Chapter 4

Results

4.1 Introduction

Data was collected from participants in twelve sections to determine whether second
language learners of English who receive frequent assessments during their course of
study perform better on final asscssments of ability when compared to learners who
receive zero assessment. Learners were also surveyed for their opinions to understand
whether and how they would vary based upon asscssment received.

Learners were measured prior to instruction using a pre-instructional placement
examination. The data collected using the placcment examination was used to sort
learners into bands representing four equal ranges of proficiency. Table 26
summarizes the percentiles generated to formulate proficiency ranges.

Table 26 Statistically Generated Proficiency Ranges

Valid 200

N
Missing 0
25 31.25
Percentiles 50 36.25
75 39.75

In order to facilitate accurate data-analysis, a purposeful sample of 200 learners was
randomly generated with 100 learners representing treated participants and 100
learners representing untreated participants and 25 learners representing each band of
proficiency for each treatment category. Table 27 demonstrates the constitution of the
final, purposefully designed sample.

Table 27 Final Purposefully Designed Sample

Data Based on Performance Examination S¢ores

Range Ranpe
Proficiency Band Number of Students per Band Total N of Students
(Mcan) (%)
Description Low High Low High Treutment Conirol Total
Lowest 21 3125 1 46.67 69.44 25 25 50
Lower-Middle 326 | 3625 | 6947 80.56 25 25 50
Upper-Middle 3626 ¢ 3975 | 80.58 38.33 25 25 50
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Dats Based on Performance Examination Scores

Range Range
Proficiency Band Number of Students per Band Total N of Smdents
{Mean) (%)
Highest 39.76 45 | §8.34 100 25 25 50
Total 21 45 | 46.67 100 100 L0 200

4.2 Results Pertaining to the First Research Objective

The first research objective sought to determine whether the inclusion of frequent
assessment would cause learners to score differently on a final examination of ability.
The objective was correspondingly subdivided into sections discussing whether the
results would vary according the proficiencies, ages, and genders of learners and how
well they performed relative to given sections of the final examination. The results
pertaining to the first objective are presented in the following order:

Table 28 Schedule of Results Pertaining to the First Research Objective

[nstrument
Objective | Domain Comparison Placement Performance Treatment
Examination Examination Instruments
1.1 | Overall Performance X X
1.2 | Performances by Ability X
1.3 | Performance by Section X
1.4 | Performance by Age X X X
1.5 | Performance by Gender X x X

4.2.1 Comparison of Total Mean Scores of Treated and Untreated
Learners

On the final examination, The English Language Performance Examination, the
scores of all learners who had received treatment were compared to the scores of all
learners in the controi group (i.e., those who had not received treatment). Overall, on
the final examination of ability {the performance examination) there was no
significant difference in the scores of treated leamers (#=100, ¥=20.67, c=4.12) and
untreated learners (=100, %=20.41, 6=3.58); t(198)=0.48, p=0.633.

Table 29 Performance Examination: All Learners

Domain N of Siudents x o t df Sig. (2-tailed)
Treatment 100 20.67 4.12

0.48 198 0.635
Control 100 20.41 3.58

4.2.2 Comparisons Pertaining to the First Objective and Ability
The scores of learners who were treated and not treated were compared with respect

to comparable proficiencies measured using the pre-instructional placement
examination, Results of such comparisons are presented in this section.
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4.2.2.1 Comparison of Means among Learners in the Lowest Ability
Range

Among lowest proficiency participants, there was no significant difference in scores
between learners who had received treatment (#=235, ¥=18.14, 0=4.55) and learners
who had not received treatment (#=25, ¥=17.36, 6=3.27); t(48)= 0.70, p=0.78.
Leamers who were treated scorcd somewhat higher, but the difference in scores was
not significant.

Table 30 Performance Examination: Lowest Ability

Domain N of Students x g t df Sig. (2-tailed)
Treatment 25 18.14 4,55

0.70 48 0.78
Control 25 17.36 3.27

4.2.2.2 Comparison of Means among Learners in the Second Lowest
Ability Range

Among learners who had originally scored within the lower-middle range of ability,
there was no significant difference in scores between learners who had received
treatment (#=25, ¥=20.20, 6=3.86) and learners who had not received treatment
(n=25, ¥=19.25, 6=2.54); 1(48)=1.03, p=0.309. Learners who had received treatment
scored somewhat though not significantly higher.

