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ABSTRACT

VALIDITY AND RELIABILITY OF EFL SPEAKING TESTS IN TURKISH STATE
HIGH SCHOOLS

Muhammed AK, Master's Thesis
Supervisor: Assist. Prof. Dr. Elif BOZYIGIT
Sakarya University, 2025.

In foreign language education, classroom-based summative assessment practices are a
fundamental part of the process that guides instruction and allows monitoring of student
development. Since there is currently no centralized four-skill English proficiency test in
Tiirkiye, what is known about students’ speaking ability largely depends on the assessments
designed and administered by teachers in schools. According to the 2023 Directive for Written
and Practical Exams published by the Ministry of National Education, a major change was
introduced in the national assessment system. English as a foreign language tests are now
conducted in two parts: written and practical. While the written test focuses on reading and
writing skills, the latter focuses on speaking and listening skills. Given that teacher-led
assessments may pose challenges in ensuring validity and reliability, this study analyzes the
validity and reliability properties of 12 high school English speaking tests across four common
school types in Tiirkiye. By focusing on key aspects such as face validity, content validity,
construct validity, and reliability, the study seeks to reveal strengths and weaknesses in current
classroom-based speaking tests. Data were collected through expert evaluation using a checklist
and analyzed through statistical methods. The findings indicated that while the speaking tests
exhibited satisfactory levels of face and content validity, their construct validity remained
notably limited. Overall reliability was also limited, largely due to the absence of detailed
scoring rubrics, inconsistent criteria, and a lack of moderation procedures. Findings suggest that
classroom-based speaking tests in Turkish secondary schools are shaped by practical constraints
rather than standardized assessment frameworks. The outcomes underscore the need for
structured professional development in speaking assessment, the development of analytic
rubrics aligned with curricular standards, and the establishment of institutional mechanisms to

ensure fairness and consistency across school contexts.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Testing, Speaking, Reliability, Validity, English Language Teaching.



OZET

TURKIYE’DEKI DEVLET LISELERINDE INGILiZCE KONUSMA TESTLERININ
GECERLIGI VE GUVENIRLIGi
Muhammed AK, Yiiksek Lisans Tezi
Danisman: Dr. Elif BOZYIGIT
Sakarya Universitesi, 2025.

Yabanci dil egitiminde sinif i¢i Ozetleyici Olgme-degerlendirme uygulamalari, 6gretimi
yonlendiren ve Ogrenci gelisimini izlemeye olanak taniyan silirecin temel bir parcasidir.
Tiirkiye’de su anda merkezi bir dért beceriye dayali ingilizce yeterlik simavi bulunmadigindan,
ogrencilerin konusma becerilerine iliskin bildiklerimiz biiylik 6l¢tide okullarda 6gretmenler
tarafindan tasarlanip uygulanan degerlendirmelere dayanmaktadir. Milli Egitim Bakanliginin
2023 tarihli Yazili ve Uygulamali Smavlar Yonergesi ile dlgme-degerlendirme sisteminde
onemli bir degisiklik yapilmus; Ingilizce sinavlar1 artik yazili (okuma-yazma) ve uygulamali
(konusma-dinleme) olmak iizere iki boliim halinde uygulanmaya baslanmistir. Ogretmen
tarafindan yiiriitiilen bu uygulamali sinavlarin gegerlik ve giivenirlik agisindan ¢esitli sorunlar
barindirabilecegi degerlendirilmektedir. Bu ¢alisma, Tiirkiye’de yaygin olarak bulunan dort
farkl1 yaygin lise tiiriinde uygulanan 12 Ingilizce konusma smavinin psikometrik 6zelliklerini
incelemektedir. Arastirma, goriiniis gecerligi, kapsam gegerligi, yap1 gecerligi ve gilivenirlik
gibi temel 6lgme degerlendirme boyutlarina odaklanarak mevcut konusma becerisi testlerinin
gliclii ve zayif yonlerini ortaya koymayi amaglamaktadir. Veriler bir kontrol listesi araciligiyla
uzman degerlendirmeleriyle toplanmis pek c¢ok istatistik yontemleri ile ¢oziimlenmistir.
Bulgular, konusma sinavlarinin goriiniis ve kapsam gecerligi agisindan tatmin edici diizeyler
sergiledigini, ancak yap1 gecerliginin belirgin bi¢imde smirli kaldigini gostermistir. Genel
giivenirlik diizeyi de sinirli bulunmus; bu durum, ayrintili puanlama rubriklerinin olmamasi,
Olgiitlerdeki tutarsizliklar ve degerlendirme siirecinde moderasyon uygulamalarinin
eksikliginden kaynaklanmistir. Bulgular, Tirkiye’deki liselerde konusma sinavlarinin,
standartlastirilmis 6lgme-degerlendirme g¢ergevelerinden ziyade pratik kisitlamalar tarafindan
sekillendirildigini ortaya koymaktadir. Elde edilen sonuglar, konusma becerisi degerlendirmesi
alaninda yapilandirilmis mesleki gelisim programlarinin gerekliligini, 6gretim programi
standartlariyla uyumlu analitik rubriklerin gelistirilmesini ve okul baglamlarinda adalet ve

tutarliligl saglamak iizere kurumsal mekanizmalarin olusturulmasi ihtiyacin1 vurgulamaktadir.

Keywords: Olgme, Konusma Becerisi, Giivenirlik, Gegerlik, Ingiliz Dili Egitimi.
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

English language has reached a crucial value due to the increased international
communication and globalization (Friedman, 2005; Majidifard, Shomoossi and Ghourchaei,
2014), international trades and career opportunities (Clement and Murugavel 2018; Crystal,
2003; Graddol, 2006) and the need for cultural exchange and understanding (Durai and
Soundrarajan, 2009; Dutta, 2019; Hubackova, 2016; Rao, 2019).

Teaching English as a foreign language in Tiirkiye gained momentum in the mid-twentieth
century and became increasingly popular with the intensive language teaching programs and
English-medium instruction in some high schools, which was visible in Education First’s
Index results (Rajan, 2013). Although its intensity and the educational levels at which it is
taught have changed over time due to various alterations, it has largely maintained its

importance in terms of both instructional time and value within the education system.

In response to the importance placed on the subject, many studies conducted in the first
decade of the 2000s focused on the failure to achieve communicative outcomes in language
teaching in Tirkiye, and tried to offer solutions to this issue (Gokdemir, 2010; Isik, 2005,
2008; Kizildag, 2009; Paker, 2007; Tilfarlioglu and Oztiirk, 2007). Since the second decade
of the 2000s, the transition to the Common European Framework of Reference for
Languages (CEFR) as part of the standardization of the language teaching process has
become more visible in the field and skill-based approaches have begun to be implemented
both in universities and in schools under the Ministry of National Education (MoNE). Today,
the learning outcomes of courses are expressed separately as reading, writing, listening, and
speaking, and all four skills are included in the curriculum and reflected in the textbooks

used in public schools.

1.1.Problem statement

Speaking can be defined as the oral use of language for communication with others (Fulcher,

2003). Despite this central role of speaking in communication, learners often struggle to

1



develop it adequately (Bailey, 2005; Luoma, 2004; Nunan, 1999). When it comes to English,
the phrase 'l understand, but I can't speak' is often heard in Tirkiye. This statement, which
highlights the lack of speaking skill instruction, is also reflected in the statistics of highly
valid international exams. According to the Test of English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL)
Internet-Based Test (IBT) Test and Score Data Summary (2023) published by the
Educational Testing Service (ETS), it is observed that students whose native language is

Turkish receive the lowest scores in the speaking section among the four language skills.

Speaking skills offer some peculiar advantages over other language skills. It plays a
motivating role in language learning as it reinforces the interactions in the target language,
enabling increased use of the language meaningfully (Aligi and Hayes, 2024). Also, students
with good speaking skills are known to have better social relationships and find more
opportunities in their careers (Akhter, 2021). Besides, tone of voice and intonation can only
be used meaningfully while speaking. Moreover, one can receive immediate feedback from
the listener while expressing his/her ideas, feelings, etc. directly through speaking.

As assessment reflects both student progress and teaching effectiveness, accurate evaluation
of speaking skills is vital. In recent years, the evaluation of speaking ability has gained
prominence as one of the major issues in language testing (Sak, 2008; Morrow, 2012).
Although language assessment has drawn considerable interest from both practitioners and

researchers, the time and emphasis devoted to it are still insufficient (Hatipoglu, 2015).

Data obtained through assessment and evaluation practices play a crucial role in enhancing
and advancing all dimensions of the educational process (Dogru, 2019, p.1). Moreover, the
assessment and evaluation process is essential for determining students’ current achievement
levels, identifying areas within the education system that are in need of improvement,
detecting deficiencies, and guiding necessary developmental initiatives (Akinci, 2020).
Wigglesworth (1993) emphasizes the need for the test designers to focus on the language

outcomes and assess the language skills to the fullest.

Assessment and evaluation provide an opportunity to review, revise, and even entirely
reform or eliminate processes within the education system itself (Baykul, 2010, p. 97), which
requires assessment to be a meticulous process. In order to conduct proper assessment
practices, teachers are expected to be competent in this field (Herrera and Macias, 2015).
However, studies indicate inefficiencies regarding the English language teachers’

assessment skills in Tiirkiye (Ballidag and Inan Karagiil, 2021; Geng, Caliskan and Yiiksel,



2020; Onalan, 2020; Semiz and Odabas, 2016; Valizadeh, 2019). Several studies have
indicated that the ‘Assessment and Evaluation in Foreign Language Teaching’ course
offered at universities does not provide teacher candidates with sufficient training in
assessing language skills (Hatipoglu, 2015; Haznedar, 2010; Oz, 2014). Besides, studies
indicate that teacher candidates also have limited opportunities to apply theoretical
knowledge in practice (Hasselgreen, Carlsen and Helness, 2004; Koksal, 2004; Karakas,
2012; Vogt and Tsagari, 2014). Brown and Baile (2008) and Coombe, Troudi, and Al-Hamly
(2012) reported that teachers, due to insufficient training, experience anxiety about
assessment, view it as separate from teaching, and consequently feel inadequate. This lack
of training was visible in ileri’s study (2019), where she stated that between 2008 and 2018,
no in-service training activities were organized to improve English teachers’ assessment and
evaluation skills. However, it has been observed that, as of 2021, new courses have been

introduced to help English teachers improve their assessment competencies (MEB, 2024).

Similarly, it has been found that there are several assessment practices contradicting the
English Language Teaching Program of MoNE (Akgay, Tunagiir and Karabulut, 2020;
Arslan and Ugok-Atasoy, 2020; Cimen, 2022). According to McDonald (2002) and Airasian
and Russel (2012), sound decision-making in educational contexts and the accurate
measurement of academic achievement can only be achieved through reliable and valid
assessments. The results of above mentioned studies raise concerns about reliability and

validity in exams.

Reliability refers to the extent to which the results obtained from a measurement instrument
are free from random errors (Turgut, 1990). A reliable exam will produce similar results
when repeated under similar circumstances. Reliable exams reduce the impact of random
errors such as temporary conditions of students (stress, tiredness, etc.), factors related to the
setting (noise, temperature, etc.) and the subjectivity of the rater (previous thoughts about
students, biases, etc.) (Brown 1996, p. 198). Moreover, educators and other stakeholders,

such as policymakers, require reliable results to make certain decisions.

Validity refers to the accuracy of an assessment tool regarding the item it is intended to
assess, without confusing it with any other characteristic (Tekin, 1977). Validity ensures that
the conclusions drawn from the assessment results are meaningful, appropriate, and valid.
An exam with poor validity may not reflect the reality of students’ performance. For
instance, a student may perform badly in a speaking test just because of the inappropriateness

of the topic or criteria. Validity is also a must for fair grading and access to upper educational
3



institutions. Without a valid exam, teachers or educational policymakers cannot evaluate the
effectiveness of the teaching. Finally, a valid assessment system helps teachers, school

managers and policy makers in the accountability process.

In 2016, new regulations were established regarding the assessment of the four skills in
foreign language education in Tirkiye (Regulation for Secondary Education Institutions,
2016). Even so, studies showed multiple choice questions being used for assessing all skills,
sentence completion questions being used for speaking assessment, no consensus among
teachers on rubrics and indifference of speaking tests to classroom practices (Cimen, 2022;
Ozdemir, 2018).

In 2023, the MoNE published the Directive for Written and Practical Exams, making a major
change in the assessment system. Since then, the English as a foreign language tests have
been conducted in two separate versions as written and practical. The written part consists

of reading and writing, while the latter focuses on listening and speaking skills.

To the best of the researcher’s knowledge, although there are studies focusing on the
assessment literacy of English teachers (Ballidag and Inan Karagiil, 2021; Geng, Caliskan
and Yiiksel, 2020; Ileri, 2019), perspectives of students’ and teachers’ on speaking
assessment (Ozdemir, 2018), and the alignment of speaking tests with the curriculum
(Cimen, 2022), there has not been any research focusing on the reliability and validity of the

speaking tests conducted in high schools in Tiirkiye.

1.2.The purpose and importance of the study

This study aims to evaluate the speaking tests used by English language teachers in high
schools in Sakarya in terms of validity and reliability.

This study may play a role in shaping educational policy by providing insights (regarding
the validity and reliability aspects of EFL speaking tests) from the field to guide national
standards, guidelines and reforms in foreign language assessment. It may also support
curriculum development by comparing the curricular goals with the assessment practices.
Moreover, the findings could contribute to institutional accountability, encouraging schools
or the MoNE to take action towards a more equitable assessment system that promotes

fairness for all learners.



This study provides evidence regarding the validity and reliability of teachers’ current
practices in language assessment, which may help improve teacher assessment literacy. The
findings may affect pre-service teacher education programs by integrating the findings into
teaching practices on language assessment. Additionally, it can also inform in-service

teacher training and professional development courses.

Given the limited research on validity and reliability properties of foreign language speaking
tests in Tirkiye, this study provides specific empirical data on how speaking skills are
assessed, opens up new research opportunities in the academic literature, and may help

promote fairness and equity in language assessment in the long run.

1.3.Research Question

To what extent do the speaking tests conducted in high schools in Sakarya province

demonstrate psychometric soundness in terms of validity and reliability?

1.4.Sub-questions

1. To what extent do the speaking tests conducted in high schools in Sakarya province

demonstrate face validity?

2. To what extent do the speaking tests conducted in high schools in Sakarya province
demonstrate content validity?

3. To what extent do the speaking tests conducted in high schools in Sakarya province

demonstrate construct validity?

4. To what extent do the speaking tests conducted in high schools in Sakarya province
demonstrate reliability?



1.5.Assumptions

It is assumed that the teachers participating in the study provided honest and accurate
responses regarding the speaking tests. It is also assumed that the practices observed in the
secondary education institutions included in the study represent the general situation.
Furthermore, it is assumed that the experts participating in the evaluation possessed

sufficient expertise and maintained objectivity throughout the process.

1.6.Limitations

The study is limited to four school types, each of which is represented by three different
schools, totalling 12 high schools in Sakarya province. The research only focused on the
second speaking tests for the tenth-grade in the first semester. Observation or video recording
during the tests was not conducted by the researcher due to practical and economical reasons,
so the research is limited to the information provided by the teachers regarding the test.
However, the data collection instruments were carefully designed to minimize the impact of
this limitation. The study does not provide evidence regarding response and washback

validity, as no data were collected on how test-takers interpreted or approached the test tasks.

1.7.Definitions

Psychometrics: Psychometrics is a field that focuses on designing measurement
instruments, testing their validity, and examining whether these instruments are appropriate

in terms of reliability and validity (Ginty, 2020).

Speaking Test: Speaking tests are summative assessments prepared and conducted by
teachers as a part of practical exams that are required by the Turkish National Ministry of

Education.

Validity: The degree to which a test measures what it claims to be measuring (Brown,
1996).



Reliability: The extent to which the results obtained from a measurement instrument are
free from random errors (Turgut, 1990).

Assessment literacy: A teacher’s assessment competence (Stiggings, 1991).



CHAPTER I

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK OF THE RESEARCH AND LITERATURE
REVIEW

2.1. Language Skills and Assessment

Language skills are generally divided into two categories: receptive skills (reading and
listening) and productive skills (speaking and writing) (Sreena and llankumaran, 2018).
While receptive skills involve understanding input, productive skills require the learner to
produce output. Each language skill’s peculiar nature requires the development of

specialized assessment tools with regard to that skill’s characteristics.

2.1.1. Reading skills and assessment

Decoding and understanding letters may sound pretty basic for this century, but this was not
the case for centuries. Today, worldwide literacy rates reach up to 90 per cent, and in many
countries, it is above 99 per cent (UNESCO, 2024). Teaching reading is one of the
fundamentals in education, which requires the development of specific assessment tools for
its evaluation. Being one of the receptive skills, reading skills are not observed during
practice, which requires all assessment of reading to be carried out by inference (Brown and
Abeywickrama, 2010). Its assessment can be done relatively quickly and easily compared to
other skills with pen-and-paper exams. Assessment of reading can focus on several sub-
skills, from skimming and scanning to distinguishing fact from opinion. It can be assessed
using many techniques such as multiple choice, short answer, gap filling and picture-cued
tasks. However, one challenge in reading assessment is that tasks sometimes measure
background knowledge rather than actual reading ability, which raises concerns about
validity (Alderson, 2000). For this reason, careful task design is necessary to ensure that

scores reflect reading skills rather than content familiarity.



2.1.2. Listening skills and assessment

Listening skill shows many similarities with reading, as it is also a receptive skill. The main
difference may be the fact that while reading, one can go back and read again, but while
listening, one cannot simply stop and listen again unless there is a recording. Another
difference is that listening skills are usually accompanied by speaking skills. In most
everyday situations, speaking and listening skills are integrated; however majority of the
tests tend to focus on listening skills separately by using videos or audio tapes. Listening
involves informational forms like following instructions and obtaining factual information,
and interactional forms such as recognising requests for clarification and understanding
expressions of disagreement (Hughes, 2003). Listening assessment also faces validity
concerns, as tasks may unintentionally test short-term memory or familiarity with accents
and cultural references rather than comprehension itself (Buck, 2001). These issues make

task selection and input design crucial for fairness.

