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Abstract

The purpose of this study is to explore the ‘washback effect’ of a high stakes
test known as the Specialised English Test (SPE) which is used to admit English-
major applicants into English departments at universities in Iran. A belief commonly
held about the SPE Test is that students admitted to university since its introduction in
2002 have been more proficient and successful than pre-2002 students. However, no
research has been done on how the test might be affecting the learning of the students.

I examined the reported learning activities of the students to see what they
reported they did in order to prepare for the test and why. As the SPE test preparation
is done partly independently (by out-of-school resources), I also considered the
students’ reported learning beliefs to examine how the test was interacting with those
criteria. Thus, reported activities and learning beliefs were the main themes of this
study.

I collected the data from two contrasting groups- students who were going to
take the SPE Test and students who were going to take the GE Test. I used three
instruments to collect the data: questionnaire, letters, and interviews. 1038 students
responded to the questionnaire, 91 students wrote the letters, and 18 students were
interviewed.

The results showed that the SPE Test did have washback in the areas where
washback was intended. The study also identified factors other than the test which
influenced the leamners. As regards learning beliefs, the results showed that the test
preparation activities of the students were both affecting them as well as were affected
by them.

The study suggested that in addition to test innovations, the beliefs of the

learners should also be taken into account in order to promote positive washback. The

i



study also recommended the use of letters as an instrument in washback studies
provided they are written by interested students and the results are followed up by

other instruments such as interviews.
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Chapter 1. Introduction

This study investigates how learners are influenced by the Specialised English
Test (SPE), which has been used to admit students to BA programmes in English in
Iranian universities since 2002. A belief commonly held about the SPE Test
(Appendix 1) is that students admitted through this test have been more successful in
their studies at university than pre-2002 students who were admitted through the
General English Test (GE) (Appendix 2). However, no empirical research has been
carried out on what is actually happening under the influence of this test. Therefore,
the purpose of this study is to investigate the washback effect (Alderson and Wall,
1993) of the SPE Test.

In the following sections, I will discuss the rationale for the introduction of the
SPE Test, how this study began, what changes occurred in the admission system
which resulted in the introduction of the SPE Test, what English learning
opportunities there are for the students from an early age until university, predicted
washback, research questions that have driven this investigation, and finally the
contributions of the study.

1.1. Rationale for the introduction of the SPE Test

One of the high stakes tests in Iran is the entrance examination to universities
under the Ministry of Science, Research and Technology (MSRT). It is a norm-
referenced test that is designed and administered by the National Organisation for
Educational Testing (NOET) depending on what field of study the applicants will be
undertaking at university. The examination consists of a General Section and a
Specialised Section (Appendix 3, Sections 7.1 and 7.2). The General Section, which
includes GE and three non-English subjects, is the same for all the groups of test

takers, but the specialised section is different for each group of applicants pursuing a
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different field of study at university.

Before 2002, the ability of English-major applicants was measured only by the
General Section and they did not have to take the Specialised Section. The GE Test (in
the General Section) was based on the high school textbooks. However, NOET found
this system of admission inefficient. According to two authorities in the Organisation,
this test proved to be too easy for the applicants because many applicants got most or
even 100% of the items correct and, as a consequence, the students admitted through
this test did not fulfill the expectations of the English departments. For example, based
on NOET’s 2002 report, in 2001- the last year in which GE Test was used for the
admission of English-major applicants- the scores which had the highest frequencies
were at 80%-90% (p. 148) (see Table 1.3 for the national average). This system did
not necessarily lead to the admission of more proficient applicants as it did not have a
good discrimination power. Therefore, the authorities decided to introduce some
changes which resulted in the introduction of the SPE Test. The SPE Test has now
more items than the GE Test and is based on materials from outside the high school
textbooks (see 1.4). However, based on a brief conversation I had with English
teachers, SPE materials were not taught in school. Following these changes I began to
ask some questions which led to the present study.