Table 31 Performance Examination: Secend Lowest Ability

Domain N of Students ¥ < t df Sig. (2-tailed)
Treatment 25 20.20 3.86

1.03 48 0.309
Control 25 19.25 2.54

4,2.2.3 Comparison of Means among Learners in the Second Highest
Ability Range

For learners who originally scored within the upper-middle range of ability, there was
no significant difference in scores between learners who had recetved treatment
(n=25, %=22.65, 6=3.82) and learners who had not received treatment (n=25, x=21.30,
0=2.69); 1(48)=1.44, p=0.155. Again, learners who had received treatment scored
marginally higher, but the difference was not significant.

Table 32 Performance Examination: Second Highest Ability

Domain N of Students x g t df Sig. (2-tailed)
Treatment 25 22.65 3.82
i.44 48 0.155
Control 25 21.30 2.69
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4.2.2.4 Comparison of Means among Learners in the Highest Ability
Range

There was however a significant difference in scores between learners who originally
placed into the highest range of ability who were treated (#=25, ¥=21.68, 6=2.82) and
learners who originally placed into the highest range of ability who were not treated
(n=25, x=23.72, 6=2.27); t(48)=-2.82, p=0.007. Untreated learncrs in this category
scored significantly higher than treated learners in this category.

Table 33 Performance Examination: Highest Ability

Domain N of Students x o t af Sig. (2-tailed)
Treatment 25 21.68 2,82
-2.82 48 0.007*
Control 25 _ 23.72 2.27

*The mean difference is significant at the .05 level
4.2.2.5 llustration of Differences

The following table summarizes the differences in performance on the final
examination based on starting proficiency.

Table 34 Summary of Differences by Ability

Mean
Proficiency Treatment Control df t P
Lowest 18.14 17.36 48 ¢.70 0.490
Lower-Middle 20.2 19.25 48 1.03 0.309
Upper-Middle 22.65 213 48 1.44 0.155
Highest 21.68 23.72 48 -2.82 f.007=
Totai 20,67 20.41 198 0.48 0.635

*The mean difference is significant at the .05 level

36




Differences in Final Ability by Ability

Range
25
24
23
22
g
@ 21
=
20
19 ¢
18
17 Lower: ( Upper
Lowest Middle Middle Highest Mean
8 Treatment Means 18.14 20.2 22.65 21.68 20.67
T Control Means 17.36 19.25 213 23.72 20.41 ‘
& p-value 0.4898 0.3086 0.1553 0.007 0.6345

Figure 2 Performance Examination: Differences by Ability

4.2.3 Differences on the Final Examination by Section

Differences in performance were measured relative to sections of the final
examination.

Differences in Performance.of Treated and Untreated Learners on the First Section of
the Final Examination of Ability

There were no significant differences in scores on the first section of the final
examination of ability between treated (#=100, ¥=3.42, 6=1.51) and untreated learners
(n=100, ¥=3.35, 0=1.28); 1(198)=0.33, p=0.743.

Table 35 Performance Examination: First Section

Domain N of Students X o] t df Sig. (2-tailed)
Treatment 100 3.42 1.51
0.33 198 0.743
Control 100 3.35 1.28
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Dijfferences in Performance of Treated and Untreated Learners on the Second Section
of the Final Examination of Ability

There were no significant differences in scores on the second section of the final
examination of ability between treated (n=100, #=2.78, o=1 .22) and untreated learners
(7=100, ¥=2.72, 0=1.37); 1(195.326)=0.33, p=0.744.

Table 36 Performance Examination: Second Section

Domain N of Students ¥ a t df Sig. (2-tailed)
Treatment 100 2.78 1.22
0.33 195.33 0.744
Control 100 2.72 1.37

Differences in Performance of Treated and Untreated Learriers on.the Third Section
of the Final Examination of Ability

There were no significant differences in scores on the third section of the final
examination of ability between treated (#=100, ¥=4.39;06=1.46) and untreated learners
(n=100, ¥=4.20, 0=1.21); t(198)=1.00, p=0.319.

Table 37 Performance Examination: Third Section

Domain N of Studenis X o] t df Sig. (2-tailed)
Treatment 100 4.39 1.46
1.00 198 0.319
Control 100 4.20 1.21

Differences in Performance of Treated and Untreated Learners on the Fourth Section
of the Final Examination of Ability

There were no significant differences in scores on the fourth section of the final
examination of ability between treated (7=100, ¥=4.17, o=1 .48) and untreated learners
(n=100, ¥=4.45, 0=1.44); t(198)==1.36, p=0.177.

