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ABSTRACT

SELF-ASSESSMENT OF STUDENTS' SPEAKING SKILLS

BASAK, Helin
M.A., English Language Teaching
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Cigdem Sagin Simsek

February 2019, 131 pages

This study has the main aim to examine whether there is a significant difference
between students’ self-assessment of their speaking skills and teachers’ assessment
of students’ speaking skills. In addition, the study also aims to determine whether
students and teachers assess different components of speaking skill such as
grammar, vocabulary, pronunciation, and fluency significantly different from each
other or not. Finally, the study aims to investigate whether students’ self-assessment
show differences in terms of their proficiency level in English, gender, and exposure
to English outside the school. The data were collected via a self-assessment scale
given to the participants and English language teachers’ assessment of the
participants based on a speaking assessment scale. The results show that the teachers
and the students assess the speaking skills significantly differently from each other.
The mean score of the teachers’ assessment is 79.2 out of 100 while the mean score
of the students’ self-assessment is 61.7. These scores conclude that the teachers
assess the students’ speaking skills higher than the students themselves. In a
nutshell, students evaluate their vocabulary, grammar, fluency, pronunciation and

communication skills lower than their teachers. The results also show how insecure
iv



the students feel about their speaking skills as a whole. In addition, the results show
that the students’ self-assessment of their speaking skills and teacher assessment of
speaking skills change depending on the students’ level of proficiency, gender and

exposure to English outside the classroom.

Keywords: Language assessment, self-assessment, learner autonomy
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OGRENCILERIN KONUSMA BECERILERINI OZ DEGERLENDIRMESI

BASAK, Helin
Yiiksek Lisans, Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Boliimii
Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Cigdem Sagin Simsek

Subat 2019, 131 sayfa

Bu c¢alisma, 0Ogrencilerin  konusma becerilerinin 6z degerlendirmesi ve
ogretmenlerin 6grencilerin konugma becerilerini degerlendirmesi arasinda anlamli
bir fark olup olmadigini incelemeyi amaglamaktadir. Buna ek olarak, bu ¢alisma
ayni zamanda, ogrencilerin ve d6gretmenlerin dilbilgisi, kelime bilgisi, telaffuz ve
akicilik gibi farkli konugsma becerilerini birbirinden ©6nemli Ol¢lide farklh
degerlendirip degerlendirmediklerini belirlemeyi amaglamaktadir. Son olarak, bu
calisma dgrencilerin 6z degerlendirmelerinin Ingilizce yeterlilik diizeyleri, cinsiyet
ve okul disinda Ingilizce'ye maruz kalma agisindan farklilik gosterip géstermedigini
arastirmay1 amaclamaktadir. Veriler katilimcilara verilen bir 6z degerlendirme
olgegi ve Ingilizce Ogretmenlerinin, katilimcilari bir konusma degerlendirme
Olcegine gore degerlendirmesi yoluyla toplanmigtir. Sonuglar, 6gretmenlerin ve
ogrencilerin konusma becerilerini birbirinden ©6nemli 6lgiide farkli olarak
degerlendirdigini gostermektedir. Ogretmenlerin  degerlendirmelerinin  puan
ortalamasi 100 iizerinden 79,2 iken, 6grencilerin 6z degerlendirme puan ortalamasi
61,7'dir. Bu puanlar, 6gretmenlerin 6grencilerin konusma becerilerini 6grencilerden

daha yiiksek degerlendirdigi sonucuna varmistir. Ozetle, Ogrenciler kelime,
Vi



dilbilgisi, akicilik, telaffuz ve iletisim becerilerini 6gretmenlerinden daha diisiik
olarak degerlendirirler. Sonuglar ayrica 6grencilerin bir biitiin olarak konusma
becerileri hakkinda ne kadar 6zgiivensiz hissettiklerini gosterir. Buna ek olarak,
sonuclar Ogrencilerin  konusma becerilerini 6z degerlendirmelerinin  ve
ogretmenlerin konusma becerilerini degerlendirmelerinin, dgrencilerin yeterlilik,
cinsiyet ve smif digindaki Ingilizce'ye maruz kalma diizeylerine bagli olarak

degistigini gostermektedir.

Anahtar sézciikler: Dil degerlendirmesi, Oz degerlendirme, Ogrenci Ozerkligi
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

In this chapter of the study, the purpose, background and the significance of the

study, research setting, research questions and assumptions are presented.

1.1. Purpose and Background to the Study

The main aim of this study is to investigate the contribution of self-assessment to
students’ learning and assessment process. Self-assessment is an alternative
assessment type which requires students to assess their language learning process;
how successful they are during the learn process and whether they achieve their
goals or not. According to Nunan (1988) and Oscarson (1989), self-assessment, as
an assessment tool, increases students’ understanding of their own language skills
by enabling them to realize their strengths and weaknesses with a reflective
approach. Besides, self-assessment enables learners with plenty of chances to reflect

on and assess the methods and techniques utilized during their learning process.

Numerous studies conducted on self-assessment highlight that including self-
assessment in student evaluation process increases learner autonomy. In the recent
history of language learning, learner autonomy, which can briefly be defined as
reflecting and being in charge of learners’ own learning process, has been a
significant concern (Holec, 1981; Dickinson, 1987; Little, 1991; Dam, 1995; Brown,
2007; Balgikanli, 2010). The notion of learner autonomy was first put forward by
Henri Holec (1981) who described learner autonomy as a necessary skill that
requires students to take responsibility for their own learning through natural or

educational means. According to Holec, autonomous students are able to implement

1



their language competency and skills outside the classroom. Therefore, learner
autonomy goes beyond the classroom atmosphere and permanently develops the

learner’s linguistic awareness (Najeeb, 2013).

It is alleged by Holec (1981), Allwright (1990) and Little (1991) that autonomous
students are able to reflect on their own language learning process with their
knowledge about their learning and are enthusiastic to collaborate with their peers.
These students determine the goal of the learning process, take charge of their
learning, share knowledge, plan and manage learning techniques and review them.
In order to achieve all of these, students are required to be qualified and authorized
so as to apply their autonomy. An important characteristic of autonomous students
is their ability to make reflections on their own language learning process, and to
make realistic assessments of their success during this process. Najeeb (2013)
suggests that for a fruitful autonomy process, continuous assessment of the learning

process done by teachers, peers and through self-assessment is essential.

Self-assessment does not only contribute to the development of learner autonomy,
but it also assists students to get involved in the learning process and in turn increase
their motivation (Nunan, 1988; Oscarsson, 1989). Since students have to make
judgements about their own learning, this may lead to positive attitudes, and
therefore, higher motivation towards learning (Nurov, 2000). It was also stated by
Gardner (1996) that self-assessment could serve numerous purposes such as
building confidence and increasing motivation. Besides, according to Tudor (1996),
increased student motivation and the awareness that self-assessment contributes to
language education might help students to evaluate their language skills more
accurately (Tudor, 1996).

Studies also report that self-assessment lessens the negative emotional influences of
the traditional assessment methods. For instance, negative emotional outcomes such
as anxiety, stress and fear of being assessed by teachers or other evaluators become

irrelevant when students assess their own performance (Nurov, 2000).



In addition, the practicality and cost-effectiveness of self-assessment are two more
reasons for language institutions to implement self-assessment in their programmes.
Self-assessments are regarded as more practical than the traditional assessment
methods because they are easier to design, construct, and apply and the process takes
less time. (Brown and Hudson, 1998; LeBlanc and Painchaud, 1985).

Furthermore, a great number of studies shows that self-assessment can be a reliable
and valid alternative assessment tool and that there is frequently a statistically good
correlation between teachers’ and students’ assessments. Also, the outcomes of
research on self-assessment indicate that self-assessment can serve as a valid and
reliable measurement tool (Bachman & Palmer, 1989; Buck, 1992; Maclntyre,
Noels, & Clement, (1997); Ross (1998).

Self-assessment of language skills has also been one of the major concerns in the
field of language assessment research. There are numerous studies conducted on
different language skills with participants from nearly all ages and with almost all
proficiency levels in various learning environments. For instance, there are studies
correlating self-assessments of receptive (reading and listening skills) and
productive (writing and speaking skills) skills (LeBlanc and Painchaud, 1985), and
correlating reading, writing, listening, speaking skills, grammar and vocabulary
development separately with one another (Clark, 1981). However, most studies on
self-assessment seem to investigate self-assessment of reading, listening and writing
skills but neglect speaking skills. In one of the few studies focusing on self-
assessment of speaking skills, Harris (1997) states that self-assessment of oral

abilities is harder to design, organise and apply.

Thus, studies on self-assessment do not, usually, focus solely on the self-assessment
speaking skills but are generally converged all four skills (Krausert, 1991;
Ro0ss,1998; Deville and Deville, 2003). Furthermore, these few studies conducted
on self-assessment of speaking skills present contradicting results particularly about
the validity and reliability of the self-assessment of speaking abilities. Therefore, it
is crucial to conduct a study based only on the self-assessment of speaking skills to

contribute to the continuous discussion in self-assessment research.
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1.2. The Significance of the Study

Review of the relevant literature displays that research on self-assessment shows
inconsistent results. From one point of view, a considerable amount of research
indicates that self-assessment can be acceptable in terms of its reliability and
validity, and there is frequently a good correlation between teachers’ and students’
assessments (Bachman & Palmer, 1989; Buck, 1992; Maclintyre et.al, 1997; Ross,
1998). However, other studies conducted on self-assessment point out that self-
assessment may not be able to display a valid image of students’ skills (Blanche,
1990; Heilenman, 1990; Nurov; 2000). In respect to this, it has not been absolutely
confirmed whether self-assessment can be accepted as a valid and reliable tool to

assess students’ language abilities or not.

As far as skills-based self-assessment research is concerned, the literature shows
that there are more studies conducted on receptive skills than productive skills. In
other words, there is plenty of research concentrated on listening and reading skills

and less on speaking and writing.

There are very few studies conducted on self-assessment of language skills in the
Turkish context. These studies are generally focused on the reliability of self-
assessment tools and students’ beliefs about self-assessment. There is only one study
on students’ self-assessment of their speaking skills in Turkish context completed
by Burcu Karakaya in 2017. This study is conducted with only intermediate level
(B1) students, and its aim is to investigate the effect of self-assessment application
on students’ speaking skills improvement. That’s why conducting research that
focuses on the concerns mentioned above is both significant and essential. The
present study aims to determine whether there is a distinction between the self-
assessment of the English speaking skills of Turkish learners and teachers'
assessments of the learners' English speaking skills. Another purpose of the study is
to investigate the effect of students’ proficiency level in English, students’ gender
and their exposure to English via being engaged with extracurricular activities on

students’ self-assessment of their speaking skills.



To conclude, the present study aims to shed light on whether students and teachers
assess speaking skills in English differently from each other or not and how students
assess their speaking skills in English in general and in particular for different
components of speaking skills. Thus, the present study aims to contribute to the past

research by providing insights about self-assessment of speaking skills.

1.3. Research Setting

The present study is conducted at TOBB University of Technology and Economic
(TOBB ETU). TOBB ETU was established in 2003 by the TOBB Foundation. It has
six faculties, 21 departments and approximately 6000 students. Every year, about
1000 students are registered to study their programmes. The university has a three-
term educational year, which is different from the other universities in Turkey.
Students are supposed to have three internships for every 3 semester, starting from

their sophomore year at the university.

All departments, except the Department of Turkish Language and Literature and the
Department of Visual Communication and Design, are instructed in 30% English
and 70% Turkish. That’s why students registered to their departments with English
instruction have to attend English Preparatory Programme. In other words, the
students who are registered to Turkish Language and Literature and Visual
Communication and Design departments can directly start their education in their

departments. Other students have to start with the English Preparatory Programme.

The English Preparatory Programme is applied by the Department of Foreign
Languages. There are five different levels in the programme: AF (beginner), A
(elementary), B (Pre-Intermediate), C (intermediate) and CR (Intermediate students
who repeat the programme for the second time.). These levels are determined
according to the exams that students who are registered to the programme have to
take at the begginig of the education year. The preliminary exam is the first one that
is conducted at the beginning of the programme and it assesses listening
comprehension (60 questions), structure (40 questions of grammar & vocabulary)

and reading comprehension (25 questions). The proficiency exam is the second
5



exam and is applied after the preliminary exam. The students who have a score of
65 out of 100 from the Preliminary exam are able to take the Proficiency exam. The
Proficiency exam is TOEFL Institutional Testing Programme (ITP) which tests
listening comprehension (50 questions), structure (40 questions of grammar) and
reading comprehension (50 questions). Students who score 500 out of 677 from
TOEFL ITP are exempt from the preparatory programme and are able to continue
to their departmental courses. Students who have a score lower than 500 are obliged

to start to the preparatory programme.

1.4. Research Questions

The present study aims to provide answers to the following research questions:

o Is there a significant difference between students’ self-assessment scores and

teachers’ assessment scores regarding students’ speaking skills in English?

o Is there a significant difference between students’ self-assessment scores and

teachers’ assessment scores regarding components of speaking skills?

e Do students’ self-assessment of speaking skills scores vary as students’

proficiency level increases?

e Is there a significant difference between female and male students’ self-

assessment of their speaking skills?

e Do students’ self-assessment scores of speaking skills vary in relation to

students’ daily use of English in extracurricular activities?

1.5. Assumptions

This study on the self-assessment of speaking skills investigates whether there are
any similarities or differences between students’ self-assessments of their speaking
skills and teachers’ assessment of the participants’ speaking skills in English. The
study has the following assumptions.



To begin with, significant differences between the teachers’ and students’
assessment of the students’ speaking skills are expected. Relevant literature reveals
that teacher assessments are not in accordance with students’ assessments simply
because of the self-assessment’s variation in validity (Nurov, 2000). In line with the
research findings presented in the literature, it is expected that teachers’ assessment

scores will be higher than the students’ self-assessments.

Another important difference is expected in terms of proficiency level. In the study,
there are students with different proficiency levels of English which might lead to
differences in the way they assessed themselves. The students with higher
proficiency levels will probably assess their speaking better than the students with
lower levels because the higher proficiency of English will enable the students to

have a better perspective of what it means to have good speaking skills.

In addition, the self-assessment scores of students’ speaking skills might show
significant differences within the groups due to gender differences. In accordance
with the previous research, it is expected that male students will have significantly
higher mean scores of self-assessments than female students. Relevant literature
indicated that male students tend to be more autonomous and confident towards
learning. In a study by Wright and Houck (1995), it was stated that the male students
may have a tendency to evaluate their verbal and numerical abilities higher than the
female students (Wright and Houck, 1995).

The students’ use of English in extracurricular activities might create differences in
the students’ self-assessment scores because use of English in after-school activities
may enhance their English speaking skills and accordingly, the more they are

exposed to the English language, the more self-confident they might become.



CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1. Introduction

The purpose of this study is to determine whether there is a significant difference
between students’ self- assessment of their own English speaking skills and
teachers’ assessment of students’ speaking skills. In this chapter, the description,
aims and techniques of both language assessment and self-assessment in particular
will be examined. In addition, self-assessment of language skills, ways of assessing
speaking skills and previous studies focusing on self-assessment will be presented
in order to provide in-depth information about self-assessment and its related

concepts.

2.2. Assessment and Testing

Assessment is the process of evaluating students’ learning process and attained
performance (Schmitt and Schmitt, 2014). Although assessment and testing are
inclined to be misunderstood as synonymous terms, they refer to different concepts.
Testing is a procedure that is prepared for administrative purposes and happens
periodically throughout a curriculum. On the other hand, assessment is an ongoing
and a much broader process (Brown, 2004). For instance, teachers consciously or
subconsciously assess their students whenever students answer a question, propose
a new comment or try to make a sentence with a newly-acquired grammar point in
class. Although these assessments can be deliberate or casual, a successful teacher

never stops to assess their students. Assessment is an inevitable component of the
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learning process as it allows teachers to monitor their students’ progress of learning.
However, assessment is a superset of tests, and tests are not necessarily the mere
devices for teacher assessments. Despite the fact that they can be beneficial media
of assessment, they are one of the devices and techniques that teachers utilize so as

to assess their students’ learning process and attained performance (Brown, 2004).

Assessment types can be grouped as formative assessment and summative
assessment. It will be beneficial to explain these assessment types before moving

onto self-assessment.

2.2.1. Summative Assessment

To start with, summative assessment is a type of assessment which is used after the
learning process in order to understand what students have learnt (Brown, 2004). It
provides information about whether students achieved learning targets or not.
Summative assessment is generally applied to determine whether students are
qualified to be given certificates, complete school or receive a grade etc. It is
generally used to make decisions about further education (OECD Centre for
Educational Research and Innovation, 2008: 1). For instance, a teacher may change
his/her teaching techniques after the learning process is completed based on the

results of summative assessment.

One of the most widely used summative assessment types is standardized tests.
There are serious debates about the advantages and disadvantages of standardized
tests. In spite of the fact that authorities and many teachers do not approve of
summative tests to be used to gain information about students’ success, standardized
tests are widely used. Moreover, many teachers generally think that the data
gathered via summative tests do not provide authentic information (Kordes et. al.,
2014).

Despite the disadvantages, there are some reasons why institutions and teachers

prefer summative tests. Qu and Zhang (2013) summarize some advantages and

disadvantages of summative assessment as follows. The first advantage of
9



summative assessment is that teachers have the chance to examine the exam results
to monitor future lesson plans since summative assessment enables fairly precise
quantitative data for analyzing teaching techniques. For instance, in this year’s final
examination, teachers found out that students obtained the lowest average grades
from vocabulary. That's why, they decided to consolidate students’ vocabulary
knowledge in the upcoming semester. Secondly, it can also assist learners to figure
out their weaknesses and modify their study habits accordingly. On the other hand,
summative assessment has disadvantages, too. To begin with, learners may prefer
to guess the correct answer in a test when they run out of time or do not know the
correct answer. Therefore, it can be stated that learners may have the help of their
luck and the results of the test may not show the real knowledge or abilities of the

students, which can also be misleading for teachers. (Qu and Zhang, 2013).

Some types of summative assessment are examinations (major, high-stakes exams),
final examination (a truly summative assessment), student evaluation of the course
(teaching effectiveness), and instructor self-evaluation (“Formative and Summative
Assessment”, n.d.: 3). As seen, summative assessment provides information about
the final judgments of students’ achievement and the effectiveness of the learning

process.

2.2.2. Formative Assessment

The other assessment type is formative assessment. Formative assessment is the act
of assessing students during the process of learning language components and skills
with the aim of assisting them to maintain their language development (Brown,
2004). According to Brown (2004), approximately every type of assessment is (or
should be) formative simply because of practical reasons since the primary focus of
formative assessment is on the ongoing growth of the student’s language. Thus,
when a student is given a comment or a suggestion or correction on an error,
feedback is given with the intent of improving students’ language skills. A teacher
may change his/her teaching techniques during the learning process thanks to the
results of formative assessment. Taking that fact into account, it may be claimed that

formative assessment contributes to the learning process more than summative
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assessment (Garrison and Ehringhaus, 2010; Kordes, Sicherl, & Holcar, 2014).
Kordes et.al. (2014), in their study, favoured formative assessment over summative
assessment. According to the results of the study, the students have positive attitudes
toward assessment when formative assessment procedures such as peer-assessment
and descriptive assessments are used. When quality feedback is provided,
improvement of independent learning and learning achievements are supported.
This situation helps in developing meta-knowledge, in promoting self-assessment,
self-regulation and further learning. According to the authors, learning is improved
when students experience and discover information themselves with the help of
research, group work, aiming and taking their interests into account. Learners are
encouraged by real-life learning and by understanding the sense behind the learning

process (Kordes et.al., 2014).

Some types of formative assessment, also types of alternative assessment, are term
papers (drafts submitted throughout the semester would be a formative assessment),
projects (project phases submitted at various completion points could be formatively
assessed), portfolios (could also be assessed during its development as a formative

assessment) and performances (“Formative and Summative Assessment”, n.d.:3).

2.3. Self-Assessment

Self-assessment can be considered as a part of formative assessment. In the self-
assessment process, students make judgments about the degree of success of their
work. During that process, goals and evaluation criteria must be taken into account.
Teachers should make the assessment criteria clear and understandable for the
students so that students are able to understand the strengths and weaknesses of their
work and revise it accordingly. Quality of work is determined by students (Spiller,
2012). It is emphasized that the principles of formative assessment are put into
operation with the intent to control the learning progress and to help give corrective
feedback to enhance learning (Gronlund and Cameron, 2004).

Students use self-assessment to assess their own performance and to determine their

language skills and competencies (Brown, Andrade, & Chen, 2015). According to
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Blachford (1997), self-assessment is a process including comparisons of a learner’s
own success with other learners. It is also defined as an appraisal of students on their
own learning performance by Montgomery (2001). Self-evaluation and self-
monitoring are two other terms that are usually related to self-assessment. The
former requires students to judge the quality of their own performance, which
depends upon evidence and explicit criteria with the intent of future language growth
(Rolheiser and Ross, 2000). The latter is a term, put forward by Dickinson (1987),
referring to the processes that involve record keeping applied with learning diaries,
record cards and sheets (Chalkia, 2012).

Self- assessment is also regarded as an alternative assessment method which many
scholars suggested to be applied in the field of language assessment. Self-assessment
has been implemented as an indispensable part of assessment and an important
element of autonomous language learning programs by many scholars around the
world because a significant part of language programs has become more student-
centred (Nurov, 2000).

The implementation of self-assessment in the classroom is thought to provide
plentiful advantages for not only teachers but also students. Since learning a
language is an ongoing process, students ought to be able to progressively evaluate
their language performance and skills in everyday situations such as interacting with
native speakers, comprehending a newspaper, seeing a TV program or producing a
text in the target language (Dickinson, 1996). That’s why, Cameron (2004) stated
that learners who know how to assess their own performance transform from being

“other-regulated” to “self-regulated and/or autonomous”.

They also gain the ability to control their own progress, assess their competence,
manage their learning and determine how to make use of the tools and facilities
provided within and outside the classroom (Chalkia, 2012). Hence, self-assessment
makes students active participants in their own learning processes (Joyce, Weil, and
Calhoun, 2009).
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Furthermore, Gardner (2000) claimed that confidence and motivation is enhanced
by a prospering self-assessment application. In other words, self-assessment has a
motivational effect. It is also highlighted that student motivation enhanced by self-
assessment affects classroom activities and leads students to achieve communicative

goals (Oscarsson, 1989), which in turn improves their intrinsic motivation.

Another advantage of self-assessment is that teachers themselves can benefit from
it for practical purposes. Since students are involved in the assessment process, the
assessment burden is shared between students and their teachers. This decreases
teachers’ workload and assists them to deal with the other elements of teaching such
as creating resources and materials (Blue, 1988). Self-assessment is also suggested
to be practical for teachers since self-assessment tools are easier to prepare and

administer compared to other traditional assessment types (Nurov, 2000).

In addition to the reasons and aims to utilize self-assessment, it has also some
benefits for learners. Spiller (2012) states that the first of these benefits is improved
employability. Self-assessment helps students get better information on their
performances. The other benefits include higher motivation for learning and
advancement, equality of opportunity, active involvement, raised confidence and
self-respect, increased value for learners’ comments, and views and support of the

learning programme (Spiller, 2012).

Additionally, McMillen and Hearn (2008) express that self-assessment is a vital skill
that raises learners’ motivation and success because it helps a learner self-monitor,
self-evaluate and determine correct methods to improve their learning. Several
authors claim that when students have a particular aim which can assist them with
their developed knowledge and then determine criteria, self-assess and reflect on
their performance and produce techniques for learning, they will demonstrate
developed competencies with higher motivation. It can be inferred that developing
students’ self-efficacy and self-confidence in learning process is the main aim and

this could be accomplished by self-assessment (McMillen and Hearn, 2008).
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Self-assessment has benefits not only for students but also for other shareholders.
O’Malley and Pierce (1996) state that

The self-assessment provides a means for stimulating ongoing dialogue and
collaboration between program directors and instructional staff around the
interrelated goals of effective classroom practices, professional development,
and positive learner outcomes. Not every teacher in every programme will
need to become proficient in each competency. (O’Malley and Pierce, 1996).

They also add that under some circumstances, not all the competencies may be
relevant. For instance, if teachers are in an environment in which there is no
computer or any other technological devices, it would be insensible to expect

competencies on technology.

Teachers can also utilize self-assessment to evaluate their own performance, as well.
To improve one’s professional development, it can also be assigned as a confidential
instrument. This instrument might motivate teachers to reflect on their own progress
and to determine their strengths and weaknesses. It might, also, be beneficial to
create priorities for the professional development of teachers (O Malley and Pierce,
1996).

There are a number of studies conducted on self-assessment in EFL/ESL contexts.
To start with, Huang (2016) aimed to examine the effect of self-assessment and self-
feedback of university students’ performance captured by audio files. Participants
were asked to listen to, analyse and transcribe their own performances. According
to the author, “results indicated that learners’ self-feedback was far reaching and
multifaceted. Through self-feedback, learners’ identified discrepancies, answered
feed up, feedback and feed forward questions, and inspected performance at task,
process, self-regulation and self-levels. Much of the feedback involved reflections
on past learning history, other areas of learning, deviation of performance from
preparation and learner personality traits. The self-feedback went largely beyond
most teachers’ feedback capacity and bore great potential for learning and
instruction. In particular, contrary to theoretical presumptions, self-level feedback

seemed quite enlightening. Whether the observed quality self-feedback could
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actually help learners improve their performance, however, was not clear” (Huang,
2016).

Another study conducted by McDonald and Boud (2003) analysed the question of
whether self-assessment practices can develop the quality of the performances of
high school students. The researchers randomly selected teachers from a sample of
high schools and trained them how to improve learners’ self-assessment abilities.
Ten high schools were chosen from different success rates according to national
examination results and the students received training on self-assessment by their
regular classroom teachers. The experimental group was comprised of 256 students
who received the training, but the control group did not receive any training. The
results revealed that there was a significant difference between the two groups in
favour of the group who was trained on self-assessment. In other words, the study
claims that the self-assessment training may influence the quality of students” work
(McDonald and Boud, 2003).

