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Abstract

Many studies have shown that tests have a washback effect on teaching and learning. The Junior
School English Academic Graduation Test (JSEAGT), which is an important means of examining
students’ ability to use language comprehensively, has had a significant washback effect on junior
middle school English teaching. Through textual analysis of the English writing test questions
(Paper A) of the JSEAGT in Chongqing over the past ten years and a questionnaire survey of 20 ju-
nior middle school English teachers from different middle schools in Chongqing. The results show
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that: 1) The washback effect of the JSEAGT writing on junior middle school English teachers’ teach-
ing is specifically reflected in the content, methods, concepts of writing teaching as well as writing
evaluation. 2) The JSEAGT writing has both a positive and a negative washback effect on junior
middle school English teachers’ teaching.
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(S5 3 A FEE TR PR (2022 4FAR) ) (BARRTFR CGBrifths) )IAw fg 1 3B 2 RHZ O &R TR ISR
WOTIH: TR SCEIR. YRR AR AT REI[1]. Hordr, SR NEREE BT s iE F 2 M
MEETTA, 5¥AREESRIPRKE MK BEAMUZAE S HIRKSMEAI, M
P2 A REBEAT GIE PERIA I 2RI . BEE AR SR SEEH B F B I AR T, Hoaif 2 sl
BRI BRI, BYER OSBRI RS B g 5E . D, SFECA R AW
PE S RHMZ ORI G BRE M . FRE Y] b L R G R LT3 ) v Bl A HEN R e B
RT3 RHEEABA IR LA S I, A Ay AT S i AN T B )
Wz JEH R AT th 258 B % T 2t AT, HRPHBIEER > 150 77, KSR 2 20 70, &
JEEH R 13.3%. HALZU, M S 1E AT DUR M2 A R B ARTEGE IR ST, T b 25 e Ay — DU i
B, X IEE SR A EERREN . R, 2 aE SR 2 A A5 T AR BE T 0 ER B,
EX I SETEHOM R A FARE A IR M SO A RS B BOR IR .

S HE S MAWE RN RERRMGE . S W NATE S 2N — DN EES S
MRS AN EETR. EAMNEERR, B5EFENRESIE SR ZRFEE AERKR,
PIE BTSN A et 5 SeiB BRI U N T 2 A Se BT I AR R, AU 7222
e S MR TT, WX S B e AR T R SR ER

2. ERE

SAEAE R AT LB 31 3] 20 20 50 AR 1960 4K, {HE 3 20 th4 80 FEAA B A —FI LG I
FFE WA H M. Shohamy (1992)F8 H,  “ RIRAEFH” RAMEMR S = ESME S ST R BER, &
D= A2 R I G S H 2B AR R g, A AR 4 AU [2] . Alderson HT Wall (1993)i\ Ty, 4k 1E FHidE
WA A S AR % L 45 A X 28 1 5% [ 3] Prodromou (1995) 43 HE IS5 182, 2480 K /0 a5 /) 18
SR EMNR T8 K A R, w2 kAR AR VE FI[4]. Messick (1996)iA A, S 3k 1 FH 2 %o 1 & #0i il 2
SN — P, AEABAT S U AN e B S, AN 5 EOAS ) ) 2 N 2 ) 45 R[] R4,
Bailey (1996)7r = T i WL &1, BT “¥8” B BRAE NI 20 5 2 FE M RE (6] 1 Je P& A6 FH B A W T
PE, ARG IE 1A PR AR P AL G S 3R, BRSO 22 A B R AR FE RIS AR VE D o I ) IR IR A FH 2
MR ES IS, AT 20000l B0% 755 i m R IEE AN S BRRS #BeE R R, mEA
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P F#0  m $E F.

3, EF KT Alderson F1 Wall X e & AEH 5 X, F 5 25 908 5 /R R 0 s R VB R o 2%
B AR ) o S S A O R
3. Alderson 1 Wall B #{EBR%

Alderson 1 Wall T 1993 4E42H1 7 15 ME#. X 15 MERMAER . SR Bk, g4k, KEAT 5
AR AE BREXT FE R L TR 2 A P AR AN R T ) S AR AEH o

Table 1. Alderson and Wall’s hypothesis of washback effect
%= 1. Alderson 1 Wall B9 & ¥ {EFB 1%

