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Self-assessment is one example of what is currently called alternative assessment. 

Alternative assessment procedures are often developed in an attempt to make testing 

and assessment more responsive and accountable to individual learners, to promote 

learning, and to enhance ethic and equality in education (McNamara, 1998). 

Attempts have been made to ensure validity and to establish credibility for self 

assessment as an alternative assessment. The currently in-use self assessment 

instrument maintains ‘can-do statements’ which are developed based on the ACTFL. 

The new guidelines by the Council of Europe (2001) are intended to be used as  
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references for languages called The Common European Framework for References 

(CEFR). The utilized self assessment instrument in this research is CEFR-based 

officially developed. 

 

The purpose of this study is to empirically investigate the effects of training students 

taking self assessment checklist and reflecting to the reading proficiency 

benchmarks. The learners’ accuracy with self assessment is investigated across an 

intensive period of training. The TESL students have been trained for a whole 

semester taking the CEFR-based self assessment of reading skills.  There are four 

specific objectives for this study: 1) to investigate the accuracy of self assessment 

results, 2) to determine the optimal training period, 3) to estimate the maximum 

correlation between the CEFR-based self assessment instrument and an established 

measure of reading proficiency (TOEFL), and 4) to probe into the quality of 

improvement and change in learners’ perceptions, understanding and internalization 

of the CEFR benchmarks.  In order to meet the above objectives, four research 

questions were asked. The research design utilized is mixed-method quasi-

experimental design in which qualitative findings triangulate the quantitative results. 

A class of semester 7 TESL students, as a whole intact group, attended a semester 

training period. They were tested for their current reading proficiency using the 

TOEFL reading test battery. Meanwhile, they attempted the CEFR-based self 

assessment checklist of reading skills three times across the training period. These 

two measures were used for the purpose of the statistical analyses. Repeated 

Measures Two-Way ANOVA and Multiple Regression were used to test the 

hypotheses.  

iv 

 



It was found out that the provided training has been effective as the student’s results 

were more accurate in the second and the third administrations of the self 

assessment compared to the first attempt (large Effect Size, η2 = .185, p<.05).  

 

The results of the Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis revealed that among the 

three administrations of the self assessment instrument, the second and the third 

administrations explained 79% of the observed variation in the dependent variable 

together; therefore, the adopted model included the second and the third 

administrations. The Correlation Coefficients in the Correlation Matrix depicts that 

the third administration of the self assessment instrument is highly correlated with 

the external proficiency measure (TOEFL) (r = .88, p<.05). The qualitative inquiry 

revealed that students are apt to achieve self assessment autonomy and acquire the 

ability to self assess via intensive training. Therefore, as the result of training 

students taking self assessment of reading, their results are more accurate and 

dependable.  
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Penilaian kendiri adalah satu contoh pentaksiran alternatif. Prosedur pentaksiran 

alternatif biasanya dibina sebagai percubaan untuk menjadikan pengujian dan 

pentaksiran lebih resposif dan bertanggungjawab kepada pelajar secara individu 

dalam menggalakkan pembelajaran dan, untuk meningkatkan etika dan kesamaan 

dalam pendidikan (McNamara, 1998).Usaha telah dilakukan untuk memastikan 

kesahihan dan kredibiliti pentaksiran kendiri sebagai pentaksiran alternatif.  

Instrumen pentaksiran kendiri yang sedang digunakan mengekalkan “pernyataan 

boleh melakukan” yang dibina berasaskan ACTFL. Garis panduan baru oleh The 

Council of Europe (2001) dihasratkan menjadi rujukan untuk bahasa yang dipanggil 

sebagai The Common European Framework for References (CEFR). Instrumen yang 

digunakan dalam penyelidikan ini, secara rasminya dibina  berasaskan CEFR.  

Tujuan kajian ini adalah untuk meneliti kesan latihan menggunakan senarai semak 

dan melakukan refleksi terhadap penanda aras kefasihan membaca secara empirikal 

melalui pentaksiran kendiri. Ketepatan pentaksiran pelajar diukur sepanjang satu 

tempoh latihan yang intensif. Pelajar TESL berkenaan telah dilatih menggunakan 

pentaksiran kendiri yang berasaskan CEFR selama satu semester dalam kemahiran 

membaca.  
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Kajian ini mempunyai empat objektif khusus, iaitu untuk:1) menyiasat ketepatan 

keputusan  pentaksiran kendiri, 2) menentukan tempoh latihan yang optimal, 3) 

menganggar korelasi maksimum antara alat penilaian kendiri berasaskan CEFR 

dengan pengukuran kefasihan membaca mapan  (TOEFL), dan  4) mencungkil 

kualiti penambahbaikan dan perubahan dalam persepsi, kefahaman, dan pencernaan 

penanda aras CEFR dalam kalangan pelajar. Bagi memenuhi objektif di atas, empat 

soalan kajian telah dibina. Untuk itu, kajian ini menggunakan reka bentuk campuran 

