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Abstract: Washback, i.e., test effects on teaching and learning, has been emerging as an attractive
research topic in language training and assessment for over the past 20 years for its significant implications
of test validation and fairness for both policy-makers and practitioners. Presently, it deserves more
Vietnamese researchers’ interest in the context of the enactment of the National Foreign Language Project
2020 (extended to 2025), which puts language assessment as a key innovation requirement. Washback
operates either positively or negatively; i.e. promoting or inhibiting learning. Teachers are considered the
precursor in the washback mechanism. There is only one washback model on the washback effects on
teachers, which is proposed by Shih (2009). This paper aims to critically browse other washback models
besides Shin’s (2009) to generate a washback framework on teachers’ perceptions and practices. Previous
empirical washback research on teachers in and beyond Vietnam is, then, investigated in alignment with the
aspects illustrated in the framework to point out achievements and gaps in the field. A qualitative approach
of document analysis of over forty studies of differing types, i.e. books, dissertations and articles, has been
adopted to reach the research aim. The discussion is divided into two major parts, including the washback
models pertaining to teachers to scaffold a model for teachers’ perceptions and practices, and the results
in empirical research in terms of the aspects mentioned in the model. Findings show that washback on
teachers’ perceptions ranges from perceptions of the test itself, students’ language ability, teaching contents
and methodology to teachers’ professional development. Plus, washback on teachers’ practices concerns
their selections of teaching contents and methodology in class as well as their involvement in professional
development. The element of professional development can be considered a new light in the reviewed
washback model. This has a significant meaning by raising teachers’ awareness of developing themselves
professionally. The current paper expects to contribute to elaborating the scenario of washback research
for interested researchers, practitioners and policymakers not only in but beyond the context of Vietnam.
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1. Introduction 2016; Bui, 2018; Cheng & Curtis, 2012;
Nguyen, 2017; Hsieh, 2017; Tayeb, Abd
Aziz & Ismail, 2018; Wall & Horak, 2006;
Wenyuan, 2017). According to Cheng, Sun,
and Ma (2015, p. 440), the popularity of
washback was justified by its effect on test
" Tel.: 84-912362656 fairness and validation. It is undeniable that
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'Washback, i.e., test effects on teaching
and learning, has been attracting numerous
researchers like in the world, including
Vietnam (Alderson an Banerjee, 2001; Bui,
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teaching and training. This argument raises
the need of studies on washback on teachers,
who can create positive washback in class
to promote learning. Documentation has
recorded washback models proposed by
Alderson and Wall (1996), Bailey (1996),
Hughes (2003), Green (2007) and Shih
(2009). Nonetheless, there leaves a gap of
a single washback research review which
updates the washback theories and empirical
findings from the teacher aspect. The current
study aims to fill into that gap by answering
two research questions as follows:

1. What is the shape of the updated test
washback model on English language
teachers’ perceptions and practices?

2. How have the aspects in the updated
model been studied?

The research expects to provide a new look
into the washback reseach area for English
language assessment not only in Vietnam but
beyond the country.

2. Methodology

The qualitative approach is applied to
this review via a document analysis of the
previous research on washback theories
and practices. The literature was analysed
and evaluated critically in accordance with
the research questions. The research started
with the definitions of washback, teachers’
perceptions, and teachers’ practices. The
major research part embraced the critical
revision of recognized washback conceptual
frameworks, from which a new conceptual
framework for washback to EFL teachers’
perceptions and practices was built. Plus, it
reviewed the empirical findings on the bases
elaborated in the fresh framework.

3. Theoretical background

3.1. Washback concepts

Washback (backwask) has been largely
defined in applied linguistics. The most

general concept of washback can be “the
effect of testing on teaching and learning”
(Hughes, 2003, p.1). More specific concepts
can identify the individuals involving in the
washback mechanism or/and the context
washback occurs in. Washback refers to “the
impact of external language tests to affect and
drive foreign language learning in the school
context” (Shohamy, 1993, p. 153); “the direct
impact of testing on individuals” (Bachman &
Palmer, 1996, p. 30); the force for “teachers
and learners to do things they would not
necessarily otherwise do because of the test”
(Alderson & Wall, 1993, p.1); or “a part of
the impact a test may have on learners and
teachers, on educational systems in general,
and on society at large” (Hughes, 2003, p. 53).
These definitions point out teachers, students
and other stake-holders like authorities and
parents who are affected by the test powers.
Also shown from these concepts, washback
can operate either “in the school context”
(Shohamy, 1993, p.153) or even in the society
(Hughes, 2003). In addition, Pierce (1992,
p. 687) contributed to washback definitions
by stating that it is “the impact a test has on
classroom pedagogy, curriculum pedagogy,
curriculum development and educational
policy”. His definition is interested in
teachers and policy makers rather than
learners through the words of “pedagogy” and
“policy”. Another interesting point of view on
washback was Pearson’s (1988, p. 7), cited
in Cheng et al. (2004): “Public examinations
influence the attitudes, behaviours, and
motivation of teachers, learners, and parents,
and because the examinations often come
at the end of a course, this influence is
seen as working in a backward direction,
hence the term, washback.” Pearson’ (1988)
point of view comprises both the cognitive
features like attitudes and motivation and
the practice or behaviour. This research
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concerns washback effects on teachers in the
school context since “teachers are “the ‘front-
line’ conduits for the washback processes
related to instructions” (Bailey, 1996, p.17).
The above analysis yields a clear shape of
washback which means the test influence on
teachers’ cognitive mechanism and actions
to reach the educational goals. This research
conceptualizes washback as the classroom
impact of tests on teachers’ perceptions and
practices toward teaching and learning.

