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This study investigates the interaction between task type and foreign 

language anxiety (FLA) on speaking performance of learners of English as a 

foreign language (EFL). 70 pre-intermediate EFL learners (aged 17-21) 

enrolled in an English preparatory program at a state university in Türkiye 

completed the Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety Scale (FLCAS) and two 

speaking tasks: a monologic picture-cued description task comprising three 

prompts and a dialogic role-play task comprising three scenarios. The 

participants’ oral performances were rated by three trained raters using task-

specific analytic rubrics. A within-subjects design was employed, and the 

results of non-parametric tests of Wilcoxon signed-rank tests, Spearman’s 

correlation, and Mann–Whitney U tests were reported. A moderate negative 

correlation was found between FLA and the monologic task performance 

while no significant relationship was observed between FLA and the 

performance on the dialogic task. Participants performed significantly better 

on the dialogic task although anxiety levels did not moderate this effect. 

These results suggest that task type may exert a stronger influence on 

speaking performance than language anxiety in structured assessment 

contexts. The findings offer practical implications for the design and 

sequencing of oral tasks in language testing and highlight the value of task 

format. 
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Introduction 

Speaking is a fundamental component of any language curricula and is one of the focal 

and complex skills in language testing policies (Bachman & Palmer, 2010) since several 

variables tend to influence the second language (L2) speaking performance (Teng, 

2007). Among these, linguistic factors such as transfer from first language (L1) (Dayat, 

2017), affective factors such as foreign language anxiety (FLA) (Bielak, 2022), and 

pedagogical factors such as task type (Ko, 2023) can be listed. Tasks are defined as 

“devices for eliciting and evaluating communicative performances from learners in the 

context of language use that is meaning-focused and directed towards some specific 

goal” (Ellis, 2003, p. 279). Among a wide range of methods and formats employed as a 

part of testing procedures, tasks act as a crucial tool of assessment within the 

framework of task-based assessment (Norris, 2016). Tasks can be classified based on 

their goal orientations (i.e., convergent vs. divergent; Vo, 2018), purposes (i.e., open-

ended vs. structured; Luoma, 2004), processing (i.e., personal, narrative and decision-

making; Skehan & Foster, 1999), planning time (i.e., planned vs. unplanned task 

conditions; Li et al., 2015), the number of tested skills (i.e., independent vs. integrated; 

Brooks, 2009) and the number of test takers (i.e., monologic vs. dialogic; Galaczi, 

2008; Sandlund et al., 2016).  

When the number of test-takers is considered, the use of monologic tasks (e.g., story 

narration, oral presentation, and interviews) offers limited authenticity, dynamism, 

and interaction compared to real-life conversations (Brooks, 2009; Skehan, 2013), 

whereas paired/dyadic and group assessment tasks enable assessing larger samples of 

test-takers in a shorter time in real-life settings (Wigglesworth & Taylor, 2009), 

providing varied interaction samples (Galaczi, 2008) and more complex meaning 

negotiations among the L2 speakers (Sandlund et al., 2016). However, despite the 

flourishing research in monologic vs. dialogic assessment procedures, little attention 

has been given to comparing the two task-based assessment types.  Therefore, the first 

aim of this study is to compare the role of task type on tertiary-level students’ speaking 

performances in L2 English. 

Second, FLA is reported to act either as a facilitative or a debilitative factor in testing 

speaking performance in an L2 (Oflaz, 2019; Tsang, 2022; Zhang, 2019). While anxiety 
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contributes to paying extra effort to complete a task, it may hamper the successful 

completion of the task (Shirvan & Talebzadeh, 2018). While much research has been 

dedicated to an investigation of FLA and L2 speaking assessment, further work is still 

needed to explore the interplay between different levels of anxiety and task type. Thus, 

the second aim of this study is to investigate the effect of anxiety on L2 speaking 

performance. The results are expected to shed light on the understanding of current 

testing and evaluation practices by providing practical insights into monologic and 

paired speaking tests. 

Literature review 

Task type and speaking performance 

As a result of the prevalence of communicative and real-life oriented foreign language 

teaching and testing methods, various foreign language speaking task types such as 

picture descriptions, role-plays, group discussions, and read-aloud tasks have been a 

part of task-based assessment (Pawlak, 2016). Yet there appears to be incongruence in 

findings regarding the impact of task type on L2 oral performance across different 

speaking tasks.  

