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The Application of International Speaking Assessment Criteria among Saudi
Female English Language Teachers.
Ssladl) Ags s Vs s
B Al (Ll YN Al s B by palis Slaud

dalgaiawi@uj.edu.sa

Abstract

This study aims to examine the degree to which Saudi English Language teachers
utilize the International Speaking Assessment Criteria in their instructional practices. The
research sample comprised Saudi female English language teachers in the public
education system of Saudi Arabia. The research employed a mixed methods approach
with an embedded design, integrating qualitative and quantitative methodologies. The
methods employed included a questionnaire and a semi-structured interview. The
research findings indicate that Saudi teachers of English as a foreign language are not
implementing international standards for assessing students' speaking skills. They depend
on the assessment guidelines established by the Ministry of Education, which are included
at the beginning of the textbooks for each educational level (elementary, intermediate,
and secondary). The assessment methods differ among teachers and teachers reported that
the scores assigned for the speaking examination are insufficient. The research concluded
that these criteria represent distinct, segmented skills that do not constitute a reliable
framework and that it may result in students' low speaking proficiency because it lacks
real-life applications and authentic evaluation methods. The results also show no
significant differences between the means of teachers concerning education level.

Key Words: Speaking Skill — International Assessment Criteria — Speaking Skills

Assessment
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Introduction

Speaking is a crucial skill among the various competencies of any language. This
skill involves converting cognitive messages and emotions into verbal expressions. It is
the primary medium of communication that facilitates interaction among individuals.
Speaking is a dynamic activity that combines language skills with social ability. Yang
(2010) asserts that the main objective of oral English training is the enhancement of the
ability to engage in natural conversation in professional or everyday contexts. Speaking
encompasses more than mere word choice; it involves tone, pitch, and volume, all of
which can profoundly influence the conveyed message. It entails many aspects which are:
Pronunciation, Vocabulary, Grammar, and Fluency. Pronunciation has to do with the way
words are pronounced which may affect the understanding of what was said. Vocabulary
is the list of words used by a speaker and is the means of putting an idea into proper
words. Grammar offers a framework of sorts for constructing sentences so that the
message is coherent. Fluency, means the smoothness and the facility of communication
which can improve the interaction between the listener and the speaker. When these

components are combined they form the basis of good verbal communication or speaking.

According to Brown & Yule (1983) “One of the most difficult aspects of language
learning, according to traditional views, is learning to speak — that is, to produce
language orally in the target language.” To become a professional speaker and to learn
each component of the speaking skills of a professional speaker, students must know the
rules of the assessment of speaking skills. Holroyd (2000) suggest that assessment should
be viewed as part of the learning process and not as an event that occurs at the end of the
learning process (cited in Ribaya Emperador-Garnace et al., 2021, p. 42). Systematic
assessment enhances students’ rehearsal of their speaking skills which in turn results in
enhanced fluency and confidence. The assessment of speaking skills enables students to
engage in authentic communication scenarios while developing their ability to convey
ideas effectively. The assessment process develops students' ability to assess their
learning, their identity, and their ability to learn languages. The assessment also enables
teachers to identify weaknesses of the teaching strategy and to provide additional support

to students for improvement.

The assessment of speaking skills prepares students for actual communication events

and proper expression of their ideas and leads to the improvement of their skills as well
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as their identity and learning power. Molla et al. (2017) report that assessment makes
instructors contemplate challenging questions that challenge the effectiveness of their
teaching methods and the possibility of applying new strategies to enhance teaching and
improve learners’ achievement. However, proceeding with speaking assessments can be
time-consuming, particularly in large classrooms. It is a time-consuming process because
it involves listening to every student, providing him/her with feedback, and documenting
the outcomes. Teachers who are non-native speakers of the target language may face
significant challenges in assessing speaking skills because they may not have the
necessary knowledge about pronunciation, intonation, and cultural aspects that are
required to give proper and fair marks to their students. Teachers must ensure that the
criteria they set for assessment are valid and reliable. The criteria should be well-defined

and systematically developed to achieve precise and rigorous results.

However, the development of speaking assessment criteria is not an easy process.
Ulker (2017) declared that it is not an easy task to develop speaking assessment criteria
because it is not only the identification of the possible criteria that can be used to measure
students’ speaking proficiency but also the limitation of the criteria to the most critical
and relevant ones to give the required outcomes. Among the four language skills
(speaking, listening, reading, and writing) speaking is reported to be the most difficult
skill to assess (Richards, 2008; Navidinia et al., 2019). Fulcher (2018) pointed out that
speaking assessment is a complex process because oral production is a creative product
that needs a strong ground to align with continuous changes. Therefore, speaking
assessment criteria should focus on particular aspects and should adopt well-structured
criteria (Gulchiroy et al., 2021). These criteria should be highly valid and reliable and
well developed to encompass all aspects of good speaking skills. Examples of well-
defined criteria include the Test of English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL), the
International English Language Testing System (IELTS), and the Common European
Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR). The researcher found out that they are
found on a predetermined set of factors: accuracy, vocabulary range, delivery,
pronunciation, responsiveness, and the use of several linguistic instruments that cover
nearly every aspect of speaking skills assessment. “These criteria are used to delineate
the knowledge and skills shown by students during the oral examination” (Ulker, 2017).

