely 

utilised the AfL strategies in a formulaic way yet failed to genuinely empower their 

students in the learning and assessment process. A well-known study that is often cited 

in the research on AfL is that of Marshall and Drummond (2006), who conducted 

classroom observations of 27 lessons to explore how teachers incorporated AfL in their 

classrooms. They found that teachers varied in their classroom assessment practices and 

used “spirit” and “letter” to describe the distinction. There was only a small proportion 

of teachers capturing the “spirit” of AfL, who provided genuine opportunities for their 

students to develop autonomy through fully involving them in teaching, learning and 

assessment. Most teachers, however, merely conformed to the prescribed AfL 
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procedures, reflecting the “letter” of AfL. This important study provided a framework 

for follow-up studies to examine teachers’ AfL practices, and plenty of studies have 

echoed Marshall and Drummond’s (2006) finding that teachers’ assessment practices 

reflected the “letter” rather than the “spirit” of AfL (e.g. Davis & Neitzel, 2011; Earl & 

Timperley, 2014).   

 

Taken together, it seems that AfL is neither fully nor well utilised in western contexts. 

A large number of teachers’ classroom assessment practices were incomplete and 

superficial, which may of little help for students to develop their self-regulatory skills.   

 

2.3.2 Implementation of AfL in Oriental Context: Teachers Sticking to the Testing 

Tradition  

 

In recent years, AfL has been introduced into East Asia, which, unlike western countries, 

has a long-held high-stakes assessment culture. A growing body of research 

investigating the implementation of AfL in this area appear to indicate that it was 

difficult for local teachers to move away from a testing tradition and to incorporate AfL, 

an imported assessment approach, in their classrooms. Carless (2012), for example, in 

his seminal work From Testing to Productive Student Learning: Implementing 

Formative Assessment in Confucian-Heritage Settings, noted the great influence of 

summative assessment on AfL (or formative assessment) and drew a distinction between 

extended formative assessment and restricted formative assessment. Extended formative 

assessment, according to him, tended to avoid testing and placed much less emphasis on 

performance. Restricted formative assessment, on the contrary, is greatly influenced by 

summative assessment, which stresses frequent testing, test preparation, and formative 
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use of summative data. Although extended formative assessment is more desirable, 

restricted formative assessment seems to be more commonly observed in teachers’ 

classrooms. 

 

Carless’ (2012) research was echoed by plenty of studies conducted in East Asia. In a 

qualitative study conducted in Vietnam, for example, Thanh-Pham & Renshaw (2015) 

recruited two university teachers and their 250 students in a one-term study, aiming to 

help these teachers and students to utilise AfL in their classrooms. However, most 

teachers still prioritized assessment for summative purpose. Ratnam-Lim and Tan (2015) 

from Singapore investigated teachers’ conceptions and practices of the “Holistic 

Assessment” advocated by the assessment policy makers in their country, which 

required teachers to, among other things, provide constructive feedback to their students. 

By inviting 30 teachers from 30 primary schools to respond to an open-ended 

questionnaire, they found that teachers, although approved of this new assessment 

concept, spent most of their instruction time preparing pupils for high-stakes 

standardized examinations. In the same vein, Berry (2011) and Lam (2016) reported that 

although AfL was stressed in the assessment reform agenda in Hong Kong, assessment 

and learning were still examination-driven at classroom-level.  

 

An interesting case study conducted by Leong (2018) recently in Singapore suggested 

that the presence of summative testing appeared to be the direct reason for teachers’ 

resistance to AfL. In this study, a teacher named Peipei, demonstrated contrasting 

assessment practices in different classes. In the English class, driven by the pressure of 

summative tests, Peipei stressed rote learning, prioritized the improvement of students’ 

test socres, and were reluctant to involve students in the teaching and assessment process. 
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In the music class, by contrast, mastery of learning and student autonomy were 

emphasized since students were not tested for this subject.  

 

Overall, the studies conducted in oriental contexts have demonstrated the great influence 

of its testing culture on the implementation of AfL. It appears that teachers in East Asia 

still stick to the testing tradition, and have great difficulty in accepting and utilising AfL, 

a western-grounded concept, in their classes.  

 

2.3.3 Implementation of AfL in China, Mainland: Inadequately Researched and 

Improperly Implemented 

 

AfL has been highly advocated by China’s Ministry of Education since 2007 (see 1.1.2 

for detail), the studies of the implementation of AfL in Chinese context, however, are 

relatively disparate. Jian and Luo (2014) reviewed how AfL was researched and 

practiced in China based on journal articles, educational newspapers, monographs, and 

Ph.D. dissertations. They found that most of the studies were introductory in nature, and 

teachers’ assessment practices were not in line with the principles of AfL. They hence 

concluded that AfL was “inadequately researched, poorly understood and improperly 

implemented in China” (p. 18). Two recent comprehensive reviews of studies of AfL in 

China (Liu & Xu, 2017; Poole, 2016) came to a similar conclusion. It seems that most 

research on AfL in China was review articles and that Chinese teachers’ assessment 

practices were still largely aligned with summative assessment and students’ 

involvement in assessment was limited.  
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Given the fact that very little attention has been paid to the implementation of AfL in 

China in general, there has been even less research examining how AfL is utilised in 

Chinese EFL classes. It seems that the greater part of the literature on English language 

assessment in China still focuses on the washback effect of standardized high-stakes 

testing, namely, the impact of the external high-stakes examinations on teaching and 

learning (e.g., Dong, 2020; Gu, Hong, Yu & Sarkar, 2017; Matoush & Fu, 2012; Yu, 

2020; Zou & Xu, 2017). Very few studies have specifically explored the field of 

classroom assessment in EFL classes. Among the limited empirical studies, a qualitative 

investigation conducted by Chen, Kettle, Klenowski & May (2013) revealed that EFL 

teachers’ understandings and practices of AfL were distorted to a great extent. Through 

interviewing administrators and teachers from two Chinese universities, the researchers 

found that AfL was understood and implemented as teachers assigning a process grade 

to students based on their attendance, assignments, and classroom participation. This 

grade, together with the score students achieved in the final term examinations, 

constituted the final grade, which served for the purpose of recording and reporting. 

Similarly, a comparative study conducted by Cheng, Roger, and Hu (2004) also 

demonstrated that the implementation of AfL in Chinese EFL classes was problematic. 

Based on questionnaire data, they found that EFL teachers from Beijing, compared with 

their counterparts form Hong Kong and Canada, reported more frequent use of 

standardized tests to assess students’ four English abilities (i.e. reading, writing, 

listening, and speaking), greater preference for using scores to report student’ learning 

achievement, far less occurrence of assessment for student-centred purposes and less 

use of student conference.  
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Although much of the available research has shown that AfL is poorly implemented in 

the Chinese context as well in Chinese EFL classes, a recent study conducted by Zhao, 

Yan, Tang and Zhou (2018) in Beijing reported significant improvement in teachers’ 

AfL practices. Many of the 18 primary and junior high teachers involved in this study 

voiced appreciation of classroom assessment and increased their AfL practices after a 

municipal-level assessment reform. Some teachers started to incorporate AfL in their 

teaching, paying more attention to the diagnostic and development functions of 

assessment while minimized ranking and screening students. Moreover, a few teachers 

had started to involve their students and parents in assessment. This positive change, 

according the authors, was the result of an array of educational policies, which aimed to 

lower the difficulty of high-stakes examinations, minimize the screening and selecting 

function of assessment, and direct teachers’ attention to using assessment to help 

students learn and develop. This study offers a good example of how AfL can be realized 

by reducing the influence of external summative assessment at policy level. However, 

we should caution against coming to any optimist conclusion about how AfL has been 

implemented in China based on merely one such study. 

 

Taken together, the research on the implementation of AfL in Chinese context as well 

as in Chinese EFL classes is scarce, and the limited empirical studies indicate that, in 

the main, AfL in China is interpreted and utilised in a distorted way. 

.  

2.3.4. Research Gaps Need to be Filled 

  

From the above review of important empirical studies of AfL, it can be seen that some 

teachers’ assessment practices go against the principles of AfL, and the implementation 
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of AfL is yet to be realized in various contexts. The review also suggests some research 

gaps. First, what we know about the implementation of AfL to date is largely based on 

teachers’ perspective, while studies from students’ perspective are generally lacking. 

Moreover, research focused on the implementation of AfL in Chinese contexts as well 

as in EFL classrooms is somewhat scant. Furthermore, the majority of the empirical 

studies reviewed in this section have been qualitative in nature, using case study and/or 

a descriptive design with classroom observations to investigate the implementation of 

AfL in a natural setting. There are comparatively fewer quantitative studies by using 

questionnaires. To fill these research gaps, the present study aimed to investigate the 

implementation of AfL in Chinese university EFL classes from both teachers’ and 

students’ perspective by adopting a mixed-methods research design.  

 

2.4 Assessment Literate and Capable Teachers Needed for the Sound 

Implementation of AfL 

 

The evidence from the previous section suggests that the implementation of AfL is far 

from satisfactory in either occidental or oriental contexts. Much research investigating 

the influencing factors of the implementation of AfL has revealed that the unsuccessful 

implementation of AfL is, in most situations, related to teachers’ assessment literacy 

and assessment capability. As important agents of AfL, teachers are responsible for, 

among other things, adopting assessment tasks to know about student learning, making 

proper instructional adjustments, and more importantly, fully engaging their students in 

the assessment process, providing opportunities for students to assess, monitor and 

adjust their own learning, who can hence gradually progress towards becoming self-

regulated learners. When teachers have inadequate assessment literacy (Xu, 2019) 
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and/or assessment capability (Dixon & Hawe, 2018; Dixon, Hill & Hawe, in press), they 

are unlikely to shoulder these important responsibilities when attempting to incorporate 

AfL in their classes. 

 

This section discusses what it means to be assessment literate and assessment capable 

teachers with regard to AfL, and supports the arguments in favor of teacher assessment 

literacy and assessment capability by reviewing some empirical studies on how teachers’ 

assessment literacy and assessment capability mediate teachers’ assessment practices.  

 

2.4.1 Teacher Assessment Literacy: The First Step toward Successful 

Implementation of AfL  

 

In the past decades, teacher assessment literacy has been a topic intensively discussed 

in assessment literature (e.g., Deluca et al., 2016; Popham, 2009; Webb, 2000; Xu, 2019; 

Xu & Brown, 2016). In general, teacher assessment literacy is usually conceptualized 

as a set of knowledge, skills, and competencies with regard to assessment, including, for 

example, how to design and implement quality assessment tasks, how to interpret the 

information generated from assessment, and how to make pedagogic decisions based on 

the information collected (Webb, 2002; Xu, 2019; Xu & Brown, 2016).  

 

Due to the emerging emphasis placed on AfL at both the theoretical and practical levels 

in the past decades, teachers’ knowledge, and skills in relation to classroom-based AfL 

has been a dominant theme in the discourse of teacher assessment literacy (Deluca et al., 

2016). It has been argued that for teachers to implement AfL in an effective way, they 

need to develop adequate assessment literacy in relation to this new assessment initiative 
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(Davison, 2019; Heitink, van der Kleij, Veldkamp, Schildkamp & Kippers, 2016). To be 

specific, teachers are expected to have a good understanding of the purpose of, the 

theories, and principles underpinning AfL as well as sufficient assessment knowledge 

and skills to design and utilise assessment that are in alignment with the principles of 

AfL (Dixon & Hawe, 2018; Heitink et al.,2016). Moreover, teachers need to understand 

that “AfL is a unitary whole comprised of five inter-related and inter-dependent 

strategies each of which must be present in practice” and have good knowledge of “what 

constitutes best practice in regard to the five strategies” (Dixon, Hill & Hawe, in press). 

For example, teachers should know how to construct effective questions and discussion 

to elicit information of their students’ learning; they are also supposed to have the 

knowledge and skills to provide useful feedback to cater to their students’ needs. 

 

A great many studies, however, have indicated that teachers’ assessment literacy is 

inadequate, which hindered their deployment of AfL. For example, some teachers failed 

to understand their and their students’ roles in teaching, learning and assessment. As 

indicated in Davis and Neitzel’s (2011) study, teachers considered themselves as 

controllers in classroom assessment, and hence provided few collaborative opportunities 

for students to assess the work of their peers and their own. Similarly, Hargreaves (2005) 

found that when teachers conceptualized AfL as teacher-centred and close-ended 

convergent formative assessment, they were less likely to demonstrate high quality AfL 

practices to promote student learning.  

 

It has also been widely reported that teachers, especially those from high-stakes 

assessment contexts, tended to conceptualized assessment as serving mainly for 

summative purposes (e.g., Berry, 2011; Carless, 2012; Lam, 2016; Pastore et al., 2019; 
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Shepard, 2000; Thanh-Pham & Renshaw, 201), viewed AfL as an add-on activity that 

required additional time and efforts (e.g., Ratnam-Lim & Tan, 2015;Taras, 2007), and 

hence showed favouritism toward summative assessment and test preparation over AfL.  

 

Furthermore, previous studies have also indicated that some AfL strategies were less 

understood and/or adopted than others (e.g. Black et al., 2003; Jonsson et al., 2015), and 

teachers’ attempt to utilise AfL, or some of the AfL strategies, were obstructed by their 

limited AfL-related knowledge and skills. Zhao et. al. (2018), for example, found that 

positive changes had been made with regard to teacher assessment practice since the 

implementation of the New Curriculum reform. However, some teachers still had 

limited assessment knowledge and skills to provide qualitative feedback with regard to 

student abilities, affect and values. 

 

Together these studies indicate a need to develop teacher assessment literacy in relation 

to AfL. In other words, for teachers to embrace AfL, they need to change their 

conceptualization of the purpose of assessment, deepen their understanding of the roles 

of teachers and students in teaching, learning and assessment, and develop their skills 

to utilise all the AfL strategies in a unitary way. This is especially true for teachers who 

have been accustomed to teacher-centred instruction and who come from examination-

dominated contexts.  

 

2.4.2 Teacher Assessment Capability: The Second Step toward Successful 

Implementation of AfL 
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Assessment literacy is necessary but not sufficient for the successful implementation of 

AfL. This is because assessment literacy is only related to what teachers know and can 

do, but is not concerned about students’ agency (Booth, Hill & Dixon, 2014). Since the 

ultimate goal of AfL is to foster self-regulated learners, who are able to assess their own 

progress towards their learning goals, it has been argued that teachers also need to, on the 

basis of assessment literacy, develop their assessment capability (Dixon & Hawe, 2018; 

Dixon, Hill & Hawe, in press; Hill, Ell & Eyers, 2017). Assessment capable teachers are 

those who have the volition and ability to facilitate genuine engagement of their students 

in learning and assessment, to encourage students to be responsible for their own learning, 

to engender assessment capability in their students, and hence support them to become 

self-regulatory learners (Booth, Dixon & Hill, 2016; Dixon & Hawe, 2018; Dixon et al., 

in press; Hill et al., 2017).  

 

An important aspect of teacher assessment capability is in relation to teachers’ 

willingness and capability to share their understanding of AfL as well as evaluative 

knowledge and skills with their students (Booth et al., 2016; Dixon & Hawe, 2018; 

Heitink et al., 2016). Previous studies have suggested that students may not have as deep 

understanding of some important issue of AfL as their teachers. For instance, Harris and 

Brown (2013) found great dissonance between teachers’ and students’ perceptions of 

the purposes of peer- and self- assessment: Most teachers, yet only a small proportion 

of their students, had realized the function of peer-and self-assessment was to improve 

students’ self-regulatory skills. Assessment-capable teachers, therefore, are expected to 

help their students realize the value of taking an active role in learning and assessment 

(Carless & Boud, 2018). There is also wide evidence that students’ assessment 

knowledge and skills affect the extent to which they are engaged in the feedback process 
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and how they utilise feedback, either received from their teachers and peers or generated 

by themselves, to improve their learning (e.g., Brown & Harris, 2013; Carless & Boud, 

2018; Engelsen & Smith, 2014; Han & Xu, 2019; Molloy et al., 2020). Assessment-

capable teachers hence need to equip student with necessary assessment knowledge and 

skills, especially those related to peer-and self-assessment to ensure students’ active 

engagement in learning and assessment. To be specific, teachers are supposed to, among 

other things, help their students understand the goals of learning and associated success 

criteria (Andrade, 2010; Black et al, 2014; Booth et al., 2016; McMillan & Hearn, 2008), 

to teach students how to make sound judgements against assessment criteria (Rolheiser 

& Ross, 2001; Topping, 2003; 2010; 2013), and to guide students to develop strategies 

to act on feedback received to modify their learning (Booth et al., 2016; Carless & Boud, 

2018). Only when students value AfL and have AfL-related knowledge and skills are 

they able to monitor and regulate their own learning, and become assessment-capable 

and self-regulatory. 

 

In addition to developing students’ evaluative knowledge and skills, it is argued that 

assessment-capable teachers also need to create a trusting environment if students are to 

be engaged in learning and assessment (Booth et al., 2016; Heitink et al., 2016). Carless 

(2013) proposed a framework of trust, which was defined as “one’s willingness to be 

vulnerable to another based on an investment of faith that the other is open, reliable, 

honest, benevolent and competent” (p. 91). According to Carless(2013), there are two 

important dimensions of trust: Competence trust and communication trust. Competence 

trust refers to the trust in a person’s ability to perform a task efficiently and effectively; 

communication trust means the trust that mistakes and errors are unavoidable parts in 

the learning process and that it is safe to make learning explicit in public. When students 



60 
 

invest trust in their teachers and peers’ competence and integrity, they are more willing 

to reveal their weaknesses and mistakes, take risks, and allow their work or performance 

to be critiqued. 

 

Previous empirical studies have demonstrated the necessity of establishing a trusting 

environment. In a research examining pupils’ assessment experience, Harris and Brown 

(2013) found that students were resistant to peer-assessment because they doubted their 

and their peers’ competence as accessors, i.e., lacked competence trust in their peers and 

themselves. Moreover, a number of studies reported that students’ relational concerns, 

or the lack of communicative trust, led to their resistance to provide sincere feedback to 

their peers (e.g., Harris & Brown, 2013; Xu & Carless, 2017; Zhou, Zheng, & Tai, 2019). 

There are also a couple of empirical studies which provide positive evidence of how a 

trusting environment may increase students’ willingness to engage in assessment and 

learning. Willis (2011) examined the AfL practices of three middle school teachers in 

Queensland. Through classroom observations, individual and focus group interviews 

with teachers and students as well as collection of student’s drawings, she found that 

some of the teacher participants successfully created a safe and mutually respectful 

environment in their classes, which helped their students develop a sense of belonging 

and hence increased their engagement in learning. Likewise, in a recent case study of 

Chinese university EFL teachers’ feedback practices, Xu and Carless (2017) found that 

when teachers toned down competition and fostered trust among students, students made 

progress in giving and receiving critiques of their work. The empirical studies, taken 

together, suggest it is imperative that teachers foster a trusting atmosphere for students 

to feel psychologically safe to reveal their learning in public and competent enough to 

take control of their learning(Carless,2013, 2015b; Molloy et al., 2019; Molloy & Ajjawi, 
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2019; Panadero, 2016; Panadero & Alqassab, 2019; Xu & Carless, 2017). This can be 

achieved by, as indicated by Dixon and Hawe (2017), constantly assuring their students 

that they had the ability and encouraging them to solve problems and take challenge, 

model how to give respect and empathetic feedback to peers as well as how to receive 

critiques.  

 

2.4.3 Summary 

 

This section reviews some core aspects of teacher assessment literacy and teacher 

assessment capability. Based on evidence from previous empirical studies of the 

implementation of AfL, it can be seen that teachers need sufficient assessment literacy 

and assessment capability if AfL is to be successfully incorporated in their classroom.  

 

2.5 Chapter Summary 

 

This chapter has attempted to provide a brief review of the literature relating to AfL. It 

presented, first of all, how formative assessment informed the emergence of AfL. After 

that, the relationship between AfL and self-regulated learning was discussed and the 

core AfL strategies were introduced. The last parts of this chapter focused on some 

important empirical studies of the implementation of AfL in different contexts and 

stressed the important roles teacher assessment literacy and assessment capability play 

in ensuring effective implementation of AfL. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 

 

The chapter justifies the methodology used in this study. It presents, first, an overview 

of the research design. It then provides a detailed description of the first-phase 

quantitative study and the second-phase qualitative study respectively, specifying the 

participants involved, instruments used, the data collection and analysis procedures 

employed in each phase. This chapter ends with a brief discussion of the ethical 

considerations of the study. 

 

3.1 Overview of the Research Design 

 

Due to the exploratory and explanatory nature of this research, a mixed-methods design 

was adopted to answer the research questions(see 1.4 for details) in breadth and in depth. 

Mixed methods enbabels researchers to take advantage of “qualitative and qualitative 

approaches … (to) provide a better understanding of research problems than either 

approach alone” (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011, p. 5). Quantitative research can provide 

valid and objective descriptions, but only limited variables are examined in a controlled 

setting. Qualitative research, on the contrary, usually focuses on a few individuals in 

their natural settings to provide deep understanding but it has long been criticized for its 

subjective interpretation and lack of generalizability (Creswell, 1998, 2015; Taylor, 

2005). Therefore, the advantage of a mixed-methods design is that it can draw on the 

strengths, and offset the weaknesses, of the two methods. A mixed-methods approach 

involving both qualitative and quantitative methods realizes methodological 
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triangulation, which improves the validity and reliability of the research (Cohen, 

Manion & Morrison, 2002)  

 

In the present study, I adopted an explanatory sequential approach (QUAN➜QUAL), 

which is a relatively mature design widely used in social sciences because of its 

accessibility, usability, and its predictability (Morgan, 2014). The main purpose of this 

design is to use the quantitative phase of data collection to provide baseline information 

for the qualitative study, and the following qalitative phase to extend further the initial 

quantitative results. In this sense, these two phases are closely related (Creswell & Plano 

Clark, 2011). In the current research, I first collected quantitative data by using two sets 

of self-developed questionnaires. The data were then analysed to answer the first three 

main research questions (see 1.4 for details) and to guide sampling and data analysis in 

the qalitative phase. The follow-up qualitative data were collected via interviews and 

classroom observations to triangulate and explain findings from the previous 

quantitative phase as well as to answer the other two major research questions (see 1.4 

for details). The basic information of each phase is shown in Table 3.1, and the following 

sections present a detailed description of the two phases respectively, including the 

instruments used, the participants involved and how the data were collected and 

analysed. 
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Table 3. 1 An Overview of the Research Design 

Phase Research Objectives Instruments Participants 

First-phase 
quantitative study 
 
(Questionnaire-based 
Survey) 

• Validate instruments • Assessment for learning strategy 

questionnaire for teachers (AfLSQ-T)  

• Assessment for learning strategy      

questionnaire for students (AfLSQ-S) 

Teachers(n=409) 

 

Students(n=1191) 

        

 

 

• Measure teachers’ and students’ perceptions of the 

frequency of the AfL strategies used 

• Gauge the values attached to the AfL strategies by 

teachers and students respectively 

• Inform the following qualitative study 

Second-phase  
qualitative study 
 
(Case Studies)  

• Triangulate the quantitative findings  • Semi-structured interviews with 

teachers  

• Stimulated recall interviews with 

teachers 

• Focus group interviews with students 

• Classroom observations 

Teachers (n=3) 

Students (n=23) 

        

 

• Explore how the AfL strategies were used by teachers 

• Explore how students were engaged in, and how they 

responded to the AfL strategies 

• Detect the factors influencing the implementation of 

the AfL strategies 
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3.2 Phase One: Questionnaire-based Survey   

 

In the first phase, a questionnaire-based survey was conducted to reveal a general picture 

of how often the core AfL strategies were used and how much they were valued by 

Chinese university EFL teachers and students,as identified in their self-reports. A 

questionnaire-based survey was used because of its low cost, time efficiency, access to 

a large number of people, and its flexibility of delivery (Denscombe, 2014; Dörnyei, 

2007). The section begins with an introduction of the development of the instruments, 

and then moves to a description of the data collection procedure, and ends with an 

explanation of how the quantitative data were analysed. 

 

3.2.1 Instrument Development 

 

3.2.1.1 No Avalibale Established Instruments  

 

In AfL literature, some questionnaires have been developed to examine teachers’ 

assessment beliefs and/or their self-reported practices. James and Pedder (2006), for 

example, developed the Learning How to Learn Project’s Staff Questionnaire with a 

dual-scale Likert design, which employed the same 30 items to investigate whether 

teachers’ self-reported assessment practices and the values teachers attached to them 

were incongruent. As factor analysis was carried out only to identity the latent constructs 

of the practice section, it is questionable to carry out a direct practice-value comparison 

based on this extracted factorial structure. Brown’s (2006) well-established Teacher’s 

Conceptions of Assessment has been widely used in New Zealand, Australia and Hong 

Kong, China because of its psychometrical robustness. It is concerned with issues 
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beyond AfL, however, as it explores teacher’s conceptions about the nature, purpose, 

and quality of assessment. Lysaght and O’Leary (2013) reported how they developed 

and validated their 58-item Assessment for Learning Audit Instrument (AfLAi), a 

questionnaire designed for teachers to check the degree to which they embedded the 

core AfL strategies in their teaching (i.e. Learning Intentions and Success Criteria 

(LISC), Questioning and Classroom Discussion (QCD), Feedback (FB) and Peer-and 

Self-Assessment (PSA)). Although this instrument has a research emphasis on the AfL 

strategies, it is designed mainly for primary teachers in L1 language setting. 

 

There are also a few instruments available for teacher-student comparison. MacLellan 

(2010), for instance, used a 40-item questionnaire to compare how tertiary level teachers 

and students perceived the assessment purpose, timing of assessment, assessment tasks, 

and feedback of assessment practices. However, Maclellan did not report fully on the 

development or validation of the questionnaire. As the validity and reliability of the 

instrument were not guaranteed, it was not appropriate for this study. Similarly, Pat-EI, 

Tillema, Segers, and Vedder (2013) developed two sets of questionnaires, Assessment 

for learning Questionnaire for Teachers (TAFL-Q) and for students (SAFL-Q), to 

evaluate teachers’ and students’ perceptions of AfL practices in classrooms. These two 

instruments also cannot be utilised in the current study because they centre on two 

important steps in conducting AfL, scaffolding and minoring, rather than the AfL 

strategies involved. Furthermore, the test of metric invariance indicated a value of 

CFI, .74, which is lower than the threshold of .90. Therefore, the instrument for teachers 

and that for students do not have strict factorial invariance, and hence a teacher-student 

comparison is problematic. 
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In sum, most established instruments in the AfL literature have either a different focus 

from the current study or lack evidence of psychometrical robustness. Therefore, it is 

necessary to develop new instruments to better answer the research questions raised in 

the present study, i.e., to gauge and compare teachers’ and students’ perceptions of the 

frequency of the AfL strategies used in their classes, as well as the values they attached 

to these strategies. To this end, two sets of questionnaires—the Assessment for Learning 

Strategy Questionnaire for Teachers (AfLSQ-T) and the Assessment for Learning 

Strategy Questionnaire for Students (AfLSQ-S) were constructed to explore two distinct 

yet closely related agents in the process of assessment in Chinese university EFL 

Classes— EFL teachers and students.  

 

3.2.1.2 Development of the AfLSQ-T 

 

As suggested by Dörnyei and Taguchi (2010), to develop a reliable and valid 

questionnaire, the first step is to decide the content areas to be covered in the instrument. 

The current study aims to investigate the implementation of the following AfL strategies: 

1) clarifying goals and criteria for success, 2) engineering effective classroom discussion, 

questions, and tasks that elicit evidence of learning, 3) providing feedback that moves 

learners forward (teacher feedback), 4) activating students as instructional resources for 

one another (peer-assessment), and 5) activating students as the owner of their own 

learning (self-assessment). The AfLSQ-T, therefore, focused on the recommended 

practices with regard to these AfL strategies. Moreover, since AfL is characterized by 

integrating assessment practices in the instruction process (Chappuis & Stiggins, 2002; 

Leahy et al., 2005), this questionnaire was confined to assessment practices in the 

classroom. Assessment practices taking place after class (e.g. written feedback given on 
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student assignments after class) were not within the scope of this questionnaire. Finally, 

as for the second AfL strategy, although teachers may adopt many methods to elicit 

evidence of student learning (Ruiz-Primo, 2011), questioning and classroom discussions 

were the main concern of the AfLSQ-T, because these are the most advocated 

techniques (Black et al., 2004) for teachers to determine students’ learning. More in-

depth investigation of teachers’ AfL practices in the follow-up qualitative phase would 

complement the quantitative findings with regard to other methods teachers might use 

to know about their students’ learning. 

 

The initial item pool of the AfLSQ-T was built mainly on the 58-item Assessment for 

Learning Audit Instrument (AfLAi) (Lysaght & O’Leary, 2013), which has a research 

focus similar to this study but in a different context. Because AfL practices are highly 

context dependent (Black & Wiliam, 2005; Carless, 2012;), the items of AfLAi were 

discussed one by one with five Ph.D. students at the University of Auckland, who also 

had considerable experience in EFL teaching in Chinese universities. Following their 

advice, almost half of the original items were omitted either because they were too 

obscure to be understood, or because they were different from Chinese classroom 

practices. The remaining items were simplified to make them more comprehensible to 

EFL teachers in Chinese context. The development of the AfLSQ-T was also informed 

by the “Learning How to Learn” Project’s questionnaire designed by James and Pedder 

(2006) as well as the Assessment Experience questionnaire developed by Gibbs and 

Simpson (2003). A few items from these two established instruments were included to 

cover some important aspects of the core AfL strategies. Revisions were made to ensure 

these items were suitable for the specific Chinese tertiary context. In total, 30 items were 

devised. 
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Inspired by the questionnaire of James and Pedder (2006), a dual Likert-scale design 

was adopted in order to measure teachers’ perceptions of the frequency of their AfL 

practices used at classroom level as well as the values they attached to these strategies 

by using the same items. Though using two sets of separate questionnaires may be an 

easier design, it would be too lengthy and may be viewed a burden and cause fatigue 

among respondents (Ruel, Wagner III, & Gillespie, 2016). As indicated in the dual-scale 

design in figure 3.1, all the items in this questionnaire were prefaced with “As a 

university EFL teacher, in my current class (es)…”, and each item was followed by two 

questions. To complete the questionnaire, teachers were invited, first, to report how 

often a certain assessment behaviour happened in the current study term; they were then 

asked to reflect on the importance of this behaviour in promoting students’ English 

learning, no matter how often they had adopted it. Six-point scales were used to force 

respondents to conduct more thorough introspection and thus avoid an “undecided 

option” (Ruel el at., 2016, p. 59) for both the practice and the value sections. They could 

tick one of the six options in the practice section to report their AfL practice, with 1 for 

never, 2 for rarely, 3 for seldom, 4 for sometimes, 5 for frequently and 6 for always. 

They were also asked to rate the importance of each assessment behaviour in the value 

section from ① (not at all important) to ⑥ (extremely important) 

 

As a University EFL teacher, in my current class (es). How often? 

(Practice) 

How important? 

(Value) 

I define goals of a lesson or a series of lessons based on 

their precious learning.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 ③  ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ 

I communicate goals explicitly to my students in ways 

they understand. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 ③  ② ③ ⑥  ⑥  ⑥ 

Note. EFL=English-as-a-Foreign-Language  

Figure 3. 1 Segment of the AfLSQ-T 
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After the section reporting teachers’ perceptions of the frequency of the AfL strategies 

used in their classrooms and the values attached to these strategies, there was also a 

section with several multiple-choice questions to investigate participants’ demographic 

and background information such as their age, gender, academic credentials, years of 

teaching EFL courses. After this section, teachers were asked about their willingness to 

participate in the follow-up interviews and classroom observations in the qualitative 

phase, with space left for teachers to write down their contact information. 

 

To ensure content validity, the initial draft of the questionnaire was sent to my two 

supervisors, who had considerable expertise in both AfL and questionnaire development. 

They scrutinized the items from the perspective of the theoretical rationale and item 

relevance to the constructs being measured. According to their advice, two items were 

added to cover an omission in peer- and self- assessment, and three were deleted being 

of less relevance to the content areas. In total, there were 29 items in the questionnaire. 

To assure face validity, a focus group discussion with six teachers from a Chinese 

university was conducted to examine the wording, clarity, format, and readability. The 

questionnaire was further fine-tuned according to their feedback in regard to the format. 

Because of limited access to teacher participants, no pilot study was carried out, but 

strict statistical scrutiny of its reliability and validity was conducted after the data 

collection in the main study. 

 

3.2.1.3 Development of the AfLSQ-S 

 

The questionnaire for students (AfLSQ-S) was constructed based on its 29-item 

counterpart for teachers (AfLSQ-T). Matching items and the same format were used for 
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the purpose of direct comparison. Only slight alternations in wording were made to 

make the items understandable to students. For example, the statement “As a university 

EFL teacher, I communicate goals explicitly to my students in ways that they understand” 

in the AfLSQ-T was modified into “In my current EFL class, my teacher communicates 

goals explicitly to me in ways I can understand”. 

 

A group of eight students from the targeted university was invited to comment on the 

wording, readability, and format of the AfLSQ-S. Minor revisions (e.g., the sequence of 

the items) were made, taking their feedback into consideration. Corresponding changes 

were also made to the AfLSQ-S to ensure its comparability to the AfLSQ-T. 

 

The comparatively easier access to student participants permitted a field test of the 

AfLSQ-S. A small-scale pilot study was carried out at one university from Northwest 

China. Questionnaires were distributed and collected by me in three intact classes with 

the permission of the Dean of the Department; 117 students responded to the AfLSQ-S. 

The data obtained were submitted to SPSS version 24 to check for the missing responses 

and the range of the responses by using descriptive statistics. There was a relatively 

small proportion of missing data (less than 5%), indicating no systematic missing values; 

the results for a range of responses suggested that all items elicited diverse responses. 

Internal consistency was also examined by computing Cronbach Alpha reliability 

coefficients. As the AfLSQ-S demonstrated high reliability with values of Cronbach 

Alpha exceeding the threshold of .80 (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988) for both the practice and 

value section (α=.92 and .89 respectively), no items were deleted. Factor analysis was 

conducted only in the main study stage after collecting sufficient samples, the results of 

which are reported in chapter four. 
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The items of the two questionnaires were sequenced logically and translated from 

English to Chinese by a professional translator, who had relevant EFL teaching 

experience in China and was also proficient in both Chinese and English. A back-

translation method (Nunan & Bailey, 2009) was used to compare the translation with 

the original version. The Chinese version of the AfLSQ-T and the AfLSQ-S were 

constantly compared to make sure the two questionnaires contained strictly matching 

items for later comparison. 

 

3.2.2 Participants in the Questionnaire-based Survey 

 

The target population consisted of university EFL teachers and students in China. 

Convenience sampling was used in this study for both teacher and student participants. 

Although this non-probability sampling technique can lead to selection bias and 

limitation in generalization, it was used in this research because it allowed me to obtain 

sufficient data within a limited time (Creswell, 2015). 

 

3.2.2.1 Teacher Participants 

 

The participants, 138 teachers from two universities in northwest China, were included 

in the questionnaire sample at first, of these 108 completed the questionnaire. As a self-

development instrument was used in this study, at least 200 participants were needed to 

be fair, and 300 to be good for instrument validation and later statistical analysis 

(Comrey & Lee, 1992). Therefore, 357 teachers from six other universities from the 

same region were recruited on a voluntary basis to ensure sufficient data for both 

instrument validation and statistical comparison; 301 questionnaires were returned from 
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these six universities. In total, 409 questionnaires were collected, representing an overall 

response rate of 82.63%. The eight universities involved in this study were all non-key 

universities, as such they were not included in the project 985 or 211 launched by the 

Chinese government to develop world-class universities. These universities, compared 

with the key universities in China, were disadvantaged in recruiting highly qualified 

teachers, attracting students with good academic performance, and receiving funding 

from the Chinese government (Chen et al., 2013). Furthermore, although these 

universities claimed to be multi-disciplinary, their focus mainly was on the development 

of science and technology programmes. Humanities, arts, and social sciences were in a 

relatively weak position. The demographic information for all the teacher participants 

in this study is summarized in Table 3.2. 

 

Table 3. 2 Teacher Participants Information 

Demographic 
information 

Categories Frequency Percentage 

Gender Male 52 12.71% 
Female 357 87.29% 

Age Under 30 32 7.82% 
30-39 244 59.66% 
40-49 109 26.65% 
Over 50 24 5.87% 

Academic Credential Bachelor 32 7.82% 
Master 335 81.91% 
Doctor 42 10.27% 

Academic Rank  Assistant Instructor  37 9.05% 
Lecturer  257 62.83% 
Associate Professor  100 24.45 % 
Professor  15 3.67% 

Years of Teaching 
EFL at Tertiary Level 

5 years or less 56 13.70% 
6-10 years 88 21.51% 
11-16 years 158 38.63% 
17-20 years and More 55 13.45% 
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21 years or more  52 12.71% 
EFL Course Taught 
 

College English 355 86.80% 
College English Development Course 54 13.20% 

Number of Classes 
taught    

1-2 109 26.65% 
3-4 219 53.55% 
5 or more  81 19.80% 

Assessment-related 
Training/Course 

No  159 38.88% 
Yes  250 61.12% 

Total Teacher Participants                                         n=409 

 

As is clearly indicatd from Table 3.2 , there were more female teachers (87.29%, n=357) 

than male teachers (12.71%, n=52), with more than half of the teacher participants aged 

between 30 and 39 (59.66%, n=244). Over a quarter of the participants (26.65%, n=109) 

were between 40 and 49. Those aged under 30 or over 50 accounted for 7.82 %(n=32) 

and 5.87 %(n=24) respectively. The majority of participants had master’s degrees 

(81.91%, n=335), and the others held bachelor’s degrees (7.82%, n=32) and doctoral 

degrees (10.27%, n=42). Most participants (62.83%, n=257) were Lecturers, and the 

others were Assistant Instructors (9.05%, n=37), Associate Professors (24.45%, n=100) 

and Professors (3.67%, n=15). Of the participants, 38.63%  (n=158) had taught EFL 

courses at tertiary level for 11 to16 years; 21.51% had six to ten years teaching 

experience (n=88); teachers with five years or less experience and those with 21 years 

or more experience constituted 13.70% (n=56) and 12.71% (n=52) respectively. Most 

participants taught College English (86.80%, n=355), while only a small number 

teaching College English Development Courses (13.20%, n=54). More than half of the 

participants (53.55%, n=219) taught three to four classes at the time when the survey 

was conducted. Nearly a third (26.65%, n=109) was responsible for one to two classes, 

and 19.80% of the participants taught five classes or more. 61.12 % (n=250) of the 
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teachers had attended assessment-related training or courses, while 38.88% of them 

(n=159) had not.  

 

3.2.2.2 Student Participants 

 

Student participants came from the two universities where the teacher data was firstly 

collected. Ideally, to conduct direct teacher-student comparison, it is better to recruit 

only students taught by the teacher participants. However, in the current study, student 

data was collected in only the first two universities, because permissions were not gained 

to approach the students in the other six universities. Although a strict match between 

teacher and student participants was not achieved, it was still plausible to conduct 

teacher and student comparison for two reasons: 1) All eight universities involved in the 

study were Science and Technology based universities with similar ranking and 

admission standards, which suggested homogeneity of their faculty and students; 2) All 

these universities followed the national unified College English Syllabus, used the same 

English text books, and adopted similar language assessment system for EFL teaching 

and learning. It was reasonable to assume that the students from the first two universities 

would represent those from the eight universities. The student participants were 1258 

first-year and second-year students recruited on a voluntary basis; 1191 complete 

questionnaire returns were obtained, representing a satisfactory response rate of 94.67%. 

Table 3.3 provides demographic information of the student participants who had 

returned their questionnaires. 
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Table 3. 3 Student Participants Information 

Demographic 
information 

Categories No. Percentage Missing 
Value 

Gender Male 666 55.92% 5 (.42%) 
Female 520 43.66% 

Age Under 18 22 1.85% 11(.92%) 
18-20 941 79.01% 
21-25 207 17.38% 
Over 25 10 .84% 

Grade First Year 556 46.68% 7 (.59%) 
Second Year 628 52.73% 

Major Engineering 436 36.61% 11 (.92%) 
Science 257 21.58% 
Economics 117 9.82% 
Management 166 13.94% 
Law 58 4.87% 
Literature 32 2.69% 
Arts 114 9.57% 

Formal English 
Education 
Received 

3 years and less 28 2.35% 4 (.34%) 
4-6 years 114 9.57% 
7-9 years 397 33.33% 
10 years and More 648 54.41% 

EFL Course 
Taken  

College English 1002 84.13% 3 (.25%) 
College English Development 
Courses 

186 15.62% 

Total Student Participants                                        n=1191                

 

As shown in Table 3.3, for each aspect of personal information, there was less than 1% 

missing values: five students (.42%) did not indicate their gender and 11(.92%) students 

did not reveal their age. The grade of seven students (.59%) and the major of 11 students 

(.92%) were also unknown. Information regarding formal English education was not 

provided by four participants (.34%); and three students (.25%) did not complete the 

question regarding the course they were taking. However, their data were kept for later 



77 
 

descriptive and inferential statistical analysis because students’ demographic 

information was not a necessity for the statistical investigation in this study. Among the 

1191 student participants, there were slightly more males (55.92%, n=666) than females 

(43.66%, n=520). A large majority of students were aged between 18 and 20 (79.01%, 

n=941), followed by students aged between 21 and 25 (17.38%, n=207). 1.85% (n=22) 

and 0.84% (n=10) of the participants were under18 and over 25 respectively. Of the 

participants, 46.68% were selected from the first year (n=556) and 52.73% (n=628) from 

the second year across six majors: Engineering (36.61%, n=436), Science (21.58%, 

n=257), Economics (9.82%, n=117), Management (13.94%, n=166), Law (4.87%, 

n=58), Literature (2.69%, n=32) and Arts (9.57%, n=114). More than half had received 

formal English education for ten years or more (54.41%, n=648), 33.33% (n=397) for 

seven to nine years, 9.57% (n=114) for four to six years, and 2.35% (n=28) for three 

years or less. The majority (84.13%, n=1002) took College English and 15.62% of the 

participants (n=186) attended the College English development courses. 

 

3.2.3 Quantitative Data Collection Procedure 

 

To achieve a high questionnaire return rate and item completion rates, group 

administration was adopted (Dörnyei & Taguchi, 2010). I collected the first part of the 

teacher data by visiting two universities in person, distributing the hard copies of the 29-

item AfLSQ-T to teachers during a monthly department meeting with the permission of 

the deans and assistance of the department secretaries. The purpose of the study was 

explained first. Then detailed instruction and examples were given to teachers on how 

to work with the AfLSQ-T, especially the dual-Likert scales. It took participants 

approximately 10-15 minutes to complete the questionnaires. More teacher participants 
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were recruited from six other universities in the same province. After getting the 

permission of the deans, I sought help from the secretary of each department, who was 

informed about this survey and distributed the hard copies of the AfLSQ-T to EFL 

teachers, following the same procedure as in the first two universities.   

 

For the student data, I visited the same universities where I collected the first part of the 

teacher data. After an explanation of the research purpose, I distributed and collected 

the hard copies of the AfLSQ-S during their EFL lessons with the permission and 

assistance of their EFL teachers. Teacher participants of 91 classes were involved with 

about 10-15 students randomly selected from each class. It took students approximately 

10-15 minutes to finish the questionnaires. 

