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ABSTRACT
TEACHERS’ AND STUDENTS’ PERCEPTIONS ABOUT CLASSROOM-BASED

SPEAKING TESTS AND THEIR WASHBACK

Ozlem Duran

M.A. Department of Teaching English as a Foreign Language
Supervisor: Asst. Prof. Dr. Philip Durrant

July 2011

Testing is an indispensable part of the teaching and learning processes. Since
testing, teaching, and learning are closely related, it is inevitable for them to have an
influence on each other. Tests are thought to affect teaching and learning positively
or negatively. Direct testing is seen to have greater effect on productive and receptive
skills than other tests do. Speaking skills is one of the English language skills which
is tested through direct tests. While the washback effect of worldwide or nationwide
tests has been studied to a great extent, the washback effect of speaking tests has
received little attention from researchers. As for the washback effect of classroom-
based speaking tests, the researcher has not been able to find one.

This present study mainly aimed to investigate teachers’ and students’
perceptions of the washback effects of classroom-based speaking tests. In addition,
since the subject is closely related to teachers' and students' attitudes towards and

beliefs about teaching and testing speaking, these issues were also addressed.



The study was conducted at Akdeniz University School of Foreign Languages
in Antalya, Turkey with 307 preparatory class intermediate level students and 45
instructors of English. The data were collected through teacher and student
questionnaires and teacher and student interviews.

The results revealed that teachers stated that they are not influenced by the
speaking tests in terms of what they do in classes, but they have positive attitudes
towards teaching and testing speaking and they believe that speaking tests have a
positive effect on their students’ speaking ability. Teachers and students believe that
getting ready for speaking tests improves the general speaking skills of students.
Students are also quite positive towards teaching and testing speaking and speaking
tests’ positive effects. The students and instructors think that these speaking tests
should remain as a component of all the exams. Moreover, the students think that
speaking tests’ weight should be increased. The curriculum development department
and testing office of Akdeniz University School of Foreign Languages can utilize the
results of the current study in order to create more positive washback.

Key words: washback effect, speaking tests, testing speaking
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OZET
OGRETMENLERIN VE OGRENCILERIN SINIF TEMELLI KONUSMA

SINAVLARINA VE ONLARIN OGRETIM UZERINE OLAN ETKISINE BAKIS

ACISI

Ozlem Duran

Yiiksek Lisans, Yabanci Dil Olarak ingilizce Ogretimi Boliimii
Tez danismani: Yrd. Dog. Dr. Philip Durrant

Temmuz 2011

Olgme, dgretim-6grenim siirecinin vazgegilmez bir par¢asidir. Olgme,
Ogretme ve 6grenme arasinda siki bir bag oldugu igin, birbirlerini etkilemeleri
kagiilmazdir. Testlerin, 6gretim ve 6grenimi olumlu ya da olumsuz sekilde
etkiledigi diistiniiliir. Dogrudan 6lgme tliretime ve algilamaya dayali beceriler
tizerinde diger sinavlardan daha biiyiik etkiye sahiptir. Konusma becerileri, dogrudan
6lgme yoluyla 6lgiilen becerilerden biridir. Diinyaca iinlii ya da ulusal tine sahip
sinavlarin 6grenim-6gretim tizerindeki etkileri biiyiik oranda caligilmis olsa da,
konusma sinavlarinin 6gretime ve 6grenime olan etkisi arastirmacilar tarafindan az
ilgi gdrmiistiir. Arastirmaci siif temelli konugma sinavlarinin egitim-6gretim
tizerindeki etkileri hakkinda bir ¢alisma bulamamastir.

Bu calisma 6gretmenlerin ve 6grencilerin sinif temelli konugma sinavlarinin
Ogretim lizerindeki etkileri hakkindaki goriislerini aragtirmay1 hedeflemistir. Buna

ilaveten, konu 6gretmenlerin ve 6grencilerin konusmanin 6gretilmesi ve dl¢iilmesi
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hakkindaki tutum ve inanglariyla da ¢ok yakindan alakali oldugu i¢in bu konulara da
gonderme yapilmustir.

Bu calisma Antalya’da Akdeniz Universitesi Yabanci Diller
Yiiksekokulu’nda 307 orta seviyeli hazirlik sinifi 6grencisiyle ve 45 Ingilizce
okutmaniyla uygulanmistir. Veriler 6gretmen ve 6grenci anketleri ve 6gretmen ve
Ogrenci roportajlar1 yoluyla toplanmustir.

Sonuglara gore 6gretmenler konusma siavlarinin sinifta yaptiklarini
etkilemedigini, ama konusmay1 6gretme ve d6lgme konusunda olumlu tutumlar
icerisinde olduklarini ve konusma sinavlarinin 6grencinin konusma yetenegi
lizerinde olumlu etkileri olduguna inandiklarmi belirtmislerdir. Ogretmenler ve
ogrenciler konugma sinavlarina hazirlanmanin 6grencinin genel konusma yetenegini
gelistirdigine inanmaktadirlar. Ogrenciler de konusmay1 6gretme, lgme ve konusma
sinavlarinin olumlu etkileri konularma kars oldukg¢a 1limlidirlar. Ogrenciler ve
O0gretmenler, bu konugsma sinavlarinin tiim sinavlarin bir pargasi olarak kalmasi
gerektigini diisinmektedirler. Buna ek olarak, 6grenciler konusma sinavlarinin not
agirhigmnin arttirilmasi gerektigini diisiinmektedirler. Akdeniz Universitesi Yabanci
Diller Yiiksekokulu Program Gelistirme ve Olgme Degerlendirme Birimleri bu
caligmanin sonuglarindan, sinavlar yoluyla 6grenim 6gretim lizerinde olumlu etki
yaratmak i¢in yararlanabilirler.

Anabhtar kelimeler: sinavlarin 6grenim 6gretim siirecine etkileri, konusma

sinavlari, konugma becerisini 6lgme
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

Introduction

We, as teachers, all want what we teach to be learnt by our students. We have
been looking for ways to make our classes more important for students. One way
which has been heavily used is to test what you teach to make students learn. If there
Is a test at the end of a period of instruction and students are graded accordingly, they
have a good reason to study. Teaching and testing go hand in hand. Thus, testing has
an important place in the field of education.

It is the same case in language teaching. Testing is an indispensible part of
second language teaching. Although testing itself has been studied to a great extent,
‘the influences of tests on teaching and learning’ (Bailey, 1996, p.259), which is
known as the washback effect, has not been studied adequately. The reason for this
can stem from the fact that it is a complex phenomenon (Alderson and Wall, 1993;
Bailey, 1996; Cheng, 2000; Watanabe, 2004).

Researchers have largely studied the washback effect of high stake tests, such
as the effect of English Tests on Spanish University Entrance Examination
(Amengual-Pizarro, 2009), Hong Kong Certificate of Education Examination in
English in Hong Kong secondary schools (Cheng, 1997), the Graduation Threshold
(GT) on English proficiency among graduating students in Taiwan (Hsu, 2009), the
Foreign Language Test in a new competence-based State Examination for the
Admission into Higher Education in Colombia (Manjarres, 2005), the use of TOEIC
(Newsfields, 2005), ‘washback to the learners’ from the TOEFL (Reynolds, 2010),

and the General English Proficiency Test (GEPT) on English teaching in Taiwan



(Shih, 2009). However, there has been little investigation on the washback effect of
classroom-based tests. The fact that classroom-based tests have not received much
attention may stem from the fact that research interests and perhaps more
importantly, research funding, which is often provided by the company that produce
the large tests, tends to be directed mostly towards the single big tests since these,
individually, have high impact. But of course classroom tests, because they are far

more common, are likely to have just as big an impact cumulatively.

With regard to the testing of speaking ability, while a number of studies have
looked at ways of improving the reliability and validity of tests (Hughes, 2003;
Messick, 1996) and at the tasks used in testing speaking (Elder; 2002; Fulcher and
Marquez Reiter, 2003; Hyun, 2003; Taguchi, 2007; Tavakoli, 2009), little attention
has been given to the influences of these speaking tests on teaching and learning.

This study mainly aims to reflect teachers’ and students’ perceptions of the
washback effect of classroom-based speaking tests on the teaching and learning

process.

Background of the Study

As Taylor (2005) states, tests have long been believed to have a variety of
direct influences on educational processes. It is commonly assumed that ‘teachers
will be influenced by the knowledge that their students are planning to take a certain
test and will adapt their teaching methodology and lesson content to reflect the test’s
demands’ (Taylor, 2005, p.154). Similarly, McEwen (as cited in Cheng, 2000, p.1)
summarizes this situation by claiming ‘what is assessed becomes what is valued,

which becomes what is taught’. Madaus (as cited in Spratt, 2005, p.5) states that ‘it is



testing, not the ‘official” stated curriculum, that is increasingly determining what is
taught, how it is taught, what is learned, and how it is learned’. The term ‘washback’
or ‘backwash’ refers to this ‘influence of testing on teaching and learning’ (Cheng,
2000, p.2).

The washback effect can either be ‘positive’ or ‘negative’ (Alderson and
Wall, 1993). Vernon (as cited in Cheng, 2000) believes that if subjects or activities in
a curriculum cannot directly contribute to passing the exam, they will most probably
be ignored by teachers. Davies et al. (as cited in Taylor, 2005) provide a good
example to illustrate this situation. They state that if the writing skill is tested through
multiple choice tests, in-class practice will be more multiple choice-oriented rather
than focused on writing itself.

Studies investigating the washback effect so far have mainly focused on high
stake tests which are thought to influence learners’ lives to a great extent. Some of
these studies investigated the washback effects of worldwide tests such as TOEFL,
IELTS, and TOEIC (Alderson & Hamp-Lyons, 1996; Newsfields, 2005; Reynolds,
2010; Rhami and Nazland, 2010). Others examined the washback effects of
nationwide tests (Amengual-Pizarro, 2009; Cheng, 1997; Hsu, 2009; Manjarrés,
2004; Mohammadi, 2007; Shih, 2009; Yildirim, 2010). However, the investigation of
the washback effect of speaking tests has been neglected. Andrews et al. (2002),
Caine (2005), Ferman (2004), and Munoz and Alvarez (2010) are among the studies
which investigated washback effect of speaking tests.

Andrews et al. (2002) did an experimental study and they tried to measure
and compare the spoken performances of the students who had to take the ‘Use of

English’ (UE) test as a component of the Hong Kong Advanced Supplementary Test



with that of those who did not have to. The results suggest that the existence of UE
might have had a positive influence on students’ spoken English performance.

Caine (2005) examined the effects of the communicative curriculum of
Japanese Ministry of Education into existing tests in Japan and proposed a direct test
of speaking and investigated the washback effect of the direct tests. The results
reveal that positive washback may be obtained by changing the testing tools to
communicative testing but in-service training is necessary for teachers to teach and
test communicative skills better.

Ferman (2004) aimed to investigate the washback of an EFL National Oral
Matriculation Test administered in Israel. According to the results, there is a strong
washback effect of EFL National Oral Matriculation Test on teaching and learning.

Munoz and Alvarez (2010) studied the washback of an Oral Assessment
System (OAS). The results suggest that washback may be increased when students
are informed on some things such as assessment procedures, scoring scales, and self-
assessment mechanisms.

Although the studies mentioned here have contributed to the field of English
Language Teaching, they have not investigated the effects of classroom-based
speaking tests from the teachers’ and students’ point of view. Not only the Turkish
EFL context but also the ELT world is in need of a broader mirror that reflects the
influences of classroom-based speaking tests on the teaching and learning process for
teachers and students.

To fulfil this need, the study aims to get the perspectives of EFL learners and
instructors on the washback effect of speaking tests. The issues such as what is

learned and taught in speaking classes, the time allocated for the in-class speaking



activities, and their reliability will be examined from teachers’ and students’ point of

view.

Statement of the Problem

The term washback effect has been a popular subject matter in educational
contexts for a long time (Alderson & Wall, 1993; Cheng, 2000; Pan, 2009;
Shawcross, 2007; Taylor, 2005; Vernon, as cited in Alderson, 1993). The washback
effect of high-stake tests such as TOEFL and IELTS has been examined by many
researchers (Alderson & Hamp-Lyons, 1996; Reynolds, 2010; Rhami & Nazland,
2010). In addition to these worldwide-known tests, a great deal of research has been
conducted on the washback effect of some other high stake tests which are known
nationwide (Amengual-Pizarro, 2009; Cheng, 1997; Hsu, 2009; Manjarrés, 2004;
Mohammadi, 2007; Shih, 2009; Yildirim, 2010). However, as Munoz and Alvarez
(2010) state, there are not many studies focusing on the effects of classroom-based
assessment. Moreover, no research has investigated the washback effect of
classroom-based speaking tests from the teachers’ and students’ points of view. The
purpose of this study is to reflect the perceptions of instructors and students on the
washback effect of speaking tests in EFL context. Moreover, owing to the fact that
the subject is closely related to teachers’ and students' attitudes towards and beliefs
about teaching and testing speaking, these issues will also be addressed.

Akdeniz University School of Foreign Languages has been applying speaking
tests as a part of mid-term and final examinations for a long time. The English
speaking ability of students has been tested more for the last two years by giving

more weight to speaking quizzes and by allocating one out of five points of the



exams to the speaking parts. However, what teachers and students really think about
the washback effects of these speaking tests is unknown. This study aims to reveal
whether these speaking tests applied as a part of the evaluation process have any
effects on the teaching and learning process from the instructors’ and students’ points
of view.

Research Questions

This study will investigate the following research questions:

1. What are teachers' and students' attitudes towards and beliefs about teaching

and testing speaking?

2. What are the washback effects of classroom-based speaking tests, as reflected

in teachers' and students' perceptions?

Significance of the Study

Ever since the Communicative Approach was adopted, many modifications
have been observed in testing ‘speaking’. Institutions or national ministries of
education such as the Japanese Ministry of Education (Caine, 2005) have started
testing communication skills more. Although there have been many studies on
speaking exam tasks, there is little research reflecting what teachers and students
really think about the washback effects of speaking tests. Thus, this study may
contribute to the literature by reflecting the perceptions of the instructors and
students on the washback effect of classroom-based speaking tests.

At the local level, this study may contribute to Akdeniz University School of
Foreign Languages by revealing the effects of the speaking exams done as a part of

evaluation on the instructors and students. The results of this study may help the



testing department review the speaking tests they prepare and if necessary work more
cooperatively with the curriculum development department to make necessary
changes taking the ideas of the instructors who teach speaking and administer the
exams, and the students who sit them, into account. The results may show whether
these tests have an effect on teaching and learning speaking skills from the teachers’
and students’ points of view. If these exams have a washback effect, the instructors
who work for the curriculum development department can use speaking tests to
achieve their objectives to improve the speaking ability of the students. Making
these revisions to test speaking ability may provide positive washback for teaching

and practicing speaking skills.

Conclusion

This chapter presented the background of the study, the statement and
significance of the problem, and the research questions. The following chapter will
provide the literature review for the theoretical background for the study. The third
chapter will present detailed information on the methodology of the study which
includes the participants, the data collection tools, data collection and analysis
procedure. In the fourth chapter the collected data will be analysed and the findings
will be presented. In the final chapter, which is the fifth one, general results and
discussion, pedagogical implications, limitations of the study, and suggestions for

further research will be presented.



CHAPTER II: LITERATURE REVIEW

Washback and Test Impact

The term washback has an important place in language testing. A number of
researchers have proposed definitions for the term ‘washback’ for many years
(Alderson and Hamp-Lyons, 1996; Alderson and Wall, 1993; Bachman and Palmer,
1996; Bailey, 1996; Hughes, 2003; McNamara, 2000; Messick, 1996; Pan, 2009;
Shohamy et al., 1996; Watanabe, 1996). The point that has been emphasized in all
these definitions is that testing affects teaching and learning. Although in the
washback definitions of Bailey (1996), Bigg (as cited in Cheng and Curtis, 2004),
Hughes (2003), McNamara (2000), Pan, (2009); Shohamy et al. (1996), and
Watanabe (1996) both teaching and learning are stated to be influenced by tests, the
washback definitions of Alderson and Hamp-Lyons (1996) and Alderson and Wall
(1993) include the influences of tests just on teaching.

In this present study, the definition of Bailey (1996, p.259) stating that ‘the
influences of tests on teaching and learning” will be used to carry the meaning of
washback. The main reason for this choice is the fact that it focuses on the effects of
tests on both teachers and students.

Some researchers have used the term ‘backwash’ instead of washback to
mean the same thing (Bigg, as cited in Cheng, 2000; Hughes, 2003; Spolsky, as cited
in Pan, 2009; Tsegari, 2007). However, Alderson and Wall (1993) do not see any
pragmatic or semantic difference between the terms.

Another common related term is test impact. Hamp-Lyons (1997) states that

the term ‘impact’ is preferred in the general education and educational measurement



literature instead of washback. Actually, the main difference between ‘impact’ and
washback is that impact can affect wider educational contexts. In general, if the
effects of tests are mainly class-based and related to teaching and learning, it
especially affects the curriculum, methodology, and students’ learning and these
effects are related to washback. However, if the tests influence individuals, policies
or practices, education system, society, and publishing, it is accepted as test impact
(Bahman and Palmer, 1996; McNamara, 2000; Taylor, 2005; Wall, as cited Cheng et

al., 2004).

Measurement-driven Instruction and Curriculum Alignment

There are some different terms related to the ‘relationship between testing and
teaching / learning’ other than washback.

Cheng and Curtis (2004, p.4) state that ‘tests or examinations can or should
drive teaching, and hence learning’ and that this result is described as
‘measurement-driven instruction’ by Popham (as cited in Cheng and Curtis, 2004).
Measurement-driven instruction brings positive connotations to mind, claiming that
‘testing should drive curriculum and thereby teaching and learning’ (Hamp-Lyons,
1997, p.295). Cheng and Curtis (2004) state that if driving teaching is the target,
there should be a parallelism between the test format and content / curriculum.
Shepherd (as cited in Cheng and Curtis, 2004) refers to this as ‘curriculum
alignment’. Since this fact narrows the curriculum (Madaus; Cooley both cited in
Alderson and Hamp-Lyons, 1996) and teachers’ training practices, it brings negative
connotations to mind (Hamp-Lyons, 1997). According to Cheng and Curtis (2004)

this alignment, including the situation in which a new examination is added to the
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education system with the purpose of having a beneficial effect on teaching and
learning process, has been labelled differently by different researchers. While
Frederiksen and Collins (as cited in Cheng and Curtis, 2004) refer to this alignment
as systematic validity, Messick (1996) sees it as consequential aspect of construct
validity and Bahman and Palmer (1996) and Baker (as cited in Cheng and Curtis,

2004) call it test impact.