1.2. Beginning to ask washback questions

As teachers of undergraduate students, my colleagues and I observed that
students of English admitted to the university after 2002 were more proficient than the
previous cohorts. They seemed to have fewer problems in English courses of general
nature such as grammar, reading, and writing as well as specialised courses of Applied
Linguistics and literature. Following these observations, I began to ask some questions

concerning the ostensible improvement which were to be the beginning of a washback
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study: Is the improvement due to the SPE test? How is the SPE Test affecting the
learners? Does the fact that SPE materials are not taught at school encourage
independent learning? Do the learners know what they should do in order to learn or is
it the SPE Test which tells them what they should do? In other words, do the students
know good language learning practices or is it the test which makes them do
appropriate language learning practices? In order to find out how I would be able to
answer these questions, I referred to the washback literature and the beliefs literature.
As far as washback is concerned, Watanabe (2004) states that in order to establish
washback, first it is essential to specify the changes in the contents of the test prior to
the research.
1.3. Major Changes

As mentioned in 1.1, some changes were introduced in 2002 in the admission
system of the students into English departments (see also the Test
Specification/Descriptions in Appendix 3). With the introduction of the SPE Test,
English was given more weight, i.e. the number of English items increased, two new
sections were added, and the weight of ‘non-English subjects’ were kept constant.
Another important change was to base SPE items on materials from outside the school
textbooks. The third major change involved an increase in the difficulty of the SPE
Test in order to measure the language proficiency of the applicants more accurately
and to admit students with better English backgrounds. I will discuss each of these
changes below so that I can then predict their possible washback (see 1.5). I will also

mention the questions which arose as I was examining the changes.

1.3.1. Increase in the weight of English
1.3.1.1. Increase in the number of items in the sections retained

from the GE Test
At present, the SPE Test has 6 sections and the GE Test, which is still being
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used, has 4 sections. The four sections of the GE Test were retained. These common
sections include Vocabulary, Grammar, Reading, and Cloze. Although these sections
were retained, they were not retained in the same way. The number of items in each of
those sections was increased, but the increase was not equal in all the sections.
Grammar items were increased less than those of other sections (see Table 1.1). As I
was examining this change, the questions which arose for me included:

Will SPE students spend more time studying the common sections than GE
students?

~Will each group of the SPE and GE test takers spend time on their own test
sections based on the number of items?

1.3.1.2.  Addition of two new sections

The two new sections which were added to the SPE Test were Language
Functions and Sentence Structure. Table 1.1 shows the increase in the number of
items in the retained sections as well as the number of items of the two new sections.

Table 1-1 Increase in the number of SPE items

Skills/Test Sections GE SPE
Vocabulary 10 20
Retained/common sections | Reading 5 15
Cloze 5 15
Grammar 5 10
Newly added sections Language Functions 0 5
Sentence Structure 0 5
Total 25 70

As Table 1.1 shows, the SPE Test has 70 items and the GE Test has 25 items.
The table shows that the increase in the number of items of the retained sections as
well as the addition of two new sections not only resulted in the increase in the weight
of each section but also in the weight of English/SPE Test as a whole (Appendix 3).

Question raised:

How much time will SPE students spend studying the new sections?
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1.3.1.3.  Keeping the weight of the ‘non-English subjects’ constant
In addition to the increase in the number of items (including the addition of the
two new sections), the weight of non-English subjects did not increase. Under the SPE
Test, knowledge of English, as opposed to the Non-English subjects, is now a stronger
determinant for admission to university than before. Table 1.3 shows the weighting of
English and Non-English subjects in the old and new admission systems.

Table 1-2 Weighting of English and Non-English subjects for English and non-English-major
applicants in the old and current admission systems

English Non-English Total weighting of subjects
G S G S English Non-English
SPE Group Old admission 100 225 100 225
(English Major) system
New/current 50 | 280 225 330 225
admission system
GE Group Current admission 50 225 443 2 50 668
(Non-English Majors) system

G= General Section, S= Specialised Section

As Table 1.2 shows, in the current admission systems for the SPE group the
weight of English is more than Non-English subjects (330 versus 225 respectively)
which includes three general subjects, while for the GE group the weight of Non-
English subjects is more than English (668 versus 50). This is because for the GE
group Non-English subjects include three general subjects as well as all the
specialised subjects, while for the SPE group Non-English subjects only include the
three general courses.

