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The Elicited Imitation Test (EIT) is widely recognized for its reliability in
research settings as a proficiency assessment tool. However, there exists
a need to examine its predictive validity in English as a Foreign Language
(EFL) classrooms. This study investigates the extent to which the EIT,
alongside the Oxford Placement Test (OPT), can predict students'
academic achievements in an English for Academic Purposes course,

KEYWORDS including overall grade point average and scores in listening, speaking,
Elicited imitation grammar, and vocabulary. The study also examines the relationship
Listening between students' perceptions of their listening and speaking skills and
Oxford Placement Test their EIT performance. The study involves 41 participants, with data
Speaking analysis conducted using both regression and correlation methods. Results
Study success show that the EIT significantly predicts students' grade point average and

language skills. Students' self-perceived speaking and listening abilities
reasonably align with their actual performance on the EIT, and it seems
that factors related to comprehension weigh heavily in their
considerations. These findings have significant implications for EFL

research and pedagogy.
L4

1. Introduction

The Elicited Imitation Test (EIT,
ciency through precise sentence repetition (see
002; Solon & Park, 2024; Suzuki & DeKeyser,
€ EIT, participants are required to repeat sentences
{S on accurate repetition (see Appendix B). Research

standardization Ssing language proficiency (Kim et al., 2016). Nonetheless, there are certain gaps
in this research arg® that require further investigation. Firstly, it is important to examine the predictive
validity of EIT within novel contexts such as English as a Foreign Language (EFL) classrooms (Gomez-
Benito et al., 2018; Isbell & Son, 2022; Zumbo, 2007). This effort has the potential to significantly
enhance the EIT's applicability, moving it from research settings into practical real-world use.
Moreover, there is a need to validate the assumption that within the EFL context, learners' listening
ability is strongly aligned with their EIT performance (Wu et al., 2021). Validating this assumption is
important for gaining insights into the multifaceted nature of language assessment, where learners' self-
perceived abilities can function as valuable assessment resources. Finally, researchers need to explore
participants' perceptions of the challenges tied to comprehending and producing EIT sentences. This
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investigation can provide insights into whether the challenges encountered in EIT performance are
rooted in comprehension or production skills within EFL contexts.

2. Review of Literature
2.1.EIT Research and Validation

The EIT has been used in L2 studies to evaluate learners' oral linguistic proficiency (Ellis, 2005;
Erlam, 2006; Gaillard & Tremblay, 2016; Ortega et al., 2002; Wu & Ortega, 2013). Researchers have
explained the EIT's processing, highlighting that the process begins with the reception of sentences
through the auditory system (Bley-Vroman & Chaudron, 1994). These sentences are then transformed
into a mental representation through the comprehension system, temporarily stored in short-term
memory, and articulated through the production system (Bley-Vroman & Chaudron, 1994). This
perspective suggests that the EIT involves a reconstructive process rather than mere rgte repetition. Its

effectiveness lies in its ability to elicit the imitation of spoken sentences, thereby ing learners'
implicit grammatical knowledge, which can be applied in real-time situations #Gass Wu &
Ortega, 2013).

Various validation methods have been employed within research cg . External vgidity has
been evaluated through the comparison of EIT scores with indepe easures of

ent with various
, researchers have

language proficiency. These comparisons have consistently demonstrat
standardized tests (see Kim et al., 2016; Kostromitina & Plonsky, 2021).

ave been extensively
pt al., 2016). L2 studies have
pns. For instance, noteworthy
Im et al., 2016; Tracy-Ventura
024; Kim et al., 2016; Park et al., 2020), and
These flndmgs suggest that an individual's

validated in L2 research (e.g., Kim et al., 2016; Park et aI
unvelled meaningful associations between EIT and spe,

et al., 2014; Wu & Ortega, 2013), accuracy (Alb
lexical diversity (Park et al., 2020; Wu & Ortega,
performance on the EIT is linked to their oyg i

bmployed in a limited number of recent studies, it
Sts (2016) observed significant correlations between
individuals' self-assessments of their sped tening skills and their EIT scores. In a more recent