2.1.3. Writing skills and assessment

Being one of the productive skills, writing is one of the skills that you can observe the
product. Although it requires a longer time to assess, it has been commonly assessed due to
its convenience in pen-and-paper exams. Writing is usually assessed separately; however,
reading may be integrated through long instructions such as scenarios. Brown and
Abeywickrama (2010) explain writing in three genres: academic, job-related and personal
writing, and in four categories: imitative, intensive, responsive and extensive. Each of these
divisions requires unique assessment tools like dictation, paragraph completion, short
answer and paragraph construction. Unlike reading or listening, writing often requires
subjective scoring, which can reduce reliability unless rubrics and multiple raters are used
(Weigle, 2002). Practicality is another concern, as evaluating writing takes considerably

more time than receptive skills.

2.1.4. Speaking skills and assessment



The development of language testing has closely followed changes in how language and
learning have been understood. Early examinations in the late 19th and early 20th centuries
were shaped by the grammar-translation tradition, where the focus was on written translation
and grammatical knowledge rather than on actual use of the language (Spolsky, 1995). By
the mid-20th century, under the influence of structural linguistics and behaviorism, tests
started to be in discrete-point formats that measured isolated elements such as grammar or
vocabulary through highly controlled items (Lado, 1961). Still, as Weir (2003) notes, there
was no clear model for assessing speaking before the mid-1970s, and the tasks often fell
short of capturing oral ability. Dictation, for example, was more a measure of listening and
writing, while reading aloud assessed pronunciation alongside low-level reading skills
(O’Sullivan, 2013).

A major turning point came in 1975 with the revision of the Cambridge Proficiency Exam
(CPE) oral paper. This change coincides with the rise of Communicative Language Teaching
(CLT) and marks the beginning of more authentic approaches to speaking assessment. The
emphasis shifted from testing language knowledge in isolation to evaluating how learners
could use language for real communicative purposes (Canale and Swain, 1980). From the
1990s onwards, this orientation led to a stronger focus on performance-based testing,
supported by frameworks such as the Common European Framework of Reference (CEFR)
and the broader concept of communicative competence (Bachman, 1990; Fulcher and
Davidson, 2007). Such developments in testing philosophy reflect the distinctive nature of

speaking itself, which requires both linguistic control and the ability to respond in real time.

Speaking is a complex language skill that requires the ability to organize thoughts
meaningfully while drawing on multiple linguistic elements such as pronunciation,
intonation, vocabulary, and grammar. Its major distinction from other skills is its dynamic,
interactive nature. Unlike writing, this productive skill usually takes place in real time,
demanding quick thinking, responsiveness to interlocutors, and sensitivity to intonation and
body language. For native speakers, oral language develops naturally from an early age and
typically matures within a few years through constant exposure. In contrast, most non-native
speakers begin learning a foreign language in primary school under low-exposure
conditions. This disadvantaged context makes the teaching of speaking not only more
challenging but also more crucial. These features highlight why the assessment of oral

language deserves particular attention.
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2.1.5. The Importance of Oral Language Testing

Language tests are widely recognized as essential instruments for evaluating learners’
abilities in specific domains. Brown (2004) notes that they serve as tools for providing an
accurate measurement of what students can do with the language. Beyond measurement,
tests also play a formative role. Sheng-ping and Chong-ning (2004) describe them as a
central source of feedback for both teachers and students, making it possible to reflect on
teaching and learning practices in order to improve them. In this sense, tests are not simply
mechanisms for assigning grades; they are a means of supporting the overall learning

process.

Within the field of language testing, speaking skills have long been identified as one of the
most important yet most complex skills to evaluate, which will be covered in the following
chapter. Heaton (2003) underlines that testing the ability to speak is crucial but remains a
very difficult task because of its multifaceted nature. The interactive and spontaneous
qualities of speaking make it challenging to capture in a fair and reliable way, but its
importance cannot be ignored. Also as Caykan (2001) as cited in Ozdemir (2018), observed,
students tend to give more importance to oral skills when they expect an oral test, while they
often neglect these skills when no such assessment is anticipated. Paker (2013) also
reinforces this point by noting that learners are unlikely to overlook any skill as long as it is
subject to evaluation. These findings highlight the role of speaking assessment in shaping

learners’ priorities and study habits.

The benefits of language testing extend beyond motivation. Madsen (1983) emphasizes that
tests confirm progress for students, teachers, and administrators, helping all parties see the
outcomes of teaching and learning. For students, tests provide a sense of accomplishment
and reassurance that the teacher’s evaluation corresponds with what has been taught. This
connection between teaching and testing can foster positive attitudes toward instruction and
create greater trust in the educational process. At the same time, tests highlight areas for
improvement, giving learners direction for further study and allowing them to focus on their

specific needs.

From the teacher’s perspective, speaking assessment is equally valuable. Bachman and
Palmer (1996) point out that test results inform a wide range of instructional decisions,

including the choice of learning materials, the design of classroom activities, and the
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diagnosis of student strengths and weaknesses. Teachers can use assessments to determine
whether students are ready to advance to new content or whether they require additional
support. Assessment also provides the basis for assigning grades in a way that is aligned with
student achievement. In this way, speaking tests serve both diagnostic and summative

purposes, guiding instruction while also evaluating learning outcomes.

The importance of speaking assessment also extends beyond the classroom. Douglas (2014)
emphasizes that language tests provide assurance to various stakeholders, such as
administrators, parents, admissions officers, and employers. Through tests, these groups gain
confidence that learners are meeting recognized standards or reaching required levels of
language proficiency. McNamara and Shohamy (2008) add that the influence of testing
reaches into political and social contexts, reflecting the wider impact of assessment beyond
individual classrooms. Tests therefore carry both educational and societal weight,

reinforcing their significance.

Finally, speaking assessment plays a strong role in shaping teaching practices. As McEwen
(1995) observes, what is tested tends to become what is valued, and what is valued becomes
what is taught. This means that when speaking skills are assessed, they naturally gain
importance within the curriculum and classroom practice. Conversely, if speaking is
overlooked in assessment, it risks being neglected in instruction. This principle highlights
the powerful role of speaking assessment not only in measuring learning but also in directing
it.

Taken together, the literature suggests that speaking assessment is vital for learners, teachers,
and broader educational stakeholders. It motivates students to develop oral skills, provides
direction for learning and teaching, confirms progress, and assures external audiences of
learners’ competence. At the same time, it influences the curriculum by determining which
skills are emphasized in instruction. Although assessing speaking is challenging, its
importance makes it a necessary focus for both researchers and practitioners. This naturally
leads to a discussion of the challenges associated with speaking assessment, which will be

addressed in the following section.

2.1.6. Challenging Nature of Oral Language Testing
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Madsen (1983) describes speaking assessment as the most challenging of all language tests
to prepare, administer, and score, a view widely repeated in later research. Unlike written
work, which produces a permanent record that can be re-examined, oral performance is
ephemeral and disappears as soon as it is produced. This transience makes speaking unique.
Roca-Varela and Palacios (2013) emphasize speaking is particularly demanding to evaluate
because it requires extended time and contains features that are difficult to capture. Weir
(2005) also points out that since many speaking tests are conducted without recording, raters

must make immediate judgments, which increases the risk of inconsistency.

Hughes (2003) observes that language tests are often designed around what is easy to
measure rather than what is pedagogically important. This tendency can distort assessment
priorities, though careful content specifications may help mitigate the issue. Also, as Hol
(2018) notes, the dual role of teachers as both assessors and interlocutors demands

substantial time, effort, and impartiality, making it difficult to achieve reliable results.

The complexity of speaking assessment has been confirmed by multiple scholars. Fitzpatrick
and Morrison (1971) argue that oral exams demand greater performance than traditional
paper-and-pencil tasks. Luoma (2004) explains that speaking assessment is difficult because
impressions of oral ability are shaped by numerous factors, yet scores are still expected to
be accurate. Bachman (2004) further emphasizes that speaking scores are influenced not
only by the learners themselves but also by the test tasks, raters, scoring criteria, and testing

conditions.

At the same time, the act of rating itself is cognitively demanding. Raters must observe,
interpret, recall, and integrate information in real time, processes that impose a heavy mental
workload (Eckes, 2012; Myford and Wolfe, 2004; Tavares and Eva, 2013). Test takers also
face challenges, since speaking requires them to plan, process, and produce language on the
spot, often under pressure (Luoma, 2004). The type of interaction, the design of tasks, and
the opportunities provided to demonstrate ability all significantly affect performance
(Luoma, 2004).

Practical concerns further complicate speaking assessment. Sak (2008) draws attention to
issues such as administrative costs, the difficulty of testing large groups individually or in
pairs, and the training required for teachers. Similarly, numerous factors, including topic
selection, test format, interlocutor behavior, and test-taker characteristics, can create

13



variability in scores (Brown, 2003, 2005; Berry, 2007; Brindley, 1991; O’Sullivan, 2006;
Shohamy, 1988, 1994).

Another layer of complexity arises from the relationship between speaking and listening.
Kitao and Kitao (1998) highlight that speaking cannot be separated from listening, since
effective oral communication depends in part on comprehending spoken input. This makes
it necessary for many assessments to integrate listening or even reading skills. While such
integrated tasks increase authenticity, they also pose design and scoring challenges, and
learners tend to perform less successfully on them than on discrete speaking tasks (Brown et
al., 2001; Douglas, 1997; Weir, 1990). Because of these difficulties, both teachers and
students sometimes avoid focusing on speaking, leaving it under-assessed compared to other
skills (Allan, 1999; O’Malley and Valdez-Pierce, 1996).

Altogether, the literature consistently portrays speaking as the most complex area of
language assessment. Its transient nature, the cognitive and practical demands on both raters
and learners, and the logistical barriers involved all contribute to its difficulty. At the same
time, these challenges point to the need for careful test design, robust rating criteria, and

adequate training to ensure that speaking can be assessed fairly and meaningfully.

2.2. Psychometric Properties in Speaking Tests

Psychometrics is the construction and validation of measurement instruments and assessing
if these instruments are reliable and valid forms of measurement (Ginty, 2020). In
educational assessment, psychometric properties are of crucial importance in conducting
effective and accountable assessment (Ohiri and Ihebom, 2024; Xobin, 2024). In this
research, it is sought to portray the psychometric properties of speaking tests in terms of
validity and reliability.

This study focused on face validity, content validity, construct validity, and reliability
dimensions. By analyzing expert judgment statistically, the research aims to portray the
current state of English as a foreign language speaking tests in state high schools in Sakarya

province.
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2.2.1. Validity in Speaking Tests

Validity can be defined as the degree to which a measurement tool can accurately measure
the characteristic it aims to measure, without confusing it with any other variable (Tekin,
1977), the degree to which a test measures what it claims to be measuring (Brown, 1996), or
the degree of agreement between a test score or measurement and the quality it is assumed
to represent (Kaplan and Saccuzzo, 2001) or similarly, the extent to which inference made
from the assessment results are appropriate, meaningful, and useful in terms of the purpose

of the assessment (Gronlund, 1998 p.226 as cited in Brown and Abeywickrama, 2010).

Validity is widely regarded as the most important consideration in test development, since
without validity, other qualities such as reliability lose their significance (Clark, 1978;
Luoma, 2004). Carey (1988) emphasizes that a test can only be considered valid if it is
designed in accordance with the intended learning outcomes and contains sufficient and
appropriate items that accurately represent those outcomes. Kitao and Kitao (1998) explain
that a test designed to measure communicative ability in English can only be considered

valid if it truly assesses communication rather than grammatical knowledge.

Baykul (2010, pp.223-224) argued that rather than attempting to capture validity through a
single definition, it is more appropriate to demonstrate the various sources of evidence
supporting a test’s validity. Therefore, it is essential to consider different types of validity
rather than treating validity as a unitary concept. Validity is commonly classified into five
main types: content, criterion-related, construct, face, and response validity (Alderson et al.,
1995; Bachman, 1990; Brown, 1996; Heaton, 1988; Henning, 1987; Hughes, 2003)

Arguably, face validity is the first type of validity to be questioned when encountering an
exam. As long as a test seems as if it measures what it is supposed to measure, one may say
it has face validity (Hughes, 2003). Face validity refers to the extent to which a test appears
appropriate and seems to measure the knowledge or abilities it claims to assess, reflecting
its surface credibility and public acceptability (Ingram, 1977, p.18; Mousavi, 2002). One
may undervalue face validity by labelling it as “less scientific”; however, it may have a
potential impact on test results. Test takers may not take tests seriously if they appear
irrelevant to the purpose, or they may perform to the best of their ability if the exam is face
valid (Anderson, Clapham, and Wall, 1995). In this study, evaluators have looked for clues
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regarding the surface level target-measure appropriateness and age-appropriateness of the

tests.

Content validity refers to the degree to which the items on a test are representative and
relevant samples of the content or abilities the test has been designed to measure (Brown and
Hudson, 2002; Crocker and Algina, 1986). Aligning teaching and assessment criteria can
promote skill development and enhance the washback effect of testing on instruction (Weir,
2005). Assessing content validity involves more than a basic evaluation of relation. A writing
test may look like a writing test; however, its difficulty may be beyond the expected
outcomes of that course or vice versa. It is important to consider students’ language
proficiency when preparing test items to make fair judgments (Cohen, 1994). Also, the
outcomes it is designed to assess may be quite different from the course’s outcomes. Hughes
(2003) emphasizes that, within language testing, content validity is established when the test
content accurately reflects a representative sample of the linguistic skills, structures, etc., it
claims to measure. Hughes (2003) notes that content validity is crucial, as the higher a test’s

content validity, the more accurately it measures what it is intended to assess.

Content validity is determined by defining the scope of the target behavior, consulting a
panel of experts, creating a framework to align the test with the target behavior, and
summarizing the data obtained from this matching process (Crocker and Algina, 1986,
p.218). Another approach to determining content validity is the use of a specification table
based on expert judgment, in which experts are provided with the target behaviors and test
items, asked to indicate whether each item measures the intended behavior with a yes/no
response, and to rate each item on a scale from 1 (‘strongly disagree’) to 5 (‘strongly agree’),
with decisions made separately for each item based on their evaluations (Baykul, 2000,
p.226). Alderson, Clapham, and Wall (1995) propose several methods for examining content
validity, including comparing test content with the syllabus or specifications, gathering
feedback from experts such as teachers, subject specialists, and applied linguists through
questionnaires or interviews, and having expert judges evaluate test items and texts against
specific criteria (p.193). In this study, evaluators are advised to use a specification table or
item-outcome matching while deciding on the content validity. They have examined whether
the related outcomes were represented in the test in accordance with their level of cognitive

complexity.

Another important type of validity in exams is construct validity. Ebel and Frisbie (1991)

define construct validation as the process of collecting evidence to ensure that a test
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accurately measures an unobservable psychological trait and that the scores reflect their
intended meaning. Similarly, Heaton (1988) explains that a language test demonstrates
construct validity if it can measure particular characteristics in accordance with a theory of
language behavior and learning. The term construct refers to any underlying ability
hypothesized within a theory of language proficiency, and such theories may be confirmed,
modified, or abandoned through testing (Bachman, 1990; Hughes, 2003). In this perspective,
Henning (1987) points out that the aim of construct validation is to provide evidence that the

theoretical constructs being measured are themselves valid.

Construct validity indicates how accurately a test assesses a construct by minimizing
construct-irrelevant variance and emphasizing the theoretical components it is meant to
capture (Haladyna and Downing, 2004). East (2016) warns that when test tasks incorporate
irrelevant variables or fail to capture essential aspects of the construct, students may be
prevented from demonstrating their actual abilities. Teachers can strengthen construct
definition by selecting tasks aligned with the construct, providing clear task specifications,

and applying criteria consistent with the test’s aims (Luoma, 2004).

For example, if the intended outcome is “Students will be able to list phrases for booking in
a recorded dialogue,” it would be inappropriate to test this outcome by asking students to
write definitions of the related phrases in the audio. The construct in this case would involve
listening-related sub-skills such as identifying specific information, recognizing formulaic
language in an audio, distinguishing main ideas from details, and identifying lexical sets or
thematic vocabulary. Similarly, in a speaking task like “Students can express what they like
or dislike,” the scoring rubric should include fluency, accuracy, and vocabulary, but not
comprehension, spelling, or punctuation. This illustrates why the careful selection of rubric

items is crucial for ensuring construct validity.

According to Luoma (2004), there are three main approaches to defining the speaking
construct in assessment. The linguistic approach focuses on language forms such as
vocabulary, grammar, pronunciation, and fluency. The communicative approach emphasizes
how effectively learners can use the skills and strategies required by test activities. Finally,
the task-based approach highlights learners’ ability to successfully engage with and complete

test tasks.
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Approaches to Defining the Speaking Construct (Luoma, 2004)

Linguistic Communicative
Approach Approach

Task-Based
Approach

Figure 1. Approaches to Defining the Speaking Construct (Luoma, 2004)

Crocker and Algina (1986, pp. 371-374) mentions criterion-related validity. Criterion-
related validity has two types: concurrent validity and predictive validity. Concurrent
validity is about whether the test results can be supported by another existing criterion
measure, such as a standardized test (Alderson, Clapham and Wall, 1995; Brown, 2004;
Davies, Brown, Elder, Hill, Lumley and McNamara, 1999; Fulcher and Davidson, 2007,
Murphy and Davidshofer, 2004). Concurrent validity practices can be highly useful when an
appropriate criterion is available (Kilig, 2015). With respect to the specific outcomes/grades
targeted in this study, no standardized tests measuring the same outcomes were available;
therefore, concurrent validity analysis was not applicable. Predictive validity is related to
how well a test score can predict future success (Bachman, 1990; Brown, 2004; Hughes,
2003; Underhill, 1987). Predictive validity turns out to be significant in the case of placement
exams, language aptitude tests or admission tests (Brown, 2004). The tests the study focuses
on were not intended for these objectives, and there are not any achievement tests or
standadized tests featuring language skills at the end of the year for comparison. Thus,

predictive validity is also excluded in the study.

