CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW )
21  INTRODUCTION Y'

This chapter provides a comprehensive review iteratu pert ing to the
themes addressed in the present study. It synthesises ious research ¢on uct the
realms of assessment, the Common European Fra rk o Refer e ) and

pedagogical approaches to teaching wrltlng Skl||S. |on at focuses on

explaining teachers' perspectives on th \ e tatl
CEFR for writing skills. Moreoverg. it e

instruction in writing fosters stude

ssments aligned with the

tpxwhlch CEFR-aligned

ainment of ternaﬁ%rally recognised English

language proficiency standar thm pter.ﬁ[’éntlon is directed towards
explicating the theoretcl un p|nn|n s of e,re , exploring the challenges and
wi

opportunities assom\ m@ wr| Skl||S assessments aligned with the
: l

CEFR, and des rategies fer enha r(r{, writing proficiency through CEFR-

aligned asses \ ' (J
ligned Qﬁeﬁ m) ;\\Dﬁ—)
ZZAWPIN ING FHEORTES AND MODEL

S
This section thoroughlyﬁnews and traces the theories and models pertinent to

0 assessment process addressed in this study. The literature review highlights the

cessity for assessments of writing skills in ESL classes that adhere to the principles

outlined in the Common European Framework of Reference (CEFR). By delving into
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theories and models associated with the assessment of writing in ESL classes, this

review establishes a robust theoretical foundation for the study. Specificall

theories: social constructivism theory (SCT), cognitive development the@hﬂe of

Proximal Development, ZPD), and the Concerns-based Adoption V\M&(CBAM),
along with two models: the process approach to writing and CBAmselected as
pivotal pillars for this study. Each theory and model is comprehensively examined to
enlighten its relevance and applicability to the study's K: urthermore, the

chapter clarifies the theoretical framework underpinnin rese cr\d
]

Yv

| &
2.2.1 Social Cognitivism Theory (SCT) 2 X
Y

Effective writing instruction require nK;I Td\ndingélx;w students
learn and develop as writers. Social (@m Theor T),@'h its emphasis on
observational learning, modelling, @%elf-ef%%r a@luable framework for
fostering writing skills. This rey%:lore@the t tic \derpinnings of SCT and
examines its application in_variots pe aﬂﬁ'a};pr@ﬁs for teaching writing. By
incorporating SCT ;% into lvér.lt} ins@ﬁon, teachers can create an

4 ou h“ébg

environment where\ct{den g % ervation, build self-efficacy, and

ultimately becoK co skiEéZM/riters.
Iearniﬁ [

t Mobserving others (mmelling), interacting with the environment (enactive
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ognitive evelopm@‘{. Individuals acquire new knowledge and skills

Ostery), and verbal persuasion (social persuasion). Self-efficacy, the belief in one's
I

lity to succeed in a specific task, plays a crucial role in motivation and performance.
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SCT posits that observational learning and self-efficacy beliefs are influenced by four

main factors: T
a) Attention: Students need to focus on the modelling proci%;ng

close attention to the strategies and techniques emplo he model.

b) Retention: Students must be able to remember theWed behaviours

and strategies. i

c) Motor Reproduction: Students need th al and % skills to
®
replicate the observed behaviours. ' q
A

d) Motivation and Self-Efficacy: Studentsynust b? tivated to‘zﬁempt
N
1 :

writing tasks and believe the%ZCcee \nt}ura, g@.

& )
SCT offers practical strategies fminf l.w acr_&@arious age groups

and skill levels, such as the followiqg: ) \&
) w,
‘&
a) Modelling: 'Yax\cavimod ect@riting strategies through
(
think-al% re the} erb 1}@ ir'thought processes as they write.
Th'egwlso serw\eexem student work or professional
n ampl?%% ona()%%ffective techniques (Graham & Harris,

—X

Q e

\
% ollatorati earr@ Peer writing groups and workshops provide
A opportunities f@dents to observe and learn from each other's

\? writing processes and strategies (Graham, 2001).

0 c) Scaffolding: Teachers can provide structured support and guidance as

students practice new writing skills, gradually reducing assistance as

self-efficacy increases (Graham & MacArthur, 2001).
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d) Self-Evaluation and Goal Setting: SCT encourages students to reflect

on their writing process, identify strengths and weaknesses, an

achievable writing goals. This fosters self-efficacy and a se@

agency in their writing development (Zimmerman & S

Studies have demonstrated the effectiveness of SCT- approaches in
improving writing skills. For example, Graham and Har#i (23 found that think-

aloud modelling combined with scaffolding strategie cantl W students'
writing fluency and composition skills. Think-aloudmgdelling provid |th
a window into the thought processes of a skllledﬁBy Je aliging h?Fthought
patterns as they write, teachers demonstntﬁzn.tial \gies i@y me. This

includes how to brainstorm ideas, or n effective sentences, and

men

revise for clarity (Schunk, 2020). udent c ese\techniques in action,

learning not just the "what" o but also t cr|t| "how" behind it. This
demystifies the writing process ake;%vj or&épﬁ’{levable
X | 7S
Additionally, Mac rt retal. @2 shb that peer writing workshops based

on social cognltlv }bles IJd toi prove s in students' writing quality and self-

efficacy belie . r ing hbp nded in SCT can be a game-changer for
students evel u

y t ﬁget to witness their peers engage in various
writin : , from b mslgrmmg'and organising ideas to crafting sentences and

re r clarity. By obseﬁng how others approach these tasks, students gain

‘%\e insights and strategies they can incorporate into their own writing. Imagine

Gervmg a peer tackle a challenging transition between paragraphs. Witnessing how



they use a specific phrase or transition word can equip you to handle similar challenges

in your own writing. T

A study by Bolourchi and Soleimani (2021) investigated the ‘Lﬁ(@f peer
writing workshops based on SCT principles on Turkish EFL (En a Foreign
Language) learners. The study found that students who participM the workshops
demonstrated significant improvements in their writing fl cy,irammatical accuracy,

and vocabulary usage compared to those in a control g . ddltloWorkshop

participants reported higher levels of self-efficacy ir writing abili s C}VC
.\

Y-v

eness@f'a writing
nith@\ﬁategies. The

A study by Zhang et al. (2023) |nvest| e

programme that integrated SCT prln | |th

J‘Z’

act_{@s, and goal-setting
based on observations from pe ent s%p ogr@e showed significant
improvements in writing qua@ef iti

compared to a control group: stud' sho

metacognitive strategi;s%\ an%%iﬁt%?r.lch learning environment where

students not onIy rn ect |vl writing Skl| also develop a deeper understanding

programme involved peerfeedbacksessm elf-assess

of their own | rn pro esses d h\e ence to become self-assured writers.

I gnl Ism Theory provides a compelling framework for
und ing how students le&m to write effectively. By incorporating modelling,
co atlve learning, scaffolding, and self-evaluation strategies into writing

uction, teachers can foster observational learning and self-efficacy, ultimately

|mprovmg students’ writing skills. As research continues to explore the nuances of SCT



in the writing classroom, its potential to empower students to become confident and

successful writers remains significant.

2.2.1.1 Scaffolding A

Scaffolding, often referred to as 'Vygotsky Scaffolding' nstructional

strategy in which students work with a teacher or more experlenw t to achieve

their learning goals (Azi, 2020). To illustrate teachin t z e of proximal

development (ZPD), Wood, Bruner, and Ross (197 ined the \‘ecm\yaffoldmg,

which can be applied to the concept of Iearr%tordm to r sep @ the
sociocultural theory of mind and the concep fornd the und%‘(rs of the
scaffolding concept (Wells, 2001; Dani

rk,\l). @r’theless, the
differences between ZPD and scaffold\ ;Fe ae arly un

od @ixplained. Wood,

Bruner, and Ross (1976) refer to scaffo mg asa tho a}{éshnlque that enhances

learners' understanding and ena@m tobe ind der@thelr learning process.

N\%
\

The concept behe Roldm is that a{ne arn more when they work with
people who have a wider #ang k| and‘ riences than they do. Scaffolding
means that Iearn@a @dge \ earn the language they construct with
aléo) means that a teacher helps a learner to

accompllqj tht ey would n ~§L\)thervwse be able to do (Janneke et al., 2019).

These S or peer prowd@? caffolding for learners to expand their learning

more capabl (U )t

ries and learn more than they could independently. Through this support,

b
‘éwledge learning evolves into new good teaching that is recognised and built upon.
S

achers then use assessments throughout the lesson to track student progress. So in

/?
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this study, teachers differentiate students according to their level. The aim is to support

students in groups or pairs and develop their writing skills.

In addition, Vygotsky and Cole (1978) claimed that problem- ;ijasks in

which adults monitor and encourage collaboration with peers help lea velop their
learning. Scaffolding is the most effective way for learners to suc activities they
cannot do on their own, but the support must be tailored todhe learner’ s needs (Piamsali,

2020). Scaffolding treats challenges and feedback as a g mec nls ther than
just exposing students to superficial information. As awesult, teachers o’suba&;e to

this theory will be more professional as competent btiilders (Pradita et al., ZQ&O)

scaf ﬁg, classroom

In order to implement CEFR- ahgr&s ssm

assessment or formative assessment mus st bed\lge by _Egers. According to

Gulikers and Baartman (2017), th;ostilffl %f he @ative assessment cycle

instruction. eacrﬂgneed to go beyond surface-

level understanding an We ur’ierl g re e@behmd student errors or areas
the VIO

of difficulty. Most of ofnewed found a lack of follow-up and

for teachers is the flexible deli

teacher respon5|v clalrhed th tteac ere following up but did not specify

how (Suurta e , 2 0). Te hefs m_gb( be conducting formative assessments but

failing to stude;.sy\h arg feedback or additional support based on the
ass

result nders th ésmewt'data somewhat meaningless and hinders student

Iea\ ulikers and Baaﬁ;?in (2017) examine various formative assessment

N

teachers. In the first phase, expectations should be presented and discussed by teachers

mes and create a more comprehensive cycle (see Figure 2.1).

This basic cycle is divided into the following phases, each involving students and

31



in classrooms. In the second phase, data is collected on where students are achieving
specific learning goals. In the third phase, the data is analysed to see if it is SUfﬁT
understand what the student has achieved so far and where there are oppt(t%fks for
progress. The fourth phase is about giving relevant feedback and enév with the
student. The fifth phase is about adapting the teaching behaviour tcwe.needs of the
student and revising the student's learning behaviour to mee% irements of the

learning activities.

Phase 1:

Clarifying
expectations

Phase 5:

Eliciting and collecting
student’s reactions

Taking follow up actions:
adapting educations and
learning

Phase 3:

Phase 4:

Analysing and
interpreting
reactions

Communicating with
students about results

‘é Source: Gulikers and Baartman (2017)

Figure 2.1: The Formative Assessment Cycle

Gulikers and Baartman (2017) assign formative assessment to the fifth level.

According to Boud et al. (2018), formative assessment involves students in their
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learning. After the assessment, the consequences for teaching and learning are often
forgotten (Winstone & Boud, 2020). In this study, formative assessment aIignwﬂ'm
the CEFR is introduced in ESL classes. Teachers encourage stude@learn
independently during assessments. Scaffolding helps students move fr ported to
independent work (VanLehn, 2016). ZPD and scaffolding improve students' writing
(Azi, 2020). ZPD and scaffolding are powerful tools in a teacher's arsénal for fostering
strong writing skills in students. By understanding a stud mt'capabilities and
providing targeted support within their ZPD, teacherSycan e Mﬁdents to

ome sycce I'n&ép;\v;ent

en% son\xave their
n\the e expgétxc') unfamiliar

topics, the teacher's guidance can hel %& perform r. @%nts‘ progress can

overcome challenges, build confidence, and ultimatel

writers. The activities in writing classes en

knowledge from current to potential development

also be traced through classroom as@ents an M?F 4 ,q\
N
[} 5
q Q—
2.2.1.2 Vygotsky's Theory of elop Pmﬁ'ﬁ{al Development)
N
Vygotsky's zone (0f al devel ﬂ(Z@) is another influential theory on

second language aequition. ||:\l~ha % in the creation of curricula and

teaching methods forsadult 'ing aojﬁévement in ZPD helps in teaching and
learning and %Iem tea Jss%%ﬁ?ent and CEFR, which help teachers in this
study. This od assess }Iearné}'\ ZPD in a particular instructional setting (Allal
& Ducrey, 2000). A child's Z@G based on what they can do on their own and with
\wnhwar et al., 2016). Vygotsky's ZPD is the difference between what an
%ual can achieve alone and with skilled help (Vygotsky & Cole, 1978; Singh &
ichards, 2006). A child's growth also improves when he or she is around people with

more knowledge (Helsby & McCulloch, 1996). When taught, the child learns quickly
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and actively. ZPD is thus related to the development of potential and the idea that

teachers should help students acquire skills by providing appropriate learning str?'l!c.