Washback, Systematic, and Consequential Validity

Alderson and Wall (1993) claim that some writers have tended to relate the
validity of a test to the extent to its good effects on teaching processes. In other
words, the more beneficial effects a test has, the more valid a test is and vice versa.
Morrow (as cited in Alderson and Wall, 1993) has used the term ‘washback validity’
to emphasize the degree of this relationship between a test and associated teaching.
Morrow (as cited in Alderson and Wall, 1993, p.116) states that ‘[t]he first validity
criterion that I would...put forward for [these examinations] would be a measure of
how far the intended washback effect was actually being met in practice’. Pan
(2009) explains Morrow’s idea by stating that the extent to which the needs of
students, educators, researchers, administrators of tests, and anyone who uses the test
are met is an issue that is directly related to washback validity.

In a similar way, Fredericksen and Collins (as cited in Alderson and Wall,
1993, p.116) have used the term systematic validity, which they define as ‘one that
induces in the education system curricular and instructional changes that foster the
development of the cognitive skills that the test is designed to measure’. They count

improvement in skills after the test has taken place as a proof of systematic validity.
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Though the term ‘consequential validity’ has been used in some studies
(Alderson and Hamp-Lyons, 1996; Brown, 2004; Cheng and Curtis, 2004;
McNamara, 2000; Pan, 2009), Messick (1996, p.251) does not view it as a separate
type of validity, but instead he views it as one aspect of construct validity, which
‘includes evidence and rationales for evaluating the intended and unintended
consequences of score interpretation and use in both short- and long-term, ... , with
unfairness in test use, and with positive or negative washback effects on teaching and
learning’.

McNamara (2000) provides an example which he sees as consequential
validity of tests. He states that in an assessment reform which turns out to be based
on ongoing projects rather than tests, the discrimination of the students’ skills can be
more difficult in that rich families can hire a teacher to help their children in order to
help them get good enough marks to be able to be accepted by good universities.
This example situation brings to the researcher’ mind the situation in her own
country. In Turkey, students have to take high-stake tests in order to be accepted by
good schools for their secondary and higher education. However, the type of these
tests does not fit the education system provided in their own schools, which forces
them to take private courses in order to be successful in these tests. If the parents are
able to afford the cost of the private course, they let their children go to these
courses. The test developer should try to see the unexpected or unintended results of
the tests because it is not fair to discriminate between students in the way of the
example provided above. In this system the tests have less to do with the skills of the

students than the wealth of their families. The consequences of tests should be
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carefully considered by test developers before implementing anything new to the

existing system.

Types of Washback

Hughes (2003, p.1) and Buck (as cited in Bailey, 1996, p.258) agree on the
issue that washback of testing on teaching and learning can either be ‘harmful or
beneficial’. If the influences of a test harm the teaching, and hence learning process,
then it is considered to be negative washback. Hughes (2003) provides an example of
the negative effect of washback. He gives the example of a student who is getting
ready to study in an English-speaking medium and trying to gain all the language
skills. If the exam which can determine the student’s ability to study in that English-
speaking environment does not address language skills at all, but focuses on a
multiple-choice test, it will most probably cause the student to study for this
multiple-choice tests rather than learning the necessary language skills. This effect is
seen as undesirable.

Morris, Swain, and Alderson (as cited in Alderson and Wall, 1993) as well as
Andrews et al. (2002) and Bailey (1996) think that washback can affect the teaching
and learning process positively. One way in which tests can have beneficial effects is
to use them as teaching and learning activities. For example Pearson (as cited in Hsu,
2009) considers good tests to be usable class activities.

In order to put the curriculum into practice effectively, Morris (as cited in
Alderson and Wall, 1993) believes having examinations is fundamental. Andrews et
al. (2002) similarly suggest that bringing changes into testing will let innovations

occur in the language curriculum. In this respect, direct performance tests are
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expected to promote the performance skills. Hughes (2003, p.18) believes that ‘a
helpful washback effect’ can be achieved as a result of direct testing. Davies (as cited
in Cheng, 2000, p.11) holds the belief that good tests are both ‘obedient servants of
teaching’ and ‘leaders [of teaching]’.

Hughes (2003, p.53-56) lists seven ways to achieve the positive washback, as
follows:

‘1. Test the abilities whose development you want to encourage.

2. Sample widely and unpredictably.

3. Use direct testing.

4. Make testing criterion-referenced.

5. Base achievement tests on objectives.

6. Ensure the test is known and understood by students and teachers.
7. Where necessary provide assistance to teachers.’

A question which can be asked here is whether only good tests bring positive
effects to teaching and learning. Alderson and Wall (1993, p.117) hypothesize that
not only good tests have a beneficial effect on teaching and learning process. They
state that “poor’ tests can also be beneficial if they can make students and teachers
‘do good things they would not otherwise do’ by motivating students to do their
homework, take the subject being tested more seriously, pay more attention to the
lesson and hence be more successful and motivate teachers to prepare lessons more
thoroughly no matter how valid the tests are.

Cheng and Curtis (2004) think that the educational context in which it
appears can have a role on determining the type of washback. They summarise this

educational context with four wh questions and a how question. While four wh
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questions stand for the people who teach and manage the program, the school where
the teaching and testing take place, when the program takes place (including the
length of the program and a particular testing tool), the reason why the tool is
adopted, and how stands for different teaching and testing methods are applied by the
people in that context. The teachers and the administration of a school who make
important decisions on the methods of teaching, length of teaching, and the rationale
behind the methods and length can lead to washback to be positive or negative. For
example in a school, the administration may want teaching to be communicative in
all classes and set communicative exams but two different teachers in the same
school can apply different methodologies in their classes. One of them may have
more grammar-based classes while the other may have more communication-based
classes. In the class of the latter, more positive washback is expected since the direct
tests can foster practising the skills to be tested. In sum, educational context can have
great impact on positive or negative washback. Spratt (2005) also sees the teacher as
having a key role on the type and intensity of washback, which constitutes a part of
who question of Cheng and Curtis (2004).

Bailey (1996, p.263-264) categorizes the effects of washback, into two main
headings: ‘washback to the learners’ and ‘washback to the programme’. According
to her, while ‘washback to the learners’ is about supplying test-derived information
to the test-takers which leads to direct impact of the tests on the test takers;
‘washback to the programme’ refers to supplying the test-derived information to the
‘teachers, administrators, curriculum developers, counsellors, etc.’. It can be

concluded that washback to the program affects the test-takers indirectly.
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Washback is not only a relationship between testing and teaching / learning,
but also a relationship between tests and curriculum, program and materials. Hughes
(as cited in Bailey, 1996, p.262) believes that a test can affect three components,
namely participants, process, and product. By participants he means all of those
‘whose perceptions and attitudes towards their work may be affected by a test’. He
defines the process as the ‘actions taken by the participants which may contribute to
the process of learning’. He sees the product as ‘what is learned and the quality of
learning’. He thinks that in the first place participants’ attitudes and perceptions are
affected by the tests, then the participants get in a process doing something according
to the test, and finally this process lead to product, which is beneficial washback.
Building on Hughes’s model (as cited in Bailey, 1996) and Alderson and Wall’s
(1993) washback hypotheses, Bailey (1996) created a figure (Figure 1) to investigate
how washback works. This figure clearly shows that a test can have a direct impact
on the participants who are involved in the process of learning, and this involvement

leads the products peculiar to participants.
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Figure 1 - A basic model of washback

Washback Hypotheses

Alderson and Wall (1993, p.120-121) list a number of washback hypotheses,

which have been referred in nearly all the washback studies. The hypotheses reveal

how complex washback is. This present study was inspired by them and took all

these hypotheses into account while doing the research.

1.

2.

A test will influence teaching.

A test will influence learning.

A test will influence what teachers teach.

A test will influence how teachers teach.
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5. A test will influence what learners learn.

6. A test will influence how learners learn.

7. Atest will influence the rate and the sequence of teaching.

8. A test will influence the rate and the sequence of learning.

9. A test will influence the degree and depth of teaching.

10. A test will influence the degree and depth of learning.

11. A test will influence attitudes to the content, method, etc. of teaching and
learning.

12. Tests that have important consequences will have washback.

13. Tests that do not have important consequences will have no washback.

14. Tests will have washback on all learners and teachers.

15. Tests will have washback effects for some learners and some teachers, but

not for others.

Studies Investigating Washback Effects

Disappointingly, there has been little empirical research done on washback
effects in educational contexts. When language education is considered, it is much
more disappointing.

The washback effect of tests has generally been associated with high-stake
tests, i.e. those which are used for making important educational and professional
decisions, such as admissions, graduation, employment, or promotions, and therefore
affect people’s futures’ (Munoz and Alvarez, 2010, p.33). Studies done so far have
investigated the washback effect of some worldwide-known high-stake tests such as

TOEFL, TOEIC, and IELTS (Alderson and Hamp-Lyons, 1996; Newsfields, 2005;
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Reynolds, 2010; Rhami and Nazland, 2010) and some nationwide-known high-stake
tests (Amengual-Pizarro, 2009; Cheng, 1997; Hsu, 2009; Manjarres, 2005;
Mohammadi, n.d.; Shih, 2009; Watanabe, 1996; Yildirim, 2010). Since it is very
difficult to measure the effect of washback, these kinds of studies have generally
been qualitative ones. Though there are many studies investigating the washback of
high-stake tests, there is little research on washback of speaking tests.

Rahimi and Nazland’s study (2010) is one of the studies which focused on the
washback effect of one of the world-wide known speaking tests. They conducted a
study of the washback effect of IELTS preparation courses to learn students’
perceptions of their speaking instruction. 60 Iranian students studying via e-learning
IELTS courses or through non IELTS e-learning courses took part in the study. They
had a six week-course. Students expressed what they thought about the speaking
instruction through questionnaires conducted at the beginning and end of the courses.
The same questionnaires were used for both groups. There were a number of
differences in the perceptions of the two groups. In particular, the learners reported
that they had learned different things; teachers on the different course types had
different goals; differences in course contents were driven by differences in learner
expectations; and the group getting ready for IELTS had more test-related content. In
general, the IELTS exam washback was judged to have had a negative effect on
learners and the programmes since the speaking skill was not given enough
importance during the course just because it is not tested in IELTS.

As for nation-wide tests, one empirical study, conducted by Andrews et al.
(2002), targeted washback of the Hong Kong Advanced Supplementary (AS) Use of

English (UE) oral examination. The researchers investigated if the addition of an oral
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component to the UE exam influences students’ spoken English performance.
Students take the UE in their final year of schooling to gain acceptance to university.
This oral component (UE) had a two-part design. The first part included an
individual oral presentation based on a text and in the second part a group discussion
was held. The UE accounted for 18% of the total score of AS. Questionnaires were
used to compare the views of the ‘innovators’ (the members of the Working Party
who designed UE oral component) and implementers (the teachers of Secondary 6
and 7 classes) (Andrews et al., 2002). There were 31 students in each group from
1993-94-95 secondary 7 cohorts. The 1993 group did not get prepared for the oral
examination since the UE started to be applied in 1994. Thus, the 1994 and 1995
groups were the first groups which took UE. The oral performances were video-taped
and rated by eight assessors. According to the compared ratings, no significant
differences can be seen between the mean performances of the 1993 and 1994
groups. However, the 1995 group had higher scores than the other two groups. Thus,
it can be said that tests influence what students learn and UE Oral Component might
have had a positive influence on students’ spoken English performance at the end of
Secondary 7.

Caine (2005) focused on the mismatch between the levels of curriculum
planning adopted by the Japanese Ministry of Education and actual classroom
implementation. He examined the effects of existing English tests in Japan, which
are used to test speaking and writing indirectly. He also proposed an original direct
test of speaking and investigated the washback effects of the new and trialled
speaking test. Classroom observations and teacher and student questionnaires were

used to collect the data. Seven Japanese high school teachers of English and two
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groups of students, in total 46, were the subjects of the study. The results suggest that
despite the official communicative changes made in the syllabus of Japanese
Ministry of Education in order to solve the problem that Japanese students have in
using the language for purposeful communication, teachers were still seen applying a
more grammar-based methodology in their classes. The results suggest that changing
the examination may have an effect on the methodology of the teacher in that more
communicative assessment may lead to communicative approach to teaching.
However, positive washback can occur on that issue when comprehensive in-service
teacher training programs are combined with the changes in order to train teachers on
communicative teaching and testing.

Ferman (2004) also conducted a study on the washback of an EFL National
Oral Matriculation Test, which is held in Israel, to teaching and learning. The EFL
National Oral Matriculation Test is taken by high school grade 12 students in order
to enter university. It has been a component of the National Matriculation
Examination since 1986 and has a 20% weight for English subject in total. It is
administered just after the national matriculation exam and has four sections, which
are extended interview, modified role-play, an extensive reading part, and a literature
component. The study was conducted in three different types of high school and
three different levels of classes. The subjects of the study were 18 EFL teachers, 120
students, and 4 EFL inspectors. Structured questionnaires, structured interviews,
open interviews, and document analyses were used in order to collect the data. The
results suggest that there was a strong washback effect of EFL National Oral
Matriculation Test on the educational processes. The attention paid by the teachers,

students, and parents, content, allocation of time for developing speaking skills, and
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anxiety levels of the teachers and students were all affected by the test. It was seen
that while the existence of the test promoted learning oral skills, it narrowed the
scope and content of teaching and learning processes, led teachers to feel more
pressure to cover the material, and increased the anxiety levels of the teachers’ and
students’.

Munoz and Alvarez (2010) aimed to explore the possibility of creating
positive washback by focusing on some of the principles underlying the Oral
Assessment System (OAS). The OAS was developed in 2001 at the language centre
of a small private university where the researchers worked in Colombia, South
America. The participants were 14 EFL teachers and 110 college students. A
comparison and an experimental group were formed. Although the OAS was used in
both groups, the experimental group was trained on the use of the OAS and how to
teach their students to use the rubrics in the OAS. In this way, students could assess
themselves. The experimental group had periodical meetings. However, in the
comparison group it was the teachers’ own decision what to assess, when and how to
assess the students. All teacher and student surveys, class observations, and external
evaluations of students’ oral performance were used to collect the data. The study
has three main conclusions. First, washback may be fostered by informing students
of assessment procedures and scoring scales, specifying objectives, and structuring
assessment tasks. Second, positive washback will be promoted when both teachers
and students clearly establish the connection between educational goals and
assessment. Third, assessment and the use of self-assessment mechanisms foster

washback to the learners as they can take control of the assessment.
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Although Poonpon (2010) did not aim to investigate the washback effect of
speaking tests but rather examined how oral language assessment could be integrated
into an English language class, one part of her findings is directly related to
washback. Through her study she aimed to get students’ opinions about the
integration of speaking tests into their English class and their speaking ability before
and after taking the speaking tests through a questionnaire. The students stated that
their level of English improved after they started to take the speaking exam. It is the
result of the direct speaking tests which has positive washback on the students’

improvement in English.

Conclusion

Most of the washback studies in the literature have investigated the effects of
worldwide-known or nationwide-known high stake tests. When it comes to the
washback effect of speaking tests, there are very few studies. Existing studies have
not attempted to examine the washback effect of existing classroom-based speaking
tests. This present study intends to fill this gap by exploring students’ and teachers’

perceptions of the washback effect of classroom-based speaking tests.
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CHAPTER Ill: METHODOLOGY

Introduction

This present study seeks teachers’ and students’ perceptions of washback
effect of classroom-based speaking tests and teachers' and students' attitudes towards
and beliefs about teaching and testing speaking at a Turkish university prep school.
This chapter gives the methodological details of the study. The chapter starts with the
research questions, answers of which are sought to be found. In the first section, the
information about the setting and participants are provided. The upcoming sections
present the instruments used to collect the data and data collection procedure. The

final section focuses on the data analysis part.

Research Questions

This study will investigate the following research questions:
1. What are teachers' and students' attitudes towards and beliefs about teaching

and testing speaking?

2. What are the washback effects of classroom-based speaking tests, as reflected

in teachers' and students' perceptions?

Setting

This study was conducted at Akdeniz University, which is a state university,
School of Foreign Languages. The school has been providing English preparatory
class programs since 1998. The School of Foreign Languages also offers prep classes

in German and French. There are 52 students enrolled in prep class in German and
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26 students enrolled in prep class in French this year. As for English, while 459
students are studying compulsory prep class, 352 students are studying elective prep
class. In total, 889 students are getting the advantage of studying at Akdeniz
University prep classes in 2010-2011 academic year. 83 language instructors are
doing their best to fulfil the needs of the students under the roof of Foreign
Languages School.

At the very beginning of each academic year, generally in September, the
school offers a proficiency test for the students who have failed the prep class before
and for the freshmen of that year. According to the results of this test, the students
who have 70 and above out of 100 pass the prep class. The students who have
studied prep class before and fail in September again try their chance to pass in the
next proficiency exam, which has been started to be held also in January. The
freshmen who fail the test have a placement test, according to the grades of which
they are placed in their classes. Students of English Language Teaching, Medicine
and Civil Aviation (evening classes) are grouped with students of their own
departments, again graded according to their scores on the placement tests.

Since the 2008-2009 academic year some of the prep classes have been
compulsory, though, some others have been offered as electives. Since Akdeniz
University is a Turkish medium university, just a few departments, namely Medicine,
English Language Teaching, Economics, and Management provide at least 30%
English in their departments. The students of these departments have to study prep
class unless they have passed it at the beginning of the year in the proficiency test. In

all the other departments, studying prep class is offered as an elective.
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In order to evaluate the total grade of the students, first of all the cumulative
average scores are calculated. This includes 6 midterms, 19 quizzes, writing
portfolios and teachers’ opinion marks. In all of the tests, all the language skills,
including speaking, are tested. The midterms have 70%, the quizzes have 20%, and
both the writing portfolio and teachers’ opinions have 5% weight each. Students
whose cumulative average scores are at least 50 can take the final exam. Lastly, a
final course grade is given, 60% of which is determined by the cumulative average
and 40% by the final exam score. Students need a final score at least 70 in order to

pass the prep class.

After the placement test, the students take their places in A1, A2, and B1
levels. While Al level students have 25 hours of English classes a week, A2 and B1
level students have 20 hours a week. In each level, four hours of writing and four
hours of reading classes are included in the program. This year a new system has
been adopted by the administration. Each midterm is used as an indicator of the
students’ success and after each midterm the students who get 70 and above are
permitted to go on studying the next units. For those who get below 70, new classes
are formed to repeat the units with new teachers and new textbooks. However, each
level can be repeated once. Even if the students are unsuccessful after they repeat the
class again, they are allowed to go on studying the next units. Moreover, in the

repeat classes, the students do not study writing and reading classes again.

Speaking Tests Administered at Akdeniz University Prep Classes

The prep class students of Akdeniz University Foreign Languages School

have six midterms, 19 quizzes, and a final exam during the academic year. All the
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midterms and the final exam have a speaking component which has a 20% weight on
scoring. Each of the quizzes measures the four main skills respectively. There are
therefore at least four speaking quizzes administered during the year. The speaking
tests are based on Preliminary English Test (PET) and Key English Test (KET). The
main types of the exams are making dialogues, photo description, and answering the
questions. Some announcements about the type of the speaking task, which will be
asked in the speaking test, are made for teachers and students when it is thought
necessary. In these speaking tests there are two interlocutors, one of whom is one of
the class teachers of the examinees. The other interlocutor will be another instructor
who teaches also at that level. Before the speaking tests no training is provided for
the teachers. In the speaking document envelops there is guidance for teachers about
the task/s. There are two evaluation sheets for the interlocutors but how to use them
is up to the interlocutors. Some partners evaluate the performances together and use
one sheet while some others use individual sheets and then add up their marks and
divide them into two. Although they have these evaluation sheets as criteria, they are

not informed about what 0, 1, or 2 mean in the criteria.

