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Abstract: Test, assessment and evaluation can’t be separated from competencies that teachers must have. As stated in Teacher and Lecturer Law No.14 of 2005, besides planning lesson and teaching, teachers have roles and responsibilities to test, assess and evaluate the students in appropriate ways. The teachers are expected to evaluate the students’ communicative competence. The competence can be assessed by using various assessments. However, the fact unveils that most of teachers still used paper-and-pencil tests to assess students’ ability and progress although there are many alternative assessments that can be applied. Another fact also shows that some teachers did not know the characteristics of good language tests and how to prepare and administer language tests. For these reasons, it is very necessary to find out what the testing practice of EFL teachers in developing, administering, and correcting the test. The data were collected through a semi structured interview. The participants were two teachers from different institutions-one senior high school teacher and one vocational school teacher. The result uncovers that the senior high school teacher and vocational school teacher had different testing practice. Furthermore, both of them still did not practice the principles of language assessment and did not include all the communicative competence in their tests. To sum up, it is really expected that the result of this research will give contribution to the testing system in educational field and become guidance for the further research.
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Abstrak: Tes, penilaian dan evaluasi tidak bisa dipisahkan dari kompetensi yang harus dimiliki guru. Sebagaimana yang disebutkan dalam Undang-Undang Guru dan Dosen Nomor 14 tahun 2005, guru berkewajiban menguji, menilai dan mengevaluasi siswa dengan cara-cara yang tepat. Para guru diharapkan mengevaluasi kompetensi komunikatif siswa. Kompetensi tersebut bisa dinilai dengan menggunakan berbagai cara. Namun, fakta dilapangan menunjukkan bahwa kebanyakan guru masih menggunakan tes tertulis untuk menilai kemampuan dan kemajuan siswa walaupun terdapat banyak cara penilaian yang tersedia. Fakta lain menunjukkan bahwa sebagian guru tidak mengetahui ciri-ciri tes yang bagus dan cara mempersiapkan dan melaksanakan tes tersebut. Maka dari itu perlu sekali melaksanakan penelitian tentang cara penilaian guru bahasa Inggris. Data dikumpulkan melalui wawancara terpimpin. Peserta yang diteliti adalah dua guru dari institusi yang berbeda yaitunya satu guru SMA dan satu guru SMK. Hasil penelitian menunjukkan bahwa kedua guru ini memiliki cara penilaian yang berbeda. Keduanya masih belum mempraktikkan prinsip-prinsip penilaian dan belum sepenuhnya mengujikan kompetensi komunikatif di dalam tes mereka. Hasil penelitian ini diharapkan bisa berkontribusi terhadap sistem penilaian di dunia pendidikan dan menjadi pedoman untuk penelitian yang lebih lanjut.

Kata kunci: Pengujian, Penilaian
Testing, assessment and evaluation are parts of teachers’ responsibilities in teaching process. It has been mandated in Teacher and Lecturer Law No. 14 of 2005, article 20, verse 1, which says teacher has the responsibilities to plan the lesson, conduct teaching process and evaluate the learning process. Therefore, teachers are also expected to evaluate and assess the students’ communicative competence. They must understand the principles of language testing and assessment in order to be able to assess the competence appropriately.

Test and assessment are defined differently by experts. As reported by Hughes (2003), test is a part of assessment which means test is one of measurement tools of assessment. In addition, Brown (2004) states test is an instrument used to measure ability, knowledge, or performance in a certain place. Test is important for students to take in order to continue to higher level and for teachers to show the success and progress of their teaching (Ahmad & Rao, 2012). Meanwhile, assessment is said as continuous process which covers wider area than what tests cover and collects information related to students’ knowledge, ability, understanding, behavior, and motivation (Brown, 2004). Assessment plays a crucial role in teaching and learning process. Through assessment, the teacher can reveal whether or not she has achieved her planned objectives. Then, she can find out the progress and measure the students’ comprehension. Assessment can also help teacher decide whether to continue the instructional process or change teaching techniques in order to gain what is not achieved before. 

Teachers need to understand the nature and the principles of test and assessment. Viewed from its approach, test is differentiated to be discrete-point and integrative testing (Brown, 2004). Discrete point tests are formed with the belief that language can be tested separately, like skills of listening, speaking, reading, and writing, phonology and pronunciation. Integrative test is a test for unified set of abilities that cannot be tested separately. It means that teacher provides a test that can measure some abilities in one test taking.  Then, there are also some principles of language testing and assessment that teacher must conceive before conducting test (Buck, 2001; Hughes; 2003; Brown 2004). They are practicality, reliability, validity, and washback effects. In order to write and conduct a good test, teacher must have good comprehension on these principles and understand how to administer them.