 

3.2.4 Quantitative Data Analysis 

 

3.2.4.1 Overview of the Quantitative Data Analysis Process 

 

The quantitative data analysis process had five stages. In the first stage, preliminary data 

cleaning as well as tests of assumptions were conducted in SPSS version 24.0 and EQS 

version 6.1, to prepare data for follow-up statistical analysis. The second stage provided 

evidence of validity and reliability of the two self-developed instruments, the AfLSQ-T 

and the AfLSQ-S. In this stage, the student data and teacher data were subjected to 

exploratory factor analysis (EFA) in SPSS and then confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) 

through Structural Equation Modelling (SEM) by using EQS. The third stage of 

quantitative data analysis in the current study responded to the first major research 

question concerning the frequency of the AfL strategies used. In this stage, repeated-
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measures ANOVA in SPSS was used to detect within-group differences in the 

perceptions of AfL practices. To be specific, it was utilised to detect which AfL strategy 

was perceived to be used the most in Chinese university EFL by teachers and students 

respectively. Tests of measurement invariance were conducted in the framework of 

multi-group CFA using SEM in EQS to assess whether the AfLSQ-T and the AfLSQ-S 

provided equal psychological measurement across the two groups. If measurement 

invariance was established, I moved on to the test of invariant factor means to detect 

possible between-group differences in teachers’ and students’ perceptions of the AfL 

practices in their classrooms. The fourth stage was informed by the second major 

research question. Following the same procedure as in stage three, I first used repeated-

measures ANOVA in SPSS to identify within-group differences in the values attached 

to the core AfL strategies by teachers and students respectively. After that, I assessed 

the possible teacher-student incongruence with regard to the importance they attached 

to each AfL strategies by using the tests of measurement invariance and the test of 

invariant factor means again. Finally, to answer the third research question, descriptive 

statistics in SPSS were used to determine to what extent teacher’s self-reported AfL 

practices accorded with their values. The five stages are summarized and presented in 

Table 3.4. The following sections present detailed explanation of the rationales and 

procedures of the statistical analysis used in each stage. 
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Table 3. 4 Overview of the Quantitative Data Analysis Process 

Stage Purpose Software Statistical methods Procedure 

Stage 
One 

Data preparation  
 

SPSS; 
EQS 

Descriptive analysis • Data screening and cleaning  
• Testing assumptions of univariate and multivariate 

normality  
Stage 
Two 

Instrument 
validation 

SPSS; 
EQS 

• EFA;   
• Single-group CFA (SEM) 

• Validation of the AfLSQ-S 
EFA (half random student data) 
CFA (the other half random of student data)  

• Validation of the AfLSQ-T 
CFA (all the teacher sample) 

Stage 
Three 

The frequency of the 
AfL strategies used 

SPSS 
EQS 

• Repeated- measure ANOVA; 
• Tests of measurement invariance in 

multi-group CFA (SEM) 
• Test of invariant factor means  

• Detect within-group difference in the perceptions of AfL 
practices in teacher and student groups respectively   

• Detect teacher-student difference in their perceptions of the 
AfL strategies used. 

Stage 
Four  

The importance of 
the AfL strategies  

SPSS 
EQS 

• Repeated- measure ANOVA; 
• Tests of measurement invariance in 

multi-group CFA (SEM)  
• Test of invariant factor means 

• Detect within-group difference in the values attached to the 
AfL strategies in teacher and student groups respectively  

• Detect teacher-student difference in the values they 
attached to the AfL strategies  

Stage 
Five 

Practice-value 
comparison  

SPSS • Descriptive analysis  
 

• Detect the difference between teacher’s self-reported AfL 
practices and their values 

Note. AfLSQ-T refers to Assessment for learning Strategy Questionnaire for teachers; AfLSQ-S refers to Assessment for learning Strategy 
Questionnaire for students; EFA=Exploratory factor analysis; CFA=Confirmatory factor analysis; SEM= Structural Equation modelling. 
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3.2.4.2 Stage One: Data Preparation 

 

As the first step of quantitative data analysis, both student and teacher data were 

screened and cleaned. All student and teacher questionnaires were checked manually 

and those containing more than 1/3 missing answers, or same answers to all the questions, 

were considered as invalid. Questionnaires with three and seven invalid responses were 

eliminated from student and teacher datasets respectively, which accounted for less than 

5% of the whole sample. There were 1188 student samples and 402 teacher samples left 

for later analysis. Missing responses were checked by using SPSS for remaining student 

and teacher samples. The results showed that all the 402 teacher participants gave 

complete answers to the questionnaires, while for students the proportion of missing 

responses were 20.29% (n=241). As most of these responses had only one or two 

questions unanswered, and either list-wise or pair-wise deletion of all cases with missing 

values would sacrifice a large amount of data, which would reduce the statistical power 

substantially and introduce bias in parameter estimation (Roth, 1994). Therefore, mean 

substitution was used for data imputation to maintain a sufficient sample size for 

subsequent analysis.  

 

Distribution assumptions were also checked so that informed decisions could be made 

with regard to which statistical procedures were the most appropriate for the data in the 

current study. Three indices were used in this study: Univariate skewness, univariate 

kurtosis and multivariate kurtosis. If the values of univariate skewness are within the +2 

to -2 range and the value of univariate kurtosis are between -7 and +7, the univariate 

normal distribution assumption is obtained (Finney & DiStefano, 2006). If the value of 

Maria’s normalized multivariate kurtosis is less than 3, the data assume multivariate 
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normal distribution (Finney & DiStefano, 2006). Significance tests of skew and kurtosis 

(Z-scores), Kolmogorov-Smirnov test or Shapiro-Wilk test were not used in this study 

to test univariate normality because they are sensitive to sample size. With a large 

sample size, they are likely to be significant even if there is small deviation from 

normality (Field, 2009). In this study, univariate normality was examined in SPSS and 

multivariate normality in EQS respectively.  

 

3.2.4.3 Stage Two: Validation of the AfLSQ-T and the AfLSQ-S 

 

Since two self-developed questionnaires were used in this study, factor analysis was 

conducted in this stage to assess the construct validity of these instruments (Williams, 

Onsman, & Brown, 2010). Factor analysis is a multivariate statistical procedure, which 

is frequently used to reduce the dataset by grouping a larger number of variables to a 

manageably smaller number of factors (Field, 2009). There are two types of factor 

analysis: Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) and Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA). 

EFA is exploratory in nature, it is often used when the researcher has no prior knowledge 

about how the observed variables relate to the latent variables. In contrast, CFA is used 

only when the researcher, either based on theory or through empirical study, has a prior 

assumption concerning factor structure (Byrne, 2006; Ferguson & Cox, 1993). It is also 

used after EFA to assess whether the instrument has the same underlying dimensions 

across groups (Costello & Osborne, 2005).  

 

In the present study, the AfLSQ-S was validated first. Because of the large student 

sample size (n=1188), it was possible for me to conduct a stringent scrutiny of the 

psychometric properties of the AfLSQ-S via EFA and CFA successively. The student 
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sample was divided into two parts randomly. EFA was applied first to one random half 

of the sample (n=585) to explore the latent structure of the instrument. Since this 

questionnaire measures students’ perception of AfL practices (practice section) and the 

importance they attach to the AfL strategies (value section) using the same items, each 

section was subjected to EFA separately; only items contributing to identical factor 

patterns for both sides were kept to ensure direct comparison. When deletion occurred, 

EFA was conducted again to ensure the deletion did not severely damage the factor 

solution. After that, the refined instrument was examined via CFA through SEM on the 

other random half sample (N=603) for cross-validation. As well as checking the 

plausibility of the factor solution generated in the previous EFA, I also examined 

competing models that were theoretically plausible to determine which model best fitted 

the student data (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2010).  

 

Only CFA was applied to examine whether the AfLSQ-T had the same factorial structure 

as the AfLSQ-S in both the practice and value section. This is because the AfLSQ-T and 

AfLSQ-S were composed of matching items, and one of the main objectives of this study 

is to develop two questionnaires with the same factorial structures to permit meaningful 

teacher-student comparison concerning the practice and the value of the core AfL 

strategies. In this step, I also evaluated competing models to provide further evidence 

for the underlying dimensions of this instrument. How EFA and CFA were conducted 

in this study is justified and explained as follows.  
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Exploratory Factor Analysis 

 

In this study, EFA was conducted with SPSS version 24. The assumptions for EFA were 

tested first, and Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of sampled measurement and Bartlett’s 

test of Sphericity were checked. If the value of Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of sampled 

measurement surpasses .50 and the Bartlett’s test of Sphericity is significant, the data is 

suitable for factor analysis (Filed, 2009). 

 

I then made an informed decision as to what extraction and rotation method to be 

adopted in this study. Since the student data for EFA did not severely violate the 

assumption of normal distribution (See details in Chapter 4), maximum likelihood (ML) 

was used (Costello & Osborne, 2005). For rotation method, given that the core AfL 

strategies are considered as closely correlated (Hawe & Dixon, 2017) oblique (promax) 

was used because it allowed factors to correlate with each other (Costello & Osborne, 

2005; Ferguson & Cox, 1993; Field, 2009). I also compared two types of oblique rotation 

methods—promax and direct oblique, and the former produced easier interpretation of 

the results.  

 

Kaiser’s over 1 rule was used as a criterion to decide the number of factors to be retained 

(Kaiser, 1960). Cattell’s scree plots were also used as reference, which is reliable when 

the sample size exceeds 200 (Field, 2009). When incongruence occurred, parallel 

analysis was applied to determine how many factors should be kept (Hayton, Allen, & 

Scarpello, 2004; Ledesma & Valero-Mora, 2007; O’Connor, 2000). Two criteria were 

used to determine the factor structure. First, items with a factor loading less than .40 on 

any construct were eliminated (Stevens, 2002; Ferguson & Cox, 1993). Second, items 
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with loadings of .40 or above on more than one factor and the difference in the loadings 

smaller than .2 were excluded (Ferguson & Cox, 1993).  

 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis  

 

CFA was conducted by using structural equation modeling (SEM) via EQS version 6.1. 

SEM is a confirmatory, hypothesis-testing approach. It was used in this study because 

of the following advantages: First, it is the only method that can incorporate both 

observed and latent variables in data analysis; second, it provides clear and pictorial 

illustration of the hypothesis under test; third, it offers estimates such as error variance 

parameters, which can be used to check measurement error (Byrne, 2006). EQS version 

6.1 was used because of its user-friendliness and its power to deal with non-normal data, 

which is common in social science (Byrne, 2006).  

 

As when doing EFA, it is important to choose a suitable estimation method for CFA 

analysis in SEM. Maximum likelihood (ML) is the most widely used normal theory 

estimator. However, it assumes that data are multivariate normally distributed and severe 

violation of this assumption may lead to inflated ML Chi-square and underestimated ML 

fit indexes, which may increase the risk of over-rejecting models with correct 

specification (Finney & DiStefano, 2006; Kline, 2011). In the current study, since the 

student data for CFA and teacher data violated the assumption of multivariate normality 

(see Chapter 4 for details), Satorra-Bentler bias-corrected maximum likelihood 

estimation method was used. This is because Satorra-Bentler scaling has been proven to 

be less sensitive to sample size and functions better in detecting misspecification 

compared with other methods that can also be used to deal with non-normal data in SEM, 
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such as Weighted Least Squares estimator and boot-strapping (Finney & DiStefano, 

2006; Kline, 2011). 

 

The overall fit of the hypothesized model was assessed by using model fit indexes from 

various families of measures, based on the recommendation of Bollen and Long (1992). 

First, due to the violation of multivariate normality as indicated before, I referred to the 

Satorra-Bentler chi-square (SBχ²) and its associated probability value rather than 

Maximum Likelihood chi-square (MLχ²). The chi-square test assumes the null 

hypothesis that the proposed model exactly reproduces the sample covariance matrix of 

the observed variables. A statistically non-significant chi-square statistic value indicates 

an adequate fit of the hypothesized model to the data. However, the chi-square test 

statistics should not be the sole criterion for assessing model fit, because it is susceptible 

to sample size influence. A small and trivial deviation may lead to a rejection of the null 

hypothesis when sample is large (Jöreskog, 1969; Bollen & Long, 1992). 

 

One incremental fit index, Comparative Fit index (CFI) (Bentler, 1990), was also used 

as a criterion to infer whether the model fit is good enough, because it is not related to 

sample size and is sensitive to model misspecification (Vandenberg & Lance, 2000). A 

values of .90 was usually consider reflective of good fit (Bentler, 1992; Bentler & Bonett, 

1980) until Hu and Bentler (1999) proposed that .95 should be the critical value of CFI. 

However, Vandenberg and Lance (2000) sounded a warning against adopting this 

stringent criterion, because Hu and Bentler’s (1999) study was the first of this kind, and 

further extensions and support were needed. Similarly, Marsh, Hau and Wen (2004) 

presents a strong statistical rationale for retaining the original cut-off value of .90 rather 
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than taking Hu and Bentler’s (1999) new criterion. Therefore, following their 

recommendations, this study adopted .90 as a cut-off value for good fit.  

 

Two absolute fit indexes, the standardized root mean residual (SRMR) and the Root 

Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) were also examined. SRMR represents 

the average value of standardized residuals and reflects the average discrepancy between 

the observed covariance matrix and that of the proposed model. A value of 0.8 or less 

indicates good model fit (Hu & Bentler, 1998; 1999). RMSEA 90% confidence interval 

was also used in this study because RMSEA is sensitive to model misspecification and 

its confidential intervals provide more information to help the researcher estimate model 

fit (Hu & Bentler, 1998). Although Hu and Bentler (1999) suggested a cut-off value 

of .60, I followed Vandenberg and Lance’s (2000) recommendation to take the value 

of .80 as an upper limit because Hu and Bentler’s more stringent criteria lack support 

from other studies. In this study, I also tested several competing models, but as these 

models are non-nested models, I rely on Akaike information criteria (AIC) (Akaike, 

1998) for model comparison. The model with the lowest AIC value was considered to 

fit the data the best (Bollen, 1989; Kline, 2011). 

 

Reliability of the Instruments  

 

Other aspects of the psychometric properties of the two instruments were also examined. 

Cronbach’s alpha (Cronbach, 1951) method was employed in this study as an index of 

internal reliability; the value of .70 was taken as a cut-off value for acceptable reliability 

coefficient (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). However, some scholars recommended 

substituting composite reliability (CR) for Cronbach’s alpha (e.g., Bagozzi & Yi, 1988). 
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Therefore, in the current study, CR was also checked as a supplement; the value greater 

than .70 indicates acceptable internal consistency reliability (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988; 

Fornell & Larcker, 1981). I also checked item reliability and convergent validity by 

examining the value of Squared Multiple Correlation (SMC) and each latent variable’s 

Average Variance Extracted (AVE) respectively. If the value of SMC is greater than .30 

(Baggozi &Yi, 1988), and the value of AVE is over 0.36 (Fornell & Larcker, 1981), 

good item reliability and convergent validity are achieved. 

 

3.2.4.4 Stage Three and Four: Within-Group Difference  

 

After the instrument validation, the student data and the teacher data were ready for 

further statistical analysis. Informed by the first two major research questions, in stage 

three and stage four, I tried to find out within-group differences before conducting 

between-group comparison. Therefore, repeated-measures ANOVA, a powerful tool to 

detect mean differences based on the same population (Field, 2009), was used first in 

the third stage to identify the AfL strategy perceived to be used the most by teachers and 

students respectively. It was also used at the beginning of stage four to detect the AfL 

strategies considered to be the most important in promoting student learning by teachers 

and students respectively. This analysis provided a general picture of teachers’ and 

students’ perceptions of the AfL practices as well as the values they attached to these 

AfL strategies.  

 

The test of repeated-measures ANOVA involves two assumptions: normal distribution 

and sphericity. In this study, after calculating the score of each AfL strategy generated 

from pervious factor analysis, I examined the assumption of normality by checking the 
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values of skewness and kurtosis of each factor. Following the same criteria for checking 

the normality of each item, if the values of univariate skewness are within the +2 to -2 

range and the value of univariate kurtosis are between -7 and +7, normal distribution 

assumption is obtained (Finney & DiStefano, 2006). I examined the assumption of 

sphericity through Mauchly’s Test of Sphericity. If Mauchly’s test yields a non-

significant result, the assumption of sphericity is met. If it indicates a significant result, 

the assumption of sphericity is violated. In the latter situation, following the suggestion 

of Field (2009), I would use Greenhouse-Geisser correction when the estimate of 

sphericity was less than.75 and Huynh-Feldt correction otherwise. After the examination 

of the two assumptions, F-tests of significance were used to assess the difference in the 

values and practices of AfL strategies in firstly the teacher group and then in the student 

group, respectively. If this test yielded a statistically significant result, I concluded that 

differences existed and post-hoc tests were conducted to assess where these differences 

lay. 

 

3.2.4.5 Stage Three and Four: Between-group Difference  

 

In stages three and four, after within-group comparison, I moved on to make direct 

comparisons between student and teacher groups in terms of their perceptions of the 

frequency of each AfL strategy used as well as the values they attached to each AfL 

strategies, respectively. In recent years, there is a general agreement that to make valid 

cross-group comparisons, the instruments must provide measurement invariance (e.g., 

Cheung & Rensvold, 1999, 2000, 2002; Little, 1997; Steenkamp & Baumgartner, 1998; 

Vandenberg & Lance, 2000). Measurement invariance concerns “whether or not, under 

different conditions of observing and studying phenomena, measurement yield 
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measures of the same attributes” (Horn & McArdele, 1992, p. 117). If it is not achieved, 

an observed between-group difference may be uninterpretable, since it is difficult for 

researchers to determine whether the difference comes from the true difference between 

groups or the different psychometric responses to the items of a certain instrument 

(Bollen, 1989; Cheung & Rensvold, 2002; Drasgow & Kanfer, 1985; Meredith, 1993). 

Therefore, in this study, in order to meaningfully investigate the differences between 

teachers and students, I first conducted tests of measurement invariance to assess to 

what extent the two instruments (The AfLSQ-T and the AfLSQ-S) provided equal 

measurement across teacher and student groups. If measurement invariance was 

achieved, I continued with the test of invariance factor means to detect possible 

incongruence between teachers and students in their perceptions and values. 

 

These tests were conducted in the framework of multi-group CFA analysis by using 

SEM in EQS version 6.1. Compared with traditional analytic approaches, the tests of 

measurement invariance in SEM provide evidence of either the existence (at least 

partial), or absence, of measurement invariance of the two instruments (the AfLSQ-T 

and the AfLSQ-S) and, hence, rationales for conducting or not conducting comparison 

of group difference (Vandenberg & Lance, 2000).  

 

Overview of the Eight Tests for Assessing Measurement Invariance 

 

As summarized by Vandenberg and Lance (2000) as well as Schmitt and Kuljanin 

(2008), assessing cross-group measurement invariance in SEM involves a hierarchical 

sequence of tests with increasingly strict invariance constraints imposed on parameters. 

The first test is an omnibus test of the equality of covariance matrices. This is a test of 
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the hypothesis that the covariance matrices of all groups are invariant. The second test 

is a test of configural invariance, which is used to check the hypothesis that the same 

factor pattern is specified for each group. The third test, a test of metric invariance, 

assesses whether factor loadings of like items are equivalent across groups. The fourth 

test is the test of scalar invariance, which evaluates whether the intercepts of like items’ 

regressions on the latent variables are invariant across groups. The fifth test is the test of 

uniqueness invariance. The hypothesis involved is that like item’s unique variances 

(error variance) are equivalent in all groups. The sixth and seventh tests concern 

invariant factor variances and factor covariance respectively. The last one is the test of 

invariant factor means across groups, which is often conducted to detect mean difference 

in latent means between groups.  

 

With regard to the eight tests, scholars have proposed a distinction between tests of 

measurement invariance and those of structural invariance (e.g., Anderson & Gerbing, 

1988; Byrne, Shavelson, & Muthén, 1989). Tests of measurement invariance concerns 

the relationship between observable variables and their corresponding latent variables. 

It includes the tests examining invariant factor patterns, factor loadings, item’s intercepts, 

and unique variances. Meredith (1993) proposed three levels of measurement invariance: 

weak, strong, and strict measurement invariance. According to him, “weak” 

measurement invariance holds when the factor patterns (configural invariance) and 

factor loadings (metric invariance) are equivalent across groups; “strong” measurement 

invariance is achieved when factor patterns, factor loadings as well as intercepts of 

regression (scalar invariance) are the same across group. The establishment of “strict” 

measurement invariance requires that, besides factor patterns, factor loadings and 

intercepts, variances, and covariance of errors (uniqueness invariance) are also equal 
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across the comparison groups. The tests of structure invariance, on the other hand, focus 

on the latent variables, including the last three of the eight tests, evaluating invariance 

of factor variance, covariance, and latent variable means. When both measurement 

invariance and structural invariance are attained, complete measurement invariance is 

achieved (Thompson & Green, 2013).  

 

Since the purpose of the current study is to compare latent variable means between 

teacher and student groups, it is not necessary to conduct all the eight tests (i.e., achieve 

complete invariance). Vandenberg and Lance (2000) recommended a logical sequence 

for assessing cross-group invariance, which is illustrated in figure 3.2(adapted from 

Vandenberg & Lance, 2000, p. 56). According to them, when “strong” measurement 

invariance holds, I may proceed to test the hypothesis of invariant latent variable means. 

“Strict” measurement invariance and structural invariance are overly strict and 

unnecessary for latent variable mean comparison (Byrne, 2006; Schmitt & Kuljanin, 

2008). The following section introduces the rationales and procedures of the specific 

tests conducted in this study. 
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Figure 3. 2 Flowchart of the Logical Sequence for Conducting Tests of Measurement 

Invariance. 
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Omnibus Test of Equality of Covariance Structures 

 

As indicated in Figure 3.2, the first measurement invariance test suggested by 

Vandenberg and Lance (2000) is an omnibus test of the equality of covariance matrices 

across groups. If covariance matrices of the groups are the same, complete measurement 

invariance is obtained and further tests of measurement invariance are unnecessary. 

Only when covariance matrices differ, specific tests of measurement invariance need to 

be performed to detect the source of inequivalence. However, many scholars (e.g., 

Bontempo & Hofer, 2007; Byrne, 2006) recommended against this overall test because 

there may be inconsistency in the results of this omnibus test and the following specific 

tests of measurement or structural invariance. For example, sometimes, the omnibus test 

of equality of covariance matrices holds, but later specific tests of measurement 

invariance indicate differences in one or more sets of parameters. Therefore, this global 

test was not performed in this study. 

 

Test of Configural Invariance  

  

The test of configural invariance is the second step recommend by Vandenberg and 

Lance (2000) and the first test taken in this study. This step aims to establish a baseline 

model against which the following “nested” models can be compared. The configural 

invariance model assumes that the factor structure is equivalent in all groups (Meredith, 

1993). Specifically, the number of factors (latent variables) and the pattern of how the 

observed variables load on their corresponding factors are the same, but the parameters 

may vary across the groups. Configural invariance must be established for the further 

evaluation of subsequent tests of measurement invariance. If it does not hold, it means 
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that the factor patterns being measured are different across groups, which indicates that 

the respondents from different groups have varied opinions as to which observers reflect 

which latent variables, and additional test of measurement invariance will be precluded 

(Little, 1997; Vandenberg & Lance, 2000).  

 

In testing this assumption, a separate estimation of a baseline model for the teacher and 

student groups was performed by using single-group CFA analysis first. After the 

establishment of the baseline model in each group, both teacher and student data were 

subjected to simultaneous analysis in the framework of multi-group CFA by 

constraining the factorial structure to be the same across groups yet freely estimating all 

the parameters (Horn & Arden, 1992).  

 

Test of Metric Invariance  

 

The next measurement invariance test is that of metric invariance, which provides a 

stronger test of invariance. In the metric invariance model, whether the factor loadings 

of like items are equivalent across groups is tested. Factor loadings indicate the 

regression slops linking the observed variables to their corresponding latent variable, 

which gives the information of “how changes in latent scores relate to changes in 

observed scores” (Steenkamp & Baumgartner, 1998, p. 80). Therefore, the establishment 

of metric invariance indicates that the relation between each observed variable and its 

corresponding latent variables is equivalent across groups. 

 

To test metric invariance, the metric invariance model was tested first with the factor 

loadings of all matching items constrained to be equal between the teacher and student 
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groups. If this model holds, full metric invariance is achieved. However, it is not unusual 

that only some, but not all, of the factor loadings are equivalent across groups. In this 

situation, following Vandenberg and Lance’s (2000) suggestion, the test of partial metric 

invariance would be conducted by freeing the invariance constrains on the factor 

loadings for those indicators that do not satisfy metric invariance. It is generally accepted 

that, for each factor, when the factor loadings of at least one item are equivalent (besides 

the one fixed for scalar identification of each factor), partial metric invariance holds and 

further tests are still meaningful (Byrne 2006; Byrne et al., 1989; Steenkamp & 

Baumgartner, 1998; Thompson & Green, 2013). 

 

Test of Scalar Invariance 

  

When metric invariance has been established (at least partially), the test of scalar 

invariance can be performed, which is also required for meaningful mean comparison 

(Meredith, 1993). This test investigates whether like items have equivalent intercepts 

across groups, i.e., predicted values when the latent variable mean is zero (Horn & 

McArden, 1992). Scalar invariance ensures that there is consistency between the 

differences in latent variable means and those in observed means (Steenkamp & 

Baumgartner, 1998).   

  

In testing the scalar invariance model, further invariance constraints were imposed on 

all matching items’ intercepts across the teacher and student groups. However, if the 

factor loadings of some items were detected to be inequivalent in the previous step, the 

intercepts of these items were not constrained to be equal in this step. This is because 

the intercepts of measures usually differ across groups when loadings of these items are 
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not the same (Thompson & Green, 2013). It is commonplace that intercept differences 

may exist in some observed variables (Millsap, 1998; Vandenberg & Lance, 2000). In 

this situation, althought I followed the recommendation of Vandenberg and Lance 

(2000), to performed tests of partial scalar invariance, this step was not a necessity 

because Byrne (2006) argued that invariant intercepts was not a problem in EQS. 

 

Test of Invariant Factor Means 

 

With the scalar invariance established and strong measurement invariance met, the door 

is open for comparison of latent variable means across the teacher and student groups. 

To conduct the test of invariant factor means, invariance constraints were imposed on 

item intercepts and the student group was chosen to be a reference group. The mean of 

any factor in this group was fixed to zero, while the factor means in the teacher group 

were freely estimated. The estimated factor means of the teacher group then indicated 

the difference in latent variable means between the two groups. (Byrne et al., 1989; 

Bollen,1989). 

 

Model Fit Indexes for Assessing Invariance 

  

In this study, to test measurement invariance, I hypothesized several models, including 

a configural model for simultaneous assessment of both teacher and student data and a 

series of increasingly restrictive nested models with invariance constrains concerning: 

1) factor loadings of items, 2) the intercepts of items, and 3) the means of the latent 

variables. It is generally agreed that certain invariance constraints are appropriate when 

1) the nested model presents satisfactory overall model fit; and 2) the constrained model 
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does not lead to a significant worsening in model fit compared with the less restricted 

model (Byrne, 2006; Vandenberg & Lance, 2000). In the following section, the criteria 

to examine overall model fit and model invariance is explained.  

 

To evaluate the goodness of fit of these models, I used the same four statistical criteria 

as in validating the two self-developed instruments via CFA by using SEM (See 3.3.4.3 

for details). Since Maria’s normalized kurtosis indicated multivariate non-normality for 

both the teacher and student data (see chapter 5), Satorra-Bentler chi-square (SBχ²) and 

its associated probability were adopted. Besides, one incremental fit index, CFI, as well 

as two absolute fit indexes, SRMR and RMSR with 90% confidence interval, were used. 

A statistically non-significant chi-square value, a CFI over .90, a SRMR and RMSRA 

less than 0.8 indicate acceptable model fit.  

 

To assess model invariance, chi-square difference tests adjusted by Satori and Bentler’s 

(2001) correction (△S-Bχ²) were used, given the violation of the assumption of 

multivariate normal distribution. If this difference test provides a statistically significant 

result, it suggests the equality constraints on the more restrictive model is not appropriate. 

If the result is statistically non-significant, it indicates that the constrained model 

explains the data just as well as the less constrained model and thus the equality 

constraints hold. In EQS, this difference test is not necessary technically, because the 

Lagrange Multiplier (LM) test provides detailed evidence of non-invariance of certain 

parameters (Byrne, 2006). However, to be consistent with other empirical studies 

concerning measurement invariance and latent variable mean comparison, the value of 

△S-Bχ² is still reported in this study. The change in CFA value (△CFA) was also used 

as a criterion to assess model invariance. Some authors (e.g., Cheung & Rensvold, 1999, 



 

99 
 

2002; Little, 1997) have challenged the reliability of using the Chi-square difference test 

as the sole criterion for evidence of invariance because of its sensitivity to sample size 

and non-normal distribution. They argued that CFA is neither sensitive to model 

complexity and sample size, nor correlated with the overall fit measures, and hence 

should be used as a supplement to the Chi-square test. Little (1997) proposed that a value 

of △CFA less than .05 is indicative of measurement invariance. However, Cheung and 

Rensvold (2002) considered the .05 cut-off value lacked both theoretical and empirical 

support, and hence suggested a more stringent value of .01. Following Cheung and 

Rensvold’s (2002) recommendation, I took the .01 criterion for evidence of 

measurement invariance. 

 

3.2.4.6 Stage Five: Teacher Practices and Values Alignment 

 

The previous stages of quantitative analysis focused on teacher-student differences in 

their perception of the AfL strategies as well as in the values they attached to these 

strategies. In the last stage, I intended to investigate the possible incongruence between 

teachers’ practices and values. As mentioned before, the AfLSQ-T adopted a dual-scale 

Likert design, using the same items to assess participants’ perceived AfL practice as 

well as their conceptions of the importance of these strategies in promoting student 

learning. However, no inferential statistics were used to detect whether mean differences 

between practices and values existed, because it did not make any sense to conduct such 

a comparison when the Likert scales referred to different things, with the scores in the 

practice section representing frequency and those in the value section importance. 

Descriptive statistical techniques, therefore, were used to establish possible gaps 

between teachers’ practices and their values at an item-specific level by comparing the 
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proportions of respondents who attached high value to each assessment practice with the 

proportions of those who perceived high frequency of this practice during lessons. 

 

3.3 Phase Two: Qualitative Data Collection and Analysis  

 

In the second-phase qualitative study, case studies of three teachers were conducted to: 

1) verify and complement the quantitative findings in the previous phase, 2) evaluate 

how the AfL strategies were implemented in Chinese university EFL classes, and 3) 

investigate the influences behind the AfL practices in Chines university EFL classes. 

Case study, by definition, is “an intensive, holistic description and analysis” of a case 

(Merriam, 1998, p. 21), which provides a detailed and in-depth description of a complex 

social context (Dörnyei, 2007; Merriam, 1998; Yin, 2013). In this study, an abundance 

of data was collected via semi-structured interviews, stimulated recall interviews, 

focused group interviews as well as classroom observations to triangulate each other and 

to yield an abundance of sources to expatiate the complexity associated with AfL 

practices in the Chinese university EFL classes. Detailed information about participants, 

data collection and data analysis procedures in this phase are presented in the following 

subsections. 

 

3.3.1 Participants in Case Study 

 

3.3.1.1 Teacher Participants 

 

To select teacher participants, purposive sampling, a type of non-probabilistic sampling, 

which aims to select information-rich cases that allow in-depth study (Patton, 2015), 
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was used. To gain insights in depth into the central phenomenon, the ideal participants 

were those who could provide the most abundant information. Taking into consideration 

the the research questions, the time schedule as well as the potential huge amount of 

data, I chose three out of six teachers who indicated their willingness to participate in 

the follow-up qualitative study (see Table 3.5 for details) based on the following three 

criteria. The first was availability for a specific time: As data collection in the qualitative 

phase was estimated to last for about four months, those who did not fit this time 

schedule were not considered. The second was teachers’ self-reported AfL practices: 

Teacher participants were chosen to reflect different frequencies of adopting AfL in their 

classes based on their responses to the first-phase questionnaire. The third was a 

demographic range: To avoid homogeneity, three teacher participants were selected in 

this study to represent different age range, gender, years of teaching EFL courses and 

courses taught. These criteria helped me explore the various ways Chinese EFL teachers 

might utilise AfL in their classes.  

 

Table 3. 5 Demographic Information of the Teacher Participants in the Case Study 

Name  Luke Nancy Zack 

Gender Male Female Male 

Age 27 30 47 

Teaching experience 3 years 6 years 25 years 

Academic credential Master Master Master 

Academic rank Assistant Instructor Lecturer Associate Professor 

Course taught College English College English Advanced Audio-Visual 
Speaking 

University A B B 

 

The three teachers came from two universities in Northwest China, which were similar 

in ranking. They also adopted a similar assessment system for the College English course 
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with students assessed by both their daily performance and the final achievement tests. 

Students’ daily performance, based on their attendance, quality of assignments and 

engagement in classroom activities, accounted for 30% of the overall assessment for 

College English, and the final test sores accounted for 70%. Furthermore, these two 

universities offered English development courses for second-year students who had 

passed the CET-4, and those who had not passed this exam were required to stay with 

the College English course. A remarkable difference between these two universities was 

that university B adopted an online course selection system for students to choose their 

College English teachers at the beginning of each term, most students, therefore, had a 

new teacher each term. In university A, however, students were taught usually by the 

same teacher for two years (four terms), except for students who were entitled to select 

development courses in the second year.  

 

3.3.1.2 Student Participants 

 

Students were also recruited in this phase of study to provide ample data to interpret 

student roles in the implementation of the core AfL strategies and to triangulate teacher’s 

self-reported AfL practices. Seven to eight students from one class taught by each 

teacher participant were involved in this study, a manageable number suggested by 

Krueger and Casey (2014) for later focus groups. When selecting student participants, 

purposive sampling was adopted again. In addition to students’ willingness to participate 

and availability for this research, students’ language proficiency was also taken into 

consideration. As the student participants were required to represent different English 

proficiency levels, I consulted the teacher participants about the academic performance 

of the students who volunteered to participate in the qualitative study. Students’ scores 
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in final exams in the past terms, and in Gaokao, the University Entrance Examination to 

Higher Education (UEEHE), were also used for reference; 23 students were chosen from 

three classes. Pseudonyms were created by the teacher and student participants to ensure 

their confidentiality. Information about the student participants from Luke, Nancy and 

Zack’s class is presented in Chapter 6, 7, and 8, respectively.  

 

3.3.2 Data Collection Methods  

 

I drew on a variety of sources to examine the AfL practices in Chinese university EFL 

classes in this phase. The main sources were semi-structured interviews, focus group 

interviews, stimulated recall accounts and classroom observations. The following 

sections describe the rationales for, the foci and procedures of each data collection 

method. 

 

3.3.2.1 Semi-structured Interview 

 

An interview is an effective way to delve into people’s unobservable thoughts, feelings, 

and behaviours (Merriam, 1998). Interviews can be categorized into three types 

according to their formats: structured, semi-structured and unstructured interviews 

(Kvale & Brinkmann, 2009). Structured interviews follow rigid predetermined interview 

protocols, which make comparison of responses easy but provide little flexibility for 

interviewers to explore unanticipated topics arising during the interview (Denzin & 

Lincoln, 2011). Unstructured interviews, unlike structured interviews, ask questions 

spontaneously based on the interviewees’ narration and responses, and are effective 

tools to obtain general detailed data and gain an in-depth understanding of a 
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phenomenon (Zhang & Wildemuth, 2009). Unstructured interviews are highly 

challenging because it is time and energy consuming to collect the information needed 

and to analyse the data generated because each interview is individualized (Patton, 2015). 

Researchers may also find it difficult to control the direction and pace of the 

conversation (Zhang & Wildemuth, 2009). Semi-structured interviews are an option, in 

which the topics and main questions are preset, yet the interviewees are still granted 

some freedom to express themselves (Drever, 1995). A semi-structured interview can 

be conducted in a desired way but also allows for explanation, clarification and further 

enquiry of responses.   

 

With the above-mentioned advantages, semi-structured interviews were conducted with 

teacher participants. The first interview with each teacher began with a 10-minute 

discussion about his/her past EFL learning and teaching experiences to know the 

participant better and to develop a good researcher-participant rapport (Dörnyei, 2007). 

This was also an opportunity to assess their understanding of several terms to be covered, 

such as peer-assessment and success criteria. As some teacher participants were not 

familiar with these concepts, I briefly described these terms to minimize possible 

misunderstandings in the subsequent interviews.  

 

Since the major objective of the qualitative study in this phase was to explore how the 

core AfL strategies were used by Chinese EFL teachers and the influences on their 

assessment behaviours, the pre-written questions focused mainly on the occurrence and 

the frequency of the AfL strategies used, the way teachers implemented these strategies, 

the purposes and/or reasons for adopting or not adopting some strategies, and the 

importance teachers attached to these strategies in promoting their students’ language 
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learning. For example, on the strategies of peer-and self-assessment, the following 

questions, among the others, were asked: Have you ever given your students 

opportunities to do self-assessment in this term, and why? How often do you conduct 

peer-assessment in your current class, and why? Would you please give an example of 

how you conduct peer-assessment in your current class? Do you provide guidance when 

your students give feedback to their peers? What do you do to encourage your students 

to participate in peer-assessment? Do you think this practice is important for your 

students’ English learning? The predetermined questions were not asked in a pre-

determined order and some questions were omitted when they had been answered in 

previous questions. I also added questions when something unanticipated, yet related, 

surfaced during the discussion. For example, when asked why peer-assessments were 

rarely used in his class, Luke explained that he had never heard of this concept before 

and did not have any idea how this strategy could be used in his class. I then asked 

questions about his pre-service training experience and the teacher development 

programmes in the university in which he worked. 

  

3.3.2.2 Focus Group Interview 

 

A focus group interview is a qualitative data collection method, which “involves a small 

number of people in a formed group discussion ‘focused’ around a particular topic or set 

of issues” (Wilkinson, 2004, p. 177). Compared with individual interviews, focus groups 

are time efficient since they allow data collection from multiple participants 

simultaneously (Krueger & Casey, 2014). Furthermore, focus groups provide 

participants an environment in which they feel safe and comfortable to share their 

thoughts, opinions, and perceptions (Creswell, 1998) and opportunities to discuss topics 
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of common interest and private problems, from which they may get important 

information or possible solutions (Gibbs, 2012). 

 

In order to collect ample data within a limited period of time, focus groups were used in 

this study to know about students’ perceptions of, engagement in, and responses to the 

AfL strategies adopted by their teachers. The students from the same teacher 

participant’s class constituted a focus group. As these students were familiar with each 

other, situations that cause inhibition and difficulties in conversation could potentially 

be avoided (Acocella, 2012). The first focus group interview with each group started 

with a 15-minute informal talk with the student participants about their EFL experiences 

to create a comfortable environment for them to express their opinions (Acocella, 2012). 

Similar questions were asked of the students concerning the frequency and the way the 

AfL strategies were carried out to verify and triangulate teachers’ self-reported practices. 

For example, students were asked: Have you ever had opportunities to do self-

assessment in this term? How often does your teacher conduct peer-assessment in this 

term? There were also questions with regard to students’ engagement in certain 

assessment activity and the reasons behind their behaviours, such as: Are you willing to 

answer your teacher’s questions, and why? Do you volunteer to do the tasks assigned 

by your teacher, and why? how long did the interviews last/how did you ensure all were 

able to share their views etc.  

 

3.3.2.3 Classroom Observation 

 

Classroom observation “records behaviour as it is happening”, and thus yields direct and 

first-hand information of the situation (Merriam, 1998, p. 96). It can provide references 
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for later interviews or stimulated recall, and can be used in conjunction with other data 

sources to triangulate the findings (Merrian, 1998; Nunan & Bailey, 2009).  

 

In this study, classroom observations were used to confirm and complement the data 

from participants’ self-reported accounts and to understand teachers’ assessment 

behaviours in a natural setting. The observations were conducted in a nonparticipant way 

to maintain neutrality and reduce the influence of the observer on the behaviours of the 

participants (Dörnyei, 2007). The foci of the classroom observations were on how the 

AfL strategies were implemented by teachers; for example, As for the second AfL 

strategy (i.e., engineering effective classroom discussion, questions, and tasks that elicit 

evidence of learning), I focused on, among others, the types of questions teachers asked, 

the length of teachers’ waiting time, the nature of the assessment tasks they used and the 

methods they adopted to engage their students.  

 

3.3.2.4 Stimulated Recall 

 

Stimulated recall has its origins in psychology and is one of the introspective methods 

to elicit information about participants’ thought processes, which cannot be observed 

directly (Gass & Mackey, 2000). The underlying assumption of this approach is that 

“some tangible (perhaps visual or aural) reminder of an event will stimulate recall of the 

mental process in operating during the event itself” (Gass & Mackey, 2000, p. 173). One 

advantage of this stimulated recall accounts is that researchers can elicit more 

information about participants’ cognitions than simply asking interviewees to recall a 

past event without any supporting data (Nunan & Bailey, 2009). Second, it provides 

opportunities for participants to explain their decision making at a particular point of 
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time (Mackey & Gass, 2000; Sime, 2006). In this study, stimulated recall interviews 

were used to identify reasons for teachers’ assessment behaviours detected in the 

classroom observations. In each stimulated recall, teachers were invited first to watch 

and reflect on their assessment behaviours during the sessions that I had observed, and 

then asked to explain the reasons and influences behind their assessment activities.  

 

3.3.3 Data Collection Procedure  

 

Prior to the qualitative data collection, I made initial contact with the participants who 

had indicated their willingness to take part in the qualitative study by leaving their 

contact information on their questionnaires. Invitations were sent to three teachers who 

represented different backgrounds and assessment experiences. The three teachers were 

provided with participant information sheets (PIS) and consent forms (CF) via e-mail. 

After they agreed to participate in the study by signing the CFs, each of teachers was 

invited to choose one class he/she taught to be observed. To recruit student participants, 

I posted a recruitment advertisement in the three classes nominated by the teacher 

participants for classroom observations. Those who were willing to participate in the 

study were invited to give their emails to their teachers. I then contacted the students 

who met the sampling criteria (see details in 3.3.1), and sent them PISs and CFs to seek 

their agreement to participate in the focus group interviews. 

 

During the data collection period, I arranged two half-hour semi-structure interviews, 

four 20-minute stimulated recall interviews and four classroom observations for each 

teacher. The semi-structured interviews were conducted at the beginning of the term in 

the Teachers’ Lounge before classroom observations to have a general understanding of 
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their AfL practices and the importance they attached to the four strategies. Each teacher 

participant’s class was observed four times, with one at the beginning of the semester, 

two in the middle, and one at the end to collect adequate data, across time. The teacher 

of each class was invited to take a stimulated recall interview 24 hours after each 

classroom observation. Even though it is accepted that data is more reliable if collected 

soon after the event (Gass & Mackey, 2000), the retrospective data was collected one 

day later, considering the fatigue of the participants and the time needed for setting up 

equipment and determining the questions to be asked. After collecting the teacher data, 

two 40-minute focus groups for each group of students were conducted in their free time 

in the Student Recreation Centre.  

 

The language used for all the interviews and communications was Mandarin, because 

most participants said it was easier for them to express themselves in their mother tongue. 

With the permission of the teacher and student participants, all the interviews were 

audiotaped; some classroom observations were videotaped to ensure accuracy, and to 

free me from the burden of writing down every word (Simons, 2009). Nonetheless, I 

made field notes during the interviews and classroom observations either to record some 

classroom observations not permitted to be videotaped by the teachers, or to capture 

some details could not be recorded by the tapes such as teachers’ gestures, facial 

expressions, and classroom climate to enhance the interpretation of their comments 

(Dörnyei, 2007) 

  



 

110 
 

3.3.4 Data Analysis 

 

To prepare for data analysis, observation data, semi-structured interviews, stimulated 

recall accounts, focus groups and field notes were organized, formatted, and transcribed 

for manual coding and analysis. Language mistakes, incoherent and incomplete 

sentences were corrected to make the meaning clear and straightforward. Following the 

advice of Saldaña (2016), when transcribing interviews and classroom observations, I 

wrote words and phrases in the margins to record my first impression, which helped 

“provide a transitional link between the raw data and codes” (p. 17). 