Apart from this, the main premise of ZPD is that experienced Igakrszcrease

their learning success by staying ahead of tasks that test them be eir ability.
Teachers can offer step-by-step tasks to self-directed learne gotsky, 1997
hi

Andersen & Watkins, 2018). Vygotsky's theory explains s development when

he works alone, but when older people support him, it iffere ertsch, 1985).

]
Students can write well, but they need help to moti themselyes a t? le Y‘T’his
ents,i -

study promotes ZPD, where teachers support stud n asse‘asi g their wri@'-ng skills,
Y

which are aligned to the CEFR. To help stu%;sp th }sof tkg@é'on, teachers

provide learning objectives. Student\n(ﬂnow t riting edures but have

difficulty performing them. Therefoe teac erﬁ%? r)té\gligned with CEFR to
help students write better. Teacher pravide stu “ents vﬁ%‘? CEFR rubrics for peer

&
assessment. Students are gi\N vice ew based on their previous
l T - w

&
knowledge. The teachef heIREem leam. n@s until students reach their final
with

goals, such as writin e eﬁu& ag‘oé}ﬁhg good writing skills.

NN

N

Ultimat Noc ing on I}El arggﬂlising CEFR as a framework, teachers can
createad ic.and su;oﬂ/e a@g’environment for adult language learners. This
|mpr

4
appro:&rs not onl ovegsvwiting skills but also empowers learners to become
make confident and independeﬁt’users of the target language.

N
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2.2.1.3 More Knowledgeable Other (MKO)

Effective writing instruction often involves scaffolding and guidance fr{%ore

knowledgeable other (MKO). This review explores the concept of nd its
application in various pedagogical approaches to teaching writing. e MKO
framework, originating from social constructivism (Vygotsky, 1¥)~ posits that
learning occurs within a Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD PD encompasses
the gap between what learners can accomplish independent hat 'hey can achieve

with support from a more knowledgeable other (MKO). MKO cal ;eaﬁgr, a

- . . | &
peer, or even a digital tool that provides scaffolde stance. =
s N~

Y/
\ wri@z’g(ills across
e in‘@nented in writing
AN

MKO principles offer valuable stra%;or
various age groups and skill levels. H& :H<)>/ MKOs

instruction: C«) ) >\VT

“« Q-
a) Teacher as MKO%Jeachers S M@by providing explicit
\

instructjc, maelling el’ecti Wri@ra‘[egies through think-aloud,
and oig ilo e&é ck ({Lél}ﬁg the writing process. This support
u

he& ents lidg e gap@een their current understanding and
%\ote ia f g»'zth aham & Harris, 2003).

t&ér I\}K : Collaborative learning environments like peer writing

S

4

groups or worksh@ps create opportunities for students to act as MKOs
\ for each other. Students can offer constructive feedback on each other's
oe work, share writing strategies, and engage in discussions that challenge

and refine ideas (Graham, 2001).
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C) Technology as MKO: Digital tools like writing prompts, grammar
checkers, and online writing platforms can function as MKOs. TT
tools can offer suggestions, identify areas for improvement,é%

provide resources that enhance students' writing skills ( d,

2016). \,T

A study by Wang and Chen (2022) investigated th Iatinship between MKO
support and self-efficacy in writing among universit nts. TW findings
]
revealed that students in the experimental grou ho received i(O C%EBort
A

demonstrated a significant increase in their writing s fficacy compared to@e control
Y

group. This suggests that MKO support %z cruci
d

confidence in their writing abilities. T, egy

ole-in b Wg students'

o
Q

e proag{ed by MKOs can

help alleviate students' writing anxi th.the necessary skills and

strategies. Effective MKO support s students t expe@ce success within their

9 Q—
Zone of Proximal Developme milg?fng new writing skills and

D),
building a sense of* accamplishment. epe@ constructive feedback and

acknowledgement fwn K ba( |vaﬁ;é§dents and build their confidence in
their writing abilﬁ\ '

N
Y
\ : . C‘)
Ano y by Andrade and keite (2021) examined the use of MKO principles
: w '

ally respensi te&"&tﬁng framework. They found that MKOs who are

withi
sec(tk§o students' cultura'l\cl'n?ackgrounds and learning styles can provide more

‘%/e support and bridge the ZPD in a culturally relevant way. The study found that

Oegrating MKO principles with CRT offered several benefits, such as acknowledging

students' cultural backgrounds, fostering a more inclusive and engaging learning
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environment, and motivating students to participate actively. Then, adapting MKO
support to students’ cultural backgrounds ensured the provided scaffolding was w
and culturally meaningful, leading to more effective learning within the e%&stly,
the culturally responsive approach empowered students to draw ir cultural

knowledge and experiences in their writing, fostering a sense of ownership and pride in

their work. \/
\4
In conclusion, the MKO framework offers a val ns for %ding how
students learn to write effectively. By strategica tilising fteach s,' p; Y'and
technology as MKOs, teachers can provide scaffol upporg t \j;’owsé-\students
to bridge their ZPDs and cultivate their wri 'ngx:As B
the nuances of MKO-based instructio@ i

tia
more confident and independent wrigers remain ‘Igm\ﬁ?

(]
7]
2.2.1.4 Concerns-based Adom'o\ odel AM) A%
N
In order to ansvt allqge research eqti% his study uses Fuller's (1969)
Concerns-Based Adw del ,a ﬁ:@tactice approach to school redesign.
It is a theoretic%ﬁgde forJacilitating ch@e that helps leaders and researchers

N
@) . .

understand, g nitor mpﬂq process of change in education (Hall et al.,

@

1974). I&tordin to
4
includlmI principals and senior asgsiStant teachers, and teachers are the agents of change.
T, ﬁ%&sponsible for change determine the success of a new educational practice. This
0 tegy emphasises innovation, school transformation, best practices in the programme

d new advances through external resources that teachers use (Hord & Hall, 2006).

\a%sh co@&s to explore
ercﬁqdents to become

=

Vil

-

Hord (1987), policymakers, school leaders,

1

o

%

Teachers use creativity to achieve the goals of policymakers.
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Changes in school and university policies would affect everyone and every system
in place. However, CBAM assumes that educational reform is a personal exp
and that how individuals adjust to new changes significantly affects outcc@ﬂs IS
because CBAM studies emotional development and social constru (Hall &
Hord, 2011; Hord & Roussin, 2013; Uri, 2021). Using this model, the‘researcher was
able to explore teachers' views and understandings of CEFR-alig assessment for

writing skills as a new change in English Language Educa orml

N,
CBAM reveals teachers' concerns about changes,in teaching. C IYI cae;a sess
N | _ _—
development after changes in teaching. Increasing changes mjh de Iopm@i process
Y
explain the recipient's anxiety. The recipient's congerns a \tChangng%volve with
planned development. Stages of Concx(iia’), Lev e (Iﬁ,}, and Innovation
Configuration (IC) form the CBAM gparadig %IT %&Q). The CBAM model
helps explain the implementation o ggeat each | ) el (@idin & Othman, 2020).
The CBAM model, which mea schon@&/ in seven phases before and

during innovation implementation, includi ,te@' pedagogical approaches, is
on,

widely used in educati eci b (G‘ etal., 2017).

NEO

Hall an M(Z 1) fo d:tha le's feelings, thoughts, and reactions to
change inf eir curjcﬂs. he{\(éc“ner is always thinking about how to deal with
a situation® § stugy, ue tg tiQ"Qconstraints, only the SoC is used, and the researcher
fow% the first stages, Wh?bclgjconsist of seven levels of concern: Awareness Level,

%ation, Individual, Management, Consequences, Collaboration, and Realignment.

lee 2.1 shows the four and seven levels of concern for each change scenario.
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Table 2.1: Stages of Concern, CBAM

Categories Stages of Description of level
Concern
The teacher has no interest or concern abou
Unrelated Awareness

new implementation.

. The teacher is interested and has a ess of the
Information - ;
new implementation.
Self-concern (Focus on N ]
self) Teachers worry about their abilitieSiand the impact
Personal on themselves and their routiges in,the
implementation.
Task-concern (Focus on The teacher focuses
Management

task) and resources to imp

th k by using information
t Wta'ks.
innov iow‘n im%a.ct

| &

Consequence  The teachers focus

Impact-Concern (Focus on students.
on the result)

Collaborating ¢ teacher 1}Oll agues to impsave
innova w; ny. s,
Impact-Concern (Focus Teachers i f Semethin t could

on the result) Refocusing

the possible expressions for e ge. AjuAé}-
N
" adll MRS

N
Stages of Concern
: Task Impact
Stage of -
Concern Stage 0: Stage 1: Stage 2: Stage 3: Stage 4: Stage 5: Stage 6:
Unrelated  Informational  Personal Management Consequence  Collaboration Refocusing
Exp‘::s‘sslb::ns | have other What is it? How does it How does it work? ;l:v:cd:;;'s e How do others Is there @
P priorities. ' impact me? How do | do it? P y do it? better way?

students?

New Practices
Institutionalized

Current

Practices Implementation

v Source: Hall and Hord, (2020)
Figure 2.2:Stages of Concern, CBAM

Every person who implements a new idea must first take care of himself, then of

the tasks, and then of the effects. The teacher's concern for creativity and the
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implementation of the new policy will increase as he learns more through the invention.
This improvement makes the invention successful. Thus, the CBAM model w
advantage of assessing Malaysian education reform in English. The C \odel

determines how individuals embrace change and innovation, and i tudy, the

pé

individual is the teacher.

”

2.2.1.5 The Relevance of the Theories and the Model i

Effectively assessing writing skills within the Co n Eu p%aln\lfﬁwework of
Reference for Languages (CEFR) framework neces a compreh sn'/e oach
that goes beyond simply evaluating the final pr IS ap h ouI%Yﬁsnder the
learning process itself and provide oppo foruitu t groxg@ hus, Social

o@(MKO) and the

e g@ocreate robust CEFR-

N,
aligned writing assessments. ‘% “ (3"?
¥ N

N
Social Cognitiveceo (SCT) empha: ses t@e of observation in learning. In
the context of CEFR-aIig writing a snT‘eCJ SCT principles can be applied by

Cognitive Theory (SCT), scaffolding;

o

Q

3
>
(@]
é
D

-ao

Concerns-Based Adoption Model (

incorporating task& lo to o\ ve strong writing techniques. This can
be achleved the uSe ryddef-e(fs{ays or peer work that demonstrates the
|mport f r (;sé{ bands. These models serve as examples,
show fectlve or anls:atlc') an, vocabulary use, and grammatical accuracy within
t eted CEFR level. Furth\ermore, SCT highlights the importance of self-efficacy,

tudent's belief in their ability to succeed. CEFR-aligned assessments that provide
N

ar and constructive feedback while celebrating progress can foster self-efficacy. This



positive reinforcement motivates students to continue developing their writing skills

and strive for improvement within the CEFR framework. T
Scaffolding is a teaching strategy where teachers provide tempwgport to

help students complete tasks beyond their independent capabi In writing
assessments aligned with the CEFR, scaffolding can take vaerms. Offering

prompts with varying levels of difficulty and tailored to erg CEFR bands allows

students to demonstrate their current abilities while vidinglqtraw goal for

. L . . L
growth. Additionally, providing graphic organisersiek, sentence starters anc%LEBort
students, particularly those at lower CEFR levels,

plannjng and’structyring their
S

writing effectively. Finally, offering checklists Zign EFR &Eriptors can

guide students towards ensuring theirx eets ke critc@gfor their targeted
level. By strategically using scaffolding, assess c

needed for students to showcase th patential within t EFR framework.

9 Q
&
S

Next, the More K OWWSbIe (1ther : Cg@-nework emphasises the role of
individuals with greater ka’wle% eﬁis&Jn supporting learning. In writing

O

assessments, MK mlay alcrum | role @ﬁering valuable feedback throughout

y » . .
the writing pr Mea egs can, act a Os by providing formative feedback that
fori

4

pr ent and suggest strategies aligned with CEFR

helps stud identify areas
. L e _ _
criteri ermore, when'structared effectively, peer review allows students to act

NV
as@ for each other. @;?providing constructive feedback based on CEFR

‘%tors, students engage in self-reflection and collaborative learning, which

Oances their understanding of effective writing within the framework.
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In addition, the Concerns-Based Adoption Model (CBAM) sheds light on the
concerns teachers experience throughout the adoption of new practices, such as -
aligned assessments. Understanding these concerns is crucial fo@ssful
implementation. During the initial stages (Stage 1), teachers might havé‘*rns about
the purpose and benefits of CEFR-aligned assessments. Providing clear explanations

and professional development opportunities can alleviate th eMrns and ensure
c S

teachers understand the value of this approach. As teachers e ta'ge 2, they might
require information on how to implement CEFR-aligne ssments effe Sly. Here,
providing training materials and examples can them| wi thk @Z;ary
knowledge and skills. Finally, in Stage 3, teach ight % | ca@tﬁns about
their ability to use the assessments effectively. torsl?ip coll ive planning

can address these concerns and foste id

£

ce in usl F@%ned assessments
¥
R O

S
Therefore, by integrating these theori R-a{mn d writing assessments can

be transformed into a gich and studen ucﬁd,@@nce. SCT principles guide the
gho

design of tasks that promotedearni r 'E@’Vation, modelling, and fostering self-

|

efficacy. Scaffol rovides.temporary

to guide student learning.