3.2. Teachers’ perception

Teachers’ perceptions, one of the two
focal points of the current study, have been
mentioned in Alderson & Wall’s (1993),
Hughes’ (2003), Green’s (2007) and Shih’s
(2009) washback theory. However, little
effort has been made to define in teachers’
perceptions in relevance to washback effects. In
empirical research on teachers’ perceptions, the
words of “perceptions” and “beliefs” are used
interchangeably (Wang, 2010; Onaiba, 2013;
Mahmoudi, 2013; Antineskul & Sheveleva,
2015; Cheng, 1999; Hsu, 2009; Liauh, 2011;
Salehi et al., 2012; Cheng, 2004) without much
effort in defining perceptions but beliefs.

With regards Cambridge Dictionary,
perception is defined as “a belief or an
opinion” or “an understanding”. Instead of
providing a thorough insight into perceptions,
cognition researchers have widely discussed
1992; Borg,
2003; Zeng, 2015). There is inconsistency
in defining teachers’ beliefs. While Green
(2012) and Richardson (1996) cited as Le
(2011) distinguish beliefs from attitudes and
knowledge, Borgs (2003) and Pajares (1992)
consider beliefs knowledge, perceptions
and attitudes. Then, perceptions can be

the term beliefs (Pajares,

understood through the definitions of beliefs.
Rokeach (1969) as cited in Le (2011) sets

beliefs as an “integrated cognitive system”
or “any simple proposition . . . inferred from
what a person says or does, capable of being
preceded by the phrase ‘I believe that ...
Pajares (1992, p. 316) defines beliefs as an
“individual’s judgment of the truth or falsity

2

of a proposition, a judgment that can only
be inferred from a collective understanding
of what human beings say, intend, and do”.
Richardson (1996, p. 102) names beliefs “a
subset of a group of constructs that name,
define, and describe the structure and content
of mental states that are thought to drive a
person’s actions”. Perceptions belong to these
constructs. Borg (2003, 2006) states teachers’
beliefs are the cognitive and systemic nature of
beliefs: what teachers think, know or believe.

In  washback  research, teachers’
perceptions are grounded on the label
“attitudes”, “feelings” (Mahmoudi, 2013;
Tsagari, 2011), “beliefs” (Mahmoudi, 2003,
Wang, 2010), “understanding” (Cheng, 2004;
Hsu, 2009). Antineskul & Sheveleva (2015),
reflected the research on teachers’ perceptions
with the words “attitude”, “think”, “like”,
and “know” repeated many times (p. 8 -12).
Onaiba (2013, p. 56) accredits perception
washback to feelings, beliefs, attitudes toward
the test. Only Mahmoudi (2013) mentions
perceptions and attitudes separately from the
title of his research, and only Green (2013)
talks about beliefs, not perceptions. Green
(2013, p. 46, 47) raises specific questions on
teachers’ beliefs about teaching and about
testing. Regarding teaching, they are teachers’
beliefs of effective teaching strategies and
their compatibility with the test demands,
of test preparation challenges and of “local
precedents” for that preparation.

From the above review, teachers’

perceptions of teaching under the influence of
the test denote how teachers feel, think about,
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believe and understand the test and their
classroom teaching practices.

3.3. Teachers’ practices

Almost all previous empirical washback
studies have excluded the review of teachers’
practices, but perceptions. Barnes (2017)
seems to be the single washback researcher
who discusses the relationship between
communicative language teaching (CLT)
and high-stakes language testing prior to the
methodology part and other subsequent parts.
Hsu (2009) provided “teachers’ behaviors”
as “what teachers do in the classroom”
(p.88), and he studied teachers’ medium of
instruction, teacher talk, teaching activities,
teaching materials and lesson planning.
The deficiency in definitions of teachers’
practices in washback research may imply the
researchers find tests in teaching rather than
teaching in tests. It can be argued that when
relevant teaching theories are discussed in
a washback study on teachers’ perceptions
of teaching and their actions, from which
teaching aspects come into lights to facilitate
the evaluation of teaching effectiveness in the
introduction of a new test.

Concerning  teachers’  effectiveness,
(1996) presents a
framework of four domains, including Planning

Danielson teaching
and Preparation, Classroom Environment,
Instruction and Professional Development.
The three first domains concern teachers’
direct actions in class, while the fourth and last
domain enhances the quality of direct actions.
The planning and preparation section requires
teacher knowledge of content, methodology,
students, resources and assessment. The second
domain pertains to teachers’ ability to creating
and managing a class which fosters learning.
The third domain refers to teachers’ oral ability
to engage students in learning and teachers’

assessment conduction. The professional aspect
demonstrates teachers’ activities to better
students’ learning by reflecting their classwork,
communicating with parents, joining the
professional community and showing evidence
of professional development. These practices
can go along with the perception aspects as
mentioned in the previous part; i.e. teaching
contents, teaching methods and professional
development.