Other studies suggest that standarized tests serve as excellent predictors of students’
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retention, provide consistent and comparable data about students learning, and help

monitor studdents progress throughout their educational journey (Benjamine and Pashler,

2015 and Jakirlic and Hoppe, 2021). Moreover, the results of these tests are used as a

criterion to qulify Saudi students for scholarship.

The following are brief descriptions of these criteria

1. IELTS Speaking Band Descriptors which is an international speaking assessment
criterion that encompass Fluency and coherence, Lexical resource, Grammatical range
and accuracy, and Pronunciation (British Council, 2014).

2. The TOEFL Essentials speaking test is made up of 3 task types with a total of 19
recordings. For the first 6 recordings, the teste will read one side of a dialog, hear a
recording, and then see the expected response on the screen. S/he must read that
response aloud. The second task type is listen and repeat. S/he will hear 8 sentences
aloud and must repeat them. The final speaking task is a simulated interview, where
s/he will watch a video with 5 questions about oneself and be given time to respond to
each one (Ulker, 2017).

3. In CEFR Criteria students’ speaking skills are assessed using scales that are linked to
the CEFR scale. The assessor gives 0—5 marks for each of the following criteria:
Grammatical Resource, Lexical Resource, Discourse Management, Pronunciation, and
Interactive Communication. Marks for each of these criteria are doubled (Roca-Varela,
2013).

The Problem
The quality of assessment methodologies, instruments, or rubrics greatly affect the

assessment process and the evaluation of speaking skills, thus affecting the quality of the
overall speaking skill outcomes. Molla et al., (2017) emphasize that assessment
determines students’ performance and teachers’ actual classroom practices. Teachers
must utilize an authorized assessment tool to effectively guide students in developing
specific skills and achieving desired outcomes. According to Duque-Aguilar (2021),
students’ assessments should be equated with the teaching of the sub-skills of speaking.
Appropriate assessment tools and their application frequency determine the success of
language teaching and learning. The assessment of speaking should be closely connected
with teachers’ instructions to enable them to make decisions based on student’s linguistic
skills and course goals and to select the appropriate speaking tasks (Fulcher, 2018;

Ginther, 2012; Shaaban, 2005). These methods will illustrate to students that assessment
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is fundamental to the learning process and represents a crucial element of their education
(Jones, 2011).

Research shows that despite the increasing record supporting English instruction in
Saudi Arabia, second language acquisition remains considerably below expectations
(Akhter, 2020; Algahtani, 2016; Alrasheedi, 2020; Younes, 2016). Saudi students' skills
in speaking and other related skills fall short of the anticipated standards (Abker, 2020;
Alshammari, 2020; Alshammari, 2021). In Saudi Arabia, there is a widely held perception
that EFL students can attain high levels of proficiency in writing reading, and listening,
but they cannot speak English as compared to their peers from around the globe
(Kashmiri, 2020). Extensive study has been undertaken on the pedagogical method of
developing speaking skills among Saudi students (Alsiyat, 2021; Faiyaz and Haq, n.d.;
Mohammed Ali et al., 2019) while less research has been undertaken on how teachers
should assess their students during spoken English instruction “Instead of assessing four
basic skills, only writing skills are assessed in the public sector of educational
institutions” (Faiyaz and Haq, n.d., p. 200). Furthermore, in an exploratory study adopting
a focused interview, the researcher found that the criteria adopted in assessing students’
performance are not clearly defined and that there are no specific criteria used for the
assessment of speaking skills among Saudi EFL teachers. Therefore, the researcher,
supported by the results of other research, like (Alharbi and Surur, 2019; Rashid, Khan,
and Sheikh, 2022, Alshaki, 2024; Alghanmi, 2023) believes that Saudi EFL teacher’s
perception of the appropriateness and effectiveness of the assessment methods plays a
vital role in determining degree and frequency of assessment practices in English
language speaking skills classes. The present research intends to fill this research gap and
to achieve the following objectives.

Research Objectives

1. Identify the method authorized by international criteria for assessing the speaking
skills of Saudi students in EFL classrooms.

2. Determine the degree of Saudi English Language teachers' application of international
speaking assessment criteria among students.

Research Questions

The present research intends to answer the following questions:

1. What are the methods authorized by international criteria for assessing the speaking

skills of students in EFL classrooms?
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2. What is the degree of Saudi English Language teachers' application of international

speaking assessment criteria among students in EFL classrooms?

Research Methodology

The present study adopted a mixed methods approach, involving the use of both

qualitative and quantitative methodologies to get a comprehensive knowledge of the

assessment methods employed by Saudi EFL teachers.

Table (1): Qualitative and Quantitative Methods Adopted in Research

No Method Type Objective
The - Analysis of International Criterion
1 Descriptive - Description of Saudi EFL teacher’s
Method Quantitative responses to the Questionnaire
The - Achieving a better understanding of
2 phenomenological Qualitative the assessment methods adopted by
approach Saudi EFL teachers

The embedded design constitutes a primary approach within mixed methods of

research. The process involves the concurrent gathering of both quantitative and

qualitative data, with the qualitative data integrated within the quantitative framework.

