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ABSTRACT 

The Effect of Formative Assessments on Language Performance 

Brian W. Radford 
Department of Instructional Psychology and Technology, BYU 

Doctor of Philosophy 
 

This study sought to improve the language learning outcomes at the Missionary Training 
Center in Provo, Utah.  Young men and women between the ages of 19-24 are taught a foreign 
language in an accelerated environment.  In an effort to improve learning outcomes, computer-
based practice and teaching of language performance criteria were provided to missionaries in an 
effort to allow them to progress at their own pace outside of the classroom.  The effect of 
computer-based practice and the teaching of language performance criteria were assessed in a 
2x2 factorial design.  The dependent variable was speaking proficiency in the Spanish language.  
This variable was assessed in two different ways: (a) human-rated speaking proficiency and (b) 
computer-scored speaking proficiency. Results suggest that the teaching of language 
performance criteria increases speaking proficiency over those who are not taught the criteria.  
Missionary trainee responses also indicate that the training of criteria helped the trainees to 
evaluate their own performance and the performance of other language speakers.  Missionary 
trainees also reported that this training helped them to see their own progress and to set 
appropriate learning goals.   
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Keywords:  formative assessments, assessment for learning, teacher feedback, student feedback, 
language performance  



iii 
 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

ABSTRACT .................................................................................................................................... ii 

List of Tables ................................................................................................................................. vi 

List of Figures ............................................................................................................................... vii 

Chapter 1:  Introduction .................................................................................................................. 1 

Background ................................................................................................................................. 1 

New Challenges........................................................................................................................... 2 

Areas of Focus ............................................................................................................................. 3 

Statement of Purpose ................................................................................................................... 4 

Research Hypotheses................................................................................................................... 4 

Chapter 2:  Review of Literature .................................................................................................... 6 

Introduction ................................................................................................................................. 6 

Improving Learning Through Assessment .................................................................................. 7 

Summative assessment ............................................................................................................ 8 

Formative assessment .............................................................................................................. 8 

Evolution of Formative Assessment ......................................................................................... 11 

Assessments for learning ....................................................................................................... 11 

Alternative assessment .......................................................................................................... 12 

Dynamic assessment .............................................................................................................. 12 

Self-Assessment as Formative Assessment .............................................................................. 13 



iv 
 

Self-assessments .................................................................................................................... 14 

Self-assessments influence on self-efficacy .......................................................................... 15 

Self-monitoring ...................................................................................................................... 16 

Formative Assessments in the Second Language (L2) Classroom ........................................... 17 

Language Learning Challenges with Formative Assessment ................................................... 18 

Moving Formative Assessment Research Forward in L2 Environments .................................. 19 

Chapter 3:  Method ....................................................................................................................... 22 

Design........................................................................................................................................ 22 

Participants ................................................................................................................................ 25 

Instrumentation Overview ......................................................................................................... 26 

Instrumentation details .......................................................................................................... 28 

Instrumentation example ....................................................................................................... 29 

Procedure ................................................................................................................................... 31 

Analysis ..................................................................................................................................... 31 

Chapter 4:  Results ........................................................................................................................ 34 

Assessments of the Various Components ................................................................................. 34 

Multivariate Analysis of the Relationship Between Treatments and Language Performance .. 38 

Missionary Attitudes Towards Language Learning .................................................................. 40 

Overall language learning experience ................................................................................... 42 

Computer assisted rater instruction experience ..................................................................... 43 



v 
 

Effect of CARI on trainees’ goals and study patterns ........................................................... 44 

Language speaking assessment experience ........................................................................... 46 

Chapter 5:  Discussion .................................................................................................................. 49 

Research Hypotheses................................................................................................................. 49 

Language performance practice ............................................................................................. 49 

Understanding language performance criteria ....................................................................... 50 

Interaction between language performance practice and understanding criteria .................. 50 

Recommendations ..................................................................................................................... 51 

Conclusion ................................................................................................................................. 52 

References ..................................................................................................................................... 54 

Appendix A:  Handouts for Missionaries ..................................................................................... 64 

Appendix B:  Language Criteria Rubric ....................................................................................... 68 

Appendix C:  Entrance Questionnaire .......................................................................................... 69 

Appendix D:  Exit Questionnaire .................................................................................................. 73 

 

  



vi 
 

List of Tables 

Table 1:  Experimental Groups and Treatment Conditions .......................................................... 23 

Table 2:  Description of 2 x 2 Factorial Design ............................................................................ 24 

Table 3:  Number of Missionaries by Type of Instruction Provided ............................................ 25 

Table 4:  Prior Language Experience by Experimental Group ..................................................... 26 

Table 5:  Formative Language Assessments ................................................................................. 27 

Table 6:  Formative Language Assessment Usage ....................................................................... 28 

Table 7:  Descriptive Statistics for the Four Groups on the Pretest .............................................. 35 

Table 8:  Descriptive Statistics for the Four Groups on the Posttest ............................................ 36 

Table 9:  Descriptive Statistics for Minutes Spent in Practice for Groups 2 and 4 ...................... 37 

Table 10:  Results of ANCOVA on the Posttest with a Pretest Covariate ................................... 38 

Table 11:  Results of HLM on the Posttest with a Pretest Covariate and Random Class Effect .. 39 

Table 12:  Results of HLM on the Posttest with Random Effect and no Covariate ..................... 40 

Table 13:  Missionary Questionnaire Responses .......................................................................... 40 

Table 14:  Descriptive Statistics for Attitudinal Scores by Group by Item .................................. 41 

Table 15:  Overall Language Learning Experience — Missionary Responses ............................ 42 

Table 16:  CARI Experience — Missionary Responses ............................................................... 43 

Table 17:  Missionary Response on the Effect of CARI on Goals and Study .............................. 45 

Table 18:  Language Speaking Assessment Experience — Missionary Responses ..................... 47 

 

  



vii 
 

List of Figures 

Figure 1:  Example instructions for language grammar assessment. ............................................ 29 

Figure 2:  Example of questions that are context dependent. ....................................................... 30 

Figure 3:  Example feedback with description of correct response. ............................................. 30 

 

  



1 
 

Chapter 1:  Introduction 

Background 

The missionary trainees at the Latter-day Saint (LDS) Missionary Training Center in 

Provo, Utah are quite unique.  These trainees volunteer 18 months (females) or 24 months 

(males) of their life to serve as missionaries for their church.  Since many of these missionaries 

are called to serve in foreign countries, they are required to learn a foreign language.  With little 

to no previous experience speaking the language in which they are called to serve, students are 

highly motivated to learn the language before arriving in their assigned country.  Their language 

learning experience spans 8-14 weeks depending on the language to which they are assigned. 

The teachers are non-professionals: they are typically college students in varying fields of study 

who for the most part qualify to teach only because they previously served as a missionary in a 

geographic area where the language which they are now expected to teach was spoken. 

With the limited training time before these missionaries are sent to their assigned 

countries, these missionaries must learn basic building blocks that will enable them to 

understand, speak, read, and listen in a new language and to also continue their learning 

throughout their mission.  The training program is focused on allowing the trainees to progress at 

their own pace with the challenge that these missionaries are organized into classes typically 

consisting of 8-12 students, who are grouped together merely because of the common target 

language and country in which they are assigned to serve.  The levels of existing language skills 

vary greatly within each class and the students’ abilities to gather and process the instruction 

vary greatly as well.  These challenges make it difficult for a non-professional teacher to adjust 

classroom teaching to meet individual needs.  Also, the missionaries are challenged with 

knowing how to monitor and assess their own learning.  These challenges make it difficult to 
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assist the missionaries with the tools and the capacity to continue their learning process once 

they leave the formal training facilities. 

In past years, the missionaries were expected to memorize lessons in their target 

language.  The approach now is for the missionaries to learn basic language concepts and skills 

that allow them to speak more proficiently in their own words.  Aspects of memorization remain 

in practice with regards to gaining vocabulary in the target language, but memorization of 

content and flow in a predefined order has been discontinued.  Memorizing the lesson content 

had allowed for missionaries to chunk or group the content into logically related topics.  This 

chunking allowed the students to assess where they were in their progress and how much more 

they needed to memorize before being prepared for their service.  As a result of memorization, 

students were teaching only the words they had memorized and were not expanding their 

language abilities or their understanding of the content they were teaching.  This memorization 

allowed most students to feel too comfortable with their level of learning and their teaching was 

done in a rote manner with limited additional effort to improve.  Even though recent changes 

have addressed these latter issues, there has not been an obvious replacement provided yet for the 

built-in chunking and built-in progress tracking. 

New Challenges 

As part of the missionary training program, language materials are presented in the 

classroom along with practice time.  Additional time is then provided outside of the classroom to 

allow missionaries to either (a) process what they have been taught and catch up with their 

understanding or (b) study extra materials and push their learning beyond that of what was 

presented in the classroom.  Language learning tools are also provided in computer labs that 

allow for variety in missionary learning.  One of the language learning tools available is a means 
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of formative assessment in hopes to better assist the students in identifying weaknesses and 

strengths to enable them to better use this unstructured block of time. 

The application of formative assessments to language performance has not been tested 

yet, but there have been some promising indications that it can enhance language performance 

learning outcomes as well (Radford, 2010).  Previous research at the Provo Missionary Training 

Center (MTC) has demonstrated that the use of formative assessments (Radford, 2010) enhances 

learning outcomes in non-language areas.  These formative assessments have helped to provide 

feedback to both missionaries and teachers and have enhanced the learning process.  This 

formative approach differs greatly from the summative approach that is used in many teaching 

environments.   

The rationale for conducting this study is based on the assumption that formative 

assessments will (a) enable missionaries to identify their own strengths and weaknesses by 

allowing them to compare their speech samples with native and proficient speakers, and (b) 

enable missionaries to receive rater feedback which identifies specific strengths and weaknesses 

in order to use their time wisely to advance their learning.  The researcher hypothesized that both 

internal (self-comparison) and external (rater provided) feedback will enable missionaries to 

adjust the levels of time and effort that they invest into different language areas.  This adjustment 

in study time and effort should also end up increasing their base language performance levels 

beyond that of what they would be able to do without the formative assessments. 

Areas of Focus 

The MTC administrators expect the missionaries to adjust their study activities to meet 

their individual needs.  Each class varies greatly in their prior knowledge and understanding of 

the languages being taught, as well as how quickly they learn what is being taught.  Teachers are 
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expected to teach at the pace and depth of content coverage to match the readiness and abilities 

of the missionaries in each class.  This is a huge challenge because the teachers only receive 

minimal training before they begin teaching.  Through the use of formative assessments, 

missionaries will be enabled to focus on their own individual strengths and weaknesses during 

their out of class time. 

Statement of Purpose 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the effects of providing formative feedback 

to missionary trainees regarding their language performance abilities.  The researcher 

hypothesized that the use of formative assessments and frequent feedback would improve 

achievement of the intended learning outcomes.  The researcher also hypothesized that 

missionaries will reach higher achievement of the intended learning outcomes if they are taught 

relevant criteria by which they can judge their own performance and progress. 