Question raised:

Will SPE students study English more than Non-English courses, and

conversely, will GE students study Non-English courses more than English courses?

1.3.2. Curriculum broader than school curriculum

The SPE Test is based on a broader curriculum than the GE Test. The main

book the NOET authored for the SPE test preparation is Bridging the Gap (see




description of the book in Appendix 3). In addition to this main book, the authorities
recommended a number of other books, which they claimed were represented by
Bridging the Gap (Appendix 3). As I had a brief conversation with English teachers,
while the GE Test is based on only the school textbook, the SPE Test is based on both
the high school textbook and extra materials and the extra materials are not taught in
school.

Questions raised:

Will SPE students rely on both school and out-of-school resources (including
extra materials and preparation classes) and will GE students rely on school alone
(including school textbooks and school classes)?

Considering the fact that the SPE students have to rely partly on their own
criteria and decisions (e.g. for the choice of learning materials and methods of
learning) rather than their teachers’ in this partly independent learning situation, how
does the test affect their criteria or beliefs?

Do their beliefs affect their test preparation activities? What beliefs do they
have about their learning?

Will SPE students’ beliefs about learning be different from those of the GE

students?

1.3.3. Increase in the difficulty of the SPE Test
In a brief conversation with two NOET authorities, they claimed that the SPE

Test was more difficult and a more accurate measure of language proficiency than the
GE Test for the purpose of admitting students with a better English background.
However, the only empirical evidence available for the difficulty of the test was the
national averages of the students admitted to English departments from 2001-2004

(Table 1.3), but no information was available on whether the differences between the
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averages were statistically significant. Concerning measurement accuracy also there
was no empirical evidence on whether the two tests were measuring different

constructs. The national averages are reported in Table 1.3.

Table 1-3 Mean scores on GE and SPE of English students admitted to university from 2001-2004

Before SPE was introduced After SPE was introduced
2001 2002 2003 2004
GE SPE GE SPE GE SPE GE SPE
72.9 - 85 51.9 74 65.5 69.9 60.4

Based on NOET’s reports (2002; 2003; 2004; 2005)

Table 1.3 shows that the national averages on the SPE Test in the years 2002,
2003 and 2004 were lower than the averages on the GE Test, which give an indication
of the difficulty of the SPE. They were also lower than the GE in 2001 when the SPE
had not been introduced yet.

Questions raised:

Will SPE students perceive the SPE Test more difficult than GE students will
perceive the GE Test?

How will the perceived difficulty affect the learners?

Will SPE students attend English language institutes to develop their English
background?

Will SPE students engage in activities that are not tested by the SPE Test such
as oral activities to develop their general proficiency?

Based on the washback literature, after specifying the changes in the test, the
question to be asked at the next stage was ‘what would washback look like?” This
question was guided by the intended washback effects of the test constructors, which
in this study was the test specifications/description (Appendix 3), a theory of
washback, namely Alderson and Wall’s (1993) Washback Hypotheses (2.4.1) and a
literature review (Chapter 2). However, before I made any predictions, I

considered the educational context in which the students learned English.
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1.4. English learning before university exam
There are several opportunities for the students to learn English before they

take the university entrance exam. They may learn English in school including state
and private schools, or outside school through family members, in pre-school
institutions, private language institutes, other private classes usually run by individual
teachers, or they may learn English on their own. I will discuss these opportunities

below.

1.4.1. English learning at school
Students learn English for a total of six years at school. They learn English for

2 years in junior secondary school (known as Guidance School), 3 years in high
school, and 1 year in pre-university school. However, schools are of three major types
which may offer English instruction with varying degrees and qualities: ‘state public
schools’, ‘non-profit schools’, and ‘state smart schools’. The latter type is commonly
believed to enjoy the highest standards in teaching. The different standards in these
kinds of schools may create different demands for extra private classes outside school.

Furthermore, it is not clear whether SPE and GE students need these classes

differently.

