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Abstract

Purpose –The purpose of this studywas to ascertain the relationship betweenEFL teachers’ perception of the
intended and unintended consequences of formative assessment (FA) decisions and their sense of self-efficacy
and anxiety toward data-driven decision-making (DDDM).
Design/methodology/approach – A correlational research design and correlational/regression analysis
was utilized to conduct this study. In addition, a thematic analysis was conducted of participants’ responses to
the open-ended questions.
Findings – Descriptive statistics suggest that most EFL teachers perceived both intended and unintended
consequential validity of their FA decisions with a moderate level of DDDM self-efficacy and a low level of
anxiety. The results of the correlational analysis indicated a strong positive relationship indicating that those
with higher teachers’ perceptions of consequential validity of formative assessment (TPCVFA) scores tended to
report higher DDDM efficacy. The results of the correlational analysis also indicated that a significant
relationship did not exist between TPCVFA scores and DDDM anxiety. Finally, multiple regression analyses
revealed that TPCVFAwas a significant predictor of DDDM efficacy; however, TPCVFAwas not a significant
predictor of DDDM anxiety.
Originality/value – Data collected from 114 Iranian EFL teachers using the Data-Driven Decision-Making
Efficacy and Anxiety Inventory (3D-MEA, Dunn et al. 2013a) and the TPCVFA questionnaire, which was self-
developed and validated for the current study.
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Introduction
The beneficial outcomes of formative assessment (FA), also known as assessment for
learning, have been widely recognized by researchers and educators. Studies have shown the
positive impact of FA that improves studentmotivation, engagement and self-regulation, and
leads to a better understanding and retention of material. Additionally, FA can provide
valuable information to teachers about student learning, which can be used to inform
instructional decisions and provide targeted support (Wiliam, 2011; Dixson and Worrell,
2016; McCallum and Milner, 2021 and Remmi and Hashim, 2021).

Several studies particularly with regard to the nature of consequential validity have
suggested that how different stakeholders can work toward improving the quality and
impact of assessment in their classrooms and beyond (Gokturk Saglam and Tsagari, 2022;
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Grocott, 2022; Slomp et al., 2014 and Cowie, 2009). For classroom purposes, Popham (2003)
andWinke (2011) also argued that the consequential validity of assessment refers to whether
the use of assessment results, or the inferences based on a student’s performance are valid. In
this case, FA, validity is not the assessment instrument, rather the interpretation of the
results that leads to valid educational decision-making (Van den Heuvel-Panhuizen and
Becker, 2003). Teachers’ use of assessment data to inform decisions has been recently defined
as data-driven decision-making or DDDM (Gullo, 2013).

In line with the growing significance of assessment as an area of teaching and learning,
teachers’ self-efficacy is a crucial variable in assessment and making instructional decisions
to amplify student learning. Despite the fact that the consequences of FA on teaching and
learning, and the use of DDDM framework for informed instructional practice have been both
theoretically and empirically discussed, few studies have been conducted to explore EFL
teachers’ self-efficacy for DDDM and their perceptions about the consequences of these
decisions. The purpose of the current study was to propose a research agenda on the field of
consequential validity of FA, and focus on the role of Iranian EFL teachers’ thoughts and
beliefs play in shaping educational decision making to close any teaching and learning gaps
and help all students reach performance expectations.

Literature review
Teacher self-efficacy
Concerning teachers and classroom assessment practices, the role of self-efficacy or
perception of competence in assessment (Bandura, 2000), has been emphasized. Individual
differences in teacher self-efficacy appear essential to understanding and developing
solutions to improve teacher classroom assessment practices (Bonner, 2016). Over the past 30
years, scholars have studied efficacy beliefs of teachers and have reported relationships
between a teacher’s sense of efficacy and a multitude of positive educational outcomes
(Darling-Hammond et al., 2013; Mirmojarabian and Rezvani, 2021). Regarding FA, it is
supposed that teachers’ self-efficacy can shape teacher understandings and experiences of
assessment implementation and use (Eufemia, 2012). Thus, understanding andmeasurement
of teacher-level factors such as self-efficacy around decision making is critical when it is
considered as a learner-centered teaching tool (Dunn et al., 2013).

