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Extensive reading (ER) in a foreign language (L2) has been regarded as
incompatible with language assessment primarily because ER aims to read
for pleasure (Day & Bamford, 2002), which is believed to be discouraged by
assessment. However, in reality, ER programs implemented in the L2
classroom often necessitate assessment, mainly to fulfill the institutional
requirement of student evaluation (i.e., summative purposes of the
assessment use). Less is discussed as to how assessment can be used to
promote language learning through ER (i.e., formative purposes of the
assessment use). The present paper aims to discuss how assessment should
be conceptualized and implemented in ER practice from the perspective of
Turner and Purpura’s (2016) working framework of learning-oriented
assessment (LOA). Based on the discussion, this paper emphasizes the
necessity for further research on the effectiveness of LOA in language

learning in ER programs.

Keywords: Learning-oriented assessment (LOA), extensive reading (ER),

pleasure reading

Assessment in extensive reading

Extensive reading (ER) in a foreign language (1.2) can be defined as “an approach to
language teaching in which learners read a lot of easy material in the new language”
(Bamford & Day, 2004, p. 1). ER has been examined in many studies as a pedagogical
reading activity employed for the purpose of language learning (e.g., the development
of reading comprehension ability; see Grabe & Yamashita, 2022; Nation & Waring,
2020). This differs from real-life leisure reading for non-pedagogical purposes,

academic reading not for language learning, or simply reading a lot. Furthermore, ER

Email address for correspondence: yuyason-gfi.w4-7@ruri.waseda.jp

© The Author(s) 2025. This is an open access article distributed under the terms of the Creative
Commons Attribution 4.0 International License, which permits the user to copy, distribute, and
transmit the work provided that the original authors and source are credited. To view a copy of this
licence, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.


https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7922-6616

STUDIES IN LANGUAGE ASSESSMENT, 2025, Volume 14, Issue 1 45

is not expeditious or fast reading in that learners in this activity do not aim to read as
fast as they can. Learners’ reading speed can be faster than usual (Day & Bamford,
2002) as a result of reading easy materials, not as a prerequisite of speed reading. ER
is usually contrasted to intensive reading as well (for further information on the

difference, see Day, 2015).

ER has been considered incompatible with language assessment. A possible reason for
the perceived incompatibility is that ER usually encourages learners to read for
pleasure (Day & Bamford, 2002). Therefore, ER is also called pleasure reading or
reading for pleasure (e.g., Jeon & Day, 2016). However, pleasure reading has been
considered incompatible with assessment (mainly in terms of a test)2, as Alderson
(1999) said, “taking a test will remove the pleasure, and thus make it impossible to
simulate the process [of pleasure reading]” (p. 65). The possibility that assessment
discourages learners from reading for pleasure leads to Day and Bamford’s (2002)
suggestion that ER “is not usually followed by comprehension questions” (p. 138).
Similarly, Davis (1995) argued that ER teachers should provide “the time,
encouragement, and materials to read pleasurably, at their own level, as many books

as they can, without the pressures of testing or marks” in ER (p. 329).

However, in practice, ER programs often necessitate assessment, mainly to fulfill the
institutional requirements of student evaluation. ER practitioners are usually required
to evaluate and grade students for course credits (Day & Bamford, 1998; Weatherford
& Campbell, 2016). The Extensive Reading Foundation (2011), for example, pointed
out that while it is not necessary to assess reading comprehension as part of ER
programs unless students choose books inappropriately, “many institutions insist on

formal assessment of the reading” (p. 9).

It is thus noted that in the ER literature, more attention has been paid to the use of
assessment for grading (i.e., summative assessment) than to how assessment can be
used to promote learning in ER programs (i.e., formative assessment). In their seminal

book about ER practice, for example, Day and Bamford (1998) referred to reading

2 The ER literature tends not to clearly distinguish the terms assessment and test. For example, Stoeckel
et al. (2012) examined the effects of reading comprehension quizzes on students’ attitudes toward ER
and concluded that the results were against “the view that assessment of ER may negatively influence
affect” (p. 193, emphasis added). Following Stoeckel et al.’s usage of the term assessment, the present
paper uses the term assessment when referring to its perceived incompatibility with ER.
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targets (i.e., target words, pages, and numbers of books) as an example of student
evaluation criteria. Of course, reading targets have the potential to be used for
formative assessment as well (e.g., the understanding of reading process to give
feedback on book choice and related reading strategies). Interestingly, however, they
did not discuss such ways of using reading targets but instead suggested that they could
be used as an incentive for students “to pass the class or to receive a certain grade” (p.
86), meaning that their discussion primarily concerned the use of reading targets for
summative purposes, not as methods of formative assessment. More recently, Nation
and Waring (2020) introduced word/book numbers, reading comprehension tests,
and post-reading reports as examples of assessment methods in ER. They referred to
these methods in the section entitled “How do I measure if learners are learning from
the extensive reading program?”, but these methods are described as useful “if it is
necessary to give learners a grade for extensive reading” (p. 66). Of course, it could not
be denied that ER teachers have already utilized assessment for learning purposes with
or without clear intentions to do so in the classroom. However, more is discussed in
the ER literature on the use of assessment to meet external requirements (e.g., student
evaluation at the end of ER programs and the justification of ER as a legitimate

