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Abstract

The study aims to assess online assessment practices in a public university, addressing questions
about self-efficacy levels, tools used, challenges faced, and proposed solutions. The chosen
methodology employs a cross-sectional survey design, collecting both quantitative and qualitative
data from 50 instructors in TUrkiye through a convenience sampling method. Results indicate a
moderate level of self-efficacy among participants, with challenges identified in monitoring student
progress objectively and incorporating alternative assessment techniques. The study highlights a
preference for summative assessments, particularly assignments, projects, and quizzes. Discussions
and e-portfolios are less favored. The instructors addressing challenges in online assessment
employ various precautions across assessment tools, processes, assessors, and the Learning
Management System (Canvas). The strategies include enhancing question quality, favoring higher-
order thinking skills, utilizing diverse assessment tools, and implementing precautions like item
banks. During the assessment process, precautions involve considerations for exam duration,
informing students, and encouraging professional development. In the Learning Management
System, instructors rearrange options, enforce single answers, and seek assistance for technical
challenges. To ensure internal validity, teachers have opted for measures to prepare questions
according to lesson achievements, improve communication with students, and use different
measurement tools. Findings resonate with the Technological Pedagogical Content Knowledge
(TPACK) model, showcasing the integration of technological, pedagogical, and content knowledge
to enhance online assessments' reliability and validity. The findings suggest a need for professional
development to enhance instructors' competencies in addressing challenges and promoting a more
balanced use of assessment methods in online education.
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Introduction

In the 21st century, higher education institutions have gained more importance, and determining
the learning outcomes of students has become even more important for students' development
(Amelung et al., 2011; Gikandi et al., 2011; JISC, 2010). Various assessment and evaluation
methods have been developed for these purposes. Multiple-choice questions, open-response tests,

and performance tasks are some of these methods. With the introduction of computer and internet
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technologies into university classrooms, assessment and evaluation approaches have also changed.
These technological advances have led to a transformational change in assessment practice. These
technological developments have brought a breath of fresh air to assessment and evaluation
practices, leading to the emergence of online assessment or e-assessment approaches (Dunn et al.,
2003; Odularu et al., 2022).

The advent of digital technologies has ushered in a transformative era for educational measurement
and assessment, with online measurement emerging as a pivotal methodology. Defined by Jordan
(2013) as the application of internet technology at any stage of the measurement-assessment
process, online measurement encompasses a wide array of practices, from administering final
exams through digital platforms to evaluating performance tasks in virtual environments. The
integration of computers and, subsequently, internet technologies into educational settings has
catalyzed a significant body of research dedicated to enhancing and evaluating online assessment
practices (Bennet, 2006; Ridgway & McCuster, 2003; Shermis et al., 2006).

In the dynamic landscape of online education, the implementation of best practices in online
measurement is paramount for ensuring the effectiveness, reliability, and fairness of assessments.
A robust technological infrastructure is foundational, exemplified by the adoption of cloud-based
platforms such as Google Classroom or Canvas, which guarantee scalable and uninterrupted access
to assessments (Gaytan & McEwen, 2007). The pedagogical alignment of assessment methods
with learning objectives ensures that assessments accurately reflect students' knowledge and skills
(Reeves, 2000; Rovai, 2000). This can be achieved through diverse assessment formats, including
adaptive quizzes for individual learning paths, peer assessments for evaluating collaborative skills,
and interactive simulations for practical skill application (Kulkarni et al., 2013). Moreover,
formative assessments through online forums and quizzes with instant feedback play a crucial role
in providing continuous learning support. These practices, when effectively integrated, not only
fortify the assessment process but also foster an inclusive and engaging educational environment,
underscoring the importance of a holistic approach to online measurement that encompasses both
technological and pedagogical considerations (Barbosa & Garcia, 2005; Gaytan & McEwen, 2007;
Mosia & Matabane, 2022).

In the online education process, online assessment and evaluation methods have many advantages
compared to paper and pencil tests. These benefits include cost and time efficiency, the ability to

create automated tests, providing high-quality feedback, incorporating interactive elements and
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multimedia tools into assessments, as well as facilitating personalized testing experiences (Boevé
et al., 2015; Nikou & Economides, 2018; Rolim & Isaias, 2019; St-Onge et al., 2021; Whitelock
& Watt, 2008). Studies in the literature indicate that online assessment provides faster and higher-
quality feedback (Dermo, 2009; Hettiarachchi et al., 2013; Redecker et al., 2012). Doukas and
Andreatos (2007) argue that online assessment allows for the immediate generation of results. This
enables students to receive immediate feedback on their performance. When the role of timely and
effective feedback in education is remembered, the level of contribution of online assessment
applications to education is also revealed (Gikandi et al., 2011; Ras et al., 2015).

While electronic assessment (e-assessment) applications offer substantial advantages, it is crucial
to recognize and address significant drawbacks. One notable drawback is the problematic
reliability of tests. The literature underscores recurring issues related to the consistency and
accuracy of test results, attributing these challenges to various factors, including the dynamic
nature of technology, diverse student needs, and the complexity of accurately measuring learning
outcomes electronically (Balta, 2014; Battal et al., 2022; Guerrero-Roldan et al., 2020; Hussein et
al., 2020; Karahoca et al., 2021; Rovai, 2000; Solak et al., 2020; Tekin et al., 2022). Another
critical drawback is insufficient technological literacy among teachers and students (Balta, 2014;
Senel & Senel, 2021). Due to unfamiliarity with the technology, e-assessment tools may not be
used effectively, and assessments may lack fairness and accuracy. Lack of access to technical
infrastructure in universities also increases these concerns (Marriott & Teoh, 2019; Sari, 2020;
Tekin et al., 2022). The inability of students and lecturers to access the necessary technologies and
reliable internet connections may prevent the smooth implementation of e-assessment practices.
In addition, this situation also raises problems related to inequality of opportunity in education
(Battal et al., 2022; Tekin et al., 2022). Students who have difficulty accessing e-assessment
technologies may naturally face obstacles to participating in this activity. Thus, the gaps in access
to opportunities in education increase. This situation leads to the emergence of communication
problems, which is another important disadvantage associated with online assessment practices
(Meccawy et al., 2021). Lack of personal interaction between student and instructor can lead to
communication problems, inhibit effective feedback, and potentially reduce the overall quality of
the assessment process (Shuey, 2002).

Due to the limitations of online measurement, the proper integration of these technologies into

education becomes more important and requires instructors to develop their skills in this regard.
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Although traditional technological teaching tools such as smart boards and PowerPoint are familiar
to instructors, their practical application in teaching still remains important. Instructors should gain
competence in using information and communication technologies (ICT) in both teaching and
assessment practices (Akram et al., 2021).