Teacher self-efficacy for DDDM
Teachers’ self-efficacy for DDDM refers to “teachers’ beliefs in their abilities to organize and
execute the necessary courses of action to successfully engage in classroom-level DDDM to
enhance student performance” (Dunn et al., 2013, p. 87). Teachers’ self-efficacy in utilizing,
analyzing and interpreting data to make informed decisions about their teaching, such as
selecting instructional strategies, setting goals for student learning and monitoring student
progress was imperative to understand the process of DDDM. Additionally, research has
shown that teachers with high self-efficacy in DDDM aremore likely to effectively use data to
inform their instructional decisions, monitor student progress, plan lessons based on the data
andmake necessary changes to their teaching practices (Demchak and Sutter, 2019). This can
promote a set of consequences corresponds to the intended uses of FA, such as fairness and
equity, by ensuring that all students have access to high-quality instruction that is tailored to
their individual needs (Ezzani, 2015).

Consequential validity of FA
Consequential validity was introduced by Messick (1989) and refers to the actual and
potential consequences of assessment use. Assessment outcomes typically result in decisions
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that carry intended and unintended positive and negative consequences (Kane, 2013; Slomp
et al., 2014). To advance the discussion, the concept of consequential validity of assessment
was expanded by taking aspects such as the effects of assessment on teaching and learning
and the consequences of how assessment information is used into consideration to reach a
better, more in-depth and complete understanding of how a testing program functions
(Gokturk Saglam and Tsagari, 2022). Earle (2021) argue that the validity in classroom
assessment is about the accuracy of the interpretation and the use of assessment information.
When thinking about validity, we focus on the inferences that are drawn from an assessment
and the consequences of these inferences for those who have been assessed. Phakiti and
Isaacs (2021) also contends that evaluating the validity and fairness of classroom
assessments help language teachers improve their teaching and assessment practices. On
the other hand, there are studies which show that if FA ismisinterpreted or used for purposes
that were not intended, the result may be poor decisions and problematic consequences
(Gijbels and Dochy, 2006; Tsagari, 2009; Umer, 2015). A number of scholars have tried to
examine the validity issue of FA, arguing that a major claim is the improvement of learning
and teaching (Chalhoub-Deville and O’Sullivan, 2020).

Validity assurance of FAwas studied by Cowie (2009) in terms of six desirable educational
consequences: high expectations, inclusion, community engagement, coherence, learning to
learn and a future focus. According to Cowie (2009), assessment is a tool that supports people
to develop interpretations, make decisions and take action. Cowie’s (2009) study describes in
detail the complex contextualized nature of teachers’ assessment decision making processes
and provides a guide for the conceptualization of the positive consequences of FA.

In this research, FA to be consequentially valid will be seen through its impact on
students’ learning in terms of Cowie’s (2009) ICCHLF principles. ICCHLF stands for inclusion,
community engagement, coherence, high expectation, learning to learn and future focus.
Inclusion refers to the importance of recognizing, valuing and engaging with students and
ensuring that their learning and their assessment needs are met. Community engagement
highlights the importance of teachers taking into account students’ knowledge and practice
to make their learning visible examining the gaps, fostering students ‘active self-assessment
and providing feedback to develop a shared understanding and enhance their learning.

Coherence provides students with clear learning pathway and progressions that allow
them to meet learning goals and transition across activities. High expectation relates to the
need for the curriculum, and teachers as the key decision makers, to empower all students to
learn and achieve personal excellence. Learning to learn focuses on student learning,
motivation and effort. And finally, future focus highlights the need for teacher assessment
decision making and action to achieve a productive synergy between their short- and long-
term goals for students learning and promotion of their teaching in particular.

In tandem with the above discussions in the field of FA, it is often hypothesized that the
more confident teachers are about their assessment outcomes and their interpretations and
uses, the more likely they will achieve the intended formative effects (Gu, 2021). However,
exploring EFL teachers’ perceptions of consequential validity of FA decisions, as well as their
DDDM self-efficacy has been a relatively neglected topic in research. It is the intent of this
study to add to this body of research by gathering information fromEFL teachers about their
self-efficacy in the process of DDDMand their perceptions about the validity of consequences
of their educational FA decisions.