Another study on self-assessment analyses a different aspect of self-assessment,
namely; attitudes of students and teachers towards self-assessment. There has been
less research in this aspect when compared to learners’ involvement in language
testing and evaluation. The paper aimed to compare students’ and teachers’ attitude
towards self-assessment. The participants consisted of 20 learners of English and 2
English language teachers in the UK. A structured questionnaire and a follow-up
interview were used as data collection tools, and the data was analysed through
SPSS. The results showed that not only the students but also the teachers found self-
assessment application useful, and they had positive attitudes towards self-

assessment (Ibberson, 2012).

Last but not least, LeBlanc and Painchaud (1985) examined whether self-
assessments could be used as placement tests. The participants consisted of 200
students studying in Ottowa University with either English or French as a second
language. The data collection tools were a self-assessment questionnaire and a
proficiency test taken by the students. The results showed that the overall scores of
the self-assessment survey and the scores of the proficiency tests correlated. When
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the subset scores were analysed, it was found that the listening, reading and cloze
test parts of the proficiency test and the questionnaire also highly correlated. As a
result, it was stated that self-assessment may be used as a placement test when

proper monitoring can be established (LeBlanc and Painchaud, 1985).

2.3.1. Reliability and Validity of Self-Assessment

Reliability and validity are two important criteria for any assessment method to be
accepted and applied in a real language evaluation environment. Reliability refers
to the consistency of the results in repeated measurements. In other words, reliability
is the extent to which a measurement produces the same results with the same test-
takers and under the same conditions. With respect to self-assessment, the question
is whether self-assessment is a reliable measurement tool or not. Namely, to what
extent that student can be objective with assessing their language abilities and how
reliable students’ assessment can be are also other questions that should be asked at
this point. Therefore, it can be claimed that self-assessment could be used as
academic objectives of an EFL classroom as long as students can provide reliability
in their self-assessment (Karakaya, 2017). As reliability in EFL context is illustrated
by Huerta-Macias (1995), if a student is asked to evaluate his/her understanding of
a movie or a part of his/her speaking performance based on the same criteria now

and after a while, the two assessments will not be very different from each other.

As for validity, it is related to the accuracy of the measurement tools. Simply,
validity refers to whether the assessment tool measures what it is required to
measure or not. When it comes to the validity of self-assessment tools, the question
is whether self-assessment is able to assess what it should assess or not. According
to Gardner (1996) and Heilenman (1990), since self-assessment has the potential to
model the learning environment and authentic assignments that students deal with
in everyday situations, it has the capacity to be really reflective and valid under
teachers’ control (Gardner, 1996; Heilenman, 1990). However, some researchers
have concerns about the validity of self-assessment in the EFL/ESL classroom. For

example, it is alleged that students may have difficulties in self-assessing themselves
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accurately because they may not be aware of their own certain behaviours no matter

how well trained they are for self-assessment.

Also, subjectivity and peer pressure are other factors that can affect validity of self-
assessment. Students may want to assess themselves as high as they can in order to
look better in the classroom (Karakaya, 2017). Moreover, if students are not
provided with accurate criteria and a rubric for self-assessment, it may have a
negative impact on accuracy of self-assessment (Cohen, 1994). Lastly, Rolfe (1990)
claimed that students, from time to time, are likely to take self-evaluation more
seriously than they are supposed to and they may give lower scores to themselves
than their teachers would give (Rolfe, 1990).

Reviewing the relevant literature, it is noticed that there are some studies conducted
on the validity and reliability of self-assessment and their results revealed that
students may not be consistently accurate with self-assessment of their own

language abilities.

To exemplify such as case, in a study conducted by Moritz (1997), the cognitive
processes and the social impact behind self-assessment of students’ foreign
language skills were investigated concentrating on the process instead of the
outcomes of the self-evaluation. The participants were 28 learners of the French
language with different proficiency levels. These students were asked to complete a
self-assessment questionnaire about the four language components (reading,
writing, listening and speaking). Apart from the questionnaire, the participants were
also asked to elicit verbal reports through a think-aloud protocol and an interview.
The data was analysed and the results revealed that the learners showed different
assessment for their own language skills. Some of the participants thought that their
speaking skills were better than others although their achievement scores were lower
in speaking. Also, there were some students who thought that they were better at
writing than speaking while the scores were vice versa. The author claimed that
these discrepancies between students’ assessments and achievements scores may be

due to the limited function of questions in the survey which may be not measuring
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specific language skills. The author stated that students’ understanding of their
language skill is complicated and influenced by many elements. (Moritz, 1997).

In addition, in Ross’s study (1988), the validity of self-assessment in terms of
language skills was examined. The participants were 236 “just-instructed” ESL
learners and they were asked to fill in a self-assessment questionnaire. The other
data collection tool was teachers’ assessments of these 236 students. When the data
was analysed, the results showed that there were valid results for self-assessments
compared to the teacher assessments and the listening parts of these two assessments
were correlated, as well. It can also be stated that learners were more accurate in
self-assessment in terms of functional skills. If the skills are abstract, the self-

assessment success rate decreases (Ross, 1988).

Another study was conducted in Turkey by Nurov (2000). The relationship between
students’ self-assessment and teacher assessment was investigated and students’
achievement results were also compared with these two variables in the study. The
data collection tools are two questionnaires prepared for students to assess their own
language abilities and for teachers to assess their students’ English proficiency. The
achievement test scores were also used as another measure for language skills
assessment. The study showed that the students’ self-assessments differ from the
teacher assessments and the achievement test results. When language components
are taken into account, there was no correlation between these three measurements
in terms of vocabulary, for example. Also, gender did not create a significant effect
in students’ self-assessments even though students’ proficiency level did. Students
with higher success on the achievement test were apt to underevaluate their language

skills when compared to their peers with lower success (Nurov, 2000).

In their study, Babaii, Taghaddomi & Pashmforoosh (2015) stated that the learning
success or failure may be affected by the mismatches between teachers and students
and self-assessment may be used as a tool to decrease these mismatches. That’s why
the authors investigated whether the students’ and teachers’ assessment of students’
speaking skills would match after the students were provided with a practice session
of a self-assessment application. There were 29 learners of English and 6 English
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language teachers in the study as participants. First, the students listened to and
assessed their audio-record speaking performances. Later, they were provided with
the assessment criteria and they were asked to assess their performance again and
write reflection papers on self-assessment application. In the meantime, teachers
also assessed the students’ speaking performance with the same criteria. According
to the results of the study, there was a significant difference between students’ first
and second assessment of their own speaking skills. The study showed that the
discrepancies between the teacher and student assessment were decreased after the
students were provided with the assessment criteria. The students’ reflection papers
also revealed that students were positive towards the application of self-assessment
(Babaii et al. 2015).

Moreover, Gardner and Lambert (1972) examined the correlation between students’
self-assessment and French tests including reading, vocabulary and grammar
components. The participants were 561 American students learning French in high
schools in the states of Lousiana, Maine and Connecticut. The results showed that
the correlation was not statistically significant confirming that self-assessment was

not a reliable and valid tool for assessment (Gardner & Lambert,1972).

In his research, Blue (1988) studied whether there is a meaningful relationship
between students’ self-assessments and teachers’ assessments. The participants
were 117 students from different backgrounds and different majors, studying EAP
(English for Academic Purposes) courses who were asked to fill out a self-
assessment survey in the first and last lesson of a language course. The teachers’
assessments were analysed as external criteria. At the end of the study, it was found
out that the association between teachers’ and students’ assessment is rather weak

(Blue,1988).

In conclusion, it can be pointed out that various restraining and interfering variables
influence the self-assessment process which is already a complex construct. The
majority of the studies indicate that self -assessment is a reliable and valid
alternative assessment tool. However, its reliability and validity may be relatively
thwarted under certain circumstances and different classroom settings. There are a
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variety of causes leading to this problem such as the students' training. If students
are trained on how to apply self-assessment, they will be able to make logical
judgements about their language learning. Another reason is students' individual
differences such as cultural background, level of education, and length of exposure
to the target language. Also, methodological inadequacies might result in reliability
and validity issues in research. Finally, researches do not apply reliability and
validity test s on their data collection tools and might also use different statistical
tests for correlation and comparing data, which might also lead to conflicting results

in research (Nurov, 2000).

2.3.2. Models of Self-Assessment

According to Dickinson (1996), Rea-Dickins & Germaine (1996) and O’Malley &
Pierce (1996), there are different methods for self-assessment skills such as “learner-
prepared self- assessment, self-assessment checklists, informal self-assessment
devices, and learner record keeping procedures.” In addition, stronger and weaker
models of self-assessment are asserted by Taras (2010) such as “self-assessment
with integrated tutor feedback, learner contract design, self-marking and sound
standard.” Finally, other models are alleged by Saito (2003) such as “performance-
oriented self-assessment and development-oriented self-assessment.” In this section,

these methods of self-assessment will be explained.

2.3.2.1. Learner-Prepared Self-Assessment

Tests which are prepared by students constitute the learner-prepared self-assessment
method. These tests include comprehensive skills questions (questions for reading
and listening), self-assessment forms for writing skills and self-monitoring
questions. The questions are prepared according to the pattern laid out in published
books and can be responded by learners themselves or by their peers after some
time. In addition, learners themselves may evaluate their written works such as
essays, journals or diaries (Dickinson, 1996). Moreover, in self-monitoring

procedures, students are supposed to compare their performance with other models
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and alter theirs accordingly so that they can measure their own performance closer

to the model provided by their teachers.

2.3.2.2. Self-Assessment Checklists

Self-assessment checklists are a type of tests which is comprised of a list of
assignments and questions that students are supposed to answer. To illustrate, a
survey requiring learners to evaluate their performance of their language skills with

a specific rating scale may be one such self-assessment checklists.

2.3.2.3. Informal Self-Assessment Devices

Informal self-assessment tools are developed and applied by learners to evaluate
their performances in everyday life situations and include elements such as speaking
with a native speaker they may encounter in real life, reading a newspaper, watching
a TV show and listening to a radio broadcast in the target language (Gardner, 1996;
Oscarsson, 1989).

2.3.2.4. Learner Record-Keeping Self-Assessment

In the learner record keeping process, some kind of self-assessment and
implementation of it have been applied in the students' recent past and a self-
appraisal scheme is included in the recording of the material. Record keeping is
categorized into three devices by McNamara and Deane (1995): writing letters,
keeping a dairy on language learning and keeping a portfolio. Also, learners’ aim
cards are suggested as a self-assessment recording tool by (Smolen, Newman,
Wathen, & Lee, 1995).
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2.3.2.5. Strong and Weak Models of Self-Assessment

According to Taras (2010), there are some stronger and weaker models of self-
assessment. Stronger models of self-assessment are defined by Taras (2010) as

follows:

a) Self-assessment with integrated tutor feedback: This model requires learners to
integrate tutor and peer feedback before students self-assess.

b) Learning contract design: The learning contract design was developed in the
context of self-directed learning (and is self-assessing by the students’ own

criteria).

These models have been regarded as strong models by Taras (2010) because the
rationale behind them is that when students assess themselves, they are free from
the emotional stress of getting a certain score and are able to make use of tutor and
peer feedback. Furthermore, students are permitted to assess their own performances
and learning despite strict curriculum limitations, which makes them more

autonomous learners. On the other hand, weaker models are defined as follows:

a) Self-marking: In self-marking, students use a model answer(s) with criteria (and
possibly mark sheets) to compare to their own work.
b) Sound standard: The tutor provides an objective descriptor of ‘sound standard’

that is of medium level work.

The standard model of self-assessment, on the other hand, requires learners to use
criteriato judge, provide feedback and grade their work prior to submission to tutors.
Students were asked to declare their expected mark when submitting work, and to
accompany it with a note of the strengths and weaknesses which they had perceived
and which had contributed to that judgment. Tutors marked in the usual way, but
commented in endorsement of, or in addition to, the students’ comments (Taras,
2010).
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These models have been asserted as weaker models by Taras (2010) since in these
models students implement the identical process as their teachers’ assessment
process. These models can also be regarded as behaviourist models because there is
a sample question and correct answer frame that is used to compare and contrast

students’ answers in a systematic way (Taras, 2010).

When these strong and weak models are taken into account, it can be stated that the
self-assessment process requires students to have some important skills. For
instance, students must have the ability and experience of self-monitoring in order
to make it a beneficial self-assessment process. Also, the self-assessment process
may not provide accurate results about weaknesses, strengths, progress and learning
techniques when student are not able to monitor their own learning process. During
self-monitoring, students are required to concentrate on the process and to pay
attention what they are doing for an effective self-monitoring. While doing this,
evaluation standards which are not determined by students but determined by
teachers and authorities, must be prepared thoroughly and revised if needed
(McMiillen and Hearn, 2008).

First, self-assessment can be seen as difficult for a student. He/she may make many
mistakes when assessing their performance. Consequently, teachers have to monitor
the process and provide corrective feedback about the mistakes made by students
during the self-assessment process, which may be considered a real burden for the
teacher. However, when time passes, students will get used to evaluating their
development. They will take the responsibility for their assessment process so

teachers can spend less time on assessment.

2.3.2.6. Performance-Oriented and Development-Oriented Self-Assessments

Apart from Taras’s models, there are other self-assessment models as well. To start
with, one is “Performance-oriented self-assessment” (Saito, 2003). Outcomes
related to placement, selection, achievement, certification, diagnosis tests etc. are
measured via performance-oriented assessment. For example, students are asked

about their abilities and competencies during performance-oriented self-assessment
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at a placement test (Saito, 2003). Performance-oriented self-assessment has some
benefits in terms of safety, cost and time issues. These advantages attract test
administrators to carry out self-assessment in their institutions. However, it may be
influenced by elements such as the wording of the items, language skills to be
evaluated, students’ proficiency levels and cultural backgrounds (Saito, 2003).
That’s why it may require teachers or administrators to prepare and pilot the process

before the actual self-assessment.

It is also beneficial to explain what the development-oriented self-assessment is in
order to understand self-assessment types more clearly. In development-oriented
self-assessment, the process of learning, generally in a classroom atmosphere, is
measured in cooperation with self-managed activities. Dornyei (2001) stated that
development-oriented self-assessment can be used as a review for the learners to
notice the differences and patterns of improvement in a long time period. Many
experimental researches show that learners have shown greater competence,
autonomy, and motivation and less failure when they are exposed to development-
oriented self-assessment (Saito, 2003). This type of self-assessment both enhances
learner autonomy and assists teachers to evaluate learners’ development throughout
the learning process. It may also be of assistance as an auxiliary means to
instruments. The table below summarizes the

conventional evaluation

abovementioned self-assessment models.

Table 2.1.

Models of Self-Assessment

Model Detail Author

Learner- Prepared by students and including comprehensive | Dickinson (1996), Rea-
Prepared Self- skills questions, self-assessment forms for writing | Dickins & Germaine
Assessment skills and self-monitoring questions. (1996) and O’Malley &

Pierce (1996)

Self-Assessment

A type of tests which are comprised of a list of

Dickinson (1996), Rea-

Checklists assignments and questions that students are | Dickins & Germaine
supposed to answer. (1996) and O’Malley &

Pierce (1996)
Informal Self- Developed and applied by learners to evaluate their | Dickinson (1996), Rea-
Assessment performances in everyday life situations. Dickins & Germaine
Device (1996) and O’Malley &

Pierce (1996)

Learner Record-
Keeping Self-
Assessment

Some kind of self-assessment and implementation of
it have been applied in the students' recent past and
a self-appraisal scheme is included in the recording
of the material.

Dickinson (1996), Rea-
Dickins & Germaine
(1996) and O’Malley &
Pierce (1996)
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Table 2.1. (cont’d)

Model Detail Author

Self-Assessment | Requiring learners to integrate tutor and peer | Taras (2010)
with Integrated feedback before students self-assess.

Tutor Feedback

Learner Developed in the context of self-directed learning | Taras (2010)
Contract Design | (and is self-assessing to students’ own criteria).

Self-Marking Students use a model answer(s) with criteria (and | Taras (2010)

possibly mark sheets) to compare to their own work.

Sound Standard | The tutor provides an objective descriptor of ‘sound | Taras (2010)
standard’ that is of medium level work.

Performance- Outcomes related with placement, selection, | Saito (2003)
Oriented Self- achievement, certification, diagnosis tests etc. are

Assessment measured via performance-oriented assessment

Development- The process of learning, generally in a classroom | Saito (2003)
Oriented Self- atmosphere, is measured in cooperation with self-

Assessment managed activities.

In order to have an efficient self-assessment process, students must have an idea
about targets and they must be good at self-monitoring and self-judgment. That

process is illustrated at Figure 2.1.

~

Figure 2.1. Self-Assessment Process for Students (Mcmillen and Hearn, 2008: 41)

For self-assessment to be successful, teachers should play a significant role by
guiding, monitoring and facilitating the process for the students. Joyce et.al. (2009)
held a project to study teachers’ roles and ideas about self-assessment. They wanted
to understand how self-assessment is transformed into the classroom environment
and what teachers think about self-assessment. Self-assessment strategies and
teacher beliefs were the main areas of the study. A small case study and focus group

interviews were used as data collection methods. The results of the study revealed
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that the beliefs of teachers determine whether they will use self-assessment or not
in the classroom environment. The study also showed that the teachers are the ones
who are responsible for establishing a classroom culture suitable for self-
assessment. Joyce (2009) also stated that teachers must teach students how to assess
their works and performance. It is not easy to apply self-assessment at first.
However, thanks to scaffolding, better results can be obtained. Teachers must be a
leader in establishing self-assessment culture. It was also stated that students must
think they are able to assess themselves, and they need teachers’ support. Lastly,
students need time to become good at self-assessment (Joyce et. al. 2009). All in all,
teachers seem to have a significant role in the self-assessment process.

2.3.3. Aims of Self-Assessment

Literature review presents that scholars express different aims for self-assessment.
To start with, according to Sutalo (2011), the major aim of assessment is to
determine the current situation of learners’ performances and learning process, to
compare the current state of self-assessment with good examples of practice, and to
determine potential improvement and systematic quality developments (Sutalo,
2011).

Joyce etal. (2009) expresses that self-assessment aims to increase intrinsic
motivation of students regarding taking responsibility of their own learning. Thanks
to self-assessment, students are able to understand how to apply steps related to
developing their own language competencies since they are able to access better
than any other assessor to their database on their own language competencies and to
assess them. Kordes et al. (2014), having a different perspective, state that self-
assessment is used simply because it greatly contributes to personal development
and has a significant impact on learning. According to the authors, by means of self-
assessment, students can develop their learning skills, evaluation skills, and critical
thinking abilities. Moreover, they can also improve their self-confidence when they
understand assessment procedures. As assessment may be seen as a mystery for
students, self-assessment may demonstrate to these students how assessment is held

and what aspects must be taken into account in order to understand what is expected.
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Students will be able to understand what is expected and what they must learn
(Kordes et.al., 2014).

According to Spiller (2012), first of all, students have a natural tendency to examine
their own progress, therefore; using self-assessment strategies learner responsibility
is fostered. Secondly, self-assessment provides students with an understanding of
what they need to learn after the learning process. Using self-assessment strategies,
students will see their weaknesses and will continue learning and compensating for
their weaknesses. The author also states that self-assessment motivates further
learning, encourages reflection on learners’ own learning, and provides an
opportunity to control their own learning process. Furthermore, many students may
focus on just results. However, self-assessment may encourage students to focus on
process, accommodate diversity of learners’ readiness, experience and backgrounds,
and may be a turning point from teacher-centred learning to student centred learning.
Therefore, students may feel independent and are encouraged to “have” own
learning. Last but not least, Spiller (2012) believes that self-assessment develops
student’s skills for lifelong learning. When students understand how to assess their
own work and performance, they will be able to understand what they must study

next.

According to Dickinson (1996) and Oscarson (1989), self-assessment may most
properly be used with achievement and diagnostic objectives. Tests that are prepared
according to the objectives of a language programme and assess whether students
accomplish these objectives or not are achievement tests (Hughes, 1989). Progress
achievement tests that are implemented during a course and final achievement tests
administered at the end of a course are two distinct types of achievement tests. To
supply students with feedback about their language performance is the main aim of
achievement tests (Dickinson, 1996). Because of achievements tests, learners are
able to revise and evaluate their own performances periodically and write reflections
on their language learning process (Harris, 1997). Since one of the main aims of the
self-assessment process is to make students able to assess their language learning
and develop and revise their skills accordingly, carrying out self-assessment with

the purpose of achievement tests will accomplish this aim. Another field that self-
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assessment is most suitably applied to is diagnostic testing (Dickinson, 1996; Harris,
1997). Since diagnostic test are used for the purpose of identifying problems in the
language learning process, using self-assessment for diagnostic purposes can assist
students to notice the language components that they need to work on. Harris (1997)
states that there may be students from different backgrounds in EFL and ESL
settings, and therefore teachers and administrators can learn differences among these
students with the help of self-assessment and can adapt and modify their instructions

and orientations (Harris, 1997).

2.3.4. Self- Assessment of Language Skills

In this section, self-assessment is examined in relation to the development of four

language skills.

2.3.4.1. Reading

There are various reading assessment techniques used to determine the amount of
learning and the competency level that students reach in reading. Some of the
frequently used reading assessment techniques are reading comprehension, cloze
tasks, language comprehension tasks, and decoding tests. Reading comprehension
tests include a text passage to be read by learners and detailed questions to be
answered about the text. Cloze task is another technique in which words or some
parts of the words are removed from the passage and learners are expected to fill in
the blanks with appropriate words. In Language comprehension tests information is
presented orally to the learners and learners are expected to answer questions related
to the provided information. Finally, decoding is an assessment type in which

learners try to guess the words which are related to a text or hints given via pictures.

With regard to self-assessment of reading skills, studies suggest that students take
note of what they are reading and why they are reading, chart their progress on
various skills, explain the targets of the reading, make reading choices, list reading

strategies which they want to use, and also assess their reading portfolios,
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considering some criteria. In addition, it is crucial to create an environment for
students to reflect on their own language learning process. For instance, prior to
doing a reading task, it may be beneficial to ask students to predict how easy or
challenging the text is going to be and what factors make a text difficult (such as
kind, length, subject or style of a text). After doing the task, they can think about
their performance and reflect on their strengths and weaknesses (Harris, 1997).

Students may develop greater self-awareness about reading skills when their self-
assessment procedures are discussed and reviewed. Self-assessment of reading skills
encourages students to take part in the assessment process of reading and they
develop opinions about the strengths and weaknesses of their reading abilities

(Cambridge University Press, n.d.:363).

In addition, self-assessment of reading skills teaches students to observe and
evaluate their own reading skills. In a reading lesson, when teachers assess students,
it may be difficult for students to understand how to develop their own reading skills.
Students are generally graded for their reading performance and provided with
feedback. When students take part in the assessment process, they may have a
chance to see their faults. Moreover, they may also have a chance to solve their own

problems (Johansson, 2013).

Regarding the connection between self-assessment and reading habits, Moheidat
(2011) presents a study aiming to investigate the impact of students™ self-assessment
on their reading performance in English. There were two groups in the study; an
experimental group and a control group. There were 39 students in each group who
were studying at Moosa bin Nusseir School for General Education in Muscat, Oman.
A reading test adapted from previous General Certificate Exams in the Sultanate of
Oman was developed. A technigue of students’ self-assessment through rating scale
sheets and one-minute papers were used as a data collection tool. According to the
results of the study, the self-assessment of students™ had a positive effect on reading
performance in English. The study recommended that it would be beneficial to train
students about how to self-assess their reading habits and processes which would
develop the reading skills of students. The study also suggested that teachers must
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be aware of the positive effects of self-assessment for the development of reading
skills (Moheidat, 2011).

Another study was held by Shahrakipour in 2014 in order to analyse whether there
was a significant difference between the students who assessed their own reading
and listening skills and the ones who did not. The participants were 120 Iranian
students whose proficiency levels were beginner and intermediate. They were
divided into an experiment and a control group. Both received a pre-test, then, the
experiment group received a training on the self-assessment process, and they
assessed their performances of reading and listening skills. Next, a post-test was
given to both groups. When the pre-test and post-test results were compared, it was
reported that there was a significant difference between the scores of the beginner
participants on both reading and listening tests. It was also stated that the influence
of self-assessment on reading skills was much more than on listening skills
(Shahrakipour, 2014).

In another study, Johansson (2013) aimed to explore the credibility of Swedish third-
grade students’ self-assessments of their reading achievement by relating those
assessments to two different criteria—teachers’ judgments and students’ reading test
scores. Students’ gender and socioeconomic status (SES) were introduced to
determine to what extent, if any, these variables were associated with the accuracy
of the self-assessments, once students’ attitudes toward reading had been controlled
for. In the study, students (N=5,271) and teachers (N =351) were the participants.
The main method of analysis was two-level structural equation modelling (SEM)
with latent variables. Johansson (2013) concluded that although the participants
were young, the self-assessment of reading skills of third-grade students could be
regarded as highly reliable. In Sweden, after spending 3 years together, teachers and
students found it easier to have shared comprehension of literacy knowledge and
skills (Johansson, 2013).

In brief, the above mentioned studies showed that self-assessment is beneficial for
developing reading skills. Also, the correlation between teachers’ and students’

assessments shows that self-assessment may be a reliable way of assessment.
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2.3.4.2. Listening

Listening is generally described as attentive hearing or active hearing, which is more
than just hearing in a way that it is a receptive skill. According to Thomlinson
(1984), listening is crucial for effective communication and used to interpret
meaning of a conversation and thus, requires knowledge of semantics, syntax and
surely phonology. In addition, listening for comprehension requires critical
thinking, analytic thinking, prior knowledge and concentration. There are some
important skills for language learners to acquire in order to listen well. Firstly, they
should know how to make use of different strategies to create meaning out of context
while listening. Secondly, being able to answer what is stated is another skill.
Finally, they should have the ability to convey meaning in different ways (Shen et.
al., 2007). Apart from these skills, nonverbal listening skills such as tone of voice,
gestures, mimics, and body language comprise an important part of listening skills

when taken into account as a whole.

The nature of listening skills make test developers assume that language learners
practice recognizable listening skills, which can be defined as lower and higher
skills, so as to understand various recordings and. The lower skills refer to skills that
are used for comprehending “utterances in literal level” and the higher skills refer
to the skills that are used to make inferences and use critical thinking. Listening tests
are based on these skills and that’s why they include parts about understanding main
ideas, listening for specific information and inferring the speakers’ meaning

(Brindley, 1989).

