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Learning assessment practices: challenges

Abstract. In a current century, lecturers use different criteria to evaluate students. Assessment is a strong
learning tool that is used to enhance education. Overall process of student assessment should consist of concrete goals
and educational objectives. Identifying methods that are used for assessment is important to get the most effective
evaluation of student’s work during learning process. The purpose of this article is to show variety of methods of
learning assessment and to suggest own method of assessment, based on knowledge of the ones that are currently
in use. As an example, results of 2 groups of master degree program students were taken in to analysis to compare
different methods of assessment.
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Nowadays, importance of learning assessment plays a key factor in a development of
educational system in Kazakhstan. During the last 10 years Kazakhstan has been changing the
way of evaluation and implemented new approaches of learning process. For instance, in 2009,
summative assessment was implemented to curriculum in recently-opened Intellectual School
of the first President, which became a platform for the further integration of this assessment in
all other schools around Kazakhstan. On the other hand, universities’ system of assessment has
not changed and is needed of innovations in learning process. As a result it is not a surprise that
human needs testing to improve their achievement and that necessity was the cause of birth of
process of assessment.

Assessment for learning is vital teaching strategies that help academic writing instructor
and master students estimate progress in terms of understanding and skills acquisition, providing
guidance and feedback for subsequent teaching and learning. As learning is taking place, academic
writing instructors need information to assess whether their teaching strategies are working. They
also need information about the current understanding of individual master students and groups of
master students so they can identify the most relevant next steps for learning. In addition, master
students need feedback to observe their own success in learning and to know how to improve.

When master or bachelor degree students have English classes, they definitely get an as-
sessment. The first thing that comes to mind for many people when they think of “classroom
assessment” is a midterm or end-of-course exam, used by the lecturer for summative grading
purposes. But such practices represent only a fraction of the kinds of assessment that occur on an
ongoing basis in an effective classroom. The focus is on assessments used by academic writing
instructors to support instruction and learning, also referred to as formative assessment. Such as-
sessment offers considerable potential for improving learner learning when informed by research
and theory on how master students develop subject matter competence. Academic writing in-
structors make observations of learner understanding and performance in a variety of ways: from
classroom dialogue, questioning, seatwork and homework assignments, formal tests, projects and
SO on.
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Educational system in L.N.Gumilyov Eurasian National University works on requirements
from Ministry of Education and science. As a consequence, curriculums are signed and claimed
by this organ. However, criteria of assessment comply with Bologna process, which ENU has
ratified. These criterions have been written in syllabus, which is guide to your academic course.
It contains all valuable information about specific course and defines expectations and responsi-
bilities.

In the process of getting master degree English classes are important, because applicants
are obliged to pass English exam. Regarding Bologna process academic writing instructors eval-
uate master students by above mentioned criterions from syllabus. By the way, department of
concrete faculty can add specific methods of assessment. For example, department of foreign
languages introduce their own assessment of self-tasks given to master students.

Table 1
Evaluation of self-tasks on a course «Academic writing»

Titles Score
Deadline 10
Lecturer’s motivational points 10
Style 20
Structure 20
Existence of arguments 20

Advanced academic English (professional vocabu-
lary, transition tools)

Total score 100

Note: exceeding / shortage of words or change given topic are
evaluated from 0% to 5% (due to waste of time)

20

To begin with, let’s conduct comparative analysis of various evaluating systems. It in-
cludes European assessment system, Eurasian University’s system, lecturer’s methodic and the
one that is suggested. As an example, essays of group A on the topic «My personal contribution to
Kazakhstani society» were used.

Table 2
Various assessments on group A master students
El.lraSifm National Lecturer’s as- Suggested assess-
Name European standards Un1vers1ty.after L.N. sessment ment
Gumilyov
Learner 1 8 18 4 40
Learner 2 20 40 12 65
Learner 3 8 18 5 50
Learner 4 20 37 12 55
Learner 5 10 20 13 50
Learner 6 25 45 17 75
Learner 7 7 15 4 35
Learner 8 15 25 8 50
Learner 9 23 40 15 72
Learner 10 7 15 5 35
Learner 11 12 20 7 45
Learner 12 22 40 15 70
Learner 13 35 60 20 80
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As you can see from the diagram the highest marks have been shown in suggested elabo-
rations and the lowest ones at lecturer’s assessment. Because at English classes, we have a dual
system as a mix of European and ENU systems, where you can get 25 percent at practice, 49 for
your attending and 26 for your writing assignments.