 

The data analysis in this study was comprised mainly of four steps. The first step was 

holistic coding, which means assigning a single code to a large unit of data to summarize 

the overall contents (Miles, Huberman, & Saldaña, 2014; Saldaña 2016). Since the focus 

of this study was the AfL strategies, guided by important AfL literature (Wiliam, 2010; 

Wiliam & Leahy, 2007; Wiliam & Thompson, 2007) as well as the results of instrument 

validation in the quantitative phase (see Chapter 4), four broad categories were 

predetermined. These included: communicating goals and success criteria, elicit 

information of student learning, teacher feedback and peer-and self-feedback. After 

reading through the transcripts repeatedly, I applied these codes to related segments of 

data and highlighted them with different colours to build a foundation for a more detailed 

coding. 

 

In the second step, detailed initial line-by-line coding was conducted under each broad 

category; a variety of coding methods were used to capture the essence of data chunks. 

For example, descriptive codes (e.g., knowledge of AfL, purpose of learning the EFL 
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course) were applied to summarize the basic content of data blocks; process codes (e.g. 

suggesting learning strategy, involving students in goal setting) were widely used to 

connote participants’ action or interaction, especially in the observation data; and 

emotional codes (e.g., hatred towards English; fear for failure) were assigned to 

sentences or chunks related to participants’ emotions revealed in the interviews. Based 

on the advice of Saldaña (2016), these codes and their related data chunks were reviewed 

several times for further refinements. Some codes were then relabeled, removed, added, 

or broken down into sub-codes. 

 

The fine-tuned codes were then subjected to further scrutiny to identify recurring 

patterns. In this step, pattern coding was used to cluster and condense these initial codes 

into a smaller number of categories or themes of different levels, that is “more 

meaningful and parsimonious units of analysis” (Miles et at., 2014, p 90). For example, 

the analysis of focus groups of Luke’s students brought about dozens of codes under the 

predetermined broad category of communicating goals and success criteria. The codes 

pass CET-4, pass CET-6, and pass finals were grouped together and got a pattern code 

of performance orientation. The codes of improve genuine communicative ability and 

improve listening ability were assigned a learning orientation pattern code that unified 

them. These two pattern codes were again grouped together under the theme of course 

learning goals because they were related to students’ goals of learning English course 

at tertiary level. As this theme, together with other themes surfacing from the data, went 

beyond the scope of the communication goals and success criteria, this predetermined 

broad category was then renamed as goal orientation and communication. Table 3.6 

provides an example of how the data were analysed by illustrating the major themes and 

codes assigned to the data of Luke’s students.
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Table 3. 6 Example of Qualitative Data Analysis—The Data of Luke’s Students  

 

Themes Major Codes Definiton Examples 
Goal orientation and 
communication 

Learning 
orientation  

Learning EFL courses for the purpose of 

improve knowledge, skills, and 

competences. 

“I think the primary goal of learning English is 

to communicate with foreigners fluently” 

 

Performance 
orientation  

Learning EFL courses for the purpose of 

outperforming others. 

“I worked hard last year because I really wanted 

to pass the CET-4” 

Elicit information of 
student learning  

Perceptions of the 
assessment methods 
used  
 

Students’ report with regard to the methods 

their teachers used to collection 

information of their learning. 

“The teacher [Luke] occasionally asked us to do 

presentsations in class” 

“He[luke] gave us a listening quiz this term” 

Responses to the 
assessment methods 
used  

Students’ attitude towards, response to, 

and engagement in the assessment tasks 

teacher used in class 

“I do not know my classmates very well, so I do 

not want to stand up to answer questions” 

“I think quizzes are a good way” 

Teacher feedback Perceptions of 
teacher feedback  

Students’ report with regard to what types 

of feedback their teachers provided to them 

and how their teachers delivered the 

feedback. 

“He [Luke] would point out my mistakes and 

problems with my pronounciation” 

 

Reponses to teacher 
feedback 

Students’ attitudes towards, and reactions 

to the feedback received.  

“I hope my teacher could correct some but not 

all of the mistakes” 

Peer- and self-
assessment  

Perceptions of 
peer-and self-
assessment  

 

Students’ perceptions of the frequentcy of 

peer- and self- assessment. 

“ We have no opportunity to do it [peer- and 

self-assessment] in our English class” 

Reponses to peer- 
and self-assessment 

Students’ attitude towards,response to,and 

engagement in peer- and self-assessment  

“If I am aksed to to do this [peer-assessment], I 

will definitely refuse” 

“It [peer-assessment] is meaningless” 
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The previous three steps described how the data of a single case were coded and analysed. 

In the current study, since multi-case design was adopted to deepen our understanding 

and provide more powerful explanations of the AfL practices in Chinese university EFL 

classes, the last step of data analysis was cross-case analysis. Adopting the replication 

strategy proposed by Yin (2011), after studying the case of Luke, comparative analysis 

of the other two cases, Zack, and Nancy, were conducted to identify underlying 

similarities and/or contradictions based on the major themes and categories generated in 

the within-case analysis of Luke’s class. Students’ data were dealt with in the same way, 

with the data of Luke’s students analysed first and those of Zack’s and Nancy’s students 

after.  

 

3.3.5 Trustworthiness of Qualitative Data Analysis 

 

In this study, trustworthiness of the qualitative phase was established through data 

triangulation, inter-coder agreement, peer debriefing, and special attention paid to 

translation quality. First, to increase credibility of the qualitative study (i.e. how correct 

and believable the qualitative findings are), the strategy of data triangulation was used 

(Patton, 2015). In this study, data were collected from a substantial number of various 

sources including classroom observations, stimulated recall interviews, semi-structured 

interviews with teachers and focus groups with students. The data triangulation, with the 

observation data verifying the self-reported data and the student data complementing the 

teacher data, provided different perspectives for data analysis and ensured a deeper 

understanding and explanation of the AfL practices in Chinese university EFL classes. 
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Second, to ensure internal consistency in the coding process, intra-coder agreement was 

checked. I first coded five pages of Luke’s interview data, and a few days later, I repeated 

the coding process on the same data. The intra-coder agreement was 88%, within the 

recommended range of 85%-90% for assuming internal consistency (Miles et at., 2014). 

Third, peer debriefing was also used to ensure that I, who was mainly responsible for 

the data analysis and interpretation, did not use biased opinions (Dörnyei, 2007). After 

completing the coding of each case, I invited a Ph.D. candidate from China whose 

research interest also included AfL to work as a peer debriefer. I provided her with 

samples of raw data, a list of the operational definitions of codes, data display tables for 

each case study and sought her comments on the initial codes assigned as well as the 

categories and themes generated. Some minor concerns were raised with regard to the 

wording of some codes, which were refined after discussion with her. 

 

Fourth, great attention was paid to the quality of translation. Before writing up the 

qualitative findings, the direct quotes from the interviews and classroom observations 

excerpts serving as supporting evidence needed to be translated from Chinese to English. 

This work was done by an EFL teacher in China, who helped with my data collection 

and was present at all interviews and classroom observations. He had a good command 

of both Chinese and English, and also had a deep understanding of the Chinese EFL 

teaching and learning context, which helped him construct the meaning with accuracy 

in translation. Since the quality of translation has a great influence on the trustworthiness 

of research (Temple & Edwards, 2002), a professional translator was invited to evaluate 

the translation by checking 20%-30% of the translated data for each case to identify what 

had been missed or translated incorrectly. The results of the translation checks indicated 

overall high quality of translation; only several minor discrepancies occurred which 
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were amended after discussion with the first translator. In writing up the qualitative 

findings, the origin of the quote source was indicated in the brackets at the end of each 

quote. For examples, a quote from Luke’s first interview was presented as (Luke Int1). 

Nancy’s words from the second stimulated recall were presented as (Nancy SR2). For 

student quotations, the source of their words as well as their teachers were both indicated. 

For instance, (Lin Z/FG2) means the quotation is from Lin, who is Zack’s student, in the 

second focus group interview.  

 

3.4 Ethical Consideration 

  

Any research may well incur ethical issues concerning participants’ willingness to join 

in research, their withdrawal, and the collection and use of data. It was therefore 

important to minimize the negative influence this research could exert on the participants 

(Cohen et al., 2013; Creswell, 1998). To resolve these ethical issues, I strictly followed 

the overarching ethical principles of the University of Auckland Human Participants 

Ethics Committee. The study was not commenced until the approval was gained from 

this committee (Reference Number 017850). The following paragraphs describe the 

measures I took to reduce the possible harms to participants and the institutions involved. 

 

First, all the participants were recruited on a voluntary basis. I informed participants 

clearly that their participation was voluntary, and they had the right to refuse to complete 

the questionnaire, to answer any questions in interviews, or to be observed. 

Compensation was made to the participants for their time and energy. Gifts to the value 

of 50 NZ$ were given to teachers who participated in classroom observations and 



 

116 
 

interviews. Gifts to the value of 20 NZ$ were given to students who participated in 

focus-group interviews. 

 

Second, confidentiality was guaranteed. For the questionnaires, identifying numbers 

instead of names were used. Furthermore, demographic data were minimized and only 

those related to the research questions were collected in case the participants could be 

identified. Pseudonyms were used in the qualitative phase, when reporting specific 

findings, to respect the privacy of each participant. I ensured that all data collected was 

inaccessible to anybody except me and my supervisors.  

 

Third, informed consent was needed. PISs and CFs for the Deans were sent via email to 

obtain their permission to conduct my research. After the permission was granted, I then 

asked the secretary of the department to help distribute PIS (questionnaire) to teachers 

for the first phase study. I sent PIS (interviews and observations) and CF to the teacher 

and student participants in the second phase in person. Only those who signed the CF 

were included in the research. 

 

Finally, the teachers and students were informed of their right to withdraw from 

participation in the project. Any participant had the right to withdraw at any time during 

the course of data collection. Although the quantitative data could not be withdrawn 

because the questionnaires were anonymous, participants in interviews and classroom 

observations were free to withdraw the qualitative data no later than one week after data 

collection if they informed me of their decision.  
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3.5 Chapter Summary  

 

This chapter presented the methodology and methods adopted in this study. It described, 

first, the overall research design, and the specific two research phases. The first-phase 

study investigated teachers’ and students’ perceptions of the occurrence and frequency 

of the AfL strategies used in Chinese university EFL classes as well as the values they 

attached to each strategy. In this phase, I also explored the possible incongruence 

between teachers and students in terms of their perceptions and values, as well as the 

relationship between teachers’ practices and values. Careful explanations were made 

with regard to how the instruments were developed as well as how the data were 

collected and analysed. The second-phase study included follow-up qualitative case 

studies of three teachers and their students, which were used mainly to illustrate how 

teachers adopted the AfL strategies in Chinese university EFL classes and how students 

perceived and responded to these strategies. The participants, data collection methods 

and procedures, and date analysis methods in this phase were described in detail. Finally, 

this chapter discussed the ethical issues could be involved in this research and how they 

were addressed.  
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CHAPTER FOUR 

RESULTS OF INSTRUMENT VALIDATION 

 

This chapter presents a detailed account of the validation of the Assessment for Learning 

Strategy Questionnaire for Students (AfLSQ-S) and for teachers (AfLSQ-T). Due to the 

large sample size, the AfLSQ-S was validated first. The first part of this chapter 

illustrates how the AfLSQ-S was validated by subjecting student data to exploratory 

factor analysis (EFA) in SPSS and then to confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) in EQS. 

The second part of the chapter focuses on the validation of AfLSQ-T by using CFA in 

EQS. 

 

4.1 Validation of the Assessment for Learning Strategy Questionnaire for Students 

(AfLSQ-S) 

 

4.1.1 Results of Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA)  

 

As indicated in Chapter 3, the student data were divided into two parts randomly for 

exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), respectively. 

This section reports how EFA was conducted with the first half of student data to 

generate identical factor solutions in both the practice and the value sections.  

 

4.1.1.1 Descriptive Statistics of Student Sample for EFA 

 

The first half (n=585) of student data, randomly selected from the total sample, was 

examined by EFA. For these student samples, the mean scores of the 29 items in the 
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practice section ranged from 3.51(Item 4) to 4.63 (Item 11), with standard deviations 

ranging from 1.12 to1.48. The values for skewness were between-.90 and -.09, and that 

for kurtosis were between-.86 and.60, which were well within a tolerable range for 

assuming a normal distribution (+/-2.0 for skewness and +/-7.0 for kurtosis) (Finney & 

DiStefano, 2006). Examination of the histograms also suggested that the distribution 

was approximately normal. For the value section, the mean scores of the 29 items ranged 

from 4.11 (Item 21 and Item 29) to 4.81(Item 2), and the standard deviation from 1.02 

to 1.30. The values of skewness (from -.87 to -.36) and of kurtosis (from -.47 to -.70) 

fell within the criteria for assuming normal distribution. Inspection of histograms also 

confirmed normality of the data. The descriptive statistics of the first half samples for 

EFA is summarized in Table 4.1.  

 

Table 4. 1 Summary of Descriptive Statistics of Student Data for EFA 

 Practice section  Value section 

Means score 3.51 ~ 4.63 4.11~4.81 

Standard deviation 1.12 ~1.48 1.02~1.30 

Kurtosis -.90~ -.09 -.87~-.36 

Skewness -.86~.60 -.47~-.70 

Number of student samples                           n=585 

Note. EFA=Exploratory factor analysis 

 

4.1.1.2 Results of Initial EFA 

 

Results of Initial EFA in the Practice Section 

 

Before examining the student data in the practice section by using EFA, I first assessed 

the factorability of the 29 items in this section. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of 
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Sampling Adequacy was .96, far above the commonly recommended threshold of .50 

(Field, 1999). Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant (c² (406) =9247.43, p <.001), 

indicating that correlations between items were sufficiently large, and that factor 

analysis was suitable for this study.  

 

A Maximus Likelihood (ML) extraction was conducted on the 29 items with oblique 

rotation (promax). Four components were extracted with eigenvalues over Kaiser’s 

criteria of 1, explaining 59.31% of the total variance. Furthermore, in the scree plot, the 

point of inflection occurred at the fifth point, which justified retaining all the four factors. 

Item 3 (My teacher presents goals on the blackboard or prints them out for me to refer 

to), Item 4 (I differentiate learning goals for individual students according to my 

students’ language proficiency level), and Item 13 (My teacher gives me opportunities 

to ask questions either to him/her or to my classmates during lessons) were eliminated, 

because their factor loadings were below the threshold of 0.4 on any factor (Steven, 2002; 

Ferguson & Cox, 1993). 

 

The remaining 26 items were subjected to a maximum-likelihood, promax-rotation 

factor analysis again. The results confirmed the four-factor solution, explaining 61.41% 

of the total variance. The four factors were named after carefully examining the items 

clustering on each factor. Factor one was labelled as Peer- and self-Assessment (PASA), 

accounting for 44.32% variance. It included nine items, with factor loadings ranging 

from .55 to .89. Factor Two—Questioning and Classroom Discussion (QACD) —

consisted of six items with loadings ranging from .47 to.81, making up for 7.78% 

variance. Factor three was named Teacher Feedback (TEFB), constituting 4.92% 

variance. All the six items clustering on it had loadings over .40 (from .40 to .90). Factor 
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Four was named Communicating Learning and Criteria (CLAC), occupying 4.38% of 

variance. The factor loadings of its five items ranged from .43 to .69. The values of 

Cronbach alpha for the four subscales and the overall instrument were .93, .85, .89, .80 

and .95, respectively, suggesting a satisfactory degree of internal reliability, with all of 

them over the benchmark value.70 (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). Table 4.2 shows the 

factor loadings of each item on its corresponding factor in the practice section. 

 

Table 4. 2 Results of Initial EFA Examination of the AfLSQ-S in the Practice Section 

Factor 
Name Item 

Factor Loading Cronbach’s 
Alpha 1 2 3 4 

Peer- and Self-
Assessment 
(PASA) 
(9 items) 

Item 28 .89    .93 

Item 29 .88    

Item 22 .82    

Item 21 .81    

Item 25 .76    

Item 23 .65    

Item 27 .63    

Item 26 .56    

Item 24 .55    

Questioning 
and 
Classroom 
Discussion 
(QACD) 
(6 items) 

Item 11  .81   .85 

Item10  .80   

Item 12  .69   

Item 9  .63   

Item 14  .52   

Item 8  .47   

Teacher 
Feedback 

Item 16   .90  .89 

Item 17   .73  
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(TEFB) 
(6 items) 

Item 15   .70  

Item 18   .62  

Item 19   .58  

Item 20   .40  

Communicati
ng Learning 
and Criteria 
(CLAC) 
(5 items) 

Item 1    .69 .80 

Item 7    .69 

Item 5    .61 

Item 6    .50 

Item 2    .43 
Overall:.95 

Note. EFA=Exploratory factor analysis. Only items with factor loading on a single 

factor over .4 are included 

 

Results of Initial EFA in the Value Section 

 

For the value section, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) Measure of Sampling Adequacy 

showed an adequate fit (KMO = .96) and the Bartlett’s Test was statistically significant 

(c² (406) = 7581.88, p <.001). The results supported the application of factor analysis in 

this section.  

 

Following the same procedure as in the practice section, EFA with Maximus Likelihood 

(ML) extraction and promax rotation was applied. Four factors had eigenvalue 

surpassing one, yet the scree plot showed inflexions that would justify retaining only 

three components. Given this discrepancy, parallel analysis with the desired percentile 

of eigenvalue being 90 was conducted, and the result suggested that four generated 

components would be retained. A total of three items were deleted because they failed 

to meet the minimum criterion of having a factor loading of 0.4 or above on any factor. 
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The three items were Item 13 (My teacher gives me opportunities to ask questions either 

to him/her or to my classmates during lessons), Item 14 (My teacher distributes 

questions around the class equally) and Item 24(My teacher encourages me to reflect 

on how to adjust and manage my further learning to achieve goals).  

 

After that, an EFA of the remaining 26 items was conducted again. Four factors were 

extracted, explaining 55.16 % of the variance. The first factor consisted of eight items, 

explaining 38.84% of the total variance, and the factor loadings ranged from .47 to .81. 

After examining the strongest loading items of this factor, it was named Peer- and Self-

Assessment (PASA). The second factor was Communicating Learning and Criteria 

(CLAC). It included seven items with loadings ranging from.41 to .68, explaining 7.55% 

of the total variance. The third factor included six variables which were all related to 

feedback given by teachers; therefore, I created a label of Teacher Feedback (TEFB) for 

that construct. The factor loadings ranged from .50 to .80 accounting for 4.80% of the 

variance. The fourth factor was Questioning and Classroom Discussion (QACD), 

occupying 3.97% of the variance. Five items clustered on this factor with loadings 

ranging from .41 to .76. Internal consistency for each of the subscales and the instrument 

as a whole were examined. The alphas were .90 for PASA, .80 for CLAC, .86 for 

TEFB, .83 for QACD and .94 for the overall instrument. No substantial increases in 

alphas for any of the scales could have been achieved by eliminating more items. The 

details are summarized in Table 4.3. 
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Table 4. 3 Results of Initial EFA Examination of the AfLSQ-S in the Value Section 

Factor 
Name Item 

Factor Loading Cronbach’s 
Alpha 1 2 3 4 

Peer- and Self-

Assessment 

(PASA) 

(8 items) 

Item 25- .81    .90 

Item 29 .76    

Item 21 .74    

Item 28 .73    

Item 26 .71    

Item 27 .69    

Item 22 .58    

Item 23 .47    

Communicating 

Learning and 

Criteria 

(CLAC) 

(7 items) 

Item 7  .68   .80 

Item 5  .61   

Item 3  .58   

Item 6  .57   

Item 1  .53   

Item 2  .47   

Item 4  .41    

Teacher 

Feedback 

(TEFB) 

(6 items) 

Item 18   .80  .86 

Item 19   .69  

Item 20   .60  

Item 16   .58  

Item 17   .55  

Item 15   .50  

Questioning and 

Classroom 

Discussion 

(QACD) 

(5 items) 

Item 9    .76 .83 

Item 10    .68 

Item 11    .58 

Item 12    .54 

Item 8    .41 

                                                            Overall:.94 

Note. EFA=Exploratory factor analysis. Only items with factor loading on a single 

factor over .40 are included 
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4.1.1.3 Results of EFA Re-evaluation  

 

The above analyseis indicated a similar four-factor solution (PASA, CLAC, TEFB and 

QACD) underlying student responses to both the practice and the value section with 

good internal consistency. However, slight differences existed in the factor solutions of 

the two sections. Item 3 (My teacher presents goals on the blackboard or prints them 

out for me to refer to) and Item 4 (I differentiate learning goals for individual students 

according to my students’ language proficiency level) clustered on CLAC in the value 

section with satisfactory factor loadings but did not work in the practice section. 

Furthermore, Item 14 (My teacher distributes questions around the class equally) and 

Item 24 (My teacher encourages me to reflect on how to adjust and manage my further 

learning to achieve goals) were retained in the practice section but removed in the value 

section. Since this study aimed to develop an instrument that allowed for direct practice-

value comparison with same items, only items contributing to an identical factor solution 

in both sections were kept. Therefore, Item 14 and 24 were further eliminated from the 

practice section, and Item 3 and Item 4 from the value section. To examine whether the 

elimination of two items on each side would deteriorate the factor solutions, the 24 

remaining items were re-evaluated by EFA on the data of both the practice and the value 

sections respectively. The results are presented in Table 4.4. In this table, all the items 

were renamed, and factors and items were sequenced based on the factor solution of the 

practice section. 
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Table 4. 4 Results of EFA Re-evaluation of the AfLSQ-S in Both the Practice and the 

Value Section. 

Factor 
Name 

Item Practice Section Value Section  

Factor Loading α Factor Loading α 

1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 

Pe
er

- a
nd

 S
el

f-A
ss

es
sm

en
t 

(P
A

SA
) 

 

PASA1-Item28 .89    .92 .73    .90 

PASA2-Item 29 .88    .76    

PASA3-Item 22 .80    .59    

PASA4-Item 21 .80    .75    

PASA5-Item 25 .75    .81    

PASA6-Item 23 .62    .47    

PASA7-Item 27 .61    .70    

PASA8-Item 26 .55    .71    

Q
ue

st
io

ni
ng

 a
nd

 
C

la
ss

ro
om

 
D

isc
us

sio
n 

(Q
A

C
D

) 
 

QACD1-Item 11  .82   .84  .58   .83 

QACD2-Item 10  .75    .67   

QACD3-Item 12  .69    .54   

QACD4-Item 9  .62    .74   

QACD5-Item 8  .47    .41   

Te
ac

he
r 

Fe
ed

ba
ck

 
(T

EF
B)

 
 

TEFB1-Item 16   .91  .89   .62  .86 

TEFB2-Item 17   .73    .54  

TEFB3-Item 15   .71    .51  

TEFB4-Item 18   .62    .80  

TEFB5-Item 19   .59    .70  

TEFB6-Item 20   .42    .62  

C
om

m
un

ic
at

in
g 

Le
ar

ni
ng

 a
nd

 
C

ri
te

ri
a  

(C
LA

C
)  

 

CLAC1-Item 7    .69 .80    .60 .73 

CLAC2-Item 1    .69    .60 

CLAC3-Item 5    .64    .53 

CLAC4-Item 6    .52    .50 

CLAC5-Item 2    .45    .48 

Overall:.95 Overall:.94 

Note. EFA=Exploratory factor analysis. Only items with factor loading on a single 

factor over .40 are included 
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Results of EFA Re-evaluation in the Practice Section 

 

In the practice section, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling is adequate (KMO 

= .96) and the Bartlett’s Test (c² (276) = 7604.17, p < .001) again supported the 

application of EFA in this section. Based on the eigenvalue-over-one criteria, scree plot 

and parallel analysis, four factors were retained for each section explaining 62.41% of 

the total variance. All the 24 items had loadings above .4 and no cross-loadings occurred. 

The first factor (PASA) included eight items, explaining 44.37% variance. The range of 

factor loadings was between .55 and.89, and the value of Cronbach’s alpha for this 

subscale was .92. The second factor (QACD) consisted of five items, constituting 8.04% 

of variance. The factor loadings ranged from .47 to .82. The value of Cronbach’s alpha 

was .84. The third factor (TEFB) explained 5.31% of the total variance. The six items 

belonging to this construct had loadings from .42 to .91. The internal consistency of this 

subscale was satisfactory with Cronbach alpha being .89. The fourth factor (CLAC) 

explained the least variance (4.69 %). It included five items with factor loadings ranging 

from .45 to .69. The Cronbach alpha was also acceptable (.80). The instrument as a 

whole was internally consistent, with a high overall Cronbach’s alpha of .95.  

 

Results of EFA Re-evaluation in the Value Section 

 

The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling (KMO=.95) and Bartlett’s Test (c² (276) 

= 6167.74, p < .001) in this section again proved the factorability of the remaining 24 

items. EFA of the data showed a similar four-factor solution as in thepractice section. 

The four factors accounted for 56.87% of the total variance, with PASA, QACD, TEFB, 

CLAC each explaining 39.89%, 4.82%, 7.92% and 4.24%. The factor loadings of all 
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items on their corresponding factors exceeded .40 (from .47 to .81 for PASA, from .41 

to .74 for QACD, from .51 to .80 for TEFB and from .48 to .60 for CLAC). This 

instrument showed adequate reliability in the value section with Cronbach’s alpha for 

each subscale over the .70 criteria (.90, .83, .86, .73 respectively) and the overall 

Cronbach’s alpha being .94. 

 

4.1.1.4 Summary 

 

The first random half of student data in the practice and the value section was subjected 

to the examination of EFA and generated similar 26-item factor solutions in both 

sections. However, two items were further deleted from each section for the purpose of 

keeping only items that contributed to identical factorial structure in the two sections. 

The re-evaluation of the 24 items in both the practice and value section indicated an 

identical four-factor solution, with each item showing satisfactory factor loadings on the 

factor it represented. Also, the overall reliability, as well as reliability in each subscale, 

were also adequate in both sections. Hence, I moved on to cross-validate the AfLSQ-S 

by subjecting the other random half of student data to CFA.  

 

4.1.2 Results of Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) 

 

After establishing a 24-item four-factor solution for both the practice and the value 

section by using EFA, the second random half of the student data was subjected to CFA 

for further examination. This section reports how the model, generated by the previous 

EFA results as well as three competing models, were tested to find out the model that 

could best explain the student data. 
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4.1.2.1 Descriptive Statistics of Student Sample for CFA 

 

As for the student data (n=603) for CFA, the mean scores of the remaining 24 items in 

the practice section ranged from 3.69 (Item 29-PASA2) to 4.59 (Item 11-QACD1), with 

standard deviations ranging from 1.12 to1.42. The values of skewness were between -.78 

and -.28, and that of kurtosis were between -.70 and .50, which were well within the 

expected range for assuming univariate normality. However, evidence of multivariate 

non-normality was found, with the value of Mardia’s normalized multivariate kurtosis 

being 60.05, which was much larger than the cut-off value of 3 to assume multivariate 

normality (Finney & DiStefano, 2006). As far as the value section is concerned, the 

mean scores of the same 24 items were between 4.14 (Item29-PASA2) and 4.80 

(Item11-QACD1) and the associated standard deviations ranged from 1.07 to1.34. 

Univariate skewness and univariate kurtosis indicated univariate normality, with values 

ranging from -.93 to -.44 and form, -.42 to .83, respectively. Nevertheless, Mardia’s 

normalized multivariate kurtosis was 62.20, suggesting that the data did not meet 

multivariate non-normality. The descriptive statistics of student data for CFA are 

summarized in Table 4.5. 

 

Table 4. 5 Summary of Descriptive Statistics of Student Data for CFA 

 Practice Section Value Section 

Means score 3.69~4.59 4.14~4.80 

Standard deviation 1.12~1.42 1.07 ~1.34 

Kurtosis -.78 ~ -.28 -.93 ~ -.44 

Skewness -.70~.50 -.42~.83 

Mardia’s normalized 
multivariate kurtosis 

60.05 62.20 

Number of student samples                            n=603 

Note. CFA=Confirmatory factor analysis 
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4.1.2.2 Test of the First-order Four-Factor Correlated Model  

 

Based on the results of previous EFA, Model S-1, a first-order four-factor correlated 

model was generated (Figure 4.1 presents the structure of this model). 24 items were 

specified into four correlated factors: CLAC, QACD, TEFB, and PASA. Each item had 

a non-zero loading on the AfL strategy it was designed to measure, and zero loadings on 

all other three factors. Measurement errors associated with each indicator were not 

allowed to correlate. The first indicator for each factor was fixed to 1.00 for the purpose 

of model identification and latent variable scaling (Kline, 2011). I first examined the fit 

of Model S-1 to the data in the practice section and then in the value section by using 

maximum likelihood estimation together with Satorra-Bentler chi-square scaling 

method, given that the data were not of multivariate normality, as indicated in the 

previous section. 
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Note. CLAC= Communicating Learning and Criteria; QACD=Questioning and 
Classroom Discussion; TEFB= Teacher Feedback; PASA=Peer- and Self-assessment 

 

Figure 4. 1.Model S-1: The First-Order Four-Factor Correlated Model of AfL 

Strategies.  
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Test of Model S-1 in the Practice Section  

 

For the practice section, the model fit indexes indicated a fairly well-fitting model (S-B 

c² (246) =470.01; p <.001; *CFI=.963; SRMR=.042; * RMSEA= .039; 90% C.I. 

= .034, .044). Although the large sample size resulted in a statistically significant 

probability value, the above results were strongly indicative of an excellent fit of Model 

S-1 to the student data in the practice section. Table 4.6 shows the unstandardized 

estimates, standardized solution, as well as the evidence of item reliability, composite 

reliability and convergent validity of the 24 items for the practice section, and the 

correlations between the latent variables of this section are shown in Table 4.7.    

 

As indicated in Table 4.6, all the 24 parameters were statistically significant, with all the 

z-values larger than the threshold of 1.96 (Byrne, 2008). The standardized estimates of 

factor loadings of the 24 items on their hypothesized latent constructs were all greater 

than the recommended value of .50 (Hair et al., 2010), ranging from .59 to 85, with most 

of them exceeding.70. The squared multiple correlation (SMC) was generally acceptable, 

with all the R2 values greater than the cut-off value of 0.30 (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988). Hence, 

item reliability was achieved. Besides, the values of composite reliability (CR) and 

average variance explained (AVE) were also greater than their cut-off criteria of 0.36 

and 0.7 respectively (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). In terms of factor correlation, as 

indicated by Table 4.7, strong interrelations existed among all these four factors in the 

practice section based on the criteria recommended by Cohen (1988), ranging from .66 

between QACD and PASA to.82 between TEFB and PASA. 
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Table 4. 6 Results of CFA Examination of the AfLSQ-S in the Practice Section. 

 
Construct 

 
Indicator 

Sig. test of 
parameters 

 
 

Std. 

Item 
reliability 

Composite 
Reliability 

Convergence 
validity 

Unstd. z-value SMC(R2) CR AVE 

CLAC CLAC1-Item7 1.04 11.52 .61 .37 .75 .38 
CLAC2-Item1 1.00  .59 .35 
CLAC3-Item5 1.09 12.71 .69 .48 
CLAC4-Item6 1.02 11.67 .59 .35 
CLAC5-Item2 .90 11.45 .60 .36 

QACD QACD1-Item11 .88 14.93 .66 .44 .84 .51 
QACD2-Item10 .96 17.10 .75 .56 
QACD3-Item12 .92 17.48 .71 .50 
QACD4-Item9 .96 18.69 .73 .53 
QACD5-Item8 1.00  .73 .53 

TEFB TEFB1-Item16 .97 21.45 .74 .55 .90 .60 
TEFB2-Item17 1.13 21.63 .81 .67 
TEFB3-Item15 1.00  .74 .55 
TEFB4-Item18 1.13 21.05 .78 .61 
TEFB5-Item19 1.08 20.97 .77 .59 
TEFB6-Item20 1.16 21.79 .81 .66 

PASA PASA1-Item28 1.09 27.74 .85 .72 .92 .60 

PASA2-Item29 1.07 25.78 .82 .67 

PASA3-Item22 .95 23.73 .78 .61 

PASA4-Item21 1.00  .78 .61 

PASA5-Item25 .92 21.04 .76 .58 

PASA6-Item23 .77 17.69 .71 .50 

PASA7-Item27 .91 19.09 .74 .55 

PASA8-Item26 .94 22.36 .77 .59 

 
Note. z-value for CLAC2-Item1, QACD5- Item8, TEFB3-Item15, PASA4-Item 21 are 
blank because the regression weight of each of these items was fixed at 1.00 and no 
critical ration was computed. CLAC= Communicating Learning and Criteria; 
QACD=Questioning and Classroom Discussion; TEFB=Teacher Feedback; 
PASA=Peer- and Self- assessment; Unstd.=Unstandardized Estimate; 
Std.=Standardized Estimate; SMC =Squared Multiple Correlation; CR = Composite 
Reliability; AVE= Average Variance Extracted. 
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Table 4. 7 Correlations Between Latent Variables of the AfLSQ-S in the Practice and 

Value sections.  

Factor Correlation Practice Section     Value section  

CLAQ-QACD .80 .77 

CLAQ-TEFB .81 .74 

CLAQ-PASA .71 .69 

QACD-TEFB .79 .81 

QACD-PASA .66 .72 

TEFB-PASA .82 .80 

 
Note. CLAC= Communicating Learning and Criteria; QACD=Questioning and 
Classroom Discussion; TEFB=Teacher Feedback; PASA=Peer- and Self- assessment. 
 

Test of Model S-1 in the Value Section  

 

In the value section, desirable model fit indexes were also observed (S-B c² (246) = 

429.03; p <.001; *CFI =.960; SRMR=.039; *RMSEA= .035; 90% C.I. = .030, .041).  

As demonstrated in Table 4.8, the standardized estimates of factor loadings of the 24 

items ranged from .55 to .78, revealing satisfactory effect size. Since the value of SMC 

(from .30 to .61) and CR (from .73 to.90) all exceeded the cut-off criteria, item reliability 

and composite reliability were also achieved. All the AVE values were found to be 

higher than the criteria of .36 except for that of the factor CLAC being .35. Given that it 

was merely slightly lower than the cut-off value, I concluded that convergent validity 

existed for the value section. As in the practice section, strong correlations (see Table 

4.7) were also found in the value section, ranging from .69 between CLAC and PASA 

to .81 between QACD and TEFB. 
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Table 4. 8 Results of CFA Examination of the AfLSQ-S in the Value Section. 

 
Construct 

 
Indicator  

Sig. test of 
parameters 

 
Std. 

 Item  
reliability 

Composite 
reliability 

Convergence 
validity 

Unstd z-value SMC (R2) CR AVE 

CLAC CLAC1-Item7 1.10 10.25 .61 .37 .73 .35 
CLAC2-Item1 1.00  .55 .30 
CLAC3-Item5 1.13 10.82 .65 .42 
CLAC4-Item6 1.10 10.17 .59 .35 
CLAC5-Item2 1.04 10.98 .57 .33 

QACD QACD1-Item11 .88 15.19 .68 .46 .83 .50 
QACD2-Item10 .97 18.82 .74 .55 
QACD3-Item12 .95 17.01 .73 .53 
QACD4-Item9 .84 13.97 .63 .40 
QACD5-Item8 1.00  .73 .53 

TEFB TEFB1-Item16 1.03 16.72 .73 .53 .87 .53 
TEFB2-Item17 1.07 16.81 .75 .56 
TEFB3-Item15 1.00  .67 .45 
TEFB4-Item18 1.06 15.75 .73 .53 
TEFB5-Item19 1.10 16.71 .75 .56 
TEFB6-Item20 1.11 16.50 .75 .56 

PASA PASA1-Item28 1.11 15.90 .74 .55 .90 .53 

PASA2-Item29 1.00 13.23 .65 .42 

PASA3-Item22 1.03 17.25 .74 .55 

PASA4-Item21 1.00  .70 .49 

PASA5-Item25 1.07 16.27 .75 .56 

PASA6-Item23 .92 15.04 .71 .50 

PASA7-Item27 1.11 16.00 .78 .61 

PASA8-Item26 1.02 15.54 .74 .55 

 
Note. z-value for CLAC2-Item1, QACD5-Item8, TEFB3-Item15, PASA4-Item 21 are 
blank because the regression weight of each of these items was fixed at 1.00 and no 
critical ratio was computed. CLAC= Communicating Learning and Criteria; 
QACD=Questioning and Classroom Discussion; TEFB=Teacher Feedback; 
PASA=Peer- and Self- assessment; Unstd.=Unstandardized Estimate; 
Std.=Standardized Estimate; SMC =Squared Multiple Correlation; CR = Composite 
Reliability; AVE= Average Variance Extra 
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4.1.2.3 Test of Competing Models 

 

As indicated in the previous section, all fit indices were more than adequate to indicate 

that the first-order four-factor model (Model S-1) fitted the data in the practice section, 

and that in the value section, reasonably well. However, as suggested by Hair et al. 

(2010), instead of testing a single model alone, a competing model strategy should be 

involved. Through testing several alternative models and conducting model comparison, 

the model that best represents the data can be determined. Therefore, although Model S-

1 fitted the student data well, I still tested three competing models. The model fit indexes 

of these models are summarized in Table 4.9. 

 

The first competing model I tested was a priori hypothesised second-order four-factor 

model (Model S-2). This model involves a higher-order factor Assessment for Learning 

Strategies (AfLS), which is theoretically plausible. Besides, as indicated in Table 4.7, the 

correlations of the four latent variables in Model S-1 were high, which may also suggest 

the possible existence of a second-order factor (Kline, 2011). In specifying model S-2, 

the four factors CLAC, QACD, PASA and TEFB were specified to load on the second-

order factor (AfLS). The correlation of the four first-order factors was not estimated 

because it was represented by their regression on the second-order factor. The variance 

of the second-order factor AfLS was fixed to 1.00 for the purpose of estimating the 

higher-order factor loadings as well as the error variances (Byrne, 2006).  
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 Table 4. 9 Model Fit Indexes of Competing Models for Student data 

 

Model 

Model fit indexes 

S-Bχ² df *CFI SRMR *RMSEA *RMSEA 

90% C.I. 

 AIC 

Model  

S-1 

Practice 470.01 246 .963 .042 .039 .034, .044 -22.00 

Value 429.03 246 .960 .039 .035 .030, .041 -62.97 

Model  
S-2 

Practice 486.24 248 .961 .044 .040 .035, .045 -9.76 

Value 435.59 248 .959 .040 .035 .030, .041 -60.41 

Model  
S-3 

Practice 790.90 249 .910 .053 .060 .055, .065 292.90 

Value 666.97 249 .910 .048 .053 .048, .058 168.97 

Model  
S-4 

Practice 417.00 242 .971 .039 .035 .029, .040 -67.00 

Value 385.48 242 .969 .044 .031 .025, .037 -98.52 

 
Note. S-Bχ² =Satorra-Bentler Scaled Chi-square; df= Degree of Freedom;*CFI=Robust Comparative Fit index; SRMR=Standardized Root Mean 
Square Residual;*RMSEA= Robust Root Mean Square Residual; C.I. = Confidence Interval; AIC =Akaike’s information Criterion; Model S-1 
refers to the first-order four-factor correlated model; Model S-2 refers to the second-order four-factor model; Model S-3 refers to the first-order 
three-factor correlated model; Model S-4 refers to a first-order five-factor correlated model. Practice means the results for the practice section; 
Value means the results for the value section. 
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Model S-2 also yielded an adequate model fit in both the practice section (S-B χ² 

(248) = 486.24, p <.001; *CFI =.961; SRMR=.044; *RMSEA= .040; 90% 

C.I.= .035, .045) and the value section (S-B χ² (248) = 435.59, p <.001; *CFI =.959; 

SRMR=.040; *RMSEA= .035; 90% C.I.= .030, .041). With minimal differences in 

model fit indexes, I concluded that model S-2 fitted the student data equally well as 

model S-1. However, the larger AIC values of Model S-2 in both sections (-9.76 and 

-60.41 respectively) suggested that Model S-1 was comparatively more 

parsimonious. Therefore, model S-1 was preferred. 

 

The second competing model was a first-order three-factor correlated model (Model 

S-3). As presented in the previous section, the factors PASA and TEFB correlated .82 

and .80 in Model S-1 in the practice and the value section respectively, which 

suggested a possible high degree of overlapping between these two factors. 

Therefore, a three-factor correlated model (Model S-3) was established by 

specifying the items representing the two factors PASA and TEFB in Model S-1 on 

one factor labelled Feedback (FB). Model S-3 yielded only a marginally acceptable 

model fit in the practice section (S-B χ² (249) = 790.90; p <.001; *CFI = .901; SRMR 

=.053; *RMSEA= .060; 90% C.I. = .055, .065) and in the value section (S-B χ² (249) 

= 666.97; p <.001; *CFI =.910; SRMR=.048; *RMSEA= .053; 90% C.I. 

= .048, .058). Besides, the AIC value of this model is the highest among all the 

competing models (292.90 and 168.97 respectively). Therefore, I concluded that 

Model S-3 fitted the student data significantly worse than did Model S-1. 

 

The third theoretically reasonable competing model is a first-order five-factor 

correlated model (Model S-4). The only difference between Model S-4 and Model 



 

139 
 

S-1 is that four items of PASA in Model S-1 (PASA3-Item22, PASA4-Item 21, 

PASA 6-Item 23 and PASA8-Item 26) were set to load on the factor named Self-

assessment (SA) and the rest of the items on the factor Peer-assessment (PA). This 

model was well-fitting to student data in both the practice section (S-B χ² (242) = 

417.00; p <.001; *CFI =.971; SRMR=.039; *RMSEA= .035; 90% C.I. = .029, .040) 

and the value section (S-B χ² (242) = 385.48; p <.001; *CFI =.969; SRMR=.044; 

*RMSEA= .031; 90% C.I. = .025, .037). Compared with the other three models, 

Model S-4 had a better model fit indexes and a smaller ACI value (-67.00 in the 

practice section and -98.52 in the value section). However, the factor SA correlated 

very highly with the factor PA for both the practice and value section (r=.93 and 

r=.95 respectively). According to Kline (2011), correlations of latent variables 

exceeding .85 indicate poor discriminant validity. Hence, this model was also 

rejected. 

 

4.1.2.4 Summary 

 

After EFA, the second random half of student data was subjected to CFA by using 

SEM. A first-order four-factor correlated model (Model S-1) generated from the 

previous EFA analysis was examined and compared with a second-order four-factor 

model (Model S-2), a first-order three-factor correlated model (Model S-3) and a 

first-order five-factor correlated model (Model S-4). Given its much better model fit 

indexes and lower AIC values, I decided that the first-order four-factor correlated 

model (Model S-1) fitted the student data the best in both the practice and the value 

section, and hence cross-validated the previous EFA factor solution. 
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4.2 Validation of the Assessment for learning Strategy Questionnaire for 

Teachers (AfLSQ-T) 

 

After the validation of the AfLSQ-S, I examined the validity and reliability of the 

AfLSQ-T. Since the AfLSQ-T was composed of the same 29 items as AfLSQ-S 

except for the wording, only CFA was used to assess whether AfLSQ-T had the 

same underlying dimensions in the teacher group as AfLSQ-S in the student group. 

In addition, since only 24 items were kept after the previous validation of AfLSQ-S, 

I merely assessed the matching 24 items in the AfLSQ-T. 