Research Hypotheses 

A language speaking assessment (LSA) provided written questions to which the 

missionaries responded verbally and the assessment recorded the audio of that response.  The 

LSA provided native and proficient speaking sample responses to each question and allowed the 

missionaries to compare their responses to these samples.  The LSA also allowed for 

missionaries to re-practice and compare their responses.  Raters were also able to provide 

formative feedback to the LSA responses.  A generalizability study allowed for the testing of 

different facets and their interaction.  The levels of variables were no feedback (control group), 

internal feedback (missionary comparison to provided samples), and external feedback (rater 

provided).   
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For the purpose of this study, language performance was measured by speaking ability in 

the language that the missionaries are learning.  The LSA provided feedback in the categories of 

fluency, grammar, pronunciation, and vocabulary used in their spoken responses.  These were 

the categories used to rate the missionaries’ language performance.  The study focused on the 

following hypotheses: 

1. Missionary trainees who practice their language performance with a computer, 

comparing their performance to native and proficient speakers will obtain higher 

posttest scores on average than missionaries who did not have the opportunity for 

computer-based practice. 

2. Missionary trainees who are taught the criteria by which their language performance 

is to be rated will obtain higher posttest scores on average than missionaries who are 

not taught the criteria by which their language performance was rated. 

3. Missionary trainees who both practice their language performance with a computer 

and are taught the criteria by which their language performance was rated will obtain 

higher posttest scores on average than missionaries who experienced only one or 

neither of these treatments. 
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Chapter 2:  Review of Literature 

Introduction 

Black and Wiliam (2006) asserted that “assessment in education must, first and foremost, 

serve the purpose of supporting learning” (p. 9).  For over 20 years, studies have shown that 

assessments can and do serve the purpose of learning.  Researchers have worked using 

assessments for closing the gap between what the student has already learned and what 

potentially may be learned.  Although this research has shown that assessments can support 

learning, there is still much work to do in the area of using this approach in the second language 

classroom. 

This review will discuss the evidence supporting the use of formative assessments as a 

means of facilitating learning outcomes in classroom contexts.  Several benefits of formative 

assessments will be discussed such as (a) empowering learners to recognize the areas in which 

they can improve themselves, (b) improving learner motivation, and (c) raising a level of 

awareness for both the learner and teacher during the learning process.  After summarizing the 

benefits of formative assessments, there will be discussion of how self-assessments are a type of 

formative assessment that can be used to assist students in their learning process and can have 

the same effects as other types of formative assessment.  Finally, there will be discussion on how 

these same approaches can be used in the second language classroom, but little research has been 

done in this area.  Some challenges of applying a formative assessment approach in a second 

language classroom will also be reviewed. 

Key articles were used to begin the process of establishing a baseline of the benefits of 

formative assessments.  This effort resulted in much research and so key articles were identified 

through review with research area experts.  These articles included Black and Wiliam (1998a), 
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Crooks (1988), and Fontana and Fernandes (1994).  The literature search was conducted by 

several methods.  First, these key articles were reviewed followed by a citation search on these 

articles.  As this was not the key point of the literature review, this search was not exhaustive, 

but did try to identify key benefits and studies regarding formative assessments.  A second 

approach was to search by keywords in the ERIC, ProQuest, and EBSCO databases.  In an effort 

to make this an efficient approach, tools were used to identify common research terms in an 

effort to better identify key terms used in publication.  A third approach was to review dedicated 

journals to these topics from the language testing community, these journals were Language 

Testing which devoted a special issue in 2001, and Language Assessment Quarterly devoted a 

special issue in 2007.  Finally, articles that were referenced in these journals were reviewed and 

sources that cited these articles as well.   

The next two sections deal with establishing a baseline that formative assessments 

enhance learning outcomes.  These sections are meant as an overview of some key studies and 

key benefits that have resulted from these studies.  Although, much work has been done in this 

area, the second section shows that this area is still evolving and there is still more growth and 

understanding to be obtained. 

Improving Learning Through Assessment 

Black and Wiliam (1998a) reviewed studies of assessment practices in the areas of 

mathematics, science, and other general subjects in the UK, and they reviewed representative 

examples from 250 studies identified as ‘sufficiently important’ from an original 681 

publications on the topic.  This study claimed that formative assessments are both an essential 

component to classroom work, and that development in this area can raise standards of 

achievement.  This paper reviewed several studies that found formative assessments yielded 
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greater learning gains than that of the conventional teacher-dominated summative assessment 

practices.   

Summative assessment.  Summative assessment refers to an assessment given at the end 

of a learning period to determine if learning occurred, and often to place some value (score) on 

how much learning had occurred or to quantify how much a learner knows about the subject 

matter.  Learning may be a secondary benefit as a result of taking a summative assessment, but 

the primary purpose is to measure learning and to make informed inferences about the learner’s 

ability or level of achievement (Atkin, Black, & Coffey, 2001). 

Often teachers’ intentions for using summative assessments do not match that of their 

actual practices.  Some teachers intend to use assessment as a means of assisting the learning 

process, but due to the timing and approach of summative assessments the practice contradicts 

intention.  Bol and Strage (1996) showed this by interviewing 10 high school biology teachers 

individually and then comparing their teaching philosophies and practices to that of their 

intentions.  These teachers wanted their students to develop a (a) general interest in biology, (b) 

general understanding of biology and its real-world applications, and (c) higher order study skill 

of interpreting information.  Their practices did not, however, support these goals.  Nearly two 

thirds of test and practice items were simply recognition items and interviews showed that most 

of these teachers were not aware of the contradiction between their goals and their assessment 

practices. 

Formative assessment.  In contrast to a summative assessment in which the teacher or 

institution judge the achievement, formative assessments allow the learner to judge their own 

learning achievement.  Summative assessments are often administered at the end of the teaching 

of a learning block as an effort to provide an overall impression of how well the topic(s) was 
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learned, while formative assessments are administered throughout the learning process as an 

effort to inform both teacher and learner during the learning process.  The Assessment Reform 

Group (ARG) defines formative assessment as the process of seeking and interpreting evidence 

for learners and their teachers to decide where the learners are in their learning, where they 

need to go, and how best to get there (Assessment Reform Group, 2007). 

Several studies have shown that formative assessments can play a critical role in the 

process of empowering the learner and enhancing classroom learning (Bachman, 2005; Black & 

Wiliam, 1998a, 1998b; Fontana & Fernandes, 1994; Geeslin, 2003; Harlen & Winter, 2004; 

Shohamy, 2001; Van de Watering & Van der Rijt, 2006; Whiting, Van Burgh, & Render, 1995).  

Studies have also shown that formative assessments can both (a) motivate learners and (b) result 

in greater gains in assessment scores (Brookhart & Durkin, 2003; Harlen & Winter, 2004; Rea-

Dickins & Gardner, 2000; Weeden & Winter, 1999).  Motivation of learners, as a result of 

assessments, was seen as Brookhart and Durkin (2003) reviewed a single-case, descriptive study 

regarding a teacher-researcher in an urban high school where their entire teaching load was 

studied.  The teacher-researcher taught courses on 10th-grade world cultures, honors 11th-grade 

US history, and philosophy which included mostly 12th-grade students.  There were 96 students 

observed across these courses who participated in 12 classroom assessment events, four across 

each course.  The results evidenced a positive correlation as a result of performance assessments 

and suggested that both internal and external sources of motivation (Ames, 1992; Covington, 

1992) can result from formative assessments administered by a classroom teacher. 

Additional studies have shown that formative assessments help teachers identify the 

needs of the learner and foster learning in the classroom environment (Shohamy, 2001; Triggs, 

Weeden, Winter, & Broadfoot, 2000; Weeden & Winter, 1999).  By using smaller more frequent 
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assessments, teachers are able to collect and review feedback throughout the learning process 

and not solely as a summative distinguishing factor upon completion of a topic.  This frequent 

assessment feedback allows both the teacher and the student to gain insights on progress during 

the learning process.  Chickering and Gamson (1991) showed that frequent feedback as a result 

of formative assessments can keep students on task by helping to identify areas in which the 

student is not performing well.  This prompt feedback informs students while they are planning 

their individual study plans and strategies. 

A central premise to formative assessments is the goal of assisting the learner in 

establishing an index to their own learning.  Probably the most common and almost intuitive 

form of formative assessment is that of question-and-answer during the teaching of a lesson.  

This allows a teacher and a student to gain instant feedback on understanding and learning.  In 

this sense formative assessment is obviously not a new concept. Socrates’ preferred way of 

teaching was to question the learner, using questions to promote higher order thinking and foster 

learning (Gareis, 2006).  Formative assessment as an instructional method enables learners to 

contribute to their own process of learning by providing a quick index to their learning during the 

instruction process.  Students in this situation are then enabled to ask questions and express non-

understanding of the lesson while the teacher is still discussing the topic.  

As many researchers and teachers view these benefits from formative assessments there 

has been a focus shift from the conventional summative testing methods towards a focus on 

formative assessments.  Part of this shift has resulted from a shift of centralized control and 

authority to that of joint teacher and learner control of the learning process (Davidson & Lynch, 

2002; Lynch, 2001, 2003; McNamara, 2001).  Although benefits have been seen from formative 

assessment approaches, there are some caveats in that fairness and accuracy depend on informed 
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and responsible teachers and also on the experience of learners in the area of self-assessment 

(Ross, 1998). 

Assessment practices and studies have progressively moved from a focus on objective 

mastery of content to a formative assessment of the effort and contribution that the learners make 

to the process of learning.  This shift appears to be a result of educators valuing the contribution 

of the learner to the process of learning (Boston, 2002; Chatteri, 2003).  This can be seen as more 

educators are gradually integrating formative assessments into their conventional summative 

testing efforts (Davison, 2004). 

Evolution of Formative Assessment 

Over the years, formative assessments have evolved into a dynamic and reflective 

approach called Assessment for Learning (AFL) which is an interactive, learning-focused 

pedagogy (Colby-Kelly & Turner, 2007).  This AFL approach requires a teacher to encourage 

the use of student assessment in order to provide useful feedback to the learner and adapt lesson 

planning to the needs of the students that are identified through the assessment process (Black & 

Wiliam, 1998a; 1998b; 2005; 2006). 

Assessments for learning.  The term Assessment for Learning was crafted by the ARG 

(Olson, 2005) and supported by Stiggins (2001, 2002) as an effort to clarify the intention of 

formative assessments.  The main idea was to not focus on the frequency of formative 

assessments, but on the outcome of promoting learning and empowering the learner to take 

control of their own learning process. 

In an effort to help clarify the definition and intentions of Assessments for Learning, 

Stiggins provided seven strategies (Stiggins, Arter, Chappuis, & Chappuis, 2004).  Stiggins used 

these strategies also to ensure systematic student involvement in the formative assessment 
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process (Stiggins, 2007).  Recent studies have also used these strategies in an effort to help 

clarify the definition of Assessments for Learning that will be used in their studies (Forbes, 

2007).  These seven strategies are: 

 Where am I going? 
1. Provide clear learning targets 
2. Use examples of strong and weak student work 

Where am I now? 
3. Offer regular descriptive feedback 
4. Teach students to self-assess and set goals 

How can I close the gap? 
5. Design lessons to focus on one aspect at a time 
6. Teach students focused revision 
7. Engage students in self-reflection, and let them keep track of and share their 

learning 
 

Alternative assessment.  With a conventional assessment, a learner chooses a response 

from a given list, e.g. multiple-choice, true/false, or matching.  Alternative assessment is any 

type of assessment in which the learner creates a response when presented with a question or 

task, e.g., short-answer, performance assessments, oral presentations, or demonstrations.  