Methodology
Research design
The design of this study was descriptive correlational because it sought to provide
information about particular variables (DDDM self-efficacy and teachers’ perceptions of
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consequential validity of formative assessment [TPCVFA]), within a single group sample
(Iranian EFL teachers). In addition, the researcher also attempted to identify the nature of the
relationship that exists between variables. A descriptive correlational design has the
following characteristics: two variables are clearly identified and defined; data for each of two
variables are collected; there is one group of participants; there is no intervention or treatment
going on before, during or after data collection; data are collected at one general point in time;
a correlation coefficient is calculated (Calmorin and Calmorin, 2007).

Participants
For this study, convenience sampling was adopted. One hundred and fourteen EFL teachers
(males 5 33% and females 5 67%) were asked to fill out both the Data-Driven Decision-
Making Efficacy and Anxiety Inventory (3D-MEA) and TPCVFA instrument. The teachers
had at least five years of experience in teaching and assessment; 67% (N5 77) of the teachers
completed the instruments online after they were identified by the researcher in online ELT
groups. Paper version of the same instruments was also administered among teachers in
seven institutions and universities in Iran. Thirty-three percent (N5 37) of the data from the
teachers were obtained by administering the paper instruments. From the overall 114 EFL
teachers who completed the instrument, 44.7% had been teaching in institutions, 32.1% at
universities and 23.2% in both institutions and at universities at the time of data collection.
They were from 20 to 56 years old (mean 5 32.35). The teachers who participated in this
study held a Bachelor’s (25.4%), Master’s (46.4%) and Ph.D. (28.2%). The majority had
graduated from Teaching English as a Foreign Language/TEFL (79.3%); 7.2% had majored
in English literature, 6.3% in translation and 1.8% in linguistics. The second part of survey
including four open-ended questions was completed by 51 participants out of 114 (44.7%).

Instrumentation
Data collection was conducted via 3D-MEA (Dunn et al., 2013). The 3D-MEA consists of 20
questions with a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from 15 strongly disagree to 55 strongly agree.
The 3D-MEA was a validated and reliable instrument (Dunn et al., 2013). Walker et al. (2018)
also reported a high score internal consistency for all 5 scales in the 3D-MEA. The 3D-MEA 5
scales specifically denote questions of teacher efficacy in DDDM as follows: Efficacy for Data
Identification and Access scale included 3 items that assessed a teacher’s self-efficacy to
identify, access and gather appropriate reports needed for formative DDDM. The Efficacy for
Data Technology Use scale included 3 items that assessed a teacher’s self-efficacy to utilize
and navigate district and state level technology tools to access information for DDDM. The
Efficacy for Data Analysis and Interpretation scale included 3 items that assessed a teacher’s
self-efficacy to analyze and interpret basic components of student performance data. The
Efficacy for Application of Data to Instruction scale included 6 items that assessed a teacher’s
self-efficacy to connect and apply what was learned from data interpretation to instruction in
order to improve student learning. The fifth scale, DDDM anxiety (Anxiety) included 5 items
that assessed a teacher’s sense of trepidation, tension and apprehension related to their ability
to successfully engage in DDDM (Dunn et al., 2013, p. 92).

