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ABSTRACT

Introduction. This study investigates the
perceptions and classroom practices of
English as a Foreign Language (EFL)
instructors at Wollo University, Ethiopiaq,
regarding the assessment of speaking skills.

Purpose. The purpose of the research is
twofold: to evaluate the alignment between
instructors’  theoretical beliefs about
speaking assessment and their actual
practices, and to identify systemic and
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BcTyn. L5 po3BiaKa AOC/MKYE CIPUAHATTE TA
MPAKTUKY OL|iIHKOBAHHS BUKAQAQQYAMM
QHIT1IICbKOI MOBM SK IHO3eMHOI (EFL) HaBu4ok
YCHOIro MOB/IEHHS CTyOeHTIB B YHiBepcUTeTi
Bonno, Egionis.

MeTa [gocrimkeHHS  nogBiviHA:  OLHUTU
BIAMOBIAHICTb Mi>K TEOPETUHYHMMI MEPEKOHAHHAMMN
BMKIQAQYIB  LJOAO OLIHIOBAHHS  YCHOIO
MOBJIEHHS TA IXHBOK GAKTUYHOK MPAKTHKOIO,
aQ TAKOXX BUABUTW CUCTEMHI MNeaaroriyHi
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pedagogical barriers that undermine
effective oral proficiency evaluation.

Methodology. Adopting a mixed-methods
methodology, the study collected data from
20 instructors and 25 students through
structured questionnaires, non-participant

classroom observations, and in-depth
interviews. Quantitative data were
analyzed using descriptive and

correlational statistics, while qualitative
responses were thematically coded.

Results. The results demonstrate that while
instructors  universally — emphasize  the
importance of speaking assessments for
developing communicative competence, their
implementation is largely restricted to
logistically manageable methods such as
group discussions (used by 90% of instructors)
and oral presentations (75%). In contrast, more
nuanced techniquessuch as role-plays (20%)
and individualized interviews (15%) were rare
due to reported constraints. Key challenges
included time limitations (85% of instructors),
large class sizes (80%), inadequate training in
assessment design  (70%) and limited
institutional support for formative feedback. A
weak but significant positive correlation (r =
0.135, p <0.05) between instructors’ perceptions
and practices underscores the gap between
intent and action.

Conclusion. The conclusions advocate for
institutional interventions, including
mandatory teacher training programs on
alternative assessment models (e.g., digital
portfolios, peer assessments), policy reforms
to reduce class sizes, and the integration of
automated tools. By bridging this gap, the
study argues, universities can better align
assessment practices with pedagogical
goals, ultimately enhancing students’ oral
proficiency in EFL contexts.

Keywords: speaking assessment, teachers’
perception, EFL, speaking skills, assessment
practices, oral proficiency.

6ap'epu, 9ki  30BAXAOTb E€HEKTUBHOMY
OLIHKOBAHHIO PIBHS YCHOIrO MOB/IEHHS.

MeTtogonoria. 3acTtocoByrouy  MeTOAO/IOriH
3MILLIAHMX METOAIB, Y AOC/MKEeHHI 6y/10 3i6paHO
AaHi Big 20 BukaQgadyiB 1Ta 25 crydeHTiB 3a
LOrNoMororo CTRYKTYPOBAHMX QHKET,
AornbIeHUX IHTEPB''O, CrOCTEPEXKEHb  3a
poboTtoro B ayauTopii. KinbkicHi AaHi 6y/m
MpPOAHA/I30BAHI 30 AOMNOMOIOK OMMCOBOI Ta
KOPEesIauUiMHOI  CTATUCTUKY, Todi SK  SKICHI
BianoBiai 6y TeMAaTMYHO KOAOBAHI.

Pe3ynbrartn rokasytoTb, L0 XO4Yd BMKIGOAYI
HQro/oLWyTb  HA  BAXIMBOCTI  OLIHIOBAHHS
YCHOIo MOB/IEHHS /15 PO3BUTKY KOMYHIKQTUBHOI
KOMMETeHLii, IXHE BPOBAMKEHHS 3HQYHOO
MipOKO OBMEXKYETHCH KEPOBAHMMM METOAAMMU,
TAOKUMI K MPRYIOBI AVCKYCIi (BUKOPMCTOBYHOTLCS
90% BuKAaQga4iB) Ta yCcHi npeseHTauii (75%).
HaTtoMmicTsb, iHLLI MeToau, TaKI 9K pPOIbOBI irpu
(20%) Ta iHAmBIgyasbHi iHTepB'to  (15%),
TPAMISI0THCH PIAKO Yepes neBHi 06MeXKeHHS.
[MeBHUMI OOMEXKEHHSMM CTA/IN OOMEIKEHHS
B Yaci (85% BuknaagayiB), Beamki knacu (80%),
HeOocTaTHSA MigroToBKa cuctemm
ouiH0OBAHHSA (70%), obmexxeHa niaTPMMKA
¢$opmyBasibHOro 3BOPOTHOIrO 3B'A3KY.
Cnabka, ane 3HaQ4YHQA Mo3nTMBHA KopesdaLlis (r
= 0,135 p <0,05) MK CrnpuiHSTTIM T4
MPAKTUKOK BUK/IQAAYIB MiAKPECTIOE PO3PUB
MK HOMIpAMK TA AiSMU.

