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This study investigates to what extend do teachers of English as a school subject
(ESS) in Saudi schools follow recommendations and guidelines suggested by
language testing specialists in developing tables of specifications and preparing
blueprints to their formative and summative language tests. To answer the study
questions, a thirteen-statement Likert-scale questionnaire was developed and
validated. The questionnaire was completed by 199 female and male ESS teachers
in Saudi schools with different years of experience who teach ESS in public and
private schools to intermediate and high school level students. The results
indicated that the study participants rarely follow the recommended guidelines in
preparing their test specifications and blueprints. It was also found that the
participants usually prepare their tests without prior planning. They do not specify
in advance language skills and elements they are going to include in their tests or
the scoring methods they are going to follow. Language elements that lend
themselves to be tested have the priority. Significant differences among the
participants according to gender, years of experience, school types the participants
work for and the level they teach were found and reported. The study is concluded
with recommendations that might be helpful to in-service ESS teachers.
Keywords: tables of specifications, blueprints, test constructions, formative language
tests, summative language test
INTRODUCTION
Forty years ago, Spolsky in his description of the pre-scientific period in the history of
language testing wrote: "During this period, and in this approach, language tests are
clear the business of language teachers, or, in more formal situations, of language
teachers promoted or specially appointed as examiner. No special expertise is required:
if a person knows how to teach, it is to be assumed that he can judge the proficiency of
his students" (1978:5). Spolsky was describing an era in the history of language testing
that preceded the time of his writing. He might be referring to the 1940s and 1950s of
the last century. Unfortunately, forty years after Spolsky's writing, the same
misconception is prevalent. It is a common belief that a good classroom teacher is a
good test developer. Besides, the lack of rigorous analyses of test items and students'
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scores on tests written by teachers and/or in-house developed assessment procedures has
deepened this misconception. Students may pass or fail the test without consideration of
test psychometrics and/or test item analyses. With the wide spread of teacher made tests
in almost all schools and universities and with the common utilization of these tests in
all educational stages and for all purposes, there is a need to reconsider the statement
that anyone who could teach could also accurately assess her/his students' achievement
and proficiency. It is rare that test items are considered by teachers after they report their
students' scores. Bad items or malfunctioning alternatives and options are overlooked.
With the importance given to test results developed by classroom teachers, investigating
the ways teachers usually follow to construct their tests becomes necessary. We could
claim that any testing situation consists of at least three related phases: the pre-testing
phase, the testing phase and the post-testing phase. The pre-testing phase consists of
three ordered stages. In the first stage, test developers prepare a list of items they will
include in their tests. These test items are usually derived from course objectives,
teaching syllabi and/or instruction goals. This stage is referred to as writing test
specification tables blueprint preparations. The stage that follows is the stage of actual
test writing; then the moderation stage comes as the last stage in this phase. The scope of
this paper is limited to the first stage of the pre-testing phase: the stage of writing and
preparing test specification tables and blueprints. The aim of this paper is to investigate
how classroom teachers of English as a school subject (ESS) in Saudi schools, who are
also test developers, deal with this stage of test preparation. Their practices will be
compared to the guidelines and recommendations suggested by language testing
specialists. At the end, it is hoped that the actual practices of classroom teachers would
reveal how teacher-made tests are written. The practices that agree with or contradict the
recommendations and suggestions of language testing specialists would help in drawing
the attention to the behaviours that would be reinforced and those that would be
modified. In other words, it is hoped that the real practices of ESS teachers while
constructing their language tests (reality) meet the standards and guidelines of language
testing specialists (expectations). It is an investigation of reality and expectations.
REVIEW OF SELECTED LITERATURE
Preparing a table or tables of test specifications is sometimes referred to as test
blueprints (Downing, 2006; Stuart-Hamilton, 2007; Seo & Jong, 2015; Ali, 2016, to
name just a few). A subtle difference between the two terms might be claimed as
follows: "Test specifications provide guidelines for item writers...on what content may
be tested and how items must be written. These specifications lead to test blueprints that
outline test design and the number of questions to be tested in each score reporting
category" (Oregon Department of Education, 2016, p. 1). It seems that writing test
specifications is a prerequisite to preparing blueprints. First, a test developer decides on
language elements s/he wants to include in the test; then the actual writing of test items,
their numbers, the scoring procedures that are going to be used and test divisions are
issues related to blueprinting. A blueprint is a first draft that test developers are going to
consider and, if necessary, modify to reach the final version of the test. In this paper, the
use of one term entails the other, unless otherwise stated.
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Stuart-Hamilton (2007:266) defined test specifications as "[the] collection of factors
which a test is intended to measure". Noveanu (2015:84) contended that
