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A B S T R A C T   

CBA has emerged as a prominent pedagogical approach aimed at intertwining assessment within 
the instructional process, effectively fostering student learning. In English as a Foreign Language 
(EFL) education, CBA has garnered considerable attention, given its potential to enhance lan-
guage learners’ engagement, speaking proficiency, and willingness to communicate. This mixed- 
method research study delves into the impact of Classroom-Based Assessment (CBA) on the 
speaking performance, engagement, and willingness to communicate of undergraduate Chinese 
EFL learners. The study involved 90 Chinese EFL learners in the quantitative phase and 25 in the 
qualitative phase. Data collection comprised three questionnaires and an interview checklist. The 
data analysis employed inferential statistics (t-tests) for the quantitative data and thematic 
analysis for the qualitative insights. The findings of this study reveal that CBA exerts a significant 
influence on language learners’ engagement, speaking abilities, and willingness to communicate. 
The quantitative results, as indicated by t-tests, indicate noteworthy improvements in these key 
aspects when CBA is integrated into the classroom environment. Moreover, the qualitative phase 
of the study, employing thematic analysis, uncovered five distinct ways through which CBA 
impacts the main variables under investigation. This research elucidates the multifaceted influ-
ence of CBA on undergraduate Chinese EFL learners. It not only demonstrates the quantitative 
impact on engagement, speaking skills, and willingness to communicate but also offers valuable 
qualitative insights into the diverse ways through which CBA enhances the language learning 
experience. These findings underscore the significance of integrating CBA into EFL classrooms as 
a potent tool for optimizing learner outcomes.   

1. Introduction 

With the ultimate goal of enhancing student learning, CBA is a pedagogical approach emphasizing the smooth integration of 
assessment into the learning process [1–4]. Academics have been paying more and more attention to CBA since the seminal study by 
Black and Wiliam [2], which highlighted the critical role that teachers’ classroom assessments play in maximizing students’ learning 
outcomes. When it comes to language learners, it is essential [5]. Despite the growing interest in evaluating language learners, a dearth 
of empirical data exists regarding the application of CBA by language educators in undergraduate learner environments. CBA in the 
context of language learners is an area that has not been thoroughly investigated and needs more research, according to a thorough 
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analysis by Nikolov and Timpe-Laughlin [6]. Past studies in this area have primarily examined the efficacy of CBA in enhancing 
language acquisition among learners, the accuracy of CBA as a tool for evaluating language learners’ skills, and the methods educators 
employ to put CBA into practice [7–11]. In addition to examining the accuracy of CBA and its effects on language acquisition per-
formance and attitudes, these studies have yielded various results and provided insightful information about the state of CBA 
implementation at the moment [12–14]. Teachers’ attitudes regarding CBA will determine how well it integrates in language learner 
classrooms. 

Within education systems around the world, the ideas of CBA and Assessment for Learning have become widely accepted. In the 
Asia-Pacific Region, where interest in the positive effects of these assessments on students is growing, this trend is especially noticeable 
[15]. New Zealand, for example, places a strong emphasis on the development of students’ assessment skills and highlights the value of 
assessment for learning in the educational system. All young people should be given an education that fosters their ability to evaluate 
their own learning, according to the "Directions for Assessment in New Zealand" document. The aforementioned competencies enable 
learners to retrieve, decipher, and apply data from superior evaluations to augment their education [16]. Assessing people in a similar 
way is happening in China, where the government has called for significant reforms to assessment methods in order to shift from rote 
memorization-based traditional evaluation systems to more formative, authentic, and humanistic approaches [15–17]. In addition to 
actively pursuing a school-based assessment system that integrates teachers’ opinions into the public examination process, China 
continues to use high-stakes public exams for student selection at various educational levels. By promoting the use of assessment as a 
tool for learning, these changes to curriculum policies hope to lessen the dominance of exams [18–20]. 

2. Review of literature 

2.1. Studies on CBA 

CBA encompasses any assessment activities conducted within the classroom setting, whether they are explicitly designed assess-
ments or more implicit evaluative processes, as opposed to traditional large-scale external tests administered outside of the classroom 
[21–23]. Technically, it signifies a complex process involving both educators and learners in the gathering, assessment, and application 
of evidence related to student learning [21]. Within this framework, CBA is more accurately described as a process-oriented method 
rather than a mere evaluative instrument. CBA fulfills two primary functions: summative assessment (SA) and formative assessment 
(FA), commonly known as assessment of learning and assessment for learning, respectively [24–27]. 