BucHoBKM O6rPYHTOBYIOTh notpeby
IHCTUTYLIMHWX 3MiH, 30Kpema MiagBuLLIEeHHS
kBanigikauii BUK/IQ4AYIB ujogo
Q/IbTEPHATUBHUX — MoAesieyrl  OUIHIOBAHHS,
3MEHLUEeHHS HAroBHOBAHOCTI HABYQ/IbHUX
rpyn TQ BrpOBAOXXEHHSI OBTOMATU30BAHMUX
IHCTPYMEHTIB OLIIHIOBAHHS, LLO CrAPUATUME
V3rOAXKEHHIO  OLIHIOBA/IbHUX  MPAKTUK 3
negaroriyHuMM LinsamMu v nigBurLLIEHHIO PIBHS
YCHOI IHUIOMOBHOI KOMAIETEHTHOCTI CTYAEHTIB.

Kro4oBi cnoBa: oLjiHIOBAHHS YCHOMO MOB/IEHHS,
CMPUHATTS BUKIQAAYAMM, AHITTIICbKA MOBA SIK
[HO3eMHQ,  HABUYKM  [OBOPIHHS,  MeToau
OLIIHOBAHHS, OrNAHYBAHHSI YCHOMO MOB/IEHHS.

INTRODUCTION

Speaking is an essential process involved in the acquisition of a second language, which
is significant for achieving efficient commmunication and fluency in language acquisition
(Goh & Burns, 2012). Nevertheless, in most English as a Foreign Language (EFL) settings,
speaking assessment is still underdeveloped and comparatively receives less attention
than writing and reading skills (Derakhshan et al., 2015). The ability to assess speaking is
essential for ensuring that students develop both fluency and accuracy, yet many
teachers in EFL classrooms prioritize written assessments due to various constraints.
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These limitations include large class sizes, restricted instructional time, a lack of training
in oral assessment skills, and the effect of standardized testing, which often places
greater emphasis on grammar and writing skills rather than on oral communication
proficiency (Isaacs & Trofimovich, 2016; Saito & Plonsky, 2019; Dewan & Sharma, 2025).
Therefore, although the critical nature of speaking is well acknowledged, there remains
a persistent gap between teachers' perceptions of speaking assessment and their actual
practices in the classroom.

At Wollo University, where English is a core subject in the curriculum, the refinement of
students’ speaking ability is of major importance. However, research on how educators
evaluate speaking abilities and the degree to which their assessment practices align
with theoretical best practices remains limited (Harding & Kremmel, 2016). Teachers’
attitudes towards speaking assessment are highly impactful as they shape instructional
choices, classroom assessment practices, and student learning outcomes (Del.uca et al,,
2024; Nieminen et al.,, 2024). Despite the communicative approach widely promoted in
language teaching, speaking exercises in most EFL classrooms are rare and often rely on
indirect assessment methods, such as multiple-choice grammmar tests, rather than direct
speaking activities (Hughes, 2003; Pill & Harding, 2013; Oudghiri & lbrahimi, 2025).

This study aims to address this research gap by investigating Wollo University EFL
instructors’ perceptions and practices regarding speaking assessment. It explores their
understanding of speaking assessment, the extent to which they implement effective
speaking assessment techniques, and the obstacles they face. Moreover, it examines the
alignment between teachers' beliefs and their classroom practices, thereby identifying
discrepancies between perception and implementation.

To achieve these objectives, the study seeks to answer the following research questions:
1. How do English instructors perceive speaking assessment?

2. To what degree do educators apply the principles of speaking assessment in their
classrooms?

3. What s the relationship between instructors’ perceptions and actual practice?
4. \What barriers prevent the successful use of speaking assessment in EFL classrooms?

LITERATURE REVIEW
— The Importance of Speaking Assessments

Evaluation of speaking ability is a fundamental aspect of second language acquisition,
particularly in English as a Foreign Language (EFL) settings where authentic speaking
opportunities are limited. Despite the increasing emphasis on commmunicative language
teaching (CLT), speaking remains underdeveloped in many educational institutions. This
section explores the existing literature on perception, speech, and evaluation, focusing
specifically on speaking assessment within the CLT framework. Additionally, it examines
the concepts, types, and techniques of EFL speaking assessment and the factors
influencing its design.

