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Abstract

This study emerges from the recognition that language assessment literacy (LAL) is critical for
designing assessments congruent with a communicative language teaching approach to EFL
contexts, especially concerning pragmatic competence, an underrepresented area of classroom
assessment. Based on the multidimensional LAL framework proposed by Glenn Fulcher, this
study investigated pre-service EFL teachers' learning about language (LAL) during teaching
practicum. Using an explanatory sequential mixed-methods design, 68 sixth semester pre-service
teachers were involved. Overall, LAL was moderate (M = 2.89), with moderate scores in both
task design (M = 2.81) and rubric development ability as well as confidence when creating these
tasks associated with high perceived challenges to their implementation (M = 3.78). These
qualitative results show that much pragmatic competence is evaluated indirectly, focusing more
on vocabulary and grammar than appropriateness of content. These results reflect a gap between
theory and practice. Therefore, the study points out that more professional-oriented and field-
sensitive training is required to reinforce pragmatic assessment in EFL teacher education.
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1. Introduction

Language assessment literacy (LAL) is widely acknowledged as an essential aspect of teacher
professionalism, especially in English as a Foreign Language (EFL), where assessment
procedures significantly influence instruction and learning results. In communicative language
teaching, teachers are required to evaluate not only learners' grammatical precision but also
their capacity to utilize language suitably inside context (Anam & Putri, 2021; Brown et al.,
2024). In numerous EFL classrooms, assessment frequently emphasizes discrete linguistic
knowledge, often undermining communicative skills. This disparity illustrates a continual
conflict between the objectives of communicative pedagogy and the actualities of classroom
evaluation. As noted in recent literature, assessment techniques significantly influence teaching
and learning, rendering LAL a crucial domain for teacher development (Fulmer et al., 2015;
Toth & Csapo, 2022). As a result, the capacity of teachers to develop and execute assessments
that are meaningful becomes essential for the attainment of more comprehensive educational
objectives. The necessity to enhance instructors' assessment proficiency is broadly recognized.
Nevertheless, the degree to which this proficiency corresponds to intricate language usage
issues remains uncertain.

One area that has received comparatively limited attention in assessment practices is
pragmatic competence, which refers to the ability to use language appropriately according to
context, social norms, and communicative intention. Researchers such as Afshari et al. (2024)
and Hammouri & Al-Khanji (2023) point out, pragmatic competence is one of the aspects of
communicative ability, since it helps learners to do speech acts, maintain politeness and
interpret what has not been said. Despite its importance, pragmatic competence has received
little attention in EFL assessment due to the high level of difficulty it brings when being
assessed (Bouknify, 2025; Fathi et al., 2025). Pragmatic performance is context dependent and
cannot be scored using fixed procedures like grammar or vocabulary measures because it
requires evaluative judgment. Consequently, teachers may either bypass assessing pragmatics
or do so using small-scale and informal measures. This tendency generates a gap between the
communication competencies learners are supposed to attain and what is actually evaluated in
classroom environments. Therefore, cultivating the ability to evaluate pragmatic competence
is not simply an ancillary talent but an essential enhancement of instructors' assessment
literacy. Resolving this issue necessitates a thorough analysis of teachers' comprehension and
implementation of pragmatic assessment in practice.

In this sense LAL is typically viewed as a multidimensional concept that involves some
understanding of assessment principles, the ability to design and effectively implement
summative and formative assessment—based learning opportunities, alongside capabilities for
interpreting assessments and using them appropriately. Giraldo (2021) asserts that effective
assessment literacy necessitates the integration of theoretical comprehension with contextual
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classroom decision-making. This viewpoint emphasizes that understanding evaluation is
inadequate; teachers must also possess the ability to implement this information in contextually
relevant manners. Nonetheless, current research suggests that teacher preparation programs
frequently prioritize generic evaluation principles while insufficiently covering specific areas
like pragmatics (Azizi & Namaziandost, 2023; Esterhazy et al., 2023). Consequently, pre-
service teachers may cultivate a superficial comprehension of assessment, while missing the
competencies necessary to navigate intricate communicative frameworks. This constraint is
most apparent when they must create assignments, formulate rubrics, and assess performance
in actual classroom contexts. Thus, the connection between LAL and pragmatic assessment is
yet inadequately investigated. Additional inquiry is required to comprehend the practical
interactions of these elements.

Although language assessment literacy (LAL) has been conceptualized in various ways,
contemporary frameworks consistently portray it as a multidimensional construct
encompassing assessment knowledge, practical assessment skills, and contextual or affective
dispositions (Fulcher, 2012; Giraldo, 2021; Vogt et al., 2024). Fulcher (2012) emphasizes that
language teachers require not only theoretical knowledge of assessment principles but also the
ability to design valid assessment tasks, develop scoring criteria, interpret assessment results,
and make informed assessment decisions within specific instructional contexts. Likewise,
Giraldo (2021) argues that effective LAL extends beyond conceptual understanding to include
teachers’ confidence in implementing assessments and their ability to respond to contextual
challenges encountered during classroom assessment. Drawing on these perspectives, the
present study operationalizes LAL into six dimensions relevant to assessing pragmatic
competence: (1) knowledge of pragmatic competence, (2) knowledge of assessment principles,
(3) pragmatic assessment task design, (4) rubric development skills, (5) confidence in assessing
pragmatic competence, and (6) perceived challenges in assessment implementation

The teaching practicum offers a significant framework for analyzing this topic, since it
marks the phase when pre-service teachers start to implement their theoretical knowledge in
genuine classroom settings. During the practice situations, they are planning lessons,
implementing instruction and assessing student learning under the tutelage of mentor teachers
(Mankki et al., 2025). These experiences often expose the gap between what they learn in the
classroom and what can actually be done. Institutional expectations, time restrictions, and
mentorship procedures may affect the execution of assessments. In certain instances, these
factors facilitate reflective development, whereas in others, they bolster traditional assessment
practices. Consequently, the practicum serves as a pivotal venue for examining the
implementation and evolution of LAL. It is also where challenges related to assessing
pragmatic competence are likely to become most visible. Understanding this process is
essential for identifying areas where teacher preparation may fall short. Therefore, focusing on
practicum contexts allows for a more grounded analysis of assessment literacy in action.