Some studies have reported the existence of such an impact (e.g., Bottini, 2022; 

In’nami & Koizumi, 2016; Ko, 2023) while other studies (e.g., Ahangari & Semiyari, 

2019; Khoram, 2019; Susoy, 2018; Tavakoli et al. 2017) have not found a significant 

difference across various tasks. First, looking at those studies that demonstrated a task 

effect, Ko (2023) found that Korean learners (n = 57) of EFL performed better in a 

dialogic task than in a monologic task in terms of topic development, fluency, and 

accuracy. Similarly, Teng (2007) reported significant task-related differences in 

analytic measures of speaking performance, with L2 learners (n = 30) achieving higher 

fluency and complexity scores in answering questions tasks than in presentation and 

picture description tasks. Bottini (2022) reported that L2 speakers exhibited less 

diversity and sophisticated vocabulary in the dialogic task than in the monologic one. 

In addition, Mathews and Sudharshana (2021) investigated how task type and the 

interaction between monologic and dialogic tasks affected the speech production of 

Indian EFL learners (n = 56). The monologic narrative task productions are reported 

to be more complex but less accurate when compared to the dialogic ones. Previous 
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work also suggests that level of L2 proficiency is a predictor of speaking performance 

with respect to different task types. For instance, the speaking skills of EFL learners (n 

= 30) at three different levels of proficiency were tested on three different task types 

which required expressing personal information, giving a narrative and making a 

decision (Garcia-Ponce & Tavakoli, 2022). The learners performed the personal 

information task with the highest accuracy and fluency while they completed the 

narrative task with lower accuracy and fluency yet with greater syntactic diversity. 

Overall, the more proficient the learners got, the more fluently and accurately they 

performed.   

On the other hand, some research pointed to no significant effect of task type on 

speaking performance. To illustrate, Tavakoli et al. (2017) examined the speaking 

performance of L2 learners (n = 32) who took four monologic tasks with increasing 

difficulty. Despite noticeable differences in speed, breakdown, and repair measures, 

the speed of speech, length of pauses, and frequency of pauses remained unaffected by 

the task type. Ahangari and Semiyari (2019) tested the speaking performance of 

Iranian EFL learners (n = 40) across tasks which aimed at problem-solving, picture-

describing, explaining, and storytelling. Neither the rubric type nor the task type had a 

meaningful effect on L2 speaking performance, except for story narration.  

FLA and speaking performance  

No consensus has been reached about the role of foreign language anxiety (FLA) on L2 

speaking performance despite extensive research within the past few decades. 

However, numerous studies have demonstrated negative effects. Zhang (2019) found 

an overall negative correlation between FLA and foreign language performance 

irrespective of language proficiency levels. Similarly, Oflaz (2019) reports a moderate 

but significant negative correlation between Turkish EFL learners’ (n = 110) anxiety 

levels. Damayanti and Listyani (2020) pointed out that communication apprehension, 

test anxiety and fear of negative evaluation triggered Indian EFL students’ (n = 52) 

foreign language anxiety levels. In another study, Bielak (2022) purported the negative 

effects of anxiety on speaking performance after analyzing fluency measures such as 

length of pauses, mean length of run and rate of articulation.  
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The findings of negative correlations between FLA and fluency measures provided 

support for the idea that FLA may hinder L2 speaking performance. In a more 

elaborate recent study, Rood and de Jong (2023) explored the interplay between FLA 

and fluency levels of Dutch EFL learners (n = 22) through two similar tasks that 

required a comparison of two pictures and scene-building in which each participant 

had distinct pictures to create a narrative that ultimately resulted in an identical 

outcome. They were designed in such a way that task complexity would not interfere 

with speaking performance. The manipulation of FLA affected fluency which in turn 

led to increased filled pauses. What is more, higher levels of anxiety were correlated 

with a greater utilization of silent pauses. The simulated recalls in the high-anxiety 

condition revealed a greater number of problems concerning the message’s substance 

compared to those in the low-anxiety condition. Lastly, Tsang (2022) addressed the 

relationship between EFL learners’ anxiety in public speaking, their competence in 

self-perceived pronunciation skills and actual speaking performance. Data coming 

from questionnaires and interviews showed that self-perceived pronunciation skills 

and anxiety were negatively correlated.  

 On the other hand, only a few studies have concluded that anxiety acted as a facilitative 

factor on L2 speaking performance (Shazly, 2021; Zhang & Liu, 2013). According to 

Eysenck (1979), learners put more effort into tasks when they develop an awareness of 

the extent anxiety affects their performance and that anxiety could potentially improve 

their performance. Zhang and Liu (2013) explored the link between oral test anxiety 

and speaking strategies of Chinese university students (n = 1697). Results revealed that 

lower proficiency level students were more adversely affected by FLA compared to their 

higher proficiency peers. Finally, Shazly (2021) examined the speaking performance of 

EFL learners (n = 48) who got engaged in conversations with AI chatbots through role-

plays.  The findings revealed positive effects of anxiety on L2 oral performance in 

enhancing students’ cognitive abilities and linguistic skills.  

