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Abstract

This quasi-experimental study aims to determine EFL learners’ speaking self-efficacy
levels and to examine the changes in oral performances after receiving feedback in three
module courses. The relationship between speaking self-efficacy and oral performances after
receiving feedback was also studied. Quantitative method was applied in this study. The
study was conducted among thirty-three EFL prep-school participants in a state university in
Turkey. The research began with the implementation of a speaking self-efficacy scale (pre-
test) and a speaking test. This process was followed by three oral treatments following
teacher and peer feedback and the same speaking test. Repeated treatments and the same
speaking test were conducted in the other two modules, as well as a final speaking self-
efficacy scale (post-test). The results of the speaking self-efficacy scale revealed that students
generally possess high speaking self-efficacy level. The findings also showed that students
demonstrated significant changes in their oral performances following feedback treatment in
both groups. In the final speaking test, participants who received teacher and peer feedback
improved by 212.36% and 161.20% respectively compared to the first speaking test.
However, no significant correlation between the two variables was observed. This may
suggest that the sample size was insufficient to observe such a relationship.

Keywords: peer feedback, teacher feedback, oral performances, speaking self-efficacy

1. Introduction

Speaking is a crucial skill in learning English as a foreign language as well as an essential
skill for communicating with people in daily life. At the same time, speaking commonly has
been viewed as “the most demanding of the four skills” (Bailey & Savage, 1994, p.7). In
Turkish EFL classrooms, learners generally cannot speak well due to speaking anxiety and
low self-efficacy (Glrsoy & Karaca, 2018).

Self-efficacy has been a crucial factor that assisting or hindering language learning
progress as well as learners’ preferences for certain learning activities (Bandura, 1977, 1986,
1997; Pajares, 1996; Zimmerman, 2000). In other words, self-efficacy may be regarded as a
consistent predictor of students’ motivation and learning strategies. For instance, learners
with a higher sense of self-efficacy are more likely to achieve their goals while avoiding
negative emotions after making mistakes (Yanar & Bumen, 2012). Without adequate self-
efficacy, learners may not be able to attempt more challenging tasks and demonstrate their
abilities. Moreover, a higher sense of self-efficacy may lead to increased motivation, which
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aids students in focusing on their learning tasks, performing better, and ultimately achieving
their learning goals.

In addition to self-efficacy, another factor affecting oral performance is feedback.
Feedback refers to information provided by an agent such as teacher, peer, or oneself
regarding the aspects of one’s performance or understanding (Hattie & Timperley, 2007). It
plays an important function in learner output in that it may be viewed as a result of a
performance (Sheppard, Flexer, Hiebert, Marion, Mayfield & Weston, 1996). Thus, feedback
may significantly impact the processes of learning and achievement (Hattie & Timperley,
2007). Moreover, based on its instructional purpose, feedback should provide information
specifically related to a given task or process which fills the gap between what is understood
and what is aimed to be understood (Sadler, 1989). Feedback is also given in response to
learners’ errors, and these learners may accept, modify, or even reject the feedback.
Moreover, feedback may enhance learners’ sense of self-efficacy by enabling them to self-
reflect and concentrate on their peers’ judgment of their language capabilities. In particular,
positive judgment, praises, and feedback affect the way learners evaluate themselves. It also
enhances learners’ willingness to learn and their self-confidence, and thus their learning
motivation (Yang & Wu, 2013). In other words, accepting feedback can be viewed as the
most effective factors in enhancing self-efficacy and achievement (Yang & Wu, 2013).

2. Literature Review
2.1. Self-Efficacy

Many studies have examined learners’ beliefs, also known as self-efficacy (Bandura,
1977, 1986, 1997; Pengajaran, 2018; Zimmerman, 2000). Bandura (1977) introduced the idea
of self-efficacy as a key element in learners’ success. Self-efficacy was defined as a person’s
beliefs concerning his or her completion of a task and his or her competency level in
performing the task (Bandura, 1977). In other words, self-efficacy concerns how learners
think about their capabilities to organize and complete a learning task to reach a goal
(Zimmerman, 2000). Self-efficacy beliefs are an important aspect of human motivation and
behavior, and they directly influence certain actions (Pengajaran, 2018). It also focuses on
performance capabilities rather than on personal qualities. Bandura (1977) also suggested that
self-efficacious students are usually more hard-working and engage more readily and
persistently throughout the learning process. Unlike inefficacious students, self-efficacious
students do not doubt their abilities and have more stable emotional reactions when they
encounter difficulties (Zimmerman, 2000). That is, individuals who accomplish tasks
successfully usually have higher self-efficacy (Ocak & Olur, 2018). Those who have a lower
sense of self-efficacy for accomplishing a task may avoid it, while those who believe they are
capable often participate readily (Schunk, 1991). Finally, in terms of choosing activities, self-
efficacious students usually prefer more challenging tasks.