Therefore, there are different assessment methods for listening skills. One of the
most commonly used techniques is listening comprehension tests in which students
are supposed to listen to a recording and answer the main idea or detail information
questions related to the recording. Another technique is the performance test.
Performance tests require students to listen to a recording and perform an action or
select a picture based on what they hear. Apart from these, to assess listening skills,
teachers can observe students with checklists, write down notes on learners’
questions, answers, discussions or inferences, make use of directed listening
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activities or use listening comprehension quizzes in class, arrange conferences led
by students, and make use of listening response journals to observe students
listening skills (Decker, 2004).

As an alternative to formal listening assessment techniques, self-assessment can also
be an effective tool for assessing listening skills. Students can evaluate their own
listening skills and data gathered from their own evaluation may provide students
with ideas regarding development of their listening skills or may provide data about
students’ proficiency level in a placement test. Students may make plans and learn
where to start and how to proceed in learning. (Baleghizadeh and Rahimi, 2011).
Moreover, according to Harris (1997), students can self-assess their listening skills
by making some predictions before they perform the task. They can try to predict if
the recording will be manageable or demanding. Then, they can think of their own
performance and try to comprehend how successful they were and why the task was
easy or difficult (Harris,1997). Teachers can also extend this reflection by making
students assessing how they listen and the strategies they use to assist them while
listening, such as prediction, note-taking, summarizing and selective attention
(O’Malley and Chamot, 1990).

Literature review demonstrates that there are several studies focusing on self-
assessment and listening. To start with the earliest one, Oskarsson (1978) conducted
a study on the self-assessment of listening and reading skills of adult students of
EFL in Sweden, as well as teacher assessments of these skills. Participants were
adult learners from 120 Swedish language schools and organisations. The
questionnaire prepared by the author was sent to these schools. The results showed
that self-assessments of students were correlated positively with teacher
assessments. Also, the listening scores were also consistent with the written test

scores of the students.

On account of the studies mentioned above, it can be stated that the self-assessment
of listening skills can enhance students’ listening abilities and make them aware of

their own strengths and weaknesses.
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2.3.4.3. Grammar

According to the Oxford Dictionary (2018), grammar is “the whole system and
structure of a language or of languages in general, usually taken as consisting of
syntax and morphology (including inflections) and sometimes also phonology and
semantics” ( p.128). Hence, grammar is an integral part of language learning and in
order to use language, a learner must be able to use grammar accurately. Since
grammar is the “structural glue of a language” that puts four skills together, it has
been of great importance in teaching and assessing language since the middle ages
(Purpura, 2004).

Aforementioned, grammar is one of the most widely assessed skills in language
learning and both formative and summative assessment types are used for assessing
grammar. Testing grammatical knowledge is generally done via some techniques
such as unscrambling, fill-in-the-blanks, sentence completion, error correction,

elicited imitation, and cloze tests.

According to Liepa (2011), “in mastering accuracy the involvement of the language
learner in correcting mistakes, in setting grammar tasks is substantial. Formal
accuracy is increased through language use, though, taking into account students’
needs, students’ awareness of grammar structures is raised by means of pinpointing
them when reading, listening to clarifications, fulfilling the appropriate tasks and
consulting the teacher” (p.93). In the summative assessment type, students have an
idea about how they have performed. However, understanding their mistakes and
correcting them might not be easy. Students correct mistakes better when they find
out the reasons of their mistakes and correct them individually. Due to their
increased language awareness, searching and correcting their own grammar
mistakes would produce better results than listening to them from a teacher
(Kreuther, 2015).

Even though there are not many studies concerning self-assessment of grammar
skills, in Nurov’s aforementioned study (2000), self-assessment of grammar was

one of the variables analysed. The study showed that the lowest correlation between

33



teachers’ and students’ evaluation turned out to be the grammar section and this
correlation is not a significant one. Also, the correlation between students’
assessment and the test regarding grammar section was also one of the lowest
correlations. These results might state that grammar is a more difficult and complex
component of language for students to learn and teachers to assess their other
components of language.

2.3.4.4. Writing

“Writing is far from being a simple matter of transcribing language into written
symbols: it is a thinking process” (White and Arndt, 1991). As highlighted by the
definition, writing is a productive skill which permits learners to put their emotions
and thoughts on paper, to use their insights and beliefs to create persuading reasons
and to deliver a message via a well-structured text. It is becoming more and more
important to be able to write effectively in second language education. Therefore,
second language learners must not only be able to write correctly in terms of their
use of grammar and vocabulary but they also must be aware of how to organize

texts.

The importance of writing skills has led to a growing interest into the techniques
used for assessing them. According to Cooper (1984), direct and indirect assessment
techniques have emerged; the first is basically writing an essay, generally on a given
topic and the second is to answer multiple-choice test questions. That is, direct
assessment requires learners to produce in the target language whereas indirect
assessment is regarded as a recognition measure (Cooper, 1984). These
measurements give students an idea about the development of their writing skills
and they are generally supported with feedback. If effective feedback is provided,
students will understand and correct their mistakes, which will help them to self-
assess their written texts. Since writing is a skill in which students actively take part
in, feedback they receive becomes a significant tool for their development. It is not
only the feedback provided by their teachers of pair but also feedback that comes
from their own evaluation process that may provide good results. When students see

their own progress, they try to increase their performance by revising their texts
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(Salimi and Ahmadpour, 2015). According to de Leeuw (2014), the process of
revising their texts may be interpreted as self-development. Students take
responsibility of their own writing by being “involved” in the process. When
students are involved in their own writing process, they realize their weaknesses and
try to improve them. As a result of increasing their control on their writing skills,
students become more autonomous learners (Assis, 2012), which in turn facilitate

their metacognitive development (Taghizadeh, 2015).

During self-assessment process, student must be aware of how to assess the texts
they write. In other words, students must be trained about the expected qualities of
the text type before they start self-assessment of their writing skills. After (Lin-
Siegler, Shaenfield, and Elder, 2015). In order to create effective self-assessment
sessions, students must be aware of the components tested in writing assessments
such as writing simple texts, detailed texts, presentations, reports and essays about
students’ field of interests, making an outline of a text whose target and format will
be taken into account, and checking the text for cohesion and clarity, reviewing
punctuation, related terminology and the use of linking words (Escribano and
McMahon, 2010). Hence, as it was mentioned before, teachers have an important
role in the preparation and implementation of self-assessment. According to Harris
(1997), after students are shown the criteria, self-assessment may become a crucial
part of the writing process. The criteria can be used by students as a checklist for
their first draft and an ultimate self-assessment for their writing. They can compare
this last self-assessment with their peers’ or teachers’ assessment. Also, they can
make a list of common mistakes and use it as another checklist for self-editing
(Harris, 1997).

There are a few studies that have been conducted on the self-assessment of writing
skills. In the study held by Lin-Siegler et.al. (2015), the authors express that accurate
self-assessment is beneficial for the academic achievement of students. It is not easy
for students to assess themselves. Students must overcome difficulties faced during
self-assessment. In order to overcome these difficulties, teachers must support
students. In the study, the authors compared two stories one of which included

poorly written stories and the other that included well-written stories, Fifty-three
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6th-grade students in two history classrooms were randomly assigned to assess these
two different types of stories and write a new story on their own. At the end of the
study, the group given the poorly written stories performed better than the group
given well-written stories as they had the chance to see the mistakes in poorly
written stories and learned how to write the text and what the assessment criteria
were (Lin-Siegler et.al., 2015).

In another study, Bing (2016) intended to explore the effects of self-assessment of
students related to their writing skills in order to get more insight about self-
assessment in writing instruction. Writing assignments, questionnaires, an analytic
scoring rubric and interviews were used to collect data The results showed that the
judgments made by the students about the quality of their own writing skills were in
consistence with the assessments of their teachers. In addition, the students
enhanced their writing skills considerably in terms of content, organization and
mechanics of writing after they were exposed to the self-assessment procedure even
though their development of vocabulary skills and language skills remained slightly
less developed (Bing, 2016). Bing (2016) expressed that the results also indicated
that the students’ attitudes towards self-assessment of their writing skills were
positively affected (Bing, 2016)

Another study on the self-assessment of writing was conducted by Fahimi and
Rahimi (2014) in order to explore the effect on students’ self-assessment of writing
skill development. There were 41 female participants in the study who were not
informed about self-assessment because the assessment had been done by the
teacher before the study. At first, the participants were asked to write a text and
assess it without any instructions of assessment. In the following weeks, the
participants were informed about the assessment procedure and the teachers
assessed their papers, as well. The data were collected with these writing
assessments and another self-assessment survey was applied before and after the
assessment procedure. The results showed that the writing skills of the students
developed in time and positive attitudes towards self-assessment, both by the
teachers and students were observed (Fahimi & Rahimi, 2014).
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To conclude, it can be claimed that self-assessment has great importance for all
skills. According to Heisigova (2015), although it is difficult and complicated to
utilize effective self-assessment in the classroom and the outcomes require a long
time to be observed, teachers should make the attempt at facilitating self-assessment.
If learners can impartially asses their skills and performance, they may then target
attainable goals which can serve for a long time. Finally, teachers can regard self-
assessment as a future investment simply because student-teacher collaboration may
facilitate learning when students can monitor their own learning process (Heisigova,
2015: 72).

2.4. Testing Speaking

The purpose of the present study is to find out whether or not there is a significant
association between students’ self-assessment and teachers’ assessments of
students’ English speaking skills. This section of the study is devoted to the
definition of speaking skills and ways of testing them including self-assessment of
speaking skills.

As a skill, speaking is a productive skill which enables speakers to converse, to
express their ideas, beliefs and emotions in verbal language and to convey
information. Burns and Joyce (1997) define speaking as “an interactive process of
constructing meaning that involves producing, receiving and processing
information” which suggests that speaking is a communicative process in which the
interlocutors take the roles of speaker and listener interchangeably and which also
includes verbal and nonverbal elements. These properties of speaking make it an
inevitable part of language learning, hence, it is important to know how to assess

speaking skills.

2.4.1. Ways of Testing Speaking

There are different ways of testing speaking such as interviews, information gap

techniques, picture tests, role-plays, cloze tests, semi-direct tests, band descriptors
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and technology. Figure 2 summarizes those testing ways (Source: Helin Basak
(2018):

Figure 2.2. Popular Ways of Testing Speaking

One of the most widely used ways of testing speaking is interviewing. Interviewing
is a communicative process in which students are asked a prepared series of
questions by teachers and are expected to answer these questions in the target
language. During interviews, students have an opportunity to express their ideas and
answer questions and teachers assess whether students can use language properly
during an interview. (Goh and Aryadous, 2010). Interviews allow
teachers/assessors to evaluate students’ speaking performance on specific topics or
in situations better than other assessment types. Also, information that interviews
provide can be used as a source to revise or enhance curriculum and instruction.

During interviews, the speaking performance of a student can be recorded in order
to be evaluated later. Teacher can also evaluate students’ performance immediately

during the interview. According to Hall and Hope (2016),

An interview can be scripted, where all or most of what the interviewer says
and asks the test taker to do is prepared and written down, or it can be
unscripted. Scripted and semi-scripted interviews are more consistent and
reliable, and they allow the examiner to focus on evaluating the speech sample
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more than on the interview process. They can, however, involve a lot of work
to prepare, and they may result in a less realistic conversation. (Hall and Hope,
2016).

In other words, when the interview is unscripted, it will be easier for teachers to
apply as it will require less time. Moreover, it will be more authentic thanks to
unexpected direction or questions provided by the interviewer. (Hall and Hope,
2016).

In addition, interviews may be long or short. Especially during long interviews, it
would be beneficial to use an evaluation chart or rubric. The chart must include the
points regarding the aims of the speaking course. Thanks to these charts, teachers’

assessment process has become more effective and informative.

Another traditional way of testing speaking is using the information gap technique.
In the information gap technique, there is a speaker and listener or listeners. It is
important that listeners need information about a particular topic (listeners do not
have any idea about what the speaker will speak about). There are four mainly used
information gap techniques. They are picture tasks, re-telling a picture story,
discussion presentation and guided role plays (Kombercova, 2006).

The picture test is another method for testing speaking. In fact, the picture test is an
easy way of testing speaking skills since students are presented with something
visible to talk about (Kanga, 2012). For example, students can choose only a part of
a picture as a speaking topic or generate new ideas to talk about while looking at the

whole picture (Kanga, 2012).

During a role play session, speakers plan, assess and execute speech acts with a
native speaker. Speakers may prepare self-reports and observations about the
process. Moreover, teachers can also make plans about how to assess and how to
manage the process. When students are aware of what to talk about, they have an
opportunity to prepare for the speaking tasks. They may also develop strategies for
the speaking session. Despite the fact that students can prepare speaking tasks,

different topics may be spoken about during a role play (Seong, 2014).
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In addition to traditional speaking tests, there are some newly utilized tests for
assessing speaking. One of those tests is band descriptors as applied in the IELTS
(The International English Language Testing Systems) exam. In the IELTS exam,
there is no pass or fail score, but the exam score shows your performance through
these band descriptors, which are the subskills corresponding to explanatory
presentation of English competence of a test taker. Band descriptors have four
equally-weighted but different criteria; fluency and coherence, lexical resource,
grammatical range and accuracy and pronunciation (British Council, 2012). These
band descriptors have been created in order to assist the test takers to comprehend
their performance level in English. Using these points, speakers are graded under

nine band scores. These cores are shown in the Table 2.2.

In addition to the IELTS, the TOEFL test (Test of English as a Foreign Language),
which is another widely used standard test around the world, also has band scores.
In the TOEFL exam, test takers are supposed to fulfil six different tasks. These tasks
include both independent and integrated tasks. Independent tasks are about
responding to a prompt orally. Integrated tests are orally responding to questions
including reading passages and listening recordings. Test takers are evaluated
according to four different component of speaking skills: general description,
delivery, language use and topic development. The TOEFL exam speaking band

descriptors are summarized in Table 2.3.

The other important descriptors for speaking skill are decided by Common European
Framework of Reference (CEFR) which is an international standard for defining
language skills. The framework was constructed in order to enable language learners
with a clear, systematic and broad base for designing language courses syllabuses,
preparing materials for language teaching and for evaluating language proficiency
levels of learners. It has a 6-level scale starting from Al (beginner) to C2 (proficient)
for language abilities. For speaking skill, it has 5 different criteria shown in the Table
2.4.
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Table 2.2.

Band Descriptors for IELTS Speaking Exam

9 Expert Users

Have fully operational command of the language: appropriate, accurate and
fluent with complete understanding.

8 Very Good Users

Have fully operational command of the language with only occasional
unsystematic factual errors and inappropriate use.

7 Good Users

Get operational command of the language, though with occasional
inaccuracies, inappropriate use and misunderstandings in some situations.

6 Competent Users

Enclose generally effective command of the language despite some
inaccuracies, inappropriate use and misunderstandings

5 Modest Users

Acquire partial command of the language, coping with overall meaning in
most situations, though is likely to make many mistakes.

4 Limited Users

Are considered as the basic competence which is limited to familiar situations;
also they have frequent problems in understanding and expression.

3 Extremely
Limited Users

Convey and understand only general meaning in very familiar situations.
Frequent breakdowns in communication occur.

2 Intermittent

Here, no real communication is possible except for the most basic information

Users using isolated words or short formulae in familiar situations and to meet
1 Non User Essentially, students have not the ability to use the language beyond possibly
a few isolated words (British Council, 2012).
Table 2.3.
TOEFL Exam Speaking Band Descriptors
SCORE | General Delivery Language Use Topic
Description Development
4 The answer meets The speech is The answer shows The answer is
the requirements of | generally paced impressive use of supported and
the task with minor | well and clear. It grammar and adequate for the
mistakes. It is fairly | may contain minor | vocabulary. It question. It is
comprehensible pauses, minor presents a high level | mainly well-
and presents pronunciation or of using both basic developed and
coherence. intonation mistakes | and complex rational.
that do not affect structures with minor | Connections
general mistakes that do not between notions
comprehension. affect general are clear.
meaning.
3 The answer fulfils | The answer is The answer shows The answer is
the task bit it is not | mainly clear with relevant ideas and mainly rational
well developed. minor mistakes in good use of grammar | and maintained
Overall, it is intonation, and vocabulary. It with relevant
understandable and | pronunciation and may present some ideas. General
rational despite the | pacing the speech. incorrect vocabulary | development may
pauses in the Listener’s effort is | or grammar. Range of | be limited to basic
explanation. An required at times. grammar structures ideas.
answer at this level may affect fluency in | Connections
is categorized by at general, but not the between ideas are
least of the delivery of the not clear from
following: message. time to time.
2 The answer The answer is The answer shows The answer is

addresses the
question with
limited
development.
Despite mistakes
with delivery and
coherence, it is
understandable.

fundamentally
understandable but
listener’s effort is
required due to
vague articulation
and intonation,
unorganized pace
and unclear
meaning.

basic use of grammar
and vocabulary,
which hinders
delivery of the ideas.
Most part of the
speech is fluent but
also unclear.

related to the
question,
however, ideas
are not elaborated
adequately.
Repetitions and
vague expressions
are sometimes
noticed. Relations
between ideas are
unclear.
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Table 2.3. (cont’d)

SCORE | General Delivery Language Use Topic
Description Development
1 The answer is Continuous Delivery of the ideas | The answer is

minimally related
to the task and the
content is limited
and not clear.

pronunciation,
intonation and
articulation
mistakes are
noticed. Frequent
lapses and
hesitations exist in
the fragmented

delivery.

and connections are
prevented by limited
range of grammar
and vocabulary.
Formulaic
expressions are
noticed in low-level
answers.

addressed with
limited related
content. It mainly
lacks complex
ideas and is
sustained with
repeated prompts.

0 Test-taker doesn’t make any attempt to answer the question or gives irrelevant answers.

Table 2.4.

CEFR Band Descriptors for Speaking Skills
RANGE ACCURACY | FLUENCY | INTERACTION COHERENCE

C2 | Presents agreat | Uses Conveys Interacts easily with | Discourse is
flexibility in constantly his/her ideas | utilizing body created coherently
communicating, | correct with a language clues and cohesively
uses complex grammatical natural flow | without any and proper use of
language structures. speed difficulty. Turn- transitions and
structures and without any | taking, reference accurate
idiomatic hesitation or | making and organisation of
expressions. pauses. allusions are speech exist.

natural.

C1 | Owns a good A broad range | Fluent and A proper phrase for | Speaks clearly,
knowledge of of grammar spontaneous | a specific discourse | smoothly and in a
language range | structures are | expressions | can be selected well-structured
and can express | maintained are used but | from a good range way and
ideas inawide | and nearly no | difficult of discourse transitions and
range of topics | mistake is concept may | functions. cohesive phrases
such as made. If slow down are used.
academic, made, they the
professional or | are corrected. | conversation.
general.

B2 | Owns an High degree There are Starts a Uses a restricted
adequate range | of obvious conversation, takes | range of
of language grammatical pauses in the | turn and ends a transitions and
knowledge, accuracy is speech and conversation when | organisational
most general shown and hesitations he needs to but not | patterns.
topics are mistakes may occur always in a proper
available to talk | leading to despite the way.
and some misunderstan | even tempo
complex dings are not | of the
sentences are made. Can speech.
used. correct the

majority of
the errors.

B1 | Owns enough Frequently Pauses for Basic face to face Shorter sentences
language used language | correct talks are maintained | are connected
knowledge and | phrases are grammar and | on familiar topics with basic use of
vocabulary to utilised in vocabulary but needs to repeat | transitions.
survive, expected occurs but him/herself for
expresses ideas | situations. keeps the confirmation.
on topics such speech
as family, comprehensi
hobbies, work ble.
or travel.
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Table 2.4. (cont’d)

RANGE ACCURACY | FLUENCY INTERACTION | COHERENCE

A2 | Memorised Simple Can make Responds simple | Connects
sentences and grammatical him/herself questions and sentences only
words are used | structures are | understandabl | shows that s/he with “and”, “but”
to communicate | accurately e in short can follow the and “because”.
for daily life used but there | sentences with | speech
situations. are some frequent adequately.

errors, too. pauses and
hesitations.

Al | Owns very Only a Controls very | Has questions and | Connects words
simple words to | restricted short and answers about and phrases with
use in speeches | control of a memorised personal only “and” or
on personal few simple sentences with | information but “then”.
information. grammar a lot of pauses | the speech mostly

structures and | and depends on
memorised hesitations. repetition.
sentences.

In conclusion, it is also possible to assess speaking using various technological tools.
Since technology is rapidly developing and affecting all aspects of life, including
education, technological tools are getting more and more popular in education and
different types of learning environments. Tools from videos to interactive online
courses are being used by institutions and teachers. Consequently, technology is also
being used as a tool for assessment not only for speaking skills but also for other
skills. Recording and listening to one’s own and others speaking performance,
responding to on-line questions and many other ways can be tools for testing
speaking. According to Sullivian (2012), “as technology improves, we are beginning
to see a new generation of technology-driven tests (e.g. the Pearson Test of English)
which are attempting to use technology in new ways. While the actual content of
these new tests remains quite traditional, the fact that performance is assessed

automatically by machine is certainly both innovative and controversial” (Sullivian,

2012: 268).

2.4.2. Components Tested in Speaking

As much as how to test, it is as important to understand what to test in speaking skill.
As summarized in Table 2.5, specific competencies underlying speaking skills such
as grammatical accuracy, vocabulary knowledge, organization of opinions, fluency

and pronunciation abilities are tested.
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Table 2.5.

Important Points to Be Tested About Speaking (Vigoya, 2000: 98)

ACCURACY
Ability to master a language as a system.

FLUENCY
Ability to use language for communication.

PRONUNCIATION
Ability of students to produce sounds and follow
stress and intonation. Those abilities must be in
an acceptable manner.

MECHANICAL SKILLS
Ability of students to use punctuation, sentence
length, pauses, rhythm and speed.

VOCABULARY
Ability of students to use necessary words and to
understand the vocabulary in questions.

LANGUAGE USE
Ability of students to talk. Showing a mastery of
semantic and grammatical sources of language.

GRAMMAR
Ability of students to produce suitable syntactical
and morphological patterns in a given speech.

JUDGEMENT SKILLS
Ability of students to talk about a variety of
things. Ability of students to select, order,

organize and develop thoughts.

COMPREHENSION
Ability of students to negotiate, transmit and share information in a fluent and accurate manner.

To begin with, while testing speaking, accuracy of grammar must be tested simply
because grammar is vital for expressing thoughts correctly. Another important thing
to be assessed during speaking is vocabulary knowledge. Vocabulary is a necessity
for making meaningful sentences, answering questions and expressing ideas.
Speakers cannot express their ideas without using the vocabulary related to the
spoken topic (Mertova, 2013).

Skills such as organization of opinions and developing a good outline are not only
expected to be shown during writing but also in speaking. During speaking, it is
important to express knowledge and ideas in an organized manner supported by
correct transitional words (Mertova, 2013: 7-8).

It is natural to expect fluency during speaking. Agung (2012) describes fluency as
the ability to converse fluently and accurately in the target language. Many language
learners’ main objective is to speak the target language fluently. A reasonably fast
pace of speaking and a small number of pauses such as “ums” and “errs” are the
indicators of fluency. Another indicator of fluency is dealing with hesitations. In
fact, a great number of hesitations make it boring for listeners to listen to the speaker
(Mertova, 2013). These indicators show that speakers do not need a lot of time to
think about required vocabulary or grammar structure to construct sentences to
deliver the message when she/he speaks in the target language (Agung, 2012).

Hence, this makes fluency an indispensable component of speaking assessment.
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Pronunciation, which is another speaking assessment component, is the act and
manner of saying words by correctly producing the sounds of speech with correct
stress and intonation. Teaching and testing pronunciation in language classes is
important for making sure that native speakers or other second language learners

understand non-native speakers (Pramujunarta, 2007).

2.4.3. Self — Assessment of Speaking Skills

To self-assess one’'s own performance during speaking activities is a difficult
process. In order to make a well-established self-assessment process, there are four
steps to be followed by teachers. First of all, teachers should establish a set of criteria
so that both teachers and students would be informed about the inclusion of the self-
assessment process. Secondly, it is better to ask students to reflect on their
achievements and the inadequacies they perceive rather than asking them to grade
themselves which may make them nervous. Moreover, asking students to grade
themselves may also create objectivity and reliability-related problems. Thirdly,
self-assessment should take place immediately after the completion of a task,
although audio and video recording may prove helpful for students to remember
their performance. Last but not least, it is important to complement self-assessment
results with the teacher’s information based on observations and tests feedback in

order to create a more reliable assessment tool.

Moreover, self-assessment of speaking is an alternative assessment type and is also

a metacognitive strategy. According to Forbes and Fisher (2015),

Cognitive strategies are related to the processing of information, social-
affective strategies are concerned with interaction with others, and
metacognitive strategies involve thinking about the learning process, planning
for learning, monitoring of comprehension or production while it is taking
place, and self-evaluation after the learning activity has been completed.
(Forbes and Fisher, 2015).

Next, an objective measurement tool should be created by the teachers and students
should be informed about the important components to be assessed (Trofimovich,

2016). One suggestion to develop such a tool is provided by Fulcher (1993).
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Formulating statements starting with “I can” the desired skills of speaking can be
assessed by students. Table 2.6 presents an example of a tool including “I can”

statements:

Table 2.6.
“I can” Statements for Self-Assessment of Speaking Skills

ask someone how | can go to a hotel, restaurant or any other place

buy items like ticket, clothes etc.

order a meal

arrange a hotel room

make social introductions

ask and answer simple questions

describe my job

make conversations about some topics

interview with employee and make reports

talk about future plans and hopes

describe a place or person

talk about a trip

write messages or leave voice messages

communicate with native speakers

speak about a professional subject

defend personal opinions

I can solve problems about various topics

talk about topics affecting my life or civilization

talk as well as my mother tongue

prepare or give a lecture

persuade people

express other people’s point of views

direct a conversation, | naturally integrate appropriate cultural and historical references
in my speech.