Z
S’

@)rt to help students demonstrate their
CEFR-allgne@sl g skills, ile I\éfjos offer valuable feedback throughout the

process, &U’wit EF}

Y

es@ors. Finally, understanding teacher concerns

h A0, SR p—— |

throughy, CBAM helps ensure (‘sgg essful implementation of the assessments. This

cambined approach creates a holistic and dynamic assessment experience that not only

luates writing skills within the CEFR framework but also actively promotes student
S

rning and growth. By providing opportunities to observe strong examples, receive

constructive feedback, and practice writing within the CEFR framework, students can
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develop a deeper understanding of their writing strengths and weaknesses, ultimately

leading to a more comprehensive grasp of their language proficiency.

In conclusion, effectively assessing writing skills within the Cmgework

requires a multifaceted approach that moves beyond simply evaluatin inal product.

By strategically integrating Social Cognitive Theory (SCT), olding, More
Knowledgeable Other (MKO), and Concerns-Based oWModel (CBAM)
principles, teachers can create robust CEFR-aligned ssessrrWs student-
centred approach fosters a dynamic learning environ in which stud ts'ca;t‘) erve
strong examples, receive constructive feedback th hout )h writing aneess, and
practice their writing skills within the CEFR f
comprehensive approach leads to a richer Ne i

writing proficiency but also empow L&dnts p eirywriting skills and gain

a deeper understanding of their ‘s@ andhweakn es wﬁ% the CEFR framework.
So
$

Rﬁately, this

cet ot only evaluates

2.2.1.6 Theoretical Fr l

The theoretica fram or st ed “this study attempts to look at some

‘

relevant element&e sen 'I feattires t orm the basis of AfL practice in the

classroom T t| I ﬁ?@f’( cda%llnes language and assessment theories with
ppr

the integ the Pr ces @nto the writing model.
4

C

|s study, assessmerﬁlgned to the CEFR is carried out using the writing

%. Teachers can better assess their students when they use a standardised language

Omework, such as the CEFR. The learning theories in this theoretical framework help

teachers in assessing writing skills and prepare lessons. Adapting these models helps to
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address all the research questions of this study, which focus on teachers' views on
CEFR-based assessment and writing skills, as well as their challenges and solu i

ESL teaching. Second language teaching, learning, and assessment are bas@-g}veral
ideas. Social constructivism places teachers at the centre of learning. S use the
writing process model to teach basic writing skills. Students also contribute to learning.
A social constructivist teacher ensures that students interact organically to generate new
learning and learn from each other (Shah, 2019). Vygotsk gYI:in'g-based Zone of

Proximal Development (ZPD) supports peer collaborations, Scaffol

Yw
in ZPD achieve their goals (Vygotsky & Cole, 19@ | _\‘-}
P 4
\/‘T

\i‘g Teacher$ can use the

Thus, each theory adapts the process apprzh to

process approach to focus on social @sm,

assessments at each stage of writing. TeaChe o feedjto.apply all instructional
E \Ls\T o
I

theories. According to social const

srmteacherqmust ééure that students are on

the right learning path to achi

study need to demonstrc thg knowl
ments. In.

aligned writing assess

es. ihg efore, ESL teachers in this

@ilities in implementing CEFR-

R-aligned assessment for writing

skills, the resear ollect

teachers. C} . ;' ‘-‘)O

oints vant challenges, and the solutions of

wglish as a Second Language (ESL) teachers need to have a high level of

Qiéuage proficiency. Proficiency in writing is crucial for effective communication,
I

tical analysis, and self-expression. Students benefit significantly from the

enhancement of these skills, as they are essential for promoting self-expression,

44



meaningful conversation, and academic and career success (Hibbin, 2016). Teaching
students the art of writing is both enjoyable and beneficial, despite the challenw

may arise. Writing instruction can be tailored to different ages and abilit@, but

X

In addition, writing instruction should include constructive sitigism, integration

certain basic principles apply to all forms of writing instruction.

hen students master their

al thinking, lifelong

of various academic areas, and frequent writing practice.

writing skills, they can improve their communicatio
L
learning (Wijaya, 2022). Writing proficiency is essential for personal and I)roiggganal

g

development, as individuals can influence society harinqth ir oughtw—-feelings,

\fe =
and opinions. Mastery of written communication, is cruci r sugg'in the 21st

century for people of all ages and bac@ 6

—X

\ n
Academic writing requires os.aul,'1 ;’co ication and language.
7]
It demands cogpnitive, commuq'g' e, an icwriti ills (Zhu, 2019). Writing

fosters imagination, creativi comprehénsion, \NE‘}E also requiring reflection and
% S
t

creative thinking to form inioK' e dmportance of communication in an

increasingly intem&md Icl)alc ure, writihg must be taught in schools (Hyland,

N
2015). N ,? a t..)(-’
%-3 &
I% profé i }ands@, good writing skills are in high demand across

man’nhessmns and are ther: crucial. Zhu (2019) asserts that new entrants in the

WO ce need strong writing skills, emphasising their importance for job searches and

Qﬂ’ er advancement. From pre-school to university, English is taught as a second
anguage in Malaysia. ESL learners who are proficient in a second language benefit
from teachers who employ suitable techniques to improve their writing skills.
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2.3.1 Challenges Faced by English Teachers in Teaching Writing

Writing in English is often considered the most challenging of the fou{&age

skills, requiring careful consideration of various aspects such as co %elling,

punctuation, syntax, lexicon, and the organisation of sentences and paragraphs. Despite

«

its challenges, there are crucial elements that can aid ESL students®in their writing
progress. Genre, which refers to the established conventions a ards of literature,
plays a significant role in this regard (Wilder, 2012). l
Y.
English teachers must possess a thorough tanding of hq E@'enges
students face in writing. They should assist stu in‘teveloping a arti%ﬁfing their

N

ideas clearly when assigning writing tasks.4\loreover, &‘ac need @de students
C

through the multiple stages of the writi :'pra:ess, ea iriréﬁaecific sub-skills.

Consequently, teachers must eﬁ@sly sup \st,%e &?‘rﬁough engaging and
o 4 )
nurturing activities. 4« Qs
N RN
N
Teaching Writintis ¥nowled ed a c\o@ex endeavour, encompassing
ati

elements such as grammatieal pr m@ tohr@affectiveness, intellectual depth, and
critical judgemen&at n &Mickelson, 20{5 Issues with syntax, sentence structure,
tense, and sp@fte ste oy' stﬁd(y'r{ts' insufficient mastery of the language,
highlight'r&ﬂnp(}rtlce lang (Jproficiency in producing high-quality written
work. <r&grammar IS essgnt' | for effective communication, providing readers with

t Wity needed to understand the content. Students who encounter grammar

0 Iculties may face obstacles in constructing coherent sentences.
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Motivating students to write is also a crucial task for today's teachers. Research
indicates that students' lack of motivation in writing is not merely due to beha |
issues; rather, it often stems from feelings of autonomy and the perceived c Xity

of writing tasks (Asep, 2017; Abrar, 2016). Encouraging intrinsic mdﬂ%n among

students is essential to overcoming these challenges. ?

The inclusion of students with diverse abilities in théiclasstoom presents another

significant challenge for teachers when teachin ng skiWed-ability
Ld
classrooms require teachers to cater to varying skill 18wels while meeti tI’e irggxaual

needs of all students (Asep, 2015). Teachers employ @diverse strat gies'to achmodate

varying writing talents and strive to create i clusi% learn

each student's development. Insuﬁicie@se int
0S€ n

challenge for teachers, particularly

Y
\e'mironngiﬁhat support
in writigguoses yet another

Tes iony(Guendogmus, 2018).
taitheir li qted p@ssional background and
it i ete@ﬂg practices tailored to their

students' abilities and i resg ( §
NLie,
Furthermory@ﬂoca@iewa e for teaching writing is a persistent
. N .
challenge infl be actors }H ag_éather workload, curriculum demands, and
students' v@ofici ncy levels. tive teaching strategies play a crucial role in
' 4
enhan 'wdents' |tir6 skT{rs, underscoring the importance of teachers'
N

com nt to supporting students' writing development through structured tasks and

D

Novice teachers may experience str

gful feedback.

In conclusion, teaching writing in ESL contexts demands comprehensive

understanding, perseverance, and adaptation to various challenges. By addressing these
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challenges with informed strategies and dedication, teachers can foster students'

proficiency and confidence in writing, thereby promoting their overall Iaw

acquisition and academic success. ('}

24  COMMON EUROPEAN FRAMEWORK OF REFERE EFR)

The Common European Framework of Reference for LMes (CEFR) is a

widely recognised standard for describing language profieien acrfss Europe and

increasingly around the world. Developed by the Counci urope, W provides
]

a clear and comprehensive framework for describ nguage abil y.' T&FR
0

establishes a six-level scale, ranging from % kt@ egj@ﬁ) to C2
ills'an

(Mastery or Proficiency), which defines th d ge ex d of learners

at each level. These levels are not age&c nd can

group. C‘) \T

@

N
The CEFR outlines genw |deIiNect®ﬁnguage learning, teaching
\
methodologies, and a ssmgt practices. | mp@s a communicative approach,

where the focus is orﬁesl ing | ﬁ'e ill{(fj«use the language effectively in real-
n

world situations.& E lals rom ﬁanguage learning, which serves as a
S ¥
common ref@s point *for, Qu,:atﬁ-:-rgﬁf institutions, employers, and learners

themserE&ﬁlit?e traﬂp enc language qualifications and allows for easier
0

4
com& proficiency Ievelc') oss different language programs and certifications.
N

‘%EFR regulates curricula, syllabuses, examinations, textbooks, and more

Ovuncil of Europe, 2001). As an international framework, the CEFR helps learners,

teachers, curriculum designers, examination boards, and educational administrators to
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recognise and organise their efforts (Uri & Abd Aziz, 2018). The CEFR is used in 40
languages in addition to English. According to the Council of Europe w
implementing the CEFR as a national language framework standard prom@ility,

lifelong learning, and a common metalanguage across language comﬂE&e systems

and international borders in education. ?

National educational reforms are reshaping schoolsdwith the CEFR (Uri & Abd

!

Aziz, 2018). English curriculum assessment, teacher , and tWriateness

]
of CEFR levels are important improvements. As part'of,the redesign, I)sh age
=
proficiency is emphasised and assessed in primary“agd secondary hoolsz-il' eachers
\{u N
help to customise lessons by providing direct infermati dent man (2016)

@ in Malaysia
> Details

Reform M
First \thﬁgrat glish Language Syllabus for Primary and
Reform c\% o ondary, ols (KBSR/KBSM) was introduced in

Seco%' The S way of teaching Maths, English, Science, and
R% %9 ,Mal s implemented in 1999.
h

REE s, 2012 sia Education Blueprint 2013-2025 (MEB).

015 . .
\purth (Started in English Language Education Roadmap for Malaysia 2015-
2013) 2025, introducing the CEFR.

0 Source: Ministry of Education (2013)
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One of the most progressive education reforms in Malaysia is underway. In our
globalised world, English language learning is crucial, so efforts are being r?!o
improve the instruction of English (Gill, 2013). The fourth reform comes a e hird.

Table 2.3 shows the three stages of the third reform (Ministry of Educaﬂ&OlS).

Table 2.3: English Language Education Roadmwses

Phase Year Details

= Formation of the English Language St nd Q'lality Council

First Phase 22%113; (ELSQC) (November 2012).
= Elevating the English proficiency of | teachers. "
= Set CEFR levels against each e ional level, from rerch 'f~8~
university. _\

Second 2015- = School-Based Assessment (S syIIabUan curricula wa%a igned
Phase 2016 with the CEFR. N

= Selected CEFR-aligned te ooks a r materi IT

= Validation of the C Iev set.