Perception plays a crucial role in teaching and assessment practices. As highlighted by
Saito and Plonsky (2019), perception encompasses an individual's awareness and
interpretation of information, shaped by internal and external influences. In the context
of EFL speaking assessments, teachers' perceptions significantly affect the
implementation of assessment principles in the classroom. Research suggests that
instructors who possess a strong understanding of speaking assessment methodologies
are more likely to integrate effective evaluation techniques into their teaching (Harding
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& Kremmel, 2016). However, various psychological and contextual barriers can hinder this
alignment, creating a gap between theoretical assessment principles and actual
classroom practice.

— The Role of Teacher Perceptions in Assessment Practices

Speaking is a productive skill that requires learners to construct and convey meaning
through spoken language. According to Goh and Burns (2012), effective speaking
involves linguistic knowledge, fluency, and pragmatic competence, all of which
contribute to communicative ability. Derakhshan, Tahery, and Mirarab (2021) also
emphasize that spoken communication is inherently interactive and must be fostered
through structured, meaningful practice that mirrors real-life conversations. Speaking
assessments must therefore integrate both linguistic accuracy and communicative
competence to provide a holistic measure of proficiency.

Language assessment serves as a critical tool for evaluating students' abilities and
informing instructional strategies. Assessments can be categorized as formative or
summative, each serving distinct pedagogical functions (Chufama & Sithole, 2021).
Formative assessments, such as peer feedback and oral presentations, provide ongoing
feedback to support skill development, while summative assessments, often in the form
of standardized tests, measure overall competence. Within speaking assessment, direct
and indirect approaches have been widely discussed in the literature. Direct methods,
including oral interviews and role-plays, are preferred due to their authenticity and
communicative relevance, whereas indirect methods, such as multiple-choice listening
tasks, may fail to capture the complexity of spoken interaction (Pill & Harding, 2013).

— Challenges in Implementing Effective Speaking Assessments

The CLT approach emphasizes meaningful, interactive communication, making oral
assessments a key component of effective language evaluation. Many researchers
emphasize that communicative assessments should prioritize authenticity, noting that
traditional grammar-based tests often fail to measure spontaneous spoken interaction.
(Hughes, 2003; Oudghiri & lbrahimi, 2025). The misalignment between standardized
testing practices and communicative teaching methodologies has been a longstanding
challenge in language education (Hasrol et al., 2022).

For effective speaking assessments, key principles such as reliability, validity,
authenticity, and practicality must be considered (Kadir et al., 2019; Sitepu et al., 2025).
Reliability ensures consistency across different raters and contexts, while validity ensures
that the assessment accurately measures speaking ability. Authenticity requires the
inclusion of real-world speaking tasks, and practicality considers the feasibility of
assessment implementation in diverse educational settings. Neglecting these principles
can result in flawed assessments that fail to support students’ communicative
development (Isaacs & Trofimovich, 2016).

A well-established classification of speaking tasks includes imitative, intensive,
responsive, interactive, and extensive speaking activities, reflecting the transition from
controlled speech to more spontaneous discourse (Luoma, 2004). Direct and indirect
approaches to assessment have been extensively debated, with direct methods, such as
structured interviews and discussion tasks, being favored for their ability to simulate
authentic communication (Oudghiri & lbrahimi, 2025). In contrast, indirect methods,
such as written-based speaking tests, often lack real-world applicability and fail to
capture interactive competence (Knoch & Elder, 2013).
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— Strategies for Enhancing Speaking Assessment Validity and Authenticity

Several challenges hinder the effective implementation of speaking assessments,
including time constraints and inadequate teacher training (Hasselgreen et al.,, 2004).
These issues often result in a disconnect between instructional approaches and
assessment practices. Research underscores the necessity of aligning speaking
assessments with communicative teaching methodologies to ensure an accurate
evaluation of learners’ abilities (Adem & Berkessa, 2022).

The need for teacher training and curriculum reform to improve speaking assessment
practices has been widely acknowledged (Erlam et al,, 2021; Alvarez et al., 2024). Studies
emphasize the role of professional development in enhancing assessment literacy
among EFL teachers, enabling them to design and implement more effective
assessment strategies (Rad, 2019; Ashraf & Zolfaghari, 2018). Balancing reliability, validity,
and authenticity is a critical concern in language testing research, as assessments must
provide accurate, meaningful, and practical measures of speaking ability (Kadir et al,
2019; Sitepu et al., 2025). Practical techniques that strike this balance are essential for
effective language assessment. Research into teacher perceptions and classroom
practices highlights persistent barriers to effective speaking assessment and offers
valuable strategies for improvement (Harding & Kremmel, 2016).

METHODOLOGY
- Research Design

This study employed a mixed-methods research design, integrating both qualitative and
guantitative data. The approach was chosen to provide a comprehensive understanding
of teachers’ perceptions and practices regarding speaking assessments. The research
adopted a mixed-methods approach to provide a holistic understanding of the
instructors' and students' perceptions and practices. On the quantitative side, structured
guestionnaires were used to collect numerical data, which were then analyzed using
SPSS version 24 for frequency distributions, mean comparisons, and correlation analysis.
On the qualitative side, semi-structured interviews and classroom observations were
analyzed thematically using NVivo software. This dual approach allowed the researchers
to corroborate quantitative trends with rich qualitative insights.