Summative assessment (SA) is primarily structured to accumulate evidence regarding the extent of a student’s knowledge, pro-
ficiency, or skill level for administrative or reporting objectives, with a central focus on generating numerical scores or grades [28]. In 
contrast, formative assessment (FA) centers on leveraging assessment as a means to enhance student learning [29,30]. It places sig-
nificant emphasis on providing descriptive feedback rather than merely assigning scores, aiming to offer tangible evidence of student 
learning. Through this constructive feedback, students gain valuable insights into their areas of strength and areas needing 
improvement, while also receiving guidance on bridging the gap between their current performance and their desired outcomes [31]. 
Importantly, students play an active role in the assessment process by being cognizant of learning objectives and assessment criteria, as 
well as engaging in self-assessment and peer assessment practices [32]. Such dynamic assessment approaches hold substantial promise 
for nurturing students’ capacity for self-regulated learning [33]. 

Although summative assessment (SA) and formative assessment (FA) serve distinct purposes, the demarcation between them is not 
always well-defined, as the same assessment data can be utilized for different objectives at various times [34]. The primary difference 
lies in the application of the information. In some instances, SA can be used in a formative manner, and FA can fulfill summative 
functions [35,36]. Summative tests administered at the end of a unit or term to document learning outcomes can also be used to adjust 
teaching strategies and improve future student learning. Formative assessment (FA) practices, such as self- and peer assessments, 
generate extensive data on students’ progress, which can be recorded and used for summative reporting. Recent scholarship em-
phasizes that in an assessment culture focused on learning, all assessments, including those for administrative and reporting purposes, 
should primarily aim to promote learning [4,36,37]. 

Researchers have proposed multiple frameworks to guide the practical implementation of Classroom-Based Assessment (CBA) 
principles. These frameworks include Black and Wiliam’s five strategies of formative assessment [5], Hill and McNamara’s framework 
on CBA processes [38], Davison and Leung’s teacher-based assessment framework [39], and various contemporary frameworks related 
to learning-oriented assessment [19,25–30]. Despite their differences, these frameworks emphasize three crucial instructional pro-
cesses for enhancing student learning: understanding learning objectives, assessing current student progress, and identifying strategies 
to help students achieve their learning goals [40]. 

Davison and Leung’s framework [41] operationalizes CBA into a cycle of four distinct steps, underscoring its process-oriented 
nature. This framework offers a practical approach for examining teachers’ assessment practices within the classroom, making it 
the chosen analytical framework for this study. The first step in Davison and Leung’s framework, termed Planning Assessment (PA), 
focuses on clarifying learning objectives and assessment criteria, ensuring that students clearly understand their educational targets. 

Extensive research has identified gaps between teachers’ beliefs about CBA and their actual practices [42–44]. For instance, Chen 
et al. [43] studied CBA implementation among two university English as a Foreign Language (EFL) instructors and found that although 
these educators were positively inclined toward involving students in the assessment process, they rarely engaged students in self- and 
peer-assessment. More recently, Vattøy [45] conducted interviews with ten secondary EFL teachers in Norway, revealing a discrepancy 
between teachers’ beliefs and practices concerning formative teacher feedback. 

Moreover, these studies have shown that various factors influence the CBA beliefs and practices of second language (L2) teachers. 
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These factors include individual elements such as students’ needs, teachers’ core beliefs, and their teaching experience, as well as 
sociocultural factors like policy support, class size, time constraints, prescribed curriculum, and the prevailing assessment culture in 
their educational environment. In summary, research in L2 teaching and assessment highlights the complex interplay between 
teachers’ beliefs and their practical actions related to CBA. While some educators align their beliefs with their practices, others exhibit 
discrepancies influenced by a range of individual and sociocultural factors. Understanding these dynamics is crucial for improving the 
effective implementation of CBA in language education [40–45]. 