Concerning the interplay between task type and FLA, Brennan (2016) tested college 

students (n = 108) who were given problem-solving tasks of varying complexity. The 

more complicated the task got, the higher the levels of anxiety that were observed. In 

another study, Adnyani et al. (2014) examined the role of scripted role-play tasks and 

FLA on the speaking competence of EFL learners (n = 68). There existed a significant 
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interaction between the role-play task and FLA, which particularly benefited students 

with high anxiety levels. Song and Lee (2015) added another variable to the research 

by investigating the interaction between task type and task practice on L2 oral 

production skills of Korean EFL learners (n = 32) whose speaking proficiency was 

assessed through a narration and a description task. While task practice did not 

substantially enhance overall speaking performance, anxiety levels dropped thanks to 

intensive practice on task.  

Overall, whereas some studies suggest a positive contribution of task type to speaking 

performance, others indicate that task-related differences may not solely determine 

speaking performance.  

One further consideration is the specific educational context in which this study was 

conducted. A military school represents a unique learning environment shaped by 

hierarchies, uniform behavioural expectations, and a dual focus on academic and 

military performance. Despite these distinct features, research on FLA in military 

settings remains limited. Ivanova et al. (2022), for example, investigated EFL learners 

at a military academy in North Macedonia and found that learners experienced high 

anxiety due to fear of negative evaluation, lack of confidence, and limited 

communicative practice. Similarly, Alqahtani (2018) reported that Saudi military 

cadets were influenced by institutional demands and extrinsic pressure, which 

contributed to heightened anxiety levels. Complementing these findings, Sipos et al. 

(2019) studied U.S. soldiers and found elevated levels of burnout and anxiety, 

attributing them to the academic rigor and military constraints imposed on learners. 

These studies highlight the importance of accounting for institutional context when 

researching FLA. Given the scarcity of research in this area, the present study 

contributes to the literature by examining anxiety and speaking performance in a 

military preparatory school in Türkiye—a setting where discipline, conformity, and 

institutional expectations can shape the language learning experience. 

To further explore the role of FLA in the oral performance of L2 learners across various 

task types, the present study examines the relationship between task type and FLA 

among pre-intermediate level EFL learners in the Turkish context. The aim is to 

investigate the extent task type and FLA interact by subjecting all the learners to the 

same testing procedure. To this end, the following research questions were formulated:  
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(1) Which components of FLA are associated with pre-intermediate EFL students’ 

speaking performance at a military school? 

(2) How is FLA related to students’ speaking performance across monologic and 

dialogic tasks? 

(3) To what extent does the interaction between the task type and anxiety impact the 

oral performance of the learners? 

Method 

In this study, the task type and FLA scores were taken as the predictor variables and 

the speaking scores assigned to the participants were taken as the response variable. 

The study utilizes a within-subjects design with repeated measures, where the same 

learners were exposed to each predictor variable (i.e., two different speaking tasks) 

multiple times. Although the study is primarily quantitative, brief follow-up interviews 

with six participants were also conducted to gain further insights. 

Participants 

Data was collected from 70 pre-intermediate EFL learners enrolled in an English 

preparatory program at a military school in Türkiye. Initially, 40 students were 

selected through convenience sampling and all identified Turkish as their native 

language. Following reviewer feedback on sample size limitations, an additional 30 

participants were recruited using the same procedures to ensure consistency. The 

group consisted of male and female EFL students who were enrolled in an intensive 

foreign language program that provided 27 hours of English instruction per week over 

eight months. Participants’ ages ranged from 17 to 21 (M = 19.4, SD = 2.3).  Based on 

institutional assessments, the average English proficiency score of the participants was 

82.83, with a range of 70 to 93, which the institution classifies as B1 according to its 

CEFR-based criteria. On average, the participants reported their first exposure to 

English at age 11.63 (SD = 1.8, range= 6 -15), and reaching a functional level of fluency 

around an average 18.01 years of age (SD = 0.94, range = 14 - 21). The learners were 

also asked about their language use habits. They reported using English for 0 to 90 

percent (M = 23.41%, SD = 21.50) and Turkish for 10 to 100 percent (M = 76.37%, SD 
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= 22.50) in their daily communication. The students self-rated their level of EFL 

proficiency at level 2 (i.e., basic, N = 3), at level 3 (i.e., intermediate, N = 28), at level 4 

(i.e., upper-intermediate, N = 27), and at level 5 (i.e., advanced, N = 12). This 

demographic profile demonstrates that the learners had a homogeneous background 

in terms of their language proficiency and daily language use patterns.  