This design is optimal for research emphasizing quantitative data while also seeking to

comprehend how qualitative data provides additional insights. This design enables the

researcher to investigate research questions from various perspectives.

Quantitative Approach

Collecting quantitative data through analyzing the survey
results by giving each response a certain degree ranges
from (4-0) where 4 represents always and 0 represents

never

Qualitative Approach

-After collecting the quantitative data, the qualitiative data
wrer collected through comprehensive structured interviews
with teachers

-Writing data and analyzing it into subjects

Analyzing and
interpreting
quantitative and
qualitative data,
demonstrating
each datain a
dependent form in
the section of
discussing and
interpreting
research results

Figure (1): Design of the Mixed Method Approach
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Community and sample

The research community encompasses all Saudi EFL teachers in all three levels of

Saudi Public Education (i.e., Elementary, Intermediate, and Secondary) covering all five

regions of Saudi Arabia. The sample was the convenience sample including the teachers

who responded to the questionnaire and they reached to 112 respondents. While the

focused group of the interview reached to 20 teachers.

Research Tools

1.
2.
1.

a_

The Quantitative tool (Teachers’ Questionnaire).

The Qualitative tool (Teachers’ Interview).

The Quantitative tool (Teachers’ Questionnaire)

Determining objective of the questionnaire: The objective of the questionnaire is
determined by assuring that it will help to give answers to the research questions and
achieve its objective that is to determine the degree of Saudi English Language
teachers' application of international speaking assessment criteria among students.
Defining dimensions of the questionnaire: The dimensions of the questionnaire are
derived from the international criterion for assessing English language skills, as
outlined below: IELTS, TOEFL, and CEFR encompass the primary dimensions of
speaking skills assessment, specifically Fluency and Coherence, Lexical Resource,
Grammatical Range and Accuracy, Pronunciation, Sociolinguistic skills, and Non-
verbal techniques. The primary dimensions of the questionnaire are established
through an examination of the selected international criteria, classified into nine key
dimensions: Grammar range, Accuracy, Vocabulary range, Fluency, Coherence,
Pronunciation, Conversational Skills, Sociolinguistic Skills, and Non-Verbal
Expressions.

Constructing the Questionnaire: After establishing the nine key dimensions, the
researcher determined the indicators of the nine dimensions which encompass 27

indicators distributed as follows:

Table (2): Number of the Questionnaire Dimensions and Indicators

Dimension Indicators

Grammar range 4

Accuracy

Vocabulary Range

Fluency

Coherence

Pronunciation

Conversational Skills

R N
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Dimension Indicators
Sociolinguistic Skills 2
Non-Verbal Expressions 2

d- Estimating grades for teachers’ Responses: The questionnaire grades are distributed
on a five Likert points scale (always, very frequently, occasionally, rarely, and never)
ranging from 4 to 0 for positive indicators and from 0 to 4 for negative indicators.

e- Validity of the Questionnaire:

The validity of the study tool was verified by performing two procedures:

1. Content validity

After completion of the initial questionnaire, it was sent to a group of 11 referees from
the faculty of Saudi universities specializing in English Language Curriculum and

Instruction. This was done to ensure the linguistic reliability, clarity of meanings, and

relevance of each indicator to its assigned dimension, along with adding appropriate

amendments and suggestions for improvement of the questionnaire. The judgment's
findings suggested revisions to several questionnaire questions for clarity for Saudi EFL
teachers in public education. Nonetheless, the majority of the questionnaire questions

surpassed the estimated percentage of the referee's consensus, which is 90%.

2. Internal validity
Following the validation of the questionnaire's content, it was administered to
additional Saudi EFL teachers from outside the chosen study sample. Upon data
collection, the Pearson Correlation coefficient was computed to assess the internal
validity of the questionnaire. The correlation coefficient was computed between the score
of every indicator on the questionnaire and the total score of the corresponding dimension.

Table 3 presents the validity findings of the questionnaire for each dimension.

Table (3): Pearson Correlation Coefficient between each Indicator and the related Dimensions

Dimension Indicator Pearsop Indicator Pears0f1
Correlation Correlation

Grammar rang 1 664.0** 2 711.0%*
3 632.0%* 4 642 .0%*

Accuracy 1 512.0* 2 630.0%*

3 674.0%* 2

Vocabulary range ! 621.0%* 4 509.0*

3 604.0%* 2 508.0*

Fluency 1 527.0% ) 5100
Coherence ! 608.0** 4 614.0%*

3 520.0* 2 503.0%

Pronunciation ! 501.0% 4 616.0%*

3 631.0** 2 522.0%

; : 1 674.0%* 4 703.0%*
Conversational Skills 3 <31 0% 5 030
Sociolinguistic Skills 1 504.0% 2 5120
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. . . Pearson . Pearson
Dimension Indicator Correlation Indicator Correlation
Non-Verbal 1 515.0% 2 508.0%
Expressions
*Significant at .05 **Significant at .01

Table 3 indicates that the correlation coefficients between the indicators and the total
score for each dimension of the questionnaire are both good and acceptable for scientific
research, as all are significant at a level below 0.05. Table 4 presents the results of
construct validity, illustrating the relationship between the scores of each dimension and
the total score of the questionnaire.