classroom activity) than on the learning-oriented use of assessment.

The present paper aims to discuss what role assessment can play in ER programs from
the perspective of learning-oriented assessment (LOA). LOA “maintains a clear and
unambiguous focus on assessment in the service of learning through evidence elicited
in a variety of L2 contexts” (Turner & Purpura, 2016, p. 260) and could “have the
potential to enhance the extensive reading experience, lead students to engage in
higher-order thinking, and make important contributions to student learning” (Beglar,
2013, p. 3). Based on the discussion, the present paper emphasizes the necessity for

further research on the effectiveness of LOA in language learning in ER programs.

LOA and its seven dimensions in the ER classroom

The importance of assessment in students’ learning has been emphasized in contrast
to the traditional focus on summative assessment where “too much emphasis has been
placed on the grading function of evaluation and too little on its role in assisting
students to learn” (Crooks, 1988, p. 468), in both fields of general education (e.g., Black
& Wiliam, 1998) and language education (e.g., Rea-Dickins, 2004; Rea-Dickins &
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Gardner, 2000). Black and Wiliam (2009) described formative assessment as “practice
in a classroom [where] evidence about student achievement is elicited, interpreted, and
used by teachers, learners, or their peers” for the purpose of making some decisions
“about the next steps in [better] instruction ... than the decisions they would have taken
in the absence of the evidence that was elicited” (p. 9). In other words, it is how teachers
and students use the information obtained from the assessment as classroom practice
that may differentiate formative from summative purposes of assessment (Wiliam &
Black, 1996).

There are some similar terms with formative assessment (Turner, 2012) including
assessment for learning, classroom-based assessment, diagnostic assessment,
dynamic assessment, learning-oriented assessment, and teacher-based assessment.
They have some commonalities, such as the importance of feedback, students’
interaction with peers and teachers, and self- and peer-assessment (Wicking, 2020).
However, to apply Turner and Purpura’s (2016) working framework to the discussion,
this paper uses the term LOA, a recent umbrella term of similar concepts (Leung, 2020;
see also Saville, 2021, for a recent summary of historical and theoretical views of LOA).
Note that, while some researchers (e.g., Hamp-Lyons & Green, 2014; see also Purpura,
2025, for a recent example) call LOA in language assessment learning-oriented
language assessment (LOLA), the present paper uses LOA mainly because Turner and

Purpura labeled their model the LOA framework.

In light of its multifaceted nature, Turner and Purpura (2016) divided LOA into seven
interconnected dimensions in their framework: contextual, elicitation, L2 proficiency,
learning, instructional, interactional, and affective dimensions. Their LOA framework
has been updated several times (see Purpura, 2025, for the updated version). In the
updated framework, the learning dimension was renamed socio-cognitive dimension,
and the interactional dimension became the social-interactional dimension.
Furthermore, a new dimension named technological dimension was added. However,
given the non-substantial changes and the significant impact of the 2016 framework,
the present paper basically uses the original names and number of the dimensions. The
following subsections discuss each dimension and its possible application to ER

research and practice.
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Contextual dimension

The contextual dimension identifies both macro- and micro-level contextual factors
that can affect assessment and classroom instruction (Jones & Saville, 2016). Turner
and Purpura (2016) pointed out the effects of macro-level factors, such as educational
cultures and social norms on learning tasks in the classroom. For example, high-stakes
entrance examinations can engender negative washback effects on ER practice (Arai,
2023). As a case in point, some ER researchers and practitioners believe that the test-
oriented curricula for high-stakes entrance examinations (e.g., Tanaka & Stapleton,
2007) discourage the introduction of ER to the classroom (e.g., Huang, 2015;
Macalister, 2014; Nishino, 2007; Takase, 2009). Students may also consider ER
irrelevant to preparation for entrance examinations (Huang, 2015; Nishino, 2007),
despite its empirically purported effectiveness in the development of reading
proficiency (e.g., Jeon & Day, 2016; Nakanishi, 2015). Further research is thus
necessary on the purported negative washback effects of the test-oriented curricula on

ER practice and learning and how they could be mitigated (Arai, 2023).