"...specifications refer to the design of a plan that is used to develop the assessment
indicating the main features to be covered". Champagne (2015) provided a similar
definition. She stated, "[test] specifications include the relative emphasis the different
components of science knowledge and understanding will receive, the kinds of items
(selected and constructed response items, hands-on) that will be used, and the content of
the background material that will be surveyed" Champagne (2015:88). Alderson, et al.
(1995) provided a more accessible definition. They claimed that "A test's specifications
provide the official statement about what the test tests and how it tests it" (Alderson,
Clapham, and Wall, 1995:9). If these definitions, and many more, are considered, test
specifications might be operationally defined as a list, table of content and/or a prior
plan that should include, but not limited to, details on language elements/components to
be included in the language test, in addition to the total points allocated, the total
number of items to be included, test duration, the proposed testing techniques to be used
and the scoring methods. The factors when deciding on particular vocabulary and
specifying language skills/elements and/or certain grammatical rules to be included in a
language test are the backbone of test specifications.
At this stage of test development, a test developer does not need to specify the actual
test items. For example, a classroom teacher decides to assess her students'
comprehension of the present progressive tense. At the stage of writing test
specifications, the teacher clearly outlines the number of items she is going to write to
assess this grammatical element (for instance, three items), the points she will allocate to
each testing item (2 points) and the test format she is going to use (multiple choice
format).
A blueprint, according to Bachman & Palmer (1996:90) "Consists of characteristics
pertaining to the structure, or over all generalization, of the test, along with test task
specifications for each task type to be included. … A blueprint … describes how actual
test tasks are to be constructed, and how these tasks are to be arranged to form the test."
Downing (2006:9) provided a clearer definition where he stated that " A test blueprint
defines and precisely outlines the number (or proportion) of test questions to be
allocated to each major and minor content area and how many (what proportion) of
these questions will be designed to assess specific cognitive knowledge levels"
[emphasis in the original]. Similar views on blueprints were also stated in the literature
(for example, Van Dyk & Weideman, 2004; East, 2015; Foote, 2015; Hinenoya &
Lyster, 2015; Nejad & Mahmoodi-Shahrebabaki, 2015; Van Dyk, 2015; Yaraki et al.,
2015; Beaulieu‐Jones & Proctor, 2016; Hiver & Al-Hoorie, 2016; Saadatnia et al.,
2016; Sims & Kunnan, 2016; Freeman, 2017) to name just a few.
Davidson and Lynch's model (2002) does not help much; and similar suggestions to
writing tables of specifications were given by Alderson et al. (1995), Zandi et al. (2014)
and Ali (2016), to mention a few. There is no single table of specifications that fits all
needs. In short, there should be a table of specification for each test section (Matlock &
Turner, 2016). A more comprehensive and detailed table of specifications may also
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include test setting and testees' score analyses. A blueprint might be operationally
defined as a detailed plan that includes lists of actual language elements to be included
in the test, in addition to specifying the number of test parts and their arrangement, the
points allocated to each part/item and a consideration of test setting and directions. It is
the first draft a test developer would develop and then revise as needed.
Tables of specifications are needed in the development of tests for all purposes, levels of
education and various disciplines. Fives & DiDonato-Barnes (2013) provided guidelines
which classroom teachers may find useful in developing in-class summative tests. Tables
of specifications are also needed in developing formative tests, quizzes and continuous
assessment. Besides, standardized tests that are administered to hundreds of thousands
of students are usually constructed according to predetermined tables of specifications
(Bay-Borellim et al., 2010; College Board, 2015; Schoenfeld, 2015; Embretson, 2016;
In’nami et al., 2016; Scholtz, 2017).
The use of test specifications produces tests of equal difficulty and discrimination.
Besides, their use would also increase test reliability, validity and practicality (Chase,
2007; Fives & DiDonato-Barnes, 2013; CoPo, 2015; Patil et al., 2015), test taking
strategies (Kashkouli et al., 2015) and grading consistency and strictness (Bonner,
2016). This does not only add to the importance of preparing tables of specification
before test construction, but also shows that the way a table of specification is developed
may alter students' scores. Hence, the step of preparing tables of consideration is crucial
since invalid and unreliable results may be obtained.
METHOD
The study design is a quantitative, quasi-experimental design where a 13-statement
Likert scale questionnaire was developed according to the suggestions and
recommendations of language test specialists pertinent to the preparation and
development of test specifications and blueprints (Taylor et al., 2016:202). The
participants' responses to the questionnaire statements were statistically analyzed and the
obtained results were reported.
Aims
The paper aimed to investigate how ESS teachers in Saudi schools develop their
formative and summative tests, with reference to the preparation of test specifications
and blueprints. Their practices in preparing their tables of specifications and blueprints
prior to the actual stage of test writing were explored and compared to the guidelines
and recommendations of language testing specialists reported in the literature. By
knowing their actual practices, it is hoped that positive practices will be reinforced and
negative ones will be modified.
Participants
199 ESS intermediate and high schools teachers in Saudi schools participated in the
study. They were 87 female teachers and 112 male teachers. 82 ESS teachers work in