2.2. Speaking Self-Efficacy and Language Learning

Despite the significance of self-efficacy to the learning process, only few have
investigated its relationship to students’ speaking ability (Alawiyah, 2018; Asakereh &
Dehghannezland, 2015; Dasmo & Sundari, 2014; Liu, 2013).

One researcher who has investigated this relationship is Liu (2013), who assessed the
impact of an “English Bar” on college students’ speaking self-efficacy. The results
demonstrated that students who had often spoken English at the bar possessed higher levels
of self-efficacy than those who had rarely or never visited the bar. He also observed four
positive effects of speaking English at the bar: (1) students were free to choose their partners
to reduce their anxiety level, (2) students with inadequate speaking skills were motivated by
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foreign teachers and their partners, (3) students’ self-efficacy was enhanced while they
observed “similar others” who were proficient speakers, and (4) students worked harder as
they realized that they were making some improvement in English.

In another study concerning speaking skills achievement as it relates to speaking self-
efficacy is Asakereh and Dehghannezland (2015). Asakereh and Dehghannezland (2015)
investigated the relationship among student satisfaction with speaking classes, speaking self-
efficacy beliefs, and speaking skills achievement. The results showed a significant positive
correlation among the variables and that students with higher speaking self-efficacy were
more likely to achieve higher scores in speaking skills.

In a slightly different context, Alawiyah (2018) examined the relationship between
speaking self-efficacy and EFL student-teachers’ speaking achievement. The results
demonstrated that student-teachers’ self-efficacy levels significantly influenced their
speaking achievement.

2.3. Feedback

Learners should regularly compare their learning progress with their learning goals in
order to develop their linguistic knowledge (Zarei, 2018). Thus, evaluation is essential to any
learning and teaching process. Feedback is one of the common classroom evaluation, and
there are different forms of instructional feedback for evaluating the knowledge, skills, and
performances of learners. Teacher feedback, peer feedback, and self-evaluation are some
examples. Evaluation aids learners in identifying their strengths and weaknesses, ultimately
enhancing their achievement by highlighting progress rather than deficiency (Zarei, 2018).
Moreover, in regard to feedback in speaking, speaking is a highly subjective activity, and the
administration of speaking feedback is particularly difficult. Feedback is usually given
immediately following the presentation by the teacher and or peers. Afterward, during the
feedback process, students may revise their presentation based on the input they have
received from their teacher and or peers.

The significance of conducting research on feedback and evaluation in speaking is that it
may increase both teachers’ and learners’ awareness of effective speaking criteria, improve
learners’ speaking ability by enabling them to self-reflect on their performance, and foster
more positive attitudes towards speaking.

According to Marzano, Pickering, and Pollock (2001, p.187), effective feedback should
adhere to the following set of criteria:

1. It should provide students with some explanation of why their productions are
correct or incorrect.

It should be given immediately.
It should be specific to a set of criteria.

It should involve students in providing their own feedback based on feedback
given by the teacher.

5. It should enable students to learn from their mistakes, make necessary changes,
and achieve higher levels of performance.

2.4. Feedback on Speaking Performance

A limited number of studies regarding feedback in an EFL setting have aimed to
determine whether certain feedback types are more or less effective in improving students’

speaking performance (Lynch & Maclean, 2003; Smith & King, 2004).
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One research that has examined the impact of feedback on the oral performance of English
for special purposes students is that of Lynch and Maclean (2003). Their study was
conducted in the Netherlands among a group of advanced students and involved a 20-minute
speaking cycle. Students received tutors’ feedback on their spoken performance in written
form and on an individual basis. The results indicated improvement in oral performances that
had received feedback highlighting students” weaknesses. The result is surprising, as students
were aware of their language problems identified in teacher feedback as well as problems not
identified in feedback. The most striking result was that students were aware of changes in
their language use.

Another investigation that has examined students’ feedback sensitivity and the efficacy of
feedback interventions is that of Smith & King (2004). The results indicated that students
with higher sensitivity towards feedback have better speaking behaviours. In particular,
feedback was made in low intensity with less direct, personal way of criticism.

2.5. Teacher versus Peer Feedback in the Domain of Speaking

Despite teacher and peer feedback are commonly studied, there is a significant lack of
research comparing the effects of teacher and peer feedback on students’ speaking
performance, both internationally and in a Turkish setting. Only one study has compared
these feedback types in the domain of speaking (Murillo-Zamorano & Montanero, 2017).