Regarding micro-level contextual factors, Turner and Purpura (2016) gave some
examples, including teacher experience, practice, and student engagement. Among
others, teachers can play an important role in ER programs, as Day and Bamford
(2002) acknowledged that ER “is very different from usual classroom practice” (p.139),
emphasizing the importance of teachers’ orientation as to why and how students
should read extensively. To enhance the practice of LOA, teacher training programs
can be useful (Arai, 2019) for equipping pre- and in-service ER teachers with language
assessment literacy (e.g., Fulcher, 2021; Hamp-Lyons, 2017). Beglar (2013) ironically
called the ER literature “the silent majority” and pointed out that the lack of discussion
has made it difficult to understand “how most extensive reading researchers and
practitioners conceptualize and implement assessment when using extensive reading”
(p- 4). It is also worth noting that Beglar attributed this trend to their lack of
assessment literacy. Teacher training is thus expected to encourage ER teachers to
understand the importance of assessment (see also the instructional dimension).

Future research is needed to understand the effectiveness of teacher training programs.
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Elicitation dimension

Turner and Purpura (2016) divided elicitation methods into either external or internal
to the classroom. External elicitation methods include large-scale standardized tests
(e.g., TOEIC®). For example, Carney (2016) used the TOEIC test in his ER practice
based on both institutional and research needs in order to assess the effects of ER.
Meanwhile, internal elicitation methods in ER include book reports, comprehension
questions, word count, book reviews, summary writing, or oral presentation (Bamford
& Day, 2004; Beglar, 2013; Day & Bamford, 1998; Kim, 2019; Weatherford & Campbell,
2016). Although the majority of ER literature has discussed the use of these elicitation
methods primarily for student grading (e.g., Day & Bamford, 1998; Nation & Waring,
2020), they can also be used for learning-oriented purposes. For example, tracking
how many words and books learners have read would enable teachers to understand
whether learners can stay motivated. When the reading amount becomes smaller than
usual, teachers can check why learners are demotivated (e.g., inappropriate book
choice in terms of book difficulty, lack of interest in book content) and provide
appropriate support for their ER practice (e.g., how to choose appropriate books, what
to read next) as well as change their teaching (e.g., introducing a task that enables
learners to recommend books they have read to one another). As Beglar put it,
“[Cllassroom assessment, when done properly, can enhance the extensive reading
experience, lead to deeper forms of thinking, and result in more learning” (p. 12). It is
thus important to investigate how such elicitation methods could be utilized for a
learning-oriented purpose and to what extent they are effective in language learning in
ER programs. See also Grabe and Yamashita (2022, p. 473) for some techniques of

LOA in reading instruction and Beglar (2013) for examples of LOA in the ER classroom.
L2 proficiency dimension

Turner and Purpura (2016) suggested in this dimension that both teachers and
students should understand what students are taught and what they should be able to
do in the future. Students should know the target learning goals as part of their self-

regulated learning.

As mentioned above, target word count is used as a criterion for success (or, more

specifically, for earning course credits) in their ER programs (Day & Bamford, 1998).
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For example, McLean and Poulshock (2018) suggested that target word counts
motivated students to read extensively even outside the classroom. However, it was the
teacher who set the target (i.e., more than 2,500 words per week) in their study,
meaning that students did not set their own goals. Because goal setting can be
important for students’ metacognitive strategies for implementing ER successfully,
Mikami (2020) offers some important insights for LOA in ER practice in that she
explored how her students set their own word count targets. She found that the
students who successfully set their goals were motivated intrinsically, enhanced self-
efficacy, and improved their goal-setting skills. Interestingly, some students who could
not set their goals effectively became demotivated and did not achieve the goals.
Therefore, as Mikami suggested, teachers should provide some support and feedback
for students who are not good at goal setting. The example of goal setting in terms of
target word count suggests that teachers and students should understand students’
own proficiencies and what they should achieve at the end of the program. It is also
necessary for them to understand how to achieve the goal (Black & Wiliam, 2009;
Hattie & Timperley, 2007). Future research on goals in ER programs will impart some
implications for effective practices of LOA, including students’ goal-setting and self-
monitoring of their own learning as part of assessment as learning (i.e., “the active

participation of students in their own assessment,” Zeng et al., 2018, p. 223).
Learning dimension

This dimension emphasizes the importance of feedback and students’ self-regulation
for their learning and self-assessment. To this end, Turner and Purpura (2016)
suggested that teachers should understand the process of learning, based on which
they should gather and interpret the evidence for learning and provide necessary
feedback and support. The importance of understanding students’ learning processes
applies to ER as well. However, little has been discussed as to how students learn while
engaging with ER (Ro, 2019), suggesting the necessity of further studies on the
processes of students’ ER, where teachers can provide appropriate feedback on

students’ progress and encourage their self-reflective practice of ER.