Alternative assessment is a process involving both learner and teacher in making judgments 

about progress as opposed to using strategies which only involve the teacher making the 

judgments (Hancock, 1994). 

Dynamic assessment.  Dynamic Assessment (DA) also appears much in language testing 

literature.  DA is derived from Vygotsky’s theory of the Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD) 

(Poehner & Lantolf, 2005; Vygotsky, 1998).  DA is concerned with both the person’s 

performance with assistance from someone else and also the extent to which the person can 

benefit from this assistance.  This benefit is observed not only as the person completes the same 

task, but also as the person transfers the assisted performance to different tasks.  The main 

difference between a dynamic assessment and that of others is whether or not the experience of 
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taking the assessment is intended to change performance during the experience itself.  

Development, or learning, for Vygotsky was not specific to an individual test or task, but must 

include the person’s ability to transfer what has been internalized through mediation beyond that 

of the individual test or task to other tests or tasks. 

AFL, alternative assessment, and dynamic assessment are types of formative assessment.  

These types of formative assessments have been used in many areas and through many different 

means.  There are different ways to use formative assessments in the learning process and many 

have shown increased learning outcomes. 

Formative feedback is provided to students via formative assessments and there are 

different types of feedback that can be provided.  This feedback can be provided through 

teachers, automation (computers), or from the student themselves.  These different types of 

feedback have shown to assist the learning process by providing a basis for correcting mistakes 

or misconceptions ascertained through the learning process (Clariana, 1993; Cohen, 1985). 

Self-Assessment as Formative Assessment 

One type of formative assessment involves self-assessment by individual learners.  Self-

assessments are not commonly used in schools, and most students view assessments as only a 

summative tool used by teachers to form judgment (Weeden & Winter, 1999).  Self-assessments 

can be helpful in assisting the learner to gain insights to their own progress or lack of progress.  

Self-assessments can increase learning outcomes.  Butler and Jiyoon (2010) found positive 

effects of self-assessments through quantitative analyses on 254 young learners of English as a 

foreign language.  This study looked at sixth-grade students in South Korea who were asked to 

self-assess on a regular basis throughout a semester of English classes.   
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Self-assessments.  Self-assessment is an assessment of learner performance in which the 

learner plays an active role in evaluating and monitoring his or her own abilities.  A self-

assessment may be in the form of a summative or formative assessment, but the intent is one of 

which the learner interprets the outcome as opposed to the teacher doing the interpretation of the 

outcomes. 

Fontana and Fernandes (1994) showed that self-assessment methods can result in greater 

learning gains.  They showed this as they trained 25 Portuguese teachers of mathematics in self-

assessment methods on a 20-week part-time course.  These trained teachers put the self-

assessment methods into practice as they taught 246 students of ages 8 and 9 and another 108 

older students of ages between 10 and 14.  There was also a control group of another 20 

Portuguese teachers who were not trained in self-assessment methods.  Both groups, 

experimental and control, were given pre- and posttests of mathematics achievement, spending 

the same amount of total time on mathematics.  The experimental group’s mean gain was a 

significant difference which was about twice the control group’s mean gain.   

McDonald and Boud (2003) showed that students trained in self-assessment techniques 

gained significant learning outcomes over a control group that was not trained.  High school 

teachers were trained in how to develop a student’s ability to self-assess their own work.  Their 

study included 256 students in a treatment group that were trained, over an academic year, on 

self-assessment techniques in general curriculum subjects.  This treatment group was matched 

with a control group that was not trained in the same techniques.  Significant empirical 

differences were found with regards to learning outcomes in each curriculum area observed for 

those who were in the treatment group.  This study demonstrated that self-assessment training 

can result in learning outcome gains. 
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Self-assessments enable learners to play a crucial role in their own learning process.  

Oscarson (1989) observed through the use of self-assessment in the classroom that students as 

well as teachers acknowledge assessment as a mutual responsibility, and not solely the 

responsibility of the teacher.  Oscarson (1997) also observed many benefits to self-assessment 

including student involvement throughout the learning process, increased motivation, and the 

development of study skills that continued past the period in which they were used.  Alderson 

and Banerjee (2001) found similar results from self-assessments and added the benefit of the 

learner’s confidence in their own judgment, meaning that the learner felt more confidence in 

their own ability to understand their progress in the learning process.  

Self-assessments influence on self-efficacy.  Bandura (1986, p. 391) defined self-

efficacy as “people’s judgments of their capabilities to organize and execute courses of action 

required to attain designated types of performances.”  Students with high self-efficacy have 

higher scholastic achievement, experience less anxiety, stick on their tasks longer, and search for 

deeper meaning in their learning tasks (Bandura, 1997; Cubukcu, 2008; Joet, Usher, and 

Bressoux, 2011; Multon, Brown, & Lent, 1991; Pajares, Miller, & Johnson, 1999; Pajares & 

Schunk, 2005; Yang, 2007). 

Just as self-efficacy of students predicts a student’s achievement at learning tasks, self-

efficacy also corresponds to the manner in which students can implement self-regulated 

strategies in their learning situations (Joet, Usher, & Bressoux, 2011; Zimmerman, 2008).  This 

is referred to as self-efficacy for self-regulated learning and self-regulatory beliefs have been 

shown to positively influence student achievement, motivation, and risk of dropout (Caprara et 

al., 2008; Usher & Pajares, 2008a, 2008b; Zimmerman, 2002).  Bandura (1997) identified four 

primary sources of self-efficacy: (a) mastery experience, (b) vicarious experience, (c) social 
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persuasions, and (d) physiological and emotional states.  According to Bandura’s (1986, 1997) 

social cognitive theory, the most powerful source of self-efficacy comes from a student’s 

interpretation of their own performance, or mastery experience.  In this study, we will use self-

assessments as a form of the mastery experience in which the student is able to assess their own 

progress.  This assessment will enable the students to self-regulate and to monitor their own 

progress and understanding of their language speaking abilities (Eriksson Gustavsson & 

Samuelsson, 2011).  Studies have shown success with this type of approach in disciplines other 

than second language speaking performance, and so this study will contribute to the application 

of these principles in the area of second language speaking performance. 

The ability for a student to self-assess their own progress and understanding of a topic 

may both improve learning of content (Sadler, 1998) and enable a student to learn how to learn, 

which enables the student to become a lifelong learner (Boud, 2000).  Although these benefits 

may result from self-assessment, much of the study has been done in comparing self-assessment 

results to that of teacher provided evaluations (Boud & Falchikov, 1989) in the same subject and 

not to the benefits of self-assessment training effects on courses taught by different teachers 

(McDonald & Boud, 2003).   

Self-monitoring.  In addition for the learners to who need training on self-assessment, 

learners will need to learn how to self-monitor (Dickinson, 1987; Dickinson & Carver, 1980).  

Self-assessment can answer questions such as “How am I doing?” (Harris, 1997) and encourage 

learners to become part of the whole process of language learning.  Self-assessment and self-

monitoring enable a learner to make judgments on their own accuracy and on the appropriateness 

of their performance (Finch, 2001).   
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Miller and Ng (1996) and Harris (1997) showed that learners can be quite accurate in 

judging their own learning and that self-monitoring through self-assessment can be a practical 

tool for making students more active in their learning process and can assist the students in the 

daunting task of learning another language.  Although students can be accurate in their self-

assessments, students will need to know how to validly assess their behavior if they are not 

provided with native speech samples and criterion with which they can judge themselves. 

Formative Assessments in the Second Language (L2) Classroom 

Ross (2005) used a mixed methods approach, which included self-assessment as a form 

of formative assessment, to study Japanese undergraduates (n = 2215) who were enrolled in a 

two-year, sixteen course English for academic purposes program.  Analyses indicated that 

formative assessments yielded higher language proficiency growth than those who were assessed 

by conventional summative assessments only.  Ross’s findings also revealed that although 

formative assessment can produce substantive increases in achievement and proficiency growth, 

this impact may be domain-dependent, e.g. language listening comprehension improvement. 

In fact, the second language classroom can benefit from formative assessments just as in 

many other subjects.  Geeslin (2003) highlighted benefits of self-assessment as applied to the 

quality of the language-learning environment, and discussed how self-assessment can act as an 

important mechanism through which learners interact with teachers in order to gain skills to 

evaluate their own process.  Blanche (1988) found a general correspondence between self-

assessed ratings and teacher evaluations of the same learners.   

Recent contributions to the literature indicate that there is a transition from the 

conventional summative assessment approach of language learning outcomes to gradually 

integrating formative assessments, but that this is a continuing process (Davison, 2004).  Also, 
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focus in recent literature is concerned less with reliability and validity and more on formative 

assessment uses and processes (Leung & Mohan, 2004; Moss, 1994; Rea-Dickins, 2001; 

Teasdale & Leung, 2000).  Examples of this recent literature are Rea-Dickins and Gardner 

(2000) and then repeated by Rea-Dickins (2001) as they studied the uses and processes on 

formative assessments without reporting information on the reliability and validity of the studies 

reviewed. 

Language Learning Challenges with Formative Assessment 

Although learning outcome gains have been seen in studies of formative assessments, 

there are many challenges that must be overcome.  Teasdale and Leung (2000) addressed the 

epistemic and practical issues and challenges of formative assessments in the L2 classroom and 

suggest that the lack of standardization in this area provides a great challenge in moving forward 

the research.  Another challenge is that of teaching students the ability to self-assess and set 

goals, which was one of the seven strategies of Assessment for Learning (Stiggins, et al., 2004). 

Another key issue that is yet to be resolved is that of the possibility of weak reliability or 

internal consistency due to subjective observations involved with formative assessments 

(Brindley, 1994, 2000).  If students are not trained well on rubrics or how to evaluate their own 

work, then outcomes may vary greatly amongst students.   

Ross (2005) suggests that since formative processes are so dynamic, conventional 

experimental methods may be unlikely to detect effect in achievement and proficiency and those 

innovative methods will be needed in order to measure formative assessment effects.  In an effort 

to evaluate the formative assessment effects in Ross’s study, he used a mixed methods approach 

in an effort to provide innovative methods. 
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Clearly defined standards are necessary so that student, teacher, and formative 

assessment expectations are in alignment.  Teachers need to know what concepts are most 

important and why they are important in order to contribute to the learning process in which the 

learner is engaged.  In turn, this should provide purpose, assistance, and feedback (Atkin, et al., 

2005).  The assessment itself must also be aligned with the same standard in order to assist in the 

self-assessment process.   