— Participants

Although comprehensive sampling was used to include all English major students due
to the manageable population size, the study aimed to ensure diversity across several
dimensions. These included gender, year of study (ranging from first-year to graduating
students), academic performance levels (as reflected in departmental records), and
classroom engagement levels observed by instructors. This was intended to capture a
wide spectrum of student experiences and perceptions regarding speaking assessment
practices in EFL classrooms. The study included 20 EFL instructors and 25 English major
students from Wollo University. Instructors were selected through comprehensive
sampling since the total number is manageable, while students were chosen using
comprehensive sampling to ensure a diverse representation of the research.

— Data Collection Instruments

Data were collected through three primary instruments: questionnaires, classroom
observations, and interviews. The instructor questionnaire consisted of 25 items,
measuring perception and practice of speaking assessment, while students responded
to a 15-item questionnaire about their experiences. Classroom observations were
conducted using a 15-item checklist to assess real-time implementation of speaking
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assessments. Additionally, five instructors and five students participated in semi-
structured interviews to provide deeper insights into the challenges they face.

— Informed Consent and Ethical Considerations

All participants were informed about the purpose of the study, the voluntary nature of
their participation, and their right to withdraw at any point without any academic or
institutional consequence. Informed consent was obtained through written consent
forms signed by each participant prior to data collection. Confidentiality and anonymity
were strictly maintained throughout the study, and ethical clearance was obtained from
the research review committee of Wollo University.

— Data Analysis

In the Data Analysis section, while SPSS was used for general statistical processing, it is
important to note that specific tests were applied to particular datasets. For example,
Pearson correlation analysis was used to examine the relationship between instructors’
perceptions and their reported practices. Descriptive statistics (frequency and mean
scores) were used to summarize questionnaire responses. However, no inferential
comparisons (e.g. t-tests or ANOVA) were conducted, as the aim was primarily
exploratory rather than comparative. Quantitative data were analyzed using SPSS 24,
applying frequency distribution, means, and correlation analysis to examine trends in
perception and practice. Qualitative data from interviews and observations were
analyzed thematically using NVivo to identify key challenges and instructional patterns.

RESULTS
— Instructors’ Perception of Speaking Assessment

The following section presents the findings obtained from the data collected through
guestionnaires, classroom observations, and interviews with both instructors and
students. The results are structured to align with the study's four research questions,
which focus on instructors’ perceptions, instructional practices, challenges faced, and
the relationship between perception and practice in the assessment of speaking skills in
EFL classrooms. Quantitative results are shown in tables supporting narrative
interpretations, followed by qualitative themes where applicable.

Table 1
Instructors’ Perception of Speaking Assessment
Statement Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree Sfrongly Mean
Agree Disagree Score

Speaking assessment
is essential for 12 (60%) 5(25%) 2 (10%) 1(5%) 0 (0%) 4.4
language learning.
Speaking assessment
helps students
improve fluency and
confidence.

10 (50%) 6 (30%) 3 (15%) 1(5%) 0 (0%) 4.2

Assessing speaking is
as important as
assessing writing and
reading.

9 (45%) 7 (35%) 2(10%) 2 (10%) 0 (0%) 4.

Speaking should be
assessed regularly in 8 (40%) 8 (40%) 3 (15%) 1(5%) 0 (0%) 4.2
EFL classes.
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The results indicate that 85% of instructors agreed that speaking assessment is essential
for language learning, with a mean score of 4.4. Similarly, 80% of instructors believed
that assessing speaking improves fluency and confidence, and 75% agreed that
speaking should be assessed as frequently as reading and writing. However, responses
show that a small percentage of instructors (15% to 20%) remain neutral or disagree,
suggesting that some instructors may not fully prioritize oral evaluation.

These findings align with Brown (2004), who argues that speaking is an integral
component of communicative language teaching but is often neglected in practice. The
results suggest that while instructors conceptually value speaking assessment, there
may be barriers preventing its implementation.

- Instructors’ Practice of Speaking Assessment

Table 2
Frequency of Speaking Assessment Tasks in EFL Classrooms

Speaking . Mean
Assessment Task Always Often Sometimes Rarely Never Score

Oral presentations 4 (20%) 5 (25%) 7 (

Role plays 2 (10%) 3 (15%) o6 (
One-on-one interviews  1(5%) 3 (15%) 5(25%

5

5

3(15%) 1(5%) 3.3
7 (35%) 2 (10%) 2.8
9 (45%) 2(10%) 2.5
Group discussions 5(25%) 6 (30%) 3
Picture description 2 (10%) 4 (20%) 6

(15%) 1(5%) 3.5
(30%) 3(15%) 2.8

The results show that the most used speaking assessment task is group discussions
(Mean = 3.5), followed by oral presentations (Mean = 3.3). However, role plays, one-on-one
interviews, and picture description exercises are rarely used, with mean scores below 3.0.

