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ABSTRACT 

Within the context of Indonesian higher education, the assessment focuses on 

the three domains of students’ competencies, namely knowledge, skills, and 

attitude. Therefore, this study aims to explore the assessment practice of EFL 

lecturers, especially the methods used in assessing the three students’ 

competencies. It also explores the general assessment practice and examines 

differences by educational degree and length of teaching experience. This 

quantitative study relies on survey data from 71 participants joining the EFL 

lecturers’ association in Indonesia. Furthermore, the convenient sampling 

technique was used to determine the sample, and the data were analyzed using 

SPSS version 24. The results showed that the lecturers employed various 

methods in assessing the three domains of students’ competencies. It was also 

found that the lecturers mostly employed observation (66.2%) for assessing 

attitudes domain, tests (33.8%) for assessing knowledge, and work performance 

(29.6%) for skills. The findings demonstrated that the lecturers have followed 

the assessment policy of the government related to the method, purpose, 

instrumentation, procedure, and reporting grade. The results also showed no 

differences in the assessment practice between lecturers with Master and 

Doctoral degrees. Additionally, there was no difference among the four 

categories of teaching experiences in the assessment practice. These findings 

are expected to become a reference for lecturers and curriculum development 

in conducting and designing appropriate assessments to guarantee teaching and 

learning quality.
 

1.  Introduction

Student assessment is an important component of 

the curriculum because it provides both information 

and evidence of learning. The assessment results could 

be used to modify teaching, develop curricula, and 

create a program to improve learning quality (Angelo, 

2012; Black & Wiliam, 2010; Nitko & Brookhart, 

2007; Linn & Miller, 2005). Furthermore, it determines 

the learner’s achievement and the success of teaching 

and learning goals (Hamodi et al., 2017); Widiastuti, 

2016; Otaya, 2017). The purposes of assessment can be 

achieved with proper methods, instruments, and 

techniques, as well as procedures that are properly 

situated in well-founded theory. Within the Indonesian 

context of higher education, the theory has been 

adopted by the government and universities through 

assessment guidelines practice (see DIKTI, 2019; 

DIKTIS, 2019), which the students also use. However, 

previous studies have shown that several university 

teachers use assessment practices they are familiar with 

(Reynolds-Keefers, 2010; Rohl, 1999). Therefore, new 

assessment methods, tools, and activities were learned 

through intuitions (Scarino, 2013). This point implies 

that some teachers may not use the guide written in 

their assessment policy, which may be true in an 

Indonesian context. The lecturers’ assessment practices 

could be further understood by exploring the current 

practice in implementing the new curriculum.  

Assessment practice has been the priority of studies 

for decades. Several growing reports have been made 

on the area of assessment (Alemi & Khanlarzadeh, 

2016; Box et al., 2015; Hamodi et al., 2017; Ibrahim et 
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al., 2017; Lake & Olson, 2020; Martha et al., 2021; 

Panadero et al., 2019; Sathasivam et al., 2019). For 

example, Panadero et al. (2019) studied the Spanish 

university assessment practices, focusing specifically 

on situations in higher education through library 

research. The teachers used various assessment 

instruments, although the final score of the student’s 

grades was mostly obtained from a final examination. 

The study showed that the teachers rarely used 

formative assessments by peers or self-assessments. 

Despite the variations in assessment, they were 

unlikely to change the practices for their first to fourth 

year.  

Several studies on the assessment practice have 

been conducted within the Indonesian context (Arrafi, 

2021; Retnawati, Hadi, & Nugraha, 2016; Puad & 

Ashton, 2021; Zaim & Arsyad, 2020). Most of these 

studies focused on and examined the assessment model 

at the secondary school level. For example, Puad and 

Ashton (2021) studied an Islamic boarding school 

focusing on implementing formative and summative 

assessments. Until recently, there were only several 

reports on assessment practices in higher educational 

levels after the implementation of the Indonesian 

Qualification Framework (IQF) based curriculum 

(referred to here as KKNI) (e.g., Nasution, Sudrajat, & 

Jahro, 2019; Yustitia & Wardani, 2017). These studies 

mostly address authentic assessment practices. 

However, little attention has been given to the practices 

of EFL teachers that focus on the methods and 

procedures used for assessing the three students’ 

competencies and practice generally demanded in the 

current curriculum implementation within the 

Indonesian context.   

This study aims to fill out this empirical gap by 

investigating how lecturers of English as a Foreign 

Language (EFL) conducted an assessment, particularly 

the method used in assessing the three-domain 

competencies as guided by KKNI. It also examines the 

relationship between the assessment practice and the 

educational background (Master’s and Doctoral 

degree) of lecturers, as well as their teaching 

experiences. More specifically, this study was 

conducted to answer the following research questions: 

(1) What methods are mostly used in assessing students’ 

competencies? (2) How are the lecturer’s assessment 

practices regarding the method, purpose, 

instrumentation, procedure, reporting grade, and 

barrier? (3) Is there a difference in assessment practice 

between Master and Doctoral degree lecturers? (4) Are 

assessment practice differences among the length of 

teaching experiences?  

This study provides an overview of how EFL 

lecturers conducted an assessment of student learning. 

It also emphasizes the essential assessment point in 

English teaching, which covers students’ competencies 

of attitude, skills, and knowledge. This means the 

method commonly used in assessing each competency 

was provided. In addition, the results consist of the 

latest analysis and insights into assessment practice, 

such as method, purpose, instrumentation, procedure, 

assessment score, and barrier. This can serve as a 

reference for the lecturers when conducting 

assessments in the future. This study is expected to 

contribute to the assessment data in EFL related to 

faculty practice, which the lecturers require in the 

practice. Furthermore, it is significant because it 

provides relevant information on the assessment 

practices for universities, education stakeholders, and 

curriculum designers in formulating policies for 

language learning. 