Table 3
Structure of assessment criteria

Criteria European assess- ENU af?er L.N. English classes
ment Gumilyov assessment

Deadline - 10 -
Layout of document 5 10 -
Style 15 20 5
Structure 10 20 5
Arguments 20 20 7
Academic writing 10 20 9

After examining assessment criteria presented in table 3, we can draw the following con-
clusions. In knowledge assessment systems, academic writing instructors differently focus on
certain positions, preferring one to another. For example, the ENU’s system encourages deadlines
for completing tasks and as a reward, puts an additional 10 points. While in European and lectur-
er’s assessments there are no bonuses for that. Whilst lecturer’s assessment maximum number of
points gives to academic writing, which is relating to concrete topic.

In suggested assessment system, 100 points was divided into 4 blocks. The first block
implies the lowest score, if the topic is not disclosed and there are no relevant conclusions. And a
maximum of 100 points is given for full disclosure of the topic with confirmations, correct struc-
ture, and so on.

Table 4
Developed criteria

Sugge;tlz(llltassess- Criteria
25 Does not take a stand or provide context
50 Makes a stand, but could be more powerful
75 Makes strong stand and defines the context in introductory paragraph
100 Makes a strong stand and deﬁnes the coptext in the introd}lctory pqragraph. Posit.ion is
restated throughout and reinforced with examples and included in the conclusion
Table 5
Master students’ assessments by different systems of evaluation
Name European standards L'll\ifaﬁ:::,ill {?:ifelg?ts;an English classes Our olvnv:n::ssess-
Learner 1 8 18 4 40
Learner 2 20 40 12 65
Learner 3 8 18 5 50
Learner 4 20 37 12 55
Learner 5 10 20 13 50
Learner 6 25 45 17 75
Learner 7 7 15 4 35
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Learner 8 15 25 8 50
Learner 9 23 40 15 72
Learner 10 7 15 5 35
Learner 11 12 20 7 45
Learner 12 22 40 15 70
Learner 13 35 60 20 80

As an example, learner 6 got 17 balls according to lecturer’s system of evaluation and this is
one of the best results in a researched group. It can be explained due to the fact that learner pointed
his own contribution at this moment and also the amount of work done: «As an independent Public
Relations consultant I have more than 12 years of experience in media communications. Not only
that, but also, I am the author of several publications in ecology field. As lecturer-teacher at School-
children’s Palace I teach them PR issues, SMM, writing articles, scenarios, sites construction». The
highest mark of 20 balls was taken by learner 13. This score can be justified by his academic liter-
acy, arguments, structure: «I contributed to obtaining licenses for the opening of new specialties in
the direction of bachelor, master, doctoral studies, in which master students have already entered»;
«Despite ofall difficulties, the lecturer boldly chooses the path that will serve humanity and society».

Let’s turn to master students with the lowest marks 4 and 5. As we see from a table above,
learner 7 got 4 balls because his essay does not contain data on his personal contribution, there
is no academic literacy, no using of transition words and plus to all the above mentioned, text is
too extensive. It does not have exact positions. That is a fragment from his essay: «The monopoly
these in the geopolitical space depends on their economic level, which is directly related to
the level of development of education». As a continuation, let’s see learner number 10, who
received 5 points. Here we see a similar situation with learner 7. There is also lack of a personal
contribution and content is too superficially. For example: «New technologies and level of life
requires transformation of traditional teaching into new ways of education through interactive
communication». The difference of one point is due to the fact that learner 10 has a more clearly
built structure.

Table 6
Assessment for practice of group 1
Group 1 Module Test 1 Module Test 2 Examination Final Grade
Learner 1 76.5 82.21 82 80
Learner 2 69.75 79.64 72 74
Learner 3 84.33 90.36 90 88
Learner 4 77.83 82 75 78
Learner 5 62.17 76.57 60 65
Learner 6 85.59 94.93 97 93
Learner 7 69.42 82.36 50 66
Learner 8 94.5 96.67 97 96
Learner 9 80.58 84.29 90 85
Learner 10 94.5 95.64 97 96
Learner 11 73.96 83.76 85 81
Learner 12 79 80.64 87 83
Learner 13 52.92 74 30 0
Learner 14 70.71 80.36 85 80
Learner 15 79.42 84.86 85 83
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Learner 16

94.5

97.12

97

96

Average score

77.86

85.34

79.94

71.75

As we see, from the table 6, there is a fluctuation in master students’ scores as it is chang-
ing during the period of learning. Table includes data of 16 master students and 4 columns with
their grades. Firstly, let’s take a look at average scores for each column. There is a positive trend
in module tests as ratings improved from 77,86 to 85,34. However, thereafter trend changed the
direction in an opposite as scores dropped in examination and as a result it affected the final grade.