public schools and 117 teachers are ESS teachers in private schools. The ESS teachers
in private schools composed 58.80% of the study sample. The participants were 60 male
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intermediate ESS teachers, 41 female intermediate ESS teachers, 52 male ESS high
school teachers and 46 female ESS high schools teachers. The participants were 76 ESS
teachers with less than 5 years of experience, 60 with 5 to 10 years of experience and 63
with more than 10 years of experience. 101 participants were ESS teachers in
intermediate schools; 98 participants were high school teachers of ESS. All participants
have a BA in English. Their ages ranged from 25 years to 53 years.
The questionnaire was distributed in April 2017. The study participants belonged to the
five educational offices of Riyadh Educational Zone. School selection was random. All
public and private intermediate and high schools in the five educational offices were
assigned numbers. Then 23 public schools and 23 private schools, a total of 46 schools
with 24 intermediate and 22 high schools, were drawn from the study population.
Although school selection was random, the participant selection follows convenience or
cluster sampling (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2009:98). It was hard, if not impossible, to
randomly select the participants. 300 questionnaires were distributed; 211 of them were
returned with a return percentage of 70.33%. 12 questionnaires were incomplete; hence,
they were discarded, leaving only 199 questionnaire for further analyses.
Data Collection Instruments
The study instrument was part of a large project to investigate the actual practices of
ESS in Saudi schools concerning the three phases of language test construction and
administration, namely, the pre-testing phase, the testing phase and the post-testing
phase. The participants were asked to complete the 13-statement Likert scale
questionnaire. The participants would respond to each statement by choosing whether
they “never”, “rarely”, “often”, “usually” or “always" practice the statement suggestion.
If a participant admitted that s/he has never practiced the statement suggestion, a value
of (1) was given to his/her response; 2 points were given to the response "rarely", 3
points to "often", 4 points to "usually" and 5 points to "always". A minimum score an
ESS teacher would have is 13 points and the maximum score is 65 points. This means
that a 65 point would indicate a total conformity with the suggestions of language test
specialists while developing and preparing test specifications and blueprints. A score of
13 may imply that the ESS teacher does not take into consideration necessary steps in
preparing test specifications and blueprints. The questionnaire was written in English;
and since the study participants are ESS teachers, there was no need to hand a translated
version (an Arabic version) of the questionnaire. There was no reverse item in the
questionnaire.
The validation of the study instrument went through two phases. First, the reliability of
the participants' responses was assessed using Cronbach's α statistic. Cronbach's α for
the specification and blueprint total was .886. When the reliability index for each
questionnaire statement was calculated, the reliability indices ranged from .664, the
reliability index of the first statement, to .862, the reliability index of the eighth
statement. The obtained reliability indices are considered acceptable (Gliem & Gliem,
2003:87; Lance et al., 2006:205). Three points are worth mentioning here. First, as
Spiliotopoulou (2009:150) claimed, "Low size of the coefficient alpha might not always
indicate problems with the construction of the tool; whereas large sizes do not always
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suggest adequate reliability." Second, Cronbach's α statistic is considered a conservative
reliability index (Cortina, 1993; Sijtsma, 2009); hence, it was used to get results that are
more reliable. Third as Cronbach's α is sensitive to sample size, the calculation of the
reliability indices for each group in the study may lead to false interpretation.
To ensure the questionnaire face and content validity, a panel of four professors in
applied linguistics were consulted. The study aims and the questionnaire were reviewed;
their comments and suggestions were taken into consideration. To assess the construct
validity of the study instrument, Pearson product-moment correlations, corrected for
item/total or part-whole overlap, were utilized. The obtained correlation indices ranged
from .577, the corrected correlation between the third statement and its total, to .855, the
corrected correlation between the first statement and its total. The statistical significance
of the corrected correlation indices ranged from moderate statistical significance to
strong statistical significance (Cox, 2014, p. 175).
Questions of the Study
The study sought to answer the following two question:
1- Do ESS teachers in Saudi schools prepare and develop test specifications and
blueprints in accordance with specialists' suggestions and recommendations before they
write or construct their formative and summative?
2- Would there by significant differences among the participants if the study four
independent variables, namely, gender, years of experience, school type and school
level, are considered?
FINDINGS
The analyses of the study will be divided into two parts. First, the analyses of the
questionnaire statements without consideration of the study four independent variables
will be undertaken. The results of these analyses would lead to the answer of the first
study question. Then in-depth analyses of each independent variable: the participants'
gender, years of experience, school type and school level, will be conducted with the
aim of answering the second question of the study.
Analyses of the total questionnaire scores
The means (M), standard deviations (SD), mode and standard error of the means (SEM)
of the participants' scores on the questionnaire as a whole regardless of the study
variables are displayed in Table 1.
Table 1
Means, standard deviations, mode and standard error of means of the participants’
scores on the questionnaire
Statement
1
2
3
4