The second instrument used was the TPCVFA questionnaire with 26 items which was
developed by the current study, we drew on Cowie’s (2009) conceptualization of consequential
validity of FA. A pool of 43 Likert scale items in line with six consequential validity principles
of Cowie (2009, ICCHLF) and comprehensive review of literature was developed by the
researchers and checked for face validity by two EFL faculty members, and three faculty
members specialized in assessment and evaluation. They classified 43 items in line with the
Cowie’s (2009) ICCHLF principles. Five-point Likert scale, ranging from 15 strongly disagree
to 55 strongly agreewas used for each selected item in the questionnaire to collect data from
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respondents. The instrument was first piloted with three EFL teachers, and subsequently
administered on a sample of 218 EFL teachers selected based on purposive sampling.
Exploratory factor analysis procedures were conducted for the purpose of identifying the
latent constructs underlying the data. Before EFA, the Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin (KMO) test and
the Bartlett’s test of sphericity were conducted to evaluate the factorability or the sampling
adequacy. The KMO value of 0.699 was greater than the recommended minimum values of
0.50 and the significance of Bartlett’s test of sphericity was less than 0.001, meaning that EFA
can be applied to the obtained dataset (Field, 2009). To identify the number of factors to
extract, parallel analysis which has shown to be the most accurate (Courtney, 2013; Pallant,
2011) was used. Parallel analysis for the current study was run in SPSS (v. 21) utilizing the
rawpar.sps script developed by O’Connor (2000). Table 1 shows the results of the parallel
analysis run on the 40 items, indicating that the retention of the three factors is appropriate.

Concerning parallel analysis, the size of the eigenvalues was compared with those
obtained from a randomly generated data set of the same size to determine the number of
factors and only those eigenvalues that exceeded the corresponding values from the random
data set, were retained (Pallant, 2011). As shown in Table 1, the first three factors of the actual
data have higher eigenvalues than the first three factors of the simulative data and as the
other three factors, the eigenvalues of the simulative data are greater. The eigenvalue
of the forth factor in the actual data is 0.674, whereas it is 1.098 in the simulative data. Because
the eigenvalue of the simulative data of the fourth factor is higher than that of the actual data,
the results of parallel analysis confirmed the presence of three components. It revealed only
three components with eigenvalues exceeding the similar criterion values for a randomly
generated data matrix of the same size. To further assess the possibility of a three-factor
solution, a factor analysis with maximum likelihood extraction with avarimax rotation was
then performed. Items with high loadings on more than one factor and items with small
loadings on all factors were excluded from further analyses. This procedure resulted in a
refined scale containing three subscales with 26 of the original 43 items. Each factor was then
interpreted by examining item content align with Cowie’s (2009) principles and three factors
were labeled as engagement, learning to learn and reflection on future-focused teaching. In
line with Cowie (2009), the first factor is well matched with inclusion, and community
engagement, the second factor with learning to learn and coherence, high expectation, the last
factor with future focus principles. The factor loadings of all items were between 0.497 and
0.863. The three factors accounted for 54.39% of the total variance.

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was then used to confirm the stability of the three-
factor structure of 26-item TPCVFA questionnaire. As recommended by Gaskin and Lim
(2016) andMacCallum et al. (2001), various fit indices such as the Comparative Fit Index (CFI),
Tucker–Lewis Index (TLI) and Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA), were
used to assess the adequacy of our model with a relatively small sample size. Using the new
set of data (N 5 107), the three-factor model for EFL teachers’ perceptions of consequential
validity of FA decisions was tested using AMOS 23.

Factor Eigen values of the actual data Eigen values of the simulative data

1 2.173 1.459
2 2.059 1.300
3 1.811 1.187
4 0.674 1.098
5 0.553 1.035
6 0.515 0.964

Source(s): Authors’ own work

Table 1.
Eigen values of the
actual data and the
simulative data for

TPCVFA
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Table 2 shows that three of the indices (CMIN, RMSEA and SRMR) are within the acceptable
range for model fit and confirm the absolute and parsimony fit of this model. Although CFI
and TLI are lower than the acceptable value (0.84 and 0.89, respectively), TPCVFA can
probably be considered as an acceptable model in terms of goodness of fit. The three-factor
model also shows a nonsignificant correlation between the latent variables (0.51, 0.43 and
0.35, see Figure 1), which is indicative of discriminant validity. Moreover, results of reliability
estimates of the overall scale and its dimensions showed that the Cronbach’s α for the overall
scale was 0.83 and for the dimension of engagement, learning to learn and reflection on future-
focused teaching was 0.79, 0.88 and 0.91, respectively, suggesting satisfactory internal
consistency of the developed items.