Participants

The teacher participants of his study were 45 instructors of English at
Akdeniz University Foreign Languages School. While 40 of them (89.9%) of them

were female, five of them (11.1%) were male.
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Experience in  Experienceat  Experience in

teaching Akdeniz administering
Age (years) University speaking tests
Mean 33.84 11.20 7.11 7.09
Minimum 22 1 1 1
Maximum 62 40 23 18

Table 1- Descriptive statistics for age, experience in teaching at Akdeniz University, and in

administering speaking tests of the instructors

While the youngest instructor was 22 years old, the oldest instructor
participated in the study was 62 years old. The average age was 34. Experience in
teaching English was eleven years on average. The instructors had been working at
Akdeniz University for an average of seven years when the data were collected.
Experience in administering speaking tests varied between one to 18 years. The

average of experience in administering speaking tests was seven years.

BA MA
English Language Teaching 29 14
English Language and Literature / American 13 3
Culture and Literature
Educational Sciences 0 5
Translation and Interpretation 2 0
English Linguistics 1 0

Total 45 22
Table 2 - BA and MA majors of the instructors

As table 2 shows, a great number of the instructors, not surprisingly, studied
ELT as their BA. Just under half of the teachers had done, or were in the process of
doing their masters degrees. Again, the most popular major was ELT. One
participant had also completed a PhD (in Educational Sciences).

The students who participated in this study were intermediate level
preparatory class students at Akdeniz University School of Foreign Languages. All
the participants, 307 in total, took part voluntarily. While 129 (42%) of them were

male students, 178 (58%) of them were female students.
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266 students answered the question asking their ages in the questionnaire.
The youngest participants were 17 years old and the oldest participants were 25 years

old. The average age was 19.53.

Frequency Percentages
High School / Vocational 110 35.8%
High School Graduates
Anatolian Technical / 13 4.2%

Anatolian VVocational
High School Graduates

College 104 33.9%
Anatolian / Science High
School Graduates

Total 227 73.9%

Table 3 - The type of high school the students graduated from

While 80 students did not reply to the question asking the type of high school
they graduated from, 227 students answered it. Analysing the type of the high
schools the students graduated from, the general density of English classes they had
up to this prep class year can be concluded. While the 35.8% of the students who
graduated from high schools or vocational high schools must have had English
classes four hours a week for at least three years, the 38.1% of the students who
graduated from other types of school should have taken relatively denser English
classes in their high school years. The average number of English classes offered in
the first year of Anatolian, science, Anatolian technical / vocational high schools, and
colleges is 10 hours a week. Although Anatolian and science high schools and
colleges give more emphasis to English, Anatolian Technical and Anatolian
Vocational High Schools also offer ten hours of English a week.

While seven students stated that they had never had any English classes

before they were enrolled in the preparatory class this year, five of the students stated
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that they had studied preparatory class before either when they were in high school

or at another university.

FACULTY Frequency Percent

Faculty of Agriculture 8 2.6
Faculty of Literature o5 8.1
Faculty of Economics and Administrative
Sciences 170 55.4
Faculty of Engineering 59 16.9
Vocational School of Social Sciences o5 8.1
School of Physical Education and Sports 9 T
Faculty of Communication o5 8.1

Total (N) 307 100

Table 4 - The future faculties of the students

As table 4 reveals, while the future students of Akdeniz University Faculty of
Economics and Administrative Sciences make up the majority of the participants, at
55.4%, the future students of School of Physical Education and Sports were the

smallest group, at .7%.

Frequency Percent
Valid 16-20 106 34.5
12-16 133 43.3
8-12 27 8.8
4-8 2 T
0-4 1 3
Total 269 87.6
Missing System 38 12.4
Total 307 100.0

Table 5 - The ranges of the speaking scores of midterm
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Frequency Percent
Valid 85-100 73 23.8
70-85 108 35.2
55-70 74 24.1
40-55 11 3.6
25-40 1 3
0-25 1 3
Total 268 87.3
Missing System 39 12.7
Total 307 100

Table 6 - The ranges of speaking quiz scores of the students

Table 5 and 6 show the average speaking scores of the students from the

midterms and quizzes. In both of the tests, the mode score range is the second option

ranges. As table 5 shows 43.3% of the students got 12-16 points in the midterms and

34.5% of the students got 16-20 points. Just 3% of the students got 0-4. As can be

seen in table 6, in the speaking quizzes the most frequent range is 70-85 point option,

at 35.2%. 85-100 range follows it with 23.8. In total, the students who got over 70

make up 59% of the students. Just 6% of students were in the 40-0 range. Taking

these percentages into account it is possible to conclude that the students are

successful at the speaking sections of the midterms and speaking quizzes.

Instruments

In order to get teachers’ and students’ perceptions of washback effect of
classroom-based speaking tests and teachers' and students' attitudes towards and
beliefs about teaching and testing speaking; teacher and student questionnaires and
teacher and student interviews were used. The questionnaires comprised 5-point

Likert-scale items (1=strongly disagree; 5=strongly agree). In the first parts of the
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questionnaires, some basic information about themselves was asked to the
participants (the results of which were given in the previous section).

One of the questionnaires was applied to teachers to get their perceptions of
the washback effect of speaking tests and their attitudes towards and beliefs about
teaching and testing speaking. As well as answering 32 items, the teachers also gave
the personal information reported in the previous section.

The other questionnaire investigated students’ perceptions of the washback
effect of speaking tests and their attitudes towards and beliefs about teaching and
testing speaking, with 34 items. In student questionnaires their names, classes, age,
sex, the type of high school they graduated from, their average midterm and quiz
grades in speaking, and their departments were required to be filled in.

Interviews, as second data collection tool in this study, were held with 6
teachers and 7 students, who had already answered the questionnaires. While most of
the participants were chosen randomly, just two of them (a teacher and a student)
were chosen on purpose since their questionnaire responses were a bit different from
the other participants. To analyze the answers, interviews were recorded and
transcribed.

The questionnaires and interviews were held in participants’ L1, which is
Turkish, in order to prevent any communication breakdown. Since measuring
students’ comprehension ability was not aimed in this study by the questionnaires or
interviews, it was hoped that giving the tools in participants’ L1 would increase the
reliability of the collected information. It was also thought that holding the
interviews in Turkish would increase the sincerity between the researcher and the

participants in face to face communication.
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For the questionnaires, all the items were originally written in English owing
to the fact that the researcher believed that she expressed what she had in her mind
better in English. This may stem from the fact that the literature she had reviewed in
English led some concepts settled down in her mind in English.

A back translation method was adopted to ensure accuracy of translation of
the questionnaire into Turkish. The items written in English were translated into
Turkish by the researcher. Then, a proficient non-native speaker of English translated
the Turkish versions into English again. The original version and the version
translated by the proficient non-native speaker were given to the native speaker of
English to compare the two translations. The English and Turkish versions of the

questionnaires can be seen in Appendices E, F, G, and H.

The Piloting Procedure

In November 2010 a first trial for student questionnaires, which were
compiled using the questionnaire items from Caine’s (2005) and Poonpon’s (2010)
studies, was done at Akdeniz University in one of the Medicine prep classes. This
trial, which was done before the first piloting, just aimed to help the researcher to
prepare better items, organize the scales in a better way, and most importantly to
identify the direction of the study clearly. After the whole literature was reviewed on
the topic, the researcher was able to prepare her own scales and to the point
questionnaire items. However, Q.6 and Q.31 in the student questionnaire clearly
show the heavy influence of Caine’s (2005) student questionnaire items which are 2
and 3 (Appendix M). In the second week of March 2011, the latest teacher and

student questionnaires were piloted for the first time to determine if there were any
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unclear items because of the translation or word ordering and to see the reliability
scores of the scales.

In the randomly chosen classes, 51 students were asked to complete the
student questionnaires. Before they started answering the questionnaires, they were
asked to mark the items which they had difficulty in understanding or found
problematic for any other reasons. They were also asked to explain their reasons why
they found unclear or problematic very briefly in the space left for further comments
in the questionnaires. According to the results, items which were found unclear or
problematic were revised. Another contribution of this piloting procedure was that it
helped to determine the necessary time to administer the students’ questionnaire. It
was observed that the average time to fill out the questionnaire was between 15-20
minutes. The results were analyzed quantitatively and reliability scores of the scales
were questioned. The scales which had low reliability scores were revised and the
scales were re-organized. Since there were many changes in the new form of the
questionnaire it was piloted again with 35 other students again at an Akdeniz
university prep class. It was analyzed quantitatively and some scales which had low
reliability scores were re-organized and the necessary modifications were made
accordingly for the main study.

The teacher questionnaires were piloted with 17 instructors of English, who
were doing their MA degree at TEFL program at Bilkent University and working in
different parts of Turkey. The changes that the instructor participants offered were
taken into consideration and necessary changes were done. In addition, the
questionnaire results were analyzed quantitatively and the scales which had low

reliability scores were revised.
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The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was calculated to examine the internal
consistency of the data collection tool by using the collected data. The Cronbach’s
alpha coefficient can be seen in Appendices I, J, K, and L for the scales of the two

questionnaires.

Data Collection Procedures

In the middle of February 2011, Akdeniz University School of Foreign
Languages vice principals were informed about the study. In the first week of March,
the head of the school was informed about the content and aim of the study, the
necessary number of participants, and classes. With the consent of the administration
of Akdeniz University Foreign Languages School, the study was piloted for the first
time in a B1 level Medicine prep class at the second week of March and necessary
changes were made accordingly. The next piloting took place a week after the first
piloting. Another group of students studying prep class at Akdeniz University were
asked to answer the questionnaire items. After analyzing the results, the
questionnaire was revised and necessary modifications were made.

In the second week of April, last 190 A2 level students just started to study in
B level classes. There were also an existing 621 B1 level students. In order to
determine the participants of the main study, the researcher herself explained the aim
of the study by visiting the classes in their class time, except Medicine and English
Language Teaching classes. The students were told about the study, and volunteer
students that were willing to take part in this study were given a consent form (the
English and Turkish versions of consent forms are in the Appendices A, B, C, and

D). They were also given the questionnaires in the same lesson hour. The researcher
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herself stayed in the class in which the questionnaire was being administered in order
to prevent any misunderstanding in the questionnaires and to provide uniformity in
administering the questionnaires. The participants’ questions were answered in detail
in all the classes. Visiting all the classes and administering the student questionnaires
to all the classes by the researcher took 2 days in total. 307 students took part
voluntarily in the study.

The teacher questionnaires were administered in the first week of May. 45
instructors answered the questionnaire. While 41 of them handed the printed versions
of the questionnaires in, four of them answered the questionnaires online and sent
them via e-mail.

After the questionnaires were analyzed, the interviews started to take place. In
the first instance the students who had stated that they would like to take part in the
interviews, though they had not been asked in the questionnaire, were chosen as the
student interviewees. However, since some of these students were absent on the day
of the interviews, some other students were also asked to be interviewed by the
researcher herself by visiting the classes and some of the students kindly accepted
that offer and became volunteers. There were two participants whose answers for the
questionnaire items were different than the other students’ in that they were more on
the negative side of the continuum. They were specially asked to be interviewed.
Although both of them agreed to be interviewed at first, one of them did not take part
and the other student wanted his/her classmate to be with him/her during the
interview. This request was not rejected since the student was needed because of
his/her different points of view. Student interviews were held in lesson hours of the

students in some available classes. Five of them individually and two of them in
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pairs, totally seven students were interviewed. Before the interviews took place, the
students were reminded of the study, were asked to sincerely state what they really
thought about the issues, and their permission was taken to record the interviews.
The students were informed on the topics they were going to face during the
interviews. The length of the interviews varied between nine and 23 minutes.
Appendices N and O present the beginning of the interview done with student 2 for
illustrational purposes.

Teacher interviewees were the colleagues of the researcher. Two out of six
teachers were chosen on purpose since their answers were different from the others
in that the answers of one stood on the negative side of the continuum and those of
the other were different than the others’ in that s/he both agreed with Q.4 and Q. 21
in the questionnaire (See Appendix E). They accepted the interview offer just like the
other four interviewees, who were the volunteer instructors of English who wanted to
help the researcher to carry out her study easily. Before the interviews, the
interviewees were reminded of the study and the subscales which formed the topics
of the questions that were to going to be asked. The teacher interviews took
minimum four and maximum 19 minutes.

The interview questions clearly reflected the subscales of the questionnaires
about teachers’ and students’ attitudes towards and beliefs about teaching and testing
speaking (See Appendices | and K for the subscales) and teachers’ and students’
perceptions of the washback effect of classroom-based speaking tests (See
Appendices J and L for the subscales). Though similar, not all the interviews went

through the same sequence of questions since some of the interviewees had already
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mentioned the issues before being asked. Appendices P and Q present the beginning
of the interview done with teacher 1 for illustration purposes.
During the interviews, not much was written down by the interviewer in order

not to lead communication breakdowns by losing eye contact.

Data Analysis

In this study, while quantitative data was collected through questionnaires,
qualitative data was collected through interviews. The quantitative data was analyzed

using Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS).

Conclusion

This chapter provided information about the methodology of this study in
terms of setting and participants, instruments, and data collection procedures. The

data analysis will be explained in detail in the upcoming chapter.
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CHAPTER IV: DATA ANALYSIS

Overview of the Study

The main purpose of this study was to learn teachers’ and students’
perceptions of the washback effect of classroom-based speaking tests, which were
implemented as quizzes, as a part of midterms and the final exam at the preparatory
class program of Akdeniz University School of Foreign Languages. Moreover,
teachers’ and students’ attitudes towards and beliefs about teaching and testing
speaking were also addressed. This chapter presents the results by providing the
analysis of the collected data.

The research questions posed for the study were:

1. What are teachers' and students' attitudes towards and beliefs about teaching

and testing speaking?

2. What are the washback effects of classroom-based speaking tests, as reflected

in teachers' and students' perceptions?

Before presenting the results, some information on the scales of the
questionnaires will be provided. The results will be presented in four phases. The
first phase will present the analysis of the Likert-scale questionnaires completed by
the teachers and students and the interviews done with the teachers and the students
in order to get information about the teachers' and students' attitudes towards and
beliefs about teaching and testing speaking. Then, the same and similar questions
about the teachers' and students' attitudes towards and beliefs about teaching and
testing speaking which were asked both to the teachers and the students will be

compared and contrasted. In the third phase analysis of the Likert-scale
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questionnaires and the interviews done with the teachers and the students will be
carried out with the aim of providing information on the teachers’ and students’
perceptions of the washback effects of classroom-based speaking tests. Finally, the
same and similar questions about the teachers’ and students’ perceptions of the
washback effects of classroom-based speaking tests which were asked both to the

teachers and the students will be compared and contrasted.

Forming the Scales of the Questionnaires

In the teacher questionnaire (See Appendices E and F), there are 32 items,
which form nine scales all together (See Appendices I and J). As well as having
scales on teachers’ perceptions of washback effects of classroom-based speaking
tests, it also has scales on teachers' attitudes towards and beliefs about teaching and
testing speaking. The aim of collecting data about general attitudes towards and
beliefs about teaching and testing speaking is to provide background data to the main
question of washback. The teachers' attitudes towards and beliefs about teaching and
testing speaking were investigated in six scales (See Appendix I) which are listed
below together with their subscales where appropriate.

a. Do teachers have positive attitudes towards the possibility of teaching

speaking?

b. Do teachers have positive attitudes towards the importance of teaching

speaking?

c. Do teachers believe that speaking should be tested?

d. Do teachers believe that speaking can be tested?
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e Do teachers believe that testing speaking skills is difficult?

e Do teachers believe that speaking ability can be measured accurately?

e Do teachers believe that speaking tests’ scores are an accurate
reflection of speaking ability?

e. Do teachers think that speaking skills should be tested through speaking?

e Do teachers believe that speaking ability can be tested effectively
through writing?
f. Do teachers believe that the results of speaking tests can be used as a

reliable diagnostic tool?

For the teacher questionnaire, one piloting procedure was applied. The scales
which had low reliability scores were examined. The reasons why they had low
reliability scores were investigated. Some scales which including both behaviour and
attitude questions were revised in that these two different type of questions were
divided into different scales. In addition, much more straightforward questions were
asked instead of some questions. In some scales some questions were revisited by
reverse-coding.

Once the final version of the questionnaire had been administered and an
initial analysis of the data conducted, it was decided to treat some of the questions
which had been written as a part of a scale individually as separate items since their
reliability scores showed that they did not match with the scales they had been
written for.

The major changes will be presented here in turn. The scale on teachers’

attitudes towards the importance of teaching speaking (scale a) originally had three
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items, but the reliability analysis revealed that the main question of the scale, which
is Q.12, did not fit well with the scale. Due to the fact that question 12 is the main
item, it was analysed individually under this scale:

Q. 12. | think that teaching speaking skills is important.

As for the scale about whether speaking can be tested (scale d), the Alpha .27
showed that the three items needed to be treated individually. The sub-questions
listed below were therefore analysed individually:

Q. 20. I think that testing speaking skills is difficult.

Q. 3. Speaking skills can be measured accurately.

Q. 14. Speaking tests do not reflect speaking skills accurately.

With regard to speaking as the medium of testing speaking (scale e),
questions 21, 25, and 4 were designed to go together as a single scale. However, Q.4
was seen to decrease the reliability of the scale, so questions 21 and 25 were
analysed together as a scale, but Q.4 was analysed individually. The reason why Q.4
did not fit well with the scale may stem from the fact that the teachers may think that
speaking skills can also be tested in other ways as an alternative but not through
writing:

Q. 21. Speaking skills should be tested through speaking.

Q. 25. Speaking skills of students can be effectively measured without

requiring them to speak.

Q. 4. Speaking skills can be measured effectively through written tests.

As for the student questionnaire, it was piloted twice with different students.
It has 34 items (See Appendices G and H), which aim to investigate the students'

attitudes towards and beliefs about teaching and testing speaking and their
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perceptions of washback effect of classroom-based speaking tests. Four scales aim to
reveal the students’ attitudes towards and beliefs about teaching and testing speaking.
The main questions of the scales are listed below. Since the reliability analysis of the
main questionnaire did not give important breakdowns or coherence problems, none
of the questions were analysed individually.

a. Do students have positive attitudes towards learning speaking?

b. Do students believe in the importance of testing speaking?

c. Do students enjoy speaking tests?

d. Do students think that speaking tests can really show their speaking

ability?