Table 38 Performance Examination: Fourth Section

Domain N of Students X ] t df Sig. (2-tailed)
Treatment 100 4.17 1.48
-1.36 198 0.177
Control 100 4.45 1.44

Differences in Performance of Treated and Untreated Learners on the F. ifth Section of
the Final Examination of Ability

There was a significant difference in the scores on the fifth section of the final
examination of ability between treated (#=100, #=5.91, 0=0.25) and untreated learners
(n=100, =5.69, 6=0.89); t(114.649)=2.44, p=0.016.

Domain N of Students x c t df Sig. (2-tailed)
Treatment 100 5.91 0.25
2.44 114.65 O16*
Control 100 5.69 0.89

*The mean difference is significant at the .05 level
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Differences by Exam Section

21
19
17
15
13
[}
9
7
5
3
i
2 3 4 5 Total
B Treatment Means 342 2.78 4.39 4.17 5.91 20.67
ZControl Means 3.35 2.72 4.2 445 5.69 20.41
& p-value 0.7433 0.744 0.3188 0.1768 0.0155 0.6345

Figure 3 Performance Examination: Differences by Section

Analyses of Differences on Final Examination. Sections by Proficiency Range

Table 39 and Table 40 and summarize differences occurring on each of the five
sections of the final examination according to the levels of ability into which learners
were originally sorted on the pre-instructional placement examination of ability.

Table 39 Means and Standard Deviations by Section and Ability

Section | Section 2 Section 3 Section 4 Section § Total
Range T c T C T c T c T c T c
Mean | 2.56 | 276 | 2567f=208 | 364 | 341 36| 394 s578| s18] 1814 1736
Lowest
sp| 1s8| 113 145 41| 17] 04| 156 153 020] 144 ass| 327
Lower. | Mean | 292| 308 |\ 272 244 | 424| 364 | 44| 430| so2| s7] 202 1925
Middle sp| 1s| 132 11 123 148 1o8) 12] 133 o019 o8] 386 254
Upper. | Mean | 41fisaal 27| 344 s08| a6s| a77) 384 sog| so| 2265 | 213
Middle SD| 154 133 124 136 08| 18] 1st] 139 o1l o02] 33| 260
Mean | /408 412 3.42] 292| 46| s508| 392 se4| 596 s96| 2168 | 2372
Highest
sl 057 097 105 115 19| o064 145] o062 032 o020] 2821 227
Mean | 342 335| 2781 272) 439| 42| 417 445| so1] 560 2067 | 204
Total
sD| 151 128 ) 1221 137 146| 121 148 144 o025) o080| 412 3.8
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Table 40 Results of t-tests by Ability Range

Results of 1-Test (p value) by Bandwidth and Section (95% Confidence Interval)

Range Section 1 Section 2 Section 3 Section 4 Section 5 Totat
t 0.51 L9 0.60 0.78 2.0 0.70
Lowest
p value 0.609 0.241 0.551 0,440 0.047 0.490
Lower. t 0.40 0.85 1.64 0.03 1.33 1.03
Middle p value 0.690 0.400 0.108 0.978 0.189 0.309
t 1.62 1.96 1.25 227 1.76 1.44
Upper-
Middle P 0111 0.056 0.217 0.028* 0.085 0.155
t 0.18 0.64 1.78 5.46 0.00 2,82
Highest
p value 0.860 0.525 0.082 0.000* 1.000 0.007"
t 0.33 0.33 1.00 1.36 2.44 0.48
Total
p value 0.743 0.744 0.319 0177 0.016 0.635

*The mean differcnce is significant at the .05 level

There was a significant difference in scores on section four between highest
proficiency learners who were treated (¥=3.92, 6=1.45) and not treated (¥=5.04,
o=0.62). Untreated learners scored significantly higher; /=5.4631, p=0.0001. Among
upper-middle ability learners there was another significant difference between the
scores of treated (¥=4.77, 6=1.51) and untreated learners (¥=3.84, c=1.39). Treated
learners scored significantly higher =2.2712, p=0.0277.

