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ABSTRACT

A COMPARISON OF COMPUTER ASSISTED AND FACE-TO-FACE
SPEAKING ASSESSMENT: PERFORMANCE, PERCEPTIONS, ANXIETY, AND
COMPUTER ATTITUDES

Ebru Oztekin

M.A. Department of Teaching English as a Foreign Language

Supervisor: Asst. Prof. Dr. Phil Durrant

July 2011

Computer technology has long been applied to language testing as a time and
cost efficient way to conveniently assess the proficiency of large numbers of
students. Thus, a good deal of research have focused on the effect and efficiency of
computer assisted (semi-direct) assessment in evaluating different constructs of the
language. Nonetheless, little research has been conducted to compare computer
assisted and face-to-face (direct) formats to find whether the two modes yield similar
results in oral assessment and whether one is advantageous over the other. Even less
investigated were the possible outcomes of administration of computer-assessited

speaking tests on a local basis, as achievement tests.

The purpose of this exploratory study is to fill the abovementioned gap via
examining the relationships between a number of variables. Presented in the thesis
are the relationships between test scores obtained in two different test modes at two
different proficiency levels, the students’ perceptions of the test modes, and their

anxiety levels with regard to speaking in a foreign language, speaking tests, and



using computers. Data were collected through four computer assisted and four face-
to-face speaking assessments, a questionnaire on Computer Asssisted Speaking
Assesment (CASA) perceptions and another on Face-to-face Speaking Assessment
(FTFsa) perceptions, a speaking test and speaking anxiety questionnaire, and a
computer familiarity questionnaire. A total of 66 learners of English at tertiary level
and four instructors of English participated in the study which was conducted at

Uludag University School of Foreign Languages.

The quantitative and qualitative data analyses revealed that the two test
modes give very different rankings to the students, and the students’ perceptions of
the test modes, which have been found to be more positive about the FTFsa at both
proficiency levels, are not strongly related to their performance in the speaking tests.
The relationship between different types of anxiety mentioned above and test scores
are only weakly related to the test scores and the degree of the relationships vary

depending on the proficiency level.

The results of this study are hoped to be beneficial to the language assessors,

instructors, and institutions and researchers that are into language assessment.

Key words: Computer assisted oral assessment, speaking assessment, face-to-face,

speaking, speaking test, computer attitudes, anxiety



OZET

BILGISAYAR DESTEKLI VE YUZYUZE YAPILAN KONUSMA
SINAVLARININ KARSILASTIRMASI: PERFORMANS, ALGILAR, KAYGI, VE
BILGISAYAR TUTUMLARI

Ebru Oztekin
Yiiksek Lisans, Yabanci Dil Olarak ingilizce Ogretimi Boliimii
Tez yoneticisi: Yrd. Dog. Dr. Phil Durrant
Temmuz 2011

Bilgisayar teknolojisi uzun bir siiredir zaman tasarrufu saglayan ve diisiik
maliyetli bir yontem olarak yabanci dil degerlendirmesinde kullanilmaktadir. Bu
yiizden kayda deger miktarda arastirma dilin farkli yapilarin1 degerlendirmede
bilgisayar destekli ( yari-dolayli) degerlendirmenin etki ve etkinligine
yogunlasmistir. Bununla birlikte, bilgisayar destekli ve yiizyilize formatlarin konugsma
sinavinda benzer sonuglar verip vermedigini ve birinin digerinden daha avantajh
olup olmadigini bulmak amaciyla az sayida arastirma yapilmistir. Bilgisayar destekli
konusma sinavlarinin yerel diizeyde basar1 sinavi olarak yapilmasinin olasi sonuglari

ise daha az aragtirilmistir.

Bu kesif caligmasinin amaci yukarida s6zii edilen boslugu bir dizi degisken
arasindaki iligkileri inceleyerek doldurmaktir. Bu tezde, iki farkl yeterlilik diizeyinde
iki farkli sinav formatinda yapilan sinavlarda alinan notlar, 6grencilerin sinav
formatlarina yonelik algilari, ve yabanci dil konugsmaya, konusma sinavlarina ve
bilgisayar kullanimina dair kayg1 diizeyleri arasindaki iligkiler sunulmustur. Veriler,

dort adet bilgisayar destekli ve dort adet yilizylize konugma sinavi, bir Bilgisayar



vi

Destekli Konusma Sinavi (BDKS) Algilar1 ve bir Yiizyiize Konugma Sinavi (YKS)
Algilart anketi, bir konusma siavi ve konusma kaygisi 6lgegi, ve bir bilgisayar
tutum &lgegi araciligiyla toplanmustir. Uludag Universitesi Yabanci Diller
Yiiksekokulu’nda yiiriitiilen ¢alismada, toplamda Ingilizce 6grenen 66 hazirlik sinifi

dgrencisi ve dort Ingilizce 6gretmeni yer almustir.

Nicel ve nitel veri analizi, iki farkli sinav formatinin 6grencileri ¢ok farkl
siraladigini ve her iki yeterlilik diizeyinde de yiizyiize konugma sinavi i¢in daha
olumlu oldugu bulunan sinav algilarinin, 6grencilerin sinav performansiyla giiglii
iligkili olmadigini ortaya ¢ikarmistir. Yukarida s6z edilen farkli kaygi tiirleri sinav
notlariyla zayif iligkilidir ve aralarinda iliskinin derecesi yeterlilik diizeyine gore

degismektedir.

Bu calismanin sonuglarinin yabanci dil degerlendirmesi yapanlar, yabanci dil
O0gretmenleri ve yabanci dil degerlendirmesiyle ilgilenen kurum ve arastirmacilara

yardimc1 olmas1 umulur.

Anahtar kelimeler: Bilgisayar destekli sozlii degerlendirme, konusma
degerlendirmesi, ylizylize, konugma, konugma sinavi, bilgisayar tutumlari, kaygi,

BDKS, YKS
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION

Introduction

A profound knowledge of language necessitates the mastery of various skills,
the most challenging yet crucial one being oral language proficiency. There has been
much controversy about whether speaking should be taught as a skill or only used as
a means of teaching the language (Bygate, 2001), and so teaching speaking skills has
been a thorny issue. However, once speaking is accepted as a skill of it is own and
teaching speaking is stressed, it also becomes necessary to assess it (Larson, 2000).
Assessing oral skills, which embody a complex range of hard-to-measure subskills, is
no less complicated than teaching speaking. An array of factors such as the
reliability, validity, and fairness of the test, as well as the accuracy, consistency, and
ability-representativeness of the instruments should be considered before

administering a speaking test.

Despite the difficulty of testing oral skills, a variety of ways, most of which
are of a face-to-face format, have been successfully used to assess the speaking
ability of the learners over a long time. Nevertheless, due to the labor extensive,
costly and time-consuming nature of face-to-face speaking tests, some schools or
teachers feel obliged to abandon the task of testing speaking skills or simply tend to
ignore the need to assess it. This may influence, although indirectly, learners’
motivation for improving their speaking skills. As a result, even learners with high
proficiency with regard to the knowledge of structures or receptive skills of the

language may fail to perform successfully when it comes to speaking.



A practical, time and cost efficient solution for the schools that have
difficulty in investing time and expertise in the assessment of oral skills may be the
use of computer technology. Effective implementation of computer technology in
assessing skills other than speaking is now a well-known phenomenon in the
language testing world. It has been widely used to assess grammar, vocabulary,
reading, listening and writing skills by international testing organizations in
particular. The use of computer based assessment of speaking skills, on other hand, is
a less widely-used yet promising approach. The present study will investigate the
possibility of using semi-direct, in other words, computer-mediated, oral assessment
in an attempt to offer a feasible alternative to face-to-face assessment of oral skills at

local schools, which might be an ideal method to avoid the drawbacks of the latter.

Background of the Study

Recently there has been growing interest in the utilization of technology in
language education as a supplement to conventional lessons. In line with its usage
within the classroom and materials development, computer technology has also been
used for language testing as a time and cost efficient way to conveniently assess the
proficiency of large numbers of students. As Chapelle and Douglas (2006) note,
technology has been increasingly applied to almost all aspects of language testing,
including test development, test delivery, and rating. Although computers have been
widely used for the assessment of many skills and structures, using them to facilitate

oral assessment in particular can be considered a relatively unexplored area.

Luoma (2004) states that the face-to-face mode is the most common way of

assessing oral proficiency. However, this does not necessarily mean that it has been



the only way ever used. As early as in 1979, Clark distinguished between three types
of speaking tests, namely, indirect, direct and semi-direct (O’Loughlin, 2001). Clark
defines indirect tests as procedures where the test taker is not actually required to
speak. Direct tests are procedures in which the examinee is engaged in face-to-face
interaction with one or more interlocutors, whereas semi-direct tests elicit active
speech from the test taker by means of tape-recordings, printed test booklets, or other
nonhuman elicitation procedures. The semi-direct test format was later named the
Simulated Oral Proficiency Interview (SOPI; Stansfield and Kenyon, 1992), a similar
name to that of its direct counterpart: Oral Proficiency Interview (OPI). The fact that
the term “semi-direct” evolved in the 1970s shows that educators have actually
sought alternative ways to assess orals skills for a long time, especially to be able to
assess the oral proficiency of large numbers of students with ease. Originally, semi-
direct testing was used to refer to a tape-recorded procedure accompanied with a test
booklet, which makes sense when the technology of the 1970s is taken into account.
However, today, the term is also used interchangeably with Computer-Assisted
Assessment, Computer-Aided Assessment, Computer-Mediated Assessment, or
Computer-Based Assessment of speaking skills (Douglas and Hegelheimer, 2007,
Galaczi, 2010; Winke and Fei Fei, 2008) because computers provide the latest
technology for assessment. Despite the slight differences between the terms listed
above, most researchers use them to refer to the same format of speaking tests: the
semi-direct mode. Using semi-direct, or Computer-Assisted Speaking Assessment
(CASA), in delivering and administering tests now appears to be a popular practice
for professional testing organizations. Instances include the oral subtest of the

internet based Test of English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL IBT) of the



Educational Testing Service in the United States , and the Graduating Students’
Language Proficiency Assessment—English (GSLPA) speaking component

developed by Hong Kong Polytechnic University.

Previous studies on semi-direct testing have mostly focused on considering
the advantages and disadvantages of semi-direct assessment. Qian (2009) lists some
advantages of semi-direct assessment over face-to-face oral assessment. First, semi-
direct oral assessment economizes on the expert resource, as the expert is not obliged
to be on-site during the examination. Secondly, it is both cost-effective and efficient:
a single version of the semi-direct test can be administered to a large number of test
takers at the same time or within a very short period. O’Loughlin (2001) also states
that semi-direct tests represent a more standardized and cost efficient approach to the
assessment of oral language proficiency than their direct counter-parts. Another
advantage, pointed out by both Qian and O’Loughlin, concerns test reliability and

fairness as the test taker will receive standardized instructions and prompts.

On the other hand, semi-direct assessment is supposed to be inferior to direct
testing in terms of test validity as real-life communication typically takes place face-
to-face (van Lier, as cited in Qian, 2009). The language produced through the semi-
direct mode is considered artificial as the test taker has to speak into a recorder to a
disembodied interlocutor. Citing the growing evidence gathered which favors direct
over semi-direct in terms of validity, Cheng (2008) states that it is not certain
whether semi-direct tests can replace direct ones. O’Loughlin (2001) investigated the
construct validity of the two test formats and whether they can be considered
equivalent in theoretical and practical terms by examining the oral component of the

access: test (the Australian Assessment of Communicative English Skills). The



conclusion O’Loughlin arrives at is that the spoken interaction of two or more people
is jointly constructed and hence fundamentally different in its character from
communication with a machine. The researcher therefore cautions against using the
direct and semi-direct forms of the test interchangeably. Shohamy (1994) also
suggests that direct tests and semi-direct tests measure different constructs, which
means that a semi-direct test is prone to lack construct validity if it attempts to
measure the same construct as a direct test. Bailey (2006) also claims that, although

indirect tests are highly practical, their face validity is always in question.

Other studies into direct and semi-direct testing have indicated that there is
considerable overlap between direct and semi-direct tests in terms of the skills they
tap, at least in the sense that people who score high in one mode also score high in
the other (Luoma, 2004). In support of this view, Qian (2009) reports that research
based on concurrent validity has provided statistical evidence (» = 0.89—0.95) that the
direct and semi-direct testing modes of the same test produces comparable scores.
Shohamy (1994) also reports that the concurrent validity of the two types of tests is
high. Xiong, Chen, Liu, and Huang (as cited in Cheng, 2008) reported a high
correlation between students’ ranking in class and their scores from the semi-direct
speaking test , which led to the interpretation that the students demonstrated their
actual oral language proficiency through the semi-direct test. As a result, the semi-

direct test was deemed to be a feasible alternative to direct test by the researchers.

Another focus of interest has been the question of whether the conditions of
semi-direct, or computer mediated tests have any influence on the degree of anxiety
that students experience. One claim is that the anxiety levels of the test takers differ

since they feel more nervous about the test because everything they say is recorded



and no gestures or expressions can be used which leaves speaking as the only
channel. The findings of Guo (as cited in Cheng, 2008) support this view. Guo tested
ten final year English majors in three situations: (a) recording their opinions of a
topic on a tape (b) talking to some freshmen in a casual environment; and (c) talking
to a tester in an office. The researcher concluded that the pressure felt by students in
different situations led to various degrees of anxiety which affected their fluency.
The participants were most fluent and least anxious in the casual environment,
whereas the tape-based version (first situation) caused more anxiety. Although the
generalizability of the research is hindered by the limited number of participants, the
researchers’ suggestion of considering test takers’ affective factors while developing

oral tests is worth investigating.

Briefly, there are conflicting results and ongoing discussions on the necessity,
validity and efficiency of semi-direct oral assessment and its equivalence to its more
conventional counterpart, face-to-face, or direct oral assessment. Qian (2009)
suggests that because of the increasing popularity of semi-direct, or, in more
contemporary terms, computer-based oral language assessment, there is a need to

evaluate further the potential merits and problems as associated with it.

Although considerable research has been devoted to the use of semi-direct, or
computer mediated oral assessment as counterparts of widely applied direct oral
examinations by well-known institutions, little attention has been paid to its use by
smaller institutions such as preparatory schools or colleges as part of their regular
assessment procedures. Luoma (2004) claims that in a practical sense, the sheer
amount of work required for developing a tape-based (semi-direct) test makes it

impractical for classroom testing. However, with the new advances in computer



technology, it now seems possible to produce computer mediated oral assessments
and have them rated by expert humans later on. The main purpose of the study
reported here is, thus, to investigate the advantages and disadvantages of relatively
small scale computer mediated oral assessment applied in local institutions by
comparing the two modes. The present work also differs from previous studies by
investigating students’ performance and anxiety level in both modes taking their
language proficiency levels as well as their computer attitudes into account. Finally,
the experiment includes an exploration of test takers’ perceptions regarding the two

modes addressed.

Statement of the Problem

There has been a considerable focus on the use of computer technology in
language assessment (Chapelle and Douglas, 2006). Nevertheless, using computers
as mediators for oral assessment is a relatively new area of interest to researchers.
Therefore, potential merits and problems as associated with computer based oral
assessment need to be further evaluated (Qian, 2009). Some of the literature in this
area suggests that computer mediated speaking tests, or semi-direct tests, can not
replace face-to-face, or direct tests of oral proficiency. Underhill (1979) is strongly
critical of the lack of authenticity of semi-direct direct tests, whereas other
researchers (i.e. O’Loughlin, 2001) criticize the construct validity of these tests. On
the other hand, features such as practicality, cost-effectiveness and reliability may
make semi-direct tests a feasible alternative for face-to-face oral assessment. The
ongoing debates among researchers as to whether computer mediated oral
assessment is equivalent to traditional face-to-face format, and whether it is even

more advantageous to use than the former remains inconclusive. Therefore, in-depth



analysis of the effects and efficiency of computer-based oral assessment is essential

to be able to decide whether it can safely replace the face-to-face format.

Tertiary schools responsible for language education in the EFL setting of
Turkey have problems in assessing the oral skills of large numbers of students.
Moreover, institutions conducting nation-wide language examinations lack a
component assessing oral proficiency, thus a solution for larger scale examinations is
also a need. When the apparent lack of appropriate speaking tests is considered,
analyzing the pros and cons of computer mediated or semi-direct oral assessment by
referring to affective effects on test takers and features of the semi-direct speaking
tests as well as how they are perceived by the students may illuminate the way to

preparation of successful computer mediated oral assessments.

Significance of the Study

The literature on different modes of oral proficiency assessment has offered
contradictory findings about the appropriateness of semi-direct testing with respect to
its validity and equivalence to the face-to-face format which is presumed to be the
best way of assessing oral proficiency (Luoma, 2004). The present study is intended
to reflect on the use of computer mediated oral assessment as a substitute for a face-
to-face format at a Turkish tertiary school at pre-intermediate and intermediate
levels. It aims to contribute to the current literature by shedding light on the degree to
which computer mediated oral assessment is valid and equal to the face-to-face
format when used at tertiary level in EFL settings. The findings of this study can
strengthen an argument for or against the use of semi-direct tests in oral language

proficiency testing and provide researchers as well as educators and administrators



with up-to-date information regarding the issue as little research has been conducted

to investigate the effects of the latest technology on oral assessment.

At the local level, the study is expected to provide administrators and teachers
with up- to-date information on a standardized, time and cost efficient way of
conducting oral assessment which arguably has higher reliability in comparison with
the face-to-face format as the latter is basically reliant on subjective scoring of raters
on-site. Information gathered on the usability of computer mediated oral assessment
may be valuable to preparatory schools of universities in Turkey (such as Uludag
University School of Foreign Languages — the setting where the actual investigation
will take place) which plan to make use of new technologies in teaching and
assessment. In a broader sense, the application itself can set a precedent for the
nation-wide language proficiency tests, none of which currently features an oral

language component due to shortcomings in expertise and financing.

Research Questions

The research questions to be addressed in the study are:

1. How is the speaking performance of the pre-intermediate and intermediate
level test takers at tertiary school affected by the test mode being either the
face-to-face (FTFsa) or the computer-assisted speaking assessment (CASA)?

2. What are the test takers’ perceptions of oral assessment?

a. What are their perceptions of the FTFsa?
b. What are their perceptions of the CASA?
3. What is the relationship between the anxiety levels of the test takers and the

test mode?
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a. What is the relationship between speaking/speaking test anxiety, and
test scores?
b. What is the relationship between speaking/speaking test anxiety, and
students’ perceptions of FTFsa and CASA?
4. What is the relationship between the computer attitudes of the test takers and
the test mode?
a. What is the relationship between students’ computer attitudes and test
scores?
b. What is the relationship between students’ computer attitudes and
their perceptions of FTFsa or CASA?
5. Depending on the test mode, do the speaking performances, test-mode-related
perceptions, anxiety levels of the test takers at different proficiency levels

differ?

Conclusion

In this chapter, the background of the study, statement of the problem,
significance of the study, and the research questions were presented. The next
chapter will review the relevant literature. In the third chapter, the methodology
including the setting and the participants, instruments, data collections methods and
procedures will be described. The data collected will be analyzed and reported
quantitatively and qualitatively in the fourth chapter. Finally, the fifth chapter will
present the discussion of the findings, pedagogical implications, limitations of the

study, and suggestions for further research.
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CHAPTER II: LITERATURE REVIEW

Introduction

This empirical study investigated the advantages and disadvantages of direct
and semi-direct forms of speaking assessment through the evaluation of a face-to-
face speaking assessment (FTFsa) and a specifically developed computer-assisted
speaking assessment tool (CASA). It draws on data from the tests themselves and
from three questionnaires to examine the scores obtained, student perceptions and
levels of various types of anxiety experienced in both modes at two proficiency
levels: pre-intermediate and intermediate. The data were mainly analyzed using
quantitative methods, supported by qualitative analysis of some information from the
questionnaires. Pursuant to the analyses, suggestions regarding the choice of
speaking test mode were made, which were supposed to be of assistance to the

teachers of English and the administrators as well as the EFL learners.

This chapter consists of multiple sections. The first section reviews the
literature on the definition and importance of the speaking ability in English
language teaching. This is followed by the second section on the necessity of the
assessment of speaking ability and types of assessment as well as qualities of a good
speaking test. The third section provides an insight into the attributes of computer
assisted speaking assessment and its history. Fourth comes the section focusing on
the literature on the validity and reliability of the semi-direct assessment of oral
proficiency. It is followed by the fifth section about test takers’ perceptions of the

test modes, the sixth, which is about the relationship between two different types of
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anxiety and test performance, and finally the seventh about the relationship between

computer attitudes and test performance.

Speaking as a Skill and Its Importance

Chaney and Burk (1998) define speaking as the process of building and
sharing meaning through the use of verbal and non-verbal symbols, in a variety of
contexts. Speaking in a foreign language is not very easy and it usually takes a long
time to become competent. This may be due to the fact that the speaking skill
comprises a number of other macro and microskills which constitute the whole skill
when brought together. Brown (2004) defines these microskills as the skills of
producing the smaller chunks of language such as phonemes, morphemes, words,
collocations, and phrasal units. The macroskills refer to larger elements such as
fluency, discourse, function, style, cohesion, nonverbal communication and strategic
options. It is not vital for learners to have metalinguistic awareness of the
components of the speaking skills in order to use them effectively (Bailey, 2006).
Yet, learners are expected to be able to learn and use these components since, as
Bailey suggests, speaking might be accepted as the most fundamental of human
skills. Moreover, speaking has been recognized as an interactive, social and
contextualized communicative event. Therefore, it has a key role on developing
students’ communicative competence (Us6-Juan & Martinez-Flor, 2006). Given that
speaking proficiency is one of the basic constituents underlying communicative
competence, it is obvious that teaching speaking is an important part of second

language education.


http://www.reference-global.com/action/doSearch?action=runSearch&type=advanced&result=true&prevSearch=%2Bauthorsfield%3A%28Us�-Juan%2C%20Esther;%20%29
http://www.reference-global.com/action/doSearch?action=runSearch&type=advanced&result=true&prevSearch=%2Bauthorsfield%3A%28Mart�nez-Flor%2C%20Alicia%29

13

In spite of the fact that speaking is now valued by language educators, this
was not the case a few decades ago. As Bygate (2001) notes, only recently has
speaking started to emerge as a separate skill to be taught or tested. Bygate proposes
three reasons for this, the first being tradition, which refers to the considerable effect
of grammar translation approaches on language teaching. The second factor is
technology: the equipment, i.e. tape- recorders or computers, required to study
speaking through hearing speech samples was not adequately available until recently,
which led to a focus on the written rather than spoken form of the language. The
third factor delaying the perception of speaking as a skill of its own is exploitation.
Most approaches, including the direct method, Community Language Learning and
the Silent Way, recognized oral communication merely as a special medium for
providing language input, memorization practice and habit formation; it was not
taught as a discourse skill in its own right. The Audio-lingual Method (ALM) was
one of the first approaches focusing on the teaching of oral skills. Nevertheless,
teaching of oral language was limited to engineering the repeated oral production of
structures in the target language (Bygate, 2001). That is, oral language was only a
medium in ALM as well. As Bygate mentions, upon realizing that ALM neglected
the relationship between language and meaning in addition to the importance of
social context, two types of communicative approach, namely, a notional-functional
and a learner centered approach, were developed around the 1970s. The former
attempted to include interactional notions in grammar teaching, and the latter
concentrated on meeting the expectations of learners in terms of communicating

meaning. The latest trend in the teaching of speaking skills is the task-based
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approach where skills-based models have been used. Briefly, speaking has its own

place in language teaching now.

Testing Speaking

Necessity and Different Ways

According to researchers focusing on the assessment of oral proficiency
(Larson, 2000; Luoma, 2004), the fact that speaking skills are an important part of
the curriculum in language teaching makes them an important object of assessment
as well. This has led researchers to seek feasible, efficient and practical tasks, criteria
and modes (or formats) for assessing oral proficiency. Among numerous task types
for assessing speaking, Thornbury (2005) identifies interviews, live monologues,
recorded monologues, role-plays, collaborative tasks and discussions. Instances of
commonly used criteria to assess speaking are the American Council on the Teaching
of Foreign Languages (ACTFL) Speaking Scale, the Common European Framework
(CEF), and the Test of Spoken English (TSE) band descriptors by ETS. Finally, the
formats, or modes, of speaking assessment as defined by Clark in 1979 are direct,
indirect and semi-direct modes of oral assessment, which are the focus of the present

study.

Regardless of the mode they are administered, the tests should have certain
qualities to be considered useful tests. Therefore, the attributes that semi-direct tests,

as well as direct and indirect tests, should bear are presented below.

Qualities of a Useful Test
The most important quality of a test is its usefulness, that is, whether it serves

the purposes it is intended for (Bachman & Palmer, 1996, p. 17). Bachman and
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Palmer identify a test usefulness model consisting of six test qualities: reliability,
construct validity, authenticity, interactiveness, impact and practicality, suggesting
that there should be an appropriate balance among these qualities, since different
combinations of them affect the overall usefulness of a particular test. Similarly,
McNamara (2008) states three basic dimensions - validity, reliability and feasibility -
the needs of which should be balanced depending on the text context and test
purpose. Discussions by researchers on qualities such as interactiveness, practically
and feasibility of semi-direct speaking assessment are presented in the next section.
Validity and reliability will be defined later in this chapter along with reports of the
empricical studies that sought for the validity and reliability of the semi-direct tests
of speaking ability because these two are among the most commonly investigated

qualities of the semi-direct speaking tests in the relevant literature.

Computer Based Testing of Speaking

Advantages and Disadvantages of Direct and Semi-Direct Speaking
Assessment
As for speaking tests, the application of which is becoming more desirable
each day with the increasing importance given to speaking proficiency, McNamara
proposes that feasibility can only be achieved through semi-direct tests. He adds that
the semi-direct format is practical as it can be administered on demand in any
location, fair because the interlocutor effect is eliminated - all candidates receive the
same prompts -, and economical since there is no need for an on-site interlocutor
(McNamara, 2008) and, as Qian (2009) suggests, a single version of the test can be
administered to large numbers of test-takers, which economizes on test development

resources. In addition, since the responses are recorded, the marking process can take
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place anytime and anywhere. Throughout the marking process, the raters can simply
skip the instruction parts and listen to the answer of the test taker, saving time. The
fact that the candidate output content is predictable facilitates the construction of
accurate scoring criteria, which is said to yield more reliable results (Underhill, as
cited in O’Loughlin, 1997). In addition, as the use of semi-direct tests would increase
the number of students who have a chance of taking speaking tests, students and
educators will probably invest more in developing second language speaking skills.
This potential for positive washback is especially important in settings where the oral
proficiency of huge numbers of students should be assessed but it is impossible to do
so due to practical concerns (Yu & Lowe, 2009).Taking the recent developments
regarding language portfolios into account (i.e. Chang, Wu & Ku, 2005), it is also
possible to suggest that voice recordings captured via semi-direct tests can be used as
a part of the candidate’s portfolio, demonstrating the improvement in his speaking

ability over time and proving his final speaking proficiency (Huang & Hung 2010).

A study by Larson (2000) seems to support the view that semi-direct speaking
tests are advantageous. Larson mentions the use of a computer program for oral
assessment, Oral Testing Software (OTS), developed by Brigham Young University
(BYU), and reports the results obtained via piloting the software by conducting
achievement tests to see BYU students’ progress in oral language competency.
Initially, audio cassette players were used at BYU for oral assessment due to the need
to test oral skills on a frequent basis in a limited time. However, it was discovered
that scoring the test tapes still required a substantial amount of teacher time as
teachers lost time while listening to the sections consisting of warm-up questions

before hearing the answers to the actual test questions. As a result, the computerized
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version, the OTS, was introduced. Larson lists numerous advantages of the
computerized speaking test over tape-mediated and face-to-face forms. First, due to
the enhanced quality of voice recordings, it became easier for the raters to
discriminate between the sounds heard and to rate them fairly. As compared with the
face-to-face form, in the OTS, all testees received an identical test, which means that
they received the same questions in exactly the same way within the same time
limits. In addition, they did not have the chance to manipulate the examiner to their
advantage. As compared with the tape-mediated form, it was possible to use a wider
range of prompts (visuals, audio-visuals, graphics and texts) to elicit the answer in
the OTS. The access to student responses to evaluate them was also facilitated.
Finally, Larson reports that only minimal computer literacy was adequate both for

the teachers to administer the test and for the students to take it.

On the other hand, semi-direct tests of oral proficiency also have their
inherent drawbacks. O’Loughlin (1997) asserts that semi-direct speaking tests
usually elicit speech in the form of monologues. He further claims that monologic
talk is more difficult than conversations for some language learners. Moreover, Clark
(1979) notes that these tests are less real life like, and thus, can only be second order
substitutes for live interviews. In other words, they cannot be used instead of face-to-
face speaking tests at all times as the two modes are not equivalent, yet, using a

semi-direct mode is still an option.

Direct tests of speaking proficiency, namely, live interviews, are also
problematic in many ways, however. Hughes (1989) argues that the relationship
between the interlocutor and the test taker is asymmetrical, that is, the latter is

usually unwilling to take the initiative and start the conversation. As a result, some
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styles of speech, such as asking for information, can rarely be elicited in direct tests.
Considering the fact that there is an interlocutor who tries on purpose to speak to the
examinee and make him speak, the interviews are also said not to be real life like
(Clark, 1979). There are also some problems related to the raters. For instance,
Luoma (2004) reports that the lack of anonymity in face-to-face speaking tests and
the fact that different raters attend to different aspects of the speech yields unreliable
results. Similarly, McNamara (2008) states that some raters might be lenient to some
types of errors, might tend to focus more on grammar, or differ in interpreting the

rating scale, which would result in low reliability.

With all the advantages of the semi-direct format and the disadvantages of the
direct format considered, as a useful testing format, the semi-direct oral assessment
may be nominated as a reasonable alternative to the direct, face-to-face mode of oral
assessment, or they may be combined to eliminate the disadvantages of either test
mode. Numerous researchers conducted studies or developed speaking tests with the
aim of successfully implementing the semi-direct speaking tests as substitutes for
direct ones. Presented below are some examples from the earlier or existing semi-
direct speaking tests to provide a better insight into where and how these tests can be

utilized.

History and Examples of Computer Based and Other Semi-Direct Oral Tests

Numerous semi-direct tests have been developed in an attempt to find
alternative ways to evaluate the second language speaking ability of large numbers of
students in a practical way. TSE (Test of Spoken English), one of the earliest
examples of such tests, was developed by Clark and Swinton in 1979 as a part of the

renowned TOEFL (Test of English as a Foreign Language) to complement its
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listening and reading components. Other examples include the MLA Cooperative
speaking tests and the tape and booklet-mediated speaking tests of the ETS
Advanced Placement Program. In 1980, Rowe and Clifford developed the ROPE
(Recorded Oral Proficiency Examination) consisting of tape-recorded questions,
replies to which were recorded on tapes by the examinees. As Clark (1986) notes, the
ROPE had been the only example of “proficiency oriented semi-direct tests” until
1984, when Clark started a project with the aim of developing a tape-based test of
Chinese speaking proficiency. This test differed from the ROPE in that in addition to
the audio-tape, it also included a printed test booklet, which consisted of visuals and
text contributing to the meaning of the questions heard on the tape. Another version
of the semi-direct tests was created and improved through the joint efforts of the
language assessors Clark and Li in 1986 at the Center for Applied Linguistics
(Stansfield, 1990). This test was later titled the Simulated Oral Proficiency Interview,
or SOPI (Stansfield & Kenyon, 1988), which later became to be utilized around the

world.

Kenyon and Malone (2010) provide a list of SOPIs that were developed in
other languages after the Chinese version: Portuguese (Stansfield, Kenyon, Paiva,
Doyle, Ulsh & Cowles, 1990), Hausa (Stansfield & Kenyon, 1993), and Indonesian
(Stansfield & Kenyon, 1992). In the 1990s, the Chinese Speaking Test was updated
and new tests in Russian, Spanish, French, and German were generated. The main
reason behind the creation of the SOPI was the necessity to find a way of using the
common ACTFL OPI speaking proficiency guidelines for less commonly taught
languages, which was a challenge due to the limited number of trained interviewers.

As Kenyon and Malone report, a more developed version of the SOPI, COPI
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(Computerized Oral Proficiency Interview), was developed during the same decade.
The COPI was designed as an adaptive test during which test takers are given the
chance to choose from a range of topics and difficulty levels to demonstrate their
existing proficiency. The test takers can also control the planning and response times
to some extent as well as the instruction language, be it in their mother tongue or
second language. Compared with the OPI, the SOPI/COPI are disadvantageous in
one respect: the prompt is one-way in the SOPI/COPI whereas there is a two-way
conversation in the OPI; that is, the examinee can request clarification, repetition, or
restatement, and the interviewer can modify the conversation accordingly (Kenyon &

Malone, 2010).