Another type of validity is response validity. Response validity concerns whether students

respond in the intended way, yet factors such as unclear instructions or unfamiliar test

formats may prevent them from demonstrating their actual ability (Henning 1987). Response
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validity (response process evidence) requires collecting data on how students actually
interpret and respond to test tasks (e.g., think-aloud protocols, interviews, eye-tracking, or
analyzing cognitive strategies). In order to reduce unfamiliarity related problems the
researcher preferred tenth grade second speaking tests as a sample and included some of the
response validity related concepts in the checklist in broad terms under the umbrella term
“construct validity”. Because collecting detailed data on test-takers’ cognitive processes
across such a broad sample would have been impractical, this study did not investigate
response validity. The construct validity argument presented here should be considered

incomplete in this regard.

To sum up, for a high school speaking test to be face valid, one can expect speaking tasks
that are familiar to the students, such as role-playing in real-life scenarios. As for the content
validity, one may expect to see tasks requiring a similar level of competence to the outcomes
taught in lessons. Also, one may not expect to observe abilities like memorization, but look
for inclusion of speaking activities like pair dialogues or other types of communicative

activities that are related to lesson outcomes as a sign of construct validity.

v" Valid X Valid X Valid
v Reliable v" Reliable X Reliable

Figure 2. Validity and Reliability (Gareis and Grant, 2008)

2.2.2. Reliability in Speaking Tests

Reliability refers to the extent to which the results obtained from a measurement instrument
are free from random errors (Turgut, 1990). A reliable exam is expected to give similar
results when administered more than once in a short time. If a test cannot measure something

consistently, it is very likely measuring it inaccurately, which means that an unreliable test
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is also invalid (Anderson, Clapham, & Wall, 1995). However, a test may produce stable
results but still fail to measure the intended construct, in which case it is reliable but not
valid. Reliability can, to some extent, be strengthened through the use of clear tasks and
instructions, multiple tasks or testing occasions (Green, 2014), well-defined criteria (Brown,
2004), and trained raters who follow standardization procedures (Luoma, 2004; Green, 2014;
Brown, 2004). Hughes (2003) also points out that effective testing requires clarity and
fairness, which in practice can be achieved by designing unambiguous tasks, providing
familiar formats under uniform conditions, using detailed rubrics to keep objectivity,
applying proper rating procedures such as multiple raters, and collecting enough samples of
behavior to reduce error.

Reliability is generally divided into test reliability and rater reliability. Rater reliability can
be further classified into intra-rater reliability, which refers to the consistency of an
assessor’s own judgments over time, and inter-rater reliability, which means the extent to
which different raters award similar scores to the same performance (Jonsson and Svingby,
2007; Gampper, 2013). Intra-rater reliability is achieved when a rater gives consistent scores
for the same student across occasions, including when re-evaluating a recorded performance,
while inter-rater reliability is achieved when multiple raters produce comparable scores in
the same context. Well-structured rubrics are often seen as important for supporting inter-
rater agreement (Fulcher, 2003). Because rater issues are one of the most common sources
of unreliability, this topic will be covered at in more detail later under Rater Related Issues

section.

Brown and Abeywickrama (2010) list four main sources of unreliability: student-related
issues, rater issues, test administration, and the test itself. Student-related factors include
things such as fatigue, anxiety, health, motivation, or psychological state, all of which can
lower the stability of performance. For example, Cohen (1994) mentions motivation,
physical health, psychological mood, and test-taking experience as individual factors that
may affect reliability. Administrative and situational conditions also play a role. Douglas
(2014) argues that environmental factors such as comfortable seating, suitable temperature,
enough lighting, and freedom from distracting noise are needed to create conditions where
students can perform at their best. Hughes (2003) adds that scoring should be done in a quiet
and well-lit environment and that tests should be carried out in places free of interruption.
Similarly, Cohen (1994) identifies situational factors such as lighting, noise, comfort, and

heating as variables that can influence reliability. Administrative considerations also matter,
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as unclear instructions, inconsistent timing across students, and teachers’ attitudes can all

affect student performance.

Human judgment is another important source of error in testing. Rater bias, whether
influenced by cultural background, prior knowledge, cognitive traits, first language, age,
gender, or other factors, can have an effect on scoring outcomes (Bachman, 1990; Wang,
2010; Luoma, 2004; McNamara, 1996). Motivation, communication style, and prior
experience as a rater or interlocutor can also play a role, while distraction and tiredness
during the scoring process may interfere with consistent judgment. These issues are often
hard to notice, which makes them particularly difficult to prevent. Engelhard (1994) and
Lumley and McNamara (1995) point out that bias can appear as a systematic tendency of
raters to give consistently higher or lower scores to particular groups of examinees or to
certain tasks. Such tendencies add error to the measurement process and directly weaken the

reliability of the test.

Test-related factors are also significant. Task difficulty has been found to influence students’
performance in terms of accuracy, fluency, and complexity (Mehnert, 1998; O’Sullivan &
Weir, 2002; Skehan, 1996; Skehan & Foster, 1997; Wigglesworth, 1997). To avoid problems
with reliability, Douglas (2014) suggests that tests should be set at an appropriate level for
the students: neither too difficult nor too easy. The length of the test is another concern.
O’Sullivan (2013) stresses that young learners, in particular, should not be given long test
tasks, as they lack the maturity to stay focused for extended periods. On the other hand
Bachman (1990) argues that a five-minute speaking test is usually less reliable than a thirty-
minute one, since longer assessments both reduce the impact of bias and provide a more
representative sample of language performance. In this sense, test length directly affects the
stability of scores and the adequacy of sampling. Cohen (1994) further explains that test
factors such as the extent of sampling, clarity of instructions, and the use of familiar formats

also contribute to reliability.

All of these studies show that reliability is many-sided and shaped by student characteristics,
rater behavior, test administration, and the design of the test itself. Brown (1996) summed
up these concerns in his list of potential sources of error variance (see Figure 3), which shows
the wide range of factors that may affect the consistency of test results. While some of these
influences can be controlled through careful test design, detailed rubrics, and standardized
administration procedures, others, especially those tied to human judgment and individual

test-taker differences, are much harder to remove completely. Therefore, reliability should
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be understood as relative rather than absolute, with the practical aim being to reduce error

and keep consistency as high as possible within the realities of educational assessment.
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Subjectivity

Evaluator biases
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Figure 3. Checklist for Potential Sources of Error Variance (Brown, 1996, p.189)

Several methods that can be applied to assess and improve the reliability of a test (Weir,

2005) each of which helps ensure consistent measurement in testing. Some of them are:

Test-retest method (Administering the same test to the same individuals under

identical conditions at different times, and examining differences between scores.)

Parallel (Equivalent) test method (Administering another test of similar

characteristics alongside the target test, then examining the differences and

similarities between results.)

Split-half method (Dividing a test into two halves based on content and difficulty,

and comparing the results obtained from both halves.)

Multiple raters (scorers) (Having multiple raters score the same test paper, and

examining the differences between their scores.)



e Intra-rater (Repeated scoring) (Having the same rater score the same test sample at
different times, at least twice, and examining the differences between these scoring

results.)

e External rater method (Having an educator other than the course instructor score the
test.)

e Use of rubrics (scoring criteria) in evaluation.

In the current study, teachers were asked whether they used above mentioned methods,
whether they had any precautions regarding the application of the test (environment,
execution of the test, test takers’ anxiety) and whether they used any type of rubric. The
evaluators made use of the information provided by the teachers and the test itself, and
evaluated five reliability related components, namely, clarity of instructions, clarity of the

test content, rubric, rater reliability, and conduct.

2.3. Critical Issues in Oral Language Testing

2.3.1 Rubric Related Issues

Definitions of Rubrics and Rating Scales

The term rating scale is often used interchangeably with scoring rubric or proficiency scale
(Fulcher, 2014; Fulcher and Davidson, 2007). Rubrics and scales are designed to capture the
complex nature of language ability in structured ways. Underhill (1987) describes a rating
scale as “a series of short descriptions of different levels of language ability,” intended to
guide assessors by showing what a typical learner at each level can do. Similarly, Harmer
(2004) defines assessment scales as tools that specify scores for productive skills through
“pre-defined descriptions of performance.” In this sense, rating scales function as operational
definitions of the construct being tested (Fulcher, 2003) and are inherently linked to the test’s
purpose, its construct definition, the tasks, and the criteria used in scoring (Luoma, 2004).

Rubrics share these functions but emphasize performance criteria more explicitly. They

break down a task into predetermined categories and specify levels of achievement for each
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(Stevens and Levi, 2005). Each level, from excellent to poor, is defined by a descriptor that
typically outlines linguistic features such as vocabulary, syntax, or fluency, as well as the
tasks and functions learners are expected to perform (Davies et al., 1999; Fulcher, 2010;
Wigglesworth and Frost, 2017). As Fulcher (2014) explains, the purpose of a rubric or rating

scale is to guide the rating process by aligning expectations with observable outcomes.

Functions of Rubrics in Speaking Assessment

Rubrics are considered effective tools for maximizing objectivity in the evaluation of
productive skills (Brookhart, 2013). They provide a common framework that helps reduce
subjectivity by making expectations clear. In addition to improving objectivity, rubrics offer
practical benefits such as saving time, providing detailed feedback, and supporting the
evaluation of teaching processes (Brookhart, 2013; Reddy and Andrade, 2010; Stevens and
Levi, 2005). Their use can also strengthen validity, especially construct validity, since

descriptors help check whether the intended criteria are actually met (Moskal, 2000).

Importantly, rubrics connect tasks with evaluation criteria. As Weir (2005) argues, tasks
should not be considered separately from the criteria that will be applied to the performances
they produce. This highlights the central role rubrics play in ensuring that what is being

assessed corresponds meaningfully with what the task was designed to elicit.
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Challenges in Application

Despite their benefits, rubrics present several challenges in practice. Because ensuring
objectivity is critical for both reliability and validity (Pineda, 2014), developing and
selecting an appropriate rubric is often demanding for teachers. Even when standardized
rubrics are available, interpretation and application may vary significantly across raters,
leading to notable scoring variation (Lumley, 2002). This variation shows the importance of

providing detailed descriptors that can minimize ambiguity in scoring.

The difficulty of rubric use is particularly visible in speaking assessments. Rating speaking
skills has consistently been identified as one of the most challenging tasks for teachers
(Bachman and Palmer, 1996; Luoma, 2004). The literature frequently reports that different
raters give different scores to the same performance on the same task (Ahmadi and Sadeghi,
2016; Brown, lwashita and McNamara, 2005; Chalhoub-Deville and Wigglesworth, 2005;
Han, 2016). McNamara (1996) further stresses that such inconsistencies can stem not only

from the raters themselves but also from the design of tasks and rubrics.

The Turkish context also offers examples of the importance of rubrics. At a university in
Tirkiye, Hol (2010) reported that students experienced anxiety and low proficiency in
speaking tests however teachers emphasized that assessment was feasible if clear rubrics
were used. This finding highlights that rubrics not only shape rating practices but can also

affect perceptions of fairness and manageability in speaking assessments.

Rater Cognition and Mental Rubrics

While rubrics are designed to promote consistency, rater cognition complicates their use.
Rater cognition refers to the conscious or unconscious mental processes raters deal with
while evaluating performances (Bejar, 2012; Davis, 2012; Myford, 2012; Han, 2016). These
processes involve observing, interpreting, recalling, and weighing information. And of

course, there is room for subjectivity in all of these.

Mental rubrics are a product of rater cognition. Campbell (1993) defines these as unwritten,
experience-based frameworks raters construct in their minds, shaped by prior conceptions of

oral proficiency and the criteria given in rubrics. Mental rubrics guide raters during scoring
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but may not align perfectly with the written rubric, and they often exist despite training (Han,
2016). Research has shown that raters sometimes apply additional criteria not explicitly
stated in the rubric, such as the quality or maturity of ideas, and interpret existing criteria
differently (Brown, 2000). This can lead to substantial inconsistency in scoring, particularly

in speaking tasks where performance is multidimensional.

Rubrics, Training, and Reliability

Training has been proposed as a way to minimize inconsistency and improve rubric use. Kim
(2015), for example, demonstrated that novice and developing raters significantly improved
their understanding and application of rubrics after repeated training sessions and personal
feedback, whereas expert raters already showed desirable rating behaviors. However,
training alone cannot entirely eliminate variability, especially when mental rubrics or

personal judgments override rubric descriptors (Orr, 2002).

To address this problem, double or multiple raters and calibration sessions are recommended.
Multiple raters help counterbalance individual biases, while calibration sessions allow raters
to align their interpretations of rubric descriptors (Weir, 2005). Such measures are
particularly important in speaking assessments, where the dual role of examiner and
interlocutor complicates scoring. Double marking has been described as indispensable for
enhancing reliability (Weir, 2005).

Bridging Rubrics and Raters

Ultimately, rubrics and raters are inseparable in speaking assessment. Rubrics lay out the
structure and criteria, but their effectiveness depends on how raters interpret and apply them.
Differences in rater judgment often emerge not from the absence of rubrics but from
variability in their use and the influence of mental rubrics. Therefore, rubric-related issues
cannot be fully understood without considering the human element of assessment. Ensuring
consistency and fairness, therefore, requires not only well-designed rubrics with detailed

descriptors but also systematic training, calibration, and the use of multiple raters. This
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interdependence between rubrics and raters forms a key link in the literature and necessitates
a closer examination of rater-related issues, which will be the focus of the following chapter.

2.3.2. Rater Related Issues

Rater Reliability

Raters are often identified as the main source of inconsistency in oral test scores because
their judgments are inherently subjective, which makes rater reliability a central issue in
speaking assessment (Bachman, 1990; Davis, 2012). As Luoma (2004) notes, scoring is
shaped by the interaction among raters, criteria, and performances, and this interdependence
underlines the necessity of rater training, well-designed scales, and standard-setting to
enhance reliability. Yet, despite these measures, raters remain vulnerable to sources of
variation such as fatigue, distraction, or misinterpretation of criteria. Underhill (1987) argued
that the use of multiple assessors can increase reliability, and Bachman and Palmer (1996)

suggested that two or three raters constitute an ideal arrangement.

Brown (2004) categorizes rater reliability into two primary types: inter-rater reliability and
intra-rater reliability. Inter-rater reliability refers to the expectation that test-takers should
obtain the same score regardless of which rater evaluates their performance (Fulcher, 2014).
Where such consistency cannot be achieved, Luoma (2004) recommends either more
comprehensive training for raters or clearer, more precise scoring criteria. Intra-rater
reliability, on the other hand, concerns the stability of scores given by the same rater over
time. In this regard, raters are expected to maintain internal consistency and to assign the

same scores to identical performances across different occasions (Brown, 2004).

Leniency, Severity, and Measurement Error

One of the most widely discussed issues in speaking assessment is the effect of rater leniency
and severity. Guilford (1954) described these tendencies as stable traits that raters naturally
bring into any scoring situation, regardless of the task or examinee. Wolfe and McVay (2012)

argued that rater severity or leniency constitutes a form of rater error, as test-takers receive
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scores that are consistently higher or lower than their performances actually merit. Lumley
and McNamara (1995) similarly found that even extensive rater training cannot completely
eliminate these differences, as judgments continue to be influenced by prior experiences,
biases, habits, and beliefs. Fulcher (2003) also emphasized that the outcome of an assessment
may depend not only on the test-taker’s linguistic competence but equally on the rater’s

severity or leniency.

Several researchers have highlighted the consequences of such tendencies. Wolfe (2004)
explained that some raters are simply too lenient or too harsh in grading because of their
personal characteristics. Myford and Wolfe (2004) went further, warning that leniency can
constitute a serious measurement error, especially when student rankings are based on these
scores. Congdon and McQueen (2000) similarly defined “rater stringency or severity” as the
likelihood of a rater with elevated expectations assigning lower grades compared to other

raters, a phenomenon that has persisted in testing for decades.

Rater Variability and Subjectivity

Ensuring rater objectivity is a major challenge in oral assessments. Copur (2002) emphasized
that scorers must demonstrate stability in evaluating the same test and maintain consistency
across time and settings, yet as long as human judgment is involved, subjectivity is
unavoidable. To mitigate this issue, assigning multiple raters to each performance has been
widely recommended. H6l (2018), for example, noted that by comparing and correlating the
scores given by multiple raters, it becomes possible to determine whether evaluations are

consistent.

Rater subjectivity is an inherent factor in assessment and persists even with experienced
evaluators. Shohamy (1983) and Fulcher (2003) observed that the judgments of highly
trained raters often differ substantially from those of their peers. McNamara (1996)
concluded that variability among raters is inherent, making it an unavoidable aspect of
assessment. Acknowledging this variability and addressing it by employing multiple raters

and relying on mean scores is therefore considered a reasonable approach.
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2.3.3. Other Issues

External Influences on Scoring

Beyond rater traits such as leniency and severity, a number of subtle external factors can
influence speaking scores. Wang Haizhen (2008) and Lane and Sone (2006) reported that
variables such as the rater’s tone of voice, body language, intonation, use of pauses, reactions
when students fail to understand a question, attentiveness while listening, psychological state
during scoring, expectations about test duration, and even the order of examinees can all
affect judgments. For example, test-takers assessed at the beginning or end of a session may
be disadvantaged or advantaged simply due to timing effects. Many of these influences are
difficult to detect, making full objectivity in speaking assessment particularly challenging.
In the present study, these types of variables were not analyzed, since investigating them
would have required direct observation of all testing sessions across twelve schools, which

was not feasible.