Furthermore, in order to encourage students’ self-regulated participation in learning
and assessment, it is important to equip them with language assessment literacy. While

researchers have examined various stakeholders’ language assessment literacy (e.g.,
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teachers, test developers, and language assessment researchers; see Taylor, 2013),
future research should be encouraged on students’ language assessment literacy within
the LOA contexts (Fulcher, 2021). For example, in ER, it is necessary for students to
be able to set reading goals, monitor their progress, and evaluate their performance.
To this end, teachers should provide support and feedback (Mikami, 2020). This can
contribute to students’ autonomous reading and the development of their reading
habits, which is one of the important goals of ER practice (e.g., Crawford Camiciottoli,

2001; Nation & Waring, 2020; Rodrigo et al. 2014).
Instructional dimension

In this dimension, Turner and Purpura (2016) pointed out that it is necessary for
teachers to have knowledge of language, content, and instruction. As discussed above,
teacher training for in- and pre-service teachers could equip them with such knowledge.
A study conducted by the present author (Arai, 2019) asked 34 Japanese pre-service
teachers of English as a foreign language (EFL) about their perceptions and concerns
about implementing ER in the future. It was found that some considered future ER
practice difficult because they did not know how to teach ER. This example casts doubt
on whether teachers fully understand what ER is and how to implement it in the
classroom. The same applies to language assessment literacy (e.g., Fulcher, 2021;
Hamp-Lyons, 2017), with which ER teachers and researchers should be equipped to

promote learning by means of LOA.
Interactional dimension

This dimension emphasizes LOA’s interactional nature among stakeholders. Although
reading is in nature an individual activity, it is possible to implement some interactive
activities in the ER classroom, such as book talks, class readers, and reading
community (e.g., Day & Bamford, 1998; Ro, 2019). However, relatively few studies
have focused on how these interactions contribute to learning with some exceptions

(e.g., Beglar, 2013; Ro, 2019).

Ro (2019) examined students’ conversations in the after-reading book talk. Based on
the findings from a conversation analysis of his data, he concluded that there were
some negotiations for meaning (Long, 1985) in their conversations and that, to

enhance students’ learning, teachers as facilitators should play a more active role in
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supporting learning. His pioneering study is important in suggesting that further
studies should analyze the interaction during ER-related book talks in order to explore

how ER activities contribute to learning.

Furthermore, Beglar (2013) hypothetically recommended two interactive assessment
tasks for ER programs: small group interviews and poster presentations. He suggested
that some elements of LOA can be incorporated into these tasks, such as peer and self-
assessment and teacher feedback. His suggestions emphasize the fact that it is how to
use the assessment tasks, not the tasks themselves, that characterize learning-oriented

purposes of assessments in ER.

To sum up, while even in ER activities there can be some interactions that would
enhance students’ learning, little attention has been paid to the use and investigation
of such interactions for learning-oriented purposes. Further studies and practice

should be encouraged from the perspective of LOA frameworks.
Affective dimension

This dimension could be important especially for ER because it is often called pleasure
reading (Jeon & Day, 2016), which is one reason why assessment (mainly in terms of a
test) is perceived as incompatible with ER. For example, Alderson (2000) pointed out
that reading comprehension tests have difficulty in assessing reading for pleasure, and

that ER “is difficult if not impossible to replicate within an assessment setting” (p. 28).

However, it is noted that the definition of pleasure is not monolithic. For example, Ro
(2018) reported a student called Sam, who felt pleasure when he read through books
even if they were too difficult or not interesting for him because he wanted to “be a

29

‘good student™ (p. 784). For students like Sam, therefore, pleasure reading may differ
from bedtime reading. Waterman (1993) suggested that pleasure does not always mean
physical and emotional comfort (i.e., hedonic enjoyment) but sometimes be related to
eudaimonia (e.g., cognitive interest, self-realization). In other words, ER was
pleasurable for Sam because it encouraged his self-realization. Further studies are
expected to examine the various meanings of pleasure for individual students (Arai,
2022) and the necessity of pleasure experience in ER, as Carney (2016) wondered

whether pleasure is a must for language learning in ER programs.
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Given the possibility that the definition of pleasure may differ across students, it may
be natural that assessment procedures should be individualized. Alderson (2000), for
example, suggested that “[pJortfolios of texts read, and appreciations of the readings,
might be one way of keeping a record, for evaluating purposes, of such reading” (p. 29).
Although he referred to them mainly for summative purposes of assessing ER, such
book records can be tailored to a learning-oriented use to enhance individual students’
pleasure. Teachers can encourage students to play more active roles in utilizing
feedback to support their learning, fostering their development of reading habits and
promoting independent reading beyond the classroom. Future research is necessary
on whether and to what extent LOA can be optimized for individual learners’ language

learning in ER.