Table (4): Values of construct validity between the score of each dimension and the total score
of the questionnaire.

Dimension Pearson Correlation
Grammar rang *0.528
Accuracy **0.655
Vocabulary range *0.531
Fluency *0.549
Coherence *0.530
Pronunciation **0.04
Conversational Skills **0.598
Sociolinguistic Skills *0.538
Non-Verbal Expressions *0.496

Table 4 indicates that the correlation coefficients between the dimension scores and
the total score of the questionnaire are robust for scientific research, as all coefficients
achieved statistical significance at a level below 0.05, thereby demonstrating the validity
of the questionnaire's internal structure.

3. Reliability of the Questionnaire:
The questionnaire's reliability was verified using Cronbach's Alpha formula for each
dimension individually and for the total indicators, after its application to the exploration
sample of the research. Table number 5 presents the reliability coefficients of the
questionnaire across all dimensions.

Table (5): Values of reliability coefficients according to Cronbach's Alpha equation for the
various axes and dimensions of the questionnaire.

Questionnaire dimensions Alpha Cronbach

Grammar range 85.0
Accuracy 82.0
Vocabulary range 84.0
Fluency 78.0
Coherence 79.0
Pronunciation 85.0
Conversational Skills 85.0
Sociolinguistic Skills 80.0
Non-Verbal Expressions 81.0

Total score of the questionnaire 0.86
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The results of Table 5 indicate that Cronbach's Alpha coefficients are appropriate for
scientific research purposes, as the reliability coefficients on the questionnaire ranged
between (0.78) and (0.85), while the reliability coefficients on the total score of the
questionnaire reached (0.86).

4. Time for answering the Questionnaire: The Mean of time required for answering the
questionnaire was calculated and reached 15 minutes.

5. The final form of the Questionnaire: The final form of the questionnaire comprised
29 indicators divided into 9 dimensions. The maximum grade of the questionnaire
reached 116 and the minimum grade reached to (0).

6. Questionnaire Scale: Each indicator has five levels, with a score of (0) for “Never”,
a score of (1) for “Rarely”, a score of (2) for “Occasionally”, a score of (3) for “Very
frequently”, and a score of (4) for “Always”. The responses were monitored according to
a five-point Likert scale to determine the degree of agreement with the indicators of each
dimension of the questionnaire, as shown in Table (6).

Table (6): Degree of agreement according to the five-point Likert scale

No Degree of approval Means
1 Never 1:<1.8
2 Rarely 1.8: <2.60
3 Occasionally 2.6:<34
4 Very frequently 34:<42
5 Always 4.21:<5

2. The Qualitative tool (Teachers’ Interview)
The qualitative part of the research included the researcher conducting in-depth
interviews with Saudi EFL teachers practicing the assessment of speaking skills among
students. The embedded design employs a qualitative method to support the findings of
the quantitative instrument. In-depth interviews are an interactive qualitative inquiry
approach that relies on verbal participation, so they're appropriate for exploring
participants' perspectives and experiences. Some open-ended questions were prepared
related to teachers’ perspectives and practices during the speaking skills assessment. The
questions are as follows:
1. How often do you assess your students' speaking skills?
2. How do you assess your student’s speaking skills?

3. Do you consider certain criteria when assessing your students?
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4. What type of assessment do you use to evaluate a student’s speaking skills (in-class
exercises or a specific test)?
Results
The answer to the first question of the research focuses on the main dimensions and

the specific indicators of assessments that are deduced from international criteria.

Q.1. What are the international assessment criteria that should be adopted by Saudi
EFL teachers to assess the speaking skills of their students in EFL classes?

The analysis focused on the predominant international standards recognized in Saudi
Arabia. The three assessed criteria included IELTS, TOEFL, and CEFR. The dimensions
of the questionnaire are based on these international criteria within the section assessing
English Speaking Skills. The investigation uncovered several dimensions: Fluency and
Coherence, Lexical Resource, Grammatical Range and Accuracy, Pronunciation,
Sociolinguistic Skills, and Non-verbal Techniques. The questionnaire dimensions are
subsequently developed by presenting them to a panel of referees specialized in English
language Curriculum and Instruction for assessment of content validity. The review
produced the following dimensions: Grammar Range, Accuracy, Vocabulary Range,
Fluency, Coherence, Pronunciation, Conversational Skills, Sociolinguistic Skills, and
Non-Verbal Expressions, which are further detailed by 32 indicators as presented in

Table2.