Another instance of semi-direct tests is the PPS ORALS, (the Pittsburgh
Public Schools Oral Ratings Assessment for Language Students), a grant-funded
project to create online testing software that makes district-wide oral testing feasible.
The PPS ORALS assessment model is proposed as a valid instrument for
determining students’ oral proficiency in accordance with the ACTFL Oral
Proficiency Scale. The PPS ORALS project proved to be a valid, reliable and
feasible performance based assessment of oral proficiency after four years of trial

(Fall & Glisan, 2007).

The English Test of the Graduating Students' Language Proficiency
Assessment (GSLPA), first implemented at the Hong Kong Polytechnic University
(HKPU) in the 1999/2000 academic year, consists of writing and speaking sections.
Conducted at multimedia language libraries in 40 minutes as an exit test for the

university in semi-direct format, the speaking component has five tasks:
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“Summarizing and reporting information from a radio, responding to a series of
questions at a job interview, presenting information from a written (graphic)
source to a business meeting, leaving a work-related telephone message,
providing information about an aspect of life in Hong Kong to a newly-arrived
international colleague” (Qian, 2007).

A very well-known instance of computerized assessment of oral proficiency
is the speaking component of the Test of English as a Foreign Language™ Internet-
based test (TOEFL® iBT Speaking test) of the Educational Testing Service (ETS),
first introduced in 2005. The speaking test is composed of six tasks — two
independent and four integrated tasks - requiring test takers to wear headphones and
speak into a microphone as they respond. The responses are recorded digitally and

rated by certified ETS raters (Xi, 2008).

Another example of validated computerized or tape-based semi direct tests of
oral proficiency is PhonePass SET 10 (Bernstein, De Jong, Pisoni & Townshend,
2000), a test administered over the telephone via a computer system. The difference
of PhonePass from other semi-direct oral assessment instances is its fully automated

nature, where the scoring is also done by the computer system.

Except for Larson (2000), all of the widely known taped or computerized
semi-direct tests of oral proficiency mentioned above are tests used nation-wide or
internationally with the purpose of assessing examinees’ overall speaking ability. In
other words, they are proficiency tests questioning how much global competence one
has in a language, as defined by Brown (2004). There has been little focus on
computer assisted assessment of oral skills in the form of achievement tests, which
are directly related to classroom lessons or the total curriculum (Brown, 2004) and
are typically used at the end of a period learning (Davies, Brown, Elder, Hill, Lumley

& McNamara, 2002).
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Validity, Reliability and Test Scores in Semi-Direct Tests of Oral Proficiency
Validity

One of the crucial qualities sought for in a test is validity. As Hughes (2000)
states, a test is considered valid if it measures what it is supposed to measure. Luoma
(2004) asserts that validity refers to the meaningfulness of scores. The concept of
validity comprises a number of aspects, though, and there are different types of
validity that address different aspects. Among the aspects to be touched upon in this
study are content, construct, concurrent, convergent, and face validity. To have a
better insight into what they refer to, the types of validity will be defined briefly

below.

Content validity is defined as a non-statistical validity based on a systematic
analysis of the test content to determine if it contains an adequate sample, namely,
all major aspects covered in suitable proportions, of the target domain (Davies et al.,
2002). In other words, if the content of a test includes a representative sample of the
language skills, structures and so forth with which it is concerned, it is said to have
content validity (Hughes, 2000, p. 22). Construct validity is another crucial part of
assessment tools. According to Hughes (2000, p. 26), a ‘construct’ is “any
underlying ability which is hypothesized in a theory of language ability”. In a
speaking test, such an ability may be, for instance, being able to ask for permission.
Therefore, for a test to have construct validity, it should measure just the ability
which it is supposed to measure. Concurrent validity, which is a subcategory of
criterion-related validity (Hughes, 2000, p.23), is defined by Davies et al. (2002) as
“the type of validity concerned with the relationship between what is measured by a

test (usually a newly developed test) and another existing criterion measure”. Thus, a
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test is said to have concurrent validity if it correlates highly with another accepted
measure. Convergent validity is related to the similarity between two or more tests
which are claimed to measure the same underlying ability. This can be confirmed via
a comparison of scores attained by a group of test takers on different tests (Davies et
al., 2002). Finally, a test is said to have face validity if it looks as if it measures what
it is meant to measure, as perceived by a person reviewing it (Davies et al., 2002;

Hughes, 2000).

Reliability

Defined as “the actual level of agreement between the results of a test with
itself or with another test” (p.168), reliability has three subcategories: parallel forms,
split half, and rational equivalence reliability estimates calculated via selection of
specific items, test-retest reliability checking whether a test would give consistent
results when administered again in different conditions, and inter-rater reliability
checking for the level of consensus between two or more independent raters (Davies

et.al., 2002).

As Fulcher (2003) proposes, assessment of oral skills cannot yield entirely
reliable scores, as the process is dependent on raters who will be influenced by
numerous uncontrollable factors. Hence, test takers are likely to receive inconsistent
scores due to the changing attributes of the raters. Brown (2004, p. 21-22) points out
the distinction between intra-rater and inter-rater reliability and identifies more types
of reliability influencing the overall reliability of a test: student reliability, which can
be threatened by temporary illness, fatigue, or anxiety; test administration reliability,
which can be threatened by external factors such as background noise; and test

reliability, which depends on the inherent characteristics of a test such as being too
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long. The literature on speaking tests has mostly focused on rater reliability.
McNamara (2008, p.37) asserts that rating is necessarily subjective, that is, it is not
only a reflection of the candidate’s performance but also of the rater’s characteristics,
and adds that it always contains a significant degree of chance, no matter what is
done to increase objectivity. Supporting this view, the findings of Lumley and Brown
(as cited in McNamara, 2002) suggest that interlocutor behaviors can hinder or help
candidate performance, and Lazaraton (1996) mentions a number of interlocutor
behaviors that might affect the performance of the test takers in either direction.
Among the precautions to be taken or points to be considered to retain reliability are:
taking adequate samples of behavior, not permitting candidates excessive freedom,
writing unambiguous items, giving clear and explicit instructions, making sure that
tests are legible, presenting the questions in formats and with testing techniques
candidates are familiar with, supplying a standardized and non-distracting
environment for administration, using items that allow utmost objectivity in scoring,
comparing candidates as directly as possible, giving a detailed scoring key, training
the raters, determining acceptable responses and appropriate scores before scoring,
scoring performances anonymously, and employing several independent scorings
(Hughes 2000 p. 36-42). Finally, Fulcher (2003) notes that reliability is one of the
major drivers of research into semi-direct tests of speaking, since semi-direct tests
are seen as promising tools likely to yield more reliable results in the scoring of
speaking tests. In support of this view, Galaczi (2010) argues that the role of
interviewer variability in delivering the test, and the influence of rater variability in

scoring the test, are reduced in computer based oral assessment.
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In the present study, the face-to-face speaking assessment (FTFsa) and the
computer-assisted speaking assessment (CASA) will also be examined in terms of
their validity and reliability. Drawing on the growing evidence which favors direct
over semi-direct in terms of validity, Cheng (2008) notes that it is unclear whether
semi-direct tests can replace direct tests, yet there are studies supporting the view
that semi-direct tests are reliable. The remainder of this section will review studies
which have investigated the validity and reliability issues regarding semi-direct

testing.

Being experienced in conducting the face-to-face OPI (Oral Proficiency
Interview) and training the tape-based SOPI (Simulated Oral Proficiency Interview)
raters, Kuo and Jiang (1997) compared these two forms of oral proficiency tests,
examining them in terms of test administration, response elicitation, and rating
procedures. The two tests, as examined by the authors, were found to be valid and
reliable but to have different characteristics, and thus different advantages and
disadvantages depending on the environment in which they are utilized. For instance,
with better measured and controlled results, the SOPI was reported to be more
reliable, though at the sacrifice of the human interaction element, whereas there is
too much interviewer discretion in the OPI. The SOPI was said to be a more
appropriate option where there are numerous interviewees but an inadequate number
of raters, or where a uniform test is needed for a large group of test takers. On the
other hand, the OPI was noted to be beneficial when human interaction, test
adaptability, and personal information besides language ability were of concern. The
authors therefore recommended choosing the appropriate test by considering the

needs of the institution in which it would be used.
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In an attempt to find whether direct and semi direct speaking tests can be
scored reliably by different raters and whether they produce the same scores for any
examinee, Stansfield and Kenyon (1988) administered two forms of a taped test and
a live interview in Portuguese to 30 participants. Both test formats had questions
regarding personal conversation, giving directions, detailed description, picture
sequences, topical discourse, and different situations. The analyses showed that the
inter-rater reliability was .95 for the taped speaking tests and .94 for the live
interviews, which means that inter-rater reliability was not adversely affected by the
semi-direct mode. The parallel-form reliability scores found conducting two different
but parallel semi-direct tests ranged between .93 and 99, indicating that the tests
drew uniformly challenging samples of speech, as the researchers suggested. Finally,
the semi-direct test of speaking was claimed to be a valid test since the scores from it
correlated highly with scores from the face-to-face live interview (.90 at least).
Stansfield and Kenyon conducted a similar study in 1992 examining a semi-direct

test of Indonesian speaking proficiency with similar results.

Qian (2007) compared two English proficiency tests - the English Test of the
Graduating Students’ Language Proficiency Assessment (GSLPA) and the Academic
Version of the International English Language Testing System (IELTS) - in an
attempt to examine the discriminating power of each test and to determine whether or
not the speaking and writing components of the two different tests measure the same
areas of language knowledge and skills. GSLPA’s speaking component, in the form
of a semi-direct test, takes place in multimedia language laboratories, whereas the
speaking component of the IELTS is conducted in face-to-face format. The

participants were a voluntary sample of 243 final-year students from 17 academic
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departments at HKPU (Hong Kong Polytechnic University), who sat for both the
GSLPA and the Academic Modules of the IELTS within a month. With regard to the
speaking component, results indicate that GSLPA speaking scores distinguish
candidates’ abilities more clearly than the corresponding scores on the IELTS:
although there are nine score bands in the IELTS, only bands 4-8 are used for
scoring. The GSLPA scores are spread over a wider range and they are more evenly
distributed. Nevertheless, IELTS overall scores, generated from writing, speaking,
reading and listening sub-scores, have a discriminating power similar to that of
GSLPA. The correlation between the scores on the GSLPA and IELTS speaking
components is also fairly strong (0.69, p<.01, two tailed). The R? values indicate that
52% of the constructs of the two speaking subtests are distinct from each other and
test different areas of knowledge, which is reasonable as the two tests have different

purposes by nature.

Xiong, Chen, Liu, and Huang (as cited in Cheng, 2008) carried out a study
in an attempt to find an alternative way of conducting a large-scale speaking test.
The test takers were given a semi-direct oral test where they responded to prompts
from a tape. Three different analytic rating scales (an ability scale, an item scale, and
a holistic scale) were used to evaluate each student’s performance to ensure the
reliability of the test score. The scores from the three scales were reported to
correlate highly. The researchers commented that the students demonstrated their
actual oral language proficiency through the semi-direct test, counting on the fact
that a high correlation was observed between students’ ranking in class and the three
scores. Therefore, the semi-direct test was considered by the researchers to be a

reasonable alternative to direct tests.
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In an investigation of the attitudinal reactions of test takers to different
formats of oral proficiency assessments in Spanish, Arabic, and Chinese, Kenyon
and Malabonga (2001) looked at the correlation of scores obtained in each test mode.
A total of 55 students participated in the study. The students taking the Spanish tests
took three types of tests: a tape-mediated Simulated Oral Proficiency Interview
(SOPI), a Computerized Oral Proficiency Instrument (COPI), and the face-to-face
American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL) Oral Proficiency
Interview (OPI). The participants taking the Arabic or Chinese tests were
administered the SOPI and the COPI only. The correlation between the students’
scores in the SOPI and the COPI was .95, in the COPI and the OPI, it was .92, and
the SOPI and the OPI scores correlated at a level of .94, which means that the

examinees scored very similarly across the tests.

Jeong (2003) explored the relationship between 144 Korean college students’
electronic literacy, assessed through the Electronic Literacy Questionnaire (ELQ),
and the scores they obtained on a multi-media enhanced English oral proficiency
interview, where the test takers were required to respond to the prompts given by a
computer and record their voices. The participants took both a face-to-face and a
multimedia enhanced oral proficiency interview utilizing d-VOCI (digital-Video
Oral Communication Instrument). The researcher argued that the d-VOCI assessed
not only linguistic knowledge but also communicative competence. Although both
tests were supposed to share the same construct, a correlation of .30 showed that the
relationship between the scores gained in the two modes was weak and low in a
practical sense. Jeong suggested that this might have resulted from the low inter-rater

reliability in the face-to-face test (.64) whereas d-VOCI established an inter-rater
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reliability of .90. As for the results of the ELQ, a positive moderate relationship was

found between the electronic literacy and the oral proficiency of the test takers.

Wigglesworth and O’Loughlin (1993) investigated the comparability of live
interview and tape-based versions of a test with the participation of 83 candidates to
find to what extent the test items were of similar difficulty, whether the test takers
perform similarly on both modes, and to what extent their scores on each mode
compare to the ratings obtained in a well established test. Performances on each
mode were rated by two trained raters. The results revealed that both the live and
tape based modes had a high degree of concurrent validity (.87 and .89) when
compared to another well established test. Moreover, it was found that the candidates

performed similarly on the two tests and that the test items were of similar difficulty.

O’Loughlin (2001) investigated the equivalence of direct and semi-direct tests
in both theoretical and practical terms by examining the oral component of the
access: test (the Australian Assessment of Communicative English Skills),
administered around the world between 1993 and 1998. The researcher conducted
the study in the form of an instrumental case study with the aim of examining the
construct validity of the two alternative modes of speaking tests. O’Loughlin’s
purpose was to determine whether they, in fact, measured the same kind of ability
and whether this ability was measured with equal precision in each mode. He
concludes, via a multifaceted validation process, that the spoken interaction of two or
more people is mutually constructed and therefore basically different in its character
from communication with a machine. O’Loughlin therefore cautions against using

the direct and semi-direct forms of the test interchangeably because even small
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reactive tokens such as himm, yes, right made a measurable difference to the character

of the test taker’s response.

Xi (2008) conducted a study to provide criterion-related validity evidence for
ITA (international teaching assistant) screening decisions based on TOEFL IBT
Speaking scores and to evaluate the adequacy of using the scores for TA
assignments. The researcher investigated the relationships between scores on a
TOEFL Speaking test and scores on criterion measures, namely, locally developed
teaching simulation tests used to select ITAs. The participants were 253 ITAs from
four different universities which were selected as they had established procedures to
select ITAs: University of California, Los Angeles (UCLA); University of North
Carolina, Charlotte (UNCC); Drexel University (Drexel); and University of Florida
at Gainesville (UF).The tests used at these universities are performance based tests
that attempt to simulate language use in real instructional settings. Some of the
participants received one of the two forms of the TOEFL IBT Speaking test
containing six speaking tasks at the beginning and then took the local test at their
university, while others took the local test first and the other form of the TOEFL IBT
Speaking test later. The use of the TOEFL Speaking test for ITA screening is
supported by the findings as TOEFL Speaking scores were reasonably correlated
with most scores on the local ITA-screening measures. According to the observed
and disattenuated correlations respectively, the TOEFL Speaking scores had the
strongest relationship with the speaking test scores at UCLA (.78/.84) and the non-
content-based test at UNCC (.78/.93), weaker relationships with the speaking test
scores at Drexel (.70/NA) and the content-based test at UNCC (.53/.58), and the

weakest relationship with the UF Teach Evaluation scores (.44/.72).
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The diversity in the results of the studies on validity and reliability of the
semi-direct speaking tests reported above might have interacted with numerous
factors, one of which may be test takers’ perceptions and the relationship between
their perceptions and their test scores. The next section will provide detailed
information about the studies conducted with the aim of shedding light on to test

takers’ perceptions of the speaking tests administered in semi-direct mode.

Perceptions of Test Takers
Among various factors that might affect individuals’ test performance, their

perceptions of the tests have been of interest to the researchers.

Investigating the development and validity of the Portuguese Simulated Oral
Proficiency Interview (SOPI), the semi-direct tape-based version of the Oral
Proficiency Interview (OPI), Stansfield and Kenyon (1988) found that the tape-based
semi-direct format was less popular among the test takers than the face-to-face OPI.
A total of 30 subjects were asked to complete questionnaires addressing their
perceptions of the two test types. Although they achieved approximately the same
scores in both types of tests, the majority was reported to perceive the live format as
less difficult. Looking at the comments by the participants, Stansfield and Kenyon
concluded that this was probably a reflection of the face-to-face testing mode, which
seemed more natural, rather than a reflection of the technical quality of the taped test.
Indeed, the participants were positive about the content, technical quality and the
ability of the semi-direct test to predict their oral language proficiency. Nevertheless,
the fact that the mode of testing was unfamiliar and speaking into a tape seemed
“unnatural’ to the participants resulted in a greater perceived difficulty and more

nervousness than the face-to-face format. A similar study (Stansfield et al., 1990)
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found that 73% of the participants felt that their maximum level of Portuguese
speaking ability had been probed by both the live interview and the SOPI, yet 90%
perceived the taped test as more difficult, 70% felt more nervous in the SOPI, and
86% preferred the live interview. In short, the majority of the participants favored the

face-to-face speaking test over its semi-direct counterpart.

Kenyon and Malabonga (2001) explored examinee attitudinal reactions to
taking different formats of oral proficiency assessments across three languages:
Spanish, Arabic, and Chinese, as mentioned above. Of 55 students in the study, 24
participating in the Spanish study took three types of tests: the SOPI, the COPI, and
the OPI. The 15 participants taking the Arabic tests and 16 taking the Chinese tests
were administered the SOPI and the COPI only. The examinees scored very similarly
in all tests. Following each test, the examinees completed a questionnaire on their
attitudes towards and perceptions of that test, and finally they were administered
another questionnaire asking them to compare the test modes. Comparisons were
made in six categories: opportunity to demonstrate strengths and weaknesses in
speaking, test difficulty, test fairness, nervousness, clarity of instructions, and
representativeness of the performance. Kenyon and Malabonga report that both the
SOPI and the COPI were perceived as equally fair and clear while the participants
found SOPI more difficult. On the other hand, when the perceptions regarding the
semi-direct format were compared to those related to the OPI, it was found that there
was still a definite preference for the OPI as the participants stated that it gave a
better opportunity to demonstrate their speaking ability. The researchers concluded

that neither of the technologically-mediated tests could replicate the interactive,
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conversational and personal nature of the face-to-face interview for the Spanish

examinees.

Investigating 144 Korean college students’ attitudes towards the d-VOCI
(digital-Video Oral Communication Instrument), Jeong (2003) administered one
face-to-face and one semi-direct test of speaking proficiency, namely, d-VOCI in an
EFL setting. As reported before, the correlations between the scores from the two
tests were weak. This inequality was also observed in the students’ attitudes towards
the test mode as revealed by their responses to a 30 item subscale in the Electronic
Literacy Questionnaire. The d-VOCI was reported by 83% of the students to be
promising in that it would improve their English proficiency and 90% stated that they
liked that their performances were scored by qualified OPI raters. Nevertheless, 70%
of the participants noted they would prefer the live format as it was more authentic

and interactive.

Qian (2009) compared the popularity of two testing modes, namely, direct
and semi-direct modes, by analyzing the reactions and perceptions of a group of test
takers who had just sat for a direct test as well as a semi-direct test in a university
setting in Hong Kong. The direct test consisted of the speaking component of the
International English Language Testing System (IELTS) and lasted 10-14 minutes,
whereas semi-direct testing was represented by the speaking component of the
Graduating Students’ Language Proficiency Assessment—English (GSLPA) and
lasted 40 minutes. A total of 243 final-year students from 17 academic departments
volunteered to take the tests. Following the tests, 186 of them responded to a
questionnaire asking them to report on their reactions to and perceptions of the two

tests. The survey also included open-ended questions added to the questionnaire as
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well as some follow-up interviews to receive test takers’ comments on test content
relevance, test design, test mode, test usefulness, and test takers’ preferences. Qian
drew on Krashen’s affective filter theory while interpreting subjects’ perceptions
regarding the tests and commented that if a test taker’s state of mind or disposition
was affected by the testing mode in some negative way, the affective filter might also
be up to interfere with his or her test performance. The results indicated that the
number of respondents who strongly favored IELTS and found it more authentic (61,
or 33%) exceeded the number of those in favor of the GSLPA (18, or 10%). On the
other hand, 41% of the respondents were positive toward both testing formats and
58% actually did not show a particular preference. The researcher interpreted this as

a signal for the promising future of semi-direct tests.

In a study examining test takers’ attitudes towards the TOEFL IBT in China,
Colombia, Egypt, and Germany, Stricker and Attali (2010) collected data through
TOEFL IBT and a questionnaire on attitudes completed by 762 of the test takers. It
was found that the mean scores for TOEFL acceptance as measured by a subscale in
the questionnaire was moderately positive in China, Colombia, and Egypt while they
were neutral for Germany, which means that the participants in Germany favored the
TOEFL IBT less, in general. Moreover, fewer favorable responses came from
Germany and Egypt regarding the reading section and fewer people favored the
speaking section in Germany. The speaking section was the least admired one in all
countries. The researchers pointed out that the reason the speaking section was
favored less might be its absence of interaction. On the other hand, most test takers
still had positive feelings towards the TOEFL IBT in general. Test performance and

attitudes were reported to be weakly related, and no significant relationship was
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found between the attitudes and speaking performance in particular. TOEFL
acceptance was found to correlate with computer attitudes and familiarity in some

countries, which might indicate that test mode has an effect on attitudes.

Anxiety and Performance in Oral Assessment
Anxiety Types and Definitions
One of the research questions of the present study focuses on the relationship
between different types of anxiety and performance of the test takers in particular
speaking tests. Therefore, giving a definition and a brief description of types of
anxiety followed by studies investigating the abovementioned relationship would

shed light into the issue.

Birjandi and Alemi (2010) point out two classifications of anxiety. The first
comprises trait, state and situation-specific anxiety, whereas the second involves
facilitating and debilitating anxiety. Trait anxiety is said to be a stable aspect of one’s
personality, state anxiety is the nervousness felt at a specific moment in a particular
setting, and situation-specific anxiety pertains to the negative feelings experienced in
a specific type of situation such as speaking in public or taking an examination. As
for the second type of distinction, facilitating anxiety is the type which “mobilizes
resources to accomplish a task” whereas debilitating anxiety is an excessive amount
of anxiety which hinders learning (Birjandi et al., 2010; Ehrman, 1995). Foreign
language anxiety, defined by Horwitz, Horwitz and Cope as “a distinct complex of
self-perceptions, beliefs, feelings, and behaviors related to classroom language
learning arising from the uniqueness of the language learning process” (1986, p.128),

falls under situation-specific anxiety as Birjandi et al. suggest, and it can either be
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debilitating or facilitating. Communication apprehension, fear of negative evaluation,
and test anxiety are the subcategories constituting foreign language anxiety (Horwitz,

Horwitz & Cope, 1986).

The anxiety levels of test takers may differ due to various factors, i.e. in a
computer assisted speaking assessment, they may feel more nervous about the test
because everything they say is recorded and no gestures or expressions can be used,
which leaves speaking as the only channel, or they may be discouraged when they
encounter a live interviewer in a face-to-face speaking test. To find how tests takers’
anxiety levels are affected in different situations, a number of researchers have
studied the relationship between speaking tests and the anxiety levels of the

examinees.

The Relationship Between Speaking Test and Speaking Anxiety Level, and
Performance in Oral Assessment

One of the possible factors that may pose a threat to the demonstration of a
test takers’ full competency is anxiety. The literature reviewed suggests

contradictory findings as to the effects of anxiety on test performance.

Guo (as cited in Cheng, 2008) tested ten final year English majors in three
situations: (a) recording their opinions of a topic on a tape (b) talking to some
freshmen in a casual environment; and (c) talking to a tester in an office. The
purpose was to explore the correlation between their motivation and oral
performance in each situation, so the students also completed a questionnaire on
motivation. Examining the length of natural pauses and frequency of unnatural

pauses, the researcher found that there was a high correlation between motivation
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and length and frequency of pauses in the first and third situations. Guo suggested
that the pressure felt by students in different situations led to various degrees of
anxiety and this affected their fluency. The participants were most fluent in the
second situation, which was a casual environment, which, in turn, means that the
tape-based version (first situation) caused more anxiety. Although the limited
number of participants hinders the generalizability of the study, the researchers’
suggestion of considering test takers’ affective factors while developing oral tests is

one that deserves attention.

In a study comparing a tape-mediated test of speaking which had four tasks
and a face-to-face test composed of a warm up and two tasks with the participation of
37 candidates in Finland, Luoma (1997) found that the participants felt more anxious
in the tape-based form, yet there was only a moderate amount of anxiety in the face-
to-face mode. Although the participants were not entirely unhappy with the taped
version as 85% of them thought that the test corresponded to real life situations, they
complained about the lack of interaction, and hearing others’ voices while trying to
respond. Together with these factors, the researcher argued that the absence of
experience with taped tests could have caused more anxiety in the taped semi-direct
speaking test. On the other hand, the test takers were glad to have someone listening
to them in the face-to-face speaking test because it raised a feeling of authenticity
and success. It is important to note, though, that the test takers produced more
linguistic but less content-oriented responses in the taped version, which suggests

that the linguistic accuracy surprisingly increased as the anxiety increased.

'

Phillips (1992) reported on a study that examined the influence of students

anxiety on performance on a French speaking test and explored the attitudes of
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highly anxious students towards that exam. A total of 44 students studying
intermediate French at Southwestern University individually took a face-to-face
French speaking test. They also completed the Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety
Scale (FLCAS) developed by Horwitz et al. (1986), and six highly anxious students
were interviewed for an insight into their attitudes towards the test. A moderate
negative correlation (-.41) showed that there was a negative relationship between the
performance on the oral examinations and anxiety level. The results also revealed
that the highly anxious participants were inclined to say less, to produce shorter
communication units, and to use fewer dependent clauses and target structures than
low anxiety students. As for their attitudes, having experienced high levels of
anxiety, both high and low proficiency students interviewed found the assessment
very unpleasant and reported getting frustrated at forgetting what they actually knew,
going blank, and feeling panicky. Briefly, this study supports the view that anxiety

has a negative effect on speaking performance.

Phillips (2005) investigated the impact anxiety might have on Chinese
students’ speaking proficiency. A total of 62 students taking an English course at
HKU were given the FLCAS first, and the top and bottom 25 percent of the students
were classified as having high or low anxiety; four from each group were later
chosen for further participation. As a part of the course, all of the students gave a
short presentation which was video-taped and performances from which were rated
by three instructors. Finally, the participants were asked to watch their recorded
presentation, comment on it, and answer some interview questions. Phillips found no
significant correlations between the scores they received and their anxiety levels as

probed by the FLCAS and the interviews. The researcher interpreted the findings as
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unclear as students with similar levels of anxiety got both high and low grades,
meaning that showing that high anxiety does not essentially mean low oral

proficiency.

Oya and Greenwood (2004) investigated the relationship between anxiety
levels and personality with regard to extroversion and neuroticism of 73 intermediate
Japanese tests takers and their English speaking proficiency. The data were collected
through the use of the Maudsley Personality Inventory (MPI), the Japanese version
of the Spielberger State and Trait Anxiety Inventory (STAI), and a story-retelling
task where students were asked to order 6 pictures and tell a relevant story about
them into a microphone. The recorded performances of the test takers were then
scored by three raters independently in terms of accuracy, fluency, complexity, and
global impression, with high levels of inter-rater reliability. The results indicated that
only the global impression of the participants’ oral performance significantly
correlated with their extraversion scores, but no significant correlation was found
with neuroticism scores. It was also found that that accuracy as measured by accurate
clause rate was significantly negatively correlated with the participants’ anxiety
scores (-.23), which means that as the anxiety levels went up, the accuracy of their

speech decreased.

Obviously, anxiety has some effect on speaking performance of the test
takers. Neverthelesss, it is not intelligible to explain all differences in oral
performances in semi-direct speaking tests with merely one variable. The next
section will focus on another possible factor, test takers’ computer attitudes, that

might have an effect on oral performance in such tests.
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The Relationship Between Computer Attitutes and Performance in Oral
Assessment
Chapelle and Douglas (2006) draw attention to the possible effect of

computer familiarity on test takers’ performance on computerized tests. They assert
that “the lack of familiarity might result in shaken confidence that could negatively
affect the performance on the task” in spite of a strong knowledge of the construct
tested in a test situation (p.43). They add that it could more critically result in
noncompletion of a set of items due to the loss of time resulting from numerous
attempts to figure out how to respond to the items in a computerized environment.
Therefore, the researchers recommend that those who investigate all types of
language tests should pay attention to the fact that the computer mode of delivery
may influence performance. With a similar perspective, a few studies have
investigated the effects of computer familiarity on test takers’ performance on

speaking tests, in particular.

Though not related to speaking, a study by Kirsch, Jamieson, Taylor and
Eignor (1998) explored the relationship between computer attitudes and proficiency
scores obtained in a paper based TOEFL as an answer to the concern that a computer
based test might confound English proficiency with computer familiarity. A total of
89,620 candidates taking the TOEFL test completed a 23 item questionnaire, the
Computer Familiarity Questionnaire developed by the researchers, which involved
items related to computer access, attitudes, experience, and related technology. The
participants were classified into three groups; high, moderate, or low familiarity, via
the questionnaire and the questionnaire, from each participant was matched to their

TOEFL test scores looking for a relationship between them. The results revealed that
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the average difference in test scores, between the low and high computer familiarity
groups was around 25 points; more specifically, the candidates with high computer
familiarity were expected to get an average TOEFL score of about 536, while it was
around 510 for the low-computer-familiar candidates, which is a considerable

difference.

In a study researching whether the relationship between test anxiety and test
performance was the same in the paper-based or computer-adaptive Graduate Record
Exam (GRE), Powers (1999) compared the scores from the test with the results from
a computer attitudes inventory and a test anxiety inventory. The researcher found the
test anxiety to be very similar in the two testing modes. It was also found that neither
computer anxiety nor computer confidence, the sub-components of the computer
attitudes inventory, interacted with test mode. Nor was a significant relationship

found between computer attitudes and the scores from the computer-adaptive GRE.

Goldberg and Pedulla (2002) also investigated the relationships between test
mode and computer familiarity with test performance on the GRE. In contrast to
Powers (1999), the researchers found differences between the performances in the
two testing modes. The examinees in the paper-and—pencil group performed better
than those in the computerized test group. The level of computer familiarity was
found to relate to the Quantitative and the Analytical subtests of the GRE, where the

higher computer familiarity group outperformed the lower computer familiarity

group.

On the other hand, utilizing a 100 item multiple choice test related to the

content in a business class and learner self report information about 105 freshman
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undergraduates’ characteristics, Clariana and Wallace (2002) found that the
computer-based test group outperformed the group taking the paper based test. The
researchers further report finding that computer attitudes were not related to

differences in performance.

In short, the studies related to the influence of computer familiarity or
computer attitudes on test performance provide contradictory results. It is also
important to note that none of the studies reported above investigated the relationship
between computer attitudes and oral performance in a computerized test, which is the

focus of the present study.

Conclusion

In this chapter the importance and qualities of the speaking skill and speaking
assessment, the history, characteristics, validity and reliability of semi-direct oral
assessment, and studies related to test takers’ perceptions and anxiety levels as well
as their atttitudes depending on the speaking test mode were reported in the light of

the relevant literature.

As seen in the discussion of the development of semi-direct oral assessment,
numerous attempts have been done to create a speaking test to conveniently assess
the speaking ability of large number of test takers; however, the tests developed have
aimed at assessing general oral proficiency mostly using tape-recorders, unlike the
persent study which aims at utilizing a computer-assisted speaking test as an
achievement test using a simple technology which can be installed and used with
ease. Moreover, unlike the studies reported here, this study comprises two detailed

questionnaires prepared with the purpose of getting a deeper insight into the test
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takers perceptions of the test modes, which are also intended to find out about the
test takers’ test-mode-related anxiety levels. It was seen that the literature mainly
focused on the validity and reliability of the semi-direct speaking tests in addition to
few studies which sought for the attitudes of test takers towards semi-direct tests.
Nevertheless, the studies searched neither for the relationship between test takers’
speaking anxiety, speaking test anxiety levels, nor their computer attitudes and their
performance on the semi-direct speaking tests, which might indeed be important
aspects influencing oral performance. Finally, this study aims at finding whether
there is a difference between the speaking test scores, perceptions, attitudes, or
anxiety levels of test takers and their proficiency level by looking at participants

from two proficiency levels, pre-intermediate and intermediate.