Instrument 

The Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety Scale (FLCAS) was first developed by 

Horwitz et al. (1986) and later modified by Na (2007). It is used to measure learners’ 

anxiety across four dimensions: communication apprehension (items 1, 9, 14, 18, 24, 

27, 29, 32), fear of negative evaluation (items 3, 7, 13, 15, 20, 23, 25, 31, 33), test anxiety 

(items 2, 8, 10, 19, 21), and in-class anxiety (items 4, 5, 6, 11, 12, 16, 17, 22, 26, 28, 30). 

The instrument consists of 33 items rated on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 

(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Eight negatively worded items (Items 5, 8, 11, 

14, 18, 22, 28, and 32) were reverse coded prior to the analysis so that higher values 

consistently reflected higher anxiety. Following Marcos-Llinás and Juan-Garau’s 

(2009) classification, FLCAS total scores were also used to categorize participants into 

three anxiety groups: scores between 33-77 indicated low anxiety, those between 78-

121 moderate anxiety, and those between 122-165 high anxiety. These groupings 

allowed for categorical interpretation of overall anxiety levels in addition to continuous 

score analysis. Rather than relying solely on total scores, the data was also analysed at 

the subscale level using scale means and standard deviations to enhance 

interpretability. Each subscale score was calculated by averaging the responses to the 

corresponding items. The descriptive statistics and internal consistency reliability 

estimates (Cronbach’s alpha) for each subcomponent were as follows: communication 

apprehension (M = 2.69, SD = 0.66, α = .76), fear of negative evaluation (M = 2.35, SD 

= 0.63, α = .71), test anxiety (M = 2.49, SD = 0.41, α = .72), and in-class anxiety (M = 

2.47, SD = 0.48, α = .68). All subscales demonstrated acceptable internal consistency 

and were used in subsequent correlation and comparative analyses. 

  



STUDIES IN LANGUAGE ASSESSMENT, 2026, Early View      9 

 
 

Tasks 

In line with the research questions, a monologic and a dialogic task were used to tap 

interactional, discourse and pragmatic competence in L2 speech. Table 1 summarizes 

the task types and characteristics. 

Table 1. Tasks characteristics (Adapted from Kley, 2015) 

Type  
 

Requirements Goal 
orientation 

Task 
orientation 

Format 

Picture-cued 
description 

Describing the two pictures & 
comparing and contrasting them 

Divergent Monologic Individual 

Role-play Following the steps written in the 
prompt cards and acting out the 
dialogues in dyads 

Convergent Dialogic Paired 

As shown in Table 1, the picture-cued description task was divergent, monologic and 

individualistic. Divergent tasks, as described by Hommel (2012) and Swan (2005), 

necessitate acquiring novel significant knowledge and offer multiple outcome 

possibilities, allowing for diverse cognitive styles and potentially yielding varied 

results. On the other hand, the role-play task was convergent and dialogic (i.e., 

completion of the task necessitated interaction between the test-takers). Namely, the 

tasks typically have only one correct answer and involve collaborative work with 

relatively simple responses that do not demand high cognitive effort or extensive 

referencing. The aim was to achieve consensus among learners to produce a reasonable 

solution (Hommel, 2011). 

Picture-cued description task 

The task had three steps and comprised six sets of pictures which were used to make 

comparisons such as eating at a fancy restaurant vs. at a fast-food restaurant and 

shopping online vs. shopping at a mall (see Appendix A). Test items, testing procedures 

and scoring rubrics were developed in accordance with the expert opinions in the field. 

The task allowed the test takers to visualize concepts in an open-ended manner, 

offering visibility and generating interest in practicing the foreign language (Lavalle & 

Briesmaster, 2017).  It helps set up the context with sufficient background information. 

The selection of pictures from actual testing materials enhanced the authenticity and 

validity of the assessment instrument.  
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Role-play task  

The second type of task involved semi-structured paired role-plays and promoted 

interaction in a dyadic format (see Appendix B). Similar to in-class materials, three 

role-play situations were implemented: buying clothes, ordering food, and inviting a 

friend to an event. The aim of choosing this task was to contrast the monologic nature 

of the first data collection tool and highlight task-related score differences (if any). Role 

plays stimulate participants to produce spontaneous speech in accordance with the 

given roles and serve communicative functions such as persuasion and complaints 

(Shohamy et al., 1986). The task did not require scripts, which yielded authentic and 

smooth performances in real-life contexts (Toding et al., 2021).  

A pilot study of the two tasks was conducted with 10 EFL students who were enrolled 

in the same English preparatory program, but who did not participate in the main 

study. The pilot task performances were evaluated by two experienced EFL instructors. 

Based on the pilot results, no changes were made to the tasks as they were found to be 

clear and appropriate. 