Most existing studies on LAL have primarily examined teachers’ general assessment
knowledge or assessment practices related to discrete language skills, such as reading, writing,
or grammar, rather than the assessment of communicative competence in authentic assessment
classroom context. For instance, Adeoye et al. (2025) focused on adaptive assessment for future
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learning, while Algahtani (2021) discussed testing washback and its influence on teaching and
learning. Although these studies have expanded understanding of understanding of teachers’
assessment literacy, they provide limited insight into how pre-service teachers translate
assessment knowledge into the evaluation of pragmatic competence during actual teaching
practice. Similarly, research on pragmatic competence has predominantly examined
instructional approaches or learners’ pragmatic development (Azizi & Namaziandost, 2023;
Fathi et al., 2025), whereas studies explicitly addressing teachers’ capability to assess
pragmatic competence remain scarce. Even, Choraih et al. (2016) who emphasized the
importance of pragmatic competence in EFL curricula, did not investigare how teachers
operationalize pragmatic competence within classroom evaluation. Furthermore, many
previous investigations have relied on either quantitative surveys or qualitative case studies
alone, making it difficult to capture both the level of assessment literacy and its enactment in
authentic teaching contexts. Consequently, there remains limited empirical evidence
explaining how pre-service EFL teachers develop and apply language assessment literacy for
assessing pragmatic competence during teaching practicum, particularly in Indonesian EFL
settings. Addressing this gap, the present study contributes to the literature in three important
ways. First, it extends existing LAL research by examining pragmatic competence as a specific
yet underexplored domain of language assessment. Second, it integrates quantitative and
qualitative evidence through a exploratory sequential mixed methods design to reveal not only
pre-service teachers’ assessment literacy levels but also how this literacy is enacted during
teaching practicum. third, the findings provide context-specific implications for strengthening
practice-oriented language assessment literacy in EFL education, particularly in preparing
future teachers to assess communicative language use beyond grammatical accuracy.

In response to these issues, the current study aims to investigate the language assessment
literacy of pre-service EFL teachers in evaluating pragmatic ability during their teaching
practicum to address the problems. The emphasis is on the application of assessment
knowledge in practice, with a particular emphasis on the communicative aspects of language
use that are frequently overlooked in classroom assessments. Building upon these identified
gaps, this study contributes to the language assessment literacy literature by examining how
pre-service EFL teachers assess pragmatic competence during teaching practicum through an
explanatory sequential mixed-methods design. Unlike previous studies that primarily focused
on either general assessment literacy or pragmatic instruction, this study integrates teachers'
assessment knowledge, classroom assessment practices, and contextual practicum experiences
to provide a more comprehensive understanding of language assessment literacy in authentic
EFL settings. The findings are expected to enrich theoretical discussions on domain-specific
language assessment literacy while informing teacher education programs seeking to
strengthen communicative language assessment practices. Based on these assumptions, the
research queries for this investigation have been set forth as follows:

1. Whatis the level of pre-service EFL teachers’ language assessment literacy in assessing
pragmatic competence?

2. How do pre-service EFL teachers assess learners’ pragmatic competence during their
teaching practicum?
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2. Method
2.1. Research design

This study adopted a mixed-methods research design of an explanatory sequential type to
examine the language assessment literacy (LAL) in pragmatic competence of pre-service EFL
teachers during their teaching practicum. In an explanatory sequential design, quantitative data
are collected and analyzed first followed by qualitative data, which are used to explain or
elaborate the initial results (Creswell, 2014). This methodology was deemed suitable as the
study sought to evaluate participants' assessment literacy and investigate its implementation in
classroom practice, as well as its development through practicum experiences.

The study was executed in two successive periods. The preliminary quantitative phase
aimed to create a comprehensive profile of participants' LAL concerning pragmatic capability.
This phase offered a systematic summary of their knowledge, skills, and self-identified
obstacles in assessment. This phase played a crucial role in mapping out their knowledge base,
skills and perceived personal challenges regarding assessment. These findings proved useful
for a general understanding, but did not provide sufficient insight into how assessment
decisions were made in real classrooms. It is for this reason that a qualitative phase was
conducted following the quantitative to explore participant assessment practices and
experiences in more detail. On the other hand, the qualitative phase explored how pre-service
teachers conceptualized pragmatic competence, how they operationalized these understandings
into assessment tasks and criteria, and how their practices changed over time. They also
specifically focused on how contextual factors, like classroom context and mentoring support,
shaped their decision-making as educators. This phase offered a deeper understanding of the
challenges associated with assessing pragmatics competence and strategies for doing so,
drawing on participants' accounts and evidence from their classrooms.

2.2. Participants and context

The participants of this research were comprised of 68 pre-service EFL teachers who are in
their sixth semester at Englis education department in Universitas Persatuan Guru Republik
Indonesia Semarang. These students were selected because they were undertaking their
teaching practicum (school-based teaching internship) at junior and senior high schools, which
provided authentic opportunities for them to design, implement, and reflect on language
assessment practices, including the assessment of pragmatic competence. Participants were
selected through purposive sampling based on criteria relevant to the objectives of this
research, i.e, (1) enrolled in teacher education program; (2) completed several courses related
to language teaching and assessment methodology; and (3) currently or was undergoing a
teaching practicum at schools when data collection was conducted. This context provided an
opportunity for participants to perform authentic classroom assessment items that took place
under mentor teachers' and university supervisors' supervision, a salient stage in the maturation
of professional competencies including language assessment literacy.

2.3. Research instruments

The study utilized three principal tools to investigate various facets of pre-service teachers'
language assessment literacy (LAL) on the evaluation of pragmatic competence. The utilization
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of multiple instruments leaded to the comprehensive examination of knowledge, competence,
and the actual assessment practices during the practicum context.