In addition, the questionnaire contains four open-ended questions so that the participants
could comment on their perceived understanding of intended and unintended consequences
of their decisions made from FAs. These questions developed after reviewing the literature
and discussing the project with colleagues in the field. Adding open-ended questions to a
quantitative self-report-based questionnaire can elicit much information and add significant
value and depth to the results (Boeren, 2015). The questions were:

(1) What types of instructional decisions do you make from FA practices?

(2) Do these decisions lead to meaningful and appropriate outcomes for you and your
students?

(3) What are some unintended consequences of teachers’ educational decisions made
from FA results? And why do you think so?

(4) Do the unintended consequences of teachers’ educational decisions made from FA
results impact students’ learning? If so, how?

Data analysis
SPSS 19.0 packet program has been used for the analysis of data gained after the
applications. Data were screened for missing, outlier and implausible values, and found to be
normally distributed. Descriptive analysis including mean score was utilized on the data
which was obtained after teachers’ 3D-MEA and TPCVFA instruments administration.
Thematic analysis was also adopted to extract the theme from the open-ended responses
which was assumed to be informative in answering the research question of this study.
A correlational analysis for three variables of TPCVFA and self-efficacy for DDDM, teacher
anxiety for DDDM. Additionally, the researcher conducted a regression analysis in order to
ascertain how much TPCVFA explained the teachers’ sense of self-efficacy and anxiety
for DDDM.

Absolute fit indices
Comparative
fit index

Parsimony
fit index

Df p Value CMIN/df ChiSq(x2) RMSEA CFI TLI SRMR

Fitting dataset for
three-factor
model

296 0.00 1,182 1082.22 0.051 0.84 0.89 0.065

Acceptable
threshold levels

p > 0.0
5

1<CMIN<5 close to 0.06
or below

>0.95 <0.08

Note(s): Modified TPCVFA after removal of experiences with factor loadings lower than 0.45 and
modification indices
Source(s): Authors’ own work

Table 2.
Fit indices for three-
factor CFA models of
TPCVFA *
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Results
EFL teacher’s self-efficacy for DDDM
The first part of the findings presents the descriptive analysis of the EFL teachers’ responses
to the five subscales of DDDM survey (N 5 114). Each choice in this Likert-scale
questionnaire was assigned a value ranging from 1 to 5. Five subscales of the 3D-MEA
survey were analyzed and presented in Table 3. The mean total scale score is set to a value of
3.57 in a possible range of 1–5. The lowest DDDM self-efficacy score was for self-efficacy for
data technology use (M 5 2.97). The highest DDDM self-efficacy score was for self-efficacy
for application of data to instruction (M 5 4.39). DDDM anxiety scores were slightly low
(M 5 2.32), which revealed that EFL teachers disagreed with the belief that they were
intimidated by the DDDM process.

EFL teacher’s perceptions of consequential validity of their FA decisions
As another dimension of the study, the respondents were administered a self-developed
survey (N5 114) with three subscales. Mostly, the respondents agreed with the statements

Figure 1.
Three-factor model of

TPCVFA

EFL teachers’
perceptions of

formative
assessment



included in the TPCVFA instrument were supposed to elicit the participants’ perceptions
with regard to the consequential validity of their FA decisions. The average mean of their
responses was 3 and above, which indicates interesting patterns.

The statements included in Table 4 were supposed to elicit the participants’ opinion with
regard to community engagement as a valid consequence of their FA decisions. The
respondents have mostly agreed with the statements. The overall mean score for the first
subscale of the TPCVFA questionnaire equaled 3.76. Therefore, on one hand there were two
itemswith the highestmean scores 5 (M5 4.24), 8 (M5 4.21), inwhich they asserted that they
(a) explicitly encourage further learning and (b) select interventions for gaps in student
understanding, respectively. On the other hand, the lowest mean scores belonged to items 10
(M 5 2.61), through which the teachers remarked that they do not modify or adapt their
syllabus and/or lesson plans based on students’ needs.