. = Evaluate, review the
Prase  onwans PrEVious phis 57
» The development 0 EF

@ \&I

Based on the exact pha 0 he refo 20 @025 Roadmap shows three

\
A
m’c‘s@of Education (2015)

waves of CEFR |mpIeEent n. The'wav illu r@'the efficient planning of the

CEFR in Malaysia. The im men.% e' plan is a practical process. There

are three differen \Ml@duc 1%2015), as depicted in Table 2.4.
NS
Q | alje 4: (\(Waves of the Reform
&

! Details

\Iﬁlnmg for English teachers
2013-2015 \cﬂbeveloping the descriptors

ave 2 2016-2020 = School-Based Aesessment (SBA) to the CEFR
= Textbook selection

QE = Development of CEFR-M by the CEFR special task

force
Wave 3 2021-2025 = Evaluation of the selected textbooks and support

materials

Source: Ministry of Education (2015)
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The literature suggests that the CEFR-aligned assessments have minimal in-depth
research on them. Lo (2018) and Rahman et al. (2021) studied teachersw
Geranpayeh and Abd Rahman (2018) presented the CEFR-aIignec(% sian
University English Test (MUET). This study helps ESL teachers utilise -aligned
assessment, filling the research gaps. In collaboration with the &d?of English
Language Panel and SISC+, teachers offer a CEFR-aligned writi%' Is assessment in

ESL classrooms.

2.4.1 CEFR in Classroom Assessment Practice S ' L}
Formal assessment, like summative asse nt¥is thesfinal step iu\a‘ﬁ?rst-class

teaching and learning cycle to demonstrate stude earaf\nhay, g%zgnents based

on the CEFR is possible in the classm :'i Derefore, asément criteria and

techniques are needed to apply as bee r%d

European countries use the CE%W assessm
more than 40 countries, in m

/@e classroom. Several

NN
am@rk (Willems, 2016), and

gnise@The CEFR defines language

al , %
proficiency in the broade and hrpst acHe@ck their students' progress.
4 ¢ &
The impleMon 0 &EF ased@ssment represents a significant shift

N
towards a m@kam' and y]'er-&g red approach to language education. By
O

providin &Ffra?e orky p m@g continuous progress tracking, and informing

instructionaldecisions, CEFR hasﬁ potential to improve teaching practices, motivate

S ts, and ultimately enhance language learning outcomes. However, successful

ementation requires addressing teacher training needs and ensuring a balanced
od

essment approach that considers broader communication skills.
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CEFR classifies users as basic (Al, A2), independent (B1, B2), and proficient
(C1, C2), which has implications for European language teaching, learni
assessment (Figueras, 2012; Barni, 2015; Foley, 2019). Alderson (2017)@\5&1 out
that 'Can Do' statements are typical reference levels for assessing lang ficiency.
They provide clear descriptions of observable behaviours, making it asier to assess a
learner's ability to perform specific tasks in real-world 'tm Foley (2019)
highlighted that the CEFR is a realistic and increasingly p sm 'or assessing the
language of instruction. It offers a valuable framework fer_asse irerguage of
instruction in a more objective, standardised, and unication- uied_{f}y By
aligning assessments with specific subject d _tedc eds\&éFR can

contribute to improving the overall effecti% f ieruc i deli)éeg.through the
&

medium of a second language. \: ,

\ n
A
The CEFR is used in sever dies) to assess tea@g (Fulcher, 2009). By
o
providing a standardised and c nication-foelised approach, CEFR can contribute
M J &

to improving the qual%gmctio :?nqur@at teachers have the language
proficiency necessartqi er bn& ecﬁ@ to students from diverse linguistic
backgrounds. To &ue stud@rnin (ﬁ CEFR covers primary, secondary, and
post-seconda@ i M‘a%a;’_e&ﬂ)(éjrs in universities and colleges have also

9,
adopted Q&%ﬁ. P D); Yé.\\

\%ﬂvud (2018) examingd the English vocabulary and grammar proficiency of

%Iis Perwakilan Pelajar (MPP) and 29 Peer Counsellors (Pembantu Rakan Siswa)

0{8) student representatives from Malaysian Polytechnics using the CEFR levels. The

study employed the British Council's CEFR test and found that all students met the
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International English Standard at target B1 and B2 levels. The effective utilisation of
CEFR by students suggests its potential to enhance teaching practices. Howewme
study highlights the importance of addressing teacher training needs, rr@}mg a

balanced assessment approach, and considering the specific conte alaysian

Polytechnic education for successful CEFR implementation. ?

Sidhu et al. (2018) investigated the implementatiomy,of EFR in ESL primary

classrooms by examining TESL-qualified teachers ra selecte%amansara
B

schools. Their study, which utilised surveys, int ws, and doc Tt e’) sis,

revealed inadequate formative assessment of Scho ased }s ssment (S@A) and a

-ah nedé{?cumculum
Sents assignments,

and self- and peer-assessments were dl co in %&m the promotion of
independent learning. The fmd@a&‘se the nlfl@e of addressing teacher
training, curriculum support, a pro ctu&ﬁéarnmg strategies to ensure
the successful implementation, of CE D-yefi SBA~in Malaysian ESL classrooms.
Bridging these gap c%po rs erage the full potential of CEFR,

|

fostering a more |ve an centr proach to language acquisition.

\
!
' 4
fou d th?tt e .C§R' introduced by teacher trainers had no impact

in :}Q'd Apelgren (2018) conducted a study involving six

lack of understanding among teachers reg dlng

Furthermore, teachers provided mini I i Icom

on ass S practlces
4

SV\QK niversity teacher tr\ne%:rs including the course organiser, to examine the

% of the CEFR on assessment practices. Despite the introduction and

Oplementation of CEFR-based learning outcomes, the study revealed that the CEFR

descriptors were controversial and had minimal influence on assessment practices.
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Teacher trainers found the CEFR confusing, resulting in limited integration into

classroom settings. This study sheds light on the challenges assomateva

implementing CEFR in teacher training and emphasises the importance o@ermg

contextual factors, addressing potential resistance, and focusing on pra plication

to bridge the gap between theory and classroom practice. By tackling these challenges,

teacher training initiatives can equip educators with the necess rmledge and skills
¥

to harness the potential of CEFR in enhancing language as prtctlces

In contrast to the findings of Le (2018) and 2019), this st y' revag;hat
teachers prioritise self- and peer-assessments when Iemegtln as ssmeqts aligned

with the CEFR. Teachers actively faC|I| ate s f an

asseéngﬁ activities,

leveraging their expertise to gauge stux ing e 6Qquently, students
experience increased autonomy andsconfidenc N@ le r)eQ journey. This phase
empowers students to take ownersh eiplearnin roce.‘e}By utilising Assessment

for Learning (AfL) principles, ork.ﬂg%’grates seamlessly into the

assessment process. Le's (20 researyops@ the positive impact of CEFR-
n ing p

aligned assessments on no Q&dry school students at a university in

central Vletnam,Mg tin he efits @elf and peer-assessments and CEFR-
aligned tasks o g Sec Ja g acqmsltlon Overall, this study highlights

the valu o%gratl?g eIf @s sessments and CEFR-aligned tasks to nurture

studen‘N.n endence, cultlvatz_) ense of accountability for learning, and enhance

S Manguage acquisition outcomes

0 In summary, the CEFR presents a comprehensive framework for evaluating

language proficiency across diverse educational contexts. Its advantages include
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providing a common platform for assessing language skills, promoting uniform
assessment practices across institutions and nations, and prioritising commuw
skills alongside grammar and vocabulary mastery. By emphasising real-wo(f%@uage
usage, CEFR assessments ensure relevance and applicability. A ally, the
framework enables educators to monitor student progress towards spegific proficiency
levels (A1-C2) and utilise assessment data to inform instructi Mgies tailored to
individual student needs. Through the integration of self- a &s.ses'sment strategies
aligned with CEFR, students are empowered to take“ewners ipw learning
"AX
journey, fostering independence and deeper engagem ith the lan g} a&QSition

process. 4 X
N3
2.4.2 Views on the Impleme”ta“o@- Q\ 6‘%\

The integration of the Comm@%ropean \me\gor o&éeference (CEFR) into
N
educational settings has elicite%e reaCtions hig ted in Goullier's (2012)
S0

study examining French in |\m per i @R implementation. Initially,
Zs rl ungertai

there was widespread % ion a n&btemming from the unfamiliarity
4 2

with the new framev&necesi m chegoﬁ%ajust their instructional approaches.
However, amit\(%he c

[
optimism, viewt as apoten
To ens tk effegtiven %

conﬂﬁresearch on its imple Vi:gtion IS imperative.
~ &

armi et al. (2017) conducted a Malaysian study exploring the integration of

, SO ducators have embraced CEFR with
i (_,)f
| éta@-/ft or advancing language education practices.

N . :
of GEPR in bolstering education systems globally,

nglish language courses with the CEFR framework among university lecturers. Using

a quantitative approach, the study surveyed 25 lecturers using CEFR-based statements
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and investigated existing CEFR-aligned English courses in Malaysian universities.
Surprisingly, the results unveiled disparities between lecturers' assessments of Sw
and the proficiency expectations outlined by the CEFR for university I{%&This
study emphasises a significant concern regarding the potential iﬂ*tency in
implementing the CEFR framework for assessing English language proficiency i

Malaysian universities. By addressing potential causes throu hMrdised training,
curriculum alignment, and collaborative efforts, educator QX;e more uniform

and effective application of the CEFR, ultimately benefiting students.

Numerous studies have delved into teachers: attitu‘de toward Qwe CEFR

\a N
framework. Musoeva's (2019) research on Ezbek L teaChersand ngﬁﬁnd Glover's

>

(2020) study on Turkish EFL teachers,b cate | endersement of CEFR

implementation among educators. Many of the r e/s&\itudies had undergone
CEFR-related training or familiaris mselves with the ffa?fework materials. These

“
findings highlight the poterﬂh\ r [N CE\E.&Q'(ntegratlon when teachers
demonstrate support %x;vely ;% ,w% e framework. By effectively
addressing persister@l ge hn( vidfr?@hgoing support, policymakers and
educators can Ievé&the CEER t hanc{ﬁ English language learning experience
for students. %\ . :' (')(J

% &
h BJ') 4\ :
esearch by D -Bed(rrar and Byram (2019) uncovered that while many

N
Hi %eachers held positi%c?attitudes towards the CEFR, some lacked a precise

‘élanding of its intricacies. Similarly, Tosun and Glover (2020) observed that

Qrkish teachers recognised the significance of the CEFR but expressed a need for more

comprehensive training on its application across various subjects. Studies conducted by
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Celik (2013) and Yakisik and Giirocak (2018) in Turkey further emphasised this gap,
with public school teachers exhibiting less familiarity with the CEFR compared i

counterparts in private schools, who often received more specialised training. e the
support of teachers for the CEFR is encouraging, these studies highlighﬂ(&'@portance
of addressing knowledge deficiencies and enhancing training opportunities to ensure

successful implementation. Through targeted training initiativgsMstering a deeper

understanding of the framework, educators can wield significant inf’uence over the

CEFR's potential to improve language learning outcome all s uc’%‘s.\d
B

4
| S
Yuece and Mirici (2019) studied 11 Englishyas a Fereign anguage (EFL)
Y
o Qo8 the é{i’ﬁ EFL. The

results showed that the CEFR descrip 'or(ﬂ,e inap riate foéede 9 EFL. Short

lessons also hindered the use of thtSEFR n%? gqece & Miirici, 2019).

Alih etal. (2020) found that Englis erstlacked qppo@CEFR implementation.

After several years of implemM’ the % ESIA%Xssrooms, it is important to
\

assess progress. Studigs suggest potential ghallenges-with implementing the CEFR

framework in EFL classrooms, m@ y at'?héjebcondary level, as well as the need

for further reseal n adapti

Additionally, @g teacHers \@'the(nacessary resources and support is crucial for

successf %ent tion. )
4

N
\A&k and Girocak (5(?'1%) interviewed 105 Turkish public and private state

CEF, r specific contexts and grade levels.