The first instrument was a LAL questionnaire that measured the participants LAL level and
specificity related to pragmatic competence. This questionnaire was developed based on the
multidimensional LAL framework proposed by Fulcher (2012) and contextualized to the
assessment of pragmatic competence. As described in the theoretical framework, the
questionnaire operationalized LAL into six dimensions representing cognitive, procedural, and
contextual components of assessment literacy. A total of 34 Likert scale items were grouped
into six dimensions: knowledge about pragmatic competence, knowledge about assessment
principles, ability to design pragmatic assessment tasks, rubric development skills, confidence
in assessing pragmatic competence and perceived challenges. Items were scored on 5-point
scales from strongly disagree through to strongly agree. Content validity was ensured through
expert review by two professors working in areas of language assessment and pragmatics who
read the instrument and provided feedback for clarity and alignment with the construct leading
to a polished version of the items. Furthermore, item-total correlation analysis showed that all
items positively correlated with the dimension they were intended to measure (r >0.30),
suggesting that the items validly represent those dimensions. Cronbach’s alpha was used to
establish the reliability of the questionnaire and it produced an overall coefficient of a = 0.91,
showing a high level of internal consistency (Quaigrain & Arhin, 2017). The range of reliability
coefficients across the different dimensions in this study was 0.78-0.88, and supports a reliable
instrument across each dimension.

The second instrument comprised classroom assessment documentation, which conveyed
indicators of participants’ real assessment practices during their teaching practicum. Using
purposeful sampling, participants submitted a subset of documents they created and
implemented in their classrooms including lesson plans, assessment tasks and scoring rubrics.
With these materials, pragmatic competence was examined in the context of assessment design
such as task types features and assessment judgement criteria. The development of this
instrument was validated by the expert to ensure that the analysis criteria included are
representative of pragmatic competence assessment and within context. To provide measures
of reliability, inter-rater agreement was determined by having a second coder who analyzed a
sample of documents alongside the first and both coders assessing their agreement with one
another producing strong consistency in coding (Cohen’s Kappa result=0.84).

The third instrument was semi-structured interviews with a purposive subset of participants.
The interviews were aimed to elicit participants understanding on assessing pragmatic
competence, their challenges in doing so and their assessment practices including how these
changed during the course of the practicum. To ensure that all relevant topics were
systematically covered, an interview guide was developed that still permitted probing and
elaboration. To establish reliability and validity, the data were audio recorded, transcribed
verbatim, and subjected to member checking; participants had an opportunity to review their
responses for accuracy. These processes sought to check that data was true to the participants’
perspectives and experiences.
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2.4. Data collection procedures

The collection of data was carried out in multiple stages, to cover both the quantitative and
qualitative components of the study, as systematically and comprehensively as possible. It
starts with LAL questionnaire distribution to all participant through online (using google form).
The online distribution was intended to accommodate the effective data gathering while the
participants were actively conducting teaching practicum. Through this stage, the initial
participants’ level of LAL in relation to pragmatic competence was presented.

After the questionnaire phase, participants submitted chosen forms of practicum-directed
documents such as lesson plans, assessment tasks and scoring rubrics. These materials were
gathered to investigate the nature of assessment design and implementation used in real
classroom settings. This stage was scheduled during a time when participants were already
engaged in teaching their materials to assist in ensuring that the materials would reflect current
and authentic practices instead of retrospective accounts. The collected documents served as
an important source of evidence for understanding the extent to which participants’ reported
knowledge was reflected in their assessment practices.

Following the quantitative phase, 14 participants were purposively selected for the semi-
structured interviews based on their questionnaire results and willingness to participate in the
second phase of the study. The selection followed a maximum variation sampling strategy to
capture diverse levels of language assessment literacy (LAL), consisting of four participants
with relatively high LAL scores, six with moderate scores, and four with relatively low scores.
This sampling strategy enabled the qualitative phase to explain the quantitative findings by
exploring how participants with different levels of LAL understood and implemented
pragmatic competence assessment during their teaching practicum. Interviews were conducted
either face-to-face or via online platforms, depending on participants' availability and logistical
circumstances. With participants’ consent, each interview was audio-recorded for transcription
purpose and content analysis.

Finally, ethical considerations were upheld throughout the data collection process. Prior to
participation, all participants were informed about the study purpose and gave their consent.
All data obtained from participants was completely anonymous to ensure confidentiality; all
data were then combined and reported on a group basis, as participation in the study was
voluntary and they could withdraw at any time without fear of penalty. This process was
designed to ensure the validity of the data and protect participants' rights

2.5. Data analysis

Data analysis was conducted in accordance with the explanatory sequential mixed-methods
design, whereby quantitative and qualitative data were analyzed in two related phases. The
quantitative analysis was conducted first to create an overall picture of pre-service EFL
teachers’ language assessment literacy (LAL), and the qualitative analysis followed to give
greater details on how such LAL could be enacted and developed in practice. Quantitative data
from the LAL questionnaire were analyzed using descriptive statistics and SPSS 23 support.
Means, standard deviations (SD), and percentages were calculated for each item and for every
dimension of the instrument. Using these measures, the overall LAL level, as well as
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performance in specific domains (knowledge of pragmatic competence; knowledge of
assessment principles; task design; rubric development; confidence and perceived challenges)
was calculated. For ease of interpretation, mean scores were classified as low (1.00-2.33),
moderate (2.34-3.67) and high (3.68-5.00). Furthermore, internal consistency reliability was
investigated by Cronbach’s alpha coefficient to ensure the stability of the tool. The quantitative
data analysis results addressed the first research question through the provision of general
descriptive statistics to showcase participant level and distribution of LAL regarding
assessment of pragmatic competence.