English teaching contents vary in different
contexts of different purposes and resources.
English teaching methods, on the other
hand, have undergone three common trends,
including traditional approaches before 1960s,
classic communicative approaches between
1970s and 1990s, and modern communicative
approaches from the late 1990s till now
(Richard, 2006, p.6). Plus, the late part of the
twentieth century introduces the post-method
(Kumaravadivelu, 1994; Richards & Rogers,
2001; Chen, 2014). The oldest approaches
prioritise the mastery of grammatical rules,
featured by Grammar-translation Method,
Direct Method, Audiolingualism (Aural-Oral
Method), and Structural-Situational Approach
(Situational Language Teaching) (Richard,
2006; Brandle, 2008). The Grammar-
translation method focuses on grammar and
vocabulary and these language aspects are
normally taught deductively. It is derived of
developing students’ communication in the
target language. The Direct Method becomes
its opponent, which refutes translation into the
mother tongue, but a direct exposure to the
target language with oral communication built
carefully through teacher-students’ exchanges
in intensive classes. The language teaching
principle evolves to the Audiolingualism,
which the presentations of language chunks
which are repeated and memorized in its
natural context. The Situational Method

follows the P-P-P model (presentation-
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practice-production), in which grammar is
taught from the context of a text. However,
these methods fall out of fashion because
they are hard to have students use language
meaningfully and fluently. A focus on separate
items of grammar and vocabulary gives the
way to a development of communicative
competence for communicative purposes like
making requests and describing needs, etc.
Communicative syllabi are developed with
the skill-base and function-base. Nonetheless,
classic communicative approaches continue
growing till the present. If the classic style
is limited to sets of fixed principles, modern
communicative teaching, while still placing its
emphasis on language users’ communicative
competence, is more flexible. In reality,
teachers may not follow a single method. Or
else, they think they are using this method,
but in fact their activities illustrate another
method. Nonetheless, the diversity in methods
are adopted as long as they boost up the
student use of language in communication.

3.4. Popular washback models

Alderson & Wall (1993) are accredited as
pioneers to build up the first popular washback
theory, followed by Hughes (2003), Bailey
(1996), Bachman & Palmer (1996), Green
(2007) and Shih (2009). Washback aspects
pertaining to teachers and their teaching will
dominate the discuss room herein, basing on
the present research objectives.

In Alderson & Wall’s (1993) fifteen-
hypothesis framework, eight hypotheses
mention the influence of the test on teachers
and teaching. A very general statement is
claimed first: a test will affect teaching, tailing
specific affecting factors embracing teaching
contents, methods, rate, sequence, degree
and depth of teaching. These authors also
state that a test will affect different teachers

differently. This is later empirically explained
with various washback effects on different
teachers in diversified contexts.

Components of washback appear more
obviously in models by Hughes (2003), Bailey
(1996) and Green (2007). Washback appears
in the trichotomy of participants, process,
and products, which “may be affected by the
nature of a test” (Hughes, 2003, p.2). The
author widens the range of participants as
language learners and teachers, administrators,
materials developers, and publishers, whose
perceptions, attitudes, motivations and actions
can be impacted by the test. He defines
process as any of participants’ behaviors
serving learning goals, including materials
development, syllabus design, changes in
teaching methods or content, learning and/
or test-taking strategies, etc. Finally, product
covers the learnt contents and their quality.

Three years later, Bailey (1996, p. 264)
develops Hughes’ (2003) trichotomous model
into a washback framework portraying the
complicated reciprocal interactions among
all the components, commencing from the
test and ending in it, too. A new participant
involved;

as researchers 1S however,

“researchers” and “material writers and
curriculum designers”, compared to “students”
and “teachers”, are far from direct teaching
and learning. Furthermore, the test affects
teachers; and teachers, in turns, implement
their teaching. In contrast, teachers also exert
their impact on the test. This is possibly true in
case teachers have the right to make changes
with the test, but not true in all situations. In
the model, “participants” and “products” enjoy
four corresponding labels each. “Process”,
in other words learning/teaching/designing/
researching, enables “participants” to actualize
their “products”. The question how the process

takes place will be of great importance to
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guide washback researchers; hence, it requires
immense elaborations by the followers.

In the same year 1996, Bachman & Palmer
(p. 147) provide aspects concerning washback
to teachers by questioning the consistence
between (i) “the areas of language ability to
be measured” and “those that are included in
teaching materials”, (ii) “the characteristics of
the test and test tasks” and “the characteristics
of teaching activities”, (iii) “the purpose
of the test” and “the values and goals of
teachers and of the instructional program”.
Content factors are taken into considerations,
i.e. gauged language skills and taught ones,
test  characteristics,
Furthermore, point (iii) in their theory can
share several values with Alderson & Wall’s

teaching practices.

(1993) theory. Stated from this perspective,
washback is shown when test characteristics
are validated, and there is a link amongst the
test content and syllabus content as well as
teachers’ beliefs and practices.