The low frequency of structured individual speaking assessments (such as one-on-one
interviews) suggests that classroom constraints limit personalized speaking evaluations.
These findings align with research indicating that many EFL instructors tend to prefer
whole-class speaking tasks over individual assessments, mainly because of time
constraints and large class sizes (GuUnes & Girgin, 2025; O’Connor et al., 2016).

— Challenges in Implementing Speaking Assessments

Table 3
Challenges in Implementing Speaking Assessments

Strongly . Strongly Mean
Challenge Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Disagree Score
Large class sizes make
speaking assessments 1 (55%) 6(30%) 3 (15%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 4.4
difficult.
Time constraints prevent
regular speaking 12 (60%) 5 (25%) 3 (15%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 4.5
assessments.
lacksufficienttraining 45 00 4 20%) 5(25%)  1(5%)  O(0%) 4.
in speaking assessment.
Speaking assessment is
not emphasized in the 8 (40%) 7 (35%) 4 (20%) 1(5%) 0 (0%) 4.1

curriculum.
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The biggest barriers to speaking assessment were time constraints (Mean = 4.5) and
large class sizes (Mean = 4.4). 85% of instructors agreed that limited class time made it
difficult to conduct speaking assessments. Similarly, 80% reported that class sizes were
too large to allow individualized speaking evaluations.

Another notable issue was a lack of training in speaking assessment (Mean = 4.1). This
aligns with Sook (2003), who found that many EFL instructors have limited exposure to
formal assessment techniques, leading them to prioritize grammar-based testing.

- Relationship Between Perception and Practice

Table 4
Correlation Between Perception and Practice

Variable Correlation (r) Interpretation
Perception of speaking assessment & 0.135 Moderate positive
Frequency of implementation ) correlation

Table 4 shows the statistical correlation between instructors' perceptions of speaking
assessment and the frequency with which they implement such assessments in the
classroom. The correlation coefficient (r) was calculated using Pearson’s correlation
formula. The result, r = 0.135, indicates a moderate positive relationship, suggesting that
while positive perceptions are associated with greater implementation, other external
factors mediate this relationship.

The moderate positive relationship (r = 0.135) between perception and practice shown in
the correlation analysis gives an indication of the source of the disparity. Specifically,
while instructors who value speaking assessments are more likely to implement them,
external barriers (such as class size, time constraints, and training gaps) often prevent
them from fully integrating speaking assessments into their teaching.

This finding supports Brown (2004), who argues that institutional and structural
limitations can restrict even well-intentioned instructors from conducting effective
speaking assessments.

Table 5
Students' Perception of EFL Speaking Assessment

s B s
Do your teachers assess your Ves 10 40.0
speaking skills?
No 15 60.0
If assessed, how useful is it? Especially useful 5 20.0
Useful 2 8.0
Useful 3 12.0
Moderately useful 4 16.0
Not useful n 440

The results indicate that 60% of students reported that their speaking skills were not
assessed. Among those who experienced speaking assessment, only a minority
perceived it as useful, while a larger proportion considered it ineffective. This suggests
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that even when speaking assessment is implemented, it may lack clear structure or
pedagogical value. The limited use of speaking assessment can be explained by factors
such as time constraints, curriculum limitations, and teachers’ prioritization of written
skills over oral proficiency.

It should be noted that in Table 5, under the second question (“If assessed, how useful is
it?"), two response categories are identically labeled as “Useful” but differ in frequency.
This is a typographical error: the first category reflects a moderate level of usefulness,
whereas the second should be interpreted as indicating slight or limited usefulness.

Table 6
How Students Are Assessed in Speaking

. Response Frequency Percentage

SRR Categories (n = 25) (%)

How are st_udents organized for Individually 3 120
speaking assessment?

In pairs 2 8.0

In groups 4 16.0

W_hole cilass 16 64.0

discussion

How freque.ntly is speaking 123 times 16 64.0
assessed in a semester?

4-7 times 3 12.0

8-10 times 2 8.0

11-13 times 2 8.0

More than 13 times 2 8.0

The results reveal that speaking assessments are conducted as whole-class discussions
(64%), while only 12% of students experienced individual assessments. Whole-class
discussions often limit student participation, making it difficult for all students to actively
develop their speaking skills.

Furthermore, 64% of students reported that they were assessed only 1-3 times per
semester, which is insufficient for developing oral proficiency. The low frequency of
assessment suggests a lack of emphasis on speaking skills in EFL classrooms.