Interconnectedness of the dimensions: Concluding thoughts

This paper has discussed the potential roles that LOA could play in ER as pleasure
reading based on Turner and Purpura’s (2016) framework of LOA. Despite the
perceived incompatibility between assessment and reading for pleasure, this paper has
emphasized the importance of LOAs in ER. However, this does not mean that
assessment for summative purposes (e.g., external requirements as represented by
student grading) should be discouraged. On the contrary, it is important to strike a

balance among the ways of using assessments (Zeng et al., 2018).

Although Turner and Purpura (2016) pointed out that the seven dimensions in their
LOA framework are interrelated, they did not suggest in what way they are
interconnected. By focusing on the relationships among the dimensions, some
important suggestions for ER research and practice could be summarized. First, it is
important to understand that assessment methods (e.g., reading targets, book reports,
comprehension questions; see the elicitation dimension) can be used not only for the
purpose of student grading but also for learning-oriented purposes. For example, peer
assessment based on book reports would contribute to the interactional features of
LOA and encourage learning from others (see the interactional dimension). Teacher
feedback could be provided based on the amount of reading so that teachers can help
learners self-assess what they have achieved, where they are supposed to go next, and
how they can get there (Black & Wiliam, 2009; Hattie & Timperley, 2007; Sadler, 1989;

see the L2 proficiency dimension). Further research, practice, and discussions should
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thus be encouraged concerning how effectively assessment can be used to promote
learning. Second, the relationship between assessment and reading for pleasure should
be examined in more detail in the future (Robb, 2015; see the affective dimension).
Some researchers (Robb, 2015; Stoeckel et al., 2012) provided positive evidence for the
relationship between post-reading comprehension questions and attitudes toward L2
reading, but ER researchers have yet to empirically examine the perceived
incompatibility between assessment and pleasure reading. Further studies are
expected to understand whether assessment discourages learners from reading for
pleasure. Third, further research is necessary to understand the effectiveness of LOA
in various ER contexts (see the contextual dimension). As discussed above, the
effectiveness of LOA can depend on the contextual factors surrounding ER programs.
With the study contexts taken into consideration, findings in such studies would
contribute to the understanding of learning processes in ER, which are scarcely
investigated (Ro, 2019; see the learning dimension). Finally, teachers should
understand how they can utilize assessment in their ER programs. In-service and pre-
service teacher education (Arai, 2019) would provide opportunities for them to be
equipped with language assessment literacy (e.g., Fulcher, 2021; Hamp-Lyons, 2017).
Such literacy is also needed for ER researchers to design their studies with appropriate
and effective use of assessment, which has the potential to affect the research findings
as well. Students’ language assessment literacy should also be developed so that they
can actively participate in their self-regulated learning and assessment (see the

contextual, learning, and instructional dimensions).

As mentioned earlier, Turner and Purpura’s (2016) LOA framework has been updated
several times (see also Purpura, 2025). Although the present paper has discussed the
applicability of their 2016 framework to ER research and practice, the importance of
technology (e.g., artificial intelligence [AI]) in LOA cannot be ignored, given its
significant and growing influence on language assessment (Voss, 2021, 2025; Xi, 2023).
In ER, practitioners have utilized Xreading (https://www.xreading.com/login/index.
php#nav-aboutxreading), which is an online library providing a large number of
graded reading materials with their post-reading comprehension quizzes. As a learning
management system (LMS), Xreading allows ER practitioners to monitor their
students’ reading progress by checking book/word count, reading speed, and quiz

scores (Millier & Cote, 2014). However, little has been discussed as to how these kinds
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of information from Xreading can be used for LOA (Shehzad, 2023). Another example
is the use of generative Al (e.g., ChatGPT) to develop reading materials and
comprehension questions (e.g., Lee et al., 2023; Lin & Chen, 2024). While the
application of such tools to ER research and practice has just started (e.g., Ehara, 2023),
they may tailor reading materials and comprehension questions to individual students

and promote LOA practice.