If students feel ownership and clearly understand these standards then they are more 

likely to stay focused on achieving those standards (Schmoker, 2001).  Students will achieve 

goals that ‘stand still’ and that they clearly understand and see (Stiggins, 2005a, 2005b).  

Assessments should focus on specific outcomes (Brindley, 2001) in order to enable students to 

achieve those goals. 

More work can still be done with regard to performance based self-assessments and how 

these might help in the learning process.  Researchers are calling for empirical research on the 

impact of formative assessment in the area of second language acquisition and how it effects 

learner morale and achievement (Ross, 2005).  This study reports on these effects through focus 

groups and feedback from the missionary trainees on their experience with their self-assessments 

in addition to the empirical data that is provided. 

Moving Formative Assessment Research Forward in L2 Environments 

Self-assessments of foreign language proficiency have shown in limited situations to be 

helpful in the learning process for the student.  Part of the challenge with self-assessment is that 

of how experienced the learner is with the process (Ross, 1998).  Self-assessments of foreign 

language proficiency have also been shown in limited situations to be helpful to teachers in 

assisting the teacher to better instruct the students.  More work still needs to be done in applying 
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these concepts to L2 performance in addition to acquisition of vocabulary and grammar skills.  

Ross (2005) identifies that there is little literature that addresses formative assessment and its 

effect on learner reflection and cooperative learning as well as its effects on language learner 

achievement and proficiency over time. 

Some work has been done to evaluate the usefulness of formative assessments (Bachman 

& Palmer, 1996; Bachman, 2005) as defined and measured by Bachman’s (2004, 2005, 2006a, 

2006b, 2006c, 2007) Assessment Use Argument, but additional work still needs to be completed 

to evaluate this usefulness with regards to the second language classroom and learning (Colby-

Kelly & Turner, 2007) which is an area of usefulness that has yet to be evaluated.  Although 

usefulness was evaluated by this study, it was beyond the scope of the study to provide evidence 

as to whether learning had taken place.  Work can and should move beyond that of usefulness 

and into evidences of the learning benefits. 

Although studies have been done in the area of Assessment for Learning (AFL), much of 

the focus has been in the areas of mathematics and science (Harlen & Winter, 2004; Rea-Dickins 

& Gardner, 2000; Triggs et. al., 1999).  Little work has also been done to apply these concepts to 

Second Language Acquisition (Colby-Kelly & Turner, 2007; Rea-Dickins, 2004).  Recent focus 

has been given on the use of assessments in the area of second language acquisition as seen in 

special issues dedicated to this topic in the journals of Language Testing in 2001 and Language 

Assessment Quarterly in 2007.   

Although this topic has been the focus of these special issues, much of the language 

testing community continues to make calls for more study into the area of applying AFL 

concepts to second language learning (Brookhart, 2005; McNamara, 2001a, 2001b; Poehner & 

Lantolf, 2005; Rea-Dickins, 2004; Shohamy, 2004).  Rea-Dickins (2004) stated that “assessment, 
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with specific reference to teaching and learning in the language classroom, has remained, until 

recently, relatively unresearched” (p. 249).  Ross (2005) also acknowledged that the long-term 

impact of formative assessments on language learning has not been examined empirically. 

The effects for applying self-assessments and formative assessments to teaching and 

learning in the language classroom are an area of research need.  This study uses the teaching of 

language criteria as a form to facilitate self-assessment and uses computer-based practice as a 

method of formative assessment in which the missionary trainees can evaluate their own 

performance while comparing them to the responses of others.  Those who are taught language 

criteria are also able to apply those criteria in their self-assessment in a more directed way than 

those who were not explicitly taught language criteria.  This study contributes empirical data on 

language speaking performance as a result of these two treatments. 
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Chapter 3:  Method 

The reviewed studies have shown that (a) formative assessments can enhance learning 

outcomes in the classroom, (b) formative assessments have evolved into tools for learning, (c) 

self-assessment can be an effective form of formative assessment, (d) use of formative 

assessments in the second language classroom has been shown to also enhance learning 

outcomes, and (e) although some second language classroom research has been performed there 

is still much to do.  While there is a need for more research to be done with regards to formative 

assessments and second language classrooms, there are challenges that need to be addressed as 

well. 

For second-language assessments, Oscarson (1997) concluded that: 

• Accuracy depends to a considerable degree on the purpose of the assessment. 

• Assessments are more accurate when based on task content that is closely related 

to students’ situations as potential users. 

• Assessment is easier (and more accurate) when concerned with narrowly defined 

situations. 

Design 

 The two independent variables that were studied included (a) computer-based practice, 

and (b) formal instruction about the criteria by which the missionaries’ language performance 

was rated. 

 The two dependent variables in this design are (a) human-rated language speaking ability 

and (b) a computer-rated speaking assessment.  These two dependent variables were compared in 

order to report on the reliability of the human raters used in this study. 
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The experimental design consisted of a 2 by 2 factorial design which allowed for the 

simultaneous testing of Hypotheses 1, 2, and 3.  The 2 by 2 factorial analysis of variance using 

the General Linear Model procedure in SPSS permitted assessment of the potential interaction 

between the independent variables.   

 Intact classes of missionaries were the experimental unit used in this study.  Four 

randomly selected classes were selected for 4 consecutive weeks from a total of 40 classes 

entering the MTC over a 4 week period.  These 16 classes were randomly assigned to one of the 

four experimental conditions shown in Table 1.  Therefore, the experimental unit consisted of 

classes rather than individual missionaries.  There were 15-34 missionaries included in each 

experimental group.   

Each experimental group was given a handout as shown in Appendix A in order to 

provide a description of the expectations for their assigned group.  Two groups received 

opportunities for computer-based practice, and two groups received an opportunity for online 

training on the criteria by which their language performance was evaluated.  An example of the 

language performance criteria rubric that was taught to the missionaries is included in Appendix 

B.  All groups were administered a final test before their departure from the MTC.   

Table 1 

Experimental Groups and Treatment Conditions 
 
 
Group 

 
Computer-Based Practice 

 
Taught Criteria 

 
1 

 
No 

 
No 

 
2 

 
Yes 

 
No 

 
3 

 
No 

 
Yes 

 
4 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 
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 To account for how well the computer-based practice is implemented in this study, 

information for two covariates, (a) number of times the computer-based practice was used by 

each missionary and (b) amount of time spent in seconds reviewing feedback, were computer-

recorded and used in the data analysis.  Reviewing feedback for the purpose of this feedback is 

defined as time spent re-practicing and comparing self-samples to the audio samples from others 

that were provided.   

 In order to determine to what extent the four experimental groups were equivalent prior 

to exposure to the various treatment conditions, an elicited imitation pretest was administered to 

each group.  Scores on this pretest were used as a covariate to account for any initial differences 

in the four groups.  

The pretests and posttests measured different variables.  Consequently, they were not 

treated as repeated measures of the same variable.  A 2 x 2 repeated-measures design was 

considered but determined to not be an appropriate design due to the differing tests.  The pretest 

was used as a means of checking to determine if the random assignment of classes to treatment 

conditions actually resulted in randomly equivalent groups prior to their exposure to the 

respective treatment.  The two independent variables and the assignment of each treatment group 

are described in Table 2.  

 

Table 2 

Description of 2 x 2 Factorial Design 
 
 
 
Practice Opportunity 

  
Instructed on Evaluative 

Criteria 

 
Not Instructed on Evaluative 

Criteria 
 
No Practice Provided 
 

  
Group 1 

 
Group 3 

Practice Opportunity Provided  Group 2 Group 4 
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Participants 

The participants in this study were 128 randomly selected missionaries assigned to learn 

Spanish as a second language.  All of the missionaries were enrolled as trainees at the 

Missionary Training Center (MTC) in Provo, Utah.  Each missionary began the study having 

never received prior training at the MTC.   

As the missionaries were randomly selected, the corresponding language teachers were 

randomly assigned and so these teachers were identified and tracked as part of the analysis to be 

performed.  The counts per treatment group are listed in Table 3.  There were 3 participants that 

self-selected themselves out of the study during the orientation.  No additional follow-up was 

performed to investigate why these missionary trainees self-selected themselves out of the study. 

Table 3 

Number of Missionaries by Type of Instruction Provided 
 

 
 

Criteria Condition   

Computer-based 
Practice Condition 

 
No Criteria Taught 

 
Criteria Taught 

 
Combined Groups 

 
No Practice Provided 
 

 
33 

  
34 

  
67 

 
Practice Provided  
 

 
32 

  
29 

  
61 

 
Combined Groups 
 

 
65 

  
63 

  
128 

 

 Prior language experience was reported during a questionnaire administered within the 

first few days of each missionary’s training.  Table 4 shows responses indicating whether the 

missionary spoke the language before attending their training, whether they had lived in the 

assigned country, and whether any formal language study had occurred. 
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Table 4 

Prior Language Experience by Experimental Group 
 
  

Group 1 
  

Group 2 
  

Group 3 
  

Group 4 
Question No Yes  No Yes  No Yes  No Yes 
 
Did you study or speak your 
Mission Language before you came 
to the MTC? 
 

 
12 

 
28 

  
10 

 
15 

  
20 

 
18 

  
09 

 
22 

Did you use your mission language 
as a common means of 
communication with your family or 
friends while you were growing up? 

37 03  25 00  38 00  31 00 

            
Have you lived in a foreign country 
where your mission language is 
spoken? 

40 00  25 00  38 00  30 01 

            
Have you done any formal study of 
your mission language (e.g. classes, 
self-study)? 
 

15 25  11 14  25 13  08 22 

 

Instrumentation Overview 

A questionnaire was administered to each missionary before their training began so that 

information on prior language experience could be collected.  A specimen copy of this 

instrument is shown in Appendix C. 

The Language Speaking Assessment (LSA) used to assess speaking proficiency in the 

target language was previously developed by the Research and Evaluation Department at the 

MTC.  This task-based instrument presents narrowly defined situations to which the student is 

expected to respond.  Although the study focused on task-based items, the measure can be used 

to measure performance improvements both for that particular task and as an independent 

measure on general language ability. 



27 
 

Currently at the MTC, several formative assessments are used to assist the missionaries in 

learning a language.  These assessments along with their purpose and availability are listed in 

Table 5.  Each of these assessments is made available to missionaries as often as they would like 

to take them.  The missionaries are given time each week during which they can take these 

assessments during their study time.  These formative assessments were provided as an optional 

complement to the language practice treatment.   

Table 5 

Formative Language Assessments 
 
 
Assessment 

 
Description of Assessment 

 
Language Speaking Assessment - Long 

 
7-8 computer presented tasks during which 
missionaries are able to practice responses and 
compare themselves to others. 

 
Language Speaking Assessment  - Short 

 
2-3 tasks to which the missionary verbally responds 
and records themselves to practice and compare 
themselves to others. 

 
Formative Grammar Assessments 

 
These are short assessments in which the missionary 
is presented with a task and context-based multiple 
choice, multiple select, and short answer responses. 

 
Summative Grammar Assessment 

 
These are more in-depth assessments in which the 
missionary is presented with 30-40 random items 
that seek to make a summative judgment on how 
well the missionary has learned the grammar. 