The next chapter will focus on the methodology of the study, in which the
setting, the participants, the instruments, in addition to the data collection and

analysis procedures will be presented.
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CHAPTER III: METHODOLOGY

Introduction

This exploratory study focused on a comparison of face-to-face (FTFsa)
versus computer-assisted speaking assessment (CASA) in an EFL setting in an
attempt to shed light on the relationship between the mode of speaking assessment
and student performance, student perceptions of the modes, the anxiety levels, and
the computer attitudes of the students. The study aimed to address the following

research questions:

1. How is the speaking performance of the pre-intermediate and intermediate
level test takers at tertiary school affected by the test mode being either the
face-to-face (FTFsa) or the computer-assisted speaking assessment (CASA)?

2. What are the test takers’ perceptions of oral assessment?

a. What are their perceptions of the FTFsa?
b. What are their perceptions of the CASA?

3. What is the relationship between the anxiety levels of the test takers and the
test mode?

a. What is the relationship between speaking/speaking test anxiety, and
test scores?

b. What is the relationship between speaking/speaking test anxiety, and
students’ perceptions of FTFsa and CASA?

4. What is the relationship between the computer attitudes of the test takers and

the test mode?



45

a. What is the relationship between students’ computer attitudes and test
scores?
b. What is the relationship between students’ computer attitudes and
their perceptions of FTFsa or CASA?
5. Depending on the test mode, do the speaking performances, test-mode-related
perceptions, and anxiety levels of the test takers at different proficiency levels

differ?

This chapter describes the methodology of the study. The following
subsections review the setting, participants, instruments, data collection procedure,

and data analysis.

Setting

The research was conducted at Uludag University School of Foreign
Languages, in Bursa, Turkey. As for the choice of the institution, eligibility and
needs were of primary concern. The school is in charge of giving compulsory or
optional extensive English language education for students who have passed the
university exam before they start their bachelor’s education in their departments. The
program lasts for one year and consists of three proficiency levels: elementary, pre-
intermediate and intermediate. Students are put into groups based on the scores they
got on a proficiency/placement test given at the beginning of the year. During both
semesters, students are required to take achievement tests and at the end of the year
they are asked to take an exit exam to demonstrate that they have completed the
program successfully. To date, tests have been used to evaluate students’ competency

in grammar, vocabulary, reading comprehension, listening and writing, which is in
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line with the courses offered. The 2010-2011 academic year is the first time speaking
courses have been integrated into the curriculum. Therefore, no tests were allocated

to evaluate oral proficiency prior to the present study.

Participants

Four instructors, and a total of 75 students - four groups from two proficiency
levels, pre-intermediate and intermediate - participated in the study in the beginning.
Of all participants, nine students were discarded because they dropped from the
language program, took only one of the tests, or answered only some of the
questionnaires. Also, two students were left out from score comparison analysis
because they took a grade of “0” in one of the tests since they did not answer the
questions properly. However, their answers for the questionnaires were included in
the study as they were answered independently from the tests. As a result, there were
two groups of intermediate students with 19 students in each, and two groups of pre-
intermediate students with 13 in one group and 13+2 in the other group (see Table 1).

In total, the number of student participants was 66.

Table 1

Distribution of the Participants According to Levels and Groups

Level Group Number of Instructor Raters
Students

Pre-intermediate I 13+2 A A-C

Pre-intermediate 11 13 A A-C

Intermediate 1 19 B B-D

Intermediate II 19 B B-D

Total 66

[\
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The sampling was done on availability basis: At each level, attention was
paid to choosing classes who shared the same instructor to achieve reliability,
diminishing the chances of any differences in instruction as it might have affected the
test results. For the rating process, the students’ own class instructor and an instructor
who does not give any courses to the participants functioned as raters (Table 1). The
instructors were non-native speakers of English. Both the instructors and students
were asked for their informed consent. All students were administered both the face-
to-face (FTFsa) and Computer-assisted speaking assessment (CASA) and the

questionnaires.

Elementary level students were not included in the study as their speaking
classes focused merely on short-responses, making it impractical for that moment to

require them to answer different types of speaking questions.

Instruments

Two types of data collection instruments, speaking tests and questionnaires,
were used in the study. Some of the instruments were adapted from relevant
literature while the others were created by the researcher. Each of the instruments is

described in a separate section below.

Speaking tests
Eight speaking tests -four FTFsas and four CASAs- were developed in order
to evaluate students’ progress with regard to oral competency. The course contents at
both levels were taken into consideration while preparing the questions. Both the
FTFsas and CASAs were composed of a diverse range of questions in order to ensure

that they were as communicative and real-life like as possible besides having face
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and content validity. The researcher was inspired by the questions in previous studies
(Clark, 1986; Stansfield, 1988, 1990, 1992) while preparing some of the questions,
whereas some were created originally by the researcher based on the course content
and level of the students. The tests had parts devoted to introducing oneself,
commenting on a given situation, picture/graph description, topical discourse,
situational discourse, simulated conversation, detailed description and discussion
questions. To be precise, the questions mainly assessed specific aspects of spoken
language introduced in the speaking classes which included giving a short
presentation about a familiar topic, asking for advice, making recommendations,
talking about one’s personality, job and company profile, making requests and
justifying them, talking about possibilities in a given situation, explaining a familiar
concept, discussing an idea. In the FTFsa, the questions were read aloud or acted out
by the interlocutors who followed the instructions on the paper that also included the
questions. In the CASA, the instructions on how to respond to the questions and the
questions were presented mainly in written format and the visual aids or listening
materials were conveyed through the video screen embedded in each page. The
responses were also recorded by clicking on the buttons on this video screen. (See
Figures 1, 2, 3 & 4). For a sample of questions used in the tests, see Appendices A

and B.

The FTFsa started with a warm-up question asking about personal
information and continued with questions which were presented in a thematic order
so as to ensure coherence and enhance authenticity. The instructors conducting the
face-to-face speaking tests were both non-native speakers of English one whom was

only the rater whereas the other was both a rater and the class teacher of the
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examinees. It was both instructors’ responsibility to conduct the interview, which
means that the students were tested by someone to whose voice and style they were
used to as well as someone unfamiliar in order to increase variability and thus,

validity and reliability of the tests.
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= QUESTION 3:
Imagine that you are working in & company and you are talking to a new friend about your personality and job.
First, talk about your PERSOMAL QUALITIES, your strengths and weaknesses that affect your work
Secondly, tell the DEPARTMENT you are working in and DESCRIBE WHAT YOU DO there.
Finally, DESCRIBE THE COMPANY you are working in.

IMPORTANT: Speak as much as possible and use the vocabulary/ expressions you learnt in the speaking class!

£ wenrne 1330 o

@lejejelefa]>dn]>

-

Figure 3 - Sample question in CASA



# QUESTION 4:

Imagine that you work in an office nd you 2re t2lking 1o your colesgues, MAKE THREE REQUESTS and JUSTIFY YOUR REASONS, Lise the ideas given below 1o make your requests.

IMPORTANT: Use the expressions you learnt in the speaking class to make requests and justify your reasons!

Clean my desk
Help finish writing this report

Lend me a staplar

Get print outs of reports

Put tha files inta foldars

Interpret! explain the table for me

Heed a new printer

of

S00000A0M88
00S000000

CONGRATULATIONS! You have finished the test!
Click "SUBMIT ALL AND FINISH"

Figure 4 - Sample question 2 in CASA
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As for the software used to create the CASA, a free learning management
system (LMS), Moodle 1.9 from http://moodle.org/, and a commercial website,
http://voicethread.com/ were chosen due to their availability, feasibility and
convenience. Both software products were used to present test questions, record
student responses for the CASAs, and store them. First, Moodle was installed in the
researcher’s computer with the assistance of an instructor experienced in setting up
and utilizing the program. Second, necessary adjustments were made by the
researcher so that she could create the tests and enroll the students to Moodle. The
students were enrolled to VoiceThread and Moodle by the researcher and a list of
usernames was prepared to be distributed to the participants later on. To create the
questions, recorded versions of the questions that were also asked in the face-to-face
test were uploaded to VoiceThread. Next, the VoiceThread links with the recordings
were embedded under the relevant titles in Moodle. This was repeated for each of the
four CASAs as well as the trial speaking test that was used to introduce the CASA to
the participants. The Moodle pages consisted of instructions written in L2, and a
media player screen where the test takers saw relevant pictures, listened to the
recordings, and recorded their answers using the buttons on it. The computers in the
computer laboratory the CASA would take place in needed some adjustments.
Therefore, some of the computers were changed with new ones; problems with
internet connectivity and other software were eliminated. New headphones and
microphones were added to each computer. Moreover, it was ensured that each
computer had the Adobe Flash Player ® 10, the compatible version, by updating an

earlier version.
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There was a one-month interval between the first and second speaking tests
each participant took. The tests were conducted in a counter-balanced order to
diminish the order effect. In other words, half of the test takers at each level were
given the CASA first while the other half were given the FTFsa initially with the aim
of avoiding results that would support the first or the second conducted test due to

positive or negative practice effect. Table 2 shows the design of the study.

Table 2

Counter Balanced Design of the Study

Pre- intermediate Intermediate
Group | Group 11 Group | Group 11
Test I FTFsa CASA CASA FTFsa
Test 11 CASA FTFsa FTFsa CASA

Note. Group = the order the participants took the test

The scores on the speaking tests were given according to a five-section rating
scale consisting of accuracy, fluency, pronunciation, vocabulary, and
coherence/discourse sections accompanied by information such as date, name of the
rater and the student, class, and test mode; and a document with band descriptors, -
adapted from the the section titled “speaking criteria” in the website of the Language
Leader text book published by Pearson Longman- providing detailed descriptions of
the abovementioned sections and the corresponding scores out of five for each
section (see Appendices C and D). The raters were also provided with a list of
expected answers to increase the objectivity and reliability of the scoring (see
Appendix E). The raters were required to check whether the test takers’ responses
matched the “expected answers” and give appropriate scores using the band
descriptors. For instance, if the “expected answers” list had required the use of

answers such as It’s a good place to go if..., It’s handy for..., It’s popular for..., You
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should definitely..., The place is well worth... etc. and the test taker had failed to use
the required structures, she or he would have received a score of 0 for accuracy and
vocabulary based on the requirements indicated in the band descriptors about

accuracy and vocabulary.

Questionnaires

Three questionnaires, one of which had two versions, were used to gather
data: a test perceptions questionnaire- one version for the CASA and one for the
FTFsa, a Speaking Test and Speaking Anxiety Questionnaire, and a Computer
Attitudes Questionnaire. All of the questionnaires had a cover page including a
section informing the participants about the aim of the questionnaire accompanied by
an informed consent form, a section where demographic information was sought, and
an explanation of the Likert-scale included in the questionnaire. The questionnaires
consisted of statements where the participants were expected to give scores on a five
or six point Likert scale as well as open-ended questions at the end. Due to the fact
that the participants were non-native speakers of English and might have had
difficulty in apprehending the questionnaire in English, the Turkish versions of the
questionnaires were administered. Figure 5 shows the sequence the questionnaires

are administered in two groups taking different tests at the same time.

Gh\\1. FTFsa 2. FTFsa 3. Speaking Test 4. Computer 5. CASA 6. CASA
Perceptions and Speaking Aftitudes Perceptions
1 estionmaire - Questionnaire sstionmaire
Questionnaire
G\\l. CASA 2. CASA 3. Speaking Test : 4. Computer 5. FTF=a 6. FTFsa
Perceptions and Speaking Attitudes Perceptions
il estionnaire Anxiety Questionnaire gstionnaire
Questionnaire

Figure 5 - Administration sequence of the questionnaires
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Note. G = Group

CASA and FTFsa Perceptions Questionnaires

In order to collect information about the participants’ perceptions of the two
test modes, two separate questionnaires were prepared for each test mode (see
Appendices F, G, H, and I). The questionnaires were partly adapted from Kenyon
and Malabonga (2001) but most of the questions were originally generated by the
researcher. Both questionnaires comprised 29 questions which were answered on a
six-level Likert scale. The responses ranged from strongly agree =6, to strongly
disagree=1. Each questionnaire also contained three open-ended questions (see
Appendix J for responses) which also sought information about the test takers’
perceptions of the test modes. While most of the questions were individual items,

nine items comprised a test-mode-related anxiety subscale.

Initially, the wording of the first drafts of the questionnaires were checked by
a group of students similar to the participants of the main study and some items were
modified to clarify their meanings. Next, each group of test takers received the
relevant questionnaire immediately after they took the CASA or the FTFsa so that
the researcher could collect information on their real opinions and feelings about the
test mode in question. The questionnaires were administered in Turkish in order to
avoid any misinterpretations by the students. Students who did not submit the

questionnaires were discarded from the study.

Speaking Test and Speaking Anxiety Questionnaire
The questionnaire comprised two parts focusing on two different types of
anxiety: Speaking anxiety and speaking test anxiety. To explore the levels of these

two types of anxiety, two well-grounded questionnaires were adapted and combined:
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the Test Influence Inventory (TII) by Fujii (1993) and the Foreign Language
Classroom Anxiety Scale (FLCAS) by Horwitz (1986). The speaking test anxiety
subscale was composed of 23 items and the speaking anxiety questionnaire had 25
items, (which were followed by an open-ended question.) responses to which ranged
from strongly agree=5 to strongly disagree=1 on a five-point Likert scale (see
Appendix K and L). The former had five subsections, namely, emotionality factor
body factor , nervous factor , worry factor , perspiring factor , as identified by its
creator; whereas the latter comprised three other subsections: fear of negative
evaluation, communication apprehension, and test anxiety. Since the main focus of
the present study is speaking and speaking test anxiety in general, the questionnaires

were taken as a whole.

To ensure that the items were accurately translated into Turkish, a three-step
back-translation process was followed. First, all items were translated into Turkish
by the researcher which were then backtranslated into English by another Turkish
speaker of English. Then, the two versions in English, namely, the original and the
translated versions were compared by a native speaker of English for any missing or

misleading expressions.

After the questionnaires had been piloted with a group of students and some
items revised, they were administered to the participants. The questionnaires were
conducted in Turkish in order to avoid any misinterpretations by the students. The

students who did not hand in these questionnaires were removed from the study.

Computer Attitudes Questionnaire
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The Computer Attitude Scale (CAS) by Loyd and Gressard (1984), the
Computer Attitude Measure (CAM) by Kay (1993), and Computer Familiarity
Questionnaire (Kirsch et al., 1998) contributed to the preparation of a 30 item
inventory, The Computer Attitudes Inventory (CAI) used in the present study. In
addition to the questions created by the researcher, the abovementioned
questionnaires were reviewed and appropriate questions were chosen and modified
paying attention to the participant profile in the present study in order to collect
information regarding the participants’ familiarity with and attitudes towards
computers. The answers ranged from strongly agree=5 to strongly disagree=1on a
five-point Likert scale. The items in the questionnaire focused on perceived self

efficacy in using computers, computer anxiety and attitudes towards the internet.

The questionnaire was piloted with a group of university students and all
items were found to be adequately comprehensible and clear. Like other
questionnaire used in the study, it was conducted in Turkish in order to prevent
students from misinterpreting the items. The students who did not submit the

questionnaire were not included in the analyses.

Data Collection Procedures

The researcher started by getting permission and asking for assistance from
the administration for collecting data from two pre-intermediate and two
intermediate classes. Once the classes had been chosen, the instruments used in the

study were piloted with students from other classes.

The actual data collection process started with the first speaking tests applied

within the same week at both levels. The CASA was administered to one pre-
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intermediate and one intermediate class while the other two classes at each level took
the FTFsa (see Table 2). The FTFsas were held on the same day at both levels,
whereas the CASAs were conducted on two subsequent days due to practical
reasons. The students were involved in a brief introduction and practice session just
before they took the CASA. Four instructors in total were assigned to administering
the two face-to-face tests and rating the computerized tests. Two of the instructors
were the speaking class instructors of the classes taking the test and the other two
instructors students were unfamiliar with. Briefly, the test takers at each level had
two instructors, either for rating their speaking ability (in the CASA) or both
administering and rating the test (in the FTFsa). The test takers were given the
relevant perceptions inventory, namely, either the FTFsa perceptions questionnaire or
the CASA perceptions questionnaire, immediately after they took their test. Both the

scoring sheets and the completed questionnaires were collected by the researcher.

On subsequent days, the class instructors were asked to administer the
Speaking Test and Speaking Anxiety Questionnaires in addition to the Computer
Attitudes Questionnaire (CAQ). Questionnaires were given at different times to
avoid participant fatigue. The completed questionnaires were collected by the

instructors and handed in to the researcher.

Following a one-month interval, the participants took their second speaking
tests. The same procedures as the first tests applied in administration of the second

tests and data collection from the second perceptions questionnaires.

Data Analysis
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To start with, after scores from all speaking tests gathered, they were put into
an excel sheet and an average of the scores from the two raters for each student was
determined as the score showing their performance in the speaking test in question.
The students who did not attend one of the tests or failed to complete even one of the

questionnaires were discarded from the study.

In this study, the researcher utilized the Statistics Package for Social Sciences
(SPSS) version 18 to do the quantitative data analysis. The responses to the
perceptions questionnaires were analyzed descriptively by looking at the frequency
distribution of responses, while the comparisons of various variables were done via
non-parametric correlations, Wilcoxon Signed rank test and Three way mixed

ANOVA.

Finally, the last part of the perceptions questionnaires containing three open-
ended questions was analyzed with qualitative analysis techniques. Responses to
each question were categorized into subsections and then interpreted to obtain a
summative result. To achieve this, first, all the original responses, which were in
Turkish, were typed and grouped under four basic subtitles for each proficiency
level: positive attitudes towards the FTFsa, negative attitudes towards the FTFsa,
positive attitudes towards the CASA, and negative attitudes towards the CASA. Each
response was also coded with the number of the participant who gave the answer.
Second, the responses were translated into English by the researcher. Third, the
answers with identical meanings were pooled and samples from the groups of
responses were chosen randomly to be included in the actual data analysis. Finally,
the selection of responses from different levels were interpreted and combined in the

data analysis chapter. The responses that correspond to the items in the CASA and
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FTFsa perceptions questionnaires were used to support the findings from the
descriptive analysis of the questionnaires while the qualitative analysis of the rest of
the responses given to the open-ended questions were presented in a separate section

in the data analysis chapter.

Conclusion

In this chapter, the setting, the participants, instruments, data collection and
analysis procedures were presented. The subsequent chapter will include the findings

of the study and the discussion of the findings.
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CHAPTER IV: DATA ANALYSIS

Overview of the Study

The aim of this study was to investigate the advantages and disadvantages of
computer mediated oral assessment in tertiary level local institutions by comparing a
face-to-face speaking assessment (FTFsa) with a computer assisted speaking
assessment (CASA). The study focused on students’ performance, anxiety levels in
the FTFsa and the CASA and their computer attitudes in addition to exploring test
takers’ perceptions regarding the two modes, at two different proficiency levels. The

research questions addressed in the study were:

1. How is the speaking performance of the pre-intermediate and intermediate
level test takers at tertiary school affected by the test mode being either the
face-to-face (FTFsa) or the computer-assisted speaking assessment (CASA)?

2. What are the students’ perceptions of oral assessment?

a. What are their perceptions of the FTFsa?
b. What are their perceptions of the CASA?

3. What is the relationship between the anxiety levels of the test takers and the
test mode?

a. What is the relationship between speaking/speaking test anxiety, and
test scores?

b. What is the relationship between speaking/speaking test anxiety, and
students’ perceptions of FTFsa and CASA?

4. What is the relationship between the computer attitudes of the test takers and

the test mode?
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a. What is the relationship between students’ computer attitudes and test
scores?
b. What is the relationship between students’ computer attitudes and
their perceptions of FTFsa or CASA?
5. Depending on the test mode, do the speaking performances, test-mode-related
perceptions, and anxiety levels of the test takers at different proficiency levels

differ?

The data was gathered at Uludag University School of Foreign Languages,
which offers a preparatory program for learning English as a foreign language before
students start their education in their departments. Initially, the participants in the
study were 66 students and four instructors. Later, two students were discarded from
the study, so a total of 64 students, with 26 students in two pre-intermediate classes

and 38 in two intermediate level classes, participated in the study.

The data were collected through two different instruments. The first set of
data came from the pre-intermediate and intermediate level FTFsa and CASA tests
conducted using a counter-balanced design. The second set of data were individual
questionnaires on (1) perceptions of the FTFsa, (2) perceptions of the CASA, (3)

speaking anxiety and speaking test anxiety, and (4) computer attitudes.

In this chapter, the analysis of the data is presented in separate sections
devoted to the relationships between the abovementioned concepts. First, the scores
gained in both test modes will be analyzed quantitatively. Second, the responses to

the perceptions questionnaires will be explored through both quantitative and



qualitative methods. Finally, the responses to the anxiety questionnaires will be

analyzed by means of quantitative methods.

Inter-Rater Reliability

Table 3

Inter-Rater Reliability Scores

Level Raters CASA 1 CASA 2 FTFsa 1 FTFsa?2
| Pre- 18&2 338 103 356 699%
intermediate
Intermediate 3&4 167 149 701% 479%

* Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (two tailed)

As seen in Table 3 the inter-rater reliability scores were rather low in the

CASA at both levels. The only significant correlations were observed between the
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scores the raters gave in three of the FTFsas at both proficiency levels; yet, the scores

given by different raters at the first pre-intermediate FTFsa were not significantly

related. This results show that any analyses based on the test scores should be

interpreted cautiously.

A Comparison of the Scores

After each of the four classes of students took both the CASA and the FTFsa,

their scores were averaged and the averages obtained in the two modes were

compared.

Organized according to the order the tests are taken (i.e. group A took the

CASA first and group B took the FTFsa first), Table 4 shows the average scores of
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students on each test type, the results of Wilcoxon Signed Ranks tests for significant
differences between these scores, and the results of Kendall’s tau tests of correlation
between the tests. Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilk tests showed the overall
and the pre -intermediate level data not to be normally distributed and the
intermediate level data to be normally distributed. Non-parametric tests are used so
as to be able to compare the data for the intermediate level with the remaining non-

parametric data.

Table 4

Comparison of Test Scores in the CASA and the FTFsa

Wilcoxon

. Kendall’s
Level G N Mdn IQR Slgn;d Rank Tau
est
C F C F T Sig. r 0 Sig.
A 32 75 79 17.5 29.5 208 43 -1 .10 43
Overall
B 32 77 75 11 19.5 210 45 -09 32 01
. A 13 76 92 22 16 0 002 -6 35 A1
Pre-int.
B 13 76 66 11 21 24 13 -3 13 53
Int A 19 74 66 18 22 58 13 -2 .06 .69
nt.

B 19 78 80 10 22765 .69 -06 .36* .03

Note. G= Group; N= number of participants; C= CASA; F = FTFsa; 6 = Kendall’s
tau correlation coefficient for the FTFsa and CASA scores; r=Effect size; Sig =
significance (two-tailed)

As shown in Table 4, the only significant difference was found between the
CASA and the FTFsa scores of the pre-intermediate test takers in group A. There
was no significant difference between overall CASA scores and overall FTFsa
scores. There were also no significant differences between the two tests when the
levels were examined separately. This probably means that no matter in which test

mode a group of students take the test, they gain similar scores. In other words, the
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type of the test has almost no influence on the average scores the groups of test

takers obtained.

There was a moderate positive correlation between the overall CASA scores
and the overall FTFsa scores, 0 = .32, p(two tailed) =.01, and intermediate CASA
and FTFsa scores, (6 = .36, , p(two tailed) =.03) in Group B. No significant
correlation was found at the pre-intermediate level in either group, nor were there
significant correlations at intermediate level and overall in Group A. Based on the
findings, it is possible to say that the FTFsa and the CASA scores give very different
rankings to the students, especially at pre-intermediate level, and certainly could not

be used in place of each other.

Were Average Scores Affected by Test Type, Level, Doing a Test in the First or
Second place?

To investigate further the relationship between scores on the two test types, a
three-way mixed ANOV A was computed to see the interaction between the test type,
the /evel of the test takers and the different groups taking the tests at different times.
Test scores gained from FTFsa and CASA administrations were taken as the
dependent variable, level and group comprised the between-subject variables, and the

repeated measures variable was the test mode.

The results revealed that there was no main effect of test mode (F(1,60)=.52,
p=A47), of level (F(1,60)=.002, p=.97), or of group (F<(1,60)=. 129, p=.72) alone

which means that none of these factors changed the average score by themselves.

Since none of these factors changed the average score by themselves it was

investigated whether the factors interacted. Figure 6 shows the interaction between
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level and test mode. It was found that there is a marginally significant interaction of
test mode and level (£(1,60)=3.87, p=.054). The results indicated that the pre-
intermediate students did better on the FTFsa (M=77.23, sd=14.82) than on the
CASA (M=72.46, sd=12.84), whereas the intermediate students did better on the
CASA (M=76.05, sd=10.54) than on the FTFsa (M=73.84, sd=14.21). This
information indicates that the two levels were affected differently by test mode.
However, as we saw above, neither of these differences is statistically significant

itself.

78
77 \\
76 -

75

74 Pre-intermediate

& \
73 = |ntermediate

N\

72

71

70

FTFsa CASA

Figure 6 - The interaction between level and test mode

The analysis revealed that there is also a significant interaction of test mode
and group (F(1,60)=4.71, p=.034). As Figure 7 shows, the groups which took the
CASA first did better on the FTFsa (M=75.38, sd=15.71) than on the CASA
(M=72.31, sd=13.28); and the groups which took the FTFsa first did better on the
CASA (M=76.88, sd=9.21) than on the FTFsa (M=75.06, sd=13.30) independent of
their level. The results suggest that both groups did better in their second test than in

their first test. This shows that there is a practice effect in general and the test takers



69

improved their speaking practice within the period between the administration of the

two tests.
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Groups taking
the CASA first
Groups taking
the FTFsa first

Figure 7 - The interaction between group and test mode

The findings also revealed that there is a significant interaction of mode,

level, and group (£(1,60)=18.04, p<.001). At the pre-intermediate level, the students

taking the CASA first did better on the FTFsa (M=85.69, sd=11.6) than on the CASA

(M=69.54, sd=15.94) whereas the students taking the FTFsa first did better on the
CASA (M=75.38, sd=8.42) than on the FTFsa (M=68.77, sd=12.95). On the other
hand, at the intermediate level, the students taking the CASA first did better on the
CASA (M=74.21, sd=11.17) than on the FTFsa (M=68.32, sd=14.35) whereas the

students taking the FTFsa first did better on the FTFsa (M=77.89, sd=9.81) than on

CASA (M=79.37, sd=12.02). The findings suggest that the practice effect was

actually seen for the pre-intermediate students but not for the intermediate students

(see Figures 8 and 9).
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Figure 8 - The interaction between group, test mode, and level (pre-intermediate)
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Figure 9 - The interaction between group, test mode, and level (intermediate)

This can be confirmed by checking the difference between first and second

tests for the two levels separately.
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At the pre-intermediate level, there is a significant difference between first
(M=69.15, SE=2.79) and second (M=80.53, SE=2.20) tests (t(25)=4.39, p<.001);
however, at the intermediate level, there is no significant differences between first
(M=76.79, SE=1.90) and second (M=73.11, SE=2.12) tests (t(37)=1.54, p=.13). Here
it is revealed once again that the practice effect existed for the pre-intermediate level

only.

The Questionnaires

Initially, all of the questionnaires were piloted with people with similar
attributes to the participants of the study and necessary adjustments were made to
clarify some items. Once the scores from the tests had been analyzed in detail, the
data collected from the four questionnaires were examined. Reliability analyses were
run to calculate the Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficient for a subscale of the CASA and
FTFsa perceptions questionnaires, the speaking test and speaking anxiety

questionnaire, and the computer attitudes questionnaire.

In order to answer the second research question, which is about the test
takers’ perceptions of the FTFsa and the CASA, 66 students were asked to respond to
one of the two separate questionnaires after they took each test. Each questionnaire
had 29 items designed on a six point Likert scale ranging from “strongly agree = 6”
to “strongly disagree = 1” and three open-ended questions. Within the questionnaires,
there was a subscale aimed to assess the test-mode-related anxiety levels of the test
takers. Some of the items in the questionnaires were reverse coded before initializing
the inferential analyses since their meanings were in the opposite direction to the

remaining of the questionnaire. A high score on the questionnaire meant positive
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feelings towards the test mode in question and low anxiety level in that specific test
mode. So, points between 1-2 indicate negative feelings, 3-4 show a neutral
perspective, and 5-6 mean that the test taker has positive perceptions of the test
mode. Yet, in the descriptive analysis neither the questions nor the scores were
reversed. No reliability analysis was run for the overall perceptions questionnaires
(see Appendices F, G, H, and I) as they consisted of independent items; however,
reliability analyses were computed for the test-mode-related anxiety subscales of the
two perceptions scales. Additionally, four pairs or triads of questions measuring
similar concepts were used to check for the overall reliability of the two
questionnaires. Item 10 was discarded as it decreased the reliability of the
questionnaires. Table 5 illustrates the results of the reliability analyses for the test-

mode-related anxiety subscales and the above mentioned groups of items.

Table 5

Reliability Analysis of the Perceptions Questionnaires

N of items Items/Subscale Cronbach’s Alpha
CASA FTFsa
8 Test-mode related .83 81
anxiety subscale
3 1-13-23 .65 .80
2 8-16 .80 .88
2 17-29 .69 .66
2 20-28 79 .83

Item by item analysis of the CASA and the FTFsa perceptions Questionnaires

After examining the CASA and the FTFsa perceptions questionnaires via
correlations in general, descriptive statistics were computed in order to investigate
the frequency distribution of the answers of the participants for each item of the

questionnaires both overall and at separate levels. The six scale categories were
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collapsed into three new categories; first, “strongly agree” and ‘““agree”; second,
“partly agree” and “partly disagree”; and third, “disagree” and “strongly disagree”.
With related items grouped together, descriptive statistics for all items were
summarized overall in six tables and for separate levels in another group of six
tables, and the results were interpreted to show the details of the test takers’
perceptions of the two test modes. Qualitatively analysed and interpreted, the
responses to the open ended questions asked at the end of the questionnaires were
added to the descriptive analysis results to support the findings when appropriate (
For a full list of open-ended responses in Turkish see Appendix J). The results for the
test-mode related anxiety subscales in both questionnaires are shown in Table 6 for

all participants and Table 7 for the participants at different proficiency levels.

The averages of the percentages of responses given to all questions in the
anxiety subscales showed that 26.9% of all participants agreed or strongly agreed
that they were anxious in the FTFsa. An even higher number of participants (46.8%)

reported being anxious in the CASA.

Items 2, 3, 4, and 6 in Table 6 show that the test takers were anxious prior to
and during both tests and after the CASA, but their anxiety levels were relatively
higher for the CASA in all situations. For instance, noticeably, 34.9% of the test
takers stated that they were anxious after the CASA while 13.7% stated that they

were anxious after the FTFsa.

When the pre-intermediate and intermediate levels are examined separately
(Table 7), it is seen that there are differences between levels at some points. As the

responses to item 2 indicate, more than 70% of the test takers at both levels reported
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being more or less anxious before the FTFsa. At the intermediate level, even more

test takers felt anxious and tense before the CASA. Surprisingly, though, 39.3% of

the pre-intermediate test takers stated that they were not anxious before the CASA.

Obviously, however, their anxiety levels changed during the speaking tests as

responses to item 3 suggest.