4.2.4 Analysis of Differences in Scores by Age

Means were compared using #-tests to determine whether differences in scores by age
were statistically significant. The results of two instruments are presented: the
placement and performance examinations. For each instrument, younger and older
groups were first compared relative to the entire sample. Second, younger and older
learners within treatment groups were compared to one another. Third, younger and
older learners in treated and untreated groups were compared.

4.2.4.1 Analysis of Differences in Scores on the Placement
Examination by Age

A Comparison of Differences by Age on the Placement Examination for the Entire

Sample

On the placement examination there was a significant difference between the mean
scores of younger learners (#=100, ¥=32.83, ¢=5.67) and older learners (=100,
¥=37.23, 0=4.96); t(198)=-5.85, p=0.000.

Table 41 Placement Examination: Age

Domain N of Students x g 1 df Sig. (2-tailed)
Younger 100 32.83 5.67
-5.85 198 000+
Older t00 37.23 4.96

*The mean difference is significant at the .05 level
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A Comparison of Differences by Age on the Placement Examination for Treated
Learners

On the placement examination there was a significant difference between the mean
scores of treated younger learners (n=46, ¥=32.64, 0=5.67) and treated older learncrs
(n=54, x=37.15, 06=5.34); t(98)=-4.09, p=0.000.

Table 42 Placement Examination: Treated Learners by Age

Domain N of Students x c t df Sig. (2-tailed)
Younger 46 32.64 5.67
-4.09 98 000*
Older 54 37.15 5.34

*The mean difference is significant at the .05 level

A Comparison of Differences by Age on the Placement Examination for Unireated
Learners

On the placement examination there was a significant difference between the mean
scores of untreated younger learners (n=54, ¥=32.98, 0=5.72) and untreated older
learners (n=46, ¥=37.33, 6=4.54); t(98)=-4.15, p=0.000.

Table 43 Placement Examination: Untreated Learers by Age

Domain N of Students x G t df Sig. (2-tailed)
Younger 54 32.98 572
-4.15 98 000*
Older 46 37.33 4.54

*The mean difference is significant at the .05 level
A Comparison of Differences on the Placement Examination for Younger Learners

On the placement examination there was no significant difference between the scores
of treated younger learners (n=46, ¥=32.04, 6=5.67) and untreated younger learners
(n=54, ¥=32.98, 0=5.72) learners; t(98)=-0.30, p=0.767.

Table 44 Placement Examination: Younger Learners

Domain N of Students x a t df Sig. (2-tailed)
Treatment 46 32.64 5.67
-0L30 98 0.767
Control 54 32,98 5.72

A Comparison of Differences on the Placement Examination Among Older Learners

On the placement examination there was no significant difference between the scores
of treated older Iearners (#=54, ¥=37.15, 6=5.34) and untreated older learners (=46,

¥=37.33, 0=4.54); t(98)=-0.18, p=0.859.

Table 45 Placement Examination: Older Learners

Domain N of Students x G t df Sig. {2-tailed)
Treatment 54 37.15 5.34
-0.18 98 0.8359
Control 46 37.33 4,54
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4.2.4.2 Analysis of Differcnces in Scores on the Performance
Examination by Age

A Comparison of Differences on the Final Performance Examination by Age
On the performance examination there was no significant difference between the
scores of treated younger learners (#=100, ¥=20.12, c=4.11) and treated older learners

(n=100, #=20.95, 5=3.56); t(198)=-1.53, p=0.128.

Table 46 Performance Examinaticn: Age

Domain N of Students X o t df Sig. (2-tatlcd)
Younger 100 20.12 4,11
-1.53 198 0.128
Older 100 20.95 3.56

A Comparison of Differences on the Final Performance Examination among Treated
Learners by Age

On the performance examination there was no significant difference between the
scores of treated younger learners (#=46, ¥=21.09, 6=5.08) and treated older leamers
(n=54, ¥=20.31, =3.09); t(98)=0.92, p=0.363.

Table 47 Performance Examination: Treated Learners by Age

Domain N of Students x o t daf Sig. (2-tailed)
Younger 46 21.09 5.08
0.92 71.72 0.363
Older 54 20.31 3.09

A Comparison of Differences on the Final Performance Examination among
Untreated Learners by Age

On the performance examination there was a significant difference between the scorcs
of untreated younger learners (#=54, x=19.30, 6=2.84) and untreated older learners
(n=46, ¥=21.71, 6=3.94), t(98)=-3.56, p=0.001.