1.4.2. English learning outside school
There are many opportunities for the students to learn English outside school

as well. Depending on the educational background of the family, students may be
taught English by their family members at home. Families may send them to pre-
school institutions such as nurseries or kindergartens where English may be taught as
part of the regular programmes.

There are private classes conducted by individual teachers as well as classes in
private institutions which students can attend to receive extra tuition to help with their

8



English courses at school, learn English for their interests, prepare for the SPE or GE
tests, etc. Among the private institutions are the English language institutes where
students can start studying English (usually English of a general nature with emphasis
on conversation) even from a very young age. Attendance at the English institutes
may play a very crucial role in the success of the English major applicants.

Depending on where the students study English, the quality and amount of
English instruction might be different. However, these opportunities are open to both
SPE and GE students and the demand for English classes might be dictated differently
by the two tests. Now, based on the changes in the SPE Test and my knowledge of the
educational context, I present my predictions of possible washback in the following
section.

1.5. Predicted/expected washback

1.5.1. Expectation concerning the increase in the weight of English

1.5.1.1.  Expectation concerning the increase in the number of items
Based on the fact that the number of the items increased, I expect that SPE
students will study each of the common test sections more than GE students (1.3.1.1).
1.5.1.2.  Expectation concerning the new sections
Given the addition of two new sections, the SPE students will study the new
sections of Language Functions and Sentence Structure, but GE students will not
(1.3.1.2).
I expect further that based on the number of items in each test (Table 1.1),

each group of the SPE and GE test takers will spend time on their own test sections as

follows:



Table 1-4 Expected amount of time to be spent on the SPE and GE test sections ranked from
most to least time based on the number of items

Amount of time GE Test SPE Test
Most time Vocabulary Vocabulary
Reading / Cloze / Grammar Reading / Cloze
Grammar
Least time Language Functions / Sentence Structure

/ = equal amount of time spent

1.5.1.3.  Expectation concerning keeping the weight of Non-English
subjects constant
As mentioned in 1.3.1.3, the weight of Non-English subjects did not increase
against the weight of English in the SPE Test. Therefore, I expect while SPE students
will study English more than Non-English courses, GE students will study Non-

English courses more than English.

1.5.2. Expectation concerning the broader curriculum

As the SPE Test is based on a curriculum broader than the school curriculum, I
expect GE students will rely on school alone (including school textbooks and school
classes), while SPE students will rely on both school and out of school resources
(including extra materials and preparation classes). I also expect that there will be a

relationship between the learners’ test preparation activities and their learning beliefs.

1.5.3. Expectations concerning the increase in the difficulty

SPE students will perceive the SPE Test more difficult than GE students will

perceive the GE Test.

SPE students will attend English language institutes to develop their English

background.

SPE students will engage in activities that are not tested by the SPE Test such

as oral activities to develop their general proficiency.

1.6. Research questions
At this stage, I was in a position to form my research questions. Considering
10




the changes in the SPE Test which included an increase in the weight of English, a
broader curriculum, and an increase in the difficulty of the SPE, I developed an
overarching research question (Sunderland, 2010) as follows:

1. What activities do the SPE students report doing in order to prepare for the
SPE Test?

As I was interested to know if the students were doing the activities because of
the test or other factors, I posed my second research question as follows:

2. Why do the students report doing these activities in order to prepare for the
SPE Test?

As the difficulty level of the test had increased (Table 1.3), I was interested to
know how difficult the students perceived the test to be:

3. Do SPE students perceive the SPE Test to be more difficult than the GE
Test?

As one of the test authorities had said that they introduced the changes in order
to admit more proficient applicants, I asked the following question:

4. Do SPE students have better English backgrounds than GE students?

In 1.3.2, I explained that SPE materials were based on a broader curriculum
and were not taught in school, which meant that SPE preparation occurred in a partly
independent learning situation. Therefore, I was interested in how the SPE Test was
interacting with the students’ beliefs, i.e. whether it was affecting the students’ beliefs,
was being affected by the beliefs or both. To this end, I asked the following research
questions:

5. What beliefs do the SPE students report holding about learning English?

6. Are the SPE students’ reported activities consistent with their reported

beliefs?
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1.7. Contributions of the study
The questions which I posed in the discussion of the changes in the SPE Test

as well as the research questions mean that there is no empirical evidence to answer
these questions. Therefore, one of the contributions of this study could be to find
answers for practical problems concerning the effect of the SPE Test which could be
of use for the authorities in NOET, learners, teachers, parents, teacher training
programs, textbook writers and publishers, and educational circles.