Fr 5 WE

1 WA 2 mH

2 W52 >

3 TR 25 m LU HAT 4

4 2 T M T G e R 2 2 e 2

5 AR 2 M 2 A 4

6 MR 2 M 2 B 5

7 DRFE R B 25 9 2R DR I

8 TR R 27 > 30t P 5

9 MR R B R S

10 TR 2R S R S

11 MR EMHE 5 NE . TR E
12 B ML 2 A R R AE

13 AN BRI A 7 A AR

14 DS PR B30 5 22 A 7 A R A
15 DT BOTAN 2 LAMAE T NHAS 27 A2 S 4R A

7 1 /2 Alderson Al Wall 2¢ T IR R BTHR H 19 15 AMB s, e ol it BOm AN 2802 3 F2 fr  A 1) Je
WAEF BARRBILE: 1. 3. 4. 7. 9. 11 Mnt 2 AR A ST il A2 B SR 1 e #R /5 FIAE 2. 5. 6. 8.
10, 11 i3 LA R WA AR S Pk AR FROAS [R5 B BAR SR IAE 120 130 14, 15 fRik. LI
I, Alderson F1 Hamp-Lyons AN #UM I #2= 5. Kbk 5 EEE S R R FIFE ] CLsgml e 3k /B, w2 it
T SRAFAE oAt R R e s S SR 475 - IRk, Alderson A1 Hamp-Lyons % ELAfE 5 IR FE 2 5, RIS IR
VER W2 BAMAR R IR, BIARA T AN T4 16 2B U0 I 2060 A ) () 2 A o A 2 A R [ R
SR SR [7]. Alderson Al Wall 1) s 3R AE FHESE A AR 58 A 7] & 1K Bevt . BF 70 I B 4 Hh 4
BT IS fE %,

4, gt
4.1. 30

TSGR SN S AR e N AR e R IR, RISRIER . R, SAEHE D 24
S P S MEAR , IXRIE T . K, AR G b S B AR W SEHE S AR
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1) W1 P I 5 AR RN AT h EAE M e R S SR A R AR AL AR IR L 7 T 2

2)

ey S AR I 1 I T B A 2

4.2. ARAE

4.2.1. RBESHE
AU EPGE RS A P IRIAEEATI . EIRE 2013 4R N A B B &, AL

B0 2013 ££~2023 5 A HATHEFE 5 0 i (LK 2).

Table 2. Statistical table of basic information of the JSEAGT writing test in Chongging (2013~2023)
7 2. 2013 F~2023 FERMHE X EPEREAEERNERHITR

A
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019
2020

2021
2022

2023

(=54 fE B AIB A Fo
INAED'S SRR Ph—Aa v 2 A 0 B4, R R sh ER G AR B QAT
IVAED'S SCFARYATY B RE R, P T 0 R G AT A AR A
VAR SCFARYARY PAAAAE S T S 4 Peter [a]— 3 BT HE1F
VD' LT RS — 8B B S AR SGE PR 55
AL TR R e RS
INAEDS TR 25 9E[E I A Nick 5 — 3t email [FIfh>R 1B
ISz 3L RN Y R S R T 5 2 1 A 22 2 il 2 M ki 50
ISz 3L RN Y B R R W T & 57 2 A AL SC

e s SRR VKRR, SRR Sk B B S A A
D y 5o
PLPHSC IR+ SOOI et i, RS RO, VREESRH, R AT

WAL EIER + JEOCRNA MRS B IUR, G NN

RIFSC EmR + SEsciR iy o —

HEFE— EPID OIS AT S SN s TOFIHR B, DS A 2 N3,

4.2.2. EEREZX

AHIE 5T i A 0] 2 DL Alderson A Wall 1 s 84 4 AR B B4 Al AR 5K BRR(2022) Tt 1 n) & 12647 T
Sigm[8]. WA 3, AR MAE EEAFEIUA L B TR ] S E BT G T B TE S AR
EAYEBEE NI A 3 3 YR AT R S O o 2 S S AR e S A S R O A B
= VR A AT] R S ST R S S AR AR R I S A B O A R 0 TR ) R S T
SXof HH 2 G 5 AR AR 1 5 AR B 0 PPN RO A

Table 3. Questionnaire question design dimensions

= 3. [BIEEEIR TR

Y H ik
HH 2 R S R U S AR 3 A R R H—H 1-5 5
HR 2 B B AR O 91T B 1R B T VR RS HH 15 5
HR 2 BT S AR O ST S (R BUE B S 1 R H=Hr 1~4 4
rP 2% S 5 AR I TS S AR AN I RS HIE 1~3 3
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5.1. WEXASH
A0 B B SCAR ST 48 B AT I, 49 AN Py 2 AR 8 95 07 TR AT 40T