Qualitative data obtained from classroom assessment documents and semi-structured
interviews were analyzed using reflexive thematic analysis following the six-phase framework
proposed by Braun & Clarke (2006, 2013). This approach was selected because it provides a
systematic yet flexible method for identifying, analyzing, and interpreting patterns of meaning
across qualitative datasets. The analysis began with data familiarization, during which the
interview recordings were transcribed verbatim and repeatedly read alongside the classroom
assessment documents to develop an in-depth understanding of the data. The second phase
involved generating initial codes, whereby meaningful segments related to participants'
assessment knowledge, assessment practices, decision-making processes, and experiences in
assessing pragmatic competence were systematically coded. In the third phase, the initial codes
were examined and organized into potential themes by identifying conceptual relationships and
recurring patterns across participants. These preliminary themes were subsequently reviewed
and refined to ensure that they accurately represented the coded extracts as well as the entire
dataset. The fifth phase involved defining and naming the themes, during which each theme
was clearly described and interpreted in relation to the research questions and the language
assessment literacy framework. Finally, the themes were synthesized and reported using
representative excerpts from interviews and supporting evidence from classroom assessment
documents to explain and elaborate the quantitative findings generated in the first phase of the
study.

Following the thematic analysis, the qualitative themes were integrated with the quantitative
findings during the interpretation stage using a connecting and explanatory strategy
characteristic of an explanatory sequential mixed-methods design. The qualitative results were
specifically used to explain the quantitative patterns observed in each dimension of Language
Assessment Literacy, thereby providing a more comprehensive understanding of pre-service
EFL teachers' assessment practices.

3. Findings and Discussion

3.1. Level of pre-service EFL teachers’ language assessment literacy in assessing pragmatic
competence

According to the quantitative results, it shows that pre-service EFL teachers below moderate
levels of language assessment literacy (LAL) in assessing pragmatic competence across all
measured dimensions. Although participants show a reasonable degree of knowledge about
key concepts in relation to pragmatics or assessment principles, this is not straightforwardly
reflected in strong pragmatic competence. Mean scores were particularly low in areas of task
design, rubric development, and confidence suggesting that participants struggle to translate
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their knowledge into practice or have difficulty with classroom assessment. Simultaneously,
the generally high values of perceived challenges also point to the fact that pre-service EFL
teachers are mindful of the richness involved in testing pragmatic competence. All these results
suggest a significant disparity between conceptual understanding and practical application in
particular during the teaching practicum.

Table 1. Result of descriptive statistics for pragmatic competence knowledge

Item Statement Mean SD Level

1 Understanding pragmatic competence 3.18 0.52  Moderate
2 Pragmatics and context use 3.21 0.49  Moderate
3 Knowledge of speech acts 3.09 0.51 Moderate
4 Politeness strategies 3.05 0.47 Moderate
5 Sociocultural norms 3.14 0.50  Moderate
6 Pragmatics in communicative competence 3.07 0.46  Moderate
Overall 3.12 0.48  Moderate

As depicted in Table 1, all of the items within this dimension were moderately rated with
mean scores ranging from 3.05 to 3.21. Pre-service EFL teachers comprehend pragmatics in
context at the highest mean (M=3.21), indicating a general awareness of the role situational
model has on language use. Likewise, average scores on items concerning speech acts,
politeness strategies or discourse and sociocultural norms imply that pre-service EFL teachers
have a degree of knowledge regarding its main elements of pragmatic competence. Yet the lack
of high-level responses and a fairly narrow range of scores suggests that this knowledge
remains broad-stroke at best. Put differently, pre-service EFL teachers seem to recognize the
terms but may not yet have a profound or functional grasp of their role in actual interpersonal
communication contexts. This shortcoming hinders their capacity to measure pragmatic
performance in classroom contexts.

Table 2. Result of descriptive statistics for assessment principles

Item Statement (Shortened) Mean SD Level

7 Validity 3.11 0.48 Moderate
8 Reliability 3.02 0.52 Moderate
9 Fairness 3.08 0.49 Moderate
10 Formative vs summative 3.01 0.53 Moderate
11 Alignment with objectives 3.06 0.50 Moderate
12 Appropriate methods for pragmatics 3.04 0.47 Moderate
Overall 3.05 0.50 Moderate

Similar to previous result, Table 2 mentions that pre-service EFL teachers have a fair
understanding of fundamental assessment principles, with mean scores ranging from 3.01 to
3.11. Theoretically, the idea of conceptual validity, reliability and fairness are well-known as
illustrated by moderately consistent scores across items. But the results also indicate that this
knowledge is only abstract. In particular, although pre-service EFL teachers are knowledgeable
about aligning assessment to learning objectives, there is little evidence that they can generalize
this idea across the context of assessing pragmatic competence. Finally, a moderate score for
choosing suitable assessment methods for pragmatics (M = 3.04) suggests this uncertainty also
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extends to the less straightforward domain of pragmatics as compared to more general
principles. Broadly, pre-service EFL teachers appear to possess procedural knowledge, but this
knowledge has not yet been fully translated into context-sensitive assessment practices.

Table 3. Result of descriptive statistics for task design

Item Statement (Shortened) Mean SD Level

13 Designing pragmatic tasks 2.85 0.56 Moderate
14 Role-play activities 2.88 0.54 Moderate
15 Dialogue-based tasks 2.79 0.58 Moderate
16 Authentic interaction tasks 2.76 0.55 Moderate
17 Speech act tasks 2.80 0.53 Moderate
18 Politeness/social tasks 2.78 0.57 Moderate
Overall 2.81 0.55 Moderate

Another dimension of LAL in pragmatic competence is the seen in Table 3. It shows that
the average scores of task design dimension are smaller than those presented by knowledge-
based dimensions ranging from 2.76 to 2.88. The pattern indicates that the pre-service EFL
teachers struggle to transition from understanding some of the concepts to applying them.
While they report some ability to design tasks such as role-plays and dialogue-based activities,
the moderate scores indicate that these skills are not yet well developed. Specific challenges in
creating context-rich assessment contexts that reflect real communication are evident from the
lower scores on designing authentic interaction tasks (M = 2.76). This finding also suggests
that pre-service EFL teachers might be using simplified or non-authentic task formats which
would not necessarily measure pragmatic competence in its entirety. In any case, the results
indicate a cognitive mismatch between knowing about pragmatics and designing adequate
assessment tasks.