 
Language Study Checklist 

 
A self-assessment learning activity types that the 
missionary is doing, and intends to suggest 
additional activities that may help their learning. 

 
Computer Assisted Rating Instruction 

 
This is a computer-based training course on the 
criteria by which language performance will be 
rated.  It provides examples that are rated by the 
student and then compared to previous rater scores.  
Upon completion of this instruction, the students 
receive a score on how well they learned the criteria. 
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 The usage details for these formative assessments are listed in Table 6.  The counts per 

assessment and by group are shown.  Groups 1 and 3 did not take the Language Speaking 

Assessments as part of their treatment, and so the zero values are as expected.   

 

Table 6 

Formative Language Assessment Usage 
 
  

Assessment Counts 
Assessment Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 
 
Language Speaking Assessment - Long 

 
00 

 
44 

 
00 

 
52 

 
Language Speaking Assessment  - Short 

 
00 

 
47 

 
00 

 
31 

 
Formative Grammar Assessments 

 
67 

 
24 

 
72 

 
25 

 
Summative Grammar Assessment 

 
40 

 
25 

 
38 

 
31 

 
Language Study Checklist 

 
62 

 
52 

 
50 

 
32 

     
 

 Instrumentation details. Each assessment was composed of several parts:  (a) 

instructions, (b) questions, and (c) feedback.  The instructions for the assessment consist of the 

purpose of the particular assessment, instructions on how to take the assessment, and possibly an 

example question for the assessment.  An example of the instructions is displayed in Figure 1, 

which contains the instructions for the Summative Grammar Assessment.  The instructions for 

the remaining assessments were similar, but adjusted to describe that particular assessment.  The 

intention of providing instructions is to reduce the amount of variance due to missionary trainee 

computer experience and its influence on their assessment experience. 
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Figure 1.  Example instructions for Language Grammar Assessment. 

 Instrumentation example.  An example of how context-based items are displayed is 

shown in Figure 2.  After completion of an assessment, the missionary is presented with 

feedback on their response and specific references on how to arrive at the correct response.  This 

feedback is shown in Figure 3.  Each question also includes the response of “I do not know the 

answer to this question” since all items require a response before a student can move on through 

the assessment. 
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Figure 2.  Example of questions that are context dependent. 

 

Figure 3.  Example feedback with description of correct response. 
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Procedure 

 All assessments used in this study were delivered as web-based assessments.  

Missionaries from each class took the assessments in onsite labs that contain 12 computer 

workstations each.  All missionaries from a given class were able to take the assessments in the 

same lab room.  The times were scheduled by the missionaries themselves.  How long the 

missionaries spent in the lab taking the assessments was determined by each missionary.  The 

assessments were voluntary, and so not only was the event of taking an assessment dependent on 

the missionary, but also the number of times that each missionary took each assessment was also 

up to the missionary themselves. 

Analysis 

 The data were gathered by the assessments that are delivered through web-based tools.  

The web-based tool was a computer program developed specifically for this purpose, and data 

was collected on amount of time spent by each missionary in the assessment as well as the 

responses provided by each missionary.  The amount of elapsed time spent by each missionary 

using each assessment was especially helpful in determining how much time was spent in the 

Language Speaking Assessment listening to the missionary’s own response as compared to other 

responses.  We could also determine from the data whether the missionary re-practiced their 

responses. 

 The Many-Facets Rasch Model was used to assess the reliability of the ratings and to 

adjust for any observed rater effects.  The design was used with sufficient linkage to have 

connected subsets.  The Facets software was used to implement the Many-Facets Rasch Model.  

The Facets software generated an adjusted score for each missionary.  These adjusted scores, 

reducing rater effects, were used as the input to a factorial analysis of covariance. 
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A two-way factorial analysis of covariance was used to assess each of the main effects 

plus the interaction.  This two-way factorial analysis of covariance allowed for the testing of 

each of the three hypotheses. 

 If the F-test for the interaction was statistically significant, then the means of the four 

treatment groups would be plotted in order to describe the nature of the observed interaction.  A 

separate graph would be constructed for each dependent variable.  Mean scores on the dependent 

variable were to be plotted on the y-axis.  The two levels of the computer-based practice variable 

would be represented on the x-axis, and the two levels of the other independent variable would 

be represented by lines in the graph. If the F-test for the interaction is not statistically significant, 

then the graphs would not be provided. 

 If an interaction effect was reported, a PostHoc test would be run in order to better 

determine the causes of the interaction effect.  The means of Group 4 would be compared to the 

combined means of Groups 1-3.  

 Because classrooms were used as the experimental unit, Hierarchical Linear Modeling 

(HLM) was used to analyze data to account for nesting within higher levels of analysis.  When 

units are grouped at higher units of analysis, e.g. companions, classrooms, etc., such data are 

considered to be nested.  This nesting can occur between subjects (students within classrooms, 

companionships within classrooms, etc.) and/or within subjects (repeated observations on the 

same individuals over time.) 

 Regular regression analysis on nested data can increase Type I error resulting in model 

misspecification, and miss opportunities to examine potentially interesting contextual questions.  

HLM analysis was performed in addition to the 2 by 2 factorial analysis in order to examine 
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these contextual questions and detect whether nesting within the higher levels of analysis 

provides for any insights on resulting scores. 

 HLM was implemented through SPSS mixed models. Hierarchical models are those in 

which data collected at different levels of analysis (e.g. class, wave, occurrence) may be studied 

without violating assumptions of independence in linear multiple regression.  For example, the 

fact that students respond together and have the same exposure within a classroom or wave 

means that responses from students within each classroom or wave are likely not independent 

from one another.  Multilevel modeling accounts for these dependencies by estimating variance 

associated with group differences in average response and group differences in associations 

between predictors.  Declaring intercepts and/or slopes to be random effects accomplishes this. 
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Chapter 4:  Results 

 Due to the nature of the two between-subjects variables and the one within-subject 

variable, which this study used, the following hypotheses were tested.  This chapter presents the 

results of the tests performed to gather information on the following hypotheses: 

1. Missionary trainees who practiced their language performance with a computer, 

comparing their performance to native and proficient speakers will obtain higher posttest scores 

on average than missionaries who did not have the opportunity for computer-based practice. 

2.  Missionary trainees who were taught and understand the criteria by which their 

language performance was to be rated will obtain higher posttest scores on average than 

missionaries who are not taught the criteria by which their language performance was rated. 

3.  Missionary trainees who both practiced their language performance with a computer 

and were taught the criteria by which their language performance was rated will obtain higher 

posttest scores on average than missionaries who experienced only one or neither of these 

treatments. 

Assessments of the Various Components 

 The pretest was administered to all missionary trainees within the first 2-3 days of 

arriving at the Provo MTC in order to measure their language speaking ability before language 

training begun.  Descriptive statistics for each treatment group on the pretest are provided in 

Table 7.  Descriptive statistics for the combined groups for the criteria condition and computer-

based practice condition are also provided. 

The assumption is that the treatment groups were statistically equivalent at the beginning 

of the study because the initial differences between all treatment group means were not 

statistically significant, F(3, 124) = 2.429, p = 0.069.  The initial differences between the means 
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of the two practice conditions were also not statistically significant, F(1,124) = 1.948, p = 0.165.  

The initial differences between the means of the two criteria conditions were not statistically 

significant, F(1,124) = 2.591, p = 0.110. 

 

Table 7 

Descriptive Statistics for the Four Groups on the Pretest 
 

 
 

Criteria Condition   

 
Computer-based 
Practice Condition 

 
No Criteria Taught 

 
Criteria Taught 

 
Combined Groups 

 
n M SD  n M SD  n M SD 

 
No Practice 
Provided 
 

 
33 

 
23.88 

 
08.70 

  
34 

 
28.74 

 
7.86 

  
67 

 
26.34 

 
8.58 

 
Practice Provided  
 

 
32 

 
24.13 

 
10.06 

  
29 

 
24.21 

 
7.81 

  
61 

 
24.16 

 
8.99 

 
Combined Groups 
 

 
65 

 
24.00 

 
09.32 

  
63 

 
26.65 

 
8.10 

  
128 

 
25.30 

 
8.81 

  

An additional assumption is that there is no class clustering effect at the time of the 

pretest.  The pretest was administered within the first few days of training, and thus there was not 

sufficient time for class assignment to have a clustering effect.  Clustering effect was included as 

part of the posttest analysis that was performed.   

The pretests were an elicited imitation test rated by the computer while the posttests were 

verbal responses that were human-rated and so it is noted that they were different tests, which 

rated different variables.  The pretest and posttest were also on different scales and so the results 

were transformed to match the pretest scale.   
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Posttests revealed statistically significant effects to support the second hypothesis, but the 

posttests did nor reveal significant main and interaction effects on the dependent variables that 

would support the first and third hypotheses.  The descriptive statistics for the posttest are 

provided in Table 8. 

The effect of whether or not criteria were taught to the missionaries was statistically 

significant, F(1, 121) = 4.820, p < 0.030.  The effect of computer-based practice was not 

statistically significant, F(1, 121) = 0.103, p < 0.748.  The interaction effect of computer-based 

training and the teaching of criteria was also not statistically significant, F(3, 121) = 1.701, p = 

0.170.  Since no interaction effect was found, a PostHoc analysis was not required to further 

investigate the source of this effect. 

 

Table 8 

Descriptive Statistics for the Four Groups on the Posttest 
 

 
 

Criteria Taught Condition   

 
Computer-based 
Practice Condition 

 
No Criteria Taught 

 
Criteria Taught 

 
Combined Groups 

 
n M SD  n M SD  n M SD 

 
No Computer-based 
Practice Provided 
 

 
33 

 
46.86 

 
7.78 

  
34 

 
49.17 

 
6.58 

  
67 

 
48.05 

 
7.23 

 
Computer-based 
Practice Provided  
 

 
32 

 
46.45 

 
9.26 

  
29 

 
50.52 

 
8.72 

  
61 

 
48.38 

 
9.16 

 
Combined Groups 
 

 
65 

 
46.66 

 
8.47 

  
63 

 
49.78 

 
7.59 

  
128 

 
48.21 

 
8.17 
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Note however that the variance of the scores for the computer-based practice group (9.162 

= 83.9) is more than 50% larger than the variance of the no practice groups (7.232
 = 52.3).  The 

range for the computer-based practice groups (41.9) is also greater than the range for the no 

practice groups (37.2).  This difference is not statistically significant, but it may be an indication 

that the computer-based practice had a positive effect on some missionaries, but not on others.  

This potential differential effect would not be detected by simply comparing the group means.  

The variance of the two groups on the pretest was much more similar. 

 The amount of time spent by the missionaries in Groups 2 and 4 practicing their language 

performance on a computer was recorded and is reported in Table 9.  All of the participants (32 

out of 32) in Group 2 participated in the computer-based practice.  All but one of the participants 

(28 out of 29) in Group 4 participated in the computer-based practice.  Group 2 missionary 

trainees repeated the practice from 1-5 times each with the distribution (a) 3 trainees practicing 1 

time, (b) 8 trainees practicing 2 times, (c) 5 trainees practicing 3 times, (d) 8 trainees practicing 4 

times, and (e) 8 trainees practicing 5 times.  Group 4 missionary trainees repeated the practice 

from 3-5 times each with the distribution (a) 2 trainees practicing 3 times, (b) 25 trainees 

practicing 4 times, and (c) 1 trainee practicing 5 times. 