M
2.111
4.352
2.553
2.804

SD
1.336
0.988
1.469
1.388

Mode
1.000
5.000
2.000
2.000

SEM
0.095
0.070
0.104
0.098
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5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
Mean
Total

2.286
3.678
1.985
1.899
3.211
3.151
2.663
2.397
2.764
2.758
35.854

1.390
1.305
0.670
0.932
1.444
1.675
1.471
1.340
1.463
0.305
3.969

2.000
4.000
2.000
2.000
4.000
5.000
2.000
2.000
1.000
2.846
37.000

0.099
0.093
0.048
0.066
0.102
0.119
0.104
0.095
0.104
0.022
0.281

Table 1 shows that the participants' total mean was 35.854. This is a very low mean
since the highest score a participant may get on the questionnaire is 60 points. This
represents 59.76% of the highest possible score. The table also shows that the
participants' means on the second statement which asked them whether they "decide in
advance on the total points of ... [the] tests (Is it out of 20 points, 30 points or 40 points
etc.?)" was the highest. This is understandable since the Ministry of Education
determines the points allocated for each school subject activities. The lowest mean was
that of the eighth statement which inquired whether the participants "come up in
advance with a detailed list of language elements from which ... [they] choose to include
in ... [their] test (example, Grammar: declarative statement in the simple past tense)".
The mode of this statement (2 points) shows that the participants "rarely" do that. In
fact, 68 of the participants (34.17%) chose the option "never" and 106 of them (53.27%)
chose the option "rarely". 174 participants (87.44%) confessed that they "never" or
"rarely" prepare their tables of specifications. It seems that the participants' common
practice is to open their students' textbooks and include items that lend themselves to
testing. The thirteen statement asked the participants whether they "ensure the clarity of
test instructions [before test administration]". Although the mean of this statement was
not the lowest among all, its mode was the lowest which indicates a variation in the
participants' responses. 52 participants (26.13%) claimed that they "never" do that, 49
participants (24.62%) "rarely ensure the clarity of their tests before administration, 28 of
them (14.07%) "often" do this pretest checking. 34 participants (17.09%) admitted that
they "usually" check their tests before administration; 36 of them (18.09%) claimed that
they "always" ensure their test clarity. In general, the descriptive statistics indices
displayed in Table 1 are discouraging and disappointing. It is obvious that the behaviors
of the majority of the study participants are at odd with the recommendations and
suggestions of language testing specialists concerning the preparation and development
of test tables of specifications and blueprints. The mean and mode of the participants'
totals on the questionnaire confirm this remark.
To check whether there are statistically significant differences among the participants'
responses to the questionnaire statements, MANOVA (Multivariate Analysis of
Variance) was calculated. Table 2 displays MANOVA summary table.
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Table 2
MANOVA summary tables for the participants' responses
Effect
Intercept