%teachers about the CEFR and how they used it in their teaching. Most of the
Oticipants understood the CEFR. Private school teachers were better trained in the

CEFR than public school teachers (Yakisik & Girocak, 2018). Despite these

57



challenges, teachers are willing to learn and teach English to their students. It is
important to support teachers in every way possible. They should be given thew
to improve so that the CEFR assessment in the classroom supports ESL @\SM and
learning. This study emphasises the importance of addressing disp in teacher
training to ensure successful CEFR implementation. Through ensuringfequal access to

training opportunities and cultivating a supportive atmosphere owssional growth,

teachers can play a critical role in connecting the poten EF'? as a valuable
strength in enhancing ESL teaching and learning experi s for IIW
B
4
O

Another study by Nawai and Said (2020) OPRCEFR imple ntatioq-involves

V Y

15,000 of Malaysia's 60,000 English te% hom \Ministrsw Education

considers unqualified to teach. Two-\ the E h achg@lso failed. They
standi

performed poorly and had little un g &F‘F ;Iaks incompetence could
anguage skills in séh?ols and institutions. The
| &

ctant toSjmplement “the CEFR. According to
\
an

affect the monitoring and assessme
study found that teachers N
eqcr@ re not aware of the CEFR. The

Muhammad Uri and A% (2017),
CEFR framework is {fa iar. N@ rs. K‘@%ing the lack of teacher knowledge

and preparednesv&dmg C is c@ for its successful implementation in

Malaysia. B ng in Co e}ngnsﬁ@training programs and providing ongoing

support, c&'ﬁker} b(.jﬂc rs ~@"ensure that the CEFR becomes a valuable tool
{Q 2
iv

for (m anguage assessme&?d improved learning outcomes for students.
N

‘é\lih et al. (2021) found that teachers support the implementation of the CEFR.

Ospite the obstacles, 365 English teachers were willing to adopt the change. A

questionnaire assessed teacher preparation, and a semi-structured interview elicited

58



difficulties from randomly selected teachers. Teachers' lack of motivation, insufficient
resources, facilities, and time, as well as students' low English proficiency, hmd?ke
implementation of the CEFR-aligned curriculum in schools. Neverthel@hers
were willing to use the CEFR to improve teaching and learning. Thi offers a
message of hope. While challenges exist, teachers' willingness to embrace the CEFR is

a positive sign. Through prioritising teacher training initiatiyve gatlng resource
zl

constraints, and taking into account varying student pro evels, teachers can

apply significant encouragement to the enhancement o lish IaWnstruction
B T
and learning through the implementation of the CEF alaysia. ' :‘-—)

! 4
\n~ \Y
Phoolaikao and Sukying (2021) fou%' ed reéSearch~on Thai ‘Stakeholders'

views of the CEFR. A total of 200 T@- and “fifth-year Eélish teachers were
tured

surveyed about the CEFR. Semi-str te S estionnaires were used to
Tewk Y
titative dat; the @cipants understood the

CEFR, especially the assessme and Lﬁéﬁfescriptions of the standard

levels. The qualitative d tha yal ta@ s in training barely understood
e te u

collect the data. According to the

the CEFR. However sia <L‘elbout using the CEFR. The statistics
show that Thai st Iders or@lved in the education system and more
aware of the ne of ynentﬁ-rgthe CEFR. This study reveals both positive
aspects ent s for improvement (knowledge gaps among
trainee akeholder awarencg%;~ By addressing these challenges through targeted

tr, M communication, and collaboration, Thailand can create a more informed and

0 ortive environment for successful CEFR implementation.
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Additionally, Kaur and Jian (2022) conducted a study to investigate primary
school teachers' views on the implementation of the CEFR in the Malaysian curw
in 2018. A total of 500 primary school teachers were surveyed using a c@maire
that included 11 closed-ended questions and one open-ended questﬁ!&he results
showed that the majority of teachers had a positive perception of the implementation of
the CEFR-aligned English curriculum. The study suggests th aMcant number of
Malaysian primary school teachers view the CEFR-aligne i Iumlpositively. This

positive perception can serve as a strong foun fof s ul CEFR
]

Yv
implementation in primary English language educatié ' _\‘-}
s b 4§

Y
The studies reveal a mixed picture regarding the enta%c&‘f the CEFR

framework in educational institutions \A% me f{
potential breakthrough, others e h iR

Therefore, this study explores teac%iew%;w;mpl@taﬁon of the CEFR for
writing assessment in the thircM of tr@%j()% chéémap, 2021-2025. The first

and second waves ofeEngmplemlntati pe%, be evaluated, reviewed, and

revised.

embrace the CEFR as a

Re a%'of policy op'tr si@s, it falls upon the competent expert to confront

‘v’
the challenges in education. The.@ﬁementation of the CEFR, while valuable, is never
D
itheut its flaws. Teachers require additional time and comprehensive information to
ectively implement the CEFR into their practices. They have voiced concerns over

nstraints such as time limitations, classroom availability, heavy workloads, and

inadequate in-service training, all of which have impeded the seamless adoption of
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CEFR-aligned SBAs (Sidhu et al., 2018). Even now, teachers continue to struggle with
issues of time management, classroom availability, workload distribution, and -

aligned instruction. Difficulties in CEFR implementation can pose signific@}acles

X

to ESL teaching.

There were tensions among teachers as they navigated the u on of the CEFR
for test creation and assessment, stemming from initial 'scaceptions before fully
grasping its essence (Smith, 2018; Johnson et al., 2 ey fo%essary to

L

rectify their assumptions regarding the CEFR and ssociated gui Iires&lgzﬁ &
=
ee

Abdullah, 2019). The adoption of the CEFR was d an ineffecti refor?.strategy.
Y

While the CEFR serves as a reference frame orm \r%\re taﬁﬁ(v’vith crafting
the blueprint for educational plannin (&?ef ZOO&SQon & Abdullah,
2019; Smith, 2019). There was an u %as io?ha tt{&:EFR would facilitate
comparisons of Malaysian students’Hiemﬁwith @e of proficient speakers
(Don & Abdullah, 2019). It N t Mfo‘n{ﬁg& and well-trained teaching
force, coupled with clqmmde nes, i qru@)r overcoming implementation

challenges and harpessin Sn of@@ CEFR framework for effective

educational assesM 3
&
N O O
2 9
Abd d Urif(2017) expl participants' challenges in implementing the
; 4
CEFR

Q

S,

glish cla rodgn. T EFR was unknown to most teachers. The results
N

shawe t teachers lacked motivation and expertise to apply the framework in their

P

‘%g. English teachers are not well acquainted with the CEFR, so it is difficult to

Oorporate it into their lessons. Teachers need to be prepared to use the CEFR material

61



effectively. This study emphasises the importance of addressing teacher knowledge and

motivation to ensure successful CEFR implementation. Yv
Le's (2018) research emphasises the necessity of incorporating Qﬁp:nciples

into general English instruction. It demonstrates that teachers posse potential to
guide students towards achieving learning objectives aligned wiWEFR, provided
they receive training in CEFR-aligned assessment metho TWitate this process,
local universities, colleagues, and peers should of port tw as they
acclimatise to this approach. Consequently, it is erative for local 'ei onal

institutions to provide comprehensive training and reseurces to empo ertea@ers. This
N

study offers a positive outlook on the CEFR's potential for' ving ish language
learning. However, it highlights the @of sup%@ and training for
teachers to ensure successful implerentation. A
LIRS
6 ¥,

7]
Sidhu et al. (2018) con%ﬁ stuMing Q-hallenges encountered by
teachers in implementi a?ﬂ-aligr’ed c ilugné\mploying surveys, interviews,
and document analysis%.ldy evéa aﬂ'\(m_tju’}e teachers exhibit a strong grasp of

the CEFR fram@(he iack rofici in assessment techniques and the
N
implementati O\QEF -align c:uhi@%/Factors such as limited time, large class

sizes, hea oadsgs fic'eﬁﬁn-service training were identified as barriers

4
to effegtl FR inte tio{ in ﬂqeclassroom. Thus, while teachers possess a good
. ; N
S

ing of the CEFR frame ork, addressing the practical application gap and the

un&
‘é implementation barriers is crucial for its successful integration into the

OSsroom.
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In their study, Azli and Akmar (2019) discovered that 30 lower secondary
teachers encountered challenges in devising assessments aligned with the
framework. Malaysian secondary ESL teachers participated in the study by.c tlng
Google Form questionnaires that were randomly distributed among thﬁ%esplte the
regularity of student assessments, teachers exhibited a preference foran textbook
exercises for self- and peer-assessment aligned with the CEFR rather than employing

X

portfolios or scrapbooks. Many teachers opted for strai llesson plans to

implement their understanding of the CEFR. This study“highlights Wto bridge
the gap between teacher understanding of the CEF its practi aﬂp ‘@On in
assessment. By providing targeted support a ga\ of QQj%Boratlon

teachers can develop more effective assessw |cxﬁs th enefu@&nt learning

within the CEFR framework. 4‘
.\
Abd Aziz and Uri (201@ ctedy a m|x etK@S study examining the
enquiries raised by Fatima (2 he r nvol\ mterwews with two senior

officials from the Maesm Mlnlstrwqc@nd a survey of 331 English
language secondary chool téach ual mpur, Putrajaya, and Selangor. The

findings reveale t Inadequat he@%eparation, a lack of awareness and

(.1

knowledge re the EFR ’v II eS|stance and negative attitudes towards the

adoptlo R ?I D}u |C® emerged as significant barriers. This study

emphaﬁ"I e importance o dressing teacher preparedness and attitudes to
N

e e resistance and ensure successful CEFR implementation in Malaysia.

0 Nawai and Said (2020) conducted an investigation into the challenges

encountered by English teachers in rural primary schools in Sarawak regarding the

(@]
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implementation of the CEFR. Additionally, they sought to understand these teachers'
perspectives on the government's strategy for implementing the framework. It n?ﬁ!d
interviews with 60 rural primary English teachers. The data revealed that @orlty
of these teachers lacked prior experience with the CEFR. This study'&,llghts the
importance of acknowledging the unique challenges faced by rurmnary school
teachers with CEFR implementation. By providing tailored training, accessible
professional development, and culturally appropriate reso %

ach'ars can ensure a

more inclusive and effective implementation process tha efitsial d

Aziz et al. (2018) highlighted the need for@whgr}mj%@extbooks

and the arranged curriculum and work plan Wh| En I| ers g\aizouraged to
maintain flexibility in their teaching @es an 8@9 conditions of
instruction and learning, there is rgom fo i t stipporting them. Many

teachers express a desire for mo? orkshops, mar%nd in-service training
the ' m%ﬁﬁéntaﬂon of the CEFR. This

study highlights the w% e of addressi We@ds and ensuring that teachers
supp

feel empowered an ed i I ntl':@bre CEFR framework effectively by
|d training. Q\,%
N
I &
2 9
Alia 021)/conducted ations of primary school teachers delivering

'
writin 2 aligned h{the QEFR framework. Their findings revealed that the

opportunities, particularly focu

providing adequ ources

te ended to prlorltls\c?eacher centred instruction over fostering student

%my The researchers noted that this preference for traditional teaching methods

Omsted because the teachers lacked familiarity with the new approach. Mohd Dzaquan

(2020) suggests that this resistance to change may stem from teachers' limited
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understanding of the CEFR or their utilisation of ineffective learning methodologies.
This study emphasises the importance of promoting a shift towards student auw
within the CEFR framework. By providing teachers with opportunitieﬁ%&erve
effective practices, engage in reflective teaching, and address their ¢ teachers

can move towards a more student-centred approach that empowers‘students to take

ownership of their learning. \/
Mohamed et al. (2021) investigated the difficulb@db Wachers in
®

implementing the CEFR. Their study involved inter ing 117 English teac vﬁom

g

primary schools in Johor Bahru. The interviews ered yariou aspeo?-such as
Y

\e$engag nt, available
at %? challenges were

luding a lack of training
A

teachers' English proficiency, classroom actjvity zign
materials, workload, and performance.h\/ cher
interconnected and primarily arose #rom sever: ‘faf&)

related to the CEFR, insufficient te % and learni reso&%es, time constraints, and

/8

-
a policy that prohibits student&@ i Iang&é proficiency levels. These
Tc,lde ble

factors collectively co 'butgo the consi @lge English teachers encounter
ntin ’ 7

in effectively implementi e EEQ (_)
N7 S

Another, anstu y by 'h:d: abgz@m) indicated that despite the challenges,

teachers a ing to embra an cause of their belief in the CEFR framework.
VAR
The Wrs emphasis th&' adequate cognitive preparation for teachers
S

>4
ne%s time, coIIaborativ?ct?amwork, and access to necessary tools. They argued

Be

‘ély under these conditions can teachers effectively implement the CEFR. Despite

0 problems highlighted in classroom settings by previous studies, many teachers,
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teacher educators, and researchers concur with Alih et al. (2021) regarding the

desirability of implementing the CEFR in educational settings. Yv
The CEFR is renowned for its promotion of learner autonommaasis on

learners' capabilities, and facilitation of language usage through dia Ie’assessment
(Morrow, 2004). As a global standard for language learners, its apMon in Malaysian

schools holds significant importance in comprehendin he%resent landscape of

language education. Hence, this study delves into the ¢ s encountereddy English
]
teachers in integrating the CEFR into their instructio ractices ' c}
4 N~

In conclusion, a multi-pronged approach igeede M s the @enges and

harness the potential of the CEFR framev@%h‘/lal :}a. rov'(ﬁ teachers with

the necessary training, resources, %uppw ma_{Q and educational

institutions can empower teache Co@pleﬂrn% F &ﬁectively and improve
>

9 Q—
language learning outcomes f S. &Q
e l ¥$

2.4.4 Implementing% \‘\;}‘L@Qﬁing

The quest fﬁq ive
. . N
journey for te Mwor wide. :elCoCr_gnnn European Framework of Reference for
Language@ hasw?e asée\sp(ominent framework, offering a standardised

' . :
sess and ldesofibe I@guage proficiency. Nakatani (2012) explored the

54
3
\

appro
N
ef'K f the CEFR in ehgamcing the communicative skills of EFL learners,

larly Japanese students, through the performance of communicative tasks. The

ody observed a significant improvement in students’ communication abilities

following the implementation of CEFR-based instruction. Nakatani attributed this
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improvement to the strategic training the participants consciously applied during their

tasks. He expressed confidence in the potential of the CEFR to enhance s '

communicative proficiency. (’}

On the other hand, Zheng et al. (2016) investigated the integr the CEFR

into the assessment of the University English Test (UET) for w in China. Their
study aimed to ascertain the significance of the CEFR in{the Rinese context and its

potential to enhance English language teaching ( higher edueation. The
researchers found that the effective utilisation oftw for assessment ,iep; don
teachers receiving adequate training. Prior to traming, fop\jatioqﬁeachers
exhibited limited knowledge of the CEFR. Morg;, S pondé.kﬁarticularly

those with less subject knowledge, dis@mih i th trBQEFR.