This research is also a response to researchers’ call for the study of test
washback in general and the effect of tests on learning in particular (e.g. Alderson
and Wall, 1993; Bailey, 1996; 1999; Cheng et al 2004; Gosa, 2004; Tsagari, 2006;
Wall, 2000; 2005).

An important contribution of this study is that it addresses the learners’
independence/ autonomy, i.e. their learning criteria or beliefs, which have not been
investigated in washback studies so far.

In addition, the results of this study could serve as the basis for further
research studies into the effects of tests in the fields of language teaching and testing
and general education, particularly with respect to the interaction of tests with learning

independence and beliefs. This will hopefully shed more light on how washback

works.

In the next two chapters, I will review the relevant literature on the two foci of
this study, namely washback and learning beliefs, to see what they have to offer about

the gaps in the literature and the research methodology.
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Chapter 2. Literature Review: Part 1, Washback

Chapter 1 has contextualised this study within the area of washback research.
This chapter as well as the next chapter will present a literature review in two parts.
Chapter 2 concerns washback and Chapter 3 concerns learning beliefs. In general, due
to space limitations, I will only deal with issues which are central to this study. In the
first part of the literature review I will deal with the concept and definition of the term,
washback, concepts of positive and negative washback, the Washback Hypothesis,
washback models, washback and validity, and some of the most frequently quoted
research studies done on washback from the learners’ perspective. In the second part, I
will discuss the position of learner beliefs in washback studies, the significance of
learner beliefs, debate on the stability of beliefs, and some research studies conducted
in this area. Finally, I will situate my own research in the study of washback.

2.1. The concept and definition of washback

It has been asserted in both the general education and the language education
literature that tests have a great deal of impact on teaching and learning (Alderson and
Wall, 1993; Wall, 2005). The following statements are some of the typical claims:

‘It is generally accepted that public examinations influence the attitudes, behaviour,
and motivation of teachers, learners and parents’ (Pearson, 1988: 98).

‘Tests are held to be powerful determiners of what happens in classrooms’ (Alderson
and Wall, 1993).

The degree of the influence, however, depends on the stakes of the test, i.e. the
higher the stakes of the test, the greater the influence of the test (Alderson and Wall,
1993; Alderson and Hamp-Lyons, 1993; Shohamy et al, 1996; Stecher et al, 2004).

A high-stakes test could have various types of effects ranging from effects on

individuals to effects on practices and policies i.e. the classroom, the school, the
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education system and society as a whole (Wall, 2005). However, authors use separate
terms to refer to the various areas of exam influence. Wall (1997, p. 78) considers
‘washback’ as a form of ‘impact’ and uses ‘washback’ to refer to ‘the effects of tests
on teaching and learning’. Similarly, Bachman and Palmer (1996: 29-35) discuss
exam influence at ‘micro-level’ and ‘macro-level’. By micro-level they mean the
effect of examinations on individual students and teachers, and by ‘macro-level’ they
mean the impact on the educational system and society. In addition to the terms,
‘washback’ and ‘impact’, other terms have also been used for exam influence:
‘measurement-driven instruction’ (Popham, 1987), ‘curricular alignment’ (Madus,
1988; Smith, 1991), ‘systemic validity’ (Fredericksen and Collins, 1989), and
‘backwash’, which is used in the same sense as ‘washback’ by Hughes (1989). The
terms ‘measurement-driven instruction’ and ‘curricular alignment’ will be discussed
in connection with ‘positive-negative washback’ and ‘systemic validity’ in connection
with ‘washback and validity’ in the next two sections.