Table 48 Performance Examination; Untreated Learners by Age

Domain N of Students x o t df Sig. (2-tailed)
Younger 54 19.30 2.84
-3.56 98 0.001*
Older 46 21.71 394

*The mean difference is significant at the .05 ievel

A Comparison of Differences on the Final Performance Examination among Younger
Learners by Treatment Received

On the performance examination there was a significant difference between the scores
of treated younger learners (#=46, ¥=21.09, 6=5.08) and untreated younger learners
(n=54, ¥=19.30, 0=2.84); t(98)=2.13, p=0.037.
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Table 49 Performance Examination: Younger Learners

Domain N of Students x g - t df Sig. (2-1ailed)
Treatment 46 21.09 5.08
2.13 67.56 0.037*
Control 54 19.30 2.84

*The mean difference is significant at the .05 level

A Comparison of Differences on the Final Performance Examination among Older
Learners by Treatment Received

On the performance examination there was a significant difference between the scores
of treated older learners {#=54, ¥=20.31, 0=3.09) and untreated older learners (#=46,
¥=21.71, 6=3.94); t(98)=-2.00, p=0.048.

Table 50 Performance Examination: Older Learners

Domain N of Students x g t df Sig. (2-tailed)
Treatment 54 20,31 3.09
-2.00 h 0.048*
Control 46 21,71 3.94

*The mean difference is significant at the .05 level
4.2.5 Analysis of Differences in Scores by Gender

Scores on placement and performance examinations were compared by gender, within
and between groups and correspond to Objective 1.5. Results are presented below.

A Comparison of Differences by Gender on the Placement Examination
On the placement cxamination, among all learners, there was a significant difference
between the scores of male learners (#=56, ¥=33.62, 0=6.75) and female learners

(=130, ¥=36.10, 06=4.72); t(79.100)=-2.50, p=0.014.

Table 51 Placement Examination: Gender

Domain N of Students x a t df Sig. (2-tailed)
Male 56 33.62 6.75
-2.50 79.10 0.014*
Female 130 36.10 4,72

*The mean difference is significant at the .05 level

A Comparison of Differences by Gender on the Performance Examination

On the performance examination, among all learners, there was a significant
difference between the scores of male leamers (#=56, ¥=19.77, 0=4.23) and female

learners (r=130, x=21.15, 6=3.56); t{184)=-2.30, p=0.023.

Table 52 Performance Examination: Gender

Domain N of Students X c t df Sig. (2-tailed)
Male 56 19.77 4,23
-2.30 184 0.023*
Female 130 21.15 3.56

*The mean difference is significant at the .05 level
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A Comparison of Differences on the Placement Examination by Gender within
Treated Groups

On the placement examination, within treated groups, there was a significanf
difference between the scores of treated male learners (#=34, ¥=33.21, 0=6.94) and
treated female learners (n=65, =36.25, 6==4.83); t(50.155)=-2.29, p=0.026.

Table 53 Placement Examination: Treated Groups by Gender

Domain N of Students X g t df Sig. (2-tailed)
Male 34 33.21 6.94
-2.29 50.16 0.026*
Female 65 36.25 4.83

*The mean difference is significant at the .05 level

A Comparison of Differences on the Final Performance Examination by Gender
within Treated Groups

On the performance examination, within treated groups, there was no significant
difference between the scores of treated male learners (#n=34, ¥=19.98, 6=4.46) and
treated female leamers (n=63, x=21.14, 6=3.84); t(97)=-1.36, p=0.178.

Table 54 Performance Examination: Treated Groups by Gender

Domain N of Students b c t df Sig. {2-tailed)
Malc 34 19.98 4,46
-1.36 97 0.178
Female 63 21.14 3.84

A Comparison of Differences on the Placement Examination by Gender within
Untreated Groups

On the performance examination, within untreated groups, there was no significant
difference between the scores of untreated male learners (#=22, ¥=34.25, 6=6.36) and
untreated female learners (#n=065, ¥=35.95, 0=4.64); t(85)=-1.12, p=0.272.

