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Abstract

This study aimed to investigate the differences between the Iranian EFL learners’ quality of speaking
performance across genders. To this purpose, the use of formative and summative feedback among 40
female and 40 male EFL learners of a language institute in Tabriz, Iran, was examined employing a
guasi-experimental method. A pre-test and post-test method were applied to the two groups of language
learners to investigate the results of the feedback, and an independent t-test and a double-test method
were used to analyze the amount of effectiveness of each of the feedback methods under investigation.
The obtained results showed that both genders had a fairly close speaking performance. This finding
implies that EFL teachers can adopt summative and formative feedback in order to enhance EFL learners’
speaking performance.
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INTRODUCTION
In every language, reading, listening, and
speaking are considered crucial aspects. This is
true in English. However, to be fluent, speaking
skills are paramount important. Harmer (2007,
p.284) states that speaking presupposes both
knowledges of linguistics features and infor-
mation processing ability and language “on the
spot”. Nunan (cited in Kayi, 2006) considers
speaking as using the language quickly and
confidently with few unnatural hesitations.
Therefore, speaking is the ability to produce
language and exchange ideas. Using Jack
Richards’ (2008) words, speaking skill skills
be defined as conveying messages verbally
from one person to another.

Efrizal (2012), and Pourhosein Gilakjani
(2016) mentioned that speaking is considered
of paramount importance to people to interact
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since they speak everywhere and every day.
It is the means to communicate ideas and
messages orally. If students are encouraged to
communicate in English, they should use the
language in real communication.

Speaking it not meant merely uttering the
words through the mouth. However, it means to
convey ideas through words. Speaking skill is
often ignored in some classes. Learners are not
given enough opportunities either inside the
classes or outside to speak English and it does
not occupy an important part of teachers’ exams.
EFL Learners need lots of practice to learn to
speak. They can develop their speaking skill via
listening and repeating. Learners can be given
some structures and asked to repeat them to
remove their learners’ shyness. As Bashir
Azeem and Dogar, (2011) mention, short
questions and short dialogues can be used in
the classrooms to develop EFL learners’

speaking skill
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One of the most principal problems in
language classes is the lack of exposure to the
target input. Language learner does not have
enough opportunity to practice and improve
speaking skills outside the classroom. To im-
prove speaking skills, teachers should supply
different opportunities in the classroom to help
students enhance their speaking skills of the
technique that teachers can use is reforming
feedback. If there is no such feedback in class-
rooms, there would not be effective teaching
(Hesami, 2013). Oral Corrective Feedback is a
reactive move to make the learner attend to the
grammatical accuracy of an utterance that
someone has said (Sheen, 2007). Yoshida
(2008) has argued that feedback is a response
given either by a teacher or another learner to
an inappropriate language item, by giving a
clue for repairing or reformulating the form.

Regarding the importance of teachers’
feedback on learners’ learning, this study
aims to investigate the impact of teacher
feedback (formative feedback and summative
feedback) on improving the quality of language
learners’ speaking, besides recognizing the
most effective feedback (formative feedback
and summative feedback) as an important
tool to improve speaking skills of the learners
and also to recognize the differences between
the performances of either of the sexes, if there
exist such differences. Speaking is known as a
crucial aspect of learning a foreign language
and development in learning a language is
measured through speaking performance
(Kazemi & Abbasian, 2019). Hinkel (2005)
stated that the teacher has a critical role in help-
ing students to achieve higher levels of success
and knowledge gain in using English. The
teacher can help learners to improve their
learning through feedback. The feedback
utilized by teachers in teaching the English
language can be formative and summative
(Hinkel, 2005).