In this study, I will use the term, ‘washback’ as it is more common than
‘backwash’ in language testing. As my study is concerned with the effect of the test at
the micro-level, I will adopt the following definitions of washback:

“Washback ... is the influence that ... a test will have on the teaching [and
learning] that precedes it’ (Alderson and Hamp-Lyons, 1996: 280).

Alderson and Wall (1993) define washback as what teachers and learners do
because of the test that ‘they would not necessarily otherwise do’ (p. 117).

2.2, Positive and negative washback

Washback has been considered sometimes positive and sometimes negative

(Buck, 1988; Heaton, 1990; Bachman and Palmer, 1996; Bailey, 1996; Messick, 1996;

Shohamy et al, 1996; Davies et al, 1999). On the positive side, Morris (1972)
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considers examinations necessary to ensure that the curriculum is put into effect, and
others, using the term ‘measurement-driven instruction’, claim that tests should drive
teaching and hence learning (Bracey, 1987; Frederiksen, 1984; Li, 1990; Popham,
1987; Smith, 1991). Likewise, Popham (1987) claimed that measurement-driven
instruction is the most cost-effective way of improving the quality of public education.
On the negative side, Madaus (1988) criticized measurement-driven instruction as
nothing more than ‘psychometric imperialism’. ‘Curricular alignment’ also, which
focuses on the connection between testing and teaching syllabus, has been associated
with negative washback (Andrews, 1994; Linn, 1983; Madaus, 1988). It involves
narrowing of the curriculum by teaching test-taking skills to students and focusing on
topics known to be on the test (Mousavi, 1999). This is believed to lead to test score
‘pollution’, where teaching to the test would only increase test scores without real
improvement of the ability being tested (Haladyna et al. 1991). Shohamy (1993: 186)
states that there is negative washback when the means by which the students learn i.e.
‘instructional activities, teaching methods, classroom learning, curricula, and
textbooks’, are compromised.

The notions of positive and negative washback reviewed above look like
general statements which may not be very useful for empirical studies. However,
Wall’s (1999; 2005) criterion for positive-negative washback is match or mismatch
between the test and syllabus/textbook in her study of the Sri-Lankan O-Level English
Examination. This suggests that in any washback study we should specify exactly
what we mean by positive or negative washback.

In this study, the criterion would be match/mismatch between the learners’
activities and the learning tips in their textbooks. However, for oral activities, which

are neither addressed in the textbooks nor in the test, the learners’ doing of the
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activities would be considered positive and not doing such activities would be
negative.

Given that a test could have positive or negative effects, I discuss in the next
section whether the validity of the test should be judged by the extent of positive or
negative effects.

2.3. Washback and test validity

Some writers have suggested that a test's validity should be evaluated by the
degree to which it has had a beneficial influence on teaching. Morrow (1986, cited in
Alderson and Wall, 1993) coined the term ‘washback validity’ presumably meaning
that if a test has positive washback, it is valid, and conversely, if it has negative
washback, it is invalid. Similarly, Heaton (1990: 16) states that ‘If it is a good
examination, it will have a useful effect on teaching; if bad, then it will have a
damaging effect on teaching’. Frederiksen and Collins (1989) introduce the term
‘systemic validity’, which they define as follows:

A systemically valid test is one that induces in the education system
curricular and instructional changes that foster the development of the
cognitive skills that the test is designed to measure. Evidence for systemic
validity would be an improvement in those skills after the test has been in
place within the educational system for a period of time (p. 27)