 

4.2.1 Descriptive Statistics of Teacher Sample 

 

The teacher sample included 402 cases and the descriptive statistics are presented in 

Table 4.10. For the practice section, the mean scores of the matching 24 items ranged 

from 3.53(Item 28-PASA1) to 5.02 (Item 11-QACD1), and the standard deviations 

ranged from 1.00 to1.33. The data were assumed univariate normally distributed 

with the values of skewness between-1.06 and-.14 and that of kurtosis between-.59 

and1.37. However, the data were multivariate non-normal, with the value of Maria’s 

normalized multivariate Kurtosis being 53.41. In the value section, the mean scores 

of the same 24 items were between 4.23 (Item28-PASA1) and 5.18 (Item11-QACD1) 

and the associated standard deviations ranged from .89 to1.17. Similarly, the data 

were univariate normal (skewness from -1.41 to -.42; kurtosis from -.20 to 2.69) yet 

multivariate non-normal (Mardia’s normalized multivariate kurtosis being 77.67).  
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Table 4. 10 Summary of Descriptive Statistics of Teacher Data for CFA 

 Practice Section Value Section 

Means score 3.53~5.02 4.23~5.18 

Standard deviation 1.00~1.33 .89 ~1.17 

Kurtosis -.59~1.37 -.20~ 2.69 

Skewness -1.06 ~ -.14 -1.41~ -.42 

Mardia’s normalized 
multivariate kurtosis 

 53.41 77.67 

Number of student samples                                  n=402 

Note. CFA=Confirmatory factor analysis 

 

4.2.2 Results of Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) 

 

4.2.2.1 Test and Modification of the First-order Four-Factor Correlated Model  

 

Since the first-order four-factor correlated model (Model S-1) has been proven to 

best explain the student data, this model was assessed for its model fit for the teacher 

data in both the practice and value sections. The initial testing of this model yielded 

a bad fit to the teacher data in the practice section (S-B χ² (246) = 591.37; p <.001; 

*CFI =.889; SRMR=.065; *RMSEA= .059; 90% C.I.= .053, .065) and only a 

marginally good fit in the value section (S-B χ² (246) = 555.54; p <.001; *CFI =.900; 

SRMR=.058; *RMSEA= .056; 90% C.I.= .050, .062).  

 

Model Modification in the Practice Section 

 

Due to the inadequate fit of the initial test, I turned to model modification. Kline 

(2011) suggested that model modification must take into consideration the empirical 
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results provided by the modification indexes as well as theory plausibility. In other 

words, a researcher has to ensure that a certain change that improves model fit will 

not severely shift the theoretical meaning of this model. Byrne (2008) also stressed 

that it is of utmost importance to determine whether a modification makes any sense 

from theoretical perspective; he also warned us of the danger of overfitting a model 

when merely pursuing a better model fit. Following their advice, I reviewed the 

Lagrange Multiplier test (LM test) statistics for the practice section first, which 

indicated that six error covariances (PASA2/PASA1, TEFB4/TEFB3, PASA3/PASA4, 

QACD1/QACD5, TEFB2/TEFB1, PASA7/PASA3) were markedly misspecified. 

Obvious overlapping of content existed between PASA2 (I monitor and evaluate the 

quality of peer feedback) and PASA1 (I teach my students how to interpret feedback 

from peers). Both of the two items were concerned about how teachers helped their 

students with peer assessment. Content overlapping was also observed between 

PASA7 (I encourage my students to work together in pairs and groups to facilitate 

exchange of peer feedback) and PASA3 (“I deliberately develop an atmosphere in 

which my students feel safe and comfortable about giving and receiving feedback 

from their peers”). These two items were about the methods adopted by teachers to 

promote peer assessment. Therefore, the initial model was re-specified with these 

two error covariances included. The other four error covariances, although they 

exhibited larger univariate increment Chi-square statistic than that between PASA7 

and PASA3, were not incorporated into model re-specification, because no obvious 

content overlapping existed in these four pairs of items. The re-specified CFA model 

with two error covariances was named Model T-1 and is presented in Figure 4.2 on 

the subsequent page. 
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Note. CLAC= Communicating Learning and Criteria; QACD=Questioning and 
Classroom Discussion; TEFB= Teacher Feedback; PASA=Peer- and Self-
assessment 
 
Figure 4.2. Model T-1: The Four-Factor Correlated Model with two Error 
Covariances  
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After the modification, Model T-1 was re-estimated for the teacher data in the practice section. 

Each item in this model was constrained to load on the AfL strategy it was designed to measure, 

and no measurement errors were allowed to correlate except those between PASA 2 and PASA1 

as well as PASA7 and PASA 3. Improvement in model fit (S-B χ² (244) = 530.87; p <.001; 

*CFI =.908; SRMR=.063; *RMSEA= .054; 90% C.I.= .048; .060) has been achieved. The 

model fit indexes indicated that this model fitted the teacher data well.  

 

The unstandardized estimates and standardized solution of the AfLSQ-T in the practice section 

are presented in Table 4.11. As indicated by this table, the 24 parameters were statistically 

significant, with all the z-values larger than 1.96 (Byrne, 2008). All the standardized estimates 

loadings of the 24 items on their corresponding latent variables were above the threshold of .50 

(Hair, et al. 2010). The AfLSQ-T also showed satisfactory item reliability, composite 

reliability and convergence validity: All the values of R2 were greater than .30, with only one 

item (CLAC4-Item6) having a slightly lower value of .25. The values of CR in all the subscales 

(.72, .83, .84, .90, respectively) exceeded .70 and the values of AVE for three factors QACD 

(.49), TEFB (.47) and PASA (.53) were larger than. 36, and that for CLAC (.34) was slightly 

lower but close to the cut-off value. Therefore, I concluded that the AfLSQ-T indicated a four- 

factor structure with good reliability in the practice section. Table 4.12 demonstrates the 

correlations between latent variables. It shows that the correlations between QACD and PASA 

were moderate (r=.49) whereas the rest of the factor inter-correlations were high, with the 

value of r ranging from. 52 to.70. 
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Table 4. 11 Results of CFA Examination of the AfLSQ-T in the Practice Section. 

 
Construct 

 
Indicator  

Sig. test of 
parameters 

 
Std. 

Item 
reliability 

Composite 
reliability 

Convergence 
validity 

Unstd. z-value SMC(R2) CR AVE 

CLAC CLAC1-Item7 1.13 9.10 .63 .40 .72 .34 

CLAC2-Item1 1.00  .61 .37 

CLAC3-Item5 1.06 8.50 .58 .34 

CLAC4-Item6 .96 7.18 .50 .25 

CLAC5-Item2 .93 8.94 .59 .35 

QACD QACD1-Item11 1.06 11.54 .74 .55 .83 .49 

QACD2-Item10 .98 11.21 .69 .48 

QACD3-Item12 1.02 11.70 .69 .48 

QACD4-Item9 1.16 13.77 .74 .55 

QACD5-Item8 1.00  .65 .42 

TEFB TEFB1-Item16 1.02 12.50 .72 .52 .84 .47 

TEFB2-Item17 1.15 12.52 .76 .58 

TEFB3-Item15 1.00  .65 .42 

TEFB4-Item18 1.13 10.15 .68 .47 

TEFB5-Item19 1.02 10.48 .65 .42 

TEFB6-Item20 .97 11.72 .65 .42 

PASA PASA1-Item28 1.06 13.65 .77 .59 .90 .53 

PASA2-Item29 1.07 13.30 .75 .56 

PASA3-Item22 1.10 15.95 .81 .66 

PASA4-Item21 1.00  .73 .53 

PASA5-Item25 1.03 13.67 .77 .59 

PASA6-Item23 .74 10.01 .59 .34 

PASA7-Item27 .84 9.67 .64 .41 

PASA8-Item26 .92 11.93 .71 .50 

 
Note. Z-value for CLAC2-Item1, QACD5-Item8, TEFB3-Item15, PASA4-Item 21 are blank 
because the regression weight of each of these items was fixed at 1.00 and no critical ratio was 
computed. CLAC= Communicating Learning and Criteria; QACD=Questioning and 
Classroom Discussion; TEFB=Teacher Feedback; PASA=Peer- and Self- assessment; 
Unstd.=Unstandardized Estimate; Std.=Standardized Estimate.
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Table 4. 12 Correlations Between the Latent Variables of the AfLSQ-T in Both the 

Practice and the Value sections.  

Factor Correlation Practice Section     Value section  

CLAQ-QACD .67 .81 

CLAQ-TEFB .70 .78 

CLAQ-PASA .52 .61 

QACD-TEFB .72 .79 

QACD-PASA .49 .64 

TEFB-PASA .70 .76 

 
Note. CLAC= Communicating Learning and Criteria; QACD=Questioning and 
Classroom Discussion; TEFB=Teacher Feedback; PASA=Peer- and Self- 
assessment.  
 

Model Modification in the Value Section 

 

As for the value section, since the model fit of the first-order four-factor model 

(Model S-1) was merely marginally acceptable, the LM test statistics was also 

checked, which led to a similar suggestion for model modification as in the practice 

section. Therefore, two same error covariances (PASA2 and PASA1; PASA3 and 

PASA7) were added. The modified model (i.e., Model T-1) was then assessed for its 

fit to the teacher data in the value section. The omnibus fit indexes revealed a better 

model fit (S-B χ² (244) = 459.15; p <.001; *CFI =.930; SRMR=.054; 

*RMSEA= .047; 90% C.I. = .040, .053). Table 4.13 presents the unstandardized 

estimates and standardized solution of the AfLSQ-T in the value section.  
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Table 4. 13 Results of CFA Examination of the AfLSQ-T in the Value Section 

 
Construct 

 
Indicator  

Sig. test of 
parameters 

 
Std. 

Item 
reliability 

Composite 
reliability 

Convergence 
validity 

Unstd. z-value SMC(R2) CR AVE 

CLAC CLAC1-Item7 1.19 10.52 .69 .48 .77 .40 

CLAC2-Item1 1.00  .66 .44 

CLAC3-Item5 1.06 8.15 .59 .35 

CLAC4-Item6 1.00 8.12 .55 .30 

CLAC5-Item2 1.11 11.37 .67 .45 

QACD QACD1-Item11 1.05 14.43 .79 .62 .87 .57 

QACD2-Item10 1.05 15.41 .76 .58 

QACD3-Item12 1.06 15.40 .77 .59 

QACD4-Item9 1.02 15.12 .74 .55 

QACD5-Item8 1.00  .71 .50 

TEFB TEFB1-Item16 .97 18.48 .79 .62 .90 .59 

TEFB2-Item17 1.04 16.45 .77 .59 

TEFB3-Item15 1.00  .73 .53 

TEFB4-Item18 1.03 13.80 .82 .67 

TEFB5-Item19 .97 11.62 .78 .61 

TEFB6-Item20 .92 12.60 .71 .50 

PASA PASA1-Item28 1.00 13.34 .75 .56 .91 .57 

PASA2-Item29 1.02 14.15 .75 .56 

PASA3-Item22 1.07 18.67 .82 .67 

PASA4-Item21 1.00  .75 .56 

PASA5-Item25 1.02 14.41 .79 .62 

PASA6-Item23 .77 11.64 .68 .46 

PASA7-Item27 .87 10.24 .72 .52 

PASA8-Item26 .97 13.28 .76 .58 

 
Note. z-value for CLAC2-Item1, QACD5-Item8, TEFB3-Item15, PASA4-Item 21 are 
blank because the regression weight of each of these items was fixed at 1.00 and no 
critical ratio was computed. CLAC= Communicating Learning and Criteria; 
QACD=Questioning and Classroom Discussion; TEFB=Teacher Feedback; PASA=Peer- 
and Self- assessment; Unstd.=Unstandardized Estimate; Std.=Standardized Estimate. 
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As in the practice section, the 24 parameters were statistically significant, with all 

the z-values larger than 1.96 (Byrne, 2008). The standardized factor loadings ranged 

from.55 to. 67 for CLAC, from .71to .79 for QACD, from .71 to. 82 for TEFB, and 

from.68 to .82 for PASA, indicating good effect size. The value of SMC (from .30 

to.67), CR (from. 77 to .91) and AVE (from .40 to .59) all exceeded the cut-off value 

of .30, .70 and. 36, respectively, suggesting adequate item reliability, composite 

reliability and convergence validity in this section. Therefore, I conclude that Model 

T-1 fitted the teacher data in the value section reasonably well. The correlations 

between the latent variables in the value section, as shown in Table 4.12, were high, 

ranging from. 61 between CLAQ and PASA to.81 between CLAQ and QACD.  

 

4.2.2.2 Test and Modification of Competing Models  

 

Following a similar procedure of validating the AfLSQ-S by using CFA and based 

on the same rationale, I also tested three a priori hypothesized models that were 

theoretically plausible. The first one is a second-order four-factor model (Model T-

2) with the four factors in Model T-1 loaded on a second order factor Assessment for 

Learning strategies (AfLS). The second one is a first-order three-factor correlated 

model (Model T-3), in which the items loaded on the two factors PASA and TEFB 

in Model T-1 are specified to load on one factor Feedback (FB). The third is a first-

order five-factor correlated model (Model T-4), in which the four items of PASA in 

Model T-1 (PASA3-Item22, PASA4-Item 21, PASA 6-Item 23 and PASA8-Item 26) 

are set to load on a factor named Self-assessment (SA) and the rest four item a factor 

named Peer-assessment (PA). The model fit indexes of these models and those of 

their modified models are reported in Table 4.14. 
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Table 4. 14 Model Fit Indexes of Competing Models for Teacher Data 

 
Note. S-B χ2=Satorra-Bentler Scaled Chi-square; df= Degree of Freedom;*CFI=Robust Comparative Fit index; SRMR=Standardized Root 
Mean Square Residual; *RMSEA= Robust Root Mean Square Residual; C.I. = Confidence Interval; AIC =Akaike’s information; Model S-
1 refers to the first- order four-factor correlated model; Model T-1 refers to the Four-Factor Correlated Model with two error covariances; 
Model T-2 refers to the second-order four-factor model; Model T-2M refers to the second-order four-factor model with two error 
covariances; Model T-3 refers to the first-order three-factor correlated model; Model T-3M refers to the first-order three-factor correlated 
model with two error covariances; Model T-4 refers to a first-order five-factor correlated model. Practice refers to the results in the practice 
section; Value refers to the results in the value section. 

 
Model 

Model fit indexes 
S-B χ2 df *CFI SRMR *RMSEA *RMSEA 90% C.I. AIC 

Model S-1 
 

Practice 591.37 246 .889 .065 .059 .053,  .065 …… 
Value 555.54 246 .900 .058 .056 .050,  .062 …… 

Model T-1 
 

Practice 530.87 244 .908 .063 .054 .048,  .060 42.87 
Value 459.15 244 .930 .054 .047 .040,  .053 -28.85 

Model T-2 
 

Practice 602.28 248 .886 .067 .060 .054,  .066 …… 
Value 569.50 248 .896 .060 .057 .051,  .063 …… 

Model T-2M Practice 541.44 246 .905 .064 .055 .048,  .061 49.44 
Value 472.92 246 .927 .056 .048 .041,  .054 -19.08 

Model T-3 
 

Practice 831.83 249 .813 .083 .076 .071,  .082 …… 
Value 802.54 249 .821 .070 .074 .069,  .080 …… 

Model T-3M 
 

Practice 748.96 247 .839 .078 .071 .065,  .077 …… 
Value 675.78 247 .861 .066 .066 .060,  .072 …… 

Model T-4 
 

Practice 541.94 242 .904 .062 .056 .049,  .062 57.94 
Value 507.65 242 .914 .057 .052 .046,  .059 23.65 
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The test of model T-2 yielded an inadequate model fit in both the practice (S-B χ² (248) 

= 602.28; p <.001; *CFI =.886; SRMR=.067; *RMSEA= .060; 90% C.I.= .054, .066) 

and value section (S-B χ² (248) = 569.50; p <.001; *CFI =.896; SRMR=.060; 

*RMSEA= .057; 90% C.I.= .051, .063.) After reviewing the LM statistics and taking 

into consideration of theoretical plausibility, I covaried two pairs of error items (PASA 

1 and PASA 2; PASA 7 and PASA 3) in the same pattern as in Model T-1. The modified 

model (Model T-2M) was re-estimated, which yielded goodness-of-fit statistics that 

represented an acceptable fit to the data in both the practice section (S-B χ² (246) = 

541.44; p <.001; *CFI =.905; SRMR=.064; *RMSEA= .055; 90% C.I.= .048, .061) and 

the value section (S-B χ² (246) = 472.92; p <.001; *CFI =.927; SRMR=.056; 

*RMSEA= .048; 90% C.I.=.041, .054). However, Model T-2M was rejected, because it 

indicated larger AIC values in both the practice (49.44) and value (-19.08) section than 

Model T-1, which means that Model T-2M was less parsimonious than Model T-1 

(Akaike, 1998, Burnham & Anderson, 2003). 

 

Model T-3 was also rejected due to its poor model fit indexes even after modification. 

For the initial model (Model T-3), the values of the CFI were .813 and .821 in the 

practice and value section respectively. As for the results of SRMR, the upper bound of 

the 90% confidence interval exceeded .08 in the practice section. The results of LM 

statistics indicated very similar suggestions as in Model T-1. Therefore, two error 

covariances were added and the modified model (Model T-3M) was assessed again. This 

modification resulted in an improved yet still poor fit to the teacher data in both sections 

with the values of CFI far lower than the threshold of .90. No further modification was 

made to improve the statistical results because it did not make any sense theoretically. 

 



 

151 
 

The first-order five-factor model (Model T-4) was well-fitting in both sections and no 

modification was needed to improve the model fit. In the practice section, S-B χ² (242) 

= 541.94; p <.001; *CFI =.904; SRMR=.062; *RMSEA= .056; 90% C.I. = .049, .062. 

In the value section, S-B χ² (242) = 507.65; p <.001; *CFI =.914; SRMR=.057; 

*RMSEA= .052; 90% C.I. = .046, .059. However, the high factor correlation between 

the two factors SA and PA (r=.89 in the practice section and r=.87 in the value section) 

was far greater than the cut-off value of .85 to assume adequate discriminant validity 

(Kline, 2011). Furthermore, Model T-4 also indicated larger AIC values in both the 

practice section (57.94) and the value section (23.64). Therefore, this model was also 

rejected. 

 

As presented above, to validate the AfLSQ-T, I tested a first-order four-factor model 

with two error covariances (Model T-1) based on the factor solution of the AfLSQ-S 

(Model S-1), because these two sets of questionnaires were basically the same in content 

as well as in format, except for some minor difference in wording. Model T-1 indicated 

adequate fit to the teacher data in both the practice and value sections. The testing of 

competing models revealed that Model T-2M and Model T-4 fitted the teacher data 

equally well as Model T-1. Using the value of AIC as the criterion for model 

comparisons, I concluded that Model T-1, which demonstrated the lowest AIC values 

in both the practice and the value section, fitted the teacher data the best.  

 

4.3 Chapter Summary 

  

Chapter 4 reported the procedure of validating two instruments used in the quantitative 

phase—the AfLSQ-S and the AfLSQ-T. The AfLSQ-T was examined first by EFA in 
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SPSS and a four-factor solution including 24 items was generated with satisfactory 

loadings of each item on its corresponding factor. CFA was used through SEM in EQS, 

which cross-validated the first-order four-factor model (Model S-1) in both the practice 

and the value section. Then the teacher data was subjected to CFA for examination, and 

a first-order four-factor model with two error correlations (Model T-1) containing the 

same 24 items has been proven to explain the teacher data the best. Four factors (i.e., 

CLAQ,QACD, TEFB, and PASA) has been established in the validation of both the 

AfLSQ-S and the AfLSQ- T, which represent well the core strategies advocated in the 

AfL literature (Wiliam, 2010; Wiliam & Leahy, 2007; Wiliam & Thompson, 2007). The 

following statistical analyses in this study were mainly based on these four established 

factors, which will be reported in the subsequent chapter. 
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CHPATER FIVE 

QUANTITATIVE FINDINGS 

 

This chapter reports the quantitative findings based on the three major research 

questions. The first section of this chapter revolves around teachers’ and students’ 

perceptions of the frequency of AfL strategies used in Chinese university EFL classes. 

The second section focuses on the values teachers and students attached to the AfL 

strategies. The last section presents the relationship between teacher’s self-reported 

practices and their values.   

 

5.1 Teachers’ and Students’ Perceptions of the AfL Practices Used 

 

This section concerns teachers’ and students’ perceptions of the usage of AfL strategies. 

First, it reports on the AfL strategy most frequently used, based on teachers’ self-report. 

It then provides the students’ perspective with regard to the frequency of AfL strategies 

used. After that, the results of tests of measurement invariance are reported, providing 

information as to the extent to which the AfLSQ-T and AfLSQ-S were equivalent in 

measuring teacher and student perceptions. Finally, how teachers and students differed 

in their perceptions of the implementation of AfL strategies in Chinese university EFL 

classes are presented. 

 

5.1.1 Teachers’ Perceptions of AfL Practices 

 

A previous validation of the AfLSQ-T (see 4.2 for details) generated four factors 

representing the core AfL strategies recommended in the AfL literature: Communicating 
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Learning and Quality (CLAQ), Questioning and Classroom Discussion (QACD), 

Teacher’s Feedback (TEFB), and Peer-and Self- Assessment (PASA). To detect the 

possible differences in the frequency of adopting these four AfL strategies based on 

teachers’ self-report, I, first, computed the scores of the four factors by averaging the 

responses for items within each factor. Then I checked the assumption of normal 

distribution of the four factors. The results indicated that this assumption was met with 

the values of skewness (from -.89 to -.31) and kurtosis (from-.25 to 1.74) within the 

tolerable range of -2/+2 and -7/+7 respectively (Finney & DiStefano, 2006). 

 

The data were then subjected to Repeated-Measures ANOVA for analysis. Mauchly’s 

test indicated that the assumption of sphericity was violated (χ² (5) = 62.98, p <.001). 

Therefore, degrees of freedom were corrected by using Huynh-Feldt estimates of 

sphericity (ε=.91). The results of repeated-measures ANOVA showed that, from 

teachers’ perspective, there were significant differences in the frequency of 

implementing the four AfL strategies: F (2.74, 1098.92) =127.51, p <.001, ηp2 =.24. 

Bonferroni post hoc tests was then carried out to detect where the differences came from. 

The results, as shown in figure 5.1, suggested that teachers perceived higher frequency 

of QACD (M = 4.73; SD = .81) than the other three AfL strategies: CLAC (M =4.36; 

SD = .79; p <.001), TEFB (M=4.39；SD=.31; p <.001) and PASA (M=3.93; SD=.95; p 

<.001). There were also statistically significant differences between PASA and CLAC 

(p <.001) as well as between PASA and TEFB (p <.001), but no significant difference 

between CLAC and TEFB (p >.999). From these findings, I concluded that, according 

to teachers’ self-report, QACD were the most frequently used strategies, while PASA 

was the least adopted strategy. This results are indicated in figure 5.1. 
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Note：CLAC = Communicating Learning and Criteria; QACD = Questioning and 
Classroom Discussion; TEFB = Teacher Feedback; PASA = Peer- and Self-assessment; 
AfL = Assessment for Learning  
 
Figure 5. 1 Teachers’ and Students’ Perceptions of the Frequency of AfL Strategies 
Used  
 

5.1.2 Students’ Perceptions of AfL Practices 

 

Following the same procedure as for analyzing the teacher data, after computing the 

scores of the four factors of the student data, a Repeated-Measures ANOVA was 

adopted to test the possible differences in students’ perceived frequency of the four 

strategies. The assumption of normal distribution was met with the values of skewness 

ranging from -.71 to -.43 and kurtosis from -.27 to .72. However, the assumption of 

sphericity was violated given the significant result of Mauchly’s test of sphericity (χ² (5) 

=122.65, p <.001). Accordingly, degrees of freedom were corrected by using Huynh-

Feldt estimate of sphericity (ε=.94). The results of repeated-measures ANOVA 

indicated the existence of statistically significant differences in the frequency of the four 

strategies (F (2.81, 3340.86) =169.27, p <.001, ηp2=.13). Bonferroni post hoc tests, as 

CLAC QACD TEFB PASA
Teacher 4.36 4.73 4.39 3.93
Student 4.10 4.44 4.16 3.89

0
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shown in Figure 5.1, suggested that students perceived more frequent implementation 

of QACD (M = 4.44; SD = .91) than CLAC (M =4.10; SD= .96; p <.001), TEFB (M 

=4.16; SD = 1.01; p <.001) and PASA (M =3.89；SD=1.09; p <.001). They also 

identified significantly lower frequency of PASA than the other three strategies, which 

all had a probability value below the .05 threshold (all p <.001). However, they did not 

report any difference between the frequency of CLAC and that of TEFB (p =.11).  

 

5.1.3 Teacher-Student Differences in their Perceptions of AfL Practices 

 

After separate analyses of the teacher and student data, the teacher and student groups 

were compared. This part of the chapter presents the range of tests used in this study to 

assess the measurement invariance of the AfLSQ-T and the AfLSQ-S in the practice 

section. Then, the results of the test of invariant factor means are reported to reveal the 

differences in teachers’ and students’ perceptions of AfL practices in their classrooms. 

The results of these tests are summarized in Table 5.1.
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Table 5. 1 Model Fit Indexes of Tests of Measurement Invariance in the Practice Section 

 

Model 

Model fit indexes Comparative statistics 

(compared with the Configural model) 

S-B χ² df *CFI SRMR *RMSEA *RMSEA 

90% C.I. 

△ S-B χ² △df p △*CFI 

Configural Invariance  

  (Model P-1)  

1220.01 490 .950 .052 .031 .028, .033 ……….. … … ……… 

Metric Invariance      

(Model P-2) 

1244.33 510 .950 .053 .030 .028,.032 12.34 20 .90 <.001 

Scalar Invariance 

 (Model P-3) 

1549.68 534 .950 .056 .035 .033, .037 578.27 44 <.001 <.001 

Partial Scalar 

Invariance 

 (Model P-4) 

1256.91 518 .950 .053 .030 .028,.032 13.20 28 .99 <.001 

Factor Mean 

Invariance 

 (Model P-5) 

1497.13 530 .950 .054 .034 .032,.036 ………. … … ……… 

Note. S-Bχ² =Satorra-Bentler Scaled Chi-square; df= Degree of Freedom; *CFI=Robust Comparative Fit index; SRMR=Standardized Root 

Mean Square Residual;*RMSEA= Robust Root Mean Square Residual; C.I. = Confidence Interval; △ S-Bχ²=adjusted Satorra-Bentler Scaled 

chi-square difference. △*CFI= Robust Comparative Fit index difference.
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5.1.3.1 Test of Configural Invariance in the Practice Section 

 

The test of configural invariance began with separate estimations of baseline models for 

the teacher and student group. As reported in Chapter four, EFA and CFA examination 

of the student data validated a 24-item first-order four-factor model (Model S-1) 

underlying students’ perceptions of AfL practices. As for the corresponding teachers’ 

questionnaire, a similar model (Model T-1) with the 24 matching items indicated good 

fit to the teacher data in the practice section. However, slight differences existed 

between these two models: In Model T-1 here were two error covariances; in Model S-

1 these parameters were not specified. Although the baseline models for teacher and 

student data were not identical, tests of configural invariance could still proceed by 

excluding those different parameters in multi-group analysis (Byrne, 2006). I, then, 

subjected both student and teacher data to simultaneous tests by using multi-group CFA. 

The two error covariances in Model T-1 were not included in this analysis and no 

invariance constraints were placed on any parameter. The results of the multi-group 

CFA, in this step, indicated that the configural invariance model represented a good fit 

to the data (S-B χ² (490) = 1220.01, p <.001; *CFI =.950; SRMR=.052; *RMSEA= .031; 

90% C.I. = .028, .033). Therefore, I concluded that the configural invariance model 

(Model P-1) was established, against which the subsequent models with increasingly 

stringent invariance constraints could be compared. 

 

5.1.3.2 Test of Metric Invariance in the Practice Section 

  

The establishment of the configural invariant model (Model P-1) permitted the second 

test of metric invariance. In this step, all freely estimated factor loadings were 
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constrained to be equivalent between the teacher and student groups except for those 

fixed to 1.00 for model identification and scaling. Goodness-of-fit results suggested that 

the metric invariance model (Model P-2) fitted the data quite well(S-B χ² (510) = 

1244.33; p <.001; *CFI =.950; SRMR=.053; *RMSEA= .030; 90% C.I. = .028, .032).  

 

After that, the chi-square difference test with Satorra and Bentler’s (2001) correction 

was conducted to compare Model P-2 and Model P-1. The results of this test (△S-Bχ² = 

12.34; p = .90) indicated that Model P-2 did not significantly reduce the model fit as 

compared to Model P-1. Furthermore, the change in CFI (△CFI<.001) was below the .01 

cut-off value (Cheung & Renswold, 2002). I came to the conclusion, therefore, that the 

invariance constraints on factor loadings held. In other words, factor loadings of 

matching items in the two instruments were equivalent. 

 

5.1.3.3 Test of Scalar Invariance in the Practice Section 

 

With equivalent factor loadings across the teacher and student groups, the weak form of 

invariance has been established. To test whether strong invariance held across the two 

groups, I then estimated the scalar invariant model (Model P-3), with further invariance 

constraints imposed on all observed variable’s intercepts across the two groups. Model 

P-3 demonstrated a reasonably good fit to the data (S-B χ² (534) = 1549.68; p <.001; 

*CFI =.950; SRMR=.056; *RMSEA= .035; 90% C.I. = .033, .037). However, though 

the decline in the value of CFI was minimal (△CFI <.001), the scaled chi-square test 

between Model P-3 and Model P-1 suggested that the intercept invariance constraints 

did not hold (△ S-B χ² (44) =578.27, p <.001). In other words, the intercepts of some 

matching items were not equivalent between the teacher and student groups. 
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The LM test suggested that 16 out of 24 intercepts were non-invariant across teachers 

and students. By removing the equality constraints on the intercepts of these items the 

partial scalar invariance model (Model P-4) yielded an improved model fit (S-B χ² (518) 

= 1256.91; p <.001; *CFI =.95; SRMR=.05; *RMSEA= .03; 90% C.I. = .03, .03). This 

model was again compared with the configural invariance model (Model P-1). The 

negligible change in CFI (△CFI<.001), as well as the results of chi-square difference 

test (△ S-B χ² (8) = 13.20, p =.99), indicated that the invariance constraints on the 

intercepts of the rest eight items (CLAC 3, 4; TEFB4, 5 and PASA 2, 4, 5, 6) held. 

 

5.1.3.4 Test of Invariant Factor Means in the Practice Section 

 

Although the intercepts of most items in the teacher group were not the same as those 

in the student group, I continued to test the possible differences in the latent factor means 

because, in EQS, the intercepts of items can be fixed to be identical across groups (Byrne, 

2006). To detect differences in latent factor means, a factor mean invariance model 

(Model P-5) was examined. In this model, the intercepts of all the measures were 

constrained to be equal across the teacher and student groups. Moreover, the four factor 

intercepts for the student group were fixed to zero, while these for the teacher group 

were specified as free. In this way, the student group served as the reference group 

against which the teacher group could be compared. Wald z test was used to assess 

whether the means of the four factors for the teacher group were significantly different 

from those in the student group. The fit statistics for Model P-5 were satisfactory (S-B 

χ² (530) = 1497.13; p <.001; *CFI =.950; SRMR=.054; *RMSEA= .034; 90% C.I. 

= .032, .036). Inspection of the EQS results indicated that the means of the factor CLAC 

(z=5.72), QACQ (z=5.93) and TEFB (z=4.73) in teacher group were statistically 
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significantly higher than those in the student group, while there was no significant 

difference in the mean of the factor PASA (z=.51) across the two groups. The 

standardized effect sizes were calculated following the advice of Hancock (2001) and 

Thompson and Green (2013), which suggested a small difference in the three means 

(Cohen’s d=.33 for CLAC; =.35 for QACD; and =.30 for TEFB) (Cohen, 1988). These 

findings implied that teachers reported slightly higher frequency of AfL practices than 

their students in terms of Questioning and Classroom Discussion (QACD), 

Communicating Learning and Criteria (CLAC) and Teacher Feedback (TEFB), but 

there was no statistical difference in the perceptions of the teachers and students in the 

frequency of peer and self-assessment. 

 

5.1.4 Summary 

 

The findings in this section revealed a similar pattern in teachers’ and students’ 

perceptions of AfL practices. Both teachers and students reported Questioning and 

Classroom Discussion (QACD) to be the most frequently used strategy while Peer-and 

Self-assessment (PASA) to be the least adopted strategy. The other two strategies, 

Communicating Learning and Criteria (CLAC) and Teacher Feedback (TEFB) were 

reported to have frequencies between those of PASA and QACD. However, teachers 

reported a slightly higher frequency of implementing Questioning and Classroom 

Discussion (QACD), Communicating Learning and Criteria (CLAC) and Teacher 

Feedback (TEFB) than students. 
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5.2 Teachers’ and Students’ Values 

 

The section begins with the findings of separate analysis of the teacher data and student 

data, which identified the AfL strategies valued the most by teachers and students 

respectively. It then reports the results with regard to the possible differences in teachers’ 

and students’ values.  

 

5.2.1 Values Attached to the AfL Strategies by Teachers  

 

Repeated-Measures ANOVA was used again to investigate which AfL strategy was 

considered by teachers to be of most importance in promoting their students’ language 

learning. First, the two assumptions for conducting this test were checked: The values 

of skewness (from -1.23 to -.51) and kurtosis (from .05 to 3.19) indicated that the 

assumption of normal distribution was satisfied. However, as Mauchly’s test suggested 

the violation of the assumption of sphericity (χ² (5) =54.26, p <.001), the degrees of 

freedom were corrected by using Huynh-Feldt estimates of sphericity (ε =.92). Since the 

value of the F-ratio was significant (F (2.75, 1103.50) = 59.24, p <.001, ηp2=.13), 

statistically significant differences existed in the importance teachers attached to the 

four AfL strategies. The results of post hoc tests were demonstrated in figure 5.2, which 

showed very similar results as in the practice section of teacher data. A statistically 

significant difference existed between QACD (M = 4.97; SD = .79) and the other three 

AfL strategies: CLAC (M =4.75; SD = .72; p <.001), TEFB (M =4.79; SD=.82; p <.001) 

and PASA (M=4.52；SD=.87; p <.001), which indicates that teachers attached more 

importance to QACD than the other three AfL strategies. Furthermore, there was a 

significant difference between PASA and CLAC (p <.001), PASA and TEFB (p <.001), 
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suggesting that teachers consider PASA to be the least important strategy in promoting 

student language learning. Again, no difference was detected between CLAC and TEFB 

(p >.999). 

  

 

Note：CLAC = Communicating Learning and Criteria; QACD = Questioning and 

Classroom Discussion; TEFB = Teacher Feedback; PASA = Peer- and Self-assessment; 

AfL = Assessment for Learning  

 

Figure 5. 2. Teachers’ and Students’ Perceptions of the Importance of the AfL 

Strategies  

 

5.2.2 Values Attached to the AfL Strategies by Students 

 

Following the same procedure as in analyzing the teacher data, I first checked the 

normality of the four factors for student data. The values of skewness (from -.64 to-.50) 

and kurtosis (from-.01 to.81) were both within the tolerable range for assuming normal 

distribution. However, the assumption of sphericity had been violated based on the result 

of Mauchly’s test of sphericity (χ² (5) = 105.44, p <.001). Therefore, a Repeated 

Measures ANOVA with a Huynh-Feldt correction (ε=.95) was used. The result of this 

CLAC QACD TEFB PASA
Teacher 4.75 4.97 4.79 4.52
Student 4.61 4.66 4.58 4.29
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test revealed that there were statistically significant differences in the values students 

attached to the four strategies (F (2.84, 3367.55) = 117.74, p <.001, ηp2=.09). Post hoc 

tests using the Bonferroni correction (see figure 5.2) revealed a very similar pattern as 

in teacher data. Students considered QACD (M=4.66; SD=.82) as a more crucial 

strategy in enhancing their language learning than CLAQ (M=4.61; SD=.78; p =.038), 

TEFB (M=4.58; SD=.85; p <.001) and PASA (M=4.29; SD=.89; p <.001). PASA was 

also considered by students as the least important for their language learning compared 

to CLAQ, QACD and TEFB, with p <.001. Again, there was no significant difference 

in the importance of CLAQ and TEFB (p >.999).   

 

5.2.3. Teacher-Student Differences in the Values They Attached to the AfL 

Stategies 

 

After detecting the within-group difference in teacher data and student data respectively, 

I proceeded with the between-group comparison in the value section. This part of the 

section presents, in detail, the tests of measurement invariance conducted in this study; 

it then reports the differences in the latent variable means across the two groups. The 

statistical results are summarized in Table 5.2. 

 

5.2.3.1 Test of Configural Invariance in the Value Section  

 

As illustrated in Chapter four, Model T-1 and Model S-1 were also tested separately for 

their fit for the teacher and student data in the value section. Through model comparison 

with competing models, these two models have been proved to be the most parsimonious 

and best fitting model for teachers and students, respectively, and thus were established 
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as baseline models for the two groups. Because Model T-1 and Model S-1 had the same 

factorial structure, except for the two error covariances in Model T-1, I continued with 

the test of configural invariance model (Model V-1) by excluding these two error 

covariances and testing the teacher and student data simultaneously. This model 

indicated a good fit (S-B χ² (490) = 891.09; p <.001; *CFI =.947; SRMR=.047; 

*RMSEA= .029; 90% C.I. = .026, .031), suggesting that configural invariance held 

across the teacher and student groups.  

 

5.2.3.2 Test of Metric Invariance in the Value Section 

 

Since the configural invariance was in place, I proceeded with the test of metric 

invariance to determine whether the factor loadings of the measures were equal across 

the two groups. With the factoring loadings held equal, the metric invariant model 

(Model V-2) was estimated and demonstrated a good fit for the data: S-B χ² (510) = 

915.73; p <.001; *CFI =.946; SRMR=.051; *RMSEA= .028; 90% C.I. = .025, .031. The 

scaled chi-square difference test for the metric invariant model versus the configural 

invariance model was non-significant (△ S-B χ² (20) = 26.49, p =.15), and the change 

in CFI (△CFI = .001) was also within the recommended 0.01 cutoff value, which 

provided evidence for the invariance of the factor loadings cross the two groups. 
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Table 5. 2 Model Fit Indexes of Tests of Measurement Invariance in the Value Section 

 

Model 

Model fit indexes Comparative statistics 

(compared with the Configural model) 

S-B χ² df *CFI SRMR *RMSEA *RMSEA 

90% C.I. 

△ S-B χ² △df p △*CFI 

Configural Invariance  

  (Model V-1)  

891.09 490 .947 .047 .029 .026, .031 ……….. … … ……… 

Metric Invariance         

(Model V-2) 

915.73 510 .946 .051 .028 .025,.031 26.49 20 .15 .001 

Scalar Invariance 

  (Model V-3) 

1066.10 534 .946 .053 .032 .029, .034 375.67 44 <.001 .001 

Partial Scalar Invariance 

  (Model V-4) 

931.14 517 .946 .051 .028 .025,.031 40.69 27 =.04 .001 

Factor Mean Invariance 

  (Model V-5) 

1038.12 530 .947 .052 .031 .028,.034 ……….. … … ……… 

Note. S-B χ²=Satorra-Bentler Scaled Chi-square; df= Degree of Freedom; *CFI=Robust Comparative Fit index; SRMR=Standardized Root 

Mean Square Residual;*RMSEA= Robust Root Mean Square Residual; C.I. = Confidence Interval; △ S-B χ²=adjusted Satorra-Bentler Scaled 

chi-square difference (compared with the less constrained model).  
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5.2.3.3 Test for Scalar invariance in the Value Section 

 

The test of scalar invariance was performed with equivalent constraints placed on all the 

factor loadings as well as intercepts of all measures across the teacher and student groups. 

With all the goodness-of-fit indexes falling in the recommended range (S-B χ² (534) = 

1066.10; p <.001; *CFI =.946; SRMR=.053; *RMSEA= .032; 90% C.I. = .029, .034), 

the scalar invariant model (Model V-3) was proven to be a well-fitting model. This 

nested model was then compared with the configural invariant model (Model V-1). As 

the change in the fit indexes was trivial, the scaled chi-square difference test was 

statistically significant (△ S-B χ² (44) = 375.67, p <.001), indicating the lack of complete 

equality in the intercepts across the two groups. Therefore, a partial scalar invariance 

model (Model V-4) was tested by removing invariance constraints on 17 out of 24 

intercepts, based on the results of the LM test provided by EQS. Relaxing these 17 

constraints produced a substantial improvement in fit as compared to the full scalar 

invariant model (S-B χ² (517) = 931.14; p <.001; *CFI =.946; SRMR=.051; 

*RMSEA= .028; 90% C.I. = .025, .031). Although the scaled chi-square difference test 

for the partial scalar invariant model (Model V-4) versus the configural invariance 

model (Model V-1) was still statistically significant (△ S-B χ² (27) = 40.69, p =.04), the 

decline in CFA was minimal (△CFI =.001), and there was no further indication of non-

invariant intercepts based on the LM test, It can be concluded, therefore, that this scalar 

partial invariant model held for the rest of the items. 
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5.2.3.4 Test of Invariant Factor Means in the Value Section 

 

After the tests of configural invariance, metric invariance and scalar invariance, the 

means of latent variables can be compared between teachers and students,. In the current 

study, following the recommendation of Byrne (2006), the intercepts of all the measures 

were forced to be equal, and the student group was chosen to serve as a reference group, 

and its means on the latent variables were fixed to zero. The fit indices for the invariant 

factor mean model (Model V-5) were as follows: S-B χ² (530) = 1038.12; p <.001; *CFI 

=.947; SRMR=.052; *RMSEA= .031; 90% C.I. = .028, .034. The results of EQS 

revealed that the factor means were significantly higher for teachers than for students 

for all the four factors: CLAC (z=2.92), QACQ (z=5.58), TEFB (z=3.85) and PASA 

(z=3.84). The standardized effect sizes suggested small magnitude of the differences in 

the four factor means (Cohen’s d=.21 for CLAC, =.39 for QACD, =.26 for TEFB, and 

=.25 for PASA). These findings suggest that, compared with their students, teachers 

attached slightly more importance to the four AfL strategies than their students did.  

 

5.2.4 Summary 

 

The analyses of teachers’ and students’ responses in the value section demonstrate that 

both teachers and students regarded QACD as the most important strategies to promote 

student language learning while they valued PASA the least. The between-group 

comparison, however, indicated that teachers placed higher importance on all the four 

AfL strategies than students did. 
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5.3 Incongruence between Teachers’ Practices and Values 

 

In this study, I also tried to detect possible incongruence between teachers’ self-reported 

AfL practices, and their values at item level, through comparing the proportions of 

teacher respondents who attached high value (tick ⑤ or ⑥in the value section) to each 

assessment practice with the proportions of those who reported high frequency of 

adopting this practice (chose 5 or 6 in the practice section). The items in each factor are 

listed in descending order of the size of the practice-value gap in Table 5.4. 