Regarding gender differences in foreign
language learning, Viriya and Sapsirin (2014)
believe that male learners tend to be visual
while female learners are auditory. Further-
more, as Natsir et al. (2016) put male and female
learners have their learning styles relating to
their abilities. Gender has also been considered

an important affective factor playing a funda-
mental role in foreign language learning (Zoghi
et al., 2013). According to Zoghi et al. (2013),
females and males differ in terms of cognitive
ability and learning style. In addition, Zafar and
Meenakshi (2012) add that gender is one of the
influential causes of differences in language
learning. Thus, language and gender contribute
greatly to the learning process since male and
female learners have different abilities affecting
their progress in foreign language learning.

In addition, taking into account gender
differences in speaking English, some scholars
state that females are in a better position than
males. Smith and Wilhelm (2002) state that
female learners are more active and have better
performance than male learners. Moreover,
according to the Education Alliance (2007),
females outperformed their male counterparts
in reading, speaking, and writing. Similar to
this study, Boyle (1987, as cited by Qian,
2015), conducted research on Hong Kong
students’ (233 females and 233 males) English
learning, and realized that the females’ English
performances were nearly ten times higher than
those of males, Ismiati (2013) found out that
there male and female English learners are
significantly different in English speaking
skill. The research was performed at East Java,
Indonesia, in the seventh grade. The results of
her studies showed that male and female stu-
dents are significantly different in their result of
English-speaking skill. The total score of female
students (%74.03) was higher than those of the
male students (%64.42). Consequently, the
female learners were in a better position in
English speaking skills compared to the male
learners. Halimah (2010) in a study at Semarang,
Indonesia, concluded that female learners re-
ceived a higher score than male learners, in
which the average scores were 47.5 and 43.1 for
females and males, respectively.

Moreover, the researchers in Banda Aceh,
Indonesia concluded that the male learners
actively and confidently answered to questions
in the teaching-learning situation, were more
active in tasks, guessed a lot, and called out
answers when they got the speaking tasks.
However, the female learners were more anxious
and passive in their performance. The results of
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this study contradict the findings of the previous
research who claimed that female learners per-
formed better than male learners. The present
study was carried out to elicit the attitudes of
EFL teachers towards the use of formative and
summative feedback as important tools to
promote their students’ speaking skills, and it
was carried out in an English institute in Tabriz
(Dehkade-e-Jahani) in 2019.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Behavior psychologists are among the very first
group of scholars to believe in feedback power
as a stimulating effect (Black & Wiliam, 1998;
Williams & Burden, 1997). Williams believes
that any reaction to an action someone does is a
type of feedback. Therefore, feedback can be
carried out through encouragement, opinion
proposal, or even silence. Kainvanpanah, Alavi
and Sepehrinia (2015) state that teachers’
reluctance to correct learners’ mistakes might
be contributed to their presupposition one of the
learners’ reaction to being corrected. They real-
ized that about 22% of the Iranian instructors
being interviewed believed their learners hate
being corrected and 33% thought instructors
should not correct learners’ errors. Contrary to
this, the students did not mention that they hate
being corrected at all and in fact, anticipated
even more feedback and corrections from the
instructors.

Richards (2003) mentions that EFL learners
evaluated their achievements in language
learning and consider the effect of the English
lessons to enhance their speaking ability.
Therefore, five vital components contribute
to students’ proficiency in English speaking
skills, including: pronunciation, vocabulary,
grammar, fluency, and comprehension. The
first component of speaking is pronunciation.
Boyer (2002) states that pronunciation is an
important component of a speaking ability.
Moreover, pronunciation is a crucial means in
speaking skill since it determines whether the
addressee comprehension is spoken or not. If
learners mispronounce the words, the meaning
will be changed and the listener will not per-
ceive the meaning. Thus, pronouncing English
sound correctly is a very crucial aspect of the
speaking ability.