Table 4. Framework for Analyzing the JSEAGT writing test (Paper A) in Chongging (2013~2023)
= 4.2013~2023 FERHPEREBREFRIEH (A )T HESR

TiH e
U (=54 JS2FH3C(9 ¥R)IEAL(2 1K)
FERMEX SR BRI+ SR
vz ay Htk A EA KGR
AL H A EENEIEES VTS
T W, A RER

W 4 fios, W 2013~2023 F % Siil A G IR IA G, 8B AEE T CBrRbR) A1
WRHMIE T« MEE BE, REEE N A ST FRIVE RS &, E0E DV R IR AT .
B, SAERIRAERRAR B —, SRR 2 B T 25 52 A 0 B SOOI 48, T3/ 4 % i BH SR
WS o X i I AT i Y5 T iy LN 5 FE 3158 I SC AN LI SO ) PR A R B SR ARG i v, R 4% 1 S A
ZHELET N BRI, X [ AT BETE — e REE PR T 2R AR BRI 25 ) 2 Rl SCAR L2

TEA5 B3R 07 T, MRS 2 Fde 4 vl k0, SR I0E B RIS E B R B3 B
FHENBIFNE B + SRR, JRRE W R EIER AL, I 2021 FFHF4E, {5 B3R A SCRAR 9T,
T R TS T R A R A X P A TR B, 3 S S A A T R A A S R i RS I8 .

SR S R AR S AT & B SIS Sz, R 5 A DLTE B SR AR Pl RE 2B 2 11 =
[9]. HRHEFE 4 TT%N, 2013~2023 - ETEE A & RIS A Z H08E T SIEE =L =N, S1E
18 ST 2R ARV SR RR, RERE 1L AR B IR IL B, A BT A o (H AR AN ) R A7 A B S R R IR
fill, 2019 (A )M SRR E R B A AE 2B X M PR s kiR, S —RR S/,
SHEZWFE%S. M TYHRENT, 20X RE e — 4 EA NS, M2 EEmNS
RAEA S BRIES), B AR D28 Ip X FiE D). RIS S B A RS, [, 4R 280
AR EIES RN REE, RA T RETCERBUH GRS =M, MIfism 51E80% .

MRHEE 4 A1, 2013~2023 FHHH9EIE A 45 RS R I AR I T SAEMAS R, P B R
FRE WBEE B30 RERANEMMNASOE, SHEREEINMEN. SRMEINER S0y, &%
FIRERSIEM R SERNE, RS SR A S 28 et .

PR 2% 4 BHUHE 23 4T, 2013~2023 4 25 B0 1 A 45 U A BE BB BE TT b 70 23 BV T TR ek s
TX M R SR A SRR 45 8 IR RS B AT S AE, B S SO AT S AE DGR R B HRIA AN A
S5 LA X P AOUAAR T RO HERR e AR X, RO AR TR A R A, S
AT BIE ) ST R 1R 3] T R .

5.2. PERBEBEMAMPRESERFTENRKRER

521 PEFEEEFMNANBEHFRAZTHE M
)26 58— 00 A MM A B 40 R S AR M . R 5 AR 0 DL R A T AR v 25 S (A F) Ry A R
JIHBEAT A, S5 R 5 R
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Table 5. The impact of the JSEAGT writing test on the content of writing instruction
7= 5. FEEEMNKN BERFERNEHNZM

JIRss N 51 FrifE %= MA (2 K 7 g
1 20 33 0.979 0 6(30%)  6(30%)  6(30%) 2 (10%)
2 20 3.95 0.759 0 0 7(35%)  9(45%) 4 (20%)
3 20 36 0.681 0 2(10%)  7(35%) 10 (50%) 1 (5%)
4 20 42 0.768 0 0 4(20%)  8(40%) 8 (40%)
5 20 3.15 0.875 0 5(25%)  8(40%)  6(30%) 1 (5%)

BHRNEEHF) 20

H7% 5 AT, HOE T H e o 8 b 2 D0E i 30k M % A A ih R S A 8, 2T
HARFEM M. W TREERE EEEE5EEE, 4§ 9 MM SEAHHEESIERE, 4 45%.
CHrikbr) BRAASE HZE R R A SRR, R R EAE RN R s JE AR RN, 3T SO R IR AL
ST BRI, 2 O 7 R R S R AN SR BB R X

Xt 75 SR A A T S A oI, BT R B 2 BRI A% O BOTR 15 /K (25%)
SrELRS AN R SRR, HABE 6 ML s BoRE AT MBI . HILAT L, B 9aE SR+
RS — MR E IR .