The relationship between rubrics and raters underlines how much human judgment shapes
the outcome of speaking assessments. Even with clear criteria, raters’ personal tendencies
and interpretations can affect scores, which makes training and calibration essential for
reliability. Yet, rater influence is only one side of the picture, as learners’ own factors also

play a key role and naturally lead to the discussion of test taker factors.

Test Taker Related Factors

Oral examinations often present unique challenges for learners, particularly because
performance is judged in real time. Unlike written tests, there is little opportunity to revise
or correct responses, which increases the psychological burden. Scholars have pointed out
that it is essential to place candidates at ease from the very beginning so that they can reveal
their true ability (Hughes, 2003). If the testing environment is poorly planned or tense,
students may struggle to produce language naturally, even when their competence is
adequate. Thus, the atmosphere and administration of the test become as important as the

linguistic demands themselves.
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Another frequent concern is the impact of test anxiety on oral performance. Speaking tests,
while designed to provide learners with the best chance to demonstrate communicative skills
(Bachman, 1990), often create stress and pressure that inhibit full performance. Research
indicates that second language anxiety can significantly reduce fluency and confidence
(Woodrow, 2006), and in some cases even prevent learners from engaging meaningfully in
the task. Anxiety acts as a filter that interferes with output, masking actual ability and leading
to results that do not reflect the learner’s true proficiency (Heaton, 1988; Huerta-Macias,
1995). For this reason, oral testing remains one of the most affectively loaded forms of

assessment, demanding careful attention to test design and administration.

Beyond anxiety, other learner-related factors also shape test performance. Familiarity with
the test format influences how comfortable and effective students feel in demonstrating their
abilities. For example, Salli-Copur (2002) found that many learners preferred individual
interviews over other formats, suggesting that perceptions of fairness and comfort can
directly affect outcomes. Motivation, willingness to communicate, and even personality
traits such as introversion or extroversion further interact with performance in oral tests. A
student who is well-prepared linguistically may still produce limited responses if shy or

hesitant, while a more outgoing peer might take greater risks and appear more fluent.

In this study, these factors were not directly measured, but teachers were asked to report on
the precautions they take to reduce stress and create a supportive test atmosphere. While not
central to the analysis, these factors were indirectly analyzed through teacher input, which

is a limitation in the study.

Task Design and Test Method Issues

The design of tasks and the selection of test methods are central to the fairness and
effectiveness of oral assessments. Speaking tests often rely on certain task types such as
interviews, role plays, narrations, and information-gap activities, all of which target key
elements of oral proficiency, including fluency, accuracy, vocabulary, grammar,
pronunciation, and interactional ability (Brown and Abeywickrama, 2010; Collie, 1998;
Hughes, 2003). Such tasks are expected to provide opportunities for learners to use language
for meaningful communication in specific contexts (Bachman and Palmer, 1996). However,
when test content is limited to a narrow set of task formats or lacks authenticity, it risks
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under-representing the construct of speaking and instead assessing test-taking strategies
(Fulcher, 2003; Hughes, 2003; Luoma, 2004).

A key consideration in task design is the type of interaction the test requires. Individual
interviews allow for flexible questioning and controlled scoring but may create power
imbalances, authenticity concerns, and logistical challenges (Luoma, 2004; Weir, 2005). In
contrast, paired and group tasks promote more natural communication, reduce anxiety, and
support the development of interactional competence. Yet they also raise concerns about
group composition and the difficulty of separating individual contributions (Brooks, 2009;
May, 2009; Weir, 2005). Similarly, direct face-to-face tests are valued for authenticity, while
indirect tests based on recordings are easier to standardize and less stressful but lack
spontaneity and interactive features (Hughes, 2003; Luoma, 2004). Brown (2004) offers a
practical classification, ranging from imitative and intensive tasks such as repetition or drills,
to more extensive tasks such as monologues and presentations. Each type brings its own
strengths in highlighting aspects of proficiency and its own challenges in scoring and

administration.

Another challenge lies in balancing control, authenticity, and practicality. Informational and
interactional tasks, such as descriptions, explanations, interviews, and discussions, vary in
the degree to which they resemble real-world language use (Bygate, 1987; Luoma, 2004).
Structured tasks may support reliability but restrict spontaneity, while open-ended tasks
allow for richer language samples at the cost of scoring consistency. Planning time also
emerges as a critical factor, particularly for lower-proficiency learners. Research suggests
that when students are given time to plan the content and language of their responses, they
can more effectively draw on their linguistic knowledge and produce more accurate and
meaningful output (Skehan, 1996; Yuan and Ellis, 2003). Without such support, the demands
of real-time formulation may cause hesitation or breakdowns in communication, affecting

both fluency and accuracy.

All in all, task design in speaking assessment requires balancing authenticity, control, and
practicality. It is important to keep in mind that tasks are not basic exercises, but goal-
directed activities that shape what learners can demonstrate (Bachman and Palmer, 1996;
Luoma, 2004). Because even minor variations in task type, interactional format, or
preparation time can lead to significant differences in learner performance, careful selection
and design are essential if tasks are to provide valid, fair, and representative measures of oral

proficiency (Bachman, 1990; Fulcher, 2003).
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In the context of the present research, task and method considerations are directly relevant
because the speaking exams analyzed across different high school types in Sakarya were
developed by classroom teachers rather than by large-scale testing bodies. This means that
choices regarding task type, interaction format, and administration process are likely to
influence the psychometric properties under investigation. For instance, an overreliance on
interviews may raise concerns about authenticity, while paired tasks can complicate the
reliability of scoring due to interactional variability. Memorization, for example, is not a
speaking skill, yet some speaking tasks in the tests may solely depend on it. Similarly, the
absence of planning time or the limited use of task variety may affect both the construct
coverage and the degree of anxiety experienced by test takers. Looking at task design and
test method issues helps put the validity and reliability findings of this study into context,

since these factors reflect the practical realities of classroom-based speaking assessment.

2.4 Previous Studies Focusing on Speaking Tests

Speaking tests have been widely researched in the field of language assessment, applied
linguistics and educational measurement due to their complex and challenging features.
Previous studies focused on several issues, such as task design, technology-supported
assessment and CEFR; however, the following review mostly concentrates on issues related

to the psychometric properties of speaking tests.

Local Studies

Validity problems and skill coverage

Several studies show that speaking is often under-represented in exams. Osken (1999) found
that a final exam at a Turkish university focused mainly on vocabulary and grammar while
ignoring writing, listening, and speaking, which created a content validity problem.
Similarly, Cesur (2009) reported that standardized achievement tests had acceptable content
and face validity but weak construct validity, again because speaking skills were not included
enough. A larger study by Uzun and Kiligkaya (2020) on national transition exams showed

that test items matched the curriculum and coursebooks, but the four skills were not balanced
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and speaking was neglected. At the school level, Sarigcoban (2011) examined mentor
teachers’ exams and found that they tested grammar and reading only, sometimes even
including topics that had not been taught, leaving out productive skills altogether. These
findings show that speaking has often been overlooked, which limits both content and

construct coverage.

Reliability and rater issues

A number of studies focus on the consistency of scoring in speaking assessments. Ekmekgi
(2016) compared native and non-native teachers’ ratings and found high inter-rater reliability
overall, with differences appearing mainly in pronunciation. Polat (2020) examined expert
graders and showed that some scored too harshly and others too leniently, raising fairness
concerns. Inan (2019) looked at how raters actually think while scoring and found that they
often rely on their own internal criteria and biases in addition to the rubric. These studies
suggest that while reliability can be reached, differences in rater behaviour remain an

important issue in speaking assessment.

Test administration and practical issues

Other research highlights problems with the way speaking tests are carried out. Ozdemir
(2018) studied speaking exams in Anatolian high schools and found a lack of
standardization, heavy dependence on teacher planning, and concerns about score inflation,
even though teachers and students had generally positive attitudes toward the tests. Hol
(2018) found that time limits in university speaking exams were seen as damaging both
validity and reliability. These examples show that the way speaking exams are organized,
including time, procedures, and atmosphere, affects how fairly and effectively they measure
student ability.

Teachers’ assessment literacy
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Many studies underline the need for stronger teacher preparation in assessing speaking. ileri
(2019) reported that both pre-service and in-service training give very little attention to
productive skills, leaving teachers without enough knowledge of rubrics or reliability
practices. Mede and Atay (2017) also showed that university prep school teachers felt
confident about testing grammar and vocabulary but not about validity, reliability, or
speaking assessment. Ballidag and Inan Karagiil (2021) found that teachers across state
schools judged their training in all areas of testing as weak and said they needed further basic
training. In a similar line, Geng, Caliskan, and Yiiksel (2020) showed that teaching
experience, graduation type, or prior training made little difference in teachers’ knowledge
about speaking assessment. More recently, Ak and Bozyigit (2024) found that teachers on
online communities often requested ready-made skill-based exams, again pointing to limited

assessment literacy.

Test design and task formats

Some studies address the kinds of tasks used in exams. Akcay, Tunagiir, and Karabulut
(2020) analyzed exams in grades from five to eight and found an overuse of multiple-choice
grammar and reading items, with little attention to speaking or listening. Sarigoban (2011)
also showed how exams often lacked any productive tasks. Where speaking is assessed,
studies on raters (Inan, 2019; Polat, 2020) indicate that task type (individual or paired, open
or structured) can affect how performance is judged. Ozdemir (2018) also noted concerns
such as score inflation in high school tests. These findings suggest that exam format, task

choice, and scoring practice are closely connected.

Curriculum and policy alignment

Research also points to gaps between policy goals and classroom practice. Arslan and Ugok
Atasoy (2020) found that even though MoNE policies stress skill-based and communicative
assessment, teachers mostly used grammar- and vocabulary-focused written tests. Cimen
(2022) showed that while teachers agreed with the purpose of the curriculum, their exams

did not reflect its aims, relying on traditional formats instead of integrated or authentic tasks.
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Yesil¢inar and Kartal (2020) found the same pattern with young learners: teachers said they
valued speaking assessment but often avoided it due to lack of training and support. These

studies highlight a consistent gap between national policy and classroom practice.

International Studies

Validity, reliability, and fairness in large-scale speaking tests

A number of studies examine how major speaking tests address the core qualities of validity,
reliability, and fairness. Zhang and Elder (2009), in their review of the College English Test—
Spoken English Test in China, reported that the test benefits from a structured, interactive
format and standardized administration, which support reliability. Features such as double
rating, examiner training, and consistent procedures also aim to ensure fairness. At the same
time, the authors noted areas for improvement, including vague descriptors in the rating
scales and limited interaction in group tasks, which raise concerns for both validity and
reliability. Similar issues were observed by Koizumi (2022) in Japanese secondary schools,
where classroom-based speaking assessments often showed limited task variety and low
rater reliability, largely due to insufficient teacher training and the complex nature of
speaking assessment. Koizumi calls for improved teacher preparation and flexible models of

standardization to enhance assessment quality, to improve validity.

Rater-related studies

Several studies highlight the role of raters in shaping the reliability of speaking assessment.
Kim (2015) compared new, developing, and experienced raters scoring ESL speaking
performances across three sessions. Findings showed that experienced and well-trained
raters produced more consistent scores, while less experienced raters varied more. The study
confirms that rater training is essential for producing fair and reliable scores. Similarly,
Galaczi (2008) examined paired speaking tests and found that cooperation between test
takers affected scores: pairs who interacted smoothly tended to receive higher marks. While
this supports the validity of interactional competence as a construct, it also raises fairness

concerns, as unequal participation can mask individual ability. Galaczi suggested refining

35



rating scales, strengthening rater training, and including multiple task types to balance
reliability and fairness.

Test-taker factors in speaking assessment

Research also shows how learner-related factors can influence speaking test performance
and challenge score interpretations. Huang, Hung, and Hong (2016) investigated integrated
speaking tasks and found that while language proficiency was the strongest predictor of test
performance, topical knowledge and test anxiety also had significant effects. This indicates
that scores may reflect not only language ability but also construct-irrelevant factors. Their
findings underline the importance of considering test-taker characteristics such as prior

knowledge and emotional state during test design and validation.

Task design and construct representation

Task type and design are other factors to affect what is measured in speaking assessments.
Kyle, Crossley, and McNamara (2016) studied TOEFL iBT speaking tasks and found that
independent tasks tend to reflect a single construct, while integrated tasks show variation
across sub-types. This suggests that task format plays a crucial role in shaping construct
validity and that integrated tasks may capture multiple skills at once. Galaczi (2008) also
demonstrated how task interaction influences outcomes, as peer cooperation in paired tasks
affects both scores and perceptions of fairness. These studies emphasize that careful task

design is key to balancing validity and reliability.

Technology in speaking assessment

More recent studies have turned to technology-based speaking assessments. Getman (2020)
analyzed the TOEFL Primary Speaking test with young learners from 11 countries. Results
indicated that tasks and raters performed consistently across age groups and that learners

themselves accounted for most of the score variance, which points to strong reliability. Xu,
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Jones, Laxton, and Galaczi (2021) explored automated scoring in an online English speaking
test. Their study showed that the automated system achieved high internal consistency, but
it tended to be slightly more lenient than human raters, especially with lower-level speakers.
These findings suggest that while automated scoring can support reliable measurement,

differences from human judgment must be carefully monitored.
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CHAPTER 11

METHODOLOGY

3.1.Research Design

The research employed a qualitative case study design, as it aimed to investigate the
psychometric qualities of classroom-based speaking tests in a specific context (Creswell,
2013; Merriam, 1998; Yin, 2014). Within this design, data were primarily collected through
expert judgments, which provided systematic insights into the validity and reliability of the
tests. The expert evaluation checklist, functioning as a structured observation form, was used
to guide experts’ evaluations in a consistent and theory-driven manner. This approach was
chosen because case studies allow a close, detailed look at a specific situation. This study
focuses on how speaking assessments are evaluated in Turkish high schools, bringing
together theory and rich, context-based information.

3.2. Participants and Setting

The study was conducted in Sakarya Province of Tiirkiye, which is roughly located between
Istanbul and Ankara, two major cities in Tiirkiye. It has a population of over one million
citizens, and it stands out with its high youth population of 227.176 students between the

ages of 5-17, according to the statistics of Sakarya Provincial Directorate of Education.

The population of the study consists of the English as a foreign language speaking tests in
103 high schools. Due to time and budget limitations and with the aim of achieving
representativeness and comparability(Teddlie and Yu, 2007), a purposeful sampling strategy
was employed. The maximum variation sampling, which aims to choose samples that show
a wide range of characteristics related to a particular topic(Cohen, Manion and Morrison,
2018), was prefered in order to ensure representation of different types of schools. The
sample consists of twelve different high schools(~%12 of total number of high schools in
Sakarya province) including three anatolian high schools, three science high schools, three

vocational high schools and three Imam Hatip (Religious Vocational) high schools.
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The above mentioned four types of high schools are the most common types of high schools
in the Turkish education system. Students graduating from the lower secondary school after
the 8" grade go on to their education in high school. According to their national exam results,
students may continue their education in “project high schools”. While almost all of the

science high schools are project schools, there are very few project schools in other school
types.

Basic information regarding the school types and EFL classes (Board of Education, 2025):

Anatolian high schools are non-vocational high schools which prioritize teaching general
academic subjects such as maths, chemistry, geography and history. From 9th grade to 12th
grade, students have four hours of EFL classes every week.

Science high schools mostly focus on subjects like maths, geometry, physics, biology and
chemistry. From 9th grade to 12th grade, students have four hours of EFL classes every

week.

Vocational high schools offer students the fundamental skills required in the field. They offer
various programs from fashion design to machinery, and core subjects such as maths,
biology and foreign languages are also taught. Students have four hours of EFL classes in
the 9th grade, and from 10th grade to 12th grade, students have only two hours of EFL

classes every week.

Apart from the core academic subjects, Imam Hatip high schools deliver religious education
such as Arabic, tafsir(interpretation of the Quran) and figh(principles of Islamic
jurisprudence). Students have five hours of EFL classes in the 9th grade, and from 10th grade
to 12th grade, students have only two hours of EFL classes every week.

Following the sampling process, the speaking tests were collected from the chosen schools.
All selected tests are 1st-semester, 2nd skill-based English exams administered to 10th-grade
students. This selection was made to reduce variability caused by external factors such as
students' unfamiliarity with exam format, end-of-year fatigue, and teacher-student rapport.
Each exam was analyzed by experts, including all related assessment tools(rubrics,
instructions, scoring sheets, etc.). To maintain anonymity, all information related to schools,

students, and teachers was removed before the review.

Four experts, all holding doctoral degrees, participated in the evaluation process. Each expert
was a faculty member in English Language Teaching (ELT) departments at universities in

Tiirkiye, with established academic experience in language assessment and teacher
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education. They were selected on the basis of their advanced qualifications and expertise in
ELT, ensuring that the evaluation process reflected informed professional judgment and met
the methodological standards required for test validation studies. The number of experts was
also considered sufficient for this type of validation study, as a minimum of three to five
experts for establishing content validity and ensuring stable agreement metrics is
recommended (Lynn, 1986; Polit and Beck, 2006).

3.3. Data Collection Tools and Procedures

Ethical Considerations

The data collection process was designed to ensure transparency, authenticity, and ethical
appropriateness, in line with research standards(Creswell and Creswell, 2018). As required
by the Sakarya University Institute of Educational Sciences, the researcher applied to the
ethical committee for ethical approval of the study. Afterwards, permission from the
provincial educational directorate is granted to collect data from the schools. The voluntary
nature of the study and withdrawal rights were explained to teachers prior to data collection,

and their signed consent forms were taken.