Native speakers generally understand me

| feel that | am good at speaking,

There is not much grammar topic | avoid using,

I have a good vocabulary and | can use many vocabulary items

Other I am able to adjust my speech to suit my audience

statement | | never make grammar mistakes,

samples | am rarely unable to finish a sentence

During the self-assessment process of speaking, teachers must listen to and observe
the process carefully and provide specific feedback to students when necessary.
Giving feedback should include some important points. First of all, students must
be informed about what mistakes they made. Secondly, they must be encouraged for
speaking, assessing speaking and correcting their mistakes after receiving feedback.
Moreover, teachers must also appreciate students when they correct their mistakes,
develop themselves, use a new vocabulary item or an amusing role-play, produce an

accurate sentence, make an interesting contribution to a discussion and become
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eager to speak and assess speaking. Teachers may correct their students’ mistakes
immediately or at the end of the speaking process (Rocio, 2012).

In conclusion, thanks to the self-assessment of speaking skill, students will be able
to understand how well they speak. Assessing their performance, they become aware
of the strengths and weaknesses of their performance. For instance, if students can
record speaking process, they can find mistakes and understand speaking strengths
after listening/watching the performance. (Yang and Tseng, 2015). Hence, self-
assessment of speaking skills will help students to become more autonomous in
terms of developing their speaking skills since self-assessment itself has been a core
point making students more autonomous and contributing to learner-centred

language learning.

2.5. Previous Studies on Self-Assessment of Speaking Skills

Research on other areas of education was investigated by scholars substantially
earlier than self-assessment in language learning. The initial studies were conducted
in the 1970s. In these studies, students’ beliefs about self-assessment and its
relationship with their language learning were investigated. The studies in which
self-assessment was used as a variable were conducted by Gardner and Lambert
(1972), Vigqil, Baca and Oiler (1977). These scholars are regarded as pioneers in this
field of research.

In the literature of language testing research, there are numerous studies concerning
self-assessment and producing various results. While self-assessment is regarded as
a practical alternative to formal foreign language evaluation for placement or
achievement tests, the variation in self-assessment validity proposes possible
hardships in definite interpretation (Ross, 1998). If the findings of all the
experimental studies concerning self-assessment were harmonious, it would be
exemplary. Nevertheless, they revealed various outcomes which have left
researchers, test administrators and teachers with a query of whether they should

implement self-assessment in language assessment or not (Saito, 2003).
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Although numerous scholars recognised the contributions of self-assessment
procedures to the learning and assessment process, studies conducted on the topic
do not provide rich information for the use self-assessment in the development of
language skills. As for the main topic of this study, the self-assessment of speaking
skills, research studies are scarce. In this section of the present study, studies on the
self-assessment of speaking will be examined.

Hooshangi, Mahmoudi, and Yousofi (2014) state that self-assessment has been one
of the most popular assessment topics to be discussed because of its importance for
autonomous learners and student-centred education environments. In their study,
authors aimed to examine effect of self-assessment on Javanroodian foreign
language learners’ oral performance ability. Video typing, assessment, feedback,
practice and training sessions were utilised during the process. There were 20
English learner participants in the study. They were divided into two groups as an
experimental group and a control group, taking oral performance pre-tests into
account. A self-assessment checklist including interaction with the audience,
grammar rules, vocabulary use, pronunciation, content and presentation was utilized
in the study. At the end of the study, it was seen that participating in the self-
assessment process increased the oral performance ability of learners. Authors
suggest that the results may be used by policy makers, teachers, developers, material

designers and students (Hooshangi, et.al., 2014).

Moreover, Leger (2009) conducted a 12-week study investigating the ways that
language learners could improve the perception of their speaking skills. 32 learners
of French with advanced proficiency level participated in the study. They were
asked to assess their speaking skills and participation in communicative practices
and goal setting in French. The results indicated that the participants’ self-perception
improved especially in terms of fluency, vocabulary and self-confidence while
speaking French. Furthermore, setting goals was also suggested as beneficial for
learners to take the responsibility for their own learning process. In other words,
benefits of self-assessment, not only cognitively but also affectively, was
highlighted in the study (Leger, 2009).
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Chalkia (2012) concentrated on self-assessment as an alternative way to assess
speaking skills of foreign language learners. 18 Greek learners of English, aged from
11 to 12, participated in the study. The students were asked to fill in a questionnaire
including questions related to self-assessment and were also observed during the
process of completing the questionnaire. The results revealed that the participants
showed positive attitudes towards self-assessment. This activity helped students to
be more motivated to be more active in speaking and to realize their strong and weak
sides in their speaking abilities in spite of the difficulties they faced during the self-

assessment application (Chalkia, 2012).

According to the results of another study, held by Shahrakipour (2014), the results
indicated that the students with an intermediate level of language proficiency
improved their listening and speaking abilities with the help of the self-assessment
process to which they were exposed. Moreover, the statistical analysis showed that
the speaking scores of self-assessment were higher than those of the listening skills
scores which showed that the impact of self-assessment was higher in speaking than

in listening and reading skills (Shahrakipour, 2014).

In one of the few studies about the self-assessment of speaking skills, Singh (2015)
stated that verbal skills are ignored when it comes to assessment and having good
grades from reading and writing skills does not necessarily mean having good
performances in speaking skills. For this reason, he drew attention to the self-
assessment of speaking skills and tried to find out which guidelines would be
beneficial for students to assess their own speaking skills. 15 learners of English
participated in the study and were asked to assess their speaking skills. They were
given two different guidelines, namely; the American Council on Teaching of
Foreign Languages (ACTFL) and the Foreign Language Oral Skill Evaluation
Matrix (FLOSEM). Teachers also evaluated students’ speaking skills on these two
same criteria. The results showed that there were differences between students’ self-
assessments and teachers’ assessments. The students overestimated their speaking

skills when compared to teachers’ assessments (Singh, 2015).
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Smith (2015) investigated the accuracy of self-assessment of speaking proficiency.
The study was held in Japan with undergraduate students. Before the study, the
students were informed about the importance of moderation, modesty and group
harmony. They were also about self-assessment protocol. At the end of the
assessment, self-assessment results and assessment results of the teachers were
compared to reach inter-rater reliability. According to the results of the study, there
were 11 cases and 10 of those cases were within the boundaries of inter-rater
reliability. Moreover, the results also showed that self-assessment is a reliable
assessment type as 8 out of 10 completed self-assessment results were within the
same boundaries (Smith, 2015: 41).

In their study, Babaii et.al. (2015) stated that learning success or failure may be
affected by the mismatches between teachers and students and that self-assessment
may be used as a tool to decrease these mismatches. Due to this, the authors
investigated whether the students’ and the teachers’ assessment of students’
speaking skills would match after the students were provided with a practice session
of a self-assessment application. There were 29 learners of English and 6 English
language the teachers in study as participants. Firstly, the students listened to and
assessed their audio-record speaking performances. Later, they were provided with
the assessment criteria and were asked to assess their performances again and write
reflection papers on the self-assessment application. In the meantime, the teachers
also assessed the students’ speaking performances with the same criteria. According
to the results of the study, there was a significant difference between the students’
first and second assessment of their own speaking skills. It was also shown that the
discrepancies between the teacher and student assessment were decreased after the
students were provided with the assessment criteria. The students’ reflection papers

also revealed that students were positive towards the self-assessment application.

Last but not least, in the study conducted by Karakaya (2017) in the Turkish EFL
context the aim was to find out the function and effect of self-assessment of English
speaking skills. The participants were 46 Turkish students with intermediate
proficiency level. In the study, the data was collected via students’ and teachers’

assessments of speaking skills, students’ interview, think-aloud protocols and a
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motivation questionnaire for L2 speaking. After the data was analysed, it revealed
that the implementation of self-assessment helps students to gain awareness on their
own learning process and motivate them for speaking English. Also, the outcomes
indicate that students regard self-assessment process as a stimulating and engaging
method to develop their speaking skills and to get involved in their own learning
process. As a result, the author interprets that self-assessment of speaking skills can
be implemented as an influential learning strategy to improve students’ speaking

skills and motivation (Karakaya, 2017).

In the light of studies above, it can be stated that self-assessment contributed to the
ongoing debate of its own use in the EFL/ESL context. Generally, the results show
that self-assessment of speaking skills enhances students’ oral abilities and increases
their motivation and self-confidence for speaking in the target language. Also, it can
be concluded that students have positive attitudes towards the self-assessment of
speaking skills. When teacher and student assessments are taken into account, some
studies indicate that teachers and students assess speaking skills differently from
each other (Singh, 2015; Babaii et.al, 2015) while another study shows that there are
not significant differences between teacher and student assessments of speaking
skills (Smith, 2015). In conclusion, the present study aims to contribute to the
ongoing debate on use of self-assessment as an alternative tool to evaluate speaking
abilities in EFL/ESL contexts.
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CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY

3.1. Introduction

This chapter presents a brief overview of the study and the setting, the research
questions, participants, data collection tools, piloting and data collection procedures

of the present study.

3.2. Aims of the Study

This study aims to examine whether there is a significant difference between
students’ self-assessment of their speaking skills and teachers’ assessment of
students’ speaking skills. In addition, the study also aims to determine whether
students and teachers assess different components of speaking skills such as
grammar, vocabulary, pronunciation, and fluency or not. Finally, the study aims to
investigate whether students’ self-assessment differs in terms of their proficiency

level in English, gender, and exposure to English in extracurricular activities.

3.3. Setting

The present study was conducted in TOBB ETU Department of Foreign Languages.
The department aims to improve students’ capability to understand written texts, to
think of their skills critically and to make them aware of their educational
performances. The department expects students to speak English fluently, to
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understand and interact in English, both in educational and conversational situations

when they finish the preparatory programme.

There are five different levels in the programme: AF (beginner), A (elementary), B
(Pre-Intermediate), C (intermediate) and CR (Intermediate students who repeat the
programme for the second time.). These levels are determined according to the
exams that students who are registered in the programme have to take. The
preliminary exam is the first one that is conducted at the beginning of the programme
and it assesses listening comprehension (60 questions), structure (40 questions of
grammar and vocabulary) and reading comprehension (25 questions). The
proficiency exam is the second one that is applied after preliminary exam. The
students that have a score of 65 out of 100 from the Preliminary exam are able to
take the Proficiency exam. The Proficiency exam is TOEFL Institutional Testing
Programme (ITP) which tests listening comprehension (50 questions), structure (40
questions of grammar) and reading comprehension (50 questions). Students who
score 500 out of 677 from the TOEFL ITP are exempted from the preparatory
programme and are able to continue to their departmental courses. Students who
have a score lower than 500 are obliged to start to the preparatory programme. In

the first semester, the student levels are classified as shown in the table below:

Table 3.1.
Proficiency Level of Students at TOBB ETU in the first term
AF A B C CR
Beginner Elementary Pre- Intermediate Intermediate
Intermediate

Students who Students who Students who get | Students who Students who are in
don’t take the | take a score a score between | geta score their second year in the
Preliminary between 50-64 | 400-449 from between 400- preparatory
examor geta | from the TOEFL ITP. 449 from programme and get a
score between | Preliminary TOEFL ITP. score between 400-449
0-49. exam or who from TOEFL ITP

get a score

between 0-399

from TOEFL

ITP.

There are nearly 900 students registered to in the programme per year. As for their
contact with English, Beginner (AF) level students have 30 contact hours in a week,
but the other levels (A, B, C, and CR levels) have 25 contact hours in a week. These
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lessons are divided into 3 different subcategories: Main Course (15 hours for AF
students, 10 for others), (Reading and Writing 10 hours for all levels) and Listening

and Speaking (5 hours for all levels).

Since the research was conducted in the second term of the education year, it is
important to explain the levels in the programme. In the second semester, students’
levels are determined according to the average of the grades that they take from the
quizzes and midterm exams during the first semester. Therefore, there are 5 levels
in the programme in the second semester: AR level (students who repeat the
elementary level in the second semester, R stands for repeat), B level (intermediate
students), BR (Students who repeat the intermediate level in the second semester, R
stands for repeat), C (Upper-Intermediate level), CR (students who repeat the upper-
intermediate level in the second term, R stands for repeat). The table below explains

the levels in detail;

Table 3.2.

Proficiency Level of Students at TOBB ETU in the second term

AR B BR C CR

Elementary Intermediate Intermediate Intermediate Intermediate
(Repeat) (Repeat)

Students who were | Students who | Students ~ who | Students  who | Students who

in A or AF levels in
the first term and
unable to collect 70
points from the
exams during the
first term.

were in A or AF
levels in the first
term and able to
collect 70 points
from the exams
during the first

were in B level in
the first term and
unable to collect
65 points from
exams during the
first term.

were in B level in
the first term and
able to collect 65

points from
exams during the
first term.

were in C level
in the first term
and unable to

collect 65
points  from
exams during

term. the first term.

When it comes to developing speaking skills, students have the opportunity to
improve their speaking skills inside and outside classroom. In class, they have a
spare speaking lesson - although it is not limited to only one lesson- and they have
student clubs such as English Drama Club, English Friends Club, Documentary
Club, TOBB Masters Club and Grammar Boost Club outside the classroom.

As for the assessment of speaking skills, in the speaking exams, students are
expected to introduce themselves and to be able to answer general questions related
to their personal interests, leisure time activities, opinions about their school,
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teachers, friends etc. Also, they are expected to describe a picture that they choose
during the exam; that’s why, they should be able to use proper adjectives while
describing the picture. In the final part of the exam, students draw a question from
the box and answer it. In order to answer these questions and be successful in the
exam, students should be able to think critically during the exam to produce rational
and meaningful responses. To achieve this, they should be able to use appropriate
grammar and vocabulary in addition to being fluent and having correct
pronunciation. The week before the exam, students are shown sample questions and

pictures to get familiarized with the exam and get prepared for it.

3.4. Research Question

The present study aims to provide answers to the following research questions:

e s there a significant difference between students’ self-assessment scores and
teachers’ assessment scores regarding students’ speaking skills in English?

e |s there a significant difference between students’ self-assessment scores and
teachers’ assessment scores regarding components of speaking skills?

e Do students’ self-assessment of speaking skills scores vary as students’
proficiency level increases?

e |s there a significant difference between female and male students’ self-
assessment of their speaking skills?

e Do students’ self-assessment scores of speaking skills vary in relation to students’

daily use of English in extracurricular activities?

3.5. Participants

The participants of this study are 549 Turkish learners of English with the age range
of 18-25 studying at TOBB Economy and Technology University in Ankara,
Turkey. All of the participants are native speakers of Turkish with different levels
of proficiency in English. They are all graduates of state or private secondary

schools where they had English for 4-8 hours a week. During the data collection
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period, the participants were at the TOBB ETU preparatory school. The language
proficiency level of the participants was determined by the preliminary exam given
by Department of Foreign Languages in TOBB ETU at the beginning of the 2016-
2017 academic year. This preliminary exam was given in order to place new students
into different classes based on their proficiency level in English. The exam included
items testing grammar, listening skills and reading skills and the students who
scored between 0-49 points out of 100 were determined as beginner (Group AR in
the study), 50-65 points out of 100 were determined as elementary students in TOBB
ETU preparatory classes. Intermediate (Group B-BR) and Upper-Intermediate
(Group C-CR) levels were determined by the success rate of the students during the
preparatory programme. The distribution of the participants based on their

proficiency levels is presented in Table 3.3.

Table 3.3.

Distribution of the Participants based on Proficiency Levels
Proficiency Levels Number

AR 53

B 348

BR 12

C-CR 132

3.6. Data Collection Tools and Procedure

Data collection tools that are used in this study include a self-assessment rubric, the
participants’ self-assessment scores of their speaking performance and their
teachers’ assessment scores of the students’ speaking performance. The self-
assessment rubric consisted of questions about the participants’ demographic
information, their use of English in after-school activities and their performance in
speaking skills. The teachers’ assessment scores of the students’ speaking
performance were obtained through their assessment given to the students in the

speaking exam throughout the 2016-2017 spring semester.
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3.6.1. The Self-Assessment Rubric

The rubric which was developed to collect data about how the students self-assess
their speaking performance consisted of two sections. The first section included 19
questions about the participants’ demographic information and their daily use of
English outside the classroom. In the second section, there were 25 questions asking
the participants to assess their speaking performance in English in terms of their use
of grammar, vocabulary knowledge, fluency in English, pronunciation accuracy and
their communication skills. In order to ensure content consistency in the student and
the teacher participants’ evaluation of the speaking performances, the rubric
presented to the students was prepared according to the rubric which was used by
the teachers in the speaking exam in which the participants were assessed (see
Appendix 2 for the rubric). The items in the rubric were prepared in the form of “I
can...” statements to be more comprehensible (Interagency Language Roundtable,
n.d.). The rubric was piloted and the actual data were collected two weeks after the
piloting process. The participants were given approximately 20 minutes to assess
their speaking skills with the rubric as it was understood that this duration would be

enough based on the piloting experiences.

3.6.2. Piloting The Self-Assessment Rubric

Before the actual data collection was applied, the rubric was read and evaluated by
three different native speakers of English, who are also English language instructors,
for the items’ grammaticality, appropriateness and naturalness of the questions.
Next, the test was piloted on 19 intermediate students from the Preparatory
programme from the institution where the actual data collection took place. The
researcher administered the piloting process in order to quarantee that the students

were instructed properly and accurately.

The participants of the piloting process were given the rubric and were instructed
about how to fill it in. Since there were some participants who were not familiar

with such a rubric providing a 5-scale option, the familiarisation process was
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necessary. They were told about the Likert-Scale survey type and the meaning of
values in the scale. The students were also informed about the focus of the study and

they were asked about the clarity of the items.

The piloting process revealed that some items were perceived as complicated for the
participants to comprehend because of wording or the vocabulary used in the items.
Even though the participants were intermediate students of English, some of the
items in the rubric included vocabulary that they did not know. For instance, the
item related to the vocabulary knowledge included the word “hesitation” and some
of the students did not know the meaning of the word. That’s why, considering that
the elementary level students would not be able to respond to the rubric items as
they could not comprehend the items in English, the rubric was translated into
Turkish by the researcher in order to eliminate any misunderstandings and enhance
the reliability of the data (see Appendix 1 for the rubric). The Turkish version of
the rubric was read and evaluated by the researcher and a Turkish native English
instructor so as to detect any typo or ambiguous expressions. After proofreading, the
Turkish version of the rubric was piloted again with an intermediate and an
elementary class in order to find out if there was any word or sentence which could
lead to misunderstandings that could affect the reliability of the data. The students
were also instructed about how to fill in the rubric and informed about the study for
the purpose of clarifying any potential question in students’ minds. After the second
piloting process, the students were asked for feedback on the rubric and necessary

changes were made in the wording of some items before data were collected.

3.6.3. Teachers’ Speaking Exam Grades

The other data collection tool was the speaking exam which TOBB ETU Preparatory
students take once in every academic semester. The exam was held as an interview
in which the students were invited individually to be assessed by two teachers. The
interview procedure was as follows. First, the student introduced him/herself and
gave information about him/herself and the teachers randomly asked some questions
about their daily activities as a warm up to reduce the students’ anxiety. Secondly,

the students were presented with a picture and were asked to describe it. While
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describing the picture, the students could be asked some leading questions to
proceed with the conversation. After the picture description, the students were asked
to pick a random question out of several questions and asked to answer it. Each
student was given one minute to think about and to prepare an answer to the
question. During this third part, the teachers did not explain the question or ask other
questions to proceed with the conversation. After a student answered the question,
s/he left the room and the teachers assessed his/her performance according to the

rubric that they were given before the exam.

3.6.4. Data Collection Procedure

After the piloting process, the actual data collection with the rubric was
implemented. The first step was to inform teachers about the study and the
implementation of the rubric in their classes with an email sent by a school
administration staff. The teachers were asked to inform students about the rubric and
the Likert-scale question forms. Also, they were told that they should distribute the
rubric to the students, give instructions about how to assess their speaking with the

rubric and allocate 20 minutes from their lessons to the self-assessment process.

The second step was to copy the rubrics and prepare the packs that the teachers could
obtain and bring to their classes. Although the teachers were informed through
email, the researcher put some critical notes such as giving clear instructions,
helping students in case of a misunderstanding and timing into the packs in which
there were the rubrics for each class. After the implementation in classes, the

researcher collected the packs from the teachers.

3.7. Data Analysis

After the data were completely collected, all data were entered into Statistical
Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS Version 22) to analyse. While entering the
data, the scores from the self-assessment rubric and students’ speaking exam grades

were converted. To clarify, the maximum score that could be obtained from the self-
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assessment rubric Is 125 because there are 25 questions in the rubric and the
maximum score from one questions is 5. On the other hand, the maximum score that
could be obtained from the speaking exam is 100. Hence, the scores that are out of
125 and that the students gave themselves through the self-assessment rubric were

converted into the scores out of 100 in order to make the data analysis more accurate.

In order to analyse the relationship between students’ self-assessment and teachers’
assessment of students’ speaking skills, some statistical tests in SPSS programme
were run. To start with, Paired Sample T-test is used when determining whether the
mean difference between two paired variables is statistically different or not. The
present study’s main research question is to find out the relationship between the
students’ and teachers’ assessments of speaking skills, therefore; Paired Sample T-

test was used to analyse and answer this question.

Independent Sample T-Test is another test that was used to determine if the mean
scores between two independent groups are statistically different or not. One of the
research questions of this study is whether gender creates a difference in students’
self-assessment of their speaking skills. Since gender is an independent variable,

Independent Sample T-test was applied to answer this question.

In addition to Independent Sample T-test, One-Way ANOVA (Analysis of
Variance) was also applied. ANOVA tests are applied when more than two groups’
mean scores are needed to be compared to find out the statistical differences within
the groups. The present study’s research questions are trying to determine significant
differences between groups such as groups with different English proficiency levels
and groups exposed to English outside the school for different length of time. Thus,
ANOVA tests were used to find out mean differences within these groups. Along
with the ANOVA, Post-Hoc tests were also used to determine which of the means
are not equal within the groups. Since homogeneity is also important to run Post-
Hoc tests, Levene tests were run in order to understand if the data showed
homogeneity or not. According to results of the Levene test, Tukey HSD Post-Hoc

Test was applied in order to understand the group mean differences.
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

4.1. Introduction

The purpose of the present study is to find out whether there is a significant
difference between the Turkish learners’ self-assessment of English speaking skills
and the teacher assessments of the learners’ English speaking skills. The data were
collected via a self-assessment scale given to the participants. Also English language
teachers’ assessment of the participants was based on a speaking assessment scale.
The data were analysed using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS)
programme. In this part of the study, the results of the data analyses are presented.
Each section explains the relationship between the data obtained by the two data
collection tools and the data analysis related to the research questions. The
presentation of the data and the analyses are organised according to the order of the

research questions.

4.2. Relationship Between the Students’ Self-Assessment Scores and the

Teachers’ Assessment Scores

The first research question of the study was as follows.
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4.2.1. Is There a Significant Difference Between Students’ Self-Assessment

Scores and Teachers’ Assessment Scores Regarding Students’ Speaking
Skills in English?

With the first research question we aimed to examine whether there is a significant
difference between the assessments of speaking skills evaluated by the students
themselves and their teachers. To answer this question, the data gathered from the
students’ self-assessment scale and their speaking exam scores given by the teachers

were analysed with Paired Sample T-Test in SPSS.

Table 4.1.
Differences between Teacher and Student Assessments of Students’ Speaking
Skills

N X Min. Max. Df Std.D. t P
Teacher 545  79.269 3 100 544 12.597 146.89  0.00*
Assessment
Student Self- 548 61.7752 20 100 547 15.255 94.790
Assessment

*: Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level

As can be seen in Table 4.1, while the mean score for the students’ self-assessment
of their speaking skills was 61.7752 in general, the mean score for the teachers’
assessment of students’ speaking skills was 79.269. According to the results of
Paired Sample T-Test there was a significant difference between these two groups’
assessment of the students’ speaking skills (P= 0.00). The results indicated that the
students underevaluated their speaking skills as the students’ self-assessment mean
score was lower than the teachers’ assessment mean score, which might also mean
that the students were not aware of their own speaking performances and tended to
believe that they were not competent in speaking skills. In other words, the way the
participants perceived their speaking skills and the way the teachers perceived and

assessed the students’ speaking skills were not in line with each other.
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4.2.2. Self-Assessment and Teacher Assessment of Components of Speaking
Skills

The second research question of the study was as follows:

Is there a significant difference between students’ self-assessment scores and

teachers’ assessment scores regarding components of speaking skills?

This research question aimed to investigate whether the students’ and the teachers’
assessment of different components/subskills of speaking skills differ from one
another. In order to find an answer to this question, the data were analysed with
Paired Sample T-Tests and the results are presented in the tables below. Each
language component assessed separately in the student self-assessment scale and in

the teachers’ assessment scale are analysed and presented separately.

4.2.2.1. Assessment of Grammar

In this section, the self-assessment and teacher assessment of students’ use of
English grammar during the speaking exam are examined. Questions 6 to 10 in the
rubric are considered to grammar component of speaking skills. Teachers’ rubric for

speaking exam involves a section for grammar, too. They are shown in the table

below:

Table 4.2

Questions (6-10) related to Grammar and Teachers’ Rubric for Grammar
Students’ Self-Assessment Rubric Teachers’ Rubric for Speaking Exam
6. | can use grammar correctly in Almost all structures are accurate, even complex
general. ones. (5)
7. | can use grammar correctly in a Most structures are accurate but complex ones cause
classroom discussion. some difficulty. (4)
8. | can use grammar correctly in a Simple structures are mostly accurate but little
speaking exam. attempt at complex ones is made. (3)
9. | can use complex grammatical Simple structures are often inaccurate, more complex
structures. ones not even attempted. (2)
10. I can use transition words when I Simple structures almost always distort and there is
speak. little awareness of any grammatical rules. (1)
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Table 4.3 below shows the mean scores for the assessment the use of grammar

regarding the students’ proficiency levels.

Table 4.3.
Results of Paired Sample T-test and Descriptive Statistics for the Assessments of
Students’ use of Grammar

95% CI for
Student Assessment  Teacher Assessment Mean

Difference

Proficiency Level M SD M SD N P

AR 2.6852 .8675 3.3148 .7604 54 *0.00

B 2.8265 .8253 3.6391 .6303 340  *0.00

BR 2.6545 4009 3.5909 .4908 11 *0.00

C-CR 2.9712 7697 3.7235 .6218 132 *0.00

Total 2.8443 .8127 3.6263 .6478 537  *0.00

*: Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level

Table 4.3 shows the differences between the mean scores of the speaking skill
assessment made by the teachers and the students in terms of students’ the use of
grammar. It can be stated that as the level of the students increased, the mean scores
for the use of grammar increased as well. To illustrate, the AR group had the lowest
proficiency level, so the mean score of their use of grammar was the lowest. These
results revealed that the students with lower proficiency levels tended to
underestimate the quality of their own grammar use. It could be stated that the
evaluation process improved as the familiarity with and exposure to the target
language increased. Also, the teachers assessed the use of grammar similarly to the
way students self-assessed their use of grammar. The students with a higher level of
English received higher scores for their use of grammar, which is a natural result
caused by their language knowledge. Likewise, the students with lower proficiency

levels received lower scores for their use of grammar, as expected.