\gng i »

eachers and conducted

&

Uri and Abd Aziz (2018) suEEea>3lns

7]
in-depth interviews with tweysenior min icial <¥investigate stakeholders'

(
of Form Five English langu tea& id‘nki,qpted by Cambridge Basics Research

\M @
(2013), a signifim ortiJn of aIays'a%Students are operating at a low pre-

. . . . ; N
intermediate N English f}:leneé—@onsequently, the adoption of the CEFR
framewor emed essential to~e&1+fancing English language proficiency among
P Age S
students. \'(
& S’
\

e CEFR also aims to standardise all examinations, including SPM, with the

concerns regarding the integ of tr} CE n'g@cumculum and the assessment

intention of achieving international recognition for Malaysian exams. Participants noted
hat despite SPM being a challenging Malaysian exam, its international recognition

remains limited compared to the CEFR, which serves as the benchmark for language
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proficiency. One participant highlighted the disadvantages of the SPM criteria, stating
that while Malaysian students may achieve high grades abroad, their S|gn|f|ca

not be universally understood. Conversely, possessing a B2 level of proﬁm@gned
with the CEFR provides clearer comprehension internationally. This m%ancy has
led many test developers and academics to align assessmentsYt.h'the CEFR
framework. Despite varying reactions from teachers worldwi GMIS introduction,
CEFR expert training has yielded positive results, part w ('?hlna Teachers
reported an improved understanding of the CEFR andWits applicati assessmg
students’ writing abilities. Enhanced familiarity with EFR i$ anti p*e@‘oster

positive reactions and widespread acceptance o in Enﬁl ngu@? eaching

(ELT) and assessment practices in Chlna

Overall, the CEFR offers a Iuable fr o nmLOV|ng ESL learning.
However, successful |mplementa equires ad eSSI acher training needs,
considering existing student p iency | <<ﬁg alignment with national
exams. By overcomm aII nge[ teaghers X|m|se the CEFR's capacity to
enhance communic tlon Is sw( |se ment procedures, and ultimately

enhance Engllsh age T@E K tices holistically.
,__)(.z
C SSES 3\\&)
f

g and learning a@trmsmally linked with assessment, forming an

e aI triad that drives edu\lonal progress and success. High-quality assessment

a varlety of assessment techniques that are relevant to instruction, adequately
Qmonstrate student achievement, and are fair to all require a comprehensive
understanding of all intended learning outcomes, experts say. First and foremost,

68



teachers must consider the purpose of assessments. Whether the goal is to measure
student understanding, track progress over time, inform instructional decisions,

evaluate the effectiveness of curriculum implementation, the assessment s@osen
should be tailored to meet these objectives. Developing reliable gﬂ& systems,
providing assessment results for different audiences, and detecting umethical, illegal,

and inappropriate assessment methods can all be based on assesimen sults (Alkharusi

N
Assessments serve as a cornerstone in guiding thedesign, deliver ryj e‘\@%&ﬁon
of course effectiveness (Brown & Lee, 2015; Mc n, ZOQBl.D,Aﬁing%; Martin
and Ndoye (2016), assessment is a means to aume ehensi \n,d progress
in learning. Yambi and Yambi (ZOZO)@E sC

observations, performance evaluations, projéect kssm

et al., 2012; Mokshein et al., 2015).

sessment, encompassing

value judgements on learning deve t. Black an illiél%(ZOlS) define classroom

" &
assessment as a process iNI g.0 ion, @ collection, analysis, and
interpretation, aiding rcCheEin i
Through the systematic collecti

w
gain insights into&gnts S ' ct kpbwled lack & William, 2018).
\ ¢ :' (,)(J
Tea ploy a divers a:é\ f tools and methodologies to gauge student
&l

Iearnif, ill'develop : &%adeliri'c requirements, and preparedness (Islam & Stapa,

.

>4
is process of assesdmient is ongoing within the classroom environment,

ZOQK
‘%uting a continuous evaluation by teachers (Rosli et al., 2022). Additionally,

OSsroom assessment involves the systematic utilisation of various assessment

techniques by teachers to measure student performance during classroom activities and
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ascertain the attainment of learning objectives (Narinasamy & Nordin, 2018).
Formative and summative assessments, as delineated by Shepard (2019), are I I
components of this process. Essentially, assessments encompass any action@aken
by teachers to gather data on student learning progression within the cl (Basera,
2019). Through these assessments, teachers gain insights into student&;.rzss and tailor

their instructional strategies, accordingly, thereby contributing¥'to the overall

improvement of teaching and learning experiences. l
Q N,

A study by Black and William (2020) provide extensiye re V\' of arch
: o~
rm

on classroom assessment practices, including fo e and;su mative asqessments,
Y

and their impact on student learning outcomes. It @xplore 10US aspg@f classroom

assessment, such as assessment desi\ entati dba&SQrovision, and its
influence on instructional decision-making. hﬁf? /(:{Sges the challenges and
classroom qssessQ@ﬂ practices and offers

hanc menL&%tices in their classrooms.

opportunities associated with effecti

recommendations for teachers

Overall, the study prov&' S v%able insightsnto th\&} le of assessment in the teaching
B

e

. - ' 3 . . .
and learning proce&y nd s{a@ the ciples and practices of effective
assessment, teac?&n crea\@tive @ng environments that promote student

N, 0 O
success. C) 2 &

Q= &

Sy _ | _
lusion, ssroom Wsessment constitutes a methodical formative

Y

as& process, generatiﬁg-insightful reflections on student learning that are

le with stakeholders and conducive to performance enhancement. Through

Qessment, teachers differentiate the most effective learning tools, aiming to foster

student engagement and experimentation with diverse learning options. Utilising this
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information, teachers refine their instructional strategies, striving towards the

attainment of learning objectives. The subsequent section delves into various tw

assessment methodologies. (0\
2.5.1 Types of Assessment Y-v

It is imperative that teachers recognise the vital role of class assessment in
collecting data on student learning. As highlighted by A Ky (20‘6) assessments
serve to foster interaction within the classroom envi atlve and

O
formative assessment practices are permitted in Mala ' _\c}
’ N~
Y

\mg Ie@ Processes.

Summative assessments serve as plvotal ols i
ancefand understanding
pregramme. Summative

These assessments involve the evalua K ent
based on specific materials covered wi §
assessments are typically utilised |e\a sever objeotQES Firstly, they offer a

conclusive judgement on a Iea perfor hrouﬁﬁﬁt a programme, providing

insights into their potetal fri;re achle’/em tsy @)nally, summative assessments

are instrumental |n certi G‘r ce" conferring qualifications, thereby

validating stude r&m ete

these assess ryci ‘o |n &\;J ng decisions regarding students' enrolment

in a@n subject or discipline. Furthermore,

in subse rnl}g |ng valuable information to inform selection
proces S. tlmately, ummat% assessments yield formal evidence of learners'
c tence offering tanglble outcomes that validate their educational achievements

oniyi & Fletcher, 2014).
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The outcomes of summative assessments extend beyond the classroom,
manifesting in socially significant forms such as tests, grades, academic repow
certificates. These results not only provide valuable insights into indivi@dent
performance but also contribute to broader educational systems by faci informed
decision-making processes. Through summative assessments, teacheWtakeholders
gain a comprehensive understanding of students' capahilitieSy facilitating the
development of targeted interventions and strategies to su bYe; (ingoing learning
journeys (Bhat & Bhat, 2019).

| S
A

Formative assessments provide continuous dbacl?t st entsxﬁhey are

\nd N
frequently employed to evaluate learners' progressiand u t ing@c')int learning
requirements, and adjust instructionalt\r%s acco (Bl%g& Wiliam, 1998;

rmati

Brookhart, 2018). Homework and e ative \essm re.used to track learning

progress throughout the school yea

engage in dialogue with teachax ay,

q
Nzoﬁ?able 2.5 below shows the
difference between su atigand forrlativ spes@ﬂs.

s, formativ feed@ encourages students to

72



Table 2.5: The Difference between Summative Assessment and
Formative Assessment

Summative Assessment Aspect Formative Assess t

A formal or informal as
A formal assessment records student identifies or assesses tu en
- o - Concept

achievement at a specific level of education. mastery of knowle progress

in the classroom.
Assess the level of student achievement Assess students' mastery and progress
based on several units of learning and the Aim to address te hmg learning
grading of students in the classroom. issues at an | e rate.

Perform formal or informal assessments
during teaching and learning sessions. It is

are conducted over
erlo s in classes or

conducted individually, in groups, or Activity
comprehensively.

i It imp ment
It can be employed during class or at the end Period ester (midyear)

of each month. ster (end of
Assessments are conducted informally
(through observation and question-and-
answer sessions) or formally (involving a

R (pe
pencil-and-paper test in a short time). V

To immediately enhance teaching and
learning deficiencies, as well as student

d to students in
late ¢ S or groups. Next,
mastery, or to perform enrichment and p? mﬂ lessons or
recovery activities in the classroom. uEri

i
Sourc ackﬁnd 'I fam 6&)& Black et. al (2003).

Teachers must gras | [( nce of @summaﬂve and formative

assessments in the real |ng and learnin é the integration of School-Based

4

Assessment (SB&N@ gloWa\n& Internati aI education systems, formative
ar atte

assessments ha edi ' n@*’(Farmasari, 2020). The incorporation of
SBA has bEi e new: I|f i o{orméa/e assessment within national assessment

framew tablyy” a ha aced a strong emphasis on formative assessment,

N&ed by the Mala@ Education Blueprint (MEB) 2013-2025, which

s for the use of formative assessments to evaluate students' higher-order

ing skills (HOTS). Furthermore, the Malaysian Roadmap for English Education

eform 2015-2025 highlights the implementation of the Common European
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Framework of Reference (CEFR), signalling a significant shift in the national

assessment context. T
mative

Traditional assessment benefits teachers who are proficient,i su;
assessment. This includes testing students using appropriate meth lerl & Zhu,
2021). The CEFR is only now addressing teachers' knowledge oowe assessment.

To teach, teachers need to know the basics (McLaughli w 2022). Teachers

need to understand the goals of the policy and the n currw order to
@

achieve them (Smith & Johnson, 2022). The CEFR ires teachers t er the
=

principles of formative assessment. Thus, it is important o ‘shiff’ the iqeus from

traditional summative assessment to a more formative a

Teacher training must provide com;\&e tr
ectiv i

knowledge and skills necessary for fo ‘amke

\h~a N
Iign%@ﬁ the CEFR.
equgtgachers with the

ment practices within the

CEFR framework. Moreover, rese?' g teacher views orﬁf\yrmative assessment can

“« Q-
inform training programs andw t sic EFR.&%Iementation.