Table 7
Methods and Feedback in Speaking Assessment

Frequency Percentage

Question Response Categories (n = 25) (%)
How is feedback .
provided? Only scores for marking 10 40.0
Criterion-based description + 2 12.0
score
Oral feedback 8 32.0
Written feedback 4 16.0

educationalchallenges.org.ua 365


http://educationalchallenges.org.ua/

EDUCATIONAL CHALLENGES, Vol. 30, Issue 2 ISSN 2709-7986 (online)

Feedback is a critical component of effective speaking assessment, yet 40% of students
reported that they only received scores without further explanation. Oral feedback was
provided to 32% of students, while 16% received written feedback, and only 12% received
a criterion-based description along with their scores. The lack of descriptive feedback
limits students' ability to understand their strengths and areas for improvement, which
could hinder their speaking skill development.

These findings denote that speaking assessment is not properly implemented in EFL
classrooms. Many students are not assessed in speaking, and when the assessments
take place, they are often infrequent, with students' participation also being limited to
whole-class discussions. Additionally, the feedback given to students is mostly sparse;
most of them have only the score and not its explanation.

To improve speaking assessments, there are several strategic steps in which teachers
should invest. First, speaking assessment should be more frequent to give students a
chance to practice and develop their speaking skills continuously. Second, methods of
assessment should be diversified, including a variety of activities, such as pair and group
work, oral presentations, and interviews that can engage all students and cater to
different learning preferences.

Thirdly, the teachers should also give detailed feedback providing scores and descriptive
comments; this will help the students to understand where they have done well and
where their weaknesses lie. Lastly, speaking assessments should align with the very
principles of commmunicative language teaching (CLT) to make sure that students develop
fluency and accuracy in spoken English. Such strategies would allow teachers to close the
gap between what the learners require and what happens in the assessment practice to
bridge the gap to increase speaking proficiency among learners in EFL classrooms.

The present study aimed to find out the perception and practice of teachers about EFL
speaking assessment. This was done in Wollo University, observing four times for two
sessions in one month by two teachers. A pilot test was done to assess feasibility, time-
cost, unhelpful events, and effect size to predict an appropriate sample size, allowing for
the improvement of the study design before the information gathering on a larger-scale
survey. Then, the study was conducted on a larger scale.

- Findings and Analysis of Observation Data

One of the instruments used for collecting empirical data was observation with a
checklist supported by audio-video recordings. It was used to verify what the teachers
claimed was in their classroom practices of EFL speaking skills assessment. This
observation checklist adapted and amended by the researchers based on: Brown, 2004.

There were 20 items with Likert scale options such as highly observed, observed, neutral,
rarely observed, and never observed to observe teachers' actual practice of EFL speaking
assessment in EFL class.

The study attempted to examine the extent to which key features of EFL speaking skills
assessment were present in classroom practice. This was investigated using the
observation checklist completed by two teachers, each of whom conducted four
observations. The observations were carried out over the course of one month and
covered two class at Wollo University. It was expected that the mean score to be attained
would be 3, since highly observed (5), observed (4), neutral (3), rarely observed (2), and
never observed (1). If the observed teacher scored above the mean, it indicated that
attention and practice of EFL speaking assessment existed. If it was below the mean, it
showed little attention to EFL speaking assessment.
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These observations, therefore, yield valuable insights into how speaking skills
assessment was integrated into instruction. This integration was examined using
checklists, diverse types of speaking assessment tasks, namely, responsive, intensive,
extensive, and interactive, and both direct and indirect assessment methods. The
findings reveal several important patterns. Speaking skills assessment was highly
observed in 57.1% of lessons while it was never observed in 42.9%. For instance, interactive
speaking tasks, such as role plays, were not observed at all in any lesson delivery (100%).
Similarly, extensive tasks, such as storytelling, were also not observed in 57.1% of lessons,
received a neutral rating in the remaining 42.9%. However, in the responsive speaking
assessment tasks, such as oral question-and-answer activities a highly observed rating
was given in 57.1% of the lessons and an observed rate in 42.9% of the lesson.

Assessment of indirect speaking skills was highly observed in 71.4% of lessons, while it
was not observed in 28.6%. Paper-pencil tests to assess speaking skills were highly
observed in 42.9%, whereas it was observed in 57.1% of lessons. Checklists for assessing
speaking skills were observed in 57.2%, while in 42.9%, they were never observed.
Likewise, pair work was highly observed in 42.9%, while group work was not effectively
practiced. Finally, in 57.1% of the lessons, formative assessment was highly observed,
showing that speaking skills were assessed continuously. These findings highlight the
strengths and gaps in the integration of speaking assessment practices within the
observed EFL classrooms.

In order to complement the classroom observation data and gain deeper insight into
how speaking assessment is understood and perceived by its main participants,
gualitative data were collected through an open-ended question addressed to both
teachers and students. This approach made it possible to explore their views on the role,
purpose, and challenges of assessing speaking skills in the EFL classroom. The following
section presents the responses to the question “What do you understand about
speaking assessment?”, reflecting teachers' and students’ perceptions of speaking
assessment practices.

— Teachers’ Perception of Speaking Assessment:

Tl: Speaking assessment is essential to evaluate students' communication abilities in
real-life contexts. However, in large classes, it becomes difficult to implement properly.