In 2009, Shih (p. 199) presented the most
detailed washback model of washback to
teaching. The advanced aspect of the test is the
dynamic convergence of well-listed contextual
factors, test factors and teacher factors to
impact teaching practices. The author adds
letter “t” as a sign of the changing nature of
washback over time. According to Shih (2009,
p. 200) the italicized factors are significant in
her research, while the underlined ones are her
new recommendations. The first component
is analysed into three layers from the national
factors to the school factors and then to the course
level. Washback, addressed in this way, can be
said to extend its scope to impact as discussed in
the part of washback concept above. Test factors,
including the test status, test content, test quality,
etc. are claimed to directly affect teachers’
inherent factors and teachers’ teaching practices.
Teacher factors, illustrated by their educational

background and present perceptions of the test
status and test quality, etc. will be reflected in
their teaching. In this model, teaching aspects
are shaped vividly, in comparison to other
frameworks, which can be described in terms
of teaching contents, teaching methodology, and
even psychological features. Great efforts would
be needed to specify the information in the box
washback of tests on teaching. If Bailey (1996)
presents the two-sided impact between the test
and the participants, Shih (2009) uses one-sided
arrow targeting washback of the test to teaching.
Possibly, washback of the test has its significant
meaning in giving feedback to the policymakers
and the test users, teachers included, from which
positive changes may happen.

Overall, the washback mechanisms have
developed from Alderson and Wall’s (1993)
radical framework stating the influence of
the test on teachers in terms of teaching
contents, methodology, degree, depth, as well
as teachers’ attitude towards these aspects
to Shin’s (2009) more complicated model
showing various complicated washback
facets. The washback degree and scope will
vary regarding personal factors and contextual
factors, which need detailed studies in
differing institutions.

4. Results & Discussion
4. 1. The updated washback framework.

Up to now, six washback models by
Alderson & Wall (1993), Bachman & Palmer
(1996), Bailey (1996), Green (2007), Hughes
(2003), and Shin (2009) have been critically
reviewed, with the focus on aspects pertaining
to teachers and teaching. The conceptual
framework of washback for this research is
formulated from the integration of the above
mechanisms to investigate washback of a test,
EAT, to teachers’ perceptions and practices at
auniversity in Vietnam. Teachers’ perceptions
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of students’ level and motivation have certain
impacts on their practices (Chen, 2002;
Furaidah et al. 2015).

The conceptual framework is original
in the way the components are organised as
well as the addition of an element of teachers’
professional development. This new factor is
significant when it is commonly agreed that
teachers play as a driving force in producing
positive washback (Bailey, 1996, Liauh, 2011;
Tsagari, 2011; Ahmad & Rao, 2012; Onaiba,
2013; Antineskul & Sheveleva, 2015; Spratt,
2005). It is also significant in the Vietnamese
context when the National Foreign Language
Project teachers’

emphases  improving

capacity, but there is deficiency in researching

how teachers perceive the mission and how
they practice it. Vu (2016) is one among few
authors mentioning assessment as a trigger for
professional development (PD), but numerous
challenges are found out. For example,
teachers found PD was “too difficult”, they
“don’t have enough time”, they “haven’t got
anything that’s really of interest”; and they
were “not yet confident enough” (p. 123)

In the washback model, the test is the
focal part of this study framework with its
constructs and characteristics. There is only
one participant role of teachers in relation
with their characteristics and values which are
linked to their perception of the test status as
well as test difficulty.

TEST WASHBACK TO TEACHERS

Perceptions of the test
and students

Perceptions of teaching

Teaching practices

1. Test status
2. Test purpose
3. Test quality

4. Test resources

5. Students’ language
capacity for the test

6. Students’ attitude
and motivation toward
learning English in
general
7. Students’ attitude and
motivation toward the
test

1. Teaching contents
1.1. Materials
1.2. Skills
2. Teaching methodology
2.1. Teaching approach
2.2. Instructional language
2.3. Instructional time

2.4. Time allocation in differing
skills

2.5. In-class assessment

3. Teacher professional
development

3.1. Teachers’ self-training

3.2. Teachers’ collaboration
with on-site colleagues

3.3. Teachers’ socialization
with the external professional
community

1. Teaching contents
1.1. Materials
1.2. Skills
2. Teaching methodology
2.1. Teaching approach
2.2. Instructional language
2.3. Instructional time

2.4. Time allocation in
differing skills

2.5. In-class assessment

3. Teacher professional
development

3.1. Teachers’ self-training

3.2. Teachers’ collaboration
with on-site colleagues

3.3. Teachers’ socialization
with the external
professional community

Figure 1. A conceptual framework for test washback to teachers’ perceptions and practices
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The interaction among these factors are
very complicated, which can only be shaped
in a detailed study. It can be argued that the
perceptions and practices teachers reveal
can return as determinant factors to improve
the quality of the test. However, the current
research is restricted to the impact of the test
to teachers before the test event.

4.2. Empirical research on washback to EFL
teachers’ perceptions and practices

4.2.1. Washback of the test to teachers’
perceptions of the test and the students

The implementation of the test exerts
washback to teachers’ perceptions of the test
itself and the students who are the test takers
in different ways. Generally, high-stakes tests
attract more attention than their low-stakes
counterparts, and students of better language
abilities seem to attract more teachers’
investment of test tasks (Shohamy, 1993;
Tsagari, 2007; Chen, 2002; Cheng, 2004).