general oral jiency for research purposes, it has been argued that determining the validity of EIT
scores cannot ified to just looking at a reliability score and how it correlates with another
measure as a refegffce point (Isbell & Son, 2022; Kane, 2013; Révész & Brunfaut, 2021). To advance
this research furtfer, Isbell and Son (2022) built upon Kane's (2013) validity framework. Kane's (2013)
framework proposes that we can establish the validity of a test by analyzing how we interpret and use
the test scores. This involves tracing “a network of inferences and assumptions leading from the test
performances to the conclusions to be drawn” (Kane, 2013, p. 8). Within this framework, a pertinent
facet of validity involves the concept of explanation. In essence, this means that the results of the test
should align with what individuals understand or can accomplish in the subject being tested. In their
study, Isbell and Son (2022) came to the conclusion that a gap still exists in this aspect. Specifically,
EIT scores need to demonstrate the ability to account for general oral proficiency across diverse learner
subgroups, such as EFL learners (see also Gomez-Benito et al., 2018). In summary, there is a need to
assess the degree to which EIT scores can predict the academic performance of EFL students in their
studies. This endeavor can enhance the validity of the EIT beyond research settings and into pedagogical
applications.
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Furthermore, while the EIT is believed to assess a learner's L2 linguistic competence by
capturing their implicit knowledge as they comprehend and reproduce the sentences (Davis & Norris,
2021; Van Moere, 2012), it can be challenging to determine whether the difficulty in sentence repetition
arises from comprehension or production issues when failure occurs (Hood & Lightbown, 1978;
Vinther, 2002). This ambiguity has led some researchers to question its acceptability (see Vinther,
2002). In addition, a gap exists in our knowledge regarding how participants perceive the challenges
inherent in comprehending and reproducing EIT sentences. Few researchers attempted to delve into the
factors influencing comprehension and production of the EIT using a self-diagnostic survey that
highlights participants' perceptions of these factors (see Wu et al., 2021). Their findings reveal that
factors related to comprehension hold a more prominent place in the minds of EFL learners. This line
of research is crucial as it enriches our understanding of the challenges learners confront during both
the comprehension and production phases of the EIT.

2.2.Academic Success in EFL Classroom
Academic success in an EFL classroom is a major concern for studen ions. It
typically refers to students' achievement in language proficiency, c overall
performance. Predicting grade outcomes can assist instructors and cu, devising
interventions aimed at enhancing learner performance, and offering addi to those who may
require it to elevate their levels of achievement (Daller & Yixin, 2017).
c p on predicting L2

success for international students who study abroad (segfD i 2017; Feast, 2002).
Researchers have traditionally employed internationally rq zed sta@ihdardized English tests like
TOEFL and IELTS. These tests have long been consid dicators of one's proficiency
in a foreign language (Daller & Yixin, 2017; Yu, 2Q1 pehind this approach lies in the

belief that a strong command of the target languag ivotal predictor of achievement in L2 learning
(Daller & Phelan, 2013; Daller & Yixin, 2017, 2006). Such standardized tests are designed
to evaluate an individual's language proficieg i

of learners’ linguistic abilities, which guefhi ant to their academic performance in L2 contexts

(Feast, 2002; Wongtrirat, 2010; Wog#

However, research showed that StS@iardizg€l tests indicated weak to moderate predictive ability
on study success. For example, IELTS indic? eak to moderate correlations with students’ GPA (see
Woodrow, 2006), and TOEFL showed weak pr8 ¢ ability on GPA (Wongtrirat, 2010). Researchers

have raised concerns these tests (see PMiamanesh et al., 2023; Daller & Yixin, 2017;
Souzandehfar, 2024) g that the speciélized preparation for tests like IELTS transforms them
from ass cy into evaluations of students' test-taking abilities (see Daller &
Yixin n alternative approach to language assessment has been proposed,

Test and & Phelan, 2013; Daller & Yixin, 2013; Dor6, 2011; Dérnyei & Katona,
own strong predictive validity in anticipating student academic success.
However, the s an advantage as it aligns its scores with the Common European Framework of
Reference for Larlages (CEFR), making it particularly appealing to L2 researchers (see Dor¢, 2011;
Duran-Karaoz & Tavakoli, 2020).

Within the context of the EFL classroom, researchers also have examined other predictors of
EFL students’ success such as motivation, anxiety, and learning style (see Dornyei & Chan, 2013; Kim
& Kim, 2011). These studies provide valuable insights into a student's preparedness for EFL courses.
However, there remains an unexplored avenue within EFL classrooms, specifically using oral modality
assessment such as the EIT, to predict students' achievement. The EIT offers a unique perspective by
being conducted in the oral modality. Unlike traditional written assessments, EIT is believed to tap into
receptive and productive oral skills as well as implicit language knowledge (Gass, 2018). Likewise, EIT
performance provides valuable insights into learners’ command of vocabulary and grammar, as well as
their ability to use them fluently and with reasonably clear pronunciation (Wu & Ortega, 2013). It has
been argued that, while vocabulary, grammar, pronunciation, and fluency are not standalone measures
of overall communicative oral proficiency, they significantly influence speaking test scores (Wu &
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Ortega, 2013). This implies that the EIT can be a valuable tool for assessing various aspects of language
competency in the EFL context, offering a more comprehensive view of learners' abilities beyond
traditional written assessments.

3. Aims of the Study

The principal aim of this study is to investigate the predictive validity of the EIT within a novel
context, particularly focusing on its applicability in an EFL classroom. This exploration aims to bridge
the gap between research settings and practical real-world usage of the EIT. The study also aims to
assess its ability to predict EFL students' achievement alongside another independent test (the OPT),
thereby strengthening the external validity of the assessment. Secondly, the study aims to validate the
assumption that within the EFL context, learners’ listening ability closely aligns with their EIT
performance (Wu et al., 2021). Finally, the study also endeavors to delve into participgnts' perceptions
of the challenges associated with comprehending and reproducing EIT sentences, 0 msrghts into

context.