Table 5 indicated the EFL teachers’ perceptions of the consequences of their FA decisions
regarding learning to learn. A clear majority of the respondents for items 18 (M 5 4.78), 17
(M5 4.65) and 15 (M5 4.28), reported that their FA decisions cause them to (a) foster student
motivation and effort, (b) help students identify gaps in their learning and (c) guide student
judgment of what is important to learn respectively. In addition, they stated difficulty in
creating conditions for students’ self-reflection and review of ideas (item 19, M 5 3.08).

In Table 6, almost half of the respondents were of the view that engaging in reflection to
make corrective moves (Park and Datnow, 2017) in teaching and assessment was important
as they mostly agreed with the statements. Concerning the importance of the consequence of
FA decisions as reflection in items 22 (M 5 4.43), 25 (M 5 4.36), 21 (M 5 4.12) and 26

Subscales N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error mean

Data identification and access 114 4.07 0.82 0.07
Data technology use 114 2.97 1.00 0.10
Data analysis and interpretation 114 4.12 0.74 0.07
Application of data to instruction 114 4.39 0.68 0.06
Data-driven decision making anxiety 114 2.32 1.24 0.09
Total 114 3.57 0.97 0.08

Source(s): Authors’ own work

Items Statements for community engagement consequences M St.D

1. Identifying gaps in knowledge and understanding 4.18 0.73
2. Learning needs and preconceptions 4.12 0.72
3. Projecting students forwards or re-teaching 3.99 0.46
4. Causes of both strengths and shortcomings 3.96 0.68
5. Explicitly encouraging further learning 4.24 0.78
6. Descriptive feedback on performance/progress 3.66 0.68
7. Interventions to drive instruction 4.13 0.72
8. Interventions for gaps in understanding 4.21 0.72
9. Support and encouragement 3.37 0.57
10. Modifying and adapting syllabus and/or lesson plans 2.61 0.58
11. Personal excellence 3.01 0.80
12. Further leaning experiences 3.44 0.58
Total 3.76 0.64

Source(s): Authors’ own work

Table 3.
Descriptive statistics of
EFL teachers’ self-
efficacy for
TPCVFA scale

Table 4.
TPCVFA regarding
community
engagement
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(M5 4.11), the teachers affirmed that they intended to use formative data for (a) determining
effective teaching and assessment strategies, (b) identifying gaps in their instructional
curriculum, (c) making appropriate improvements and (d) evaluating the effectiveness of
their instruction.

The relationship between EFL teachers’ self-efficacy for DDDM and their perceptions about
consequential validity of FA decisions
Correlational analyses were conducted to determine the relationship between the TPCVFA
scores and DDDM efficacy and DDDM anxiety scores (see Table 7). We also used the
guideline of correlation value based on Evans (1996). The results from the correlational
analysis demonstrated a strong positive relationship, indicating that those teachers with
higher TPCVFA scores tended to report higher DDDM efficacy (r 5 0.611, p ≤ 0.01). The
results of the correlational analysis also demonstrated that there was no significant

Items Learning to learn consequences M St.D

13. Needs-based participation 3.11 0.61
14. Planning for learning 3.22 0.89
15. Judgment 4.28 0.65
16. Confidence 3.69 0.76
17. Identifying gaps by students 4.65 0.65
18. Motivation and effort 4.78 0.69
19. Self-reflection and review of ideas 3.08 0.73
20. Monitoring achievement growth/progress over time 4.05 0.52
Total 3.85 0.71

Source(s): Authors’ own work

Reflection on future-focused teaching M St.D

21. Reflection on assessment practice 4.12 0.641
22. Effective teaching and assessment strategies 4.43 0.74
23. Continuity and coherence 3.01 0.52
24. Instruction improvement 3.69 0.71
25. Identifying instructional gaps 4.36 0.63
26. Evaluating instruction effectiveness 4.11 0.69
Total 3.95 0.68

Source(s): Authors’ own work

Consequential validity of FA
decisions

Self-efficacy for
DDDM Anxiety

Consequential validity of FA
decisions

– 0.611 ** �0.026

Self-efficacy for DDDM 0.611 ** – �0.105
Anxiety �0.026 �0.105 –

Note(s): **Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
Source(s): Authors’ own work

Table 5.
TPCVFA Regarding

Learning to learn

Table 6.
TPCVFA regarding
reflection on future-

focused teaching

Table 7.
Correlation analysis of
consequential validity
of FA decisions, DDDM

self-efficacy and
DDDM anxiety
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relationship between the TPCVFA scores and DDDM anxiety (r 5 �0.026, p > 0.05). The
closeness of the r value to zero indicates that almost no relationship was present between the
variables.