Scoring 

Rubrics  

An analytic rubric was utilized to provide a comprehensive range of scoring criteria for 

assessing learner performances across tasks. In alignment with Alderson and 

Banerjee’s (2002) argument that different task types necessitate distinct assessment 

criteria, two task-specific yet structurally similar rating scales were employed. These 

were adapted from Torky’s (2006) oral performance rubric. The rubric used for the 

picture-cued description task evaluated grammatical competence, discourse 

competence, pragmatic competence, fluency, and task achievement. The rubric for the 

role-play task included these same components, with the addition of interactive 

communication to reflect the dialogic nature of the task. To ensure content validity, the 

adapted rubrics were reviewed by a panel of seven ELT professionals with expertise in 

speaking assessment. Based on their feedback, several refinements were made to 

enhance the comprehensiveness and clarity of the scoring descriptors (see Appendix 

C).  
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Raters 

Three independent Turkish-English bilingual EFL teachers who had previously 

engaged in speaking exams at the higher educational institutions were recruited as 

raters. They ranged between 27 to 29 years of age and had a minimum of 5 years of 

teaching experience at college level. These three raters held at least an M.A. degree 

from an English Language Teaching Program. The raters were given a standardization 

session to ensure familiarity with the rubric and homogeneity in scoring. The student 

scores obtained in the pilot study were employed in the standardization session, which 

was conducted online and lasted for an hour. During this session, the raters jointly 

scored sample performances, discussed discrepancies, and calibrated their 

interpretations of the rubric criteria to ensure alignment in scoring practices. This 

training aimed to minimize subjectivity and promote consistency across raters before 

evaluating the main dataset. Inter-rater reliability analyses using Intraclass 

Correlation Coefficient (ICC) were later conducted to verify consistency. It was based 

on a two-way mixed-effects model with absolute agreement. Since three independent 

raters evaluated all the participants, the average measures ICC was calculated. The 

overall ICC for the averaged scores across raters was .71, which is interpreted as 

indicating moderate agreement (Shrout & Fleiss, 1979). The 95% confidence interval 

for this value ranged from .44 to .85. An inspection of individual rater tendencies 

revealed that Rater 2 awarded slightly lower scores (M = 78.05, SD = 10.62) than Rater 

1 (M = 84.25, SD = 10.80) and Rater 3 (M = 86.67, SD = 6.03), contributing to lower 

pairwise agreement between Rater 2 and the others. 

Procedure  

The original data was collected by the first author in two consecutive days on campus 

in a quiet room allocated to the researcher. After taking an institutional placement test, 

130 students completed the FLCAS. Out of these 130 students, 50 volunteered to take 

part in the speaking test. However, due to incomplete recordings and missing 

questionnaire responses, only 40 students were included in the initial round of 

analysis. Following reviewer feedback regarding the limited sample size, an additional 

30 participants were recruited using the same procedures and institutional setting, 

resulting in a final sample of 70 participants.  For the dialogic speaking task, learner 

pairings were formed based on participants’ preferences. Ten pairs were tested each 
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day. In the monologic task, the first author acted as the interlocutor by presenting the 

pictures and asking follow-up questions. In the subsequent role-play task, the first 

author provided the task instructions and role cards and monitored the interaction, 

while the paired students acted as interlocutors for each other. The testing sessions 

were audio recorded. 

The testing session started with a warm-up question on topics like evening routines or 

preferences in books and films. After the instructions were reviewed, one-minute 

preparation time was given for each participant prior to the monologic picture-cued 

description task. The participants were given six sets of pictures, without the option to 

take notes during the pre-speaking planning phase. The task required longer turns to 

compare and describe parallel images within a specific time limit of around one 

minute. As one participant delivered an extended turn, the other member of the pair 

awaited their turn without interruption. The interlocutor posed a question related to 

the pictures, granting approximately 30 seconds of speaking time to the other 

participant. Roles were subsequently swapped, with the first participant answering 

questions related to the 1st, 3rd, and 5th picture prompt, while the other participant 

completed the 2nd, 4th, and 6th prompts. Only the extended turns were evaluated in 

this process.  

Following the picture-cued description task, the same pairs engaged in self-selected 

dyadic role-play scenarios. Task expectations were outlined, roles were assigned 

through role cards featuring prompts, and two minutes were granted for preparation 

and potential inquiries. Once ready, the participants enacted their roles, with their 

performances remaining uninterrupted across three role-play scenarios in this part. 

The paired role-play task performances were free from any time constraints.  

The three raters assessed the students’ performance on the two tasks based on the 

audio-recordings and then the scores were entered anonymously into Excel sheets for 

the statistical analyses. 

Data analysis 

To assess whether the data met assumptions of normality, Shapiro–Wilk tests were 

conducted on each rater’s average task scores. The results revealed that several 
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distributions, particularly for the role-play scores from Rater 1 (W = .946, p = .005) 

and Rater 3 (W = .941, p = .003), significantly deviated from normality. Given the 

mixed results and to follow a conservative approach, non-parametric tests were used 

in the main analyses to account for potential violations of normality.  