Regarding teachers’ knowledge, attitudes
and beliefs of the test, negative reports are
founded in most of the research (Hughes,
2003; Shohamy, 1993, Tsagari, 2007; Wang,
2010; Mahmoudi; 2013; Onaiba, 2013; Tayeb
et al, 2018, etc.). Hughes (1998) in the context
of Turkey, reported teachers’ negative attitudes
toward the test because it caused their tensions
and anxiety. Shohamy (1996) found out the
same results with an Arabic test in Isareal.
Teachers felt degraded when the test did not
help them in their future teaching but demand
them. As for the test quality, teachers were not
consulted before the final test was designed,
which led to their feeling of humiliation and
the thought of discrepancies between the test
quality and the students’ ability. Tayeb et al.
(2018) from Yemen was in line with Shohamy
(1993) when they reported teachers’ bad
feeling toward the test because “they were

passive when test design, administration and
evaluation depends on the High committee
of examination” (p.454). In terms of the test
status, teachers expressed opposing attitudes
toward the Arabic exam, but supports for the
EFL exam because the latter could effectively
back up students’ communicative skills and
their future. Despite their positive attitude,
teachers suffered from an overloaded volume
of materials and stress on students’ success
or failure (Shohamy, 1996). Shalehi & Yunus
(2002, cited in Mahmoudi, 2013) intesified
this deleterous impact on teachers in the
enactment of the Irannian National University
Entrance Exam (INUEE) in Iran. Most
teachers in Lybia also held negative attitudes
toward the test (Onaiba, 2013). They thought
the new examination had a low quality. It was
not effective in either evaluating students’
integrated skills or preparing students’
language use in the future. Even though, the
test was not in alighment with the curiculum
content, which could be called
representative”. The negative perception of

3

‘under-

the test and the resistance to change is also
reflected by Wang (2010) in his washback
research of the revised CET in China. Plus,
Alderson & Hamp-Lyon (1996) and they
pointed out that a large number of teachers
are stressed under the feeling of guilt and
frustration when they felt it hard to provide
interesting language lessons and helping
students get their expected score. Thuy Nhan
(2013) investigated the impact of TOEIC® as
a university graduation conditions in Vietnam
reflected teachers demotivation in the
implementation of the test as well as suitability
in the context. However, other researcher saw a
light scenario. Cheng (2004) from Hong Kong
got the evidence of a majority of teachers’
positive attitude toward HKCEE albeit to a
superficial change in their core beliefs and

initial pressure. Saville (2009), Tsagari (2011),
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Antineskul & Sheveleva (2015) supported
Cheng. Antineskul & Sheveleva (2015, p. 7)
justified the reason for teachers’ good feeling
toward the test Business English Cambridge
(BEC) because it was “a new course” to try,
had “extra pay”, “exam’s popularity among
students” and “relevance to main curriculum”.
In terms of the test resources, globally-
recognised tests like TOEFL or IELTS
enjoyed rich resources (Wall & Horak, 2006;
Read and Hayes, 2003; Shohamy, 1998; Saif,
2006; Tsagari, 2011; Pefia Jaenes, 2017) while
other test types, especially achievement tests
were not of this benefit. Possibly, this would
caused difficulties to teachers to get a better
insight of the test to have more appropriate
actions. Plus, Antineskul & Sheveleva (2015)
showed teachers believed the test could
enhance their
opportunity students’ future job opportunity
and university’s reputation. In terms of their
perception of teaching BEC, teachers’ exam
preparations generate advantages.

professional development

“Still, even though their reactions might
be “no difference in teaching”, the respondents
unanimously admit that BEC preparation has
a positive influence on their teaching. The
particular semantics of explanation include
“goal-orientation of BEC exam”, “individual
approach to teaching English”, “preparation

EEEN Y3

of teaching materials”, “teachers’ (improved)
knowledge of content language”, “variety of
teaching materials and tasks for students”,
“more time-efficient teaching”, “ability to
motivate students with the content”, “justifying
students’ tuition costs”, “developing teaching
techniques for exam skills”Antineskul &

Sheveleva (2015, p. 9).

Both negative and positive perceptions
are also repored by Mahmoudi (2013) with
INUEE although the former overwhelmes the
latter. Two in six informants thought the test

to be able to test universversity applicants’
academic language knowledge while the
remanining douted its evaluation value of
true language proficiency but route-learning.
Li’s (1990, cited in, Tsagari, 2007) study on
washback of NMET to teaching pointed out
that in terms of perceptions, teachers had a
negative feeling toward the new test first,
but changed to a positive attitude in a few
years later and thought it could assist their
methodology reform at the classroom level.
Bui (2016) discussed teachers’ perception of
English language teaching in high school in
Vietnam under the influence of the Vietnam’s
College English Entrance Exam (VCEE)
merely as one part of her research on that
test usefulness. Teachers are asked on two
themes: the test difficulty and quality. Most
respondents thought the test challenged
average students, but it covered the textbook
contents. By contrast, less than one fifth of
them frowned upon the ability to measure
test takers’ communication skills, but reading
skills, grammatical and lexical knowledge.
The quality of the test was relatively fine.

Teachers’ perceptions of  students’
language level can guide their practices.
Chen (2002) ffound that if teachers believed
students possessed a better ability, they would
invest more in them to help them reach the
target. By contrast, Furaidah et al. (2015)
revealed that teachers’ perceptions of students
of lower-level would entail their more drilling

activities and less communicative ones.