When the mean scores in total were compared, the results revealed that the teachers
assessed the students’ use of grammar with a higher mean score (M=3.6263) than
the students self-assessed their skills (M=2.8443). Paired Sample T-Test showed
that there was a significant difference between the two groups’ assessments of the
use of grammar during their speaking performance (P=0.00). When analysed
according to level, there were significant differences between the teachers’
assessment and the students’ assessment at all levels (P=0.00). As a result, it could
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be concluded that the self-assessment process improved as the familiarity with
and/or exposure to the target language increased.

4.2.2.2. Assessment of Vocabulary

In this section, the assessment of vocabulary knowledge in speaking performances
by the students and the teachers are examined. In the rubric, the vocabulary
component of speaking skills is explored by the researcher in questions 11 to 16.
Also, teachers’ rubric for the speaking exam includes a part devoted to vocabulary.

They are shown in the table below.

Table 4.4.
Questions (11-16) related to Vocabulary and Teachers’ Rubric for Vocabulary
Students’ Self- Teachers’ Rubric for Speaking Exam
Assessment Rubric
11. 1 can guess the Appropriate level and variety of vocabulary to deal with topic,
meaning of unknown  avoiding repetition. Able to paraphrase effectively if necessary.
words from the (5)

context when I am
given prompts.

12. 1 can use words and Level and variety of vocabulary satisfactory, but experiences
phrases when | speak  some difficulty in word choice and usage, occasional repetition.
English. Some ability to paraphrase when necessary. (4)

13. | can remember the Vocabulary used is basic but sufficient to express ideas, some
proper words when | repetition. Little evidence of extended range. Limited ability to
speak English. paraphrase and some difficulty experienced. (3)

14. 1 can use different Vocabulary use tends to be inaccurate, with inappropriate or
words when | speak. irrelevant use, making communication awkward, though shows

some attempts. (2)
15. I can deal with my Almost all of the vocabulary is inaccurate, inappropriate or

hesitations in classroom irrelevant, making communication difficult or with no attempt at
activities when | cannot all. (1)
remember a word.

16. I can use appropriate
vocabulary.

Table 5 shows the mean scores for the student self-assessment and teacher
assessment of students’ vocabulary knowledge regarding the students’ proficiency

levels.
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Table 4.5.
Results of Paired Sample T-test and Descriptive Statistics for Assessments of
Students’ Vocabulary knowledge

Student Teacher 95% CI for Mean
Assessment Assessment Difference

Proficiency Level M SD M SD N P

AR 3.0 .8782 3.6296 .7908 54 *0.00

B 3.2349 .8047 3.9660 .6679 338  *0.00

BR 2.9273 5951 3.8182 .6431 11 *0.04

C-CR 3.3682 7783 4.0076 .6269 132 *0.00

Total 3.2378 .8081 3.93 6777 535 *0.00

*: Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level

In Table 4.5, the mean scores of the teacher and the student assessments were
analysed in terms of vocabulary knowledge and use reflected during the speaking
performance of the students. As can be inferred from the table, there was a
significant difference between the students’ and the teachers’ assessment of
vocabulary knowledge and use in speaking assessment in total (P=0.00). It was
revealed that the students (M=3.2378) undervalued their vocabulary knowledge

when compared to their teachers’ assessments (M=3.93).

In addition, Table 4.5 showed the mean scores of the students’ assessments
according to their proficiency levels. Apart from BR level students, it can be seen
that the students’ proficiency level increased as the mean scores for vocabulary
assessment increased. For instance, the students in AR classes had the lowest mean
score (M= 3.0) while the students in C-CR classes had the highest mean score
(M=3.3682). It might be claimed that the proficiency level can be an important
factor for the self-assessment of the use of vocabulary during their speaking
performance. Furthermore, the teachers assessed the vocabulary knowledge of the
students’ speaking performances as the students did. The teachers assessed the
students with higher proficiency levels with higher scores (M= 4.0076) for C-CR
level) and the students with lower proficiency levels with lower scores (M=3.6296),
which might be a natural result when the students’ levels of proficiency were taken

into account.

Moreover, these mean scores were analysed with Paired Sample T-test and it was
revealed that the mean scores of the student assessments were significantly different
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from the mean scores of the teacher assessment in all levels of proficiency (p=0.00).
These results demonstrated that the higher the students’ levels were, the more

successful they were at assessing their knowledge and use of vocabulary.

4.2.2.3. Assessment of Fluency

In this section, results regarding student self-assessment and teacher assessment of
fluency during speaking performances are presented. There is only one question in
the rubric about fluency, question 4; “I can speak English fluently”. (see Appendix).
Teachers’ rubric for the speaking exam has a fluency section explaining how to

grade students’ fluency skills. Table 4.6 shows these criteria below:

Table 4.6.
Teachers’ Rubric for Fluency

Fluency

Almost no hesitation other than native-like search for ideas. The speech is very natural. (5)

Most of the speech is without hesitation, which does not disturb the natural flow. (4)

Some hesitation with some short pauses, but does not disturb the flow for the listener. (3)

Speech is halting with some long pauses. Frequent hesitation, needs prompting but shows attempt.

2

Speech is disconnected and difficult to follow. (1)

Table 4.7 shows the mean scores for the assessment of speaking fluency in relation

to the students’ proficiency levels.

Table 4.7.
Results of Paired Sample T-test and Descriptive Statistics for Assessments of
Students’ Fluency

95% CI for
Student Assessment Teacher Assessment Mean

Difference

Proficiency M sD M sD N P

Level

AR 2.4630 9257 3.6944 .8378 54 *0.00

B 2.7778 1.0262 4.0307 1284 342 *0.00

BR 3.00 7746 4.0455 71230 11 *0.04

C-CR 3.1212 1.0486 4.1970 .6928 132 *0.00

Total 2.8349 1.0331 4.0380 7417 539 *0.00

*: Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level
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Table 4.7 shows how the students assessed their fluency in speaking English and
how their teachers evaluated their fluency in the speaking exam. It can be understood
from the mean scores that the teachers assessed the students with a higher score (M=
4.0307) than the students self-assessed themselves (M= 2.8349). Paired Sample T-
test results showed that there was a significant difference between the students’ and

the teachers’ assessment of fluency in speaking skills in total (p=0.00).

It was also clear that the students who have different proficiency levels assessed
their fluency with different mean scores as shown in Table 4.7. The students with
lower levels underestimated their fluency in English when compared to the students
with higher proficiency levels. Paired Sample T-test results showed that there were
significant differences between the students’ and the teachers’ assessments of

students’ fluency in relation to their proficiency levels (p=0.00).

These results showed that the students believed that they were not fluent in speaking
English -as they had lower proficiency levels- and vice versa for the students with
higher level of proficiency. In other words, both the students with low proficiency
and the students with high proficiency regarded themselves as not fluent in English,

which is not correlated with teachers’ assessments.

4.2.2.4. Assessment of Pronunciation

In this section, the students’ and the teachers’ assessment of students’ pronunciation
during their speaking performances are presented. There is only one question the
questionnaire referring to pronunciation, question 5; “I can pronounce the words
accurately when 1 speak English” (see Appendix A). Criteria related to
pronunciation skills are also included in teachers’ rubric for speaking exam. They

are in table 4.8 below:
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Table 4.8.
Teachers’ Rubric for Pronunciation

Pronunciation

Almost all individual sounds are well articulated, with effective and natural use of stress and
intonation. Easy to understand and follow.

Most individual sounds well-articulated, occasional difficulties do not disrupt comprehension.

Some individual sounds are not clearly articulated but not in a way that disrupt comprehension.

Many individual sounds poorly articulated and pronunciation puts strain on listeners and causes
misunderstanding.

Impossible to understand at all.

Table 4.9 presents the mean scores for the pronunciation component of the student
self-assessment and the teachers’ assessment with regards to the students’

proficiency levels.

Table 4.9.
Results of Paired Sample T-test and Descriptive Statistics for Assessments of
Students’ Pronunciation

Student 95% CI for
Assessment Teacher Assessment Mean Difference

Proficiency Level M SD M SD N P

AR 2.8148 9727 3.9444 .6491 54 *0.00

B 3.2953 1.0263  4.1886 .5528 342  *0.00

BR 3.1818 .8738 4.1818 .6030 11 0.24

C-CR 3.5530 1.0137  4.3220 5283 132 *0.00

Total 3.3080 1.0319  4.1967 .5656 539  *0.00

*: Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level

Table 4.9 demonstrates that the mean score of the teachers’ assessment of the
students’ pronunciation (M= 4.1967) was higher than the students’ self-assessment
of their pronunciation abilities in total (M=3.3080). When these means were
compared with Paired Sample T-Test, it was found out that these two mean scores
were significantly different from each other, which showed that the teachers and the
students assessed the pronunciation abilities of the students’ differently. Thus, it
could be inferred that the students underestimated their pronunciation performance
which might be due to the fact that they were not proficient enough to be conscious
of their pronunciation abilities.

Table 4.9 also shows the mean scores of the pronunciation assessment for different
proficiency levels. The mean scores showed that there were differences among the

students’ proficiency levels and their self-assessment of their pronunciation.
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Namely, the students with a lower level evaluated their pronunciation lower than the
students with higher level of proficiency. The teacher and the students’ mean scores
were analysed through Paired Sample T-test and the results revealed that the
teachers’ and the students’ assessment differ significantly from each other at all

levels, except in the BR level (p=0.24).

4.2.2.5. Assessment of Communication Skills

In this section, results concerning the self-assessment and teacher assessment of
students’ communication skills during speaking performances are presented. For the
assessment of the communication skills, the researcher of the present study used
questions 20 to 25 in the rubric. While the questions were prepared, the rubric that
the teachers used in the speaking exam was taken into consideration and in the
content part of the rubric there were explanations on how well students
communicated, answered questions, and supported their ideas. The students
assessed their communication skills through these questions. The questions are

shown in the table below:

Table 4.10.
Questions (20-25) related to Communication Skills and Teachers’ Rubric for
Communication Skills

Students’ Self-Assessment Rubric Teachers’ Rubric for Communication Skills

20. | can communicate effectively in Communicates effectively, responds well to the topic.
speaking exams. Explains well, gives effective examples. (5)

21. | can respond to questions in Most of the speech responds to topic. However, some
speaking exams. supporting details are weak. (4)

22. | can support my opinions in Responds in a basic way to the topic but lacks relevant
speaking exams. supporting details. (3)

23. | can communicate effectively in States the topic by giving his idea without any
classroom activities. supporting details. (2)

24. | can respond to questions in Unable to respond to the topic or makes almost no
classroom activities. attempt. (1)

25. | can support my opinions in
classroom activities.

Table 4.11 presents the mean scores of the self-assessment and teacher assessment

of students’ communication skills with regards to the students’ proficiency levels.

70



Table 4.11.
Results of Paired Sample t-test and Descriptive Statistics for Assessments of
Students’ Communication Skills

95% CI for
Student Assessment  Teacher Assessment Mean

Difference

Proficiency Level M SD M SD N P

AR 3.1852 .8264 3.7778 .8559 54 *0.00

B 3.1998 .8843 4.1418 .8057 342 *0.00

BR 3.1364 1.0269 3.5455 0.9342 11 0.126

C-CR 3.5429 .8961 4.1705 .8284 132 *0.00

Total 3.2811 .8947 4.1002 .8282 539 *0.00

*: Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level

Table 4.11 shows the students’ and the teachers’ assessment of communication in
students’ speaking skills. When these scores were analysed, it was clear that the
students assessed their communication skills lower than teachers did, which means
that the teachers’ mean score (M=4.1002) was higher than that of the students in
total (M=3.2811). When these two mean scores were compared via Paired Sample
T-Test, it was found that the students and the teachers differed in assessing the

communication skills of students significantly (p=0.00).

Furthermore, in Table 4.11, it can be also seen that the mean scores for the
communication skills assessment made by the teachers and the students were
presented according to the students’ level of proficiency. There are not considerable
differences between the mean scores of students with different levels of proficiency.
However, when they were compared with the teachers’ assessment, it could be stated
that the mean scores were significantly different from each other in all proficiency
levels, except for the BR level (p= 0.126). Apart from this, it could also be stated
that the students with higher levels such as the C-CR level assessed their
communication skills higher (M= 3.5429) than the students’ with lower proficiency
levels did. Again, it became clear that the proficiency level played an important role

in the assessment process of the students’ communication skills.
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4.2.2.6. Assessment of Overall Speaking Skills

In this section, results concerning the self-assessment and teacher assessment of
students’ overall skills during speaking performances are presented. By overall,
questions 1 to 3 in the rubric are referred to (see Appendix). As stated before, the
rubric used by the teacher for the assessment included a section for an overall
assessment of the students’ speaking skills. The first three questions of the rubric
asked how the students assessed themselves in general regarding all other

components included in the rubric. They are shown in Table 4.12 below:

Table 4.12.
Questions (1-3) related to Overall Skills and Teachers’ Rubric for Overall Skills
Students’ Self-Assessment Rubric Teachers’ Rubric for Overall Skills
1. | can speak in a discussion. Superior (5)
2. | can speak during a role play. Good (4)
3. | can speak in a speaking exam. Average/Satisfactory/Acceptable (at the level) (3)
Weak (2)

Very Poor (1)

Table 4.13 presents the mean scores of self-assessment and teacher assessment of

students’ overall skills with regards to the students’ proficiency levels.

Table 4.13.
Results of Paired Sample T-test and Descriptive Statistics for Assessments of
Students’ Overall Speaking Skills

Student 95% CI for
Teacher Assessment Mean
Assessment .
Difference
Proficiency Level M SD M SD N P
AR 2.5864 .8494 3.6481 1244 54 *0.00
B 2.9737 .9152 3.9898 .6559 342 *0.00
BR 3.1515 1.0259 3.7727 .6466 11 *0.033
C-CR 3.4091 .9085 4.0712 .6520 132 *0.00
Total 3.0451 .9378 3.9711 .6507 539 *0.00

*: Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level

Table 13 shows how the students and the teacher assessed the students’ speaking
skills overall. The mean scores of these first three questions and the teachers’ mean
scores for overall evaluation were compared with the help of Paired Sample T-test.

It was observed that the teachers assessed the students’ overall speaking skills
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(M=3.9711) higher than the students did (M=3.0451) and the difference between the
two mean scores proved to be statistically significant according to the results of the
T-Test.

When it comes to analysing the overall speaking assessment with regards to the
proficiency levels, Table 4.13 shows the mean scores of the teacher and the student
assessments for overall speaking assessment. It can be understood from Table 18
that there were differences between the mean scores regarding the students’
proficiency levels. When Paired Sample T-test was applied, the results showed that
the differences between the mean scores of the teachers’ and the students’
assessments were significantly different from each other at a significance of p=0.00
at all levels, except for the BR level whose mean is P= 0.033. This result could
indicate that the higher the students’ proficiency level was, the higher they assessed
themselves and the more successful they were in assessing themselves.

In summary, there were significant differences between the students’ self-
assessment and the teachers’ assessments of different language components of
speaking skills. Although these differences were statistically equal (p= .00), the
numerical difference was the greatest between the scores of fluency. This might
indicate that the students were most unconfident when it came to the self-assessment
of their fluency in speaking English. Also, they did not regard themselves fluent
enough even though they had higher levels of proficiency.

4.3. Relationship Between Self-Assessment, Teacher Assessment and
Language Proficiency Levels

The third research question was formulated as:

Do students’ self-assessment of speaking skills scores vary as students’ proficiency

level increase?

The purpose behind this research question was to determine whether the students

with different proficiency levels regard their speaking performances significantly

different from one another or not. In order to answer this research question, data

were collected from four groups of participants whose English language proficiency
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levels were determined as AR (Pre-Intermediate), B (Intermediate), BR
(Intermediate and Repeat students), C (Upper-Intermediate) and CR (Upper-
Intermediate and Repeat students). The data were analysed and tested with Paired
Sample T-test and Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) in SPSS. Table 4.14 presents the
results of these tests.

Table 4.14.
Results of Paired Sample T-test and Descriptive Statistics for Assessment Scores
of Teachers and Students Based on Their Levels

Student Assessment Teacher Assessment
Proficiency Level M SD M SD N
AR 57.931 14.656 73.840 13.422 53
B 60.717 15.296 79.582 12.033 348
BR 58.666 76.708 76.708 10.575 12
C-CR 66.287 14.703 80.856 13.388 132

As can be seen, Table 4.14 is divided into two sections showing both the students’
self-assessment and the teachers’ assessment mean scores in total for four groups of
participants with different proficiency levels. The group with the highest self-
assessment mean score was the C-CR group, with the highest proficiency level
(M=66.287), and the group with the lowest self- assessment mean score was the AR
Group, with the lowest proficiency level (M=57.931). Similarly, the teachers’
assessments showed that the lowest proficiency level group had the lowest mean
score (M=73.84) and the highest proficiency level group had the highest mean score
(M=80.856). These results revealed that the proficiency level of the students could
be an important factor for the self-assessment skills. Since the students with higher
proficiency levels might be assumed to be more aware of their language skills, they
may have been more successful at assessing their own speaking skills. The teachers’
assessments also showed that proficiency is an important indicator of developing

speaking skills.

Furthermore, when the mean scores were analysed, the results indicated that there
were differences among the mean scores of each group. Table 4.15 presented the
results of ANOVA test conducted so as to test whether these differences were

statistically significant within the groups.
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Table 4.15.
Differences between Students Self-Assessments in relation to Students’
Proficiency Levels

Source of Sum of N  Mean F P
Variance Squares Square
Students Self- Between groups 4036.85 3 1345.618 5.938 0.001*

Assessment

Within groups 123274.32 544  226.607

Total 127311.182 547

*: Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level

As can be seen in Table 4.15, the mean score of the students’ self- assessment
showed a significant difference in terms of the proficiency level variable. To
determine within which groups the differences existed, Post-hoc Test was

conducted. The differences among groups are shown in the Table 4.16 below:

Table 4.16.
Differences between Students Self-Assessments in relation to Students’
Proficiency Levels (Post-hoc Test Analysis)

Mean Difference P Mean Difference P
AR B
C-CR 8.355 *0.04 5.570 *0.02

*: Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level

As it is shown in Table 4.16, the self- assessment mean scores of the students in the
C-CR group were significantly higher than those of the students in the AR group
and the B group. In addition, it was also seen that there was no significant difference

among the C-CR group and the BR group when compared to other groups.

These result demonstrated that the students with higher proficiency levels tended to
assess their speaking skills more accurately than the students with lower proficiency
levels. Based on these results, it could be concluded that the students become more
successful at assessing their speaking skills when they have higher levels of English

proficiency skills.

When it comes to the teachers’ assessments of the speaking skills of the participants,
Table 4.14 shows that the teachers evaluated the AR group with the lowest score
and the C-CR group with the highest score, which is similar to the results of the

students’ self-assessment mean scores. The mean scores’ analysis showed that there
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were slight differences among the mean scores of the teacher assessments. ANOVA
test was conducted to examine whether these differences were statistically

significant and the results are shown in Table 4.17.

Table 4.17.
Differences between Teacher Assessments in relation to Students’ Proficiency
Levels

Source of Sum of Df Mean = p
Variance Squares Square

Teacher Assessment Between groups 2007.573 3 669.191 4.293 0.005*
Within groups 84328.797 541 155.876
Total 86336.370 544

*: Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level

As can be seen in Table 4.17, the teachers’ evaluation mean scores change
significantly in terms of proficiency level variable. To determine within which
groups the differences existed, Post-hoc Test was conducted. The differences among

are shown in Table 4.18.

Table 4.18.
Differences between Teacher Assessments in relation to Students’ Proficiency
Levels (Post-hoc Test Analysis)

Mean Difference P
AR
B 5.7423 *0.02
C-CR 7.0164 *0.03

*: Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level

In Table 4.18, it is shown that the mean scores given in the teacher assessment of
speaking skills of the students in the C-CR group and the B group were significantly
higher than those of the students in the AR group. In addition, there was no

significant difference among other groups’ comparisons.

The difference between the C-CR group and the AR group was similar to the
students’ self- assessment mean scores. Whereas there was no statistically
significant difference between the B group and the AR group in terms of their self-
assessment mean scores, there was a significant difference between the teachers’

assessment of these groups' mean scores. These results showed that the teachers’
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assessments of English speaking skills were in accordance with the students’ self-

assessments with regards to their proficiency levels.

4.4. Relationship Between Self-Assessment and Gender

The next research question is whether gender has a significant effect on students’
self-assessments and teachers’ assessments of speaking skills. These assessments

are analysed separately. The first research question related to gender is:

4.4.1. Is There a Significant Difference Between Female and Male Students’
Self-Assessment of Their Speaking Skills?

The question asked whether the students’ gender creates a difference in their self-
assessment of speaking skills. To answer this question, the data gathered from the
questionnaire were tested with Independent Sample T-Test and the results are given
in Table 4.19 below:

Table 4.19.

Differences between Students Self-Assessments in relation to Students’ Gender
Group N X Df Std.D. T P

Student Self- Female 282 58.7773 541.084 16.0223 -4.854 0.00*

Assessment Male 266 64.9534 13.7295

*: Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level

Table 4.19 shows that the mean score of the female students’ self-assessment of
their speaking skills was 58.77 whereas the male students evaluated their speaking
skills with a higher mean score (64.95). According to the results of Independent
Sample T-Test conducted in order to analyse whether this difference was significant,
the male students assessed their speaking skills statistically significantly higher that
the female students. In other words, the male students perceived their English
speaking skills to be better than the female students’, which was also supported by

the studies in relevant literature.
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Moreover, whether gender has an effect on teachers’ assessment of speaking skills

is also analysed. The second research question related to gender is:

4.4.2. Do Teachers’ Assessment Scores Regarding Students’ Speaking
Performance Show a Significant Difference in Relation to Students’

Gender?

The question asks whether the students’ gender creates a difference in teachers’
assessment of speaking skills. To answer this question, the data gathered from the
questionnaire were tested with Independent Sample T-Test and the results are given
in Table 4.20 below:

Table 4.20.

Differences between Teacher Assessments in relation to Students’ Gender
Group N X Df Std.D. T p

Teacher Female 279 78.418 543 13.2612 -1.618 0.10

Assessment Male 266 80.162 11.8215

*: Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level

According to the table, the average score given by teachers to female and male
students is very close to each other. The independent samples showed no significant
difference between the grades given to the male and female students as a result of
the t-test. Accordingly, it can be said that the teachers evaluate students fairly in
terms of gender variable. This result is in line with the studies in the relevant

literature.

4.5, Extracurricular Activities’ Effect on Self-Assessment

Another aim of the present study was to investigate whether the students assessed
themselves better or worse according to their use of the English language outside
the classroom. The students were asked about their use of English outside the school

with questions 14-17. They are shown in the table below:
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Table 4.21.
Questions (14-17) related to Extracurricular Activities in the Rubric

14. Do you watch TV series in English? YES I_I NO I_I
If yes, how many hours in a day?
1-1 2-4 4-6 6 and more
15. Do you listen to radio or music in English? YES I_I NO I_I
If yes, how many hours in a day?

1-1 2-4 4-6 6 and more

16. Do you play video games in English? YES I—I NO I—I
If yes, how many hours in a day?

1-1 2-4 4-6 6 and more

17. Do you use websites in English? YES I_I NO I_I
If yes, how many hours in a day?

0-1 2-4 4-6 6 and more

As it can be seen in Table 4.21 above, watching TV series, listening to music/radio,
playing online/video games, and/or using websites in English are the context that
students may use English outside the classroom. Each of these language use

contexts is examined separately.

4.5.1. Relationship Between Watching TV Series in English and Self-
Assessment of Speaking Skills

When Table 4.21 is examined, it can be stated that most of the students who watched
TV series in English spend 2 to 4 hours for watching TV. Only six students in the
group stated that they watched TV series for more than 6 hours in a day. The mean
scores the students gave to themselves change depending on how many hours they
watch TV series. As it can be inferred from Table 4.22, the more they watched TV
series in English, the higher scores the students gave to themselves (M=75.33). This
might be due to the fact that the students were exposed to and were able to learn
daily and colloquial language used in the TV series they watched. They may have
tried to use them in their own speaking and in turn they may have counted

themselves as successful in speaking.
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Table 4.22.
Students Self-Assessments and time spent on Watching TV Series

N X Std.D. Min. Max.
Never 84 58.18 16.774 23.2 95.2
Upto2hours 201 60.65 14.934 20 100
2-4 hours 237 62.88 14.662 20.8 100
4-6 hours 19 70.27 10.852 49.6 86.4
Over 6 hours 6 75.33 19.644 54.4 100
Total 547 61.73 15.242 20 100

ANOVA test was applied to find out whether this difference among these groups
was significant or not. There were differences among groups with reference to the
amount of the time that they watched English TV series. Based on Levene Test result
(p=.06) conducted in order to determine which groups showed differences, Tukey

HSD test was applied:

Table 4.23.
Students Self-Assessments and time spent on Watching TV Series
Mean Difference P
Never
4-6 hours 12.092 *0.001

*: Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level

The Students who watched English TV series for 4-6 hours gave higher scores to
themselves when compared to those who never watched English TV series.

However, there was no significant difference among the other groups.

4.5.2. Relationship Between Listening to Music/Radio in English and Self-
Assessment of Speaking Skills

In this section, listening to music/ radio in English outside the classroom was
analysed. Table 4.24 shows that the mean scores that the students gave to themselves
increased as the time the students’ spend on listening to the music/radio in English
increased. In other words, while the mean score for the students who listened to the
music/radio in English more than 6 hours in a day is 71.40 that of students who

never listened to music/radio is 56.61.
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Table 4.24.
Students Self-Assessments and time spent on Listening to Music/Radio

N X Std.D. Min. Max.
Never 44 56.61 13.995 32.8 92.8
Upto 2 hours 239 59.86 15.344 20 96.8
2-4 hours 184 63.23 14.405 20.8 100
4-6 hours 56 65.45 15.505 27.2 92
Over 6 hours 24 71.40 15.732 41.6 100
Total 547 61.81 15.237 20 100

In order to find out whether this difference among the groups was significant or not,
ANOVA test was applied and the results showed that there were significant
differences among the groups in relation to the amount of the time they listened to
English songs. Based on Levene Test result (p=.76) conducted in order to determine

which groups showed differences, Tukey HSD test was applied (Table 4.25).