2.  Literature Review 

2.1 Theory of Assessment 

 Assessment is defined as a systematic process that 

is useful for gathering information in the form of 

material to conclude a process (Reynolds et al. (2010). 

This is similar to Reynolds (2010) and Ghafar (2011), 

who defined assessment as a systematic procedure that 

includes collecting, analyzing, and translating evidence 

achieved by learners, as well as the extent to which the 

learning objectives were met. It is a step for obtaining 

various information to determine the learning process 

policy (Uno & Koni, 2012; Custer et al., 2000). 

Meanwhile, in the classroom context, it refers to the 

process of assigning or determining values to students 

based on specific criteria (Harun & Iqbal, 2018).  

Assessment has a very important role in the context 

of educational institutions, one of which is to analyze 

whether the learning has achieved the intended 

outcome (William, 2011). Furthermore, it helps 

monitor, improve, or ensure learning success and 

serves as material for the accountability of an 

educational institution (Earl, 2003; Nitko & Brookhart, 

2012). Assessment is a way to ensure and improve the 

quality of educational provision (Abera at. al, 2017). 

Based on the purpose and the time, the experts in the 

field classified assessment into two kinds, namely the 

formative and summative. This division was initially 

made by Bloom, Hastings, and Madaus in 1971 (Arrafi, 

2021). Summative assessment is used to measure 

learning outcomes, often for judgemental purposes, 

which are conducted at the end of a program for 

validation and selection. This kind of assessment is still 

widely used by educational institutions, although it is 

often combined with formative. 

On the other hand, formative is conducted during 

and throughout the learning process and focuses on 

learning improvement. It assesses the students in the 

process of forming their competencies and skills, 

therefore helping them to continue the growth process 

(Brown & Abeywickrama, 2010, p. 7). Most higher 

educational institutions have employed both types of 

assessment to make final decisions and improve 

learning (Black & Wiliam, 2018). 
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 Black and William (2018) emphasized that 

assessment is classified into three kinds based on 

purposes: “assessment as learning, assessment for 

learning, and assessment of learning.” Assessment as 

learning is used in a more specific sense, that is, to 

optimize learning (Earl, 2012). Meanwhile, 

“assessment for learning” refers to the process by 

which teachers use assessment evidence to inform their 

teaching. The assessment determines the extent to 

which students have achieved intended learning 

outcomes. Previously, Earl (2003) stated that 

summative is carried out at the end of a learning process 

to monitor and guarantee learning outcomes. In this 

case, it is referred to as an assessment of learning. In 

contrast, both assessments for and as learning aim to 

improve the process and are carried out during the 

formative (Black & Wiliam, 2006; Newton, 2007). 

2.2 Assessment Policy in the Indonesian Higher 

Educational Context 

Within the university context of teaching and 

learning, the implementation of the Indonesian 

Qualification Framework (IQF) based Curriculum 

(referred to as KKNI) has recommended assessment to 

measure the standards of competency, such as 

knowledge, skills, and attitude of the learners 

(government regulation/ Permenristekdikti 44 the Year 

of 2015 number 5). These domains are graduate 

attributes that need to be developed by higher education 

institutions (Chalmers & Partridge, 2013). Therefore, 

the Indonesian government, through the Directorate of 

Higher Education (DIKTI) and Directorate of Islamic 

Higher Education (DIKTIS), has provided a policy for 

university lecturers to conduct student assessments. 

This assessment is aimed at ensuring similar or fair 

standards and contributing to the quality of higher 

education (Panadero et al., 2019). 

The policy has provided guidelines for lecturers to 

conduct assessments, which are written in the 

curriculum document of the university. Furthermore, 

the guidelines consist of assessment principles, 

purposes, methods, instruments, assessment 

procedures, and procedures for giving final grades or 

grade appeals, etc. (DIKTI, 2018; DIKTIS, 2019). 

They also contain all the information about how 

students’ performance in the course will be assessed, 

including the type of assessment instruments, namely 

exams and exercises, the weight of each instrument, 

how the final grade will be calculated, and others. 

(Panadero et al., 2019). For example, the assessment 

techniques include observation, participation, work 

performance, written and oral tests, and questionnaires. 

The existence of various kinds of techniques aims to 

show the effectiveness of the assessment and the 

achievement of the students (Brown & Race, 2013). 

The guidelines provide the instrument used in assessing 

students, which is relevant to the curriculum change 

and response to the learning outcome (Yahiji et al., 

2019). It also informs about the techniques for 

assessing the three domains of students’ competencies. 

For example, observational assessment techniques and 

peer and self-assessment techniques are used to 

examine learners` attitudes. According to Hattie and 

Timperley (2007), peers and self-assessment are very 

effective for assessing the aspects of attitude because 

they are very helpful in developing student learning in 

terms of self-regulation. Moreover, Willey and Gardner 

(2007) emphasized that both assessments have a 

positive effect. Therefore, they can improve learning 

outcomes and further motivate students to learn. 