All Factors

Pillai's Trace
Wilks' Lambda
Hotelling's Trace
Roy's Largest Root
Pillai's Trace
Wilks' Lambda
Hotelling's Trace
Roy's Largest Root

Value
.881
.119
7.378
7.378
1.947
.072
4.133
2.655

F
92.514
92.514
92.514
92.514
1.622
2.008
2.696
24.457

df
13
13
13
13
247
247
247
19

Error df
163
163
163
163
2275
1790
2095
175

Sig.
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000

A significant MANOVA F values led to the calculation of between group effects. This
was done by calculating ANOVA (analysis of variance) for each questionnaire
statement. The differences among the participants' means on six of the questionnaire
statements were not significant. There seems to be no differences among the
participants' responses to the statements that inquired whether they decide in advance on
the language components they wish to test (the first statement; F(23, 175) = .994, p =
.475), total point allocation (the second statement; F(23, 175) = 1.342, p = .147), the
number of test items in each component (the fifth statement; F(23, 175) = 1.558, p =
.058), test duration (the sixth statement; F(23, 175) = 1.557, p = .058), the arrangement
of the parts in the actual test (the eleventh statement; F(23, 175) = 1.278, p = .188) and
test setting (the twelfth statement; F(23, 175) = 1.206, p = .245). It seems that the
participants, and before they construct their classroom tests, do not have a clear idea of
what to include in their tests or the number of items they are going to devote for each
language skill or element. The differences among the participants' responses to the
remaining seven statements and the total were statistically significant as follows: the
third statement (F(23, 175) = 12.030, p = .000), the fourth statement (F(23, 175) =
7.329, p = .000), the seventh statement (F(23, 175) = 3.219, p = .014), the eighth
statement (F(23, 175) = 1.852, p = .014), the ninth statement (F(23, 175) = 12.813, p =
.000), the tenth statement (F(23, 175) = 1.629, p = .042), the thirteenth statement (F(23,
175) = 1.816, p = .017) and the total (F(23, 175) = 8.253, p = .000).
Since the emphasis in this part is on the statements rather than on the study four
independent variables, ANOVA with between group effects for all factors was
calculated. When the four independent variables were taken as a whole, a different
picture emerged. Only four significant differences among the participants' scores on the
questionnaire were found. The significant differences were in the participants' responses
to the third (F(19, 175) = 6.441, p = .000), seventh (F(19, 175) = 2.525, p = .001) and
ninth (F(19, 175) = 13.513, p = .000) statements, in addition to the total scores (F(19,
175) = 2.585, p = .001) on the whole questionnaire. There are significant differences
among the participants in their perception of the degree to which their students are
aware of what to be achieved, their decisions on the testing techniques they are going to
use and their prior determination of the scoring method they are going to use. Besides,
there were significant differences among the participants in their responses to the
questionnaire when its items are taken as a whole.
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Analyses of the questionnaire scores according to the study variables
To answer the second study question, the participants' responses to the questionnaire
statements were analysed according to the four study independent variables: gender,
years of experience, school type and school level.
Gender
Since the participants' gender was an independent variable in this study, Table 3 below
displays the means (M), standard deviations (SD) and standard error of the means (SEM)
of the participants' scores on the questionnaire according to their gender.
Table 3
Means, standard deviations and standard error the means of the participants’ scores on
the questionnaire according to gender
Statement
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
Total