Table 4. Result of descriptive statistics for rubric development

Item Statement (Shortened) Mean SD Level

19 Clear scoring criteria 2.68 0.58 Moderate
20 Assessing appropriateness 2.65 0.56 Moderate
21 Identifying components 2.60 0.55 Moderate
22 Speech act rubric 2.61 0.59 Moderate
23 Consistent scoring 2.58 0.60 Moderate
24 Adapting rubrics 2.66 0.54 Moderate
Overall 2.63 0.57 Moderate

Point to the dimension of rubric development, it shows one of the lowest mean scores,
suggesting that rubric development is a significant area of weakness. Pre-service EFL teachers
appear to struggle with defining criteria and ensuring scoring consistency, which are critical in
pragmatic assessment. As shown in Table 4, rubric development is markedly one of the weakest
constructs among pre-service EFL teachers with mean scores ranging from 2.58 to 2.68. All
have remained within the moderate range but have persistently been near their lower limit. This
indicates that, from the perspective of our pre-service EFL teachers, it is difficult to outline
clear and accurate criteria for assessing pragmatic performance. Specifically, the challenges in
ensuring scoring consistency (M = 2.58) reflect a lack of clarity on having stable evaluation
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standards. In the same vein, low scores for identifying key components of pragmatic
competence also imply that pre-service EFL teachers are not yet aware of a clear framework to
follow when it comes to assessment. These limitations are significant because sound rubric
development is necessary for a quality generalizable assessment.

The fifth dimension is the confidence in assessing pragmatic competence. This dimension
presents the weakest dimension (as it scored lowest with mean (2.49 to 2.58). This implies the
fact that there is a general level of unpredictability as to whether pre-service EFL teachers feel
they can accurately assess pragmatic competence.

Table 5. Result of descriptive statistics for confidence in assessing pragmatic competence

Item Statement (Shortened) Mean SD Level

25 Evaluating pragmatics 2.56 0.61 Moderate
26 Assessing appropriateness 2.52 0.59 Moderate
27 Giving feedback 2.58 0.60 Moderate
28 Role-play assessment 2.49 0.62 Moderate
29 Practicum assessment 2.53 0.58 Moderate
Overall 2.54 0.60 Moderate

Table 5 shows that pre-service EFL teachers felt significantly less confident in their
evaluation of role-play performance (M = 2.49), and the appropriateness (M = 2.52) indicating
they might be relatively less prepared to deal with performance-measure assessment tasks.
Most of their uncertainty is most likely linked to little practice and the challenges we
distinguished in the previous dimensions, especially that of task design and rubric
development. In classroom settings, such uncertainties could result in the avoidance of
pragmatic assessment or over-reliance on simpler assessment formats. Thus, confidence is one
of the elements that drives the extent to which knowledge gained through assessment translates
into practice.

Table 6. Result of descriptive statistics for perceived challenges in assessing pragmatic competence

Item Statement (Shortened) Mean SD Level
30 Difficulty assessing pragmatics 3.72 0.53 High
31 Harder than grammar 3.81 0.50 High
32 Lack of training 3.76 0.52 High
33 Difficulty designing tasks 3.79 0.51 High
34 Uncertainty in scoring 3.82 0.49 High
Overall 3.78 0.51 High

In contrast to other dimensions, pre-service EFL teachers strongly acknowledge the
complexity of pragmatic assessment. High scores across all items indicate that challenges are
consistently perceived, particularly in task design, training, and scoring reliability. Table 6
shows that perceived challenges are consistently rated at a high level, with mean scores ranging
from 3.72 to 3.82. This shows that the pre-service EFL teachers acknowledge the complexity
of pragmatic competence assessment. Uncertainty in scoring (M = 3.82) has the highest mean
score, which also indicates concerns regarding subjective and consistent evaluation. High
scores on the difficulty of designing tasks and low training (two independent items) indicated
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that pre-service EFL teachers feel poorly prepared to address this aspect of assessment. he
perception that pragmatic assessment is more difficult than grammar-based assessment further
reinforces the idea that it is seen as a demanding and less familiar domain. Instead, these
findings also hint at a systematic nature of challenges occurring across different assessment
aspects.

3.2. Pre-service EFL teachers' assessment of learners' pragmatic competence during
teaching practicum

To answer the second research question, the qualitative phase explored how pre-service EFL
teachers assessed learners' pragmatic competence during their teaching practicum. Consistent
with the explanatory sequential mixed-methods design, this phase was conducted after the
quantitative analysis to provide a deeper understanding of the patterns identified in the
questionnaire findings. Classroom assessment documents, including lesson plans, assessment
tasks, and scoring rubrics, were analyzed alongside semi-structured interviews to examine not
only the assessment practices implemented by the participants but also the underlying
reasoning and contextual factors that shaped those practices. Through the integrated analysis
of these two qualitative data sources using reflexive thematic analysis, four interpretive themes
emerged. These themes explain how pre-service EFL teachers translated their language
assessment literacy into classroom practice and clarify why particular quantitative patterns,
such as the moderate levels of assessment task design, rubric development, and confidence,
were observed. A summary of these integrated qualitative themes is presented in Table 7,
followed by a detailed discussion of each theme. The themes presented in Table 7 were derived
through the thematic analysis of both classroom assessment documents and semi-structured
interviews. The document analysis provided evidence of participants' actual assessment
practices, including task types, assessment criteria, rubric use, and scoring procedures, whereas
the interview data explained the rationale behind these practices, participants' confidence, and
the contextual challenges they encountered during the teaching practicum. By integrating these
two qualitative data sources, Table 7 presents a comprehensive summary of pre-service EFL
teachers' pragmatic assessment practices

Table 7. Summary of interpretive themes explaining pre-service EFL teachers’ pragmatic competence
during teaching practicum (derived from classroom assessment documents and semi-structured
interviews on pragmatic assessment practices)