Table 6
Test-Mode-Related Anxiety Subscale (Overall)

- D < 2 a =
R83 N Ss8s2s2 3 %
=g %) < a =
2. I felt rather tense and F 66 394 364 243 388 1.62
i‘ens’:lous before the speaking - R C 66 47 273 257 3.88 1.66
3. I felt tense and anxious F 66 303 349 349 356 1.61
during the speaking test. C 66 545 288 16.6 430 144
4. I felt tense and anxious R F 66 13.7 273 59.1 258 1.53
after the speaking test. C 66 349 227 424 344 1.71
6. I felt very relaxed before F 66 152 364 484 286 1.55
the speaking test. C 66 12.1 258 62.1 253 1.44
7. I was very afraid of making F 66 273 364 363 355 144
fel:takes during the speaking R C 65 47 242 273 402 1.68
14. It relieved me to see F 66 333 485 18.2 3.85 1.42
someone listening to me
during the speaking test.
14. It relieved me to see that C 66 19.7 31.8 485 2.88 1.63
no one was listening to me
during the speaking test.
18. The fact that our speaking F 66 364 349 288 3.64 1.53
will be tested motivates me in C 66 182 303 SL5 280 1.44
terms of speaking English.
19. The speaking test helped F 66 303 425 273 355 140
to decrease my fears about C 66 9.1 364 546 265 138
speaking English.
10. It was irritating that I F 63 9.1 167 69.7 235 124
couldn’t ask for clarification C 66 212 333 454 2095 166

from the test giver.*




Table 7

Test-Mode-Related Anxiety Subscale for Different Levels
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T 23 <.&~_@&a._ =&

P F 28 357 393 25 379 1.66
iﬁ(li f&;iﬁ;ﬁggjjthe R P C 28 48 179 393 357 177
speaking test, I F 38 422 343 237 395 1.61

I C 38 50 343 158 4.11 1.55

P F 28 358 25 393 3.68 1.8
;}Idf;l:stgﬁjfngntie R P C 28 536 25 215 418 1M
speaking test. I F 38 263 422 31.6 347 1.65

I C 38 552 316 13.1 439 1.46

P F 28 107 286 60.7 2.54 140
:nilf;l:st;?;i f}?ed R P C 28 285 25 465 332 149
speaking test. I F 38 158 263 579 261 1.63

I C 38 395 21 395 3.53 1.87

P F 28 178 429 393 296 1.57
g;ofre;ttg:g;ﬁ’;egd P C 28 143 179 679 254 147
tost. I F 38 132 31.6 553 279 1.56

I C 38 105 316 579 253 1.44
7. 1 was very afraid of P F 28 21.4 428 357 3.50 1.37
making mistakes P C 27 357 25 357 3.63 1.77
during the speaking I F 38 31.6 31.6 36.8 3.58 1.51
test. I C 38 552 237 21 429 1.57
14. It relieved me to P F 28 464 393 142 421 1.52
see/ not to see P C 28 178 25 571 2.64 1.68
someone listening to I F 38 237 553 21.1 358 1.30
fg:f““ng the speaking I C 38 211 369 421 3.05 1.59
18. The fact that our P F 28 53.6 25 21.4 400 1.56
speaking will be tested P C 28 214 322 464 311 1.44
motivates me in terms | F 38 237 421 342 337 147
of speaking English. I C 38 15.8 289 552 258 142
19. The speaking test P F 28 428 321 25 389 149
helped to decrease my P C 28 143 392 464 293 143
fears about speaking I F 38 21.1 50 289 329 1.29
English. I C 38 53 342 605 245 1.32
10. It was irritating P F 27 7.2 178 714 219 1.30
that I couldn’t ask for P C 28 357 214 429 350 1091
clarification from the | F 36 105 158 684 247 1.20
test giver.* I C 38 10.5 42.1 473 255 1.35

Note. I= Intermediate, P= Pre-intermediate, R= Reversed Item, F= FTFsa, C= CASA N=
Number of respondents,*= Item was discarded while calculating inferential statistics.
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Both the pre-intermediate and the intermediate level test takers felt anxious
during the CASA, with a small number of students as exceptions. During the FTFsa,
however, one third of the pre-intermediate students were anxious while another one
third were quite relaxed. Similarly, almost one third of the intermediate level test
takers felt at ease, but the number of intermediate test takers who responded as
“undecided” exceeded the number of those at ease. Answers given to item 4 display
that a good number of test takers at both levels (60.7%, 46.5%, 57.9%, 39.5 %
respectively) were not tense or anxious after either speaking test. Yet, 28.5% of the
pre-intermediate and 39.5% of the intermediate participants, which is indeed equal to
the number of intermediate level participants with no anxiety, reported that they were
still anxious and tense after the CASA. Responses to item 6 revealed that the
participants at either level were not really relaxed before either test mode. Although
being anxious before or during a test might be considered normal, having a high level
of anxiety even after the test may indicate that the students were actually anxious or

nervous because they faced something new, which means extra challenge.

As seen in all test takers’ response rates to item 7 in Table 6, more than one
third of the tests takers who took the FTFsa felt neutral about making mistakes, but
still another one third of them noted they were not afraid of making mistakes during
the test. On the other hand, almost half of them seem to have felt afraid of making
mistakes in the CASA. This may have resulted from interlocutor interference in the
FTFsa given that interlocutors typically try to relieve test takers during the
interviews. The responses given to the open ended questions, which will be discussed

in detail later in the chapter, also confirm the possibility of this tendency.
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The responses to item 14 point out that nearly half of the students were
apathetic to the fact that they were being listened to by someone in the FTFsa, yet
33.3% seems to have appreciated it while 18% did not. On the other hand, in the
CASA, 48.5% were uncomfortable with the fact that no one was actually listening to
them at the moment they were taking the test. At different levels, the findings were
similar. The results from the qualitative analysis of the open-ended questions confirm
that the test takers tended to value the existence of a live interlocutor listening to
them. To start with the pre-intermediate level test takers’ perceptions of the FTFsa, it
was seen that most of the participants reported having felt relieved and comfortable
thanks to the positive attitudes of the interlocutors during the face-to-face test. For

instance, participant 7 wrote:

Nothing made me feel uncomfortable in the test. The interlocutors were very
understanding so [ felt very comfortable during the test.

Similarly, participant 9 emphasized the helpfulness of the interlocutors by noting:

1 liked that my teachers were understanding. The fact that they were smiling
and showed that I was being listened to helped me feel really confident.

Participants 2 and 5 also indicated that they liked that the interlocutors tried
to relieve them or reduce their stress, and participant 6 stated that the interlocutors
had much better attitudes than normal and they were very patient. Participants 3 and
12 implied that the interlocutors seemed to have understood them even though their

performance was not very good, which also helped them feel less anxious.

It seems that the pre-intermediate level participants were also attracted to the
fact that the test givers listened and paid attention to them as they were talking.
Participant 4 noted that he liked that the interlocutors listened to him carefully, as did

participant 25. Similarly, participant 13 wrote:
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1t was really good that someone actually listened to me. At least it relieved me
a little. And I liked it more as I continued to speatk.

The existence of someone listening to the test takers and the attitudes of the
interlocutors were among the most noticeable points the test takers liked about the
FTFsa at the intermediate level, too. Numerous test takers reported them to be
understanding, friendly, smiling, motivating, and relaxing. The sample statements
below show what the test takers at intermediate level thought about the interlocutors

and their influence on the test:

Participant 31: The attitudes of the teacher were very comforting. It was more
like having a chat instead of taking a test.

Participant 41: The encouraging attitudes and friendly personalities of the test
givers were the best aspects of the test for me. I think a face-to-face test is
much more effective than a computerized one. The test givers remind the test
takers of some of the structures to be used and help them. Moreover, there is a
more convenient atmosphere.

Participant 51: The teachers did not push us very hard to speak.

As is obvious from the lines above, some test takers at both levels thought the
interlocutors motivated and calmed them down. However, as stated by participant 41,
they might have interfered more than needed and helped some students answer some
of the questions, which would have decreased the reliability of the test. Moreover,
one participant (26) stated that being listened to by an unfamiliar tester bothered him
and he could have performed better if his speaking instructor had been the only one
testing him. Surprisingly, participant 15 was worried because someone was listening
to her at all. Participant 2 did not like her speech to be scored by someone while she
was still speaking. The excerpts below also confirm that some interlocutor

behaviours might have triggered the tenseness at the intermediate level:
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Participant 33: The test was conducted together with two interlocutors. I was
disturbed because one was taking notes while the other one was constantly
asking questions.

Participant 36: During the conversations that we had with two interlocutors,
one of them talked fluently as if we were chatting whereas the other was only
watching and taking notes, which was irritating.

Briefly, these responses indicate that there were test takers, though few, who
felt uncomfortable in the FTFsa despite the efforts of the interlocutors, too. On the
other hand, confirming the findings from item 14, some test takers at the pre-
intermediate level can be said to have felt relaxed during the CASA as exemplified

below:

Participant 2: Talking to a computer instead of a human helped me feel
relieved.

Participant 15: It was nice to know that no one was listening to me.

Participant 22: The fact that everybody was engaged in their own test helped
me feel more comfortable.

Participant 25: I didn’t have difficulty in understanding the questions and I
easily responded to them.

The excerpts below display that some participants at the intermediate level also

found it more convenient to talk to a computer:

Participant 47: Taking the test in a computerized environment relieved me.

Participant 52: It was more comfortable to talk to the computer instead of a
teacher.

In short, the presence of a live interlocutor in the FTFsa was appreaciated, yet
some participants found it more convenient to talk to a computer alone. The
problems as associated with lack of an on-site test giver in the CASA were more
prominent, though. The test takers thought it affected their performance negatively
and it was irritating to talk to a computer instead of a person. The excerpts below

show that many students disliked the lack of interaction:
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Participant 7: I was uncomfortable with the lack of communication. I think the
tests should be face-to-face. I felt uncomfortable in the computer-assisted test.

Participant 13: The fact that nobody was listening to me and I couldn’t
remember things disturbed me. I think the speaking tests shouldn’t be done on
the computer.

Participant 17: It was inconvenient to talk to the computer in the test. Perhaps
the words were not understood clearly...

Participant 19: Having a computer in front of me did not create an intimate
atmosphere at all.

Participant 26: I don’t think I was able to fully express my ideas since there
was no one listening to me.

Fewer intermediate level test takers focused on the lack of a live interlocutor:
Participant 66 reported that she found it bothering to speak by herself and record her
voice while some others compared it with the FTFsa, finding the latter more
comfortable (participant 35), and criticizing the CASA by saying it was irritating not
to have someone listening to you (participant 46). Participant 63 thought responding
to a computer was rather annoying because he couldn’t make sure if his responses
were recorded. In short, all of these participants seem to have disliked the lack of

interaction and a live interlocutor to talk to.

When examined overall, answers given to item 18 show that taking the FTFsa
raised positive feelings towards speaking English in 36.4% of respondents.
Nevertheless, a considerably high number of students (28.8%) thought the opposite
way. As for the CASA, more than half responded that the existence of speaking tests
did not motivate them, so obviously they had negative feelings towards the CASA.
The results obtained from item 19 also confirm these findings. The results were
dissimilar at different levels, though. Only the pre-intermediate FTFsa motivated the
students and helped them gain some self confidence in speaking English, as seen in

Table 7.
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Item 10 focused on the perceptions of the test takers of the interaction in the
speaking tests. Surprisingly, neither of the tests seems to have irritated the
participants due to lack of clarification requests from the test givers. However, when
levels were investigated separately, a considerable number of pre-intermediate test
takers (35.7%) were found to be annoyed by the fact that they were unable to ask for

clarification in the CASA.

In brief, the participants at both levels seem to have experienced more tension

in the CASA although there were slight differences at some points.

Tables 8 and 9 display the answers to the three questions about the perceived

difficulty of the speaking tests for the participants in general and at different levels.

Table 8
Questions about the Difficulty of the Speaking Tests (Overall)

- < =] a =
K83 N S 8sc 22 8 %
= E ) N =) =

1. The speaking test was very R 66 9.1 349 56.1 276 1.27

difficult. 66 363 455 182 4.12 142
13. I don’t think that I can get 66 227 485 28.7 3.52 1.38
a good mark from the R 212 197 438 1.68
speaking test.

23. I think I can get a good 66 28.8 485 227 3.65 142
mark from the speaking test. 66 9.1 19.7 712 224 1.37

Qo a =mam
o
o)
W
©

Note. R= Reversed Item, F= Face-to-Face speaking assessment, C= Computer assisted
speaking assessment, N= Number of respondents, SA/A= Strongly agree/agree,
PA/PD= Partly agree/partly disagree, D/SD= Disagree/strongly disagree, sd=
Standard deviation
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Questions about the Difficulty of the Speaking Tests as Perceived at Different Levels

RE BTN ScEcB:f 3
- = E s I =) =

P F 28 7.1 358 572 268 133

1. The speaking test was very R P C 28 321 428 25 396 145
difficult. I F 38 106 342 553 282 1.24
| C 38 395 474 132 424 140

yy 1 P F 28 214 465 321 343 145

;i ;‘;‘(’;; (hincfhatfoan - pc28 75 107 143 496 155
speaking test. I F 38 237 50 263 3.58 1.34
1 C 38 473 289 2377 395 1.67

P F 28 32,1 464 214 382 141

23. I think I can get a good P C 28 107 7.1 822 193 1.35
mark from the speaking test. I F 38 264 50 237 353 1.42
| C 38 79 289 63.1 247 1.35

Note. R= Reversed Item, |= Intermediate, P= Pre-intermediate, F= Face-to-Face speaking

assessment, C= Computer assisted speaking assessment, N= Number of respondents,
SA/A= Strongly agree/agree, PA/PD= Partly agree/partly disagree, D/SD=
Disagree/strongly disagree, sd= Standard deviation

As seen in Table 8, item 1 directly asks about the difficulty of the tests and
only around 10% of the test takers thought the FTFsa was a difficult test and more
than half completely disagreed. On the other hand, about one third of the test takers
found the CASA difficult and only 18% disagreed. Briefly, the test takers at both

pre-intermediate and intermediate levels found the CASA difficult while fewer

participants thought the same for the FTFsa.

Items 13 and 23 focus on test takers’ expectations about the grade they would
get on each test mode. The results reveal that 48.5% of participants were uncertain
about the scores they would get, but still a lot (28%) thought they would get high
ones on the FTFsa. As for the CASA, considerably high numbers of participants

believed that they would get low scores. In brief, the majority of the participants at
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both levels found the CASA difficult but it was the opposite for the FTFsa. It is
important to mention that both tests were identical in terms of content, style and the

number of questions.

Tables 10 and 11 show the results for the questions looking for how the

participants thought the speaking tests would influence their classroom attendance.

Although the same questions were asked in both test modes, students’
perceptions in terms of how the test would affect their attendance seem to differ.
While around 43% of test takers only partly agreed that taking the FTFsa would
increase their attendance to related classes, more than 40% thought that taking the
CASA would not change their attendance rates. As for separate levels, although the
FTFsa was promising in terms of increasing the attendance to classes at the pre-
intermediate level, neither test mode seems to have an effect on the intermediate
level students’ attendance. As the questions were identical, it is open for
investigation why students perceived the CASA so differently and why they might

have thought that it had no relation to what was introduced in the speaking classes.
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Questions about the Relationship between Speaking Tests and Classroom Attendance

- 9 - ) =
ROBEN Z:28:22§ =
= g % = A =
8. The speaking test will F 66 242 439 31.8 336 1.41
increase my attendance to C 65 212 333 44 305 175
speaking classes.
16. The speaking test will F 66 303 424 273 359 138
increase my attendance to the
classes where speaking is C 66 166 363 47 286 1.53

practiced.

Note. F= Face-to-Face speaking assessment, C= Computer assisted speaking
assessment, N= Number of respondents, SA/A= Strongly agree/agree, PA/PD=
Partly agree/partly disagree, D/SD= Disagree/strongly disagree, sd= Standard

deviation
Table 11
Questions about the Relationship between Speaking Tests and Classroom Attendance
at Different Levels
R 3 78 N <_ 8.8, 5§
: 8% =2 5228 8§ 3
— = g n é A =
8. The speaking test P F 28 464 321 214 386 135
will increase my P C 27 28.6 321 358 352 1.86
attendance to speaking I F 38 7.9 527 395 3.00 1.35
classes. I C 38 158 342 50 271 1.60
16. The speaking test P F 28 572 28.6 143 418 1.24
will increase my P C 28 25 321 429 3.18 16l
attendance to the
classes where I F 38 105 526 369 3.16 132
speaking is practiced. I C 38 105 395 50 263 146

Note. R= Reversed Item, I= Intermediate, P= Pre-intermediate, F= Face-to-Face
speaking assessment, C= Computer assisted speaking assessment, N= Number
of respondents, SA/A= Strongly agree/agree, PA/PD= Partly agree/partly

disagree, D/SD= Disagree/strongly disagree, sd= Standard deviation
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Tables 12 and 13 below include the frequency distribution of the answers to
the items questioning whether the speaking tests were perceived as good tools for

assessing the participants’ speaking abilities.

Table 12
Questions about the Quality of the Tests (overall)

- O A @) a
R 2N Se8:82§ =

= E % = @) =
5.The speaking test F 66 409 454 13.6 4.11 1.31
effectively tested what was
taught in speaking classes or C 64 348 364 258 367 156
in the speaking sections of
other classes.
15. The speaking test helped F 66 16.7 484 348 323 1.33
me fully reflect my speaking C 65 61 227 696 226 139
ability.
17. The speaking test was a F 66 30,3 439 258 3.61 1.41
good tool for me to show my C 65 9.1 409 485 278 136
speaking ability.
29. The speaking test allowed F 66 409 379 213 391 1.37
me to show my strong and
weak points in speaking C 66 228 50 273 339 147

English.

Note. F= Face-to-Face speaking assessment, C= Computer assisted speaking
assessment, N= Number of respondents, SA/A= Strongly agree/agree, PA/PD=
Partly agree/partly disagree, D/SD= Disagree/strongly disagree, sd= Standard
deviation

Seeking the participants’ perceptions of the face validity of the speaking tests,
item 5 inquired whether the speaking tests effectively tested what was taught in
speaking classes. Forty percent of the test takers thought the FTFsa did it
successfully, and 34% found the CASA to be effective in this respect. In both cases,

a considerable number of participants partly agreed that the tests were effective. This

suggests that the test takers favored the FTFsa over the CASA again, and considered

it to be a more functional tool or good choice for testing speaking ability gained
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through the speaking classes when all participants are considered. As for different
levels, most pre-intermediate level participants thought both the CASA and the
FTFsa assessed what was taught in the speaking classes effectively. For the
intermediate level, the results were less clear as a good number of participants (57.9
% and 36.9%) were undecided about the issue mentioned, yet it is clear from the
mean scores that they are likely to have found the FTFsa effective in this respect but

not the CASA, unlike their pre-intermediate peers.

Responses to items 15 and 17 show that only 6.1% and 9.1% of the
participants thought that the CASA let them show their full speaking ability and it
was a good tool respectively, while the numbers were higher for the FTFsa (16.7%
and 30.3%). Apparently, the participants, in general, believed that the FTFsa was
more likely to reflect their oral proficiency although there were also a lot of
participants who believed FTFsa was not good, either. As shown in Table 13, 25% of
the participants at the pre-intermediate level thought that the FTFsa helped them to
fully demonstrate their speaking ability and 42.8% thought it was a good tool for
testing their speaking ability in English; however, it was the opposite for the CASA
for most of them. As for the intermediate level participants, none of the tests were

appealing with respect to their quality in general.
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Questions about the Quality of the Tests at Different Levels
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5.The speaking test P F 28 60.7 285 10.7 450 1.42
effectively tested what P C 27 428 357 179 4.15 1.48
was taught in speaking I F 38 264 579 158 3.82 1.15
classes or in the speaking
sections of other classes. I C 37 29 363 316 332 1.54
15. The speaking test P F 28 25 572 17.8 371 1.24
helped me fully reflect P cC 27 71 214 679 237 144
my speaking ability. I F 28 105 421 474 287 129

1 C 38 53 237 71.1 218 137
17. The speaking test was P F 28 428 392 179 4.04 1.29
a good tool for me to P C 28 179 428 393 321 139
show my speaking I F 38 21 474 316 329 143
ability.

I C 37 26 395 552 246 1.26
29. The speaking test P F 28 53.6 357 107 425 1.37
allowed me to show my P C 28 357 429 214 386 148
strong and weak points in I F 38 31.5 395 29 3.66 1.34
speaking English. I C 38 10.5 395 50 3.05 1.39

Note. R= Reversed Item, I= Intermediate, P= Pre-intermediate, F= Face-to-Face
speaking assessment, C= Computer assisted speaking assessment, N= Number
of respondents, SA/A= Strongly agree/agree, PA/PD= Partly agree/partly
disagree, D/SD= Disagree/strongly disagree, sd= Standard deviation

Responses to item 29 differ from those of 15 and 17 in frequency distribution.

It is seen that a considerably high number of students (40.9%) thought that the FTFsa

helped them show their strengths and weaknesses. A great number of participants

(50%) partly agreed with this statement when it came to the CASA. On the other

hand, while around 23% thought the CASA was successful in showing their strengths

and weaknesses, 27% totally disagreed. Briefly, most of the participants thought that

both tests helped them see their strength and weaknesses, yet the FTFsa was found
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useful by more participants. However, examining the two levels separately revealed
that all but the intermediate level CASA were seen as letting the participants at both
levels demonstrate their strengths and weaknesses in speaking English, which
suggests that they were not satisfied with the content and style of the questions in the

intermediate CASA.

Similarly, according to the responses given to the open-ended questions, the
pre-intermediate students seem to have liked about the FTFsa is the content,
structure, and presentation of the questions. Participant 8 thought the questions were
easy and appropriate for the speaking proficiency level and participant 15 stated the
questions were clear. Participant 26 thought it was nice to proceed in a planned way
with the help of the papers that give them an outline for the longer presentation-type
questions and the use of visuals also aided their speech. Obviously they were also
content with the content and comprehensiveness of the questions as can be

understood from the statements below:

Participant 21: The questions included conversations we could have in daily
life. Moreover, the topics we focused on and practiced a lot in class were
questioned.

Participant 28: The topic options were a lot so we had the chance to show
different aspects of our speaking ability.

Similarly, some students at the intermediate level also mentioned their
positive thoughts about the content and style of the questions in the FTFsa. For
instance, participant 34 said she liked that the questions were from their curriculum.
Participant 33 took it from another perspective and noted that she liked the flow of

the questions which started with daily life, then focused on more specific details, and
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then assessed what they learnt in the speaking class. Some intermediate level

participants also liked the individualized nature and authentic topics of the FTFsa.

The content and the format of the questions in the CASA appealed to some
students as well. Participants 4 and 6 at the pre-intermediate level stated that they
liked the questions and that they were presented in written format. As noted by
participants 22 and 28, the questions were thought to include samples from daily
speech, and the level of language was moderate. The test was said to help gain self
confidence due to these factors. On the other hand, none of the participants at the

intermediate level made similar comments.

Obviouly, although there were test takers who appreaciated the CASA
questions to some extent, the FTFsa was preffered over the CASA in terms of

content and format of the questions.

Tables 14 and 15 present the frequencies of the responses given to questions
20 and 28. The items inquire whether the tests were perceived as comprehensive in

terms of quality and quantity.

As indicated in Table 14, 36.4% of the participants found the FTFsa
comprehensive enough whereas 27.3% found the CASA to be so. When the
perceptions regarding the number and variety of questions in the tests were
questioned, a large number of participants seem to have preferred to be neutral.
Nevertheless, there were still more participants content with the variety and amount

of the questions in the FTFsa than in the CASA.
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Table 14

Questions about the Comprehensiveness of the Tests

R N

< A ) =
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5° £ =

Test
mode

20. The speaking test was F 66 364 425 212 382 1.30

comprehensive enough. C 66 273 363 364 332 1.56

28. There were adequate F 66 2277 455 319 339 1.28

amount and variety of

questions in the speaking test C 66 15,1 424 424 292 1.39

to test my speaking ability.

Note. F= Face-to-Face speaking assessment, C= Computer assisted speaking
assessment, N= Number of respondents, SA/A= Strongly agree/agree, PA/PD=
Partly agree/partly disagree, D/SD= Disagree/strongly disagree, sd= Standard
deviation

Table 15

Questions about the Comprehensiveness of the Tests at Different Levels

R o =2 N < B2 =
5 578 2R S22 8§ ¥
— = g 7 N @) =

28 53.6 428 3.6 443 1.06
28 393 393 214 382 151
38 237 421 342 337 1.28
184 342 474 295 1.50

20. The speaking test was
comprehensive enough.

28 28.6 536 179 375 1.20

i 3 ) 28 214 464 322 329 1.38
questions in the speaking 38 184 395 421 3.3 1.29
test to test my speaking

ability. I C 38 105 395 50 266 1.36

28. There were adequate
amount and variety of

— 0 Y|~ —~ oo
o O Tlama
(98]

(0.0]

Note. R= Reversed Item, I= Intermediate, P= Pre-intermediate, F= Face-to-Face
speaking assessment, C= Computer assisted speaking assessment, N= Number
of respondents, SA/A= Strongly agree/agree, PA/PD= Partly agree/partly
disagree, D/SD= Disagree/strongly disagree, sd= Standard deviation
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As for different levels, more than half of the pre-intermediate level
participants found the FTFsa to be adequately comprehensive, yet the CASA was
found comprehensive by a good number of participants (39.3%), too. Interestingly,
though, a considerable number of pre-intermediate level participants responded that
the CASA included an inadequate variety of questions to test their speaking ability,
which may have resulted from their general negative attitudes towards the CASA
because the questions were exactly the same in both test modes. The intermediate
level participants, on the other hand, were mainly dissatisfied with the

comprehensiveness of both tests and the diversity of questions.

Finally, Table 16 illustrates the frequency distribution of the responses for the
remaining items in the CASA and the FTFsa perceptions questionnaires. Table 17

gives the same results for separate levels.

Item 9, inquiring whether the tests represented real life experiences, yielded
opposite results for the two test modes. While 42.4% of the test takers confirmed that
speaking to a test giver in the FTFsa represented a real life experience, merely 12.1%
responded that speaking to the computer represented a real life speaking experience,
which is an anticipated finding. The results were similar when different levels were

examined separately.



Table 16

Individual Questions that do not Belong to a Specific Category
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R g3 N 2. E 8.5 5
= g %) < a =

9. The fact that I responded to
a test giver did not represent a F 65 182 379 424 3.06 1.45
real-life speaking experience
I can have. R
9. The fact that I responded to
a computer did not represent C 66 545 333 12.1 450 143
a real-life speaking
experience I can have.
11. The amount of F 66 7.6 303 62.1 255 1.13
1nstm§t10ns given during the R C 66 106 41 485 280 128
speaking test was too much.
12. I could flexibly respond F 66 31.8 515 16.7 3.82 130
to the questions asked in the C 66 151 424 424 298 135
speaking test.
21. There was no interaction R F 66 3 273 69.7 227 1.03
during the speaking test. C 65 303 47 212 371 1.44
22. I would like to have my F 65 59 303 91 446 140
speaking tests in face-to-face
/computerized format from C 65 13.7 288 56 257 1.58
now on.
24. Adequate time was given F 66 788 136 7.6 485 1.15
to answer each question in the C 66 455 288 257 383 1.66
speaking test.
25. The visual support F 66 485 455 6 435 1.19
materials helped me answer C 66 364 333 303 356 1.53
the questions.
26. I could easily organize F 66 16.6 515 319 329 1.25
my thoughts in the speaking C 66 106 319 57.6 255 141
27. 1 think the speaking test is R F 66 151 213 63.7 268 1.44
not a fair one. C 65 28.8 394 303 3.60 1.58

Note. R= Reversed Item, F= Face-to-Face speaking assessment, C= Computer
assisted speaking assessment, N= Number of respondents, SA/A= Strongly
agree/agree, PA/PD= Partly agree/partly disagree, D/SD= Disagree/strongly
disagree, sd= Standard deviation.
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Table 17

Responses to Individual Questions that do not Belong to a Specific Category at
Different Levels

R T g8 N S E.B.5 3
a BB %! é a =
9. The fact that I responded P F 28 143 393 464 282 144
to a test giver did not
represent a real-life P C 28 607 25 143 461 147
speaking experience I can
have. R I F 37 21 369 395 324 1.46
9. The fact that I responded
to a computer did not
represent a real-life I C 38 50 395 105 442 142
speaking experience I can
have.
instructions given during R P C 28 7.1 321 60.7 250 1.10
the speaking test was too I F 38 2.6 369 605 255 132
much. | C 38 132 473 394 3.03 1.36
12. I could flexibly respond P F 28 286 57.1 143 379 1.22
to the questions asked in P C 28 214 285 50 296 147
the speaking test. I F 38 342 474 184 384 136
| C 38 10.5 52.6 369 3.00 1.27
21. There was no P F 28 7.2 28.6 643 239 1.34
interaction during the P C 28 393 357 25 382 1.63
speaking test. ROT O F 38 0 264 737 218 073
| C 37 237 553 184 3.62 1.29
22. I would like to have my P F 27 75 214 0 493 0.99
speaking tests in face-to-
face format from now on. P C 27 7.1 322 571 241 1.33
22. I would like to have my
speaking tests in I F 38 474 369 158 4.13 1.56
computerized format from
NOW O1. I C 38 184 264 552 268 1.74
24. Adequate time was P F 280 75 178 72 475 1.23
given to answer each P C 28 50 143 358 3.82 1.88
question in the speaking I F 38 815 105 79 492 110
test. 1 C 38 421 395 184 3.84 1.49
25. The visual support P F 28 67.8 25 72 475 1.29
materials helped me answer P C 28 428 25 321 3.75 1.62
the questions. I F 38 342 606 52 4.05 1.03
| C 38 31.5 395 29 342 146
26. I could easily organize P F 28 21.5 50 285 3.43 1.31
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my thoughts in the P C 28 107 214 67.8 232 144
speaking test. I F 38 13.1 52.6 342 3.18 1.20
I C 38 105 395 50 271 1.39
P F 28 10.7 143 813 232 1.49
27. I think the speaking test R P C 28 21.5 321 464 3.14 1.77
is not a fair one. | F 38 184 263 553 295 137
I C 37 342 447 184 395 1.35

Note. R= Reversed Item, I= Intermediate, P= Pre-intermediate, F= Face-to-Face
speaking assessment, C= Computer assisted speaking assessment, N= Number
of respondents, SA/A= Strongly agree/agree, PA/PD= Partly agree/partly
disagree, D/SD= Disagree/strongly disagree, sd= Standard deviation.

Item 11 asked if the amount of instructions given during either test was
excessive. As the both overall and level-specific responses disclosed, a noticeably
high number of participants thought the instructions were not too much in either test
mode, although the overall number of participants favoring the FTFsa outreached
those favoring the CASA by 13.6 percent. This suggests that most of them were
satisfied with the instructions given in the tests, which adds to the reliability of the
tests as it probably means that the instructions were clear and adequate for each

student to understand the questions.

According to the responses to item 12, 31.8% noted that they could flexibly
answer the questions in the FTFsa, while only half as many of them thought they
could do the same in the CASA. The results were similar for separate levels, yet
more students at the pre-intermediate level than intermediate disliked the CASA in
this respect. The intermediate level participants might have performed more

comfortably in the CASA due to their higher level of proficiency.

In Table 16, it is seen that most participants thought that there was some

interaction in the FTFsa, while for the CASA some thought there was no interaction
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at all and others believed the opposite. Yet, most of them were undecided. So it
seems that how they perceived the word “interaction” varied, or some felt like they

were actually responding to someone as they were talking to the computer.

Item 22 questions which test mode the test takers would prefer. Obviously,
the majority would prefer the FTFsa rather than the CASA, which was said to be
preferred by only 13.7% overall. At the pre-intermediate level, 75 % clearly stated
that they wanted to take face-to-face speaking tests later on, while the proportion was

47 .4 % at the intermediate level.

According to results from item 24, the time given in both test modes was
found adequate. The overall number of the participants thinking that enough time
was given in the FTFsa outreached the CASA number by 33.3 percent, though. Few
participants (6% for the FTFsa, 30% for the CASA) found the visual support
materials unhelpful, as responses to item 25 indicate. Items 24 and 25 also revealed
that the pre-intermediate students were mostly content with the time and visuals
materials provided in both the CASA and the FTFsa, but still there were more than
30% who found the time inadequate and the visuals unsupportive in the CASA.
Although the reason for such a distribution in answers is not clear, it might be
because the participants’ level or motivation was lower than those who answered
positively. At the intermediate level, the time given in the FTFsa was found adequate
by 81% while far fewer participants found it enough to answer the questions in the
CASA. The number of intermediate level test takers who found the visuals in the
FTFsa and the CASA supportive were close to each other, yet the number of them
were considerably lower than the number of the pre-intermediate level participants

who agreed that the visuals were beneficial. As for the responses to open-ended
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questions, surprisingly, the comments on visuals were all related to the CASA at both
levels. Participants 8, 16, and 23 at the pre-intermediate level stated that they liked
the visual materials illustrated on the screen. The intermediate level participants
made more comments on the effect of the visual materials integrated into the
questions. Participants 32, 57 and 61 stated that the existence of the visual materials
was what they liked best. Participant 66 said that the visuals facilitated her ability to
think. Finally, participant 55 stated that having visuals was nice because it made the
test more enjoyable. In short, they liked having visuals because it facilitated their

task to perceive a question.