With regard to the washback effect scales, the teacher questionnaire has three
scales.
a. Do teachers tailor their speaking classes according to speaking tests in

terms of content and allocation of time for speaking activities?

b. Do teachers have positive attitudes towards organising extra speaking
activities in classes, which are not alike with the activity that will be

asked in the speaking test?

c. Do teachers believe that speaking tests have a positive effect on their

students’ speaking ability?

As for tailoring their speaking classes according to speaking tests in terms of
content and allocation of time for speaking activities (scale a), while five questions

were analysed as a scale, one of the questions (Q. 5) was treated individually since it
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correlated weakly with the rest of the scale. This weak correlation may stem from the
fact that Q.5 focuses more on the days leading up to the speaking test while the other
questions are more general questions:

Q. 5. I spend more time on speaking parts in the days leading up to the

speaking test.

Teachers’ beliefs about speaking tests’ positive effects on their students’
speaking ability was written as a scale (scale ¢). However, the main study results
showed that while question 16 and 24 made a good pair, all the other four questions
needed to be analysed individually. 16 and 24 form a good pair since they both focus
on the fact that speaking tests help students to notice their strengths or weaknesses in
their speaking performances. However, no other questions worked well together, so
each was analysed individually:

Q. 16. Speaking tests help students to notice the weaknesses in their speaking

performances.

Q. 24. Speaking tests help students to notice the strengths in their speaking
performances.

Q. 7. Getting ready for the speaking test improves the general speaking skills
of students.

Q. 10. Speaking tests encourage students to speak more in lessons.

Q. 27. Students can also use many of the things that they have studied for the
test, in lessons after the test.

Q. 30. Students tend to forget lots of the things they have studied for the

speaking test, after the test.
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As for the students’ perceptions of washback effect of classroom-based
speaking tests, the questionnaire again has three scales.
a. Do students believe that speaking tests have positive effects on their

speaking ability?

b. Do speaking tests have an influence on what and how students learn?

c. Do speaking tests have any effects on what students really do?

Although they all aimed to elicit speaking tests’ influences on what and how
students learn, items 5, 31, and 20 did not fit well with this scale and it was decided
to treat them individually. What they share in common is that they are all about what
students really do. The items in speaking tests’ influences on what and how students
learn scale were mostly about imaginary situations such as ‘if speaking sections were
given 10 points in total in midterms, | would participate less in speaking activities in
lessons’. Though they are all about what students really do, they are not related to
each other so they were treated individually:

Q. 5. I try to practice the speaking activities which will be asked in speaking

tests in daily life.

Q. 31. I participate more in speaking parts in the days leading up to the

speaking tests.

Q. 20. I give more importance to the speaking parts which will be asked in

the test.

There was only one question (Q.17) which does not belong to any of the
scales. Just like 5, 31, and 20, it was also written for speaking tests’ influences on

what and how students learn, but not only did it fit the scale but it also did not fit
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with the new scale (scale c) formed for 5, 31, and 20. The reason why it did not fit
the scale ¢ may be that it states an opinion rather than providing information on what
the students really do.

Q. 17. Even if they were not tested, speaking skills should have a place in

lessons.

Analysis of the Questionnaires

1. What are teachers' and students' attitudes towards and beliefs about

teaching and testing speaking?

Teachers’ attitudes towards and beliefs about teaching and testing speaking

Table 7 provides mean scores and standard deviations of the scales and
sub-questions to reflect the teachers’ attitudes towards and beliefs about
teaching and testing speaking. The administered questionnaire is a Likert-scale
questionnaire. For all the questions, while 5 represents ‘totally agree’ option, 1
represents ‘totally disagree’. Number 3 stands for ‘undecided’. The responses

to each scale and sub-question will be discussed in turn.
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Percentages of the

participants who

Mean

SD

TA/A  UD

D/TD

a. Do teachers have positive 4.46
attitudes towards the possibility of
teaching speaking?

.53

96.6

1.1

2.2

b. Do teachers have positive 4.73
attitudes towards the importance of
teaching speaking?

44

100

c. Do teachers believe that 4.46
speaking should be tested?

.60

911

6.65

2.2

d. Do teachers believe that
speaking can be tested?
e | think that testing speaking ~ 3.51
skills is difficult.

e Speaking skills can be 3.98
measured accurately.

e Speaking tests do not 2.73
reflect students’ speaking
skills accurately.

1.34

.69

.88

62.2

80

24.4

4.4

17.8

28.9

334

2.2

46.6

e. Do teachers think that speaking 4.40
skills should be tested through
speaking?

e Speaking skills can be
measured effectively
through written tests.

1.93

.78

87.75

8.9

7.75

13.3

4.4

77.8

f. Do teachers believe that the 2.87
results of speaking tests can be
used as a reliable diagnostic tool?

.62

32.42

27.1

40.42

Note: TA: Totally agree, A: Agree, UD: Undecided, D: Disagree, TD: Totally disagree

Table 7 - Descriptive statistics for teachers' attitudes towards and beliefs about teaching and

testing speaking
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a. Do teachers have positive attitudes towards the possibility of teaching

speaking?

The attitudes of the instructors of English at Akdeniz University towards the
teachability of speaking skills in class are quite positive. The mean score for this
scale, which is 4.46, shows that nearly all of the instructors believe that teaching
speaking skills in classes is possible. The total percentage of the participants who
totally agree and agree, 96.6%, also supports the mean score.

b. Do teachers have positive attitudes towards the importance of teaching

speaking?

The mean score for this question, 4.73, clearly reveals that nearly all the
participants strongly agree with the importance of teaching speaking skills. Taking
the mean scores of the questions ‘a”’and ‘b’ into account, it can be concluded that the
instructors think that teaching speaking skills is possible and important. The

percentage of the participants who totally agree and agree is also 100%.

Participant 5 sums up the reason for these feelings as follow:

(Participants 5)...Teaching speaking skills is important. The purpose of
learning a language is already to be able to speak [and] express yourself.

c. Do teachers believe that speaking should be tested?

The instructors again form a huge group who do not see the time spent for
testing speaking as a loss of time. Moreover, the mean score, 4.46, displays the
teachers’ strong beliefs in the necessity of testing speaking. The percentage of the

participants who totally agree and agree, 91.1%, also supports the idea.
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Five of the six interviewees, representing nearly all the participants, also
support testing speaking. Participant 2 thinks that testing their speaking is motivating
for students.

(Participant 2)...1t (speaking skills) should be tested because it is a

motivation...The students want to see the evaluation of their (speaking)

performances in a concrete way...

Participant 5 thinks that every skill which is taught should be tested.

(Participant 5)...1f we teach it (speaking skills), we should test it.

d. Do teachers believe that speaking can be tested?

e Do teachers believe that testing speaking skills is difficult?

The mean score of the instructors’ responses for the difficulty of testing
speaking ability is 3.51. While 62.2% of the participants think that testing speaking
skills is difficult, 33.4% of the participants disagree with this idea. Since more than
half of the participants are on the ‘agree’ side of the continuum, it can be concluded
that the instructors on the whole think that testing speaking skills is difficult.

e Do teachers believe that speaking ability can be measured accurately?

The mean score of the possibility of measuring speaking skills accurately is
3.98. While 80% of the participants think that speaking skills can be measured
accurately, 2.2% of them do not think so. 17.8% are neutral. 80% of the participants
constitute a good number to conclude that the teachers believe that speaking ability
can be measured accurately.

The interview results for this scale are a bit different from the questionnaire

results in that the numbers of the participants who think that speaking ability can be
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measured accurately do not form the majority. However, participants 2, 3 and 5
raised the issue of importance of clear-cut and reliable criteria.
(Participant 2)...That is to say, we have specific criteria, or we prepare a
certain criteria taking the ability we will measure into account...Of course it

(speaking skills) can be measured.

(Participant 3)...1t (speaking skills) can be measured accurately if the
criterion is determined in a clear-cut way...

(Participant 5)...1t (speaking skills) can be tested but it seems to me
controversial how objective it is [and] to what extent it reflects the
truth...Criteria is very important.

e Do teachers believe that speaking tests’ scores are an accurate

reflection of speaking ability?

The mean score for this scale is 2.73. While 46.6% of the instructors disagree
with this statement, 24.4% of them agree with it. 28.9% of the participants are
undecided about the issue. Based on the percentages, it can be concluded that
teachers are closer to disagreeing with the item.

e. Do teachers think that speaking skills should be tested through speaking?

e Do teachers believe that speaking ability can be tested effectively

through writing?

4.40 mean score for this scale reveals that the instructors who participated in
this study strongly believe that the medium to test speaking skills should be speaking
itself. The percentage of the participants who totally agree and agree is 87.75. As for
testing speaking ability effectively through writing, 1.93 mean score shows that the
teachers do not see writing as an effective alternative to test speaking. While just

8.9% of the participants see writing as an alternative, 77.8% of them do not.
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In general, the interviewees reported that listening and reading can be used in
a speaking exam but that they should not be evaluated. Two of the instructors (3 and
6) believe that while practising speaking ability, writing tasks can be used but not to
test speaking ability.

(Participant 3)...When teaching speaking skills, it can be taught through

writing, the structures they have to use etc. but it should be tested through

speaking, | think.

One of the teachers (1) stated that writing can also be used to test speaking as
an alternative but it is not preferred.

(Participant 1)... It (writing) is not preferred but when you have no other

options it is an alternative...because it is production, the child (the students)

can produce the same thing through writing.

f. Do teachers believe that the results of speaking tests can be used as a

reliable diagnostic tool?

The mean score, 2.87 is very close to being neutral. While 32.42% of the
participants believe that the results of the speaking tests can be used as a reliable
diagnostic tool, 40.42% of them disagree with this statement. 27.1% of the
participants are undecided. As it can be seen in the percentages, the participants who
agree and disagree on this issue are close to each other. The interviews show that
nearly all the interviewees raised the issue of students giving unexpected
performances in the speaking tests, but the percentages of the students who
unexpectedly outperform or have poor performances in the speaking tests they have
in mind are different. While some of the teachers think that it happens a lot, some of
them state that it happens rarely. While the teachers who think that it happens rarely

believe that the results of speaking tests can be used as a reliable diagnostic tool, the
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ones who think that it happens a lot do not believe so though they experience the
same thing.
(Participant 3)...A student who is very good at speaking in classes cannot be
able to show the same performance in a speaking test or the students who do
not participate [to the speaking parts] in classes will be shining.
Participant 6 is more interested in the task itself and how the task is
administered when the subject is related to reliability.
(Participant 6)...1 had students who surprised me a lot, but it depends on
how it (a speaking test) was put into practice. The English of a student was

very bad but since the dialogues were given beforehand (before the exam), he
learned it by heart [and] studied it. He got a very high mark.

Students’ attitudes towards and beliefs about teaching and testing speaking

The students’ responses to the questionnaire about attitudes towards and
beliefs about teaching and testing speaking are summarised in Table 8. As before, 5
represents ‘totally agree’ option, 1 represents ‘totally disagree’. 3 stands for

‘undecided’.

Percentages of the
participants who

Mean SD TA/A UD D/TD

a. Do students have positive attitudes 4.17 52 8316 116 518
towards learning speaking?

b. Do students believe the importance 4.18 b58 8381 10.75 553
of testing speaking?

c. Do students enjoy speaking tests? 295 1.02 36.65 26.2 37.15

d. Do students think that speaking tests  2.82 80 4085 3145 27.1
can really show their speaking ability?

Note: TA: Totally agree, A: Agree, UD: Undecided, D: Disagree, TD: Totally disagree
Table 8 - Descriptive statistics for students' attitudes towards and beliefs about teaching and

testing speaking
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a. Do students have positive attitudes towards learning speaking?

The mean score 4.17 for the scale about the students’ attitudes towards
learning speaking clearly shows that the students think that learning speaking is
important and it can be learnt in classes. The percentage of the participants who
totally agree and agree, 83.16%, also supports the mean score.

One of the interviewees stated that learning speaking in classes depends on
the willingness of the students to learn it.

(Participant 3)... Of course it (speaking) is something to be learnt in

classes...However, the most of the students need to be willing to do (to learn)

this.

Being one of the representatives of 5.18% of the students, participant 6 does
not think that speaking skills are learnt in classes. S/he stated that teachers give more
importance to grammar points in speaking performances and this hinders improving
speaking skills.

(Participant 6)...I think speaking ability is not learnt in classes because

(grammar) rules are stuck to too much...Sometimes details are felt over (by

the teacher) too much. For example a classmate can do it (speak English in

class) but makes a mistake. Then, (the teacher) says that it should not be

(said) in that way, it should be...

b. Do students believe in the importance of testing speaking?

Again with a high mean score, 4.18, the participants strongly believe that
testing speaking skills is important. 83.81% of the participants totally agree and
agree with the scale related to the importance of testing speaking.

On the importance of testing speaking, the interviewees stated that speaking
tests’ weight should be increased.

(Participant 1)...Speaking exams are the ones to which I give importance

most...| think by giving more weight its (speaking skills’) importance
should be adjusted...
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Although participant (7) thinks that speaking should be tested, s/he is not in
favour of grading.

(Participant 7)...1 think it (speaking) should be tested but it should be tested in

order to see whether everything is going well in class or to see the students’

performances. | mean, not to give grades....

c. Do students enjoy speaking tests?

The mean score, 2.95, shows that the students taking the speaking tests are
neutral about enjoying or being nervous in speaking tests. The students who do and
who do not enjoy speaking tests are nearly the same. While 36.65% of the
participants stated that they enjoy speaking tests, 37.15% of them stated that they do
not.

According to Participant 1, some students can be nervous in speaking tests
but they can also enjoy the same speaking test.

(Participant 1)...1 get a bit nervous before | start to take (the speaking test).

However, when | see the questions or the pictures my tension

disappears...There are some cases (in speaking tests) which let us enjoy...

d. Do students think that speaking tests can really show their speaking

ability?

The mean score, 2.82, is again very close to being neutral about the statement
whether speaking tests can really show their speaking ability. The percentages of the
students who agree and disagree with the idea whether speaking tests can really show
their speaking ability are 40.85% versus 27.1%. The percentage of the students who
are neutral on the issue is 31.45%. While a bit more students agree with the idea, the
diversity in the answers show that the students have different opinions about whether

speaking tests can really show their speaking ability.
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Participant 1 stated that s/he can show more than his/her real speaking ability
in the exams.

(Participant 1)...Maybe brain works better under that excitement and stress...

Participant 2 thinks that s/he cannot show his/her speaking ability in speaking
tests.

(Participant 2)...1t is because of me since all the words | know disappear

suddenly since | get very nervous. However, when | talk to a friend outside

(the class) though little bit, you get relaxed but I get a grade in front of the

teacher. As a result, it gets worse.

Participant 5 raised the issue of topic areas that are asked in speaking tests.

(Participant 5)...1 cannot show my real speaking ability thoroughly...You

cannot say whatever you know or you do not remember the sentence at that

moment...It is only about not having enough information (on the asked
topic)...

Compared and contrasted items on teachers’ and students’ attitudes towards and

beliefs about teaching and testing speaking

The following analysis aims to investigate the differences between teachers’
and students’ attitudes towards and beliefs about teaching and testing speaking.
Three questions were the same on the teachers’ and students’ version of the
questionnaire. Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilk tests showed the data from
these questions not to be normally distributed, so the non-parametric Mann-Whitney

tests were used.
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Teachers Students

Mdn IQR Mdn IQR U r p
(two-
tailed)

1. Importance of teaching 5 1 5 1 614550 -.07 18
/ learning speaking skills

2. Speaking skills should 4.5 1 4.5 1 6022.50 -.08 14
be tested

3. Speaking exams show 3 1.5 3 2 5768 -.10 .06
students’ real level of
speaking ability

Table 9 - Descriptive statistics for teachers' and students' attitudes towards and beliefs about

teaching and testing speaking

As can be seen in table 9, there were no significant differences between
teachers and students in the importance given to teaching and learning speaking,
whether to test speaking skills, and whether speaking tests are an accurate reflection

of students’ speaking skills. The interviews also did not reveal any differences.

R.Q.2.What are the washback effects of classroom-based speaking tests, as

reflected in teachers' and students' perceptions?

Teachers’ perceptions of the washback effects of classroom-based speaking tests

Table 10 shows the mean scores and standard deviations of the scales and
individual questions for the teachers’ perceptions of the washback effect of
classroom-based speaking tests. Just like the previous Likert-scale items while 5
represents ‘totally agree’ option, 1 represents ‘totally disagree’. Number 3 stands for

‘undecided’. The questions will be discussed in turn.
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Percentages of the
participants who

Mean

SD

TA/A

ub

D/TD

a. Do teachers tailor their speaking classes  3.03
according to speaking tests in terms of

content and allocation of time for

speaking activities?

e | spend more time on speaking 3
parts in the days leading up to the
speaking test.

.52

.98

44.44

40.9

11.54

18.2

44

40.9

b. Do teachers have positive attitudes

towards organising extra speaking

activities in classes, which are not alike 2.77
with the activity that will be asked in the

speaking test?

44

84.45

7.75

7.8

c. Do teachers believe that speaking tests 3.93
have a positive effect on their students’

speaking ability?

e Getting ready for the speaking test ~ 3.93
improves the general speaking
skills of students.

e Students can also use many things ~ 4.11
that they have studied for the test,
in lessons after the test.

e Students tend to forget lots of the ~ 3.04
things which they have studied for
the speaking test, after the test.

e Speaking tests encourage students 3.53
to speak more in lessons.

15

.78

.64

1.08

91

82.2

80

88.8

37.8

60

111

13.3

8.9

17.8

22.2

6.6

6.7

2.2

444

17.8

Note: TA: Totally agree, A: Agree, UD: Undecided, D: Disagree, TD: Totally disagree

Table 10 - Descriptive statistics of the teacjers' perceptions of the washback effects of

classroom-based speaking tests
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a. Do teachers tailor their speaking classes according to speaking tests in

terms of content and allocation of time for speaking activities?

As for washback effect of speaking tests in terms of content and allocation of
time for speaking activities, the mean score is 3.03. The percentages of the
participants who state that they tailor and do not tailor their speaking classes
according to speaking tests in terms of content and allocation of time for speaking
activities is nearly the same, at 44.4% versus 44%. In the interviews, some teachers
stated that they tailor their speaking classes in terms of content and allocation of time
for speaking activities but not according to the speaking tests, according to the things
that they find useful teaching and the flow of the activity in a class.

(Participant 2)...Sometimes students have lots of things to say, sometimes

they have nothing to say (on a topic in a speaking activity)...If they are not
interested much, I do not force them to speak (on that subject) since | think
that | can cover it in another way.

(Participant 3)...I do not like some speaking parts of the course book (we
use) or I do not think that they are appropriate... They (some speaking
activities) may not be asked in the exam but if I think that the students need
to know them, I teach them.

e | spend more time on speaking parts in the days leading up to the

speaking test.