RQL1. To what extent can EIT and OPT predict L2 learners’ L2 achiev
terms of GPA, listening, speaking, grammar, and vocabulary?

performance?
RQ3. To what extent do students’ EIT performance align wit
and factors that affect their comprehension and production o

4. Method

4.1. Participants and Settings
In this study, a total of 44 Arabic L1 speaKin ents initially took part, but three students did

not complete all the required tasks and wereqaims ded. The students, aged between 18 and

nguistic knowledge of L2 learners (Allan, 2004). The OPT consisted of
arded for each correct answer. The internal consistency of the OPT was
alpha, yielding an acceptable reliability coefficient of o = .76. This test was
ritten test that places emphasrs on grammar and vocabulary Whereas the EIT

Karaoz and Tavdkoli (2020), the OPT is more likely to assess participants' declarative knowledge while
the EIT is more likely to assess their procedural knowledge. Moreover, the use of the OPT offers the
advantage of score alignment with the CEFR (see Appendix A). By incorporating both tests into the
research design, a comprehensive exploration can be conducted to determine the extent to which each
test exhibits predictive validity across diverse language modalities.

4.2.2. Elicited Imitation Test. This study employed the EIT, which was developed by Wu
and Ortega (2013). The EIT comprises 30 sentences, characterized by an increase in syllable count from
7 to 19. Participants were provided with a single listening opportunity for the sentences, followed by a
3-second pause before their repetition. Scoring of the sentences was executed on a scale ranging from 0
to 4 points (see Appendix C). The EIT's maximum score is 120, where a perfect repetition warrants 4

23



Albargi (2024)

points. Repetitions with form or content changes receive 2 points, half repetitions or less get 1 point,
and single-word repetitions or inability to repeat receive a score of zero.

To ensure the reliability of the scoring process, the author and a second rater independently
coded 10% of the dataset. High interrater reliability was achieved, with a coefficient of .96. Any
disagreements were resolved through discussion. Following this assessment, the first rater proceeded to
code the remaining dataset. The internal consistency of the EIT was assessed using Cronbach's alpha,
yielding a robust reliability coefficient of o = .95. This result closely aligns with the findings reported
by Wu and Ortega (2013) and Tracy-Ventura et al. (2014).

4.2.3. Academic Performance. Participants underwent a 12-hour per week Intensive English
for Academic Purposes (IEAP) course. This intensive course was designed to cultivate proficiency in
various language skills, encompassing listening, speaking, grammar, vocabulary, readjng, and writing.
The cumulative score for these skills was 90. Therefore, a total score of 90 was use GPA score.
The use of GPA in educational research is strongly advocated by researchers (e.g., n, 2006)
due to its strong correlation with various other variables, such as motivation, ac es, and
teamwork.

The language assessments were commonly prepared and admini g unit at the
English Language Centre at the end of the semester. Each language skil
points. For grammar, vocabulary, and reading comprehension, the evalu ploy®d multiple-choice

were derived from Cambridge rubrics (Coombe, 2012). The ryf i d and followed by two
' pugh discussion.

4.2.4. Self-Diagnostic Survey. The self-d adopted from Wu et al. (2021)
and translated into learners’ L1 (Arabic), as depic Appendix E. It was introduced to participants
after completing the EIT. The participants were aske pond to all three sections, which encompass:
perceptions of their performance during thg f their listening and speaking abilities;

and history of learning English. The flrs - icipants to report their perception of their
EIT performance, and thelr self-evalu :

The OPT Jas introduced to all participants within a classroom setting (details of the OPT can
be found in sectifn 6.1). This was followed by the scheduling of individual meetings where the EIT was
individually administered to each participant in a separate room (refer to section 6.1 and Appendix B).
Following the completion of the EIT assessments, participants were presented with a self-diagnostic
survey (refer to section 6.4 and Appendix E). In addition, the students’ language scores were
subsequently collected at the end of the semester. The dataset encompassed their scores in the final
exams of language skills (GPA, speaking, listening, vocabulary, and grammar) in the EAP course.
Information about scoring and related criteria can be found in section 6.3.

5. Results

The study employs a predictive and correlational research design. First, to address the first
research question regarding the predictive validity of the EIT and OPT on the language skills of EFL
students, multiple regression analyses were run with GPA, listening, speaking, grammar, and
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vocabulary as dependent variables and EIT and OPT as independent variables. The prerequisites for
regression analysis were satisfied in the current data. To check the multicollinearity assumption,
previous research has proposed that VIF (variance inflation factor) exceeding 10 or tolerance values
falling below 0.10 could signal the presence of multicollinearity and warrant further examination
(Pallant, 2016). In the current study, the correlation's VIF is 1.95, and the tolerance is 0.51. These values
indicate that the multicollinearity assumption has not been violated. The analysis encompasses various
measures, including students' GPA and their scores in speaking, listening, vocabulary, and grammar.
Descriptive statistics for both the independent and dependent variables are presented in Tables 1.