However, Köksal (2004) states that many graduates of ELT did not know the characteristics of a good language test and how to prepare and administer it. He even found that many teachers of English preferred to use ready-made tests constructed by other testers or use tests offered in the textbook. He found that the same classroom tests had been used without any revision and editing. Then, based on the interview to some teachers in Bandung, it was found that the teachers commonly conducted traditional test. The teachers admitted that they are accustomed to testing students by using traditional ways or paper-and-pencil test. Some teachers only tested students’ linguistic competence and neglected students’ other communicative competences. From these cases, it is clear that for certain condition, teachers did not apply the principles of language testing and assessment in carrying out a test.
The present study was aimed at exploring the teachers’ testing practice in preparing, conducting, correcting the test. Theoretically, this study is expected to provide more detailed explanation about good testing practice, and practically, it reveals the teachers’ testing practice and can become the references for further research. 
METHOD

This research was conducted by using qualitative method because it described and investigated teachers’ testing practice in the classroom. It is in line with Cresswell (1998), Snape & Spencer (2003), McMillan & Schumacher (2006) and Cohen, Manion & Morrison (2007) that mention qualitative research is an investigation process of comprehension based on discrete methodological traditions of inquiry that examines people’s problems, actions, belief, thought and perception in individual and social life.
The participants were two English teachers from different schools in Bandung; the first one was a vocational school teacher and the second one was a senior high school teacher. Besides accessibility reason, they were chosen by using purposive sampling. This is in line with the statement of Maxwell (1996) and Alwasilah (2011), the teachers could give the important and appropriate information that the other people could not give. After that, selecting two teachers from two different kinds of schools were expected to give a clear explanation about the testing practice in same level but different kinds of schools. 

The data were collected by using interview because this research was aimed to get more information as clearly as possible about teachers’ testing practice and problems (Cohen et al., 2007; Gay, 2009). This research used semi structured interview where researcher only used the important points as a guide to interview the teachers (Wallace, 2001; Emilia, 2011). Therefore, the data were analyzed directly after data collection to avoid delay and decrease memories (Krueger (1998) in Murni (2011)) and analyzed by following three steps (Maxwell, 1996). First, the researcher wrote memo contains important thing about the data. Then, the researcher did categorizing and coding. The last one was contextualizing. 

FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

There were four points that were developed to find out the teachers’ testing practice in this research. They were general questions about testing and assessment, questions about test preparation, questions about test administration and questions about test correction. The explanation below contains data about teachers’ testing and assessment practice. T1 stands for vocational teacher and T2 stands for senior high school teacher.

General Knowledge of Testing and Assessment 

Related to general knowledge about testing and assessment, ten questions were developed in this research.

Table 1.General Knowledge of Testing and Assessment 

	Questions about:

	1. teachers’ view about test and assessment (Q1.1)

	2. reasons to conduct test and assessment (Q1.2)

	3. materials for test (Q1.3)

	4. testing the four skills (Q1.4)

	5. types of testing for the four skills (Q1.5)

	6. communicative competence in teachers’ test (Q1.6)

	7. test administration in a semester(Q1.7)

	8. feedback after test (Q1.8)

	9. washback effect and its influence to students (Q1.9)

	10. principles of language testing and assessment and the application in test construction (Q1.10)


Teachers’ view about test and assessment (Q1.1) is important to know because it will determine how they conduct the test and assessment. T1 believed that test and assessment must refer to the instructional objectives in lesson plan, teaching material and learning process. The connection between test and these components must be under the policy of standards in education. Meanwhile T2 argued that test is the tool for measuring the students’ understanding of a lesson and assessment is the information used to assess the students. The data below show the evidence.

T1: Test and assessment should be based on lesson plan, instructional objectives, material and learning process (Q1.1). I conducted the test to find out whether the students understood the lesson or not. Then I also want to measure their ability (Q1.2).

T2: Test is a tool for measuring students’ comprehension of lesson that has been taught and assessment is all information that can be used to assess the students’ ability (Q1.1). Test is done in order to see the progress and measure the process (Q1.2).