While some traditional face-to-face classroom skills transfer adequately to the online environment,
additional competencies are required for instructors to be successful in the online environment
(Martin et al., 2019). These additional competencies include the ability to effectively use online
learning platforms, facilitate online discussions, provide meaningful feedback in virtual
environments, and design assessments that are aligned with online learning objectives and the
unique characteristics of the online environment (Gaytan & McEwen, 2007). Instructors need to
have a strong understanding of instructional and assessment strategies that work best in the online
learning environment (Gaytan & McEwen, 2007; Fein & Logan, 2003). They should be able to
design assessments that accurately measure student learning and evaluate their mastery of course
content. Furthermore, instructors should have the ability to adapt assessment formats to suit the
different needs and preferences of online learners (Leary et al., 2020). Additionally, instructors
need to possess the skills to create authentic and relevant assessments that promote critical thinking
and problem-solving skills (Gaytan & McEwen, 2007; McGee et al., 2017). These competencies
can be acquired through professional development and training specifically focused on online
teaching and assessment. Furthermore, instructors should be knowledgeable in leveraging
technology tools for assessment purposes, such as using learning management systems for
administering quizzes and exams, utilizing online collaboration tools for group projects and peer
evaluations, and incorporating multimedia elements for interactive and engaging assessments
(Martin et al., 2019). Instructors must stay updated on emerging trends and best practices in online
assessment to ensure they are providing quality feedback and evaluating student learning
effectively (Gaytan & McEwen, 2007; Rovai, 2000). In summary, instructors in the online
environment need competencies in using online learning platforms, facilitating discussions,
providing feedback, designing assessments aligned with learning objectives and the online
environment, adapting assessment formats to meet diverse learner needs, creating authentic and
relevant assessments, leveraging technology tools for assessment purposes, and staying updated

on emerging trends in online assessment.
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Especially considering the advantages and limitations of online assessment, it is of great
importance for instructors to carefully select and appropriately design the tools they choose for
assessment. Of course, to achieve this, instructors are expected to seamlessly integrate their
technological, content, and pedagogical knowledge (Jaipal-Jamani et al., 2018; Uerz et al., 2018).
In this context, the Technological Pedagogical Content Knowledge (TPACK) framework provides
educators with practical guidelines to ensure this integration effectively (Cam & Kog, 2021;
Georgina & Olson, 2008).

The TPACK framework developed by Mishra and Koehler (2006) undertakes an important task to
identify competences for online assessment and evaluation practices. TPACK emphasizes the
interaction of three core knowledge domains: technological knowledge (TK), pedagogical
knowledge (PK), and content knowledge (CK) (Koehler et al., 2014). Technological knowledge
(TK) includes the comprehension and application of technological tools and applications. This
includes being aware of the myriad of digital tools available for instruction, how technology can
change the way students learn, and how it can facilitate the teaching process (Swallow & Olofson,
2017). Pedagogical knowledge (PC) includes the effective teaching methods and strategies used
by educators. It includes understanding how students construct knowledge, acquire skills, and
develop disciplined thinking processes (Swallow & Olofson, 2017). This knowledge domain
guides educators in selecting appropriate instructional strategies, designing learning activities, and
assessing student learning in ways that are conducive to educational goals. On the other hand,
content knowledge (CK) is related to the understanding of subject content (Shmidt et al., 2009).
This encompasses facts, concepts, theories, and principles that are essential to a particular
discipline (Swallow & Olofson, 2017). For educators, possessing deep content knowledge is
fundamental to explaining complex ideas clearly and facilitating learning. The intersection and
interaction of these three knowledge domains constitute TPACK, which is the specific knowledge
required for the seamless integration of technology into teaching practices (Vasadavan et al.,
2019).

In the context of online assessment, TPACK becomes essential for educators as it guides the design
and implementation of assessments aligned with learning objectives, facilitates effective
technology utilization, and enables the provision of meaningful feedback to students (Cam & Kog,
2021). Research indicates that educators with robust TPACK can adeptly choose suitable

assessment tools, analyze assessment data, and interpret results to enhance their teaching practices



Journal of Social Studies Education Research 2024:15 (1), 1-37

(Akram et al., 2021). Moreover, they proficiently integrate technology into assessment processes,
ensuring that assessments are not only engaging and accessible but also closely aligned with the
intended learning goals.

Because of the COVID-19 pandemic, in 2020 and 2021, higher education activities in Tirkiye
underwent a transformative shift, compelling institutions to adopt mandatory online education. In
addition to all these, after the great earthquake on February 6, 2023, the spring semester of 2023
2024 was compulsorily switched to online education (Elhaty & Elhadary, 2023). Throughout these
periods, diverse technological solutions were employed across universities. While some
institutions chose established learning management systems such as Moodle, Canvas, or
Blackboard (e.g., Eskisehir Osmangazi University), others relied on video conferencing
technologies like Zoom and Skype (e.g., Bartin University) to facilitate their educational endeavors
(Karademir et al., 2020; Tosun, 2021). Regardless of the chosen technology, assessment and
evaluation activities emerged as significant concerns, prompting concerted efforts to identify the
most effective approaches.

When examining studies on the utilization and adoption of educational technologies by instructors
in Tirkiye, conflicting results have been obtained. Studies by Celik (2011) and Cagiltay et al.
(2007) indicated that instructors' techno-pedagogical practices were low. In a more recent
qualitative study by Cam and Kog (2020), instructors expressed that their technology knowledge
levels were low and their TPACK competencies were insufficient. Conversely, there are studies
stating that instructors have moderate confidence in their techno-pedagogical content knowledge
(Onal & Cakir, 2015), as well as studies suggesting a high level of competence (Kabaran & Aykag,
2018; Simsek et al., 2013). With the development of mandatory online education during the
pandemic, instructors faced both technological and pedagogical challenges in transitioning from
traditional to digital assessment practices (Capperucci & Salvadori, 2021; Forrester, 2020;
Ghanbari & Nowroozi, 2021; Senel & Senel, 2021; Todd, 2020). Ghanbari and Nowroozi (2021)
examined the challenges faced by Iranian EFL teachers during mandatory online education. The
study's results indicated that challenges initially perceived as difficult by teachers gradually
resolved, leading to a shift in their attitudes towards online assessment. Teachers overcame
inhibiting attitudes and embraced the benefits of online assessment. The initial ambivalence was
attributed to factors such as the teachers' lack of technological competence for online assessment.

Senel and Senel (2021) conducted a study in which university students were asked to evaluate their
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experiences with online assessment practices. Generally, university students expressed satisfaction
with online assessment practices and complained about rapid assessment, ineffective feedback,
and the low discriminatory level of test results. The underlying reasons for this were attributed to
instructors' unfamiliarity with this new technological environment, i.e., their lack of techno-
pedagogical skills and the excessive workload (Senel & Senel, 2021). When examining studies on
instructors' competencies in online assessment methods, different results are observed. According
to Balta (2014), instructors perceive themselves as competent in using online assessment methods.
Additionally, instructors have been found to value formative assessment and providing students
with information about the process regarding online assessment methods (Balta, 2014). On the
other hand, Aydimn et al. (2021) investigated instructors' assessment competencies during the
pandemic and found that instructors did not feel competent in using appropriate assessment tools
(surveys, online quizzes, Kahoot, etc.) and appropriate alternative assessment techniques (peer
assessment, e-portfolio, etc.) to ensure the achievements of the course.