Table 1
Descriptive Statistics for Independent and Dependent Variables
N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard Reviation

EIT 41 20 96 95.6 19.6
OPT 41 8 50 8.4
GPA 41 56.5 88.5 6
Speaking 41 3 15 3.
Listening 41 10.5 15

Vocabulary 41 6 15 .18
Grammar 41 6 15

Preliminary analysis indicated that there was a str
.70). The shared variance between these two tests is ab
variance in OPT scores can be explained by partici

To answer the first research question, whi mined whether EFL students’ scores in GPA
and language skills can be predicted by EIT and OP Itiple regression was conducted with GPA
and language skills as the dependent varial
Table 2 demonstrates that all the models
achieved statistically significant level

between the two tests (r =
hich means that 49% of the

FL sgdents' scores from EIT and OPT scores

Table 2

Multiple Regressions Models Predicting E ents’ Achievement from OPT and EIT

Measures Predictors B SE B p R Adjuste  Effect size
square dR? Adjusted R?
(Cohen’s 12
GPA .000
.64 F(2, .000 .57 .55 1.32
.16 38)= .287
25.3
2
Speaking 376 112 F(2, .000
081 .025 .51 38)= .002 .53 50 1.13
099 .057 .27 21.3 .093
2
Listening Intercept  12.29 .504 F(2, .001
EIT 044 011 .76 38)= .000 .30 .26 42
OPT -067 .026 -498 8.10 .013
Vocabulary Intercept 850 .888 F(2, .000
EIT .058 .019 .52 38)= .005 41 37 .69
OPT 040 .045 .16 129 381
5
Grammar Intercept  9.35 .958 .006
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EIT 047 .021 .44 F(@, .032 .23 19 .30
OPT 013  .049 .049 38)= .785
5.80

For the model predicting GPA from EIT and OPT, EIT scores made a significant contribution,
F (2,38) = 25.32, p < .000, whereas OPT scores did not. The finding indicates that this model explains
55% of the variance in GPA (adjusted R? = .55). The significant predictor in this model was the EIT,
contributing 64%, while the OPT, although not statistically significant, contributed 16% to the model.
The assessment of the significance of adjusted R? values followed the framework introduced by Plonsky
and Ghanbar (2018). According to their categorization, values below .20 are classified as small, while
those exceeding .50 are designated as large. This means that this model indicates strong predictability
of the variance in EFL students’ GPA, primarily driven by the EIT scores.

As for the other language skills, Table 6 indicates that for speaking,
significance, F (2,38) = 21.32, p < .000, and predicted 50% of the variance in spe
R? = .50). The significant predictor in this model was the EIT, contributing 51%.

odel, while OPT
which means that
students who achieved low scores in OPT performed well in listg isi to the expectation

statistical significance, F (2,38) = 12.95, p <.000; F (2,38) 0, p < 0 6, respectively, with the EIT
as the strong contributor in both models, accounting . ¢ he variances. These models
account for 37% and 19% of the variance in E ¥ in vocabulary and grammar
EIT considerably predicted EFL students’
ary, and grammar.

roduct-moment correlation coefficient
s the extent to which students’ perception
performance. Two assessment methods were
overall assessment and self-evaluation based on

achievement in terms of GPA, speaking, listenind; v
To answer the second research qugg

of their listening and speakmg ability 3
utilized to gauge students' perceptiop

Listening and Speaking Abilities

N Minimum Maximum  Mean SD
ability) 41 1 5 3.23 1.34
-do statements) 41 30 55 42.24 9.21
verall ability) 41 1 5 2.98 1.55
Perceived spealg' (Can-do statements) 41 27 53 42.20 9.43
Table 4
Pearson’s Correlations between Perceived Listening and Speaking Abilities and EIT Performance
Perceived Perceived  Perceived Perceived
listening (overall) listening speaking (overall) speaking (Can-
(Can-do- do-statements)
statements)
EIT r A79%* A4T** 530%** 509**
41 Sig. 002 .004 .001 .001

**_Correlation is significant at 0.01; *. Correlation is significant at 0.05
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Regarding perceived listening ability, Table 4 reveals a statistically significant positive
correlation between the EIT scores and students' perception of their overall listening ability, r = .479, p
=.002, as well as their self-evaluation based on Can-Do statements related to listening, r =. 447, p =
.004. These correlations are considered moderate according to Cohen (1988) benchmark, indicating a
moderate alignment between students' self-perceived listening ability and their performance on the EIT.
Additionally, Table 4 demonstrates a significant positive correlation between EIT performance and
perceived overall speaking ability, r = .530, p = .001, as well as with students' self-assessment based on
Can-Do statements for speaking, r =.509, p = .001. These correlations are viewed as strong, suggesting
a robust association between students' perceptions of their speaking ability and their performance on the
EIT.