 

Overall, in terms of teachers’ self- reported assessment practice, only 11 out of the 24 

classroom assessment practices included in this analysis were frequently or always 

adopted by more than half of the respondents. five of the most frequently reported 11 

assessment practices are related to the strategy of QACD (QACD 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5); three 

of the 11 assessment practices reflect TEFB (TEFB 1,3, and 6); two of the most adopted 

11 assessment practices reflect CLAC (CLAC 1 and 5); Only one of the 11 assessment 

practices reflects PASA (PASA7). The assessment practices, reported to be frequently 

used by only a small number of teachers, are those in which the teachers’ role is helping 

students acquire the skills of peer-and self-assessment. Less than one third of teacher 

participants reported always, or frequently, training, scaffolding, monitoring either the 

self-assessment (PASA 3) or peer-assessment (PASA 1 and 2) process.
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Table 5. 3 Difference between Teachers’ Practice and Their Value 

Factor Measures Practice % 
Always/ 
Frequently 

Values % 
extremely important/ 
very important 

Values-practices 
Gap  

CLAC CLAC2: I define goals of a lesson or a series of lessons based on my 
students’ previous learning 

46.76 69.40 22.64 

CLAC4: I involve my students in setting goals 36.07 55.22 19.15 

CLAC3: I help my students understand success criteria by providing detailed 
descriptions. 

38.81 51.99 13.18 

CLAC1: I use examples to help my students understand what constitute good 
quality. 

55.97 68.41 12.44 

CLAC5: I communicate goals to my students in ways they understand. 71.14 79.35 8.21 

QACD QACD5: I encourage my students to build on each other’s answers 51.24 66.17 14.93 

QACD4: I ask open questions more than close-ended questions during lessons 57.46 70.65 13.19 

QACD2: I give wait time deliberately to encourage students to think before 
responding to questions and/or discussions 

64.68 76.37 11.69 

QACD1: I ask students to explain their answers rather than merely give one-
word answers 

74.63 80.85 6.22 

QACD3: I use hinge questions to turn questioning into discussion during 
lessons 

69.65 72.64 2.99 
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TEFB TEFB4: I give my students opportunities to discuss with me about my 
feedback 

38.31 60.70 22.39 

TEFB2: the feedback I give to my students specifies how to improve to 
achieve their learning goals. 

45.77 66.17 20.40 

TEFB5: I guide my students how to revise their work according to my 
feedback 

46.27 65.42 19.15 

TEFB6: I provide immediate feedback during lessons to my students 51.49 65.42 13.93 

TEFB1: the feedback I give to my students specifies the areas for remediation 65.67 77.11 11.44 

TEFB3: The feedback I give to my students specifies their strengths 59.70 70.90 11.20 

PASA PASA6: I encourage my students to reflect on what they have learnt during 
lessons 

45.52 68.16 22.64 

PASA3: I provide guidance to help my students assess their own work 27.61 50.00 22.39 

PASA1: I teach my students how to receive and interpret feedback from peers 23.38 44.53 21.15 

PASA4: I give students opportunities to comment on their own work during 
lessons 

30.60 51.49 20.89 

PASA5: I give my students opportunities to comment on one another’s work 37.06 57.46 20.40 

PASA8: I deliberately develop an atmosphere in which my students feel safe 
and comfortable about giving and receiving feedback from their peers 

40.55 60.20 19.65 

PASA2: I provide guidance to help my students give feedback to one other 32.34 50.50 18.16 

PASA7: I encourage my students to work together in pairs or groups to 
facilitate exchange of peer feedback. 

55.97 68.41 12.44 

Note: CLAC= Communicating learning and criteria; QACD= questioning and classroom discussion; TEFB= teacher feedback; PASA= Peer-and 
self- assessment. 
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All but one of 24 items (PASA 1) were noted as highly valued by more than 50% of the 

participants. At least 70% of respondents valued seven of the 24 assessment behaviours 

as either very important or extremely important, with four of the seven identifying them 

as a most valued assessment practices reflect the strategy of QACD (QACD 1, 2, 3, and 

4). The other three of these seven most valued assessment practices concern TEFB 

(TEFB 1and 3) and CLAC (CLAC 5). It is worth noting that all these highly valued 

practices were, based on teachers’ self-report, either frequently or always used in their 

classes. 

 

Finally, the extent to which there was incongruence between teachers’ assessment 

practices and their values they attached to the practices is considered. As indicated in 

Table 5.4, there was evidence of incongruence between the value attached to a practice 

and the frequency of use reported by teachers for all the 24 assessment behaviours. The 

largest percentage gap was for PASA opportunities (PASA 6, 3, 4, and 5). For example. 

(PASA6): 68.16% of teachers attached great importance to self-reflection (PASA 6), 

while only 45.52% of teachers reported high frequency of doing this in their classes. 

There were, also, remarkable gaps between teachers’ expressed values and reported use 

of practice evident in a number of the other assessment practices. These included: 

Setting learning goals to promote student language learning (CLAC 2); permitting 

individualized learning goals for students (CLAC 4); making feedback dialogic (TEFB 

4) and linking teacher feedback to learning goals (TEFB 4). 
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5.4 Chapter Summary 

 

Chapter five responded to the first three major research questions concerning 1) teachers’ 

and students’ perceptions of the AfL practices used in Chinese EFL classes, 2) the values 

teachers and students attached to the AfL strategies, as well as 3) the possible 

incongruence between teachers’ self-reported AfL practices and the values attached to 

the practices. It reported, first, the results of the analyses of the teacher and student data 

in the practice section, which indicated that both teachers and students reported the 

highest frequency of QACD and the lowest frequency of PASA used in Chinese 

university EFL classes. In addition, teachers perceived a slightly higher frequency of 

conducting three AfL strategies (CLAC, QACD and TEFB) than their students did. The 

chapter then presented the results of the analyses of the teacher and student data in the 

value section. The statistical analysis indicated a similar pattern as in the practice section:   

Both teachers and students considered QACD to be the most important, while PASA the 

least important AfL strategy in promoting student language learning; teachers also 

placed slightly higher importance on all the four strategies in promoting students’ 

language learning than their students did. The last part of the chapter concerns the 

examination of the possible incongruency between teachers’ practices and their 

expressed values through item level analysis, and the results indicated that teachers’ 

reported levels of practices for all the AfL behaviours were not as high as the values 

they placed on them. The incongruence between teachers’ practices and values was 

especially marked for those practices related to peer- and self- assessment. Taken 

together, this chapter has provided a general picture of how often the four AfL strategies 

were implemented in Chinese university EFL classes and to what extent these strategies 

were valued by Chinese university EFL teachers and students. The following two 
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chapters, chapters six, and seven, will present in-depth, how the four AfL strategies were 

utilised by teachers and how students were engaged in, and responded to these AfL 

strategies.  
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CHAPTER SIX 

CHINESE UNIVERSITY EFL TEACHERS’ AFL PRACTICES  

  

Using data collected mainly from teacher interviews, stimulated recall accounts and 

classroom observations, this chapter illustrates the diverse ways three teachers—Nancy, 

Luke, and Zack—-approached the four Assessment for Learning (AfL) strategies.  

Aspects of students’ focus group data (see chapter seven for the demographic 

information of the student participants) were also used to triangulate teachers’ self-

reported AfL practices. This chapter begins with Nancy, whose assessment behaviours 

were influenced greatly by standardised summative tests, and then moves on to Luke, 

who tried to decrease the weight of testing in his classroom assessment practice, yet was 

unaware that AfL could be integrated into his instruction. Finally, Zack, whose 

experimentation of AfL was constantly challenged by a variety of constraints is 

described. 

 

6.1 Nancy’s Case: An EFL Teacher Sticking to the Testing Tradition and Lacking 

Trust in Her Students 

 

Nancy’s assessment practices were mainly exam-driven, revealing the difficulties that 

teachers in an examination-dominated setting have in embracing AfL, a distinctly new 

assessment concept within the context of China. Furthermore, Nancy was an example 

of teachers who resisted student-centred assessment practices due to a lack of trust in 

students’ ability to take ownership of their own learning.  
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6.1.1 Background Information of Nancy: A Successful Test-Taker yet a Desperate 

EFL Teacher  

 

Nancy was a young teacher, in her mid-thirties, who had been working as a lecturer at a 

university in Northwest China for more than six years. When involved in this study, she 

was teaching the College English course to three classes.  

 

An important feature that distinguished Nancy from the other two teacher participants 

in this study was her excellent academic background. Nancy was a winner in Gaokao, 

the University Entrance Examination to Higher Education (UEEHE), ranking in the top 

10% among more than 300,000 test-takers in her province; she was admitted to one of 

the most prestigious universities in China, majoring in English. Four years later, owing 

to her outstanding performance in the Graduate School Entrance Examination (GSEE), 

she entered the postgraduate school of the same university to pursue a master’s degree, 

specializing in Linguistics. When she participated in this study, she had just passed the 

Doctoral Candidate Entrance Examination and had successfully enrolled in a Ph. D. 

program in a top university in China. 

 

Nancy described her EFL teaching experience as “frustrating” (Nancy Int1)1. She shared 

that she felt “desperate” every time she started a lesson: “I had to hold my temper and 

take a deep breath before I entered the classroom” (Nancy Int1). According to Nancy, 

her extremely negative feelings resulted mainly from the “indifference” of her students, 

who she perceived as having low English proficiency, limited interest in, and a negative 

attitude towards learning English. Her students rarely responded to her making her 

 
1(Nancy Int 1)indicates that the quotation is from Nancy in the first interview.  
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teaching a “one-woman show” (Nancy Int1). At the beginning of her teaching career, 

Nancy believed she had made a great effort to engage her students but experienced 

strong resistance. Nancy recalled a conflict with one of her students who refused to do 

a presentation, which she considered as “a bitter blow” and “a turning point of her 

teaching career” (Nancy Int1). From then on, Nancy had lost trust in her students, and 

hence withdrew her effort to involve the students in her class, as she commented:  

I have given my students opportunities [to take part in class activates]. 

What can I do if they do not take it? For those students who do not 

care about their learning, no matter how hard I try, it makes no 

difference. It was a complete waste of time and energy. (Nancy Int1) 

 

6.1.2 Goal Orientation and Communication  

 

6.1.2.1 Advocating a Performance Orientation to Learn the College English Course 

 

According to Nancy, most of the students she was teaching “had low interest in English” 

and “only cared about passing examinations” (Nancy Int1). Nancy shared what she had 

observed: 

Many of my students hate English. Most of the time, they either sleep 

or play with their mobile phones [during lessons]. But whenever you 

talk about examinations, they become fully focused …. If they do not 

see any connection between what you are teaching and the 

examinations, they will consider it as a waste of time to learn it. 

(Nancy Int1) 
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Therefore, Nancy felt “compelled” to cater to her students and advocated a performance 

orientation of learning the College English course, which she believed was “the only 

way to stimulate [her] students’ enthusiasm and sustain their efforts to learn English” 

(Nancy Int1). For this reason, she stressed repeatedly in her classes how learning the 

College English course could help her students pass final exams as well as two high-

stakes standardised language tests, the College English Test Band 4 (CET-4) and the 

College English Test Band 6 (CET-6). For instance, in the second session observed, 

Nancy and her students were working on reading passage A of Unit 2, which revolved 

around the impact of greenhouse gas emission on the marine environment. Nancy 

explained to her students how learning this passage could help them in the coming final 

examination: 

It is possible you will need to write an essay about environmental 

protection in the final examination. Environmental protection is a hot 

topic. If you do not learn the passage well … If you know nothing 

about the impact of greenhouse gas, how can you write a good essay 

and pass the final examination? (Nancy Obs2)2 

 

6.1.2.2 Relied on Mandated Curriculum and Syllabus to Set Goals and Criteria  

 

Nancy’s instruction in each session followed, almost, the same procedure. In the 

reading and writing section, she spent most of her time explaining the passages in the 

reading textbook, one paragraph at a time. In the listening and speaking sections, she 

strictly followed the tasks and exercises provided in the listening textbook.  

 
2 (Nancy Obs2) indicates that the quotation is from the Nancy in the second classroom 
observation.  
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The classroom observation data indicated that, except for occasionally requiring her 

students to memorize some “frequently tested words in CET-4 and CET-6” (Nancy 

SR2)3 , Nancy rarely explicitly explained the goals her students were expected to 

achieve in learning a passage or doing a specific listening or speaking task. When she 

finished one task and moved to another in her teaching, she told her students only what 

they were about to do. The rare occurrence of any communication about goals was 

confirmed by Nancy’s students. For example, Frank said: “We only have a general 

idea of what we are going to do …. The teacher almost never told us what we are 

supposed to learn in doing class activities” (Frank N/FG1)4. 

 

When asked about the reasons for the low frequency of communicating goals and 

criteria to her students, Nancy responded that she “seldom” did, because most of the 

time even she was “not every clear” about the specific knowledge, skills and abilities 

her students needed to develop in doing a task, apart from mastering some new words 

(Nancy SR4). According to Nancy, because textbooks were compiled in accordance 

with the requirements of the CET-4, she relied mainly on the College English 

Curriculum Requirements (CECR) and the syllabus for the CET-4 to inform her 

teaching objectives in each session. However, there were only “general and vague” 

descriptions concerning the knowledge, skills and abilities students were expected to 

acquire to pass the CET-4. These, she said, were difficult to be unpacked into 

 
3 (Nancy SR2) indicates that the quotation is from Nancy in the second stimulated 
recall. 
4 (Frank N/FG1) means that the quotation if from Frank, who is Nancy’s student, in 
the first focus group interview. Frank is the name of the student, N refers to Nancy, 
and FG is the acronym of focus groups. 
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measurable goals and concrete criteria for the specific tasks and instructional activities 

she used in class (Nancy Int1). Nancy described an example:  

For the students’ spoken English, it (the CECR) requires students 

should be fluent in daily English conversation. But I have no idea what 

‘fluent’ actually means. It is all up to teachers’ interpretation …. 

When I ask my students to do a speaking task in the textbook, I do not 

know what aspects of speaking my students needed to focus on and 

what standard they should reach …. What I could only do is to ask my 

students to speak more and through constant practice, they will 

naturally make some progress. (Nancy SR4) 

 

6.1.3 Eliciting Information of Student Learning 

 

6.1.3.1 Utilising Frequent Class Tests   

 

Nancy considered testing as “the most reliable and effective way” to provide 

information related to student learning. Moreover, it was “easy to carry out tests” 

because “both teachers and students [were] quite familiar with this assessment method” 

(Nancy Int1). She believed that “teachers should test their students at least once a month 

to understand student learning in time” (Nancy Int1).  

 

The classroom observation data indicated that testing was the major assessment method 

Nancy used in her class to find out her students’ problems in their English learning.  

At the beginning of almost every session, Nancy carried out a word dictation to check 

her students’ spelling of the words they had learnt in the previous session. After dictation, 
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she scored her students’ responses and circled the wrongly spelled words. She then spent 

some time in class helping her students memorize the most frequently misspelled words, 

explaining how these words were formed by roots and affixes. As well as dictation, 

Nancy allocated 30 minutes for a written test once she finished a unit, focusing on the 

linguistic knowledge in the unit. Nancy conveyed that, from these tests, she could 

“identify what most of [her] students had difficulty with” and then “provided further 

explanation” to her students (Nancy SR2). Nancy also announced the results of the tests 

in class and returned the graded test papers to her students, expecting them to “find out 

the areas they needed to pay more attention to” (Nancy SR2).  

 

6.1.3.2 Utilising Textbook Formatted Questions 

 

Besides tests, Nancy also utilised formatted questions from textbooks and other printed 

resources to make judgements about her students’ mastery of linguistic and content 

knowledge. She used closed-questions in nature, stressed the notion of correction, and 

mainly used multiple-choice questions, filling-in-the blank questions, sentence 

translation, and so on. For instance, in the third session observed, Nancy’s instruction 

revolved around a reading passage, which she divided into four parts based on its 

organizational structure. She consistently used filling-in-the-blank questions and 

sentence translation exercises, from the textbook, to identify words and grammatical 

points with which her students had problems. After explaining each part sentence by 

sentence, Nancy presented her students with a multiple-choice question, which she 

obtained from an exercise book, concerning the main idea of the finished part. Nancy 

first invited her students to vote for the four options by putting up their hands and then 

revealed the correct answer. When most of her students failed to get the correct answer, 
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Nancy turned back to locate topic sentences and explain difficult words and sentence 

structures again to help her students understand the central idea. 

 

Nancy seldom asked open questions, or organized discussions in her class, which she 

attributed to her students’ “poor language ability and thinking ability” (Nancy Int1).  

She gave an example of an unsuccessful attempt to involve her students in a discussion 

related to the differences between Chinese and American culture. First, she asked her 

students to brainstorm the areas where the differences might exist; her students were 

able to give simple answers, such as “food”, “fashion” and “education”. However, when 

Nancy further asked them to describe the differences in detail and to explain how these 

differences came into being, she reported that her students “were baffled”, and “all kept 

silent” (Nancy Int1). Nancy then reduced the difficulty of the question by permitting her 

students to respond in Chinese and increased the wait time, but the students still “wore 

a look of incomprehension” (Nancy Int1). Nancy concluded that her students “neither 

had enough vocabulary to express themselves nor had the ability to develop their ideas 

and analyse the problems” (Nancy Int1). Nancy, therefore, decided that it was “safer to 

ask questions that student could handle” and chose not to challenge her students to 

“avoid embarrassment” (Nancy Int1). 

 

6.1.3.3 Promoting Student Engagement in Questioning through Giving Bonus 

Scores 

 

Nancy was not satisfied with her students’ response to her questions as only a couple of 

students responded actively, while a large percentage of students “did not raise their 

hands for the whole term” (Nancy Int2). Sometimes, even when Nancy addressed her 
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questions directly to these quiet students, a few “merely stood up, keeping silent or 

uttering I do not know” (Nancy In2).   

 

Nancy, therefore, employed what she called a “system of rewards and penalties” to 

promote her students’ engagement in questioning. She divided her students into eight 

groups; correct answers to her question earned a group one point. Each member of the 

group with the highest points was awarded “bonus scores” added to the final scores of 

the term, while each member of the group with the lowest points was required to write 

an essay.  

 

Nancy considered “giving bonus scores” to be “the most effective tool” to engage her 

students, especially for students who had not realized the value of these activities in 

enhancing their language learning, as shared by Nancy: 

Most of my students do not take it (answering questions) as a learning 

opportunity …. I guess they even think that you are annoying if you 

keep on asking questions. But because their performance will be 

scored and added to the final scores, they have to be active. (Nancy 

SR2) 
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6.1.4 Teacher Feedback 

 

6.1.4.1 Reluctant to Provide Constructive Feedback for Fear of Demotivating 

Students  

 

Nancy provided simple oral feedback in class time to her students after they finished a 

task or responded to her questions. Her oral feedback was mainly a couple of phrases, 

or short sentences, commenting positively on some superficial aspects of her students’ 

performance. For example, after one student finished a presentation, Nancy praised his 

PowerPoint design: “It is simple and clear, and I like the idea of bullet points” (Nancy 

Obs4). Another time, Nancy spoke highly of one student’s pronunciation after he 

finished a speaking task “you sound like a native speaker” (Nancy Obs3). Nancy almost 

never pointed out what was not achieved by her students because she worried that these 

types of constructive comments would discourage her students from participating in 

classroom activities, as she explained:  

I definitely needed to say what was good about their [her students] 

performance … If you pointed out what was not done well, who would 

be willing to participate in class activities next time? No matter how 

poor the students did, I tried hard to find out some good aspects. 

(Nancy SR3) 

 

Nancy also required her students to write essays occasionally. Written feedback given 

by Nancy was a combination of a holistic score based on the rating rubrics used to assess 

essay writing in CET-4, error corrections of surface features such as spelling, grammar 

and mechanics, and a couple of positive evaluative words such as “good” or “well done”. 
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Similar to her oral feedback, there were neither substantial comments with regard to the 

weaknesses in student work nor suggestions on improving a student’s writing for fear 

of demotivating her students. As Nancy shared: 

My students, except a couple of top students, have big problems in 

almost every aspect of their writing. [Their writing] is sometimes 

irrelevant to the topic and the organization is also terrible. I sometimes 

even do not understand what they try to express. I can only correct 

some grammatical mistakes. Otherwise, they would feel frustrated. 

(Nancy Int2)  

 

6.1.4.2 Limited Teacher-Student Conference Opportunities to Discussing Teacher 

Feedback 

 

Nancy was willing to discuss with her students the feedback they have received on the 

condition that her students took the initiative to seek a meeting with her. According to 

Nancy, “only a couple of students” would come to her after class, asking for an 

opportunity to seek explanation and clarification of the feedback that confused them, 

comments on other aspects of their work or suggestions for learning resources and 

strategies to improve their performance (Nancy Int2). The teacher-student conferences 

to discuss feedback, however, were confined to “active students” who “[were] genuinely 

interested in English learning” and “had a strong desire to take control of their learning” 

(Nancy Int2). Opportunities were not provided to those students whom Nancy described 

as “heartless” and “indifferent”, because she believed they “never cared about whatever 

feedback they received from the teacher” and therefore, “would not take the opportunity 

(teacher-student conference) seriously” (Nancy Int2). 
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6.1.5 Peer-and Self-assessment  

 

6.1.5.1 Peer-and Self-Assessment Giving Way to Examination-Related Instruction 

 

Nancy was frank that she “did not provide many opportunities for [her] students to do 

peer- or self- assessment” (Nancy Int2). Nancy’s students also reported only rare 

occurrence of these practices. Colin, for example, stated that: “peer- and self- 

assessment almost never happened in this class” (Colin N/FG2). Only a couple of peer-

assessment practices were observed in which Nancy’s students worked in pairs to check 

the correctness of words in each other’s spelling.  

 

When asked about the reasons for the low frequency of peer-or self-assessment practices 

in her class, Nancy responded the time-consuming nature of peer- and self-assessment, 

would “take up a lot of teaching time” (Nancy Int2). Nancy considered it as her “first 

duty to finish the unified teaching plan”, based on which the final examination was 

designed, in the limited teaching hours. She worried that “[her] students would complain 

if [she] missed the content to be tested in the final examination” (Nancy Int2). Peer- and 

self- assessment needed to give way to the content to be tested in the final examinations 

in her class.  

 

6.1.5.2 Rare Peer- and Self-Assessment Due to Her Mistrust in Her Students 

 

Nancy also believed peer- and self-assessment “[would] not work out” in her current 

class (Nancy Int2). Firstly, she doubted her students’ ability in giving quality peer-
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feedback because of their low English proficiency. As she explained: “some students 

are bad in English. It is not easy for them to make themselves understood, and how could 

it possible for them to give feedback?” (Nancy Int2). Furthermore, Nancy was quite 

certain that her students could not be fully engaged in self-and peer-assessment based 

on her previous teaching experience. Nancy once experimented with group study and 

self-study in her class, but most of her student “either sat around, doing nothing or talked 

about celebrity gossips” owing to their “lack of self-control” and “low motivation and 

interest in learning English” (Nancy Int2). Lack of confidence in her students’ abilities 

and self-discipline exacerbated Nancy’s fear of losing control in managing her class.  

As she explained:  

It is hard for me to anticipate what would happen if they (her students) 

were given the opportunity to do self- or peer-assessment. Probably, 

they would either speak nothing or do irrelevant things. I have no idea 

how to cope with those situations .… It would be difficult for me to 

maintain discipline in my class. (Nancy Int2) 

Nancy, therefore, insisted that she should “definitely take control of the assessment 

process” (Nancy Int2). 

 

6.1.6 Summary of Nancy’s AfL Practices 

 

Nancy’s case demonstrates how teachers’ assessment behaviours can be influenced by 

the examination-oriented culture and mistrust in their students. Nancy’s goal setting and 

communication was greatly influenced by external high-stakes standardised testing; she 

gave good marks in examinations as her top priority, rather than focusing on the goals 

of improving students’ language abilities. Nancy relied heavily on class tests and quiz-
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like questions to elicit information of student learning; she used summative scores to 

promote her students’ engagement in class activities, and was afraid of giving 

constuctive feedback to her students. In addition, she was also unwilling to experiment 

with peer- and self- assessment in her class due to her perceptions of her students’ low 

motivation, low levels of language proficiency and negative attitudes towards language 

learning.  

 

6.2 Luke’s Case: An EFL Teacher Constrained by Insufficient Assessment 

Knowledge  

 

Luke had realized the negative impact examinations could have on his students and, 

therefore, determined to avoid the use of summative tests in his class. Rejecting testing, 

however, did not enable Luke to embrace AfL. Luke’s case exemplifies how inadequate 

knowledge of assessment and poor awareness of the value of AfL strategies may impede 

the effective implementation of AfL in teachers’ classrooms. 

 

6.2.1 Background Information of Luke: A Teacher Not Well Equipped with 

Regard to AfL 

 

Luke was a young teacher, who was in his early thirties and had been working as an 

assistant instructor at a university in Northwest China for four years. When he 

participated in the current study, he was teaching College English courses to three 

classes. 
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What attracted me to Luke’s story most was his EFL learning experiences. Luke 

repeatedly stressed the great influence his English teachers had on his EFL learning. His 

EFL teacher in junior middle school “only taught [him] what would be tested” and 

“always pulled a long face when [he] got low scores”, which was so “discouraging” that 

he wanted to “give up on English” (Luke Int1). His EFL teacher in senior middle school, 

in contrast, “unlike most of [his] other English teachers who always stressed test scores”, 

drew Luke’s attention to the “improvement of pronunciation and English speaking and 

listening abilities” (Luke Int1). Because of this teacher, Luke’s interest in and efforts to 

learn English increased greatly. He performed well in Gaokao, getting admitted to a 

university in Northwest China specializing in foreign languages, where he majored in 

Business English. From his EFL learning experiences, Luke realized: “stressing test 

scores will not help students .… If teachers make their students focus on the 

improvement of their language abilities, students will be more interested in English, and 

will naturally have good performance in examinations” (Luke Int1). 

 

After finishing university in China and then gaining his master’s degree in England, 

Luke became an EFL teacher in Northwest China. In his EFL teaching, Luke decided to 

moderate the influence of examinations on his students: “I always tell my students I 

won’t prepare them for examinations …. I also do not want to give them a lot of tests in 

my class” (Luke Int1). However, when asked how he assessed his students, if testing 

was excluded from his class and what was his understanding of AfL. Luke was frank, 

saying that “I do not actually conduct much assessment in my class” and “I have no clue 

of what AfL is” (Luke Int). Luke reported that he did not receive much pre-service or 

in-service training with regard to assessment. There were no assessment-related courses 

when he was in university because he majored in Business English; he also complained 
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about the insufficient support provided by the university where now he worked. As Luke 

shared: 

I haven't received any training [about assessment]. The university 

only requires publications from teachers or issues administrative 

regulations and requirements to manage teachers. It pays little 

attention to teaching .... Although there is a teacher development 

centre, I have no idea what it is for. (Luke Int2) 

 

6.2.2 Goal Orientation and Communication 

  

6.2.2.1 Advocating a Learning Orientation to Learn the College English Course 

 

Luke was fully aware of the negative impact of examinations on his students. Through 

observations and informal teacher-student talks, he found out that a large proportion of 

his students lacked confidence, interest and motivation in learning English, which he 

attributed to their unsatisfying performance in the previous examinations in middle 

school. Luke conveyed how he felt about his students: 

What almost all of my students have in common is that they are not 

interested in English at all. The biggest reason is their test results were 

not good in middle school. They feel unfulfilled, so they naturally do 

not want to learn English anymore. (Luke Int1)  

 

Although Luke was aware that most of his students took passing the high-stakes tests 

such as CET-4, CET-6 and final examinations as “their ultimate goal of learning the 

College English course”, he expected his students to focus more on the “improvement 
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of their listening, speaking and genuine language communicative abilities”, and to 

“utilise English as a tool to know about this world” (Luke Int1). Luke was confident that 

this learning orientation could “increase [his] students’ interest in English learning” and 

“activate them both in and out of class” (Luke Int1). Luke related how his previous 

students had changed their behaviours after their focus shifted in the College English 

course from test scores to the improvement of authentic English:  

 They started to listen to my lecture attentively and had more eye contact 

with me .… More students opened their month and followed me to do 

practice .… Some students told me they started to listen to English songs 

and watch English movies on their own initiatives .… I felt it (the 

learning orientation) was helpful at least to some of my students. (Luke 

Int 1)  

 

Advocacy of a learning orientation was evident in the observation data, where Luke 

constantly stressed the importance of genuine English communicative capabilities in his 

class. For example, in the first session observed, Luke explained to his students that 

these abilities rather than high test scores were the key to career success in an 

international company: “The most important thing is you can convince your boss and 

express your own opinions articulately and confidently in English. Nobody cares about 

your test scores” (Luke Obs1). Luke also made less effort to explain the linguistic points 

in the unified textbook, which would be tested in the finals. Instead, he spent most of 

his class time teaching his students English songs and giving systematic instruction on 

phonetic alphabet, which Luke considered as “a key to improve student pronunciation, 

listening and speaking” (Luke SR1). 
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6.2.2.2 Underestimating the Necessity of Communicating Goals and Criteria to 

Students 

 

While Luke usually had goals in mind when involving his students in tasks and activities, 

he almost never explicitly communicated what they were expected to learn, or the 

criteria they were supposed to reach, in completing these activities. In the following 

extract from the classroom observation data, Luke engaged his students in two activities 

in a session: Listening exercises from the listening textbook and learning an English 

song, Look at Me Now. In the later stimulated recall interview, he conveyed that he 

expected his students could “master some new words” and “learn how to take notes 

while listening” from the first task, and be able to identify some “phonetic phenomena 

such as linking and reduction” from the second task (Luke SR1). The observation data 

indicated that although Luke demonstrated how to take notes and constantly explained 

news words and phonetic rules to his students, he did not tell his students clearly what 

knowledge and skills they could acquire through these two tasks. Luke merely informed 

his students what the first task was: “the first thing we need to do today is to finish the 

exercises in unit 3”, and indicated vaguely a general direction on which his students 

were supposed to focus in doing the second task: “Every time we learn a song, we need 

to learn some good expressions and try to improve our pronunciation”. (Luke Obs1)  

 

The lack of explicit communication of goals in Luke’s class was because he did not 

realize the necessity of this AfL strategy. According to him, there was “no need” to 

explain to his students what they were expected to achieve; he took it for granted that, 

to his students, the goals were “self-evident” (Luke Int1). As he said: 
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I never thought about telling my students [the goals] or writing [the 

goals] on the blackboard. I think my student can feel [the goals] ... I 

think they can seize the key points of my lecture and know what they 

need to focus. (Luke SR1)  

 

From the perspective of Luke’s students, however, the goals and criteria were far from 

transparent. David, for instance, explained:  

The teacher might have a teaching plan, but we just couldn’t feel it.  

All we could get from his lectures was merely scattered information. 

His instruction had no focus, and he only occasionally wrote some 

words on the blackboard. We feel it very confusing … not systematic 

at all. It will be better if the teacher helps sort out his information and 

tells us directly what we need to learn. (David L/FG1) 

 

6.2.3 Eliciting Information of Student Learning 

 

6.2.3.1 Utilising Closed Questions  

 

When invited to reflect on how he elicited information of student learning in his 

instruction process, Luke was frank, saying that assessment was “far from enough” in 

his class. He admitted it was limited to “asking questions occasionally” to get a view of 

his students’ understanding of linguistic knowledge and to identify areas they needed 

more explanation and instruction (Luke Int1). The classroom observation data indicated 

that most of Luke’s questions were closed in nature and stressed correctness. The 

following classroom observation extract provides a typical example: Luke asks his 
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students a series of questions concerning the word “backpack” after explaining the rule 

of pronunciation change of vowels in stressed and unstressed syllables. Though Luke 

successfully started a teacher-student dialogue by using hinge questions, his students’ 

responses were limited to either “yes/no” or short phrases, providing limited 

opportunities for them to reveal their higher-order thinking abilities. The dialogue is as 

follows: 

Luke: “How many syllables? Tell me.”   

Students gave no response.  

Luke: “two syllables, right?” 

Students: “Yes.” 

Luke: “How many vowels in this word?” 

Luke and Students: “Two.” 

Luke: “Are the two vowels the same?” 

Students: Yes 

Luke: “Do we pronounce them in the same way? “ 

Students: No 

Luke: “What is the difference?” 

One student: One is a stressed syllable. The other one is an unstressed 

syllable. 

Luke: Which one is the stressed syllable?  

Students: The first one. 

Luke: How to pronounce this vowel in this stressed syllable? 

All student kept silent. 
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Feeling the confusion of his students from the silence, Luke wrote down the word 

“backpack” on the blackboard, demonstrated how to pronounce the vowel /æ/ in each 

of the two syllables, and reiterated the phonetic rule: “In the stressed syllable, the /æ/ 

has its full sound, so you need to open your month wider”. (Luke Obs4)  

 

6.2.3.2 Utilising Discussions and Tasks Not for Assessment Purpose 

 

Although Luke, as reported in 6.2.2.1, expected his students to focus on the 

improvement of their authentic English communicative abilities in learning the College 

English course, he shared that he “did not do much intentionally” to make judgements 

about students’ listening and speaking abilities, higher-order thinking abilities or 

communicative skills (Luke Int1). 

 

Interestingly, the classroom observations identified Luke engaging his students in plenty 

of discussions, tasks and class activities, which had the potential to provide abundant 

information of students’ deep thinking and language abilities. For instance, at the 

beginning of most sessions, he allocated 10-15 minutes for a student to do an oral 

presentation, his instruction on every reading passage in the textbook ended with a group 

discussion related to the content of the passage, and he also required his students to work 

in groups or pairs to provide captions for English movie clips every two weeks. However, 

Luke did not realize he could use information generated from these activities to make 

judgments of student learning, and to adjust his instruction accordingly. These activities 

were used primarily as “pedagogic innovations”, to activate and energize his students, 

as explained by Luke: 
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I just wanted to liven up the classroom atmosphere, hoping my 

students could speak and practice more in my class. I never thought 

these were also opportunities for me to find out my students’ problems 

in their thinking and language abilities (Luke SR4). 

 

6.2.4 Teacher Feedback 

 

6.2.4.1 Providing Corrective Feedback 

 

Most of Luke’s oral feedback given during lessons followed a fixed pattern, with the 

teacher first identifying errors, giving further explanation and/or modelling correct use; 

His feedback was corrective in nature, focusing on linguistic knowledge. For example, 

Luke asked a student to practice pronouncing the consonant [u]. First, he pointed out to 

the student that he mistook [u] for [u:]: “it is a short consonant, not a long one”. After 

that, he explained how to make the sound correct by changing the shape of the lips: “Do 

not push out your lips too much. Hold them” (Luke Obs1). Another time, Luke required 

a student to give a presentation to perform a Justin Bieber song. After giving brief praise 

“good job”, he pinpointed his students’ errors in pronunciation: “You have made an 

obvious mistake in pronouncing the th sound (/θ/)”. Then he modelled how to pronounce 

this consonant blend and explained the correct pronunciation: “you need to place the tip 

of your tongue between your teeth and blow air through your mouth” (Luke Obs4). 

There was little comment on the content of the presentation, or other aspects of the 

student’s performance. 
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6.2.4.2 Lack of Understanding of Quality Feedback 

 

Because of the requirements of the department, Luke also assigned his students a couple 

of essays from the exercise part of the textbook. As with his oral feedback, Luke’s 

written feedback was limited and, focusing mainly on the surface features of student 

writing, circling and/or correcting errors of grammar, lexis, and mechanics. Very few 

comments or suggestions were given with regard to the content, structure, or 

organization of student writing.  

 

When asked about the rationale for such feedback, Luke replied that he gave feedback 

to his students in imitation of how his previous EFL teachers gave feedback to him: 

“most of my English teachers gave me feedback in this way, just correcting some 

mistakes, so I followed their example” (Luke Int2). When asked to reflect on what else 

he could provide in his feedback, besides correcting language errors, Luke expressed 

his confusion about what constituted quality feedback: “I do not know what else I can 

do except for pointing out their mistakes. I do not have a clear idea of what good 

feedback is like” (Luke Int2).  

 

6.2.5 Peer- and Self-Assessment  

 

6.2.5.1 Rare and Superficial Implementation of Peer-and Self-Assessment 

 

Luke’s assertion that most of the assessment practices in his class were “teacher-

led”(Luke Int2) was confirmed by his students, who perceived that Luke “rarely” gave 

them opportunities to comment on the work of their own or that of others’ (David, Ken 
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and Simon L/FG2). Although a couple of peer- and self- assessment practices were 

observed in his classroom, they were insubstantive. For example, in the second session 

observed, after explaining how to pronounce /v/, Luke asked his students to practice 

words containing this consonant such as “every”, “very” and “view”. Then, he played a 

video clip, in which a native speaker modelled how to pronounce these words, against 

which students were required to compare their own pronunciation. This self-assessment 

practice was confined to students checking the correctness of their pronunciation, 

creating little opportunity for them to conduct deep reflection on their learning. 

 

6.2.5.2 Insufficient Understanding of Student Roles in Assessment 

 

When asked about his understanding of this important AfL strategy, Luke said he had 

“never heard of this concept” (Luke Int2). After the researcher explained peer- and self- 

assessment and gave some examples of this AfL strategy, Luke reflected on his 

assessment practice, attributing his rare, and superficial, use of student-centred 

assessment practices to his deeply held belief in what he called “the hierarchical 

difference between the teacher and his students” (Luke Int2). Luke explained:  

I felt like teachers was there [Luke pointed to the ceiling], and the 

students were here [Luke pointed to the floor]. Because it [the 

relationship of the teacher and his students] was like this .… I thought 

teachers should definitely be the assessor…. I never thought of asking 

my students to do assessment by themselves. In China, teachers and 

students have got used to it [teacher being the assessor] (Luke Int2). 
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Luke further commented that it was an “inspiring” idea to place students in the centre 

of the assessment process and expressed a strong willingness to experiment this AfL 

strategy in his future teaching:  

It is a pity I knew nothing about it [peer- and self- assessment]. It   

might be a good method. I will definitely use it, and I think my 

students will have a strong sense of accomplishments and their 

interest in learning English will grow (Luke Int2)  

 

6.2.6 Brief Summary of Luke’s AfL Practices  

 

Luke’s’ case illustrates that rejection of formal testing does not necessarily ensure AfL 

occurs in teachers’ classrooms. Without adequate knowledge with regard to AfL 

strategies, teachers may choose to do nothing. In Luke’s case, he expected his students 

to improve their authentic English communicative abilities in learning the College 

English course. He lacked, however, an awareness of how to apply this learning goal 

with transparent goals, and criteria, for his students when involving them in tasks and 

class activities. Furthermore, Luke’s knowledge of classroom assessment and feedback 

was limited; he mainly used closed question and corrective feedback, which focused on 

his students’ mastery of superficial linguistic knowledge rather than authentic language 

abilities that he repeatedly stressed. Finally, peer- and self-assessment was also rare in 

his class due to his belief in the hierarchical relationship between teachers and students 

and the lack of knowledge of this AfL strategy. 
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6.3 Zack’s Case: An EFL Teacher Facing Multiple Practical Constraints  

 

Zack demonstrated substantial knowledge of AfL skills in implementing the AfL 

strategies in an examination-oriented culture, and an awareness of placing students at 

the centre of the assessment process. Zack, however, did not implement the AfL 

strategies frequently in his classroom, exemplifying how external constrains could 

hinder teachers from fully embedding AfL strategies in their instructions.  

 

6.3.1 Background Information to Zack: An EFL Teacher Willing to Experiment 

with New Pedagogical Approaches  

 

Zack, who had been working as a university EFL teacher for 24 years, was the most 

experienced teacher among the three teacher participants. When he was recruited for 

this study, he was in his mid-forties and worked as an associate professor, responsible 

for a College English Development course, Advanced Audio-visual and Speaking, for 

which only students who had passed the CET-4 were eligible to enroll. 

 

Zack graduated from a foreign language university in Northwest China in the early 

1990s, majoring in English Language and Literature. Most of Zack’s EFL teachers at 

university “only stressed grammar and translation” and “relied on examinations” to 

assess the English learning of their students. As a result, Zack “did not get much 

inspiration” as to how to teach English or how to assess his students (Zack Int1). 

According to Zack, his research experience in the field of second language learning and 

pedagogy benefited him the most. Zack was open-minded to new concepts he learnt 

through reading literature or attending conferences, and was willing to implement 
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approaches he believed could help his students with their English learning. For example, 

Zack was the first in his department to experiment with project-based teaching, an 

instructional approach aiming to help students acquire deeper knowledge through 

involving them in authentic projects. Zack was also responsible for a teaching reform 

programme, funded by his province, to help young EFL teachers gain skills and 

expertise to carry out this pedagogy in their classrooms.  

 

Zack was the only teacher participant in the qualitative phase of this research who “[had] 

heard of AfL” (Zack Int1). Zack shared that he had attended a seminar concerning AfL 

when selected by the university to participate in an EFL teacher training programme in 

England.  Zack, “amazed at” the research findings presented in the seminar on the 

effectiveness of AfL in promoting student learning, was inspired to read further relevant 

literature to “find out how [he could] apply this idea in [his ]classroom” (Zack Int1). 

Zack valued AfL and believed experimenting with this new assessment concept could 

help him realize his “ideal class”, which he described using a metaphor: 

I hope my students can play a leading role in my class. They are actors 

and actresses on the stage, displaying their talents and abilities in 

English. I will take a supporting role, acting as a director off the stage, 

merely organizing some class activities and solving their problems 

when necessary. (Zack Int1)  
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6.3.2 Goal Orientation and Communication 

 

6.3.2.1 Advocating Flexible Goal Orientations Based on Individual Students’ Need  

 

Zack believed that “[his] students differed greatly” in terms of “their motivations to 

learn English” (Zack Int1). Therefore, he advocated different course learning goals 

based on students’ individual situations. According to Zack, 10% students in his class 

were “study masters”5, 20% were “study slackers”6 and the rest were middle-level 

students (Zack Int1). The top 10% students, as described by Zack: “still [had] great 

enthusiasm for learning English and high expectations for themselves after passing the 

CET-4”. Moreover, “they also [had] good study methods and [knew] how to make use 

of different learning resources” (Zack Int1). Since these students were self-directed and 

had a strong motivation to learn English, Zack expected them to focus on the 

“improvement of their English language abilities” when learning the Advanced Audio-

visual and Speaking course, which was “beneficial for their future career development” 

(Zack Int1). 

 

As for the rest of his students, Zack felt they “[had] reduced their efforts in learning 

English after passing the CET-4”. Zack explained:  

Most of my students major in science and engineering. They do not 

understand how English is related to their major and how English can 

help them in the future. They only take the certificate of the CET-4 as 

 
5 Translated from the Chinese expression “Xueba”, which refers to students who have 
excellent academic performance, learning strategies and learner autonomy. 
 
6 Translated from the Chinese expression “Xuezha”, which refers to students who 
have poor academic performance as well as low interest in learning. 
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their sole motivation to learn English at university. Since they have 

passed the CET-4, they think their mission has been completed, and 

of course they no longer want to learn English. (Zack Int1)  

Zack deemed it necessary to encourage these students to sign up for the CET-6 or other 

Language tests such as the TOEIC or the IELTS to maintain their efforts in learning 

English: “you cannot emphasise the importance of examinations to them too much. 

These students only want to spend time on English when they need to pass examinations” 

(Zack Int1). However, Zack believed that high-stakes testing “[could] not work as a 

sustained motivation”, and therefore, it was of ultimate importance for teachers to 

“gradually draw students’ attention to the development of authentic language use 

capabilities in the test preparation process” (Zack Int1). The classroom observation data 

also provided evidence of his flexible goal orientations. Zack was observed giving 

suggestions to students as to the tests they could prepare for as well as the learning 

resources, they could use for test preparation (Zack Obs 2). Meanwhile, he was also 

observed to focus his students on learning orientations by providing role models, telling 

them that some of his previous students had become successful in their careers owing to 

their capability in using communicative English (Zack Obs3).  