Asking whether they could easily organize their ideas during the speaking
test, item 26 revealed that few students were able to do so in both test modes when
examined in general. Yet, mean scores on the level-based analysis showed that
participants at both levels were able to think more clearly during the FTFsa. Among
numerous possible reasons, finding the FTFsa environment more relaxing, the
existence of an interlocutor more being helpful, or getting anxious in an unfamiliar
context (the CASA) can be considered prominent ones. It is important to consider the
responses to the open-ended questions where a number of test takers reported having
difficulty in organizing their thoughts in the FTFsa, though. For instance, a large
number of students at the pre-intermediate level stated that they were bothered by the
fact that they were extremely anxious and they could not organize their thoughts or
remember and use the appropriate vocabulary to continue the conversation

effectively. The lines below are examples of such comments:

Participant 6: I was really bothered by the fact that I made mistakes I normally
would not do because of my unnecessary tension. In addition, getting confused



97

about the words meanings of which I did not know for sure caused a similar
feeling.

Participant 9: I was very nervous and tense, so I could not find words to
continue my speech.

Participant 11: It was bothersome that I couldn’t organize my thoughts during
the test.

Participant 22: I was irritated since I couldn’t transmit what I thought in
English.

Likewise, the intermediate level test takers were discontent with the fact that
they had trouble in remembering the structures or words in the FTFsa, and failed to
express themselves as they would have liked to. Participant 58 wrote she was
anxious because she thought in Turkish but could not transfer it to English. Two
other participants, 59 and 61, stated that the words simply did not come to their
mind. The excerpts below also show the high levels of anxiety which resulted in

displeasure:

Participant 32: I was tense because what I would do in the test would turn into
test scores later. I wanted to demonstrate my full proficiency and this anxiety
felt so bad.

Participant 37: There is a certain amount of time and you have to speak within
that time. I even forget what I can say since this induces anxiety.

Participant 41: The test done like a one-to-one private lesson was what
disturbed me the most. The speaking test should resemble the daily speech
more or perhaps they can be conducted in a more convenient environment.

Participant 43: I was unable to express what [ wanted to say easily. I could
have built more accurate sentences. I couldn’t remember the words. It was
nerve wracking.

The lines indicate that no matter how hard the interlocutors tried to calm the
test takers down, some of them were still extremely nervous and anxious and their
efforts did not actually change the reality that it was a test in the end. These findings

suggest that a number of participants at both levels were unable to remember things
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due to the anxiety they experienced because of various factors, which probably

means that they were unable to show their full ability in speaking.

Similarly, some test takers reported having difficulty in organizing their
thoughts in the CASA. Surprisingly, there were less complaints regarding this issue
in the CASA than in the FTFsa and the complaints came from the intermediate level
only. Participant 38 stated that she felt anxious because she could not think of
anything to talk about. Participants 40 and 48 noted that they had difficulty in
organizing their ideas and putting the words together due to the high level of anxiety
they experienced. Likewise, participant 43 stated that she could not remember the

answers.

Finally, item 27 focused on how the participants perceived the fairness of the
tests. While the majority believed that the FTFsa was a fair speaking test, around
30% thought the CASA was also fair and a similar number of participants thought
that it was not. As the level-based analysis revealed, except for the intermediate level
test takers’ answers regarding the CASA, the speaking tests were found to be fair,
which means that the pre-intermediate CASA was also perceived as fair as opposed

to the overall results.

Qualitative Analysis of the Open-Ended Questions in the Perceptions
Questionnaires
In this section, the responses of the pre-intermediate and intermediate level
participants to the open-ended questions, which are different from the actual
questionnaire items in the FTFsa and the CASA perceptions questionnaires, will be

reported, qualitatively analyzed and interpreted respectively. As the descriptive
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statistics revealed, there are differences in test takers’ perceptions of the FTFsa and
the CASA. A closer look at what the test takers thought about the two modes will
give a better insight into how they felt about both test modes as the information

presented in this section was not included within the set of 29 questionnaire items.

To start with the pre-intermediate level test takers’ perceptions of the FTFsa,
it was seen that not all of the students appreciated all aspects of the FTFsa despite the
fact that descriptive statistics revealed that FTFsa was found satisfactory in many
cases. Below are the pre-intermediate test takers’ responses showing their

dissatisfaction with the test mode and interpretations of them.

Participant 3: I was most irritated because I had to wait for my turn to come
outside of the class. This caused me more stress.

Participant 10: We were asked to wait for too long before our speaking turn
came. It could have been organized better.

Participant 11: It bothered me not to able to take the test on time and to wait.

As is clear from the excerpts above, the pre-intermediate test takers felt more
anxious and irritated as they had to wait for a long time since they were invited to the
classroom one by one to take the test. For each participant, the test lasted for around
6-8 minutes, and there were 17 students in one class, and 19 in the other. So it took
more than half an hour for some of the students to have their turn, which possibly
made them frustrated, tense or bored. Likewise, at the intermediate level, a vast
number of participants found it very wearisome to spend time waiting for their turn
to come. For instance, participant 45 noted that it really irritated and tired him to wait

for his turn. Participant 53 said he waited for two hours before he could take the test.

Depending on the results from the quantitative analysis, it is possible to say

that the test takers at both proficiency levels had less positive feelings towards the
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CASA. Below is a detailed qualitative analysis of the participants’ responses to the
open-ended questions in the CASA perceptions questionnaires, which were intended
to give a deeper insight into their feelings and opinions about this computer assisted

speaking test.

To start with the positive attitudes, some of the participants seem to have
liked the CASA just because they enjoyed a different experience. For instance, one
participant at the pre-intermediate level said he was glad that such an interactive
application was used, and another said that he enjoyed the test because it was the first
test he had ever taken on computer. Similarly, participants 54 and 51 at the
intermediate level noted that they enjoyed speaking actively in the test, with one of
them adding that he would like to have similar tests more often to practice his
speaking. Moreover, the fact that the recordings were clear and comprehensible, and
the time given to answer the questions was adequate appealed to participants 44 and

47.

Despite the fact that the students had positive feelings towards the CASA,
they also criticized it for a number of reasons. One of the biggest deficiencies was
the technical problems, as also noted by participant 24. The following lines from the
pre-intermediate level confirm the fact that the technical equipment should have been

better to be able to apply such a test more efficiently:

Participant 2: I was disturbed by other people’s voices...

Participant 5: We do not have the necessary technological infrastructure for
such a test...

Participant 10: The problems in the internet connection diverted my attention
away.
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Participant 18: Since the test was done on the internet the buffering of the
video clips was delayed and resulted in a waste of time. I was also very
disturbed by the fact that some computers malfunctioned.

Similar to their pre-intermediate peers, the intermediate level participants
made complaints about the technical problems they encountered. Although the
researcher instantly responded to the technical failures during the test, it was not
enough to relieve the students. The following lines reveal how disturbed they were

due to these problems:

Participant 52: I was worried due to factors such as the low speed of the
internet, the fact that the pages we clicked on opened very late, and hearing
other test takers’ voices.

Participant 53: It was difficult to get used to the system of the test. Once you
clicked on the wrong place, the page would close...The computers ought to be
renewed, ... and the system should be simplified.

Participant 62: The computers were inefficient. So, I couldn’t demonstrate my
full performance. The computers should be renewed and there should be a
better system.

As is obvious from the test, the test takers were discontented with the
technical equipment, which may be the reason why their scores on the CASA
perceptions scale were relatively low. However, considering that a lot of students got
high scores also in the CASA, it is possible to suggest that this did not affect all test

takers’ performance negatively.

Another issue that caused discomfort might be the unfamiliarity of the test
mode. Some participants reported being anxious because it was the first time they
had taken a test in computerized mode. It is important to note that such comments

came only from the participants at intermediate level. The lines below are exemplary:

Participant 58: I felt the anxiety of taking such a test for the first time.
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Participant 54: I was nervous since it was the first time I took this kind of test.
It would be better if we had done some exercises in the previous days.

The last group of problems reported by more pre-intermediate than
intermediate level participants related to being unable to answer some questions
either because of their difficulty or lack of time. Some test takers complained about
failing to answer some of the questions because they were difficult, the students had
low listening proficiency, or there was no chance for clarification requests. A total of
five pre-intermediate and two intermediate test takers noted that the time given was
not enough to answer the questions although more time was given in the CASA than

in the FTFsa for the same questions.

To summarize, the results of the qualitative analysis done with the open
ended questions revealed that, at both levels, there were students favoring either of

the test modes due to many different reasons.

The Relationship Between Speaking Anxiety and Speaking Test Anxiety, Test
Mode-Related Perceptions And Test Scores

The test takers were given a questionnaire with two subsections to gather
information about their speaking anxiety in general and speaking test anxiety in
particular. The reliability analysis computed for the Speaking Test and Speaking
Anxiety Questionnaire (see Appendices K and L) showed the Cronbach’s Alpha
Coefficient to be .919 for the speaking test anxiety subscale, and .944 for the
speaking anxiety subscale. The information gathered from the questionnaire was

compared with the information from the perceptions scales and the test scores.
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Table 18 shows the relationship between speaking anxiety and speaking test
anxiety, and the CASA and FTFsa perceptions; and the relationship between

speaking anxiety and speaking test anxiety and test scores in the two different modes.

Table 18

The Relationships Between Speaking/Speaking Test Anxiety and Perceptions and
Test Scores in Two Different Modes

Level N  Speaking Test Anxiety Speaking Anxiety
0 Sig. 0 Sig.
FTFsa score 64 -.14 .10 -.09 28
= CASA score 64 -.12 .16 -.05 .50
é; FTFsa Perceptions 64 -257 .004 -26" .002
CASA Perceptions 64 =207 .02 =257 .003
° FTFsa score 26 -.01 92 -.04 77
'?2 CASA score 26 .05 .70 22 A2
‘é FTFsa Perceptions 26 -.09 49 -.18 .19
£ CASA Perceptions 26 =25 .07 =307 .03
° FTFsa score 38 -21 .06 -.16 A5
% CASA score 38 -22 ,057 -22" .04
£ FTFsaPerceptions 38  -36" 001 -40” 00
= CASA Perceptions 38 -.13 23 -25 .02

Note. N=number of participants; 6 = Kendall’s tau correlation coefficient; *.
Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (two tailed); **. Correlation is significant
at the 0.01 level (two tailed).

On the whole, both speaking test anxiety and the speaking anxiety are
negatively correlated with the perceptions of both the CASA (6= -.20, p(two tailed)=
.02; 6=-.25, p(two tailed)=.003) and the FTFsa (6= -.25, p(two tailed)= .004; 6=-
.26, p(two tailed)=.002); neither type of anxiety correlates with the scores on either

test mode. This shows that test takers with higher speaking test anxiety or higher
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speaking anxiety felt less positively towards the FTFsa and the CASA. The fact that
no significant correlation was found between speaking test anxiety or speaking
anxiety and the scores indicates that there is no relationship between the scores

gained and the anxiety levels of the test takers.

At the pre-intermediate level, speaking test anxiety and the perceptions of
either test were found not to be significantly correlated. This shows that high
speaking test anxiety is not related to the attitudes towards the test modes. Although
no significant correlation was found between speaking anxiety and the FTFsa
perceptions, there was a significant negative correlation (6 = -.3, p (two-tailed)
=.034) between speaking anxiety and the CASA perceptions which means that the
pre-intermediate level test takers with higher speaking anxiety tend to feel less
positively towards the CASA, yet speaking anxiety and the FTFsa perceptions are
not related. No significant correlation was found between either type of anxiety and
the test scores, so it is clear that there is no relationship between the scores gained

and the anxiety levels of the test takers at the pre-intermediate level.

As for the intermediate level, speaking test anxiety and the FTFsa perceptions
were negatively correlated (6 = -.365, p (two-tailed) = .001), but no correlation was
found between speaking test anxiety and the CASA perceptions. This finding
indicates that, despite the fact that test takers’ level of speaking test anxiety was
moderately related to their perceptions of the FTFsa, it was not related to their
perceptions of the CASA. There was a significant negative correlation between
speaking anxiety and the perceptions of both test modes. So the test takers with
higher speaking anxiety felt less positively towards both the CASA and the FTFsa.

When the scores and the types of anxiety were compared, the only significant or
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marginally significant correlations were found between the two types of anxiety and
the CASA scores (see Table 18). It means that FTFsa scores are not related to

anxiety levels, unlike the CASA scores at intermediate level.

The Relationship Between Computer Attitudes, Test-Mode-Related Perceptions
And Test Scores
The participants completed the Computer Attitudes Questionnaire, which was
aimed at collecting information about their perceived self efficacy in using
computers and their attitudes towards computers. The reliability analysis run for the
Computer Attitudes Questionnaire (see Appendices M and N) showed the

Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficient to have a value of .865.

Table 19 shows the results of comparisons between the results from the
Computer Attitudes Questionnaire and test mode related perceptions questionnaires

in addition to the scores from both tests modes.

As seen in the table, no significant correlation was found between the
computer attitudes or the FTFsa or the CASA perceptions of the test takers on the
whole and at the intermediate level. This means that test takers’ attitudes towards
computers are not related to their perceptions of the FTFsa or the CASA, in other
words, a test taker with positive attitudes towards computers does not necessarily feel

positively towards either type of test.
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Table 19

The Relationship between Computer Attitudes, Perceptions and Test Scores

Level FTFsa CASA  FTFsa CASA
score score Perceptions  Perceptions

Overall Computer 0 .02 .09 -.08 -.12
Attitudes  Sig. 74 28 34 13
N 64 64 64 64
Pre-int. Computer 0 .01 24 -.19 -.26
Attitudes  Sig. 94  .08* 16 06*
N 26 26 26 26
Int. Computer 0 .03 .006 -.06 -.08
Attitudes  Sig. 77 96 58 43
N 38 38 38 38

Note. N= number of participants; 6 = Kendall’s tau correlation coefficient; Sig.=
(two tailed); *= Correlation is marginally significant at the 0.05 level (two tailed).

Similarly, the FTFsa or the CASA scores and the test takers’ attitudes
towards computers were not significantly correlated, which indicates that a test taker
who feels positively towards computers would not necessarily obtain high scores
from the CASA or a test taker feeling negatively towards computers would not

necessarily get a lower score than those who feel positively towards computers.

At the pre-intermediate level, there was no significant correlation between the
computer attitudes and the FTFsa perceptions of the test takers. Likewise, no
significant correlation was found between computer attitudes and FTFsa scores,
whereas there was a marginally significant correlation between the CASA scores and
the computer attitudes. However, there was a marginally significant correlation (6 = -
.26, p=.060) between the CASA perceptions and the computer attitudes. This
suggests that there may be a negative relationship between the way the test takers
perceive the CASA and how they feel about using computers, though not a strong

one.
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Conclusion

In this chapter, the quantitative and qualitative data analysis results based on
the data gathered from the CASAs and the FTFsas as well as the perceptions and
anxiety questionnaires were reported. The analyses yielded important results which
will be discussed in the next chapter along with the implications, limitations of the

study, and suggestions for further research.
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CHAPTER V: CONCLUSION

Introduction

This study aimed to investigate the pros and cons of face-to-face and
computer assisted speaking assessment with reference to pre-intermediate and
intermediate students’ perceptions of these test modes, the scores they obtained, the
anxiety levels, and the computer attitudes of the students in each mode. The data
were collected through speaking tests and questionnaires on perceptions, speaking
test and speaking anxiety, and computer attitudes. The participants were 66 EFL
language learners studying at pre-intermediate and intermediate levels at Uludag
University School of Foreign Languages. Four language instructors also took part in
the study as interlocutors and raters during the face-to-face and after the computer

assisted tests.

The study had a counter-balanced design so there were two pre-intermediate
and two intermediate groups who took either the FTFsa or the CASA first, and the
remaining test second. After the first tests were conducted, the participants were
administered either the FTFsa or the CASA perceptions questionnaires depending on
the test they took. The process was repeated after a one-month period for the second
speaking tests. Within the same time period, the participants were given two other
questionnaires, namely, the speaking test and speaking anxiety questionnaire, and the
computer attitudes questionnaire. Quantitative data were entered in SPSS and
analyzed via descriptive and inferential statistics, and qualitative data were typed,

grouped, and interpreted qualitatively.
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In this chapter, the research findings will be discussed and evaluated in the
light of the research questions and the relevant literature. Within the scope of the
chapter, pedagogical implications, limitations of the study and suggestions for further

research will also be presented.
Findings and Discussion

Performance, Reliability and Validity: The Scores Obtained in the CASA and
the FTFsa

After participants at both pre-intermediate and intermediate levels took both
the CASA and FTFsa, their scores were calculated and the scores they obtained in
the two different test modes were compared first altogether and then separately at
two levels. Before focusing on the findings, it is important to note that the inter-rater
reliability scores were quite low, especially for the CASA as opposed to the findings
of Jeong (2003). The CASA and the FTFsa were rated by four instructors — two at
each proficiency level- which means that, for each level, the same two raters scored
each test. Although the content, style and number of the questions were also identical
in both test modes, the pairs of raters were found to rank the test takers inconsistently
and this was more obvious in the CASA rankings, in contrast to the findings in the
literature (Cheng, 2008; Kuo & Jiang, 1997; Stansfield & Kenyon, 1988). For
instance, a student who was ranked the third in the class by one rater, was the 19" in
the other raters’ scoring sheet. The inter-rater reliability scores for the FTFsa were
more promising, yet they too were not high enough to say that the test performances
were evaluated as they should have been. The reason for this is possibly the absence
of experience in giving and scoring speaking tests. Although all of the raters were

experienced EFL instructors, none of them had previous experience with speaking
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tests. It is important to recall that the speaking tests conducted within the scope of the
present study were the first and only speaking tests administered ever at Uludag
University. Therefore, even though the raters were instructed on how to evaluate the
speaking performances and were given clearly written guidelines, it was not enough
to standardize the way they perceive and rate speech samples. As for the differences
in the inter-rater reliability scores between the CASA and the FTFsa, the reason why
the reliability was so much lower in the CASA than that in the FTFsa is open to
debate since the questions in both test modes were identical, in addition to the fact
that the raters were not allowed to negotiate about the scores in the FTFsa. The
absence of visual clues might be one reason for this inconsistency, while being
allowed to decide on the time and the location to assess the recordings might be
another as the raters might not have paid equal or adequate attention to the task of
scoring the CASA. Obviously, the language instructors would need more training in
scoring the speech samples from the semi-direct speaking tests than the face-to-face
interviews. The low inter-rater reliability scores also invite us to interpret the other

findings in this study cautiously.

The findings revealed that there were either no correlations or only a weak
correlation between scores gained on the two tests both in general and at separate
levels. This result is in line with findings of Jeong (2003), who investigated whether
there was a significant difference in results between a computerized oral test and the
conventional face-to-face format for the sake of questioning the reliability of the
computerized test. The researcher reported that there was only a weak relationship,
with a correlation value of .3 between the scores from the two oral proficiency tests.

Moreover, Silvester (2000) found that the ratings of applicants were different in
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situations where the oral proficiency of the test takers were assessed via face-to-face
or via telephonic interviews. The results of this study should be interpreted with care
in the present context as it is a telephone-based interview, not a computer based
speaking test. However, it is not completely irrelevant because participants’ lack of
practice and nonverbal cues in the telephone-based interviews also resemble the

computer assisted speaking tests.

In contrast to the low correlations of scores reported in the above studies,
Stansfield and Kenyon (1992) found in a study comparing the Simulated Oral
Proficiency interview (SOPI), a semi-direct speaking test, and the Oral Proficiency
Interview (OPI) that there was a high correlation between the scores obtained in
different test modes. Similarly, a number of other studies (Kenyon & Malabonga,
2001; Qian, 2009; Shohamy, 1994; Wigglesworth and O’Loughlin, 1993) have found
the concurrent validity of the two test modes to be high. In another study carried out
by Xiong, Chen, Liu, and Huang (as cited in Cheng, 2008), the students were
reported to have demonstrated their actual oral language proficiency through a semi-
direct test, depending on the fact that a high correlation was observed between
students’ ranking in class and their scores which were obtained through a tape-
mediated semi-direct test. The results from Surface (2009) also confirmed these
results. Once again, though, it is important to keep in mind that the results of these
studies may not directly relate to the present study because the studies cited above
were tape-based semi-direct tests except for Kenyon and Malabonga (2001) and Qian

(2009), which were computer assisted.

Although a number of studies found high correlations between scores,

according to what O’Loughin (2001) plausibly suggests, getting similar scores on
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two different test modes may not mean that the two kinds of test measure the same
kind of ability or that the ability is measured equally, which indeed means that one of
them might be lacking construct validity. In other words, the language elicited
through computers may be different from that elicited via a face-to-face test and the
two tests could be testing distinct components of speaking proficiency. Similarly,
Chapelle and Douglas (2006) assert that performance on a computer-delivered test
may fall short of reflecting the same ability as what other forms of assessment would
measure if presenting items on the computer screen changes the mental processes to
respond correctly to them. More specifically, Shohamy (1994) reports based on her
qualitative analyses that there were differences between the communicative strategies
and discourse features used in direct and semi-direct assessment of oral proficiency.
O’Loughlin further points out that the spoken interaction of two people is jointly
constructed so it is basically different from communicating with a machine.
Therefore, researchers (Clark, 1979; O’Loughlin, 2001) caution against using the
semi-direct and face-to-face oral proficiency tests interchangeably. Obviously, there
might be numerous reasons to declare semi-direct speaking tests to be a form of
assessment that lacks reliability and concurrent validity, as there is a possibility that
the results from them would not match those from their face-to-face counterparts in
terms of content, even if the scores correlate. In this study, the scores did not
correlate significantly, which further emphasizes the point that the CASA cannot be a

substitute for the FTFsa, at least in its current form.

However, this does not mean that we should totally get rid of the

computerized speaking tests as it is still possible to get some valid information from
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them related to the oral performance of the test takers. The approach Norris (2001)

takes is worth considering. Norris states that:

Language test developers should start their deliberations about speaking
assessment not by asking what computers are capable of doing, but rather by
asking what kinds of interpretations actually should be made about L2

speaking abilities; what kinds of evidence a test will need to provide in order to
adequately inform those interpretations; and what kinds of simulation tasks will
provide the required evidence. (p.103)

The choice of test mode should basically depend on what the stakeholders,
1.e. teachers, hope to find out about students’ performance, in other words, the

specific testing needs of their institutions, as Jiang and Kuo suggests (1997).

In the present study, the aim of using computer assisted semi-direct oral
assessment was to observe students’ improvement over time. The speaking tests were
to be progress achievement tests intended to measure the progress the students made
(Hughes, 2000); in other words, whether the students had learnt certain aspects of
spoken language introduced in speaking classes and could use them actively. Thus,
instead of testing their overall proficiency by looking at each and every detail of
spoken language, the raters actually looked for certain patterns in students’ speech.
No aspects other than those they had been instructed on were assessed during the
tests. That is, the tests measured what they were supposed to measure. This means
that both types of tests had content validity because their content constituted a
representative sample of the language skills, structures and so on with which they
were meant to be concerned (Hughes, 2000). Among the criteria Brown (2004, p.27)
lists for a test to have face validity are a well constructed, expected format with

familiar tasks, a test doable within the allotted time limit, clear items and directions,
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tasks that relate to the course content, and reasonable challenge. It is also clear from
the test takers’ answers to item 5 of the FTFsa and the CASA perceptions
questionnaires, where 34% of the participants agreed and 36% partly agreed that the
CASA effectively tested what was taught in the speaking classes, and from items 11
and 24, where a considerably high number of participants were satisfied with the

instructions and the time limit that the tests also had face validity.

Both the FTFsa and the CASA can be said to have construct validity as it was
possible to observe the expected constructs in the responses of some students,
especially of those who got higher scores and probably studied what was taught in
the class in detail. Nevertheless, it is crucial to note that most of the tasks in the
curriculum were monologic tasks. The computer assisted tests of oral proficiency
have been shown to be valid tools for proficiency in monologic tasks in terms of the
accuracy and complexity of the speech (Zhou, 2008), though not yet in
conversational ones. Hence, even though the validity of a number of tasks in the
CASA which were supposed to be conversational in nature is questionable, the
monologic tasks (i.e. describing a picture, and giving a short presentation) which
constituted most of the tasks in both test modes, seem to be appropriate devices to be

used in the CASA type of tests.

For a deep insight into the distribution of the test scores, the interaction of test
type, proficiency level, and the order the tests were taken were investigated. The
results revealed that there was no main effect of test mode, level, or group alone,
which means that none of these factors changed the average score by themselves.
Nevertheless, there was an interaction between level and test mode. The pre-

intermediate students were found to do better on the FTFsa than on the CASA,
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whereas for the intermediate students it was vice versa. This information confirmed
that the two levels were affected differently by test mode and suggested that the
CASA had an impact on the pre-intermediate test takers resulting in lower

performance quality.

Another result of the interaction analysis showed that test mode and group,
namely, the groups who took the tests in different orders, also interacted
significantly. On the whole, the groups which took the CASA first were found to do
better on the FTFsa, and the groups which took the FTFsa first did better on the
CASA. Obviously, both groups did better in their second test than in their first test no
matter which type of test they took first, which shows that there was a practice effect
in general. It might suggest that some students performing poorly in the CASA
probably did so because they had never taken a speaking test before, or at least it was
the first time they were taking a speaking test at the institution they were studying
during the investigation and it was in the CASA mode. Further examination of the
interaction between test mode, proficiency level, and group showed that the practice

effect was only seen in the pre-intermediate level.

CASA and FTFsa Perceptions of the Test Takers
A descriptive analysis of the results from the CASA and the FTFsa
perceptions questionnaires revealed that there was some divergence in perceptions of
the two test modes. Adding to the body of research, the test takers were found to
prefer the FTFsa over the CASA and have more positive feelings towards the former
in general. However, it is important to note that it was the pre-intermediate level
students who seemed to favor the FTFsa considerably more whereas the attitudes of

the test takers towards both modes were not as harshly different at the intermediate
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level. This might be a result of less anxiety and more self confidence that led higher
proficiency test takers to perceive both modes relatively similarly. Irrespective of the
proficiency level, a large amount of research conducted with different participants,
tasks, methodologies, and technologies (Jeong, 2003; Luoma, 1997; Qian, 2009;
Silvester, 2000; Stansfield et al., 1988, 1990; Thompson, 2007; Yu & Lowe, 2009)
has presented results in support of the view that the face-to-face format is preferred
over the computerized, or other semi-direct modes of oral proficiency assessment. As
is clear from the descriptive analysis of the perceptions questionnaires, among the
prominent reasons for this preference are the “unnatural” structure of the semi-direct
speaking tests as opposed to the interactive interviews bearing a communicative
nature; the presence of a live on-site interviewer that relieves the test takers in the
face-to-face mode; the lack of gestures to facilitate the conversation in the semi-
direct mode, and the lack of experience with the semi-direct mode, as the literature

also suggests.

When the test-mode-related anxiety subscales of the two perceptions
questionnaires were examined, the test takers were found be more anxious in the
CASA than in the FTFsa at both levels. This is possibly because - in addition to all
the aforementioned reasons that lead to a preference for the face-to-face mode - they
had to deal with many things such as using the computer, familiarizing themselves
with the system and trying to demonstrate their oral English proficiency at the same
time. It is noteworthy that there were a number of technical problems during the
CASA and the students did not have a chance to practice with the software system
except for a short demonstration before the actual test due to time restrictions, which

might have resulted in higher levels of anxiety in this test mode.



117

In line with the findings above, the test takers were found to feel more
anxious before, during and after the CASA than the FTFsa in general. One reason for
that might be the lack of an opportunity for clarification, repetition or restatement
requests from the interviewers, which can be considered a disadvantage of the semi-
direct tests (Kenyon & Malone, 2010) because the chance to ask for clarification
from an on-site interviewer might help the test takers feel that they can control and
correct their own performance (Silvester, 2000), while another factor could be the
positive, friendly and relieving attitudes of the interlocutors in the FTFsa, as the
responses to the open-ended questions at both levels revealed. Although the
responses also indicated that some test takers were extremely anxious in the FTFsa as
well, no matter how hard the interlocutors tried to calm them down, the test takers
who received no interlocutor support in the CASA and were thus anxious
outnumbered them. Interestingly, the level-based analysis showed a difference in the
periods when the students at different levels were anxious. A lot of the pre-
intermediate students were not anxious before the CASA while most were anxious
during the CASA, but the intermediate students were anxious both before and during
the computer assisted test. This might be due to the way their speaking teachers
speculated about the difficulty of the test before it was administered. On the other
hand, students at both levels were still anxious after the CASA though this was not

the case for the FTFsa. This is possibly the result of trying something novel.

Moreover, a number of participants (33%), especially those at the pre-
intermediate level (46.4%), noted that the presence of someone listening to them
instead of talking to a computer relieved them. Speaking to a computer was one of

the prominent causes of the discomfort almost half of the participants at both levels
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felt. In addition, more than half of the test takers reported being afraid of making
mistakes in the CASA, though much fewer test takers were scared by this in the
FTFsa. The reason for this may be the interlocutor interference in the FTFsa, given
that the interlocutors typically try to relieve test takers during the interviews. In
support of this view, the literature suggests that that the examinees’ satisfaction with
the interviewer predicted their reactions to the face-to-face test mode (Thompson et
al., 2007), and a sincere and caring manner was the most effective (Madsen, 1983).
Weir (2005) suggests starting a speaking test with personal or social questions
designed to decrease anxiety, similar to Luoma’s (2004) proposal that there should
be a warm-up section in the beginning. Also, Oya et al. (2004) recommends that the
interlocutors should facilitate a more convenient testing environment to reduce the
negative impact of anxiety. In line with this body of research, it is possible to say that
the interviewers behaved appropriately, which resulted in less anxiety in the FTFsa in
turn. Nevertheless, in the CASA perceptions questionnaire, the lack of a live
interviewer was reported to be a problem which caused discomfort because the test
takers had difficulty in speaking due to lack of interaction and an intimate
environment. On the other hand, some participants at both levels felt more relaxed
when there was no one listening to them, that is, while talking to a computer. In line
with this, there were participants who were even disturbed by the presence of an
interlocutor and a few others feeling constrained by the interference of the
interviewers. This might be due to the differences in their personalities or learning
styles. For instance, some students might be shy whereas others are extrovert, or
some could be intrapersonal learners who can understand and work well by

themselves whereas others are interpersonal who understand and work well with
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others (Gardner, 2006, p.18), which can be another factor the test givers should keep

in mind while designing tests and selecting the mode of the tests.

Another point that relates to the anxiety the students felt in the two test modes
is the perceived difficulty of the tests. At both levels, the majority of the test takers
thought that the CASA was more difficult, and they reported that they expected low
scores from the CASA. Although many students also thought they would get low
scores from the FTFsa, their number was much lower. This is surprising since both
tests were identical in terms of content, style and the number of questions. Therefore,
the anxiety felt or the difficulty found cannot be related specifically to the questions.
Moreover, it is important to remember that their perceptions hardly correlate with
their scores, which means that there is only a weak relationship between their
perceptions of their performances and their genuine performances in the speaking
tests. One possibility is that presenting items on the computer screen might change
the mental processes to respond to them (Chapelle & Douglas, 2006), as mentioned
before, so that the test takers might feel that they have to put more effort into

answering a question in the computerized mode.

The participants also stated that they found it difficult to organize their ideas
in the speaking tests so they were unable remember the words and structures they
already knew, or transfer what they think in Turkish into English. Even though they
had similar problems in both test modes, the CASA was again found more
dissatisfactory in this respect. Finding the FTFsa environment more relaxing, the
existence of an interlocutor being more helpful or getting anxious in an unfamiliar
context (the CASA) can be considered prominent reasons for this. However, it is

crucial to remember that it was just a perception question and does not reflect on
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their actual performance. So, it is possible that the students were able to organize
their ideas well and easily in both of the test modes. The only way to see what
actually happened is to analyze the content and organization of students’ responses to

the test questions, which is not in the scope of this study.

The responses to the open ended questions revealed that the technical
problems, which really hindered the flow of the test, were found irritating by a
number of the students at both levels. Indeed, this may be the main reason why
students disliked the computerized test and got more anxious during it. Despite the
considerable amount of effort spent in preparing the test, there were problems with
the computers because they were old, and the Internet connection was rather slow,
and it was not possible to change it as it was a state university where even making a
small change required a lot of effort and time. The website used for recording and
storing the voices gave errors randomly at different times, causing anxiety in test
takers, which was an unexpected problem beyond the researcher’s means, so it is
recommended that schools develop their own websites to record and store the
responses to avoid such problems. Probably, conducting the speaking test with better
technical equipment would yield better results in favor of the CASA, both in terms of
perceptions and performance. However, it is also noteworthy that there were test
takers obtaining high scores in the CASA, which might mean that the technical
problems did not hinder at least some test takers’ performance. As reported by a few
participants, taking a computerized test for the first time could also have resulted in
low performance. In other words, even if there were no technical problems, it is

possible that utilizing the system would still pose a challenge and decrease the scores
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gained in the CASA. The only way to overcome this is to expose students to

computerized tests repeatedly.