The discussion in this paper should be interpreted with the following limitation: the
limited amount of ER research documenting LOA practices. It is possible that ER
researchers and practitioners employ LOA, either with or without a clear intention, but
such practices are not frequently reported in the ER literature. Consequently, it is
difficult to understand the whole picture of assessment practices that are popular in
ER programs. It is important for ER researchers and practitioners to report their
assessment use, which enables the research field to understand the extent to which
LOA is practiced in ER programs and investigate how it can most effectively be

implemented to support learning.

Acknowledgments

I would like to thank my supervisor Professor Yasuyo Sawaki for her comments on the
earlier versions of this paper. My special thanks also go to two anonymous reviewers

for their insightful, learning-oriented feedback.

Author disclosures

This project did not receive any funding. The author declares no conflicts of interest.

ORCID iD

Yuya Arai https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7922-6616

References

Alderson, J. C. (1999). Reading constructs and reading assessment. In M. Chalhoub-
Deville (Ed.), Issues in computer-adaptive testing of reading proficiency (pp.
49—70). Cambridge University Press.

SiLA



STUDIES IN LANGUAGE ASSESSMENT, 2025, Volume 14, Issue 1 56

Alderson, J. C. (2000). Assessing reading. Cambridge University Press.

Arai, Y. (2019). Extensive reading definitions, effectiveness, and issues concerning
practice in the EFL classroom: Japanese teacher trainees’ perceptions. Journal
of Extensive Reading, 7, 15—32. https://jalt-
publications.org/content/index.php/jer/article/view/476

Arai, Y. (2022). Perceived book difficulty and pleasure experiences as flow in
extensive reading. Reading in a Foreign Language, 34(1), 1—23.
https://nflrc.hawaii.edu/rfl /item/542

Arai, Y. (2023). Comparability between graded readers and the Common Test in
Japan in terms of text difficulty perceived by learners. Language Assessment
Quarterly, 20(3), 277—295. https://doi.org/10.1080/15434303.2023.2237497

Bamford, J., & Day, R. R. (2004). Extensive reading activities for teaching language.

Cambridge University Press.

Beglar, D. (2013). A broad conceptualization of assessing extensive reading. JLTA

Journal, 16, 1—13. https://doi.org/10.20622/jltajournal.16.0_1

Black, P. J., & Wiliam, D. (1998). Assessment and classroom learning. Assessment in
Education: Principles, Policy and Practice, 5(1), 7—74.
https://doi.org/10.1080/0969595980050102

Black, P. J., & Wiliam, D. (2009). Developing the theory of formative assessment.

Educational Assessment, Evaluation and Accountability, 21(1), 5—31.

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11092-008-9068-5

Carney, N. (2016). Gauging extensive reading’s relationship with TOEIC reading
score growth. Journal of Extensive Reading, 4, 69—86. http://jalt-
publications.org/content/index.php/jer/article/view/11

Crawford Camiciottoli, B. (2001). Extensive reading in English: Habits and attitudes
of a group of Italian university EFL students. Journal of Research in Reading,
24(2), 135—153. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9817.00137

Crooks, T. J. (1988). The impact of classroom evaluation practices on students.
Review of Educational Research, 58(4), 438—481.
https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543058004438

Davis, C. (1995). Extensive reading: An expensive extravagance? ELT Journal, 49(4),
320—336. https://doi.org/10.1093/elt/49.4.329

SiLA



STUDIES IN LANGUAGE ASSESSMENT, 2025, Volume 14, Issue 1 57

Day, R. (2015). Extensive reading: The background. In R. Day, J. Bassett, B. Bowler,
S. Parminter, N. Bullard, M. Furr, N. Prentice, M. Mahmood, D. Stewart, & T.
Robb (Eds.), Extensive reading (pp. 10—21). Oxford University Press.

Day, R. R., & Bamford, J. (1998). Extensive reading in the second language

classroom. Cambridge University Press.

Day, R. R., & Bamford, J. (2002). Top ten principles for teaching extensive reading.
Reading in a Foreign Language, 14(2), 136—141.
https://nflrc.hawaii.edu/rfl/item/61

Ehara, Y. (2023). Innovative software to efficiently learn English through extensive
reading and personalized vocabulary acquisition. Proceedings of the 24th
International Conference on Artificial Intelligence in Education (AIED) 2023.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-36336-8_28

Fulcher, G. (2021). Language assessment literacy in a learning-oriented assessment
framework. In A. Gebril (Ed.), Learning-oriented language assessment:

Putting theory into practice (pp. 34—48). Routledge.

Grabe, W., & Yamashita, J. (2022). Reading in a second language: Moving from
theory to practice (2nd ed.). Cambridge University Press.