Interpretive Theme Evidence from Evidence from Interviews Explanation of
Documents Quantitative
Findings
Communicative tasks Lesson plans and Participants acknowledged Explains the
were implemented speaking tasks uncertainty about moderate score
without explicit pragmatic emphasized incorporating pragmatic for  assessment
assessment intentions fluency and competence into assessment task design.
grammar with tasks
limited reference
to pragmatic

objectives
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Assessment decisions Scoring  rubrics Participants perceived Explains why
prioritized linguistic emphasized grammar as more objective pragmatic
accuracy over pragmatic grammar, and easier to score. competence was
appropriateness pronunciation, and indirectly

vocabulary rather assessed.

than  contextual

appropriateness
Lack of explicit rubrics Most rubrics Participants reported Explains the low
resulted in subjective contained holistic uncertainty when assigning rubric
judgement rather than scores for pragmatic development

analytic criteria for performance score and low

pragmatics confidence
Practicum constraints Assessment Participants highlighted Explains the high
shaped pragmatic documents limited mentoring, time level of perceived
assessment practices reflected pressure, and curriculum challenges

simplified demands.

assessment due to
time and curricular
constraints

3.2.1. Communicative tasks were implemented without explicit pragmatic assessment
intentions

The quantitative results showed that pre-service EFL teachers only achieved a moderate level
of competence for creating pragmatic assessment tasks (overall M = 2.81), indicating limited
ability when trying to translate their conceptual knowledge about pragmatic competence into
authentic classroom assessment. This pattern is elaborated in greater detail by the qualitative
analysis. Despite the fact that classroom assessment documents demonstrated the use of
communicative activities, such as role-plays, dialogues, and oral presentations among
participants, these activities were seldom performed with explicit pragmatic assessment goals.
In contrast, the focus of both lesson plans and assessment tasks was speaking performance as
a form of linguistic knowledge instead of speaking as context-sensitive language use. As a
result, communicative tasks provided options for language output and not necessarily tools to
assess pragmatic ability.

Likewise, analysis of classroom assessment documents illustrated that pragmatic
competence was rarely a stated focus of assessment. Although most lesson plans incorporated
interactive speaking activities where it was possible to elicit pragmatic performance, the
learning objectives and assessment instructions rarely mentioned pragmatic features such as
speech acts, politeness strategies, appropriateness, or sociocultural norms. Instead of
operationalizing pragmatic competence into observable guidelines for assessment, participants
seemed to take the leap that communicative activities would automatically mirror students'
pragmatic ability. The result indicates that communicative task formats did not guarantee
explicit assessment of pragmatic competence.

Furthermore, the interview data assist in understanding why this pattern occurred. Some of
the participants shared that they chose role-play activities as task types, as these tasks were
practical in nature and commonly used for speaking assessment. However, they also
acknowledged that their evaluation emphasized students’ linguistic accuracy and fluency over
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the appropriateness of language use in different communicative contexts. This was explained
by Participant 4.

1 used role-play in my class, but I focused more on whether students spoke fluently and
correctly, not really on whether it was appropriate. (Participant 4)

As noted by Participant 4, pre-service EFL teachers recognized the role-play was
communicative, but did not feel it was a way of systematically measuring pragmatic
competence. Instead, pragmatic appropriateness was considered to be an implicit byproduct of
judgments rather than an explicit evaluation criterion. Thus, despite the authentic nature of
communication tasks students were able to make few if any judgments about what language
was socially appropriate in any given context.

The findings from the document analysis and interviews account for why in the quantitative
phase participants still maintained only moderate levels of task-design competence. The issue
was not that the students could not conceptualize activities to practice communicative language
use, but rather concern over procedural knowledge of how pragmatic competence should be
linked into these activities as an explicit construct for assessment. That is, participants knew
how to teach via communication but were less sure about how to assess it pragmatically. These
results indicate that the gap between conceptual change and classroom assessment practice is
not in deciding which instructional activities to use but rather it is in operationalizing pragmatic
competence into assessment objectives and criteria based on instruction.

3.2.2. Assessment decisions were dominated by linguistic accuracy rather than pragmatic
appropriateness

The qualitative results elaborate on why participants only exhibited moderate levels of
language assessment literacy revealing that assessment decisions were primarily driven by
linguistic correctness rather than pragmatic appropriateness. Participants were well aware what
the word pragmatic competence entailed and how important it was to use language
appropriately within its context, but that was seldom taken into account when they were
assessing the students. In contrast, the assessment documents paid persistent attention to
linguistic features (grammar, vocabulary, pronunciation, fluency) while pragmatic aspects
related to speech acts, politeness and contextual appropriateness garnered far less explicit
consideration. This bias implies that participants were more confident in evaluating linguistic
performance than pragmatic competence, which is contingent on the context.

Classroom assessment documents provide evidence for in this interpretation Traditional
assessment criteria for speaking rubrics consisted mostly of grammatical accuracy, including
the usage of vocabulary, pronunciation and fluency. Descriptors that indirectly represented
pragmatic competence appeared in only a few documents, and they were frequently general
descriptors like "appropriate responses" or "effective communication," without specifics about
the pragmatic behaviors desired from learners. Consequently, assessment practices were
mostly a replication of traditional speaking assessment rather than systematized judgment on
learners' pragmatic competence. Moreover, interview findings provide additional details as to
why certain decisions were made regarding these assessments. As scoring criteria were already
well established for grammar and pronunciation, participant 8 consistently described himself
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as more objective and easier to evaluate. In contrast, they viewed pragmatic competence as
abstract and hard to evaluate in a consistent manner. Similarly, Participant 11 acknowledged
that although classroom communication naturally involves pragmatic competence, assessment
decisions continued to prioritize linguistic accuracy because it was considered more practical
within the teaching practicum.