The second component is vocabulary. Ac-
cording to Hatch and Brown (2001), vocabulary
is words of a language or a list of words that
speakers of language use. In every normal life,
the choice either in spoken or written form is of
great importance. Vocabulary is a fundamental
aspect of language acquisition, particularly in
foreign language learning. To enhance student
communication abilities, the learner ought to
enrich their vocabulary because vocabulary is
fundamental for learning any language text
component is grammar. Every language has its
own system and the grammatical rules are
different. Grammar is the rules of language to
produce appropriate grammatical sentences.
According to Brown (2000), grammar consists
of a system of rules which governs the appro-
priate arrangement and relationship of words in
both spoken and written language. Furthermore,
Locke (2013) mentions that vocabulary is
unlimited and grammatical system is complex.
The next component of language is fluency.
Fluency is the ability to speak at a normal speed
without unusual pauses. Pfauwadel (1986)
states “a speaker is fluent when he speaks eas-
ily, with smooth onsets and transitions, and at a
relatively rapid clip” (as cited in Zellner, 1994,
p. 48). Furthermore, eloquence in a language
would help the addressee to grasp the meaning
of the message, and if the learner speaks do not
speak at a normal speed, the communication
would not be successful. That is, if the learner
speaks too quickly, comprehending the conver-
sation would be difficult for the addressee.

The final component of a language is com-
prehension. Comprehension can be considered
as understanding the meaning of spoken or
written language. According to Richards and
Schmidt (2010), comprehension can be defined
as the realization of the meaning in language. It
is safe to conclude that the ability to understand
the message is an important factor to realize
the proficiency level of the learner in a foreign
language.

Urrutia and Vega (2010) state that learners’
spoken performance was affected by limited
vocabulary knowledge, poor self-confidence,
and fear of being contemned. In addition, it was
argued that learners’ collaboration, self-confi-
dence, vocabulary knowledge, and the class
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environment heartened the learners improve
their speaking abilities. Prieto (2007) unre-
searched cooperative learning tasks. The results
of their study demonstrated that one way to
develop speaking ability is interaction with
others, learning from peers, and choice of tcs d
on the learners’ likes and dislikes.

Bozorgian (2012) studied the correlation
between listening skills and other language
skills. The findings showed that listening com-
prehension is closely correlated to language
proficiency. To put it in another way, the higher
the listening performance, the higher the speaking
performance. Lukitasari (2003) investigated
how learners use strategies to overcome their
speaking problems. The findings showed that
some of the difficulties learners come across in
speaking classes including low participation,
and interference from first lathe nguage. She
also concluded that learners did not improve
their speaking ability since they had not devel-
oped three components of speaking called
vocabulary, grammar, and pronunciation.

Many studies have compared formative
feedback with summative feedback (Bloom &
others, 1971; Gezer, Sunkur, & Sahin, 2014;
Yaghoobi & Mashhadi, 2013; Abdullayeva,
2016; Ozdemir & Ozkan, 2017). Results of
these studies show a direct and almost high cor-
relation between these two types of feedback.
Also, the results of some research ( Fuchs,
Fuchs, Hamlett, Walz, & Germann, 1993;
Fuchs, Hamlett, & Stecker, 1991; Stecker,
Fuchs, & Fuchs, 2005; Fletcher, Lyon, Fuchs,
& Barnes, 2018) show that formative feedback
receivers have had a better performance in
learning a target language compared to those
who have not received any formative feedback.

Research Questions

Based on what was stated above, in the present
study the following research questions and
hypotheses were addressed:

RQ1: Does formative feedback affect the
speaking performance of EFL learners?

RQ2: Does summative feedback affect the
speaking performance of EFL learners?

RQs: Which kind of feedback is more effec-
tive on the performance of EFL learners?

Hi: Formative feedback affects the speaking
performance of EFL learners.

H.: Summative feedback is more effective on
the speaking performance of EFL learners.

Hs;: Formative feedback and summative
feedback equally affect the speaking perfor-
mance of EFL learners.

METHOD

Design of the Study

To investigate feedback concerning the
speaking performance of language learners
regarding both sexes, a quasi-experimental
method was employed.