Male teachers
M
SD
2.009
1.312
4.420
0.992
3.071
1.587
2.491
1.470
2.080
1.274
3.705
1.271
1.920
0.673
1.741
0.803
3.482
1.266
3.455
1.610
2.420
1.399
2.277
1.254
2.696
1.488
35.768
3.651

SEM
0.124
0.094
0.150
0.139
0.120
0.120
0.064
0.076
0.120
0.152
0.132
0.118
0.141
0.345

Female teachers
M
SD
2.241
1.364
4.264
0.982
1.885
0.958
3.207
1.163
2.552
1.492
3.644
1.355
2.069
0.661
2.103
1.046
2.862
1.586
2.759
1.684
2.977
1.509
2.552
1.437
2.851
1.435
35.966
4.363

SEM
0.146
0.105
0.103
0.125
0.160
0.145
0.071
0.112
0.170
0.181
0.162
0.154
0.154
0.468

To investigate whether the observed differences between the male and female
participants' means on the questionnaire statements were statistically significant,
independent-samples t-tests were calculated. The observed mean differences between
the male and female ESS teachers were not statistically significant in their responses to
the first (t (197) = 1.219, p < . 224), second (t (197) = 1.100, p < . 273), sixth (t (197) =
.330, p < . 742), seventh (t (197) = 1.565, p < . 199), twelfth (t (197) = 1.439, p < .152)
and thirteen (t (197) = 0.736, p < .462) statements, in addition to their totals on the
questionnaire (t (197) = 0.348, p < . 728).
The ESS male teachers' mean was higher than that of their female counterparts on the
third statement t (197) = 6.156, p < . 000) which asked the participants whether their
"students have a clear picture of what they have to achieve and to what degree of
success". By the same token, the male instructors' means on the ninth statement t (197) =
3.067, p < . 002) ("I decide in advance on the scoring method") and on the tenth
statement t (197) = 2.968, p < . 003) "I decide in advance on the number of parts I will
include in my test" were statistically higher than the female instructors' means. The data
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also shows that the ESS female teachers were more apt to follow the guidelines and
recommendations when it comes to the allocation of "points to each component" (the
fourth statement t (197) = 3.725, p < . 000)), the decision on "the number of items for
each component" (the fifth statement t (197) = 2.401, p < . 017), a prior planning on
"language elements ... to include in ... [the] test" (the eighth statement t (197) = 2.766, p
< . 006) and a prior decision on "the arrangement of parts in the actual test if it consists
of more than one part" (the eleventh statement t (197) = 2.693, p < . 008). The analyses
also show that there was no statistically significant difference between the means of the
male and female participants on the questionnaire as a whole. Their low overall means
on the questionnaire, reported in Table 3 above, show that the two groups, regardless of
their gender, "rarely" develop tables of specification; they also "rarely" prepare
blueprints for their tests.
Years of experience
The participants' years of experience in teaching English at intermediate and high
schools was a variable in this study. Table 4 shows the participants' means, standard
deviations and standard error of means calculated according to their years of experience.
Table 4
Means, standard deviations and standard error the means of the participants’ scores on
the questionnaire according to years of experience
Statement
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
Total

Less than 5 years
M
SD
2.316
1.426
4.553
0.839
2.711
1.477
2.895
1.382
2.605
1.541
4.026
1.233
1.895
0.723
2.118
1.032
3.487
1.371
3.250
1.706
3.039
1.536
2.592
1.406
3.263
1.464
38.750 3.476

SEM
0.164
0.096
0.169
0.158
0.177
0.141
0.083
0.118
0.157
0.196
0.176
0.161
0.168
0.399

5-10 years
M
SD
2.217
1.367
4.200
1.086
2.617
1.530
2.833
1.368
2.267
1.339
3.683
1.228
2.200
0.632
1.883
0.885
3.150
1.436
3.033
1.697
2.500
1.420
2.350
1.287
2.367
1.327
35.300 2.670