Table 4.25.
Students Self-Assessments and time spent on Listening to Music/Radio

Mean Difference P Mean Difference P
Hours Never Up to 2 hours
4-6 hours 8.83896 *0.00 - -
Over 6 hours 14.78182 *0.00 11.53389 *0.00

*: Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level

The students who listened to English songs for 4-6 hours gave higher scores to
themselves when compared to those who never listened to English songs. Also, the
students who listened to English songs more than 6 hours in a day gave higher scores
to themselves in comparison to both those who never listened to English songs and
to those who listened to English songs for at most 2 hours. However, there was not
any significant difference among the other groups. Depending on these results, it
became clear that listening to English songs for longer hours could be related to

higher scores that students gave themselves.

4.5.3. Relationship Between Playing Online/Video Games in English and Self-
Assessment of Speaking Skills

When the role of playing online/video games in English on the students’ self-
assessment of their speaking skills was analysed, it was revealed that the students
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assessed their speaking skills better if they played online/video games for longer
hours. In other words, as the amount of the time spent playing video game increased,
the self-assessment scores rise. As it can be seen in Table 4.26, there were
differences among the students in terms of their self- assessment scores based on the

time they spent on playing video games in English.

Table 4.26.
Students Self-Assessments and time spent on Playing Online/Video Games
N X Std.D. Min. Max.
Never 316 58.164 15.640 20 100
Up to 2 hours 105 64.403 13.410 24 100
2-4 hours 88 68.218 11.126 31.2 97.6
4-6 hours 16 63.150 20.415 26.4 89.6
Over 6 hours 20 74.640 10.330 54.4 100
Total 545 61.740 15.261 20 100

ANOVA test was applied in order to reveal if these differences were significant or
not and to determine in which groups these significant differences existed, Post-Hoc
test was applied. Based on Levene Test result (p=.00), it was identified that the
variances did not show homogeneity, therefore; Dunnet’s T3 test was conducted and

the results are shown in Table 4.27.

Table 4.27.

Students Self-Assessments and time spent on Playing Online/Video Games
Mean Difference P Mean Difference P

Hours Never Up to 2 hours

2-4hours 10.05362 *0.00 - -

Over 6 hours 16.47544 *0.00 10.23619 *0.00

*: Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level

The students who played video games in English for 2-4 hours gave higher scores
in their self-assessment when compared to those who never played video games.
Moreover, the students who played video games more than 6 hours in a day gave
higher scores to themselves in comparison to those who never played video games
in English and to those who played video games for at most 2 hours. However, there
was not any significant difference among the other groups. As the results show,
playing video games in English for longer hours could be related to a better self-

assessment process and higher scores.
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4.5.4. Relationship Between Visiting Websites in English and Self-Assessment
of Speaking Skills

As it can be seen in Table 4.28, the scores which the students gave to themselves
increased as the time they spend on visiting websites in English in a day increased.
The highest mean score was given by the students who read websites for more than
6 hours (M=82.20) whereas the lowest mean score was given by the students who
never used websites in English (M=54.12).

Table 4.28.
Students Self-Assessments and time spent on Using Websites in English
N X Std.D. Min. Max.

Never 135 54.121 16.512 20 92.8
Up to 2 hours 302 63.711 113.592 21.6 100
2-4 hours 95 65.044 14.671 26.4 100
4-6 hours 11 66.109 15.406 36.8 81.6
Over 6 hours 4 82.200 13.582 71.2 100
Total 547 61.759 15.265 20 100

The ANOVA test was applied to analyse group differences and to determine in
which groups these significant differences existed, Post-Hoc test was applied. Based
on Levene Test result (p=.03), Dunnet’s T3 test was conducted and the results are
shown in Table 4.29.

Table 4.29.
Students Self-Assessments and time spent on Using Websites
Mean Difference P
Never
Up to 2 hours 9.58978 *0.00
2-4 hours 10.92273 *0.00

*: Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level

As it can be seen in Table 4.29, those who used English websites up to 2 or 4 hours
a day had significantly higher self-assessment scores than those who never used
English websites. In brief, it can be deduced that using websites in the target
language might have a positive effect on the self-assessment of the students’

speaking performance.
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In conclusion, the results generally show that students and teachers assess speaking
skills of English significantly differently from each other. The data is analysed both
for general speaking skills and components of speaking skills. It is understood that
students assess their speaking skills significantly and relatively lower than teachers
do. The same results are obtained for assessment of grammar, vocabulary, fluency,

pronunciation, communication and overall speaking skills.

It is also revealed that the effect of proficiency on self-assessment is significant. The
relationship between self-assessment and student proficiency is strong because the
students with higher level of proficiency assess their speaking skills better than the
ones with lower proficiency. It can be concluded that students with higher

proficiency are more accurate and successful in self-assessment of speaking skills.

Moreover, there is also a statistically significant difference in self-assessment
regarding students’ gender. Male students assess their speaking skills with higher

scores n contrast to the female students.

Finally, the results also reveal that there is a significant relationship between the use
of English outside the classroom and self-assessment. The more students are
exposed to English, the better they are at assessing their speaking skills. It can be
inferred that students are able to self-assess better when they are more exposed to
the target language, in turn, are proficient in English.
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CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

5.1. Introduction

In this chapter of the study, the summary and discussion of the results, conclusion,

limitation and further implications for future research are given.

5.2. Overview of the Study

The main aim of the present study is to examine the relationship between students’
self-assessment and teacher assessment. In particular, the aim is to determine
whether students and teachers assess students’ speaking skills of English statistically
differently from each other or not. Since an analytical approach is adopted to assess
the students speaking skills, the scores that students and teachers have given for
different components of speaking performance such as the use of grammar and
vocabulary, fluency and pronunciation are also analysed to determine whether the
students and teachers assess these components significantly differently from each
other or not. Last but not least, the study investigates whether there is a relationship
between extracurricular activities and self-assessment of speaking skills. To answer
these questions, a self-assessment rubric including items related to the assessment
of speaking skills is prepared and applied to 549 students who study in TOBB ETU
English Preparatory Programme. The rubric includes items about the participants’
demographic information and their daily use of English outside the classroom in the
first section. In the second section, there are 25 items asking the participants to

assess their speaking performance in English in terms of their use of grammar,

85



vocabulary knowledge, fluency in English, pronunciation accuracy and their
communication skills. The items in the rubric are prepared according to the rubric
which is used by the teachers in the speaking exam in which the participants are
assessed (see Appendix 2 for the rubric) in order to ensure content consistency in
the student and the teacher participants’ evaluation of the speaking performances.
The data gathered through the rubric are compared to the students’ speaking exam
scores that are given by their teachers. The results are summarized in the following

paragraphs.

5.2.1. The Relationship Between the Students’ Self-Assessment and the

Teachers’ Assessment

The first research question aims to analyse the relationship between the students’
self- assessment and the teachers’ assessment of the students’ speaking skills in
English language. The results show that the teachers and the students assess the
speaking skills significantly differently from each other. The mean score of the
teachers’ assessment is 79.2 out of 100 while the mean score of the students’ self-
assessment is 61.7. These scores allow us to conclude that the teachers assess the
students’ speaking skills better than the students themselves. This may be because
of the fact speaking is one of the hardest language skills to assess since it is a
productive skill (Harris, 1997) because speaking assessment includes a mixture of
abilities that may not be correlated with each other. For instance, there may be some
students with good pronunciation but not with sensible sentences or students with
imperfect grammar and pronunciation but they still can deliver the message to the
listener (Kiato and Kiato, 1996). Also, it is important to know that speaking includes
components which may not be assessed objectively. Although it is plausibly not
possible to refrain from subjectivity, developing a system of assessing is essential

to apply assessment procedures as objectively as possible (Kiato and Kiato, 1996).

Another reason for the difference between the students’ self-assessment and the
teachers’ assessment may be related to the students’ lack of confidence in their
speaking abilities. In Turkey, English is taught as a foreign language, as a result;

students do not have adequate opportunities to produce English for communicative
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purposes outside the classroom despite the fact that they are exposed to the target
language intensively in preparatory classes. Lack of opportunity to use English
naturally limits their development of speaking skills. Therefore, it can be stated that
students may have difficulty in performing orally in the target language,
consequently they may not feel confident when they speak and consequently, they
underevaluate their speaking abilities.

They may also not be aware of their speaking competence because they don’t
perform in target language, especially, when they have the chance to talk in their

mother tongue, they prefer not speaking English.

Related literature shows us similar results for the difference between students’ and
teachers’ assessments. For instance, in a study conducted by Babaii et.al. (2015), the
correlation between the students’ and the teachers’ assessment of speaking skills is
investigated. Their results show that there was a significant difference between these
two assessments (Babaii et. al, 2015). As it is interpreted by the authors, the
difference between the assessments indicates that the students are not able to
evaluate their own abilities before they are informed about the assessment criteria.
It is also suggested that improved comprehension of scoring criteria may cause
higher accuracy for self-assessment of speaking (Babaii et. al, 2015). Another study
by Blue (1988) is conducted on the relationship between the teacher and the student
assessment of their language abilities such as communication skills. The results
show that the association between the teacher and student assessment is not strong
and the difference is significant. The author interpreted these results as a conclusion
of students’ being unsure of the actual aim of self-assessment application and,
surely, students’ inexperience. It may be necessary for students to practice more

before they are trained to assess their language abilities (Blue, 1988).

The results of the present study are also in line with a study conducted by Nurov
(2000) in the Turkish context on the correlation between the teacher assessment and
the students’ self-assessment in the students’ language skills such as grammar,
vocabulary, reading, listening and writing. The results show that the students assess
themselves differently from their teachers in all the skills above. According to Nurov
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(2000), the results indicate that the students may not be knowledgeable enough
about their truly existing language skills stated above. He also added that the results
may be because of the fact that students encountered such an uncommon way of
assessment for the first time. Thus, the students may have had difficulties to
correctly evaluate themselves owing to the unfamiliarity of the assessment tool and
inadequate training with it (Nurov, 2000).

Singh (2015)’s study on self-assessment of speaking skills investigated whether
there is a significant difference between the students’ and the teachers’ assessment
of speaking skills. The results also showed a significant difference, however; in this
study, the students overrated their speaking skills, which is a different result from
the present study. Singh alleged that the results may be due to the fact that students
may have given higher scores to themselves because of peer pressure. Also, it would
become easier for students to assess themselves if they were given some guidelines
or criteria beforehand. This would also help students to notice the elements that they
should enforce (Singh, 2015).

To sum up, these results may express that the students do not assess their speaking
skills as their teachers do. The present study confirms the results of the previous
research and it can be stated that self-assessment of speaking skills may be applied
with proper training and teacher surveillance. Moreover, students are not
accustomed to using self-assessment tools in language education. In Turkish
education system, the grading system is based on teacher assessment. According to
the Rules and Regulations of Foreign Language Examinations by Ministry of
Education (published in official gazette in 2016), a minimum of two written exams
are required for each course regardless of the number of hours per week. The number
of exams and dates are determined at the beginning of each semester and determined
by the school head after the approval of the school principal. The necessary
measures for the examinations are taken by the school directorate. Also, the exams
of foreign language courses are conducted in written and applied form to measure
listening, speaking, reading and writing skills (MoE, 2016). Therefore, it can be
stated that students’ assessment may have been influenced by lack of self-

assessment experience and training.
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5.2.2. Self-Assessment of the Components of Speaking Skills

The third concern of the present study is assessment of speaking skill components.
Components of speaking skills studied in the study are grammar, vocabulary,
fluency, pronunciation and communication skills. The results show that students
tend to underevaluate all of the components of speaking skills mentioned above.
When the mean scores of students’ self-assessment and teachers’ assessments are
compared, the analysis indicates that the differences between these mean scores are
statistically significant (p= 0.00) and the mean score of the teachers’ assessment is
relatively higher than the students’ assessment. Moreover, the scores of these
components change according to the students’ level of proficiency. The mean scores
increase as the proficiency levels increase. To clarify, students’ self-assessment of
grammar is rated lowest (M=2.68) by the group who has the lowest level of
proficiency (AR) and/or students with the highest proficiency (C-CR) rate their
grammar higher than the other groups (M=2.97). This result is also supported by
Nurov’s (2000) study. In his study, it was revealed that self-assessment of grammar

is not correlated with the teacher assessment and the students’ exam scores.

Another study by Gardner and Lambert investigates self-assessment of vocabulary
and grammar components. The results show that the relationship between the
student assessment and external assessment tools is relatively weak. For vocabulary,
another study by Zareva (2005) can be shown as an example. In the study, self-
assessment of lexical knowledge is analysed and the results show that the students
with higher language competence are more successful at assessing their vocabulary
knowledge, which is in line with the present study’s results. To conclude, it can be
said that students are not aware of their vocabulary and grammar knowledge of
English. Although upper-intermediate students are more successful at assessing

them, there is still a significant difference.

Fluency is the most differently assessed component of speaking skill because the

highest difference between the mean scores of teachers’ and students’ assessment is

in fluency component. This result shows that the students are not confident enough

about their fluency in speaking. Moreover, regardless of their proficiency levels, the
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students believe that they are not fluent in the English language when their mean
score is compared to the teachers’ assessment. This may be because of the belief
that speaking is an intimidating and complicated skill to acquire in any target
language (Harris, 1997; Kaito, 1996). Students may never be satisfied with their
fluency until they perceive themselves competent enough in English. This is also
stated in Delgado (1999) in which self-assessment of Spanish-English bilingual
students is investigated. The study reported that the students are not accurate in
assessing their overall language fluency in English although they are highly
proficient students (Delgado, 1999). The author interpreted these results as a
possible conclusion of the fact that students generally have more opportunities to
receive frequent feedback and practice on reading and writing than speaking skills.
Similarly, teachers may consider correcting students’ minor speaking errors
unnecessarily punishing; hence, students do not receive corrective or direct feedback
on their speaking abilities (Delgado, 1999). Moreover, Leger (2009) stated that the
students report fluency as the most difficult skill to manage and their self-confidence

in their fluency was quite weak.

Pronunciation is another component of the speaking skill that is analysed in the
present study. The results show that the students’ self-assessment of pronunciation
is lower than that of their teachers. The difference between these two assessments
of pronunciation is significantly different. To be more specific, the students evaluate
their pronunciation skills lower than their actual ability perceived by their teachers.
This may be because of the fact that the students feel insecure about their
pronunciation when they hear native speakers or their teachers in the classroom.
They have the opportunity to compare their pronunciation and their teachers’ or
natives’. This result is also confirmed by Raasch (1979) which alleged that
pronunciation is the component that the students underevaluate consistently and that
the correlations are low with more objective assessments such as teachers’
assessments (Raasch, 1979). It is also interpreted in the study (Raasch, 1979) that
the accuracy of students’ self-assessment frequently changes subject to the language
abilities included their self-assessment. Since students find assessing skills
demanding to evaluate (Harris, 1997), the discrepancy between teachers and
students can be interpreted as a result of assessing pronunciation.
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Also, Dlaska and Krekeler (2008) expressed in their study that even advanced
students think that pronunciation is challenging to assess and their assessment of

pronunciation is not accurate in comparison to their teachers’ evaluation (Dlaska &

Krekeler,2008).

In a nutshell, students evaluate their vocabulary, grammar, fluency, pronunciation
and communication skills lower than their teachers. All in all, the results show how

insecure the students feel about their speaking skills as a whole.

5.2.3. The Relationship Between the Self-Assessment of Speaking Skills and

Proficiency Levels of the Students

The second research question is about the relationship between self-assessment of
speaking skills and proficiency levels of students. The results show that the students’
self-assessment of their speaking skills changes depending on the students’ level of
proficiency in English. To illustrate, the group with the highest proficiency level has
a mean score of 66.287 while the mean score of the group with the lowest level is
57.931. The difference between these scores is statistically significant and
meaningful. Teacher assessment of speaking skills changes depending on students’
levels, as well. The mean score for the highest level students is 80.856 and for the
lowest is 73.84. Teacher assessment also shows significant differences in terms of

students’ proficiency levels.

When the total mean score of the teacher assessment is taken into account (M=
79.269), it can be stated that the students with higher level of proficiency have a
closer mean score (M=66.287) than the students with lower level of proficiency. As
a result, it can be said that the students with higher proficiency level are better at
assessing their speaking skills than the students with lower proficiency level. This
may be related to their developing language awareness. The higher the proficiency
level is, the more aware the learners become. Since they are more aware of what
they have learned and how much they can produce, it is easier for students to assess
their speaking abilities. It is also suggested by Blue (1994) that language awareness

is associated with proficiency and, in turn, with accuracy of self-assessment. Thus,
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students advance in evaluating their language skills as they get more proficient in
the target language (Blue, 1994).

The difference between the groups shows that proficiency is an important factor in
self-assessment. Therefore, self-assessment can be better applied in high-level
classrooms on the condition that students are trained beforehand and teachers guide
them and implement self-assessment in a controlled way to make it more reliable
and valid. By this means, students could be more motivated, become autonomous

and therefore, be more involved in the learning process.

Although there is little research on the relationship between self-assessment and
proficiency level, the results of the existing studies share similarities with a number
of research. For instance, Heilanman (1990) studied self-assessment of language
skills and compared the students’ responses in reference to their proficiency levels
and it was found out that the advanced students are more successful at rating
themselves than the lower-level students. In addition, in Blue’s study (1994), the
self-assessment of students who attend to English for Academic Purposes classes is
investigated. It was revealed that self-assessment is attributed to proficiency and the
students improve in assessing their language knowledge as they learn more and have
higher levels of proficiency (Blue, 1994). Furthermore, another study by Benson
(1991) examines self-assessment of English skills of Japanese students whose level
of proficiency is low. The study shows that these students with low proficiency
levels rate their speaking ability as the lowest because of little exposure to English

language.

In brief, proficiency level is an important determiner in self-assessment and, to meet
the utmost accuracy, we suggest that self-assessment should be applied to students

with higher levels of English.

5.2.4. The Relationship Between Self-Assessment and Gender

Another question of the present study is related to how gender influences the

students’ and the teachers’ assessment of students’ speaking skills of English. The
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results showed that the male students assess their speaking skills as better than the
female students. In other words, the male students think that they have better English
speaking skills (M=64.9) than the female students do (M=58.7). This result shows
that the male students trust in and feel more confident about their speaking skills
than the female students. This may be related to the idea that male students may be
more autonomous and confident towards language learning. In one study, which is
not in ESL/EFL field, it was revealed that the male students might be more inclined
to assess their verbal and numerical abilities higher than the female students (Wright
and Houck,1995). This result is in line with the present study’ result related to
gender variable.

However, in Nurov’s study (2000), it is reported that there is no significant
difference between the male and female students in terms of assessing their English
language skills such as grammar, vocabulary, reading, listening and writing (Nurov,
2000). This result is not in agreement with the present study, which states that there
are significant differences between male and female students in terms of self-
assessment of speaking skills. The difference between Nurov’s study (2000) and
the present study may be due to the participants’ different backgrounds. In this study
the students only assess their speaking skills but in the other study students are
supposed to assess their other language skills, except speaking. Because the
potential differences between genders in self-assessment of speaking skill have not

been investigated, the question remains unanswered.

When it comes to the relationship between the teachers’ assessment and the
students’ gender, there is no significant difference between how the teachers’ assess
male and female students’ speaking exam scores. Similar results are reported in
relevant literature. For instance, in Bijani and Khabiri’s study (2017), it is revealed
that there is no relationship between gender and the students’ scores of speaking
skills (Bijani & Khabiri, 2017). Motallebzadeh’s study (2011) also reported no
significant difference between female and male students’ speaking abilities
(Motallebzadeh, 2011). The authors infer from the results that teachers evaluate

students’ speaking abilities objectively and fairly.
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5.2.5. The Relationship Between Self-Assessment and Extracurricular

Activities

The present study is also concerned about the effect of extracurricular activities on
students’ self-assessment of their speaking skills. These extracurricular activities
include watching English TV series, listening to English songs/radio podcasts,
playing video/online games in English, using websites in English. The results show
that all of the abovementioned activities have an effect on the students’ self-
assessment. Namely, the students who do these activities for longer hours than the
others assess their speaking skills as better and more accurately than the others who
spend less time for these activities. The mean score for each activity increases as
the hours spent on these activities increase. For instance, the students watching TV
series for 4 or 6 hours assess their speaking skills significantly different from the
other students who watch TV series for less than 4 hours in a day. In brief, it can be
stated that the students who watch English TV series/films outside the school time
assess their English speaking skills better than the others who do not. This outcome
might result from the students’ perception about their English speaking skills simply
because they receive more input of the target language, which in turn increases their
awareness of their developing competence and their ability to differentiate their

accurate and inaccurate use of English while speaking.

Similar results are also found for listening to English songs/radio podcasts, playing
video games, and using English websites. As the time spent on listening to English
songs increases, playing video games, and using English websites, the mean scores
of self-assessment increases, as well. This may be due to the fact that the students
understand lyrics of the songs as they listen to them more. They get familiar with
the phonotactics of the language which might contribute to the development of their
pronunciation. Therefore, they can better perceive their language use and assess
their performance. For playing video/online games, it can be stated that the students
learn different vocabulary and communicate in English when they play online or
video games, therefore; they consider their English speaking skills to be in an upper
level. Finally, it can be deduced that using websites in the target language might

have a positive effect on the self-assessment of the students’ speaking performance,
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which might result from the students’ exposure to target language more and

students’ awareness of speaking elements in target language.

In literature, there is no study that examined the relationship between students’
involvement in extracurricular activities and their self-assessment of speaking skills.
Consequently, the results of the present study cannot be compared to any other
studies. However, it can be stated that the length of exposure as a potential
contributor of higher proficiency level, affects how students perceive their language

competencies and, in turn, self-assessment their performance.

5.3. Conclusion

The outcomes of the study, in general, show that there are significant differences
between the students’ self-assessments and the teachers’ assessment of the students’
speaking skill and its components such as grammar, vocabulary, fluency,
pronunciation and communication skills. Furthermore, the study also revealed that
proficiency, gender and spending longer time on extracurricular activities have a

significant impact on assessing speaking skills.

The previous studies conducted on the accuracy of the self-assessment showed
inconsistent outcomes. Some of the studies show strong relationships between the
students’ and teachers’ assessments (Bachman & Palmer, 1989; Buck, 1992;
Maclntyre et.al, 1997; Ross, 1998) whereas others reveal that there are significant
differences between these evaluations (Blue, 1988; Blue, 1994; Blanche, 1990;
Heilenman, 1990; Nurov; 2000; Babaii et.al, 2015; Singh, 2015). There are a variety
of factors leading to this situation, one of which is students’ readiness to assess their
own performance. In other words, if students are trained on how to apply self-
assessment, they are able to make logical judgements about their language learning.
Students’ lack of knowledge of components such as grammar and vocabulary may
lead to inconsistent assessments between students and teachers. In order to have a
better self-assessment process, students should be informed about these

components. Also, the rubrics that are used in the exams can be shown to students
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and the criteria of assessment can also be made familiar to the students so that
students can understand how to assess different components.

Another reason for the inconsistent results in the literature review might be related
to students' individual differences such as their gender, age, cultural background,
level of education and/or their length of exposure to the target language. In this
study, among the individual differences, the relationship between the students’ self-
assessment and their gender and their involvement in extracurricular activities are
examined. As indicated above, our results show that gender is significantly
influential on students’ assessment of speaking skills, namely, the male students
tend to assess themselves as better speakers of English compared to the female
students. Additionally, the time spent on extracurricular activities has a significant
effect on students’ assessments. As the time spent on these activities increases, the
students assess their speaking skills as better and more accurately due to the
increased length of exposure to the target language. That’s why, the new motto in
language learning and assessment process should be “exposure makes perfect”. It
can be also alleged that extracurricular activities should be promoted and students
should be encouraged to attend and do these activities in order to make them more
autonomous, aware and motivated, which may lead them to self-assess themselves
better. Schools and language institutions should create different extracurricular
activities for this and it may be a part of their language education and assessment.
These results reveal that there is a need for further research to consider the role of

individual differences on students’ self-assessment.

The present study also shows that proficiency is an important factor that affects the
assessment process. It is demonstrated that the students with higher proficiency
levels are better able to assess their speaking skills than the students with lower
proficiency levels. It can be stated that student improve their self-assessment as they
become more proficient in the target language. Therefore, if self-assessment is to be
implemented in language classrooms, it should be applied with highly proficient,
even with advanced students, in order to accomplish a successful assessment process

and receive reliable results.
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On account of the results stated above, it can be stated that with the help of self-
assessment process, students could become more motivated, autonomous and
therefore, be more involved about their language learning process. Since
autonomous students have the ability of reflecting on their language abilities and
collaborating with their peers, they can make realistic assessments of their success
during their language learning process. It is essential for both students and teachers
to assess the learning process unceasingly for a fruitful autonomy process (Najeeb,
2013).

Moreover, it may be argued that self-assessment assists students to get involved in
the learning process and, in turn, increase their motivation. (Nunan, 1988;
Oscarsson, 1989) as much as it contributes to the autonomy. As stated by Nurov
(2000), making judgements about their own learning may lead to positive attitudes
which, in turn, higher motivation and confidence building towards the learning
process (Gardner, 1999; Nurov, 2000). In conclusion, increased student motivation
and an awareness that self-assessment contributes to language education might help

students deal with evaluating their language skills more accurately.

5.4. Limitations and Implications for Further Research

As in any study, there are some limitations of the present study. To start with, this
study is conducted only in one university. Although the number of participants is
relatively high, there is only one context where the students receive the same
language education and instruction. Other schools can also be included in further
research so that the effect of studying in different language education contexts such
as in state schools and private schools, or at secondary or tertiary levels, or in
institutions where the medium of instruction is in native language or in target

language can also be analysed.