Following the correlational analyses, multiple regression analyses were conducted using
the variables of TPCVFA, DDDM efficacy to address research question three. The multiple
regression analysis utilized the DDDM efficacy score as the criterion variable, the TPCVFA
score as the predictor variable to see what percentage of variability in teacher sense of DDDM
efficacy can be explained by TPCVFA. The standardized regression coefficients were 0.610
for TPCVFA (Table 8). The coefficient of determination,R2, of 0.372 was significant (p< 0.05).
The adjusted R2 of 0.372 that compensates for the positive bias indicates that approximately
37% of the variability of DDDM efficacy can be explained by TPCVFA. However, TPCVFA
was not a significant predictor of DDDM anxiety.

A more in-depth examination: comments from EFL teachers
Thematic analysis of the open-ended questions revealed the repeated themes emerging from
teachers’ comments on the types of consequences of their FA decisions and then categorized
into five key issues as follows: instructional placement, diagnosing student needs, monitoring
their progress and providing appropriate instructional interventions, measuring student’s
growth. They tended to make valid decisions or take appropriate actions for learning and
teaching improvement. They commented that they could use assessment results to
understand the learning and teaching practice better and address the requirements as a
whole. They also mentioned that they can use the assessment results to reflect on student
progress and take assessment results into the design of future instruction. However, their
concerns about external factors (i.e. an increased focus on the accountability requirements,
lack of time and large class size), which are out of their control may have led to lower levels of
their DDDM self-efficacy in their actual FA practice. A summary of the results of the teachers’
comments are following in Table 9.

Model N R R 2 Adjusted R2 Sig

114 0.611 0.373 0.370 0.048

Source(s): Authors’ own work

Educational
decisions

Intended
consequences Unintended consequences

Repeated themes
emerged from EFL
teachers’ comments

Placement
Need analysis
Diagnostic
Instruction
Progress
monitoring of the
whole class

Examining the gaps
Appropriate
instruction
Empowering all
students to write
better
Supportive learning
Personalized
learning
Reflective practice

Emotional problems anxiety
Lack of motivation
Less creativity
Less flexibility
Fail to progress
Teaching to the test
Accountability
Improvement of test score and
graduation outcome rather than
mastering of content

Source(s): Authors’ own work

Table 8.
Regression analysis of
DDDM self-efficacy on
EFL teachers’
perceptions of FA
consequential validity

Table 9.
Teachers’ assessment
decisions, intended and
unintended
consequences
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Discussion and conclusion
Many EFL teachers struggle with FA implementation and DDDM practices to make ongoing
decisions to optimize instruction (Hamilton and Reeves, 2022). Our study was supposed to
connect EFL teachers DDDM self-efficacy with the FA consequences they believe to achieve
to impact subsequent engagement. That is, if teachers believe that FA played its role as a
teaching tool and influenced what and how the students learned, they may experience
performance accomplishments and increase their self-efficacy related to DDDM. Therefore,
the purpose of this study was to provide more insight into the interplay between EFL
teachers’ perceptions of the consequential validity (intended and unintended consequences)
of their FA decisions and DDDM self-efficacy. The first research question pertained to the
Iranian EFL teachers’ perceptions of the consequential validity of their FA decisions
suggesting Cowie’s (2009) model for understanding the elements of the FA consequential
validity, within the context, through which they impart their effects and the final outcomes
obtained from FA decisions.