=8
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Table 2.6:

Types of Assessments in the Classroom

Assessment Of Learning For Learning As Learnng.
Type Summative Formative Formative
Teachers  and cers The learner takes ¢ rge of
Teachers determine the P their ow ing, asks
. check  progress and .
progress or application ) questions about their
What - learning to help learners .
of knowledge or skills : learning e learning
. determine  how to
against a standard. improve process explores how to
Who Teacher Teacher & Peers Peers
Formal assessments
. Includes formal an ers use formal and
collect evidence of . d
informal asses informal feedback and self-
student progress and o
How activities that are par assessme help
may be used for - .
4 ' learning  and  ginform e‘next stuzavln
achievement grading on " | | N
grades. uture learning p . ' C
When Periodic report Ongoing feedba ?o inu reflecﬂvl-
Why Ranking and reporting Improve Iear e\l%nd learning
£ . Scoring, grades, and suppo Q\ ollaboration, reflection, and
mphasis o
competition oration self-gvaluation

n _\n\(2005); Fenwick and
UIS@\)& (2012); Rowe (2012)

Source: Sparks (1999); Schram@ﬁl); Mc
ons ( R ; C
[7]

ing (A{N helps students learn more

rticipate b@ ysing the material, connecting

Studies show that Asses I

effectively. In AfL, students z;lvely p

know! “I out h(@blmprove (Sadler, 1998). They also

| ~

make adjl@lents as needed. These strategies, called

it to what they alrea
reflect on their 0 rn|n

stu ents Q,%\wafé)f their learning process and help them plan

er (Fe)p} da@ 2011). This approach, where students take

respon& ility for their Iearnmg S|de meeting teacher expectations (also known as

metacognitlo

their stu

lng "), as noted by Brookhart (2010), allows writing skills to flourish through

er guidance, peer input, and AfL itself.
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2.5.2 Assessment for Learning (AfL)

Nowadays, the focus of assessment is on assessment for learning r@
assessment of learning (Singh et al., 2017). This research focuses on %ent for
Learning (AfL), which emphasises formative assessment and provi%dence of
student learning. AfL requires teachers to support their teaching mvidence of

students' knowledge, understanding, and skills. AfL takes pla e classroom, and

good assessments can help students become more co Iezirners (Darling-

Hammond, 2006; Kapur, 2020). AfL is not just about pro that'you a;ni%but

l‘ N
also about improving learning. According to Blac . (2003), AflLgean e.ﬁif?ctured

I
: : . . N 4
to gather information that improves IearnlnYnlyaw nah 21) have
illustrated teaching, learning, and assess Wgureﬁ)& ’&
; 9
i

P -~ D

Teaching
* Planteaching and
learning activities
and assessment

criteria

Learning
= Writing ‘ Assessment for learning
tasks

Assessment

= Provide feedback on
student writing

» Check/ monitor/ record

students’ writing

performance against

critedia

v .\,\ __
A \03 Source: Fitriyah and Jannah (2021)
Vigure 2.3: Interrelationships between Teaching, Learning, and
Assessment

b Figure 2.3 depicts a cycle of teaching, learning, and assessment involving

teachers. Teachers can use AfL methods to teach students lifelong learning, thinking,
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and consistency (Black & Wiliam, 1998ab; Bennett, 2011). AfL teachers identify and
share with students their learning intentions and performance standards. T

emphasises student-centred learning processes and needs (Black & Wilia@ Yin
etal., 2014). Students need to work with teachers to monitor their learning™Berry (2011)
explains that children actively share learning data with teachers, peefs, and parents.

Assessment and learning help them to shape their learning and_track'their progress.

AfL provides students with assessments that g d testiWnowledge
B
(Singh et al., 2017). Teachers can assess their AfLmethods by dis ss"ng ning
A
objectives with students (Pang, 2020). AfL also mo S Iearpin quality arql-provides
\be Y
ongoing feedback to drive learning and teachingywhich en s@@'to improve

,theé ed to ensure that
students understand the learning objectives in o orT t/oqchus and perform well
in class. Teachers can then share th?@ essccrit%a;ith s@ ts in the next lesson so
that they can evaluate their prcN t the omaiéﬁfl., 2004; Herrera & Macas,

2015). This sharing heE stugnts grasp the y,el@ts of the lesson and relate them
T

tothelearningobjec'vQ ch N& yAf{éI}‘ategiestoguideinstruction,facilitate
»&&s -

learning, and eva tudentawriting in E@sses (Black & Wiliam, 1998; Wiliam,

2011). AfL t% need fo ide s&l‘Uents with good feedback on teaching and
_ "<
learning, ant?n appropri
Cﬁ 4
3

@edback can motivate and encourage students.
Assessmentenhances learning cmn, 1990; Kapur, 2020), in which students naturally
N

e quickest way to pass their 'test'.

0 Lee (2007) identifies three reasons for using AfL in the writing classroom: (a)

collegial feedback among learners; (b) a coordinated effort that includes pedagogy,
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assessment, student learning, teacher-student interaction, and encouragement; and (c)
an emphasis on summative rather than formative potential. AfL can be taug

students. Rather than treating children as test subjects, teachers should se@oals
and engage them in learning (Britton, 2015). Students are also en d to take
ownership of their learning and assessment. However, these three 1¥)r~s that hinder
AfL in the classroom need to be addressed for it to be successf reh et al., 2014):
(a) all teachers should complete the provided teacher traini &: q)) teachers need
to fully understand and integrate AfL into their teachi d learning, ‘(c) if the

online system provided is not user-friendly and S not sup t'te&éhys in

implementing AfL, it can lead to a negative i n Kt@a nee@maintain

additional AfL implementations and focus W thr

h«%ﬂm er/aqnting it. To improve
d AfL. In_a itio@é Ministry of Education

should support teachers in imp ut burﬁ%mg them with bureaucratic

tasks such as more p z that rel;;iaqdl @, | expertise. Since there are no

Teachers need to be well ve

learning, students also need to un

criteria for asse53| IVI ave t <c,‘mé‘ate their own grades (Oyinloye &
Imenda, 2019) ers C ' thei @dents against the CEFR. The main
framework f age acqui gn' mﬁp; six dimensions that help teachers assess
mstructl ,Iear ing objectives ed on the CEFR can help students achieve their
goals J \,

\C.j

Assessing the learner's needs is the most important goal (Black et al., 2003).

§ The Assessment Process

Assessments should be aligned with tracking learner development, ensuring that
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teachers consistently connect classroom assessment to teaching and learning processes
(Popham, 2009), but this is rarely noticed. Teachers assess students by eva
exercises, notes, test answers, self and group work, asking questi@}ving
conversations, and observing classroom behaviour. Teachers spend m heir time
evaluating and assessing (Achen & Lumpkin, 2015). Nevertheless, t&c?al point of a
lesson should centre around the interaction between the t ch the students,
whether explicitly acknowledged or not. Assessing teac Ey.

d Ie'arning involves

considering four crucial elements. Firstly, why do teach ose questi the class?

B
Secondly, which content and learning objectives @th the asse elit iﬁt;z; or
standards? Thirdly, what assessment metho tra% be @E)'oned to
evaluate students? And lastly, how can tea&eo‘he uisiti@nowledge?
Refer to Figure 2.4 for guidance on th&hent proce é

NS
. ~ &

3

[ ))&
¥
Source: Drummond (2003)

N
\A Figu?‘g:aA:The Assessment Process

0 igure 2.4 shows three phases of assessment. According to Drummond (2003), an

essor collects data on student performance. Professional decisions and follow-up are

made based on data and assessment results. In-class assessment is done through oral
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questions (Jiang, 2020). Teachers can assess students' understanding by examining their
daily responses. Classroom assessment integrates assessment and evaluation to i
teaching and learning. Classroom assessment allows teachers to analy@rials,

learning processes, and teaching techniques (Achen & Lumpkin, 2015).

Y-

Traditional assessment methods focus on student performwd assign grades
based on classroom learning. Teachers emphasise the imp ang of assessing learning
throughout different stages of instruction, including , during, ‘and after teaching

L
sessions. Effective assessments should encor@rious spec rf ?_E;Bgnts'

experiences, skills, abilities, performance, understanding of mec nicalxtasks, and
N

personality traits (Harlen, 2007; Shepard, Z%%is ho Nproac SHsures a more
thorough understanding of students' o@e Q\

opment_an proﬁg.
g Lt

In the realm of learning, thésge cri ria(1 S a&q es for data collection.

Techniques such as oral que{% clzﬁ;!%jctﬁlﬁ&%xercises, and homework

uden s@frengths and areas needing

assignments enable t ch&ﬂ dis'ern : 5
improvement (Moses & ho}ama% ﬁeﬁwents can take place throughout the

O

lesson without th&}&sures@nts r@ﬂd to teachers. In buildings that are

N
difficult to re 'Nssr om as ssrherﬁgad test students' skills in a more traditional,

' 4
authentic, tical way (Llosa, . Assessment data improves student learning
£
and t ality (Re olds'etaﬁ'(ZOO6).

(]
N
AN S
2. \ZLASSROOM ASSESSMENT PRACTICES BY TEACHERS

0 Assessment and education are constantly evolving. In Malaysia, there has been

classroom assessment since the School-Based Assessment (SBA) of 2011. In the 21st
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century, classroom assessment has been improved and more closely observed to
improve teaching (Black & Wiliam, 2009; Black, 2014; Barnes, Fives & Dacey;, ;
Narinasamy & Nordin, 2018). Teachers' views of assessments are @g as
standardised assessments are replaced by class assessments. TeachersA“o conduct
class assessments, but these were short rounds of questions and ansm Malaysian

schools adopt the SBA, student learning should improve. Teachers key to the new

assessment system (Majid, 2011). Teachers can assess stu criate assessments
for lessons. \d

@ \T
| S
Giraldo (2018) suggests that language teacher ke high- uali assaasments to
Y
\asses ént skills. A

ch%gn's development.

ith-parents and authorities

improve students' language skills. This requires lan

Malaysian classroom assessment info@ ab
Teachers assess children's learning ﬁd share t o?s

(Patak et al., 2016). In this way, par earmabout their chi(el\jen's performance. Dorin

94 Q
and Yasin (2019) studied teachers. preparati classth;ﬁﬁ assessments. Knowledge,
N '~
skills, and attitude detecine Eachers' repasation f\05, e assessment. Students' subject
edu

. s .
ga m& edc om assessment. In the Curriculum

knowledge was assess

and Assessment ia document,he perf nce standards for all standard subjects

L e 0 O U

in the prlmawﬁﬂ; lumin€lu tysle\fd)of understanding. Despite their long history,

not all @Ere }b #0 ductiClassroom assessments. In the study, data was
t

collec ugh a questionnal&gﬁ total of 170 Padawan primary school teachers
N
r ed. The data from the study was analysed descriptively. The study revealed that
teachers were moderately to very well prepared for classroom assessments.

S

.
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Isa et al. (2020) studied the assessment autonomy of teachers in Malaysia. The
study examined the impact of assessment reforms on teacher autonomy by demo [
and whether mid-year and end-of-year assessments are still used fo(j}oom
assessment. A quantitative survey of 58 Grade 1 primary teachers wa cted with
a randomly selected sample. This survey showed that teacher autonomy Is important
and that there is a deviation from it in education; more than half of espondents still
used assessments in teaching. In conclusion, issues of teac 'Yo.m

were explored,

and school administrators, the District Education ice, WEducation

e
"X
Department, and the Malaysian Ministry of Education advisijmlto.@ower

teachers and conduct impact studies. Y- \f N
V é T'

Arumugham (2020) studied ho an pri ool téachers assess their

students. Curriculum, instruction, and assess i assroom were the central
t? A

themes. Qualitative methods were to study te qhers'%@essment practices. Ten

teachers were selected to studN rogm Mnt. ‘:l\jieoresearcher interviewed and

observed them during data cellection. Thre them\es, vealed how teachers integrate

curriculum, instructiwl ss nt he'c‘:é}room. However, the experts believe
that all teachers @o be_monitared anc@rvised so that they interpret and use
classroom as@s corréctly: frey n‘md that authorities may need to address gaps

to meet i %ﬁtati nitargets. N
& =0 7
‘Ae T
\ t al. (2020) exammc'e;a the experiences of a teacher who worked with an

‘%tary school teacher in an approach called Instructional Guidance Implementation

OCIassroom Assessment, using three components of the Cycle Impact Model. The

researchers documented classroom observations, teacher assessments, and teacher



interactions. Teachers better understood assessment as learning. According to the
Curriculum and Assessment Standards Document, a collaborative approach c

teachers consider multiple instructional tactics to help students und@their
achievement needs. However, teachers could share more informatiorﬂh different
teaching styles, model instruction, and create appropriate checklists theachers use

different strategies. For effective classroom assessment, the in;trmu coach and the

Y,
Salleh et al. (2019) then investigated teachers' rstanding of t t?ree&&?s of
classroom assessment: assessment for learning, assessment of}e ni ,and‘asessment
Y- Y
as learning. A total of 500 teachers from l%h, ompl \an«onligﬁﬁss-sectional

questionnaire. The study used the A r%s to ro Aﬁsment Inventory
e used to

analyse the data.

teacher need to communicate and confer.