2.2. Studies on learners’ engagement in classroom 

A wide range of favorable and unfavorable student reactions toward peers, teachers, educational institutions, and learning ob-
jectives are included in emotional engagement. Students’ emotional responses and attachments formed in the classroom are reflected 
in this type of engagement, which has a big impact on how they learn. Conversely, students’ intellectual involvement and compre-
hension of the subject matter are called cognitive engagement. This entails giving difficult ideas careful thought, reflecting thoroughly, 
and being prepared to put in significant work to understand difficult concepts and acquire complex skills [46]. Cognitive engagement is 
typified by mental operations that support learning, like applying knowledge in different contexts, solving problems, and critically 
analyzing information. A student’s life is affected in many different ways by their academic engagement’s far-reaching and long-lasting 
effects. Active learners are more likely to pursue postsecondary education, maintain regular study habits, improve professional op-
portunities, develop positive self-perceptions and overall well-being, and lessen depressive symptoms [47]. As a result, involvement in 
academic activities outside of the classroom positively impacts personal and professional development. Moreover, a close connection 
exists between academic motivation and performance and academic engagement. Pupils who participate in extracurricular activities 
respect their studies [48,49]. 

Engaged students are more likely to put more effort into their academic work, which will help them finish their assignments 
successfully and perform better in class [55]. A mental state marked by heightened energy, unwavering dedication, and total ab-
sorption is referred to as engagement in professional settings [50–55]. Absorption is the state of total immersion and satisfaction in 
one’s activities, which causes time to seem to pass quickly. Vigor is the state of increased cognitive energy during work. Dedication is 
associated with a sense of self-worth, enthusiasm, inspiration, pride, and challenge. By emphasizing students’ academic assignments 
and activities, this conceptual framework has been modified for the academic setting [56]. Engaged students experience increased 
vitality, a strong commitment to their academic pursuits, and active integration into their scholarly journey [57]. Engaged university 
students perform better academically, according to empirical evidence [55]. Positive relationships between engagement and academic 
success are consistently found in research designs [55]. Academic achievements, self-reported learning achievements, and improved 
grades are all linked to engagement [55–57]. Based on these findings, it is possible to significantly enhance student outcomes by 
promoting engagement in educational settings. 

2.3. Studies on willingness to communicate 

Willingness to Communicate (WTC) is a notion that describes a person’s preparedness to converse verbally in a second language 
(L2) [41]. When offered the option, it is also seen as a consistent inclination to speak [60]. According to Kurk [60], when a learner uses 
the target language for communication, WTC reflects their cognitive decision-making. Under these circumstances, WTC, according to 
MacIntyre and Vincze [61], is the ultimate aim of language learning since it fosters authentic communicative behavior and improves 
L2 proficiency. Öz and colleagues. define WTC as a comprehensive construct that consists of communicative, linguistic, affective, and 
socio-psychological components [62]. Language learners’ propensity to communicate in the L2 can be explained and predicted using 
this construct. MacIntosh et al. have three perspectives: trait-oriented, dynamic, and contextual [63]—that make up the theoretical 
framework [59]. Stress-related to learning a foreign language, motivation, and self-assurance is all strongly correlated with the 
psychological component of WTC [64]. The socio-environmental and situational elements of the dynamic and contextual aspects, on 
the other hand, include teachers [67], peers [68], conversational partners [65], and discourse topics [66]. Stable learner character-
istics and situational dispositions are combined in WTC, which is a dual-faceted construct that is highlighted in recent research [69]. In 
addition to being situationally sensitive, this perspective emphasizes how stable characteristics like age, gender, and personality have 
an impact on WTC [70–72]. 