Murillo-Zamorano & Montanero’s study (2017), which involved thirty-two Economics
and Business students in a Spanish university, has compared the impact of peer and teacher
feedback on the oral presentation. The research tested whether oral presentation skills, with
some support instruments such as videos and rubrics, provided improved following teacher
and peer feedback. The results indicated that the peer feedback group had more improvement
than that of the teacher feedback group in the post-test. Based on the findings, the results
suggested that peer assessment could be somehow effective in enhancing oral presentation
skills. However, the improvements were not maintained in the peer feedback group in the
follow-up re-test. The results implied that a single session of peer feedback with rubric might
not be sufficient enough to generalize any improvements in the said competency.

As mentioned above, there has been a lack of research comparing teacher and peer
feedback on speaking in international EFL context as well as in Turkey. The most striking
fact is that the above study is the only one which compares two feedback types in speaking;
moreover, it was not in EFL context. Hence, it is necessary for further research at this level.
This necessity motivated the research of the present study, which investigated the effects of
teacher and peer feedback regarding to speaking. More specifically, this study aimed to
answer the following research questions:

1. Are there any changes in the level of students in speaking self-efficacy?

2. s there a statistically significant difference in terms of oral performances after
treatment?

3. Is there a correlation between speaking self-efficacy level and oral performance
following feedback?
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3.Methods
3.1. Research Design

This quasi-experimental study employed a repeated measures design involving pre-test,
treatment, and post-test of speaking performance as well as a speaking self-efficacy scale. In
this way, the design utilized a quantitative approach. The duration was twenty-four weeks
and spanned the course of three academic modules within the preparatory program (Al
Elementary, A2 Pre-Intermediate, and B1 Intermediate modules).

For the repeated treatments, two treatment conditions were established: (1) peer feedback
with TOEFL independent speaking rubric and, (2) immediate teacher feedback with the use
of TOEFL independent speaking rubric. All of the oral presentations were conducted under
these conditions. Participants were divided into two groups: Group A (peer feedback) and
Group B (teacher feedback). Each student from Group A received peer feedback, while each
student from Group B received immediate teacher feedback. A comparison was made based
on the two types of feedback in terms of the content and performances of students’ pre-test
and post-test assessments.

3.2. Participants

For participant selection, a convenience sampling method was used. Al students were
selected as they typically are insufficient in speaking ability and can better demonstrate
improvement in speaking tasks over a certain period of time. During the A1 module, Group A
was comprised of sixteen (66.67%) males and eight (33.33%) females, while Group B
consisted of seventeen (70.83%) males and seven (29.17%) females. By the end of the Al
module, six students from Group A and five students from Group B had dropped out or failed
to pass to the A2 level. During the A2 module, the study continued with eighteen participants
in Group A and nineteen participants in Group B. By the end of the A2 module, three
students from Group A failed to pass to the B1 level. During the B1 module, the study
continues with fifteen students from Group A and nineteen students from Group B. By the
end of the B1 module, only one student from Group B quit the study due to the sickness.

3.3. Data Collection
1. Foreign Language Speaking Self-Efficacy Scale

A five-point Likert scale was taken from the article, “The Scale Development Study on
Foreign Language Speaking Self-Efficacy Perception” by Ocak and Olur (2018) (Appendix
A & B). Only 24 items remained, and these were grouped according to three factors. The
Cronbach’s Alpha value was found to be .944 in the study of Ocak and Olur (2018), which
indicated the internal consistency of the scale. While in this study, the Cronbachs’s Alpha
value was found to be. 943 in the pre-test and .944 in the post test.

2. Speaking Test with TOEFL Independent Speaking Rubric

It was used to determine the improvement of speaking proficiency in different modules.
The speaking test was designed by the researcher based on the syllabus of the School of
Foreign Languages. The participants were asked to talk about a holiday that they have taken
recently or sometime in the past. The same speaking test was conducted four times at the
beginning of A1, at the end of A1, A2 and B1 module. Participants’ responses were evaluated
according to the criteria for independent items listed on the TOEFL independent speaking
rubric (Appendix C). It employed a four-point analytical scale, and the scores were derived
from evaluators’ holistic considerations of a general description based on three dimensions:
delivery, language use, and topic development (ETS, 2008). For each category, score bands
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and a set of descriptors of student performance were listed and could be used systematically
to assign scores to an individual student’s performance. In this study, in order to gain a clear
understanding of students’ improvement, four points were assigned within each category,
producing a total of twelve points. In addition, the average of two instructors’ scores
functioned as the final grade.