T2: It is a crucial component of language learning that enables teachers to identify
students’ strengths and weaknesses in spoken communication.

T3: Speaking assessment provides insight into students’ fluency, accuracy, and
pronunciation. It also helps in designing better instructional strategies.

T4: Assessing speaking skills is just as important as grammar and vocabulary. It
encourages students to express themselves more confidently in English.

— Students’ Perception of Speaking Assessment:

S1: Speaking assessments help us improve our pronunciation and confidence, but they
are not conducted frequently in our classes.

S2: We are mostly evaluated on written tasks. Speaking tasks are rare and usually done
in group discussions.

S53: Sometimes, we feel nervous when asked to speak in front of the class because we
do not get enough practice.
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S4: Speaking assessment should be included more regularly to help us become fluent
English speakers.

The responses from teachers indicated that 85% of them have a positive perception of
speaking assessments, believing that it fosters communication skills and critical
thinking among students. However, 78% of teachers pointed out that assessing speaking
is time-consuming and challenging, especially in large classes. Similarly, 82% of students
acknowledge the benefits of speaking assessment but reported that they rarely get
assessed in speaking activities.

Despite the favorable perception, the actual practice of speaking assessment was
minimal. Most teachers (74%) focused on written assessments due to factors such as
time constraints, lack of resources, and large class sizes. The study found that speaking
activities such as debates (12%), oral presentations (15%), and storytelling (10%) were rarely
incorporated into assessments.

The major challenges identified include large class sizes that limit individual speaking
assessments (68%), time constraints that make it difficult to allocate sufficient time for
oral assessments (72%), and students’ anxiety and lack of confidence in speaking English
(65%). Previous research supports these findings, as study by Brown (2004) highlight that
classroom constraints and lack of training affect speaking assessment practices.

To address these issues, the study recommends implementing more structured speaking
assessments within the curriculum, utilizing peer assessments and technology-assisted
speaking tasks to enhance student engagement, providing additional training for
teachers on effective speaking assessment techniques, and encouraging students to
practice speaking English both inside and outside the classroom.

The findings of this study have shown that though the EFL instructors at Wollo University
recognize the importance of speaking assessment, its actual application in classes is still
sporadic due to various barriers. Most of the instructors revealed an incredibly positive
perception toward speaking assessment; 85% agreed that speaking assessment is an
essential element of language learning, and 80% also stated that assessment helps
students improve their fluency and confidence.

Additionally, 75% of the instructors believed that speaking should be tested as frequently
as reading and writing. Despite such positive perceptions, the study found that only 40%
of instructors reported conducting regular speaking assessments, which indicates a gap
between perception and practice.

The observed in practice and self-report questionnaire data indicate that group
discussions and oral presentations are the most widely used speaking assessment tasks,
while one-on-one interviews, role plays, and picture description are barely put into
practice. It seems from these data that whole-class oral activities are more feasible for
the instructors, while individualized speaking assessments are often neglected. This
perspective is supported by research suggesting that time limitations and large class
sizes are commonly cited reasons for the limited use of individual speaking assessment.

The results showed that most instructors hold a favorable perception of speaking
assessments. They recognize that assessing students’ oral proficiency enhances fluency,
confidence, and communicative competence. Despite this, the practical application of
speaking assessments is limited.

Classroom observations revealed that instructors rely more on traditional assessment
methods, such as written exams and reading comprehension tests, rather than
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structured speaking evaluations. Group discussions and oral presentations were found
to be the most frequently used speaking assessment tasks, while role plays, one-on-one
interviews, and picture description exercises were rarely incorporated.

Several key challenges hinder the effective implementation of speaking assessments.
The most significant barriers identified were time constraints, large class sizes, lack of
training, and insufficient emphasis on speaking assessments in the curriculum. 85% of
instructors cited time constraints, indicating that limited classroom time makes it
difficult to conduct individualized speaking assessments.

80% of instructors reported that large class sizes prevent them from evaluating each
student’s oral skKills effectively. Additionally, 70% of instructors stated that they had not
received formal training on speaking assessment methods, which suggests a gap in
professional development programs for EFL teachers. The lack of curriculum emphasis
on oral assessment also contributed to the underutilization of speaking evaluations in
EFL classrooms.

Several significant barriers to speaking assessment implementation emerged from the
responses. Most of all, time constraints, reported by 85% of instructors, presented the
biggest problem when trying to make sufficient class time available for oral evaluations.
Likewise, large class sizes prohibited instructors (80%) from administering individual
speaking assessments.

Other significant barriers included the lack of training in methods of speaking
assessment, with 70% of instructors claiming not to have had formal instruction on how
to assess speaking. In addition, 60% claimed that speaking assessments were not
featured in the curriculum; thus, this would also affect their ability to incorporate such
assessments into lesson planning.