Participants

The participants of this study included male and
female students in an English institute named
Dehkade-e-Jahani in Tabriz in 2019. They were
selected from among the inhabitants of
Baghmisheh and Valiasr townships in Tabriz
whose native language was mainly Turkish,
with some exceptions whose native language
was Persian. They were mostly high school
students who attended a private institute to
learn English as a foreign language. 80 lan-
guage learners (whose language proficiency
performance in PET was average to high and
were ready to cooperate with the researchers)
formed the statistical population of the present
research were chosen as our sample using a ran-
dom method.

Instruments

To analyze the collected data, first a normality
test was conducted by the researcher. Kolmo-
gor’s Smirnov normality test was employed to
find out how normal the distribution of data
was. Second, a homogeneity test was adminis-
tered to determine the variance in the data. We
calculated the average score or the mean in the
second stage. Then, we analyzed the pre-test
and post-test results from both experimental
groups to obtain the mean score from each test.
The final stage was testing the hypotheses using
a t-test.

Procedures
The research was carried out by the regular
institute teachers who taught in the institute and
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the author of the paper was monitoring the
activity being carried out through regular
checks of the classes and through administering
the tests in the institute with the help of each
class teacher. This study was done during a
term in the institute mentioned above and it
took about two months. A speaking rubric
adapted from Brown (2000) was employed to
measure students’ scores during the pre-test and
post-test test activities. The measured elements
of speaking were fluency, vocabulary, grammar,
pronunciation, and comprehensibility. The
speaking performance of the students was the
dependent variable, while students’ proficiency
level was the independent variable. The level of
students was considered as a control variable
and using the class teachers to carry out the
study was considered a moderator variable.

Also, the time and place of taking the tests at
the start and end of the project were noticed as
confounding variables which caused some
problems in the scores gained. To have reliable
results, one researcher and a colleague exam-
ined the speaking performance of each student.
Each student was given a score based on
Brown’s rubric for speaking by each evaluator.
Cohen’s Kappa statistic was employed to
measure the inter-rater reliability, ranging from
-0.1to +1.0.

RESULTS

To study the normality of the distribution of the
data collected from both groups of formative
and summative feedback in both the pre-test
and post-test test the Shapiro-Wilk test was
used. The results are presented in Tablel below.

Table 1
The Shapiro-Wilk tests for speaking performance of FFG and SFG
. Shapiro-Wilk
Variable Groups Statistic af Sig.
Speaking Pre-test Formative Feedback Group .96 40 .16
Summative Feedback Group 90 40 .09
Speaking Post-test Formati\_/e Feedback Group .98 40 19
Summative Feedback Group 1.12 40 .26

As it is inferred from Table 1, the results
of Shapiro-Wilk tests display that the data
collected from the FFG and SFG participants
in the pre-test and post-test were normally
distributed (p > 0.05).

Answering Research Questions

Table 2
The descriptive statistics for of FFG

The first research question was about examining
the effect of EFL teachers’ feedback (formative or
summative) on EFL learners’ speaking perfor-
mance. A within-group analysis was run inde-
pendently, and then the speaking performances of
learners in this group were compared in pre-test
and post-test.

Variables Mean N Std. Deviation  Std. Error Mean
Speaking Performance Pre-test 148.18 40 5.82 .92
Post-test 156.00 40 3.31 52
bul Pre-test 2.85 40 1.23 19
Vocabulary Post-test 4.00 40 87 13
Al Pre-test 2.78 40 1.02 .16
uency Post-test 385 20 80 kP,
G Pre-test 2.38 40 1.21 19
rammar Post-test 410 20 84 13
Pronunciation Pre-test 2.73 40 1.08 A7
Post-test 3.85 40 73 A1
Comprehension Pre-test 2.65 40 112 17
Post-test 3.90 40 .98 15
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The descriptive statistics of the speaking per-
formance of FFG participants are shown in Table
2. As can be seen, the speaking performance of FFG
members, with all its aspects including vocabulary,

fluency, grammar, pronunciation, and compre-
hension, has increased from the pre-test to the
post-test. To see whether these increases in scores
are statistically significant, the t-tests were run.