With regard to the statement about spending more time on speaking parts in
the days leading up to the speaking test, the mean score, which is 3, suggests that
teachers cannot come together in a agree or disagree group but rather there is a

diversity. The same percentage, 40.9, show that equal number of the teachers spend
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and do not spend more time on speaking parts in the days leading up to the speaking
test.
Surprisingly the interviews revealed that most of the interviewees spent more
time on speaking activities.
(Participant 1)...(in the days leading up to the speaking test) I continuously
repeat the words [and] structures which | want them (the students) to use [in
the speaking test].
One of the teachers thinks that getting prepared for the speaking test in class

together is something that students like.

(Participant 2).... the students get happier when we say let’s practice the task
that will be asked in the (speaking) exam.

b. Do teachers have positive attitudes towards organising extra speaking
activities in classes, which are not alike with the activity that will be

asked in the speaking test?

Although the mean score for this item is only 2.77, the percentage of the
instructors who organize extra speaking activities which are not similar to the
activity that will be asked in the speaking test in classes is quite high (84.45%). 7.8%
of the instructors’ responses show that they do not organize extra speaking activities
which are not similar to the activity that will be asked in the speaking test in classes
and 7.75% of them are neutral. Based on the percentages it is possible to say that
teachers have positive attitudes towards organising extra speaking activities in
classes, which are not alike with the activity that will be asked in the speaking test.

As for extra speaking activities, the interviewees generally stated that they
organize extra speaking activities in their classes not taking the speaking exam task

into account. They also believe that the students participate more in these activities.
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(Participant 6)... They (the students) are always more interested in them
(extra speaking activities)...l did not see them (the students) being more
interested with anything just because it will be asked in the exam.

c. Do teachers believe that speaking tests have a positive effect on their

students’ speaking ability?

The mean score of 3.93 shows that the teachers believe that speaking tests
help students to notice the weaknesses and strengths in their speaking performances
under the umbrella title of positive effects of speaking tests’ on their students’
speaking ability. The percentage of the participants who believe that speaking tests
have a positive effect on their students’ speaking ability is 82.2.

The other individual questions also investigate the positive effects of
speaking tests on students’ speaking ability, but since each one of them investigates a
different point, they are analysed individually.

e Getting ready for the speaking test improves the general speaking skills of
students.

The same mean score which was also given for the previous item, 3.93,
suggests that teachers believe that getting ready for the speaking test improves the
general speaking skills of the students. The percentage of the participants who think
in that way is 80.

The interviews also support the mean score. All the interviewees think just
like participant 1.

(Participant 1)...The preparation process before the exam definitely has a

(positive) effect on (the students’ speaking ability).

e Students can also use many things that they have studied for the test, in

lessons after the test.
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4.11 mean score reveals that the teachers strongly believe that students can
also use many things that they have studied for the test, in lessons after the test.
88.8% of the teachers support this idea.

Participant 4 thinks that students can also use many things that they have
studied for the test in lessons after the test because when they speak they create their
own sentences in English and this helps them remember and use the structures they
studied for the tests.

(Participant 4)...The students already listen to, read, [and] write something.

However, | believe in that they (the students) comprehend it in a better way

when they form their own sentences. They try to use these structures,

phrases, [and] sentences in other classes, as well.
e Students tend to forget lots of the things which they have studied for the
speaking test, after the test.

The teachers’ mean score is 3.04 for the item ‘students tend to forget lots of
the things which they have studied for the speaking test, after the test’. The
percentage of the participants who agree with that statement is 37.8%, who disagree
with it is 44.4%, and who are neutral on it is 17.8%. The percentages show that there

is diversity of opinion on that issue.

e Speaking tests encourage students to speak more in lessons.

Finally, for the statement that speaking tests encourage students to speak
more in classes, the mean score, 3.53, reveals that teachers are between being
undecided and agreeing. The percentages show that 60% of the teachers think that
speaking tests encourage students to speak more in classes. While 22.2% of the
teachers are neutral, 17.8% of them do not think that speaking tests encourage

students to speak more in classes. Taking the 60% of the teachers’ ideas into account,
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it can be said that teachers believe that there is a beneficial washback owing to the
fact that the existence of the speaking test increases motivation.
While participants 2 and 4 were clear about the encouraging effect of the
speaking tests on speaking, participant 5 had some doubts on generalising this idea.
(Participant 4)...The students give more importance at least to the speaking
parts in classes when they know that they will be also tested on speaking.
They try to be more participatory... If we did not test it (speaking ability),
they would not take the speaking parts seriously.
(Participant 5)...1 think the tests do not encourage them but yesterday a
student of mine asked me what kind of things s/he could do in order to
improve his / her speaking ability by stating that the next exam would also
have a speaking part. | cannot figure out whether s/he asked it [just] for the
tests or to improve his / her speaking ability. May be it (speaking tests)

encourages the students (to speak more in classes) but | cannot say that
for all of them.

Students’ perceptions of the washback effects of classroom-based speaking tests

Table 11 shows the mean scores and standard deviations of the scales and
individual questions for the students’ perceptions of the washback effect of
classroom-based speaking tests. Just like all the previous Likert-scale items, while 5
represents ‘totally agree’ option, 1 represents ‘totally disagree’. Number 3 stands for

‘undecided’.
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Percentages of the
participants who

Mean SD TA/A  UD DIT
D
a. Do students believe that 3.84 57 7191 172 1091
speaking tests have positive
effects on their speaking ability?
b. Do speaking tests have an 2.28 7 1465 19.17 66.2
influence on what and how
students learn?
c. Do speaking tests have any
effects on what students really do?
e | try to practice the
speaking activities which 3.44 1.05 547 235 218
will be asked in speaking
tests in daily life.
e | participate more in 3.05 1.05 389 249 36.2
speaking parts in the days
leading up to the speaking
tests.
3.26 1.06 46 275 265
e | give more importance to
the speaking parts which
will be asked in the test.
e Even if they were not 4.30 87 88 7.8 4.3

tested, speaking skills
should have a place in
lessons.

Note: TA: Totally agree, A: Agree, UD: Undecided, D: Disagree, TD: Totally disagree

Table 11 - Descriptive statistics of students' perceptions of the washback effects of classroom-

based speaking tests
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a. Do students believe that speaking tests have positive effects on their

speaking ability?

The mean score of 3.84 and the percentage of the students who totally agree
and agree, which is 71.91%, reveal that students believe that speaking tests have
positive effects on their speaking ability. Supporting this, most of the interviewees
also think that speaking tests have positive effects on their speaking ability.

(Participant 1)... I have not forgotten any of them [structures or words learnt

for the speaking test] owing to the fact that | will need them in the upcoming

speaking tests...

(Participant 4)...1 measure how much | can speak [and] how much English I

have learned in the speaking tests... They (speaking tests) affect it (speaking

ability) positively because at least I study. | learn something new there (in
speaking test environment).

Participants 1 and 5 think that speaking tests are a good practice chance for
real life. Especially participant 5 thinks that the speaking tests and real life English
have something in common.

(Participant 5)... in the speaking tests the questions are asked spontaneously.

The questions will be asked in the same way on abroad or wherever it is [in

real life]...

b. Do speaking tests have an influence on what and how students learn?

Expected washback effect is not seen at this point owing to the fact that the
students’ responses show what and how students learn are not influenced by
speaking tests, with a 2.28-mean score. Just 14.65% of the students’ responses show
that speaking tests have an influence on what and how they learn.

Participant 2 does not seem to be much influenced by the speaking test itself
in terms of what and how s/he learns. However, s/he stated that the more points an

exam brings, the more s/he studies for it.
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(Participant 2)... If speaking had more weight in grading, | would focus more
on it. I study less for the things which I will get less points.

Participant 3’s statement shows that s/he is an autonomous student who does
not work just for the test.

(Participant 3)...Even though there were not any (speaking) tests, | would still

pay a special attention to speaking. According to me, it (speaking) is

something that I should learn.

Participants 2 and 5 state that they do not give equal importance to every
speaking activity in the class. They give more importance to the ones which they
think that they will use more in the future.

(Participant 2)...Some of them (speaking activities) are very important since |

think about working in summer. | mean, how to ask for something [or]

request. There are these kinds of nice things but I consider some of them as

unnecessary... | study for the things which are important for me.

c. Do speaking tests have any effects on what students really do?

The mean score for practicing the speaking activities which will be asked in
speaking tests in daily life is 3.44. While 54.7% of the students state that they
practice the speaking activities which will be asked in speaking tests in daily life,
21.8% of them do not try to practice them in their daily life. 23.5% of them are
neutral on the issue.

Being one of representatives of the disagree group, participant 2 stated that
s/he does not have much chance to practice speaking in his/her daily life. S/he tried
to speak with some friends whose English were good, in his/her daily life. However,
s/he said that it was not to practice for the speaking test.

The mean score about whether they participate more in speaking parts in the
days leading up to the speaking tests or not is 3.05. While the percentages of the

participants who state that they participate more is 38.9, the ones who do not think in
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that way constitute 36.2%. The percentages of the participants who are neutral is
24.9. The participants who agree and do not agree are very close to each other.

Participant 2 stated that s/he does not participate more in speaking parts in the
days leading up to the speaking tests because since s/he knows that the type of the
speaking task will be the same.

(Participant 2)...1t (having speaking exams) does not have an effect because

the style (in the speaking tests) is the same...I mean it does not change. As a

result, we do not take the (speaking) exams seriously.

The quotation of participant 2 suggests that when students get used to do
something in the same way, it gets easier for them. If they do not find the style or the
task challenging and get high grades, they discredit the thing they are doing.

The mean score 3.05 shows that the students were not able to form a big
group stating that they participate more in speaking parts in the days leading up to
the speaking tests or not. However, the percentages of the students who state that
they participate more in speaking parts in the days leading up to the speaking tests,
54.7% , is twice more than the percentages of the students who state that they do not
participate more in speaking parts in the days leading up to the speaking tests, which
is 21.8%. 23.5% of the participants are undecided.

None of the interviewees stated that they participate more in speaking parts in
the days leading up to the speaking tests. Instead, they all stated that they have a
quick look at the questions that will be asked in the test before the test.

The students tend to agree (the mean score is 3.26) with the statement that
they give more importance to the speaking parts which will be asked in the test.
While 46% of the participants think that they give more importance to the speaking

parts which will be asked in the test, 26.5% of them disagree with this idea. In
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addition, 27.5% of the participants are neutral. This result suggests that a [speaking]
test can influence what learners learn (Alderson and Wall, 1993).

Participant 1’s statement shows that the students give special importance to
the speaking parts which will be asked in the test. It can be inferred in his/her speech
that whether they participate well or not in speaking parts in classes, they all try to do
something for the test by giving more importance to the speaking parts which will be
asked in the test.

(Participant 1)...Before the speaking tests, everyone detects the questions
[and] writes them on papers [to study]...

One of the questions was analysed individually without having a scale. It
aims to investigate the fact that even if they were not tested, speaking skills should
have a place in classes. The mean score, 4.30, indicates that the students are strongly
in favour of this idea. The percentage of the students who totally agree and agree
with this idea is 88. This result suggests that the students are aware of the fact that
language is for communication.

Like his/her prep school friends, participant 4 stated that speaking skills
should have a place in classes even if they were not tested because communicative
skills have been ignored for a long time in the education system of Turkey.

(Participant 4)... (Even if they were not tested) Speaking skills should have a

place (in classes) because English has been taught as grammar so far, but
speaking has been ignored.
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Teachers Students
Mdn IQR Mdn IQR U r p
(two-
tailed)
1. Getting ready for 4 0 4 1 574950 -.10 .05

speaking tests improves
students’ speaking skills

2. Spending more time 3 2 3 2 6459 -.01 78
on speaking skills in the

days leading up to the

test

3. Giving more 3 2 3 2 6257 -.05 .30
importance to the

speaking parts which

will be asked in the test

4. The usage of the 4 .50 4 1 5570.50 -.12 .02
things that the students

have studied for the

speaking test, in lessons

after the test

5. Students easily forget 3 2 4 1 511050 -.15  .005
the things that they have

studied for the speaking

test, after the test

6. Students notice their 4 .00 4 1 671450 -.02 73
weaknesses in speaking
after speaking tests

7. Even if speaking skills 5 1 4 1 5265 -15  .004
were not tested, they

should have a place in

classes

8. If speaking skills were 2 1 2 2 5320.50 -.14 .01
not tested, | would not

spend so much time on

improving speaking

skills

Table 12 - Descriptive statistics for teachers' and students' perceptions of the washback

effects of classroom-based speaking tests
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In the following paragraphs, the very same questions, asked both to the
teachers and students about their perceptions of washback effect of classroom-based
speaking tests, are compared. Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilk tests showed
the data not to be normally distributed, so non-parametric Mann-Whitney tests were

used.
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Figure 2 - Getting ready for speaking tests improves students' speaking skills

As it can be seen in figure 2, there is a small but significant difference
between teachers’ and students’ thoughts on students’ improvement on speaking
skills by getting ready for speaking tests. However, this significant difference is very
small and does not show up in the medians. While 80% of the teachers agree with

that statement, the percentage of the students who think the same is 63.6%.
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Figure 3 - The usage of the things that the students have studied for the speaking test, in

lessons after the test

Again small but significant differences were found between teachers and
students on the usage of the items that the students have studied for the speaking test
in classes after the test (See figure 3). However, the significance does not show up in
the medians. While the percentage of the teachers who think that students can use
many of the things, in lessons after the test is 88.8%, the percentage for the students

IS 68.6%.
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Figure 4 - If speaking skills were not tested, | would not spend so much time on improving
speaking skills

In regard to the statement that if speaking skills were not tested, | would not
spend so much time on improving speaking skills, there is a significant difference
between the teachers and students as it can be seen in figure 4. However, the
significant difference is very small and it does not show up in the medians. 84.4% of

the teachers and 68.6% of the students disagree with that statement.
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Figure 5 - Even if speaking skills were not tested, they should have a place in classes
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Figure 6 - Students easily forget the things that they have studied for the speaking test, after
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In related to speaking skills’ place in classes even if they were not tested (See
figure 5) and on students’ easily forgetting the items that they have studied for the
speaking test after the test (See figure 6) there is a small but significant difference
between the teachers and students.

As for what teachers and students do in classes because of the speaking tests,
there are no significant differences between teachers and students on giving more
importance to the speaking parts which will be asked in the test and spending more
time on speaking skills in the days leading up to the test. It is the same case with

students’ noticing their weaknesses in speaking after speaking tests.

Conclusion

In this chapter, the data gathered from the teacher and student questionnaires
and interviews were analysed and reported in four phases. The first phase presented
the analysis of the Likert-scale questionnaires of teachers and students and the
interviews done with the teachers and the students in order to get information about
the teachers' and students' attitudes towards and beliefs about teaching and testing
speaking. Then, the same and similar questions about the teachers' and students'
attitudes towards and beliefs about teaching and testing speaking were compared and
contrasted. In the third phase analysis of the Likert-scale questionnaires and the
interviews of the teachers and the students were carried out with the aim of providing
information on the teachers’ and students’ perceptions of the washback effects of
classroom-based speaking tests. Finally, the same and similar questions about the
teachers’ and students’ perceptions of the washback effects of classroom-based

speaking tests were compared and contrasted.



In the next chapter the results of the study will be discussed, pedagogical
implications, limitations and suggestions for further research will be given

respectively.
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CHAPTER V: CONCLUSION

Introduction

The main purpose of this study was to learn teachers’ and students’
perceptions of the washback effect of classroom-based speaking tests. Moreover,
teachers’ and students’ attitudes towards and beliefs about teaching and testing
speaking were also addressed.

The study was conducted at Akdeniz University, School of Foreign
Languages in the 2010-2011 academic year. The participants who took part in this
study were 45 instructors of English and 307 preparatory class students. These 307
participants were the future students of various departments at Akdeniz University
but they were all intermediate level students. The data were collected through teacher
and student questionnaires and teacher and student interviews. The teacher
questionnaire had 32 items in order to investigate teachers’ perceptions of the
washback effect of classroom-based speaking tests and their attitudes towards and
beliefs about teaching and testing speaking. The student questionnaire had 34 items
in order to reveal students’ perceptions of the washback effect of classroom-based
speaking tests and their attitudes towards and beliefs about teaching and testing
speaking.

In this chapter, the findings of the study will be presented and discussed.
Then, pedagogical implications will be provided. Finally, limitations of the study

will be given and suggestions for further research will be made.
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General Results and Discussion

Teachers’ and students’ attitudes towards and beliefs about teaching and testing

speaking

The first research question aimed to reveal teachers’ and students’ attitudes
towards and beliefs about teaching and testing speaking.

The questionnaires and interviews show that teachers think that it is quite
possible to teach speaking skills and none of the teachers have any doubts on the
importance of teaching speaking. All the teachers think that teaching speaking skills
is crucial. Similarly, the study conducted by Caine (2005), who tried to reveal the
extent and nature of washback resulting from the direct speaking test he proposed,
revealed that teachers thought that it was very important for their learners to develop
communicative ability. As for whether speaking skills should be tested or not, just
like Caine’s (2005) findings, the teachers believe that it is important to test speaking.
Most of the teachers believe that, though testing speaking skills is difficult, they can
be measured accurately. Given this, it is perhaps surprising that teachers did not
generally agree with the item stating that speaking tests reflect students’ speaking
skills accurately. However, this apparent conflict may stem from the fact that the
teachers, just like participant 6, may not trust the speaking tests that they administer
in their program but they may believe that there are some ways to measure speaking
skills accurately.

(Participant 6)...1 think that there is a problem in administering these

(speaking) tests...I do not know how reliable information it provides to give

the subjects before the test, learning the given dialogues by heart (before the

test) or answering the questions. | believe that speaking tests should be more

simultaneous, more natural, and more creative. | think that it should not be
tested through question-answer way.
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As for the medium of testing speaking skills, teachers believe that the best
medium to test speaking skills is speaking itself. Based on that belief it can be
suggested that speaking tests should be continued to be measured through speaking.

In their beliefs about the usage of the results of the speaking tests as a
reliable diagnostic tool, the teachers were not able to create a big agree or disagree
group, but instead there is diversity. This may stem from the fact that some of the
teachers face with unexpected performances of the students which are quite different
from their in-class performances. This result can stem from the type of the speaking
tests. The teachers who experience this situation a lot do not think that the results of
the speaking tests can be used as a reliable diagnostic tool. It can be suggested that
the tasks of the speaking tests should be chosen accordingly in order to increase the
reliability.

As regards students, the collected data clearly show that students, like
teachers’, have quite positive attitudes towards learning speaking skills. In addition,
students’ attitudes towards teaching speaking and the importance of speaking are
very positive. They believe that it is very important to test speaking skills. Both
teachers and students totally agree with the statement that speaking skills should be
tested. Similarly Poonpon (2010) found that for students speaking tests were
necessary and they should remain in the English course they took. The questionnaires
and interviews show that students’ opinions about whether they enjoy or are nervous
in speaking tests change. Although the issue of different examiners was not
addressed in the questionnaires, some of the students mentioned it in their interviews.
(Participant 2)... Up to now there have been eight or ten speaking quizzes, midterms

etc. Two or three of them were fun since | was relaxed because | had these exams
with an acquaintance teacher. | mean, | felt under stress in the rest [of them].
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The students’ perceptions may be limited to the examiners’ attitudes whom
they have met. Every other examiner, among nearly 20 examiners, can leave
different impressions about testing speaking on the examinees.