To protect participant confidentiality, all identifying information from the tests was
anonymized. Each school was assigned a unique code (e.g., HO1, HO02, etc.), and all related
materials were labelled accordingly before being distributed to the expert reviewers in line
with the British Educational Research Association (BERA) (2018).

Data Collection Method

The researcher personally visited each participating school in the Sakarya province to
establish rapport with teachers and collect the relevant documents firsthand, an effective
technique that allows questions to be clarified and also unclear or incomplete answers can
be followed up (Fraenkel, Wallen, and Hyun, 2012).
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Each teacher was asked to complete a Speaking Exam Information Form, which provided
contextual data about the structure and implementation of the assessment. In nearly all
participating schools, sample exam materials and rubrics, used for scoring student
performance, were collected. The materials included exam tasks, instructions, and any other

documentation used during the assessment process.

The anonymized materials were shared with four field experts working in EFL departments
in various universities across Tiirkiye. Delivering courses in English Language Teacher
Education Programs and having at least a doctoral degree were the prerequisites while
determining the experts. The experts were contacted via email and given access to the exam
documents through a secure cloud storage system. They were offered multiple formats for
reviewing and scoring the materials, including WORD/PDF files, Google Forms, and printed

hard copies.

Rater Training and Evaluation Procedure

In order to ensure methodological rigor, expert raters were provided with detailed guidance
before completing the evaluation checklists. This process functioned as a form of rater
training, familiarizing the raters with the evaluation criteria, the scope of the tasks, and the
expectations of the study. The guideline emphasized minimizing the effects of rater
cognition, including tendencies toward leniency or severity, by clarifying evaluation
procedures and descriptors in advance. Such preparatory steps are frequently recommended
in language assessment research to strengthen inter-rater reliability and reduce subjectivity
(Fulcher, 2003; Luoma, 2004).

The evaluation process was built around clearly defined criteria addressing face validity,
content validity, construct validity, and reliability. For each dimension, raters were provided
with operational definitions supported by established literature (e.g., Brown and Hudson,
2002; Ebel and Frisbie, 1991; Hughes, 2003; Turgut, 1990). This alignment with recognized
frameworks aimed to ensure that raters were not only consistent but also theoretically
grounded in their judgments. For example, the guideline directed raters to consider item—
outcome alignment when judging content validity and to assess the appropriateness of

rubrics and task specifications when considering construct validity.
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To further enhance scoring consistency, the descriptors “Yes,” “Partially,” and “No” were
explicitly defined and accompanied by sample statements. This descriptor system functioned
as a rubric-like scale, providing raters with anchors to interpret criteria in a structured way.
By including examples of acceptable and unacceptable cases, the descriptors were intended
to reduce ambiguity and supported more reliable decision-making. The use of such
structured categories mirrors best practices in rater training, where detailed descriptors are
considered key to minimizing misinterpretation and promoting transparency in the
evaluation process (Brookhart, 2013; Weir, 2005).

The curriculum documents and annual plans, provided to the experts, ensured that raters had
access to relevant benchmarks when judging the representativeness and appropriateness of
test tasks. Finally, the data included contextual safeguards to prevent bias, such as
anonymizing schools (e.g., H01, H02). Taken together, these measures illustrate a systematic
approach to rater training and evaluation, designed to maximize methodological soundness
and to provide trustworthy judgments on the psychometric properties of the speaking tests

under investigation.

Data Collection Instruments and Validation

The expert evaluation checklist (see Appendix 5), functioning as a structured observation
form, was developed to guide experts in examining four main psychometric qualities of
speaking tests: face validity, content validity, construct validity, and reliability. Each
dimension is grounded in established frameworks in language testing. For example, face
validity follows Hughes’ (2003) emphasis on surface appropriateness, while content validity
draws on Brown and Hudson’s (2002) and Alderson, Clapham, and Wall’s (1995) notion of
representativeness of outcomes and item—outcome alignment. Construct validity reflects
Ebel and Frisbie’s (1991) definition of measuring intended psychological traits, further
supported by Luoma’s (2009) call for clear task—construct alignment. Reliability items are
linked to classical definitions of measurement stability (Brown, 2004; Turgut, 1990) and
incorporate rater reliability concerns discussed by McNamara (1996) and Jonsson and
Svingby (2007).

The descriptors (Yes, Partially, No, I don’t know) were provided to structure the observation
process, ensuring that experts recorded their judgments with clarity and consistency
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(Fulcher, 2010). The accompanying guidelines also referenced best practices such as
specification tables and bias reduction strategies, aligning with recommendations by Crocker
and Algina (1986) and East (2016). In this way, the form was both theoretically anchored
and practically applicable, serving as a structured observation instrument consistent with

methodological standards in test validation research.

Alongside the expert checklist, a Test Information Form (see Appendix 4) was collected
from teachers to provide detailed information about each exam. Since many factors affecting
validity and reliability are not always visible in the test paper itself, this form ensured that
experts had access to contextual details such as scope, methods, and administration practices

when making their evaluations.

The form was designed by the researcher to align with the major dimensions of test
validation identified in the literature. The development process adhered to principles of
effective instrument design as emphasized in measurement literature (Fraenkel, Wallen, and
Hyun, 2012). Questions on exam scope and targeted outcomes supported judgments about
content validity by showing how well test tasks reflected curricular goals (Alderson et al.,
1995; Brown and Hudson, 2002). Items on methods, duration, and preparation procedures
related to construct validity and practicality, since task design and time allocation influence
how well a test measures intended skills (Ebel and Frisbie, 1991; Luoma, 2004). Information
on administration, such as clarity of instructions, precautions during testing, and classroom
conditions, was linked to reliability, consistent with studies stressing situational influences
on performance (Cohen, 1994; Hughes, 2003). Finally, teacher-reported use of rubrics or
multiple raters directly linked to the literature on ensuring scoring reliability (Jonsson and
Svingby, 2007; Weir, 2005).

By providing this contextual information, the form complemented the expert checklist and
helped reduce the risk of misinterpretation. In line with validation frameworks (Bachman
and Palmer, 1996; Weir, 2005), it ensured that expert judgments were based not only on test

content but also on how the exams were designed and implemented in practice.

In order to better evaluate the sample tests gathered from the schools, experts benefited from
the Test Information Form. The form includes both closed-ended and open-ended items

aimed at collecting data on:
e Exam coverage (units covered),

e Assessment methods used (dialogue, presentation, etc.) in detail,
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e Pre-exam preparations (announcements, task design, etc.),

e Preparation and performance time allocated to students,

e Environmental or procedural measures taken during the exam,

e Scoring process and methods used (e.g., rubric-based evaluation),

e Specific reliability strategies employed (e.g., inter-rater reliability, repeated scoring,
parallel forms).

The development of both the expert evaluation checklist and the test information form
involved multiple rounds of expert consultation to strengthen their validity. Two specialists
were consulted: one from the field of measurement and evaluation and another from English
as a Foreign Language (EFL) field. With one expert, two consultation rounds were
conducted, and with the other, three rounds were held. These repeated rounds of discussion
led to substantial refinements in both instruments, ensuring that the criteria and items aligned
more closely with established frameworks in language testing (Bachman and Palmer, 1996;
Hughes, 2003; Weir, 2005).

For the checklist, revisions included removing overlapping or ambiguous wording,
clarifying items that lacked clear evaluation criteria, separating double-focused items into
distinct entries, and merging items that assessed the same construct (e.g., different methods
of estimating reliability). Similarly, the test information form was enhenced by introducing
clearer question formats, replacing less common terms with more widely accepted ones, and
structuring items to guide teachers step by step toward providing more detailed information.
These adjustments reflect best practices in rater guidance and instrument design, where
clarity, focus, and usability are essential for reducing bias and enhancing reliability (Fulcher
and Davidson, 2007; Jonsson and Svingby, 2007).

Most of the revisions stemmed directly from expert feedback, with only minor modifications
made after the pilot administration. Through these systematic validation steps, the
instruments were refined to achieve both theoretical soundness and practical applicability.
The next section describes the pilot study, which served as an additional step to confirm the

effective use of the final versions.
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Pilotting

A pilot administration was conducted in two schools with high numbers of students, where
data were collected from three teachers. This piloting phase was essential in identifying
possible logistical or procedural issues (Dornyei, 2007). In the pilot study, data collection
was not conducted face-to-face; instead, teachers completed the forms independently and
submitted them afterwards. During this process, teachers were asked to complete the Test
Information Form and to provide sample exams together with any supplementary materials.
While the forms were returned after the exam sessions, the materials provided a first insight

into how the instruments would function in practice.

The analysis was carried out by the researcher, focusing both on the teachers’ responses and
on how these responses could be interpreted alongside the expert evaluation checklist. This
dual approach allowed the researcher to identify not only incomplete or ambiguous answers
but also potential challenges that experts might face when evaluating the data in the main
study. The pilot revealed that some teachers tended to provide brief or superficial responses,
occasionally leaving sections incomplete or lacking detail, which created uncertainty for

interpretation.

In response to these findings, several adjustments were made before the main study. The
form was revised to include expanded response spaces and more explicit prompts, helping
teachers provide more precise and detailed information. In addition, it was decided that data
collection would be carried out face-to-face in the main study. This adjustment was intended
to give teachers the opportunity to ask questions about technical terms, encourage them to
reflect more carefully on their answers, and reassure them that their responses would not
affect their professional standing. Overall, the pilot study served its purpose of identifying
potential weaknesses in the instruments and procedures, leading to improvements that aimed

to ensure clarity, completeness, and reliability in the subsequent data collection.

3.4. Data Analysis

The data gathered from the expert evaluations were analyzed quantitatively through

descriptive and inferential statistical methods with the aim of determining the extent to which
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the speaking tests met key psychometric standards, namely face validity, content validity,
construct validity and reliability. Data normality is calculated via Shapiro-Wilk test.
Descriptive statistics (frequencies, percentages, means) summarized the expert evaluation
data. Inferential statistics, including Fleiss' Kappa, Intraclass Correlation Coefficients, and
the Kruskal-Wallis test, were used to assess inter-rater reliability and look for significant
differences among the school types.

The internal consistency was examined using Cronbach’s alpha. Alternative coefficients,
such as ordinal alpha or McDonald’s omega, were also considered. However, these methods
assume more complex data structures and are more beneficial when scales have a wider
range of response categories. Since the present instrument uses a three-point response format
(Yes—Partially-No) and aims to provide a commonly interpretable reliability estimate,

Cronbach’s alpha was selected as the most appropriate measure.

Inter-rater Reliability

Fleiss” Kappa was calculated across the 13 checklist items. Fleiss” Kappa is suitable for
measuring agreement among more than two raters and was applied to determine the overall
inter-rater reliability of the four expert evaluations. Interpretation of Kappa values followed
the benchmarks established by Landis and Koch (1977), where values between .61-.80
indicate substantial agreement, values between .41-.60 represent moderate agreement,
values between .21-.40 represent fair agreement, and values between .0—.20 represent slight

agreement.

To comprehensively assess the consistency of the expert panel, inter-rater reliability was
analyzed using Intraclass Correlation Coefficients (ICC). A two-way random-effects model
for absolute agreement (ICC [2,k]) was employed, as it effectively accounts for both rater
and target variance. A key methodological advantage of ICC is its capacity to generate two
distinct metrics: one for the reliability of a single rater's score (ICC [2,1]) and another for the
reliability of the panel's average score (ICC [2,k]). This provides a nuanced understanding
of measurement precision, indicating whether decisions can be based on an individual
expert's judgment or if the collective consensus of the group is required for reliable
measurement (Koo & Li, 2016; McGraw & Wong, 1996). Comparison of ICC interpretation
benchmarks are displayed in Table 1.
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Table 1

Comparison of ICC Interpretation Benchmarks

ICC Value Range Koo & Li (2016) ICC Value Range  Cicchetti (1994)
<05 Poor <0.4 Poor
05t0<0.75 Moderate 0.4t0<0.6 Fair

0.75 10 0.9 Good 0.6t0<0.75 Good

>0.9 Excellent >0.75 Excellent

Comparative Analysis

Comparative Analysis. The Kruskal-Wallis H test was used to examine whether there were
statistically significant differences in exam quality scores across the four school types. This
non-parametric method was chosen because the data did not meet the assumptions of
normality and homogeneity of variances (Field, 2013). The test allows for comparing more
than two independent groups based on ranked data, making it appropriate for the ordinal

scoring scale used in the expert evaluations (Pallant, 2016).

3.5. Methodological Findings

3.5.1. Internal Consistency: Cronbach’s Alpha

The internal consistency was examined using Cronbach’s alpha. Although the items were

ordinal (Yes, Partially, No), Cronbach’s alpha remains the most common and practical
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reliability coefficient for multi-item Likert-type scales. It provides a direct indication of how
consistently the items measure the same construct. For ordinal data, Cronbach’s alpha is
known to be a conservative estimate, meaning that the true reliability of the scale is often
slightly higher than the reported value. This makes it a reliable and safe choice for assessing

internal consistency.

Internal Consistency of Scale Items

As presented in Table 2, the item-total correlation analysis revealed that the majority of items
were moderately to strongly correlated with the overall scale across all four raters (r > .50),
confirming satisfactory internal consistency of the speaking assessment checklist. High
correlations were particularly observed for Items 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 10, and 13, indicating that
these items contributed positively to the homogeneity of the scale. However, Items 7, 8, and
9 consistently showed weak correlations (r < .30) across raters, suggesting that they may not
be fully aligned with the construct being measured. The “Cronbach’s Alpha if Item Deleted”
values also demonstrated that removing these low-correlating items would result in a slight
increase in the overall reliability coefficients. These findings indicate that, while the
checklist as a whole exhibits strong internal coherence, a few items might benefit from

revision or clearer descriptors to ensure consistent interpretation by raters.

Table 2

Corrected Item—Total Correlations and Cronbach’s Alpha if Item Deleted for All Raters

Item Rater1 Alpha Rater2 Alpha Rater3 Alpha Rater4 Alpha
CITC if CITC if CITC if CITC if
Deleted Deleted Deleted Deleted

ltem1l 0.81 0.82 0.54 0.78 0.77 0.84 0.81 0.82

Item2 0.78 0.83 0.32 0.79 0.70 0.85 0.75 0.83

ltem3 0.62 0.85 0.41 0.80 0.60 0.86 0.50 0.85
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ltem4 0.69 0.84 0.28 0.82 0.73 0.83 0.64 0.84
ltem5 0.71 0.83 0.35 0.81 0.65 0.85 0.65 0.84
ltem6 0.59 0.86 0.44 0.79 0.61 0.86 0.63 0.84
ltem7 0.11 0.87 0.08 0.87 0.01 0.87 0.04 0.87
ltem8 0.26 0.86 0.09 0.88 0.15 0.87 0.12 0.87
ltem9 0.37 0.85 0.11 0.86 0.25 0.86 0.29 0.86
Item 10 0.79 0.83 0.61 0.78 0.83 0.82 0.82 0.82
ltem 11 0.51 0.85 0.38 0.80 0.49 0.85 0.48 0.85
Item 12 0.42 0.86 - - 0.09 0.87 - -

Item 13 0.68 0.84 0.47 0.79 0.69 0.84 0.65 0.84

Note. Dashes indicate items automatically removed by SPSS due to zero variance.

According to conventional benchmarks, Cronbach’s Alpha values below 0.70 indicate low

reliability, those above 0.70 are considered acceptable, above 0.80 are good, and above 0.90

are excellent (Nunnally and Bernstein, 1994; Tavakol and Dennick, 2011).

Internal Consistency of Experts

The internal consistency of the raters’ scores was examined using Cronbach’s Alpha. The
results indicated high internal consistency for Rater 1 (a = .894), Rater 3 (o = .872), and
Rater 4 (o = .857), and moderate consistency for Rater 2 (a = .693). These findings suggest
that the majority of raters applied the rubric consistently, while minor variability in Rater 2’s

scoring may indicate differences in interpretation or application of the criteria.

Table 3

Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficients for Each Rater
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Expert Cronbach’s Alpha Alpha (Standardized)

Expert1 .894 .889
Expert2 .693 .653
Expert3 .872 .855
Expert4 .857 .849

3.5.2. Inter-Rater Reliability

The consistency of ratings among the four experts was assessed using multiple statistical
measures to provide a solid evaluation of reliability. Fleiss' Kappa, Weighted Kappa and
Intraclass Correlation Coefficients (ICC) were employed to determine the inter-rater
reliability. Fleiss’ Kappa, Weighted Kappa, and ICC together offer a comprehensive picture
of inter-rater reliability. Fleiss’ and Weighted Kappa capture how consistently experts
categorize each item (e.g., Yes, Partially, No), while ICC (2,k) specifically evaluates the
reliability of the average ratings across multiple raters. In this way, the kappa coefficients
reflect agreement at the categorical level, whereas ICC (2,k) assesses the stability of the
composite expert judgment, making these analyses complementary within the study’s

context.

As previously discussed, rater cognition and individual characteristics play a key role in
the evaluation process. Therefore, examining the frequency distribution of expert responses

may provide valuable insight into their rating tendencies.

Table 4

Frequency Distribution of Responses by Experts

Expert Yes Partially No

Expert 1 40 (29.0%) 51 (37.0%) 47 (34.1%)
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Expert 2 65 (47.1%) 44 (31.9%) 29 (21.0%)

Expert 3 43 (31.2%) 64 (46.4%) 31 (22.5%)

Expert 4 19 (13.8%) 66 (47.8%) 53 (38.4%)

An examination of the frequency distributions revealed noticeable differences in rater
tendencies. Expert 2 displayed a clear tendency toward leniency, assigning the highest
proportion of positive (“Yes”) judgments (47%). In contrast, Expert 4 emerged as the most
severe rater, offering the fewest “Yes” responses (14%) and the highest rate of negative
(“No”) ratings (38%). Such differences illustrate common rater-related patterns, including
leniency, severity, which are frequently observed in performance assessments (Eckes, 2015;
McNamara, 1996; Myford and Wolfe, 2004). To account for these variations and to evaluate
the extent of consistency across raters, inter-rater reliability was examined using Fleiss’

Kappa and Intraclass Correlation Coefficients (ICC).