5.2.2. FERIEEEMNRNBEERESZNFN

BT ) 35 5 B 40 2 ORI S T AR (1~3 ) RN i i 7] 22 HE(4~5 R0) 997 1 R TR

7, 4Rk 6 frs:

Table 6. The impact of the JSEAGT writing test on writing teaching methods
= 6. PERESENANSIEREFHENF

[8s) N FH{E bR 22 A (L2 K 7 Mg
1 20 3.95 1.050 0 2(10%)  5(25%)  5(25%) 8 (40%)
2 20 3.35 0.745 0 2(10%) 10 (50%)  7(35%) 1 (5%)
3 20 3.25 1.020 0 6(30%)  5(25%)  7(35%) 2 (10%)
4 20 33 0.733 0 3(15%)  8(40%) 9 (45%) 0
5 20 38 0.768 0 1 (5%) 5(25%) 11 (55%) 3 (15%)

EEEy e (%) 20

M7 6 AT, WA (40%) 2 AE T B AT /NS B, BT 2 AR D Rt AT %353
FARHEA RS . B SREE SRR, S ERIAARIE T, 50% 1 #UM R /R &
M 2 AR RE N E G SRR 5, A 7% M. B SEREE SR N TESE
O R A A R B AE A Bt AT B A 77 T 22 B R (1.020), 30% I BUMAR A8 Fl %77 1%, 25%(1)
HOMR/RAEM, 5% UM H M. dukal W, 785 1F 3 R 2 B ol BUmIE =& i T AL S
F)5

FEVREE F I 8] 22 AE T3 TT, 4500 22 i 7 2 0 FH K 22 B TR SR A AT 2RI AL R, 559611 2
TR AL HE R SRR I 5 L
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5.2.3. FEREEENRMNTGESERFESH
I 265 57 = #8731 B2 h B IR SN UM S/ Ber B KMt AT U RE, 4R WE 7 Fos:

Table 7. The impact of the JSEAGT writing test on the concept of teaching English writing
F= 7. PERESENRNRESERFESNFMN

[8s) N PHME ffEE ERARE ARE — Eib=3 R FE=
1 20 4.20 0.768 0 0 4(20%)  8(40%) 8 (40%)
2 20 3.55 0.686 0 1(5%)  8(40%) 10 (50%) 1 (5%)
3 20 3.75 0.716 0 1(5%)  5(25%)  12(60%) 2 (10%)
4 20 3.80 1.005 1 (5%) 1(5%)  3(15%) 11 (55%) 4 (20%)

HBAZH(RI) 20

U 7 W] L, 80 TN 5 Bl A o 2 B i o AR s B b s S5% UM A AN R A 51
BERE IR 2 R ] DL 2B SE SR SR AREL, HIEA 40% ) ZUMHF R B W . 70%HI20m A
NIEAT KB S R R GRRR IS 3 i AR I B AR ST 7% U N 5 Sl SRR B B 174 Rk
VIINE:S

5.2.4. PEIESFEMANBIERE TR
1726 55 DU FB 0 36 BOM S AR e /1 ve i s SN AT 7R, 45 Rk 8 Jon:

Table 8. The effect of the JSEAGT writing test on the evaluation of writing ability
= 8. hEZEEEMAX SIERE TN ARG

5853 N FIE brifEZE  EEARE AFEE — [ e EE
1 20 3.50 0.607 0 1(5%) 8(40%) 11 (55%) 0
2 20 4.10 0.718 0 0 4(20%) 10 (50%) 6 (30%)
3 20 3.55 0.826 0 3(15%) 4(20%) 12(60%) 1 (5%)

ARAZE(RI) 20

w4 8 Fiz, 55% MM A B SRR N R A RGE SR N EE T A, HiF 40%HH
DT O B T DL 8096 14 0T [ I LA rp =5 i S A I i AR A D e v I R R G 5+ 5% ) T [ J A5 A
FR GRS YT, B 15%HZUNA R A

6. HEL5ERT=
6.1. iREiL

AHFR LA 0 2 A B AT SCA AT, BRI BT A7) ot 2 AT MG R A, B 4518
P 5 ST S AR T P S BOM B W S B R B SR SR A R Tk, B SEE
W75, HXSHIhIeiE SR A4 1 IR S 50E B R IR .