 

6.3.2.2 Goal Communication Constrained by the Time Needed and Workload 

Involved  

 

Zack was practiced at communicating goals and criteria to his students. For instance, in 

the second session observed, Zack engaged his students in unit two of the textbook, 

which revolved around the topic of environmental pollution and animal protection. He 

divided his students into five groups and asked each group to prepare a five-minute talk 
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to describe an endangered wild animal. To increase his students’ understanding of what 

they were expected to do and the standard they were supposed to reach, Zack utilised 

the IELTS speaking marking schemes as the evaluating criteria. Based on the criteria, 

students’ performance would be marked at band 9 based on four aspects: fluency and 

coherence, lexical resource, grammatical range and accuracy as well as pronunciation.  

Zack made it clear that his students should aim to achieve band 6. To give his students 

an indication of quality work, i.e. speaking ability represented by band 6, Zack 

distributed the IELTS band descriptors to his students, and gave them time to read the 

rubrics and to ask questions. He then played and analysed some exemplars, videotaped 

IELTS speaking test samples rated band 6, and involved his students in a discussion 

about the strengths and weaknesses in these works.  

  

Zack realized the value of making goals and criteria transparent to students, which he 

believed could help his students “get a clear picture of what they were supposed to 

master” and make tasks “less daunting” (Zack SR2).This practice, however, did not 

occur frequently, with the example mentioned above the only time he was observed 

using this AfL strategy with his class. In his interview, Zack mentioned that he only 

communicated goals and criteria to his students “when class activities were complex 

and challenging” (Zack Int1). As Zack was required by the university to finish at least 

six units in only 64 sessions, he worried that explaining the goals and criteria of every 

task or instructional activity would “occupy a great deal of time”, and hence “made it 

impossible for [him] to finish the teaching plan” (Zack Int1). Furthermore, he felt that 

it required an extraordinary amount of effort to prepare specific description of goals, 

exemplars, and rubrics, which for him, was “rather troublesome” (Zack Int1). 
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6.3.3 Elicit Information of Student Learning 

 

6.3.3.1 Utilising Open Questions  

 

The assessment method Zack used the most in his classroom was questioning in English. 

For each lesson, Zack would “deliberately prepare several key questions” which were 

“related to the teaching content” and “accord to students’ average English level” (Zack 

Int1). Most of the questions he asked were open and speculative in nature. For example, 

he raised questions requiring students to compare (e.g. “Does criticism do more harm 

than good to people?” (Zack Ob1)), to evaluate (e.g. “Is it a good idea to control 

population growth?” (Zack Ob4)), to analyse (e.g. “What are the main reasons for the 

air pollution in China?” (Zack Ob2)), and to solve (e.g. “How to solve plastic pollution? 

“(Zack, Ob2)). Every time he finished a task, he would walk among his students, 

addressing a predetermined question to four to five students he chose randomly; he 

aimed to “make sure most students can get the opportunity to answer [his] questions” 

(Zack SR2).  

 

Zack considered questioning as a “good method” for him to “gain an instant feeling of 

student learning” (Zack Int1). He also shared that he “prefer[red] open questions” 

because they challenged his students to “expand on their answers rather than merely 

saying a couple of words”, and hence gave him richer information about what his 

students knew, understood and could do (Zack Int1). From his students’ responses to his 

open questions, Zack could not only make judgements about their “understanding of a 

specific topic”, but also gain some insight into their “overall mastery of grammar, size 

of vocabulary and general English expressing abilities”.  
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6.3.3.2 Utilising Teacher-student Dialogue 

 

Zack sometimes extended his planned key questions by asking improvised follow-up 

questions in English; he sequenced these questions strategically to facilitate teacher-

student dialogues and hence make his students’ thinking explicit. The following excerpt 

from the third classroom observation provided an example; Zack and his students were 

working on unit three, Work to Live or Live to Work. After playing a videotaped 

interview of two men (Mr. Smith and Mr. Brown) talking about their work and life, 

Zack directed a pre-set question (“What is the value of work?”) to a girl seated in the 

first row to “find out what understanding of the interview she had gained” and “what 

she would express in English on this topic” (Zack SR3). The dialogue is presented as 

follows: 

Zack: In your opinion, what is the value of work? 

Student: The value of work? … I do not know how to say…   

Zack: Ok. Let me change a question. What is Mr. Smith’s attitude 

towards his work?  

Student: I think he only works for money. 

Zack: Then what is Mr. Brown’s attitude towards his work? 

Student: He always chooses the work he likes. 

Zack: Very good. If you must make a choice between two positions, 

one is well-paid but boring, while the other one makes you happy, yet 

the salary is low, which one will you take? 

Student: I think I will choose the first one. 

Zack: Why? 
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Student: Because if I have money, I can have a good life. I can live 

comfortably.  

Zack: What else?  

Student: I have family responsibilities. I am the only child in my 

family. My parents need me when they become old.  

Zack: Do you mean you need money to support your family? 

Student: Yes. If they [are] sick, I need a work with high salary. 

Zack: All right. Now turn back to the first question: what is the value 

of work？ 

Student: I think the value of work is to bring a better life to you family. 

 

As recorded in the above dialogue, Zack first addressed a higher order questions to his 

student (What is the value of work?), but she failed to respond. Zack then reduced the 

difficulty of his questions to take this student back to what she could do. The following 

two questions, (What is Mr. Wang’s attitude towards his work? What is Mr. Zhang’s 

attitude towards his work?) simply required the student to recall and describe what she 

had learnt from the interview, to which she responded appropriately. Zack asked her 

again with questions that made increasingly challenging cognitive demands on her 

(Which one would you take? What is the value of work?). This time, this student could 

utter a complete sentence to express his opinion.  

 

The dialogue informed Zack that this student “had some thoughts about this topic but 

could only say something general about it” (Zack SR3). Therefore, Zack then asked the 

other students to brainstorm some details that could be used to expand their peer’s 
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answer, and he gave an instruction in the following 10 minutes on the words, expression 

and sentence structures that could be used to answer this question.  

 

Zack attached great value to this type of “teacher-student interaction” in English, which 

he believed could “force [his] students to speak more” and “help them build their 

confidence in answering [his] questions” (Zack SR3). However, Zack felt it a “pity” that 

this extended teacher-student dialogue could only cover a small proportion of students 

in his class given the large size, as he said: “even if every student only takes 2 or 3 

minutes, I cannot finish my lecture” (Zack SR3).  

 

6.3.4 Teacher Feedback 

 

6.3.4.1 Constructive Feedback Taking Consideration of Student Motivation and 

“Face” 

 

Because Zack’s course focused on students’ listening and speaking abilities, the 

instructional activities and tasks in his class all aimed to create opportunities for students 

to listen and to speak in English. Besides, students were required to finish oral 

assignments, such as acting out dialogues in the textbook, speech and debate, interviews 

and so on. The feedback given by Zack, therefore, mainly took the form of oral 

comments after his students presented their work, or finished a task. Zack’s oral 

feedback was usually a combination of short evaluative phases and comments on the 

strengths of student work. For example, when one of his students finished an oral 

presentation to share a science fiction book he recently read, Zack firstly gave applause 

and praised the student’s performance: “good job”, “very impressive”. After that, he 
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remarked on the aspects this student has done well, including the content of the speech 

“I am happy that you not only told us the story, but also shared with us your thoughts 

about the origin of the universe”, the organization of ideas “you arranged your speech 

logically”, as well as the speaker’s presenting manner “your gestures helped you convey 

your meaning well” (Zack Obs4).   

 

Zack was very cautious about giving negative feedback to his students, especially the 

low achievers. Instead of pointing out the weaknesses of his student’s work in front of 

the whole class, Zack would text his students privately via WeChat, a popular messaging 

and social media App in China, telling them what was not achieved, suggesting some 

learning strategies for students to improve their English learning. Zack explained the 

rationale for giving feedback in such a manner: 

I only gave students praises and encouraging words in front of their 

classmates, hoping them to focus on the good side. Gradually student 

will feel their English is not that bad and they will have more 

confidence to participate in class activities .… I think it is also 

important to point out students’ problems to help them realize what 

aspects need more efforts. But if you criticize them in public, they 

will lose face. It is less embarrassing if you tell them in written form 

(Zack Int2) 

 

6.3.4.2 Teacher Feedback through Teacher-Student Conference  

 

Zack gave his students, especially low-achievers, opportunities to seek further feedback 

on their performance as well as clarification of the feedback they received. This one-on-
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one teacher and student conference usually occurred during the breaks, lasting for 5-10 

minutes. Zack valued this practice because his comments, either delivered in class or 

after class via WeChat, were usually “brief” and could only “cover some aspects” of 

student performance due to the “time limit” (Zack Int2). Therefore, a further discussion 

after class would help individual students “get more feedback” and “better understand 

the feedback they have received” (Zack Int2). Furthermore, Zack took the teacher-

student conference as an opportunity to show his care and concern, or what he called 

“emotional investment” in his students, aiming to increase his students’ efforts in 

learning English, as he explained: 

If the teacher spends some time with the students after class, they (the 

students) will think the teacher treats them like friends and cares about 

them. They will firstly accept the teacher and then devote efforts to 

learn the English course (Zack Int2).  

 

6.3.5 Peer- and Self-Assessment 

 

6.3.5.1 Fully Realized the Value of Peer- and Self- Assessment  

 

Zack described how he carried out frequent peer- and self-assessment in one of his 

previous English writing classes. He divided his students into five groups and appointed 

the one with the highest English level to be the leader of each group. Every time students 

finished their writing, they were first required to work in pairs to comment on each 

other’s draft with regard to the content, organization, grammar accuracy and lexical 

range based on the writing rubric used in the CET-4. Their work, then, was submitted 

to the group leader, who would provide further comments based on the same criteria. 
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After that, students’ work would be returned for revision and self-reflection on the peer 

feedback and how they might use it; during this process, they were encouraged to discuss 

the feedback with the feedback givers. Finally, the second draft, as well as the peer-

feedback and self-reflection, went to Zack, who gave feedback not only on students’ 

work but also on the comments given by their peers, for final review. During breaks 

between sessions, Zack was open for students to discuss with him their writing, and the 

feedback they received, as well as any problems in giving feedback.  

 

The self-and peer-assessment practices lasted for a whole term and was a “big success” 

(Zack Int2). According to Zack, the writing ability of most of his students greatly 

improved, which was confirmed by the high scores they achieved in the writing module 

of the CET-4. Students’ assessment skills and knowledge also increased, and their 

understanding of the writing rubric deepened. At the beginning of the term, students 

could only “find out grammatical or spelling mistakes”, but gradually they could also 

“provide constructive comments on the structure of writing and the development of 

ideas” (Zack Int2). Furthermore, students’ self-efficacy, confidence and learner 

autonomy was also enhanced. As reported by Zack, one of his students, who told him 

she found that English writing was not as difficult as she had thought, started to write a 

diary and novels in English.  

 

6.3.5.2 Workload Issues Associated with Peer- and Self- Assessment 

 
While Zack said he realized the value of peer- and self-assessment in promoting student 

learning and assessment skills, he provided little opportunity for students, in his current 

class, to assume the centre role in the assessment process. No peer- or self- assessment 

practices were evident in the four sessions observed, and Zack’s students also reported 
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that the opportunity for them to express their opinions was limited to “applaud[ing]” or 

“smil[ing]” to show support for their classmates (Jeremy Z/FG2).  

 

Zack’s unwillingness to conduct student-centred assessment in the current term seemed 

to result from the heavy workload these practices engendered. His students’ English low 

language proficiency level and their immature feedback skills appeared to exacerbate 

the workload. He described how “tired” he was in the previous term to help support his 

students,  

I had to work till one o’clock in the morning almost every day. The 

students of this university had a poor command of English .… The 

feedback given by the students had grammatical mistakes and 

sentences that did not make sense, so I spent a lot of time correcting 

their feedback .… I even did not have time to drink water during the 

breaks because students always had questions (about how to give 

feedback) (Zack Int 2). 

This experience made Zack aware of the “formidable” amount of extra work associated 

with guiding the feedback process and monitoring the feedback quality (Zack Int2). He 

was reluctant, therefore, to use peer- or self- assessment with his current students whose 

English abilities and assessment expertise were also unsatisfactory, as Zack Commented: 

“I can image how tiring it will be if I do it [peer- and self- assessment] in my current 

class. Students doing assessment does not mean teachers do nothing. From my 

experience, I will be much busier” (Zack Int2). 
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6.3.5.3 Time Issue Associated with Fostering a Trusting Relationship Needed for 

Peer- and Self-Assessment 

 

Zack also believed “the time [to carry out peer-and self-assessment] [was] not yet ripe” 

in his current class because the class atmosphere was “not lively enough” and “the 

students [had] not been fully mobilised” (Zack Int2). Zack attributed it to the course 

selection system conducted recently in this university, which required all the EFL 

teachers to post their information on the university website for more than 5,000 

sophomores to choose whose lessons to attend. Zack explained how this system brought 

feelings of insecurity and mistrust among his student:  

The students in my class came from more than 20 majors. They do not 

know each other very well, [and] they are also not familiar with me. 

They feel uncomfortable among strangers. I think that’s why they 

always keep silent in my class when you ask them to do peer- and self-

assessment. (Zack Int2) 

 

Zack, from his experience, had realized that it is possible, but rather, time- and energy-

consuming, to build up a trusting class atmosphere conducive to student-centred 

assessment practices, as he put it:  

If the teacher has emotional communications with his students and 

creates opportunities for students to make friends with each other, 

students will gradually feel relaxed and the classroom atmosphere will 

be active. Then the teacher should encourage his students to take the 

initiative. But it usually takes 2 to 3 terms to take effect. 
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However, the course selection system which required students to choose a different 

teacher for each term made Zack reluctant to put in much effort. As he said: 

I do not want to devote much in this class, because I will have different 

students the next term. I only meet them twice a week and 16 weeks 

in each term. It won’t make any difference in such a short time (Zack 

Int 2) 

 

6.3.6 Brief Summary of Zack’s AfL Practices 

 

Zack demonstrated a flexible approach to goal setting, highlighting a learning 

orientation yet still leaving some room for summative testing. Zack used his skills and 

expertise to make transparent what students were required to achieve in doing a task, or 

classroom activity. He was also experienced in collecting information on student 

learning by using open, strategic questions and giving constructive feedback to his 

students, and he had fully realized the values of peer- and self- assessment in enhancing 

students’ learning. Due to some external constraints, however, he did not implement 

these strategies in his current class consistently. 

 

6.4 Chapter Summary 

 

This chapter describes, from the teacher’s perspective, how AfL was implemented 

differently in three university EFL classes. It began with Nancy, who represents teachers 

who were strongly influenced by the examination-oriented culture in China. The second 

case was Luke, whose AfL practices were limited by his inadequate assessment 

knowledge. This chapter ended with Zack’s story about the implementation of AfL, and 
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how it was constantly challenged by external constraints. As this chapter focuses only 

on teachers, it is not possible to provide a holistic picture of the uptake of AfL in Chinese 

university EFL classes. The next chapter, therefore, reports the perspectives of the 

students’.  
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CHAPTER SEVEN 

CHINESE UNIVERSITY EFL STUDENTS’ AFL EXPERIENCES 

 

This chapter reports how Chinese university EFL students perceived, responded to and 

were engaged in the four Assessment for Learning( AfL) strategies (i.e., goal orientation 

and communication, elicit information of student learning, teacher feedback, and peer-

and self-assessment) as well as the reasons behind their behaviours based on student 

focus group interviews. Although the student participants were recruited from different 

classes taught by the three teacher participants, Nancy, Luke and Zack, accounts of their 

AfL experience were, to a high degree, homogeneous. Instead of reporting their data as 

three separate cases, therefore, this chapter presents their stories together, to show how 

representative Chinese university EFL students’ adoption of the four AfL strategies was 

influenced by the examination-oriented culture, their understanding of the teacher-

student role and other constraints.   

 

7.1 Background Information of Student Participants 

 

7.1.1 Demographic Information of Student Participants  

 

23 students from three classes were recruited for student focus group interviews. These 

students created their pseudonyms and their demographic information is summarized in 

Table 7.1. 
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Table 7. 1 Student Participants’ Demographic Information  

Student Name Gender Age Major Teacher 

Alex Male 19 Automation Nancy 

Karl Male 19 Computer science and technology Nancy 

Colin Male 20 Communication engineering Nancy 

Jenny Female 19 Automation Nancy 

Frank Male 19 Electrical engineering Nancy 

Vivian Female 19 Electrical engineering Nancy 

Jack Male 20 Communication engineering Nancy 

David Male 19 Chemical engineering Luke 

Gary Male 20 Chemical engineering Luke 

Daisy Female 19 Chemical engineering Luke 

John Male 19 Metallurgy engineering Luke 

Sunny Female 18 Metallurgy engineering Luke 

Jasmine Female 19 Mechanical engineering Luke 

Simon Male 20 Material shaping and control engineering Luke 

Ken Male 19 Mechanical engineering Luke 

Lin Female 17 Civil engineering Zack 

Tian Male 20 Industrial transportation Zack 

Qin Male 19 Water and wastewater engineering Zack 

Anna Female 19 Water and wastewater engineering Zack 

Jeremy Male 20 Environment science Zack 

Fang Female 19 Environment science Zack 

Long Male 19 Environment science Zack 

Lei Male 19 Functional material Zack 
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Among the 23 student participants, seven were from one of Nancy’s classes, eight from 

one of Luke’s classes, and eight students from one of Zack’s classes. There were 15 

males and eight females aged between 17 and 20. The students were all in their 

sophomore year from 16 majors related to science, engineering, and architecture. Most 

students from Nancy’s and Luke’s classes had not signed up for College English Test 

Band 4(CET-4) or had failed in the previous CET-4, and were required by the 

universities to enroll in the College English course. Students from Zack’s class had all 

passed the CET-4 and were eligible to choose Advanced Audio-video and Speaking, a 

College English Development course.  

 

7.1.2 Students’ EFL learning Experience: Worn-out Test Survivors 

 

When students were invited to talk about their EFL learning experience before 

university, examinations, either Gaokao (i.e., the University Entrance Examination to 

Higher Education), monthly tests or finals were mentioned the most often. The majority 

of the students admitted that, in middle school, they learnt English simply to get high 

marks in examinations and claimed that their teachers prioritized test preparation in their 

teaching. Examinations shaped, to a great extent, what their EFL teachers taught them. 

Frank’s EFL teacher in senor high school was a case in point, who “intended to improve 

[his] students’ listening and speaking abilities”, but dropped this plan immediately and 

decided to “merely teach grammar and vocabulary” because these would be tested in 

the Gaokao (Frank N/FG1)7. Furthermore, students reported that teachers’ expectations 

 
7 (Frank N/FG1) indicates that the quotation is from Frank, a student in Nancy’s class, 
in the first focus groups; Frank is the name of the student, N refers to Nancy, and FG 
is the acronym of focus groups. 
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for high test scores resulted in arduous test preparation activities. As Karl shared: “I had 

to take hundreds of mock tests and drilling exercises in each term” (Karl L/FG1). The 

pursuit of examination achievements also led to an emphasis on discipline and attention 

in class. Gary recalled that his English teacher in senior high school was very strict. 

Whenever he found his students absent-minded or sleepy, he would “beat their palms 

with a long ruler” (Gary L/FG1). In some extreme situations, teachers even encouraged 

inappropriate behaviours to achieve high examination grades. For instance, when Colin 

failed one monthly examination, his teacher “scolded [him] for not cheating” (Colin 

N/FG1). The pressure of examinations also existed after class with most students 

reporting ‘cram’ schools during middle school. Lei was typical in mentioning that he 

spent “almost every Saturday” receiving one-on-one English coaching “in order to 

improve [his] test scores” (Lei Z/FG1).  

 

Most students described experiencing numerous failures in examinations, referring to 

themselves “study slackers”8 in English. They also rated their English proficiency level 

as “low” and complained that the focus on examinations had resulted in narrow learning 

outcomes. Sunny, for instance, believed she had learnt mainly “English words and 

grammatical rules,” which was “enough [for her] to pass examinations, but “could not 

help [her] in real communication” (Sunny L/FG1). Tian also complained that he was 

really weak in English listening because neither he, nor his English teachers in middle 

school, spent much time on ‘listening’, which was not tested in Gaokao. An interesting 

example is Qin, who was called “study master”9 by other students and performed well 

 
8 Translated from the Chinese expression “Xuezha”, which refers to students who have 
poor academic performance as well as low interest in learning.  
9 Translated from the Chinese expression “Xueba”, which refers to students who have 
good academic performance, learning strategies and learner autonomy. 
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in most English tests. He did not believe he had made much progress in authentic 

language abilities and attributed his success to ‘test-wiseness’: “I got high marks only 

because I knew some test-taking skills” (Qin Z/FG1).   

 

Furthermore, after the tiring and stressful years learning English, and preparing for 

Gaokao, most students, especially those who did not do well in examinations, indicated 

a loss of interest and very negative attitude towards learning English, as revealed by 

Frank: “I am not interested in English at all. It is the subject I hate the most. I threw my 

English textbooks away immediately after Gaokao” (Frank N/ FG1).  

 

Other students became ‘self-doubters’ owing to poor performance in examinations. 

Jenny, for example, said “I guess I do not have the talent for English. I always got low 

scores in examination, so I no longer have the confidence to learn English” (Jenny 

N/FG1). Moreover, most students reported reduced effort and motivation in learning 

English at university once they no longer needed to prepare for Gaokao. For example, 

Simon said he “never listened to [his] teacher’s lectures” and always “slept from the 

beginning to the end in class” (Simon L/FG1). Vivian also reported, frankly, that she 

became “increasingly lazy”, no longer memorizing words and always copying 

homework from her classmates (Vivian N/FG1). Jeremy “goofed around” in almost 

every English session, with “no motivation” to learn English (Jeremy Z/FG1). There 

were only a couple of exceptions; for example, Jasmine, a student from Luke’s class, 

described her EFL learning as “pleasant” and “fruitful” and seemed to be less influenced 

by tests (Jasmine L/FG1). Although she scored more than 130 out of 150 in the English 

subject in Gaokao, she claimed that she “never studied for Gaokao” but “for 

communicating with foreigners fluently in English” (Jasmine L/FG1). In addition, she 
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also indicated a high level of interest, autonomy, and motivation in her English learning, 

taking the initiative to improve her English proficiency level by using multiple resources 

and strategies. For example, she watched English movies and sitcoms every day, 

conducted language exchanges with native speakers, participated in speech contests and 

also used an English learning App constantly to improve her vocabulary.  

 

In sum, except for a few high achievers, the student participants in the present study 

reported negative attitudes, little interest, and effort in learning English as well as what 

they perceived as a narrow grasp of English as a result of their previous English learning 

and testing experience.  

 

7.2 Goal Orientation and Communication  

 

7.2.1 Performance Oriented in Learning the College English Courses  

 

As presented in the previous chapter, Nancy advocated a performance orientation, Luke 

a learning orientation and Zack an individualized goal orientation for the learning of 

English. Even though the three teachers advocated different goals, most of their students 

reported a similar performance orientation. Daisy, for example, said directly that she 

learnt the College English course “merely for the CET-4” (Jenny N/FG1). Qin, who had 

passed both CET-4 and CET-6, stated that his “sole purpose of learning English [was] 

passing finals” (Qin Z/FG1). Sunny, a student from Luke’s class, who was preparing for 

the Graduate School Entrance Examination (GSEE), complained that Luke’s emphasis 

on a learning orientation was “impractical” because it “did not help her get high scores 

in examinations” (Sunny L/FG1). Students’ performance orientation was also 
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exemplified by the fact that some of them, Fang and Qin for example, signed up for 

Zack’s course rather than other College English Development courses because Zack’s 

previous students told her Zack was lenient in scoring the final test papers. 

 

Students shared that they placed great value on examinations because their performance 

in some examinations were the base of their eligibility to gain a scholarship, entry into 

university programs and even employment opportunities. Lei, for example, considered 

the most important thing in learning the English course at university was to “pass the 

final examinations” because it was the prerequisite for getting the bachelor’s degree in 

this university (Lei Z/FG1). Jenny, similarly, commented that “if you don't score well 

in final examinations, there's almost no chance to get a scholarship. If you can't pass the 

CET- 4, you are not allowed to sign up for any English development courses” (Jenny 

N/FG1). Jack added that, a satisfactory performance in the CET- 4 and CET-6 was “an 

open sesame” to employment opportunities: “if you want to get an interview opportunity, 

the first thing you need to have is the CET-4 and CET-6 certificates” (Jack N/FG1).  

 

Some students appeared to accept that authentic English abilities were important. They 

said they believed that a good command of English could help them “know about 

advanced western technology” (Alex N/FG1), “increase employment opportunity” 

(Long Z/FG1) and entertain themselves through “reading English novels” and 

“watching English movies” (David L/FG1). These students, however, still said they 

learnt English at university to pass examinations. Jeremy, for example, considered 

examinations were a strong motivation for him to learn English: “I understand that I 

should not learn English just for examinations, but I only open textbooks and listen to 

the teachers’ lectures under the pressure of examinations” (Jeremy FG1). Similarly, 
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David, although he agreed with his teacher, Luke, that he should improve his listening 

and speaking abilities, regarded passing examinations as a more concrete and achievable 

goal. He commented:  

The key problem is we have no idea how to improve our English 

abilities. We only know how to prepare for examinations. If my goal 

is to pass CET-4 or the final examinations, at least I know I need to 

memorize words and do mock tests (David L/FG1). 

 

7.2.2 Reliance on Teachers for Goal Setting and Communicating  

 

Zack’s students were the only participants who had experienced being engaged in goal 

communication, and most of them viewed the explanation of the goals, rubrics, and 

exemplars positively. They believed this approach helped them “know the direction for 

learning” (Fang Z/FG1), “understand what to focus on to prepare a task” (Lei Z/FG1) 

and provided models with which they “compared [their] performance with” (Long 

Z/FG1). 

 

However, most students showed a lack of enthusiasm when asked whether they expected 

an opportunity to negotiate goals with their teachers, or to interpret criteria on their own. 

Anna, a student from Zack’s class, for example, considered it a “waste of time” to 

discuss the rating rubrics and exemplars with her peers, and insisted that Zack should 

“inform” them which were the most important aspects to pay attention to because “the 

teacher definitely [had] a better understanding [of the criteria]”(Anna Z/FG1). Similarly, 

students from Luke’s and Nancy’s classes, while they considered it “helpful” (Gary, 

Simon L/FG1; Alex, Jack N/FG1) to have a clear idea of the main points to be studied 
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in each lesson, did not expect to contribute to goal setting. Students, it appeared, had 

become used to a teacher-centred mode of delivery. Frank, for example, believed it was 

“fairly reasonable” for teachers to make all the decisions: “Since I started to learn 

English, the teachers arranged all the things for us. I think it is the teacher’s 

responsibility to make teaching plans and tell us what to learn” (Frank N/FG1). 

 

7.3 Elicit information on Student Learning  

 

7.3.1 Examinations as a Source of Information on Learning  

 

Of the three teachers, Nancy relied on examinations the most, while Zack and Luke 

avoided testing their students as they wanted to reduce testing’s negative influence on 

student motivation and interest. The majority of the student participants placed 

considerable weight on testing and relied on test scores and ranking to make judgements 

of their own learning regardless of how often their teachers tested their classes. For 

example, Vivian valued the practice of frequent tests in Nancy’s class and considered 

testing as the most “straightforward” and “effective” method to know about her learning 

(Vivian N/FG1). She described an example of how a class quiz helped her understand 

her English level compared with other students: 

I think testing is very necessary. Without tests, there is no way for us 

to know what we have grasped. Sometimes we think we understand 

the teacher’s lectures better than we actually do …. We had a quiz last 

week; the full score was 150. Some students got more than 120, but I 

only got 70. I had been very confident in my English, but that quiz 
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reminded me there were still a lot of things I had not mastered (Vivian 

FG 2). 

 

An interesting example was John, a student in Luke’s class, who complained that the 

final examinations, which copied the format of CET-4, were not consistent with Luke’s 

teaching objective to improve his students’ speaking abilities (John L/FG1). 

Nonetheless, he regarded testing as the “most useful methods” to evaluate his learning; 

as he said “test scores can tell you everything. If you do not pass an examination, it 

means you have not mastered the knowledge you should have mastered” (John L/FG1). 

Therefore, he claimed that he would welcome more class examinations if the test 

validity was improved.  

 

Besides tests scores and ranking, students also valued the information from the test 

papers. A number of students reported “analys[ing] what [they] had done wrong in test 

papers” (Daisy L/FG1) or “sett[ing] up archives to record their error in examinations” 

(Tian Z/FG1) in middle school. They believed these behaviours could help them “find 

out [their] misunderstandings” (Simon L/FG1) and which “areas needed more efforts” 

(Jack N/FG1). Therefore, they felt it a pity that they had no access to their final test 

papers at university, as expressed by Gary, “We just got final scores, I really hope I can 

get test papers, so I can know which part I got wrong and which I got right” (Gary 

L/FG1). 
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7.3.2 Limited Responses to Questions, Discussions, and Tasks  

 

Students need to be fully involved in questions and tasks, if teachers are to collect rich 

information of what student knows and can do in the ongoing instruction process. All 

the three teachers were observed to make judgements, to some extent, of their student 

learning through using questions, tasks and/or classroom discussions. However, most 

student participants in this study reported avoiding their teachers’ questions and tasks. 

As Jeremy asserted: “I dare to say nobody wants to volunteer to answer questions” 

(Jeremy Z/FG1), while Tian chose to “avoid eye contact” so his teacher would not chose 

him to answer questions (Tian Z/FG1). Colin always “got a seat in the last row, lowering 

[his] head for the whole session” to avoid the attention of his teacher (Colin N/FG1). 

John also reported that he never wanted to respond to teachers’ questions or tasks: “I 

pray not to pick me up to answer questions” (John L/FG1). 

 

Students also explained why they were disengaged in these class activities. First, there 

were some students who seemed to be rather apathetic towards learning English; Alex, 

for example, commented that some students in his group had “given up on English” and 

hence “did not want to bother with teachers’ questions” (Alex N/FG1). Some, who were 

low-achievers, were not confident in either their language or thinking abilities to 

respond to their teachers’ questions and tasks. Jeremy, for instance, worried that: “my 

vocabulary is not large enough and my pronunciation is poor. I cannot express myself 

clearly” (Jeremy Z/FG2). Lin, a student from Zack’s class, found most of Zack’s open 

questions and tasks “challenging” for her thinking ability; they were “too difficult” 

because she had little training in critical thinking before college (Lin Z/FG2). These 

students were, therefore, intimidated by the possibility of losing face in public, as 
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expressed by Qin “how will my classmates see me if I raise my hand but give a wrong 

answer” (Qin Z/FG2). Vivian, similarly, thought it was “embarrassing “if she made 

mistakes in front of her classmates and decided it was safer to stay silent and leave the 

floor to those “study masters who always performed well” (Vivian N/FG1). To make 

matters worse, their fear was exacerbated by feeling unsafe among a group of strangers. 

The course selection system meant that their classes were composed of students who 

were from different majors and hence not familiar with each other. Lei shared that, while 

he was engaged in classroom activities in middle school because he knew all his 

classmates quite well, he was reluctant to respond to his teachers at university his term 

because he was “afraid of speaking in front of strangers” (Lei Z/FG2). Interestingly, 

some high-achieving students also chose not to respond to their teachers. Alex, for 

example, decided it was better to “keep a low profile” because he worried that his active 

performance would damage his relationship with other students. (Alex Z/FG2). He 

admitted that he kept silent in most of the time even when he knew the answers and 

could handle the tasks in order not to be misunderstood as “fond of limelight”(Alex 

Z/FG1).  

 

7.4 Teacher Feedback 

 

7.4.1. Expecting Informative Feedback  

 

The previous chapter reported the various feedback practices of the teacher participants: 

Nancy usually provided her students with numeric scores; Luke’s feedback was 

corrective in nature; and Zack was the only teacher whose feedback was comparatively 

detailed and informative. Most students from Luke and Nancy’s classes, unsatisfied with 
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the feedback they received, said they valued the scores and error corrections given by 

their teachers but expected more than that. Vivian, a student from Nancy’s class, for 

example, considered the scores Nancy gave to her on her essay writing to be “useful” 

and “necessary” (Vivian N/FG2). Although they could help her track her progress in 

writing, and predict her achievement scores in CET-4 and CET-6, she found it difficult 

to interpret the scores and expected Nancy to “explain why she gave such scores” 

(Vivian N/FG2). Similarly, Sunny expected Luke would provide systematic 

explanations of the rules governing the errors instead of mere corrections. She said: “I 

wanted to know why an article was added before a noun, or why some verbs were 

deleted” (Sunny FG2). Some other students, especially some high achievers, said they 

hoped to receive more feedback beyond comments on language features. Jasmine, for 

example, claiming that, if Luke ‘s feedback had been on the content and structure of her 

essays it would have helped more with her writing, noted that: “writing is not about 

correctness, and I hope the teacher can say more about my ideas and arrangement of 

paragraphs” (Jasmine L/FG2).  

 

7.4.2 Expecting Positive Feedback  

 

Whereas students hoped their teachers would provide detailed, informative feedback 

rather than scores and error corrections, a large proportion of them were unwilling to 

receive many comments on their weaknesses, especially orally in front of their 

classmates. Lei, for example, felt that Zack was considerate by not revealing his 

weaknesses in front of his classmates which would make him “lose face” (Lei Z/FG2). 

Ken did not appreciate Luke’s efforts to correct all the language mistakes in his writing, 

because “it is discouraging to find that every sentence has been corrected” (Ken L/FG2). 
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He also refused to act on this type of feedback because it “crushed [his] confidence” 

(Ken L/FG2). Colin expected that his teacher would give him more praise than criticism 

in order to encourage his efforts in learning English, as he explained: 

 If the teacher praises me for every small progress, I will feel 

encouraged and want to study English harder. If the teacher always 

criticises me, I will feel like I do not have what it takes to learn this 

language and I will give up on it (Colin N/FG2).  

 

7.4.3 Expecting Teacher-Student Conferences in a Safe Environment  

 

Except for a couple of students who “took a look at [teacher’s feedback] and threw it 

way” (Ken N/FG2), most students cared about the feedback their teacher gave them; for 

example, Anna, said she would “read carefully” the feedback Zack provided via Wechat 

(Anna Z/FG2), and Vivian said she would follow Luke’s advice to practice her 

pronunciation. Sometimes, however, they had problems in interpreting, and acting on, 

teacher feedback either because it was “too general” (Frank N/FG2), or they “did not 

understand the words and expressions” their teacher used (John L/FG2). David, for 

instance, reported that, he had no idea how to revise his writing because his teacher, 

Luke, merely commented that he should improve the structure of the first paragraph, so 

he chose to “do nothing” (David L/FG2).  

 

Because they found it difficult to understand the teachers’ feedback, most students said 

they appreciated opportunities to discuss the feedback they received with their teachers. 

For example, Daisy, based on her experience in high school, found that “the feedback 

was easier to understand after teachers gave detailed explanation” (Daisy L/FG2); she 
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would have liked her teacher, Luke, to “arrange a face-to-face meeting” (Daisy L/FG 2). 

Unfortunately, Zack was the only one of the three teachers to provide such opportunities 

to his students. Yue, once when he had an opportunity for a meeting with Zack to talk 

about his performance and the feedback he received, felt that it “helped [him] understand 

better what aspects needed to be improved” (Yue FG2). He was also motivated by this 

meeting, and decided to increase his efforts in English learning, saying: “I felt attention 

from my teacher, and I would feel guilty if I did not study hard” (Yue FG2). Fang, 

however, reported that she also wanted an opportunity for teacher-student 

communication opportunities, but when Zack allocated 20 minutes in one of his sessions 

for his students to raise questions concerning the feedback they received, she “kept 

silent”. Fang conceded that she would have liked a one-on-one conference with her 

teacher in an informal way, because she could only “open her mouth” to seek for help 

from her teacher in a “relaxing and private atmosphere” (Fang Z/FG2). Fang’s 

comments were echoed by many students, who expected teacher-student conferences to 

be held in a safe environment to avoid “exposing disadvantages in front of [their] 

classmates” (Colin N/FG2) or “being mocked by others” (Simon L/FG2). 

 

7.5 Peer-and Self-assessment 

 

7.5.1 Reliance on Teachers as the Only Credible Source of External Feedback 

 

Although only sporadic peer- assessment practices were observed in the three classes, 

most students had some experience of peer-assessment in middle school. A large 

proportion of the student participants, however, considered peer-assessment as class 

activities that were “just for fun” (Jenny N/G2) or “for relaxation” (Lin Z/FG2), and as 
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such were “meaningless” (Jenny N/FG2), “not helpful” (Vivian N/FG2) and “not 

necessary” (Simon L/FG2).  

 

These students saw their teachers as the sole source of external feedback and equated 

assessment to teachers providing an evaluation of their work and performance. Ken was 

a typical example, who believed that assessment was “teachers’ objective scoring and 

comments on [students’] learning attitude and English level” (Ken N/FG2). Lei also 

believed that “teachers should be responsible for their students’ academic achievement” 

and therefore “teachers should assess their students to find out what students found 

difficult” and “provide feedback to help their students” (Lei Z/FG2). Jack viewed the 

teacher as “an authority”, who, compared with his peers, was “more experienced in 

finding your problems and providing suggestions” (Jack N/FG2).  

 

7.5.2 Lacking Confidence and Knowledge to Give Feedback to Peers 

 

When asked whether they were willing to provide feedback to their peers, most students 

gave a negative response because they lacked confidence in their ability to control the 

assessment processes. Gary, for example, believed the prerequisite for being an assessor 

was good English proficiency level, and as “we are of almost the same level, so I don’t 

think I have the ability to find out their (his classmates’) mistakes” (Gary L/FG 2). 

Similarly, Colin shared that his flimsy mastery of this subject prohibited him from 

figuring out any “substantive problems” in his peers’ work (Colin N/FG2). Frank also 

considered his “poor spoken English” as a major barrier in giving oral feedback to his 

classmates in class (Frank N/FG2).  
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Other students, for example Lin, considered his lack of assessment knowledge to be a 

barrier to giving quality feedback to his classmates. As he noted “I do not know what to 

say about the work of my classmates. The teacher never taught us how to do peer-

assessment” and so he “only corrected spellings or grammatical mistakes” (Colin 

N/FG2). (Lin Z/FG2).  

 

7.5.3 Doubting the Quality of Feedback Provided by Peers 

 

Subsequently, most students doubted the quality of feedback they received from their 

peers. For example, David refused to act upon the feedback given by a classmate whose 

English level was inferior to his in high school:  

He (his classmate) corrected some grammatical mistakes and gave me 

some suggestions on the structure of my writing. But I did not want 

to listen to him. I also did not want to discuss with him. It did not 

make any sense to listen to someone who had a lower English level 

(David L/FG2). 

 

Jenny also questioned the quality of peer-feedback because her classmates were usually 

not fully engaged, nor did they display a serious attitude when providing feedback. She 

recalled that her English teacher in high school sometimes asked them to work in pairs 

and score each other’s writing, but her classmates usually “gave a casual glance at [her] 

writing and wrote a score carelessly” (Jenny N/FG2). Alex agreed adding: “only very 

good friends would take trouble to give you useful comments and suggestions”, whereas 

in most situations, his peers were “half-hearted” in giving feedback because “everyone 

was busy” (Alex N/FG2). They asserted that, owing to the fear of damaging 
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interpersonal relationships, their peers only “pointed out minor mistakes” to “avoid 

embarrassment” (Simon L/FG2). Only Anna considered peer feedback to be “useful” 

because it was “easier to understand” compared with teacher feedback (Anna Z/FG2). 

Nonetheless, she only trusted the feedback she received from classmates who had a 

much better command of the subject than her, as she shared: “I only wanted to give my 

work to those who ranked top in the class, and I never suspect they would make mistakes” 

(Anna Z/FG2). 

 

7.5.4 Limited Self-Assessment Attempts  

 

Students demonstrated mixed attitudes towards self-assessment. Some students did not 

value self-assessment; for instance, Ken, regarded assessment as “external” and 

“objective” evaluation of his learning, and said he “[had] got used to being assessed 

passively” (Ken L/FG2). Colin claimed there was “no need to do self-assessment”. 

Given there were monthly examinations in high school and final examinations at 

university, Colin believed the test scores had provided the most “straightforward” 

assessment of his learning (Colin N/FG2). 

 

Some other students, in contrast, believed self-assessment to be important in promoting 

their learning. For example, Jasmine said: “Self-assessment can help yourself, 

reminding you what you have known and what you haven’t” (Jasmine L/FG2). David 

also valued self-assessment because it provided a sense of direction in his English 

learning:  

If you do self-assessment, you can know about your current English 

level. If you don't know how large your vocabulary is and what you 
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can express in English, your English learning is blind, and the learning 

efficiency is also low (David L/FG2).  

 

Although their teachers provided few opportunities for students to assess their own work 

in class, most had attempted self-assessment after class. Unfortunately, however, their 

self-assessment was limited and superficial, either self-scoring, or evaluating some 

aspects of their English learning. For example, David occasionally took vocabulary tests 

from a popular App to check his vocabulary; Tian used reading sections from IELTS 

exercise books to assess his progress based on self-assessed scores; and Yue watched 

English sitcoms and talk shows to check his listening ability based on how much he 

could understand the programmes without subtitles. These forms of self-assessment 

yielded only general and implicit information of student learning, which was seemingly 

inadequate to inform a substantial review of learning. Tian, for example, shared that 

self-scoring did not help him diagnose his problems in his English reading abilities:  

 When I got low scores in IELTS reading sections, I could only 

conclude that my English was poor, or my vocabulary was not 

enough. I didn't know whether I had some other problems, [such as] 

reading speed, grammar, sentence structure … I did not know what 

I should do to improve my reading ability, expect practicing and 

reading more (Tian Z/FG2).  

 

7.6. Chapter Summary 

 

This chapter focuses on students’ perceptions of, and engagement with, the four AfL 

strategies—goal orientation and communication, elicit information of student learning, 
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teacher feedback, and peer-and self-assessment. The influence of an examination-

dominated culture appeared to be influential in shaping students’ perceptions of, and 

engagement with, assessment in their current learning contexts. In addition, it appears 

that their reliance on their teachers, lack of motivation in English learning and their 

insufficient knowledge and skills made them passive recipients in the learning process.  
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CHAPTER EIGHT 

GENERAL DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

 

This chapter presents a general discussion of the findings about the implementation of 

Assessment for Learning (AfL) in Chinese university English-as-a-Foreign-Language 

(EFL) classrooms by triangulating different types of data from a range of sources. The 

first section of this chapter reviews the research objectives, research design and major 

research findings. The second section discusses the key factors underlying Chinese EFL 

teachers’ and students’ practices. The last sections of the chapter present research 

contributions, limitations and provides suggestions for future research. 

 

8.1 Overview of Research Objective, Research Design and Research Findings 

 

AfL holds great promise for promoting student learning (e.g., Klenowski, 2009): it can 

improve students’ academic performance at schools (Black & Wiliam, 1998a, 1998b; 

Hattie, 2008) and, more importantly, help students develop self-regulatory knowledge 

and skills (Marshall & Drummond, 2006; Panadero et al., 2018). These skills are of 

particular significance for university students who are expected to “manage their own 

development and learning throughout life” (Dearing, 1997, cited in Taras, 2002, p. 502). 

Current research on AfL has identified five core strategies, which are: clarifying goals 

and criteria for success, engineering effective classroom discussion, questions, and tasks 

that elicit evidence of learning, providing feedback to move learners forward(teacher 

feedback), and activating students as instructional resources for one another (peer-

assessment) and owners of their own learning (self-assessment) (Wiliam, 2010; Wiliam 
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& Thompson, 2007). The use of all of these strategies, applied cohesively, is essential 

if students are to become self-regulatory (Hawe & Dixon, 2017).  