Considering that identical questions were asked in both the CASA and the
FTFsa, one would expect the perceptions regarding the questions in the two tests to
be similar. However, the majority favored the FTFsa over the CASA when they were
asked about the ability of a test to reflect their ability and to show one’s strengths and
weaknesses in speaking English, and the comprehensiveness of the test as well as the
variety of the questions. Surprisingly, though, this preference was more obvious at
the pre-intermediate level, because the intermediate level test takers thought neither
of the tests were good tools for assessing their speaking ability and they were
dissatisfied with the comprehensiveness and the diversity of both the CASA and the
FTFsa. They might have expected tests which assessed their general speaking ability,
but as they were told beforehand, these were achievement tests which intended to test
a limited amount of knowledge the students were supposed to have gained during

their speaking classes, not general proficiency tests.

Although time given to answer the test questions was found adequate by a
large number of students as the descriptive statistics showed, a few test takers at both
levels responding to the open ended questions thought that the time given in the
CASA was not enough to answer the questions while no one reported such a problem
for the FTFsa. Nevertheless, it is important to note that less time was given for the
same questions in the FTFsa; it took only 6-8 minutes for each student to answer
these questions. In the CASA, the participants were given half an hour in total: they
first did a trial with the system, which took about ten minutes, and the remaining 20

minutes were devoted to answering the actual questions. The rationale behind giving
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a lot more time in the CASA was the possibility that the internet connection or other
technical deficiencies would cause students to lose time. Although students were
supposed to have been provided with adequate time, some of them found it
inadequate, as mentioned above. This might have resulted from the fact that students

were unacquainted with the software used to administer the CASA.

Both in the CASA and the FTFsa the same visual materials, i.e., pictures,
drawings, or graphics, were used with the aim of facilitating the test takers’
comprehension. They were found beneficial in the FTFsa by the participants at both
levels. However, only the intermediate test takers found the visuals in the CASA
useful, which may have resulted from the fact that the pre-intermediate level students
who found the visual materials unsupportive might have failed to answer the
questions due to their lower proficiency level and believed that the visuals did not
help at all. At intermediate level, it was stated that visuals facilitated the ability to
think, which shows that the multiple modality of input in the CASA probably helped
the tests takers demonstrate their actual proficiency. It was also stated that having
visuals was nice because it made the test more enjoyable. Briefly, they liked having
visuals because it facilitated their task to perceive a question via both auditory and

visual modes.

In general, the majority found the CASA neither real life like nor fair whereas
it was the opposite for the FTFsa, supporting Luoma (1997). This is surprising
because in the body of relevant literature (Galaczi, 2010; Larson, 2000; McNamara
2008), one of the most stressed attributes of the computerized tests is their fairness.

Interestingly, though, a considerably high number of pre-intermediate test takers
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found the CASA to be fair. The reason why intermediate level test takers thought the

CASA was unfair as opposed to their pre-intermediate peers is open to investigation.

When the participants were asked if the existence of a speaking assessment
would affect their attendance rates, it was found that only the FTFsa would increase
the pre-intermediate level students’ attendance to the speaking classes whereas the
intermediate level test takers thought that neither of the test modes would change
their attendance rates. It might mean that only the FTFsa would have some positive
washback effect on lower level students’ participation in the classes. This might
simply be happening because higher level test takers feel more confident in speaking

English and may believe that they do not need extra instruction.

Up to this point, the findings showing that the test takers mostly favored the
FTFsa over the CASA have been discussed. Indeed, one of the clearly striking
findings is that 75% of the pre-intermediate and 47% of the intermediate level test
takers preferred the FTFsa according to the results from item 22, confirming the
relevant literature (Kenyon & Malabonga, 2001; Thompson et al., 2007).

Nevertheless, the FTFsa had also some disadvantages in the test takers’ view.

The test takers were disturbed by a number of factors in the FTFsa. The high
level of anxiety of some students which emerged before the FTFsa was said to
increase their nervousness, which resulted in difficulty in remembering words or
structures, or organizing their speech in turn, especially as stated by intermediate
level test takers. The type of anxiety reported here probably stems from a general
speaking anxiety or speaking test anxiety, as some respondents complained that they

were unable to relax since they knew it was a test. In this case, one would assume
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that the participants would have also felt the same way before the CASA but most of
them did not. Stansfield and Kenyon (1988) claimed that semi-direct tests seemed
‘unnatural’ and unfamiliar to the participants, which resulted in greater perceived
difficulty and more nervousness than was felt in the face-to-face format. In the
present study, perhaps the feeling of trying something new, that is, taking a speaking
test on computer, and the fear created by this challenge was so high that the test
takers did not even care about their speaking anxiety. This might have even been

caused by the computer anxiety the students might have experienced.

The participants also reported having to wait for a long time, which actually
meant spending more than two hours for some of them before it was their turn in the
face-to-face speaking test. They noted that this increased their already existing
anxiety and they started to feel rather tense after a while. Although some of the
participants recommended testing half of the students another day or in another
classroom with only one instructor, it does not seem to be an applicable solution to
do either as both would have adverse effects on reliability of the speaking tests

because of differences between raters or the times the test would be given.

Evidently, not pre-intermediate but intermediate level test takers were
disturbed by the fact that one of the two interlocutors conducting the FTFsa kept
taking notes as the interview went on. The students probably felt that the interlocutor
was uninterested in their speech either because she found it unintelligible or just
because she did not care. This might have been done unconsciously, or the
interlocutor might have thought that it was necessary to grade the student without
missing any details of his performance by waiting for him to leave. Since some test

takers were evidently bothered by this fact, it would be better to control such
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behaviors during the face-to-face speaking tests to avoid a failure in terms of

reliability.

Speaking test and speaking anxiety and their relationship with the perceptions
of the test modes and test scores
In order to eliminate possible factors other than test-mode specific
perceptions that might affect how students feel about a test due to their general fears
or tendencies, the test takers were given a questionnaire with two subsections:

speaking anxiety and speaking test anxiety.

The analyses conducted to explore the relationship between speaking anxiety
and speaking test anxiety, and the test-mode specific perceptions revealed that there
was a significant negative correlation between speaking anxiety and the CASA
perceptions at the pre-intermediate level. No significant correlation was found
between speaking anxiety and the FTFsa perceptions or the test scores the pre-
intermediate examinees obtained in either test mode. These findings indicate that the
pre-intermediate level test takers with higher speaking anxiety tend to feel less
positively towards the CASA, yet speaking anxiety and the FTFsa perceptions are
not related. In line with Phillips (2005), there is no relationship between speaking
anxiety and speaking test scores at this proficiency level in the present study, either,
which contradicts the findings of Woodrow (2006), Park et al. (2005), Phillips
(1992), and Oya et al. (2004), who found that test scores were affected by
debilitating speaking anxiety, and Aydin (2006), who found that test takers who
obtained high scores in overall achievement tests felt more confident and less

anxious. Nor did speaking test anxiety correlate significantly with any of the
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abovementioned variables. This shows that high speaking test anxiety is not related

to the attitudes towards the test modes and the test scores at pre-intermediate level.

At intermediate level, a significant negative correlation was found between
speaking anxiety and CASA and FTFsa perceptions. Hence, it can be stated that the
test takers with higher speaking anxiety felt less positively towards both the CASA
and the FTFsa. Moreover, there was a significant moderate negative correlation
between speaking test anxiety and FTFsa perceptions at intermediate level but it was
not related to their perceptions of the CASA. Comparing the test scores and the
anxiety types, a significant negative correlation was found between the scores
obtained in the intermediate CASA and the two types of anxiety, which is in line
with the findings of relevant studies (Woodrow, 2006; Park et al, 2005; Aydin, 2006;
Phillips 1992; Oya et al., 2004). It means that FTFsa scores were not related to the

anxiety levels, unlike the CASA scores at intermediate level.

The fact that speaking anxiety and speaking test anxiety were found to be
related to FTFsa perceptions at the intermediate level but not at the pre-intermediate
level might suggest that the interlocutors at the pre-intermediate level were more
friendly and helpful than those at the intermediate level, which might have resulted
in more negative feelings towards the FTFsa and a negative correlation between
speaking anxiety and FTFsa perceptions at the intermediate level, unlike the pre-
intermediate level. As for the negative correlation between the CASA scores and the
anxiety levels at both levels, the intermediate level participants might have failed to
demonstrate their actual proficiency and lost points as they got anxious, whereas the

pre-intermediate level participants, proficiency levels of whom are already low,
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might have performed similarly in the CASA no matter whether they were anxious or

not.

Computer attitudes and their relationship with the perceptions of the test
modes and test scores
With the same aim as that of the speaking test and speaking anxiety
questionnaire, the participants were asked to complete a computer attitudes

questionnaire.

According to the results of their study, Taylor, Kirsch and Eignor (1999) and
Powers (1999) claimed that there was no adverse relationship between computer
familiarity and computer-based TOEFL test performance due to absence of
experience with computers. In support of this, no relationship was found between
intermediate level test takers’ computer attitudes and their test scores. Neither their

computer attitudes were found to be related to their test-mode specific perceptions.

The analyses showed a marginally significant correlation only between pre-
intermediate level test takers’ computer attitudes and their CASA perceptions (a
negative correlation) in addition to their CASA scores (a positive correlation). This
means that there may be a relationship between how the lower level examinees
perceive the CASA and how they feel about using computers, though not a strong
one. Similarly, their computer attitudes and CASA scores seem to be weakly related.
Since a high score in the computer attitudes questionnaire meant that the test taker
had negative attitudes towards the computer and a high computer anxiety, whereas a
high score in a test is an indicator of good performance, the moderate positive

correlation found between the CASA scores and computer attitudes is interesting. It
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actually means that test takers with negative attitudes towards computers performed
better in the Computer Assisted Speaking Assessment, which might mean that
negative attitudes towards computers which might have resulted in computer anxiety
acted as facilitating anxiety and helped the test takers focus on the tasks better. The
reason that computer attitudes were found to relate to test scores only in one
proficiency level is open to investigation. It may have resulted from differences in
computer familiarity and anxiety levels at two different levels. If this is the case, it
would be better to investigate the variations in computer familiarity of the
populations for whom the computerized tests are intended, as Chapelle and Douglas

(2006) propose.

Pedagogical Implications

To start with a difficulty language teachers might face when they choose to
use a computerized speaking test, it is worth clarifying that setting up a software
system that would be used school-wide requires a noticeable amount of time and
effort, though not a big economical power. Setting up the CASA system, as a
language teacher with little technical knowledge, I had difficulty in managing some
processes. First, one of the two basic software components in this study, Moodle,
required an appropriate webserver which is compatible with the structure of Moodle.
After a lot of individual effort which resulted in failure, I was able to find a server,
install Moodle, and integrate VoiceThread into Moodle with the help of a friend. It is
important to note that even two friends, who were graduates of computer related
departments at universities, failed to complete this process with success until the
third person mentioned above could achieve it. Second, due to the lack of a

professional technical department, I had to deal with the technical problems at the
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computer laboratory at Uludag University personally because the some computers
needed to be changed, repaired, modified, or supported with extra materials as most
of them had viruses, software and internet connection problems, and there were no
microphones or headphones at all. The technical problems continued even after
everything was completed and while the students were taking the speaking tests. For
instance, some computers started to malfunction all of a sudden, the quality of the
internet connectivity descreased uncontrollably, or the VoiceThread website started
not to respond on one computer while it was still working on other computers. The
problems experienced during the tests irritated the test takers despite the efforts to
overcome them instantaneously. Problems like the ones above show that language
teachers should think twice ensure that they can receive adequate technical support
before ever starting to use computers to assess speaking as it is not as simple as it

sounds.

On the other hand, in the light of the findings of the studyj, it is possible to
conclude that creating local computerized tests of speaking is not beyond the
capability of the language instructors, yet, the stakeholders should be careful while
converting the conventional face-to-face speaking tests into computer assisted
assessment of speaking, as the two might give very different rankings to the students.
The administrators and instructors should carefully decide on the parts of the
speaking curriculum they want to evaluate, decide whether these attributes can be
assessed via computers, and give a chance to the instructors and the students to try
the software systems used. It should also be ensured that the technical equipment,
such as the headphones, microphones, computers and the internet, are working

properly, since technical problems seem to relate to the anxiety students felt during
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the CASA. Other anxiety raising factors, such as hearing other people’s voices and
having difficulty in getting used to the system should also be eliminated to allow
students show their full performance, as anxiety can have a debilitating effect for
some students. To make the CASA type of tests more appealing for students, it might
be a good idea to insert video clips in addition to the pictures or graphics used in the
study so that the students may feel that a conversation is being simulated, which
might compensate somewhat for the lack of interactiveness inherent to the semi-
direct oral assessment. The test takers could also be required to interact with each
other via the internet using video-conferencing tools, which would totally eliminate

the most prominent disadvantage of a semi-direct test of speaking.

In order avoid unreliable rankings of students resulting from the low inter-
rater reliability in test modes in this study, the schools must pay attention that the
instructors who would evaluate students’ speaking performances are not biased in
any way or inexperienced in conducting and rating speaking tests. Comprehensive
in-service training is necessary to avoid this problem, especially in Turkey because
few institutions assess or even give instruction on speaking ability in the grammar-
based EFL setting of the country, and those who do so pay little attention to the way

speaking is evaluated.

In addition to their advantages for the test givers, such as being economical
and time-saving, computer assisted speaking tests utilized as achievement tests
would also help the students get used to semi-direct forms of assessment, which they
will encounter later in their life. Moreover, the recently-popular language portfolios
can be supported by language learners’ voice recordings, which would provide more

authentic and convincing evidence about their speaking proficiency than bare scoring
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charts do. Despite its current disadvantages, the computerized speaking tests can be
used instead of the face-to-face tests on condition that the abovementioned

deficiencies of the computerized speaking tests are eliminated. Beyond doubt, these
problems would be solved with ease with the rapid technological developments in a

short period of time.

The results of the study also suggest that there is a clear preference for the
FTFsa over the CASA, which is assumed to be a result of unfamiliarity with the
latter. Nevertheless, students’ needs and interests should also be taken into
consideration when possible. That is, when feasible and economical, face-to-face
tests should be the first choice. Administering face-to-face speaking tests has also its
drawbacks, though. As reported by the participants, having to wait for a long period
of time until their turn come results in discomfort among test takers. Moreover, it
was seen that test takers tend to learn the content and the style of the speaking test
from their peers who take the test before them, which would decrease the reliability
of the test. Test takers can be put into separate classrooms, or waiting rooms, while
waiting for their turn. The use of mobile communication devices should also be
prevented and test takers should be accompanied by a responsible instructor. To
economize on time spent on testing, the tests can be conducted on different days.
Obviously, this process would require extra human resources and available
classrooms. Conducting speaking tests with the help of one single instructor is also

an option, but not a favorable one, due to reliability concerns.

The findings also revealed that test takers disliked some interlocutor
behaviours, such as taking notes during the interview. This suggests that the

interlocutors should be strictly trained on how to behave during the interviews. To
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prevent negative effects of the anxiety raising nature of the face-to-face tests, the
tests can be conducted at different times during the class hours without informing the
students that it is a test and the performances can be rated using a detailed rubric;
however, it would possibly be an unfair way of assessment as the students would be

tested with different questions.

The low inter-rater scores in this study show that language teachers might
give very different rankings to test takers, both in the CASA and in the FTFsa, even
though they are provided with a detailed list of answers and band descriptors.
Therefore, an in-depth rater traning, which can be done using real speech samples
and comparisons between the scores raters give, is also indispensably necessary even

if language teachers insist on conducting face-to-face oral assessment.

Limitations of the study

There are several limitations of this study which suggest that the findings
should be interpreted cautiously. As mentioned before, one of the major weaknesses
of the study is the raters’ lack of experience and the rather low inter-rater reliability.
As a result of this, the actual success of the test takers was possibly probed
inaccurately and the analyses done using these scores might have resulted in

incorrect interpretations.

The lack of clarity of the rubric and the band descriptors used in the study and
the fact that the raters did not have time to practice using them in training sessions

are the other limitations that might have resulted in low inter-rater reliability.

Technical problems experienced during the CASA pose another thread to the

validity of the interpretations of the scores as well as the perceptions and anxiety
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questionnaires. If schools or researchers intend to use a computer assisted test, they
should initially ensure that the technical infrastructure would not cause any

difficulty.

Another limitation of the study is the monologic nature of the most of the
questions in the speaking tests. Though this is an inherent characteristic of semi-
direct oral assessment, it is not plausible to say that such a test can perfectly assess

every aspect of the test takers’ speaking ability.

A further limitation is the setting where the study was conducted. Only one
school and four classes were included in the study and the number of participants
was quite low — 13 students in each pre-intermediate group and 19 students in each
intermediate group with 66 student participants in total - to be able make nation-wide
generalizations. It is possible for such a study to give different results in different

settings due to the interests, capabilities, and beliefs of the participants.

Another limitation is the lack of control of the students as they waited for
their turn to take to FTFsa. It was observed that students waiting for their turn
interacted with their peers who already took the test to get information about the flow
of the test. Although the test takers had been informed about the content of the
speaking tests and they had the necessary sources beforehand, i.e. speaking
textbooks, their performances might have been influenced by the extra information

they received from their peers.

Time constraints were also among the limitations of the study because the
preparation and piloting of the instruments, the preparation of eight different

speaking tests and the training materials for the raters were completed in a short
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period of time. The raters should have been trained better by helping them practice
rating speech samples and standardizing their rating techniques; however it was
impossible due to the time limitations. Within this time period, the needs of the
students might have been neglected, as well. For instance, the only chance they
found to try the CASA system was just before they took the test. Ideally, the test

takers should have been given a few trials to get used to it before the actual test.

Suggestions for further research

Based on the findings and the limitations of the study, some suggestions can
be made for further research. This study was one of the few instances which have
looked at the use of computerized speaking tests as progress achievement tests. It is
true that dealing with technology is challenging, but the instructors ought to get used
to it as it is one of the indispensible parts of the near future. Therefore, other studies
investigating how computer assisted speaking assessment can be effectively

integrated into the local curriculum would be highly valuable.

The study can be replicated with better equipment, experienced raters, more
participants, or at different settings to find whether the two types of speaking tests

have similar effects and results at different conditions.

Third, a communicative version of semi direct speaking tests where test
takers interact with and see each other, i.e. utilizing video conferencing or virtual
worlds, can be developed and evaluated using a similar methodology to this study or
in more detail. This would reduce the disadvantages of lack of interaction inherent to

the taped or computerized speaking tests.
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Fourth, exploring which question types elicit more and better information
about the test takers’ progress in terms of oral competency can also be another way
of getting a better insight into the nature of the semi-direct speaking tests and to

validate them.

Moreover, since there is the possibility that different cognitive processes
involved in different test modes might be affecting the speech produced,
investigating how the test takers’ cognitive processes differ in the two modes, if they
do at all, might lead to new research on the types of test items and modes that would

eliminate any negative effects of computerized speaking assessment.

Finally, how the speech samples from a semi-direct speaking test should be
evaluated, in other words, what should be or can be expected from such tests and

where they can be appropriately used can be investigated.

Conclusion

This study revealed that the face-to-face and computer assisted tests of
speaking might give very different rankings to students, particularly if the raters and
the students are unfamiliar with the latter. It was also revealed that the test takers at
both levels clearly preferred the face-to-face mode of speaking assessment over a
computerized version for various reasons. Also, the test takers at different
proficiency levels were found to value different aspects of the test modes and there
were some students who favored the CASA, though not numerous. Nevertheless,
their perceptions were not found to determine success in the speaking tests. The
speaking test anxiety and speaking anxiety questionnaires showed that students’

perceptions of the test modes, especially at intermediate level, were related to their
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speaking or speaking test anxiety. Moreover, there was a relationship between these
anxiety types of the intermediate level test takers’ and their computer assisted
speaking assessment scores. Finally, pre-intermediate level test takers’ CASA
perceptions and CASA scores were found to be related to their computer attitudes,

though in the opposite direction.

Most importantly, this study has highlighted the importance of the quality of
the tools to be used at oral assessment as well as the processes oral assessment
involves. The study had also drawn attention to language teachers’ training and
experience in testing speaking, the quality of the technical equipment used in
computerized testing, the clarity of the scoring rubric, and the students’ experience
with the test technique as important aspects of speaking assessment. Insights from

this study are hoped to prove useful in designing new speaking assessment tools.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX A: Intermediate FTFsa 2 Questions

0. WARM-UP (not more than 30-40 seconds)
Please introduce yourself. (Name, age, hobbies etc.)
1. TRAVEL AGENT

Imagine that you are working at a travel agency.

1. You offer some VACATION PACKAGES to your customers. SCAN the brochures QUICKLY
to see them.

2. Listen to the person speaking. She is looking for an IDEAL VACATION. Choose a
SUITABLE VACATION for her.

3. Tell her the DETAILS and why she should prefer it. Describe the FEATURES OF
PLACES, make RECOMMENDATIONS, use STRONG ADJECTIVES just like you learnt
in the speaking class.

SCRIPTS (for the interlocutor to read)

a) I’'m a business woman and work really hard during the year. | have a one-week holiday in
July. | want to go somewhere | can both relax and have fun, probably Turkey. | have been
wondering Turkish cities for a long time. | would like to spend my days at sea and historical
places. For nights, I'd prefer night clubs. And | have a limited budget: only 900 euros. What
do you suggest? (Aegean Region)

b) I'm a retired person so | want somewhere quiet. | am interested in historical places.
Camping or small boutique hotels are fine for me. The big 5 star hotels are usually too
crowded and noisy, | don’t want to spend my time with a lot of people around. Also, it
would be perfect if there is a place with thermal baths. When you get older they are really
good for you, you know! So what do you think, Is there a suitable tour for me? (Black Sea
Region)

c) Isn’t Turkey the home of Ottoman Empire? | would really like to spend a few days visiting
the most famous historical places, you know, museums, palaces, mosques, the places
where the great wars were done... It would be nice to try the Turkish bath, too. I'm sure |
would like to buy a lot Turkish stuff, so | will need to go to bazaars as well. Unfortunately, |
have a 7 day holiday only. Can | do all these in such a short time? (Marmara Region)

d) I am looking forward to having a vacation. I'm so tired! | want to go somewhere | can
relax. The only activities | want to do are fishing lazily and swimming. | heard that the
thermal baths are a good way of relaxing too. After | rest a little, | would like to do some
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climbing, | love mountains! Finally, | don’t like hot places. Can you offer me a place where |
can do all these? (East Anatolian Region)

e) Hi! I won a holiday check from a TV show. It’s worth 2000 euros. | want to spend it
somewhere sunny and energetic. | love night life so the place should definitely have night
clubs. | have 11 days and | want to do as many things as possible. | would like to have a
cruise, see natural beauties like waterfalls, caves, lakes... | want to do some sports too. For
example, diving, trekking, or rafting... And please make sure that the hotel is a very very
good one. Where can | go? (Mediterranean Region)

East Anatolia Region
Cities: Agri, Igdir, Erzurum, Van
Accommodation: four-star hotels

Activities/ places to go: Thermal baths, trekking, religious historical monuments (e.g.Oltu
Church), palaces (e.g. ishak Pasha), climbing, fishing, swimming

Duration: 5 days
Best time: From May to November

Price: €800 (euro)

South East Anatolia Region
Cities: Gazi Antep, Sanliurfa, Adiyaman, Mardin
Accommodation: 4 star hotels

Activities/ places to go: Sightseeing, museum (archeology museum), Lake (Balkhgol),
Nemrut mountain (historical statues and nice sunset, Kasimiye Madrassa (Kasimiye
Medresesi), lots of traditional food options

Duration: 4 days
Best time: From May, September, November

Price: € 600
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Mediterranean Region
Cities: Antalya, Adana, Burdur, Kahramanmaras
Accommodation: boutique and beach resort hotels

Activities/ places to go: diving, swimming, trekking and bird observation, Turkish cuisine
(traditional food), rafting, cruise tour, visiting caves (Damlatas, insuyu), waterfalls (e.g.
Dilden), castles ( there are eight castles in Kahramanmaras), mosques, bridges, Lakes (Egirdir,
Kovada, Burdur, Salda), night clubs

Duration: 10 days
Best time: From May to September

Price: € 1600

Aegean Region
Cities: izmir, Aydin, Mugla, Denizli
Accommodation: 4 and 5 star hotels

Activities/ places to go: Bodrum, Dalaman, Datca, Dalyan, Marmaris for scuba diving and
swimming, Ephesus antic city, antic cities in Denizli (Tripolis, Hierapolis), Pamukkale
travertines, trekking and cycling, paragliding (yamac parasiiti), Rodos island daily tour, visiting
caves (e.g. inkaya)

Duration: 6 days
Best time: From May to September

Price: € 900
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Marmara Region
Cities: Istanbul, Bursa, iznik (Nicea), Canakkale
Accommodation: 4 and 5 star hotels

Activities/ places to go: Ottoman palaces (Dolmabahce, Topkapi), Bosporus (Bogazici) tour,
museums, Rumeli Hisari, islands (Gok¢eada, Bozcaada), tombs (e.g. Yesil tiirbe), historical
mosques (Ulucami, Sultan Ahmet), Turkish bath, Troy horse, bazaars in Bursa, istanbul and
Canakkale, Assos antic city, Nusret mine layer ship, skiing, trekking, swimming, cable car tour
(teleferik), iznik china (traditional Turkish porcelain), night clubs and bars

Duration: 7 days
Best time: four seasons

Price: € 1000

Blacksea Region
Cities: Safranbolu, Rize, Trabzon, Sinop, Artvin
Accommodation: boutique hotels, tents

Activities/ places to go: Safranbolu houses, Sinop castle, Erfelek waterfalls, camping on
plateaus (e.g. Ayder yaylasi), original Turkish tea, rafting, thermal baths, trekking, bird
observation, sightseeing, swimming

Duration: 6 days
Best time: from May to September

Price: € 600

2. TALKING ABOUT PERSONALITY, JOB, COMPANY

Imagine that you are WORKING IN A COMPANY and you are talking to a new friend about
your PERSONALITY AND JOB.

First, talk about your PERSONAL QUALITIES, your strengths and weaknesses that affect your
work

Secondly, tell the DEPARTMENT you are working in and DESCRIBE WHAT YOU DO there.

Finally, DESCRIBE THE COMPANY you are working in.
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IMPORTANT: Speak as much as possible and use the vocabulary/ expressions you learnt
in the speaking class.

3. MAKING A REQUEST AND JUSTYFYING IT

Imagine that you WORK IN AN OFFICE and you are talking to your colleagues. MAKE THREE
REQUESTS and JUSTIFY YOUR REASONS. Use the ideas given below to make your requests.

Help finish writing this report
Clean my desk

Get print outs of reports
Lend me a stapler

Put the files into folders

Interpret/ explain the table for me

Need a new printer
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§  Sscale(1:64) | 50% | 75% 119%| 136%) 188%| 250%344%
w
% 00 scale (1:76) | 42% | 63% | 84% 115%|158%| 211%|289%
 HOscale (1:87.1) | 37% | 55% | 73% | 87% 138%| 184%|253%
%'ITscaIe(I:IEOJ 27% | 40% | 53% | 63% | 73% 133%|183%
B Nscale (1:160) | 20% | 30% | 40% | 48% | 54% | 75% 138%
Zscale (1:220) | 15% | 22% | 29% | 35% | 40% | 55% | 73%
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APPENDIX B: Intermediate CASA 2 Questions

Page 1:

There are a few buttons you must use in this test.

1) Comment ( The first step before "record" button)

2) Record ( To start recording your voice, you must click on it)

3) Stop recording (When you finish your answer, you must click on it)

4) Save ( DO NOT FORGET IT! To save your answer, you must click on it)

5) Next ( To go to the next page, you must click on it. It is at the left bottom of this
webpage)

IMPORTANT: BEFORE YOU START SPEAKING, REMEMBER TO CLICK
ON THE " Sign In or Register" BUTTON AT THE BOTTOM RIGHT
CORNER OF THE VIDEO.

You will have four questions in this test.
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For your first question, please go to the next page.

GOOD LUCK )

Page 2:
QUESTION 1:

Please introduce yourself briefly. ( Name, age, department, hobbies, etc.)

=D

INTRODUCE RSELF

INTERMEDIATE 2

RORARRORAO
alalrslio]mlalmle]s

Page 3:
QUESTION 2:

Imagine that you are working at a travel agency.

—

. You offer some vacation packages to your customers. Scan the boxes quickly

to see the vacation packages.

(e

Listen to the person speaking. She is looking for an ideal vacation. Choose a

suitable vacation for her.
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3. Tell her the details and why she should prefer it. Describe the features of
places, make recommendations, use strong adjectives just as you learnt

in the speaking class.

South East Anatolia Region
Cities: Gazi Antep, Sanlurfa, Adiyaman, Mardin

Accommodation: 4 star hotels

Activities/ places to go: Sightseeing, museum (archeology museum), Lake

(Balikligol), Nemrut mountain (historical statues and nice sunset, Kasimiye

Madrassa (Kasimiye Medresesi), lots of traditional food options
Duration: 4 days
Best time: From May, September, November

Price: € 600

Marmara Region
Cities: Istanbul, Bursa, Iznik (Nicea), Canakkale

Accommodation: 4 and 5 star hotels

Activities/ places to go: Ottoman palaces (Dolmabahge, Topkapi1), Bosporus

(Bogazici) tour, museums, Rumeli Hisari, islands (Gokg¢eada, Bozcaada), tombs (e.g.
Yesil tiirbe), historical mosques (Ulucami, Sultan Ahmet), Turkish bath, Troy horse,
bazaars in Bursa, Istanbul and Canakkale, Assos antic city, Nusret mine layer ship,
skiing, trekking, swimming, cable car tour (teleferik), iznik china (traditional Turkish

porcelain), night clubs and bars

Duration: 7 days
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Best time: four seasons

Price: € 1000

Aegean Region
Cities: Izmir, Aydin, Mugla, Denizli

Accommodation: 4 and 5 star hotels

Activities/ places to go: Bodrum, Dalaman, Datca, Dalyan, Marmaris for scuba
diving and swimming, Ephesus antic city, antic cities in Denizli (Tripolis,
Hierapolis), Pamukkale travertines, trekking and cycling, paragliding (yamag

parasiitii), Rodos island daily tour, visiting caves (e.g. inkaya)
Duration: 6 days
Best time: From May to September

Price: € 900

Blacksea Region
Cities: Safranbolu, Rize, Trabzon, Sinop, Artvin

Accommodation: boutique hotels, tents

Activities/ places to go: Safranbolu houses, Sinop castle, Erfelek waterfalls, camping

on plateaus (e.g. Ayder yaylas1), original Turkish tea, rafting, thermal baths,

trekking, bird observation, sightseeing, swimming
Duration: 6 days
Best time: from May to September

Price: € 600
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Page 4:
QUESTION 3:

Imagine that you are working in a company and you are talking to a new friend about

your personality and job.

First, talk about your PERSONAL QUALITIES, your strengths and weaknesses that

affect your work

Secondly, tell the DEPARTMENT you are working in and DESCRIBE WHAT YOU
DO there.

Finally, DESCRIBE THE COMPANY you are working in.

IMPORTANT: Speak as much as possible and use the vocabulary/ expressions
you learnt in the speaking class!
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Page 5:
QUESTION 4:

Imagine that you work in an office and you are talking to your
colleagues. MAKE THREE REQUESTS and JUSTIFY YOUR REASONS. Use

the ideas given below to make your requests.

IMPORTANT: Use the expressions you learnt in the speaking class to make

requests and justify your reasons!



156

Lend me a stapler

Get print outs of reports

¥ e iy Pl o prwm sl Earrpeie e Y kmdaay bmeeiedey i U b
Emrnagr b1 eogimbaa el

Put the files into folders

Interpret/ explain the table for me
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CONGRATULATIONS! You have finished the test!

Click "SUBMIT ALL AND FINISH"
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Test type: Face-to-face I:' Computer-assisted I:' The test took minutes.
Name of Class:
the student:
Name of Date of the S /2011
the rater: test:

COHERENCE/ | Total grade:

FLUENCY PRONUNCIATION ACCURACY VOCABULARY
DISCOURSE (out of 25)

Points
given:

(out of 5)




APPENDIX D: Band Descriptors
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s/he cannot find
the exact word.

< COHERENCE/
g FLUENCY PRONUNCIATION | Accuracy VOCABULARY DISCOURSE
~

1 | There are clear Pronunciation Grammar is not Very limited S has few, if any,
examples of may cause sufficient and it vocabulary : S communicative
communication miscomprehensio | may take a long cannot use more strategies.
breakdown. S n and time than a few words
cannot perform misunderstanding | to frame or cannot use
the tasks properly utterances or words with their
and sometimes cannot | correct meanings.
communicates do it at all.
with much
difficulty.