If online assessment methods are divided into formative and summative, instructors in Turkiye
think that summative assessment methods are more effective (Yiksel & Gunduz, 2017). When
specifically examining instructors' online assessment practices during the period of mandatory
online education, it is observed that instructors predominantly favored the use of multiple-choice
and open-ended item types (Aslan-Altan & Karalar, 2022; Battal et al., 2022). In addition to these,
alternative assessment tools such as performance tasks, online presentations, and projects were
also implemented (Aslan et al., 2022; Battal et al., 2022; Senel & Senel, 2021). However, there is
a lack of research on the appropriateness of these assessment tools for different assessment types,
the areas where instructors may have weaknesses in their competencies, and the aspects that need
improvement. When examining the characteristics of instructors who received recognition during
the online education process, it was determined that they conducted various assessments by
considering student needs and utilizing both traditional and innovative assessment methods.
Furthermore, these instructors use rubrics to assess students. Additionally, they provide timely
responses and feedback on student performances, make themselves available when needed, and
engage in periodic communication (Martin et al., 2019). Given these qualities, it is imperative to
evaluate instructors, taking into account their diverse and effective online assessment practices

during the period of mandatory online education.
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Purpose of the Study

While existing studies point to challenges in the assessment and evaluation stages of online
learning experiences in Turkiye, this study aims to contribute by assessing the situation of online
assessment practices in a public university. Our objectives are to identify problems encountered

and propose solutions, addressing the following research questions:

1. What are the self-efficacy levels of instructors regarding online assessment and evaluation?
2. What are the online assessment methods and tools used by instructors in online education?
3. What problems do instructors face in online assessment?
4. What are the solution suggestions of instructors for the problems they encounter in online
assessment?

Method

Research Design

The study aims to explore online education instructors' assessment and evaluation competencies.
Utilizing a survey research method, the study collects both quantitative and qualitative data
(Creswell, 2012). Surveys are efficient for diverse participant data collection, making them
suitable for societal trends or phenomena with varied perspectives. The chosen survey model
aligns with the cross-sectional research approach, collecting data at a single time point. In the
study, online education instructors' assessment and evaluation competencies are selected as a

variable to investigate.

Context of the Study

The study was conducted at a Turkish public university in the Central Anatolia region during the
spring and summer semesters of 2022-2023. Despite the subsiding COVID-19 pandemic, an
earthquake in Kahramanmaras led to a transition to emergency online education in all departments
except applied ones like medicine and dentistry. While hybrid education was introduced in April,
the Higher Education Institution's decision kept exams remote. The university utilized Canvas as
its learning management system, allowing flexibility in employing various online assessment tools

alongside Canvas for midterm and final exams with no imposed restrictions.



Karakaya-Ozyer

Participants

In this study, the selection of participants was guided by a convenience sampling strategy, a
method chosen for its practicality and efficiency in accessing a readily available subset of the target
population. While acknowledging the limitations inherent to this approach, particularly in terms
of generalizability (Cohen & Manion, 1998, as cited by Buyukozturk et al., 2023), the sampling
process was designed with specific criteria in mind to ensure the collection of informative and
relevant data.

Participants were identified and selected based on their active engagement in online teaching at a
public university located in the Central Anatolia region of Turkiye. This criterion was paramount
to ensuring that the insights gathered were grounded in firsthand experience with online
assessment practices. The sampling aimed to encompass a broad spectrum of disciplines and
faculties, reflecting the university's diverse academic landscape. This diversity was essential for
exploring the multifaceted challenges and strategies associated with online assessment across
different academic contexts.

To further refine the sampling process, invitations were extended to all university lecturers,
resulting in the voluntary participation of 50 instructors. This sample size was deemed sufficient
for capturing a wide range of perspectives while remaining manageable for in-depth analysis. The
representativeness of the sample was enhanced by the demographic diversity of the participants,
including a balanced gender distribution and a wide range of teaching experience. This
demographic spread was crucial for examining the potential variability in online assessment
competencies and challenges across different stages of academic careers.

Furthermore, the study's sampling methodology sought to capture variations in instructors'
previous training in assessment and evaluation, both in general and specifically in an online
context. This aspect was critical for understanding the baseline competencies and identifying gaps
in knowledge and skills pertinent to online assessment practices. The demographic characteristics

of participants are elucidated in Table 1.
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Table 1
Demographic Characteristics of Participants

Variables Categories n %

Gender Female 28 56
Male 22 44

Faculty or School Faculty of Education 13 21.7
Faculty of Engineering and Architecture 5 10.6
Faculty of Agriculture 4 8.5
Faculty of Economics and Administrative Sciences 4 8.5
Vocational School of Foreign Languages 4 8.5
Faculty of Art and Design 3 6.4
Faculty of Science 3 6.4
Faculty of Health Sciences 3 6.4
Faculty of Tourism 2 4.3
Faculty of Humanities and Social Sciences 2 4.3
Vocational School of Health Services 2 4.3
Faculty of Theology 2 4.3

Period of active teaching 1-3 years 7 14.0
3-5 years 5 10.0
5-7 years 7 14.0
7-9 years 4 8.0
9 and above 27 54.0

Existence of previous Yes 32 64.0

assessment and evaluation

training
No 18 36.0

Existence of previous Yes 6 12.0

online  assessment and

evaluation training
No 44 88.0

As indicated in Table 1, approximately 56% of the participants were female lecturers. The faculties
or vocational schools from which the lecturers were drawn exhibited considerable diversity, with
the highest participation observed from the Faculty of Education (27.7%) and the lowest from the

faculties of Theology, Humanities, and Social Sciences (4.3%). When participants were questioned
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about their prior training in measurement and evaluation, 64% confirmed having received training
in this field. However, only 12% reported having received training in online measurement and

evaluation.

Data Collection Tools

The research utilized a comprehensive data collection approach, incorporating three key
components. The first segment focused on gathering demographic information, including
participants' workplace, gender, professional experience duration, and whether they received
assessment and evaluation training. For quantitative data, the study employed the "Online
Assessment and Evaluation Competency Scale for Lecturers,” a 25-item Likert-type scale
developed by Kog, Uzun, and Coral in 2022. The scale has two dimensions: competencies (13
items) and deficiencies (12 items). As the 12 items in the deficiency dimension were presented in
a negative format, they were reverse-coded to compute the total score. Participants were requested
to place these items on a scale, rating them from 0 to 100 with intervals of 10 points. The scale
demonstrated high reliability, with a Cronbach's alpha coefficient of 0.96 (Kog et al., 2022). The
qualitative component involved a questionnaire exploring participants’ online assessment
experiences, utilized platforms, challenges faced, and potential solutions. Data collection

employed Google Forms, distributed via email to lecturers.