Q.2. What is the degree of Saudi EFL teachers’ inclusion of international Speaking
skills assessment criteria into their teaching practices?
To answer the second question, two steps are followed:

1. A questionnaire was distributed to 112 Saudi EFL teachers in public education
schools across all five regions of Saudi Arabia. The frequencies, Means, Standard
Deviations, and Rankings of the indicators for each dimension were computed
independently. Table 7 presents a comprehensive examination of the grades across

each dimension.
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Table (7): Results of the Grammar Range Dimension

Application Degree
Indi z| 3 g
ndicator 2 | = = . t.
‘; g § 'é > g % Mean Deviation M iegree Olf
= > g g & z pprova
= QO
I evaluate the F|] O 25 20 10 0
appropriate use of o
. A .
sut.)or.dmate clauses o | 54514362181 0 273 75.0 1 | Occasionally
within clauses and
indicator
I determine the complexity | F | 0 24 22 9 0 .
ofthe verbphraseused | % | 0 | 6.43 | 0.40 | 461 | 0 | 203 | 730 | 2 | Occasionally
I assess the complexity | F | 0 21 22 12 0 .
of other indicators | % | 0 | 2.38 | 0.40 | 821 0 | &3 | 760 | 3 | Occasionally
I estimate the lengthof | F | 0 21 22 11 1 .
the spoken sentences % | 0 | 2.38 | 0.40 | 0.20 | 8.1 14.3 80.0 4 | Occasionally
Mean Degree of Agreement St. Deviation
3.20 QOccasionally 0.77

The results of Table 7 indicate that the general Mean of the indicators of the Grammar

Range dimension, which includes 4 indicators, amounted to (3.20), with a standard

deviation of (0.77), which means that the participants agreed with an (Occasionally)

degree to all the indicators of this dimension.

Table (8): Results of the Accuracy Dimension

Application Degree
2 = Degree of
Indicator 2| =% g 2 | % | Mean St. M | Approval
= |33 g2 & % Deviation
2|78 8 |2 |~z
& O
1 define the range of F| O 27 18 9 1
sentence structures,
esg:;aelgtshaor\évutzdnggrve % | 0 | 1497321416351 20.3 80.0 1 | Occasionally
information focus
I evaluate the F 1 23 20 10 1
communicative effect of
' mp@hkelweﬁectgp % | 811841 | 436218351 14.3 91.0 2 | Occasionally
intelligibility and precision
or expression.
I ldentlfy the error F 1 23 19 7 5
density of sentences
like the number of 05.3 04.1 3 | Occasionally
grammatica] errors in a % | 8.1 | 841 |534|7.12|19
given speech

Mean

Degree of Agreement

St. Deviation

3.13

Occasionally

0.96

The results of Table 8 indicate that the general Mean of the indicators of the Accuracy

dimension, which includes 3 indicators, amounted to (3.13), with a standard deviation of
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(0.96), which means that the participants agreed with an (Occasionally) degree to all the

indicators of this dimension.

Table (9): Results of the vocabulary range Dimension

Application Degree
> o=
3 » =) = >
Indicator | g .3 § Mean St. M | Degree of
2| 2 35 = 3 > Deviation
= >3 38 2 7z Approval
& O
F| 0 | 40 11 4 0 Very
1 0
Ivah\fotfdzzasgzty"f %10 7721020 37 0| % 0.61 U'| frequently
Tassessthe adequacyand | F | 0 31 18 6
appropriateness of % Very
El‘:’f:q“l‘.“y concerning 0 |456|732]910] 0o | > | % | 21 frequently
speaker’s attitude
I assess the adequacy | F | 0 29 18 8 0
and appropriateness | %
of vocabulary 3.38 0.78 3 | Occasionally
concerning the 0 [752]732|514| 0
requirements of style
I assess the adequacy | F | 0 26 20 9 0
and the
appropriateness of | %
vocabulary 3.30 0.74 4 | Occasionally
concerning the 0 [ 347|436 |416| 0
requirements of
referential meaning
Mean Degree of Agreement St. Deviation
3.44 Very frequently 0.73

The results of Table 9 indicate that the general Mean of the Vocabulary Range

dimension indicators, which includes 4 indicators, reached (3.44), with a standard

deviation of (0.73), which means that the participants agreed with (Very frequently) with

the Vocabulary Range dimension. The previous table shows that two indicators obtained

an agreement degree (Occasionally), while two indicators obtained an agreement degree

(Very frequently).
Table (10): Results of the Fluency Dimension
Degree
Indicator - 2 % . S
= =5 g ! § Mean .t' . M Degree of
E S = | Z = 5 Deviation Approval
2|75 § | = z PP
—
=}
Tassessspeechrateso | F | 0 29 21 5 Very
as not too slow to keep y 0 750 | 238 19 0 3.44 0.66 1 frequently
0
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Indicator " 2 % . St
=| =5 g 2 § Mean L. M Degree of
E o = | Z = > Deviation Approval
= > g § & Z. pp
i
o
links between words or
propositions in mind.
I evaluate speech F| O 28 21 6 0
continuity so the flow
of speech will not be .
interrupted by pausing | % | 0 | 9.50 | 2.38 | 9.10 | 0 | >4 0.68 2| Occasionally
during the search for
appropriate words
Mean Degree of Agreement St. Deviation
3.42 Very frequently 0.68

The results of Table 10 indicate that the general Mean of the two indicators of the

Fluency dimension was (3.42), with a standard deviation of (0.68), which means that the

participants agreed with (Very frequently) to the Fluency dimension. The previous table

shows that one indicator obtained an agreement (Occasionally) degree and the other

indicator obtained an agreement degree (Very frequently).