Hamp-Lyons, L. (2017). Language assessment literacy for learning-oriented language
assessment. Papers in Language Testing and Assessment, 6(1), 88—111.

http://hdl.handle.net/10547/622445
Hamp-Lyons, L., & Green, T. (2014). Applying a concept model of learning-oriented

language assessment to a large-scale speaking test [Paper presentation].
Teachers College Columbia University Roundtable in Second Language
Studies, New York, NY. https://www.tc.columbia.edu/tccrisls/the-tccrisls-
program/

Hattie, J., & Timperley, H. (2007). The power of feedback. Review of Educational
Research, 77(1), 81—112. https://doi.org/10.3102/003465430298487

Huang, Y.-C. (2015). Why don’t they do it? A study on the implementation of
extensive reading in Taiwan. Cogent Education, 2(1).

https://doi.org/10.1080/2331186X.2015.1099187

SiLA



STUDIES IN LANGUAGE ASSESSMENT, 2025, Volume 14, Issue 1 58

Jeon, E. Y., & Day, R. R. (2016). The effectiveness of ER on reading proficiency: A
meta-analysis. Reading in a Foreign Language, 28(2), 246—265.
https://nflrc.hawaii.edu/rfl /item/354

Jones, N., & Saville, N. (2016). Learning oriented assessment: A systemic approach.

Cambridge University Press.

Kim, M. (2019). The perceptions of students and teachers on the practice of
assessment in extensive reading. English Teaching, 74(4), 179—203.
https://doi.org/10.15858/engtea.74.4.201912.179

Lee, J. H., Shin, D., & Noh, W. (2023). Artificial intelligence-based content generator
technology for young English-as-a-foreign-language learners’ reading
enjoyment. RELC Journal, 54(2), 508-516.
https://doi.org/10.1177/00336882231165060

Leung, C. (2020). Learning-oriented assessment: More than the chalkface. In M. E.
Poehner & O. Inbar-Lourie (Eds.), Toward a reconceptualization of second

language classroom assessment (pp. 85—106). Springer.

Lin, Z., & Chen, H. (2024). Investigating the capability of ChatGPT for generating
multiple-choice reading comprehension items. System, 123, Article 103344.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2024.103344

Long, M. (1985). Input and second language acquisition theory. In S. Gass & C.
Madden (Eds.), Input in second language acquisition (pp. 377—393). Newbury
House.

Macalister, J. (2014). Teaching reading: Research into practice. Language Teaching,
47(3), 38—397. https://doi.org/10.1017/5026144481400007X

McLean, S., & Poulshock, J. (2018). Increasing reading self-efficacy and reading
amount in EFL learners with word-targets. Reading in a Foreign Language,
30(1), 76—91. https://nflrc.hawaii.edu/rfl/item/399

Mikami, Y. (2020). Goal setting and learners’ motivation for extensive reading;:
Forming a virtuous cycle. Reading in a Foreign Language, 32(1), 28—48.
https://nflrc.hawaii.edu/rfl /item/438

Milliner, B., & Cote, T. (2014). Effective extensive reading management with
Xreading. The Language Teacher, 38(6), 32—34.
https://doi.org/10.37546/JALTTLT38.6

SiLA



STUDIES IN LANGUAGE ASSESSMENT, 2025, Volume 14, Issue 1 59

Nakanishi, T. (2015). A meta-analysis of extensive reading research. TESOL

Quarterly, 49(1), 6—37. https://doi.org/10.1002/tesq.157

Nation, I. S. P., & Waring, R. (2020). Teaching extensive reading in another

language. Routledge.

Nishino, T. (2007). Beginning to read extensively: A case study with Mako and Fumi.
Reading in a Foreign Language, 19(2), 76—105.
https://nflrc.hawaii.edu/rfl/item/142

Purpura, J. E. (2025). Learning-oriented language assessment. In A. J. Kunnan (Ed.),

The concise companion to language assessment (pp. 22—41). Wiley-Blackwell.

Rea-Dickins, P. (2004). Understanding teachers as agents of assessment. Language

Testing, 21(3), 249—258. https://doi.org/10.1191/02655322041t283ed

Rea-Dickins, P., & Gardner, S. (2000). Snares and silver bullets: Disentangling the

construct of formative assessment. Language Testing, 17(2), 215—243.