Table 3

The paired-sample t-test results for FFG

Variables Mean StZégg\(ji;ilzfr? ren;te;. Error Mean t f (2-'[Sa:$igléd)
Speaking Pre-test-Post-test -7.82 4.60 12 -10.74 39 .00
Vocabulary -1.15 1.18 18 -6.11 39 .00
Fluency -1.07 1.40 22 -4.84 39 .00
Grammar -1.72 1.56 24 -6.95 39 .00
Pronunciation -1.12 1.20 19 -5.91 39 .00
Comprehension -1.25 1.00 15 -7.85 39 .00

As Table 3 shows, FFG learners’ speaking
performance, with all its aspects of vocabulary,
fluency, grammar, pronunciation, and compre-
hension, has significantly improved (p <.05). In
other words, giving formative feedback by EFL
teachers significantly improved EFL learners’
speaking performance.

Table 4
The descriptive statistics of SFG

Regarding the second research question,
“Does summative feedback affect speaking per-
formance of language learners considerably?” a
within-group analysis was run independently
and using the t-test, and then the speaking perfor-
mances of learners in this group were compared
in pre-test and post-test, as shown in Table 4 below.

Variables Mean N Std. Deviation  Std. Error Mean
Speaking Performance Pre-test 149.35 40 6.53 1.03
peaxing Post-test 15218 20 5.07 80

Pre-test 2.68 40 1.32 21
Vocabulary

Post-test 3.38 40 .89 14

Pre-test 2.63 40 1.03 .16
Fluency Post-test 3.08 40 76 12

Pre-test 2.60 40 1.17 .18
Grammar Post-test 3.23 40 86 13

Pre-test 2.75 40 1.17 .18
Pronunciation

Post-test 3.18 40 .87 13

Pre-test 2.45 40 1.06 .16
Comprehension

Post-test 3.05 40 1.17 .18

Table 4 displays the descriptive statistics
of the speaking performance of SFG partici-
pants. Their speaking performance, in all its
aspects, indicated an increase from the pre-

test to the post-test. To see whether such
an increase is significant statistically, the
paired-samples t-test was employed (Ta-
ble5).
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Table 5

The paired-sample t-test Results for SFG

. Paired Differences Sig.

Variables Mean  Std. Deviation  Std. Error Mean f (2-tailed)
Speaking Pre-test-Post-test -2.82 4.40 .69 -405 39 .000
Vocabulary -70 1.28 20 -344 39 .001
Fluency -.45 71 A1 -398 39 .000
Grammar -.62 .89 14 -4.40 39 .000
Pronunciation -42 1.05 16 -2.53 39 .015
Comprehension -.60 1.29 .20 -292 39 .006

Findings in Table 5 show that SFG mem-
bers’ speaking performance showed a signifi-
cant improvement (p < .05). That is, giving
summative feedback by EFL teachers signifi-
cantly developed EFL learners’ speaking ability.

To answer the third research question:
“Which formative feedback or summative feed-
back affects the speaking performance of lan-

ANCOVA (analysis of covariance) was run,
controlling for any possible intervening effect
of the pre-test. The results of Levene’s test, as
an assumption of ANCOVA besides normality
of distribution, showed that error variances for
learners’ speaking performance post-test as the
dependent variable were equal (p > .05). The
related descriptive statistics can be found below

guage learners in Iran more?” a one-way (Table 6).
Table 6
Descriptive statistics of ANCOVA
Groups Mean Std. Deviation N
Formative Feedback G. 156.00 3.31 40
Summative Feedback G. 152.18 5.07 40
Total 154.09 4.67 80

As shown in Table 6, the FFG’s mean score
was found to be 156.00+3.31, and that of SFG
was 152.18+5.07, indicating FFG gained a higher

speaking score than its counterpart. To see
whether this difference in speaking performance
was significant, an ANCOVA was run (Table 7).