The present study used only two data collection tools, a questionnaire used by the
students to self-assess their speaking performance and the students’ speaking exam
results provided by their teachers. Different data collection tools such as interviews

that could be conducted with the students or language learning diaries kept by the
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students could have provided a broader picture and a better understanding of the
students’ self-assessment of their speaking skills. If the rubric and the exam results
had been combined with interviews, the research design would have been a blended
one. Blended studies give better insights to understand the problem and, in this case,
it would give better understandings of why students assess their speaking skills
lower than their teachers or why students do not have confidence in themselves

when it comes to speaking English.

Another limitation of the study is about the data collection process. Data from the
self-assessment rubric were collected during the semester, before or after the
speaking exam. This could not be controlled because speaking exams were not
administered at one time. Students from different levels took the speaking exam in
different weeks of the semester. For instance, intermediate level students took the
exam in the 6th week of the semester, but the upper-intermediate level students took
the exam in the 8th week. However, the self-assessment rubric had to be applied at
one time because of the institution’s intense curriculum and exam schedule. The
teachers who applied the rubric in their classes were given the rubrics and asked to
administer in a specific time which was decided by the school administration.
Therefore, when self-assessment rubric was administered, students may have had
the speaking exam before or after the self-assessment rubric completion process.
This situation could have been controlled by implementing the rubric in different
levels in different times before they took the speking exam if the curriculum and

exam schedule had provided the ideal conditions.

Further research might also focus on factors that are related to students’
extracurricular activities and individual differences such as age, gender, social and
cultural background, their attitudes towards learning English or their motivation to
learn English. The relationship between such factors and the students’ self-
assessment would help us better understand the reasons behind how they assess their

speaking skills.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX A: THE SELF-ASSESSMENT RUBRIC

Ingilizce Konusma Becerisini Degerlendirme Anketi
Degerli katilimet,

Bu ankette Ingilizce dgrenen 6grencilerin kendi Ingilizce konusma becerilerini nasil
degerlendirdikleri olgiilmeye c¢alisilmaktadir. Bu anketten elde edilen bilgilerin
tamami sadece arastirma amaci ile kullanilacak olup, baska hi¢ kimseyle
paylasilmayacaktir. Isminizin istenmesinin sebebi, bu anketten elde edilen bilgilerin

konusma sinavi notlar ile karsilastirilacak olmasidir.

Ankete katilim tamamen goniilliiliik esasina dayanir ve katilimc istedigi zaman
ankete katilimdan vazgegebilir. Arastirma  sonuglarimi  §grenmek  igin

hbasak@etu.edu.tr adresine mail atabilirsiniz.

Bu ankete goniillii olarak katiliyorum ve bilgilerin tamamen gizli tutulacaginin
farkindayim. |:|

Imza

Helin Basak

Birinci Boliim

1. Adimz/Soyadimiz:
2. Smifinz:

3. Boliimiiniiz:
4

. Yasmuz (Liitfen Se¢iniz): 17-20 I:I 21-25 I:I 30 tsti I:I
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11.

12.
13.

14.

15

16.

17.

18.

19.

Cinsiyetiniz: Kadin |:| Erkek |:|

Ana diliniz:
Bilinen diger diller (Ingilizce haric):
Bu benim TOBB ETU hazirlik programindaki

birinciythm [ | ikinciyihm [ ]

. Daha 6nce Ingilizce egitim aldiniz m1? (liitfen seciniz): Evetl:l Hayir |:|

10.1. Eger evet ise, toplamda ne kadar siire bu egitimi aldiniz:

ay / yil
Daha 6nce Ingilizce konusulan bir iilkede yasadimz mi? Evet I:I Hayir I:I
11.1. Eger evet ise, toplamda ne kadar siire yasadiniz: ay/ yil

Etrafinizda Ingilizce konusan arkadaslariniz var mi1? Evet I:I Hayir |:|
Ingilizceyi bir giin igerisinde yaklasik kag saat kullantyorsunuz? (okul saatleri
disinda)
1-1 2-4 4-6 6 ve daha fazla
Ingilizce TV dizisi izliyor musunuz? Evet |:| Hayir |:|
14.1. Eger evet ise, giinde kac saat?
0-1 2-4 4-6 6 ve daha fazla
Ingilizce miizik dinliyor musunuz? Evet I:I Hayir I:I
15.1. Eger evet ise, giinde kag saat?
0-1 2-4 4-6 6 ve daha fazla
Ingilizce video oyunu oynuyor musunuz? Evet |:| Hayir |:|
16.1. [Eger evet ise, giinde kag saat?
0-1 2-4 4-6 6 ve daha fazla
Okulunuzdaki Ingilizce konusma kuliiplerine gidiyor musunuz?
Evet |:| Hayir |:|
17.1. Eger evet ise, giinde kag saat?
0-1 2-4 4-6 6 ve daha fazla
Ingilizce gazete veya dergi okuyor musunuz? Evet |:| Hayir I:I
18.1. [Eger evet ise, giinde kag saat?
1-1 2-4 4-6 6 ve daha fazla
Ingilizce internet siteleri kullantyor musunuz? Evet |:| Hayir |:|
19.1. Eger evet ise, giinde kag saat?

0-1 2-4 4-6 6 ve daha fazla
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20. Daha 6nce kendi ingilizce becerilerinizi degerlendirmenize izin verildi mi?

Evet |:| Hayir |:|

ikinci Boliim

Liitfen asagidaki sorulari, Ingilizce konusma becerilerinizi géz dniinde

bulundurarak Cok Kétii ve Cok Iyi arasindaki segenekleri isaretleyiniz.

1. Sinif i¢i tartismalarda Ingilizce konusabilirim.
Cok Kotii 1 2 3 4 5 Coklyi
2. Rol oynamalarda ingilizce konusabilirim.
Cok Kotii 1 2 3 4 5 Coklyi
3. Konusma sinavlarinda ingilizce konusabilirim.
Cok Kotii 1 2 3 4 5 Coklyi
4. Ingilizce konustugum zaman akici sekilde konusabilirim.

Cok Kotii 1 2 3 4 5 Coklyi

5. Ingilizce konustugum zaman kelimeleri dogru telaffuz edebilirim.
Cok Koti 1 2 3 4 5 Coklyi

6. Ingilizce konustugum zaman genelde dilbilgisini dogru kullanirim.
Cok Kotii 1 2 3 4 5 Coklyi

7. Smifigi tartismalarda Ingilizce dilbilgisini dogru kullanirim.
Cok Kot 1 2 3 4 5 Coklyi

8. Konusma sinavlarinda ingilizce dilbilgisini dogru kullanirim.
Cok Kotii 1 2 3 4 5 Coklyi

9. Ingilizce konustugum zaman karmasik dilbilgisi yapilarini kullanabilirim.
Cok Koti 1 2 3 4 5 Coklyi

10. ingilizce konustugum zaman dogru baglaglar1 kullanabilirim.
Cok Kotii 1 2 3 4 5 Coklyi

11. Ipucu verildigi zaman, bilmedigim sozciiklerin anlamlarini tahmin

edebilirim.

Cok Kotii 1 2 3 4 5 Coklyi

12. Ingilizce konustugum zaman sozciik ve s6z dbekleri kullanabilirim.
Cok Koti 1 2 3 4 5 Coklyi

13. Ingilizce konusurken uygun sdzciikleri hatirlayabilirim.
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Cok Kotii 1 2 3 4 5 Coklyi

14. ingilizce konustugum zaman cesitli sdzciikler kullanabilirim.
Cok Koti 1 2 3 4 5 Coklyi

15. Smif'i¢i aktivitelerde bir s6zciigii hatirlayamadigim zaman bununla baga

cikabilirim.

Cok Kot 1 2 3 4 5 Cok lyi

16. Ingilizce konusurken dogru ve uygun sdzciikler kullanabilirim.
Cok Kotii 1 2 3 4 5 Coklyi

17. Konugurken fikirlerimi genelde diizgiin organize edebilirim.
Cok Kot 1 2 3 4 5 Cok lyi

18. Anlik konusmalarimi organize edebilirim.
Cok Kotii 1 2 3 4 5 Coklyi

19. Konusma sinavlarinda konusma konum igin iyi bir taslak gelistirebilirim.
Cok Kotii 1 2 3 4 5 Coklyi

20. Konusma sinavlarinda etkili bir sekilde iletisim kurabilirim.
Cok Kotii 1 2 3 4 5 Coklyi

21. Konusma sinavlarinda sorulara cevap verebilirim.
Cok Kotii 1 2 3 4 5 Coklyi

22. Konugma sinavlarinda fikirlerimi destekleyebilirim.
Cok Kotii 1 2 3 4 5 Coklyi

23. Sinif i¢i aktivitelerde fikirlerimi destekleyebilirim.
Cok Kotii 1 2 3 4 5 Coklyi

24. Sinif igi aktivitelerde etkili bir sekilde iletisim kurabilirim.
Cok Kotii 1 2 3 4 5 Coklyi

25. Sinif i¢i aktivitelerde sorulara cevap verebilirim.

Cok Kéti 1 2 3 4 5  Cok Iyi
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APPENDIX B: TEACHERS’ RUBRIC FOR SPEAKING EXAM

Grammatical Accuracy and Range

5

Almost all structures are accurate, even complex ones.

Most structures are accurate but complex ones cause some difficulty

Simple structures are mostly accurate but little attempt at complex ones is made.

Simple structures are often inaccurate, more complex ones not even attempted.

4
3
2
1

Simple structures almost always distort and there is little awareness of any grammatical
rules.

Vocabulary

5

Appropriate level and variety of vocabulary to deal with topic, avoiding repetition. Able
to paraphrase effectively if necessary.

Level and variety of vocabulary satisfactory, but experiences some difficulty in word
choice and usage, occasional repetition. Some ability to paraphrase when necessary.

Vocabulary used is basic but sufficient to express ideas, some repetition. Little evidence
of extended range. Limited ability to paraphrase and some difficulty experienced.

Vocabulary use tends to be inaccurate, with inappropriate or irrelevant use, making

communication awkward, though shows some attempts.

Almost all of the vocabulary is inaccurate, inappropriate or irrelevant, making
communication difficult or with no attempt at all.

Content

5

Communicates effectively, responds well to the topic. Explains well, gives effective
examples.

Most of the speech responds to topic. However, some supporting details are weak.

Responds in a basic way to the topic but lacks relevant supporting details.

States the topic by giving his idea without any supporting details.

N e s

Unable to respond to the topic or makes almost no attempt.

Fluency

5

Almost no hesitation other than native-like search for ideas. The speech is very natural.

4

Most of the speech is without hesitation, which does not disturb the natural flow.

3

Some hesitation with some short pauses, but does not disturb the flow for the listener.
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2 Speech is halting with some long pauses. Frequent hesitation, needs prompting but shows
attempt.
1 Speech is disconnected and difficult to follow.

Pronunciation

5 Almost all individual sounds are well articulated, with effective and natural use of stress
and intonation. Easy to understand and follow.

4 Most individual sounds well-articulated, occasional difficulties do not disrupt
comprehension.

3 Some individual sounds are not clearly articulated but not in a way that disrupt
comprehension.

2 Many individual sounds poorly articulated and pronunciation puts strain on listeners and
causes misunderstanding.

1 Impossible to understand at all.

Overall

5  Superior

4  Good

3 Average/Satisfactory/Acceptable (at the level)

2  Weak

1  Very Poor
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ODTU 2015

BU BOLUM, iLGILi BOLUMLERI TEMSIL EDEN iINSAN ARASTIRMALARI
ETIK ALT KURULU TARAFINDAN DOLDURULACAKTIR.

Protokol No: .2_0 \b———"EI;Tf—\ b O

TAEK DEGERLENDIRME SONUCU
Saym Hakem,

Asafida yer alan ii¢ secenekten birini isaretleyerek degerlendirmenizi tamamlayimz. Liitfen
“Revizyon Gereklidir” ve “Ret” degerlendirmeleri icin gerekli aciklamalar yapmiz.

Degerlendirme Tarihi: OQ ,\b‘h()\b ;
Ad Soyad: i 0t v iand

?-lerhangi bir degisiklige gerek yoktur. Veri toplama/uygulama baslatilabilir,

O Revizyon gereklidir

O Goniillii Katilim Formu yoktur,

[ Goniillii Kattim Formu eksiktir.
Gerekeenizi ayrintili olarak agiklayiniz:

{0 Katilim Sonrast Bilgilendirme Formu yoktur.

[0 Katilim Sonras1 Bilgilendirme Formu eksiktir.
Gerekgenizi ayrintil olarak agiklayiniz:

U Rahatsizlik kaynagi olabilecek sorulat/maddeler ya da prosediirler igerilmektedir.
Gerekgenizi ayrintili olarak agiklayiniz: i1

[ Diger.

Gerekeenizi ayrintili olarak agiklayiniz:

[} Ret

Ret gerekgenizi ayrintili olarak agiklayiniz:
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APPENDIX D: TURKISH SUMMARY / TURKCE OZET

GIRIS

Bu c¢alismanin temel amaci, 6z degerlendirmenin Ogrencilerin 6grenme ve
degerlendirme siirecine katkisini aragtirmaktir. Oz degerlendirme, dgrencilerin dil
ogrenme siirecini degerlendirmelerini; 6grenim siirecinde ne kadar bagarili olduklari
n1 ve hedeflerine ulasip ulasamadiklarin1 gosteren alternatif bir degerlendirme
tiiriidiir. Oz degerlendirme, bi¢imlendirici degerlendirmenin bir parcasi olarak
diisiiniilebilir. Ogrenciler kendi performanslarini degerlendirmek ve dil beceri ve
yeteneklerini belirlemek icin 6z degerlendirme kullanirlar (Brown, Andrade ve
Chen, 2015). Blachford'a (1997) gore, 6z degerlendirme, bir dgrencinin kendi
basarisinin diger 6grencilerle karsilagtirilmasini igeren bir siirectir. Montgomery
(2001) tarafindan ise, dgrencilerin kendi 6grenme performanslar1 hakkinda bir

degerlendirme olarak da tanimlanmustir.

Oz degerlendirme ayrica, dil degerlendirmesinde birgok bilim adami tarafindan
onerilen alternatif bir degerlendirme yontemi olarak kabul edilmektedir. Oz
degerlendirme, diinya c¢apinda bircok akademisyen tarafindan 6zerk dil 6grenme
programlarinin énemli bir unsuru olarak degerlendirmenin vazgeg¢ilmez bir pargasi
haline gelmistir, ¢iinkii dil programlarmin énemli bir kismu 6grenci merkezli hale

gelmistir (Nurov, 2000).

Ek olarak, McMillen ve Hearn (2008), 6z degerlendirmenin 6grencilerin
motivasyonunu ve bagarisini arttiran hayati bir beceri oldugunu, ¢linkii 6grenenin
kendi kendini izlemesine yardimci oldugunu, kendi degerlendirmesini ve
ogrenmelerini iyilestirmek i¢in dogru yontemleri belirledigini ifade etmektedir. Bazi
yazarlar, 68rencilerin gelismis bilgileri ile onlara yardime1 olabilecek ve daha sonra
kriterleri belirleyen, kendi degerlendirmelerini yapabilecekleri ve performanslarini
yansitabilecek ve Ogrenme teknikleri {lretebilecek belirli bir amaca sahip
olduklarinda, daha yiiksek motivasyonla gelismis yetkinlikler sergileyeceklerini

iddia etmektedirler. Ogrencilerin dgrenme siirecinde 6z yeterlik ve &zgiiven
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gelistirmenin temel amag¢ oldugu ve bunun 6z degerlendirme ile saglanabilecegi

sonucuna varilabilir (McMillen ve Hearn, 2008).

Ogrencilerin kendi 6grenmeleri hakkinda karar vermeleri gerektiginden, bu durum
olumlu tutumlara ve dolayisiyla 6grenmeye yonelik yiiksek motivasyona yol
acabilir (Nurov, 2000). Gardner (1996) tarafindan da, 6z degerlendirmenin giiven
olusturma ve motivasyonu artirma gibi bir¢ok amaca hizmet edebilecegi
belirtilmistir. Ayrica, Tudor'a (1996) gore, 6grenci motivasyonunun artmasi ve 0z
degerlendirmenin dil egitimine katkida bulundugunun bilinmesi 6grencilerin dil
becerilerini daha dogru bir sekilde degerlendirmelerine yardimci olabilir (Tudor,
1996). Nunan (1988) ve Oscarson (1989) 'a gore, bir degerlendirme araci olarak 6z
degerlendirme, 6grencilerin kendi giiclii ve zayif yonlerini yansitici bir yaklagimla
gerceklestirmelerini saglayarak kendi dil becerilerini anlamalarini artirir. Ayrica, 6z
degerlendirme, ogrenenlerin 6grenme siirecinde kullandiklar1 yontemleri ve

teknikleri yansitmalari ve degerlendirebilmelerini miimkiin kilar.

Calismalar, 6z degerlendirmenin geleneksel degerlendirme yontemlerinin olumsuz
duygusal etkilerini azalttigin1 da bildirmektedir. Ornegin, &grenciler kendi
performanslarin1 degerlendirdiklerinde, kaygi, stres ve Ogretmen veya diger
degerlendiriciler tarafindan degerlendirilme korkusu gibi olumsuz duygusal

sonuglar onemsizlesmektedir (Nurov, 2000).

Ek olarak, 6z degerlendirmenin pratikligi ve maliyet etkinligi, dil kurumlarinin
kendi programlarim ve kendi degerlendirmelerini yapmalari igin iki sebeptir. Oz
degerlendirme, geleneksel degerlendirme yontemlerinden daha pratik olarak kabul
edilir ¢linkii tasarimi, olusturmasi ve uygulamasi daha kolaydir ve siire¢ daha az

zaman alir. (Brown ve Hudson, 1998; LeBlanc ve Painchaud, 1985).

Oz degerlendirme siirecinde, dgrenciler ¢alismalarinin basar1 dereceleri hakkinda
karar verirler. Bu silirecte ama¢ ve degerlendirme kriterleri dikkate alinmalidir.
Ogretmenler, degerlendirme kriterlerini 6grenciler igin agik ve anlasilabilir kilmal,
boylece dgrenciler becerilerinin giiclii ve zayif yanlarini anlayabilmeli ve buna gére

gbzden gecirebilmelidir.
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Degerlendirmenin ana amaci, §grencilerin performanslarinin ve 6grenme siirecinin
mevcut durumunu belirlemek, mevcut 6z degerlendirme durumunun iyi uygulama
ornekleri ile karsilastirilmasi ve potansiyel iyilestirme ve sistematik kalite
gelisimlerinin  belirlenmesidir (Sutalo, 2011). Joyce ve dig. (2009), 06z
degerlendirmenin  6grencilerin  kendi 6grenmelerinin = sorumlulugunu alma
konusundaki igsel motivasyonlarmi artirmayr amagladigini ifade etmektedir. Oz
degerlendirme sayesinde, ogrenciler kendi dil yeterliliklerine, ilgili diger
degerlendiricilerden daha 1iyi bir sekilde erigebildikleri ve bunlar
degerlendirebildikleri i¢in kendi dil yeterliliklerini gelistirme ile ilgili adimlar1 nasil
uygulayacaklarini anlayabilmektedirler. Kordes ve dig. (2014), farkli bir perspektife
sahip olarak, 6z degerlendirmenin kisisel gelisime biiyiik ol¢iide katki sagladigi ve
ogrenme iizerinde Onemli bir etkisi oldugu i¢in kullanildigint belirtmektedir.
Degerlendirme, 0&grenciler i¢in bir gizem olarak goriilebilecegi igin, 0z
degerlendirme, bu 6grencilere, kendilerinden nelerin beklendigini anlamak ig¢in
degerlendirmenin nasil yapildigini ve hangi yonlerin dikkate alinmasi gerektigini
gosterebilir. Bu yolla 6grenciler, nelerin Olglildiiglinii ve neleri 6grenmeleri

gerektigini anlayabileceklerdir (Kordes ve dig., 2014).

Oz degerlendirmenin basarili olmasi igin, dgretmenler, Ogrenciler igin siireci
yonlendirme, izleme ve kolaylastirmada 6nemli bir rol oynamalidir. Joyce ve dig.
(2009), 6gretmenlerin 6z degerlendirme hakkindaki rollerini ve fikirlerini incelemek
i¢in bir proje diizenlemistir. Oz degerlendirmenin simif ortamina nasil doniistiigiinii
ve Ogretmenlerin 0z degerlendirme hakkinda ne disiindiiklerini anlamak
istemislerdir. Oz degerlendirme stratejileri ve dgretmen inanglari ¢alismanin ana
alanlaridir. Veri toplama yontemleri olarak kiigiik bir vaka ¢alismasi ve odak grup
goriigmesi kullanilmigtir. Arastirmanin sonuglari, 6gretmenlerin inanglarinin sinif
ortaminda 6z degerlendirmeyi kullanip kullanmayacaklarini belirledigini ortaya
koymustur. Arastirma ayrica, 6gretmenlerin 6z degerlendirme i¢in uygun bir simif
kiiltiirii olugturmaktan sorumlu oldugunu gostermistir. Joyce (2009), 6gretmenlerin
ogrencilere eserlerini ve performanslarini nasil degerlendireceklerini dgretmeleri
gerektigini belirtmistir. Oz degerlendirmeyi ilk basta uygulamak kolay degildir.
Ancak, destek sayesinde daha iyi sonuglar elde edilebilir. Ogretmenler 6z

degerlendirme  kiiltiiriiniin  olusturulmasinda  lider olmalidir. Ogrencilerin
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kendilerini degerlendirebildiklerini ve 6gretmenlerin destegine ihtiyaglari oldugunu
diistinmeleri gerektigi de belirtilmistir. Son olarak, 6grencilerin 6z degerlendirmede
iyl olmalar1 i¢in zamana ihtiyaglar1 vardir (Joyce ve dig., 2009). Sonug olarak,

ogretmenlerin 6z degerlendirme siirecinde 6nemli bir rolii var gibi goriinmektedir.

Giivenilirlik ve gecerlilik, gercek bir dil degerlendirme ortaminda kabul edilip
uygulanacak herhangi bir degerlendirme yonteminin iki Onemli kriteridir.
Giivenilirlik, tekrarlanan Slgiimlerde sonuglarin tutarliligini ifade eder. Bagka bir
deyisle, giivenilirlik, bir dl¢limiin, ayn1 test katilimcilari ile ve ayni kosullar altinda
ayni1 sonuglar1 vermesidir. Oz degerlendirme ile ilgili soru ise, 6z degerlendirmenin
giivenilir bir 6lgme aract olup olmadigidir. Yani, 6grencinin dil becerilerini
degerlendirmek icin ne Olgiide objektif olabilecegi ve Ogrencilerin
degerlendirmesinin ne kadar giivenilir olabilecegi, bu noktada sorulmasi gereken
baglica sorulardir. Bu nedenle, 6z degerlendirmenin &grencilerin kendi
degerlendirmelerinde giivenilirlik saglayabilmesi kosuluyla bir yabanci dil olarak
Ingilizce smifinin akademik hedefleri olarak kullanilabilecegi iddia edilebilir
(Karakaya, 2017). Yabanc1 dil olarak Ingilizce baglaminda giivenilirlik su 6rnekle
tanimlanabilir; bir 6grenciden kendi konusma performansinin bir kismini simdi ve
bir siire sonra aymi kriterlere dayali olarak degerlendirmesi istenirse, iki

degerlendirme birbirinden ¢ok farkli olmayacaktir (Huerta-Macias, 1995).

Gegerlilik, 06l¢gme araglarmin dogrulugu ile ilgilidir. Basitce, gecerlilik,
degerlendirme aracinin dlgmesi gerekeni Ol¢lip dlgmedigini ifade eder. Gardner
(1996) ve Heilenman (1990) 'a gore, 6z degerlendirme, &grencilerin giinliik
ortamlarda ele aldig1 6grenme ortamini ve otantik 6devleri modelleme potansiyeline
sahip oldugundan, 6gretmenlerin kontrolii altinda gergekten yansitict ve gecerli
olma kapasitesine sahiptir (Gardner, 1996; Heilenman, 1990). Bununla birlikte, baz1
arastirmacilar yabanci veya ikinci dil olarak Ingilizce smifinda 6z degerlendirmenin
gecerliligi konusunda endiseleri vardir. Ornegin, 6grencilerin kendilerini dogru
olarak degerlendirmede zorluk yasadiklar1 iddia edilmektedir, c¢lnklii 0z
degerlendirme i¢in ne kadar iyi egitilmis olsalar da, 6grenciler kendi davraniglarinin

farkinda olmayabilirler.
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Ilgili alanyazin incelendiginde, 6z degerlendirmenin gegerliligi ve giivenilirligi
iizerine yapilan bazi ¢aligmalarin oldugu ve sonuglarinin 6grencilerin kendi dil
yeteneklerinin 6z degerlendirmesiyle dogru bir sekilde tutarli olmayabilecegini

ortaya koydugu goriilmiistiir.

Bir agidan bakildiginda, onemli miktarda arastirma 06z degerlendirmenin
giivenilirligi ve gecerliligi acisindan kabul edilebilir oldugunu ve 6gretmenlerin ve
ogrencilerin degerlendirmeleri arasinda iyi bir korelasyon oldugunu géstermektedir
(Bachman ve Palmer, 1989; Buck, 1992; Maclntyre ve dig., 1997; Ross, 1998). Ote
yandan, 0z degerlendirme iizerine yapilan diger calismalar, 6z degerlendirmenin
ogrencilerin becerilerinin gecerli bir yansimasi olamayabilecegine isaret etmektedir
(Blanche, 1990; Heilenman, 1990; Nurov; 2000). Bununla ilgili olarak, 6z
degerlendirmenin 6grencilerin dil yeteneklerini degerlendirmek i¢in gegerli ve

giivenilir bir arag olarak kabul edilip edilmeyecegi kesinlikle dogrulanmamagtir.