The knowledge domain of the students can be 

assessed by using written or oral tests, presentations, 

observations, and assessment techniques which refer to 

higher-level thinking-oriented assessments, case 

studies, and problem-solving tasks that require learners 

to think critically (Yuwono & Pasani, 2018). The 

assessment of knowledge should involve various 

techniques. However, written tests (examinations) in 

the form of summative are usually the main choice for 

teachers in various educational institutions (see, 

Kartono, 2011; Panadero et al., 2019). Meanwhile, 

formative often have little proportion in determining 

students’ achievement and are mostly neglected 

(Salirawati, 1998). Regarding the assessment of the 

skills domain, the teachers use the techniques of 

students’ performance, practices, simulations, and 

others. The performance-based assessment gives tasks 

that can show skills and encourage students to perform 

or think effectively and efficiently. This is aimed at 

helping students compete in the work world and solve 

their problems (Otaya, 2017).  

Since the implementation of the assessment policy 

by the government, several growing studies have 

examined the assessment i.e Gahara, 2017; Nikmah & 

Makhshun, 2021; Nasution et al., 2019; Puad & Ashton, 

2021; Saftari & Fajriah, 2019; Umami 2018; 

Saefurrohman, 2018; Zaim, & Arsyad, 2020; Yustitia 

& Wardani, 2017.  For example, Puad and Ashton 

(2021) investigated Secondary EFL teachers’ views on 

classroom-based assessment at an Islamic boarding 

school, and the results showed that the teacher tends to 

view assessment from summative rather than formative 

perspectives. It was also demonstrated that there is an 

emphasis on assessing students’ attitudes and 

behaviour in classrooms alongside their academic 

ability. This is supported by Zulaiha et al. (2020), 

stating that teachers had the necessary knowledge of 

assessment principles and used that information in their 

instruction.  

However, there was a gap between instructors’ 

knowledge and its application in classroom activities, 

notably during the implementation and monitoring 

phases. Some influences were also found on teachers’ 

practice of classroom assessment, such as the local or 

school policy, the use of nonachievement factors (e.g., 

students’ attendance and attitudes), and parents’ 

involvement in their children’s education.  
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Other studies focusing on authentic assessment 

(assessing students’ attitudes, skills, and knowledge 

domains) have also been conducted  i.e., Gahara, 2017; 

Nikmah & Makhshun, 2021; Saftari, & Fajriah, 2019; 

Umami, 2018.  For example, Gahara (2017) examined 

the use of authentic assessment for Islamic religious 

education courses in junior high school. A qualitative 

case study approach was conducted by interviewing 

four teachers and two principals, while the data were 

obtained through observations and documentation. The 

results demonstrated that the success of authentic 

assessment could be seen in the integration of students’ 

attitudes, knowledge and skills competencies. 

Therefore, the character competencies of students are 

being productive, creative, with attitude, skilled, and 

knowledgeable. The assessment of the three domains 

was also supported by Saftari & Fajriah (2019), who 

found that the techniques and instruments used in the 

2013 Curriculum include the assessment of attitudes, 

knowledge, and skills competencies. Furthermore, 

Gahara (2017) showed that authentic assessments are 

carried out using various methods: tests, portfolios, 

projects, peers, and self-assessment.   

Umami (2018) emphasized that assessment can be 

conducted in religious courses using various methods 

following the student’s competencies. For example, the 

attitude domain can be assessed through observation, 

journal, peer, and self-assessment. Furthermore, the 

knowledge domain can be assessed by written tests, 

observation, and tasks, while skills are assessed by 

work performance, project, product, and portfolio. 

These results are supported by Nikmah & Makhshun 

(2021), finding that assessment techniques and 

instruments used by Islamic education teachers are a.) 

Attitude aspect, using observation techniques, peer-to-

peer, journal, and self-assessments. b.) Knowledge 

aspect, using assignments and written and oral tests 

techniques. c.) The skills aspect is using practice test 

techniques, project appraisal, performance, and 

portfolio assessment. 

 Several studies have assessed students’ outcomes 

in the three domains (attitude, skills, and knowledge). 

Several reports were also made at the secondary school 

level, and the majority of the subject were Islamic 

religious teachers. These studies have provided 

theoretical and practical contributions to the particular 

subject. However, only a few reports have been made 

at the university level on the subject of EFL lecturers. 

Additionally, none of the studies particularly explore 

the dominant method used by EFL lecturers in 

assessing students’ competencies. Therefore, this study 

aims to fill this gap by exploring the dominant methods 

used by EFL lecturers in assessing students’ 

competencies. It also explores the different assessment 

practices from 5 constructs concerning the 

competencies.  

3.  Method  

  This study aims to explore the practice of EFL 

lecturers in assessing the implementation of the current 

curriculum in the Indonesian higher education context. 

It also specifically examines the method used to assess 

the three EFL student competencies domains: attitude, 

knowledge, and skill. Furthermore, it aims to 

investigate the assessment practice related to the 

instrumentation, purpose, procedure, and reporting 

grade. A quantitative survey design was employed to 

have a more comprehensive understanding and clear 

picture of the assessment practice. 

3.1 Population and Sample 

The population of this study is English lecturers 

joining the ELITE and LITA, two English Lecturer 

Associations in Indonesia, with 153 LITA and 253 

ELITE members, respectively. Furthermore, a random 

sampling technique was used to recruit 71 English 

lecturers who responded to the questionnaire as the 

study sample. Table 3.1 presents the demographic 

information of the population.

 

Table 3.1. Demographic information 

No Characteristics Variables N Percentage/% 

1 Gender 
Male 28 39.4 

Female 43 60.6 

2 Degree 
Master 48 67.6 

Doctoral 23 32.4 

3 Teaching Experience 
1-5 year 7 9.9 

   6-10 year 22 31.0 

  
      11 – 15 

year 
15 21.1 

  ➢ 16 year  27 38.0 
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It was found that two-thirds or 43 respondents were 

females, and more than one-third, or 28 were males. 