The third research question examined the extent to which students’ EIT performance aligns with
their perception of their EIT performance and the factors that affect their comprehensign and repetition
of sentences. Descriptive statistics for students' perceived performance and thei ation of the
factors impacting their comprehension and production of EIT sentences are presegifed in

Table 5

Descriptive Statistics of Perceived Performance and Factors Affecting i roduction
Measures Mean Median um~ Maximum
Perceived performance 3.15 3 5
Factors affecting Comprehension
Vocabulary 34 3.5 5
Length 3.08 1. 1 5
Grammar 4.03 2 5
Lack of context 4.37 .92 1 5
Pace of speech 1.21 1 5
Comprehension time 1.29 1 5
Accent 1.30 1 5
Factors affecting Comprehension
Partial comprehension .16 4 5
Length 27 4 5
Grammar .54 3 5
Pronunciation 52 3 5
Retention of details .90 2 5
Productign time 1.15 1 5

oment correlation coefficient was also conducted to answer this
\ d performance, the correlation analysis revealed a positive correlation
between
correlation of =.007. This implies that students' own assessments of their EIT performance
closely mirror thg@#ctual EIT scores. Essentially, it suggests that students' self-perceptions regarding
their performancg/n the EIT are somewhat accurate, as they align positively with their actual EIT scores.
On the other hand, Table 6 presents a correlation analysis between EIT performance and students' self-
assessment of factors influencing their comprehension of EIT sentences. The results suggest that there
are moderate to strong correlations between EIT performance and most of these factors. Specifically,
accent, sentence length, and vocabulary exhibited particularly strong correlations with EIT performance
(r = .597, .550, and .551, respectively). These findings suggest that factors such as accent, sentence
length, and vocabulary likely influence students' comprehension of EIT sentences and, in turn, impact
their EIT performance. It is important to note that while these correlations are strong, they do not
establish a causal relationship.
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Table 6
Pearson’s Correlations between EIT Performance and Factors Affecting Comprehension
Vocabulary Length Grammar Lack of Paceof Comprehension Accent
context  speech  time

EIT r 551** 550**  472** .361* 225 A458** 597>
41  Sig. .000 .000 .002 022 164 .003 .000
**_Correlation is significant at 0.01; *. Correlation is significant at 0.05

Table 7 indicates that EIT scores significantly correlated with specific factors that influence
students' ability to repeat EIT items, particularly factors such as grammar, pronunciation, and retention

performance. This implies that the ability to remember specific details from e sentences has a
significant impact on the production of these sentences. While other factors, ar and
pronunciation, may contribute, their impact is comparatively less significan

Table 7
Pearson’s Correlations between EIT Performance and Factors Affecti
Partial Length Grammar Pronunci Production
comprehension time
EIT r 110 152 .335* 374 263
41  Sig. .499 349 .035 101

**_Correlation is significant at 0.01; *. Correlationg

affecting comprehension may be of greats ) tudents. This is indicated by the significant
IT performance, highlighting that EFL students
ed factors.

written modality. This supports the assumption that EIT is modality
021 for further discussion). Furthermore, the positive correlation between

with their actua
discussion of the

scores (r = .42), further enhancing the test’s validity. This section provides a
dings in relation to the research questions and the existing body of literature.

6.1. Predicting EFL Students’ Achievement from EIT and OPT

The first research question aimed to investigate the predictive validity of EFL students'
achievement based on their scores in the EIT and OPT. To answer this question, a multiple regression
analysis was conducted. The results of the multiple regression analysis suggest that EIT scores play a
significant role in predicting EFL students' GPA and other language skills, while OPT scores have a
limited predictive value in this context. The findings indicated that the EIT demonstrated substantial
predictive validity for various aspects of EFL students' achievement, including GPA, speaking,
listening, vocabulary, and grammar. It appears to be a robust tool for predicting these language skills in
the context of the study. However, it is important to note the unexpected negative relationship between
OPT scores and listening scores. It is possible that some students may have experienced anxiety at the
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beginning of the semester when the OPT was administered which may had an impact on their
performance on the OPT. EIT, on the other hand, may not trigger the same level of anxiety for EFL
students as they may feel less intimidated when asked to repeat as much of each sentence they hear (see
Wu & Ortega, 2013). However, this assumption needs to be further explored in future research.

The results of this study support earlier research indicating that the EIT not only measures
communication skills in speaking and listening but also has the capacity to assess other aspects of
language proficiency, such as grammar and vocabulary, (see Gass, 2018; Wu & Ortega, 2013). It has
been suggested that EIT performances provide valuable insights into learners' command of vocabulary
and grammar, as well as their ability to use them fluently and with reasonably clear pronunciation (Wu
& Ortega, 2013). This finding suggests that EIT scores can effectively predict students’ overall English
proficiency, encompassing skills beyond oral production, such as English GPA which includes reading
and writing. Future research within EFL classrooms is needed to validate the current findings.

Performance
The second research question explored the relationship between self-percgptions of

their listening and speaking abilities and their EIT performance. Two m
each skill, including students’ perceptions of their overall ability and th
on 11 Can-Do statements (see Appendix E). The results reveal that stud

f each skill based
listening ability,
rrelation with EIT

assessed through two different methods. This finding carrl g |f|cant mplications, suggesting that
students' self-perception of their listening and speal alti Pnably align with their EIT
performance. The significance of this result exten correlation between perceived
listening and speaking abilities and EIT perform
perceptions in understanding their language pr fi
students' self-awareness of their speaking i
comprehend and imitate spoken languag
The current findings align wi

en perceived listening and EIT scores, as well as
gnce. In another EFL context, Wu et al. (2021) found

valuable insights into the relationship between students' self-perceptions and their EIT performance.
The significance of the perceived listening and speaking skills underscores the multifaceted aspect of
language assessment, wherein learners' self-perceived abilities can serve as an assessment resource.