Ancak, calismalarin ¢ogunlugu 6z degerlendirmenin giivenilir ve gegerli bir
alternatif degerlendirme araci oldugunu gostermektedir. Bununla birlikte, belirli
kosullar ve farkli smif ortamlarinda giivenilirligi ve gecerliligi nispeten
engellenebilir. Ogrencilerin egitimi gibi bu soruna yol agan gesitli nedenler vardir.
Ogrenciler kendilerini degerlendirmeyi nasil uygulayacaklar1 konusunda
egitildilerse, dil 6grenimleri hakkinda mantikli kararlar verebileceklerdir. Bir bagka
sebep ise 6grencilerin kiiltiirel gegmis, egitim diizeyi ve hedef dile maruz kalma gibi
bireysel farkliliklaridir. Ayrica, metodolojik yetersizlikler —arastirmalarda
giivenilirlik ve gegerlilik sorunlari ile sonuglanabilir. Son olarak, arastirmalar, veri
toplama araglar lizerinde giivenilirlik ve gecerlilik testleri uygulamamakta ve
ayrica, arastirmalarda ¢elisen sonuglara yol acabilecek olan, korelasyon ve verilerin

karsilastirilmasi igin farkli istatistiksel testler de kullanabilmektedir (Nurov, 2000).

Dil becerilerinin 6z degerlendirmesi, dil degerlendirme arastirmasi alanindaki en
onemli ilgi alanlarindan biri olmustur. Her yastan katilimeci ile farkhi dil
becerilerinde ve g¢esitli 6grenme ortamlarinda hemen hemen tiim yeterlilik
seviyelerinde gerceklestirilen ¢ok sayida ¢alisma bulunmaktadir. Mesela, algisal
(okuma ve dinleme becerileri) ve ftretimsel (yazma ve konusma becerileri)

becerilerin (LeBlanc ve Painchaud, 1985) 6z degerlendirmelerini ve okuma, yazma,
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dinleme, konusma becerileri, dilbilgisi ve kelime bilgisi gelisimini hem birbirleriyle
hem de ayr1 ayr iligkilendiren ¢alismalar vardir (Clark, 1981). Bununla birlikte, 6z
degerlendirme iizerine yapilan pek c¢ok calisma okuma, dinleme ve yazma
becerilerinin 6z degerlendirmesini arastirirken, konusma becerilerini ihmal eder.
Konusma becerilerinin 6z degerlendirmesine odaklanan az sayida c¢alismadan
birinde, Harris (1997), sozlii yeteneklerin 6z degerlendirmesinin tasarlanmasi,
organize edilmesi ve uygulanmasinin zorlagtigin1 belirtmektedir. Bu nedenle, 6z
degerlendirme iizerine yapilan ¢alismalar, genellikle, yalnizca 6z degerlendirme
konugma becerilerine odaklanmamakta, ancak genellikle dort beceriyi bir araya
getirmektedir (Krausert, 1991; Ross, 1998; Deville ve Deville, 2003). Ayrica,
konusma becerilerinin 6z degerlendirmesine yoOnelik yiiriitiillen bu az sayidaki
caligma, Ozellikle konusma yeteneklerinin 6z degerlendirmesinin gegerliligi ve
giivenilirligi ile geliskili sonuglar dogurmaktadir. Bu sebeple, 6z degerlendirme
arastirmalarinda devam eden tartismaya katkida bulunmak i¢in sadece konusma

becerilerinin 6z degerlendirmesine dayali bir ¢alisma yiiriitmek ¢cok 6nemlidir.

Bir beceri olarak konusmaktan soz etmek gerekirse, konusmacilarin fikirlerini,
inanglarim1 ve duygularini soézel dilde ifade etmelerini ve bilgi aktarmalarini
saglayan verimli bir beceridir. Burns ve Joyce (1997) konusmayr “bilginin
iiretilmesi, alinmast ve islemden gecirilmesini igeren bir anlam insa etmenin
etkilesimli bir siireci” olarak tanimlamaktadir. Béyle bir konusmada, konusmaci ve
dinleyicinin rollerinin birbirinin yerine gectigi ve sozel olarak da dahil oldugu
iletisimsel bir siire¢ oldugunu gostermektedir. Konugmanin bu 6zellikleri onu dil
ogreniminin kaginilmaz bir pargasi haline getirir, dolayisiyla konugma becerilerinin
nasil degerlendirilecegini bilmek 6nemlidir. Soylesiler, bilgi boslugu teknikleri,
resim testleri, rol oyunlari, ciimle tamamlama testleri, yari-dogrudan testler, bant
tanimlayicilari ve teknoloji gibi farkli konusma becerisini degerlendirme yontemleri

vardir.

Nasil test edilecegi kadar, konusma becerisinde neyin test edilecegini anlamak da
onemlidir. Dilbilgisel dogruluk, kelime bilgisi, fikirlerin organizasyonu, akicilik ve
telaffuz yetenekleri gibi konusma becerilerinin altinda yatan belirli yetkinlikler

degerlendirilir.
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Konugma aktiviteleri sirasinda kisinin kendi performansini degerlendirmesi zor bir
siirectir. Iyi kurulmus bir 6z degerlendirme siirecini gergeklestirmek igin
ogretmenler tarafindan izlenecek dort adim vardir. Her seyden dnce, 68retmenler,
hem 6gretmenlerin hem de 6grencilerin 6z degerlendirme siirecine dahil edilmesi
hakkinda bilgilendirilmeleri i¢in bir takim kistaslar olusturmalidir. Ikinci olarak,
ogrencilere, kendilerini gerginlestirebilecek not verme silirecini sormak yerine,
onlardan basarilarin1 ve algiladiklar1 yetersizliklerini yansitmalari istenir. Dahasi,
ogrencilerin kendilerine not vermelerini istemek de objektiflik ve giivenilirlik ile
ilgili problemler yaratabilir. Ugiincii olarak, 6z degerlendirme bir gérevin
tamamlanmasindan hemen sonra gerceklestirilmelidir, ancak ses ve video kaydi
ogrencilerin performanslarini hatirlamalarina yardimei olabilir. Son olarak, daha
giivenilir bir degerlendirme araci olusturmak icin, 6z degerlendirme sonuglarini
ogretmenlerin gozlemlere dayanan bilgileriyle birlestirmek ve geri bildirimleri test

etmek Onemlidir.

Konusma becerisinin 6z degerlendirmesi sayesinde, Ogrenciler ne kadar iyi
konustuklarini anlayabileceklerdir. Performanslarini degerlendirerek
performanslarmin giiclii ve zayif yanlarinin farkina varirlar. Ornegin, dgrenciler
konugma siirecini kaydedebilirlerse, performans: dinledikten veya izledikten sonra
hatalar1 bulabilir ve konusma gii¢lerini anlayabilirler. (Yang ve Tseng, 2015). Bu
nedenle, konusma becerilerinin 0z degerlendirmesi Ogrencilerin konusma
becerilerini gelistirme konusunda daha fazla 6zerk olmalarina yardimci olacaktir,
clinkii 6z degerlendirme O6grencilerin daha 6zerk olmasini saglamis ve 6grenci

merkezli dil 6grenimine katkida bulunan bir temel nokta olmustur.

Sayisiz akademisyen, 6z degerlendirme prosediirlerinin 6grenme ve degerlendirme
stirecine katkilarint kabul etmesine ragmen, konuyla ilgili yapilan ¢alismalar, dil
becerilerinin gelistirilmesinde 6z degerlendirmenin kullanimi i¢in zengin bilgi
saglamamaktadir. Bu calismanin ana konusu olarak, konusma becerilerinin 6z
degerlendirmesi hakkindaki arastirma c¢aligmalar1 azdir. Alanyazindaki mevcut
caligmalarin, yabanci/ikinci dil olarak Ingilizce 6grenme baglaminda 6z
degerlendirmenin kullanimiyla ilgili devam eden tartigmaya katkida bulundugu
belirtilebilir. Genel olarak sonuglar, konusma becerilerinin 6z degerlendirmesinin

ogrencilerin sézel becerilerini gelistirdigini ve hedef dilde konusmaya yonelik
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motivasyonlarini ve dzgiivenlerini artirdigini gostermektedir. Ayrica, dgrencilerin
konugma becerilerinin 6z degerlendirmesine yonelik olumlu tutumlar1 oldugu
sonucuna varilabilir. Ogretmen ve dgrenci degerlendirmeleri dikkate alindiginda,
baz1 caligmalar 6gretmenlerin ve 6grencilerin konusma becerilerini birbirlerinden
farkli degerlendirdigini gostermektedir (Singh, 2015; Babaii ve dig., 2015).
Konugma becerilerinin degerlendirilmesi hakkindaki baska bir calisma, 6gretmen ve

Ogrenci arasinda anlamli fark olmadigin1 gostermektedir. (Smith, 2015).

Tiirkiye’de dil becerilerinin 6z degerlendirilmesi konusunda c¢ok az calisma
bulunmaktadir. Bu c¢alismalar genel olarak 6z degerlendirme araglarinin ve
ogrencilerin 6z  degerlendirme hakkindaki inan¢larinin  glivenilirligine
odaklanmustir. Ogrencilerin 2017 yilinda, Burcu Karakaya tarafindan tamamlanan
Ingilizce konusma becerilerinin 6z degerlendirilmesinde sadece bir galisma vardir.
Bu c¢alisma, sadece orta diizeyde (B1) 6grenciler ile yiiriitiilmiistiir ve amaci1 6z

degerlendirmenin etkisini aragtirmaktir.

Bu nedenle, yukarida bahsedilen kaygilara odaklanan aragtirma yapmak hem gerekli
hem de énemlidir. Bu ¢alisma, anadili Tiirk¢e olan ve Ingilizce 8grenen dgrencilerin
konusma becerilerinin 6z degerlendirilmesi ile gretmenlerin dgrencilerin ingilizce
konusma becerilerini degerlendirmeleri arasinda bir ayrim olup olmadigim
belirlemeyi amaglamaktadir. Arastirmanin diger bir amaci, égrencilerin Ingilizce
yeterlilik diizeylerinin, cinsiyetlerinin ve miifredat dis1 etkinliklerle Ingilizce'ye
maruz kalma siirelerinin, dgrencilerin konusma becerilerini 6z degerlendirmeleri

tizerinde bir etki yaratip yaratmadigini da incelemektir.

Sonug olarak, bu c¢alisma, Ogrencilerin ve Ogretmenlerin Ingilizce konusma
becerilerini birbirlerinden farkli olarak degerlendirip degerlendirmediklerini ve
ogrencilerin konusma becerilerini genel olarak ve 6zellikle konugsma becerilerinin
farkli bilesenleri icin nasil Ingilizce olarak degerlendirdiklerini agikliga
kavusturmay1 amag¢lamaktadir. Bu nedenle, bu ¢alisma, konusma becerilerinin 6z
degerlendirmesi hakkinda i¢ gorii saglayarak geg¢mis arastirmalara katkida

bulunmay1 amaclamaktadir.
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Bu calisma TOBB Teknoloji ve Ekonomi Universitesinde (TOBB ETU)
yiiriitiilmektedir. TOBB ETU, 2003 yilinda TOBB Vakfi tarafindan kurulmustur.
Alt1 fakiiltesi, 21 boliimii ve yaklasik 6000 6grencisi Vardir. Her yil, yaklagik 1000
ogrenci iiniversitenin farkli boliimlerine kayit yapar. Universitenin, Tiirkiye'deki

diger liniversitelerden farkli tic donemlik bir egitim y1l1 vardir.

Tiirk Dili ve Edebiyat1 Béliimii ile Gorsel Iletisim ve Tasarim Béliimii disindaki tiim
béliimler %30 Ingilizce ve %70 Tiirkge ders islemektedir. Bu nedenle, Ingilizce
egitimli boliimlere kayit yaptiran Ogrencilerin Ingilizce Hazirlik Programina
katilmalar1 gerekmektedir. Diger bir deyisle, Tiirk Dili ve Edebiyat1 ve Gorsel
Iletisim ve Tasarim boliimlerine kayitli olan dgrenciler, egitimlerine dogrudan kendi
béliimlerinde baslayabilirler. Ancak diger 6grenciler Ingilizce Hazirlik Programina

baslamak zorundadirlar.

Ingilizce Hazirhk Programm Yabanci Diller Boliimii tarafindan uygulanir.
Programda bes farkli seviye vardir: AF (baslangig seviyesi), A (temel), B (On Orta),
C (orta seviye) ve CR (ikinci kez programi tekrar eden orta diizey 6grenciler). Bu
seviyeler, programa kayith dgrencilerin girdikleri sinavlardan aldiklar1 puanlara
gore belirlenir. Seviye belirleme sinavi, programin basinda yapilan ilk sinavdir ve
dinleme-anlama (60 soru), yap1 (gramer ve kelime bilgisi 40 soru) ve okudugunu
anlamay1 (25 soru) degerlendirir. Yeterlilik sinavi ikinci sinavdir ve 6n sinavdan
sonra uygulanir. On sinavdan 100 iizerinden 65 puan alan dgrenciler Yeterlilik
siavina girebilirler. Yeterlilik sinavi, dinledigini anlama (50 soru), dilbilgisi (40
soru) ve okudugunu anlama (50 soru) testini yapan TOEFL Kurumsal Test
Programidir (ITP). TOEFL ITP'den 677 {izerinden 500 puan alan 6grenciler hazirlik
programindan muaf olur ve boliim derslerine devam edebilirler. 500'den diisiik puan

alan 6grenciler hazirlik programina baslamak zorundadirlar.

Bu calismanin katilimeilar;, TOBB ETU Ingilizce Hazirlik Programinda okuyan ve
18-25 yas araliginda olan 549 Ogrencidir. Tim katilimcilar, farkli seviyelerde
Ingilizce 6grenen ve anadili Tiirkge olan 6grencilerdir. Hepsi, haftada 4 ila 8 saat
Ingilizce gérmiis devlet ya da &zel lise mezunlaridir. Veri toplama déneminde
katilimcilar TOBB ETU hazirlik okulundaydi. Katilimcilarin dil yeterlilik diizeyi,
2016-2017 akademik y1l1 basinda TOBB ETU'de Yabanc1 Diller Boliimii tarafindan
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verilen 6n smav ile belirlenmistir. Bu 6n smav, yeni ogrencileri Ingilizce
seviyesindeki yeterlik seviyelerine gore farkli siniflara yerlestirmek amaciyla

yapilmistir.

Bu ¢aligmada kullanilan veri toplama araglar1 arasinda bir 6z degerlendirme anketi,
katilimcilarin  konusma performanslarinin 6z degerlendirme puanlart  ve
ogretmenlerin  konusma  performansimna iliskin  degerlendirme puanlari
bulunmaktadir. Oz degerlendirme anketi, katilimcilarin demografik bilgileri, okul
sonras etkinliklerde Ingilizce kullanimi ve konusma becerilerindeki performanslar
ile ilgili sorulardan olusmaktadir. Ogretmenlerin konusma performansina iliskin
degerlendirme puanlari, 2016-2017 bahar yariyili boyunca yapilan konusma

simavinda o6grencilere verilen degerlendirmelerden elde edilmistir.

Ogrencilerin konusma performanslarim nasil degerlendirdikleri hakkinda bilgi
toplamak igin gelistirilen 6z degerlendirme anketi iki boliimden olusmaktadir. ilk
boliimde, katilimcilarin demografik bilgileri ve giinliik olarak Ingilizce digindaki
giinliik kullamimlar1 hakkinda 19 soru yer aldi. lkinci béliimde, katilimcilarin
gramer, kelime bilgisi, Ingilizce akicilik, telaffuz dogrulugu ve iletisim becerileri
acisindan Ingilizce konusma performanslarini degerlendirmelerini isteyen 25 soru
vardir.  Ogrencilerin =~ ve  Ogretmenlerin ~ konusma  performanslarim
degerlendirmelerinde igerik tutarliligini saglamak icin, 6z degerlendirme anketi,
katilmcilarin - degerlendirildigi konusma smavinda Ogretmenlerin kullandigi
degerlendirme tablosuna gore hazirlanmistir (bkz. Rubrik i¢in Ek 2). Degerlendirme

13

tablosunda yer alan maddeler, daha anlagilabilir olmalar1 i¢in “... -e/abilirim”
ifadeleri seklinde hazirlanmistir. Degerlendirme listesi pilot olarak uygulanmis ve
veriler uygun pilot uygulamadan iki hafta sonra toplandi. Katilimeilar, pilot siireyi
tamamlamak icin yaklagik 20 dakikaya ihtiya¢ duymustur ve bu siirenin pilot

uygulama deneyimlerine dayanarak yeterli oldugu anlasilmistir.

Diger veri toplama araci, TOBB ETU Hazirlik 6grencilerinin her akademik
donemde bir kez girdikleri konusma sinaviydi. Sinav, 6grencilerin iki 6gretmen
tarafindan degerlendirilmek iizere bireysel olarak davet edildigi bir miilakat olarak

diizenlendi.
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Bu calismadaki ilk aragtirma sorusu, O&grencilerin 6z degerlendirme ile
ogretmenlerin  6grencilerin Ingilizce konusma becerilerini degerlendirmeleri
arasinda bir iliski olup olmadigidir. Sonuglar, 6gretmenlerin ve Ogrencilerin
konusma becerilerini birbirinden 6nemli 6l¢iide farkli olarak degerlendirdigini
gostermektedir. Ogretmenlerin degerlendirmelerinin puan ortalamasi 100 iizerinden
79,2 iken, 6grencilerin 6z degerlendirme puan ortalamasi 61,7'dir. Bu puanlar,
ogretmenlerin, 6grencilerin konusma becerilerini 6grencilerin kendilerinden daha
yiiksek puanla degerlendirdigi sonucuna varmamizi saglar. Bunun nedeni, konugma
becerisinin, tretimsel bir beceri oldugu i¢in degerlendirmenin en zor dil
becerilerinden biri olmasindan kaynaklanabilir (Harris, 1997), ¢linkii konugsma

degerlendirmesi, birbiriyle iliskilendirilemeyen yeteneklerin bir karisimini igerir.

Ogrencilerin 6z degerlendirme ile 6gretmenlerin degerlendirmesi arasindaki farkin
bir bagka nedeni, 6grencilerin konugma yeteneklerine olan giiven eksikligi ile iligkili
olabilir. Tiirkiye'de, Ingilizce yabanci dil olarak ogretilir; dgrenciler, hazirlik
simiflarinda yogun bir sekilde hedef dile maruz kalmalarina ragmen, sinif disinda
iletisimsel amaclar igin Ingilizce iiretme konusunda yeterli firsatlara sahip degildir.
Ingilizce kullanma firsatinin olmamasi, konusma becerilerinin gelisimini dogal
olarak smirlandirmaktadir. Dolayisiyla, 6grencilerin hedef dilde sozlii olarak
konusmada zorluk yasayabilecekleri sOylenebilir, sonu¢ olarak hedef dilde
konustuklarinda kendilerine giivenemeyebilirler ve bunun sonucunda da konusma

yeteneklerini yeterince dogru degerlendiremezler.

Ayrica, konusma dilini bilmedikleri ve oOzellikle hedef dilde performans
gostermedikleri igin, anadillerinde konusma sanslari oldugu zaman, Ingilizce

konusmamay1 tercih edebilirler.

Ozetlemek gerekirse, bu sonuglar, Ogrencilerin  konusma becerilerini
Ogretmenlerinin yaptig1 gibi degerlendirdiklerini ifade edebilir. Bu ¢alisma 6nceki
arastirmalarin ~ sonuglarim1i  dogrulamaktadir ve konusma becerilerinin 6z
degerlendirmesinin uygun egitim ve Ogretmen gozetimi ile uygulanabilecegi
sOylenebilir. Ayrica, Ogrenciler dil egitiminde 6z degerlendirme araglarini
kullanmaya aligik degildir. Tiirk egitim sisteminde, degerlendirme sistemi 6gretmen

degerlendirmesine dayanmaktadir. Milli Egitim Bakanligi'min Yabanci Dil
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Smavlarma Iliskin Kural ve Diizenlemelerine gére (2016 yili resmi gazetesinde
yayinlanmigtir), haftada kag¢ saat olursa olsun her ders i¢in en az iki yazili sinav
gereklidir. Smavlarin sayis1 ve tarihleri her yariyil basinda belirlenir ve okul
miidiiriiniin onaymdan sonra ders 6gretmeni tarafindan diizenlenir. Smavlar i¢in
gerekli onlemler okul miidiirliigii tarafindan alinir. Ayrica yabanci dil dersleri
siavlari, dinleme, konusma, okuma ve yazma becerilerini 6lgmek i¢in yazili ve
uygulamali olarak yiiriitilmektedir (MEB, 2016). Bu nedenle, 6grencilerin kendi
konusma becerilerini degerlendirmesinin, 6z degerlendirme deneyiminin ve

egitiminin eksikliginden etkilenmis olabilecegi sylenebilir.

Konugma becerisi bilesenlerine bakildiginda, 6zet olarak, Ogrenciler kelime,
dilbilgisi, akicilik, telaffuz ve iletisim becerilerini 6gretmenlerinden daha diisiik
olarak degerlendirirler. EK olarak, sonuglar 6grencilerin bir biitiin olarak konusma

becerileri hakkinda ne kadar giivensiz olduklarini géstermektedir.

Ikinci arastirma sorusu, konusma becerilerinin 6z degerlendirmesi ile 6grencilerin
yeterlik diizeyleri arasindaki iliskidir. Sonuglar, 6grencilerin konusma becerilerinin
6z degerlendirmesinin ogrencilerin Ingilizce yeterlilik diizeyine bagli olarak
degistigini gostermektedir. En yliksek yeterlilik diizeyine sahip olan grubun
ortalama puani 66.287 iken, en diisiik diizeydeki grubun puan ortalamasi ise
57.931'dir. Bu puanlar arasindaki fark istatistiksel olarak 6nemli ve anlamlidir.
Ogretmenlerin, 6grencilerin konusma becerilerini degerlendirmesi, 6grencilerin
seviyesine gore de degisir. En yiiksek seviyedeki 6grencilerin puan ortalamasi
80.856, en diisiik puan ise 73.84'tiir. Ogretmen degerlendirmesi ayrica, dgrencilerin

yeterlik diizeyleri acisindan da onemli farkliliklar gostermektedir.

Ogretmen degerlendirmesinin toplam puan ortalamasi dikkate alindiginda (M =
79.269), daha yiiksek yeterlik diizeyine sahip 6grencilerin, daha diislik yeterlik
diizeyine sahip 6grencilere gore daha yakin bir ortalama puan (M = 66.287) oldugu
sOylenebilir. Sonu¢ olarak, daha yiiksek yeterlilik seviyesine sahip Ogrencilerin
konugma becerilerini degerlendirmede daha diisiik yeterlilik seviyesine sahip
ogrencilerden daha iyi olduklar1 sdylenebilir. Bu gelismekte olan dil farkindalig ile
ilgili olabilir. Yeterlik seviyesi ne kadar yiiksekse, 6grenciler dil becerilerinin daha

fazla farkinda olurlar. Ne 6grendiklerinden ve ne kadar {tiretebildiklerinden daha
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fazla haberdar olduklarindan, 6grencilerin konugsma yeteneklerini degerlendirmesi
daha kolaydir. Blue (1994) tarafindan, dil farkindaliginin yeterlikle ve kendi kendini
degerlendirmenin dogruluguyla iligkili oldugu da o6ne siirtilmektedir. Boylece,
ogrenciler dil becerilerini, hedef dilde daha yetkin olduklarindan, degerlendirmede

ilerlemektedirler (Blue, 1994).

Bu caligmanin diger bir sorusu, cinsiyetin Ogrencilerin ve oOgretmenlerin
ogrencilerin Ingilizce konusma becerilerini degerlendirmelerini nasil etkiledigiyle
ilgilidir. Bulgular, erkek 6grencilerin konusma becerilerini kiz 6grencilerden daha
yiiksek puanla degerlendirdigini gostermistir. Diger bir deyisle, erkek 6grenciler (M
=64.9) kiz dgrencilerden (M = 58,7) daha iyi Ingilizce konusma becerilerine sahip
olduklarin1 diisiinmektedir. Bu sonug, erkek ogrencilerin kiz &grencilere gore
konusma becerilerine daha fazla giiven duyduklarini gostermektedir. Bu, erkek
ogrencilerin dil 6greniminde daha ozerk ve kendinden emin olabilecekleri
diisiincesiyle iliskili olabilir. Ogretmenlerin degerlendirmesi ile &grencilerin
cinsiyetleri arasindaki iligki s6z konusu oldugunda, 6gretmenlerin erkek ve kiz
ogrencilerin konugma smav puanlarini nasil degerlendirdikleri arasinda anlamli bir
fark yoktur. Benzer sonuglar literatiirde bildirilmistir. Yazarlar, 6gretmenlerin
ogrencilerin konusma yeteneklerini objektif ve adil bir sekilde degerlendirdigi

sonucuna varmiglardir.

Son olarak bu ¢aligma, miifredat dis1 etkinliklerin 6grencilerin konusma becerilerini
0z degerlendirme konusundaki etkisini de arastirmaktadir Bu miifredat disi
etkinlikler arasinda Ingilizce televizyon dizilerini izlemek, ingilizce sarkilari/radyo
yaymlarii dinlemek, Ingilizce video/gevrimi¢i oyun oynamak, Ingilizce web
sitelerini kullanmak bulunmaktadir. Sonuglar, yukarida belirtilen faaliyetlerin
hepsinin 6grencilerin 6z degerlendirmesini etkiledigini gdstermektedir. Yani, bu
aktiviteleri digerlerinden daha uzun siirelerle yapan 6grenciler konusma becerilerini,
bu aktiviteler i¢in daha az zaman harcayan 6grencilerden daha iyi ve daha dogru
olarak degerlendirirler. Her aktivitenin ortalama puani, bu faaliyetlere harcanan saat

arttikca artar.

Dahasi, 6z degerlendirmenin, 6zerklige katkida bulundugu kadar, &grencilerin

O0grenme siirecine katilmalarina ve dolayisiyla motivasyonlarini artirmalarina
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yardimci oldugu 6ne siiriilebilir. (Nunan, 1988; Oscarsson, 1989). Nurov'un (2000)
belirttigi gibi, kendi 6grenim siiregleri ile ilgili yargilarda bulunmak, olumlu bir
tutuma yol acabilir ve bu da, 6grenme siirecine yonelik olarak daha yiiksek
motivasyon ve giiven olusturmaya yol acabilir (Gardner, 1999; Nurov, 2000). Sonug
olarak, Ogrenci motivasyonunun artmast ve 06z degerlendirmenin dil egitimine
katkida bulunduguna dair bir farkindalik, 6grencilerin dil becerilerini daha dogru bir

sekilde degerlendirmelerine yardimci olabilir.
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