3.4. Procedure

This research was conducted for approximately twenty-four weeks during the first three
modules of the 2018-2019 Academic Year. Prior to the study’s commencement, the consent
of both the departmental administration and students was obtained (Appendix D & E). Before
obtaining this consent, students were made aware of the study’s purpose, structure, and
duration as well as its evaluation methods regarding oral presentation and preparation for
giving the presentation. Moreover, participants in Group A were enlightened regarding the
use of the analytical speaking rubric for evaluating their peers’ speaking performance
throughout the term.

The following steps were involved in data collection:
Step 1: Administration of the foreign language speaking self-efficacy scale (Pre-test)

A foreign language speaking self-efficacy scale (pre-test) was administered on September
27th, 2018, to determine students’ levels of self-efficacy toward speaking in English within
the department.

Step 2: Administration of the first speaking test

Participants in both groups undertook the first speaking test on October 3rd, 2018, to
demonstrate their oral performances. The oral performances were rated based on three
dimensions: delivery, topic development and language use of TOEFL Independent Speaking
Rubric. Two raters individually assessed the participants’ performance and the average of
their two scores was considered as the final grade. In addition, prior to the treatments,
participants from Group A received a training session regarding peer feedback method for a
week. The participants from peer feedback group listened to five responses of the same
TOEFL independent speaking task and then compare their rating to the TOEFL speaking
grading report.

Step 3: Administration of the first treatment (Oral Presentation) in the A1 Module

Following the training session for Group A, both groups gave oral presentations on
October 11th, 2018. Each student gave a short presentation lasting for approximately 2-3
minutes on a topic assigned by the researcher in accordance to their level and syllabus of the
School of Foreign Languages (Appendix F). All the presentations were recorded in case of
grading adjustment. Participants from Group A (peer feedback) were divided into groups of
three or four based on random grouping to assess their peers. Following the presentation,
participants in Group A in accordance with their groups were asked to give oral feedback and
comment about their peers’ performance by completing a peer evaluation form (Appendix
G). On the other hand, participants from Group B were assessed by the researcher with the
use of TOEFL independent speaking rubrics (Appendix C) and a teacher evaluation form
(Appendix H), who provided immediate teacher feedback. No teacher feedback was given to
Group A participants. At the end of the presentations, the researcher collected the peer
evaluation forms. All presentations were recorded in case of different scoring of two raters.
The participants of both groups were then given a new topic for the next presentation for the
second treatment, which was based on relevant materials from their course syllabi. All
participants were given a week to prepare their presentations.
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Step 4: Administration of the second treatment (Oral Presentation) in the A1 Module

Following the initial treatment, the participants were given one week to prepare for the
second presentation based on feedback from the first session. Their second oral presentations
were given on October 22nd, 2018, with conditions identical to those of the first presentation.
All presentations were again recorded and evaluated utilizing the same feedback methods
(peer feedback in Group A and teacher feedback in Group B) and instruments employed
during the first treatment.

Step 5: Administration of the third treatment (Oral Presentation) in the A1 Module

The participants of both groups were asked to prepare for their final oral presentation,
which would take place on November 2nd, 2018. They were again given one week to prepare
based on feedback from the first and second treatments, However, unlike with the previous
treatments, participants themselves chose their speaking topics by selecting one out of three
topics offered by the researchers (Appendix F). Again, all presentations were recorded and
evaluated utilizing the same feedback methods and instruments as those of the first two
treatments.

Step 6: Administration of the second speaking test at the end of the A1 Module

Following the three oral presentations, the same speaking test was administered at the end
of the A1 module on Novemberl2th, 2018. The participants were asked to talk about a
holiday which was the same topic as in their first speaking test. Again, two raters judged the
learners’ oral performances individually with the use of TOEFL Independent Speaking
Rubric. The average of their mean scores was considered as the final grade. The test results
were used to determine whether there had been steady improvement in students’ speaking
performance.

Step 7: Repeated treatments in the A2 Module and the third speaking test at the end of the
A2 Module

During the A2 module, the three treatments of the A1 module (oral presentations with
feedback) were repeated, as was the speaking test component. Participants were asked to give
three oral presentations accompanied by a teacher and peer feedback. The presentation topics
were designed by the researcher according to the syllabus of foreign language departments
and the level (Appendix F). The repeated treatments were conducted on December 3rd, 17th,
and 31st, while the A2 speaking test was conducted at the end of the module on January 10th,
20109.