Table 9 

Descriptive Statistics for Minutes Spent in Practice for Groups 2 and 4 
 

 
 

Criteria Taught Condition   

 
Computer-based 
Practice Condition 

 
No Criteria Taught 

 
Criteria Taught 

 
Combined Groups 

 
n M SD  n M SD  n M SD 

 
Computer-based 
Practice Provided  
 

 
106 

 
12.89 

 
6.70 

  
111 

 
17.54 

 
7.82 

  
217 

 
15.27 

 
7.64 
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Multivariate Analysis of the Relationship Between Treatments and Language Performance 

The ANOVA calculations above do not account for the pretest as a covariate nor account 

for random class effect, but the results do show a statistically significant increase in posttest 

scores when language performance criteria were taught.  Hierarchical Linear Modeling (HLM) 

was used in order to determine the relationship between the treatments and language 

performance after controlling for the variables class / teacher and companionship. 

 HLM takes into account the fact that there are correlated error terms between missionary 

trainees who have the same teacher.  If a teacher is extraordinarily good at language instruction, 

then this would positively affect the scores for his or her students.  Given that there is a potential 

correlation between the missionaries and these factors, HLM is needed.  Results of HLM are 

interpreted in a manner to correctly take into account the fact that correlated error terms may 

exist among groups of missionary trainees. 

 In order to account for group differences at the time of the pretest, HLM was used with 

pretest as a covariate with no random class effects.  The pretest effect was modest, but resulted in 

the teaching of criteria no longer being statistically significant.  The HLM results of using pretest 

as a covariate are displayed in Table 10. 

Table 10 

Results of ANCOVA on the Posttest with a Pretest Covariate 
 
 
Parameter Estimate Std. Error df t p 
 
Practice 

 
-2.106 

 
2.067 

 
120 

 
-1.019 

 
0.310 

 
Criteria 

 
-4.007 

 
2.081 

 
120 

 
-1.926 

 
0.056 

 
Practice*Criteria 

 
02.563 

 
2.886 

 
120 

 
00.888 

 
0.376 

 
Pretest 
 

 
00.178 

 
0.083 

 
120 

 
02.146 

 
0.034 
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 The pretest effect was modest, but is statistically significant (t = 2.146, p < 0.034).  This 

is not surprising due to the small sample size.  The study has relatively low power to detect 

effects.  The study also has relatively low power to detect effects particularly when testing the 

random class effect using pretest as a covariate.  The standard error also increases when we add 

the random class effect into the HLM calculations as shown in Table 11. 

 

Table 11 

Results of HLM on the Posttest with a Pretest Covariate and Random Class Effect 
 
 
Parameter Estimate Std. Error df t p 
 
Practice 

 
-1.936 

 
3.735 

 
12.209 

 
-0.518 

 
0.613 

 
Criteria 

 
-3.883 

 
3.722 

 
12.119 

 
-1.043 

 
0.317 

 
Practice*Criteria 

 
2.607 

 
5.259 

 
12.034 

 
0.496 

 
0.629 

 
Pretest 
 

 
0.206 

 
0.074 

 
111.747 

 
2.775 

 
0.006 

 

 Accounting for random effect resulted in only a 4-point difference in posttest scores 

among the treatment groups.  Adding the covariate and random class effect makes the pretest a 

statistically significant factor, but does not dramatically affect the outcome nor reduces the error.  

The conditional intra-class correlation (ICC) based on the variance estimates was 0.302 while the 

unconditional intra-class correlation was 0.247.  The ICC calculations show that about one-third 

of the posttest variance comes from the clustering effect of the class.   

 Removing the covariate of the pretest from the calculations and only accounting for the 

random effect also did not show any significant changes in the outcomes.  The results of these 

HLM calculations are below in Table 12. 
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Table 12 

Results of HLM on the Posttest with Random Effect and no Covariate 
 
 
Parameter Estimate Std. Error df t p 
 
Practice 

 
-1.038 

 
3.648 

 
11.944 

 
-0.285 

 
0.781 

 
Criteria 

 
-3.841 

 
3.650 

 
12.058 

 
-1.052 

 
0.313 

 
Practice*Criteria 

 
1.605 

 
5.142 

 
11.839 

 
00.312 

 
0.760 

 

Missionary Attitudes Towards Language Learning 

 Only 84% of the missionaries responded to the Exit Questionnaire.  The distribution of 

responses by treatment group is indicated in Table 13.  These responses provided valuable 

feedback in terms of the trainees’ attitudes towards language assessments, confidence in their 

ability to speak in the target language, and general feedback regarding their involvement with the 

study. 

 

Table 13 

Missionary Exit Questionnaire Responses 
 
 
Treatment Group Count 

 
1 

 
28 

 
2 

 
15 

 
3 

 
28 

 
4 
 

 
34 
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 Specific items from an Exit Questionnaire are listed in Table 14.  The full set of items 

administered in this questionnaire is shown in Appendix D.  The responses to items particular to 

this study were averaged by group to illustrate differences in responses between the treatment 

groups.  The missionaries’ responses to each item indicated the degree to which they agreed or 

disagreed with the statements in the left column.  The responses were coded on a scale from 1 to 

5.  The standard deviation is also provided in order to indicate the deviation for each treatment 

group. 

 
Table 14 

Descriptive Statistics for Attitudinal Scores by Group by Item 
 
 
Item Statistics 

 
Group 1 

 
Group 2 

 
Group 3 

 
Group 4 

 
I feel confident in my language 
speaking abilities for my mission. 

 
Mean 
St. Dev. 

 
2.14 
1.08 

 
2.60 
0.74 

 
2.68 
0.88 

 
2.54 
0.74 

 
I feel confident in evaluating excellent 
and poor language performance. 

 
Mean 
St. Dev. 

 
2.07 
0.77 

 
2.67 
0.62 

 
2.82 
0.72 

 
2.86 
0.71 

 
I understand criteria that determine 
high language performance. 

 
Mean 
St. Dev. 

 
2.46 
1.00 

 
2.80 
0.41 

 
3.24 
0.55 

 
3.11 
0.69 

 
Taking language assessments motivate 
me to work harder. 

 
Mean 
St. Dev. 

 
2.54 
1.04 

 
2.53 
0.99 

 
2.24 
0.43 

 
2.75 
0.52 

 
Taking language assessments makes 
me feel frustrated or discouraged. 

 
Mean 
St. Dev. 

 
2.18 
1.19 

 
1.40 
0.63 

 
1.85 
0.50 

 
1.75 
0.89 

 
How helpful was the Language 
Speaking Assessment for you 
personally? 

 
Mean 
St. Dev. 

 
2.40 
0.92 

 
2.40 
0.63 

 
2.26 
0.75 

 
2.71 
0.81 

 
How helpful was the Computer 
Assisted Rater Instruction (CARI) for 
you personally? 
 

 
Mean 
St. Dev. 

 
n/a* 

 
n/a* 

 
2.64 
1.01 

 
2.68 
0.86 

*Not applicable, the treatment group did not receive this treatment and so no responses were 
recorded  
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Overall language learning experience.  The missionaries were asked “How would you 

describe your overall language learning experience at the MTC?”  The responses in Table 15 are 

characteristic responses for each treatment. 

 
Table 15 

Overall Language Learning Experience — Missionary Responses 
 

Group 
 

Characteristic Responses 
 
1 

 
I feel like I’ve learned a lot since I have been here but I know that I still have a 
really long way to go. 
 
Alright.  It was very fast paced and I learned a lot.  I’m not very good at learning 
language stuff, but it was good. 
 
It was ok, I think we need to be immersed in the language more. 

 
2 

 
It was wondertastic.  I just wish that I had worked harder. 
 
I loved the learning experience. 
 
Impressively fast to learn.  I don’t know everything but I would survive in Mexico. 

 
3 

 
I learned so much, I can speak Spanish decent and have the ability to carry out my 
purpose as a missionary. 
 
It was very good. I learned and used a lot of Spanish.  Definitely much better than 
high school. 
 
It was very good, I learned more Spanish than I thought was possible here.  

 
4 

 
Great I’ve learned so much.  I never thought that I could get this good this fast. 
 
I feel that my district as well as I have been given a great opportunity and a higher 
level of fluency than many. Though I of myself can say there is always room for 
improvement, and I am not fluent yet, I am well on my way to fluency very few 
months into my mission.  The teachers, teaching, and CARI-LSA combined with 
individual and group efforts have strengthened the language skills far beyond 
expected.  This program has given great success in language. 
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Computer assisted rater instruction experience.  The missionaries were asked “How 

helpful was CARI in learning the language?”  The responses below in Table 16 are characteristic 

responses for each treatment.  This question was only asked to the two groups who experienced 

the CARI training. 

The overall feedback on the missionary’s experience with CARI was that it was helpful 

and provided insights that assisted in their language learning experience.  There were a small 

handful of missionaries who felt that were already aware of the language criteria, but for the 

most part those who participated benefited from the training. 

 
Table 16 

CARI Experience — Missionary Responses 
 

Group 
 

Characteristic Responses 
 
3 

 
I felt that CARI helped me improve my fluency.  I noticed it was irritating when 
nonnative English speakers had really long pauses.  It also made me want to 
pronounce words better.  I feel that CARI made me improve overall in the various 
categories because I try and think about how I would do if I was being tested. 
 
I enjoyed it because it helped humble me.  I know I can speak better than the 
people that are trying to learn the language.  However, I'm the exact same way if it 
were me trying to speak Spanish. That was most helpful to me. However, I 
enjoyed using CARI because its cool to be able to see where you're at in the 
Spanish language. There isn't really much more than that, but I am grateful for 
being able to take part in using CARI. 
 
CARI helped me realize the places that I needed to work on and that I was actually 
better than I thought. 
 
I personally didn't like the whole thing. But I don't like TALL either so that tells a 
lot about what I liked with the computer stuff. 
 
I felt that it helped me recognize what I would need to be working on. I also 
showed me a lot of areas that I could use work in. I showed how to tell if it was 
good or bad language which reflects back to how I may sound.  

  
 (Table 16 continues) 
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(Table 16 continued) 
 

Group Characteristic Responses 
 
4 

 
I didn't really feel like it related very much to learning the language.  I didn't 
understand the connection.  I feel like before I took the CARI assessments I 
already had a pretty solid understanding of how to rate the fluency of a language.  
I would suggest trying to have people begin rating without reading through all of 
the instructions and just telling them to read the descriptions while they are 
listening as they hoover their mouse over the criteria. 
 
I got to hear others speak the language and that helps me to understand and learn 
how I should be saying words better. It also helped me to see some of the things I 
should not do. 
 