Within the L2 domain, WTC is regarded as a crucial factor that influences communicative behavior and enhances L2 proficiency 
[73]. Research has indicated that there is a positive correlation between elevated WTC and elevated L2 engagement [68–70]. Addi-
tionally, studies show a favorable correlation between WTC and L2 proficiency [74]. According to recent research, learners’ WTC 
influences their L2 performance, underscoring its importance beyond simple communicative actions. In summary, the complex 
construct of Willingness to Communicate (WTC) has important implications for language acquisition because it encompasses both 
situational dispositions and enduring traits. The significance of WTC in influencing learners’ communicative behaviors, L2 engage-
ment, and, eventually, their proficiency in the target language is highlighted by this multifaceted approach that incorporates psy-
chological, dynamic, and contextual dimensions. Gaining an understanding of and encouraging WTC can greatly improve language 
learning outcomes because learners who exhibit higher WTC are more likely to participate in meaningful interactions that promote 
language practice and development. 
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2.4. Rationale of the study 

Despite the robust theoretical foundation of CBA, its successful application within the Chinese EFL classroom can be influenced by 
various contextual factors. Context-related variables, such as institutional demands, classroom dynamics, cultural factors, and teacher 
training, play pivotal roles in shaping teachers’ assessment literacy and their actual assessment practices. The impetus for this research 
comes from the realization that good language evaluation and instructional techniques are vital to improving undergraduate Chinese 
students’ experiences learning English as a foreign language (EFL). Understanding that language acquisition is a complex process with 
many facets, this study aims to explore the possible impacts of classroom-based assessment (CBA) on speaking performance, 
engagement, and willingness to communicate. The main aim of this study is to ascertain whether the application of CBA enhances EFL 
learners’ speaking abilities. The study also intends to investigate how CBA affects students’ participation in EFL classes. The study also 
looks into the relationship between CBA and EFL learners’ propensity to converse in the target language. Finally, in order to gain 
important insights into the individualized experiences and viewpoints of the learners themselves, the study aims to explore how in-
termediate EFL learners perceive the role of CBA in enhancing their willingness to communicate and engagement in the EFL classroom. 
By achieving these goals, the study hopes to further the pedagogical conversation about language assessment and instruction while 
providing useful insights for language teachers dealing with Chinese EFL undergraduate students. 

2.5. Research questions 

In line with above mentioned gap, this study aims at answering the following research questions.  

1. Does Classroom based assessment improve the EFL learners’ speaking performance?  
2. Does Classroom based assessment improve the EFL learners’ engagement in EFL classrooms?  
3. Does Classroom based assessment significantly improve the EFL learners’ willingness to speak in EFL classrooms?  
4. How do intermediate EFL learners perceive the role of classroom-based assessment in improving their willingness to communicate 

and engagement in EFL classroom? 

2.6. Research method 

A mixed methods approach was used in this study, combining qualitative and quantitative research designs. To evaluate the effects 
of Computer-Based Assessment (CBA) on Chinese learners’ engagement styles and outcome readiness, the quantitative component 
used a pretest/posttest control/experimental group research design. This design gave Pretests and posttests to the experimental and 
control groups to facilitate the comparison of results. Statistical analyses were carried out to interpret the quantitative data and 
ascertain the intervention’s effects. In addition to the quantitative aspect, the study employed a qualitative case research design to 
investigate the individual experiences and perspectives of the experimental group members concerning the intervention. This qual-
itative case study aimed to understand the significance and core of the lived experiences connected to the intervention. The application 
of thematic analysis to the qualitative data allowed for the recognition of recurring themes and trends in the responses provided by the 
participants. Because they allow for flexible, open-ended data collection and analysis, qualitative research methodologies—like the 
case study approach—are especially well-suited for examining subjective experiences and perceptions. Qualitative research can help 
clarify the phenomenon being studied by allowing participants to express their experiences in their own words. 

2.7. Participants 

The participants consisted of 90 (4 intact classes) first-year language learners from Quzhou University, China, where the first author 
played a dual role as teacher and researcher. An additional 25 language learners were selected for the qualitative phase of the study. All 
participants were native Chinese speakers and learned English as a foreign language. The selection criteria included being enrolled as a 
first-year student at Quzhou University in China and having Chinese as a native language. The intact classes were all taught by the first 
author. Two intact classes (consisting of 45 language learners) were assigned to the control group and the other two intact classes (45 
language learners) were assigned to the experimental group. 