Step 8: Repeated treatments in the B1 Module

During the B1 module, the three treatments and a speaking test were repeated. Participants
were asked to make three oral presentations accompanied by teacher and peer feedback. The
presentation topics were designed by the researcher according to the syllabus of the foreign
languages department and the level (Appendix F). The repeated treatments were conducted
on February 26th, March 7th, March 19th, 2019.

Step 9: Administration of the fourth speaking test at the end of the B1 Module

At the end of the B1 module, participants in both groups undertook the final speaking test.
The B1 speaking test was conducted at the end of the B1 module on March 24th, 2019. The
results of the final speaking test were used to assess the improvement of speaking
performances comparing to the beginning of the study.

Step 10: Facilitation of the same foreign language speaking self-efficacy scale (Post-test)
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At the end of the study, participants in both groups were given the same foreign language
speaking self-efficacy scale (post-test). The results of the foreign language speaking self-
efficacy scale were used to determine whether there had been any significant differences in
pre-and post-test performance.

3.5. Data Analysis

Quantitative methods were employed for analyzing the data collected from the four
speaking tests, and the foreign language speaking self-efficacy scale. Both descriptive and
inferential statistics were utilized. The inferential statistics were computed via SPSS Version
21.0 software, and the means, as well as standard deviations, were calculated. Parametric
tests were used in this study as the data in this study followed a normal distribution. In
addition, parametric tests were employed here as they have more statistical power and are
likely to detect a significant effect. A number of independent-samples t-tests were applied to
compare the results between two groups, and paired-samples t-tests were used to determine
whether any differences within groups in the pre-and post-test scores were statistically
significant. A repeated measure analysis of variance (ANOVA) was utilized to compare the
oral performances of peer assessment with rubrics and teacher immediate feedback profiles.
In addition, a Pearson Bivariate Correlation was conducted to see whether there was any
correlation between the two variables.

4.Research Findings
4.1. Results for Research Question #1 Are there any changes in the level of students in
speaking self-efficacy?

Research question 1 intended to examine the self-efficacy level of students at the School
of Foreign Languages at Gaziantep University before and following treatment. The speaking
self-efficacy scale was analyzed twice, one in the beginning and one at the end of the study.
Table 1 displays the mean and standard deviation of the data collected from the foreign
language speaking self-efficacy scale. Means of responses of all participants were calculated.

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics and Reliability for Foreign Languages Speaking Self-Efficacy

Scale
N  Mean SD Minimum Maximum Range Alpha
pre-test 33 61,5758 17,12095 24 103 79 ,943
post-test 33 88,3030 15,85774 53 120 67 ,944
Group A 15 65,4667 15,77007 43 103
pre-test
Group A 15 95,9333 14,92106 71 120
post-test
Group B 18 58,3333 17,95747 24 92
pre-test
Group B 18 81,9444  13,99538 53 103
post-test

The pre-test means score of the whole sample was 61.58 and the standard deviation was
17.12. The Foreign Languages Speaking Self-Efficacy Scale (pre-test) was proved to be
reliable with the Cronbach’s Alpha value of .943. The mid-point of the scale is 60 which is
the cut-point separating low and high efficacious students. The results revealed that students
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in the School of Foreign Languages possess a high speaking self-efficacy level in the pre-test.
A post-test was conducted with the same foreign language speaking self-efficacy scale at the
end of the year after all treatments to examine the changes in the level of participants’
speaking self-efficacy. Table 1 indicates the post-test mean score was 88.30, and the standard
deviation was 15.86. The range was 67 with a minimum of 53 and a maximum of 120. The
results revealed that students in the School of Foreign Languages also possess a high
speaking self-efficacy level in the post-test. The Foreign Languages Speaking Self-Efficacy
Scale (post-test) was proved to be reliable with the Cronbach’s Alpha value of .944.
Comparing the pre-test and post-test total mean scores, an increase from 61.58 to 88.30 in
students’ speaking self-efficacy level was observed.

The results of a paired-samples t-test was analyzed to reveal the difference in the levels of
speaking self-efficacy between the participants of within group A and group B.