Ro, E. (2018). Understanding reading motivation from EAP students’ categorical
work in a focus group. TESOL Quarterly, 52(4), 772—797.
https://doi.org/10.1002/tesq.426

Ro, E. (2019). How learning occurs in an extensive reading book club: A conversation
analytic perspective. Applied Linguistics, 40(1), 152—175.
https://doi.org/10.1093/applin/amxo014

Robb, T. (2015). Quizzes—a sin against the sixth commandment? In defense of
MReader. Reading in a Foreign Language, 27(1), 146—151.
https://nflrc.hawaii.edu/rfl /item/321

Rodrigo, V., Greenberg, D., & Segal, D. (2014). Changes in reading habits by low
literate adults through extensive reading. Reading in a Foreign Language,
26(1), 73—91. https://nflrc.hawaii.edu/rfl/item/292

Sadler, R. (1989) Formative assessment and the design of instructional systems.

Instructional Science, 18, 119-144. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00117714

Saville, N. (2021). Learning-oriented assessment: Basic concepts and frameworks in
using assessment to support language learning. In A. Gebril (Ed.), Learning-
oriented language assessment: Putting theory into practice (pp. 13—33).
Routledge.

SiLA



STUDIES IN LANGUAGE ASSESSMENT, 2025, Volume 14, Issue 1 60

Shehzad, N. (2023). ESL teachers’ experiences on XReading as a formative
assessment tool in extensive reading: A study of a federal institution in the
UAE. Proceedings of The Sharjah International Conference on Education in
Post COVID-19. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-99-1927-7_2

Stoeckel, T., Reagan, N., & Hann, F. (2012). Extensive reading quizzes and reading
attitudes. TESOL Quarterly, 46(1), 187—198. https://doi.org/10.1002/tesq.10

Takase, A. (2009). The effects of different types of extensive reading materials on
reading amount, attitude, and motivation. In A. Cirocki (Ed.), Extensive
reading in English language teaching (pp. 451—465). Lincom.

Tanaka, H., & Stapleton, P. (2007). Increasing reading input in Japanese high school
EFL classrooms: An empirical study exploring the efficacy of extensive
reading. The Reading Matrix, 7(1), 115—131.

http://www.readingmatrix.com/articles/tanaka_ stapleton/article.pdf

Taylor, L. (2013). Communicating the theory, practice and principles of language
testing to test stakeholders: Some reflections. Language Testing, 30(3), 403—
412. https://doi.org/10.1177/0265532213480338

The Extensive Reading Foundation. (2011). The Extensive Reading Foundation’s
guide to extensive reading. Retrieved December 22, 2022, from
https://erfoundation.org/guide/ERF_Guide.pdf

Turner, C. E. (2012). Classroom assessment. In G. Fulcher & F. Davidson (Eds.), The
Routledge handbook of language testing (pp. 65—78). Routledge.

Turner, C. E., & Purpura, J. E. (2016). Learning-oriented assessment in the
classroom. In D. Tsagari & J. Banerjee (Eds.), Handbook of second language
assessment (pp. 255—272). de Gruyter.

Voss, E. (2021). The role of technology in learning-oriented assessment. In A. Gebril
(Ed.), Learning-oriented language assessment: Putting theory into practice
(pp- 207—224). Routledge.

Voss, E. (2025). Language assessment and artificial intelligence. In A. J. Kunnan

(Ed.), The concise companion of language assessment (pp. 112—125). Wiley.

Waterman, A. S. (1993) Two conceptions of happiness: Contrasts of personal

expressiveness (eudaimonia) and hedonic enjoyment. Journal of Personality

SiLA



STUDIES IN LANGUAGE ASSESSMENT, 2025, Volume 14, Issue 1 61

and Social Psychology, 64(4), 678—691. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-
3514.64.4.678

Weatherford, Y., & Campbell, J. (2016). An evaluation of progress measurement
options for ER programs. In M. Gobert (Ed.), Proceedings of the 3rd world
congress on extensive reading (pp. 55—68). Lean Publishing.

http://erfoundation.org/erwcs/

Wicking, P. (2020). Formative assessment of students from a Confucian heritage
culture: Insights from Japan. Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education,

45(2), 180—-192. https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2019.1616672
Wiliam, D., & Black, P. (1996). Meanings and consequences: A basis for

distinguishing formative and summative functions of assessment. British
Educational Research Journal 22(5), 537—548.
https://www.jstor.org/stable/1501668

Xi, X. (2023). Advancing language assessment with Al and ML—-leaning into Al is
inevitable, but can theory keep up? Language Assessment Quarterly, 20(4-5),
357—376. https://doi.org/10.1080/15434303.2023.2291488

Zeng, W., Huang, F., Yu, L., & Chen, S. (2018). Towards a learning-oriented
assessment to improve students’ learning: A critical review of literature.
Educational Assessment, Evaluation and Accountability, 30, 211—250.

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11092-018-9281-9