Most respondents have completed Master’s degrees 

(48 people), and only 23 have Doctorate. Furthermore, 

most had more than 16 years of teaching experience, 

and only a few had 1 to 5 years. This implies the 

lecturers have much experience conducting an 

assessment. 

3.2 Instrumentation and Data Collection 

The data were obtained from the respondents using 

the Google form-based questionnaire. The items on the 

questionnaire were adapted from two available 

resources designed by Bouchaib (2016) and Onyefulu 

(2018). Furthermore, the questionnaire was originally 

designed to investigate the assessment practice and 

was modified to match the current context of the study. 

The questionnaire consists of three parts: The first has 

seven closed-ended items describing the respondents’ 

informational background. The second part consists of 

seven open-ended statements measuring the method 

used to assess the student’s competencies domain. 

Finally, the last part consists of 29 questions in the 

form of statements using the Five Likert Scale, namely 

Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neutral, Agree, and 

Strongly Agree, that focus on the methods, purpose, 

instrumentation, procedures assessing students, 

reporting the final grade, and the barrier in conducting 

an assessment. Moreover, the questionnaire was 

validated by expert judgment before sending the 

Google Form link(https://bit.ly/AngketAssessment) to 

the respondents through a WhatsApp Group (WAG). 

Two lecturers with doctoral degrees in Language 

Education and Educational evaluation major gave their 

opinion about the questionnaire. In line with the data 

collection, the purposes of the study were explained in 

the questionnaire, and participation was voluntary. 

3.3 Reliability and Validity 

Cronbach’s alpha (α) test was conducted to 

measure the instrument’s reliability using the SPSS 

version 24. It is generally accepted that a questionnaire 

is reliable when the Cronbach alpha value is > 0.60. 

Based on the data processing results using the SPSS 

version 24, the overall reliability coefficient was 0.851, 

indicating that the questionnaire was reliable for this 

study. Meanwhile, the instrument’s validity was 

measured using the expert’s opinions. A practical 

approach to content validity is sought by experts’ 

judgment (Furwana, 2019). Content validations are 

used to check whether a test was correctly designed or 

to validate the translation and standardization of an 

instrument used in a different culture (Fernández-

Gómez et al., 2020). Two experts were asked to give 

their opinions on the instruments, specifically the 

questionnaire, for clarity, accuracy, and relevance to 

classroom assessment practices (Onyefulu, 2018). The 

instrument can examine student assessment practices 

with several improvements based on the process. 

3.4 Data Analysis 

 Before analyzing the data, the responses to the 

questionnaire were downloaded from Google form as 

a Microsoft excel sheet, coded, and imported to the 

SPSS application version 24 for further analysis. 

Furthermore, descriptive statistics were used to find the 

frequency, mean, standard deviation, and other 

numeric details. Inferential statistics of independent 

sample t-test was employed to determine whether there 

were differences between educational degrees. 

Additionally, Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was 

applied to analyze whether there were differences in 

teaching lengths, while the significant level of 0.05 

determined the variances. 

Table 3.2 Mean Score Interpretation 

Range of mean score Practices 

1.00 – 1.90 Very low 

2..00- 2.90 Low 

3.00-3.50 Moderate 

3.60-4.49 High 

4.50- 5.00 Very high 

 

According to Table 3.2, the mean score 

interpretation of the assessment practice of the 

participants ranges from 1 to 5. Therefore, the mean 

score between 1.00 to 1.90 indicates a very low 

practice of assessment, while 4.50 to 5.00 shows a very 

high frequency. This mean score interpretation was 

adopted and slightly modified from several studies 

(including Tuan, 2021). 

4. Findings 

Even though there are several studies on classroom 

assessment, only a few reported on the assessment 

practice of EFL lecturers concerning the method of 

assessing learners’ competencies, including attitude, 

skills, knowledge, and other related constructs 

covering method, purpose, and instrumentation, 

procedure, assessment score, and barrier. Therefore, 

this study aims to fill this gap by exploring the 

dominant assessment methods used by EFL lecturers 

in assessing students’ competencies. It also aims to 

explore the assessment practices from five constructs 

(method, purpose and instrumentation, procedure, 

assessment score, as well as barrier) concerning the 

competencies. Four questions guide this study, namely 

1) What methods are mostly used in assessing students’ 

competencies? 2) How are the lecturer’s assessment 

practices concerning the method, purpose, 

instrumentation, procedure, reporting grade, and 

barrier? 3) Is there a difference in assessment practice 

between master’s and doctoral degree lecturers? 4) Are 

assessment practice differences among the length of 

teaching experiences? A survey design was used to 
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answer these questions by distributing questionnaires 

to participants while the data were obtained and 

analyzed using SPSS version 24. The analysis results 

of the questionnaire are presented based on the 

research question.   

4.1 Methods Used in Assessing Student 

Competencies 

Descriptive analysis was employed to find out the 

methods that are mostly used in assessing students’ 

competencies by indicating the percentage of the 

participants who responded to the questionnaire. The 

assessment method used by the respondents in the three 

domains of student competencies was identified using 

descriptive statistics, such as Frequency and 

Percentage (%). The three students’ competencies of 

the assessment method are presented in table 4.1. 

 

Table 4.1.  Frequency of assessment Method of attitude, knowledge, and skills. 
 