(ACAI) (DeLuca et al., 2016). NumErsan peﬁﬁw 'a
The results showed that most rs gused aqclassaé_&h assessment method.
:3

Assessment was used for learn 5= of theié’pondents and as a learning
nihg,D el

tool by 24.8-46.9%. TIEe rezlts show that aph@ve experience with assessment

chers*pre Nfi‘\ an"dé}éer assessments (Tee et al., 2018).

in the classroom. T{
Teachers valued Nons a |dis sions@%he end, the questions and discussions
were mostly %ﬁdri en?'l'? will ﬁop('rjnotivate children to master their studies.
nd/could &
b4

Student@ﬁon]‘ﬁ bé.l} Qghhink critically. Teachers cannot assess students'
ncenf

perfor they do not stimLLls@t.hinking and discuss learning objectives. However,

b Mssroom assessment was well established.

0 Teachers expressed that they are burdened with an extensive workload. The

inability of teachers to formulate and implement the test specification unit (JSU) poses
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obstacles to the creation of assessment tasks (Wilson & Narasuman, 2020). Most
teachers simply copy questions from previous test question books (Ali, 2006; Ywﬂl
al., 2020). Utilising a test specification table (JSU) to ensure the 6%& and
appropriateness of assessment questions derived from teachers' ma@éghas been

advocated as a beneficial practice (Ali, 2003). Most teachers are agai n?scﬁool reforms

(Avidov-Ungar & Arviv-Elyashiv, 2021). Teachers have ayersight of curriculum,
administration, and student assessment. Effective innovati OXc:d g to Ghavifekr
et al. (2016), require teachers' attitudes and beliefs. This itical oWhers view
innovation and its effectiveness as a learning and t ing tool for_s d}n &%sson
analysis helps teachers assess student learning a e % g st;QG/Iachou,
2018). Teachers then show parents how Iesw ssmeYt cambe ano@v\:vay to share

student achievement (Vlachou, 2018). K ﬁeDevaluate i teat@g based on student

performance. T ,Q\
% &
In addition, by evaluatlrMs n7 t earn much knowledge students

have about what they a%lng Acgording to @y, some teachers' methods are

>

ineffective (Yahya t aI, 20 ac S reu@old questions, which reduced the

authenticity oft stlons Qg Therefore, the findings of this study

were to asses in ru%gﬁg t EFR in a Malaysian setting. Teachers need

more th rac}(s Magst t@ove studies show that teachers use assessments

in teachi g d learning. The§ rc) re additional training in assessment in teaching and
N

I:M Thus, teachers need guidance to help students achieve their learning goals.

S
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Table 2.7: Literature Matrix 3
No  Author & Year Samp_lmg/ Methodology Aim Y- Finding
Participant ‘
a guast- The findings indicated that the anxiety
. . . experimental design to assess the era]l
Bolourchi & 48 intermediate EFL . . level of the experimental group receiving
1. A including pre-test, writing performance b fo d
Soleimani (2021)  learners er feedback decreased to a significant
treatment, and post-  after the peerf dba xtent.
test

Abrar, M.
Failasofah.

2. Fajaryani & N.
Masbirorotni.
(2016).

72 second-year EFL

student teachers at the A close-ended
English teacher questionnaire
education program

W XN
to investigate lenges iA writing
& stude tﬁs‘%nglish
ec)he [ _ r gy\ém
S

N é'

Glindogmus

(2018) teachers interviews

¢
26 Maijlis Perwakilan It C / e
th&}

Pelajar (MPP) and 29
was provi e

4. Mahmud (2018) Peer Counsellor;i
(Pembantu  Rak the  Briti

Siswa) (PRS)

th?- difficulties that

‘z"'t 1
51 primary school Semi- structn@) plLar S o@'teachers experience

pr‘f reading and writing

lish vocabulary and grammar

red by two student representative
“~/groups in a Malaysian polytechnic in
accordance with the levels set by the

Common European Framework of
Reference (CEFR).

\'e \’j\?‘”

Students' lack of motivation in writing is
not merely due to behavioral issues;
rather, it often stems from feelings of
autonomy and perceived complexity of
writing tasks.

Insufficient expertise in teaching writing
poses yet another challenge for teachers,
particularly those new to the profession.

All students met the International
English Standard at target B1 and B2
levels. The effective utilisation of CEFR
by students suggests its potential to
enhance teaching practices.

é'Q\Councn at  their
,éwebsite.
SO
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Table 2.7, continued 5 )

No  Author & Year Samp_lmg/ Methodology Aim 2 Finding
Participant

z ' The implementation of SBA left much to
be desired and was far from formative
\d. assessment. Though teachers expressed

ther positive opinions on SBA, they
lacked a full understanding of the method
and admitted possessing a limited

? . \ g knowledge of the revised CEFR-aligned

Data were collected \, ESL curriculum altogether. Teachers
teachers in  five via a three-pronged 0@
he F

“
( —
4}3‘

provided little or no constructive

Sidhu, G.K, . ? t ate th ementation of .
- randomly  selected procedure involving : . feedback on assignments, and learners
5. Sarjit, K. & Lee . : . t R-alig S in the

. . schools located in surveys, interviews, ] ‘Kras were not encouraged to reflect on

Jia Chi (2018) ry ES room,, - . .
Damansara and document c} assignments. There was little evidence of
analysis from TES% 0 4« Qs peer and self-assessment required for
Sﬁ’ developing  autonomous learners.
N Teachers cited time  constraints,

and lack of training as their main

\ CO challenges against the effective
& 0 <§\' implementation of the CEFR-aligned

4}? ‘i‘\\(} (‘)O SBA.

Z L_} ( 0, classroom enrolment, heavy workload,

S
/.

' 3 . . The adoption of the CEFR descriptors
. . discuss reaction to the L
. 30 higher education urs of recorded . was contested and had a minimal
Baldwin, R. & . . ~wvintroduction of CEFR by teacher . .
. . credit (HEC) cours cher talk in . influence on assessment practice. The
Britt-Marie o : . educators as well as the influence on . . .
6. within the tea lanning meetings : . aim of the paper is to explore possible
Apelgren, B.M, . - . teacher assessment practice in .
education and in written and reasons for the lack of influence,

(2018) programme. verbal discussions courses for prospective teachers of something that was not developed fully
English as a foreign language. . L9
in the original case study
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Table 2.7, continued

Author & Year

Sampling/

Participant Methodology

.Y
N
O
Aim J

Finding

Le, T.T.H. (2018

Uri, M. & Abd
Aziz, F. (2018)

Darmi, R., Mat
Saad, N. S.,
Abdullah, N.,
Puteh-Behak, F.
Zakaria, Z. A. &
Adnan, J.NL.I
(2017)

to explore the impaets of he\OEﬁ—

Eight general English
(GE) teachers who

teach non-English ~ Semi-structure in- ‘:i“gnEd _Ie L
: - . implement
major students at Hue depth interviews .
University practice n
o students at Hue M
participated \, 0\
e, &

e
mgl)‘&?

331 English %r}ve&lga’r ng{lét?’teachers.anq
. . inist E(L\;L tion officials
secondary school  Questionnaires - he Smol . £
teachers. iews™ on the <implementation o
CEFR ig Malaysia
) s &
N =~y O
l <~
N
\ P %d q‘gderstand English language
Twenty-five English (0 / eae}ers’ views on the English

L

language @' language proficiency courses in a
teachers ’ b o al university, in Malaysia, based
n CEFR scales
A {

GE teachers modified the assessment
activities in such a way that can aid their
non-English major students achieve the

. - -
S @quwed learning outcomes. The strong
k.

impact of the CEFR-aligned outcomes
on the assessment practice could be seen
in the appearance of CEFR aligned tests
and the focus on students’ self and peer
assessments.

Most of the teachers had very limited
knowledge, minimum exposure and low
level of awareness about CEFR.

There are variations in teachers’ views
towards students’ performance in
English language proficiency courses,
and this may not necessarily fit into the
CEFR standards targeted for university
learners, which is at Band 2 of CEFR
global scale
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Table 2.7, continued

Sampling/

No Participant

Author & Year Methodology

.Y
N
O
Aim J

Finding

Azly, N. &
10.  Akmar, A. M. K 30 teachers
(2019)

Questionnaires

Tosun, F. U., &

L Glover, P. (2020)

N,
Eight teachers In@ ’ /
&

to identify the arietEof sse

tools used b alaysia
teachers th orresPo d jo tl@ﬁ.
current C ligned abus~.j
their ESL Iasir and eir
fre C use
q\ o

S

A

S

n

~

i
Qdis?gzses the knowledge and use
F

f t
%ig{i}}r@?eachers were

i
éﬁed out an assessment task

R by a group of teachers.

interviewed about the CEFR and

The majority of the ESL teachers have
difficulty  designing CEFR-aligned
assessments based on the descriptors
even after it has been implemented for

m/o years but are able to frequently

t
HL0

conduct various assessment activities
using conventional tools such as group
discussions, using i-Think maps, mind
mapping and oral quizzes.
Unsurprisingly, almost all of the
respondents agreed to always rely on
textbook exercises as their main tool to
assess their students.

teachers knew of the CEFR, had a
positive view of its contribution to
English Language teaching in Turkey,
used CEFR-related practices such as
self-assessment in class and could use
CEFR tables to successfully assess
sample performances. On the other hand,
findings also show that the teachers had
received little or no training about the
CEFR, they had difficulty in applying the
CEFR to their classroom assessment
practices and they showed that they have
only a vague idea of the CEFR
proficiency levels for assessment
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Table 2.7, continued

\q
)
g
Aim J

Sampling/ -
No  Author & Year Participant Methodology Finding
A systematic : |
literature  review '\d
was performed to collect arb andlvsd nr&vioUS §BM implementation in Malaysia was at
Isa, A. M., Mydin, using four phases in studies on S \ ctige' P ajsia(:}a moderate level and had used a
12.  A-A., & Abdullah, 10 studies Preferred Reporting to obtain an oVerviewof thelcurre combination of two models,
A. G. K. (2020) Items for form of m T \,m' administrative-control SBM and
Systematic Reviews g ' é\‘(‘ professional-control SBM.
and Meta-analyses \I W
(PRISMA) \c') CS«
S,
O K
<0 S
“ &
\ desei zﬁémverwew of
Tee, Y.M,, cla practice in Malaysia, to .
Samuel, M., 24 secondary schools Y. provideyesse empirical data to Classroom practice was largely the same
. . ' 8 b throughout the country and lacked the
Norjuharuddeen, from across the Video recor a _inform/disgussions in one of the . L . : .
13. s . . kinds of activities widely associated with
M.N., Renuka, country. form ofobsQa on[ \ﬂo\ impgdrtant areas in education, creatin endagin and  thinkin
V.S. & Hutkemri 140 teachers. & at h ns in the classroom in classrogms gaging g
(2018) \ ati to national aspirations, '
(o ¢ 2 poliéies and practices
Q O
(N “b") %\\
; s )
~N



The literature matrix provides a diverse range of studies focusing on English
language education, particularly through the lens of CEFR (Common E
Framework of Reference) and its implementation in various contexts. Se@%&.ldies
highlight the challenges faced by teachers and students, such as limit ledge of
CEFR, lack of training, and difficulties in implementing CEFR-aIimssessments.
Findings indicate that while CEFR has potential benefits, like reducing student anxiety
and improving self-assessment, many teachers struggle Wi aprlication due to
insufficient resources, time constraints, and limite OSUure. Sk@drlally, the

, the rple c#h&@?and

- .o% atri@aerscores
eed'for m‘)re usttra@%. and support

for teachers. \:' ,

2.7 SUMMARY ()

9 <{-
AN &
In conclusion, the review “ef tT d mo@s concerning writing skills

assessment aligned w% ommon Eur pehr@mework of Reference (CEFR)
4 2

endeavours to explai efun(@ cept principles that inform this research.
!

ine(&’ééy considerations pertaining to theoretical

literature explores the influence of peer feedback on
broader educational management practices in

the complexity of educational reforms and t

Consequently, the researche

frameworks madels, d%e(&r tical implementation of the CEFR within

: % N ) )
Engllsh% con n ﬁe (Esb pedagogy. Moreover, this chapter provides a

comprehensive synthesis of Iite(a.\yfre pertaining to classroom assessment practices and

N
t%\ﬂisation of the CEFR framework, thus establishing a coherent foundation for the
6' e study. Previous studies, both nationally and internationally, have also served as
aluable points of reference and inspiration for the present investigation. The

subsequent chapter describes the methodology employed in this study.
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