1) FEXEAEEEE N R RITT T, 2R 2 B8R T ER 1 UFR P8 5 25 AR NE 2 9 fre Hefh 4
KA, (HBAT 30%MZ IR DI, INTHR T F SRR O 2. b — i B0m 2 sls &
RIS RIN B BE R T, &R SRR . 80% 1 BUM A & Bl 2 2R A il E 5%
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AL, 759% TR K B2 BOR A AE TR S AR, T LU AE SR AR EAE R L 17
RARHH -

2) X BB TR T T, 659% UM B AL T AR AT /NS S, 90% 1 T
/R B H A 22 AR RE G S ARG BE,  Sdih A ERIEH QP R, TR, #BIMESEHE+
Dl ] A2 AR RO EAT 0 . AESAREEE AR, AT 45910 M 28 & BUR A2 18 A St i
PMEHAT R, I 2 1 BT A BB R 1 T 1% SR S AR EA I 85% ) UM /K Bl 22 i A
PR 22 B TR R UFAR AT I R4 I — P EUM A B RUE SRR 0 S5 s R £, T 0=
L AR R IR S B RE ) 77

3) X HAF BT, SR AL RN, 80%[ #UM Ny Bh 2 A A o 2% g i i
AR EEN SR S, ST ARZESEEER AN ER, B —FRBImA XA E
AT LA 22 A rp 2 1 5 A RS R R4S AR . 759 B UM [R]85 b 2% 9615 S AR IR AT & CRrikis)
IZR .

4) X SARBCAN IR T, B e B BT B DS AR AU 3R PP A A IS S 4
E775 80% I NI 1% 2 M b 25 518 5 AR BRG] S0 S5 /25l 6596 1 0[] = B AR R i p
PRI AR SR BRI R SURIT E AAE S BAERE ). kel W, P ESGE SRR SN SR
e RS ON A

6.2. ARBR

AW T ZRDS 1 25 TR B ARSI h IR SRR RARIE R, EIRB ISR, B
ST Co YN PS e

1) BUMREA LR SRR 510 B RO IR RO EE WA, B S AETE LU AR Pl
s sE b, BUITRREAE B ESENRE, TRy LRt AT 30 Jl R e
RS R BT 0, M 2021 SRS AR5 2387 H T SRR AR N S S0, IR UM AR SR 3L
S NG IR AR RIS R B SR RIRE AT, T AN 2R 22 2R SEAC B 79 90 97] BUAE 15

2) EFCFARE, BOMMARSE A SLPREE ST, RIEZ RN AN FEEREAMEL, BRI
T XTI I M AR, FUMRR B ) MG S AR, B ORABA T B A Sk A |, BB
RWEF AR, SSRGS, MM S T T3 E e i AE, WIRHE
BORARZIRAE 5 /M, DAk A TR B e IR ANIE 5 3Rk RE Ty, HE— PARTHIATI B K. X
PR TT i, BOMALRER B2 A 4T T WS 5 26 al, I RELEAA TR S M 72 v R % WL RESh 1,
B B QIR RE YT, AT R IESRTH AT 9815 5 1 g

3) G SR, BUMTE BT G # K, BIRIR R IF St B A 5 1F e r ik
i, Ay LS| S BCAE M PRE S Z AL B, DO A AE S ARG, SRR saES
TEHCRE.

4) BUMEARBRAAE S BAT R RENEER], TR R T U N 9 53 KT SR8, 1
BAEFAE R, AT — € B HAr iR, EEX AR RE S, 7850 R Rk B e B i
Hirk#r Hbre R, Hl A E IR 2 —, AR A EE K .

5) SARREAIVIN T R REZ Juth, WEURIEY. SR AVE. FAEPPOr. DREVEIEAN S, AR
AR, A IGERIEARHE(2022 ERR)) i AR A I RE i B R AV fie . DAVPIR 3, H5F
MR IR R RS AR Bk, A4 SIERE T PO I A R ALK EE B — I A 5 PP B
HEIERENR AR, TR . 2 YRR 7% B2 B M SRR I MR
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6) FHEHE PP britE, REBAERI . Bl a BRI AR B ORI AL 1 B EARAIE . [R]I 1F 7>

PRAEE IR, SRBLVEA MO =2 AR 35 (0 H I [10]o B 1E AU 36228 78 5 /K7, SRS L R
FER FEA B ESR . ARG S B bR, AU s 12 o B 4E )5 sGR T E .
Ut AEPPAG SR A TS N, SRAIROR AU R A BRI L, AR, AT N A R A
RIS BAEN A, TARMATIAE A R BRI B A e FEPP R b, B 2 M 25 R A R IE S T N
Lty AR R IR 8 F R e .
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