SEM
0.176
0.140
0.198
0.177
0.173
0.159
0.082
0.114
0.185
0.219
0.183
0.166
0.171
0.345

More than 10 years
M
SD
SEM
1.762
1.132 0.143
4.254
1.031 0.130
2.302
1.387 0.175
2.667
1.426 0.180
1.921
1.154 0.145
3.254
1.356 0.171
1.889
0.599 0.075
1.651
0.786 0.099
2.937
1.501 0.189
3.143
1.635 0.206
2.365
1.360 0.171
2.206
1.297 0.163
2.540
1.435 0.181
32.889 3.064 0.386

In general, the participants' means are low. A quick glance at the data shows that the
means of the participants with less than 5 years of experience was the highest, followed
by the means of the participants with 5 to 10 years of experience. ESS teachers with
more than 10 years of experience had the lowest means. To investigate whether the
observed differences among the participants' means were statistically significant,
ANOVA was used.
There were eight significant differences among the participants' means. Scheffe's post
hoc comparison was calculated. Although the mean differences among the three groups
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in their responses to the first statement F(2, 196) = 3.305, p = .039) was statistically
significant at p ≤ .039, Scheffe's was not able to capture the source of the significant
differences. This is justifiable since Scheffe's test is considered a very conservative
statistics. However, when Tukey's HSD (honest significant difference) was used, a
statistically significant difference between the means of the first and third groups was
given. This indicates that the ESS teachers in Saudi schools with less than 5 years of
experience are keener on preparing their tables of specifications with the aim of
deciding on language elements and skills they want to test. It seems that they have a
clear idea in advance of what to test, grammar, reading comprehension, vocabulary etc.
With reference to the observed significant differences among the means on the fifth
statement F(2, 196) = 4.326, p = .015), the only statistically significant difference was
between the means of the first and third groups, in favor of the first group. Again, the
ESS teachers with less years of experience seem to follow the guidelines more than their
colleagues with more years of experience. The differences among the participants'
means on the sixth statement was also significant F(2, 196) = 6.356, p = .002). The
mean of the first group was significantly higher than the mean of the third group.
However, when it comes to deciding on the testing techniques that are going to be used
in the test, the seventh statement, the participants with 5 to 10 years of experience had
the highest mean. Their mean was significantly higher than the means of the two other
groups F(2, 196) = 4.584, p = .011). The means of the ESS teachers with less than 5
years of experience on the eighth F(2, 196) = 4.503, p = .012) and eleventh F(2, 196) =
4.287, p = .015) statements were significantly higher than the means of the third group
on the same statements. Besides, the means of the first group on the thirteenth statement
F(2, 196) = 7.888, p = .001) and overall questionnaire F(2, 196) = 62.099, p = .000)
were significantly higher than the means of the two other groups. When the results are
taken as a whole, the participants with few years of experience are the ones who would
prepare their test specifications and blueprints. The lack of many years of experience
may be the reason behind this observation; they have to cautiously deal with test
preparation.
School type
The participants' school type was one of the study variables. Private schools are usually
better equipped with language labs and libraries. Hence, ESS learners who study in
private schools are usually more competent English language learners. Table 5 displays
the means of the ESS teachers in Saudi schools according to the school type they work
for.
Table 5
Means, standard deviations and standard error the means of the participants’ scores on
the questionnaire according to school type
Statement
1
2
3

Public schools
M
SD
2.21
1.349
4.29
1.071
2.45
1.380

SEM
.149
.118
.152

Private schools
M
SD
2.04
1.329
4.39
.928
2.62
1.530

SEM
.123
.086
.141
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4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
Total

2.83
2.51
3.45
1.95
1.94
3.22
3.05
2.57
2.32
2.90
35.70

1.386
1.484
1.433
.683
.837
1.414
1.728
1.423
1.413
1.445
3.918

.153
.164
.158
.075
.092
.156
.191
.157
.156
.160
.433

2.79
2.13
3.84
2.01
1.87
3.21
3.22
2.73
2.45
2.67
35.97

1.395
1.303
1.189
.663
.996
1.471
1.641
1.506
1.290
1.474
4.017

.129
.121
.110
.061
.092
.136
.152
.139
.119
.136
.371

Again, the participants' means are low regardless of their school type. To investigate
whether there are statistically significant differences between the means of the two
groups, independent sample t-test was used; the results indicated that there were no
statistically significant differences between the means of the two groups, except on their
responses to the sixth statement t (179) = 2.072, p < . 040). The ESS teachers in private
schools are more aware of the importance of limiting the time of their tests. This might
be because they do not usually use the whole class time for assessment.
School level
When the schools level, intermediate versus high school teachers, was taken as a factor,
the means of the teachers in high schools are higher than those of the intermediate
school teachers. A summary of the descriptive statistics and t-test values of the
participants' means on the questionnaire statements is given in Table 6.
Table 6
A summary of the descriptive statistics and t-test values of the participants' means on the
questionnaire statements
Statement
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
Total