 

As part of the policy reform agenda in China, higher educational institutions are 

expected to use AfL in their EFL classes ([CMoE], 2007, 2017). Because the uptake of 

AfL in this context is underexplored and inadequately researched (Jian & Luo, 2014; 

Liu & Xu, 2017), the present study’s aim was to address this research gap and examine 

how AfL was implemented in Chinese university EFL classes. To achieve this purpose, 

the present research focused on the core AfL strategies mentioned above. Since the 

successful uptake of AfL has been considered as dependent on the joint efforts of 

teachers and students (e.g., Cizek, 2010; Marshall & Drummond, 2006), the 

perspectives of both Chinese university EFL teachers and students were investigated.  

 

In the present study, a mixed methods approach was adopted, and two phases of studies 

were conducted (as summarised in Table 8.1). The first phase utilised a quantitative 

survey to investigate teachers’ and students’ perceptions of the frequency the AfL 

strategies were used in their classrooms as well as the values they ascribed to each of 

these strategies. In the second phase, classroom observations and interviews were used 

to explore in depth how AfL strategies were integrated into teachers’ instruction, how 

students responded to and were involved in each AfL strategy, and the factors that 

influenced teachers’ and students’ AfL practices. 

 

The major qualitative and quantitative results, as presented in chapters five, six and 

seven, are summarised in Table 8.1. Taken together, the findings of the two-phase study 

showed that teachers and students approached AfL in a limited and superficial way in 
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selected Chinese university EFL classes. The assessment practices in most teachers’ 

classrooms were, to a great extent, examination-dominated, close-natured, and teacher-

centred, representing what have been termed restricted (Carless, 2012) or convergent 

formative assessment practice (Torrance & Pryor, 1998). Marshall and Drummond 

(2006), described this type of AfL practice as being implemented to the letter, claiming 

that teachers did not provide real opportunities for students to develop their self-

regulatory skills. The qualitative findings also suggested that an array of factors, 

sociocultural, classroom-linked, and individual, had a bearing on teachers’ and students’ 

conceptions of teaching, learning and assessment, hindering the implementation of AfL 

in a Chinese university EFL context. As discussed below, the examination-oriented 

tradition, as well as some Confucian heritage cultural (CHC) values prevalent in China, 

are important sociocultural factors influencing teachers’ and students’ classroom 

practices. At the classroom level, the lack of a trusting relationship between, and among, 

teachers and students appeared to impede teachers and students from engaging in the 

AfL strategies. From the teachers’ perspective, some practical classroom constraints 

also made it difficult for them to embed AfL in their instruction. At the individual level, 

both teachers’ and students’ low levels of assessment literacy seemed to be the greatest 

barriers to the implementation of AfL; students’ low self-efficacy also appeared to 

contribute to the teacher-centred classroom assessment practices.    
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Table 8. 1 An Overview of the Two-phase Study in the Present Research 

Study Phase Research questions answered Major findings 

Phase One 
Quantitative survey 
 

• What are Chinese university EFL teachers’ and 
students’ perceptions of the frequency of the AfL 
strategies used in their classes? 

• What AfL strategies do Chinese university EFL teachers 
and students consider to be important in promoting 
student language learning? 

• To what extend do teachers’ self-reported frequency of 
adopting AfL strategies align with the values they 
attached to these strategies? 

• Both teachers and students perceived the highest frequency of 
questioning and classroom discussion and the lowest level of 
practice for peer-and self-assessment.  

• Both teachers and students placed the highest values on 
questioning and classroom discussion and the lowest 
importance on peer-and self-assessment. 

• There was a misalignment between teachers’ practices and 
values  

Phase Two  
Case study 

• How are AfL strategies implemented in Chinese 
university EFL classes? 

• What are the influences behind the implementation of 
AfL strategies in Chinese university EFL classes? 

• Nancy’s assessment practices were examination-dominated 
and teacher-centred due to the examination-oriented culture in 
China and her mistrust of her students. 

• Luke’s AfL practice was superficial owing to insufficient AfL 
knowledge.  

• Zack presented high-quality yet limited AfL practices due to 
some practical constrains in his class.  

• Students were poorly engaged in AfL strategies due to the 
examination-oriented culture, their understanding of the roles 
of teachers and students in learning and assessment, mistrust in 
each other, and low levels of assessment literacy. 
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8.2 Sociocultural Influences 

 

Assessment practice is complex and dependent upon contextual factors (Black & 

Wiliam, 2005; Carless, 2012; Pryor & Crossouard, 2008), with broad social, cultural, 

and historical factors believed to exert a salient influence on the implementation of AfL 

(Black & Wiliam, 2005). The three teachers’ stories and their students’ experiences in 

the present study support this argument by identifying an examination-dominated 

culture, as well as some traditional Confucius Heritage Cultural (CHC) values, affecting 

stakeholders’ exploration of AfL at Chinese tertiary EFL classrooms. The following two 

sections present a discussion of these two sociocultural influencing variables.  

 

8.2.1 Examination-Oriented Culture 

 

The introduction of AfL was expected to balance the summative and formative purposes 

of assessment in English teaching at higher education institutions ([CMoE], 2007). The 

present study, however, found that some teachers’ and students’ conceptions and 

practices were still influenced by traditional summative assessment approaches. Nancy, 

for example, prioritized test preparation, relied largely on an examination syllabus to 

establish classroom activities, mainly used regular paper-and-pencil tests to check her 

students’ learning, and examination criteria as the base of her students’ quantitative 

feedback. A large percentage of students held a performance orientation towards 

learning the English courses, viewed external standardized examinations as the most 

effective method to evaluate their learning, and were more inclined to engage in teaching 

and assessment activities that were closely aligned with the requirements of 

examinations.  
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A possible explanation is the deeply seated examination-oriented culture in China. As a 

CHC country, “with [its] motherland and diasporas who share Confucian values” (Park, 

2011, p. 381), China has a long history of keju, the imperial Chinese examination system, 

to select government officials and control access to upward social mobility (Gu & 

Magaziner, 2016). Nowadays, examinations still play a predominant role at all 

educational levels, and are widely used to distinguish different levels of attainment and 

screen school admission (Liu & Xu, 2017). Carless (2012) argues that long lasting use 

of summative assessment may well affect stakeholders’ conceptions of assessment, who 

then equate assessment with formal, norm-referenced summative assessment used for 

certification purposes. In the present study, examination was a repeated theme when 

teachers and students were invited to talk about their previous EFL teaching and learning 

experiences. Their testing experiences in the examination-dominated Chinese context 

appears to have limited their understanding of assessment to an “external” and 

“objective” numeric evaluation of student work or performance (e.g., Ken L/FG2). As 

a result, they were less receptive to informal and criteria based AfL, as its purposes and 

principles are generally in contrast to summative assessment (Black, 1998; Lam, 2016; 

Sadler, 1989).  

 

Another possible reason is that high-stakes purposes are often attached to summative 

tests. For example, Chinese university EFL students, in almost all Chinese higher 

educational institutions, are required to take the College English Test (CET). Passing 

CET-4 was, historically, a requirement to receive one’s degree (Gu, 2018), and, as 

indicated by some teacher and student participants in this study, still guarantees 

scholarship at university and more employment opportunities in the job market. When 

important decisions are made based on summative test results, summative tests may 
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send strong washback messages to different stakeholders, influencing their conceptions 

of what is to be valued in teaching and learning, and are likely to further influence their 

decisions on where to spend time and effort (Sambell, McDowell & Montgomery, 2013). 

The continuing presence of the high-stakes tests seemed to compel some Chinese 

university EFL teachers, and students, to privilege achieving high scores. In the current 

study, the value of AfL seems not to be appreciated with teachers and students, who 

were unwilling to spare valuable instructional and learning time to experiment with AfL 

strategies, which focused on learning rather than on credentialing purposes. 

 

The findings of the current study are consistent with previous empirical studies 

conducted in CHC settings, such as Ratnam-Lim and Tan (2015), Leong (2018) in 

Singapore and Berry (2011) in Hong Kong. These findings, however, contrast with a 

recent study in Beijing, China, conducted by Zhao et al. (2018), which revealed that 

teachers attached more importance to AfL than to examinations. In Beijing, tests have 

been simplified to reduce students’ burden and relieve pressure on teachers, whereas in 

northwest China, where the present study was conducted, such reforms in testing 

systems have not occurred.  

 

8.2.2 Confucian Heritage Cultural Values  

 

Another important finding of the present study is that teachers still dominated teaching 

and assessment in Chinese university EFL classes. For example, the quantitative survey 

indicated that student-led peer- and self-assessment was the least adopted and valued 

AfL strategy by both Chinese university EFL teachers and students. The qualitative data 

confirmed the results of the survey, and also showed that students depended on teachers 
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to set goals, provide feedback, and were poorly engaged in learning and assessment 

tasks. 

 

Some traditional values advocated by Confucianism appeared to contribute to the 

teacher-centred teaching and assessment practices in Chinese university EFL classes. 

Luke, for example, ascribed the infrequent peer and self-assessment in his class to his 

entrenched belief in the hierarchical relations between the teacher and the student, which 

blinded him to the possibility of teachers taking a supporting role and allowing students 

to make decisions on their own. Some students explained that they had been accustomed 

to deferring to teachers as authorities (e.g., Jack) and controllers (e.g., Lei) of the 

assessment and learning process and were uncomfortable in taking the initiative to set 

goals, interpret criteria or engage in peer- or self- assessment. The rigid hierarchy and 

respect for authority are salient characteristics of CHC values (Biggs, 1996; Carless, 

2012). In CHC-oriented classrooms, teachers are usually considered “the one with the 

right answer” (Poole, 2016, p. 8), who take the authoritative role to transmit knowledge, 

while students are passive and submissive recipients, who are supposed to be fully 

compliant with teachers’ requirements (Carless, 2012). Similarly, in the domain of 

assessment, only the teacher is regarded as the credible assessor, whereas the student 

has almost no say in making judgements (Hu, 2002). As Lam (2016) reported, the 

teaching and learning culture in Chinese classrooms “tends to be top-down and didactic, 

rendering students as audience rather than co-participants in the learning process” (p. 

762). Teacher-centred transmission teaching tradition in Chinese classrooms clashes 

with the theories and practices of AfL, which promote learner agency and experience 

(Black & William, 2009; Cizek, 2010; Marshall & Drummond, 2006; Pryor & 
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Crossouard, 2008; Stiggins, 2005a, 2005b), and hence constrains both teachers and 

students from embracing AfL in their classes.  

 

As well as the hierarchical relationships and respect for authority, the belief in 

harmonious relationships also appears to hinder the realization of student-centred AfL 

in Chinese university EFL classrooms. In CHC cultures, self is often viewed as an 

extension of relational networks and individuals are expected to be considerate of others’ 

feelings and needs (Jackson, MacKenzie & Hobfoll, 2000). Students growing up in CHC 

cultures are supposed to be modest rather than showing off or bragging (Ratnam-Lim & 

Tan, 2015) and are expected to maintain good interpersonal relationships with others. 

Alex, for example, chose not to respond to his teacher even when he knew the answer. 

His stated reason was that he preferred to keep a low profile to avoid hostility from his 

classmates.  

 

Students raised in CHC cultures also place considerable emphasis on the notion of face, 

namely, “the need to be respected by others and to avoid embarrassment in social 

interactions” (Poole, 2016, p.7). This value appeared to constrain some students from 

participating in classroom learning and assessment interactions. The present study found 

that when teachers provided opportunities in class to discuss the feedback, intending to 

make teacher feedback dialogic (Ajjawi & Boud, 2018; Molloy et al., 2020 Carless, 

2013; Yang & Carless, 2013), most students were reluctant to take the chance to engage 

for fear of losing face. This result supports Poole’s (2016) argument that face inhibit 

students from interacting with their teachers. It can be seen that these CHC values are 

incompatible with the requirements of AfL that learning should be made open and 
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transparent through interactive opportunities for teachers and students, and students and 

their peers(e.g., Carless, 2013; Ruiz-Primo, 2011; Panadero,2016). 

  

8.2.3 Brief Comments 

 

Based on the above discussion, it can be said that AfL, a western grounded assessment 

concept, encounters great obstacles as it makes inroads into China, a Confucian heritage 

culture (CHC) country in East Asia. The examination-oriented culture and the deeply 

held CHC values has impeded teachers and students from making possible changes in 

their teaching, learning, and assessment practices. 

 

8.3. Classroom-level Factors 

 

Besides the sociocultural influences discussed in the previous section, the present study 

also detected several classroom-level contextual factors that played a role in the 

implementation of AfL in Chinese university EFL classes. These factors included a 

trusting relationship between and among teachers and students, as well as some practical 

classroom-level constraints, which are expanded below. 

 

8.3.1 A Trusting Relationship between and among Teachers and Students 

 

Academics have long highlighted that trust is a vital component in learning and 

assessment (e.g., Carless, 2013; Dixon & Hawe, 2017; Molloy et al., 2019; Panadero, 

2016; Xu & Carless, 2017). It is believed that when a trusting relationship exists between, 

and among teachers and students, students are more willing to engage in tasks (Molloy 
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et al., 2019), take risks (Carless, 2013) and reveal their vulnerability (Carless, 2013; Xu 

& Carless, 2017) in relation to disclosing their learning needs. The present study affirms 

the importance of trust and identifies it as an influencing factor in the implementation 

of the AfL strategies in Chinese university EFL classes.  

 

An important finding from the student qualitative data is that a trusting relationship 

among students appeared to be lacking, which may be another reason for students’ 

strong resistance to peer-assessment, For example, David doubted his peers’ ability, 

knowledge, and skills to provide quality feedback, and hence refused to act on the 

feedback they gave him. This finding implies that competency trust (Carless, 2013), 

namely, the confidence and trust that others have the knowledge and skills to make 

judgments about the quality of work, may have not been established in these Chinese 

university EFL classes. It is also consistent with the observations of Harris and Brown 

(2013) that a lack of competency trust can impede students from engaging in the 

feedback process. The current study also found that students either, as shared by Zack, 

kept silent when asked to do self- and peer-assessment or, as commented by Simon, 

avoided giving honest criticism for fear of damaging friendships, which is apparently 

commonplace in CHC countries where the notion of face and the fostering of 

harmonious relationships are emphasized (e.g., Liu & Xu, 2017; Xu & Carless 2017). 

These findings imply that communication trust, incorporating respect, empathy, 

benevolence, openness, and honesty is needed to counteract potential threats to students’ 

self-confidence and self-esteem when making learning public (Carless, 2013) as well as 

their relational concerns in the feedback process (Molloy et al., 2019; Xu & Carless 

2017). 
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The present study also revealed evident mistrust between teachers and students, which 

appeared to affect teachers’ choice of tasks as well as their willingness to empower their 

students in learning and assessment. This is apparent in Nancy’s case, who adopted 

mainly close-ended tasks, conducted teacher-controlled discourses, and refused to 

experiment with peer- and self-assessment in her class. This was because, as Nancy 

shared, she had low competency trust in regard to her students’ abilities to make 

decisions and judgements about the quality of their work. Nancy’s case supports Carless’ 

(2013) claim that when teachers lack trust in their students, they tend to adopt defensive 

tasks that leave little space for students to take risks and face challenges, and rely mainly 

on a transmission teaching approach. It can be hence argued that a trusting relationship 

between teachers and students is a prerequisite for the sound implementation of AfL: 

Since AfL stresses social interactions and acknowledges the centrality of students (Pryor 

& Crossouard, 2008; Sadler1989; 2010; Torrance & Pryor, 1998), only when teachers 

trust their students and acknowledge student agency are they willing to treat their 

students as partners, and even protagonists, in learning and assessment.   

 

8.3.2 Practical Classroom-level Constraints 

 

The relationship between teachers’ values and their practices is also one of the main 

concerns highlighted in the current study. The first-phase quantitative survey revealed 

that there was a lack of alignment between teachers’ self-reported AfL practices and the 

values they ascribed to the AfL strategies. A similar value-practice misalignment was 

also reported by James and Pedder (2006), who attributed this gap to barriers teachers 

might encounter when they tried to incorporate AfL in their classroom practices. The 

second-phase qualitative study highlighted the stories of three teachers, among which 
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Zack’s case provided a possible explanation for the incongruence between teachers’ 

values and practices: There were some practical classroom-level constraints, which as 

James and Pedder (2006) inferred, impede teachers from bringing their practices in line 

with their values.  

 

First the shortage of time, as extensively discussed in the literature (e.g., Cizek, 2010; 

DeLuca, Luu, Sun & Klinger, 2012; Torrance & Pryor, 2001), seemed to be a major 

constraint. For instance, Zack believed it was “important” to communicate goals and 

criteria to his students. Consistent with the recommendation of Carless (2015a) and 

Sadler (1989), he provided detailed descriptions of criteria and used exemplars to help 

his students build a clear picture of what constituted good quality work. However, this 

AfL strategy was used infrequently in his class, for which his one explanation was that 

it demanded a large amount of time and he was concerned that he would have 

insufficient time to finish the unified teaching plan required by his department. 

Similarly, while Zack also realized that a trusting relationship is vital for the success of 

peer-and self-assessment, he was intimidated by the time needed for this to develop. A 

number of some previous studies have also demonstrated that teachers refused to adopt 

AfL because they were caught by the tension between the time needed to adopt AfL 

strategies and curriculum requirements (e.g.,Taras, 2007; Torrance & Pryor, 2001), even 

though they realized the value of AfL in improving student academic performance 

(Morgan & Watson, 2002, cited in DeLuca et al., 2012).  

 

As well as limited instructional time, heavy workloads also appear to hinder teachers’ 

employment of AfL in their classes. Previous research has suggested that, as integrating 

AfL strategies into daily instruction increased teachers’ workload, some teachers were 
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disinclined to use AfL in their classrooms (e.g., Jonsson et al., 2015; Zhao et al., 2018). 

In the current study, Zack refused to give his students opportunities for peer- and self-

assessment manily because of the formidable workload associated with this strategy, 

both in and after class. His reluctance was despite experimentation with this strategy in 

one of his previous classes improving his students’ English writing skills greatly, and 

increasing learner autonomy. This is understandable because successful implementation 

of peer- and self-assessment depends on great teacher efforts. For instance, teachers are 

supposed to help students understand criteria (Andrade, 2010), monitor the feedback 

process (Topping, 2003; 2010; 2011), check the reliability and validity of the feedback 

generated by students (Topping, 2003) and build a trusting relationship among students 

(Carless, 2013; Dixon & Hawe, 2017; Panadoro, 2016). If students are inexperienced 

assessors, teachers are also expected to coach their students and give them opportunities 

to practice (Paris & Paris, 2001; Rolheiser & Ross, 2001). Such pedagogical 

preparations inevitably require more work by teachers, which discourages them to trial 

AfL. 

 

Large class size has also been frequently mentioned in literature as a barrier that 

obstructs the implementation of AfL. Poole (2016) demonstrated that a large class 

exacerbated Chinese students’ fear of losing face in classroom learning interactions with 

their peers, while Carless (2013) claimed that a large class makes it difficult for teachers 

to foster a trusting and respectful classroom atmosphere conducive to dialogic feedback.  

The present study supplements the existing literature by providing evidence that class 

size also appears to hinder the scope for student engagement. This is shown again in 

Zack’s case, who, as suggested by authors such as Black et al. (2004) and Ruiz-Primo 

(2011), adopted dialogic discourse in his class to enhance his students’ higher-order 
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thinking ability.Such teacher-student interactive opportunities, however, were only 

given to a small proportion of students due to the large class size.  

 

From the previous discussion, it appears that some practical classroom-level constraints 

(for example, time limit, heavy workload, and large class size in this case) influence 

teachers’ pedagogical and assessment-related decisions. Although these constraints 

seem to be beyond the control of teachers, they are not insurmountable. Wanous, Procter 

and Murshid (2008), for example, arguing that a large class cannot be accepted as an 

excuse for not adopting AfL, reported a successful example of teachers incorporating 

AfL in a university class with around 400 students by utilising appropriate pedagogic 

strategies. There was no evidence in the current study as to whether Zack attempted to 

address these obstacles and, if he did, why he failed to overcome them. More 

information is needed with regard to Zack’s views on his perceived responsibility for 

student learning and achievement, his instructional priorities in instruction and his 

perceptions of external demands to answer these questions.   

 

8.3.3 Brief Comments 

 

This section discusses some salient classroom-level factors that influence the 

implementation of AfL in Chinese university EFL classes. It is concluded, tentatively, 

that the prevailing sense of mistrust between, and among, teachers and students, is a 

contributor to the teacher-dominated teaching, learning and assessment approaches in 

Chinese university EFL classes. Managing time constraints and heavy workloads 

associated with AfL strategies, as well as large class sizes, also pose a great challenge 

for Chinese university EFL teachers. 
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8.4 Individual-Level Factors 

 

In addition to the social-cultural and classroom-level contextual factors, the present 

study also identified some individual-level factors influencing the implementation of 

AfL—teacher and student assessment literacy as well as student self-efficacy, which are 

discussed in the sections below.  

 

8.4.1 Teacher and Student Assessment Literacy  

 

Teacher assessment literacy refers to “the knowledge about how to assess what students 

know and can do, interpret the results of these assessments, and apply these results to 

improve student learning and program effectiveness” (Webb, 2002, p. 4). When it comes 

to AfL-related assessment literacy, teachers need to understand, and have the knowledge 

and skills to implement, the inter-related core AfL strategies: clarifying goals and 

criteria for success; engineering effective classroom discussion, questions, and tasks that 

elicit evidence of learning; providing feedback that moves learners forward (teacher 

feedback); activating students as instructional resources for one another (peer-

assessment) and as the owner of their own learning (self-assessment) (Dixon & Hawe, 

2018; Dixon, Hill & Hawe, in press).   

 

A large and growing body of literature has highlighted the importance of teachers’ 

assessment literacy in ensuring high-quality AfL practices (e.g. Davison, 2019; Dixon 

& Hawe, 2018; Heitink et al., 2016; Xu, 2019; Xu & Brown, 2016). Consistent with the 

literature, Luke’s case, in the current study, has demonstrated that teacher assessment 

literacy is a key individual factor that may influence the implementation of AfL in 
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Chinese university EFL classes. For instance, an important aspect of teacher assessment 

literacy is the knowledge of what, and how, assessment approaches can be used to elicit 

apposite information about student learning (Heitink et al., 2016; Ruiz-Primo et al., 2010; 

Webb, 2002). Since AfL is an ongoing assessment process integrated with teaching 

(Glasswell & Parr, 2009; Heritage, 2010), an AfL literate teacher is expected to know 

how to construct and use open questions and tasks, informal dialogic conversations, and 

discussions (Erickson, 2007; Heritage, 2013; Ruiz-Primo, 2011) in the teaching process 

to elicit abundant in-the-moment information about student deep learning rather than 

factual knowledge (Black et al., 2004). This information helps teachers identify 

teachable moments to make instant instructional adjustments and/or provide timely 

feedback for students to adjust their own learning (Glasswell & Parr, 2009). Luke, 

however, appeared to lack this type of knowledge and awareness, having no idea of what 

aspects of student learning are important and what could be used as potential assessment 

opportunities. As a result, his assessment practices were limited to using closed 

questions to make judgements of student mastery of linguistic knowledge, while class 

discussions and open tasks, which could have provided abundant information of student 

language skills and higher-order thinking abilities, were used only to “liven up 

classroom atmosphere” (Luke Int1). Luke also seemed not to know why teachers should 

communicate goals with students and what constituted good feedback. Therefore, he did 

not attempt to make goals transparent in his class and merely followed his previous 

teacher’s example of giving corrective feedback to his students.  

 

These findings are in keeping with the observations of some authors (e.g., Zhao et al., 

2018) that the lack of knowledge and understanding of AfL, its principles and 

recommended practices was an important reason for the unsuccessful implementation 
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of AfL in China. A possible explanation for the prevalence of low AfL assessment 

literacy among Chinese teachers may be that teacher training opportunities are either 

missing or inadequate to prepare Chinese teachers for AfL (Carless, 2012). As Luke had 

no substantial components related to AfL in either his pre- or in-service teacher training 

courses, he had experienced no opportunity to access the knowledge and skills needed 

for the sound implementation of AfL.  

 

In addition to the low levels of teacher assessment literacy, the present study also found 

that Chinese university students were far from assessment literate. The first-phase 

quantitative data indicated that students did not realize the value of most of the AfL 

strategies as much as their teachers did. The second-phase qualitative data also 

suggested that students’ inadequate assessment literacy appeared to be a significant 

reason for their superficial use of peer- and self- assessment. Lin, for example, admitted 

that he could only check the correctness of some linguistic features of his peers’ work, 

because he had no knowledge of the types of feedback he was supposed to give to his 

peers. David and Tian, although they said they valued self-assessment and had attempted 

AfL strategies after class, reported using only superficial self-assessment practices, such 

as self-testing, because they did not know how to evaluate their English learning. They 

were also unable to adjust their learning after self-testing because they did not know 

how to interpret their test scores. The low assessment literacy evidenced by the students 

may be attributable to few teachers able to help their students develop understanding of 

AfL, or provide adequate authentic opportunities to engage students actively in the 

assessment process to develop AfL-related assessment capabilities (Booth et al., 2016; 

Dixon & Hawe, 2018; Dixon et al., in press; Hill et al., 2016). Although there are few 

empirical studies with which to compare this finding, it suggest that teachers should 
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develop sufficient assessment capability to teach their students how to give feedback 

through training (Heitink et al., 2016; Paris & Paris, 2001), develop students’ 

understanding about learning goals and expected learning outcomes (Andrade, 2010; 

Dixon & Hawe, 2018), develop their knowledge and skills to make sound judgement of 

the quality of their work (Carless & Boud, 2018), and help student possess appropriate 

strategies to progress toward their goals (Carless & Boud, 2018; Dixon & Hawe, 2018).  

 

8.4.2 Student Self-efficacy 

 

Students’ lack of engagement in almost all the AfL strategies was one of the most 

important findings to emerge from the present study. It has been explained in terms of 

students’ beliefs in teacher-centred pedagogy, their deeply rooted face-saving concerns 

as well as a lack of trusting relationship among students. Student disengagement also 

seems to be related to their self-efficacy, namely, their judgments of their abilities to 

achieve a specific goal (Bandura, 2006).  

 

Literature on cognitive psychology and achievement motivation has identified self-

efficacy as a variable that is pertinent to student cognitive engagement and motivation 

in their learning (e.g. Pintrich & Schrauben, 1992; Pintrich & Garcia, 1993; Zimmerman, 

2011). According to Bandura (1994), self-efficacious people are characterized by self-

assurance in their capabilities. They view difficult tasks as “challenges to be mastered 

rather than as threats to be avoided” and are confident that they can exercise some 

control over them (p. 71). High levels of self-efficacy, therefore, are usually predictive 

of active cognitive engagement. Self-doubters, on the other hand, are not confident in 

their abilities, focusing, usually, on their deficiencies and approaching difficult tasks as 
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“personal threats” (p. 71). Low levels of self-efficacy often lead to avoidance of tasks 

and withdrawal of efforts. Because AfL requires a high level of interaction for teachers 

and students, when implemented in a second or foreign language (L2) classroom in the 

foreign language rather than their mother tongue, AfL makes great demands on students’ 

language abilities to express themselves. In this study, a number of students (e.g. Qin 

and Vivian), appeared to have low levels of self-efficacy, commenting that their English 

was too poor to respond to teachers’ questions and undertake tasks in English. To protect 

their public self-esteem, they chose not to respond to their teachers especially when they 

felt themselves to be in a context where ‘face’ was relevant. There were also some 

students, Alex, for example, who had given up on English and did not care about 

whatever his teachers required him to do in class. Students’ apathy towards teachers’ 

questions and discussions indicated low expectancy of outcome, an aspect of self-

efficacy referring to one’s belief that a certain behaviour will generate an expected 

outcome (Bandura, 1977). Since these students did not value their English learning, and 

did not believe their efforts would make any difference, it was not surprising that they 

avoided engaging in learning and/or assessment tasks.  

  

Students’ low self-efficacy and low outcome expectancy seemed to relate to their 

previous EFL learning and testing experiences. According to Schunk and Usher (2012), 

students usually make judgements of their self-efficacy based on their previous 

performances, with successful performance promoting their self-efficacy with failures 

damaging it. Most students involved in the present study had experienced failures and 

frustrations in their previous English learning and with many examinations. It was 

possible that unsatisfactory performances had lowered self-efficacy in relation to 

learning and using English. For students who prioritized high grades in examinations 
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and relied on social comparison to evaluate their learning achievements in learning 

English, this may be particularly true; a performance orientation, focusing on 

demonstrating competency, may well engender a belief that failures indicate low ability 

(e.g., Dweck, 1986, 2000; Elliot & Dweck, 1988). In addition, as an individual’s 

physiological and emotional state influences students’ judgments of their capacities 

(Bandura, 1977), it appeared students’ past experience of testing had evoked negative 

feelings among students (e.g., Frank), and weakened student self-efficacy.  

 

In addition to disengagement, students’ low self-efficacy may also explain students’ 

reactions to their teachers’ feedback. The current study found that some teachers (Nancy 

and Zack) usually gave praise and/or positive feedback to their students to maintain their 

confidence and motivate English learning. A large proportion of students (e.g. Lei and 

Colin) expressed appreciation of these feedback practices. The preference for 

encouraging feedback may be because most students in the present study doubted their 

English abilities. According to Bandura (1977), one’s perceived efficacy can change 

with social persuasion; it is enhanced when told one is competent, while weakened when 

told one is not. The students in the present study may need praise and positive feedback 

especially from a trustworthy source, their teachers, to convey beliefs about their 

competence and create a feeling of efficacy and motivation to learn. This finding 

suggests that for students who had limited confidence in their abilities, and little 

motivation for learning, praise may be beneficial. Teachers need to be cautious when 

giving praises to their students, however, because unjustified praise will not raise self-

efficacy (Bandura, 1997), and praise directing students’ attentions to themselves may 

evoke students’ emotional reactions and impact students’ self-esteem (Hattie & 

Timperley, 2007; Kluger & DeNisi, 1996). Teachers’ praise, therefore, must be 
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warranted and focused on specific tasks, or else it will not be a motivation force. The 

present study also found that students (e.g., Colin and Ken) perceived criticism, or 

excessive error correction, as discouraging and were unwilling to respond and act on it.  

It is possible that these students interpreted this type of feedback as an indication of their 

low ability, further crushing confidence in their capabilities and demotivating for their 

English learning. Such an effect, as discussed in 8.3.1, can be counteracted through the 

development of communication trust whereby students understand that making errors 

and taking risks is all part of learning. 

 

8.4.3 Brief Comments 

 

Taken together, it appeared that the Chinese university EFL teachers and students 

involved in the present study had not been adequately prepared for AfL; they had limited 

knowledge of AfL and the skills needed to carry out the AfL strategies. In addition, 

students’ previous language learning and testing experiences seemed to have weakened 

their self-efficacy, and constrained them from dealing with the challenges of taking 

responsibility in the learning and assessment process.  

 

8.5 Implications 

 

A number of implications are drawn from this research, which are presented in terms of 

its contributions to existing AfL theory and research as well as suggestions for teacher 

educators and teachers. 
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8.5.1 Theoretical Implications  

 

The findings from this thesis have several important theoretical implications. First, the 

data I have collected for analyses have provided evidence for the feasibility of using 

AfL in different cultural backgrounds. The current conceptualizations of AfL and how 

the five AfL strategies can be used to develop self-regulated learners are based on what 

is seen as desirable actions for both teachers and learners.These expectations are drawn 

from the literature related to theories of learning and associated approaches to teaching 

which have essentially been constructed within the western world. As such these actions 

and expectations will have greater credence and credibility to those living in western 

cultures. From a theoretical perspective, however, it is challenging to transport a 

framework of learning, teaching and assessment such as AfL into a different context 

where conceptions of effective learning, teaching, and assessment are very different. In 

this sense, a major contribution of the current study is that it helps enrich the 

contextualization of the theory, which originated from the West and doing so will help 

researchers to understand Afl has its features unqiue to particular sociocultural contexts.  

 

Second, this study is one of the few studies that have incorporated student perspectives 

on AfL, especially as AfL affords learners, instead of teachers, a central role in the 

assessment process. As put by Stiggins (2005b), “the greatest potential value of 

classroom assessment is realized when we open the [assessment] process up and 

welcome students in as full partners” (p. 29). In the AfL literature, the importance of 

teacher assessment-related knowledge and skills (Xu, 2019; Xu & Brown, 2016), 

teachers’ beliefs in teaching, learning and assessment (e.g., Ratnam-Lim & Tan, 2015), 

among other things, have been stressed constantly. However, there has been little 
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discussion with regard to how student-related factors may affect the implementation of 

AfL, which may send a message that teachers are the key to the success of AfL, who 

can single-handedly alter their classroom assessment practices. The findings of the 

present study draw our attention to the significant role played by students in the 

implementations of AfL and deepens our understanding of AfL as a student-centred 

practice.  

 

Third, the study contributes to research methodology in the field of AfL. The mixed-

methods design used in the present study differs from the small-scale qualitative 

methods adopted by the majority of empirical studies investigating AfL. A remarkable 

strength of this mixed-methods design is that it allows effective large-scale 

investigations as well as close observations of the implementation of AfL, to gain both 

breadth and depth in this research. In addition, given that the established instruments in 

the AfL literature lacked evidence of psychometrical robustness (see chapter 3 for 

details), in the first-phase quantitative survey two instruments (AfLSQ-T and AfLSQ-

S) were developed and validated. They can be used to assess and compare teachers’ and 

students’ values ascribed to the AfL strategies, as well as their perceived AfL practices. 

Future studies might take advantage of these two instruments to delve further into this 

topic. 

 

8.5.2 Practical Implications for Policy Makers and Teacher Educators  

 

Practically, the present study has important implications for policy makers and teacher 

educators. First, this research has demonstrated that Chinese teachers were less receptive 

to AfL because their existing beliefs about teaching, learning and assessment formed in 
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Chinese context seemed to be incompatible with the principles and practices of AfL. 

There is, thus, an urgent need for local educational bureaus, if not the national Ministry 

of Education, to generate concrete, contextually-relevant, and practical suggestions for 

Chinese EFL teachers to utilise AfL in their classrooms. For example, it might be 

plausible to encourage Chinese teachers to use results from summative assessment to 

inform future teaching and learning, which might be a practical adaptation of AfL to 

countries where summative assessment is “a necessary reality” ( Carless, 2012, p. 37). 

The present study has revealed that Nancy made use of evidence from tests to inform 

re-teaching, and the student participants also reported that they would analyse questions 

they had answered poorly in tests to help them avoid making the same type of errors. 

This adaptation of AfL may well serve as a starting point for Chinese EFL teachers and 

students to embrace AfL. It might also be helpful for policy makes to provide a list of 

standards descriptors which provide specific information about what a typical 

achievement a student should make to reach each criterion in English learning. With the 

help of the descriptors, teachers can be more efficient in providing feedback to their 

students when instruction time is limited and class size is large. This descriptors may 

also help students interprete feedback received and understand how well they have 

performed against a criterion. 

 

Second, AfL requires knowledge and skills that inadequately trained teachers do not 

usually possess (Bennett, 2011). This research draws our attention to how teachers’ low 

assessment literacy may lead to the disjuncture between the reform rhetoric and practice. 

Teacher educators, therefore, should help teachers develop a deep understanding of the 

benefits of AfL in promoting learner autonomy and change their entrenched beliefs 

about the roles of teachers and students in learning and assessment. More importantly, 
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teacher educators are expected to provide teachers with clear instructions through 

specific documents, videos, examplars so that teachers can develop a sound 

understanding of how each specific AfL strategy should be used. Teacher educators 

could also set themselves as examples, modeling to their teachers some specific 

techniques. For example, they can demonstrate how the traffic lights strategy can be 

used to know about students’ misunderstandings and misconceptions, and how teachers 

could start form easier tasks to gradually involve their students in in-class activites.  

 

8.5.3 Practical Implications for Frontline Teachers  

 

There is a point repeatedly stated in AfL literature: Learners are not passive recipients, 

but rather active participants who are able to exercise their agency and utilise their skills 

and knowledge in the learning and assessment process (e.g., Black & Wiliam, 2009; 

Pryor & Crossouard, 2008). AfL requires students’ deep engagement in learning and 

assessment tasks, classroom discussions, self-assessment, collaborative learning, and 

peer-assessment. The findings of the present study highlight a need to take into account 

student motivation and psychological needs if teachers are to involve their students fully 

in these activities. Teachers may need to be more open with students to talk about their 

worries and concerns, discuss the potential benefits of AfL to encourage student 

participation, build students’ confidence and enhance their motivation to take control of 

their learning. It is also imperative for teachers to foster an atmosphere of trust in which 

students’ opinions and ideas are valued, and they feel psychologically safe to have 

learning interactions with their peers. Xu and Carless (2017) suggest that in a Chinese 

context, teacher and students are in a hierarchical relationship in which face-saving 

concerns and severe peer competition are prevalent among students. They argue that 
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trust can be developed through reducing the impact of power relations, toning down 

competition and scaling up mutual support. Likewise, Dixon and Hawe (2017) advocate 

teachers’ constant encouragement, which may help enhance students’ confidence and 

motivation to take risks and accept critiques. Chinese EFL teachers are encouraged to 

follow their suggestion to increase trust in their classes.  

 

The present study also emphasises that students need to be equipped with the necessary 

knowledge and skills to take charge of the assessment process. As students are expected 

to become autonomous and self-directed in their learning, they, as well as their teachers, 

need opportunities to develop assessment literacy (Dixon & Hawe, 2018), 

understanding why and what they are doing, and have sufficient assessment knowledge 

and skills to realize the full potential of AfL (Engelsen & Smith, 2014). Merely telling 

students what AfL is not sufficient. Teachers should also actively engage their students 

in all the five AfL strategies, spend time familiarizing students with goals and criteria, 

teach them how to assess their learning against criteria, and provide intensive 

scaffolding and training for students to understand how to provide feedback, act on 

feedback received and adjust their learning accordingly.  

 

Furthermore, it is quite difficult to require students to do things they have never done 

before. Therefore, teachers at primary and secondary level should also try to familiar 

their students with AfL when they are young, which will make it easier for students to 

accept AfL after they go to university. 
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8.6 Limitations  

 

As with any study, this study has its limitations. First the teacher and student sample in 

this study was drawn from subjects studying in a limited number of higher institutions 

in Northwest China, but due to unbalanced economic development among different 

areas, educational gaps exist between regions in China. For instance, the relatively 

developed provinces in the east enjoy better educational resources, more educational 

investment, and talented students than those in the west (Yang, Huang & Liu, 2014). 

For this reason, the findings in the current study may not be generalizable to other areas 

of China. However, the purpose of this study was not to generalize. Rather, through the 

use of both quantitative and qualitative methods, the aim was to present the reader with 

a rich and detailed account of teachers’ and students’ understandings, beleifs and 

practices. And in doing so leave the reader to make their own judgements about the 

transferability of the findings and conclusions drawn to other contexts.  

 

Another possible imitation is the lack of documentary data to triangulate teacher and 

student self-reported data. Qualitative researchers use a range of data sources and/or 

methods to increase the credibility of the research and reduce the possibility of potential 

biases that may exist when a single source is used (Bowen, 2009). Although classroom 

observations were conducted to verify teacher and student interview data with regard to 

their AfL practices, there are some AfL practices that cannot be directly observed in 

class, such as teachers’ written feedback and students’ self-assessment after class. 

Ideally documents such as students’ assignments, teacher’s work sheet, and students’ 

test papers would have been valuable to corroborate data from interviews for 

triangulation.  
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Furthermore, the present investigation has identified some broader sociocultural, 

classroom-level and individual-level factors that may influence how teachers utilise AfL 

strategies and/or how students are involved in the assessment process. Some previous 

studies also found that institutional factors such as organizational structure (Pedder, 

2006), the power relationship between teachers and administrators (Heitink et al., 2016) 

and the institutional assessment culture (Birenbaum, Kimron & Shilton, 2011) also 

played an important role in the implementation of AfL. This study, however, has not 

been able to examine these factors due to limited time and sources. 

 

8.7 Recommendations for Future Research 

 

As noted above, as the present study included teacher and student participants from only 

the northwest of China, caution regarding the generalizability of its findings needs to be 

observed. More studies focusing on the implementation of AfL in other regions in China 

are needed to confirm, validate, and complement the findings of the present study, and 

hence build up a more complete and clearer picture of how teachers have adopted the 

national policy concerning AfL in their classes.  

 

Furthermore, there are some unanswered questions in the present study, one of which, 

as discussed above, is what, and how, institutional factors may facilitate, or impede, the 

implementation of AfL. Further investigations, which take these variables into account, 

will need to be undertaken. Such studies would provide useful information with regard 

to how Chinese universities and colleges can help teachers incorporate AfL in their 

classes. In addition, the first-phase quantitative study of the present study has identified 

that teachers reported higher levels of AfL practices and attached greater importance to 
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AfL than their students did. The second-phase qualitative study, however, failed to 

provide any explanation for these findings. Further studies are required to shed light on 

the reasons for the differences between teachers’ and students’ perceptions.  

  

Finally, as this study also highlights that teachers and students should be fully prepared 

for AfL, another area of future research would be to explore how Chinese teachers’ 

entrenched beliefs in teaching, learning and assessment might change, and how teacher 

development programmes could help teachers acquire and utilise the knowledge and 

skills needed for the effective functioning of AfL. Future research could also specifically 

address how teachers can enhance student self-efficacy and motivation to engage in the 

assessment process, and how teachers can develop students’ assessment literacy to 

enhance their capability to assess their own learning.  

 

8.8 Final Comments  

 

The present study investigated the implementation of AfL in Chinese university EFL 

classes. Both the quantitative and qualitative findings point to a disappointing 

conclusion: Although national policies mandate the use of AfL in Chinese university 

EFL classes, teachers, and students neither value this new assessment concept, nor are 

their classroom assessment practices consistent with the principles of AfL. The 

implementation of AfL in China remains problematic because of the combination of 

three levels of influence — the Chinese social-cultural contexts, classroom factors as 

well as some individual variables in relation to teachers and students. It is argued that 

the realization of AfL in Chinese classrooms depends on three preconditions. First, the 

conflicts between the summative tradition and the principles of AfL needs to be resolved, 
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the teacher-dominated learning culture should be modified, and a trusting relationship 

needs to be developed between and among teachers and students. Second, a full 

realization of AfL also requires that teachers have the knowledge and skills needed for 

the sound implementation of AfL and be psychologically willing to overcome potential 

barriers to their teaching practice. Finally, AfL is not only a matter of working with 

teachers; it depends on students to respond to their teachers’ actions and even take the 

initiative in the assessment process. Teachers, therefore, need to be assessment-capable, 

who are willing and able to equip their students with the necessary AfL-related 

knowledge and skills and enhance students’ confidence in their capacity to take control 

of their own learning. However, these are not simple fix for the current predicament of 

AfL in China. It is easy to say what teachers and students should do, but a huge cultural 

shift in regard to the roles and responsibilities of teachers and students will not happen 

overnight. The efforts to create conditions for teachers and students to adopt the core 

AfL strategies in Chinese classrooms should start at the primary school, not until 

students are at secondary or university. In other words, the realization of AfL in China 

is a long-term goal, which requires the endeavours of Chinese educational policy makers, 

teacher educations, teachers and students from all levels of education.  
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PARTICIPANT INFORMATION SHEET  
 

Dean 
 

Project title: Unveiling Assessment for Learning in Chinese English-as-a-Foreign-Language 
Classes: Teacher and Student Perspectives 
 
Researcher: Xiaoming Wu   Supervisors: Lawrence Jun Zhang; Helen Ramsey Dixon 
 
Researcher information 
My name is Xiaoming Wu, a PhD candidate in the School of Curriculum and Pedagogy, 
Faculty of Education and Social Work, the University of Auckland. I am conducting a research 
concerning Assessment for Learning (AfL) under the supervision of Professor Lawrence Jun 
Zhang and Dr. Helen Ramsey Dixon.  
 