Just like the teachers, students have different ideas about whether speaking
tests can really show their speaking ability. Taking this diversity into account, the

tasks of the speaking tests should be modified.

Teachers' and students' perceptions of the washback effects of classroom-based

speaking tests

The second research question aimed to reveal teachers’ and students’
perceptions of the washback effects of speaking tests.

There is diversity in teachers’ opinions on questions of whether they tailor
their speaking classes according to speaking tests in terms of content and allocation
of time for speaking activities and spending more time on speaking parts in the days
leading up to the speaking test. As it can be concluded here, the speaking tests can
have some influences on the content and allocation of time for speaking activities
and intensity of the activities for some teachers.

They have positive attitudes towards organizing extra speaking activities in
classes which are not similar with the activity that will be asked in the speaking test.
While some teachers may organize activities both alike and not alike with the activity
that will be asked in the speaking test, some others may just organize extra speaking
activities which are not similar with the activity that will be asked in the speaking
test. For the former group there may be washback effect to some extent while in the

latter no direct washback effect is seen. These facts suggest one of the hypotheses of
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Alderson and Wall (1993, p.121) which says ‘Tests will have washback effects for
some learners and some teachers, but not for others’.

Although not all the teachers claim to be influenced by the speaking tests in
terms of what they do in classes, they believe that speaking tests have a positive
effect on their students’ speaking ability. They believe that getting ready for the
speaking tests improves the general speaking skills of students. In their experimental
study, Andrews et al. (2002) also stated that adding an oral component called Use of
English to the existing Hong Kong Advanced Supplementary exam had an influence
on what students learned and commented that the Use of English Oral Component
might have had a positive influence on students’ spoken English performance. In this
current study, teachers also believe that students can also use many of the things that
they have studied for the speaking test in lessons after the test. Another fact which
teachers believe about the positive effects of a speaking test is that speaking tests
encourage students to speak more in classes. As Hughes (2003, p.18) states, this is ‘a
helpful washback effect” achieved as a result of direct testing. However, teachers
have different ideas on the question of whether students tend to forget lots of the
things that they have studied for the speaking. In spite of believing that students can
use many of the things that they have studied in lessons after the test, it is interesting
that teachers have different opinions on this point. This may stem from the fact that
though teachers can witness students’ usage of the studied points in lessons, they are
not able to say whether students tend to forget the target things studied for the
speaking tests since students may not have forgotten them but prefer not to use them

or are not participatory in classes.
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The questionnaires and interviews show that students also believe that
speaking tests have positive effects on their speaking ability. Caine’s (2005) study
also revealed that students thought that studying for the speaking test improved their
English. Similarly, in a study conducted by Poonpon (2010) it was also seen that
students’ self-perceptions of their own speaking ability increased after taking
speaking tests. Poonpon (2010) interpreted this self-perception as positive washback.
In one of the interviews done with a student for the current study, the interviewee
stated that s/he learned something new in the testing speaking environment and two
of them stated that speaking tests were a good chance to practice. This perception of
the interviewees is similar to that of Pearson (as cited in Hsu, 2009), who considers
good tests to be usable class activities. The students’ belief in the positive effects of
speaking tests on their speaking ability fits one of the washback hypothesises of
Alderson and Wall (1993) in that [classroom-based speaking] tests influence
learning. However, students do not believe that they are influenced by speaking tests
in regard to what and how they learn. As regards speaking tests’ effects on what
students really do such as whether they spend more time on speaking skills in the
days leading up to the test and whether they give more importance to the speaking
parts which will be asked in the test, there is a diversity in both teachers’ and
students’ responses. This contrasts with the findings of Caine (2005), whose students
stated that they made a greater effort to speak English in the weeks leading up to the
test. The scales of the current study reveal that students do not do something special
because of the speaking tests. However, they are closer to agreeing with the item that
they try to practice the speaking activities which will be asked in speaking tests in

daily life, rather than being neutral. This may stem from the fact that if students, like
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participants 2 and 5, find the speaking activities which will be asked in the speaking
tests necessary for their general English and future life, they may try to practice them
in their daily life.

(Participant 2)...Some of them (speaking activities) are very important since |

think about working in summer. | mean, how to ask for something [or]

request. There are these kinds of nice things but I consider some of them

(speaking activities) as unnecessary... | study for the things which are

important for me.

(Participant 5)...1 say I will use these somewhere, [I give more importance

them] not according to the subject but, well, the things which will be useful

for me.

Both teachers and students also agree with the items which state that students
use the things which they have studied for the speaking test in lessons after the test
and that they notice their weaknesses in speaking after the test. There is diversity in
the teachers’ replies to the question which states that students easily forget the things
that they have studied for the speaking test, after the test. However, students agree
that they easily forget the things that they have studied for the speaking test, after the
test.

Teachers and students do not believe that, if speaking skills were not tested,
they would spend less time on improving speaking skills. Their claim is that they do
not have a place for speaking in their classes just because it is tested. While teachers
strongly agree with the statement that even if speaking skills were not tested, they
should have a place in classes, students agree with that statement. This contrasts with
Ferman’s (2004) finding that teachers stated that they would stop teaching oral
proficiency right after the oral test. This difference in perceptions may stem from the

fact that in Ferman’s study (2004) the oral exam was used as a component of a high

stake exam which had a strong washback effect on teaching and learning. In her
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study the teachers felt that they were under pressure because of the speaking
component and it narrowed the curriculum. However, the current study is based on
classroom-based speaking tests in which there are many speaking tests, unlike a high
stake one, which will affect the grades cumulatively. That is to say, the students and
teachers have a chance to cover the low grades in the upcoming speaking tests.

The results all reveal the general consensus of the scales of the teachers’ and
students’ attitudes towards and belief in teaching and testing speaking and their
perceptions of washback effect of speaking tests. However, in most of the scales
about the washback effect teachers and students have different ideas. In other words
while some participants agreed, some others disagreed and were neutral. Based on
these findings it can be concluded that, as Alderson and Wall (1993, p.121) suggest,
‘tests will have washback effects for some learners and some teachers, but not for
others’. Similar to the current study, Watanabe’s research (1996) revealed that

washback happened to some teachers, not to others.

Pedagogical Implications

The collected data revealed that both teachers and students have positive
attitudes towards the possibility and necessity of teaching and testing speaking skills.
Based on these findings, it can be suggested that speaking exams administered at the
preparatory class program of Akdeniz University Foreign Languages School should
remain as a part of the testing system.

While teachers believe that speaking should be tested, they have some
concerns about the reliability of these tests. Most of the interviewees stated that these

exams should be more detailed than they are now. In addition, they raised the issue
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of the necessity of detailed and reliable criteria to be used in these speaking tests. In
order to be more objective and provide unity, there should be some training for
teachers on how to evaluate the speaking performances. As for the medium to test
speaking, participants are in favour of using speaking tests. They believe that other
skills can be made use of while testing speaking, but that they should not be
evaluated. Some students stated that if they do not see something to read in any part
of the speaking test, they get more anxious. The testing committee can consider this
fact while preparing the speaking exams.

About the test itself, another issue is the topic area of the questions asked.
Some students stated that sometimes they cannot answer the questions because they
do not know anything about the topic asked. They said that if they cannot give an
answer to a question in Turkish, it is impossible to do it in a foreign language. The
testers state that they choose the topics which are mentioned or are similar to the
topics in the units of the course book used. However, choosing the same or similar
topics of the course book for the speaking test does not always ensure that they are
suitable topics. If this is what is wanted by the testers, the topics which draw more
attention than the others during the lessons can be written down and these popular
ones can be used.

Another issue is the weight of scoring in the criteria. Teachers stated that
generally all the components of speaking skills such as fluency and accuracy are
given nearly the same weight without taking the task into account. One of the
students also complained about grammar’s weight in speaking performances. S/he
stated that teachers check the grammar knowledge of the students who try to speak,

to a great extent. New criteria including the proper weights for the speaking
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components can be prepared taking the task that will be carried out by the students in
the test into account. One of the students also stated that the tasks are always the
same. This belief and testing system can decrease the value of the speaking tests for
students.

One of the teachers (6) stated that s/he does not believe that students can
evaluate their actual performances after taking speaking tests. This statement raises
the feedback issue, which is always important. They have to be informed about their
performances in detail not just by grades. Notes about students’ speaking
performances should be taken and the recordings should be kept. The students should
be provided with feedback systematically and this system should not be left to the
teachers’ individual preference.

Most of the students stated that they give more importance to some dialogues
or structures than the other dialogues or structures in classes. However, it is not a
result of the speaking tests but the result of the students’ being conscious. That is to
say, they give more importance or participate more in the activities which they think
they will be beneficial for their future jobs. To increase class participation in
speaking parts, the topics related to the students’ departments can be given place in
speaking activities.

Finally, a lot of students wrote in the further comments part in the
questionnaires and most of the interviewees stated that they are looking for a real
reason to speak English in lessons. They would like a foreign student, for example
Erasmus exchange students, in their speaking classes. A system can be developed to
have a foreign student in each class in some classes to motivate the students to speak

English.
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Limitations

First of all owing to the fact that the questionnaires were created by the
researcher herself, more than one piloting procedure was required in order to increase
the reliability. Although the student questionnaire was piloted twice, the teacher
questionnaire had only one opportunity to be piloted because of the time constraints.
As a result, there came out many individual questions which were needed to be
treated individually.

Another limitation is that the study was conducted in only one institution,
which is Akdeniz University Foreign Languages Department. Owing to the fact that
the testing of speaking skills can be quite different at other universities, this study
may not be generalizable to other testing speaking settings.

One other limitation is that the questionnaires and the interviews mainly
address positive washback. This thesis has not addressed the issue of whether there
are harmful effects —negative washback- of these classroom-based speaking tests on
speaking or on the curriculum such as increasing the stress level and anxiety of the
students or distorting the curriculum. In other words, the possible negative
consequences and influences of speaking tests on many educational aspects are

neglected.

The final and most important limitation is that this study is based only on
stakeholders’ perceptions. This fact raises two important issues. First, it is not clear
whether the teachers or the students are sufficiently aware or have enough experience
to know whether it would be better not to have exams. The experience of teaching

cannot always be a good indicator on that issue since if people do not improve
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themselves in their field, just spending more time in their job does not make a good
difference. The second issue is that participants may have been reluctant to admit
what they really do or believe to look like good teachers and students even if they do
not believe in the way they answered the questions. Since this is not an empirical

study this fact should be kept in mind while evaluating the results.

Suggestions for Further Research

Since it is very difficult to measure the washback effect of speaking tests,
there are few empirical studies on this subject. Due to the fact that each university
has a different assessment system on speaking, this study could be usefully replicated
studying another setting.

It would be particularly interesting to do research at a university where
speaking tests are not administered as a part of the exams. Having two groups of
students, one of which do not take speaking exams, it is possible to compare the two
groups’ speaking performances to see whether there is a washback effect of having

speaking tests.

Conclusion

The current study aimed to reveal teachers’ and students’ attitudes towards
and beliefs about teaching and testing speaking and their perceptions of the
washback effects of classroom-based speaking tests. The study revealed teachers’
and students’ positive attitudes towards the importance of teaching and testing
speaking. Although teachers believe that it is difficult to test speaking, they also
believe that it can be measured accurately. They are in favour of testing speaking

through speaking performances. The answers of the teachers include diversity on the
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usage of the speaking tests as reliable diagnostic tools. There is also diversity in
students’ answers on whether they enjoy speaking tests or be nervous during the
tests.

As for washback effect, there is again diversity between the teachers and
students on what they teach / learn and do in classes because of speaking tests. It can
be concluded that no washback can be seen on what teachers teach, what students
learn, and what they do in classes. However, they think that these speaking tests have
positive effects on the students in many respects. Both teachers and students think
that they would go on teaching / learning speaking skills in class even if they were

not tested.
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APPENDIX A: INFORMED CONSENT FORM

My Dear Colleague;

I am Ozlem Duran, one of the instructors of English at Akdeniz University
Foreign Languages School. | have been doing MA degree in the department of
Teaching English as a Foreign Language at Bilkent University. The main purpose of
my thesis subject is to investigate the washback effect of English speaking tests
administered in our prep class program on the teaching and learning of speaking
ability from the teachers’ and students’ perspective. In this study, the ideas of our
valuable instructors and dear students’ ideas will be acquired through teacher and
student questionnaires and teacher and student interviews. After the analysis of the
questionnaires a short interview will take place with some of my colleagues who will
be volunteers. The information about your identification will not be published in any
reports at the end of the research.

The responses that you will give to the questionnaire items will contribute to
the study to a great extent. If you accept taking part in the study, fill in the related
blanks at the bottom of the page and sign.

Ozlem Duran
Supervisor: Asst. Prof. Dr. Philip Durrant
MA TEFL Bilkent University / ANKARA
| have read the information in this form and | accept participating in the
study.

Name:
Signature:
Date:
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APPENDIX B: BiLGI VE KABUL FORMU

Degerli Meslektagim;

Ben Akdeniz Universitesi Yabanci Diller Yiiksek Okulu Ingilizce
okutmanlarindan Ozlem Duran. Bilkent Universitesi Yabanci Dil Olarak ingilizce
Ogretimi programinda yiiksek lisans yapmaktayim. Tez konumun temel amac,
yiiksekokulumuz hazirlik programinda uygulanan ingilizce konusma smavlarmin
konusma becerilerini 6gretmeye ve Ogrenmeye olan etkisini, &gretmenlerin ve
ogrencilerin bakis agisi dogrultusunda arastirmaktir. Bu g¢alisma kapsaminda, Siz
degerli okutmanlarimizin ve sevgili 6grencilerimizin fikirleri 6gretmen ve dgrenci
anketleri ve roportajlart yoluyla edinilecektir. Anketlerin analizi sonrasinda,
goniilliiliik esasina uygun olarak, bazi meslektaslarimla bu c¢aligmayla ilgili kisa bir
roportaj yapilacaktir.

Kimliginizle ilgili bilgiler bu arastirma sonucu herhangi bir raporda
yayinlanmayacaktir.

Anket sorularina vereceginiz cevaplar arastirmaya c¢ok biiylik katki
saglayacaktir. Arastirmaya katilmayr kabul ediyorsaniz, sayfanin altindaki ilgili
yerleri doldurarak imzalayiniz.

Ozlem Duran
Tez danigmant: Yrd. Dog. Dr. Philip Durrant
MA TEFL Programi Bilkent Universitesi/ ANKARA
Bu formdaki bilgileri okudum ve arastirmaya katilmay1 kabul ediyorum.
[sim:
Imza:

Tarih:
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APPENDIX C: INFORMED CONSENT FORM

Dear Student;

I am Ozlem Duran, one of the instructors of English at Akdeniz University
Foreign Languages School. I have been conducting a study to investigate the
washback effect of English speaking tests administered in our prep class program on
the teaching and learning of speaking ability from the teachers’ and students’
perspective. In one of the class hours of your English classes, a questionnaire will be
administered. After the analysis of the questionnaire, short interviews will take place
with some of you, who are volunteer again, in a class hour

The information about your identification will not be published in any reports
at the end of the research. The responses you will give with your name will not be
known by anybody.

The responses that you will give to the questionnaire items will contribute to
the study to a great extent. If you want to take part in the study, fill in the related
blanks at the bottom of the page and sign.

Instructor of English Ozlem DURAN
MA TEFL
Bilkent / ANKARA
| have read the information in this form and I accept participating in the
study.

Name & surname:
Department:
Class:

Signature:
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APPENDIX D: BILGI VE KABUL FORMU
Sevgili Ogrenci,

Ben Akdeniz Universitesi Yabanci Diller Yiiksek Okulu Ingilizce
okutmanlarindan Ozlem Duran. Yiiksekokulumuz hazirhik programinda uygulanan
Ingilizce konusma sinavlarmin konusma becerilerini 6gretmeye ve dgrenmeye olan
etkisini, Ogretmenlerin ve Ogrencilerin bakis acisin1 degerlendirerek edinmek
amactyla bir arastirma yiiriitiiyorum. Ingilizce derslerinizin herhangi bir saatinde, bu
aragtirmayla ilgili bir anket uygulanacaktir. Anket analizi sonrasi, goniilliilik usuliine
bagl kalinarak aramzdan bazi arkadaslarmnizla yine Ingilizce derslerinizin herhangi
bir saatinde kisa bir roportaj yapilacaktir.

Kimliginizle ilgili bilgiler bu arastirma sonucu herhangi bir raporda
yayinlanmayacaktir. Adinizla beraber verdiginiz cevaplar kimse tarafindan
bilinmeyecektir.

Anket sorularmma vereceginiz cevaplar arastirmaya ¢ok biiylik katki
saglayacaktir. Arastirmaya katilmak istiyorsaniz, sayfanin altindaki ilgili yerleri
doldurarak imzalayimniz.

Ingilizce Okutmani Ozlem DURAN
MA TEFL Programi
Bilkent / ANKARA

Bu formdaki bilgileri okudum ve arastirmaya katilmay1 kabul ediyorum.
Adim & Soyadim:
Bolimiim:
Siifim:
Imza:

Tarih:
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APPENDIX E: TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE

My Dear Colleague;

This questionnaire was designed to get the perceptions of the teachers on the
washback effect of speaking tests, which is a part of my thesis namely teachers’ and
students’ perceptions of washback effect of speaking tests in MA TEFL program at
Bilkent University. The responses that you will give sincerely are very important for
the sake of the study’s validity and the reliability. The answers you give will be
analysed taking your privacy into account. The questionnaire has two parts. | request
you not to leave any of the questions empty and to fill in the optic form.

1. Age:.ecieiiniiniinnnnnen.

2. Graduated BA program: 3. MA degree:

A. English Language Teaching

B. English Language and A. | did not do.

Literature / American Culture and

Literature B. 1 did in ELT.

C. Translation and Interpretation C. 1 did in Educational
Sciences.

D. Comparative Literature
D. I have been doing in ELT.

Other
.................................... E. I have been doing in
Educational Sciences.
Other ........covvviiiiinnnn..
4. PhD: o
5. Experience in teaching: ............... years
6. The length of time spent at your current institution: ............... years

7. How long have been administering speaking tests?:................ years



94

PART 2

The statements below are equal to the letters in the boxes. Mark the letters which
are next to the statements and fill in the optic form. Mark the best statement which
reflects your idea.

e
S 3 L
. > 'S L2
Example: = § § é 2 3 §
[ 2 %]
,E® & S5 O FP3D
1. Speaking skills should be tested in our [A] [B] [ C] [DJ [ E]
school.