3.5.3. Agreement Analysis with Fleiss' Kappa

Table 5 presents the results of the Fleiss” Kappa analysis conducted to examine the level of
agreement among experts across different dimensions of the checklist. The table includes
the number of valid ratings, observed and expected agreement values, the Fleiss’ Kappa
coefficients, and their interpretations based on Landis and Koch’s (1977) classification. This
provides an overview of how consistently the experts rated each dimension of the assessment

tool.

Table 5

The results of the Fleiss' Kappa Analysis by Dimension.

Dimension Total Valid Po Pe Fleiss’ Interpretation*
Ratings (N) (Observed  (Expected Kappa

Agreement) Agreement) (k)
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Face Validity 87 0.655 0.426 0.400  Fair agreement

(1-2)
Content Validity 88 0.693 0.453 0.439 Moderate
(3-4) agreement
Construct Validity 175 0.663 0.351 0.481 Moderate
(5-8) agreement
Reliability 216 0.718 0.344 0.569 Moderate—
(9-13) substantial
agreement
Overall (1-13) 566 0.687 0.343 0.524 Moderate
agreement

Note: Interpretation based on Landis and Koch, 1977 k < .20 = slight; .21-.40 = fair; .41—

.60 = moderate; .61-.80 = substantial; > .80 = almost perfect.

The Fleiss’ Kappa analysis revealed moderate to good levels of inter-rater agreement across
the dimensions. Overall agreement among the four experts was k = .52, indicating a
moderate-to-good consistency (Landis & Koch, 1977). Among the sub-dimensions,
Reliability showed the highest level of agreement (x = .57), while Face and Content validity
demonstrated moderate agreement (k =~ .40—.44). Construct validity also showed moderate
agreement (K = .48). These findings suggest that while there is notable alignment among
raters, some variability remains, especially in the evaluation of face and content aspects.

3.5.4. Agreement Analysis with Weighted Kappa

To further examine agreement between individual raters, pairwise Weighted Cohen’s Kappa
values were calculated using quadratic weights. In practice, for ordinal rating scales with
three or more ordered options, quadratic weights are often preferred because they better
represent the “distance” between categories (Cohen, 1968; Warrens, 2015). The results of

the Weighted Kappa analysis are presented in Table 6.
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Table 6

Weighted Kappa (Pairwise & Quadratic) — With 95% Cls

Rater Pair N Quadratic k 95% CI Label
Expert 1 — Expert 2 138 0.529 [0.414, 0.632] Moderate
Expert 1 — Expert 3 139 0.520 [0.402, 0.623] Moderate
Expert 1 — Expert 4 139 0.347 [0.203, 0.479] Fair
Expert 2 — Expert 3 141 0.572 [0.461, 0.664] Moderate
Expert 2 — Expert 4 142 0.355 [0.240, 0.471] Fair
Expert 3 — Expert 4 142 0.511 [0.392, 0.615] Moderate

The results showed that agreement ranged from fair to moderate across all rater pairs.
Quadratic « values ranged from .35 to .57, as expected for ordinal data. The strongest
agreement was observed between Expert 2 and Expert 3 (quadratic k =.57), while the lowest
occurred between Expert 1 and Expert 4 (quadratic x = .35). These results align with the
overall Fleiss’ Kappa (.52) and ICC findings, suggesting moderate reliability when ratings

are considered collectively.

3.5.5. Score Reliability Analysis with Intraclass Correlation (ICC)

To complement the agreement analysis, Intraclass correlation coefficients were computed
using a two-way random effects model, assessing both single and average rater consistency.
This model was selected as both the raters and the exams were considered random samples
from larger populations. The results, presented in Table 7, show that the single-rater ICC
[ICC(2,1)] was 0.48 (95% CI = 0.38-0.58, p < .001), indicating moderate reliability. In
contrast, the average-rater ICC [ICC(2,k)] was 0.79 (95% CI = 0.71-0.84, p < .001),
reflecting good reliability when the ratings of all four experts were aggregated (Koo & Li,
2016). These results highlight that while individual rater agreement was only moderate,

combining ratings across experts substantially improved reliability. This confirms that the
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aggregate judgments of the expert panel provide a consistent and reliable measure for

evaluation.

Table 7

Intraclass Correlation Coefficients for Inter-Rater Reliability

ICC Description ICC 95% CI Interpretation
Model Value
ICC(2,1) Two-way random, single rater .48 [.352, Moderate
A472]
ICC(2,k) Two-way random, average 127 [.662, Good
raters .784]

Note: Interpretation based on Koo & Li (2016): <.50 = Poor, .50-.75 = Moderate, .75-.90 =
Good, >.90 = Excellent.

Table 8 displays the Intraclass Correlation Coefficients (ICC) calculated for each
dimension of the checklist. The table includes both single-measure [ICC(2,1)] and average-
measure [ICC(2,k)] values, along with their standard deviations, to show the consistency of

expert ratings across dimensions.

Table 8
Intraclass Correlation Coefficients ICC by Dimension

Dimension ICC(2,1) Mean (SD) ICC(2,k) Mean (SD)
Face Validity 0.46 (0.06) 0.73 (0.04)
Content Validity 0.33 (0.10) 0.65 (0.10)
Construct Validity 0.29 (0.05) 0.61 (0.05)
Reliability 0.32 (0.19) 0.58 (0.18)
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The ICC analysis revealed notable variation across dimensions. Face validity achieved the
highest consistency among raters (ICC(2,1) = 0.46; ICC(2,k) = 0.73), reflecting moderate
reliability at the single-rater level and good reliability when aggregated. Content validity
showed lower but still acceptable agreement (ICC(2,1) = 0.33; ICC(2,k) = 0.65). Construct
validity produced weaker values (ICC(2,1) = 0.29; ICC(2,k) = 0.61), indicating limited
consistency. Reliability items were the most heterogeneous, with ICC(2,1) averaging 0.32
but with high variability (SD = 0.19), suggesting inconsistency across different aspects of

reliability, though aggregated ratings improved to moderate levels (ICC(2,k) = 0.58).

3.6. Interpretation of the Methodological Findings

The reliability analyses revealed that both the checklist and the expert evaluations showed
generally acceptable and stable levels of consistency. Cronbach’s Alpha results indicated
that the speaking assessment checklist had a coherent internal structure, meaning that most
items worked well together to measure the same construct. Three raters (R1, R3, and R4)
demonstrated high internal consistency (a > .85), while Rater 2 showed a moderate level (a:
.69). This suggests that, overall, the raters applied the checklist criteria in a consistent way,
although one rater may have interpreted some descriptors slightly differently. Such small
variations are quite expected in performance-based assessments, as raters naturally differ in
how they perceive and prioritize specific aspects of student performance (Eckes, 2015;
McNamara, 1996).

The item-level findings provided additional insight into the scale’s functioning. Items 1, 2,
4,5, 6, 10, and 13 appeared to be the most reliable, showing strong correlations with the
overall scale. These items therefore supported the internal coherence of the instrument. On
the other hand, Items 7, 8, and 9 showed weak correlations (r < .30), which may indicate that
their wording or focus was not fully clear to all raters. The “alpha if item deleted” results
also showed that removing these weaker items could slightly increase the overall reliability.
In other words, the checklist worked effectively as a whole, but a few items might need
clearer descriptions or examples to prevent different interpretations. Even so, Cronbach’s
Alpha values were all above the acceptable threshold of .70 (Nunnally and Bernstein, 1994;
Tavakol and Dennick, 2011), which confirms that the scale had satisfactory internal

consistency.
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When the focus shifts from each rater’s consistency to the level of agreement among raters,
the results paint a realistic picture of how subjective judgments can vary in classroom-based
assessment. The Fleiss’ Kappa analysis showed a moderate overall agreement (k: .52) among
the four experts. The agreement was strongest for the Reliability dimension (k: .57), while
Face and Content validity produced slightly lower scores (around «: .40—.44). This pattern
IS quite typical in language testing research because raters often find it easier to agree on
observable aspects such as scoring clarity or reliability than on more abstract criteria like
authenticity or representativeness (Fulcher, 2003; Myford and Wolfe, 2004).

Pairwise Weighted Kappa results supported this interpretation. The agreements between
individual pairs of raters ranged from fair to moderate (k: .35—.57). The highest consistency
was found between Expert 2 and Expert 3, whereas the lowest was between Expert 1 and
Expert 4. This finding was also consistent with the frequency distribution results, where
Expert 2 tended to be more lenient and Expert 4 more severe. These differences once again
highlight the influence of individual rating styles. Although detailed criteria and descriptors
were provided to guide the experts’ evaluations, slight differences in interpretation still
emerged. This situation is also frequently reported in the literature, showing that even when
raters receive common training or use the same rubric, variability in judgment can persist
due to personal perceptions and cognitive differences (Eckes, 2015; Lumley and McNamara,
1995).

The Intraclass Correlation Coefficients (ICC) provided another perspective on the reliability
of expert scores. The single-rater ICC(2,1) value (.48) indicated moderate reliability, but
when the scores of all four raters were combined, the average ICC(2,k) rose to .73, showing
good reliability (Koo and Li, 2016). This means that while a single rater’s scores may vary
moderately, combining the ratings of several raters gives a much more stable and trustworthy
result. This finding supports the common recommendation in performance testing to use
multiple raters to minimize individual bias and increase reliability (Bachman, 1990; Brown
and Abeywickrama, 2019).

Across the dimensions, Face Validity showed the highest ICC values (ICC(2,k): .73), while
Construct Validity and Reliability dimensions produced moderate but still acceptable levels
(around ICC(2,k): .58-.61). This indicates that consistency was higher in more concrete
aspects of the test, such as clarity and transparency, compared to more abstract aspects like

construct representation.
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To sum up, the reliability analyses showed that the expert evaluations were overall
consistent, and the speaking test checklist functioned as a dependable measurement tool.
Although some variation among raters was observed, particularly in interpreting certain
items, the overall consistency remained within acceptable limits. Taken together, these
results confirm that the combination of well-prepared checklists and multiple expert
evaluations can provide reliable evidence about the quality of classroom-based speaking
exams. In future applications, revising a few items and organizing short rater calibration
sessions could further strengthen the reliability of the results and reduce potential

interpretation differences among evaluators.
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CHAPTER IV

FINDINGS

This chapter presents the results of the expert evaluations regarding the validity and
reliability of the exams from 11 schools. The findings are presented in the following order:
(1) General descriptive statistics, (2) Findings for each validity and reliability dimension, (3)

School-based analysis, and (4) Varience among School Types.

4.1. General Descriptive Findings

An overview of the evaluations across all 11 schools and 13 items is presented below (Table

9). A total of 572 data points were analyzed (11 Schools* x 13 Items x 4 Experts).

*One school was excluded from the research, since no summative speaking tests were
applied in the school, instead the teachers relied on inclass performance observation to assign

a score for the students’ speaking proficiency.

Table 9

Overall Descriptive Statistics for All Evaluations (no opinion excluded) (N=566)

Category Frequency (f) Percentage (%)
Yes 170 30.0
Partially 234 41.3
No 162 28.6
Total 566 100

Overall, experts’ ratings averaged 2.01 (SD = 0.77) on the three-point scale, suggesting that
judgments generally leaned toward “partially”. Six “no opinion” responses were excluded.
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4.2. Dimensional Analysis

The performance across the four main dimensions is summarized in Table 10.

Table 10

Comparative Performance of the Four Main Dimensions

Dimension Number of Items Mean Score (SD) Rank
1. Face Validity 2 2.43 (0.68) 1
2. Content Validity 2 2.24 (0.61) 2
3. Reliability 5 1.91 (0.77) 3
4. Construct Validity 4 1.82 (0.78) 4

Note: SD = Standard Deviation

As shown, Face Validity received the highest average rating, while Construct

Validity dimension received the lowest.

4.2.1. Face Validity Findings

Table 11 presents the descriptive results for the first two items (G1-G2) in the expert evaluation
checklist. These items address the clarity of the test’s alignment with the intended learning outcomes
and the appropriateness of the exam tasks for the target age group. The percentages of “Yes,”
“Partially,” and “No” responses, along with the standard deviation values, are displayed to illustrate

the distribution of expert judgments.

Table 11
Face Validity Item Analysis

Item Description Yes Partially No SD
(%) (%) (%) %
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Gl appears to be clearly related to the 47.73 40.91

_ _ 114 193
intended learning outcome.
G2 seems appropriate for the 58.14  32.56
.. 9.3 24.4
participants’ age group (14-16).
Average 52,90 36,75 10,35 21.85

Item G2 (Age-appropriateness) was the highest-rated single item in this dimension.

4.2.2. Content Validity Findings

Table 12 presents the descriptive results for the two items (K1-K2) under the content validity
dimension of the checklist. These items focus on the inclusion of learning outcomes within
the exam content and the appropriateness of the assessment tool for the cognitive levels
targeted by the outcomes. The table displays the percentages of “Yes,” “Partially,” and “No”
responses, together with the standard deviation values, to summarize the distribution of

expert evaluations.

Table 12
Content Validity Item Analysis

Item Description Yes Partially  No SD
(%) (%) (%) %
K1 The learning outcomes specified
within the scope of the exam are 31.8 56.8 114 228

included in the assessment.

K2 The assessment tool is appropriate for
the cognitive levels of the learning 34.1 59.1 6.8 26.1
outcomes

Average 32.95% 57.95% 9.1% 24.45
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Both content validity items showed a very similar profile, with a high proportion of
"Partially” responses.

4.2.3. Construct Validity Findings

Table 13 presents the descriptive results for the four items (Y1-Y4) under the construct
validity dimension of the checklist. These items examine whether the assessment tool
accurately measures the intended learning outcomes, avoids assessing unintended skills or
knowledge, includes measures to minimize potential bias, and employs a clear scoring rubric
aligned with its purpose. The percentages of “Yes,” “Partially,” and “No” responses, together
with the standard deviation values, are provided to summarize the distribution of expert

evaluations.

Table 13
Construct Validity Item Analysis

Item Description Yes Partially  No SD
(%) (%) (%) %
Y1l The assessment tool is designed to
measure the intended learning 419 512 7.0 23.3
outcomes.
Y2 The assessment tool does not require
knowledge or skills beyond the 50.0 250 25.0 144

intended learning outcomes.

Y3 The assessment practice includes
) ) 0.0 31.8 68.2 341
measures to prevent possible bias.
Y4 A clear and detailed scoring rubric
suitable for the purpose has been used 0.0 38.6 61.4 310
in the assessment practice.
Average 22,98 36,65 40,40 25.7
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This dimension shows the most variation. Items Y1 and Y2 performed reasonably well,
while items Y3 (Bias prevention) and Y4 (Scoring rubric) were the two lowest-rated items

in the entire study, pulling down the dimension's average.

4.2.4. Reliability Findings

Table 14 presents the descriptive results for the five items (Gv1-Gvb) under the reliability
dimension of the checklist. These items address the clarity of test instructions and content,
the appropriateness of scoring criteria, the assurance of rater reliability, and the suitability
of the exam administration for its intended purpose. The percentages of “Yes,” “Partially,”
and “No” responses, along with the standard deviation values, are displayed to summarize

the distribution of expert evaluations.

Table 14
Reliability Item Analysis

Item Description Yes Partially  No SD
(%) (%) (%) %
Gvl The test has clear, precise, and
] _ 25.0 36.4 386 7.3
understandable instructions.
Gv2 The content of the test is clear,
o ) 61.4 34.1 4.6 28.4
explicit, and comprehensible.
Gv3 The criteria used for scoring are
appropriate for the purpose and 12.2 65.9 220 28.6
content.
Gv4d Rater reliability has been ensured. 0.0 6.8 93.2 519
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Gvb The stated exam administration is
appropriate for the purpose and 27.9 60.5 116 249

content.

Average 25,30 40,74 34,00 28.22

Item Gv2 (Content clarity) was a strength, while Gv4 (Inter-rater reliability) was a notable

weakness.

4.3. School-Based Performance Analysis

Table 15 shows the ranking of schools based on their total mean scores from the expert
evaluations. Each school is identified with a code number, and the table lists its mean score,
standard deviation, and rank order. The ranking offers a clear overview of how the schools

performed relative to one another according to the overall evaluation results.

Table 15
School Performance Ranking (Based on Total Mean Score)

School Code Mean Score (SD) Rank
10 2.33(0.79) 1
12 2.25 (0.79) 2
3 2.23(0.78) 3
6 2.21 (0.80) 4
2 2.13 (0.66) 5
5 2.08 (0.71) 6
11 2.07 (0.77) 7
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1 1.76 (0.69) 8

8 1.75 (0.65) 9
4 1.67 (0.73) 10
7 1.62 (0.67) 11

There is a clear performance gap between the top schools (e.g., School 10, 12, 3) and the
bottom schools (e.g., School 8, 4, 7). The scores range from a high of 2.33 (School 10) to a
low of 1.62 (School 7).

4.4. Varience Among School Types

Prior to group comparisons, the normality of the averaged checklist scores was examined,
and the data were found to deviate from normal distribution. Therefore, a non-parametric
Kruskal-Wallis H test was employed to explore potential differences in expert evaluation

scores among Science, Religious, Anatolian, and Vocational high schools.

Q-Q Plot of Averaged Expert Ratings (1-3 Scale)
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Figure 4. Q-Q plot of averaged expert ratings
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Figure 4 showing the relationship between observed and expected normal values. The data
points diverge from the diagonal reference line, indicating that the distribution of scores does

not fully follow a normal pattern, in line with the Shapiro—Wilk test results.