Table 55 Placement Examination: Untreated by Gender

Domain N of Students x o t df Sig, (2-tailed)
Male 22 34.25 6.56
-1.12 28.46 0.272
Female 65 35.95 4.64

A Comparison of Differences on the Performance Examination by Gender within
Untreated Groups

On the performance examination, within untreated groups, there was a significant

difference between the scores of untreated male [earners (n=22, 7=19.44, ¢=3.93) and
untreated female learners (#=635, x=21.17, 6=3.29); t(85)=-2.02, p=0.046.
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Table 56 Performance Examination: Untreated by Gender

Domain N of Students x g t df Sig. (2-tailed)
Male 22 19.44 3.93
-2.02 85 0.046*
Female 65 21.17 3.29

*The mean difference is sipnificant at the .05 level
A Comparison of Differences on the Placement Examination among Males

On the placement examination, among males, there was no significant difference
between the scores of treated males (#=34, ¥=33.21, 6=6.94) and unireated males
(=22, ¥=34.25, 6=6.56); t(54)=-0.56, p=0.577.

Table 57 Placement Examination: Males

Domain N of Students i c 1 df Sig. (2-tailed)
Treatment 34 332 6.94
-0.56 54 0.577
Control 22 34.25 6.56

A Comparison of Differences on the Performance Examination among Males

On the performance examination, among males, there was no significant difference
between the scores of treated males (#=34, ¥=19.98, 6=4.46) and untreated males
(n=22, ¥=19.44, 6=3.93); t(54)= 0.46, p=0.648.

Table 58 Performance Examination: Males

Domain N of Students X g t df Sig. {2-tailed)
Treatment 34 15.98 4,46
0.46 54 0.648
Control 22 19.44 3.93

A Comparison of Differences on the Placement Examination among Females

On the placement examination, among females, there was no significant difference
between the scores of treated females (#=65, ¥=36.25, 0=4.83) and untreated females
(n=065, ¥=35.95, 0=4.64) learners; t(128)=0.37, p=0.712,

Tablc 59 Placcment Examination: Females

Domain N of Students X g t df Sig, {2-tailed)
Treatment 65 36.25 4,83
0.37 128 0.712
Control 65 3595 4,64

A Comparison of Differences on the Performance Examination among Females
On the performance examination, among females, there was no significant differcnce

between the scores of treated females (#=05, ¥=21.14, ¢=3.84) and untreated females
(n=65, i=21.17, 6=3.29) leamers; t(128)= -0.04, p=0.971.
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Table 60 Performance Examination: Females

Domain N of Students x G t df Sig. (2-tailed)
Treatment 65 21.14 3.84
-0.04 128 0.971
Control 65 21.17 3.29

4.2.5.1 Analysis of Differences in Scores by Gender and Proficiency
Band

There was a significant difference between the mean scores of female learners in the
highest range of ability who reccived treatment (#=18, ¥=21.49, =2.77) and female
learners in the highest range of ability who had not received treatment (n=17,
=24.13, 0=2.16); t(33)=-3.14, p = .004. Untreated female learners in the highest
proficiency range scored significantly higher than treated female learners in the same
proficiency range.

Table 61 Performance Examination: Highest Ability Females by Gender

Domain N of Students b3 G t df Sig. (2-tailed)
Treatment 18 21.49 2,97
-3.14 33 0.004*
Control 17 24.13 2.16

*The mean difference is significant at the .05 level

4.2.6 Analysis of Differences in Scores on Treatment Instruments by
Age

With respect to performance on the treatment instruments, there was a significant
difference between the scores of younger learners (#=46, ¥=13.85, 6=3.54) and older
learners (»=54, ¥=17.08, 6=2.67) on the treatment instruments Older learners scored
significantly higher; t(82.637)=-5.09, p=0.001.

Table 62 Treatment Instruments: Age

Domain N of Smdents % o t daf Sig. (2-tailed)
Younger 46 13.85 3.54
-5.09 82,64 .000*
Older 54 17.08 2.67

*The mean difference is significant at the .05 level

4.2.7 Analysis of Differences in Scores of Treatment Instruments by
Gender

On the treatment instruments there were no significant differences between the scores
of male (»=34, ¥=15.0000, 0=4.13) and female learners (#=65, £=15.9846, 6=3.04),
t(52.109)=-1.23, p=0.226.
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Table 63 Treatment Instruments: Gender

Domain N of Students by o t df Sig. (2-tailed)
Male 34 15.00 4.13
~-1.23 52.11 0.226
Female 65 15.98 3.04

4.3 Results Pertaining to the Second Objective

The second objective of the research study was to determine whether learners who
received frequent assessments as part of their learning platform would respond
differently with respect to opinions and reactions toward the course of learning that
learners who did not receive frequent assessments in their course of study (2.1). The
results were then factored by section (2.2), age (2.3), and gender (2.4).