T1’s view of test was in line with Teacher and Lecturer Law No. 14 about teachers’ competences that include constructing and developing test. On the other hand, T2’s view of test was in line with Brown (2001) and Brown (2004) that mention test is the method to measure students’ ability, knowledge and performance. Both of these teachers had the same opinion that test was aimed to measure the students’ progress and check whether the instructional objectives have been achieved or not (Q1.2). Their opinion was similar with Heaton (1988) and Al-Shara’h (2011) that say test enables teachers to evaluate the effectiveness of the syllabus, methods and materials.

Therefore, T1 preferred using material from textbook, lesson plan and students’ material as material used for test (Q1.3). In contrast, T2 constructed and revised the old questions from old tests. The data are below.

T1: I took the material from textbook and lesson plan. I also had the students to find the material (Q1.3).

T2: I constructed the test and revised the old questions. Since I had questions collection, I could revise; I could make the questions simpler or more complicated. It depended on the students’ condition (Q1.3).

Data indicate that the teachers had different ways in determining material for test. Then, compared to Brown (1996) that says the test material can be adopted from sources outside the class or pulled out from the textbook, the data show that the teachers did not vary the material and mostly only used certain material. Carey (1994) in Zhang and Burry-stock (2003) also states teachers should have ability to revise and improve the old test.

Moreover, discrete-point test and integrative test can be used to test the students’ ability. Discrete-point tests are those that measure the small bits and pieces of language like test of listening, speaking, reading, writing, pronunciation, grammar and others and integrative tests are those designed to use several skills at one time to employ different channels, like involving two skills in the same test (Brown, 1996; Buck, 2001; Hughes, 2003; Brown, 2004). 

T1: I used integrated test to test speaking and reading, sometimes also writing. I asked the students to work in a group, like preparing presentation. I thought their ability to write presentation report was part of writing and their ability to present the material was part of speaking. And for listening, there would be students acted as audience that asked questions and gave response and comment. Then, I also asked the students to do gap-filling tasks in order to test their listening ability (Q1.4). 

T2: Listening was tested in separated way. Reading was usually integrated with vocabulary and grammar. Sometimes, if it was a little bit difficult, grammar was tested separately. Speaking was also separated because it had its own test form. But, for efficiency reason, writing was sometimes integrated with speaking. The students discussed, practiced and performed (Q1.4). 
Based on the data above, unlike T1 that used integrated testing, T2 assessed the students’ skills by using both of separated test and integrated test (Q1.4). T1 asked students to do presentation and assessed the four skills in the presentation like listening, speaking, reading and writing, whereas T2 used separated testing to test students’ ability in listening, speaking, reading, vocabulary, and grammar. However, for efficiency reasons, T2 integrated speaking and writing. So, both of the teachers actually already implemented integrative testing although they still applied discrete-point test for some certain conditions.

Therefore, while T1 believed that students’ participation in presentation discussion could be said as listening activity and presentation could cover the skills of speaking, reading and writing, T2 kept using multiple choice test, gap-filling tasks and picture cued selection for testing listening, asking students to do presentation to assess speaking ability, using multiple choice for testing reading, and asking students to write for testing writing. In addition, both of the teachers used multiple choice in midterm test and semester final test. The data are below.

T1: I used performance test for checking comprehension in learning process and I used multiple choice for midterm and semester final test (Q1.5).

T2: Multiple choice, gap-filling tasks and picture cued selection were usually used for listening test. Speaking was tested through presentation, reading was tested through multiple choice and writing was tested through performance based test. I saw the process (Q1.5). 
Viewed from the data, the teachers did not elaborate the types of tests that they used and they just employed some particular tests for assessing the students’ ability although there are many options of test types. As mentioned by Hughes (2003) and Brown (2004), there are various types of tests that can be used to assess the students’ ability. For listening, teacher can design paraphrase recognition, listening cloze, picture-cued selection, dictation, retelling, and dialogue and multiple-choice comprehension tests. Speaking can be tested through directed response task, read aloud task, sentence/dialogue completion task, oral questionnaires, picture-cued task, question and answer, interview, role play, oral presentations, story-telling, and retelling a story. Reading, on the other hand, can be assessed by using reading aloud, written response, multiple choice, gap-filling task, short answer task, skimming tasks and outlining. And writing ability can be seen from dictation, picture cued task, short answer and sentence completion task and paraphrasing. Stiggins (1994) also suggests assessment can be done through performance and personal communication.