I felt like it was a positive impact, though a small one.  It could help those being 
rated though.  I didn't receive any feedback from my LSA tests, but I could it 
being very helpful to take the LSA and see your results from the CARI evaluation 
 
I feel like CARI was greatly helpful in my language learning ability.  By rating 
others I was able to rate myself and others and see where improvements were and 
where they were needed.  It also helps to know what in rating grades your level of 
fluency. 
 
By hearing people who are completely fluent, I am more motivated to be able to 
answer questions like they can. It's nice to see how fluent we should sound every 
once in a while because in the MTC, we're surrounded by broken spanish so it's 
easy to feel comfortable when you're in that type of environment but I think we all 
need to be reminded of what we really need to be working towards 
 
I loved the CARI. It was nice to see it broken up into the different parts. That 
language is not only about knowing the words. There are so many other parts to it. 
With the pronunciation, fluency, vocabulary... A person can be good at one part, 
but there is room for improvement and when you are ranked high in all parts, you 
can be fully understood by all people.  
 

 

 Effect of CARI on trainees’ goals and study patterns.  The missionaries were asked 

“Did CARI change your goals and how you study?”  The responses below in Table 17 are 

characteristic responses for each treatment.  This question was only asked to the two groups who 

experienced the CARI training. 
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Although there were some negative responses pointing out that the treatment could be 

enhanced by connecting the treatment to their learning experience, most of the missionaries 

involved with the CARI training felt that the training enhanced their learning experience by 

emphasizing areas in which they could personally improve.   

 

Table 17 

Missionary Responses on the Effect of CARI on Goals and Study  
 

Group 
 

Characteristic Responses 
 
3 

 
It made me want to work harder on things like speaking better and made me want 
to work on improving my language skills to sound more like 7 rather than a 3. 
 
It just makes me want to learn faster and learn more in a less period of time. 
 
Not really, I thought it was somewhat of a waste of time and eachtime I did do it I 
dreaded doing it. But I can see how it was helpful 
 
Not really, however it helped me with my fluidity and how to properly pronounce 
words. It showed me that I really need to improve. I like the concept and idea of 
using CARI, however I don't really now how it has helped me change my goals 
and how I study. 
 
I started to read aloud in the Book of Mormon to work on my pronunciation of 
words.  I also have paid more attention recently to the structure of my sentences. 
 
Not really just because I didn't get to experience it enough. I think if I had the 
option to use it more often and it was a little more interactive it could change my 
study. 
 
Yes, I wanted to improve my fluency and accent after using CARI, so I didn't 
change my language study plan too much, I would just spend more time on 
reading aloud or something like that to help my accent and fluidity in speaking 
spanish. Besides that, I didn't change too much about my studies. 
 
CARI made me want to try harder to increase fluencey and vocabulary. It is easier 
to address areas that are lacking when you can rate where you are at. 

  
(Table 17 continues) 
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(Table 17 continued) 
 

Group Characteristic Responses 
 
4 

 
CARI changed my study through trying to speak more and goals I just knew by 
the grading what areas I needed to work on.  So in stride, in that way combining it 
with LSA helped too. 
 
It made me want to work on my pronouncitaion and accent to sound more native 
but thats about it. Though it is a fairly short program and wouldn't be too hard to 
implement and I think it would be effective tool to use to press the importance of 
pronounciation.  
 
No.  I think if I had understood the ""why"" behind CARI it would have been 
more helpful. 
 
Yes it did, because I am now looking at how I pronounce things (more than 
before) and I am seeing how focusing on the specific areas can really help me find 
balance in my studies. Meaning that I focus on more than just learning the word 
but also the other areas of making it sounds right, along with being able to explain 
it and finding ways to speak it right.  
 
It did a little, in that I thought of new techniques to implement in my study such as 
memorizing scripture, or figuring out how to share a personal experience. 
 
YES!!! because i need to realize i will never be a fluent speaker with out working 
for it. I enjoy my studying more now. 
 

 

 Language speaking assessment experience.  The missionaries were asked “In what ways 

was the Language Speaking Assessment helpful to you?”  The responses in Table 18 are 

characteristic responses for each treatment.  This question was only asked to the two groups who 

experienced the Language Speaking Assessment (LSA) as part of their training. 

From the feedback, it appears that the Language Speaking Assessment (LSA) was helpful 

to the missionaries.  There was very little negative feedback with regards to their LSA 

experience, and many of the missionaries reported that it helped them improve in both study and 

performance.  
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Table 18 

Language Speaking Assessment Experience — Missionary Responses 
 

Group 
 

Characteristic Responses 
 
2 

 
It allowed me to see areas where I need to improve and work on for my language 
study plan.  It allowed me to think about how I would respond to situations that I 
could encounter in the mission field and be efficient in my answer so I didn't take 
forever 
 
here accents, and know how to say cirtain things correctly 
 
It helps me see where I'm at in my language study. 
 
it helped me realize i forgot future tence 
 
It helped me to evaluate where my language skills were. 
 
It helped me to want to be more focused on trying to understand what people are 
saying when they speak the language and it prepared me to what I will be hearing 
when I am out in the field. 
 
it helped me because i was able to have a topic by surpise and i had to just talk and 
say what they want me to say 
 

 
4 

 
At first I was really frustrated with it because I didn't know very much. But then 
the second time I did it, I saw a lot of improvment. This was very encourgaging 
for me and I wanted to push myself to do even better the the next time. I was never 
able to but I know that I wish I would have done more sooner. 
 
It was an eye opener to see what I think I sound like, and how that will sound to 
the natives in my mission. I have a better idea of what to work on in my language 
study to make sure my language speaking skills won't make people uncomfortable 
or distracted when I teach 
 
It helped me to see what to look for in someone that sounds and speaks well. and 
helped me to see where i am at and in what areas i need to work on the most and 
what needed the most work. 
 

  
(Table 18 continues) 
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(Table 18 continued) 
 

Group Characteristic Responses 
  

The Language Assessment was helpful to me to understand how much I needed to 
improve. Not only how much, but also what I should do to improve. There are 
aspects of language speaking that I did not think were important for the 
undertanding of the listener when communicating. I have learned how much I 
need to improve my fluency, vocabulary, and grammmar and not so much my 
pronunciation. 
 
It helped me to track my progress and give me encouragement when i could see 
how far I have progressed. It also let me know how fast I am progressing and if I 
start to slack off I can see that my language isn't improving as well as it should be. 
 
It was nice to be able to compare my language skills to that of a natives. It was 
nice to afterwards go back and listend to all the speakers in that section to know 
where I fell. And to try and understand their accent. 
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Chapter 5:  Discussion 

 As discussed in Chapter 2, studies have shown that formative assessments (Ross, 2005) 

can be an effective tool for increasing second language learning outcomes for students.  

Although this study resulted in observable gains where students spent time practicing with the 

computers and receiving formative feedback, there were no statistically significant interaction 

results between computer-based practice and receiving instruction on the criteria by which the 

students would be rated. 

 In Chapter 2, it was also discussed that students must understand the criteria by which 

they will be rated in order to stay engaged and focused on the proper outcomes (Schmoker, 

2001).  The results from this study showed that those who were familiar with the criteria did in 

fact score statistically significantly higher on the posttest. 

Research Hypotheses 

Although data collected provided statistically significant support for only the second 

hypothesis, there was helpful data collected to shed light on benefits from focusing on the first 

and third hypotheses.  Missionary trainee responses to the questionnaire provided positive 

feedback on the use of computer-based practice during their learning process and in the 

opportunity to compare their responses to the responses of others. 

Language performance practice.  The first hypothesis asserted that practicing language 

performance with a computer would increase posttest language scores.  The results from this 

study did not support this hypothesis.  The overall attitude of missionaries tends to be positive 

with regard to language learning in general, but most missionaries who were given the 

opportunity to practice their language performance with a computer stated that the experience 

was helpful in their learning process.  This computer-based practice opportunity influenced their 
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study and goal setting as well, and the missionaries stated that the opportunity to listen to other 

native and fluent speakers assisted in the language learning process. 

Understanding language performance criteria.  The second hypothesis asserted that 

understanding language performance criteria would assist the missionaries in their language 

learning process and result in higher posttest scores.  The posttest scores for these groups were 

statistically higher on the average than the scores of those who were not taught the language 

performance criteria.  Thus, this hypothesis was supported.   

Missionaries not only scored higher on their posttest on the average, but the comments in 

the exit questionnaire also showed that they were more confident than those who were in the 

treatment group.  Missionaries reported that going through the computer-assisted rater instruction 

and learning the criteria by which language performance is rated allowed them to better identify 

areas in which they needed to personally improve.  Missionary comments also indicated that they 

adjusted their study, practice, and interactions with classmates to respond to the areas in which 

they needed to improve. 

Interaction between language performance practice and understanding criteria.  The 

third hypothesis asserts that there would be an interaction effect between language performance 

practice on the computer and understanding the criteria by which language performance is rated.  

No statistically significant results were found to support the hypothesis.   

Overall confidence in the missionary trainees’ language learning and performance 

abilities were increased over the treatment group, but there was not an increase over the results 

found without the interaction of the two treatments.   
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Recommendations 

 A follow-up study should be performed to gather longitudinal data in order to investigate 

whether language performance for each treatment group has a long-term effect.  This follow-up 

study should focus on whether language performance continues to increase among the treatment 

groups.  This follow-up study should also focus on whether those missionaries who were taught 

the criteria by which language performance is rated continue to apply the principles they were 

taught in order to continue their learning. 

 If evidence is obtained in future studies showing that the results of participation are 

beneficial, then a cost-benefit analysis should be performed in order to determine whether 

providing computer-based language practice opportunities can help reduce the face-to-face time 

required by teachers with each missionary.  If computer-based training can help reduce face-to-

face requirements from the teachers, then teacher time may be better utilized for those 

missionaries who need the additional help as opposed to working with the entire class.  It may be 

difficult to identify methods to determine the cost-to-benefit ratio in order to determine if the 

effort is worth the costs, but such a study will help future language instructional designers 

identify whether they would like to further develop computer-based language performance 

practice tools. 

 Future studies should be adjusted to investigate heterogeneity of treatment fidelity across 

groups within experimental conditions.  Accounting for treatment fidelity across groups may 

help to clarify or further distinguish difference in posttest scores across the treatment groups. 

 The results of this study showed that it was underpowered.  The study should be repeated 

with a (a) at least 32 classes of missionary trainees, (b) increase in sensitivity of the measure, and 

(c) lengthened and required time that missionary trainees spend using the treatment.  The 
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repeated study should be conducted either during the summer months when the number of 

trainees is higher than during this study or for an extended period of time spanning at least one 

year.  

 The method of training missionary trainees on the language criteria should be re-

evaluated and much improvement can be made on this approach.  Some of the missionaries 

commented on not understanding how the criteria connected to their language experience.  This 

is due to the fact that the training used was for raters of language, and the learning strategy was 

not designed for a missionary trainee.  This criteria instruction should be redesigned and targeted 

on the missionary trainee and how they are expected to use the criteria throughout their learning 

experience.   

 The computer-based practice should also be better integrated into the curriculum of the 

missionary trainee.  With this study, the use of the computer-based practice was voluntary and 

follow-up was not performed to enforce use.  Future studies should require the use of the 

computer-based practice and integrate its use with the classroom curriculum. 