 Attitude Knowledge Skills  

Methods Freq. % Freq

. 

            %         Freq.              % 

Observation 47 66.2 6      8.5      18 25.4 

Participation 7 9.9 12   16.9       10 14.1 

Performance 2 2.8 19 26.8       21 29.6 

Questionnaire 10 14.1 8 14.1         2 2.8 

Self-assessment 3 4.2 0 4.2         0 0 

Presentation 0 0 2 2.8          3 4.2 

Fieldwork 0 0 0 0          2 2.8 

Test 2 2.8 24 33.8        15 21.1 

Total 71 100.0 71                          71 100.0 100.0 

  According to table 4.1 above, the lecturers use 

various methods to assess the students’ attitudes. 

However, the method that was mostly employed was 

observation (66.2% or 47). This is followed 

sequentially by questionnaire (14.1%), participation 

(9.9%), and self-assessment (4.2%). Interestingly, two 

methods of assessing students’ attitudes (performance 

and written test) domain were unlikely chosen by the 

lecturers. Only 2 lecturers (2.8%) used each of the 

written tests and performance methods to assess 

students’ attitudes toward EFL teaching and learning. 

This indicates that various methods were used to assess 

the students’ competencies. However, the method 

mostly employed by the lecturers in assessing the 

attitude domain is observation.   

 Table 4.1 presents the frequency and percentage of 

the assessment methods for the knowledge domain. 

The table also illustrates the various methods used in 

assessing students’ knowledge domain. However, most 

lecturers choose the test method (33.8%). This test 

technique means that they either used written tests or 

oral. The second method used in assessing knowledge 

is asking students to perform their work (26.8%). 

Another method employed by the lecturer is 

participation (16.9%), followed by questionnaire 

(11.3%), and observation (8.5%). The last method is 

presentation with 2.8%. Therefore, the test was mostly 

employed, which indicates that the lecturers consider it 

an appropriate method for assessing the knowledge 

domain. Besides, it follows the guidelines of the 

methods for assessing knowledge.  

The frequency and the percentage of the methods 

for assessing the skills domain are also shown in Table 

4.1. The table illustrates that lecturers also employ 

various kinds of methods in assessing student skills. 

Most of the lecturers chose performance (29.6%) and 

observation (25.4%) in assessing this domain. This is 

followed by the test (21.1%), and participation (14.1%), 

while the least methods were questionnaires and 

fieldwork (2.8% of each). Interestingly, the 

presentation was only chosen by 3 or 4.2% participants, 

whereas it is one of the methods for assessing students’ 

skills. This result indicates that the most favourable 

method for assessing this domain is work performance, 

which is recommended by the assessment guidelines 

and policy.  

4.2 Lecturer`s Assessment Practice  

Descriptive statistics were conducted to find the 

mean scores of the assessment practice in the six 

constructs, including method, purpose, instrumentation, 

procedure, reporting grade, and barrier. Table 4.2 

presents the mean scores and standard deviation of 

each construct of assessment practice based on the 5- 

point Likert scale. It is also shown that mean scores 

ranged from 3.63 to 4.50. 
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Table 4.2  The profile of assessment practice 

Constructs Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

Method 3.33 5.00 4.22 .41252 

Purpose 3.00 5.00 4.40 .52475 

Instrumentation 2.00 5.00 3.64 .65388 

Procedure 3.13 5.00 4.43 .46572 

Reporting 3.75 5.00 4.50 .42989 

Barrier 2.67 5.00 4.19 .71207 

   4.23  

  According to Table 4.2, the overall mean score of 

the lecturer’s responses to the questionnaire was 4.23. 

This point indicates that the assessment practice related 

to the method, purposes, procedures, and reporting, and 

the barrier was between “agree and very agree”. 

Therefore, the overall mean score was categorized as 

high in accordance with the criteria given by Tuan 

(2021). The method subscale means a score of 4.22, 

indicates that the respondents used various methods to 

assess students’ learning. Furthermore, the purposes 

subscale mean score of 4.40 reveals that the respondent 

had a clear purpose in conducting the assessment. The 

instrumentation subscale means the score was the 

lowest (3.60), indicating that the responses to this scale 

were “rather agree”. This shows that the respondents 

used one or two instruments in assessing student 

learning. The procedure subscale score was 4.42, 

which indicates that the respondents followed the 

procedures on the assessment guidelines. Meanwhile, 

the grade scale had the highest mean score (M=4.50), 

indicating that the respondents prioritized the midterm 

and final examinations (summative assessment).   

4.3. The Differences in Assessment Practice by 

Educational Degree and Teaching Experience 

According to the statistical analysis using an 

independent sample t-test, the results of the different 

assessment practice based on the educational 

background (degree) is presented in Table 4.3.

 

Table 4.3. Assessment practice based on the educational degrees of the lecturers 

Degree N Mean Std. Deviation F Sig. 

S2 48 4.17 .38199 .099 .754 

S3 23 4.13 .38155   

Total 71 4.15 .38177   

 

 

The result of the independent sample t-test showed 

that educational background (degree) did not have any 

significant effect on the overall practice of the 

assessment (F (0.099) = .099, p < 0.05). Accordingly, 

the two variables have similar assessment practices, 

indicating that one’s degree level cannot significantly 

influence the other’s assessment practice. This is 

supported by the mean score of the two educational 

backgrounds, which indicated no statistically 

significant differences in the mean score of S2 degree 

(4.22) and S3 degree (4.24) in assessment practice.  
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 The One-Way ANOVA was used to analyze the 

differences in assessment practice by four teaching 

experiences. The statistical analysis of the difference in 

the assessment practice based on the teaching 

experience is presented in Table 4.4. 