The Shapiro-Wilk test indicated a significant deviation from normality, W = 0.94, p <.001,
confirming that the averaged expert ratings were not normally distributed. Given the ordinal
nature of the original checklist data (Yes = 3, Partially = 2, No = 1) and the non-normal
distribution of the mean scores, the data were analyzed using non-parametric methods.
Accordingly, the Kruskal-Wallis H test was applied instead of ANOVA to ensure an

appropriate comparison across school types.

A Kruskal-Wallis H test was conducted to determine whether expert evaluation scores
differed significantly among the four school types: Science (S), Religious (R), Anatolian
(A), and Vocational (V) high schools. The analysis revealed a statistically significant
difference among the groups, H(3) = 27.99, p =.002. As illustrated in Figure 4.4, the median
values and score distributions varied across school types, indicating that the speaking
assessment evaluations were not uniform across contexts and that certain school types
demonstrated higher levels of alignment with the assessment criteria than others.

Distribution of Mean Expert Ratings Across School Types
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Figure 5. Boxplot of mean expert evaluation scores across four school types (Science,

Religious, Anatolian, and VVocational)

The figure illustrates variations in medians and score distributions, consistent with the

Kruskal-Wallis test results indicating significant differences among the groups.

The comparison of expert evaluation scores across the four school types revealed notable
differences in how speaking assessments were conducted and rated. As shown in Figure 4.4,
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Science high schools generally received higher mean ratings, suggesting stronger alignment
with the assessment criteria and more consistent implementation of evaluation procedures.
Anatolian and Religious high schools exhibited moderate median scores, indicating a
balanced but slightly variable approach to speaking assessment. VVocational high schools, on
the other hand, tended to have lower mean ratings and wider score spread, implying greater
inconsistency in assessment practices. These differences suggest that contextual and
institutional factors may influence how effectively speaking assessment standards are

applied across school types.

The higher mean expert ratings observed in Science high schools indicate that the speaking
tests administered in these institutions were perceived as more consistent with validity and
reliability criteria compared to other school types. This suggests that test design and
administration practices in Science high schools may demonstrate stronger adherence to

established assessment principles.
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CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

5.1. Overview of the Chapter

This chapter interprets the results of the expert evaluations on the speaking exams collected
from twelve high schools in Sakarya. It focuses on understanding what the findings reveal
about the validity and reliability of these exams and explores possible reasons behind the
patterns observed. The discussion centers on four key dimensions: face, content, and
construct validity, together with reliability, while also considering how they relate to one
another in practice.

Both statistical results and expert insights are examined together to explain what these
figures mean in the real testing context. Attention is given to the ways in which exam design,
task selection, and rubric use may have influenced the psychometric qualities of the tests.
Throughout the discussion, interpretations are supported by relevant theories and earlier

research on language assessment to provide a balanced and evidence-based perspective.

5.2. Validity and Reliability

5.2.1 Face Validity

Face Validity received the highest mean score among all four dimensions (M: 2.43, SD:
0.68), indicating that the experts perceived the speaking exams as generally appropriate and
visually credible in relation to their intended purposes. At the item level, G1 (“clearly related
to the intended learning outcome”) reached 47.7 percent “Yes” and 40.9 percent “Partially,”
while G2 (“appropriate for the participants’ age group”) obtained the strongest agreement,
with 58.1 percent “Yes.” Overall, more than half of all expert judgments fell on the positive
end of the scale, suggesting that the tasks were considered well matched to student profiles
and curricular expectations. However, high face validity does not guarantee whole

alignment, and perceived relevance can mask hidden design issues (Getman, 2020).
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The relatively high ratings on G1 show that the tasks were perceived as visibly aligned with
the stated objectives of the speaking component. Experts generally agreed that test prompts
resembled classroom practices and reflected what students were expected to achieve in the
curriculum. G2 received the most positive evaluations, indicating that task content and
difficulty levels were age-appropriate and linguistically accessible for learners aged 14-16.
The small proportion of “No” responses (below 10 percent in both items) supports the idea

that the tasks were within learners’ communicative reach.

This interpretation is reinforced by the statement from one teacher (HO1): “I choose the
topics among the ones students can talk about.” This comment reflects teachers’ awareness
of learners’ cognitive and linguistic limits and explains why age-appropriateness emerged
as the most positively rated feature. It also suggests that face validity is not merely a matter
of task design but a reflection of the teacher’s intentional adaptation to student realities,
which is also visible in a participant teacher’s statement (H11) “We do not push the students

so much. We choose topics they can perform”

These findings are consistent with earlier research in Turkish context. Ekmekei (2016) and
Ozdemir (2018) both found that school-based English speaking exams often achieve high
face validity due to teachers’ familiarity with curricular goals and their tendency to design
practical, familiar tasks. Similarly, Hughes (2003) emphasized that when test takers
recognize exam tasks as meaningful and relevant, they are more likely to perceive the test as
fair and meaningful. In the present context, the use of everyday and predictable topics

appears to have strengthened this perception of validity.

The strong performance in face validity may also be linked to the clarity of the Ministry of
National Education (MoNE) guidelines, which necessitates conducting speaking tests. Even
though the procedures can be demanding or time-consuming, teachers appear to comply

carefully, possibly because adherence is institutionally enforced.

Teachers’ adherence to official assessment guidelines can be influenced by institutional and
policy-driven factors. According to Ball, Maguire, and Braun (2012), policy enactment at
the school level often involves teachers interpreting and operationalizing formal
requirements in locally meaningful ways. In the context of language assessment, Alderson
and Wall (1993) highlight how mandatory exams and official testing procedures can generate

strong washback effects, shaping teachers’ instructional and assessment practices.
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This compliance ensures that certain surface features, such as task format, time limits, and
question types, are standardized, producing tests that appear coherent and legitimate to
external evaluators. In this sense, the high face-validity scores likely reflect teachers’
adherence to official instructions. Consequently, while the exams are externally convincing
and age-appropriate, they may still vary in depth and construct coverage, an issue explored

further in the next sections.

5.2.2 Content Validity

Content validity was the second-highest dimension with a mean of 2.24 (SD: 0.61), yet the
high number of “Partially” responses (57.9 percent on average) indicates that alignment
between exam content and the targeted learning outcomes was only partial. Both items, K1
(coverage of intended outcomes) and K2 (appropriateness for cognitive levels), showed
almost identical distributions: around one-third of “Yes” responses, more than half
“Partially,” and less than ten percent “No.” These results suggest that experts recognized
some consistency with the curriculum but also perceived missing or simplified elements

within the examined speaking tests.

The item-level findings suggest that teachers tend to cover the visible or easily measurable
parts of the curriculum rather than the full range of speaking outcomes. For K1, which
measures how well the test includes the stated learning outcomes, experts noted that some
teachers limited their assessment to a few units or familiar topics, leaving broader
communicative skills untouched. For K2, which concerns the match between the assessment
and the cognitive level of the intended outcomes, raters observed that several tasks were
simplified to fit students’ limited proficiency levels. This practice shows an effort to maintain

fairness but also results in an underrepresentation of higher-level speaking outcomes.

Several test descriptions and expert comments help to clarify this pattern. Teacher HO5
reported, “I allow students to choose between two topics,” reflecting a flexible but narrowed
approach to content selection. Similarly, HO7 wrote, “Students draw a card and answer the
question with one or two sentences.” However, the questions on those cards included items
such as “Translate: Biz Sakarya’da yasariz — Jack reads newspaper” and “Talk about your
relatives (names, ages, jobs),” which reveal a deviation from the course outcomes.
Expert evaluations confirmed these inconsistencies. Rater 1 (R1) noted for HO5 that “it was
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mentioned that the test covered Units 3 and 4, but while it’s related to Unit 3, it has nothing
to do with Unit 4.” R1 also observed for HO7 that “it ended up being a testing instrument
that only required memorization and recall.” Such remarks show that teachers often claim
curricular alignment but end up designing tasks that assess memorized content instead of

authentic communicative performance.

These results resonate strongly with earlier research on local speaking assessment practices.
Ozdemir (2018) and Ekmekgi (2016) both found that classroom speaking exams in Turkish
high schools frequently reflect partial coverage of curricular outcomes due to time
limitations and the absence of clear task models. According to Brown and Abeywickrama
(2019), content validity is achieved when assessment tasks reflect the range of skills,
functions, and topics outlined in the instructional goals, rather than emphasizing isolated
linguistic elements. In the present study, the experts’ partial evaluations confirm that teachers
achieve topical overlap with the curriculum but not full representativeness of its cognitive

and communicative demands.

The moderate content validity may be explained in part by contextual constraints and teacher
adaptation. For instance, research in Turkish high schools indicates that English teachers
often report limited weekly instructional time and challenges in covering all skills
thoroughly (Dursun, Bedir and Giilcii, 2017). As a result, teachers may focus on fewer, more
manageable outcomes or simplify tasks to ensure completion. Furthermore, when they aim
for broader coverage, some teachers perceive the ministry-specified outcomes as overly
demanding for students’ proficiency levels, and thus feel compelled to adjust them
downward, which was also visible in Ak and Bozyigit’s (2024) research. This leads to
practical and age-appropriate but linguistically narrow exams. Consequently, while teachers
succeed in maintaining visible content alignment with the curriculum, the assessments tend

to prioritize feasibility and compliance over comprehensive content representation.

5.2.3 Construct Validity

Construct validity received the lowest mean score among all four dimensions (M = 1.82, SD
= 0.78), indicating that the experts found the exams least satisfactory in representing the
underlying construct of speaking ability. The four items (Y1-Y4) under this category varied
considerably. While Y1 (“measures intended learning outcomes”) and Y2 (“does not require
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knowledge or skills beyond the outcomes™) received moderate support with around half of
the experts selecting “Yes” or “Partially,” Y3 (“includes measures to prevent possible bias”)
and Y4 (“uses a clear, detailed scoring rubric”’) were among the weakest items in the entire
checklist. Only 31.8 percent of raters selected “Partially” and none selected “Yes” for Y3,
while Y4 received zero “Yes” and 38.6 percent “Partially,” confirming the lack of

standardized rubrics and bias-control procedures in the examined exams.

The item-level findings show that most speaking exams partially addressed the intended
learning outcomes but through tasks that simplified complex communicative functions.
Teachers often replaced open-ended, spontaneous speaking outcomes with limited or
predictable prompts, leading to underrepresentation of the construct. For Y1, experts
commented that several exams reduced speaking to sentence recall or memorized responses
rather than real-time interaction. One evaluator noted for HO3 that “the student will read
from memory. There will be no speaking practice, ” illustrating how task design limited the
measurement of actual speaking ability.

Y2 received slightly better ratings, reflecting teachers’ efforts to keep tasks within students’
proficiency range. The sharp declines in Y3 and Y4 reveal more systemic weaknesses. None
of the examined schools employed procedures such as double marking or external rating,
and all rubrics lacked descriptors. Experts repeatedly noted the absence of detailed scoring
rubrics, commenting for instance on H10 that “no detailed rubric, no descriptors, no
external raters.” This absence of structured rating criteria undermines the interpretive
meaning of scores, as judgments become dependent on teachers’ intuitive impressions rather

than shared standards.

None of the teachers across the eleven schools provided a detailed rubric with discriptors.
The rubrics attached to exam materials were highly general, typically dividing scores equally
among broad categories such as fluency 20p, accuracy 20p, pronunciation 20p, vocabulary
20p, and content 20p (HO6) or pronunciation & accuracy 20p, fluency 20p, body language
& eye contact 20p, extended vocabulary 20p, timing 20p (H08). While these indicate a
certain level of awareness of common assessment dimensions, they lack behavioral
descriptors and therefore do not guide raters on what constitutes each performance level.
One teacher (HO7) explicitly admitted, “I make an overall evaluation. Although I do not
allocate points separately according to some dimesions, | care about things like
pronunciation.” Such statements confirm that teachers tend to evaluate holistically based on

general impressions, an approach that limits construct representation and scoring reliability.
71



The weak construct validity observed in this study echoes the concerns raised in previous
national and international research. In the Turkish context, Polat (2020) and Inan (2019)
highlighted persistent problems related to rater subjectivity, insufficiently defined rubrics,
and scoring criteria that merely list assessment components without providing behavioral
descriptors. Likewise, Ozdemir (2018) and Ekmek¢i (2016) reported that high school
speaking exams often depend on teachers’ intuitive judgments rather than standardized

rating tools, leading to limited comparability and interpretive ambiguity.

Similar patterns have been identified internationally. Fulcher (2010) and McNamara (1996)
noted that construct validity in speaking assessment is often weakened when tasks elicit
memorized responses or when scoring lacks analytic grounding. Kim (2015) and Koizumi
(2022) also identified vague task constructs and low inter-rater reliability as persistent
obstacles to valid measurement. At a theoretical level, Bachman and Palmer (1996)
emphasized that a test’s validity depends on whether it elicits the full range of language
ability components which are organizational, pragmatic, and strategic, rather than isolated
linguistic forms. The near-complete absence of bias-prevention mechanisms observed in this

study further reinforces these long-standing concerns.

The observed weak construct validity may largely stem from contextual and practical
constraints. For instance, English teachers in Turkish high schools often report restricted
weekly instruction time, leaving limited opportunities for preparation, administration, and
scoring of comprehensive speaking assessments (Dursun, et al.,, 2017). Under such
conditions, teachers may favour simpler, more manageable tasks to ensure completion even
when these reduce the breadth of the construct being measured. Measures designed to reduce
bias, such as double-marking, audio-recording of tests, or systematic cross-checking are
often omitted, probably by the same reason that they impose additional workload and require
institutional coordination that schools may not routinely support. Furthermore, the
development and use of analytic rubrics with clearly defined descriptors demand a level of
assessment literacy that not all teachers feel they possess (Ballidag and Inan Karagiil, 2021;
Geng, Caliskan and Yiiksel, 2020; Tleri, 2019); hence many resort to holistic scoring based
on an overall impression of students’ language ability. While such an approach is efficient
from a practical viewpoint, it compromises thorough construct representation and
transparency. Therefore, although the speaking exams may fulfil procedural requirements
and appear superficially authentic, they fall short of capturing the complex, interactive and

strategic dimension of speaking ability as envisaged in communicative assessment theory.
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5.2.4 Reliability

The reliability dimension received an overall mean score of 1.91 (SD: 0.77), placing it third
among the four main dimensions. The five items (Gv1-Gv5) within this category showed
uneven results. While Gv2 (“clarity of content) achieved relatively strong support with 61.4
percent “Yes” responses, Gv4 (“rater reliability ensured”) was the lowest-rated item in the
entire checklist which received zero “Yes” responses, but received 93.2 percent “No.” Other
items, such as Gvl (“clarity of instructions”) and Gv5 (“appropriateness of exam
administration”), hovered around the “Partially” range, reflecting modest but inconsistent

reliability across schools.

Experts consistently rated the clarity of test instructions and content (Gvl and Gv2)
positively. This can be explained by teachers’ everyday classroom experience, giving clear
directions is a fundamental part of teaching, and even when assessments differ from regular
lessons, instructional clarity tends to remain strong. However, issues emerged in other

reliability-related items.

For Gv3 (“appropriateness of scoring criteria”), experts noted several inconsistencies
between what the tasks required and what the scoring criteria included. For example, one
evaluator said for HO3 and HO6 that “the use of present and past tense is required, but
grammar is not included in the scoring,” showing a mismatch between test content and
assessment focus. Conversely, in HO4, grammar was overemphasized, as the expert wrote,
“the teacher stated they focused on grammar. A focus specific to speaking skills was not
observed.”

The weakest item, Gv4, concerned rater reliability, and all experts agreed that there were no
measures such as double scoring, external raters, or calibration. This absence was common
across all schools and is likely due to workload and scheduling constraints.
Finally, Gv5 (“appropriateness of exam administration”) revealed procedural
inconsistencies. Some teachers provided the questions in advance (H05, HO03), allowing
memorization and recitation. Experts noted that this practice undermined reliability by
creating unequal preparation conditions, as seen in comments such as “Students will speak
from memory. They will prepare in advance for the question they want. This is not

)

appropriate.’
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Test information forms confirm that exams were often designed for practicality rather than
standardization. One teacher (H11) reported, “Say five sentences using ‘used to’.” While
such prompts are clear and directly linked to the grammar related outcomes in the
curriculum, they do not reflect the nature of speaking skills or authenticity. Another teacher
stated, “We told students to say five old habits, if they couldn’t do it, we asked questions like
‘What is your father’s name?’” (H11). These examples illustrate well-intentioned
adjustments to help students succeed but also show how spontaneous decisions during
administration may compromise fairness and reliability. Furthermore, none of the tests
involved external raters, recordings, or formal moderation processes, indicating that

reliability was largely dependent on individual teacher judgment.

These findings are in line with observations in both national and international literature.
McNamara (1996) and Fulcher (2010) emphasized that reliability in speaking assessment is
often the first dimension to be compromised in classroom contexts, largely due to limited
time, workload, and the absence of systematic moderation. In the Turkish context, Ozdemir
(2018) similarly noted that teachers seldom employ multiple raters or structured scoring
procedures for practical reasons. Brown and Abeywickrama (2019) also reminded that
procedural consistency—not just task clarity—plays a decisive role in ensuring reliability in
performance-based tests.

Further evidence supports these patterns. Zhang and Elder (2009) cautioned against the use
of loosely defined rubrics and vague scoring criteria, both of which were apparent in the
present study. Previous research has also shown that some level of subjectivity is inevitable
in rater judgments, and even experienced assessors may vary substantially in their scoring
(Fulcher, 2003; Shohamy, 1983). Considering that each exam in this study was evaluated by
a single teacher, it is reasonable to assume that individual differences in judgment further
affected reliability. As Polat (2020) pointed out, the rating process itself can be demanding
and context-sensitive, even under ideal conditions. While certain procedural aspects, such as
instruction clarity, were evaluated positively, the lack of consistent rater training and
standardized procedures limited reliability overall. This mixed picture aligns with the
findings of Ballidag and Inan Karagiil (2021) and Mede and Atay (2017), who reported
insufficient professional preparation in maintaining inter-rater consistency in school-based

speaking assessments.