2.8. Instruments 

The Willingness to Communicate (WTC) scale, the Learner Engagement Scale, the Speaking Test, and an Interview Checklist were 
the four data collection tools used in this study. The speaking test was the first tool used. The purpose of this test was to evaluate their 
verbal English expression skills by simulating conversations from everyday life. There were four tasks in all, and each one offered the 
students a different challenge. A number of criteria were employed to grade the students’ performance during the speaking exam. 
Assessors evaluated the learner’s accent, clarity, and accuracy of the English sounds produced when assessing pronunciation, one of 
the criteria. Grammar and vocabulary were assessed in order to determine the learner’s level of language competency. Furthermore, 
coherence and fluency were significant factors since they indicated how well students could arrange their ideas logically and how 
smoothly they could speak. In addition, appraisers evaluated the responses’ content and applicability to the provided prompts. This 
made sure that students could communicate meaningful information while also speaking clearly. The way in which students interacted 
with one another during role-plays or group discussions was assessed, with a focus on how well they could listen and react to others. 
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Scoring of the speaking test was typically conducted by trained raters using holistic assessment, which awarded an overall score for 
the learner’s performance ranging from 1 to 30. To ensure the reliability of the speaking test, several measures were taken. The 
evaluators were trained to thoroughly understand the evaluation criteria to ensure the consistency of their judgments. Clear rubrics or 
scoring guidelines were provided to raters to assist them in their assessments. The order of prompts or sections was often randomized to 
minimize bias, and multiple raters scored each test independently to assess inter-rater reliability. Regular reviews and revisions of test 
content and evaluation criteria ensure that test quality is maintained over time. 

Before actually conducting the test, pilot testing was also carried out to identify and correct any problems. The inter-rater reliability 
of the test was 0.86. The second instrument utilized in the study was the Student Engagement Scale, a self-report measure designed to 
evaluate the degree of student involvement in classroom activities. This scale encompassed three key dimensions of engagement: 
affective enjoyment, cognitive engagement, and behavioral engagement. Scores on this scale ranged from 12 to 60, with higher scores 
indicating elevated levels of engagement [58]. To assess the readiness to communicate (WTC) among English language learners, an 
assessment tool based on the framework established by MacIntyre et al. (2001) was employed. This tool consisted of 27 items, each 
rated using a specific rating scale. Participants were prompted to indicate their level of agreement or willingness on a five-point scale, 
ranging from "Almost never willing" to "Almost always willing." To ensure the reliability of the assessment items, Cronbach’s alpha 
coefficient was calculated. The results of this reliability analysis indicated a high level of internal consistency for both the overall scale 
and its individual dimensions, with Cronbach’s alpha coefficients exceeding 0.81. Additionally, an interview checklist served as a 
guide for semi-structured interviews conducted with participants from the experimental group. This checklist comprised open-ended 
questions and prompts tailored by the researchers for the study’s objectives and validated by experts in the field. Prior to imple-
mentation, three colleagues with expertise in qualitative research methods confirmed the checklist’s relevance to the qualitative phase 
of the study, ensuring its alignment with the study’s goals and objectives. 

2.9. Procedure 

After careful consideration, four speaking classes Quzhou University were chosen, and each class was then placed in either the 
control or experimental group. Before beginning any kind of treatment, a thorough evaluation of both groups’ speaking abilities, WTC, 
and levels of engagement was conducted. The researcher carefully constructed speaking exam and modified scales were used in this 
evaluation. The experimental group received an innovative Classroom-based Assessment (CBA) intervention that lasted for a total of 
14 sessions which consisted of the following teaching and learning activities, as presented in Table 1. 

The experimental group participated in a range of CBA activities intended to evaluate their speaking abilities thoroughly as part of a 
dynamic and interactive learning process, as presented in Table 1. These activities, which included peer evaluations, group discussions, 
and oral presentations, were closely linked to the course goals and offered ongoing insights into the way in which students’ speaking 
skills were developing. In order to create an atmosphere that was favorable to active participation, the researcher actively promoted a 
growth mindset, self-reflection, and teamwork among the experimental group throughout the course of the treatment. 

However, the control group was subjected to conventional assessment methods, which were restricted to midterm and final exams 
and lacked the integrative and dynamic qualities of CBA. Students in the control group were assessed twice: in the middle of the 
semester and at the end of the semester. The teacher did not provide the students in the control group any feedback anout the accuracy 
and fluency of their speaking performance. Both groups completed a final evaluation at the end of the 14 sessions, and the researcher 
used statistical techniques to compare the results between the experimental and control groups. Both the control and experimental 
groups were reassessed using the same scales and tests following the completion of the 14-session CBA intervention. The purpose of this 
post-treatment evaluation was to find out whether the intervention had any appreciable effects on speaking ability, communication 

Table 1 
CBA instructional content and activities.  