Table 7

The results of ANCOVA

Source Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. Partial Eta Squared
Speaking Pre-test 673.70 1 673.70 68.25 .00 A7
Treatment 380.70 1 380.70 38.56 .00 33

Error 760.06 77 9.87

Total 1901163.00 80

According to Table 7, FFG and SFG are significantly different in speaking performance.

Table 8

Results of covariance analysis between formative feedback and summative feedback groups regarding the

isolated 5 speaking performance dimensions

Sum of . Partial Eta
Source Squares df Mean Square F Sig. Squared
Vocabulary Pre-test 951 1 9.51 14.12 0.00 0.155
Treatment 6.63 1 6.63 9.84 0.02 0.113
Error 51.86 77 0.674
Total 1157 80
Fluency Pre-test 341 1 341 591 0.017 0.017
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Treatment 11.02 1 11.02 19.09 0.00 0.199
Error 44.45 77 0.577

Total 1157 80

Grammar Pre-test 3.64 1 3.64 5.29 0.024 0.064
Treatment 16.62 1 16.62 24.17 0.039

Error 52.93 77 .687

Total 1145 80

Pronunciation Pre-test 6.33 1 6.33 10.94 0.001 0.124
Treatment 9.28 1 9.28 16.04 0.000 0.172
Error 44.54 77 0.578

Total 1047 80

Comprehension 16.94 1 16.94 17.50 0.000 0.185
Pre-test

Treatment 11.59 1 11.59 11.97 0.001 0.135
Error 74.55 77 0.968

Total 1072 80

The data in Table 8 represent the results of
covariance tests between formative feedback
and summative feedback groups regarding
vocabulary, fluency, grammar, pronunciation,
and comprehension. Results showed that in all
aspects mentioned, formative feedback has had
a more meaningful effect than summative
feedback.

Taking into account the results of the speaking
test and regarding the fourth research question:
“Qa: Which of male or female learners of
English have a better speaking performance of
language in Iran?”. it was found that, the female
EFL learners did not outperform the male EFL
learners in speaking ability. There were slight
differences in the marks, in which the female
EFL learners obtained higher marks than the
male EFL learners. Nevertheless, when the
speaking test was administered to both male
and female students, it was found that nearly all
of the male EFL learners were more confident,
in vocabulary, grammar, and fluency. Yet, the
female EFL learners inconsiderably outper-
formed in comprehension and pronunciation.

Considering the pronunciation component,
female EFL learners obtained higher marks
than male ones. From the individual marks,
only one male EFL learner received an ‘excel-
lent” mark in pronunciation, but the other male
EFL learners received merely ‘good’ scores.
Therefore, two female EFL learners achieved
‘excellent’ scores, but the other EFL learners
received ‘good’ scores. Furthermore, the result
demonstrated that some EFL learners having an

average value of ‘good’ marks had problems
with pronunciation, particularly in producing
the sounds or the English vocabulary in speaking.
Considering vocabulary use, only two female
EFL learners who were asked to describe the
picture of basic, personal, and survival tools
had poor vocabulary. However, half of the male
students had difficulties in using the relevant
vocabulary to describe the tools, they tended to
directly translate from their first language, or
mix both languages (Persian and English). The
rest of the male students could produce the
language with sufficient words.

Regarding the components of grammar,
comprehension, and fluency, the female learners
were in a better position. Even though the range
of marks between the male and female learners
varied slightly, the result of this study demon-
strated that the results were statistically sig-
nificant because the t-test was lower than the
t-table (1.67<1.72). Therefore, the null hypoth-
esis is accepted. Similar to these findings, the
research by Halimah (2010), Miami (2013),
and Qian (2015) also found similar results.
The gist of these studies was that female
learners outperformed male learners in speaking
ability, although they differed in their levels
from major to minor.