6.3. Perception of the Factors Affecting Comprehension and Production

The third research question examined the extent to which students’ EIT performance aligns with
their perception of the factors that affect their comprehension and repetition of sentences. The results
highlight the significant association between students’ EIT scores and comprehension factors such as
accent, sentence length, and vocabulary. The findings suggest that these factors might be key
determinants of how well students grasp the sentences presented in the EIT. In contrast, factors like
grammar, comprehension time, and the absence of context have a relatively moderate association with
EIT scores. Concerning accents, the present study involved EFL learners who, in their daily lives, were
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not exposed to a wide range of English varieties. The participants commented that they encountered
difficulties when listening to the British accent used in the EIT. This observation aligns with the research
conducted by Wu et al. (2021), which emphasized that the speaker's pronunciation plays a significant
role in determining the level of difficulty experienced by EFL learners within their study's specific
context. This implies that within the EFL context, the speaker's pronunciation style, including accent-
related features, can substantially impact learners' ability to comprehend and reproduce spoken
language.

The other factors which also indicated a strong correlation with EIT performance in this study
include sentence length and vocabulary. It is widely recognized that prompt length is a strong predictor
of variances in EIT scores (see Vinther, 2002; Wu & Ortega, 2013; Yan et al., 2016). This suggests that
students’ perceptions of sentence length as a factor of difficulty in comprehending EIT prompt align
with previous research findings. Likewise, vocabulary has been found to explain gart of the score
variance in previous studies (e.g., Graham et al. 2010; Tracy-Ventura et al., 2014)
al. (2010) highlighted the importance of considering lexical difficulty when de
EITs. It has been suggested that the influence of lexical frequency is particularly n
approach the limits of working memory (Graham et al., 2010). It appear
vocabulary may be crucial for understanding EIT prompts, similar to
literature (Graham et al., 2010; Wu & Ortega, 2013). Other factors, su
time, and the absence of context, which were moderately correlate

(see Gass, 2018; Tracy-Ventura et al., 2014; Vinther, 2002;
Concerning production aspects, only the retentio
correlation with EIT performance. This implies that

Yan et al., 2016).

@ details displayed a strong
Al specific details from the
of these sentences according

to students’ evaluation. This means that particip ho rated the retention of specific details as a
strong obstacle to production also achieved highersc the EIT, indicating that their memory might
not fully support them in repeating spegil ils, but their high proficiency level
compensates for this. This implies that icighicy appears to play a considerable role in
performing well on EIT despite potenjis .

The findings for this researcj/§g@@ation suggebt that factors relating to comprehension might be
more prevalent in the minds of EFL learno%gaa ors relating to the production of EIT. This is similar
to the findings of Wu et al. (2021), as co acnsion stood out prominently as a major concern for
beginners and intermediate proficiency learner j contributed significantly to the EIT scores in the

oficiency; it can also serve as a valuable predictor of students' overall
linguistic i context. In practical terms, these findings signify that educators and
institutions ¢ entia)l§ use EIT scores as an effective tool for identifying students who may be facing
academic chall pri their EFL courses. Additionally, the current findings indicate that learners' self-
evaluations can effectively utilized as an assessment resource. The findings also imply that
comprehension-related factors may be more prominent and challenging for EFL learners compared to
those related to EIT production.

The present study, nonetheless, has some limitations that need to be acknowledged. First, this
study was conducted within a specific EFL classroom context, which might limit the generalizability of
the findings to other educational or research settings. Replicating the study in various EFL contexts
could provide a more comprehensive understanding of the factors at play. In addition, the current study
has a small sample size which might not adequately represent the broader population or context that the
study aims to investigate. Therefore, caution should be exercised when attempting to apply the study's
results to larger or more diverse populations.

Notwithstanding these limitations, the study provided novel insights into the predictive validity
of the EIT within EFL classrooms. It also underscored the link between students' self-perceived
speaking and listening abilities and their actual EIT performance. Furthermore, the present study
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illuminated the degree to which factors associated with comprehension and production relate to students'
performance in the EIT. However, there are specific areas that warrant attention in future research. First,
future research should delve into the potential impact of students' proficiency levels on their perceptions
of factors influencing comprehension and production in the EIT. Understanding how students of varying
proficiency levels perceive and navigate the challenges related to comprehension and production in the
EIT is crucial. Finally, future research needs to investigate specific individual factors associated with
test-taking, particularly focusing on the levels of anxiety experienced during EIT in comparison to other
assessments employing different modalities.
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Appendix A
Proficiency Levels According to the OPT scores
CEFR levels OPT scores Number of participants
C2 55 -60 0
C1 48-54 0
B2 40-47 0
Bl 30-39 5
A2 18-29 19
Al 0-17 15
Appendix B