Table (11): Results of the Coherence Dimension

Application Degree
Indicator o =
2 s S > St.
> > = = = =
; 58 8 2 E Mean Deviation M | Degree of
= > g s é 7z Approval
= 3
—
C
I consider the logical F| O 37 13 5 0 Ver
sequencing of spoken 3.58 0.66 1 M
% 3.67 1623 | 1.9 0 frequently
sentences
I determine theuseof | F | 0 32 17 5 1
cohesive devices within 345 061 ) Very
and betweenspoken | % | 0 | 2.58 1 9.30 | 1.9 | 8.1 ' ' frequently
sentences.
I assess the relevance | F | 0 30 15 8 2
of spoken sentences .
to the general % | 0 |554(327|514] 63 | 332 | 036 |3 | Occasionally
purpose of a turn
I identify the ability |F | 0 | 26 18 10 1
to divide speech into
meaningful .
utterances or chunks | % | 0 | 3.47 | 7.32 | 2.18 | 8.1 3.25 0.62 4 | Occasionally
within spoken
sentences
Mean Degree of Agreement St. Deviation
3.40 Occasionally 0.62
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The results of Table 11 indicate that the general Mean of the Coherence dimension

indicators, which number 4 indicators, reached (3.40), with a standard deviation of (0.62),

which means that the participants agreed with (Occasionally) with the Coherence

dimension. The previous table shows that two indicators obtained an agreement degree

(Occasionally), and two indicators obtained an agreement degree (Very frequently).

Table (12): Results of the Pronunciation Dimension

Application Degree
Indicator Zi % . St
S| =g = 2 5 .
g 5sl 2 ; % Mean Deviation M Degree of
= |~ 3 & & z Approval
¢ (%]
=)
T assess the overalleffect | F | 0 39 8 8 0 356 0.73 | Very
of accent on intelligibility | % | 0 | 9.70 | 5.14 | 5.14 ]| 0 ' ) frequently
I evaluate the appropriate | F | 0 37 11 6 1
use of thythm and stress Very
timing, and the linking of | 3.52 0.76 2
sounds to produce % | 0 | 67.3]20.0|10.9 | 8.1 frequently
connected speech
I value the production | F | 0 35 12 7 1 Very
of sounds at the word % | 0 1663821171231 347 0.97 3 frequently
and phoneme levels
I track the F|l 0] 29 18 8 0
Qevelop'ment of % | 0 175017231514 0 3.38 0.93 4 | Occasionally
topics during speech
Mean Degree of Agreement St. Deviation
3.48 Very frequently 091

The results of Table 12 indicate that the general Mean of the Pronunciation dimension

indicators, which numbered 4 indicators, reached (3.48), with a standard deviation of

(0.91), which means that the participants agreed (Very frequently) with the Pronunciation

dimension. The previous table shows that 3 indicators obtained an agreement degree

(Very frequently), while one phrase obtained an agreement degree (Occasionally).

Table (13): Results of the Conversational Skills Dimension

Application Degree
Indicator . St
v z | 3 .. Mean . . M | Degree of
¢ | zE | 5 3 5 Deviation Approval
=721 |2 |7 v
=19
I'value student’s initiative - Very
in turn-taking and topic 3.61 0.62 1 frequentl
control %| 0|38 13| 4 |o y
F | 0 |169|623| 3.7 0 | 3.58 0.71 2
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Application Degree
Indicator . St
v z | 3 . Mean . . M | Degree of
z 5 | £ 3 5 Deviation Approval
128 : |2 |2
= | 0o
I track cohesion with % | 0 38 12 4 1 Verv
I assess students to 1. Ver
R y
distinguish between | " | O | 1098211 37 | g |55 0.63 3 | frequentl
register and style | o 32 19 4 0 y
I evaluat
eva vate F| o |258]534| 37 |0
conversation
maintenance Very
including 341 0.80 4 frequentl
clarification, repair, | o, | 0 33 13 8 1 y
checking, and pause
fillers
Mean Degree of Agreement St. Deviation
3.52
Very frequently 0.70

The results of Table 13 indicate that the general Mean of the indicators of the
Conversational Skills dimension, which number 4 indicators, reached (3.52), with a
standard deviation of (0.70), which means that the participants agreed with (Very
frequently) for the Conversational Skills dimension, and it is clear from the previous table
that all the indicators of this dimension obtained an agreement degree (Very frequently).

Table (14): Results of the Sociolinguistic Skills Dimension

Application Degree
. o | =
Indicator 2 | & § 5 § | Mean S.t' . M Degree of
ER R R 5 3 Deviation A \
e gl & & z pprova
halll <)
T assesseyecontactand | F | 0 36 16 4 0 356 0.63 1 Very
facial expressions % 0 163612937 ] 0 ' ) frequently
I'value the use of cultural | F 1 30 16 8 1 .
references % | 1.8 | 545 | 129 | 5.14 | 1.8 | >3¢ | 080 2| Occasionally
Mean Degree of Agreement St. Deviation
3.46 Very frequently 0.74

The results of Table 14 indicate that the general Mean of the indicators of the
Sociolinguistic Skills dimension, which number 3 indicators, amounted to (3.46), with a
standard deviation of (0.74), which means that the participants agreed with (Very
frequently) in the Sociolinguistic Skills dimension. The previous table shows that one
indicator obtained an agreement degree (Occasionally), while another indicator obtained

an agreement degree (Very frequently).
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Table (15): Results of the Non-Verbal Expressions Dimension