Table 2. Summary for Paired-Samples t-test for Speaking Self-Efficacy Scale

Sources
\c;;riance " I\D/li?‘i‘j‘l(?rence SD T af Rsquare P
change
GroupA 15 -30.46667 10.6962  11.032 14 .758 .000
(pre &
post-
test)
Within GroupB 18 -23.61111 15.24752 6.5700 17 .569 .000
Groups  (pre &
post-
test)

Table 1 and 2 displays the mean scores of group A (peer feedback group) increase from
65.47 (SD=15.77) in pre-test to 95.93 (SD=14.92) in post-test with a correlation of .758. The
difference in mean in group A was -30.47 (SD=10.70), t(14)=11.032, p=.000. The mean
scores of group B (teacher feedback group) increase from 58.33(SD=17.96) in pre-test to
81.94 (SD=13.99) in post-test with a correlation of .569. The mean difference was -23.61
(SD=15.25), t(17)= 15.24752, p=.000. The analysis from Table 1 and Table 2 confirm that
group A has a higher speaking self-efficacy level than that of group B in post-test. Moreover,
according to the table, there are significant differences within students’ mean scores in both
groups on the Foreign Languages Speaking Self-Efficacy (p<.001). The results suggested that
the difference between the two scores is statistically significant.

The result of another independent-samples t-test (two-tailed) was analyzed for identifying
the possible means differences between group A and group B of the same speaking self-
efficacy scale and the significant changes between pre-test and post-test.
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Table 3. Summary of Independent-samples t-test for Speaking Self-Efficacy Scale

Source of Mean SD F T Jf P

Variance Difference difference

Between Pre- 7.13333 5.94482 1.200 1.200 31 239
test

Groups Post 13.98889 5.04122 2.775 2.775 31 .009
test

Table 3 indicates there was no significant difference found between group A (M=65.47,
SD=15.77) and group B (M= 58.33, SD= 17.96) in the pre-test, t (31) =1.200, p=.239. While,
for post-test, there was a statistical difference in the mean of the scores in post-test between
group A (M=95.93, SD=14.92) and group B (M=81.94, SD= 13.99), t (31) =2.775, P=.009.

4.2. Results for Second Research Question #2 Is there a statistically significant
difference in terms of oral performances after treatment?

This research question determined the students’ oral performances after receiving peer and
teacher feedback. The speaking test was analyzed four times at the beginning of Al and end
of Al, A2 and B1 module. Table 4 represents the results of a repeated measures ANOVA test
of speaking tests in different modules.

Table 4. Descriptive Statistics for four speaking tests

Test Group N Mean SD
) A 15 3.8667 1.06010
Speaking Test 1
B 18 2.9444 1.10997
Total 33 3.3636 1.16775
) A 15 4.2667 1.38701
Speaking Test 2
B 18 3.4444 70479
Total 33 3.8182 1.13067
) A 15 8.6667 1.63299
Speaking Test3
B 18 7.1389 2.11302
Total 33 7.8333 2.03357
) A 15 10.1000 1.47842
Speaking Test 4
B 18 8.4444 1.70543
Total 33 9.1970 1.78946

For the first speaking test, the mean scores were 3.87 (SD=1.06) in group A and 2.94
(SD=1.11) in group B. The mean scores of the second speaking test were 4.27 (SD=1.39) in
group A and 3.44 (SD=.70) in group B. For the third and fourth speaking test, the mean
scores of group A and group B were 8.67 (SD=1.63), 7.14 (SD=2.11) and 10.10 (SD=1.48),
8.44 (SD= 1.71) respectively. The results show that there was a steady increase in both
groups.
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The results of the repeated measures ANOVA test for four speaking tests were given in
Table 5:

Table 5. Summary of repeated measures ANOVA test for four speaking tests.

crow N I\D/lief?grence D T DI " P
Source A 15 -6.23333  1.27988 18.862 14 533 .000
of
Variance
(Within B 18 -5.50000  1.85504 12579 17 185 .000
Groups)

As Table 5 illustrates, the mean scores for speaking pre-test of group A (peer feedback
group) increase from 3.87 (SD=1.06) in pre-test to 10.10 (SD=1.48) in post-test with a
correlation of.533. The difference in mean scores of speaking pre-test in group A was -6.23
(SD=1.28). The mean scores of group B (teacher feedback group) increase from 2.94
(SD=1.11) in pre-test to 8.44 (SD=1.71) in post-test with a correlation of .158. The mean
difference was -5.50 (SD=1.86). Comparing the first speaking test score and the final
speaking test score, those who participated in the peer assessment made gains of about
161.21% in the post-test mean scores. Those who received teacher feedback improved by
212.36%. The result analysis confirms that group B with teacher feedback has greater
improvement in speaking proficiency than that of group A in post-test. Moreover, according
to the table, there are significant differences between the two profiles students’ mean scores
on the speaking tests (p<.001). The results suggested that the difference between two scores
within Group A (M=-6.23, SD = 1.28) and Group B (M=-5.50, SD=1.86) are statistically
significant (p<.001).

The results of another independent-samples t-test were analyzed to identify the mean
scores of each speaking test and to examine the differences between groups in oral
performances.