EIT Sentences (Wu & Ortega, 2013)
1. I have to get a haircut. (7)
2. The red book is on the table. (8)
3. The streets in this city are wide. (8)
4. He takes a shower every morning. (9)
5. What did you say you were doing today? (10)
6. | doubt that he knows how to drive that well. (10)
7. After dinner | had a ling, peaceful nap. (11)
8. It is possible that it will rain tomorrow. (12)
9. I enjoy movies which have a happy ending. (12)
10. The houses are very nice but too expensive.
. The little boy whose kitten died yesterday i

€ of humor. (15)
vegetables. (15/16)

m the police caught was very tall and thin. (17)
ind as to hand me the book which is on the table? (17)

. The exam wasn't nearly as difficult as you told me it would be. (18)
30. There are a lot of people who don’t eat anything at all in the morning. (19)
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Appendix C
EIT Scoring Rubric (based on Ortega et al., 2002)
Item Score Description Examples
4 Perfect repetition -That restaurant is supposed to have very good food
-That restaurant is supposed to have very good food
3 Accurate content -The houses are very nice but too expensive (12)
repetition with some -The houses are very nice but it expensive
changes of form
2 Changes in content -1t is possible that it will rain tomorrow
or in form that affect -1t is impossible to train tomorrow
meaning
1 Repetition of half or - The little boy whose kitten died
less of the stimulus - The little boy whose kitten
leading to substantial
loss of meaning
0 Silence, only one -No response

word repeated, or
unintelligible
repetition

-The boy

Note. Examples are taken from the data in the curre
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Appendix D
The Scoring Criteria for Writing and Speaking based on Cambridge Assessment (Coombe, 2012)

Quick guide to making

A mark of 5 moans 1hat the learnes's spoking is well above Pre-intermediote level.

A many of 3 maans Ihal B Mamen s ing i e for P hervart

A mark of 1 moans thal the leamers speaiing is not coberent enough % be propery
Task achiovement Range Organisation Pronunciation Accuracy
Dy the leamor complole the Did the lsamer vao o wido Did the learnor eapross e/ O the learner produce O the lsamer produce
Luskx i mach section of the vaniely of vocabulury and her iduas chewely snd h ol clanrly and | gramaticaly corree?
tost? grammar struciures ? ihem fogether effochively? language?

@ appropriade stress and
ntorwbion ?

Al lasks compleiod
succassfully snd without
dfficuolty

A wide variety of bomh
appropriate sruciures and
vooabulory used confidentty

Learner able 10 connect idoas
cwarly and affactivaty, using
bagko Inkecs and devicon
nppropeiats 1o e lovwl

Cloar pronunciation of
sounds and use of slrees and
Infonation 10 convey meaning,
Ihcagh LY scoent may be
gisoomitie

Very tow omorms In use of
struckires nexd vocubudury
oxpected at this level,
pocheps with svident abilty o
sell.cormoat

Mosl thaks completed
without diffiouty

Same wements of 3 and
some of &

Some whements of 3 and
some of 5

Somm alarmants of 3 and
some of &

Sorrm sliments of 3 una
some of §

Tusks completed with
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communiocation s rarely
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Too it communication o
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ALS0WS
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QL5085
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Cambridge Writing Assessment Scales
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Appendix E

The Self-diagnostic Survey based on Wu et al., 2021 (translated into Arabic)
Name: sp)
Consent: | give consent to participate in this survey (Yes/ No). (¥ /as3) 48 jLiall e i 5l 1480 5al)
Regarding the English Repetition Task deall IS5 jlialy 3laiy Lod

1. How do you evaluate the overall level of difficulty of the repetition task?
Jeall 4 pmim (5 glane (Jan g oS
5: Extremely difficult las cxa
4: Quite difficult wxa
3: Somewhat difficult & e 5 cxa
2: Slightly difficult S cea
1: Not at all difficult W) s
2. How do you evaluate your overall performance on the repetition task?
Jhaa) A el e o
5: Excellent Jtiee
4: Good x>
3: Average b sic
2: Fair Jsie
1: Needs improvement (a3 ) dalay
3. Please use the following scale to rate how frequent
performance  on the repetition task.
Jaall S5 (Ui ebila) e

statgmenigbelow affects your

8l ool sl ) Galall eadin) ela
5: almost always Lila

4: frequently <Y Clef 4
3: sometimes S g¥) Las

2: occasionally .

1: never (85
_____Ifind some sentences hard tg i becgltSe there are vocabulary words I don’t know.
ed e 1Y il jhe dllin OY Jaall (any agd (84 s0m Cian
__ 1 find some sentences H g alid because the sentences are too long to follow.

il Glagn AS S &) Gl GY Jaall Gans agd 44 sa Caa g
1 find some sentences hard to understand because the accent and pronunciation are
unfamiliar to me. ‘

Al Caglla e alaill s AU GY Jaall (an agd 8 4y saaa G
Other. Please elaborate

L Lea 3 (g AT dula el (IS 13
4. Please use the following scale to rate how frequently each statement affects you.