Data Analysis

The research data were analyzed in two stages: quantitative and qualitative. While quantitative
data were used to seek answers to the first and second research problems, the third and fourth
research problems were revealed with the help of qualitative data. In the quantitative facet, the
scale data underwent descriptive statistical analysis using the Jamovi 2.2.5 program, involving
arithmetic mean, standard deviation, frequency, and percentage calculations. Jamovi, an open-
source statistical software, supports a broad spectrum of statistical analyses, spanning from
fundamental descriptive statistics to inferential analyses.

The qualitative data analysis within this study adhered to a systematic and rigorous thematic
analysis process, as delineated by Braun and Clarke (2006). This process commenced with a
meticulous reading of the collected responses to gain a deep understanding of the data's breadth
and depth. Following this initial engagement, the data was subjected to a coding process, where

11
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initial codes were generated by identifying meaningful patterns and insights related to the study's
3rd and 4th research questions. Each code was carefully annotated with corresponding data
excerpts, ensuring a robust and traceable linkage between the data and its interpretation.
Subsequently, the identified codes were aggregated into potential themes, with each theme
representing a significant pattern across the data set that related to the research questions (Creswell,
2012). This thematic framework was then reviewed and refined, ensuring each theme's coherence
and distinctiveness and that the overall narrative captured by the thematic analysis was reflective

of the data as a whole.

Reliability and Validity

To assess the scale's reliability and its sub-dimensions, Cronbach's Alpha and McDonald's Omega,
recommended for multidimensional structures (Hayes & Coutts, 2020), were employed. The
omega coefficient for the competence sub-dimension was 0.97 (Cronbach alpha was 0.96), and for
the deficiencies sub-dimension, it was 0.943 (Cronbach alpha was 0.931). The overall scale
exhibited high reliability, with an omega coefficient of 0.940, aligning with Kline's (2016)
definition of reliability coefficients of 0.90 and above as excellent values, affirming the robustness
of the results. The Cronbach Alpha was calculated as 0.924 for the whole scale.

The qualitative data questionnaire underwent rigorous review by two measurement and evaluation
experts and two instructors from distance education centers, with adjustments made based on their
expert opinions. A pilot study involving lecturers from three departments ensured question clarity
and page layout functionality. In the post-pilot study, inconsistencies in the measurement tool were
addressed, some questions were revised, and additional sections were introduced for open-ended
responses. Every step in qualitative data analysis was meticulously documented, and for data

triangulation, questionnaire responses and scale items from lecturers were jointly evaluated.

Ethical Considerations
The study received ethical approval from a state university, ensuring voluntary participation with
the right to withdraw. Participants' identities were protected, and data collected via Google Forms

was securely stored and not shared beyond the research team.
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Findings

Findings of the Online Assessment and Evaluation Competency Scale

The study employed a scale to assess instructors' self-efficacy in online assessment and evaluation.
The mean and standard deviation values for the scale and its sub-dimensions are presented in Table
2.

Table 2

Descriptives of Online Assessment and Competency Scale Results
Variables Aritmetic Mean  Standart Deviation Minimum Maximum
Competencies subscale  64.88 22.83 0 100
Deficiencies subscale 33.3 20.3 0 100
Whole scale 65.76 16.62 0 100

The arithmetic mean for the competencies sub-dimension scores of participating lecturers is 64.88
(std. deviation 22.83), indicating a moderate level of self-efficacy. In the deficiencies sub-
dimension, with negative expressions, the mean is 33.3 (std. deviation 20.3), suggesting low
perceived deficiencies. Overall scale scores, obtained by reverse coding deficiencies, have an
arithmetic mean of 65.76 (std. deviation 16.62), indicating a moderate level of self-efficacy in
online assessment and evaluation for the participants.

Upon analysing individual responses to scale items, the lowest score (X=58.60) pertained to "(Item
12) | can monitor student progress objectively with online assessment and evaluation applications”
and "I can develop activities for questioning cognitive skills in online assessment and evaluation”
received a score of X=61.40. Conversely, the highest scores were observed in the items "I have
difficulty in determining at which stage | will include assessment and evaluation activities in the
online teaching process" (X = 23.8 when reverse coded 76.2) and "I can transfer the assessment
and evaluation activities | have developed to online environments" (X =73.4). Furthermore, "I
have difficulty in including alternative assessment and evaluation techniques (project, portfolio,
performance, etc.) in online teaching" received a score of 73.0. The analysis indicates that while
participants feel competent in conducting measurement and evaluation activities online, they face
challenges in establishing an objective structure for monitoring student progress and developing
activities targeting high-level cognitive skills.

13
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Findings on Lecturers’ Online Assessment and Evaluation Practices
The study aims to uncover lecturers' assessment practices, exploring types, frequency, preferred
items, and tools in online education. The initial focus is on the frequency of using process and

summative assessments, as detailed in Table 3.

Table 3
Instructors' Frequency of Using Formative and Summative Assessment in Online Education
Assessment types Never Rarely Frequently Always
n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%)
Formative Assessment 2 (%4) 8 (%16) 30 (%60) 10 (%20)
Summative Assessment 0 (%0) 2 (%4) 14 (%28) 34 (%68)

Analyzing Table 3 data reveals lecturers predominantly favor and frequently use summative
assessments. Notably, 20% consistently use formative assessments, contrasting with 68%
consistently utilizing summative assessments. This aligns with findings from item 12 of the self-
efficacy scale for online assessment and evaluation.

Additionally, participating lecturers were queried on the frequency of utilizing quizzes, homework,

discussions, and electronic portfolio applications, with summarized results presented in Table 4.

Table 4

The Frequency of Instructors' Use of Some Online Assessment and Evaluation Practices
Assessment types Never Rarely Frequently Always

n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%)

Quiz 8 (%16) 13 (%26) 20 (%40) 9 (%18)
Homework/Project 0 (%0) 7 (%14) 26 (%52) 17 (%34)
Discussion 7 (%14) 15 (%30) 19 (%38) 9 (%18)
e-portfolio 23(%46) 18 (%36) 6 (%12) 3 (%6)

According to Table 4, assignments or projects are the most frequently used assessment methods in
online education, followed by quizzes. About 40% of participating lecturers commonly employ
quizzes to assess student knowledge and skills. Discussions are used frequently by 38% of the

participants, while e-portfolios are the least preferred. These preferences align with the overall low
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utilization of formative assessment. The study indicates that lecturers tend to assign homework or
projects during online education, and online exams, though less preferred, are inevitable in some

cases. The item types preferred in online exams on the CANVAS system are detailed in Table 5.