Table 6. Summary of Independent-samples t-test for four speaking tests

Source of Test Mean SD F T Df P

Variance Difference difference

Between 1 92222 .38027 .340 2.425 31 .021

Groups 2 .82222 37347 8.905 2.202 31 .035
3 1.52778 .66817 .035 2.287 31 .029
4 1.65556 56177 .949 2.947 31 .006

The results in Table 6 indicated there was a statistical difference in the mean of the scores
between group A (M=3.87, SD=1.06) and group B (M=2.94, SD=1.11) in the first speaking
test, t (31) =2.425, p=.021. There was also a statistical difference in the mean scores of the
second speaking test between group A (M=4.27, SD=1.39) and group B (M=3.44, SD=.70), t
(31) =2.202, P=.035. While for the third speaking test, there was also a significant difference
in the mean scores between group A (M=8.67, SD=1.63) and group B (M= 7.14, SD=2.11), t
(31) =2.287, P=.029. For the final speaking test, a significant difference in the mean scores
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between group A (M=10.10, SD=1.48) and group B (M=8.44, SD= 1.71) was found, t (31)
=2.947, P=.006. Overall, there is a statistically significant result in oral performances in
speaking tests (p<.05).

4.3. Results for Third Research Question #3 Is there a correlation between reported
speaking self-efficacy level and oral performances following feedback?

This research question aimed to examine the possible relationship between the students’
speaking self-efficacy beliefs and their performances in speaking tests.

Table 7. Correlation between the scores on speaking self-efficacy and oral performances

Speaking Speaking self-
performance efficacy
) Pearson 1 235
Speaking performance ]
Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed) 189
Pearson 235 1

Speaking self-efficacy ~ Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)  .189

The results of a Pearson Bivariate Correlation in Table 7 revealed that there is not a
significant relationship between participants’ speaking self-efficacy level and their oral
performance (r=.235, n=33, p=.189). Thus, there is not sufficient evidence to state that this
correlation exists in the population.

5. Conclusion and Discussion

The primary purpose of this study was the exploration of the relationship between
speaking self-efficacy level of learners and the effects of oral presentation after receiving
teacher and peer feedback at the School of Foreign Languages of Gaziantep University. The
results of the Foreign Language Speaking Self-Efficacy Scale revealed that students at the
School of Foreign Languages of Gaziantep University possessed a high level of speaking
self-efficacy level. The study implies that feedback is essential in developing a learner’s
speaking self-efficacy level, which will enrich their positive learning experiences and will
develop their speaking skill. The findings also suggest that enhanced speaking self-efficacy
can encourage learners in their speaking process and feel efficaciously to perform better.
These results were echoed by similar findings in Asakereh, and Dehghnnezhad (2015), which
identified a positive relationship between speaking skills achievement and speaking self-
efficacy levels. They observed that higher speaking self-efficacious learners are more likely
to perform better in speaking. Similarly, a study conducted by Leeming’s study (2017) also
revealed that students grew in speaking self-efficacy over the course despite the growth rate
varies when they were given a chance to practice. The findings of this study also contributed
a clearer understanding of vicarious experiences proposed by Bandura (1997) which suggests
that positive experience help to enhance greater self-efficacy, and as a result leading to
greater effort and more positive learning experiences. Strengthened self-efficacy can also
lead to higher motivation, persistence, and their feelings of self-confidence (Bandura, 1984).
Mills (2014) suggests that developing the self-efficacy beliefs of language learners can help
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them feel more competent and capable in their ability to complete a learning task. Ultimately,
speaking self-efficacy beliefs was a strong predictor of speaking skill achievement.

Secondly, the results of a repeated measures ANOVA test and an independent-samples t-
test have also been employed to see the oral performances between and within groups after
oral treatments are different. The findings showed that learners in both groups had
demonstrated a significant improvement in their oral performances. In addition, students who
received teacher feedback have demonstrated more significant improvement than those who
received peer assessment. The findings also suggest that a higher number of oral treatments
provide learners plenty of opportunities to glimpse at their performances over time and hence
develop and enhance their speaking ability. Obtaining feedback also gives learners the
opportunity to identify their own mistakes from the teacher or peers’ perspective and hence to
regulate ways to approach the task or complete the tasks accordingly and effectively.
Feedback can be used as a strategy to achieve learning goals. Considering the results in the
first speaking test and the final speaking test, students in peer feedback group improved by
161.21% while students in teacher feedback group improved by 212.36%. These results
suggested that teacher feedback group had more significant improvement than that of peer
feedback group. These findings were also echoed by those of Murillo-Zamorano and
Montanero (2017), who observed that both peer assessment and teacher feedback improved
students’ oral performance, however, unlike the findings of our study, students received peer
feedback improved more than those who received teacher feedback in the post-test. Similarly,
the result of our study was also similar to that of Konold, Miller and Konold (2004). They
have found that teacher feedback has enhanced learning and students’ performances and
helped learners to focus on what had to be done for improvement.