Furthermore, since communicative competence is included in Indonesian educational curriculum (Agustien, 2006), teachers need to construct tests that cover all the competences. As stated by Savignon, communicative competence refers to “the ability of classroom language learners to interact with other speakers, to make meaning, as distinct from their ability to recite dialogues or perform on discrete-point tests of grammatical knowledge” (Savignon, 2002). From her opinion, it is clear that communicative competence is necessary for students in order to be able to interact in communicative ways with others. As it is a part of teaching process, test made by teacher is also required to examine communicative competence (Q3.1.6). The competence must be included in the test and required in the test takers’ actual performance (Canale & Swain, 1980; Brown, 2004). The data about teachers’ view of communicative competence on their tests are below.

T1: I thought presentation and discussion were part of communicative competence. My tests covered communicative competence, for instance discourse competence, strategic competence and grammatical competence. I just saw their competence through their relevance to the topic, accuracy and fluency. I concerned the competence in my test. And for sociocultural, I didn’t make it explicit, but I just told the students how to communicate appropriately. I didn’t include it in the criteria (Q1.6).

T2: Honestly, I still focused on testing students’ linguistic competence because it was easy to administer. If the students’ grammar was still bad, the students could not communicate effectively and communicatively (Q1.6).
From the data above, T1 assumed that the assessment that she gave in the form of presentation had already examined students’ communicative competence and her questions on summative test had tested grammatical competence. She observed the students’ communicative competence in presentation from the students’ relevancy, accuracy and fluency. Conversely, T2 admitted that she just focused on testing students’ linguistic competence because she believed if students still had problems in grammar, they could not communicate effectively. It can be said that T2’s test was not communicative because communicative tests concern how language is used in communication (Heaton, 1988). Then, compared to the theory of communicative competence proposed by Celce-Murcia, Dörnyei & Thurrel (1995) which informs there are five models of communicative competence; linguistic competence, strategic competence, sociocultural competence, actional competence and discourse competence, the teachers still did not fully include and implement communicative competence in their test. T1 has tried to include communicative competence in her test but it still focused on linguistic competence. 

Moreover, related to test administration in a semester (Q1.7), both teachers conducted midterm test and semester final test. However, T2 also conducted Ulangan Harian or Daily Test for checking students’ comprehension and checking whether or not the indicator for some topics was achieved. Besides giving summative assessment-midterm and final tests, T1 focused on assessing students’ ability through presentation. She believed the presentation was part of performance or process based tests. Meanwhile, T2 argued that she provided five formative and two summative tests in a semester. The forms of tests were pencil and paper test, writing report, field observation, direct question and answer, quiz and project.

T1: Besides midterm and semester final tests, I assessed the students through the process and presentation. At least, the students must have one or two scores for each KD or basic competence (Q1.7).
T2: For cognitive domain, it could be pencil and paper test, ‘Ulangan Harian’ (Daily Test), writing report and field observation. At least, there were five formative tests and two summative tests (Q1.7).
The teachers’ administration of test and assessment in a semester was in line with the theory proposed by Brown (2004) and Harlen (2007) about formative and summative assessment. Formative assessment is conducted during learning process and interpreted in term of lesson goals while summative assessment is conducted under teachers’ control and school’s policy to check the students’ progress after learning over period of time. Irons (2008) adds that summative assessment usually provides mark and grade, but formative assessment usually gives feedback.

Then, both teachers provided feedback to students by giving back the test results to the students and discussing the questions together (Q1.8). For performance test and certain cases, T1 gave indirectly feedback to the students whereas T2 gave the directly feedback because she believed it can make the students remember the mistakes. The data can be seen as follow.

T1: I discussed the questions with the students after conducting test to check the students’ difficulties. I also gave feedback indirectly in the end of their performances (Q1.8). 

T2: I gave back the students’ work. If there were only a few students had problems, I directly wrote the feedback on their worksheet and I explained it to them. For speaking or performance test, I gave feedback during the process (Q1.8).
All the feedbacks that the teachers gave to the students were in line with theory proposed by Brown (2004). T1 gave comments after performance and conducted a whole-class discussion of results of the test, whereas T2 provided marginal and end-of-essay comments and suggestions and managed individual conferences with each student to review the test. Teacher’s feedback to students is aimed to improve their performance (Gilbert, 1978 in Campbell & Norton, 2007). 

In term of washback effect and its influence to the students (Q1.9), T1 tried not to make students spend money in doing the assessment. T2 said that she did not pay attention to washback effect of her test, but she believed her way in approaching the students and making them feel motivated was part of washback effect.