I am not sure about the rubric assessment criteria. I think I can just score the students’\
speaking based on their pronunciation. (Participant 8)

Students communicate during role-play, but when I give scores, I mostly look at
grammar, vocabulary, and fluency because those are the criteria that I understand best.
(Participant 11)

This finding shows that participants hold not only knowledge, but a conception on how they
view the feasibility of the assessment. The preferences for linguistic features represented a
desire to preserve the integrity of scoring while assuring fairness rather than an intentional
neglect of pragmatic competence. Participants turned to their familiarity with observable and
more measurable criteria such as grammar, pronunciation, and vocabulary even in classrooms
that promoted authentic communication. To add, participants acknowledged the importance of
world- or context-appropriate language use from a pedagogical standpoint, but struggled to
determine adequate procedural knowledge—based assessment for functions and
notional/functional grammar components translating it into an explicit criterion. Thus,
assessment in the classroom was notably still focused on accuracy of linguistic features that
likely explains the levels of assessment literacy being moderate throughout quantitative phase.
Implications of the results for addressing the disconnect between communicative language
teaching and communicative language assessment: Evidence from Chinese pre-service teacher
education. These findings imply that capacity building to enhance pre-service teachers' skills
in operationalizing pragmatic competence into assessable markers is crucial in narrowing the
gap between communicative language teaching and communicative language assessment.

3.2.3. The absence of explicit rubrics led to subjective assessment practices

Qualitative findings also confirmed that the intermediate degree of rubric development skills
observed in the quantitative phase stemmed from participants' use of general speaking rubrics
rather than pragmatic competence-specific assessment criteria. While nearly all participants
indicated that rubrics were vital in scoring consistently, the classroom assessment materials
revealed that rubrics used during micro-teaching focused on linguistic features (grammar,
vocabulary, pronunciation and fluency). Explicit tokens of pragmatic performance including
speech act appropriateness, politeness strategies, sensitivity to social relationships, or
contextual language use were largely left out. As a result, participants frequently relied on their
own intuition in the assessment of learners' pragmatic achievement.

The rubrics used for this research were represented in most cases generic speaking
assessment criteria that many teacher preparation courses introduce. Though these rubrics
helped scoring for accuracy and fluency, they were of little help to judge their appropriacy in
different communicative contexts. In a few lesson plans, pre-service EFL teachers expected
pragmatic competence implicitly in communicative tasks such as dialogues and role-plays
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without observable indicators in the scoring rubrics to reflect pragmatic behaviors
Speculatively, the fact that communicative activities were agreed as important implies
participants recognized their importance for assessing pragmatic competence but did not seem
to have tools or strategies by which they could evaluate pragmatic competence in a systematic
manner.

This further explains why participants used such broad rubrics in the interviews. We found
that participant 9 and participant 12 were unsure about how to define measurable elements of
pragmatic competence, and voiced concerns regarding the reliability and fairness of scoring.

1 usually use the speaking rubric provided by my lecturer because I don't know how to
create specific criteria for pragmatics. If  make my own rubric, I worry that the scores
will become too subjective. (Participant 9)

Grammar and pronunciation are easier because there are clear indicators. For
pragmatic competence, 1 find it difficult to determine what deserves a high or low score,
so I tend to use my overall impression. (Participant 12)

These findings suggest that reliance on holistic judgement among participants was not just
a review due to lack of preparation but also a reflection of their need to salve their sense of
fairness and consistency in scoring. Participants chose familiar scoring criteria that they felt
more comfortable defending in the practicum setting rather than intentionally working to avoid
a pragmatic assessment. But this focus on general speaking rubrics inevitably constrained their
capacity to accommodate contextually appropriate language use, relegating pragmatic
competence as a subtler pressure in explicit assessment of spoken language.

3.2.4. Practicum context and limited assessment literacy shaped assessment decisions

According to the qualitative findings, the structure of the individual skills or knowledge that
participants possessed while judging their assessment practices was not as clear cut; rather,
what they felt about conducting assessments during their practicum was also informed by
contextual realities. These results provide some insight into tendency to perceive challenges
during the quantitative phase. While participants acknowledged the value of assessing
pragmatic competence, they often highlighted tensions between theoretical understanding
gained from university and implementation in practice in classrooms. Collectively, time
constraints, curriculum expectations, scant mentoring on assessment and limited opportunities
for immersive exposure to pragmatics in teacher preparation influenced the design and
implementation of classroom assessments among participants.

Such contextual factors were evident in the classroom assessment documents. Lesson plans
tended to stress performance objectives that could be achieved in the limited instructional time
available, leading to assessment activities focusing on overt forms of language use. Even
though there were communicative tasks (such as role-plays and dialogues) in the classroom,
assessment rubrics would become very simplified so that it was easy to score. The pattern
indicates that assessment decisions were influenced by participants' assessment literacy as well
as the practical considerations of pacing classroom instruction during teaching practicum.
Moreover, the findings from the interview corroborate how contextual factors affected the ways
those participants assessed potential students. Some of the participants expressed that they had
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not received sufficient amount of pre-service training directly connected with assessing
pragmatic competence and thus applied the assessment methods they had already learned or
experienced.

We learned about communicative language teaching, but we were not really taught how
to assess students' pragmatic competence. During practicum, I mostly followed the
assessment format used by my mentor teacher because it was more practical. (Participant

5)

Sometimes [ wanted to pay attention to how students used language appropriately, but
with limited time and many students to assess, I focused on aspects that were easier to
observe and score. (Participant 10)

According to Participant 5 and Participant 10, it demonstrates that participants' assessment
decisions reflected pragmatic responses to the constraints of the practicum rather than a lack of
appreciation for pragmatic competence. The reliance on familiar assessment procedures,
simplified rubrics, and observable linguistic criteria represented strategies for coping with
competing instructional demands while maintaining manageable and consistent classroom
assessment practices. The findings also highlight the important role of mentor teachers and
school assessment cultures in shaping pre-service teachers' assessment behavior during
practicum, suggesting that language assessment literacy develops through interactions between
individual competence and contextual opportunities for practice.