Finally, the result of a Pearson Bivariate correlation analysis was analyzed to determine
the existence of a relationship between speaking self-efficacy level and the effects of
different feedback on oral performances. The findings showed that there was no relationship
between the two variables. The results of this study could not represent the results of all
universities in Turkey as the collected data can be different if participants had been selected
from different universities. English programs, prep-school syllabi, and background
information may cause significant changes in the results.

This research was significant, firstly, because it reveals a difference in the effect of
feedback type on speaking self-efficacy. Secondly, no similar study concerning speaking self-
efficacy level and the effect of peer and teacher feedback on oral performances have been
conducted in higher education in the Turkish context. More studies can be conducted to have
a better and clear picture of the relationship between these two variables among EFL learners.
In addition, no similar studies have been conducted in the EFL context, thus this study can
fill in the gap in the EFL field. Future studies may also aid educators in determining the types
of feedback form affecting learners and enable them to speak more accurately and fluently.
Future studies may also aid educators with the ways of enhancing learners’ beliefs in their
speaking abilities.

Yet, there are a number of limitations in this study. First, the generalizability of the results
is limited by the number of participants (N=33). The number of participants is too small, and
hence it limited the scope of sphericity. A larger number of students is needed to prove the
compatibility of this study. Future studies might employ a larger scale of the sample
consisting of preparatory schools (both public and private universities) in different parts of
Turkey for better and more accurate results. Students of different departments can be chosen
to determine whether there is a difference in the level of speaking self-efficacy and oral
performances. Secondly, only two experimental groups are involved. The reliability of data is
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impacted by the lack of a control group. Also, the participants were chosen based on
convenience sampling, and this might have had an impact on the results. The sample size was
small, with only thirty-three participants; moreover, it was a convenience sample with two
experimental groups and, hence cannot be a generalization for the School of Foreign
Languages. This might have had slight effects on the current results. In future studies, the
sampling procedure could be developed by employing a random sampling method instead of
convenience sampling. Another limitation was the time of the study. The study was carried
out only for three modules which might have limited the time for students to develop their
speaking skills. In addition, the training time for peer feedback group in how to give peer
feedback was short in which might have affected the way participants gave peer feedback. In
this case, participants may not have exerted much effort in giving peer feedback accurately
and fairly. Had it been extended over a longer period of time, more statistically significant
results might have been obtained regarding differences and improvements in students’ oral
performances.

In light of research findings, the following recommendations and suggestions should be
considered: EFL teachers should direct the teaching and learning processes to strengthen
learners’ efficacy on the subject (Bandura, 1984, 1997). They should employ various
speaking activities such as role-play, dialogue practices and projects in class to enhance
students’ confidence, fluency, and accuracy in their speaking. Teachers and peers can come
together to give feedback after speaking activities. Using praises and giving constructive
feedback can help to increase students’ confidence and enrich the positive learning
experience. In this way, learners possess positive attitudes in speaking and perform better in
daily conversation as well as speaking tests and exams. Moreover, it is impressive to observe
students’ significant improvement in oral performances within such a short period of time.
Students were more aware of their types of errors they had made in order to avoid repeating
them on future presentation and, thus, improve their oral performance. This situation may
suggest that more opportunities should be given to students to enhance both speaking self-
efficacy and oral performances. A higher number and frequency of oral treatments may be
able to improve students’ oral performances within a shorter period of time. For the feedback,
teachers should give more detailed and comprehensive feedback to the students. Teachers can
point out general speaking errors by students in class and ask students to exchange their
ideas. To enhance the effectiveness of peer feedback, more careful training and structuring
are required. Teachers should explain peer feedback expectations to the learners as well as
guide them throughout the process in order to minimize potential consistencies associated
with subjectivity. Moreover, peer feedback group should be trained adequately and should be
encouraged to give feedback with fair judgments. Peers can write down the errors on board
and make others aware of and spot out the mistakes they have made during presentations.
These procedures not only inform students of their abilities and progress in learning but also
motivate them to perform well continuously and make them challenge with each other. Also,
had it been extended over a longer period of time, more statistically significant results might
have been obtained regarding differences and improvements in students’ oral performances.
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