DISCUSSION

This study has dealt with investigating the
impact of one of the key responsibilities of
English instructors, i.e., feedback using forma-
tive or summative methods. This responsibility
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of English teachers refers to identifying the
mistakes of language learners and presenting
criticisms, directions, and suggestions to en-
hance language learners’ speaking. Therefore,
an English teacher is responsible to use the tar-
get language and the proper way of speaking in
it regarding the elements of speaking through
appropriate feedback (formative and summative)
to make sure of improvement in the process of
learning and stimulate language learners to
establish communications with others. In this
way, the English teacher can help learners in
resolving speaking problems and revise the
mistakes in the target language.

An important message for teacher training
programs, particularly, continuous teacher edu-
cation is that they need support in making more
complicated decisions relating to corrective
feedback in speaking (Busch 2010; Mackey et
al. 2004). Vésquez and Harvey (2010,p.421)
believe that after considering the cognitive as-
pects of corrective feedback in teacher training
programs and the factors involved in producing
effective learning through feedback, teachers
reconsidered their practice leading to “a decreased
emphasis on the affective dimension of error
correction, and a more sophisticated under-
standing of corrective feedback, as well as an
appreciation for the relationship between
corrective feedback, student uptake, and error
type”. This emphasizes the fact that teacher
training programs are practice-based, as real-
ized by Ball and Forzani (2009), who focused
both on the results of studies on how to produce
efficient learning also on the obstacles (and lim-
itations) of implementation. To put it in another
way, it would be effective if scholars take into
account the role of affective and practical
classroom factors in considering the ways
learners are involved with and use feedback
produced (Pawlak, 2014).

The results of this study are in line with
those reported by Rahimi and Zhang (2014). In
their research, the subjects (learners) signifi-
cantly favored receiving frequent corrective
feedback in English conversation classes
when the purpose, significance, and types of
corrective feedback were clear to them (Rahimi
& Zhang, 2014). It is worth mentioning that
there is a consensus considering the need for

corrective feedback across different language
proficiencies. Rahimi and Zhang (2014) stated
that the learners expressed positive attitudes
towards corrective feedback in English conver-
sation classes when they knew the aims, im-
portance, and kinds of corrective feedback at the
beginning of the course. Most of the previous
studies reported that almost all corrector in
classroom settings is teachers (Van Lier, 1988;
Yang et al, 2006; Allwright et al, 1991; Ellis,
2008; Hyland & Hyland, 2006).

CONCLUSION

The results demonstrated that there was a
significant difference between the deployment
of formative feedback compared to the imple-
mentation of summative feedback for teaching
speaking skills. This proposes that although the
use of formative feedback or summative feed-
back could help students develop their speaking
abilities, the implementation of formative feed-
back by the teachers is preferred to the use of
summative feedback because all the aspects
of speaking evaluated enhanced to a higher
degree. Considering the results of this study, it
is recommended that EFL teachers ought to re-
member and practice eliminating gender bias in
EFL classes and allocate the time in the class to
all student learners to build self-confidence,
overcome the anxiety and fear of making mis-
takes, and further encourage students to be active
in class to express their beliefs and thoughts,
and in English classes. It is suggested that English
teachers should use the combination of feed-
back (formative as well as summative), in
speaking classes specifically, as a supportive
learning facilitator.

The findings can urge EFL teachers to pro-
mote EFL learners' speaking performance
with the aid of summative and formative feed-
back. To achieve such goals, EFL teachers are
recommended to customize different types of
feedback to find the most appropriate model
based on their learners’ requirements and incli-
nations. Along with feedback, teachers should
be sensitive to providing different types of ac-
tivities and assignments by interestingly modi-
fying them to diminish students’ anxiety and
stress. This will make the activities more acces-
sible to a wider range of learners, particularly

br
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introverts. Taking the results of this study into ac-
count, EFL syllabus designers and curriculum de-
velopers may also be persuaded to adapt English
textbooks and other instructional resources for ef-
fective implementation of the summative and
formative feedback techniques in EFL class-
rooms.
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