In general, the integrated analysis indicates that language assessment literacy of pre-service
teachers should be positioned in a situated and developmental sense rather than as an individual
body of knowledge. Participants recognized the idea of pragmatic competence and
communicative assessment but felt the contextual constraints of the context made this
knowledge difficult to implement in teaching practices focusing on authentic classroom
assessment. These results account for the significant difficulties reported in the quantitative
phase and highlight the necessity for teacher education program to include more opportunities
during teaching practicum whereby material is designed, executed and evaluated using a
pragmatic competence assessment approach. Strengthening cooperation between universities
and practicum schools could enhance the development of assessment practices that
contextualized communicative language teaching to the communicative language assessment
field.

3.3. Discussion

The findings of this study indicate that pre-service EFL teachers demonstrate a moderate level
of language assessment literacy (LAL) in assessing pragmatic competence, with notable
variation across dimensions. To some extent, then, pre-service EFL teachers exhibit a modicum
of conceptual understanding with both pragmatic competence and general principles of
assessment. The findings are in line with prior research indicating that pre-service teacher
education programs offer a basic understanding of assessment principles (Dreer-Goethe, 2023;
Zulaiha et al., 2020). On the contrasting side, though, the findings show that such knowledge
does not convert into actual expertise. Specifically, lower scores in aspects like task design,
rubric development and confidence reflect that pre-service EFL teachers have difficulties
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translating their knowledge into classroom practices. This gap relates to what the literature has
frequently referred to as knowing about assessment versus knowing how to assess. This gap
echoes the well-discussed notion in the literature of the difference between knowing about
assessment’ and 'knowing how to assess’ in practice (Vogt et al., 2024). Thus, even though the
pre-service EFL teachers seem theoretically prepared, their assessment literacy is partially
established to apply in practice. This implies that, at least for complex language constructs like
pragmatics, teacher preparation may not be adequately accommodating these needs.

Furthermore, the qualitative findings offer greater insight into the specific nature in which
this gap takes place (i.e., what actually happens in classrooms). While pre-service EFL teachers
predominantly used communicative tasks like role-plays and dialogues, few contained a clear
focus on pragmatic competence. Instead, assessment tended to focus on linguistic features such
as grammar, vocabulary, and fluency. This pattern aligns with earlier research indicating that
classroom assessment often prioritizes easily measurable aspects of language over more
complex and context-dependent features (Babaii & Asadnia, 2019; Kremmel & Harding,
2020). In this regard, pragmatic competence remains underrepresented not because it is
considered unimportant, but because it is perceived as difficult to assess (Bouknify, 2025).
Consequently, teachers might revert back to implicit or intuitive judgments instead of assessing
pragmatic performance systematically. Therefore, the assessment practices do not indicate the
goals of communicative language teaching. This also urges the necessity of linking
communicative learning goals with those expressed at assessment in class.

In addition, this study identifies the challenges in rubric development and scoring practices
as prevalent issues. Pre-service EFL teachers indicated difficulty in establishing explicit
thresholds for pragmatic appropriateness leading to subjective and variable scoring. This
finding accords with the notion that pragmatics assessment involves judicious evaluation and
is not easily generalized to static marking rubrics (Hammouri & Al-Khanji, 2023; Korkmaz &
Karatepe, 2023). Teachers can only make validity and reliability assessment decisions when
rubrics are well developed. In addition, without clear criteria it is difficult to give meaningful
feedback to learners which in turn limits the pedagogic value of assessment. Teachers need
well-articulated rubrics to guide their assessment decisions, otherwise it is difficult to prove
that they are valid and reliable (Prastikawati et al., 2025). Furthermore, the absence of specific
criteria precludes quality feedback for learners, thus diminishing the pedagogical value of
assessment. Furthermore, its presence is compounded by the low confidence of pre-service
EFL teachers who seem to know these limitations exist without having sufficient resources to
effectively remedy them. Thus, rubric development then becomes a specific area where teacher
education programs need focused training (Giraldo, 2021).

Moreover, the results indicate that context impacts highly on assessment practices especially
in teaching practicum. Time pressures, curricular demands, and limited mentorship support
were often given as rationale for using simplified assessment methods. This phenomenon is
consistent with the understanding that assessment literacy is not just an individual competency,
but rather a socially- and institutionally-situated practice (Fulcher, 2012; Kim et al., 2020; Levi
& Inbar-Lourie, 2020). That is, classroom environments may limit teachers’ ability to enact
knowledge even when they have relevant knowledge. Consequently, pre-service teachers
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prioritize efficiency and practicality over sophistication which are two hallmarks of how
pragmatic assessment is often neglected. This implies that LAL is not only about individual
competence but also building the right conditions in which assessment takes place. Therefore,
these practicum settings should be constructed to afford more structured opportunities for
practicing a range of assessment approaches.

4. Conclusion

To sum up, this study indicates a moderate degree of language assessment literacy (LAL)
among pre-service EFL teachers regarding measuring pragmatic competence, where
conceptual knowledge outweighs procedural one. Although pre-service EFL teachers seem to
have background knowledge of key concepts in pragmatics and general assessment principles,
it becomes challenging for them once they are expected to create tasks or rubrics independently
what should be graded and how do these reflect classroom context. It also suggests that
pragmatic competence is assessed more indirectly, focusing on linguistic correctness instead
of contextual appropriateness. Moreover, the two other constraints such as shortage of time and
overcrowded curriculum besides inadequate training during practicum restrict enactment and
development of LAL. These results suggest that current teacher education programs need to
place greater emphasis on practice-oriented and domain-specific assessment training,
particularly in the area of pragmatics. Yet, the limitations of this study must also be mentioned.
Findings are thus limited as the data were collected from only one institution and with a small
sample size. In addition, the study was based on self-reported data and intentionally chosen
classroom setting that may not adequately represent assessment practices. Future research
could, therefore include a large and more diverse sample size, the use of classroom
observations in combination with self-reported data and/or an examination of mentoring or
institutional support towards assessment literacy development. These types of studies would
lead to a more in-depth insight into how pragmatic assessment (especially LAL) can be
designed and implemented successfully within EFL teacher education settings.
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