To facilitate my research, I am asking that you:  

• Provide permission for my study to take place in your School.  
• Allow me to seek help form the secretary of the department to approach English 

teachers and students in your faculty and invite them to participate in my research. 
• Provide an assurance that teachers’ participation in my research is voluntary and the 

decision to participate or not participate in my research will have no effect on the 
evaluation of their teaching or their relationship with the university. 

• Provide an assurance that students’ participation in my research is voluntary and the 
decision to participate or not participate in my research will not affect their grades or 
their relationship with the university. 

 
Project Description 
The principle objective of this study is to investigate the implementation of AfL in Chinese 
university EFL classes from both the teacher and the student perspective. This study may have 
implications for teachers, students, and researchers who are interested in promoting students’ 
learning and autonomy by adopting AfL strategies. This is a mixed methods study including 
two phases: the questionnaire-based survey and the follow-up case study.  

 
Phase 1 Survey 
If you grant me access to the English teachers and students with the help of the secretary, I 
would invite them to complete a questionnaire to investigate their perception of AfL strategies. 
It should take them approximately 15 to 20 minutes. I will place a locked and well-labelled 
box in the secretary’s office for them to return their completed surveys.  
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  Phase 2 Interview and classroom observation 

The second phase of my study is case study. 3 EFL classes will be chosen purposively for in-
depth case study. Data will be collected via interview and classroom observation. To collect 
adequate data, each class will be observed for four times, one at the beginning, two in the 
middle and one at the end. The teaching will be observed and videotaped for each class. 
Stimulated recall Interviews will be conducted with teachers after each classroom observation. 
Besides, teachers and a student groups will also receive 2 one-on-one and focus group semi-
structured interviews respectively. The interviews will be audio-recorded. 
Participants’ Rights  
Participation in the research is voluntary. They have the right to refuse to complete the 
questionnaire, or to answer any questions in interviews, or to be observed. What’s more, the 
participants will be informed that they will be video-recorded during classroom observations 
and audio-recorded during their interviews. They have the right to refuse to be recorded, and 
they can ask the researcher to turn off the device at any time. Compensation will be made to 
the participants for their time and energy. 
 
Any participant has the right to withdraw anytime during data collection in either the first phase 
for the second phase. However, after data collection of the first phase, the quantitative data 
cannot be withdrawn because the questionnaires are anonymous. As for the data of the second 
phase, student participants are not allowed to withdraw the data after data collection due to the 
communal nature of the communication. But teacher participants in interviews and classroom 
observations are free to withdraw the qualitative data up to two weeks after being sent the 
transcripts if they inform the researcher of their decision. After that time any withdrawal of 
data will be impossible as analysis would be underway. 
 
Confidentiality  
Confidentiality will be guaranteed. Pseudonyms will be used to ensure that the participants will 
not be identified. The data collected for this research is only accessible to the researcher and 
her supervisors. No information will be revealed to a third party. The confidentiality of the data 
will be preserved throughout the time it is required to be stored.  
 
Data Management 
The collected data will only serve for my doctoral thesis, or may be used for conference 
presentations and journal publications. During the data collection, hard copy data will be securely 
locked in a cabinet in the researcher’s accommodation in China, and electronic data will be stored 
confidentially on a password protected laptop. Then the data will be taken back to the University 
of Auckland and stored securely in the same way. After six years, all hard copy data will be 
shredded, and the digital information will be deleted permanently.  
 
Thank you for sparing your time to read this information sheet. If you have any inquiries or 
questions, please feel free to contact anyone in the following contact list. 
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Local contact in China 
Ph: +86 15109268992 
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If you decide to give me access to your faculty please sign the attached Consent Form, scan it 
and then email it to me. Alternatively, I can supply you with a stamped addressed envelope to 
post it back to me.   
 
For any queries regarding ethical concerns, you may contact the Chair, The University of 
Auckland Human Participants Ethics Committee, The University of Auckland, Office of the 
Vice Chancellor, Private Bag 92019, Auckland, 1142. Telephone: 09 373-7599 ext. 83711. 
Email: ro-ethics@auckland.ac.nz.  
 
APPROVED BY THE UNIVERSITY OF AUCKLAND HUMAN PARTICIPANTS ETHICS 
COMMITTEE ON 5th Aug, 2016 for 3 years, Reference Number 017850 
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CONSENT FORM  
 
THIS FORM WILL BE HELD FOR A PERIOD OF SIX YEARS 
 
Dean 
 

 Project title: Unveiling Assessment for Learning in Chinese University English-as-a-Foreign-
Language Classes: Teacher and Student Perspectives 
 
Researcher: Xiaoming Wu   Supervisors: Lawrence Jun Zhang; Helen Ramsey Dixon 

 
I have read the Participant Information Sheet, and understand the nature of the research and 
why I have been asked for consent. I have had the opportunity to ask questions and have them 
answered to my satisfaction. I give permission for the study to take place in the School of 
Language, Literature and Law of Xi’an University of Architecture and Technology on my 
faculty premises. 
 

• I allow teachers and students in the school to participate in this research. 
• I understand that participation in this research project is voluntary. 
• I assure that participation, non-participation or withdrawal will not affect the result of 

evaluation of teachers’ teaching or their relationship with the university. 
• I assure that participation, non-participation or withdrawal will not affect students’ 

grades or their relationship with the university. 
• I allow the researcher to seek assistance from the secretary of the school and to put on 

the recruitment advertisements on the website and the billboard of the school. 
• I allow the secretary to inform the teachers of the research orally and distribute 

questionnaires for teachers in one of the monthly faculty meetings. 
• I allow the researcher to place a drop-box in the office of the secretary for the 

participants to return questionnaires. 
• I understand that teacher participants and student participants in questionnaire–based 

survey have the right to withdraw anytime during data collection. However, after data 
collection, the quantitative data cannot be withdrawn. 

• I understand that interviews will be audio recorded and classroom observations will be 
video recorded with consent. 

• I understand that the researcher will conduct and transcribe the audio-and video-
recording by herself and teacher participants will be provided with a copy of the 
interview transcript for review and approval. 

• I understand that teacher participants in interviews and classroom observations can 
withdraw anytime during data collection, and they may also withdraw their data up to 
two weeks after being sent a copy of their transcripts. 
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 • I understand that student participants in focus group interviews can withdraw anytime 

during data collection, but are not allowed to withdraw data after data collection due to 
the communal nature of the communication.   

• I understand that the data will be used in the researcher’s doctoral thesis, conference 
presentations and journal publications. 

• I understand participants’ confidentiality will be guaranteed by the researcher and 
identities of participants will not be revealed in any of the researcher’s publications. 

• I understand that the data will not be shared with a third party. 
• I understand that the data will be stored securely in China during the data collection. 
• I understand that data collected will be taken back to the University of Auckland and 

stored securely for six years there. After that time, all data will be completely destroyed. 
 

A summary of the findings will be provided to me via the following email: 
 
__________________________________ 

 
 

Name_______________________ 
 
 Signature__________________               Date___________________________  

 
APPROVED BY THE UNIVERSITY OF AUCKLAND HUMAN PARTICIPANTS ETHICS 
COMMITTEE ON 5th Aug, 2016 for 3 years, Reference Number 017850 
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 Appendix B: First-phase Participant Information Sheet for Teachers 

 

PARTICIPANT INFORMATION SHEET  
 
First-phase Questionnaire for Teachers 
 
Project title: Unveiling Assessment for Learning in Chinese University English-as-a-Foreign-
Language Classes: Teacher and Student Perspectives 
 

Researcher: Xiaoming Wu   Supervisors: Lawrence Jun Zhang; Helen Ramsey Dixon 
 
Researcher information 
My name is Xiaoming Wu, a PhD candidate in the School of Curriculum and Pedagogy, 
Faculty of Education and Social Work, the University of Auckland. I am conducting a research 
concerning Assessment for Learning (AfL) under the supervision of Professor Lawrence Jun 
Zhang and Dr. Helen Ramsey Dixon.  
 
Project Description and Invitation 
The principle objective of this study is to investigate the implementation of AfL in Chinese 
university EFL classes from both the teacher and the student perspective. This study may have 
implications for teachers, students, and researchers who are interested in promoting students’ 
learning and autonomy by adopting AfL strategies. This is a mixed methods study including 
two phases: the questionnaire-based survey and the follow-up case study. I would like to invite 
you to participate in the survey. It will take you approximately 20 minutes to complete the 
questionnaire.  
 
Participants’ Rights  
Participation in the survey is voluntary and participants are entitled to withdraw information 
before they submit the questionnaire. Any participant can return a blank questionnaire if he/she 
does not want to participate in research, but filling out the questionnaire counts as consent to 
be part of the research and his/her answer cannot be withdrawn once it has been submitted. 
 
The Dean has assured that participation or non-participation will not affect your evaluation of 
teaching or relationship with the university.  
 
Confidentiality  
Confidentiality will be guaranteed. Identifying numbers instead of names will be used for this 
survey. The data collected for this research is only accessible to the researcher and her 
supervisors. No information will be revealed to a third party. The confidentiality of the data will 
be preserved throughout the time it is required to be stored.  
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 Data Management 

The collected data will only serve for the researcher’s doctoral thesis, or used for conference 
presentations and journal publications. During the data collection, hard copy data will be securely 
locked in a cabinet in the researcher’s accommodation in China, and electronic data will be stored 
confidentially on a password protected laptop. Then the data will be taken back to the University 
of Auckland and stored securely in the same way. After six years, all hard copy data will be 
shredded, and the digital information will be deleted permanently.  
Thank you for sparing your time to read this information sheet. If you have any inquiries or 
questions, please feel free to contact anyone in the following contact list. 
 
Contact details  
Researcher  Main supervisor  Co-supervisor  
Xiaoming Wu 
School of Curriculum and 
Pedagogy, 
Faculty of Education, 
The University of Auckland 
Gate 3, 74 Epsom Ave, 
Auckland 
Xiaoming.wu@auckland.ac.nz 
Ph: +64 6238899 ext: 48779 
 
 

Professor Lawrence Jun 
Zhang  
School of Curriculum and 
Pedagogy,  
Faculty of Education and 
Social Work, 
The University of 
Auckland 
Gate 3, 74 Epsom Ave, 
Auckland 
lj.zhang@auckland.ac.nz  
Ph: +64 9 6238899 ext: 
48750  

Dr. Helen Ramsey Dixon 
School of Curriculum and 
Pedagogy,  
Faculty of Education and 
Social Work, 
The University of 
Auckland 
Gate 3, 74 Epsom Ave, 
Auckland 
h.dixon@auckland.ac.nz 
Ph: +64 93737999 ext: 
48547 

 
You may also contact the head of the School of Curriculum and Pedagogy, Associate Professor 
Helen Hedges at h.hedges@aucklan.ac.nz or +64 9 373 7599 ext. 48606. 
 
For any queries regarding ethical concerns, you may contact the Chair, The University of 
Auckland Human Participants Ethics Committee, The University of Auckland, Office of the 
Vice Chancellor, Private Bag 92019, Auckland, 1142. Telephone: 09 373-7599 ext. 83711. 
Email: ro-ethics@auckland.ac.nz.  
 
APPROVED BY THE UNIVERSITY OF AUCKLAND HUMAN PARTICIPANTS ETHICS 
COMMITTEE ON 5th Aug, 2016 for 3 years, Reference Number 017850 
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 Appendix C: First-phase Participant Information Sheet for Students 

 
PARTICIPANT INFORMATION SHEET 
 
First-phase Questionnaire for Students 
 
Project title: Unveiling Assessment for Learning in Chinese University English-as-a-Foreign-
Language Classes: Teacher and Student Perspectives 
 
Researcher: Xiaoming Wu   Supervisors: Lawrence Jun Zhang; Helen Ramsey Dixon 
 
Researcher information 
My name is Xiaoming Wu, a PhD candidate in the School of Curriculum and Pedagogy, 
Faculty of Education and Social Work, the University of Auckland. I am conducting a research 
concerning Assessment for Learning (AfL) under the supervision of Professor Lawrence Jun 
Zhang and Dr. Helen Ramsey Dixon.  
 
Project Description and Invitation 
The principle objective of this study is to investigate the implementation of AfL in Chinese 
university EFL classes from both the teacher and the student perspective. This study may have 
implications for teachers, students, and researchers who are interested in promoting students’ 
learning and autonomy by adopting AfL strategies. This is a mixed methods study including 
two phases: the questionnaire-based survey and the follow-up case study. I would like to invite 
you to participate in the survey, which will take you approximately 20 minutes to complete the 
questionnaire.  
 
Participants’ Rights  
Participation in the survey is voluntary and participants are entitled to withdraw information 
before you submit the questionnaire. Any participant can return a blank questionnaire if he 
does not want to participate in research, but filling out the questionnaire counts as consent to 
be part of the research and his answer cannot be withdrawn once it has been submitted. 
 
The Dean has assured that participation or non-participation will not affect your grades or your 
relationship with the university.  
 
Confidentiality  
Confidentiality will be guaranteed. Identifying numbers instead of names will be used for this 
survey. The data collected for this research is only accessible to the researcher and her 
supervisors. No information will be revealed to a third party. The confidentiality of the data 
will be preserved throughout the time it is required to be stored.  
 
Data Management 
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 The collected data will only serve for the researcher’s doctoral thesis, or may be used for 

conference presentations and journal publications. During the data collection, hard copy data will 
be securely locked in a cabinet in the researcher’s accommodation in China, and electronic data 
will be stored confidentially on a password protected laptop. Then the data will be taken back to 
the University of Auckland and stored securely in the same way. After six years, all hard copy 
data will be shredded, and the digital information will be deleted permanently.  
 
Thank you for sparing your time to read this information sheet. If you have any inquiries or 
questions, please feel free to contact anyone in the following contact list. 
 
Contact details  
Researcher  Main supervisor  Co-supervisor  
Xiaoming Wu 
School of Curriculum and 
Pedagogy, 
Faculty of Education, 
The University of Auckland 
Gate 3, 74 Epsom Ave, 
Auckland 
xiaoming.wu@auckland.ac.nz 
Ph: +64 6238899 ext: 48779 
 
 

Professor Lawrence Jun 
Zhang  
School of Curriculum and 
Pedagogy,  
Faculty of Education and 
Social Work, 
The University of 
Auckland 
Gate 3, 74 Epsom Ave, 
Auckland 
lj.zhang@auckland.ac.nz  
Ph: +64 9 6238899 ext: 
48750  

Dr. Helen Ramsey Dixon 
School of Curriculum and 
Pedagogy,  
Faculty of Education and 
Social Work, 
The University of 
Auckland 
Gate 3, 74 Epsom Ave, 
Auckland 
h.dixon@auckland.ac.nz 
Ph: +64 93737999 ext: 
48547 

 
You may also contact the head of the School of Curriculum and Pedagogy, Associate Professor 
Helen Hedges at h.hedges@aucklan.ac.nz or +64 9 373 7599 ext. 48606. 
 
For any queries regarding ethical concerns, you may contact the Chair, The University of 
Auckland Human Participants Ethics Committee, The University of Auckland, Office of the 
Vice Chancellor, Private Bag 92019, Auckland, 1142. Telephone: 09 373-7599 ext. 83711. 
Email: ro-ethics@auckland.ac.nz.  
 
APPROVED BY THE UNIVERSITY OF AUCKLAND HUMAN PARTICIPANTS ETHICS 
COMMITTEE ON 5th Aug, 2016 for 3 years, Reference Number 017850 
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 Appendix D: Second-phase Participant Information Sheet and Consent form for 

Teachers  
 
PARTICIPANT INFORMATION SHEET 
 
Second-Phase Case Study for Teachers  
 
Project title: Unveiling Assessment for Learning in Chinese University English-as-a-Foreign-
Language Classes: Teacher and Student Perspectives 
 
Researcher: Xiaoming Wu   Supervisors: Lawrence Jun Zhang; Helen Ramsey Dixon 
 
Researcher information 
My name is Xiaoming Wu, a PhD candidate in the School of Curriculum and Pedagogy, 
Faculty of Education and Social Work, the University of Auckland. I am conducting a research 
concerning Assessment for Learning (AfL) under the supervision of Professor Lawrence Jun 
Zhang and Dr. Helen Ramsey Dixon.  
 
Project Description and Invitation 
The principle objective of this study is to investigate the implementation of AfL in Chinese 
university EFL classes from both the teacher and the student perspective. This study may have 
implications for teachers, students, and researchers who are interested in promoting students’ 
learning and autonomy by adopting AfL strategies. This is a mixed methods study including 
two phases: the questionnaire-based survey and the follow-up case study. I would like to 
observe your lectures for four times over one semester, one at the beginning, two in the middle 
and one at the end. After each classroom observation, you will be interviewed for 60 minutes 
in a private environment. The classroom observation will be video-recorded and the interviews 
will be audio-recorded. 
 
Participants’ Rights  
Participation in the classroom observations and interviews is voluntary and participants are 
entitled to withdraw anytime during the data collection. However, after data collection, you 
can only withdraw your data up to two weeks after being sent the transcripts because the data 
analysis will be underway after that time. The Dean has assured that participation or non-
participation will not affect the evaluation of your teaching or the relationship with the 
university. You can also refuse to answer any questions in the interview and request the 
recording to be stopped anytime without giving a reason.Upon completion of the data 
collection, I will provide a 200RMB (50NZ$) compensation as appreciation for your time in 
this research. 
 
Confidentiality  
Confidentiality will be guaranteed.  Pseudonyms will be used to ensure the participants will 
not be identified. The data collected for this research is only accessible to the researcher and 
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 her supervisors. No information will be revealed to a third party. The confidentiality of the data 

will be preserved throughout the time it is required to be stored.  
 

Data Management 
The collected data will only serve for the researcher’s doctoral thesis, or may be used for 
conference presentations and journal publications. During the data collection, hard copy data will 
be securely locked in a cabinet in the researcher’s accommodation in China, and electronic data 
will be stored confidentially on a password protected laptop. Then the data will be taken back to 
the University of Auckland and stored securely in the same way. After six years, all hard copy 
data will be shredded, and the digital information will be deleted permanently.  
 
Thank you for sparing your time to read this information sheet. If you have any inquiries or 
questions, please feel free to contact anyone in the following contact list. 
 
Contact details  
Researcher  Main supervisor  Co-supervisor  
Xiaoming Wu 
School of Curriculum and 
Pedagogy, 
Faculty of Education, 
The University of Auckland 
Gate 3, 74 Epsom Ave, 
Auckland 
di.wu@auckland.ac.nz 
Ph: +64 9 623 8899 ext. 
48779 

Professor Lawrence Jun 
Zhang  
School of Curriculum and 
Pedagogy,  
Faculty of Education and 
Social Work, 
The University of 
Auckland 
Gate 3, 74 Epsom Ave, 
Auckland 
lj.zhang@auckland.ac.nz  
Ph: +64 9 6238899 ext: 
48750  

Dr. Helen Ramsey Dixon 
School of Curriculum and 
Pedagogy,  
Faculty of Education and 
Social Work, 
The University of 
Auckland 
Gate 3, 74 Epsom Ave, 
Auckland 
h.dixon@auckland.ac.nz 
Ph: +64 93737999 ext: 
48547 

 
You may also contact the head of the School of Curriculum and Pedagogy, Associate Professor 
Helen Hedges at h.hedges@aucklan.ac.nz or +64 9 373 7599 ext. 48606. 
 
For any queries regarding ethical concerns, you may contact the Chair, The University of 
Auckland Human Participants Ethics Committee, The University of Auckland, Office of the 
Vice Chancellor, Private Bag 92019, Auckland, 1142. Telephone: 09 373-7599 ext. 83711. 
Email: ro-ethics@auckland.ac.nz.  
 
APPROVED BY THE UNIVERSITY OF AUCKLAND HUMAN PARTICIPANTS ETHICS 
COMMITTEE ON 5th Aug, 2016 for 3 years, Reference Number 017850 
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 CONSENT FORM 

 
Second-Phase Case Study for Teachers 
 
Project title: Unveiling Assessment for Learning in Chinese University English-as-a-Foreign-
Language Classes: Teacher and Student Perspectives 
 
Researcher: Xiaoming Wu   Supervisors: Lawrence Jun Zhang; Helen Ramsey Dixon 
 

I have read the Participant Information Sheet, and understand the nature of the research and 
why I have been asked for consent. I have had the opportunity to ask questions and have them 
answered to my satisfaction. 
 

• I agree to participate in the research.  
• I agree to participant in classroom observations and interviews for this research. 
• I understand that participation in this research project is completely voluntary. 
• I understand that if I consent, I will be invited to participate in interviews for two times. 
• I understand that if I consent, I will also be invited to have up to four lectures observed. 
• I understand that the dean assures that my participation, non-participation or 

withdrawal will have no effect on the evaluation of my teaching or the relationship with 
the university. 

• I understand that if I consent, the interviews will be audio-recorded, and classroom 
observations will be video-recorded. 

• I understand that I can refuse to answer any questions without giving a reason. 
• I understand that I may request the recording to be stopped anytime without giving a 

reason. 
• I understand that I can withdraw anytime during the data collection. 
• I understand that I can withdraw the interview data up to two weeks after being sent the 

transcripts without giving a reason. 
• I understand that the researcher will conduct and transcribe the audio-and video-

recording by herself, and I will be provided with a copy of the interview transcript for 
review and approval. 

• I understand that data will be used in the researcher’s doctoral thesis, conference 
presentations and journal publications. 

• I know that confidentiality will be guaranteed by the researcher and my identity will 
not be revealed in any of the researcher’s publications. 

• I understand that the data will not be shared with a third party. 
• I understand that the data will be stored securely in China during the data collection. 
• I understand that the data collected will be taken back to the University of Auckland 

and stored securely for six years there. After that time, all data will be completely 
destroyed. 
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 • I wish to review the transcript of my interview, which can be emailed to me at this 

email: 
      __________________________________ 
• I wish to receive a summary of research findings, which can be emailed to me at this 

email: __________________________________ 
 

Name _______________________________   
Signature____________________________        Date____________________  

 

APPROVED BY THE UNIVERSITY OF AUCKLAND HUMAN PARTICIPANTS ETHICS 
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 Appendix E: Second-phase Participant Information Sheet and Consent form for Students 

 
PARTICIPANT INFORMATION SHEET 
 
Second-Phase Case Study for Students 
 
Project title: Unveiling Assessment for Learning in Chinese University English-as-a-Foreign-
Language Classes: Teacher and Student Perspectives 
 
Researcher: Xiaoming Wu   Supervisors: Lawrence Jun Zhang; Helen Ramsey Dixon 
 
Researcher information 
My name is Xiaoming Wu, a PhD candidate in the School of Curriculum and Pedagogy, 
Faculty of Education and Social Work, the University of Auckland. I am conducting a research 
concerning Assessment for Learning (AfL) under the supervision of Professor Lawrence Jun 
Zhang and Dr. Helen Ramsey Dixon.  
 
Project Description and Invitation 
The principle objective of this study is to investigate the implementation of AfL in Chinese 
university EFL classes from both the teacher and the student perspective. This study may have 
implications for teachers, students, and researchers who are interested in promoting students’ 
learning and autonomy by adopting AfL strategies. This is a mixed methods study including 
two phases: the questionnaire-based survey and the follow-up case study. I would like to invite 
you to participate in the focus group interviews for the case study for two times over one 
semester, one at the beginning, one in the middle. You will be interviewed as a group composed 
of 6-8 students in a private environment. The interviews will be audio-recorded. 
 
Participants’ Rights  
Participation in the interviews is voluntary and participants are entitled to withdraw anytime 
during the data collection. However, after data collection, you are not allowed to withdraw 
your data due to the communal nature of the communication. The Dean has assured that 
participation or non-participation will not affect your grades or relationship with the university. 
You can also refuse to answer any questions in the interview and request the recording to be 
stopped anytime without giving a reason. Upon completion of the data collection, I will provide 
a 50RMB (10NZ$) compensation as appreciation for your time in this research. 
 
Confidentiality  
Confidentiality will be guaranteed.  Pseudonyms will be used to ensure the participants will 
not be identified. The data collected for this research is only accessible to the researcher and 
her supervisors. No information will be revealed to a third party. The confidentiality of the data 
will be preserved throughout the time it is required to be stored.  
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 Data Management 

The collected data will only serve for the researcher’s doctoral thesis, or may be used for 
conference presentations and journal publications. During the data collection, hard copy data will 
be securely locked in a cabinet in the researcher’s accommodation in China, and electronic data 
will be stored confidentially on a password protected laptop. Then the data will be taken back to 
the University of Auckland and stored securely in the same way. After six years, all hard copy 
data will be shredded, and the digital information will be deleted permanently.  
 
Thank you for sparing your time to read this information sheet. If you have any inquiries or 
questions, please feel free to contact anyone in the following contact list. 
 
Contact details  
Researcher  Main supervisor  Co-supervisor  
Xiaoming Wu 
School of Curriculum and 
Pedagogy, 
Faculty of Education, 
The University of Auckland 
Gate 3, 74 Epsom Ave, 
Auckland 
xiaoming.wu@auckland.ac.nz 
Ph: +64 9 623 8899 ext. 48779 

Professor Lawrence Jun 
Zhang  
School of Curriculum and 
Pedagogy,  
Faculty of Education and 
Social Work, 
The University of 
Auckland 
Gate 3, 74 Epsom Ave, 
Auckland 
lj.zhang@auckland.ac.nz  
Ph: +64 9 6238899 ext: 
48750  

Dr. Helen Ramsey Dixon 
School of Curriculum and 
Pedagogy,  
Faculty of Education and 
Social Work, 
The University of 
Auckland 
Gate 3, 74 Epsom Ave, 
Auckland 
h.dixon@auckland.ac.nz 
Ph: +64 93737999 ext: 
48547 

 
You may also contact the head of the School of Curriculum and Pedagogy, Associate Professor 
Helen Hedges at h.hedges@aucklan.ac.nz or +64 9 373 7599 ext. 48606. 
 
For any queries regarding ethical concerns, you may contact the Chair, The University of 
Auckland Human Participants Ethics Committee, The University of Auckland, Office of the 
Vice Chancellor, Private Bag 92019, Auckland, 1142. Telephone: 09 373-7599 ext. 83711. 
Email: ro-ethics@auckland.ac.nz.  
 
APPROVED BY THE UNIVERSITY OF AUCKLAND HUMAN PARTICIPANTS ETHICS 
COMMITTEE ON 5th Aug, 2016 for 3 years, Reference Number 017850 
  



 

 
Xiaoming Wu  
School of Curriculum & Pedagogy 
Faculty of Education & Social Work 
The University of Auckland (Epsom Campus), 74 Epsom Avenue 
Auckland 1023, New Zealand 
T +64 9 623 8899 ext. 48779 
W xiaoming.wu@auckland.ac.nz 

 

 282 

SCHOOL OF CURRICULUM AND PEDAGOGY 
Te kura o te Marautanga me te Ako 
 
Epsom Campus 
Gate 3, 74 Epsom Ave 
Auckland, New Zealand 
T +64 9 623 8899 
W www.education.auckland.ac.nz 
 
 
 CONSENT FORM 

 
Second-Phase Case Study for Students 
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I have read the Participant Information Sheet, and understand the nature of the research and 
why I have been asked for consent. I have had the opportunity to ask questions and have them 
answered to my satisfaction. 
 

• I agree to participate in the research.  
• I agree to be interviewed for the research.  
• I understand that participation in this research project is completely voluntary. 
• I understand that if I consent, I will be invited to participate in focus group interviews 

for four times. 
• I understand that the dean has given his assurance that my participation, non-

participation or withdrawal will have no effect on my grades or the relationship with 
the university. 

• I understand that the interviews will be audio-recorded. 
• I understand that I can refuse to answer any questions, and may request the recording 

to be stopped anytime without giving a reason. 
• I understand that I can withdraw anytime during the data collection. 
• I understand that I am not allowed to withdraw data after data collection, due to the 

communal nature of the communication. 
• I understand that the data will be used in the researcher’s doctoral thesis, conference 

presentations and journal publications. 
• I know that confidentiality will be guaranteed by the researcher and my identity will 

not be revealed in any of the researcher’s publications. 
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Appendix F: Assessment for Learning Strategy Questionnaires for Teachers  

 

I would like to invite you to participate in a survey conducted by a Ph.D. Candidate 
(Xiaoming Wu) from the University of Auckland, New Zealand, to better understand 
the assessment practices in Chinese university English-as-a-Foreign-Language Classes. 
This questionnaire is not a test so there are no “right” or “wrong” answers and you do 
not even have to write your name on it. The results of this survey will only be used for 
research purpose so please give your answers sincerely to ensure the success of this 
project. Thank you very much for your help! 
 
Consent Form  
 
I have read the Participant Information Sheet, and understand the nature of the research and 
why I have been asked for consent. I have had the opportunity to ask questions and have them 
answered satisfactorily. I understand that  
 

1) My participation in this survey is completely voluntary. 
2) I have the right to refuse to answer any questions without giving a reason. 
3) I can withdraw anytime during the data collection, but cannot withdraw my data after 

returning the questionnaire. 
4) The dean has assured that my participation, non-participation or withdrawal will not 

affect my relationships with the university.  
5) The data will not be shared with a third party. 
6) The data will be stored securely for six years at the University of Auckland and then 

destroyed completely. 
7) The data will only be used in the researcher’s doctoral thesis, conference presentations 

and journal publications. 
8) My privacy will be guaranteed by the researcher and my identity will not be revealed 

in any of the researcher’s publications.  
○ I agree to participate in the research by completing the questionnaire.  

 
Part I 
In this part, 1) please reflect on your current English teaching in this semester and tell us how 
often you perform each assessment behaviour in your class(es). 2) Please also tell us, in your 
opinion, how important each assessment behaviour is for promoting your students’ English 
learning (no matter whether you once conducted it or not). Please tick (√) from 1 to 6 to indicate 
the frequency, and tick (√) from ① to ⑥ to indicate the importance. Please also write your 
response in the space when necessary. 
 

How often?                                    How important?  
(Practice)                                       (Value) 

 

  

1 Never  
2 Rarely 
3 Seldom 
4 Sometimes 
5 Frequently 
6 Always 

①  Extremely unimportant  

②  Very unimportant 
③  Slightly unimportant 
④  Slightly important 
⑤  Very important 
⑥  Extremely important 
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As a College English teacher, in my current class(es).. How often? 
(Practice) 

How important? 
(Value) 

1. I define goals1 of a lesson or a series of lessons based on 
my students’ previous learning. 1 2 3 4 5 6 ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ 

2. I communicate goals to my students in ways they 
understand.  1 2 3 4 5 6 ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑦  

3. I help my students understand success criteria2 by 
providing detailed descriptions. 1 2 3 4 5 6 ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ 

4. I involve my students in setting goals. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ 

5. I use examples to help my students understand what 
constitute good quality. 1 2 3 4 5 6 ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ 

6. I encourage my students to build on each other’s answers.  1 2 3 4 5 6 ① ② ③ 7  7  ⑥ 

7. I ask open questions more than close-ended questions 
during lessons. 1 2 3 4 5 6 ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ 

8. I give wait time deliberately to encourage students to 
think before responding to questions and/or discussions. 1 2 3 4 5 6 ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ 

9. I ask students to explain their answers rather than merely 
give one-word answers. 1 2 3 4 5 6 ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ 

10. I use hinge questions to turn questioning into discussion 
during lessons. 1 2 3 4 5 6 ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ 

11. The feedback I give to my students specifies their 
strengths.  1 2 3 4 5 6 ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ 

12. The feedback I give to my students specifies the areas 
for remediation.  1 2 3 4 5 6 ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ 

13. The feedback I give to my students specifies how to 
improve to achieve their learning goals. 1 2 3 4 5 6 ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ 

14. I give my students opportunities to discuss with me 
about my feedback.  1 2 3 4 5 6 ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ 

15. I guide my students how to revise their work according 
to my feedback. 1 2 3 4 5 6 ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ 

16. I provide immediate feedback during lessons to my 
students. 1 2 3 4 5 6 ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ 

17. I give students opportunities to comment on their own 
work during lessons.  1 2 3 4 5 6 ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ 

18. I provide guidance to help my students assess their own 
work. 1 2 3 4 5 6 ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ 

19. I encourage my students to reflect on what they have 
learnt during lessons.  1 2 3 4 5 6 ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ 

20. I give my students opportunities to comment on one 
another’s work. 1 2 3 4 5 6 ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ 

 
1 Goal is a statement which describes what the teacher wants the students to know, 

understand and be able to do. 
2 Success criteria is the criteria that decide whether students have achieved the goals.  
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As a College English teacher, in my current class(es).. How often? 
(Practice) 

How important? 
(Value) 

21. I deliberately develop an atmosphere in which my 
students feel safe and comfortable about giving and 
receiving feedback from their peers. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ 

22. I encourage my students to work together in pairs or 
groups to facilitate exchange of peer feedback. 1 2 3 4 5 6 ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ 

23. I teach my students how to receive and interpret 
feedback from peers. 1 2 3 4 5 6 ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ 

24. I provide guidance to help my students give feedback to 
one other. 1 2 3 4 5 6 ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ 

 

Part II 

 
In this part, please provide the following information by ticking (√ )in the circle. 

 
What is your gender？  ○ Male           ○ Female   

What is your age？    ○ 20-29   ○ 30-39   ○40-49   ○50+ 
What is your highest academic credential？ 

○ Bachelor’s degree   ○ Master’s degree   ○ Doctor’s degree   
What is your current academic rank?  

○ Assistant instructor       ○ Lecturer 

○ Associate professor     ○ Professor   

Overall, how many years have you been teaching English courses at tertiary level? 
○5 years or less   ○6-10 years   

○11-16years     ○16-20 years      ○21 years or more 
Which of the following course/courses are you teaching in this semester?   

○College English   

○College English development course How many classes are you teaching in 
this semester? 

How many classes are you teaching in the current term 
        ○0    ○1    ○2    ○3   ○4    ○5 and more  
Have you ever received any assessment-related preservice training or attended any 
assessment-related course(s)? 

○Yes                 ○No  
 

Part III 

If you are willing to participate in the second-phase interviews and classroom 
observations, please kindly leave your e-mail address and/or mobile number 

 
E-mail address_______________________________ 
 
Mobile number_______________________________ 
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Appendix G: Assessment for Learning Strategy Questionnaires for Students  

 

I would like to invite you to participate in a survey conducted by a Ph.D. Candidate 
(Xiaoming Wu) from the University of Auckland, New Zealand, to better understand the 
assessment practices in Chinese university English-as-a-Foreign-Language Classes. This 
questionnaire is not a test so there are no “right” or “wrong” answers and you do not 
even have to write your name on it. The results of this survey will only be used for 
research purpose so please give your answers sincerely to ensure the success of this 
project. Thank you very much for your help! 
 
Consent Form  
 
I have read the Participant Information Sheet, and understand the nature of the research and 
why I have been asked for consent. I have had the opportunity to ask questions and have them 
answered satisfactorily. I understand that  
 

9) My participation in this survey is completely voluntary. 
10) I have the right to refuse to answer any questions without giving a reason. 
11) I can withdraw anytime during the data collection, but cannot withdraw my data after 

returning the questionnaire. 
12) The dean has assured that my participation, non-participation or withdrawal will not 

affect my relationships with the university.  
13) The data will not be shared with a third party. 
14) The data will be stored securely for six years at the University of Auckland and then 

destroyed completely. 
15) The data will only be used in the researcher’s doctoral thesis, conference presentations 

and journal publications. 
16) My privacy will be guaranteed by the researcher and my identity will not be revealed 

in any of the researcher’s publications.  
○ I agree to participate in the research by completing the questionnaire.  
 
Part I 
In this part, 1) please reflect on your current English teaching in this semester and tell us how 
often you perform each assessment behaviour in your class(es). 2) Please also tell us, in your 
opinion, how important each assessment behaviour is for promoting your students’ English 
learning (no matter whether you once conducted it or not). Please tick (√) from 1 to 6 to indicate 
the frequency, and tick (√) from ① to ⑥ to indicate the importance. Please also write your 
response in the space when necessary. 
 

How often?                                    How important?  
(Practice)                                       (Value) 

   
1 Never  
2 Rarely 
3 Seldom 
4 Sometimes 
5 Frequently 
6 Always 

① Extremely unimportant  

② Very unimportant 

③ Slightly unimportant 

④ Slightly important 

⑤ Very important 

⑥ Extremely important 
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As a College English Student, in my current class(es).. How often? 
(Practice) 

How important? 
(Value) 

1. My teacher defines goals1 of a lesson or a series of 
lessons based on my previous learning. 1 2 3 4 5 6 ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑧  

2. My teacher communicates goals to me in ways I 
understand.  1 2 3 4 5 6 ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ 

3. My teacher helps me understand success criteria2 by 
providing detailed descriptions. 1 2 3 4 5 6 ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ 

4. My teacher involves me in setting goals 1 2 3 4 5 6 ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ 

5. My teacher uses examples to help me understand what 
constitute good quality. 1 2 3 4 5 6 ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ 

6. My teacher encourages me and my peers to build on 
each other’s answers  1 2 3 4 5 6 ① ② ③ 7  7  ⑥ 

7. My teacher asks open questions more than close-ended 
questions during lessons. 1 2 3 4 5 6 ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ 

8. My teacher gives wait time deliberately to encourage 
me to think before responding to questions and/or 
discussions. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ 

9. My teacher asks me to explain my answer rather than 
merely give one-word answers. 1 2 3 4 5 6 ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ 

10. My teacher uses hinge questions to turn questioning 
into discussion during lessons. 1 2 3 4 5 6 ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ 

11. The feedback my teacher gives to me specifies my 
strengths.  1 2 3 4 5 6 ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ 

12. The feedback my teacher gives to me specifies the 
areas for remediation.  1 2 3 4 5 6 ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ 

13. The feedback my teacher gives to me specifies how to 
improve to achieve my learning goals. 1 2 3 4 5 6 ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ 

14. My teacher gives me opportunities to discuss with 
him/her about his/her feedback.  1 2 3 4 5 6 ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ 

15. My teacher guides me how to revise my work 
according to his/her feedback. 1 2 3 4 5 6 ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ 

16.My teacher provides immediate feedback to me during 
lessons. 1 2 3 4 5 6 ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ 

17. My teacher gives me opportunities to comment on my 
own work during lessons.  1 2 3 4 5 6 ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ 

18. My teacher provides guidance to help me assess my 
own work. 1 2 3 4 5 6 ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ 

 
1 Goal is a statement which describes what the teacher wants the students to know, 
understand and be able to do. 
2 Success criteria is the criteria that decide whether students have achieved the goals. 
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As a College English teacher, in my current class(es).. How often? 
(Practice) 

How 
important? 
(Value) 

19. My teacher encourages me to reflect on what I have 
learnt during lessons.  1 2 3 4 5 6 ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ 

20. My teacher gives me and my peers opportunities to 
comment on one another’s work. 1 2 3 4 5 6 ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ 

21. My teacher deliberately develops an atmosphere in 
which I feel safe and comfortable about giving feedback 
to and receiving feedback from my peers. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ 

22. My teacher encourages me and my peers to work 
together in pairs or groups to facilitate exchange of peer 
feedback. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ 

23. My teacher teaches me how to receive and interpret 
feedback received from my peers. 1 2 3 4 5 6 ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ 

24. My teacher provides guidance to help me give 
feedback to my peers. 1 2 3 4 5 6 ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ 

 

Part II 

 
 
In this part, please provide the following information by ticking (√ )in the circle or 
write your response in the space when necessary.  
 

What is your gender？ ○ Male              ○ Female  

What is your age？    ○ 15-17   ○ 18-20    ○21-25   ○25+ 
Which of the following best describes your status as a student at the university? 
                    ○Freshman          ○ Sophomore  
What is your major？ 
______________________________________________________________     
  
How old were you when you started learning English? 
      ○5yrs and below  ○6-10yrs   ○11-15yers   ○16yrs and over 
Overall, how much formal education have you had in English？ 

   ○3 years and less        ○4-6 years  

   ○7-9years              ○ 10years and more  
Which of the following English course/courses do you pick up in this semester?   

○College English   

○College English development course  
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Appendix H: Semi-structured Interview Schemes for Teachers 

Teacher Personal information  

1. Can you please tell me something about yourself? 

2. Can you please talk about your English learning and teaching experience?  

Communicating Goals and Success Criteria 

3. What do you expect your students to learn in your course? 

4. Do you share learning intensions with your students, and how? 

5. Do you communicate success criteria with your students, and how? 

6. Do you think it is important to share goals and success criteria with your 

students? 

Elicit Information of Student Learning  

7. How often do you assess your students’ mastery of knowledge and skills 

during lessons? 

8. Would you please describe or give an example of how you usually assess 

your students’ mastery of knowledge and skills during lessons? 

9. What kind of questions and assessment tasks do you usually use during 

lessons? 

10. Do you think it is important to constantly check your students’ mastery of 

knowledge and skills in the instruction process? 

Teacher Feedback  

11. Do you provide immediate feedback to your students during lessons? 

12. Would you please describe or give an example of how you provide oral 

feedback do you usually give to your students during lessons? 

13. Would you please describe or give an example of written feedback you give 

to your students on their work? 

14. What kind of feedback do you think can help your students’ English learn? 
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Peer- and Self- assessment 

15. Have you ever given your students opportunities to do self-assessment in this 

term, and why? 

16. How often do you conduct peer-assessment in your current class, and why? 

17. Would you please give an example of how you conduct peer-assessment in 

your current class?  

18. Do you provide guidance when your students give feedback to their peers?  

19. What do you do to encourage your students to participate in peer-assessment?  

20. Do you think peer-and self-assessment is important for your students’ 

English learning? 
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Appendix I: Focus Group Interview Schemes for Students 

Student Personal information  

1. Can you please tell me something about yourself? 

2. Can you please talk about your English learning experience?  

Communicating Goals and Success Criteria 

3. What do you expect to learn in the English course? 

4. Does your teacher share learning intensions with you, and how? 

5. Does your teacher communicate success criteria with your, and how? 

6. Do you think teacher sharing goals and success criteria with your is important 

for your English learning? 

7. Do you want to contribute to goal and/or criteria setting? 

Elicit Information of Student Learning  

8. How often does your teacher assess your mastery of knowledge and skills 

during lessons? 

9. Would you please describe or give an example of how your teachers usually 

assess your mastery of knowledge and skills during lessons? 

10. Do you think it is important for teachers to constantly assess your learning in 

the instruction process? 

11. Are you willing to respond to your teacher’s questions and/or participate in 

discussions? 

Teacher Feedback  

12. Does your teacher provide immediate feedback to you during lessons? 

13. Would you please describe or give an example of how your teacher provide 

oral feedback to you during lessons? 
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14. Would you please describe or give an example of how your teacher provide 

written feedback to you?  

15. What kind of feedback do you will help your English learn? 

16. How would you usually deal with the feedback you received from you 

teachers? 

17. Have you ever had opportunities to do self-assessment in this term? 

Peer- and Self- assessment 

18. How often does your teacher conduct peer-assessment in this term?  

19. Would you please give an example of how you assess your own English 

learning? 

20. Would you please give an example of how you and your peers provide 

feedback to each other?   

21. Does your teacher provide guidance to help you and your peers give feedback 

to each other?  

22. Do you think peer-and self-assessment is important for your English 

learning? 
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Appendix J: Classroom Observation Checklist 

 

Classroom Observation  
Instructor  
Course  
Year  
Date   
Student No.  
Teaching content  
Course material  
AfL Strategies Utilised 

Communicating Goals and Success Criteria    Yes ○   No ○ 
Example:  
 
 
 

Elicit information of Student Learning        Yes ○   No ○ 

Example:  
 
 
 

Teacher Feedback        Yes ○   No ○ 
Example:  
 
 
 

Peer- and Self- assessment        Yes ○   No ○ 
Example:  
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