Table 64 Domains of the Sccond Research Objective

Objective 2.0 Domain Comparison Instrument

Opinion Survey Questionnaire

2.1 Total Mean Opinion X
2.2 Opinion by Section X
2.3 Opinion by Age X
2.4 Performance by Gender X

There was no significant difference of opinion between learners who were treated
(n=110, ¥=72.29, 6=9.24) and [earners who were not treated {(»=110, x=72.67,
o=10.47); t(218)=-0.29, p=0.775).

Table 65 Opinions by Treatment

Domain N of Students x o t df Sig. (2-tailed)
Treatment 110 72.29 9.24
-0.29 218 0.775
Control 110 72.67 10.47

Table 66 depicts differences in responses between treated and untreated learners as
well as differences relative to the five sections of the survey. Treatment and control
groups varied relative to one response (I could understand the teacher) where
untreated learners reported a greater magnitude of agreement.

Table 66 Opinions by Section

Treatment Controf Total Sip. (2- Camparison of
# Statemeng Mean Mean Mean 218 taifed) Opinions
1 | Opintons of the Class 3.60 1.5% 357 0.20 0.839 Similar
I | 1enjoyed this class, 3.46 342 344 0.42 0.675 Similar
2 | This class challenged me. 3.62 3.55 1.59 0.60 0.552 Similar
3 | Lfelt this class was a productive use 371 3.61 166 | 106 | 0288 Similar
of time.
[ fclt this class provided ample s
4 opportunity to speak English, 3.25 332 3.29 .59 0.558 Similar
I felt this class provided ample b
5 opportunity to listen in English. 3.89 3.98 3.94 0.82 0.415 Similar
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Treatment Control Total Sig, (2- Comparison af
# Statement Mean Mean Mean 218 taifed) Opinions
2 | Opinions of Lessons Las 186 .86 .21 0.333 Similar
6 { The lessons were well preparcd. 3.87 383 1.85 0.46 0.644 Similar
7 | The sequence of the lessons was 3.73 3.76 375 | 036 | 0723 Similar
good,
§ | The lessons were interesting. 1.85 3.86 3.35 0.16 .874 Similar
9 | The lessons were fun. 3.96 3.96 396 .00 1.000 Similar
3 | Opinions of Assessment .55 .57 56 0.41 0,685 Similar
10 § The testing strategy was successful, 3.66 3.59 1.63 0.94 0.349 Similar
i1 | [learncd by taking the tests, 3.46 3.48 3.47 0.16 0.874 Similar
12 | My English improved by taking the 3.49 3.57 355 | 098 | 0434 Similar
13 IES;“‘S were necessary to the 3.71 3.78 374 | 060 | 0548 Similar
14 } The tests were difficult. 3.45 345 .45 0.30 0.762 Simiiar
4 | Opinions of Instrucioer 3.36 3.62 J.59 1.07 0.287 Similar
15 | |could understend the teacher. 3.03 3.22 3.12 2.03 0.043* Statllstlc?liy
Different
g | The teacher was organized and well 178 373 375 | 052 | 0602 Simitar
prepared.
7 | The teacher helped me to leam 1.69 37 370 | 017 | 0.864 Simiar
English.
18 1 The teacher was approachable, 3.95 184 3.80 0.72 0.473 Similar
§ | Confidence .54 .59 3.56 0.54 0.589 Similar
g | [ speak English beter now then 3.20 331 325 | 0 | 0271 Similar
before the class,
20 | fwilluse what Ibave leamedinthe | 5 g 186 188 | 00s | oo Similar
e,
TOTAL 3.61 163 .62 .29 0775 Similar
*The mean difference is significant at the 0,05 level.
Table 67 Interpretations of Survey Responses
Range Interpretation
4.21-5.0¢ Strongly Agrec
3.41-4.20 Agree
2.61-3.40 Neutral
1.81-2.60 Disagree
1.00-1.80 Strongly Disagree
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Overall, responses indicated general agreement with the statements provided, which
on the whole reflects general moderate favorability towards the class for both treated
and untreated learners, but no significant variance between the two groups.