T1: While giving test to the students, I tried not to burden the students financially. Some students were happy, but some were not. They did not even attend the class (Q1.9).
T2: I did not pay attention to washback effect but I thought the students felt motivated if the teacher cared. There was always progress even though it was small (Q1.9).
As argued by Hughes, washback is “the effect that tests have on learning and teaching” (Hughes, 2003). It can be achieved when students can recognize the success and challenge of the test. When test develops into a learning experience, it accomplishes washback. Viewed from the data, the teachers understood washback effect and tried to give beneficial washback to the students. It can be said that the teachers’ tests had washback effect to the students.

Moreover, when the teachers were asked about the principles of language testing and assessment and the application in test construction (Q1.10), both of them responded that they did not concern the principles. As long as the test was practical and related to the material that they taught, they assumed it has fulfilled the principles of the language testing and assessment. The data can be seen below.

T1: Test principles? They are accuracy, reliable, visibility, flexible? The test must test what it is supposed to test and give the same result although it is tested in different place and time. I did not conduct try out to check the validity or reliability since it was time consuming (Q1.10). 

T2: Principles of test are practicality, reliability and validity. I never analyzed whether the test had the principles or not, the most important thing was that test was practical. The validity and reliability of midterm and final test were analyzed for the administration purposes only (Q1.10). 

As mentioned by Buck (2001) and Brown (2004), there are some principles of the test and assessment: practicality, validity, reliability and washback effects. Teacher needs to find out whether their tests have these principles or not by conducting try out. In fact, both teachers did not apply the principles in the testing process and did not test and analyze whether their tests have these principles or not. For a certain case, they analyzed the principles for fulfilling the administration requirement only. They did not revise or reconstruct the test if it was not practical, valid, or reliable. They said it would be time consuming for conducting such an analysis. 

Teachers’ Preparation for Testing

Besides teachers’ knowledge about test and assessment, it is also very significant to find out the teachers’ preparation for testing. Some questions were developed to identify teachers’ strategies in preparing a test.

Table 2.Test Preparation

	Questions about:

	1. steps in preparing test (Q2.1)

	2. test specification (Q2.2)


In preparing test (Q2.1), T1 followed three steps: (1) she taught all material necessary for the tests; (2) she wrote and showed test specifications to the students; (3) and she checked students’ understanding by letting them ask questions about the lessons. Conversely, T2 admitted that she checked the indicator of the lessons and matched it with the old questions from old tests. She mentioned that she commonly recycled and revised the old tests and constructed new questions for certain test.

T1: I checked whether the material has been explained. Then, I showed the test specification to the students and gave them chance to ask questions (Q2.1).

T2: Since I had questions collection, I matched it with the indicator to decide whether to construct or to revise the old questions (Q2.1).
Compared to theories proposed by experts, the teachers still did not apply the stages in constructing test completely. Brown (2001) and Brown (2004) argue there are some stages: (1) test toward clear, unambiguous objectives; (2) draw up test specifications; (3) draft your test; (4) revise your test; (5) final-edit and type the test; (6) utilize your feedback after administering the test; and (7) work for your washback. Another expert, Alderson (2005) reports some stages in constructing test: (1) identifying test purpose; (2) developing test specifications; (3) guidelines for and training of item/task writers and moderation of their products; (4) pre-testing, analysis of results and revision of test; (5) training and examiners and administrators; (6) monitoring examiner reliability; (7) reporting scores and setting pass marks; (8) test validation; (9) post-test reports; and (10) developing and improving tests.

Furthermore, both teachers admitted that they prepared test specifications before conducting test (Q2.2). However, both of them only used test specifications for midterm and final test. The data are below.

T1: Indicator, material to test and the direction (Q2.2).

T2: It was only for midterm test and final test. It contained competence standard, basic competence, indicator, items number, test type and level of cognition (Q2.2).

T1 told that her test specifications contained indicator, material to test and the direction about test. Her specifications were in line with test specifications proposed by Buck (2001) and Brown (2004) that consists of broad outline of the test, what skills to test and what item looks like. Meanwhile, T2 informed that the test specifications were prepared by the school and it comprised competence standard and basic competence, indicator, items number, test type and level of cognition. Some points of her test specifications were in line with specification proposed by Hughes (2003) that contains content, test structure, timing, medium/channel, techniques to be used, criteria, levels of performance, and scoring procedure although she did not include timing, medium and scoring procedure. Overall, both of them had followed experts’ specifications.