Conclusion 

 The purpose of this study was to examine the benefits of providing computer-based 

language performance practice, teaching the criteria by which language performance is rated, and 

the interaction between the two treatments.  Although statistically significant quantitative data 

was only found to support the teaching of criteria by which language performance is rated, 

missionary trainee responses were found that support the further use and exploration of these 

treatments.  The findings are preliminary but promising in showing a favorable increase in 

language performance outcomes when being taught language performance criteria and given the 

opportunity to practice language performance on a computer. 
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 It is assumed that the measurements used did not identify all of the benefits to the 

missionaries for each of these treatments, and thus there may be benefits that encourage the 

continued use of both of these treatments.  Qualitative feedback was strong enough that further 

research in these areas would be encouraged. 

 For MTC specific goals and implementation, the MTC administration will continue its 

use of the Language Speaking Assessment and in fact is evaluating whether this tool should 

continue with the missionaries beyond their formal language training experience.  Missionary 

responses and encouragement for the use of the Language Speaking Assessment show that there 

might be value in continuing its use as the missionaries continue their language learning on their 

own. 

 MTC administrators may also be encouraged to evaluate whether the CARI instruction 

should become part of the missionary training process.  The current curriculum is already more 

than most missionaries can understand within the limited training period at the Missionary 

Training Center, and thus it would be recommended that a shorter and more interactive training 

be developed to teach these principles.  This training would also be helpful to the missionaries 

beyond the formal training period, and may be provided as a refresher course as the missionaries 

begin to manage the language learning on their own. 
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Appendix A:  Handouts for Missionaries 
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Appendix B:  Language Criteria Rubric 

 Rating/Score 
Category             1               2            3               4            5                 6              7 
Pronunciation Pronunciation is 

usually 
unintelligible 

Difficult to 
understand at 
times; frequent 
errors in sounds, 
stress, or 
intonation; 
accent inhibits 
communication 
or is irritating 

Fairly easy to 
understand; some 
errors in sounds, 
stress or 
intonation; accent 
attracts attention 
but does not 
inhibit 
communication 

Can be 
understood 
without 
difficulty; accent 
is not 
pronounced 

Grammar Does not use 
language rules; 
speech consists 
mainly of 
individual words 
strung together, 
with no regard 
for correct forms 
or sentence 
structure 

Uses a limited 
range of 
language rules; 
as many errors as 
correct forms 

Correctly uses a 
fairly broad range 
of language rules 
most of the time; 
uses grammar 
that is clearly 
required by the 
situation 

Consistently and 
correctly uses an 
extensive range 
of language rules 
as required by 
the situation; few 
if any errors, 
even in less 
common or 
complex forms 

Vocabulary Vocabulary is 
inadequate to 
communicate 
intended ideas; 
often lacks even 
common, basic 
words and 
expressions 

Uses some 
situation-specific 
vocabulary, but 
often lacks words 
and expressions 
needed to convey 
complete ideas; 
sometimes uses 
the wrong words 
or uses the same 
words repeatedly 

Uses an adequate 
range of 
situation-specific 
vocabulary; 
words and 
expressions are 
sometimes 
imprecise, but 
speaker finds a 
way to convey 
intended meaning 

Uses a broad 
range of 
appropriate and 
precise words 
and expressions 
needed to 
convey intended 
ideas; no 
searching for 
words 

Fluency Speech is so 
slow or so fast 
that 
communication 
does not occur 

Speech is slow 
enough (i.e. 
frequent or long 
pauses and 
fillers) or fast 
enough to cause 
discomfort to the 
listener 

Rate of speech 
does not impede 
communication; 
occasional 
unnatural pauses 
and fillers do not 
distract 
significantly from 
the message 

Rate and flow of 
speech are 
usually natural 
and facilitate 
communication 

*Note:  A “No Rating” or 0 score signifies that the speech sample is not ratable due to a non-
language related cause (i.e. technological problems.)  
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Appendix C:  Entrance Questionnaire 

1.  What is your current age?   

2.  What is the highest level of school you have completed? 

o high school 
o less than one year of college 
o 1-2 years of college 
o 3 or more years of college 
o college graduate 

3.  How much did you like school? 

o I didn't like it. 
o I liked it okay. 
o I liked it a lot. 

4.  Overall, how well did you do in school? 

o I didn't do well. 
o I did okay. 
o I did well. 

5.  Did you study or speak your MISSION LANGUAGE (the language you will use in the 
mission field) before you came to the MTC? 

o No 
o Yes 

6.  Did you use your mission language as a common means of communication with your family 
or friends while you were growing up? 

o No 
o Yes 

7.  Have you lived in a foreign country where your mission language is spoken? 

o No 
o Yes 
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8.  How long did you live in the country where your mission language is spoken? 

o less than one month 
o 1-2 months 
o 3-6 months 
o 7-11 months 
o 1-2 years 
o more than two years 

9.  Have you done any formal study of your mission language (e.g. classes, self-study)? 

o No 
o Yes 

10.  What kind of formal study of your mission language did you do? (Check all that apply.) 

o elementary school class 
o jr. high school class 
o high school class 
o college or university class 
o school immersion program 
o private tutor 
o self-study (read books, listened to tapes, etc.) 
o other 

11.  How long was your total formal study of your mission language? 

o 1 year or less 
o 2 years 
o 3 years 
o 4 years 
o 5 years or more 

12.  Overall, how well did you do in learning your mission language before your mission? 

o I didn't do well. 
o I did okay. 
o I did well. 

13.  Did you study or speak a foreign language OTHER THAN YOUR MISSION LANGUAGE 
before you came to the MTC? 

o No 
o Yes 
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14.  What foreign language OTHER THAN YOUR MISSION LANGUAGE have you had the 
most experience with? 

o Spanish 
o German 
o French 
o Russian 
o Japanese 
o Portuguese 
o Chinese 
o Italian 
o Korean 
o Other 

15.  Did you use this other foreign language as a common means of communication with your 
family or friends while you were growing up? 

o No 
o Yes 

16.  Have you lived in a foreign country where this other foreign language is spoken? 

o No 
o Yes 

17.  How long did you live in the country where this other foreign language is spoken? 

o less than one month 
o 1-2 months 
o 3-6 months 
o 7-11 months 
o 1-2 years 
o more than two years 

18.  Have you done any formal study of this other foreign language (e.g. classes, self-study)? 

o No 
o Yes 
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19.  What kind of formal study of this other foreign language did you do? (Check all that apply.) 

o elementary school class 
o jr. high school class 
o high school class 
o college or university class 
o school immersion program 
o private tutor 
o self-study (read books, listened to tapes, etc.) 
o other 

20.  How long was your total formal study of this other foreign language? 

o 1 year or less 
o 2 years 
o 3 years 
o 4 years 
o 5 years or more 

21.  Overall, how well did you do in learning this other foreign language? 

o I didn't do well. 
o I did okay. 
o I did well. 

22.  Are you a(n): 

o Elder 
o Sister 
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Appendix D:  Exit Questionnaire 

1.  While at the MTC, I made ________ in developing my study skills. 

o no progress 
o a little progress 
o some progress 
o quite a bit of progress 
o a lot of progress 

2.  While at the MTC, I made _______ in my ability to plan and set goals. 

o no progress 
o a little progress 
o some progress 
o quite a bit of progress 
o a lot of progress 

3.  While at the MTC, I made _______ in my ability to work hard. 

o no progress 
o a little progress 
o some progress 
o quite a bit of progress 
o a lot of progress 

4.  While at the MTC, I made ________ in speaking and understanding my mission language. 

o no progress 
o a little progress 
o some progress 
o quite a bit of progress 
o a lot of progress 

5.  While at the MTC, I learned to teach the doctrine from the following lessons in my mission 
language: (Mark all that apply) 

o The Restoration 
o The Plan of Salvation 
o The Gospel of Jesus Christ 
o The Commandments (three or more commandments) 
o Laws and Ordinances 
o None of the above 
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6.  Personal study time at the MTC was ________ in preparing me to be a successful missionary. 

o not helpful 
o somewhat helpful 
o quite helpful 
o very helpful 
o extremely helpful 

7.  During the last seven days, about _____  percent of my daily speech was done in my mission 
language. (Please enter a number from 0-100.) 

8.  During the last two weeks, my teachers ________ spoke the mission language while teaching 
or working with the missionaries. 

o never 
o rarely 
o sometimes 
o often 
o always 

9.  On average, I spent about _______  minutes a day studying my mission language. (Please 
enter a number, not a word) 

10.  How often did you study your mission language with your companion outside of class? 

o Never 
o Less than once a week 
o Once or twice a week 
o Several times a week 
o Daily 

11.  I was __________ discouraged because I could not learn my mission language as fast as I 
wanted to. 

o almost always 
o often 
o sometimes 
o rarely 
o never 

12.  The language learning activity that was most helpful to me at the MTC was:(Write ''no 
comment'' if you do not wish to respond.) 

13.  Please give one or two suggestions that would have helped you learn your mission language 
better at the MTC. (Write ''no comment'' if you do not wish to respond.)  
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14.  Teaching progressing investigators was ________ in learning my mission language. 

o not helpful 
o somewhat helpful 
o quite helpful 
o very helpful 
o extremely helpful 

15.  Chapter 7 of Preach My Gospel was _________ in learning my mission language. 

o not helpful 
o somewhat helpful 
o quite helpful 
o very helpful 
o extremely helpful 
o I did not read Preach My Gospel, Chapter 7 

16.  Using a language dictionary was ________ in learning my mission language. 

o not helpful 
o somewhat helpful 
o quite helpful 
o very helpful 
o extremely helpful 
o I did not use a language dictionary 

17.  My language textbook (e.g. Spanish for Missionaries) was _______ in learning my mission 
language. 

o not helpful 
o somewhat helpful 
o quite helpful 
o very helpful 
o extremely helpful 
o I did not use a language textbook 

18.  The Speak Your Language program was ___________ in learning my mission language. 

o not very helpful 
o somewhat helpful 
o quite helpful 
o very helpful 
o extremely helpful 
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19.  TALL (Technology Assisted Language Learning) was __________ in learning my mission 
language. 

o not helpful 
o somewhat helpful 
o quite helpful 
o very helpful 
o extremely helpful 
o I did not use the TALL program 

20.  Have you used TALL (Technology Assisted Language Learning) to help you learn your 
mission language? 

o Yes 
o No 
o TALL is not available in my mission language 

21.  How often did you use TALL at the MTC? 

o Less than once a week 
o Once or twice a week 
o Several times a week 
o Daily 
o Several times a day 

22.  Which TALL features were most helpful to you? (Check all that apply.) 

o Preach My Gospel lessons 
o Language tasks 
o Vocabulary and phrases 
o Grammar 
o Listening comprehension 

23.  List one or two suggestions that could improve the effectiveness of TALL.(Write ''no 
comment'' if you do not wish to respond.)  

24.  Do you have some personal, written goals for your work at the MTC? 

o Yes 
o No 

25.  Please list one or two of your goals. 
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