The review of teachers’ perceptions of
the test and the students uncovers differing,
even contrasting research outcomes with
justifications in unique contexts. The test
status and quality, students’ language ability
have been mentioned. Nonetheless, other
important factors like the availability of test
motivations towards

resources, students’
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learning English and towards the test have not
reached. These gaps open future research on
washback.

4.2.2. Washback of the test to teachers’
perceptions of teaching

This part would share simlilar features
with the part reviewing teachers’ practices
in different ELT contexts. However, they are
distinctive in such a way that these aspects
are reported from researchers’ interviews
and questionnaires delivered to teachers
to reveal their beliefs about teaching, not
their actions serving teaching, which would
be better investigated in observations, and
questionnaires, interviews as well.

The perceptions of teaching are found
diversified in terms of teachers’ academic and
professional experience (Mahmoudi, 2013;
Lam, 1994; Shohamy, 1996; Watanabe’s
(2004). The more experienced teachers are,
the more test-oriented their perceptions of
teaching are.

On answering the question on teaching
contents, believed that if the
textbooks have the contents in alignment
with the test tasks, they preferred to use
them (Onaiba, 2013; Tran, 2016). Other
respondents perceived the inadequacy in

teachers

the textbooks resources; hence, supplement
materials were exploited. Li (1990, cited in,
Tsagari, 2007) found teachers shifted from
linguistic knowledge to
ability, supported by imported authentic
textbooks and reading materials, which could

communicative

be a good sign for students’ language ability
development. Bui (2016) saw the test covered
the textbook contents, but teachers used more
grammar and vocabulary exercises and less
reading, speaking, writing and listening and
phonology exercises for students. Negative
washback in more

revealed linguistic

knowledge being focused while less language
skills were drilled. Sadighi et al. (2018) found
out that teachers believed the textbook used
for the university entrance exam in Iran would
generate beneficial productions of language,
but supplementary materials to prepare
students for the test would be used more.
They percieved that the syntactical and lexical
points in the textbook needed modifying
because they were demotivating. They also
questioned the textbook which followed the
test goal but lacked communicative effects.

With regards teacher’ beliefs of teaching
methodology, diversities were also reported.
Sadighi et al. (2018) found out that teachers
spent most of their class time instructing
students tasks which were relevant to the
test. More time was devoted to grammar
explanation and practices. Onaiba (2013, p.
246) showed teachers’ acceptance of the new
exam tasks to alter their teaching methods.
Wall & Horak (2006) questioned the reliability
of classroom assessment. Simulation tests
are employed but the test condition is not
standard. Due to less communicative ability
in English is required, teachers perceived that
Vietnamese as a means of instruction was
more popular in language classes (Bui, 2016).
Mahmoudi (2013) found out that experienced
teachers owned the perception that INUEE-
related tests and materials should account for
more class time. Experienced teachers were
more exam-oriented than less eperienced
counterparts (Lam (1994; Shohamy, 1996).

Washback to teachers’ aspects of teaching
is not limited to teaching contents and
teaching methodology, but is extended to
teachers’ professional development, because
this can contribute to their perceptions and
actions. There exists a big gap of the issue
in the reviewed research, except few words
voiced by Wall & Horédk (2006), Thuy Nhan
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(2013), and Antineskul & Sheveleva (2015).
While  Antineskul & Sheveleva (2015)
showed teachers believed the test could
enhance their professional development, Thuy
Nhan (2013) showed teachers’ demotivation
in their profession due to the test. She linked
teachers’ professional reputation to the rate
of successful/failed students in the exam. A
majority of teachers were under pressure when
they lacked professional training opportunities
of the test but they were assigned to teach how
their students could achieve a target score.
Wall & Horak (2006) was in line with her.

The above discussion depicts teachers’
perceptions of teaching in terms of three
aspects: contents, methodology and carreer
intensification. Teachers believed in direct
teaching to the test with aligning materials,
skills and teaching techniques. Nevertheless,
many issues in the present study framework
has not been reached fully, especially in the
area of teachers’ development.

4.2.3. Washback of the test to teachers’
practices

A huge volume of research has been
conducted on the impact of the test on
teachers’ practices, releasing rich sources of
information of both positive and negative
washback.

Researchers found in most cases textbooks
reflected the (previous) exam formats; hence,
teachers use them (Wall & Horak, 1996;
Onaiba, 2013; Wantanabe, 2004; Barnes,
2016). For example, Hamp-Lyons (1997) saw
the persent textbooks consisted of test-taking
strategies and mastery of language grammar,
vocabulary and other linguistic features of
the previous TOEFLs. Wall & Horak (1996)
echoed Hamp-Lyon’ view about TOEFL
materials. This led to a situation in which Lam
(1994) raised the problem of teacher exam/

textbook slaves. It may bebe better if authentic
materials are brought into the classroom, rather
than such commercial materials. Barnes (2016,
p. 170) cited Widdowson’s (1981) distinction
between ‘goal- oriented courses’ and ‘process-
oriented courses’ to argue that the TOEFL
test preparation course features the first type;
therefore such teachers’ practices were quite
justifiable. The instrumental textbooks emerge
the closely neat cooperation between test
designers and textbook developers to make
sure the communicative constructs. On the
other hand, these materials should be adapted
to the contextual factors like students’ needs
and students’ level. Furaidah et al. (2015)
investigated washback tonon-like ENE (English
national examination) materials and like-ENE
materials with the shift to the former in the later
part of the course, especially for better students.
Students’
of materials. Low-level students benefited