However, Alderson and Wall (1993: 116) state that establishing such a cause-
effect relationship is simplistic. Washback is related to the use of the test and when it
comes to the use of the test i.e. in a teaching-learning situation, there are many forces,
besides the test, that might prevent washback from appearing although the test might
be valid by design (ibid). The presence of the many forces makes washback complex
and therefore not directly relatable to a test’s validity (ibid). The authors propose that

causes of the teaching-learning practices be explored in order to separate the effects of
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the test from the effects of other forces: ‘... only after we have established causal
relationships will we be in a position to explore whether we are justified in relating
washback to a test’s validity’ (p. 117). Messick (1996) expresses a similar idea.
Although he includes washback within the ‘consequential validity’ of a test, he states
that, due to the complexity of washback, evidence is needed to relate it to validity:
‘...washback is a consequence of testing that bears on validity only if it can be
evidentially shown to be an effect of the test and not of other forces operative on the
educational scene’ (p. 242). He suggests achieving validity by design rather than by
washback: ‘...rather than seeking washback as a sign of test validity, seek validity by
design as a likely basis for washback’. To produce positive washback, he suggests
minimizing construct under-representation and construct-irrelevant variance. In this
regard, Hughes (2003: 53-56) makes the following proposals:

1) Test the abilities whose development you want to encourage.

2) Sample widely and unpredictably.

3) Use direct testing.

4) Make testing criterion- referenced.

5) Base achievement tests on objectives.

6) Ensure [that the] test is known and understood by students and

teachers.
7) Where necessary provide assistance to teachers.
2.4. Theoretical frameworks of washback

2.4.1. Washback Hypotheses
Alderson and Wall (1993) argued (in their seminal paper, ‘Does washback

exist?’) that the concept of ‘washback’ was vague and therefore proposed 15

hypotheses, known as ‘Washback Hypothesis’ in order to help clarify our thinking on
17



washback. They began with the most general hypotheses and moved on to the more

refined ones.

1. A test will influence teaching.

2. A test will influence learning.

3. A test will influence what teachers teach.

4. A test will influence how teachers teach.

5. A test will influence what learners learn.

6. A test will influence how learners learn.

7. A test will influence the rate and sequence of teaching.
8. A test will influence the rate and sequence of learning.

9. A test will influence the degree and depth of teaching.

10. A test will influence the degree and depth of learning.

11. A test will influence attitudes to the content, method, etc. of teaching
and learning.
12.  Tests that have important consequences will have washback.

13.  Tests that do not have important consequences will have no washback.

14.  Tests will have washback on all learners and teachers.

15. Tests will have washback effects for some learners and some teachers,
but not for others.

Clarifying the concept of washback through the above hypotheses, the authors
have identified areas of washback for empirical research, or in Alderson and Hamp-
Lyons’s (1996) term, ‘laid out the territory’, so that it becomes clearer what questions
washback studies should address. As Alderson and Wall (1993: 127) proposed that
researchers state their own version of the Washback Hypothesis to be used in their

study, considering that the focus of my study is washback on learning, the study will
18



be guided by Hypotheses 2, 5, 6, 8, and 10 which concern learning, and Hypotheses
11, 14, and 15 which concern both learning and teaching.

Since Alderson and Wall’s (1993) landmark paper, a number of washback
models have been suggested, in particular, Hughes (1994) and Bailey’s (1996) models

of washback.

2.4.2. Hughes’s model of washback
Hughes (1994, in Wall 2000) made a distinction between washback on the

‘participants,” the ‘processes’ and the ‘products’ of an educational system.
‘Participants’ include teachers, leamers, administrators, materials writers and
publishers whose attitudes and perceptions may be affected by the test (cited in
Bailey, 1999). The term ‘process’ refers to any actions taken by the participants
including materials development, syllabus design, changes in teaching methods or
contents, learning and/or test-taking strategies (ibid). ‘Product’ refers to what is
learned and the quality of learning (ibid). Hughes justifies his categories as follows:

The nature of a test may first affect the perceptions and attitudes of the
participants towards their teaching and learning tasks. These perceptions
and attitudes in turn may affect what the participants do in carrying out
their work (process), including practicing the kind of items that are to be
found in the test, which will affect the learning outcomes, the product of
that work (cited in Bailey, 1999: 10).

Though at first sight it seems impossible to separate participants from process,
Hughes’s rationale for his categories is his emphasis on perceptions and attitudes of

the participants and how they affect what they do.

2.4.3. Bailey’s model of washback
Bailey (1996) combined Alderson and Wall’s hypotheses and Hughes’ model

and proposed two categories: ‘washback to the learners’ and ‘washback to the
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