Application Degree
> =
@ - =
| 25| €., = E Mean St' . M | Degree of
Indicator E |28 55 3 > Deviation Approval
= gl & & z
i
I consider the effect of body | F 0 40 11 4 0 Very
3.64 0.61 1
posture and relevantgestures | % | 0 | 7.72 | 0.20 | 3.7 | 0 frequently
I assess eye contact and F 1 36 16 3 0 3.60 0.54 ) Occasionall
facial expressions. % | 1.8 1565 | 129 | 55 |0 ' ) y
Mean Degree of Agreement St. Deviation
3.54 Very Frequently 0.80

The results of Table 15 indicate that the general Mean of the indicators of the Non-
Verbal Expressions dimension, which numbered 2 indicators, reached (3.54), with a
standard deviation of (0.80), which means that the participants agreed with (Very
frequently) for one of the Non-Verbal Expressions dimension, and ocassionally for the
other. However, it is clear from the previous table that the total result of this dimension
obtained an agreement degree (Very frequently).

The following table presents a comprehensive overview of the aggregate findings across
all dimensions of the questionnaire.

Table (16): Order of All the questionnaire Dimensions

Dimension Means Std. Deviations M Degree of Approval
Grammar range 3.20 0.77 8 Occasionally
Accuracy 3.13 0.96 9 Occasionally
Vocabulary range 3.44 0.73 5 Very frequently
Fluency 3.42 0.68 6 Very frequently
Coherence 3.40 0.62 7 Occasionally
Pronunciation 3.48 0.91 3 Very frequently
Conversational Skills 3.52 0.70 2 Very frequently
Sociolinguistic Skills 3.46 0.74 4 Very frequently
Non-Verbal Expressions 3.54 0.58 1 Very frequently
Total score for all 339 0,76 Occasionally
dimensions

The results related to Table 16 indicate that the Mean for all dimensions of the
questionnaire was (3.39), with a standard deviation of (0.76). This Mean falls at the third
level of approval degrees which is (Occasionally). Non-verbal expressions came in first
place with a Mean of (3.54), and an approval degree (Very frequently). Conversational
Skills came in second place with a Mean of (3.52), and an approval degree (Very
frequently). Pronunciation came in third place with a Mean of (3.48), and an approval
degree (Very frequently). Sociolinguistic Skills came in fourth place with a Mean of
(3.46), and an approval degree (Very frequently). Vocabulary came in fifth place with a
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Mean of (3.44), and an approval degree (Very frequently). Fluency came in sixth place

with a Mean of (3.42), and an approval degree (Very frequently). Coherence came in

seventh place with a Mean 0f (3.40), and an approval degree (Occasionally), and

Grammar Range came in eighth place with a Mean score of (3.20), and an approval degree

(Occasionally), and Accuracy came in ninth place with a Mean of (3.13) and an approval

degree (Occasionally).

2. To confirm the findings obtained from the questionnaire, the researcher conducted a
focused group interview. A group of 21 EFL teachers were asked to respond to four
open-ended questions. The data obtained from the interview was classified and
encoded into three primary categories as follows:

Category one: Approach of assessment

This category includes answers provided by Saudi EFL teachers in public education
about the type and frequency of assessment methodologies used to assess their students'
speaking skills. This category includes the first and second questions, which are as
follows:

The first question is: “How often do you assess your students' speaking skills?”
According to the answers given by the teachers, the researcher perceived that teachers are
using both formative and summative assessments in assessing the speaking skills of
students in EFL classrooms and they are using it twice during the term. Using both types
of assessments in a foreign language classroom is a comprehensive method to help
students learn and test their knowledge. These two kinds of tests have different but
complimentary objectives, and using them together improves both teaching and student
performance.

The second question is: What type of assessment do you use to evaluate student’s
speaking skills?” The answers of the teachers suggest that they use both methods of
assessment. They use the formative evaluation through in-class exercises and the
summative evaluation. However, teachers declared that this depends on the available
time, the marks specified for speaking skills assessment, and the number of students in
class.

Category two: The adopted Criteria

This category contains information deduced from the answers to the third question
which is: “Do you consider certain criteria when assessing your students' speaking

skills?”
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Most of the participants reported that they are applying the instruction given by the
Ministry of Education. These cover certain elements and are offered at the beginning of
each textbook in every level of public education. The researcher returned to the textbook
of each level and analyzed the dimensions and related indicators to be assessed.
Furthermore, the researcher examined their relation to international criteria that are
IELTS, TOEFL, and CEFR. The results of the analysis demonstrated that the instruction
covers only pronunciation, vocabulary, and communication but there is no reference to
any international criteria. There are certain suggestions and examples in the textbook that
teachers should follow and adopt but they do not cover most of the international criteria
indicators. According to teachers’ responses and answers this can be a reason for students'
low level of performance regarding EL speaking skills.