To address the first research question, the sum of scores within each category of the 

FLCAS was calculated, and the total scores were divided by the number of items in each 

category. As for the second research question, Spearman’s rank-order correlation was 

used to assess the relationship between students’ FLCAS scores and their speaking task 

performance, given the non-parametric nature of the data. For the analysis of the third 

research question, Wilcoxon signed-rank tests were used to determine if there were 

statistically significant differences in students’ scores as evaluated by each rater. 

Finally, Mann Whitney-U tests were conducted to explore the relationship between 

task types and anxiety groups.  

Results 

In this section, the findings related to each research question are reported. 

RQ1: Which components of FLA are associated with pre-intermediate EFL students’ 

speaking performance at a military school? 

The participants in this study had an overall moderate level of FLA (M = 82.23, SD = 

14.98). Out of 70 students, 23 participants (32.9 %) were classified as having low 

anxiety (M = 64.78, SD = 8.98), and 47 participants (67.1 %) exhibited moderate 

anxiety levels (M = 90.77, SD = 8.45). No students in the sample were categorized as 

having high anxiety. Student scores were further analysed based on the 

subcomponents of the FLCAS: communication apprehension, test anxiety, fear of 

negative evaluation, and in-class anxiety. These components were used to explore 

which dimension of FLA most strongly impacted learners’ speaking performance in 

subsequent analyses. Since the distribution of student scores across components 

violated the assumptions of normality, Table 2 gives a descriptive summary of students’ 

levels of FLA across four components. 
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Table 2. Breakdown of student responses to FLCAS  
Component  Number 

of Items  
Range Mean (SD) Overall Mean (SD) 

Communication 
apprehension 

8 10-33 (out of 40) 2.69 (0.66) 21.50 (5.24)  

Test anxiety 5 9-19 (out of 25) 2.35 (0.63) 12.46 (2.05) 

Fear of negative 
evaluation 

9 9-34 (out of 45) 2.49 (0.41) 21.13 (5.63) 

In-class anxiety 11 15-43 (out of 55) 2.47 (0.48) 27.14 (5.30) 

Note. Mean (SD) refers to the average item score per participant for each component. Overall Mean 
(SD) refers to the total component score per participant, based on all items in that component. 

As shown in Table 2, the anxiety scores across the four dimensions were moderately 

distributed, with mean subscale scores ranging from approximately 12 to 27. Students 

reported the highest anxiety in in-class contexts (M = 27.14, SD = 5.30), followed by 

communication apprehension (M = 21.50, SD = 5.24). The dimension of fear of 

negative evaluation ranked third (M = 21.13, SD = 5.63), while test anxiety elicited the 

lowest mean scores (M = 12.46, SD = 2.05). These results suggest that classroom 

participation and situations which require spontaneous communication were 

perceived as more anxiety-inducing than evaluative contexts like testing.  

When anxiety scores were analyzed based on overall speaking performance, some 

variation emerged across the three proficiency tiers. Students in the high-performance 

group reported lower levels of communication apprehension (M = 20.48) compared to 

both the medium (M = 21.91) and low performers (M = 22.13). Interestingly, in-class 

anxiety was highest among the average performers (M = 28.96), while test anxiety 

remained relatively stable across all groups, ranging narrowly from M = 12.39 to M = 

12.52. The dimension of fear of negative evaluation also showed minimal variation, 

with slightly higher scores in both the low and high-performing groups. 

RQ2: How is FLA related to students’ speaking performance across monologic and 

dialogic tasks? 

A Spearman correlation analysis was conducted to examine the relationship between 

students’ FLCAS scores and their speaking performance across the two task types3. The 

results revealed a small, statistically significant negative correlation between FLCAS 

scores and the monologic picture-cued description task (ρ = –.267, CI [–.47, –.03], p 

 
3 Confidence intervals were calculated using bootstrapped estimates to align with current estimation-
focused reporting practices (Cumming & Calin-Jageman, 2024). 
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= .026), indicating that students with higher levels of anxiety tended to perform more 

poorly on this task type. In contrast, the correlation between FLCAS scores and the 

dialogic role-play task was weaker and did not reach statistical significance (ρ = –.203, 

CI [–.47, –.03], p = .094). These findings suggest that anxiety may have a more 

pronounced negative impact on monologic speaking tasks, which require extended 

turns and less interactional support compared to dialogic role-play tasks. 

Table 3. The correlation between FLCAS and the task scores 

  Picture Description Task Role-play Task 

  Prompt 1 Prompt 2 Prompt 3     Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 

FLCAS  
scores 

ρ .248 -.285 -.194             .093 -.236 -.225 

p .040 .018 .109            .447  .051  .063 

Note: Spearman’s ρ values represent effect sizes. Exact p-values are reported; statistical significance 
should be interpreted in relation to effect magnitude and study context. 