Intermediate school
teachers
M
SD
SEM
1.891
1.207 0.120
4.574
0.726 0.072
3.178
1.609 0.160
1.970
0.877 0.087
2.119
1.314 0.131
3.792
1.275 0.127
2.178
0.669 0.067
1.743
0.594 0.059
3.376
1.593 0.158
3.485
1.629 0.162
2.545
1.432 0.142
2.436
1.374 0.137
2.594
1.250 0.124
35.881 4.129 0.411

High school teachers

df

t

p

M
2.337
4.122
1.908
3.663
2.459
3.561
1.786
2.061
3.041
2.806
2.786
2.357
2.939
35.827

197
197
197
197
197
197
197
197
197
197
197
197
197
197
197

2.380
3.304
6.749
10.845
1.735
1.249
4.309
2.441
1.645
2.913
1.157
0.412
1.669
0.097
2.380

0.018
0.001
0.000
0.000
0.084
0.213
0.000
0.016
0.102
0.004
0.249
0.681
0.097
0.923
0.018

SD
1.428
1.160
0.953
1.292
1.451
1.332
0.613
1.165
1.259
1.660
1.508
1.310
1.642
3.818

SEM
0.144
0.117
0.096
0.130
0.147
0.135
0.062
0.118
0.127
0.168
0.152
0.132
0.166
0.386
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t-test revealed that half of the comparisons were statically significant. The means of the
intermediate school teachers on the second, third, seventh and tenth statements were
significantly higher than the means of the high school teachers. The high school teachers
outperformed their intermediate school counterparts on the first, fourth and eighth
statements. There were no statistically significant differences between the two groups in
their responses to the twelfth statement which inquired whether they check test settings
before test administration. The participants who teach high school level students usually
know in advance the components they are going to include in their tests, the points
allocated to each test part and the specific elements they are going to write as testing
items.
CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION
The results of the study are not encouraging. The participants' means on the
questionnaire statements revealed that the participants are either not aware of the
importance of preparing test tables of specifications and blueprints or not motivated to
do so. The results showed that the majority of the participants began the task of writing
their formative/summative in-class tests without a clear idea of what to include in their
tests. In other words, they do not plan on language elements and components they are
doing to include in their tests. Their common practice seems to be to include the items
that lend themselves to be tested. Having a multi-components test that cover language
productive and receptive skills, in addition to grammar and knowledge of vocabulary,
does not seem to be a planned task. Besides, ESS teachers in Saudi schools overlook the
importance of introducing their students to and informing them about the goals and
objectives of the course they study. In addition, they do not set what should be achieved
and to what degree of success. The study results also showed that ESS teachers do not
determine in advance the points they will allocate to each component. For example, they
do not decide on the allocation of 20 points to assess their students' knowledge of
grammar neither do they decide in advance on how many points they will allocate to
assess their students' reading comprehension. The study participants stated that they
"rarely" decide on the number of testing items in each test components. They also do not
set their test duration in advance. A testing session may either last for the whole teaching
period or it may last for few minutes. This depends on the time their students usually
need to finish the task.
The results of the study reveal that there is much work has to be done. The craft of test
writing and construction should be taken seriously. ESS teachers, regardless of their
gender or level of school they teach, should begin test construction with clear tables of
specifications. These tables of specifications will guide them during the task of test
construction. They will save teachers' efforts and time. They will also guide them to
construct representative, reliable and valid tests. University departments responsible for
teacher preparation programs should include in their study plans courses pertinent to
language testing. As a student teacher graduates from college, she would be able to
construct her tests according to norms and guidelines of how language tests ought to be
constructed.
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