Jaall ) S5 ol lilyl e dlaa S 5il5 s ppasil ) il esdiind el
5: almost always Ll
4: frequently <Y Qe 4
3:sometimes & 5Y) (an
2: occasionally B R
1: never @)
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_ I'find it hard to repeat because I don’t understand a portion of some sentences I heard.
Jasll e o 3 pedl ol Y Bale ) A g cian g
_____Ifind it hard to repeat because some sentences are too long to remember.
S e oSl Al 5 Al sl Jaadl (any (Y Bale Y1 34 sam Ciaa
_____Ifind it hard to repeat because | have a hard time reproducing some grammar/structure.
e:\.c‘){\@m}uaa_ah}m\)sﬂume:b\@hwmjupljguy
_____Ifind it hard to repeat because | have a hard time pronouncing some vocabulary words.
sale Yl (4 saa a5 il Gany (shai A Leae U5 Cgal 5 Y
____Ifind it hard to repeat because | remember the main idea of the sentence but forget the
exact wording or the details of it.
Bale ) 4 sraa Cian s Lebualds o) ppaailly LS s S Al s 1 5 Sal) S Y
I find it hard to repeat because | speak too slow to repeat the sentence yithin the given

time.
G
Other. Please elaborate
g LAl S 13
5. In this repetition task, which is more challenging to you, understagéing the sent repeating

the sentence? Why?

Regarding Your English Language Ability 4]
6. Based on your own assessment, how would you rate
febial g LinY) s g ¢
5: Excellent jtice
4: Good x>
3: Average L sic
2: Fair J se
1: Needs improvement (pail 4a
7. Please use the following scale you can perform the following tasks in English.
4y 58 I elal e 3 sl o juia apid ) Gulal alasiul s )
not at all difficult 3oLy e S
slightly difficult Sl 4ea
somewhat dlfflcult L Jdma
quite diffic

5:
4:
3:
2:
1

adati)

__ I can understand a voice message from the airlines about changes to a flight schedule.
Al ae ge daant g Gl ehall Ja gl (e 4 gaa Al pgh aadaiad
____ I can understand short presentations about famous people in history.
Ly U5 e agd alaidl e Caais jual g se agh aakiin
____ | can understand an interview with a famous person, such as a rock star, politician, or
actor.Jies sl (oulas sl ¢ Jra Jin b ) seiia dpadl aa Alilia agh gplainl

I can understand a group leader’s justification for protesting a cut in programs.

el (el e (al e V) Jsa e senall (saal LULLSL)A?M\).\)J\NA@L.M\

___lcanunderstand a speech on a historical period. A 4, i dds Jsa ) sn Gl agh aulainl
____lcan understand the plot and cultural implications of oral narratives such as folk and fairy
tales. sbalud) 5 Al (aialllS 4 sl CllSal A8EN el 5 (aaill agd aodaiul
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8. Based on your own assessment, how would you rate your overall speaking skills?

Vﬂgﬂuﬂ\ﬁjwwuﬁ‘dyﬂ\ﬂ\wgmﬁd\ﬂ%éc Pk

5: Excellent jties

4: Goodx

3: Averageb sic

2: Faird sas

1: Needs improvement (sl dalsy
9. Please use the following scale to rate how well you can perform the following tasks.

Ay alai) Al A W) ool e Ay salll o jaie il ) el aladia) s )l

not at all difficults>aY! e dma cul
slightly difficult> dea
somewhat difficultle 3~ )
quite difficultlxs dxa
extremely difficult 4 small 4l
___lcansay hello and goodbye. &=l &l of asdai
____lcan introduce myself and provide basic personal information
w\éuﬂuéhbwﬁﬁgﬁu\
I can ask for directions to a place. ¢ ofSw elail e Jlad
___ I can make a reservation.l ) sas el ja) aadainl
___lcan give reasons for my preferences. 3 5iaY¥ g
___ I cantalk about my family history. il & )G ge
___ I can explain how life has changed since | wafla g respond to questions on the
topic.
g sasall 138 Joa Jan g ) ALY e o)l o
___lcan discuss future plans, such as wh
few years.cu 8l Jisivaadl A& Jadl o)) & ) 13 s Siae
__ I canusually defend my views4

I can put forth and react to o
Aol CLElal o) sakas \Saf

Plia 3l pal (e ) gl
ant to live and what | will be doing in the next
b ol Jie bl Jalad ds8lie aaki)

) 0 oe g laall Ll apdain)

dvocate a point of view that is not necessarily my
OWN. Alna 3 S8 Jlary daiie 42l e\dé.ﬁu\ @L’.’m\

Regarding Your History of Learning th8 #h Language  4oaladl) aadll alad 8 el Uy lady Laid
. : feln it L

art to learn Endflish? (years old)

flei s &l jac oS 04 laiy) Aall) lad sl e

tal have you studied English at school? (years)

Lle e, 93 ey Al alad Sy e die

Ived in an English-speaking country? o No o Yes (if YES, see below)
LSl iy il 131) /a0, pulaiy) Al Gaaaty aly B e 5l ()5 05 e o

(S
(name of the country) for (week/month/year)
Bl
I have been to (name of the country) for (week/month/year)

5. Use the following scale to rate how often you hear or use English in your daily life?
e s 4 sl Aall claladinn) ol Slelaind 3ae apdl ) Guliall  eadin)
5: almost always Lila
4: frequently Lile
3: sometimes L)
2: occasionally .l
1: never &l
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