As shown in Table 3, all task scores were negatively associated with students’ FLA levels 

except for the first prompt and first scenario, which showed weak positive 

relationships. For the picture-cued description task, the second prompt showed the 

strongest negative correlation (ρ = –.285, 95% CI [–.49, –.05], p = .018), followed by 

the third (ρ = –.194, 95% CI [–.41, .04], p = .109). The first prompt, in contrast, 

exhibited a small positive correlation (ρ = .248, 95% CI [.01, .46], p = .040), indicating 

that higher anxiety was unexpectedly associated with slightly better performance on 

that prompt. For the role-play task, the second (ρ = –.236, 95% CI [–.45, .00], p = .051) 

and third (ρ = –.225, 95% CI [–.44, .01], p = .063) scenarios demonstrated modest 

negative associations with anxiety, whereas the first scenario showed a very weak 

positive correlation (ρ = .093, 95% CI [–.15, .32], p = .447). Overall, these findings 

suggest that the negative impact of FLA was more consistent and stronger across later 

steps, particularly within the picture-cued format. This pattern may reflect increasing 

cognitive load or diminished procedural benefits over time, especially in monologic 

contexts where extended individual performance is required. 

RQ3: To what extent does the interaction between the task type and anxiety impact the 

oral performance of the learners? 
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To compare the students’ speaking performance obtained from the repeated measures 

of both tasks, Wilcoxon signed-rank tests were conducted. The statistical output 

obtained from these tests is summarized in Table 4. 

Table 4. The interaction between task type and L2 speaking performance  
Raters        Median (Mean ranks) Scores (SD) 

Picture Description Role-play Z p 
Rater 1 80.67 (10.96) 83.33 (10.56) 3.584 < .001 

Rater 2 76.00 (10.73) 80.00 (8.86) 4.277 < .001 

Rater 3 82.00 (8.28) 84.67 (8.40) 1.741     .082 

Note. Z values reflect Wilcoxon signed-rank tests comparing performance across tasks. Effect sizes are 
reported as rank-biserial correlations (r). Interpretations are based on estimation thinking (Cumming 
& Calin-Jageman, 2024) with confidence intervals provided. 

Results of the Wilcoxon signed-rank tests showed that students performed 

significantly better in the role-play task according to Rater 1 (Z = 3.584, p  < .001, r = 

.428, 95% CI [0.21, 0.60]) and Rater 2 (Z = 4.277, p  < .001, r = .511, 95% CI [0.31, 

0.67]), with moderate to large effect sizes. For Rater 3, the difference was not 

statistically significant (Z = 1.741, p = .082), though a small effect size was observed (r 

= .208, 95% CI [–0.03, 0.42]). These findings indicate that learners generally 

performed better in dialogic, interactive task items than in the monologic ones, and 

that the effect of task type on performance was consistent across most raters. We also 

examined whether task type and anxiety interacted to affect pre-intermediate EFL 

learners’ L2 speaking performance, using a Mann-Whitney U test (see Table 5). 

Table 5. The interaction between task Type and anxiety  

Task type Anxiety level        N Mean ranks Sum of ranks SD p 

Picture 
description  

Low 23 33.75 830.5 12.54 
.440 

Moderate 47 33.71 1584.5 10.23 

Role-play 
Low 23 38.20 840.5 10.18 

.360 
Moderate 47 33.50 1574.5 10.75 

Table 5 illustrates that students’ speaking performance did not significantly differ 

across anxiety levels in either task type. For the picture-cued description task, the low 

anxiety group (N = 23, M rank = 37.75, SD = 12.54) and the moderate anxiety group (N 

= 47, M rank = 33.71, SD = 10.23) did not demonstrate a statistically significant 

difference (p = .440), with a small effect size (r = –0.117, 95% CI [–0.351, 0.117]). 

Similarly, in the role-play task, although the low anxiety group (M rank = 38.20, SD = 

10.18) slightly outperformed the moderate anxiety group (M rank = 33.50, SD = 10.75), 
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this difference was also not statistically significant (p = .360), with a small effect size 

(r = –0.136, 95% CI [–0.370, 0.098]).These findings suggest that a mild tendency 

toward better performance among learners with lower anxiety. However, given the 

small effect sizes and lack of significance, these observations should be interpreted 

cautiously. 

To enrich the interpretation of these findings, an online focus group interview session 

was conducted with six participants. When briefly asked what made them anxious in 

L2 speaking, and whether they felt more comfortable when speaking alone or with a 

peer, most reported greater comfort and fluency in paired tasks. These perceptions are 

in line with the slight performance advantage observed in the role-play condition. 