Table 4.4. Assessment practice based on teaching experiences 

N Mean Std. Deviation F Sig. 

7 4.33 .32264 .981 .407 

22 4.25 .37962   

15 4.30 .30906   

27 4.15 .33456   

 
71 4.23 .34321   

 The ANOVA results indicated that teaching 

experience did not have a significant effect on the 

assessment practice (F (2, 281) = 981, p < 0.05). 

Accordingly, there were no differences in assessment 

practice among the four teaching experiences. 

Therefore, one’s teaching experience cannot 

significantly influence the other’s assessment practice.  

This is also supported by the mean score of each 

teaching experience, which indicated no statistically 

significant differences among the four teaching 

experiences. Further, the Tukey-HSD post Hoc was 

conducted to identify the significant differences 

between groups accurately, and the results are 

summarised in Table 4.5. 

Table 4.5. Tukey-HSD test and overall assessment practice.

 

(I) Teaching 

experience 

(J) Teaching 

experiences 

Mean 

Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. Error Sig. 95% Confidence Interval 

          Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

1-5 year 6-10 year .08189 .14899 .946 -.3107 .4745 

11-15 year .03089 .15716 .997 -.3832 .4450 

      >16 year  .18574 .14563 .582 -.1979 .5694 

6-10 year 1-5 year -.08189 .14899 .946 -.4745 .3107 

11-15 year -.05101 .11497 .971 -.3539 .2519 

      >16 year  .10385 .09861 .719 -.1560 .3637 

11-15 year 1-5 year -.03089 .15716 .997 -.4450 .3832 

6-10 year .05101 .11497 .971 -.2519 .3539 

>16 year  .15485 .11057 .503 -.1365 .4462 

 >16 year  1-5 year -.18574 .14563 .582 -.5694 .1979 

6-10 year -.10385 .09861 .719 -.3637 .1560 

11-15 year -.15485 .11057 .503 -.4462 .1365 

 
 

 

 According to Table 4.5, the results of Tukey-HSD 

Post Hoc indicate that there were no differences 

between 1-5 years (p = 0.582), 6-10 (p = 0.719), 11–15 

(p=0.503), and more than 16 years of experiences 

(p=0.503). In terms of the mean score differences, it is 

noticeable that the score was above 4.00 for all the 

lengths of teaching experiences. The highest mean 

score was obtained in 1-5 years of teaching experience 
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(M4.33, SD= 0.32), while the lowest was found in 16 

years or more (M=4.15, SD=0.33). This indicates no 

relationship between the length of teaching experiences 

and the assessment practice. In other words, the 

assessment conducted across the teaching experiences 

had similar practices, which means that the lecturers in 

this current study followed the guideline in the 

assessment policy document.  

 In summary, the results showed that lecturers used 

various assessment methods to evaluate students' 

competencies across three domains: attitude, skills, and 

knowledge. The main conclusion drawn from the 

research questions on these issues is that each student's 

competency was assessed using a particular 

methodology. For instance, the attitude domain was 

assessed mainly by observation, skill by work 

performance, and the knowledge domain by the testing 

method. Another significant result is related to the 

assessment practice in general, which showed that the 

lecturers highly implemented the policy.  

This can be seen from the mean score of the 

assessment practice constructs. In addition, the 

teacher's adoption of the assessment practice, which 

indicated that there were no discrepancies across levels 

of educational degrees or among four teaching 

experiences, is evidence that the assessment policy was 

implemented.   

5. Discussion 

This study aims to explore the assessment practice 

of EFL lecturers in terms of the methods used in 

assessing three students' competencies covering 

attitude, skills, and knowledge as demanded by the 

curriculum at the Indonesian English lecturers' 

community, ELITE and LITA. Furthermore, it aims to 

explore the assessment practice related to method, 

purpose, instrumentation, procedure, reporting grade, 

and barrier based on the lecturer's educational 

background and the length of teaching experiences in 

relation to the student's competencies.  

The results demonstrated various methods 

employed by the lecturer to assess the students' three 

domains. It was also found that every domain has its 

assessment method that the lecturers favour. For 

example, the attitude domain was mainly assessed by 

observation techniques, skills by work performance, 

and knowledge by testing techniques. The findings 

indicated that the lecturer's degree or educational 

background and the length of teaching experience did 

not show any differences in assessment practice. 

Moreover, the lecturers followed the guideline in 

assessing students' competencies.  

Concerning the results, several important points 

were discussed based on the proposed research 

questions to provide new insight for EFL lecturers in 

assessing students learning.  

5.1. Method used in assessing attitude, 

knowledge, and skills 

The results showed that various methods were used 

for research question 1, which is related to the method 

used by EFL lecturers in assessing the three students' 

competencies domains. It was also found that specific 

techniques mainly assessed certain competencies. For 

example, the attitude domain was mainly assessed by 

observation, skills by work performance, and 

knowledge by testing techniques. This indicates that 

the lecturers were knowledgeable about the assessment 

policy and guidelines provided by the Directorate of 

Islamic Higher Education (DIKTIS) (2019).  

 The results related to the assessment of student 

attitude, in which observation was the most used, 

supported the previous studies in a similar context i.e., 

Kusaeri, 2019; Maba & Mantra, 2017; Yang, 2006). 