level affected teachers’ choice
from materials within their capacities. Saif
(2006) had evidence of teachers’ alignment
beween materials and students’ needs as well
as test purpose. Supplement materials are
used to compensate for inadequate linguistic
knowlege, i.e, grammar and vocabulary, in the
text book (Wall & Horak, 2006). Anderson,
Wall and Hamp-Lyon (1993, 1996) showed
that teachers narrowed down or abandon their
textbooks for intensive work with past papers
and commercial publications to prepare their
students for the exam. Like Alderson & Wall
(1993, 2005), Tsagari (2011), Onaiba (2013),
Salehi, Unus & Salehi (2012) Saif, (2006),
Read and Hayes (2003), Cheng (2004) saw
teachers change their teaching contents under
the influence of the test. This happens to
tests which have rich and systematic sources
like TOEFL or IELTS (Wall & Horak, 2006;
Read and Hayes, 2003; Shohamy, 1993; Saif,
2006; Tsagari, 2011; Pena Jaenes, 2017).
Teachers contrentrated on manifesting the test
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tasks due to of time limitation and workload.
Skills to teach were narrowed down to those
to be tested in the test. For example, teachers
narrowed down the learning skills by focusing
on listening and reading (Furaidah et al., 2015).
Or, listening and writing which are not tested,
are excluded in teaching (Rahman, 2014). Wall
& Horak (2006) observed classrooms, seeing
that teachers realized listening strategies but
did not breakdown them into teachable skills
(p-108). Reading was used as homework.
Grammar and vocabulary were taught in points.
That means linguistic knowledge is prioritized
to communicative skills. In Vietnam, Thily Lan
Nguyén (2017) conducted a study on washback
of VSTEP , reporting positive washback from
the exam. It classified students of different
language skills at different levels, which acted
as a guideline to design the curriculum.

More specifically about methodology,
most classed are reported teacher-centered
with traditional methods. (Alderson & Wall,
1993; Wang, 2010; Onaiba, 2013; Tsagari,
2011; Taqizadeh & Birjandi, 2015). Barnes
(2016) revealed the dominant role of teachers
in class, the heavy reliance on commercial
TOEFL materials and the limited class
activities. It is interesting to see Furaidah et
al. (2015, p.49) pointed two types of teaching,
including regular teaching (students-oriented)
and drilling teaching (teacher-oriented/ test-
oriented for different phase to approach the
final test. The classroom interaction in the
second phase was described as the teacher
questioning-student answering time. Wang
(2010) in his washback research of the
revised CET. There are gaps between the
information collected from the survey and
that from the observations. For examples,
while the interview reported the positive shift
in methodology, teachers’ actions in class
were still teacher-centred. Although new
books designed communicative activities in

speaking lessons, teachers still skipped them
and maintained the knowledge transformation
mode like in the old version. While 69% of
teachers perceived the detrimental impact
of tests on teacher, 65% considered CET
a student’s learning driving force (Wang,
2010, p. 190). A number of contradictions in
teachers’ perceptions and actions have been
pinpointed in the research, which means that
washback is a too complicated matter, and
data triangulation is necessary. He concluded
that the revised CET did almost no change in
teachers’ beliefs and practices (Wang, 2010,
p. 215). Thuy Nhan (2013) saw teachers
increase their class involvement to both
attaining curriculum goals and supporting
students’ achieving the TOEIC® certification.
They had more power in their language class
and make more careful decisions concerning
teaching and assessment. Thiy Lan Nguyén
(2017a) reported significant changes in
pedagogical class activities when teachers
shifted students to active learning via project
learning and integrative learning. Specifically,
testing and assessment in light of VSTEP
varied its forms, emphasizing on continuous
assessment. Also concerning assessment,
Onaiba (2013) reported the use of mock
exams, especially when the exam comes
closer. Time allocation during course is also
a matter of concern. Furaidah et al. (2015)
reported time division was decided by the
policy makers with more time for the later part
ofthe course. However, it is important to know
how teachers themselves spend their own
time budget in their own class. No other other
research paid attention to this while different
time allocation on different parts of study can
results in different washback intensity level.
In addition, L1 as instructional language was
popular in language classes (Onaiba, 2013;
Bui; 2016; Salehi, Unus & Salehi, 2012). The
reasons for using mother tongue were to save
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time and to address low level students.

Now it comes to the issue of professional
development with little information revealed,
except in Thuy Nhan (2003), Wall & Horak
(2006) and Antineskul & Sheveleva (2015).
Although Antineskul & Sheveleva (2015)
showed teachers believed the test could
enhance their professional development, they
lack the detailed descriptions of the activities.
Thuy Nhan (2003) and Wall & Horak
(2006) complained very limited professional
development opportunities for teachers at the
studied universities. More evidence should be
found on this to see how teachers develop their
career themselves and in the communities,
from which policy makers can have appropriate
actions to build up their employeees’ capacity.

The documentation of washback of
English tests to teachers’ practices have
called out the current situations of the impact
of the test to teaching, as well as pointed
out research gaps. Teaching contents tend
to be twisted with the test contents and test
format, but teaching methodology seems
to be more stative. Traditional methods are
more frequently reported than communicative
methods. This is in line with Cheng’s (1997)
remark that washback is more dominant in
teaching materials than methodology. Once
again, the matter of teachers’ time allotment
or teachers’ professional development has
been left less touched.