A

Totally agree

@

Agree

%

Undecided

¢

Disagree

m
1

Totally disagree

2
> 2 ¢ 8
T 9 3 s o =5
£E® & 5 B 3
1. | believe that speaking skills can be taught in
lessons. [A] [B] [C] [D] [E]
2. Speaking skills may not be taught. [ A] [ B] [ C] [ D] [ E]
3. Speaking skills can be measured accurately.
peaking v (&) (8] (¢] (o) (E]
4. Speaking skills can be measured effectively —— ) ) )
through written tests. L AJ | BJ | C) | DJ L EJ
5. I spend more time on speaking parts in the G () (M () (R
days leading up to the speaking test. A B C D E

6. There is no point in including extraspeaking () ) ((2) (2 ()
materials in the lessons. Al | B C D| | E

7. Getting ready for the speaking testimproves () (- () (=) [~
the general speaking skills of students. A B c D E
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8. Some of my students, though being
unsuccessful in speaking tasks, perform well in
speaking tests.

9. If speaking skills weren’t tested, I wouldn’t

spend so much time on improving speaking [ A [ B [ C [ D [ E
skills. ’ g ’ g ’
10. Speaking tests encourage studentstospeak () ) 1) () ()
more in lessons. A | B) c | DJ E
11. The scores obtained from speaking tests G ) WM ) | R
reflect students’ speaking levels in English. A B C D E
12. | think that teaching speaking skills is ) /) ) () O
important. A B C D E

23. | organize extra speaking activities in
classes, which are not alike with the activity that
will be asked in the speaking test.

13. Speaking skills should be tested. [ A] [ B] [ C [ D] [ E

14. Speaking tests do not reflect students’ == () ™ (~) ™
speaking skills accurately. | A‘ L BJ | CA L DJ | EA
15. The content of the speaking tests has an e B
effect on my decision of the subjects which | A B C D =

will put emphasis on in lessons. e Dl B
16. Speaking tests help students to notice the ( A‘ ( Bj ( C‘ ( D‘ ( £ )
weaknesses in their speaking performances. Bl | B U0 &
17. Speaking tests provide reliable information () ) () () (2
about students’ speaking ability. | AA | B J 0 c ) DJ | E j
18. Speaking skills should be emphasized in R ) W () (W
Iessons. \. A J | B J \ C J | DJ \ E J
19. Trying to test speaking skills is a waste of R ) W () W
time. A B ) D E

20. I think that testing speaking skills is difficult. [ A | [ B] ich [ D] [ E]
21. Speaking skills should be tested through ) )
Bl E
22. | give more importance to the parts which ) )
will be asked in the speaking test. [ A [ B] [ CJ [ D] [ EJ

A
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24. Speaking tests help students to notice the

strengths in their speaking performances. | AA L BJ | C‘ | DJ | £
25. Speaking skills of students can be effectively [ A‘ ( B‘ ( C‘ ( DN ( £
measured without requiring them to speak. Bl | B () |
26. Even if speaking skills were not tested, it R () M () G
A B C D E

would take part in my classes.

27. Students can also use many of the things that

they have studied for the test, in lessons after the A‘ B C ‘ D E
teSt \ J | J \ J . J \
28. Some of my students, though being . T
successful in class activities, cannot perform A B C D E
well in speaking tests. — ——J J X
29. | give equal importance to all thespeaking () ((2) () (2 (
activities | do. | AA | BJ | C‘ | D) | E
30. Students tend to forget lots of the things they [ A‘ ( B‘ ( C‘ ( DN ( e
have studied for the speaking test, afterthetest. | **) | = | | 7] | 7 |
31. Relying on the speaking test scores, ( A‘ ( B‘ ( C‘ ( Dj ( £
important decisions can be taken about students. | ") | ) | 7 ) [ ") |
32. 1 do not believe that speaking skills can be )

taught in lessons. [ A [ B] [ C [ DJ [ E]

Thank you for your participation
MA TEFL Student Ozlem Duran

ozlemduran@akdeniz.edu.tr

Supervisor: Asst. Prof. Dr. Philip Durrant
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APPENDIX F: OGRETMEN ANKETI

Degerli Meslektasim;

Bu anket Bilkent Universitesi Yabanci Dil Olarak Ingilizce Ogretimi
boliimiinde yaptigim ‘Ogretmenlerin ve Ogrencilerin, Konusma Smavlarmin
Ogretime Olan Etkisine Bakis A¢is1> adl1 yiiksek lisans tez ¢alismamin 6gretmenlerin
bakis acisin1 6grenmeye yonelik kismi i¢in diizenlenmistir. Samimiyetle vereceginiz
cevaplar calismanin gecerliligi ve glivenirliligi a¢isindan ¢ok dnemlidir. Vereceginiz
cevaplar gizlilik ilkelerine sadik kalinarak ele alinacaktir. Anket iki boliimden
olugsmaktadir. Higcbir soruyu bos birakmamanizi ve optik formu doldurmanizi rica
ederim.

Admz SoyadIniz:......coeeeviniineiineiniiniceeennnes
Imza:...cccooovviiiiiiiiiiiniiienen,
Tarih: coceveiiiiiniiiiiiiiieiinnnne..
1.BOLUM
1. Yasmiz: ...cccevvvinnnnnnnn.
2. Mezun olunan lisans 3. Yiiksek lisans:
Programl:  iiiieereesecsecncieciecntentiacanens
A. Ingilizce Ogretmenligi A. Yapmadim.
B. Ingiliz Dili Edebiyat: / Amerikan B. ELT alaninda yaptim.
Kiiltiirti ve Edebiyati o )
C. Egitim Bilimleri alaninda
C. Miitercim-Terclimanlik yaptim.
D. Karsilastirmali Edebiyat D. ELT alaninda yapmaktayim.
E. Diger E. Egitim Bilimleri alaninda
.................................... yapmaktayim.
Diger
4. DokKtora: .........coooiiiiii
5. Ogretmenlikteki tecriibeniz: ............... yil
6. Su anki kurumuzdaki toplam hizmet siireniz: ............... yil

7. Ingilizce konusma siavlarim kac yildir uygulamaktasimz?: .......... yil
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2.BOLUM
Asagidaki ifadeler kutularin igindeki harflerle esdegerdir. Her ifade ig¢in

fikrinizi en iyi yansitan sikki isaretleyiniz ve optik forma kodlayimiz.

Ornek:

Kesinlikle
katilhyorum
Katihiyorum
Kararsizim
Katilmiyorum
Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum

1. Okulumuzda konusma becerileri test [ A] { B] [ C] [D] [ E]
edilmelidir.

A

Kesinlikle katiliyorum

B
C

Katiliyorum

Kararsizim

D- Katilmiyorum

E- Kesinlikle katilmiyorum
= £
=
o 5 % E 5 of
X5 3 3 =Xz
Ex Z B E EE
8L = 5 = 8 E
X ¥ M M ¥ X 2
1. Derslerde konusma becerilerinin 7 ? ? ? ?
ogretilebilecegine inanirim. ) U & ) &
Y ) ) ) )
2. Konusma becerileri 6gretilmese de olur. A B @ D E
—/ —/ — — —
Y Y ) )
3. Konusma becerileri dogru bir sekilde 6l¢iilebilir. A B C D E
4. Konusma becerileri yazili sinavlar kullanilarak ? ? ? ? ?
etkili bir sekilde olciilebilir. G (o) G o) S
5. Konusma sinavina yaklasan giinlerde konusma A B C D E
boliimlerine daha fazla zaman harcarim. b U J U J U J
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: -
=
o5 5 E 5 of
X5 ¢ 3 =z Xz
=z Z & EEE
25 § £ £ 2%
X 2 2 ¥ X X ¢
6. Derslere ekstra konusma materyali dahil etmenin 7 ? ? ? ?
anlam1 yoktur. -y ) wy )
7. Konusma sinavi i¢in hazirlanmak 6grencilerin A B C D E
genel konusma becerilerini gelistirir. J U_J UJ U J U
8. Baz1 6grencilerim siiftaki konusma . I
aktivitelerinde basarili olmamalarina ragmen, A B C D E
konugma sinavlarinda iyi bir performans — J J LJ LJ
gostermektedirler.
9. Konusma yetenegi test edilmeseydi, derslerde GR () (R () R
konugma yetenegini gelistirme tizerine bu kadar Al | B C Dl | E
vakit harcamazdim. B B e
10. Konusma simavlar1 6grencileri derslerde daha Al | B C DI | E
fazla konusmaya tesvik eder. — J J J
11. Ogrencilerin konusma smavlarindan aldiklari 7 ? (? ? ?
notlar Ingilizce konusma seviyelerini gosterir. — J J LJ J
12. Konugma becerilerinin 6gretilmesinin énemli 7 ? ? ? ?
oldugunu diistiniirim. Gy ) G U G
13. Konusma becerileri test edilmelidir. Al | B c D| | E
14. Konusma sinavlar1 6grencilerin konusma A B C D E
yeteneklerini dogru bir sekilde yansitmaz. CJ J UJ uJ U
15. Konugma sinavlarimin igerigi derslerde lizerinde 7 ? (? ? ?
duracagim konulara karar vermemde etkilidir. —J UJ uJ L) L
16. Konusma sinavlar1 6grencilerin konugma — Wonl Nonl
performanslarindaki zayif yonlerini fark etmelerine A B C D| | E
yardim eder. T e e
17. Konugma sinavlar1 6grencilerin konusma A B C D E
yetenekleri ile ilgili glivenilir bilgiler saglar. ) J J LJLJ
18. Derslerde konusma becerilerinin {izerinde 7 ? ? ? ?
durulmasi gerekir. -y ) - )
19. Konusma becerilerinin test edilmeye ¢alisilmasi 7 ? ? ? ?
vakit kaybidir. CJ UJ ULJ UJ UL
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Kesinlikle
katilryorum
Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum

20. Konusma becerilerinin test edilmesinin zor
oldugunu diistiniiriim.

21. Konusma becerileri, konugma yoluyla test
edilmelidir.

22. Konugma sinavinda sorulacak olan konusma
bolumlerine daha fazla 6nem veririm.

23. Derslerde konusma sinavinda sorulacak olan
aktiviteye benzemeyen ekstra konusma aktiviteleri
diizenlerim.

24. Konugma sinavlar1 6grencilerin konusma
performanslarindaki giiglii yonlerini fark etmelerine
yardim eder.

25. Ogrencilerin konusma becerileri, konusmalarina
gerek olmadan da etkili bir sekilde Sl¢iilebilir.

26. Konusma becerileri, test edilmese bile
derslerimde yer alir.

27. Ogrenciler konusma sinavi i¢in calistiklari
birgok seyi sinavdan sonra derslerde de
kullanabilirler.

28. Baz1 6grencilerim siniftaki konusma

(=) [=]| (=] (o] (=]| (=] (=] [=]] Kabyorum

Co]|(a]| Lal| (o] (o) | (o) | ()| G| Le)| Col| CoJ| CoJ| () | kararsiam

(o) | La)] Le)| L) (=] (&]] [o]] (o] Katimyorum

IR R E R ENRE I

GGG (GO O G

aktivitelerinde basarili olmalarina ragmen, konusma ? ? ?
sinavlarinda 1yi bir performans - _J
gosterememektedirler.

29. Derslerimde tiim konusma aktivitelerini hepsine ? ? ?
esit onem vererek islerim. - )
30. Ogrenciler konusma sinavi i¢in ¢alistiklari ) )
bir¢ok seyi, stnavdan sonra kolayca unutma B D E]
egilimindedirler. — —

31. Konusma sinavi notlarina giivenilerek ? ? 'E]
ogrencilerle ilgili 6nemli kararlar verilebilir. | = | =

32. Konugma becerilerinin derslerde ? ? E]
ogretilebilecegini diislinmem. - _

Katiliminiz i¢in tesekkiir ederim. MA TEFL Ogrencisi Ozlem Duran

ozlemduran@akdeniz.edu.tr Tez Danigmani: Yrd. Dog. Dr. Philip Durrant



mailto:ozlemduran@akdeniz.edu.tr

101

APPENDIX G: STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

THE QUESTIONNAIRE OF PREP CLASS STUDENTS TO GET THEIR
PERCEPTIONS OF WASHBACK EFFECT OF SPEAKING TESTS

This questionnaire, which constitutes a part of a study aimed to survey the washback
effect of English speaking tests that of Akdeniz University prep class students. The
statements do not have only one correct answer, thus it is very important to understand the
statements and mark the box which reflects your idea best for the sake of the validity and
reliability of the questionnaire. Optic form also needs to be filled in without leaving missing
parts. The responses you will give will be kept as a secret.

e Name-Surname: 1. 1 have not taken any English
.................................... classes before.

e Signature: 2. | am agraduate of high/
vocational high school.

3. | am a graduate of Anatolian
o Datel.........oeeviiiiiiiein, technical / vocational high
school.

4. 1am a graduate of a college /
Anatolian high school.

5. I have studied prep class
before.

e Circle the number(s) which
fits your situation.

e The general ranges of scores | get form the speaking parts of the
midterms out of 20:

a. 20-16 b. 12-16 c.12-8 d. 8-4 e.0-4

The ranges of scores | generally get from the speaking quizzes out of 100:

f. 100-85 g. 85-70 h. 70-55 i. 55-40 J.40-25 k. 25-0

The statements below are equal to the letters in the boxes. Mark the letters from A-E which
are next to the statements and fill in the optic form. Mark the best statement which reflects
your idea.

A- Totally agree D- Disagree
B- Agree E- Totally disagree
C- Undecided
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EXAMPLE

Totally agree

Agree

Undecided

Disagree

Totally disagree

Example statement: It is necessary to test

speaking skills in our school.

—
»
)

—
w
—

O

)
O
—/

M
m
—

=

| believe that English speaking skills can
be learned.

2. Speaking skills should be tested.
3. Itis fun to have a speaking test.
4. | can also use many of the things which I

have studied for the speaking test in
lessons.

[ >] 2] EJ &] Totally agree

L2 [=]l=]la] | agre

[ O] E] a a Undecided

[ UJ @ @ @ Disagree

[ m] E] a n Totally disagree

| try to practice the speaking activities
which will be asked in speaking tests in
daily life.

6. Getting ready for speaking tests has
improved my English.

7. | believe that learning speaking skills is
important.

8. The grade I get from speaking exams

correctly reflects my speaking ability.

Speaking tests make me nervous.

10.

If I knew that a speaking activity would
not be asked, I would not spend time
practicing it in class.

&) E) G

e == =
DeOoEE E

(o) (€] (=] (&) (o)) (=)

(m) (=) (]| (2| ()| (2]
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11. I notice my weaknesses in speaking after — |/ —
speaking tests. E B||| C =
12. Speaking tests do not show my real ) 1) )
speaking level, A 81|
13. The administration of speaking tests | — | — —
should be continued in the preparatory A B C E
school program. Gy ) |G L)
14. | take the opportunities to improve my M M I SR
English speaking skills in lessons. A B C E
15. Getting ready for speaking tests has 7 ’? ’? ’?
improved my speaking skills. = L) | | -
16. It is important to be successful in onliealion )
speaking test. i i L i
17. Even if they were not tested, speaking 7 ’F ’? ?
skills should have a place in lessons. b (L) (s |-
18. Speaking skills can be improved in M )
lessons. E Bl|| C E
19. My real speaking ability is reflected in ) M )
my scores in the speaking exams. E Bl|l C E
20. | give more importance to the speaking A ’? ’? ’?
parts which will be asked in the test. =) S |-
21. It is important to test speaking skills. @ E E
22. Speaking tests have decreased my anlionlieon )
speaking skills. i i : i
23. | participate in all speaking activities in | — R
the book in classes by giving equal A B C =
importance to all of them. Gy ) L)
24. | think that the time spared for speaking [ |2 | )
skills is unnecessary. i i i i
25. If speaking sections were given 10 points | — | — | — —
in total in midterms, | would participate A B @ =
less in speaking activities in lessons. — | [ —
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26.

The speaking activities which are not alike
with the speaking activities that will be
asked in the test do not take my attention.

217.

20 points that are spared for the speaking
sections in midterms are too much.

28.

If it were not tested, | would not try to
practice speaking skills in lessons.

29.

Speaking tests are necessary in order to
learn to speak English.

30.

Speaking activities are necessary in class.

31.

| participate more in speaking parts in the
days leading up to the speaking tests.

32.

| easily forget many of the things | have
studied for the test after the test.

33.

It is a loss of time to test speaking skills.

34.

my speaking ability.

Speaking exams provide an accurate picture

G GG )G G )
(o] o] (=]|(e)|=] (=) (=) (=] (=]
Lo] o] (o] | (a)|) (&) (o]| La]| (o]
B B E e B e E ) R
(] ] (o) | (] (=] ()] ()| Em)] ()

You can write your questions and points of view here. (The participants who

want to get answers to their questions are requested to leave their e-mail addresses in

order to be get in touch with them.)

Thanks for your participation

Bilkent University MA TEFL Student Ozlem Duran
Supervisor: Asst. Prof. Dr. Philip Durrant
e-mail: ozlemduran@akdeniz.edu.tr
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APPENDIX H: OGRENCI ANKETI

HAZIRLIK OGRENCILERININ INGILIZCE KONUSMA SINAVLARININ
OGRETIMLERINE OLAN ETKISINI OLCME ANKETI
Bu anket Akdeniz Universitesi hazirlik sinifi grencilerinin ingilizce
konusma sinavlarinin 6gretimlerine olan etkisini 6lgmek amaciyla yapilan
arastirmanin bir pargasini olusturmaktadir. Ifadelerin tek bir dogru yanit1 yoktur, bu

yiizden maddeleri anlamaniz ve fikrinizi en iyi yansitan kutuyu isaretlemeniz anketin

gegerliligi ve giivenilirligi agisindan oldukg¢a 6nemlidir. Optik formun da eksiksiz
olarak doldurulmasi gerekmektedir. Adinizla vereceginiz yanitlar gizli tutulacaktir.

e Adi- Soyadr: e Size uygun olan rakam(larh
yuvarlak icine alimiz.

* Imza 6. Daha 6nce hic Ingilizce dersi
.................................... almamlstlm
. 7. Diiz lise / Meslek lisesi
o Tarihi.............l mezunuyum.
8. Anadolu Teknik / Anadolu
* Yas: Meslek Lisesi mezunuyum.

9. Kolej/ Anadolu Lisesi
mezunuyum.

10. Daha 6nce de hazirlik
okumustum.

e Vizelerin konusma boliimlerinden 20 iizerinden genellikle aldigim not
arahgi:

a. 20-16 b. 12-16 c.12-8 d. 8-4 e.0-4
e Konusma quizlerinden 100 iizerinden genellikle aldigim not arahg:

f. 100-85 g. 85-70 h. 70-55 i. 55-40 J.40-25 k. 25-0

Asagidaki ifadeler kutularin icindeki harflerle esdegerdir. Yazili metnin yanindaki A’
dan E’ ye kadar olan harfleri igaretleyiniz ve optik forma kodlayiniz. Her soru i¢in

fikrinizi en iyi yansitan ifadeyi isaretleyiniz.