For example, Kusaeri (2019) emphasized that students' 

attitudes could be primarily assessed through 

observation. Similarly, Maba and Mantra (2017), 

concerning the assessment models employed by 

Indonesian elementary school teachers, reported that 

the majority of student attitudes might be evaluated 

through observation. This is in line with Kasmah 

(2018), which stated that lecturers apply observation 

and participation methods in assessing the student 

learning process. Meanwhile, in this current context of 

the study assessment of attitude, the domain 

emphasized spiritual assessment, including religious or 

moral issues, and social attitudes, such as discipline, 

self-confidence, responsibility, courtesy, honesty, and 

tolerance (Kurniati & Khaliq, 2019). The similarity 

between these results and the previous ones may be due 

to the deep understanding of EFL lecturers about the 

assessment guidelines and policy of the university, 

which is under the ministry of religious affairs. 

Although the assessment policy is from the Directorate 

of Islamic Higher Education, the directorate works by 

adapting from Indonesian Higher Education (Ministry 

of Education, culture, research, and technology).  

Based on the assessment of the knowledge domain, 

this study showed that the test (written and oral tests) 

was commonly employed by EFL lecturers. According 

to previous studies, teachers commonly used testing 

techniques in assessing the knowledge domain 

(Alfiriani, 2016; Ermawati & Hidayat, 2017; Gan & 

Davison, 2017; Kurniati & Khaliq, 2019). For example,  

Alfiriani (2016) found that teachers generally choose 

written tests to assess students' knowledge. Similarly, 

Kurniati and Khaliq (2019) emphasized that written 

and oral tests were among the four types selected to 

assess students' knowledge. Ermawati and Hidayat 

(2017) found that the knowledge domain was assessed 

through examinations divided into daily, mid-term, and 

final tests. The test was employed in the current study 

for the assessment of the knowledge domain and is also 

recommended by the assessment policy through 

guidelines.  
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Besides this recommendation, there are several 

reasons for using the technique in assessing knowledge. 

For example, multiple choice or other tests can assess 

learners' engagement in higher levels of cognitive 

reasoning, such as application and synthesis of 

knowledge or higher-order thinking skills (HOTS) 

(Singh, & De Villiers, 2012; Zaidi et al., 2018). 

However, it was argued that using tests, such as 

multiple-choice, does not reflect current theories of 

learning and cognition nor measure students' learning 

achievement and the abilities they acquire for future 

success (Yani, 2017).  

The skills domain is one of the competencies 

recommended to be assessed in the current KKNI-

based curriculum implementation. This study showed 

that work performance was one of the most frequent 

assessment methods used by EFL lecturers in assessing 

students' skills. This indicates that the lecturers used 

the assessment guidelines by the Ministry of Religion 

(2019). This report aligns with previous studies 

(Kurniati & Khaliq, 2019; Maba & Mantra, 2017; 

Rukmini & Saputri, 2017). For example, Kurniati and 

Khaliq (2019) found that performance was used to 

assess students' skills, especially in English. 

Similarly, Listiyawati et al. (2021) found that 

performance-based and peer assessments, as well as 

portfolios, were mainly used to assess students' skills. 

Furthermore, Rukmini and Saputri (2017), on the 

authentic assessment to measure students' productive 

English skills based on the 2013 curriculum, found that 

English skills, such as speaking, were assessed through 

performance with the grading system using a rubric. 

Work performance can be categorized as an authentic 

assessment since it requires the students to perform a 

task (Maba & Mantra, 2017) which shows the students' 

actual skills. Additionally, Ermawati and Hidayat 

(2017) emphasized that the attitude and skills domains 

have a significant role in showing the student's actual 

ability after they have learned the theory.  

 The work performance can be assessed 

individually, in groups, or in pairs. Performance-based 

assessment has a significant role in the teaching and 

learning process. According to Norris (2009), 

performance-based assessment helps provide 

diagnostic feedback, which assists students in 

improving their learning. It is used for making 

summative decisions about the student's skills. 

Moreover, it can improve their learning awareness 

because it requires the students to prepare and practice 

for their performance. VanTassel-Baska (2013) 

emphasized that performance-based assessment helps 

the lecturers obtain information about students' 

strengths and weaknesses, their needs, and what they 

know to make decisions for future instruction. This 

study showed that most lecturers use performance-

based assessment, although some select different 

methods for assessing skills domain. One possible 

reason performance-based assessment is ineffective is 

that the lecturers have limited knowledge, competence, 

and experience in assessing skill domains. Second, the 

lecturers have limited knowledge in choosing the 

assessment instrument. 

5.2. Assessment practice on assessing attitude, 

knowledge, and skills 

 Research question two concerning the assessment 

practice includes a method, purposes, instrumentation, 

procedure, reporting the grade, and barriers in 

assessing students. The results showed that the 

respondents indicated "agree and very agree" with the 

statements written on the questionnaire. This indicates 

that the lecturer's assessment practice was very high. In 

another word, the lecturers commonly conducted the 

assessment based on the guidelines recommended by 

the university and The Directorate of Islamic Higher 

Education (DIKTIS, 2019). However, the significant 

finding that needs to be discussed in this research 

question is the assessment instrumentation and 

reporting of the grade. This study showed that the 

lecturers responded with "rather agree" to the statement 

on the instrumentation variable's item. This indicates 

that the lecturers may have difficulty designing the 

instrument for their assessment practice, especially 

rubrics not used by the teacher (Rahmawati et al., 2019). 

This may be related to the instrument requirement, 

which must cover validity and reliability (Bariah, 

2019). Moreover, the difficulty in developing 

instruments for assessment is also found in the previous 

studies (i.e. Azizah, 2018; Ermawati & Hidayat, 2017). 