2 | S finds it difficult ] Pronunciation S has S can only use S has
to complete should not be a difficulty in frequently used limited
extended problem but may | choosing and basic words communicative
utterances. S occasionally using grammar accurately. S has | strategies.
finds it difficult result in structures, but difficulty in
to perform the misunderstanding | still can do it. choosing and
tasks. using advanced

vocabulary.

3 | Srarely hesitates, | The student may | Grammar S can accurately S shows some
for example, have some is adequate and use high knowledge of
especially while pronunciation any mistakes frequency words | communicative
producing very problems but it made do not as well as words strategies and is
long utterances. S | should not cause | result in presented in able to form
can communicate | communication significant speaking courses. | coherent
throughout out breakdown breakdown of Vocabulary is utterances, shows
the tasks. communication. adequate and any | some

mistakes made do | skill in turn-
not result in taking
significant

breakdown of

communication.

4 ] S does not Student’s Grammar and S can use some S shows clear
hesitate. S pronunciation vocabulary is low frequency knowledge of
performs the does not impede varied and mostly | words as well as communicative
tasks and comprehension. used correctly. high frequency strategies and is
communicates words accurately. | able to form long
comfortably Vocabulary is and coherent

varied and mostly | utterances, shows
used correctly some mastery in
turn-taking.

5 ] S does not S has no S can use a Correct and S shows mastery
hesitate at all. pronunciation variety of varied in communicative
Student’s speech | errors. structures vocabulary: S can | strategies (e.g.
is perfectly accurately. use low cohesion,
smooth. S frequency coherence, turn-
performs the (advanced) words | taking.
tasks and without making
communicates errors, can
with ease. paraphrase when
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APPENDIX E: Expected Answers for the Second Intermediate CASA and FTFsa Test

Questions

1. TRAVEL AGENT
Student imagines that s/he works at a travel agency.

1. You offer some VACATION PACKAGES to your customers. SCAN the brochures QUICKLY to see
them.

2. Listen to the person speaking. She is looking for an IDEAL VACATION. Choose a SUITABLE
VACATION for her.

The examinee should choose the most appropriate vacation pack. If not, after s/he describes
it, you can say that it is not the vacation you want and ask for another one. At the end of the
scripts you have, there is the name of vacation the examinee must offer.

3. Tell her the DETAILS and why she should prefer it. Describe the FEATURES OF PLACES,
make RECOMMENDATIONS, use STRONG ADJECTIVES just like you learnt in the speaking

class.

Features: Recommendations:

It’s a good place to go if.... You really ought to..

It’s handy for... You should definitely
It's popular for... The place is well worth...
It’s famous for... You certainly mustn’t...
You can find/see.... There You have to...

Strong adjectives:
Furious, huge, starving, fantastic, terrible, fascinating, tiny, terrified, exhausted
(NOT! Tired, bad, interesting, angry, big, scared, hungry, good, small)

2. TALKING ABOUT PERSONALITY, JOB, COMPANY

Imagine that you are WORKING IN A COMPANY and you are talking to a new friend about your
PERSONALITY AND JOB.

1. First, talk about your PERSONAL QUALITIES, your strengths and weaknesses that affect your work

Creative, reliable, methodical, flexible, well-organized, confident, determined, analytical, sociable,
efficient

A good listener, good with computers, good at solving problems, can overcome challenges, can work
under pressure, able to meet deadlines, good at communicating with people, a good decision maker
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2. Secondly, tell the DEPARTMENT you are working in and DESCRIBE WHAT YOU DO there.
| work in the (sales department)

I’'m in charge of ...

My job involves...

I’'m responsible for...

My main responsibility is to..
I’'m interested in...

I’m mainly concerned with...

3. Finally, DESCRIBE THE COMPANY you are working in.

The company was founded/established in ..

It's based in..

The main activities of the company are..

It produces/supplies/exports/ manufactures...

It’s one of the leading/ at the forefront of...

It has an annual turnover of...

It’s headed by...

It’s organized into three divisions.. / made up of three departments

3. MAKING A REQUEST AND JUSTYFYING IT

Student should MAKE THREE REQUESTS and JUSTIFY her /his REASONS using the ideas given below

Help finish writing this report
Clean my desk

Get print outs of reports

Lend me a stapler

Put the files into folders
Interpret/ explain the table for me
Need a new printer

Requests: For justification:
Would you mind... ing? | could really do with a hand...

Could you possibly...? )
Can I ask you to..? It would help a lot if.....
I'd appreciate if you could... I’m in danger of

| wonder if you could...?
I’d be grateful if you could.. | may not finish... if | don’t get help



APPENDIX F: CASA Perceptions Questionnaire

To the attention of the participants,

confidential.

study and I thank you in advance for your time and effort.

Ebru Oztekin
Graduate student
MA TEFL, Bilkent University

Composed of two sections, this questionnaire has been prepared to
gather information about the foreign language learners’ attitudes towards the
computer assisted speaking tests. The information obtained from the
questionnaire will be used to support a research study conducted at MA TEFL
program at Bilkent University. There are no correct or wrong answers in this
questionnaire. Please mark the option that best reflects you and respond to all
questions, this is rather important for the validity and reliability of the
questionnaire. The responses you give to the questions will be kept strictly

I would like to remind that your responses are quite valuable to the

Informed consent form:

I understood the content and purpose of the questionnaire. I agree to complete the
questionnaire and to let the researcher use my responses in the scientific study on

condition that my information is kept confidential.

Participant name/ surname:

Class:

Gender/ Age

Date

Signature:

This questionnaire is composed of three pages and two sections.

The options in the questionnaire are as below:

Strongly agree
Agree

Partly agree
Partly disagree
Disagree
Strongly disagree
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Please go to the next page to start answering the questions.



FIRST SECTION:

Please mark the option that best describes you for each statement.
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Strongly agree

Agree

Partly agree

Partly disagree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

The speaking test was very
difficult.

I felt rather tense and anxious
before the speaking test.

I felt tense and anxious during the
speaking test.

I felt tense and anxious after the
speaking test.

The speaking test effectively
tested what was taught in
speaking classes or in the
speaking sections of other classes.

I felt very relaxed before the
speaking test.

I was very afraid of making
mistakes during the speaking test.

The speaking test will increase my
attendance to speaking classes.

The fact that I responded to a
computer did not represent a real-
life speaking experience | can
have.

10.

It was irritating that I couldn’t ask
for clarification from the test
giver.

11.

The amount of instructions given
during the speaking test was too
much.
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12.

I could flexibly respond to the
questions asked in the speaking
test.

13.

I don’t think that I can get a good
mark from the speaking test.

14.

It relieved me to see that no one
was listening to me during the
speaking test.

15.

The speaking test helped me fully
reflect my speaking ability.

16.

The speaking test will increase my
attendance to the classes where
speaking is practiced.

17.

The speaking test was a good tool
for me to show my speaking
ability.

18.

The fact that our speaking will be
tested motivates me in terms of
speaking English.

19.

The speaking test helped to
decrease my fears about speaking
English.

20.

The speaking test was
comprehensive enough.

21.

There was no interaction during
the speaking test.

22.

I would like to have my speaking
tests in computerized format from
now on.

23.

I think I can get a good mark from
the speaking test.

24.

Adequate time was given to
answer each question in the
speaking test.

25.

The visual support materials
helped me answer the questions.

26.

I could easily organize my
thoughts in the speaking test.

27.

I think the speaking test is not a
fair one.
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28. There were adequate amount and
variety of questions in the
speaking test to test my speaking
ability.

29. The speaking test allowed me to
show my strong and weak points
in speaking English.

SECOND SECTION:
Please answer all questions shortly.

What irritated you the most in the test?

What did you best like about the test?

Is there anything you want to add?

This is the end of the questionnaire. Thanks again for your participation ©

Contact information for your questions and suggestions:

E-mail: educationline.tr@gmail.com



APPENDIX G: Bilgisayar Destekli Konusma Siavlariyla Ilgili Tutum Olgegi

Katilimcilarin dikkatine,

Iki boliimden olusan bu anket, yabanci dil 6grencilerinin bilgisayar
destekli konusma sinavlariyla ilgili tutular1 hakkinda bilgi toplamak icin
hazirlanmistir. Anketten elde edilen bilgiler Bilkent Universitesi Yabanci Dil
Olarak Ingilizce Ogretimi Yiiksek Lisans (MA TEFL) Béliimiinde yapilmakta
olan bir aragtirmanin igerigine destek olmasi amaciyla kullanilacaktir. Bu
ankette dogru ya da yanlis cevaplar yoktur. Liitfen sorulari sizi en 1yi yansitan
sikk1 secerek isaretleyiniz ve tiim sorulari cevaplaymniz; bunu yapmaniz
anketin gegerliligi ve giivenilirligi acisindan olduk¢a Onemlidir.  Anket
sorularina verdiginiz cevaplar kesinlikle gizli tutulacaktir.

Vereceginiz cevaplarin bu calisma ic¢in ¢ok degerli oldugunu
hatirlatarak ayirdiginiz zaman ve emeginiz i¢in simdiden ¢ok tesekkiir ederim.

Ebru Oztekin
Yiiksek lisans 6grencisi
MA TEFL, Bilkent Universitesi

Aydinlatilmis onam formu:
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Anketin igerigini ve amacini anladim. Anketi cevaplamay1 ve bilgilerimin gizli tutulmasi

sartiyla cevaplarimin ilgili bilimsel ¢aligmada kullanilmasini kabul ediyorum.

Katihhmcinin ady/ soyadi: T
Imza:

Simifi/Subesi:

Cinsiyet/ Yas

Tarih

Bu anket ii¢ sayfadan ve iki boliimden olusmaktadir.

Anketteki secenekler asagidaki gibidir:

Kesinlikle katiliyorum
Katiliyorum

Kismen katiliyorum
Kismen katilmiyorum
Katilmiyorum
Kesinlikle katilmiyorum
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Ankete baglamak i¢in liitfen bir sonraki sayfaya geciniz.

BIRINCI BOLUM:

Liitfen her bir soru icin sizi en iyi yansitan secenegi isaretleyin.

Kesinlikle
katiliyorum
Katiliyorum

Kismen

katiliyorum

Kismen

katilmiyorum

Katilmiyorum

Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum

1. Konusma sinavi ¢ok zordu.

2. Konusma simavi dncesinde asiri
derecede gergin ve endiseli
hissettim.

3. Konusma sinavi sirasinda gergin
ve endiseli hissettim.

4. Konusma sinavi sonrasinda gergin
ve endiseli hissettim.

5. Konugma sinavi konusma dersleri
ve diger derslerin konugsma
boliimlerinde 6gretilen seyleri 1yi
bir sekilde sinadi.

6. Konusma sinavi 6ncesinde ¢ok
rahat hissettim.

7. Konusma simavi sirasinda hata
yapmaktan ¢ok korktum.

8. Konusma sinavi benim konusma
derslerine katilimimi arttiracaktir.

9. Konusma smavinda bir
bilgisayara cevap vermem gergek
hayatta yasayabilecegim bir
konusma deneyimini yansitmadi.

10. Konugma sinavinda sinav
gorevlisinden sorular1
netlestirmesini isteyememem sinir
bozucuydu.

11. Konusma sinavinda verilen
yonergeler ¢ok fazlaydi.
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12.

Konusma smavinda sorulara
esnek bir bicimde cevap
verebildim.

13.

Konugma smavindan iyi bir not
alabilecegimi diigiinmiiyorum.

14.

Konusma siavinda birinin beni
dinlemiyor oldugunu gérmek beni
rahatlatt1.

15.

Konusma sinavi Ingilizce
konusma becerimi tam anlamiyla
yansitmami sagladi.

16.

Konugma sinavi konugma pratigi
yapilan Ingilizce derslerine
katilimim arttiracaktir.

17.

Konusma sinavi Ingilizce
konusma yetenegimi gostermem
i¢in 1yi bir aragti.

18.

Konugma sinavi yapilacak olmasi
beni Ingilizce konugma
konusunda motive ediyor.

19.

Konusma smavi Ingilizce
konusma konusundaki
korkularimin azalmasina yardimci
oldu.

20.

Konugma siav1 yeterince
kapsamliydi.

21.

Konugma sinavinda hig iletisim
yoktu.

22.

Bundan sonra girecegim konugma
siavlarinin bilgisayar destekli
olmasini isterim.

23.

Konugma simavindan iyi bir not
alabilecegimi diisliniiyorum.

24.

Konugma sinavinda her soruyu
cevaplamak i¢in yeterince zaman
verildi.

25.

Konugma sinavindaki gorsel
destekler cevap vermemi
kolaylastirds.

26.

Konusma smavinda diisiincelerimi
kolaylikla organize edebildim.
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27. Konusma sinavinin adil bir sinav
olmadigini diisiinliyorum.

28. Konusma sinavinda Ingilizce
becerimi test etmek i¢in yeterince
sayida ve cesitte soru vardi.

29. Konusma sinavi Ingilizce
konusma konusundaki giiclii ve
zay1f noktalarimi gostermeme izin
verdi.

IKINCI BOLUM:
Liitfen tiim sorular1 kisaca cevaplayin.

Sinavda en ¢ok neyden rahatsiz oldunuz?

Sinavda en ¢ok neyi sevdiniz?

Eklemek istediginiz baska bir sey var m1?

Anketiniz bitmistir. Katitminiz ve katkiniz icin tekrar tesekkiirler ©

Soru ve onerileriniz i¢in iletisim adresi:

E-posta: educationline.tr@gmail.com



APPENDIX H: FTFsa Perceptions Questionnaire

To the attention of the participants,

confidential.

study and I thank you in advance for your time and effort.

Ebru Oztekin
Graduate student
MA TEFL, Bilkent University

Composed of two sections, this questionnaire has been prepared to
gather information about the foreign language learners’ attitudes towards the
face-to-face speaking tests. The information obtained from the questionnaire
will be used to support a research study conducted at MA TEFL program at
Bilkent University. There are no correct or wrong answers in this
questionnaire. Please mark the option that best reflects you and respond to all
questions, this is rather important for the validity and reliability of the
questionnaire. The responses you give to the questions will be kept strictly

I would like to remind that your responses are quite valuable to the

Informed consent form:

I understood the content and purpose of the questionnaire. I agree to complete the
questionnaire and to let the researcher use my responses in the scientific study on

condition that my information is kept confidential.

Participant name/ surname:

Class:

Gender/ Age

Date

Signature:

This questionnaire is composed of three pages and two sections.

The options in the questionnaire are as below:

Strongly agree
Agree

Partly agree
Partly disagree
Disagree
Strongly disagree
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Please go to the next page to start answering the questions.



FIRST SECTION:

Please mark the option that best describes you for each statement.
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Strongly agree

Agree

Partly agree

Partly disagree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

The speaking test was very
difficult.

I felt rather tense and anxious
before the speaking test.

I felt tense and anxious during the
speaking test.

I felt tense and anxious after the
speaking test.

The speaking test effectively
tested what was taught in
speaking classes or in the
speaking sections of other classes.

I felt very relaxed before the
speaking test.

I was very afraid of making
mistakes during the speaking test.

The speaking test will increase my
attendance to speaking classes.

The fact that I responded to a test
giver did not represent a real-life
speaking experience I can have.

10.

It was irritating that I couldn’t ask
for clarification from the test
giver.

1.

The amount of instructions given
during the speaking test was too
much.

12.

I could flexibly respond to the
questions asked in the speaking
test.
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13.

I don’t think that I can get a good
mark from the speaking test.

14.

It relieved me to see someone
listening to me during the
speaking test.

15.

The speaking test helped me fully
reflect my speaking ability.

16.

The speaking test will increase my
attendance to the classes where
speaking is practiced.

17.

The speaking test was a good tool
for me to show my speaking
ability.

18.

The fact that our speaking will be
tested motivates me in terms of
speaking English.

19.

The speaking test helped to
decrease my fears about speaking
English.

20.

The speaking test was
comprehensive enough.

21.

There was no interaction during
the speaking test.

22.

I would like to have my speaking
tests in face-to-face format from
now on.

23.

[ think I can get a good mark from
the speaking test.

24.

Adequate time was given to
answer each question in the
speaking test.

25.

The visual support materials
helped me answer the questions.

26.

I could easily organize my
thoughts in the speaking test.

27.

I think the speaking test is not a
fair one.

28.

There were adequate amount and
variety of questions in the
speaking test to test my speaking
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ability.

29. The speaking test allowed me to
show my strong and weak points
in speaking English.

SECOND SECTION:
Please answer all questions shortly.

What irritated you the most in the test?

What did you best like about the test?

Is there anything you want to add?

This is the end of the questionnaire. Thanks again for your participation ©
Contact information for your questions and suggestions:

E-mail: educationline.tr@gmail.com



APPENDIX I: Yiizyiize Yapilan Konusma Sinavlartyla ilgili Tutum Olgegi

Katilimcilarin dikkatine,

Iki boliimden olusan bu anket, yabanci dil &grencilerinin yiizyiize
yapilan konusma sinavlariyla ilgili tutulart1 hakkinda bilgi toplamak igin
hazirlanmistir. Anketten elde edilen bilgiler Bilkent Universitesi Yabanci Dil
Olarak Ingilizce Ogretimi Yiiksek Lisans (MA TEFL) Béliimiinde yapilmakta
olan bir aragtirmanin igerigine destek olmasi amaciyla kullanilacaktir. Bu
ankette dogru ya da yanlis cevaplar yoktur. Liitfen sorulari sizi en 1yi yansitan
sikk1 secerek isaretleyiniz ve tiim sorulari cevaplayiniz; bunu yapmaniz
anketin gecerliligi ve giivenilirligi acisindan olduk¢a Onemlidir. Anket
sorularina verdiginiz cevaplar kesinlikle gizli tutulacaktir.

Vereceginiz cevaplarin bu calisma ic¢in ¢ok degerli oldugunu
hatirlatarak ayirdiginiz zaman ve emeginiz i¢in simdiden ¢ok tesekkiir ederim.

Ebru Oztekin
Yiiksek lisans 6grencisi
MA TEFL, Bilkent Universitesi

Aydinlatilmis onam formu:
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Anketin igerigini ve amacini anladim. Anketi cevaplamay1 ve bilgilerimin gizli tutulmasi

sartiyla cevaplarimin ilgili bilimsel ¢aligmada kullanilmasini kabul ediyorum.

Katihhmcinin ady/ soyadi: T
Imza:

Simifi/Subesi:

Cinsiyet/ Yas

Tarih

Bu anket ii¢ sayfadan ve iki boliimden olusmaktadir.

Anketteki secenekler asagidaki gibidir:

Kesinlikle katiliyorum
Katiliyorum

Kismen katiliyorum
Kismen katilmiyorum
Katilmiyorum
Kesinlikle katilmiyorum

Ankete baglamak i¢in litfen bir sonraki sayfaya geciniz.



BiRINCi BOLUM:

Liitfen her bir soru icin sizi en iyi yansitan secenegi isaretleyin.
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Kesinlikle

katiliyorum
Katihhyorum
katiliyorum

Kismen

Kismen

katilmiyorum

Katilmiyorum

Kesinlikle

katilmiyorum

Konugma sinavi ¢ok zordu.

Konugma siavi 6ncesinde asiri
derecede gergin ve endiseli
hissettim.

Konusma sinavi sirasinda gergin
ve endiseli hissettim.

Konusma sinavi sonrasinda gergin
ve endiseli hissettim.

Konusma siavi konusma dersleri
ve diger derslerin konugma
boliimlerinde gretilen seyleri iyi
bir sekilde sinadi.

Konugma simavi dncesinde ¢ok
rahat hissettim.

Konugma sinavi sirasinda hata
yapmaktan ¢ok korktum.

Konusma siavi benim konusma
derslerine katilimimi arttiracaktir.

Konusma simavinda bir sinav
gorevlisine cevap vermem gercek
hayatta yasayabilecegim bir
konusma deneyimini yansitmadi.

10.

Konugma sinavinda sinav
gorevlisinden sorulari
netlestirmesini isteyememem sinir
bozucuydu.

11.

Konusma smavinda verilen
yonergeler ¢ok fazlaydi.
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12.

Konusma smavinda sorulara
esnek bir bicimde cevap
verebildim.

13.

Konugma smavindan iyi bir not
alabilecegimi diigiinmiiyorum.

14.

Konusma siavinda birinin beni
dinliyor oldugunu gérmek beni
rahatlatt1.

15.

Konusma sinavi Ingilizce
konusma becerimi tam anlamiyla
yansitmami sagladi.

16.

Konugma sinavi konugma pratigi
yapilan Ingilizce derslerine
katilimim arttiracaktir.

17.

Konusma sinavi Ingilizce
konusma yetenegimi gostermem
i¢in 1yi bir aragti.

18.

Konugma sinavi yapilacak olmasi
beni Ingilizce konugma
konusunda motive ediyor.

19.

Konusma smavi Ingilizce
konusma konusundaki
korkularimin azalmasina yardimci
oldu.

20.

Konugma siav1 yeterince
kapsamliydi.

21.

Konugma sinavinda hig iletisim
yoktu.

22.

Bundan sonra girecegim konugma
sinavlarimin yiizyiize olmasini
isterim.

23.

Konugma simavindan iyi bir not
alabilecegimi diisliniiyorum.

24.

Konugma sinavinda her soruyu
cevaplamak i¢in yeterince zaman
verildi.

25.

Konugma simavindaki gorsel
destekler cevap vermemi
kolaylastirds.

26.

Konusma smavinda diisiincelerimi
kolaylikla organize edebildim.
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27. Konusma sinavinin adil bir sinav
olmadigini diisiinliyorum.

28. Konusma sinavinda Ingilizce
becerimi test etmek i¢in yeterince
sayida ve cesitte soru vardi.

29. Konusma sinavi Ingilizce
konusma konusundaki giiclii ve
zay1f noktalarimi gostermeme izin
verdi.

IKINCI BOLUM:
Liitfen tiim sorular1 kisaca cevaplayin.

Sinavda en ¢ok neyden rahatsiz oldunuz?

Sinavda en ¢ok neyi sevdiniz?

Eklemek istediginiz baska bir sey var m1?

Anketiniz bitmistir. Katitminiz ve katkiniz icin tekrar tesekkiirler ©

Soru ve onerileriniz i¢in iletisim adresi:

E-posta: educationline.tr@gmail.com



178

APPENDIX J: Responses to the Open-Ended Questions in the CASA and the FTFsa Perceptions
Questionnaires (Turkish)

PRE-INTERMEDIATE LEVEL

Yiizyiize Konusma Sinavina yonelik olumlu tutumlar (Positive Attitudes Towards the
FTFsa)

Rahatsiz olmadim.. Resimlerini(1)

Ogretmenlerimin beni rahatlatmaya ¢aligmasi (2)

Hocalarin konustuklarimi anliyormus gibi davranmalar1 beni mutlu etti. (3)

Ogrendigimiz baz1 konular1 kapsamasi ve hocalarimin beni dikkatli bir sekilde dinlemesini (4)
Hocalarin giiler yiizlii olup beni rahatlatmasi (5)

Normal bir sinava gore hocalarin tutumu kat kat daha iyiydi. Anlayish ve sabirliydilar. (6)

Sinav sirasinda herhangi bir durum rahatsiz etmedi. Siav gorevlileri ¢ok anlayisliyd: bu yiizden
sinav sirasinda rahat hissettim kendimi (7)

Sorularin ¢ok kolay oldugunu ve tam bizim konusabilecegimiz seviyeydi. (8)

Hocalarimin anlayishiligini. Giileryiizlii olmalar1 ve dinlendigimi gostermeleri ayr1 bir giiven verdi.

©)

Yiizyiize sessiz ortamda Ingilizce konusabilmek giizeldi. (10)
Gergin bir ortam gibi durmasina karsin samimi sayilirdi. (11)
Telaffuz hatalar1 yapilsa bile 6gretmenler dediklerimi anladi. (12)

Birinin beni dinlemesi ¢ok iy1 oldu. En azindan az da olsa rahatlatti. Konustukca hosuma gitti.

(13)
Kisa stirmesini sevdim (14)
Sorularin net olmasi giizeldi. (15)

pelin ve Seyda hocay1. Onlarin giileryiizii karsisinda rahat bir sekilde konustum diye
diisiiniiyorum. (16)

karsilikli ylizylize konusuyor olmak gercekei bir hava katti. (18)
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Cevap veremeyecegimden korktum ama rahatca cevaplayabildim. Yiizylize olmak ve tanidik
hocalarin olmasi rahatlaticrydi (19)

Sorular giinliik konusmada karsilasilan konusmalari igeriyordu. Ayrica derste tizerinde sik¢a
durdugumuz pratigini yaptigimiz konular soruldu. (21)

Tanidigim ve sevdigim hocalarin sinava girmesi beni mutlu etti. (22)
Karsimda birinin beni dinliyor olmasini sevdim (24)
Hocalarin ¢ok ilgili bir sekilde beni dinlemesi beni cok mutlu etti (25)

Elimize verilen kagitlarla asamali bir sekilde ilerleyebilmemiz gzeldi. Gorsel olmasi isimi
kolaylastirdi. (26)

konu segenegimiz fazlaydi. Bu sayede her alanda hiinerlerimizi gosterebildik. (28)

Yiizyiize Konusma Sinavina yonelik olumsuz tutumlar (Negative Attitudes Towards the
FTFsa)

Ben konusurken bir yerden not verilmesi (2)

simnavda en ¢ok disarida siranin gelmesini beklemekten rahatsiz oldum. Bu benim daha ¢ok stres
yapmama neden oldu. (3)

Konugma aninda ¢ok fazla heyecanlanmamdan ve bazi kelimelerin anlamini bilmeyisimden
rahatsiz oldum. (4)

Yalnizca beklemek (5)

Gereksiz heyecanimdan dolay1 normalde yapmayacagim hatalar yapmam beni ciddi bir sekilde
rahatsiz etti. Ayn1 zamanda kelime anlamini tam olarak bilmedigim kelimeleri karigtimam da ayn1
duruma yol act1 (6)

Biraz heyecandan ve kendimi endiseli hissetmemden (8)

Cok heyecanli ve gergindim. Bu yiizden aklima konugmamu siirdiirecek kelimeler gelmemesi beni
cok rahatsiz etti. (9)

Konusma siras1 gelene kadar ¢ok bekletildik. Daha 1yi organize edilebilirdi. (10)

Sinava zamaninda giremeyip beklemek beni rahatsiz etti. Sinav esnasinda diislincelerimi organize
edememek de rahatsiz ediciydi. (11)

Ozel konulardan yapilmasindansa be daha ¢ok giindelik konular hakkinda yapilmasini tercih
ederdim.Ogretmenlerin konusanlar takildiginda yardimei olmalar1 gerekir bence sadece beklediler.
Sohbet havasinda gegmedi sinav sadece 6grenci konustu. (12)
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Sinavda en ¢ok heyecanimdan rahatsiz oldum. Konusunca heyecana kapiliyorum ve konusmami
engelliyor. Bunu nasil yenebilrim bilmiyorum. Siirekli hata yapmaktan korktum. Cevap veremem
diye korktum. (13)

Birinin beni dinliyor olmasi beni rahatsiz etti (15)

Sadece sirami1 beklemek biraz gerici bir durumdu (21)

Aklimda olusmus baz fikirleri Ingilizce olarak anlatamamaktan rahatsiz oldum. (22)
Direktifler biraz fazlaydi. (25)

Tanimadigim bir denetleyicinin beni dinliyor olmasi beni rahatsiz etti. Derste ve 6gretmenlerimle
konusurken daha rahat konusabiliyorum. (26)

Bilgisayar Destekli Konusma Sinavina Yonelik Olumlu Tutumlar (Positive Attitudes
Towards the CASA)

Rahats1z oldugum bisey yoktu Rahat bir ortam vardi (1)

Baskasina degil de bilgisayara kars1 konusmak beni daha rahat hissettirdi. (2)
sorularin yazili olarak gdsterilmesini (4)

Sorular giizeldi. (6)

Ekrandaki yardimci resimleri (8)

genel olarak sinavin kendisi giizeldi sinavi sevdim (9)

Kendi kendimi dl¢tiiglimii diisiindiim bilgisayarla bas basa kalinca. Ancak mekanik araglarla
iletisim kurmak benim i¢in zor oldu. Cok zevk almamama ragmen ilk i¢in 1yi bir deneyimdi.
Ilerdeki énemli smavlarin da bdyle olacagini goz dniinde bulundurarak daha fazla yapilmasin
umuyorum. (10)

Aslinda degerlendirilmeseydim eglenceliydi. Bilgisayara konusmak sikintili ve zor ama pratik i¢in
iyiydi. (11)

Bilgisayara kars1 verdigim ilk sinav oldugu i¢in zevkliydi. (14)
Kimsenin beni dinlemedigini bilmek glizeldi (15)
Gorsel 6geler olmasi ve kulakligr sevdim (16)

Herkesin kendi sinaviyla mesgul olmasi cevap verirken kendimi daha rahat hissetmemi sagladi.
Sinavin icerigi de giizeldi.Bu sinav sayesinde speakingde ve dzellikle listeningde ne kadar
yetersiz oldugumu anladim. Basaril1 bir ¢alisma olmus fakat ben kendi adima sinavin bizden
beklentilerini karsilayamadim. (22)
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Boyle bir interaktif uygulama yapilmasini sevdim. (23)
Sorular1 anlamada sikint1 gekmedim ve rahat cevap verdim (25)

Gorsel ogeler olmasini sevdim. Bu sinav sayesinde speaking konusunda ne kadar yetersiz
oldugumu anladim. Bu alandaki pratigimi arttirmam gerektigini fark ettim. (26)

Sorular giinliik sorunlardan geldi. Dilin seviyesi orta diizeydi. Konusma adina giiven articiciydi.
(28)

Bilgisayar Destekli Konusma Sinavina Yonelik Olumsuz Tutumlar (Negative Attitudes
Towards the CASA)

baskalarinin seslerini duymaktan rahatsiz oldum (2)
Internet baglantis1 ok yavasti. Karsim da insan olmayinca konusmakta sikint1 cektim. (3)
Yeterli altyapiya sahip degiliz boyle bir sinav i¢in. Olmasin bence bir daha (5)

Bilgisayara kars1 konusmak beni rahatsiz etti. Karsimda beni dinleyen biri olmamasi
kotiiydii.Bence ylizylize konusmak daha anlamliydi. (6)

[letisimin olmamasindan rahatsiz oldum.bence sinavlar karsilikli olmali. Bilgisayar destekli
olmasi beni rahatsiz etti. (7)

Ben sinavda en ¢ok biraz heyecanliligimdan rahatsiz oldum (8)
Internet baglantisinda sorun olmas: dikkatimi dagitti. (10)

Diistincelerimi organize edememekten ve sdyleyecek sey bulamamaktan ¢ok rahatsiz oldum.
Bireysel durumlar. (11)

Internet, teknik aksaklik (12)

Kimsenin beni dinlemiyor olmasi. Higbirseyin aklima gelmemesi. Bence konusma siavlari
bilgisayar karsisinda olmamali. (13)

Sorular1 yapamamandan (14)

Sorular1 tam oalrak anlayamamak ve bunu soracak birinin olmamasi, cevaplarin yanlis oldugun
udiisiinmek beni rahatsiz etti. (15)

Siire yeterli degildi. Karsimda biri olmadig: i¢in duygularimi geregince ifade edemedim. (16)

Sinavda bilgisayarla konugmak rahatsiz ediciydi. Kelimeler tam anlasilmamais olabilir. Hicbirseyi
sevmedim. (17)

Internet lizerinden gerceklesiyor olmasi videolarin ge¢ dolmasina ve zaman kaybina yol agti.
Ayrica bir takim bilgisayar aksakliklarinin yaganmasindan oldukga rahatsiz oldum. (18)
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Sorular uzun cevap gerektiren sorulardi ama siire ise azdi. Karsinda bilgisayar olmasi da hig
samimi bir ortam yaratmadi. (19)

Demek istediklerimi tam olarak ifade edemedim. (20)

Her soruya cevap verirken diisiinmemiz i¢in yeterince zaman yoktu. Herkes ayni anda konustugu
icin konsantre olamadim. Acikgasi higbirseyi sevmedim. Olumlu higbir yan1 yoktu. Bilgisayarla
yapilan simavin gercek seviyeyi 6l¢tiigiinii diigiinmiiyorum. Not verilirken bu sinav baz alinmasin.
Hocalarla yiizyiize miilakat daha iyi olacaktir.(21)

Listeningim iy1 olmadig1 i¢in sorular1 anlayamadim. Anlayamadigim bazi sorulara cevap vermek
zorunda kalmam beni zorladi. Cevap veremediklerimi de bos birakmak zorunda kaldim. (22)

Internetin yavas olmasi ve sorunun icerigini anlayamamam. (23)
Teknik eksiklikler (24)
Sinavda gergek bir diyalog iletisimi olmadi.(25)