A- Kesinlikle katiliyorum D- Katilmiyorum
B- Katiliyorum E- Kesinlikle katilmiyorum

C- Kararsizim
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" . £ =
ORNEK: o g S = 5 | o g
x5 s | 3| g|2=&
€z 2| §| £|EE
= ~— Lo =) =
Ornek ifade: Okulumuzda konusma A C E
becerilerinin test edilmesi gereklidir. | A J
g =
=
25 £l 8|5 |k
X35 8|32 | |22
€zl 2| E| £ |EE
8 el = 5 = |8 E
¥ 2 2| 2| ¥ |XE
1. {r{giliz'ce konugna becerilerinin 7 ? '? ? ?
Ogrenilebilecegine inanirim.
— — — —/ —
2. Konusma becerileri test edilmelidir. 7 ? ? ? ?
—/ — — —/ —
3. Konugma smavi olmak eglencelidir. A B Gl D E
— —/ — — —
4. Konusma sinavi i¢in ¢aligtigim bir¢ok seyi |—— |~ [ [ |
sinavdan sonra derslerde de A B C D E
kullanabilirim. —
5. Konusma sinavlarinda sorulacak konusma |— |— |— |— |——
aktivitelerini giinliik hayatta pratik etmeye | A B C D E
Qahslrlm_ — —/ — — —
6. %(or}ll}sma s.1na¥1a1'r1na'1 hazirlanmak A B C D E
ngilizcemi gelistirdi. &) ) &ad (L) |l
7. {(onus'ma bevcerller{mfl ?gfemlmesmln A B C D E
onemli oldugunu diisiintiriim. &d ) &
— —
8. Konugma sinavlarindan aldigim puan — — |/ |/
konusma yetenegimi dogru bir sekilde Al | B C D||| E
9. Konugma sinavlar1 beni gerer. A Cl @ E
10. Sinavlarda herhangi bir konusma
aktivitesinin so‘rulmayac‘agml b11.sem, A B C D E
derste onu pratik etmek i¢in vakit Sl ) (B (L) |Gl
harcamam.
11. Konusma smgvlarmdan sonra . A B C D E
konusmadaki zayifliklarimi fark ederim. ™ -
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Kesinlikle
katilhyorum

Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum

12.

Konugma sinavlar1 ger¢ek konusma
seviyemi gostermez.

13.

Konugma sinavlar1 hazirlik programinda
uygulanmaya devam edilmelidir.

14

. Derslerde Ingilizce konusma becerilerini

ilerletmek icin firsatlar1 degerlendiririm.

15.

Konusma simavlarina hazirlanmak
konugma yetenegimi gelistirdi.

16.

Konusma sinavlarinda basarili olmak
onemlidir.

17.

Konusma becerileri test edilmese bile
derslerde yer almalidir.

18.

Konusma becerileri derslerde
gelistirilebilir.

19.

Gergek konusma yetenegim konusma
sinavindan aldigim notlara yansir.

20.

Konugma siavinda sorulacak olan
konusma boliimlerine derslerde daha fazla
Onem veririm.

21.

Konugma yeteneginin test edilmesi
onemlidir.

22.

Konugma sinavlart konusma yetenegimi
azaltt1.

23.

Derslerde kitaptaki tiim konusma
aktivitelerine, hepsine esit onem vererek
katilirim.

24,

Derslerde konugma becerilerine ayrilan
vaktin gereksiz oldugunu diistiniiriim.

25.

Vizelerdeki konusma boliimlerine
toplamda 10 puan ayrilsa, derslerdeki
konusma aktivitelerine daha az katilirim.

26.

Konugma sinavinda sorulacak olan
aktiviteye benzemeyen konusma
aktiviteleri derslerde ilgimi ¢cekmez.

Gl |G B ) | )G L

(=] | (=] (=] (=]|(=]ile]| (=] |[=)|le][=])|l=](=]|le] (=] =] atnyorum
(o)| (o] |Lo] [o]|lo]|le]) La] |La)la])ilalla]lal|la]|la]la]| kararsim
(o] (o) =) [&)|le]|te) L] |[La]lla]lla]la)la]|la]le] (o] Katimyorum

()| (o] () ()| G |G| ()| G| () e G| Con ) o)




108

Kesinlikle
katiliyorum

Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum

27. Vizelerde konugma boliimleri i¢in ayrilan
20 puan ¢ok fazladir.

28. Test edilmeseydi, derslerde konusma
becerilerini pratik etmek i¢in caba
harcamazdim.

29. Ingilizce konusmay1 6grenmek igin
konugma sinavlari gereklidir.

30. Sinifta konusma aktiviteleri gereklidir.

31. Konugma sinavina yaklasan giinlerde
konusma boliimlerine daha fazla katilirim.

32. Konugma sinavi i¢in ¢alistigim bir¢ok
seyi, sinavdan sonra kolayca unuturum.

33. Konusma becerilerinin test edilmesi vakit
kaybidir.

34. Konusma sinavlar1 konugsma yetenegimin
sinirlar1 hakkinda dogru bilgiler saglar.

Lo) (e]lallla]|lo]) (o) Lo]|Lo] kararsim
Lo (o]l o)l e)(e](e]) (o] [of katmyorum

Lo] (=]l =])|l=](=] (=] (=] kaonyoru

IGEE G BB
L] ()| L) ]| (] (] (] | Cim)

Bu ¢aligmayla ilgili soru ve goriislerinizi buraya yazabilirsiniz. (Sorularina yanit
almak isteyen katilimcilarin kendilerine ulasilabilmesi igin e-posta adreslerini not

etmeleri rica olunur.)

Katiliminiz i¢in tesekkiir ederim.

Bilkent Universitesi MA TEFL Ogrencisi Ozlem Duran
Tez Danigmant: Yrd. Dog. Dr. Philip Durrant
e-posta: ozlemduran@akdeniz.edu. tr
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APPENDIX I: CATEGORIZATION OF THE TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE
ITEMS ON TEACHERS' ATTITUDES TOWARDS AND BELIEFS ABOUT
TEACHING AND TESTING SPEAKING

a. Do teachers have positive attitudes towards the possibility of teaching

speaking? (Cronbach’s Alpha= .3937)

1. I believe that speaking skills can be taught in lessons.
32. 1 do not believe that speaking skills can be taught in lessons. (R)
b. Do teachers have positive attitudes towards the importance of teaching

speaking?

12. 1 think that teaching speaking skills is important.
c. Do teachers believe that speaking should be tested? (Cronbach’s Alpha

= 5802)

13. Speaking skills should be tested.
19. Trying to test speaking skills is a waste of time. (R)

d. Do teachers believe that speaking can be tested?

3. Speaking skills can be measured accurately. (Individually treated)
14. Speaking tests do not reflect students’ speaking skills accurately. (R)
(Individually treated)

20. 1 think that testing speaking skills is difficult. (R) (Individually treated)
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e. Do teachers think that speaking skills should be tested through

Speaking? [Cronbach’s Alpha= .6716 (Q.21 and 25)]

21. Speaking skills should be tested through speaking.

25. Speaking skills of students can be effectively measured without requiring
them to speak. (R)

4. Speaking skills can be measured effectively through written tests.
(Individually treated)

f. Do teachers believe that the results of speaking tests can be used as a

reliable diagnostic tool? (Cronbach’s Alpha= .6626)

8. Some of my students, though being unsuccessful in speaking tasks,
perform well in speaking tests. (R)

11. The scores obtained from speaking tests reflect students’ speaking levels
in English.

17. Speaking tests provide reliable information about students’ speaking
ability.

28. Some of my students, though being successful in class activities, cannot
perform well in speaking tests. (R)

31. Relying on the speaking test scores, important decisions can be taken

about students.
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APPENDIX J: CATEGORIZATION OF TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS
ON THE TEACHERS’ PERCEPTIONS OF THE WASHBACK EFFECT OF
CLASSROOM-BASED SPEAKING TESTS

a. Do teachers tailor their speaking classes according to speaking tests in
terms of content and allocation of time for speaking activities?

[Cronbach’s Alpha=.5948 (Q. 9, 15, 22, 26, and 29)]

5. 1 spend more time on speaking parts in the days leading up to the speaking

test. (Individually treated)

9. If speaking skills weren’t tested, I wouldn’t spend so much time on

improving speaking skills.

15. The content of the speaking tests has an effect on my decision of the

subjects which I will put emphasis on in lessons.

22. | give more importance to the parts which will be asked in the speaking

test.

29. | give equal importance to all the speaking activities | do. (R)

b. Do teachers have positive attitudes towards organising extra speaking
activities in classes, which are not alike with the activity that will be

asked in the speaking test? (Cronbach’s Alpha= .6046)

6. There is no point in including extra speaking materials in the lessons. R
23. | organize extra speaking activities in classes, which are not alike with the

activity that will be asked in the speaking test.
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c. Do teachers believe that speaking tests have a positive effect on their

students’ speaking ability? [Cronbach’s Alpha= .7590 (Q.16 and 24)]

16. Speaking tests help students to notice the weaknesses in their speaking
performances.

24. Speaking tests help students to notice the strengths in their speaking
performances.

7. Getting ready for the speaking test improves the general speaking skills of
students. (Individually treated)

27. Students can also use many of the things that they have studied for the
test, in lessons after the test. (Individually treated)

30. Students tend to forget lots of the things they have studied for the
speaking test, after the test. (R) (Individually treated)

10. Speaking tests encourage students to speak more in lessons. (Individually
treated)

d. An independent question

26. Even if speaking skills were not tested, it would take part in my classes.
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APPENDIX K: CATEGORIZATION OF THE STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS ON
STUDENTS’ ATTITUDES TOWARDS AND BELIEFS ABOUT TEACHING AND
TESTING SPEAKING

a. Do students have positive attitudes towards learning speaking? (Cronbac/ s

alpha= .6779)

1. | believe that English speaking skills can be learned.

7. 1 believe that learning speaking skills is important.

14. | take the opportunities to improve my English speaking skills in lessons.

18. Speaking skills can be improved in lessons.

24. | think that the time spared for speaking skills is unnecessary. (R)

30. Speaking activities are necessary in class.

b. Do students believe the importance of testing speaking? (Cronbach’s alpha=

.7389)

2. Speaking skills should be tested.

13. The administration of speaking tests should be continued in the preparatory
school program.

16. It is important to be successful in speaking test.

21. It is important to test speaking skills.

27. 20 points that are spared for the speaking sections in midterms are too much.
(R)

33. Itis a loss of time to test speaking skills. (R)

C. Do students enjoy speaking tests? (Cronbach’s Alpha= .5697)

3. It is fun to have a speaking test.

9. Speaking tests make me nervous. (R)
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d. Do students think that speaking tests can really show their speaking ability?

(Cronbach’s Alpha=.7778)

8. The grade | get from speaking exams correctly reflects my speaking ability.
12. Speaking tests do not show my real speaking level. (R)
19. My real speaking ability is reflected in my scores in the speaking exams.

34. Speaking exams provide an accurate picture of my speaking ability.
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APPENDIX L: CATEGORIZATION OF STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS ON THE
STUDENTS’ PERCEPTIONS OF THE WASHBACK EFFECT OF CLASSROOM-BASED
SPEAKING TESTS

a. Do students believe that speaking tests have positive effects on their speaking

ability? (Cronbach’s Alpha= .6809)

4. | can also use many of the things which | have studied for the speaking test in

lessons.

6. Getting ready for speaking tests has improved my English.

11. I notice my weaknesses in speaking after speaking tests.

15. Getting ready for speaking tests has improved my speaking skills.

32. | easily forget many of the things | have studied for the test after the test. (R)
b. Do speaking tests have an influence on what and how students learn?

(Cronbach’s Alpha=.7145)

10. If I knew that a speaking activity would not be asked, | would not spend time
practicing it in class.

25. If speaking sections were given 10 points in total in midterms, | would participate
less in speaking activities in lessons.

26. The speaking activities which are not alike with the speaking activities that will be
asked in the test do not take my attention.

28. If it were not tested, | would not try to practice speaking skills in lessons.

c. Do speaking tests have any effects on what students really do?

5. I try to practice the speaking activities which will be asked in speaking tests in
daily life. (Individually treated)
31. | participate more in speaking parts in the days leading up to the speaking tests.

(Individually treated)
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20. I give more importance to the speaking parts which will be asked in the test.
(Individually treated)

d. An independent question

17. Even if they were not tested, speaking skills should have a place in lessons.



APPENDIX M: THE STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE OF CAINE (2005)

Student questionnaire #2

The following statements refer to the end-of-term speaking test you have just
done in Oral Communication. Grade each one on a 4-point scale, where:

1 = strongly disagree

2 = disagree

3 =agree

4 = strongly agree

Write your answers in the brackets

(1) [ ]! enjoyed doing the speaking test with a partner.

(2) [ ] Studying for the speaking test improved my English.

(3) [ ]| made a greater effort to speak English in the weeks leading up to the test.
(4) [ ] It was important to do well on the test.

(5) [ ] It was possible to do well on the test without much preparation.

(6) [ ] If the test was included as part of the Seibu Moshi or Center Test | would do more

preparation.

(7) [ ] I enjoyed practising for the test during class.

(8) [ ] It was important to practise for the test during class.

(9) [ ] There wasn’t enough time to practise for the test.

(20) [ ] It is more important to practice other language skills during class.

(11) [ ] When not in class, it is better to study for a speaking test on your own.

(12) [ ] When not in class, it is better to study for a speaking test with friends.

117



(13) [ ] ' would have liked to have had access to more materials for practice out of class.

(14) [ ] Itis difficult to study for a speaking test in your own time without a teacher.
(15) [ ] It wasn’t necessary to study for the speaking test in my own time.

(16) [ ] In order to do well on the test it is necessary to memorize key
phrases/vocabulary.

(17) [ ] 1t is only necessary to speak English during Oral Communication classes.
(18) [ ] I want to improve my English speaking skills.

(19) [ ] It isn’t important for me to speak English, so speaking shouldn’t be tested.

Comments:

— That is the end of the questionnaire —

Thank you very much for your help
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APPENDIX N: 2 NUMARALI OGRENCI ROPORTAJINDAN BiR KESIT

Arastirmact: Derslerde konusma becerilerini 6grenebilecegine /0grenilebilecegine inaniyor
musun?

Ogrenci katilimer 2: Evet inantyorum. Bu gergek hayata gore tecriibe oluyor. inanryorum
yani.

A: Peki... Sence 6nemli mi?

OK2: Bence ¢ok ¢ok énemli. Su andaki sistemden konusmaya daha ¢ok énem vermeliyiz
derslerde.

A: Bu sekilde tamam... Konusma sinavlari ile ilgili ne diisliniiyorsun?

OK2: Bence konusma sinavlart daha da cok olmali.

A: Bildigim kadariyla 6 midtermin hepsinde oluyor.

OK2: Evet 6 midtermin hepsinde... Bir de 4 tane quiz ¢esidi var. Iste 6 haftada bir ancak
(lizgiin®)geliyor. Biraz az oluyor. Biraz...

A: HHmmmm...

OK2: Iste az oluyor.

A: Bir buguk ayda bir speaking quizi oluyor denk gelirse... Onemli oldugunu diisiiniiyorsun?
OK2: Evet.

A: Onemli oldugunu diisiiniiyorsun. Peki, sence 20 puan nasil? Cok mu?

OK2: Bence hepsinin 20 puan olmast biraz kétii oldu.

A: Hangi acidan? Hangi konularda daha iyisin?...
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APPENDIX O: A PART OF THE STUDENT 2 INTERVIEW

Researcher: Do you believe that you can learn or speaking skills can be learned in classes?
Student interviewee 2: Yes, | do. It is an experience for the real life. | mean | believe.

R: Ok, do you think that it is important?

SI2: 1 think it is very important. We should give more importance to speaking in classes rather
than the system we are in.

R: All right... What do you think about speaking tests?

SI2: 1 think speaking tests should be a lot more.

R: As far as | know it is included in all the six midterms.

SI2: Yes, in all six midterms... In addition there are four types of quiz types. So, it is
speaking’s turn once six weeks (sad). It is a bit few. Few...

R: Himmmm...

SI2: As aresult it is few.

R: There is a speaking quiz once in every one and a half month. You think that it is
important?

SI2: Yes.

R: You think that it is important. Ok, what about 20 points? Is it a lot?

SI2: 1 think it turned out to be bad that all have 20 points.

R: In what aspects? On which subjects are you better?...
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APPENDIX P: 1 NUMARALI OGRETMEN ROPORTAJINDAN BiR KESIT

Arastirmact: Evet, merhaba .....(6zel isim) hocam.

Ogretmen katilimci 1: Merhaba.

A: Derslerde konusma becerilerinin dgretilebilecegine inantyor musunuz?

OK1: Tabi ki.

A: Onemli oldugunu diisiiniiyorsunuz o zaman?

OK1: Evet, ¢ok.

A: Sizce peki test edilebilir bir yetenek midir konusma?

OK1: Evet (giiliismeler)

A: Konusma yetenegi dogru bir sekilde dlgiilebilir mi?

OK1: Diger beceriler ne kadar dogru bir sekilde dlgiilebilirse o da, evet, o da dlgiilebilir.

A: Yani digerlerinin, burada bir kinaye var m1? Yani digerlerinin dogru 6lgiilebilecegine
inaniyor musunuz?

OK1: Yani productiona dayal1 olan seyler ne kadar dlgiilebilirse, tabi ki speaking de o
Olgtide. ..

A: Olgiilebilir. Mesela anketinizde de sunu analiz ettifimde ¢ok enteresan gelmisti ve ne
diisiindiigliniizli gercekten ¢ok merak ediyorum. Konusma sinavlari konugma yoluyla m1 test
edilmelidir yoksa alternatif ¢ozlimler gercekten ise yartyor mu? Writing yoluyla 6l¢iilmesi. ..
OK1: Tabi ki konusma yoluyla test edilmeli ama hani olmadig1 durumlarda ¢iinkii Tiirkiye
kosullar1 ¢cok kalabalik. Farkli yontemlerle de test edilmesi olabilir. Yani tercih edilmez ama

mecbur kalinca bir alternatif. ..
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APPENDIX Q: APART OF THE TEACHER 1 INTERVIEW

Researcher: Well, hi ..... (name) teacher.

Teacher interviewee 1: Hi.

R: Do you believe that speaking skills can be taught?

TI1: Of course.

A: So you think it is important?

TI1: Yes, a lot.

A: Do you think that speaking skills can be tested?

TI1: Yes (laughing).

R: Can speaking skills be measured accurately?

SI1: It can be measured to the extent the other skills can be measured accurately.

R: Well, is there a sarcasm here? Do you believe that other skills can be measured accurately?
SI1: I mean speaking can be [measured] to the extent the other skills which are based on
production can be measured...

R: Measured. While | was analysing your questionnaire, | found something which was very
interesting for me and | am really curious about what you think. Should speaking ability be

tested through speaking or do alternative solutions work? Testing through writing...