(mixed method) melalui gabungan kaedah eksperimen quasi dengan kaedah 

kualitatif bagi membolehkan dapatan kuantitatif dipadankan dengan dapatan 

kualitatif.  Satu kelas pelajar TESL Semester 7 telah diberi latihan berkenaan.  

Mereka diuji tentang kefasihan  membaca  menggunakan  soalan ujian TOEFL.  

Pada masa yang sama mereka mencuba  senarai semak  pentaksiran kendiri  CEFR  

sepanjang tempoh latihan.  Kedua-dua ukuran ini digunakan untuk tujuan analisis 

statistik.  Hipotesis diuji menggunakan Ukuran Berulang ANOVA Dua Hala dan 

regrasi berganda.  Kajian mendapati latihan yang diberi adalah efektif kerana  

prestasi pentaksiran kendiri kedua dan yang ketiga adalah lebih tepat daripada yang 

pertama (large Effect Size, n2=0.185, p<.05). Keputusam analisis regrasi berganda 

Stepwise menunjukkan, antara ketiga-tiga kali pentaksiran kendiri berkenaan, 

pentaksiran pada kali kedua dan ketiga lebih tepat dan ini menjelaskan kewujudan 

79% variasi di kalangan keseluruhan pembolehubah bersandar; model yang 

digunakan memuatkan pentadbiran ujian kedua dan ketiga. Koefisyen hubungan 

dalam matrik hubungan menunjukkan bahawa pentadbiran pentaksiran ketiga 

mempunyai korelasi yang tinggi dengan pengukuran kefasihan luaran (TOEFL) (r= 

.88, <.05).  Kajian secara kualitatif pula menunjukkan bahawa pelajar berpotensi 

untuk membina autonomi dalam pentaksiran kendiri melalui latihan intensif.  Oleh 

itu, latihan menduduki pentaksiran kendiri tentang membaca menghasilkan 

keputusan yang lebih tepat dan boleh dipertanggungjawabkan.  
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CHAPTER 1 
 
 
 

INTRODUCTION 

 

Background of the Study  
 
 

Self-directed language learning and learner autonomy have become increasingly 

popular in recent years. In accordance with these developments, language 

assessment and evaluation have also experienced drastic changes. Many advances 

are made with the theme of sharing the responsibility of learners’ learning with 

themselves in language education. Assessment practices now seem to have started 

assuming learners’ responsibility for the assessment of their learning processes and 

products (Little, 1991; Benson and Voller, 1997; Benson, 2001; Luoma and 

Tarnanen, 2003; Gardner, 1999). Teaching methodology, testing and assessment 

innovations, and many theoretical improvements have been introduced and are re-

examined approaching the new student-centered paradigm (Nunan, 1998). This was 

called the Alternative Paradigm (Hamayan, 1995). The Alternative Paradigm refers 

to the procedures and techniques which can be used within the context of instruction 

and can be easily incorporated into the daily activities of school or classroom 

(Hamayan, 1995, p. 213). It is particularly useful with English as a Second 

Language students because it employs strategies that ask students to show what they 

can do, in contrast to the traditional testing in which “students are evaluated on what 

they integrate and produce rather than on what they are able to recall and produce” 

(Huerta-Macias, 1995, p. 9). The alternative paradigm relies on the student’s 

performance while attending to the goals and achieving the objectives of the test. It 

 



is claimed that alternative assessment generally meets some major criteria (Huerta-

Macias (1995, p. 90), as follow: 

1) Focuses on documenting individual student growth over time, rather than                       

comparing students with one another in a criterion-based referenced system 

of values. 

2) Emphasizes students’ strength, on what they know not on what they do not, 

and 

3) Considers learning styles, language proficiency, cultural and educational 

backgrounds.  

Huerta-Macias (1995, p. 90) states that the main goal for alternative assessment is to 

“gather evidence about how students are approaching, processing, and completing 

real life tasks in a particular domain.” In order to assess language abilities in an 

alternative paradigm, one must ensure of assessing language skills and sub-skills in 

a well-supported assessment system of language performance. This performance-

based assessment is believed to have attended the concepts of process-based views 

of language learning and language teaching. Baron (1991, p. 190) states that “when 

students internalize a definition of what quality means and can learn to recognize it, 

they have developed a very valuable critical ability. They can talk with their teacher 

about the quality of their work and take steps to acquire the knowledge and skills 

required to improve it”. 