Table 7
Assessment for practice of group 2
Group 2 Module Test 1 Module Test 2 Examination Final Grade

Learner 1 72.9 77.52 80 77
Learner 2 89.67 85.46 97 92
Learner 3 89.67 82.7 97 90
Learner 4 495 63.27 75 64
Learner 5 53.75 66.48 70 64
Learner 6 88.92 89.67 97 92
Learner 7 62.08 73.13 88 76
Learner 8 67.5 77.87 90 80
Learner 9 78.58 78.03 85 81
Learner 10 93.08 89.02 97 93
Learner 11 69.17 82.81 80 78
Learner 12 1.25 0 non-admission 0

Learner 13 65 76.18 85 72

Average score 67.68 72.47 80.08 73.77

The table above gives information about learner’s grades on a practice. We observe pos-
itive tendency. Table includes data of 13 master students and 4 columns with their grades. Chart
shows a gradual rise in average points, which led to the middle score on a final exam to 73,77.
Noteworthy influence was made by learner 12, because his grades were 1,25 and 0 on module
tests and it aligned to non-admission to exam. As a result his scores seriously damaged average
total of all master students.
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Supplied diagram represents 4 bars of mid grades of group 1compared with group 2. First-
ly, let’s consider results on a module test 1, which depicts that group 1 overall showed a better
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result than group 2 on 10,18. Secondly, by using data based on module test 2, the difference be-
tween 2 groups moved upward. As for examination results, we observe steadiness and scores are
almost equal. Taking into consideration all mentioned above final grades were 77,75 and 73,77,
for group 1 and 2 comparatively.

Table 8
Assessment of self-made work of master students from group 1-2
Group 1 MT1 MT 2 Group 2 MT1 MT2
Learner 1 78 79.43 Learner 1 71.5 77.71
Learner 2 64.5 74.29 Learner 2 84.33 74.57
Learner 3 73.67 90.71 Learner 3 84.33 74.29
Learner 4 75.67 84 Learner 4 29 50.57
Learner 5 54.33 73.14 Learner 5 42.5 60
Learner 6 67.67 94.86 Learner 6 82.83 90.71
Learner 7 68.83 79.71 Learner 7 49.17 65.43
Learner 8 92 96.14 Learner 8 60 74.86
Learner 9 76.17 88.57 Learner 9 67.17 69.71
Learner 10 92 94.29 Learner 10 91.17 87.86
Learner 11 69.33 82.43 Learner 11 63.33 79.71
Learner 12 68 76.29 Learner 12 2.5 0
Learner 13 50.83 61 Learner 13 33.33 71.14
Learner 14 58.83 80.71
Learner 15 75.33 84.71
Learner 16 92 97.14
Average score 72.32 83.60 Average score 58.48 67.42

The provided table data presents how master students from 2 groups were passing their
self-made works. The different number of master students in groups affected analysis. Despite
this fact some conclusions were constructed. First of all, overall results for both groups were
enhanced. Even though, all master students from group 1 improved their results on module test 2
in comparison with module test 1. Overall it led to increase in 11.28 points. Whereas there were
few master students from group 2 who went down on grades on module test 2. However it did not
affect the main trend of the data and still total mid points of the group had gone up from 58.48 to
67.42. Also, among all master students there were the ones who passed IELTS on 7.0 +. However,
it had not created a significant gap in scores between them and ones who had not passed that exam
yet. Thus, the evidence of certificates of IELTS or TOEFL does not show the real knowledge of
English. Because it requires concrete techniques to pass it, while it does not show the real under-
standing of English at all.

The practice of teaching an English language has led to the fact that few graduate mas-
ter students can freely use an English language in everyday communication. Indeed, university
is a final step before a person enters a professional activity and it is responsibility of university
to provide high level of proficiency in an English language. As for real, the assessment that the
learner receives during his studies at university does not reflect real knowledge. Because, based on
the analysis, we see that academic writing instructors can encourage master students, sometimes
they just overestimate some of master students compared to others. This suggests that assessment
system of knowledge should be revised. The phrase “with a dictionary” has become a common
answer to the question about the level of knowledge of an English language, which indicates the
lack of practical knowledge of a foreign language in the overwhelming majority of university
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graduates. This leads to the conclusion about trends and accents in teaching namely, the lack of
a communicative emphasis an orientation on passing exam, rather than mastering real practi-
cal skills, focusing on critical thinking, vocabulary expansion, reading, translation and generally
good use of academic skills.