Table 5
Frequency Levels of the Types of Items Used by Instructors in Online Exams
Item types Never Rarely Frequently Always
n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%)
Multiple choice 7 (%14) 4 (%8) 19 (%38) 20 (%40)
True-false 12 (%24) 18 (%36) 12 (%24) 8 (%16)
Fill in the blank 16 (%32) 16 (%32) 9 (%18) 9 (%18)
Multiple fill in the blank 23 (%46) 16 (%32) 7 (%14) 4 (%8)
Multiple answers 27 (%54) 15 (%30) 4 (%8) 4 (%8)
Multi-drop-down menu 30 (%60) 11 (%22) 4 (%8) 5 (%10)
Matching 24 (%48) 13 (%26) 9 (%18) 4 (%8)
Numeric answer 30 (%60) 12 (%24) 8 (%16) 0 (%0)
Question on formula 38 (%76) 8 (%16) 4 (%8) 0 (%0)
Open-ended question 9 (%18) 5 (%10) 20 (%40) 16 (%32)
Question with file upload 18 (%36) 7 (%14) 12 (%24) 13 (%26)

In Table 5, the frequently used item types by participating lecturers include multiple-choice, open-
ended, and file upload questions. Formula questions, multiple drop-down menus, and numerical
answers are the least preferred and least frequently used item types in midterm and final exams.
Some participants express a preference for alternative assessment methods, such as projects and
presentations, emphasizing a practical approach in courses (P1, P2, P15, P16, P20, and P30). For
example, Participant 20 said, "Since | gave courses on practice at the undergraduate level, | mostly
conducted online courses such as projects with file uploads and e-portfolios, and in graduate
programs, | conducted online courses by giving assignments on presentations and article uploads."
She emphasized alternative assessment and evaluation methods.

Additionally, concerns about the reliability of online exams were raised, with suspicions of
cheating and plagiarism (P30, P36, P45, and P46). Some lecturers address this issue by opting for
homework assignments, as mentioned by Participant 30, who highlighted the use of field research

to assess students' understanding of course content.

15
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The most commonly utilized online assessment method among participating lecturers was
performance tasks. Subsequently, the study sought to investigate the specific types of performance
tasks assigned within the limitations of the CANVAS Learning Management System, as presented
in Table 6.

Table 6

Performance Tasks Preferred by Instructors in The Online Education Process
Performance types Never Rarely Frequently Always

n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%)

Individual assignment 2 (%4) 10 (%20) 25 (%50) 13 (%26)
Group assignment 6 (%12) 19 (%38) 21 (%42) 4 (%8)
Peer assessment 24 (%48) 20 (%40) 5 (%10) 1 (%2)
Self-assessment 21 (%42) 16 (%32) 11 (%22) 2 (%4)
Moderated grading 34 (%68) 10 (%20) 5 (%10) 1 (%2)
Evaluation criteria (rubrics) 12 (%24) 13 (%26) 11 (%22) 14 (%28)

The lecturers predominantly assigned individual (50%) and group (42%) performance tasks during
online education. The answers given to items 7 and 14 in the scale showed that the lecturers had a
medium-high level of competence in the use of alternative assessment techniques. However, the
use of assessment rubrics was varied, with half infrequently using them. At this point, it is seen
that lecturers have a high tendency to give individual or group assignments, but the rate of rubric
use required for a fair evaluation of these assignments is not very high. Peer and self-assessment,
considered alternative methods, were seldom used. When the scores obtained from the 23rd item
of the self-efficacy scale were analyzed, it was seen that the lecturers felt moderately competent
in using peer assessment. Notably, 68% never employed moderated grading.

The participants (P1, P6, P19, P45, and P46) shared insights on enhancing performance tasks.
Some highlighted frequent use of course-aligned homework (P1), while Participant 19 emphasized
using online technologies for presentation assignments. Challenges in online performance tasks
were acknowledged, with concerns about student understanding in remote education (P45) and
difficulty in evaluating practical subjects online (P46). Another participant (P6) stressed the time-

consuming nature of performance tasks and the importance of student preparation. The responses
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collectively highlight varied approaches and challenges in optimizing performance tasks in the
online learning environment.

The participants were surveyed on their preferred assessment methods for synchronous courses at
the research-conducted university, including options allowed by the Bluepoint system linked to
CANVAS for synchronous courses (see Table 7).

Table 7

Frequency Levels of the Assessment Types Used by the Instructors in Synchronous Classes
Assessment types in synchronous classes  Never Rarely Frequently Always

n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%)

Q&A 4 (%8) 3 (%6) 26 (%52) 17 (%34)
Survey 19 (%38) 21 (%42) 8 (%16) 2 (%4)
Group rooms 25 (%50) 12 (%24) 11(%22) 2 (%4)
Discussion in class 5 (%10) 11 (%22) 21 (%42) 13 (%26)
Peer assessment 26 (%52) 17 (%34) 5 (%10) 2 (%4)
Quizzes 14 (%28) 10 (%20) 21 (%42) 5 (%10)

Table 7 demonstrated that the lecturers commonly use oral Q&A and discussions. Less preferred
are questionnaires, group rooms, and peer assessment. 42% frequently use quizzes during lectures.
They were asked about other assessment and evaluation approaches they used during synchronous
online courses. Two participants mentioned different methods (video analysis, research
assignment) (P1, P6). Others (P23 and P42) highlighted challenges in teaching applied courses,
expressing difficulties in successful assessment. For example, Participant 23 said, "It is very
difficult to teach synchronous courses in the Visual Communication Design department, which is
an applied department. For this reason, it is also difficult to realize the successful completion of
the measurement and evaluation process.” Their statements showed what they experienced in the
lessons.

The lecturers, despite utilizing the CANVAS system, were surveyed about their preferences for
Web 2.0 tools in online education. In this section, the participants had the opportunity to check the

options more than once (see Table 8).

17



Journal of Social Studies Education Research 2024:15 (1), 1-37

Table 8

Frequency Levels of the Web 2.0 Tools Used by the Lecturers for Assessment
Web 2.0 tools n %
Google Docs 25 71.4
Google Forms 21 60.0
Kahoot 10 28.6
Quizizz 6 17.1
Wordwall 5 14.3
Mentimeter 3 8.6
Quizmaker 3 8.6
Socrative 2 5.7
Learning Apps 2 5.7
Blogger 2 5.7
Edpuzzle 2 5.7
Mindmeister 1 2.9
Padlet 1 2.9
Wooclap 0 0.0
Plipgrid 0 0.0
Others 6 17.1

Table 8 reveals the lecturers' preferences for online assessment and evaluation platforms beyond
the learning management system. Google Documents and Google Forms are the most utilized Web
2.0 tools, followed by Kahoot. Conversely, Wooclap and FlipGrid are least favored. The chosen
tools align with the lecturers' frequent use of online assignments. Google Docs facilitates easy
assignment submission and feedback, while tools like Blogger and MindMeister, which support
formative assessment, are less preferred for tracking student progress.