 

 
 
 

 



Alternative Assessment and Learner Autonomy 
 
 

The ongoing nature of alternative assessment involves students and teachers in 

making judgments about the students’ progress in language using non-conventional 

strategies (Hancock, 1994, p. 7). Therefore, learner’s autonomy and critical learning 

theories play significant roles in justifications for utilizing alternative assessment. 

Recent discussions have apparently emphasized that students tend to reflect and 

provide feedback on their personal satisfaction with their learning (Gardner and 

Miller, 1999). Learner’s self-reflection is the very primary step of autonomy. Hence, 

autonomy is defined as “situations in which the learner is totally responsible for the 

decisions concerned with his leaning and the implementations of those decisions” 

(Gardner and Miller, 1999, p. 6). Autonomous learner is, by definition, “an active 

participant in the social processes of classroom learning, and an active participant in 

interpreting the new information in terms of what he already and uniquely knows” 

(Dam, et a.l, 1990, p. 102). In order for achieving a self-generated  estimation of 

one’s own general or specific cumulative language proficiency, language learners 

are recommended to choose among the  many multi-purpose instruments which have 

been experimentally tested so far. Among these instruments, some are made popular 

due to practitioners’ and researchers’ results achieved in a number of qualitative and 

quantitative studies (Bachman and Palmer, 1989; Oscarson, 1997; Ross, 1998). So 

far, portfolios and self-assessments are explored experimentally and practiced 

globally. Norris (2004, p. 1) reviews these assessment genres in: “recent discussion 

of so-called ‘alternative assessment’ has highlighted the potentials, usefulness of a 

variety of innovative testing procedures, including portfolios, self and peer 

 



assessment, conferencing, diaries, and learning logs and teacher checklists and 

observations”.  

 

Self-assessment appeared to come of age in the 1980s with the publication of a 

Council of Europe text on the topic by Oscarson (Todd, 2002). It is now widely 

accepted that self-assessment is a successful attempt for assessing learning process 

and locating personal profile matched or miss-matched stance (McNamara, 2000). 

Since its early introduction, self-assessment has been attempted frequently around 

the world. Among others, the Council of Europe has remarkably conducted 

researches trying to test the usefulness of self-assessment in language learning and 

assessment (North, 2000). The result was the new self-assessment checklist based on 

the confirmed CEFR guidelines which will be discussed later in this chapter.  

 

The Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR) 

 
 

The Common European Framework of Reference (CEFR) was introduced after 

almost a period of almost forty years of researches and inquiries into the establishing 

of a “Common Reference” of criterion for practicing teaching, assessing, and 

evaluating languages in the European context. The foundation relies on the early 

conceptualizations and the speculations of the Notional-Functional syllabus 

(Wilkins, 1976), and the development in years after the first introduction in the 

theory of The Threshold Level (van Ek, 1976; Trim, 1999). The Council of Europe 

in 2001 released the revised edition of these references which contained six levels, 

A1, A2, B1, B2, C1, and C2. Attempts are made to describe language proficiency 

 



through a group of scales composed of ascending levels of descriptors couched in 

terms of outcomes (Weir, 2005).The major implications and applications for the 

CEFR references are cited as follows (The Council of Europe, 2001, p. 16):  

1) For the specification of the contents of the tests and examinations, 

2) For stating the criteria to determine the attainment of a learning 

objective, and 

3) For describing the level of proficiency in existing tests and 

examinations, then enabling comparisons to be made across different 

systems of qualifications. 

 

The four language skills are addressed across the six main levels. The reading skill 

is conceptualized in terms of attainments and abilities from the early reading ability 

to the highest intended level of reading proficiency. The descriptor for A1 as the 

primary level of the reading ability reads as: “can understand familiar names, words 

and very simple sentence; for example on notes or posters or in catalogues.” 

(Council of Europe, 2001). And for the highest level of reading proficiency, it states: 

“can read with ease virtually all forms of the written language, including abstracts, 

structurally or linguistically complex texts….” 

 

The self-assessment grid, in the CEFR self-assessment checklist, consists of all can- 

do statements benchmarking the proficiency descriptors from the CEFR. As Little 

(2005, p. 324) states: “the CEFR scales do not claim to model progression…they 

present a hierarchy of communicative tasks whose successful performance depends 

on underling linguistic competence.” 

 