4.4 Correlation of Instruments

Bivariate correlations between instruments relative to treatment group were measured
to determine whether relationships across instruments would remain stronger for
treated on untreated learners. For treated learners, the correlations between placement
examination scores and treatment instrument scores (#=0.575) were slightly higher
than the correlation between the placement examination and the final performance
examination (r=0.456) or the correlation between the treatment instruments and the
final performance examination (+=0.490),

Table 68 Corrclations hetween Instrmments for Treated Learners

Correlations

Midterm Placement Treatment Final Performance
Examination [nstruments Examination

Placement Examination Pcarson Corrclation 1 5757 4567

Sig. {(2-tailed) 000 000

N 100 L0¢ {ut
Treatment Instraments Pearson Correlation 5757 I A90"

Sig. (2-tailed) 000 000

N 100 100 100
Final Performance Examination Pearson Correlation 456" 400 1

Sig. (2-tailed) 000 000

N (00 100 130

**, Correlation is significant at the .01 level {2-tailed).

The correlation between placement examination scores and final performance
examination scores was stronger for untreated learners (» = 0.621) than treated
fearners (r = 0.456), suggesting a change occurred as a result of the treatment.

Table 69 Correlation between Instruments for Untreated Learners

Correclations

Midterm Placement Final Performance
Examination Examination
Placement Examination Pearson Correlzation ] 6217
Sig. (2-tailed) 000
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N 100 100
[Final Performance Examination Pearson Cocrelation 6217 1

Sig, (2-tailed) 000

N 100 100

*+_ Comelation is significant at the 0.01 levet (2-tailed).

4.5 Instructor Observations

Instructor observations were recorded incidentally and retrospective of classes in the
Field Journal instrument, which also included a checklist with a five statement, four-
point rating scale of the instructor’s perception of student investment in cach lesson.

Table 70 Field Journal Results

Session
1 2 3 Total
Ghservation Tr, Cne. Tr. Cnir. Tr. Cat. Tr, Cnt.
] Students are engaged in every task, 133 | 233 | 233 24 233 | 267 2 2.47
2 Students completed every task assigned. 1,33 2 2.33 2.2 2,33 | 267 2 2,29
3 Students appcar to be challenged. 1 1 1.67 1.2 1.67 1.33 1.45 118
4 Students appear to be enjoying themsclves. 167 3 2.33 28 233 | 233 | 201 | 271
5 Students are collaborating, 033 | 0.33 1 04 | 067 | 067 | 0.67 | 047
TOTAL Li3 | 173 | 192 1.8 187 | 1.93 | Lé64 | 182
Table 7t Observation Checklist
Not At All Somewhat Adcquately Well
OBSERVATIONS 0 | 2

I } Students are cngaged in every task,

2 1 Students completed cvery task assigned.

3 | Swdents appear to be challenged.

4 | Students appear ta be enjoying themselves.

5 | Students are collaborating.
Table 72 Interpretations of Observations
Range Interpreiation
2.26-3.00 Well
1.51-2.25 Adequately
0.76-1.50 Somewhat
0.00-0.75 Notat All
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incidents recorded in the field journal and the general tone of responses indicated that
younger learners in most classes enjoyed the inclusion of assessments and were eager
to learn their scores during the following session. The treatment served as a useful
means of organizing younger learners during classes and treated younger learners
were generally enthusiastic about receiving the assessments. Older learners, on the
other hand, were unenthusiastic with treatment assessments and on one specific
occasion expressed explicit displeasure with the assessment strategy.

The observations recorded by the instructor do not correlate with responses on the
opinion survey, where treated and untreated learners rated the class equally. The
instructor’s notes do however correlate with the variances in ability manifested on the
final examination of ability. Younger learners who were assessed, and whom the
teacher observed to view treatment with more enthusiasm than older learners and
untreated learners, indeed scored higher than treated older and untreated younger
learners.

4.6 Summary of Findings

Younger learners scored significantly higher when the treatment was issued. Older
leamners scored significantly higher when the treatment was withheld. High
proficiency leaners scored significantly higher when the treatment was withheld.
Female leaners scored significantly higher on nearly every assessment, but not as a
result of the treatment, Differences based upon task performance were not significant.
Opinions of learners did not vary by treatment group. Instructor observations corretate
with ability performances by age.
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