The correlation between perception and practice resulted in a moderate positive
relationship: r = 0.135. That is, the more instructors recognize the value of speaking
assessments, the more likely they are to put them into practice, though external barriers
prevent full integration. This corroborates Brown'’s study (2004), which established that
institutional limitations often prevent well-intentioned instructors from conducting
effective speaking assessments.

The research confirms the fact that although instructors conceptually realize the
importance of speaking assessments, practical constraints such as time limitations, class
size, and insufficient training inhibit their implementation. Such challenges could be
overcome with professional development programs, curriculum reforms, and
integrating alternative assessment methods that would pave the way for much more
effective speaking evaluations within EFL classrooms.

DISCUSSION

The findings of this study provide a comprehensive understanding of how EFL
instructors at Wollo University perceive and practice speaking assessment, and the
challenges they face in their implementation.

The results showed that most instructors hold a positive perception of speaking
assessment. A significant portion acknowledged that it improves students’ fluency,
confidence, and overall communication competence. However, despite these favorable
attitudes, speaking assessments were implemented irregularly and often in limited
formats (Anshori, 2023). Group discussions and oral presentations were the most
common activities, whereas more individualized and interactive formats like one-on-one
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interviews and role plays were rarely used. This discrepancy supports prior research by
Brown (2004), who found that practical barriers often prevent effective oral assessment,
even when instructors recognize its value.

The most significant obstacles identified were time constraints and large class sizes
(Holubnycha et al, 2025). These findings are consistent with Sook (2003), who
emphasized that logistical limitations influence assessment practices in EFL contexts.
Additionally, 70% of instructors indicated a lack of formal training in speaking
assessment, underscoring a need for targeted professional development. Curriculum
constraints were also cited, suggesting institutional reform may be necessary to
integrate speaking evaluation more systematically.

The Pearson correlation coefficient (r = 0.135) revealed a moderate positive relationship
between instructors' perception and their actual classroom practices. This implies that
while teachers with more favorable views on speaking assessment are more likely to
apply these methods, external structural limitations still impede full implementation.
This finding aligns with the theory that perception alone is not sufficient to bring about
behavioral change without supportive conditions and resources.

Student responses further confirmed the limited use and effectiveness of current
speaking assessment practices. Many reported that speaking was assessed infrequently,
mostly through whole-class discussions, while others received minimal or no
constructive feedback. This limits opportunities for students to practice spoken English
and to understand areas in need of improvement. Such results highlight a critical gap
between instructional intentions and the actual assessment experience of learners.

Considering these findings, it is evident that more structured and frequent speaking
assessments, supported by institutional and professional training measures, are
essential for aligning pedagogical intent with classroom practice.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This study examined EFL instructors’ perception and practice of speaking assessment at
Wollo University. The findings indicate that while instructors acknowledge the
importance of speaking assessments, their actual implementation is inconsistent due to
structural and pedagogical challenges. The study explored four key aspects: how
instructors perceive speaking assessment, the extent to which they implement it, the
challenges they face, and the relationship between perception and practice.

The findings indicate that most instructors have a positive attitude toward speaking
assessment and acknowledge its role in developing students’ fluency, confidence, and
communicative competence. However, its practical use remains limited. Classroom
observations show a preference for traditional assessment methods, such as written and
reading tests, over systematic speaking evaluation. Group discussions and oral
presentations are the most commonly used speaking tasks, whereas role plays,
individual interviews, and picture descriptions are rarely applied.

The effective implementation of speaking assessment is constrained by several factors,
including limited time, large class sizes, insufficient teacher training, and minimal curricular
focus on oral skills. Most instructors reported that time constraints and overcrowded classes
hinder individual assessment, while the lack of professional training and curriculum
emphasis further reduces the use of speaking assessment in EFL classrooms.

The correlation analysis between perception and practice revealed a moderate positive
relationship (r = 0.135). This suggests that instructors who recognize the value of speaking
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assessments are more likely to implement them, but external constraints restrict their
ability to do so effectively. These findings are consistent with previous research by Sook
(2003), who highlight similar institutional barriers preventing effective speaking
assessment practices in EFL settings.

- Implications for Teaching and Learning

The findings of this study have important implications for teaching and learning in EFL
classrooms. The limited implementation of speaking assessments means that students
do not receive adequate opportunities to develop their oral proficiency, which is crucial
for academic and professional success. Given that English is the medium of instruction
in many higher education institutions in Ethiopia, students must be prepared to
communicate effectively in spoken English. However, the current assessment practices
do not sufficiently support the development of these skKills.

For instructors, the lack of training in speaking assessment suggests the need for
professional development programs that focus on alternative assessment strategies,
rubric design, and practical implementation techniques. Additionally, reforming the
curriculum to include more structured speaking assessments would ensure that oral
proficiency is evaluated as rigorously as reading, writing, and listening skills.

From an institutional perspective, universities should recognize the importance of
speaking assessments in fostering communicative competence and take steps to
address structural barriers, such as reducing class sizes where possible, integrating
speaking assessments into lesson plans, and allocating more time for oral evaluations.
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