The participants employ Web 2.0 tools for diverse purposes. Some use them for file sharing (P20,
P31), others for process evaluation (P5, P12, P15, P37), reinforcing classroom subjects (P9, P42,
P44, P48), and assessing students' needs at the semester's outset (P2, P5). Participant 5, for
instance, utilizes tools like Google Forms to gauge prior knowledge, track progress, and plan future
activities. Some, like P11 and P35, use tools for concept map creation to understand students'
associations with topics. Others, like P10, employ Kahoot and Mentimeter for motivation.
Additionally, tools such as Google Docs aid in administrative processes (P15), while tracking
assignments and providing feedback are facilitated by some (P19).
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Findings on the Difficulties Experienced by Instructors Regarding Online Assessment and
Evaluation

Despite the inevitability of assessment and evaluation in online education, participants encounter
difficulties. The challenges they face are detailed in Table 9.

Table 9

Problems Encountered in The Online Assessment and Evaluation Process

Challenges and problems n %
Student participation is low 34 68
Lack of infrastructure (internet problems, insufficient servers) 28 56
Difficulty in preparing assessment and evaluation practices and activities 23 46
Students' lack of knowledge about the online system 22 44
Difficulty in conducting an evaluation 21 42
Time consuming 18 36
Inadequacy of the Learning Management System (Canvas) 12 24
Others 7 14
I do not experience any difficulties or problems 6 12
Complexity of the Learning Management System (Canvas) 3 6

The study discussed challenges faced by the lecturers in online assessment and evaluation,
revealing issues such as low student participation and infrastructure deficiencies. Commonly cited
problems included difficulty in preparing and conducting assessments (P23, P21), excessive time
spent (P18), and students' lack of knowledge about the online system. The answers to the other
option focused on exam security. The possibility of students cheating is one of the important
problems experienced by the lecturers.

Some lecturers expressed concerns about students' lack of interest and motivation (P 1, P3, P21),
while others (P8, P31, P39, P46) highlighted issues related to exam security, including plagiarism
and the need for systemic measures. For example, participant 3 said, "Since students see passing
the class in distance education as a pocket, no more than one or two people from each class
contribute to the lesson and do not answer our questions. | don't know whether there are students
or not." In his statements, he claimed that the communication problem he experienced was due to
the lack of motivation of the students. On the other hand, Participant 31 drew attention to
plagiarism and artificial intelligence issues and stated that systemic measures should be taken at

this point. Difficulties with the learning management system (CANVAS) were also mentioned (P8
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and P10), indicating problems arising from insufficient knowledge about the system's features and
limitations.

Ensuring the reliability of online assessment results is a significant challenge. Despite some
precautions taken at the institutional level, the lecturers found them insufficient, prompting them
to implement additional precautions independently. The study explored the steps lecturers took to
enhance reliability, employing descriptive analysis to identify codes and themes. Table 10 presents
the codes derived from the participants’ responses and the themes arising from similar codes.
Table 10

Practices and Precautions Taken to Increase the Reliability of Results

Themes Codes Participants

Precautions for Types of questions and targeting higher-order thinking skills ~ P6, P11, P48, P39, and P30
the Assessment

Tool
Self-control/Monitoring P36, P7, P46, P44, P38, P37,
P10, and P1
Creating an item pool P49, P43, P17, P8
Obtaining expert opinions P33, P43, P5, P1
Use of explanations and instructions P1
Preparing a variety of assessment types P18, P30
Preparing questions P14, P28
Student evaluation P44, P10
Precautions for Exam duration and control policies P1, P4, P6, P26, P17, P12, and
the Assessment P2
Process
Informing students P19, P42, P35, P4, P1
Precautions for Participation in events for professional development P45
the Assessor
Question-based Progress and Evaluation P24
Precautions in Allowing single test entry P39, P17, P12, P8
the  Learning
Management
System
Non-return questions P8, P39, P2
Getting help from others P32, P41, P10

Changing the order of the options P6
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The analysis of precautions addressing reliability issues in online assessment yielded four themes:
precautions for the measurement tool, the measurement process, the person conducting the
assessment (lecturer), and the online system. The participants focused on enhancing question
quality, favoring multiple-choice questions to predict higher-order thinking skills, and using
diverse measurement tools (discussion, presentation) to minimize errors. Establishing a question
bank, peer consultation, and scrutiny by colleagues aim to ensure tool effectiveness. The lecturers
reiterated meticulous question preparation, reducing errors during the process. Some adopted pre-
tested questions to enhance reliability.

For the measurement process, codes like exam duration and control (P1, P4, P6, P26) and student
information (P19) emerged. Participants aligned exam duration with question characteristics,
while some clarified the process for students using files or links (P35). Precautions for the assessors
included one participant mentioning training in online assessment.

Overall, the lecturers employed a multifaceted approach, combining effective question
preparation, process clarity, and personal training to enhance the reliability of online assessment
and evaluation.

Precautions for the online assessment system were categorized into codes such as "Changing the
order of the options," "Access to single entry,” "Non-return questions,” and "Getting help from
others." The participants aimed to thwart cheating by randomizing option orders and limiting
students to a single entry. Some enforce question-locking strategies after answering to prevent
revisiting. For instance, participant 8 mentioned practices like "making students see the questions
only once." Technical problems were addressed by seeking assistance from experts, ensuring
reliability in the face of challenges.

The participants were asked about validity, an essential aspect of assessment and evaluation. Their
practices and precautions to align course outcomes with measurement tools were explored (see
Table 11).
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Practices and Precautions Taken to Increase the Validity of the Results

Themes Sub-themes Codes Participants
Test content evidence Preparing questions in accordance P4, P5, P6, P8,
with the course outcomes P10, P14, P15,
Internal P17, P18, P24,
Validity P26, P28, P32,
P36, P37, P42,
P43, and P44
Explaining course outcomes to P15, P43
students
Following the program framework P1
Improving comprehensibility Communicating and building P3, P15
relationships with students
Consequences of testing evidence Giving feedback to students P22, P33, P46
Using alternative assessment tools Using a variety of assessment tools P10, P12, P16,
appropriate to the outcomes P18, P35, and
P49
Using peer assessment P20, P46
Using an extra assessment tool when P20

there is a problem

From the provided table, several key themes and sub-themes related to the participants'
engagement in assessment practices can be identified. The main theme emerged as internal
validity, and sub-themes are test content evidence, improving comprehension, consequences of
testing evidence, and using alternative assessment tools. These findings highlight the multifaceted
nature of assessment practices among the participants, encompassing various dimensions such as
test content development, communication strategies, feedback provision, and the utilization of
diverse assessment tools.

Lissitz and Samuelsen (2007) propose an enhanced validity theory, advocating for scrutiny of a
test's internal and external aspects. Internal validity relies on reliability and content validity, while
external validity is linked to criterion-related and construct validity. The study aligns with this

perspective, focusing on test content, evidence, and reliability.
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The participants emphasize test content alignment with learning objectives, demonstrating a
commitment to content validity. For instance, Participant 1 articulates, "'l create content within the
framework set by the higher education institution and similarly follow this framework in the
assessment process. | pay attention to content validity, especially.” The focus includes following
program frameworks and clarifying outcomes for students. Regarding reliability, the instructors
employ diverse item types to enhance consistency. Some instructors aim to increase reliability and,
consequently, validity by using different item types (multiple-choice, open-ended, and matching)
together.