Discussion 

This study aimed to examine whether task type, FLA, and their interaction influenced 

students’ speaking performance. Using a within-subjects repeated measures design, all 

the participants completed both monologic and dialogic speaking tasks. The most 

notable contribution of this research lies in its focus on FLA within a military school 

setting—an underexplored context in second language acquisition—which involved a 

relatively homogeneous sample of 70 pre-intermediate learners with low to moderate 

anxiety levels. These findings align with earlier studies conducted in Türkiye (e.g., 

Çakıcı, 2016; Elaldi, 2016), possibly due to shared institutional expectations, similar 

educational policies, and consistent language-learning experiences among Turkish 

EFL learners. The analysis of the FLCAS subcomponents revealed that communication 

apprehension was the most anxiety-inducing dimension, consistent with studies such 

as Aeni et al. (2017) and Noor et al. (2015). This pattern may reflect the limited 

opportunities for communicative language use in Turkish higher education, where 

grammar-focused instruction is still dominant. In contrast to findings by Na (2007) 

and Shabani (2012), fear of negative evaluation ranked lower in this study. This might 

be attributed to the military school’s structured evaluation system, consistent grading 

practices, and the confidence-building nature of institutional culture. 

Although moderate levels of anxiety are sometimes linked to improved performance 

(e.g., Zhang & Liu, 2013; Marcos-Llinás & Juan-Garau, 2009), the present study found 

no significant performance differences between low- and moderate-anxiety groups in 
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either task type. While initial picture prompt and role-play scenario showed weak 

facilitative effects, possibly due to the effects of procedural repetition (Ellis, 2009), this 

benefit diminished in subsequent tasks. This could be likely as a result of increased 

cognitive demands and topic novelty, echoing Hu’s (2018) observation that fluency 

gains are not guaranteed across task repetitions. The significant score differences 

between task formats support earlier research highlighting the impact of task type on 

speaking performance (Bottini, 2022; Garcia & Ponce, 2022; Ko, 2023). In line with 

Ko (2023) and Mathews and Sudharshana (2021), the participants performed better 

on dialogic task items, likely due to their interactive, authentic nature. While 

monologic tasks have been favored in some contexts (Martin, 2019; Phuong, 2018), the 

paired nature of role-plays in this study may have allowed learners to stay within their 

comfort zones by interacting with peers rather than solely with the test administrator. 

Hence, this study reinforces the importance of task type in L2 assessment. Although 

task complexity is known to influence both performance and anxiety (Brennan, 2016), 

the more complex dialogic task in this study yielded better performance without 

significant anxiety-based differences. This may be attributed to the discipline, self-

regulation, and uniform preparation of military students, whose consistent language 

habits may have buffered anxiety’s influence across task types. Overall, the findings 

suggest that, while FLA and task type interact in complex ways, task format may exert 

a more robust effect on speaking performance in structured assessment settings. 

Conclusion 

This study set out to examine the effects of FLA, task type, and their interaction on the 

speaking performance of pre-intermediate EFL learners. It addressed the broader 

question of how affective and task-related factors together shape L2 speaking 

performance in classroom assessment contexts. The results showed that while learners’ 

anxiety levels were relatively low, task type played a more decisive role in influencing 

their speaking performance. From a pedagogical perspective, our findings suggest that 

speaking assessments should incorporate both dialogic and monologic tasks to capture 

different dimensions of communicative ability. Dialogic tasks, in particular, may 

promote greater engagement and authenticity by allowing lower-proficiency learners 

to perform more confidently. These insights also remind us that assessment tasks are 

not merely tools for measurement but opportunities that can either heighten or 
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alleviate learners’ anxiety, shaping how they experience language use. This study is not 

without limitations. The participant group was relatively small and drawn from one 

institutional context, which may limit the generalizability of the findings. Future 

research could employ mixed-method or longitudinal designs to explore how FLA, task 

engagement, and feedback interact across time and varying proficiency levels. In 

conclusion, this study contributes to a growing understanding that affective factors and 

task design jointly influence language performance. Recognizing this interplay can 

help educators and test developers design speaking assessments that are both valid and 

supportive of learners’ communicative development. 
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Appendix A. Picture description task samples 

Instructions: You will be shown three different sets of pictures, one at a time. For 

each set, please describe and compare the pictures in as much detail as possible. Try to 

speak continuously for about one minute. 

Prompt 1 

 

Prompt 2 

 

Prompt 3 
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Appendix B. Role-play task sample 

Scenario 1 

Instructions: You and your partner will be given three different situations one by 

one. In each situation, you will have a specific role. Discuss the topic with your partner 

and try to reach a conclusion together. You will have about two minutes for each 

scenario. 
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Appendix C. Rubrics 

 

 
 
 

 