Category three: The targeted language aspects

This category covers the answers to the fourth question and focuses on the language
aspects that are targeted by EFL teachers during the assessment practices of speaking
skills. The fourth question is “What language aspects do you consider when assessing
your students?”. Teachers enumerated only some of the indicators covered in the
questionnaire. They mentioned that the language aspects they usually target are
vocabulary, coherence, communication, fluency, and grammar. However, not all the
teachers mentioned the same aspects, and the percentage differed from one teacher to the
other. Table 17 illustrates the frequency and percentage of language aspects targeted by
Saudi EFL teachers according to the participants’ responses in the interview.=

Table (17): Frequency and Percentage of Language Aspects covered by Teachers

Language Aspect Frequency Percentage
Vocabulary 15 71.4
Fluency 13 61.9
Communication 11 52.4
Grammar 9 42.9
Pronunciation 7 333
Coherence 5 23.8

The table above elucidates the percentage of language aspects addressed by Saudi
EFL teachers and delineates the specific language features involved. The results indicate
that the absence of a standardized criterion for evaluating speaking skills leads to different
responses among teachers in the aspects they emphasize, as they rely on personal
experience and tailor their assessment methods based on introductory instructions and

elements in the textbooks rather than a specific criterion. Teachers also include the marks
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established for the speaking skills, and the allotted time and number of students in class.
The findings indicate that the biggest proportion pertains to the assessment of Vocabulary
due to its prominence at the beginning of the textbook and because it is recommended by
the Ministry of Education.
Discussion

Analyzing the results of the questionnaire and the answers to the questions of the
interview, the researcher concluded that EFL teachers in Saudi Public Schools are not
adopting an international certified criterion in the assessment of the speaking skills of
their students. However, they have certain instructions and guidelines from the Ministry
of Education, and they are also provided with specific elements and recommendations at
the beginning of each textbook which they follow in the assessment practices of speaking
skills. Some of these elements are identical to the main dimensions in the international
criteria but still, they are not enough for establishing consensus among EFL teachers and
achieving the goal of proficient speaking. These results align with the studies of Shaaban
(2005), Tracing (2011), and Duque-Aguilar (2021) who reported that teachers still have
problems assessing communicative functions, forms of assessment, and language
elements to assess. The challenges encountered by EFL teachers when assessing
communicative functions mostly stem from their reliance on textbook exercises and the
absence of realistic assessment methods. This conclusion also aligns with that of (Zaim
et al., 2020) who pointed out that teachers often lack the knowledge to conduct accurate
assessments and that this is due to the absence of a simple yet efficient tool for assessment.

Moreover, results indicated that the assessment methods differ from one teacher to
the other according to students’ proficiency level, time and marks specified for speaking
skills, and number of students in the classroom. Pronunciation, vocabulary, and short
conversations are the elements required in the textbooks and recommended by the
Ministry of Education through administrative circulars. These differences among teachers
create a weakness in speaking skills assessment and consequently, students’ speaking
proficiency as students will not be able to figure out what is expected from them or what
learning outcomes are required. Teachers do not have enough knowledge to assess
language skills authentically, so they need to follow reliable and trusted tools, and this is
verified in international criteria like IELTS, TOEFL, and CEFR as described by Ulker
(2017). This also aligns with Qizi and Gayratovna (2021) who recommended that teachers

should emphasize specific criteria in assessing their students.
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Adhering to a defined criterion is anticipated to ensure fairness, objectivity,
transparency, accountability, consistency in grading, professionalism, and credibility, as
well as improved identification of learning gaps. However, Faiyaz and Haq (no date)
noted that speaking skills assessment receive insufficient attention in the Saudi schools.
Furthermore, teachers highlighted in the interview that speaking skills receive insufficient
emphasis, accounting for only 5 out of 40 marks in the final exam. They noted that they
typically adhere to book criteria that emphasize specific elements rather than certified or
international criteria.

In conclusion, using international criteria for evaluating EFL speaking skills is an
urgent need as it standardizes assessments, mitigates discrepancies between student and
teachers’ assessments, and enhances learning outcomes which improves the overall
effectiveness of language acquisition.

Recommendations

According to the results of the research and the analysis of teachers’ responses, the
researcher recommends that Saudi EFL teachers must apply certain assessment strategies
to be able to achieve the targeted outcomes of speaking proficiency in EFL classes and
the following are some of these recommendations:

1. Employing explicit, transparent and distinct criteria that include all components
mandated by international assessment criteria. These elements are Pronunciation,
Grammar, Vocabulary, Fluency, Coherence, and communication skills.

2. Applying both formative and summative assessment techniques while observing
students across various contexts (e.g., collaborative tasks, presentations, informal
discussions).

3. Employing diverse assessment techniques, including structured assessments (e.g.,
role-plays, presentations), informal assessments (e.g., class discussions, pair work), as
well as self-assessment and peer evaluations to promote reflection and involvement.

4. Emphasizing both fluency and accuracy by allowing students to communicate freely
with minimal correction to enhance fluency while offering targeted feedback on
grammar, pronunciation, and vocabulary.

5. Providing constructive comments through integrating balanced positive reinforcement

with suggestions for improvement.
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6. Promoting self-monitoring and reflection via the use of recordings of students'
speaking to facilitate their assessment and assist in establishing personal objectives for
speaking improvement.

7. Tailoring tasks to students' competency levels and using scaffolding strategies to assist
struggling students and novices.

8. Conducting research that addresses other skills of English as a foreign langauge like
listening, reading and writing.

9. Research can be constructed to describe the degree of speaking skills assessment
across different education levels.
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