Notably, the emphasis is on internal validity measures, aligning with Lissitz and Samuelsen's
(2007) framework, while external validity aspects, like criterion validity and construct validity, are

not prominently addressed.

Discussion, Conclusion and Implications

In this study, the primary aim is to elucidate the online assessment and evaluation competencies
of instructors at a state university in Turkiye. By gathering responses through scales and surveys,
the research aims to comprehensively analyze the landscape of online assessment practices,
uncover the challenges faced by instructors, and identify the solutions implemented in this context.
This methodological approach ensures a nuanced exploration of instructors' experiences and
perspectives, shedding light on prevalent online assessment applications and pedagogical
strategies. This study is aimed at outlining current practices as well as providing suggestions that
will be helpful for improving further developments of online methodology evaluation within
academic discourse, formulating appropriate policies at the institutional level, and perhaps
informing the professional development agenda in Turkish higher education.

The quantitative findings revealed moderate levels of self-efficacy among instructors in online
assessment and evaluation, along with a preference for summative over formative assessments, as
evidenced by the Online Assessment and Evaluation Competency Scale results. This was further
corroborated by the prevalent use of traditional assessment types, such as quizzes and
homework/projects, over innovative formats like e-portfolios and peer assessments. This
moderation is influenced by diverse factors such as technical problems, pedagogical
considerations, student-related issues, lack of time, complexities with Learning Management

System, the need for balance, security concerns, alternative approaches, and professional
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development aspects. Therefore, instructors continuously undertake self-learning to cope with this
dynamic landscape that brings about fluctuations in their self-efficacy. The same findings are
reflected in the research conducted by Ondal and Cakir (2015). However, some research suggests
a low level of techno-pedagogical knowledge among Turkish instructors (Aydin et al., 2021;
Cagiltay et al., 2017; Cam & Kog, 2020; Celik, 2011). Aydin et al. (2021) particularly assert a lack
of competence in both traditional and alternative online assessment methods, such as peer
assessment and e-portfolios. Studies in other countries also show that instructors may not possess
significant expertise in online assessment (Farhat et al., 2021; Haider et al., 2022). Institutional
policies within the Turkish higher education system have been rapidly evolving to accommodate
and regulate online education, especially in response to the COVID-19 pandemic. The Council of
Higher Education (YOK) has introduced guidelines to facilitate the transition to online learning,
emphasizing the need for quality assurance and effective assessment methods. However, the
moderate level of self-efficacy reported by instructors in our study suggests that policies may need
to go further in providing specific guidelines and support for developing and implementing online
assessments. Analyzing individual items on the scale reveals those instructors face challenges in
establishing an objective structure for monitoring student progress and designing activities
targeting high-level cognitive skills, aligning with other study outcomes. Notably, there is a
prevalent inclination toward summative assessments over formative assessments, and most
instructors either rarely or never implement e-portfolios, suggesting potential gaps in their
perceived competence in fostering student development.

The preference for summative over formative assessments, as evidenced by the frequent use of
quizzes and homework, signals a reliance on traditional assessment methods. This preference
contrasts with contemporary educational theories advocating for the benefits of formative
assessment in promoting continuous learning and student engagement (Harlen & James, 1997).
The low utilization of formative assessments and innovative practices like peer assessment and e-
portfolios suggests potential barriers to implementing more student-centered approaches in online
education. Cultural dimensions play a significant role in shaping educational practices and
attitudes towards online learning and assessment in Turkiye. The Turkish educational culture,
characterized by a high-power distance (Hofstede, 1980), often translates into a more teacher-
centered approach in the classroom, both online and offline. This cultural trait may influence

instructors' preferences for summative assessments over formative ones, as observed in our
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findings. In such contexts, the authority of the teacher is paramount, and assessment practices may
lean towards methods that reinforce this traditional dynamic, such as quizzes and exams, rather
than participatory or student-centered formative assessments.

According to the findings of the current study, lecturers in online education commonly rely on
quizzes and assignments/projects. Examination of preferred question types in short quizzes reveals
a predominant use of multiple-choice, true-false, and open-ended questions. Some instructors
express reservations about the reliability of online exams, leading to the adoption of alternative
assessment methods such as projects and presentations. Performance tasks, especially individual
and group assignments, are frequently employed, but there is variability in the use of assessment
rubrics. Peer and self-assessment are regarded as less preferred assessment methods. Similarly, in
synchronous courses, lecturers commonly utilize oral Q&A and discussions, while questionnaires,
group rooms, and peer assessment are less used. When these findings are collectively considered,
the instructors tend to use traditional methods, such as quizzes prepared with multiple-choice or
open-ended questions, while showing reluctance towards alternative methods like peer assessment,
self-assessment, and e-portfolios. This aligns with some existing studies supporting these findings
(Battal et al., 2022; Capperucci & Salvadori, 2021). For instance, Battal et al. (2022) state that
university instructors in Tirkiye frequently used homework, multiple-choice tests, presentations,
open-ended questions, and projects for online assessment. Similarly, Capperucci and Salvadori
(2021) found that open-ended exams and multiple-choice questions are the most preferred
assessment types, whereas peer assessment, self-assessment, checklists, rubrics, and digital
concept maps are the least preferred. In contrast, Martin et al. (2019) investigated the online
assessment practices of award-winning faculty and found that they employ a diverse range of
assessments, incorporating both traditional and alternative methods. These emphasize the
importance of integrating methods that can track students’ development and provide autonomy in
the learning process. Such an argument implies there is a need for lecturers to use other ways to
monitor a student’s progress and ensure autonomy during the online teaching process.

The results reveal several problems that instructors experience that are congruent with the
Technological Pedagogical Content Knowledge (TPACK) model. Such include low student
participation, infrastructure deficiencies, complications of preparing online assessments, students'
lack of online system knowledge, and evaluation challenges. Instructors grapple with time-

consuming processes, Learning Management System (LMS) issues, and exam security concerns.
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TPACK integration is evident, with instructors addressing these challenges through a blend of
technological expertise, effective teaching strategies, and content knowledge. This demonstrates
the importance of incorporating TPACK into teacher training programs to equip instructors with
the necessary skills and knowledge to effectively integrate technology into their teaching practices
(Chai et al., 2011). Supporting studies (Battal et al., 2022; Wattanakasiwich et al., 2021)
corroborate these challenges, emphasizing issues related to ICT access, fairness in online
assessment, student-centered teaching, and readiness for online learning. The findings highlight
the importance of addressing these challenges and providing support to instructors in terms of
technological resources, professional development, and guidance on effective pedagogical
approaches.