Ermawati and Hidayat (2017) found that the lecturers 

have limited knowledge about the instrument in 

assessment.   

The previous studies emphasized that the lecturers 

use their ways of designing instruments because they 

do not have formal assessment training. Therefore, 

they primarily draw on students' experiences or work 

within the faculty/department/area instructional style 

(Rodríguez-Gómez et al., 2013). Several studies have 

recommended that the difficulty in designing 

instruments can be solved by reading literature about 

assessment and upgrading knowledge through training 

for students. In this current context, the lecturers could 

also use the assessment guidelines provided by the 

government and the university.  

In terms of the student's final grade (reporting 

variable), the significant results of this subscale 

showed that the lecturers reported the students' final 

grade by accommodating four components of grade, 

namely Assignment, Participation, and Midterm and 

final tests. This indicates that summative assessment 

was the priority of the lecturers in assessing the 

students since the final grade was mainly taken from 

the test type in the form of Mid and Final tests. Both 

tests also emphasized the student's knowledge domain 

which may neglect their attitude and skills. This does 

not correlate with the students' learning outcome as 
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mandated by the curriculum (see. DIKTIS, 2019; 

Permendikbud, 2020). Additionally, the results showed 

that the summative assessment contradicts the principle 

of authentic assessment, which emphasizes 

assessment for and as learning. The 

assessment for, which was carried out during the 

learning process, focuses on assessing the process, 

which aims to improve itself through formative (Black 

& Wiliam, 2006; Newton, 2007).  

Formative assessment is conducted by obtaining 

data on improving students' learning outcomes, 

understanding the competencies or teaching materials 

studied and formulating the information. Subsequently, 

the most effective learning activities are decided for 

students in order to effectively understand the 

competencies given (Adinda, et al, 2022).Additionally, 

Earl (2003) emphasized that learning assessment 

generally aims to monitor and guarantee learning 

outcomes. The focus on the summative assessment 

using test techniques found in this study is similar to 

the previous reports (i.e. Friantary & Martina, 2018). 

For example, Friantary and Martina (2018) evaluated 

EFL teachers in assessing students' outcomes of the 

implementation of the 2013 curriculum (K13). It was 

found that the written test techniques were dominantly 

employed to assess the knowledge domain of the 

students. They also emphasized that the student 

learning outcomes assessment implemented by the 

Indonesian EFL teachers in their study slightly differs 

from the standard provided by the guidelines.  

5.3. Assessment practice based on the 

educational degree and teaching experience  

Concerning the research questions related to the 

differences in the assessment practice for assessing 

students' competencies, as well as the educational 

degree and the length of teaching experiences, the 

results showed there was no statistical difference in the 

assessment practice between master's and doctoral 

degree lecturers. This is similar to the assessment 

practice based on the length of teaching experiences. 

The analysis results also showed no statistical 

differences in assessment practice among the four 

categories of teaching experience. This indicates no 

relationship between the educational degree and the 

length of teaching English with the assessment practice. 

The possible reason for this is that the lecturers are 

in the same department; therefore, they can share 

assessment experiences. Another potential explanation 

is that the lecturers have the same convenient ways of 

assessment, regardless of their educational degree and 

the length of teaching experiences. This is because they 

follow the policy of the Directorate of Islamic Higher 

Education on assessing students concerning the method, 

purpose, instrumentation, procedure, and reporting 

grade. This result is in line with previous studies. For 

example, Beenstock and Feldman (2018) stated that 

lecturer in the same department tends to have a similar 

scoring method (assessment). This may apply to the 

current study, whose sample is from the English 

department. Therefore, lecturers learn and imitate each 

other in conducting assessments. This is in line with 

Scarino (2013), stating that lecturers learn new 

assessment methods, tools, and assessment activities 

on their job.   

 This study discussed the critical point in relation to 

the assessment method used by EFL lecturers and the 

practice generally used in assessing the three 

competencies. As it was presented, the results have 

been compared and contrasted with the previous 

studies. It was also found that the lecturers followed the 

government's guidelines in assessing the student's 

competencies. Two implications can be drawn from 

this study. Firstly, lecturers should consider using the 

appropriate methods in assessing students learning in 

the current curriculum. Secondly, they must use the 

policy guideline the university and the government 

provide. This study is limited because it only examines 

the method of assessing students' competencies. 

Therefore, a further survey is recommended to be 

conducted in relation to the problem and barriers to 

implementing assessment policy. 

6. Conclusion 

This study contributes to the understanding of the 

assessment practice carried out by EFL lecturers in 

assessing the three domains of competencies, namely 

attitude, skills, and knowledge at the university level. 

The results significantly showed that EFL lecturers 

employed various methods to assess students’ 

competencies. Furthermore, they followed the 

assessment guidelines provided by the government and 

university. The other key novelty finding is that the 

assessment of students learning in the three domains 

should consider the method, purpose, instrumentation, 

and procedure for conducting the assessment in order 

to have accurate results and also achieve the learning 

goals. The following recommendations are put forward 

to lecturers, quality assurance institutions, curriculum 

developers, and the university. First, the lecturer is 

recommended to improve the quality of knowledge and 

skill in evaluating and assessing learning by following 

the guidelines issued by the university, DIKTIS, and 

DIKTI. Second, they should use these results as a 

source of assessment literature. Third, they are advised 

to attend seminars, workshops, or training related to 

learning and assessment in the current curriculum. 

Fourth, the university should provide all facilities for 

implementing reliable and valid assessments. 
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