This study was also an attempt to explore Iranian EFL teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs and
anxiety in the area of DDDM. The results showed that Iranian EFL teachers had a moderate
level of DDDM self-efficacy and a low level of anxiety. While DDDM self-efficacy has been
playing an increasing role in contemporary teaching, enhancing students’ performance and
supporting educational matters (Marsh et al., 2006; Datnow and Hubbard, 2016 and
Mandinach and Gummer, 2016b), there has been no published empirical research having
investigated DDDM self-efficacy and anxiety particularly in Iranian higher education context
to provide an optimal arena in which to address EFL teachers’ DDDM efficacy and DDDM
concerns.

The findings implied that the teachers’ perceptions are as one of the important predictors
of DDDM self-efficacy, especially perceptions of their own FA practices. Just as teachers’
beliefs and perceptions associated with any interventions worthy of their time and effort
influence their DDDM behavior in the classroom (Reeves and Chiang, 2018), it was assumed
that teachers’ perceptions about what FA on its own may yield as intended consequences
would also be of value to DDDM self-efficacy and anxiety. Once this accomplished, teacher’s
DDDM self-efficacy will increase to trigger the intended consequences required. Therefore,
the EFL teachers’ perceptions of the validity of their FA decisions measured in the TPCVFA
are critical to developing teachers DDDM self-efficacy and anxiety. Apparently, this self-
efficacy for DDDM was not grounded in a complete understanding of the intended
consequences of FA decisions to improve instruction, increase program effectiveness and
guide student learning. It seems that teachers’ lower level of self-efficacy due to the external
matters is a concern. They believe that the external factors (i.e. time, class size, emotional
filters and accountability system) are out of their control and prevent them from making
instructional decisions that mediate the intended consequences of assessments in practice.
They comment pressures of external factors have the possibility of conflicting with the
reform efforts that try to provide assessment training to teachers to ensure that instructional
time is spent delivering the most effective, research-based assessment strategies. As Mellati
and Khademi (2018) mentioned, positive attitudes toward the significance of conducting
instructional assessment, FA, (as a source of teachers’ self-efficacy) inform EFL teachers
about the importance of advocating for more effective instructional assessment. Therefore, it
will be fruitful to provide professional development resources for EFL teachers beyond
training stage to monitor the impact of assessment reform on student performance, which in
turn impact teachers’ beliefs or attitudes positively in spite of exposing to the pitfalls of
uncontrolled conditions.

The findings of previous teacher self-efficacy studies in the area of assessment studies
implied the notion that teachers’ higher levels of self-efficacy scores for DDDMwas expected
because of mediating effect of attitude and teaching experience and assessment knowledge
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and practice (Buldur and Tatar, 2011; Dunn et al., 2013; Eslami and Fatahi, 2008;
Mirmojarabian andRezvani, 2021 andOo et al., 2021). From this standpoint, Buldur andTatar
(2011) strongly emphasized the importance of training both in-service and pre-service
teachers on the design and use of assessment strategies and explained that without proper
training and education, teachers might not feel efficacious enough to persist in
implementing DDDM.

The research described here clearly has some limitations. First, the total number of the
participants in this study was 114 EFL teachers in Iran. Due to limited participant descriptions,
as well as a limited geography, the study cannot be said to have high generalizability. Thus, the
findings of this study were treated with caution. Future research focusing on a greater number
of participants should be considered. This study suffers from the problems inherent in using
questionnaires. As any study utilizing survey data, the present study is not exempt from
problems associated with the issue of central tendency bias (participants avoiding extreme
response categories), acquiescence bias (participants agreeing with certain statements to please
the researcher) and social desirability (participants portraying themselves in a more socially
favorable light rather than being honest) (Gu, 2016; Subedi, 2016; Van de Vijver and Leung,
2000). So, the second limitationwas related to the exclusion of qualitativemethods such as focus
group discussions and individual interviews for data collection. To decrease the influence of the
biases, mixed-methods studies are suggested to portray a fine-grained picture of teachers’ self-
efficacy to use assessment data for intended consequences anddecide on appropriate next steps.
Finally, as a new and promising instrument the TPCVFA underscores the need of further
construct validationwork. In this regard,wehope other researchers use theTPCVFAand report
the usefulness and performance of this instrument to measure the extent to which teachers
believe that they purposefully pursue the desired effect on students’ learning and achievement.
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