To address the challenges and enhance the reliability of online assessment results, the instructors
employ a range of precautions. These precautions are categorized into themes, including those
related to the assessment tool, the assessment process, the assessor (instructor), and the Learning
Management System (Canvas). Some of the instructors focus on enhancing question quality,
favoring multiple-choice questions to predict higher-order thinking skills, and using diverse
assessment tools to minimize errors. Precautions such as developing a question bank, peer
assessment, and self-control and monitoring are implemented to ensure the effectiveness of
assessment tools. Moreover, there are precautions that should be put into place during an
assessment process, such as considerations for exam duration and control policies, informing
students, and encouraging participation in events for professional development. Similarly, in the
learning management system, the instructors rearrange the options, allow only one answer, use
non-repeat questions, and seek help from others to address technical challenges. Therefore, the
instructors' preferences for these precautions are based on a strategic and systematic approach to
ensure the reliability, fairness, and effectiveness of online assessments. Taken together, these make
up an effective assessment regime, aligned with academic standards and leading to better
performance evaluation. The research findings align with the Technological Pedagogical Content
Knowledge (TPACK) model, illustrating how instructors integrate technological, pedagogical, and
content knowledge to address challenges and enhance the reliability of online assessments. In
terms of Technological Knowledge (TK), the instructors demonstrate proficiency by employing a
variety of assessment tools and strategically utilizing features within the Learning Management

System (LMS), such as randomized questions and single test entries. Pedagogical Knowledge (PK)
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is evident in their emphasis on question quality, the preference for higher-order thinking skills in
assessments, and the tailoring of exam policies to enhance fairness. Content Knowledge (CK) is
reflected in practices such as aligning questions with instructional objectives and providing
alternative forms of assessments that allow for a comprehensive evaluation of student
understanding or comprehension. This is consistent with previous research that showed
comparable prevention strategies, such as performance-oriented assessments and the use of higher-
order thinking questions (Balta & Turel, 2013; Capperucci & Salvadori, 2021). The
recommendation to conduct formative assessments aligns with the holistic TPACK approach,
emphasizing the integration of technological, pedagogical, and content knowledge to enhance
online assessment quality (Shraim, 2019).

This research further examines the practices and precautions to increase its validity. Internal
validity themes were test content evidence, enhancing legibility, as well as implications of testing
evidence. The instructors stressed the importance of aligning exams with defined learning aims
and course results, utilizing communication techniques that increase lucidity and clarity during
assessments, and using alternative evaluation methods to improve the impacts of testing. This
paper focuses on some of the methods instructors use to build credibility in outcomes through the
TPACK framework. Pedagogical Knowledge (PK) is evident in strategies to improve
comprehension and align test content with course outcomes. Content Knowledge (CK) is reflected
in applying different assessment tools to enhance implications. However, the analysis reveals that
instructors haven't employed Technological Knowledge (TK) to address external validity
measures. Despite the instructors emphasis on the precautions associated with internal validity,
they haven't explicitly addressed considerations for external validity. Several possible reasons may
clarify why the instructors could overlook TK when addressing issues relating to external validity
quantification. This can be due to insufficient knowledge of using advanced technology to assess
external validity. Secondly, there could be a lack of support or resources from the institution to
increase external validity. In addition, the instructors might value measures of internal validity as
the main way to judge quality. Addressing this gap may require targeted professional development,
institutional emphasis on holistic validity considerations, and the integration of technological
strategies specifically tailored for enhancing external validity.

In conclusion, the findings demonstrated the challenges that instructors face during online

assessment and evaluation. The strategies implemented to tackle these challenges demonstrate an
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approach that addresses assessment tools, processes, assessors, and the online system as a whole.
The spotlight on validity, aligning assessments with learning goals, underscores instructors'
commitment. In Technological Knowledge (TK), they adeptly use diverse tools and
communication, showcasing their expertise. Pedagogical Knowledge (PK) is evident in aligning
assessments with objectives and enhancing understanding. Content Knowledge (CK) is
demonstrated through their dedication to ensuring the representation of course material through
test content evidence. However, challenges arise from the inability to fully integrate these three

knowledge areas, indicating struggles with TPACK utilization.

Practical Implications

The paper may also yield some practical implications for instructors, educational institutions, and
policymakers in the area of online assessment and evaluation. The statement also notes that most
lecturers involved show average self-efficacy about online learning, and hence demands should be
placed on professional programs. This implies that institutions can come up with training programs
aimed at improving instructors’ competence towards designing instructional activities targeted at
higher-order thinking and an objective system of assessing students’ success. The identified
problems, like poor student participation, a lack of proper institutions, and the preparation of
examinations, will require institutional assistance and the mobilization of resources. For
institutions to be successful, they might have to adopt some strategies like investing in
technological infrastructure, providing ongoing instructor support regarding online tools, and
encouraging faculty to share their experiences with their peers. The high levels of assessment, such
as the common use of summative assessments and more preferable assignments and project
approaches, require different approaches through varying the methods so as to accommodate all
students’ strengths. Instructors can be guided into further examination of diverse tools and
approaches towards assessment that are well synchronized with learning objectives through
professional development schemes.

Additionally, the findings on the precautions taken by lecturers to enhance the reliability and
validity of online assessments indicate the importance of promoting best practices in assessment
design and implementation. For example, institutions can develop guidelines and provide
continuous support for instructors on items like question quality, diversity of assessment

instruments, and methods to ensure the reliability and authenticity of results.
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The technical support unit at the university currently assists in resolving solely technological
issues, overlooking the evident demand for techno-pedagogical assistance among lecturers, as
indicated by the research findings. Therefore, it becomes necessary for these teachers to create
ideal circumstances for learning and growth. Creating these environments would benefit from
collaborative efforts involving experts in assessment and evaluation, educational technology, and
subject matter specialists. By working together, these professionals can create a comprehensive
professional development environment tailored to meet the distinct needs of lecturers. This

environment may foster a more accurate alignment of technological and pedagogical support.

Limitations and Future Directions

This study acknowledges several limitations that have implications for the data's credibility and
generalizability. Primarily, the reliance on self-reported data from participants introduces an
inherent bias, as responses may reflect perceived rather than actual practices and competencies.
Such data are subject to social desirability bias, where respondents may overestimate their
engagement with effective online assessment practices or underreport challenges due to concerns
about professional image.

Furthermore, the variable level of technology expertise among instructors constitutes a significant
limitation. Given the diverse technological backgrounds of participants, their self-assessments of
online teaching and assessment practices might not accurately represent their actual proficiency.
This variation could influence the study's findings, as instructors with higher technological
proficiency may have more positive experiences and perceptions of online assessment, skewing
the results.

These limitations impact the study's data credibility and generalizability. The reliance on self-
reported data may not fully capture the intricacies of online assessment practices or accurately
reflect instructors' technological competencies. The variability in instructors' technology expertise
could influence the study's applicability to different educational contexts, as findings may be more
representative of those with higher levels of technological proficiency.

To mitigate these limitations, future research could incorporate a mixed-methods approach,
combining surveys with interviews and classroom observations, to obtain a more comprehensive

understanding of online assessment practices. Additionally, employing a stratified sampling
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strategy to include instructors with varying levels of technological expertise could provide a more

nuanced analysis of how technology proficiency impacts online assessment practices.
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