The reliability results reflect a common tension between practicality and standardization in

classroom assessment. Although teachers are accustomed to giving clear explanations and
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ensuring comprehension, conducting structured speaking assessments with consistent
scoring and controlled conditions seem much harder. Time limitations, heavy teaching loads,
and the absence of institutional frameworks for rater training all may have contributed to
weak rater reliability (Brown, 2005; Fulcher, 2010; Kremmel and Harding, 2020).

Some teachers also seemed to prioritize student comfort and perceived fairness by
simplifying testing procedures, sharing questions beforehand, or allowing flexible response
formats. Although such adaptations may foster a supportive classroom atmosphere and
reduce student anxiety, they simultaneously limit the comparability and replicability of

assessment outcomes (Fulcher, 2010; Shohamy, 2001).

In short, reliability in these speaking exams appears procedural rather than psychometric:
teachers ensured clarity and fairness in delivery, but the lack of standardized scoring and
moderation prevented the results from achieving consistency across raters or contexts. This
finding suggests that improving reliability in school-based speaking assessment would
require institutional support, practical training, and structured tools that go beyond individual

teacher effort.

5.3. Variance Among School Types

A Kruskal-Wallis H test was conducted to examine whether expert evaluation scores
differed significantly among the four school types: Science, Anatolian, Religious, and
Vocational high schools. The analysis revealed a statistically significant difference, H(3):
27.99, p: .002, indicating that the quality of speaking assessments varied notably across
contexts regarding validity and reliability. Descriptive data showed that Science high schools
received the highest mean scores (M: 2.33), followed by Anatolian (M: =~ 2.21) and Religious
high schools (M: = 2.08), while Vocational high schools recorded the lowest (M: 1.62). This
imbalance suggests that test quality and adherence to validity and reliability principles were

not evenly distributed among school types.

The significant variation across school types reflects broader educational and structural
differences in Tiirkiye’s high-school system. Science high schools admit academically high-
achieving students and operate as project schools. These factors likely contribute to their
higher expert ratings. Anatolian and Religious high schools displayed moderate results,

consistent with their student profile. Vocational high schools, by contrast, showed weaker
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alignment with validity and reliability criteria. Their limited English-instruction hours, only
two per week, and general focus being on the vocational subjects may restrict opportunities

for oral practice and test preparation, which in turn may affect the exam quality.

In schools with fewer English hours, exams tended to rely on short, predictable prompts and
memorized responses, suggesting that teachers calibrated task difficulty to their students’

limited exposure to English.

The present findings are consistent with earlier national studies reporting contextual
disparities in classroom assessment quality. Ozdemir (2018) found that schools with stronger
academic profiles and more instructional hours tend to conduct speaking assessments that
are both broader in content and more aligned with communicative-language-teaching
principles. Internationally, Fulcher (2010) and Brown and Abeywickrama (2019) observed
that institutional context and teacher experience play decisive roles in determining
assessment quality, especially when resources and training opportunities differ. The
significant variance found here therefore reflects not merely random fluctuation but a

systematic pattern rooted in contextual realities.

The observed differences among school types underline how institutional resources, student
profiles, and curriculum time jointly shape the validity and reliability of classroom-based
speaking exams. Teachers appear to make pragmatic adjustments, such as simplifying tasks,
shortening responses, or reducing assessment scope to match their students’ linguistic level.
Such adaptation results in inconsistent assessment standards across school types. In short,
the national policy goal of standardization in speaking assessment remains difficult to realize
under current structural conditions. Addressing these differences would require
differentiated support, including more instructional time for English, adjusting the level of
curriculum according to the differences among school types, accessible rater-training
resources, and additional materials like authentic tasks and detailed rubrics that promote

comparable testing practices across institutions.

In conclusion, this study has shown that the validity and reliability of classroom-based
English-speaking assessments are shaped as much by contextual realities as by theoretical
principles. While teachers generally succeed in creating exams that are familiar, age-
appropriate, and aligned with curricular goals, deeper dimensions of validity, particularly
construct coverage and scoring consistency, remained limited. The findings reveal that time

constraints, possible mismatch between students and the curriculum, lack of standardized
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rubrics, and the absence of moderation procedures continue to hinder the development of
robust assessment practices across school types. Yet, the moderate levels of agreement
among experts regarding the face and content validity constructs suggest a strong foundation
upon which improvement can be built. Ultimately, by bridging the gap between theory and
practice, schools can move toward assessment systems that not only measure speaking
ability more accurately but also foster learners’ confidence and communicative competence,

the true aim of language education.

5.4. Limitations of the study

Despite the informative nature of this study, several limitations must be acknowledged. First,

the study relied on the evaluations of four expert raters.

Second, the assessment of the speaking exams was based on documentation (e.g., test papers,
rubrics, etc.), not on live or recorded student performances. As a result, certain dynamic
aspects of speaking assessments, such as test-taker anxiety, teacher behavior, or classroom

conditions, could not be evaluated.

Third, the “I don’t know” responses, while methodologically excluded from Kappa
calculations, may still reflect ambiguity in item wording or lack of information provided by

schools.

The study does not provide evidence regarding response or washback validity, as no data

were collected on how test-takers interpreted or approached the test tasks.

The study did not include follow-up questions which may have been used during the tests in
the analysis, because of their inherent variability along with the impracticality of collecting

such data.

Finally, the study focused exclusively on high school English speaking exams in Sakarya

province of Tiirkiye within the Turkish education context.

5.5. Implications for practice
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The findings of this study carry several practical implications for educators, test developers,
and policymakers seeking to improve the quality and fairness of school-based speaking

assessments.

First, results showed that teachers often simplified tasks, reduced linguistic demands, or
provided highly guided prompts in response to perceived student proficiency levels, which
contributed to low construct validity and score inconsistencies. This highlights the need for
sustained professional development in assessment literacy. Teachers who design and
administer speaking exams should receive targeted training addressing key psychometric
principles such as construct validity, rater reliability, and rubric use (Giraldo, 2021). Short,
practice-oriented workshops supported by the Ministry of National Education (MoNE) could
help teachers move beyond intuitive scoring and adopt more systematic, evidence-based
procedures. Integrating language testing theory and practice into pre-service teacher
education programs would further strengthen this foundation.

Second, expert evaluations indicated misalignment between rubric descriptors, intended
learning outcomes, and curriculum expectations, resulting in inconsistent scoring across
schools. The study shows the importance of standardization and detailed rubric development.
Comprehensive analytic rubrics aligned with CEFR levels and curriculum outcomes should
be provided centrally and their consistent use encouraged across schools, enhancing both
transparency and inter-rater reliability (Limgomolvilas and Sukserm 2025). Additionally,
the MoNE could introduce quality assurance frameworks to ensure alignment between

teacher-made test design practices and national language education policies.

Third, findings revealed that none of the schools implemented reliability-enhancing
procedures such as test-retest, parallel (equivalent) forms, split-half methods, multiple raters,
repeated scoring, or external raters. This suggests that institutional monitoring and
collaborative moderation mechanisms could play a crucial role in maintaining assessment
quality and fairness. Establishing moderation systems or peer-review processes in which
teachers jointly evaluate sample performances can promote a shared understanding of

assessment standards.

5.6. Suggestions for future research
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Findings revealed that monologic and memorization based tasks, frequently used in several
schools, were associated with lower construct validity. Future research should
experimentally compare alternative task formats, such as performance-based, scenario-
driven, or interactive speaking tasks, to examine how these formats influence the range of
competencies elicited. Controlled quasi-experimental designs or mixed-method studies
incorporating live or video-recorded assessments could provide insight into how task type

affects student performance and the representativeness of the assessed construct.

The current study highlighted misalignments between the intended learning outcomes and
rubric descriptors, particularly in relation to national curriculum and CEFR. Future studies
should focus on the development and empirical validation of rubrics that systematically
operationalize curriculum and CEFR descriptors. Pilot studies or multi-site experimental
designs could assess whether these tools more accurately capture intended competencies and
enhance the consistency of scoring.

Expert evaluations indicated that teachers’ tendencies to simplify tasks, reduce linguistic
demands, or provide highly guided prompts affected cognitive difficulty and construct
representation. These practices, while intended to support students, limited the scope of
assessed skills and contributed to score inconsistencies. Future research should employ
mixed-methods designs combining classroom observation, think-aloud protocols, and
teacher interviews to investigate how task design, teacher behavior, and school-type
differences jointly impact construct validity and reliability in speaking assessment.
Comparative studies across academically selective and general schools could illuminate
systemic patterns influencing assessment quality. In other words, future studies may
investigate how teachers negotiate curriculum expectations, student needs, and assessment

pressures, and how these negotiations influence the validity of the evaluation process.

Given the absence of live performance data in the current study, future research should
incorporate observational or video-based datasets. Smaller, controlled sample studies could
allow for detailed analyses of student-test task interactions, examiner interventions, and
performance features that cannot be captured through document analysis alone. Longitudinal
or multi-site designs would enable researchers to test whether improvements in assessment
tools and instructional practices translate into more consistent validity and reliability

outcomes across school types.
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A key finding of the study was that none of the schools employed established reliability-
enhancing methods such as test-retest, parallel (equivalent) forms, split-half procedures,
multiple raters, repeated scoring, or external raters. Future research should systematically
investigate the feasibility and impact of incorporating these procedures in high school
speaking assessments. Experimental or quasi-experimental studies could compare the effects
of different reliability strategies on inter-rater consistency and score stability across diverse
school contexts. Additionally, studies could explore practical guidelines for implementing
these methods within the constraints of regular classroom schedules and teacher workloads,
providing evidence-based recommendations for improving both reliability and construct

validity in speaking assessments.
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sizden tahminen on beg dakika ayimamz ve swmnav bilgi formunda istenen bilgiler saglamamz istenmektedir.
Araghrmaya sizin disimzda tahminen 11 kisi katillacaktir. Bu galigmaya katilmak tamamen goniilliiliik esasina
dayanmaktadir. Calismamn amacina ulagmasi i¢in sizden beklenen, biftin sorulan eksiksiz, kimsenin baskisi veya
telkini altinda olmadan size en uygun gelen cevaplan igtenlikle verecek sekilde cevaplamanizdir. Bu formu okuyup
onaylamaniz, aragtirmaya katilmay: kabul ettiginiz anlamina gelecektir. Ancak, ¢aligmaya katilmama veya katildiktan
sonra herhangi bir anda ¢alismayi birakma hakkina da sahipsiniz. Bu galismadan elde edilecek bilgiler tamamen
arastirma amaci ile kullamlacak olup kisisel bilgilerimiz gizli tutulacaktir; ancak vernleriniz yayin amaci ile
kullamilabilir. Tletigim bilgileriniz ise sadece izninize bagli olarak ve farkli aragtrmacilanin sizinle iletigime
gegebilmesi igin “ortak katilimes havuzuna™ aktarilabilir. Eger aragtirmanin amac ile ilgili verilen bu bilgiler diginda
simdi  veya sonra daha fazla  bilgiye ihtiyag duyarsamz  araghrmacrya  simdi sorabilir  veya

e-posta adresi ve numarali telefondan ulasabilirsimiz. Aragtirma
tamamlandiginda genel/size 6zel sonuglarn sizinle paylagilmasin istiyorsanz litfen aragtirmaciya iletiniz.

Yukarida yer alan ve arastirmadan 6nce katilimciya verilmesi gereken bilgileri okudum ve katilmam istenen
calismanin kapsamini ve amacim, goniilli olarak tizerime diisen sorumluluklan anladim. Calisma hakkinda vazili ve
sbzli agiklama asagida adi belirtilen arastirmacy/aragtirmacilar tarafindan vapildi. Bana, ¢aliymanin muhtemel riskleri
ve faydalan s6zli olarak da anlatildi. Kigisel bilgilerimin §zenle korunacagi konusunda veterli giiven verildi.

Bu kosullarda s6z konusu aragtirmaya kendi istegimle, hicbir baski ve telkin olmaksizin katilmayi kabul

ediyorum.

Katilimcinin

Adi-Soyadi:..... e e

Imzasi: Tletisim Bilgileri: e-posta Telefon:

Iletisim bilgilerimin diger arastirmacilarin benimle iletisime gecebilmesi igin “ortak arastirma havuzuna™
aktarlmasini; 0 Kabul ediyorum 0 Kabul etmivorum (litfen uygun secenegi isaretleyiniz)

Velavet veva Vesavet Altinda Bulunanlar Icin;

Veli veya Vasisinin

Imzasi:
Arastirmacinin

Adi-Soyadi: Muhammed Ak
Imzas1:

Sahidin:!

Imzasu

1Sahit Kriterleri: Caligmanin bir fiyesi olmayan, aragtimact tarafindan belirlenen ve aragtwmanin bulgulari izerinde herhangi bir

olumlu/olumsuz etki yaratma olasiligs bul yan tarafsiz yetigkinlerdir. Katilime: aragtirmaya katilmays kabul edip onam formunu imzalamay:
istemedigi durumlarda aragtirmaci onam formundaki bilgileri katilimecsya 56216 olarak okur. Katilimes onayladifim s8zIii olarak beyan ederse
ahit de bu 56zl onam siirecine yazili onam formunu imzalamak sureti ile gahitlik ettigini beyan etmig olur.
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Appendix 4. Exam Information Form

Sinav Bilgileri (10.sinif I.Donem I1.Sinav) Bildirim Formu

Okul Adi: Sinav Kapsami(Uniteler):

1.Unite 2.Unite 3.United] 4.Unite 5.United Diger:
Konugma becerisi 6l¢limiinde kullandiginiz yontemi anlatiniz

Olgme Yo6ntemi(diyalog, sunum, vb.):

Sinav Oncesi yaptiklariniz(duyuru, sinav igerigi belirleme, vb.): Ogrencilere sinav gilinii
sinav oncesi hazirlik i¢in verilen siire(varsa):

Ogrencilerin konugma becerisini 6l¢gmek i¢in performans gdstermeleri i¢in taninan siire:

Sinav ani i¢in alinan 6nlemler(ortam, uygulanis, vb.)(varsa):

Sinav Yonergeniz:

Ol¢me ve degerlendirme hazirlik siirecinden puanlama siirecinin sonuna kadar
asagidaki yontemleri kullanip kullanmadiginiz: belirtiniz.

Evet | Hayir

Test tekrar test yontemi uygulamasi (Testin ayn1 bireylere ayni
kosullarda farkli zamanlarda uygulanmasi ve aradaki farka bakilmasi)

Paralel (esdeger) test yontemi uygulamasi (Benzer 6zellikte bir testin
yapilacak test ile beraber yapilip ikisi arasindaki farka bakilmast)

Esdeger yarilar yontemi uygulamasi (Testi igerik ve zorluk olarak iki
yartya boliip ikisi arasindaki farka bakilmasi)

Coklu Puanlayict (Ayni sinav kagidini birden fazla kisinin
puanlamasi ve puanlamalar arasindaki farka bakilmasi

Tekrarli puanlama uygulamasi (Ayni sinav kagidini ayni kisinin farkl
zamanlarda en az iki kez puanlamasi ve puanlamalar arasindaki farka
bakilmasi

D1s puanlayici uygulamasi (Puanlamanin derse giren 6gretmen
haricinde bir 6gretmen tarafindan yapilmasi)

Puanlamada Rubrik (degerlendirme kriterleri) kullanimi*

*Puanlama asamasinda rubrik(degerlendirme kriterleri) kullanildi ise kriterleri ve varsa
puan degerlerini belirtiniz veya ek olarak arastirmaci ile paylaginiz.

Konusma becerisini 6l¢gmek i¢in kullandiginiz sinav drnegini arastirmaci ile paylasiniz.
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Appendix 5. Expert Evaluation Checklist

INGILIZCE KONUSMA BECERISI TESTLERININ PSIKOMETRIK OZELLIKLER] UZMAN KONTROL LISTESI

Degerli uzman, sizden asaBidaki tabloyu sinav bilgi formu ve eklerine gbre doldurmaniz beklenmektedir. Herhangi bir madde ile ilgili yetersiz veri durumunda fikrim
yok kismini isaretleyehilir; eklemek istediklerinizi apklamalar kismina ekleyebilirsiniz.

EVET | KISMEN | HAYIR | FIKRIM | ACTKLAMA
YOK

Olgme wygulamas Glgilmes planlanan kazamm ile agik
Gariinfiy | bir geldlde iligkili sérimmeltedir

Gegerligi | Olgme wygulamas kathmeilarm(lise @ ve 10. smf / 14-16
vag) yagl igin uygun gdrinmeltedir.

Tgili smav kapsanundald kazammlar smava dahil
edilmigtir.

é?;sf? Olgme araci kazanmmlann biligsel basamak seviyelerme
eriz (bilg1, kavrama, uygulama, analiz, sentez, degerlendinme)

uygundur.
Qlgme arac dlgilmek 1stenen karamimlan dlgecek selalde
tasarlanmghr,

Qlgme arar: dlgilmek 1stenen karammlann digmda bir
Yap bilgi-becen gerektimmemelktedir.

Gegerlizl | Olome uyzulamas olas: yanliliga karg: dnlem
igermeltedir.

Olgme wygulamasmda amaca uygun agik ve detayh bar
puanlama rubng kullamimgtr.

Sinavin agik, net ve anlagilir bir yonerges vardir.

Sinavin igerifi agik net ve anlaghr ditzeydedir.

Puanlamada kullamlan kriterler amaca ve igerige
Givenirlik | wysundur

Puanla}-'m.l givenirlifl saflanmgtr.

Sinavin belirtilen uygulams ekl amaca ve igerige
uygundur.
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