That is why, logically should be given a recommendation of improving system of assess-
ment and efficient suggestion can be implementation of self-assessment. The aim of introducing
self-assessment in English classes is to give opportunities for master students to develop skills
based on their own estimations. In a process of self-assessment master students are supposed to
evaluate both process and product of their learning. Although mentioning the fact that product’s
assess is usually defined as an objective of lecturer, integration of learner assessment in a peri-
od of learning stimulates master students to estimate their own work as well as the process that
conducts them to the result. Furthermore, self-assessment develops feeling of involvement in a
process of somebody’s learning and can bring significant investments by learner. It allows master
students to build transmissible skills in other spheres of learning that include group projects and
teamwork, critical thinking and problem-solving, as well as leadership roles in the teaching and
learning process.
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OKbITY/BI 0aFajiay NPAaKTHKACKHI: MIceJiesepi

Annoranmsi. Kazipri yakpITTa OKBITYIIBUIApD CTyJISHTTEpAl Oarayiay YVIIIH OpTYpJi KpuUTepuiiiepi
naiinananaapl.  baranay-0imiMal kakcapTy YLIH IaiJajaHblIaThlH KyaTThl OKBITY Kypanibl. OKylIbUIapabl
Oaranay/bIH KajIbl Tpoleci OuTiM OepyAiH HaKThl MakcaTTapbl MEH MiHAETTEpIHEH Typybl THic. baramay yiuiH
KOJIZIaHBUIATBIH QJIICTEP/l aHBIKTAy OKY YPMICIHJE CTYIEHTTIH J>KYMBICBIH THIMJII Oaranayibl aHbIKTay YILIiH
MaHbI3/bl. Byl MakanaHbIH MakcaThl - OKbBITYIbl Oarajiay oICTEpiHIH ajdyaH TYPJUIIriH KOpCEeTy JKoHEe Kaszipri
yaKbITTa KOJIIaHBUIATBIH O1TiMJIepre Heri3/elreH xxeke Oaraiay oicid yceiHy. Mblcai peTinje 0araiayiblH apTypiii
9/IICTEpPiH CaJIBICTBIPY MAaKCaThIH/A Tajllay YIIIH MaruCTPaHTTap bl 2 TOOBIHBIH HOTHIKENIEP] JIbIHIbI.

Tyiiin ce3mep: Oarasnay, KOpBITBIHIBI Oara, OKy, OuUTiM Oepy »yiieci, KpUTepHsIap, arbUILIBIH TUTIHIH
CBIHBINTAPBI, aKaJEMHUSUIBIK XaT.
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I.3. MoanaxmeroBa, A.P. Kananuesa, )K.M. HypmaramoeroBa, Y.K. OcnanoB, A.P. UckakoBa
Eepazuiickuii nayuonanvuwii ynusepcumem um. JI.H. 'vmunesa, Hyp-Cynman, Kazaxcman

IIpakTika oneHKH 00y4eHUsI: MPo0IeMbl

AHHoTanus. B Hacrosiiee Bpemsl TpenojaBaTeNN HCIOJIB3YIOT pa3iIWYHbIC KPUTEPUH I OLEHKU
ctyaeHToB. OIleHKa SBISETCS MOIIHBIM HHCTPYMEHTOM OOydYeHHs, KOTOPBI HCHOIB3YeTCs I YIIydIIeHHs
obpazoBanust. OOLIMI POLIECC OIIEHKU YYallUXCsl JOJDKEH COCTOSITh M3 KOHKPETHBIX Ieliel 1 3a7a4 00pa3oBaHMsI.
BeIsiBIIeHHE METO/I0B, KOTOPBIE UCTIONB3YIOTCS JJIsl OLIEHKH, BaXKHO JUIs OJTyueHHs: HanboJee 3 (heKTUBHOMN OIIEHKH
paboThI cTyAeHTa B nipoliecce o0y4yeHus. Llenb JaHHOoi cTaThy - MoKa3aTh pa3Ho00pa3ne METOI0B OLEHKN 00yUYeHuUs
U TIPEUIOKUTh COOCTBEHHBII METOJ OLIEHKH, OCHOBAHHBI Ha 3HAHWH TEX, KOTOPbIE UCIIOJIb3YIOTCS B HACTOSIIEE
Bpems. [ly1g aHanu3a OBIIM B3ATHI PEe3yJIbTAThl 2 TPYMIT MAaruCTPAHTOB C LIEIbIO CPABHEHMS Pa3IMYHBIX METOJOB
OIICHKU.

KiaoueBble ci10Ba: OIEHKA, CyMMAaTHBHOE OIIGHHMBaHHE, OOyueHHe, CHCTeMa 0Opa3oBaHUs, KPUTEPHH,
KJIACChI aHTJIMICKOTO S3BIKA, aKaJIeMHYECKOe MUCHMO.
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