In conclusion, two major flaws of previous
research papers can be enumerated as follows.
First, washback to teachers’ perceptions has
been discussed widely; nonetheless, little
information about the way teachers perceive
their students’ language ability, motivation
and their actions on professional development
and the way they give instructions in class and
practice professional development. Thirdly,
washback studies tend to concern highly-

recognised exams, IELTS, TOEFL or EUUs, for
example, while leaving smaller-scale tests like
achievement ones nearly untouched. Further
research are hoped to fill into the research gap.

5. Conclusions

In conclusion, the current research
has managed to scaffold a new theoretical
framework of the test washback to teacher
perceptions and practices. Popular washback
theories suggested by Alderson and Wall (1993),
Hughes (2003); Bailey (1996), Bachman &
Palmer (1996), Green (2007) and Shih (2009)
have been analysed, focusing on teacher factors.
The updated framework are composed of three
aspects, namely teachers’ perceptions of the
test and the students, teachers’ perceptions of
teaching and teachers’ practices. A subsequent
review of empirical research on washback in
various contexts reveals several research gaps
for further research agenda. Test validity can
be studied as a base for the washback research.
Teacher professional development under the
test impact has been largely researched. Plus,
more washback research focuses on high-stake

tests, leaving low stake ones little touched, too.
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KHAO CUU VE CAC MO HINH VA NGHIEN CUU
THUC NGHIEM O VIET NAM VA TREN THE GIOI
VE TAC PONG DOI NGUQC CUA BAI THI
TOI GIAO VIEN DAY TIENG

Pinh Minh Thu

Dai hoc Hai Phong
171 Phan Dang Luwu, Kién An, Hai Phong, Viét Nam

Tém tat: Tac dong doi nguoc hay anh hudng cua bai thi toi viée day va hoc da tré thanh chii
dé nghién ctru hip din & linh vyc kiém tra va danh gid ngon ngit trong vong hai muoi nim trd
lai day do tng dung quan trong cuia nhiing nghién clru nay giup cac nha hoach dinh chinh sach
va nhitng nguoi thyc thi chinh sach dam bao danh gia c¢6 tinh chinh xac va cong bang. Hién nay,
nhirng nghién ctru ndy dwgc nhiéu nha nghién ctru ¢ Viét Nam quan tim hon do yéu cau cai tién
cong tac kiém tra danh gia dugc Dé 4n Ngoai ngit Qudc gia 2020 (kéo dai dén 2025) dit ra. Tac
dong doi nguoc dién ra mot cac tich cuc hodc tiéu cyc tiy theo viée nd déy manh hay ngan can
hiéu qua hoc tap. Gido vién dugc coi 1a nhén td tién phong trong co ché tac dong. Chi c6 mot mo
hinh v& tic dong doi nguoc toi gido vién duge Shih (2009) dé xuét. Bai viét ndy muc dich khao
ctru cac md hinh tac ddng doi ngugc, bao gém mo hinh cta Shih (2009), dé xay dung 1én mot mo
hinh tac dong ddi ngugc cia bai thi téi nhan thie va hanh dong cua gido vién. M6 hinh méi nay
s& duoc sir dung dé khao ctru cac nghién ciru thyc nghiém trude day vé tac dong doi nguoc trong
va ngoai Viét Nam gitip tim ra nhitng diém cac nha nghién ctru di tim ra va ca nhiing diém chua
dugc nghién ciru. Phuong phap nghién ciru trong bai viét nay 1a dinh tinh thong qua phén tich
hon bén muoi tai liéu gém nhiéu thé loai nhu sach, luan van, luan 4n, bai bao, v.v. Noi dung thao
ludn chinh cta bai viét gdm hai phan: khao ctru cac mé hinh 1y thuyét va khao ctru cac nghién ciru
thuc nghiém. Két qua khao ctru chi ra rang tac dong doi nguoc cua bai thi t6i nhan thirc cta gido
vién lién quan t6i nhan thirc cua giao vién vé bai thi, vé nang lyc ngén ngit ctia ngudi hoc, vé ndi
dung va phuong phap giang day, vé viéc gido vién phat trién chuyén mén. Thém vao do, tac dong
doi nguoc cua bai thi 1én hanh dong cia gido vién bao g6m viéc ho lya chon n¢i dung giang day,
phuong phép giang day va phat trién chuyén mon. Yéu t6 phat trién chuyén mén 1a yéu t6 méi
trong khung nghién ctru méi tao ra. Diéu nay cé ¥ nghia quan trong lam tiang nhén thirc cia giao
vién vé viéc phat trién chuyén mon. Bai viét nay mong mudn dong gop cho viée 1am 13 birc tranh
vé nghién ctru tac dong doi nguoc cua bai thi giup cac nha nghién ciru, gido vién va quan Iy c6
quan tdm dén linh vyc nay hiéu rd hon tinh hinh nghién ctru hién nay.

Tur khoa: tac dong doi ngugc, mo hinh tac dong doi nguogce, bai kiém tra ngon ngilt, nhan thuc
cua giao vién, hanh dong cua giao vién