Siire azdi. Karsimda biri olmayisindan dolay: diislincelerimi tam ifade edebildigimi
diisiinmiiyorum. (26)

Sinav siiresi pek yeterli degildi. Sinavdan 6nce alistima yapilmaliydi. (28)

Yiizyiize Konusma Sinavi icin Oneriler (Suggestions for the FTFsa )
Bu tiir sinavlarin tek 6gretmenle yapilmasi beni daha rahat hissettirebilirdi (2)
Sinavdan ziyade siniftaki katilim baz alinarak not verilse daha iyi olur bence (5)

Sinav esnasinda konugma seviyemizin bilgilerimize oranla ne kadar diisiik oldugunu anladim.
Daha ¢ok egzersiz yapmaliyiz, sinav degil. (6)

Bu tiir aktivitelerin daha da arttirilmasi taraftartyim. (9)

Bu organizasyon daha sistemli bir sekilde daha fazla ve ¢esitli sorularla tekrarlanabilir.(10)
Cevaplar arasindaki duraksamanin ¢ok puan diisiiriici olmamasi iyi olur. (21)

Bilgisayar Destekli Konusma Sinavi icin Oneriler (Suggestions for the CASA)

Daha fazla sorular, tabi resimler de eklenebilir. (8)

Sinavlar speaking hocalarimizla birebir yapilsa daha verimli olabiliriz. (16)

INTERMEDIATE LEVEL
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Yiizyiize Konusma Simavina Yonelik Olumlu Tutumlar (Positive Attitudes Towards the
FTFsa)

Sinav gorevlisi ¢ok giileyiizliiydii ve bu beni ¢ok rahatlatti (30)E

Ogretmenin tutumu ¢ok rahatlaticiydi. Sorular1 ydneltirken siavda soru sormak yerine sohbet
ediyormus havasi vardi (31) B

Konusma ve anlik ciimle kurma becerimin de dlciilebilmesi hosuma gitti. Ayrica simnavin her
ogrenci i¢in 6zel olmas1 hosuma gitti (32)E

Sorularin akisini sevdim diyebilirim. Giinliik hayattan baslayip, biraz daha 6zellesip daha sonra
speaking dersinde isledgimiz konulara gelmesi rahatlaticiydi (33)B

Sorularin miifredat dahilinde olmasini sevdim(34)B

Sinavda ylizyiize konustugum gdézetmenin pozitif davraniglarint motive edici buldum bdylece
daha rahat konusabildim. (35)B

Genel olan, gercekten biriyle diyalog olusturulabilecek konularin olmasini sevdim (36)B

Sinavi yapan okutman ¢ok sevimli bir bayandi. Konusamasam bile kendimi rahat hissetmemi
sagladi .(37)B

Smavima giren hocalar ¢ok sevecen beni rahatlatici davrandilar (38)B
Hocanin giiler yiizlii olmas1 (40) E

Sinav gorevlilerinin rahatlatici tavirlart ve giiler yiizlii olmalari sinavin en ¢ok hosuma giden
yaniydi. Bilgisayar bazli bir sinavdansa ylizylize yapilan bir konugma sinavinin kesinlikle daha
etkili oldugunu diistinliyorum. Sinav gorevlileri katilimcilara bir takim kullanimlar1 hatirlatmada
ve onlara yardimci olmaktadirlar. Ayrica daha rahat bir ortam olusmaktadir. (41)B

Hocalarimiz giiler yiizlii ve anlayisliydi. Sorular yeterince agikti ve gayet rahat bir sinav ortami
vard1 (42)B

Sorular1 yonelten 6gretmen oldukga ilgili ve candandi. Bu tavri rahatlatiuciydi. .(43)B
Ogretmenlerin benle olan iletisimi ve giiler yiizlii olmalar1 (44)E

Ogretmenin giileryiizlii karsilamas1 hosuma gitti ve beni biraz rahatlatt: (45)E

Az da olsa konusma imkani .(50)E

Hoc alar ¢ok iistiimiize gelmedi (51)E

Karsidakinin beni dinlemesi bir de ek sorular1 sevdim (53)E

Ogretmenlerin ¢ok hosgoriilii olmasini ve rahtlatmasini (54) B



184

Sinavi oturarak yapmak giizeldi (58)B

Sorualrin kitapla paralel olmas giizeldi (61) B

Iyi bir siav tarziydi, tamamen olmasa da bildiklerimizi aktarabildik (62)E

Sinav gayet iyiydi. Soru sayisi ve ¢esitliligi arttirilabilir. Ciddiyet hosuma gitti. (63) E

Yiizyiize Konusma Simavina Yonelik Olumsuz Tutumlar (Negative Attitudes Towards the
FTFsa)

Bunun sinav ad1 altinda olmasi beni ¢ok gerdi. Ciimleler aklimda olmasina ragmen sdyleyemedim.
29)B

Sinav hakkinda daha 6nceden bilgim olmamasi ve ilk defa bu sen yapilmas1 (30)E

Sinavda yapacaklarim karsima daha sonra not seklinde donecegi i¢in gergindim ve kendimi tam
anlamiyla gostermek istedim, bu gerginlik beni rahatsiz etti (32)E

Siav iki gozetmen esliginde oldu. Biri siirekli soru sorarken digerinin not almasindan rahatsiz
oldum (33)B

Heyecanimi kontrol altina alamadigim i¢in rahatsizlik duydum (34)B

Iki gdzetmenle yapilan konusmalarda biriyle sohbet seklinde akic1 konusurken diger gézetmenin
izlemesi, not almasi rahatsiz ediciydi. (36)B

Belli bir siiren var ve o siirede konusmak zorundasin. Bu bende gerginlige sebep oldugu i¢in
sOyleyebileceklerimi bile unutabiliyorum.(37)B

Kendimi ¢ok gergin hissettim. SOyleyebilecegim seyleri o anki gerginligimden sdyleyemedim
(38)B

Birebir ders gibi yapilan sinav beni en ¢ok rahatsiz eden seydi. Konugma sinavlar1 daha giinliik
konugma tarzinda belki daha rahat bir ortamda olmalidir. (41)B

Soylemek istediklerimi kolayca ifade edemedim. Daha diizgiin ve dogru ciimleler kurabilrdim.
Kolayca kelimeleri hatirlayamadim. Rahatsiz ediciydi.(43)B

Siranin gelmesini beklemekten rahatsiz oldum, sinifin yarisinin baska bir giin olmasini
isterdim.sinav aninda rahatsiz edici bir durum olmadi (44)E

Siranin gelmesini beklemek beni gergekten rahatsiz etti ve yordu (45)E

Saatlerce siranin gelmesini beklemekten sinavdan 6nce 6gretmenimin gerginligi arttirict
sozlerinden rahatsiz oldum. Siavda higbirseyi sevmedim. iki 6gretmen ayr1 ayr1 siniflarda smav
yapsaydi o kadar beklemezdik (47)E

Sinav oncesinde beklemek (48)B



185

Cok kotii olan sirayla alma sistemi. 5 saat bekletme kabul edilemez.(50)E
Basarili olamayacagim endisesini duydum. (52)B

Smav glizeldi fakat siiresi daha iyi ayarlanabilirdi.Okulda 2 saat fazladan beklemek gerekti bana
sira gelmesi i¢in (53)E

Beklemekten. Siranin gelmesini beklemek ¢ok gerdi beni. (54) B

Asirt stres yapmamdan (55)B

Tiirkge diisiiniip Ingilizceye aktaramadigim igin (58)B

Aklima kelimelerin kolayca gelmeyisi (59)E

Aklima bir tiirlii dogru sozctikler gelmedi bundan rahatsiz oldum (61) B

Anide n meslek uydurmam gerekti bu da beni duraksatti. Duraksama ingilizcden degildi (65)E

Bilgisayar Destekli Konusma Sinavina Yonelik Olumlu Tutumlar (Positive Attitudes
Towards the CASA)

Gorsel destek ve ipuclari(32)E

Yeterince zamanimizin olmasini (44)E

Sinavin bilgisayar ortaminda olmasi beni rahatlatti (47)E
Konusan kisinin anlasilir konugmasi giizeldi (49)B
Kismen de olsa Ingilizce konusabilmemiz .(50)E

Sinavda aktif konusma olmas1 hosuma gitti. Konusma becerimizi bu yolla arttirabiliriz. Bu tiir bir
sinavin daha sik olmasi lazim, 2 haftada bir gibi .(51)E

Ogretmenle degil bilgisayarla konusmak daha rahatt1. (52)B
Sorular idare ederdi. Teknik problem olmasa 1yiydi (53)E
Hocalarin yardimei olmasini iistiin bir sabir gostererek (54) B
Gorsellik giizeldi. Sinav sikicilikran uzakti (55)B

Gorsel destekler olmasi (57)B

Gorsel destekler olmasini (61) B

Sorularin tarzlari iyiydi (62)E

Yeni biseylerin denenmeye calisilmasi (64)E
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Gorsel 0geler daha rahat diistinmemi sagladi (66)B

Bilgisayar Destekli Konusma Sinavina Yonelik Olumsuz Tutumlar (Negative Attitudes
Towards the CASA)

Kulakliktan(32)E

Daha 6nce hig pratik yapilamasindan dolay: rahatsiz oldum (33)B
Bilgisayar sisteminin ¢ok yavas olmasindan (34)B

Facetoface sinavdaki rahatlik bu sinavda yoktu (35)B
Diisiidiikleirmi bir yere kisaca not alamamak kotiiydii (36)B
Aklima fazla bir sey gelmemesinden (38)B

Diisilincelerimi organize edemedim (40) E

Sorular tamamen dersteki kaliplar1 kullanmaya yonelikti ve Ingilizce konusma yetenegimizi genel
anlamda Slgen bir siav degildi Yiizylize bir sinavi tercih ederim(41)B

Cevaplar1 tam hatirlayip tam ve net cevap veremedim. Rahatsiz ediciydi. .(43)B
Kesik kesik konusmamdan rahatsiz oldum (44)E

Yiizyiize konusma sinavi daha iyiydi bence. Birinin benim konusmama cevap vermemesi sinir
bozucuydu ....(46) E

Stresten dolay1 sdyleyeceklerimi toparlayamadim. Cevremdekilerin konugmalar1 beni rahatsiz etti
ve tam odaklanamadim (48)B

Internetin yavas olmasi tikladigimiz sayfalarin ge¢ gelmesi, bagkalarinin sesini duymamiz. .(50)E

Sinavda cevaplarimi kaydettikten sonra diger soruya ge¢meden diger arkadaglarimin cevaplarini
duymak rqahatsiz etti . sinav sorualr 6l¢iicli ve kapsamli degildi.(51)E

Baglantidaki sorunlardan (52)B

Stire kisitliydi. Cok kisa siirede sinavin sistemine alismak zordu. Yanlis tiklamayla sinav
kapantypor ya da her halukarda kapaniyordu (?) bilgisayarlarin yenilenmesi , sinav siiresinin
uzatilmasi ve sistemin daha kolay olmasi lazim. (53)E

[lk kez bdyle bir sinava gridigim igin gergindim. Onceki giinlerde aligtirmalar falan olsa daha iyi
olurdu. (54) B

Baglantidaki sorunlardan rahatsiz oldum ve asir1 heyecan yapmistim (55)B

Zaman azdi1 (57)B



[k defa boyle bir sinava girmenin heyecan vardi (58)B
Bazi seyleri anlamadim (61) B

Bilgisayarlar yetersizdi. Bu yiizden tam performans gosteremedim . bilgisayarlar yenilenmeli.
Daha organize bir sistem kurulmali. (62)E

Bilgisayara cevap vermek gercekten rahatsz ediciydi . cevaplarin kaydedilip edilmediginin
farkinda degildim. (63) E

Internetin yavasligi ve programin karisikligi benden istenen sorular1 yapamamama neden oldu
(65 E

Kendi kendime konumsak ve ses kaydi rahatsz etti (66)B
Yiizyiize Konusma Sinavi icin Oneriler (Suggestions for the FTFsa)
Degerlendirme islemi sinavdan sonra yapilabilirdi. (33)B

Konusma siavi yapmak yerine konusmayla ilgili pratikler yapilsa bence daha yararl olabilir.
Kendimizi gergin hissetmeyiz en azindan. (38)B

Bu etkinliklerin sinav bazindan ¢ikip derslerde yaptigimiz aktivitelere doniismesi daha faydal
olacaktir. Ders kitaplar ile cok da yararl bir speaking dersi isleyemiyoruz. (39)B
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APPENDIX K: Foreign Language Speaking Test Anxiety and Speaking Anxiety Questionnaire

To the attention of the participants,

Composed of two sections, this questionnaire has been prepared to
gather information about your foreign language speaking test anxiety and
speaking anxiety. The information obtained from the questionnaire will be
used to support a research study conducted at MA TEFL program at Bilkent
University. There are no correct or wrong answers in this questionnaire.
Please mark the option that best reflects you and respond to all questions, this
is rather important for the validity and reliability of the questionnaire. The
responses you give to the questions will be kept strictly confidential.

I would like to remind that your responses are quite valuable to the
study and I thank you in advance for your time and effort.

Ebru Oztekin
Graduate student
MA TEFL, Bilkent University

Informed consent form:

I understood the content and purpose of the questionnaire. I agree to complete the
questionnaire and to let the researcher use my responses in the scientific study on
condition that my information is kept confidential.

Participant name/ surname:

Signature:

Class:

Gender/ Age

Date

This questionnaire is composed of three pages and two sections.
The options in the questionnaire are as below:

Strongly agree
Agree
Undecided
Disagree
Strongly disagree
Please go to the next page to start answering the questions.



189

FIRST SECTION:

Please mark the option that best describes you for

each statement.

Strongly
disagree

1.

I feel tense in the speaking test.

D Disagree

2.

I would like to go to the rest room during the

speaking test.

My heart starts pounding in the speaking test.

I feel irritated in the speaking test.

I respond to all questions in the speaking tests

consciously.

I feel thirsty in the speaking test.

I sleep comfortably the day before the

speaking test.

8.

I yawn in the speaking test.

9. My hands sweat in the speaking test.

10. I have difficulty in organizing my thoughts in
the speaking test.

11. I feel sleepy during the speaking test.

12. 1 feel free to talk in the speaking test.

13. I feel confident in the speaking test.

14. I am unaware of what I do in the speaking
test.

15. I sweat in the speaking test.
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16. My mind goes blank in the speaking test.

P
—
Pr—
——
Pr—
—
pr—
—
Pr—

17. My voice tremble in the speaking test. [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [

18. I feel relaxed in the speaking test. [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [

19. I have a sore shoulder in the speaking test. [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [

20. I cannot concentrate in the speaking test. [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [

21. I wonder how other students performed in the [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [
test when I am in the speaking test.

22. During the speaking test, I think that I would [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [

be successful.

23. 1 feel very comfortable if I get prepared for [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [
the speaking test beforehand.

SECOND SECTION: =
2 T 3 =z
Please mark the option that best describes you for £ o g B B 2
each statement. § :‘:0 & = 2 §
na < - /] @

disagree

1. Inever feel confident when I speak in English
classes.

P—
—
P
—
P—
—
Pr—
—
Pr—

—

2. Iam not scared of making mistakes while
speaking in English classes.

P
—
Pr—
——
P
—
Pr—
—
P—

—

3. Itremble when I understand that my name
would be called in English classes.

A
—
A
—
P—
—
Pr—
——
Pr—

—

4. ills;iilllltgrelg ktlllllagt E‘illtgelriss}?ldents are better than [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [

5. [Istart to panic when I am asked to speak in [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [

English classes without preparation.

6. Idon’tunderstand why some people are so

uncomfortable with speaking in English [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [

classes.
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7. 1 feel so anxious when I am asked to speak in
English classes that I even forget what I | |
et 00

8. 1 feel self conscious when it comes to N
volunteering to answer a question in English C 3
classes.

9. I feel anxious about speaking in class even if C 3
get prepared for the English class at home. ) |

10. I feel confident when I speak in English o
classes. C 3

11. When I am called on in English classes, I feel ) 3
that my heart stands still. \

12. I don’t feel the necessity to get prepared very C 3
well to speak in the English classes. 2

13. I feel ashamed of speaking English in front of (
other students. D

14. English classes move so quickly that [ worry
about getting left behind.

15. I feel anxious and confused as I speak in (

English classes. D

16. I feel overwhelmed by the number of rules D
you have to learn to speak English. \

17. I am afraid other students will laugh at me D
when I speak English. \

18. I get nervous when my English teacher asks . .
questions which I haven’t prepared in C C
advance.

19. My mind would go blank when I am asked to D
speak English anywhere. \

20. My speech will be incoherent if I speak in ‘ A
English in anywhere. C C

21. I can impress the audience with my ability to C C
speak English in anywhere. ) ,

22. T will get tongue-tied if someone asks me to C C
speak English in anywhere. , ,

23. 1 feel very comfortable if I practice speaking C C

English when I am alone.
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24. I can easily organize my thoughts in English
if I practice speaking English when I am [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ]
alone.

25. 1 can easily organize my thoughts in English
if I practice speaking English when I am with [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ]
my close friends.

Is there anything you want to add?

This is the end of the questionnaire. Thanks again for your participation ©
Contact information for your questions and suggestions:

E-mail: educationline.tr@gmail.com



APPENDIX L: Yabanci Dil Konusma Sinavi Kaygis1 Ve Konusma Kaygis1 Olgegi

Katilimcilarin dikkatine,

Iki boliimden olusan bu anket, yabanci dil konusma sinavina ve yabanci
dilde konugsmaya yonelik kaygi diizeyiniz hakkinda bilgi toplamak igin
hazirlanmistir. Anketten elde edilen bilgiler Bilkent Universitesi Yabanci Dil
Olarak Ingilizce Ogretimi Yiiksek Lisans (MA TEFL) Béliimiinde yapilmakta
olan bir aragtirmanin igerigine destek olmasi amaciyla kullanilacaktir. Bu
ankette dogru ya da yanlis cevaplar yoktur. Liitfen sorulari sizi en 1yi yansitan
sikk1 secerek isaretleyiniz ve tiim sorulari cevaplaymniz; bunu yapmaniz
anketin gecerliligi ve giivenilirligi acisindan olduk¢a Onemlidir. Anket
sorularina verdiginiz cevaplar kesinlikle gizli tutulacaktir.

Vereceginiz cevaplarin bu calisma ic¢in ¢ok degerli oldugunu
hatirlatarak ayirdiginiz zaman ve emeginiz i¢in simdiden ¢ok tesekkiir ederim.

Ebru Oztekin
Yiiksek lisans 6grencisi
MA TEFL, Bilkent Universitesi

Aydinlatilmis onam formu:
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Anketin icerigini ve amacini anladim. Anketi cevaplamay ve bilgilerimin gizli tutulmasi

sarttyla cevaplarimin ilgili bilimsel ¢alismada kullanilmasini kabul ediyorum.

Katilimcinin ady/ soyada:

imza:

Simifi/Subesi:

Cinsiyet/ Yas

Tarih

Bu anket ii¢ sayfadan ve iki boliimden olusmaktadir.

Anketteki secenekler asagidaki gibidir:

Kesinlikle katiliyorum
Katiliyorum

Kararsizim
Katilmiyorum
Kesinlikle katilmiyorum

Ankete baglamak i¢in liitfen bir sonraki sayfaya geciniz.
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BiRINCi BOLUM:

Liitfen her bir soru i¢in sizi en iyi yansitan
secenegi isaretleyin.

Kesinlikle
katiliyorum

Katilmyoru
Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum

m

24.

Konusma smavinda gerilirim.

D Katihyorum

O
O

25.

Konusma siavinda lavaboya veya tuvalete
gidesim gelir.

26.

Konusma sinavinda kalbim ¢ok hizli atmaya
baglar.

27.

Konusma siavinda tedirgin hissederim.

28.

Konusma simavinda tiim sorulari bilingli bir
sekilde cevaplarim.

29.

Konusma sinavinda su igme ihtiyact duyarim.

-
=1
-
-

30.

Konusma siavindan 6nceki gece ¢ok rahat
uyurum.

00000
00000

31. Konusma siavinda esnerim. D C
32. Konusma sinavinda ellerim terler. D -— C ) b
33. Konusma siavinda diisiincelerimi organize D C

etmekte giicliik cekerim. , ,

. . [ ( — \

34. Konusma siavinda uykulu hissederim. 3 D D
35. Konugma smavinda kendimi konusma 3 O D

konusunda 6zgiir hissederim. \
36. Konusma siavinda 6zgiivenli hissederim. 3 D D
37. Konusma sinavinda ne yaptigimin farkinda ‘

olman o000
38. Konusma sinavinda terlerim. D D C C
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39. Konusma sinavinda hafiza kayiplar1 yagarim. [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [

40. Konugma siavinda sesim titrer. C) )OO
41. Konugma sinavinda rahat hissederim. FERERERE
42. Konusma sinavinda omuzlarim tutulur. NENESENN
43. Konusma smavinda konsantre olaman. LJ O O &) |

44. Konusma sinavinda diger 6grencilerin nasil [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [
bir performans gosterdiklerini diigtintiriim.

45. Konusma sinavi sirasinda sinavda basarili [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [

olacagimi diislintiriim.

46. Konusma smavina onceden iyi [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [
hazirlandiysam kendimi ¢ok rahat hissederim.

IKiNCi BOLUM:

Liitfen her bir soru icin sizi en iyi yansitan
secenegi isaretleyin.

Katilmiyoru

m

Kesinlikle
katiliyorum
Katihyorum
Kararsizim
Katilmiyoru
m
Kesinlikle

26. Ingilizce derslerinde konusurken asla
kendimden emin olamam.

Pr—
—
P
——
Pr—
—
Pr—

27. Ingilizce derslerinde konusurken hata
yapmaktan korkmam.

A
—
Pr—
—
A
—
Pr—
—
Pr—

28. Ingilizce derslerinde konusmam icin bana

A
—
P
—
P—
—
Pr—
———
P—

seslenilecegini anladigimda titrerim.

29. Hala diger dgrencilerin Ingilizce konusmada [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [
benden daha iyi olduklarini diislinliyorum.

30. Ingilizce derslerinde &n hazirliksiz olarak

konusmak gerektiginde paniklemeye [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [
basliyorum.

31. Bazi insanlarin Ingilizce derslerinde
konusmaktan neden bu kadar rahatsiz [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [

olduklarini anlamiyorum.
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32. Ingilizce derslerinde benden konusmam
istendiginde o kadar geriliyorum ki, bildigim
seyleri unutuyorum.

[

33. Ingilizce derslerinde bir seye cevap vermek
icin goniillii olmaya utaniyorum.

34. Ingilizce dersine iyi hazirlanmis olsam bile

sinifta konusma konusunda kaygi duyuyorum.

35. Ingilizce dersinde konusurken kendimden
emin hissediyorum.

36. Ingilizce dersinde bana seslenildiginde
kalbim duracak gibi oluyor.

37. Ingilizce dersinde konusmak igin ¢ok iyi
hazirlanma zorunlulugu hissetmiyorum.

38. Diger dgrencilerin 6niinde Ingilizce
konusmaya utanirim.

39. Ingilizce dersleri o kadar hizli ilerliyor ki,
geride kalmaktan korkuyorum.

40. Ingilizce derslerinde konusurken geriliyorum
ve kafam karisiyor.

41. Ingilizce konusmak i¢in 6grenmem gereken
kurallarin sayist altinda eziliyorum.

42. Korkarim ki Ingilizce konustugumda diger
ogrenciler bana giiler.

43. Ingilizce 6gretmeni cevaplamaya dnceden
hazirlanmadigim sorular sordugunda
gerilirim.

44, Herhangi bir yerde benden Ingilizce
konusmam istendiginde beynim durur.

45. Herhangi bir yerde Ingilizce konusursam,
konusmam tutarsiz olur.

46. Herhangi bir yerde, beni dinleyicileri
Ingilizce konusma yetenegimle
etkileyebilirim.

47. Digarida birisi benden Ingilizce konusmami
isterse dilim dolanir.

48. Yalniz basima Ingilizce konusma pratigi
yaparken kendimi ¢ok rahat hissederim.
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49. Yalniz basima Ingilizce konusma pratigi
yaparken diislincelerimi kolaylikla organize [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ]
edebilirim.

50. Yakin arkadaslarimim yaninda ingilizce
konusma pratigi yaparken diisiincelerimi [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ]
kolaylikla organize edebilirim.

Eklemek istediginiz baska bir sey var mm?

Anketiniz bitmistir. Katiminiz ve katkiniz i¢in tekrar tesekkiirler ©

Soru ve onerileriniz icin iletisim adresi: E-posta: educationline.tr@gmail.com
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APPENDIX M: Computer Attitudes Questionnaire

To the attention of the participants,

This questionnaire has been prepared to shed light into your attitudes
towards computers and using computers. The information obtained from the
questionnaire will be used to support a research study conducted at MA TEFL
program at Bilkent University. There are no correct or wrong answers in this
questionnaire. Please mark the option that best reflects you and respond to all
questions, this is rather important for the validity and reliability of the
questionnaire. The responses you give to the questions will be kept strictly
confidential.

I would like to remind that your responses are quite valuable to the
study and I thank you in advance for your time and effort.

Ebru Oztekin
Graduate student
MA TEFL, Bilkent University

Informed consent form:

I understood the content and purpose of the questionnaire. I agree to complete the
questionnaire and to let the researcher use my responses in the scientific study on
condition that my information is kept confidential.

Participant name/ surname:

Signature:

Class:

Gender/ Age

Date

This questionnaire is composed of two pages and 30 questions.
The options in the questionnaire are as below:

Strongly agree
Agree
Undecided
Disagree
Strongly disagree
Please go to the next page to start answering the questions.



Please choose the option that best describes you for each statement.
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»n < = [= »n T
1. Ido ANYoperation on computers with ease. D Q D D D
2. Anyone can learn to use computers very
effectively if they want it.
3. Except for the internet, I can use medium-level
programs with all their properties, too. (i.e.: D D D D 0
Excel, Word, viriis programs, compression utilities)
4. It is easy for me to develop computer software. D D D D O
5. TIcan resolve the problem by myself if my
computer breaks down.
6. Computers are my best friends. D O D D D
7. People are gradually becoming slaves of the
Internet
8. Ican get good grades even in a difficult D D D D
computer course.
9. Idon’t work on the computer if it is possible to D D D D D
complete a task in some other way.
10. The Internet is dehumanizing people. D D D O D
11. I don’t think that I can learn a computer
programming langauge.
12. The internet saves us from a lot of tiring stuff. Q Q D Q Q
13. I get nervous when I need to do something on
the computer.
14. Working on computers is easier than doing
things without them.
15. I can easily follow the advancements in the
world of computers.
16. I have difficulty in understanding the technical
details about computers.
17. You have to be a genius even to find the links
to click on some websites.
18. Tam scared of losing a lot of data by pushing Q D D D Q

the wrong button.
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19. Computers are an indispensible part of
education and business life.
20. I think working on the computer is rather
enjoyable.
21. I wish computers were not this involved in our
lives.
22. I find working on the computer very boring. D D D D O
23. Our life speeds up and gets easier thanks to the
Internet.
24. 1 hate computers. G D D O O
25. It is difficult to use the Internet effectively. D D D D O
26. I can easily create and organize text and
presentations on the computer.
27. It is not easy for me to record my voice on the
computer.
28. I panic when I am to try something new on the
computer.
29. It is possible to have the same effectiveness in
education and work environments without D D D D D
computers.
30. I look forward to using computers for any work D D D O O

of mine.

Is there anything you want to add?

This is the end of the questionnaire. Thanks again for your participation ©

Contact information for your questions and suggestions:

E-mail: educationline.tr@gmail.com



APPENDIX N: Bilgisayar Tutum Olgegi

Katilimcilarin dikkatine,

Bu anket bilgisayarlara ve bilgisayar kullanimima bakis aginiza 151k
tutmak icin hazirlanmistir. Anketten elde edilen bilgiler Bilkent Universitesi
Ingilizce Ogretimi Yiiksek Lisans (MA TEFL) Béliimiinde yapilmakta olan
bir arastirmanin igerigine destek olmasi amaciyla kullanilacaktir. Bu ankette
dogru ya da yanlig cevaplar yoktur. Liitfen sorulari size en yakin gelen sikki
secerek isaretleyiniz ve tiim sorulari cevaplaymiz; bunu yapmaniz anketin

verdiginiz cevaplar kesinlikle gizli tutulacaktir.

ederim.

Ebru Oztekin
Yiiksek lisans 6grencisi
MA TEFL, Bilkent Universitesi

gecerliligi ve giivenilirligi agisindan olduk¢a onemlidir. Anket sorularina

Vereceginiz cevaplarin bu g¢alisma i¢in ¢ok degerli oldugunu
hatirlatarak ayirdiginiz zaman ve emeginiz i¢in simdiden ¢ok tesekkiir

Aydinlatilmis onam formu:
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Anketin icerigini ve amacini anladim. Anketi cevaplamay1 ve bilgilerimin gizli tutulmasi

sarttyla cevaplarimin ilgili bilimsel ¢alismada kullanilmasini kabul ediyorum.

Katihmeinin ady/ soyadi

imza:

Simifi/Subesi:

Cinsiyet/ Yas

Tarih

Bu anket iki sayfadan ve 30 sorudan olusmaktadir.

Anketteki secenekler asagidaki gibidir:

Kesinlikle katiliyorum
Katiliyorum

Kararsizim
Katilmiyorum
Kesinlikle katilmiyorum

Ankete baglamak i¢in litfen bir sonraki sayfaya geciniz.



Liitfen her bir soru icin sizi en iyi yansitan secenegi isaretleyin.
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Kesinlikle
katiliyorum

Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum

b Katiliyorum

D Kararsizim
D Katilmiyorum

1. Bilgisayarda istedigim HER islemi rahatlikla
yaparim.
2. Isteyen herkes ¢ok iyi bilgisayar kullanmay1
Ogrenebilir.
3. Internet disinda, orta diizey programlar1 da tiim
ozellikleriyle kullanabilirim. (6r: Excel, Word, D D D D 0
viriis tarama, dosya sikistirma)
4. Bilgisayar programlarinin yazilimlarim
gelistirmek benim i¢in kolaydir.
5. Bilgisayarim arizalansa sorunu tek basima
halledebilirim.
6. Bilgisayar benim en iyi arkadagimdir. D O D D D
7. Insanlar gittikge internetin kélesi haline D D D D
geliyor.
8. Zor bir bilgisayar dersinde bile iyi notlar
alabilirim.
9. Eger baska bir sekilde halletmem miimkiinse, D D D D D
isimi bilgisayarda yapmam.
10. Internet insanlar1 makinelestiriyor. D D D O D
11. Herhangi bir bilgisayar programlama dili
Ogrenebilecegimi diigiinmiiyorum.
12. Internet bizi yorucu bircok isten kurtarir. Q Q D Q Q
13. Bilgisayarda yapmam gereken bir is oldugunda
gerilirim.
14. Bilgisayarda yaptigim calismalar bana daha
kolay gelir.
15. Bilgisayar diinyasinda gerceklesen yenilikleri
rahatlikla takip edebilirim.
16. Bilgisayarlarla ilgili teknik detaylar1 anlamakta
zorlantyorum.
17. Baz1 web sitelerinde tiklanacak yerleri bulmak
i¢in bile dahi olmak gerekiyor.
18. Bilgisayarda yanlis bir tusa basarak bir siirii D D

bilgi kaybetmek beni korkutuyor.

0
0
»
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19.

Bilgisayarlar egitim ve is hayatinin
vazgecilmez birer parcasidir.

20.

Bilgisayarda is yapmanin ¢ok eglenceli
oldugunu diigiinityorum.

|

21.

Keske bilgisayarlar hayatimiza bu kadar dahil
olmasaydi.

22.

Bilgisayarda c¢alismak bana ¢ok sikici gelir.

23.

Internet sayesinde hayatimiz hizlaniyor ve
kolaylastyor.

24.

Bilgisayarlardan nefret ederim.

25.

Interneti etkin bir bigimde kullanmak zordur.

26.

Bilgisayarda kolaylikla metin ve sunum
hazirlayabilir ve diizenleyebilirim.

27.

Sesimi bilgisayara kaydetmek benim i¢in kolay
bir sey degildir.

28.

Bilgisayarda yeni bir sey denemem
gerektiginde paniklerim.

29.

Egitim ve ¢aligma ortamlarinda bilgisayarlar
olmasa da ayn1 verim alinabilir.

30.

Herhangi bir ¢alismamda bilgisayar kullanmay1
dort gozle beklerim.

00000000000
00000000000
00000000000
00000000000
00000000000

Eklemek istediginiz baska bir sey var mm?

AnKketiniz bitmistir. Katihmimz ve katkiniz i¢in tekrar tesekKiirler ©

Soru ve onerileriniz icin iletisim adresi: E-posta: educationline.tr@gmail.com