Test Administration

Table 3.Test Administration


	Question about:

	test administration  (Q3.1)


In administering midterm and final tests, firstly, T1 and T2 checked the students’ comprehension to find whether the students had understood all materials or not. Then, she informed the students that the test will be conducted in the certain days and she anticipated all the possibilities that will make students cheat. Instead of showing test specifications to students just like what T1 did, T2 tended to explain the test to the students and remind them what the test would be like. She believed that way would motivate the students to prepare themselves in facing the test. During the semester, T1 informed that she also asked the students to do presentation in a group and then she assessed the students’ ability through their performance and participation in discussion. On the other hand, T2 conducted test based on the materials that she had taught to the students. She provided the test in the forms of multiple choice, paper and pencil test, performance test, direct questions and answer, quiz, and task.

T1: I checked the students’ comprehension and prevented them from cheating (Q3.1).
T2: I informed the students what to test, the time and also the scoring system (Q3.1).

As informed by Hughes (2003), in administering test, teachers need to pay attention to the preparation of materials and equipment, examiners, invigilators (proctors), candidates, rooms and administration. From the data, it is clear that the teachers tended to pay attention to the students’ preparation in facing the test only. In fact, there are also other influential aspects for test that the teachers should concern.

Test Correction

Table 4.Test Correction

	Questions about:

	1. analysis the test results (Q4.1)

	2. the scoring system (Q4.2)


The teachers did not have any consideration in analyzing the result of multiple choice because it was checked by using scanner that was available in their school.  However, for performance-based test, T1 concerned the students hand writing, relevance of the answer with the instruction, accuracy and students’ reasoning. She informed that she had rubric for correcting the test. Then, T2 told that she considered the students’ aptitude, work, diligence, effort and team work when she assessed the performance test result. She added that these criteria were categorized into affective assessment. She also mentioned that there was a range that was available in the curriculum for assessing these criteria. 

T1: I did not consider anything in correcting multiple choice because it was checked by school with scanner. But, for performance test, I concerned the students’ handwriting, relevance of the answer, accuracy and reasoning (Q4.1).
T2: I did not consider anything in correcting multiple choice but I concerned the students’ aptitude, work, effort, diligence and team work in performance test (Q4.1).
T1 reported that she did not provide short answer test and open answer test to the students, so she did not consider anything in correcting those kinds of test. Conversely, T2 stated that she concerned the students’ condition, knowledge, and background. She admitted that she wondered how the students could answer in certain way. T1 added that she never analyzed the test. In contrast, T2 declared that she analyzed the test result although it was only to find out why the students had wrong answers for some questions. She did not analyze the test for the validity and reliability purpose. Hence, the teachers did not apply and test the principles of test and assessment like what proposed by Brown (1996), Hughes (2003) and Brown (2004). 

In addition, both teachers used norm referenced test for assessing midterm and final semester test and used criterion-referenced test for assessing performance based test.

T1: Multiple choice used norm referenced test and performance test used criterion-referenced test (Q4.2).

T2: Norm reference test and criterion-referenced test were used (Q4.2).
As informed by Brown (1996) and Hughes (2003), norm referenced test is constructed to measure global language ability such as overall English language proficiency and reading comprehension and the scores will be interpreted relative to the scores of all students who took the test. Meanwhile, criterion-referenced test is conducted to evaluate specific objectives and the scores will be interpreted by considering that each student’s score is meaningful without reference to other students’ scores. 

CONCLUSION

This paper reported the results of an investigation of EFL teachers’ testing practice. The purpose of the research was to discover the testing practice of two EFL teachers from different schools; vocational school and senior high school. Data were collected by using semi structured interview. The data show the teachers’ testing knowledge and practice. It was found that the teachers had knowledge about testing principles, but they did not apply it in the process for efficiency reason.

Further, it can be said that the teachers had some similarities and differences in testing practice. Both of them had the same view about test and assessment and their view was in line with the experts’ view.  However, they had different ways to get material for the test. Then, both of them also implemented discrete-point test and integrative test, but they did not vary the test types to use. The data also indicate that the teachers’ tests did not include all communicative competence and still focused on testing linguistic competence. Related to feedback and washback effect, both teachers gave feedback to the students and concerned washback effect of their test. The teachers recognized principles of test and assessment; however, they did not apply the principles in their testing practice. Furthermore, the teachers have followed the stages in preparing test even though it was still only for some stages. They also prepared test specifications before conducting test. Nevertheless, both of them did not analyze the test result. 

This research is expected to give contribution to the testing system in education field in Indonesia, especially in English teaching because this research uncovers the teachers’ common testing practice in the school. The limitation of this research was the small number of participants and data collection. It is expected that the further research can investigate more participants and triangulate the data collection.
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