Session Objectives Activities 

1 Introduction to CBA and its importance Overview of CBA and its importance, Discussion on intervention objectives, Explanation of assessment 
criteria 

2 Understanding Speaking Performance Define speaking performance, Analyze speaking tasks, Practice activities, Peer feedback and reflection 
3 Enhancing Speaking Skills Improve fluency, accuracy, coherence, Role-play activities, Pronunciation practice, Group discussions 
4 Increasing Engagement in Speaking 

Activities 
Importance of engagement, Interactive tasks and games, Technology integration, Group discussions 

5 Building Confidence in Speaking Overcoming anxiety, Guided practice, Positive reinforcement, Individual goal-setting 
6 Assessing Speaking Performance Introduction to assessment methods, Discussion on evaluation criteria, Practice in assessment 
7 Implementing CBA in Speaking Assessment Integration of CBA into assessment, Designing tasks, Administering assessments, Benefits discussion 
8 Analyzing Speaking Performance Data Data collection and analysis, Identifying patterns, Instructional decision-making, Group interpretation 
9 Providing Effective Feedback Delivering constructive feedback, Practice sessions, Peer feedback, Role-playing scenarios 
10 Reflecting on Speaking Progress Individual reflection, Goal review, Discussion on reflection, Peer sharing 
11 Applying Speaking Skills in Real-Life 

Contexts 
Role-play simulations, Contextual adaptation, Reflection on transferability, Brainstorming activities 

12 Exploring Cultural Aspects of 
Communication 

Introduction to cultural factors, Discussion on differences, Role-play activities, Reflection 

13 Reviewing and Consolidating Speaking 
Skills 

Review of key strategies, Guided practice, Peer collaboration, Individual reflection 

14 Final Assessment and Reflection Completion of final assessment, Individual reflection, Group discussion, Goal-setting  
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willingness, or engagement levels. A subset of 25 language learners from the experimental group were interviewed one-on-one by the 
researcher to obtain a more thorough understanding of the effects of the CBA intervention. These interviews were intended to extract 
and record the participants’ thoughts, feelings, and experiences about their involvement in the CBA sessions and how that involvement 
affected their ability to speak and their desire to communicate. 

2.10. Data analysis 

A thorough analysis of the quantitative data involved adopting a comprehensive statistical approach to extract meaningful insights 
from participants’ responses. The dataset, comprising pre- and post-test results for both control and experimental groups, underwent 
various statistical assessments. Descriptive statistics, including means, standard deviations, and frequency distributions, provided an 
overview of initial communication readiness and engagement levels, as well as any changes post the classroom-based assessment 
(CBA) intervention. ANOVA tests were employed to ascertain significant differences between changes observed in the experimental 
versus control groups, with all test assumptions thoroughly checked and met. 

For qualitative data analysis, a systematic approach utilizing thematic analysis was undertaken to unveil meaningful patterns and 
themes within transcribed interview data. Initially, interview transcripts underwent repeated reading to grasp participants’ narratives 
comprehensively. Open coding generated initial codes capturing key concepts, subsequently organized into thematic categories to 
identify overarching patterns. Themes were refined iteratively through team discussion to ensure precision and validity. Connections 
between themes were explored to construct a coherent narrative summarizing participants’ perceptions of the CBA intervention’s 
impact on willingness to communicate and engagement. Relevant excerpts from interview transcripts supported these themes, 
enhancing credibility. Ultimately, qualitative analysis was integrated with quantitative findings to offer a comprehensive under-
standing of the research phenomenon, enriching the study’s breadth and depth. 

3. Ethical approval and consent to participate 

The study involved undergraduate students who volunteered to participate and signed informed consent forms, which were in-
tegrated into the scale utilized for data collection. Participants were fully informed about the study’s purpose and were not required to 
provide their names to maintain anonymity. Due to the lack of any potential positive or negative impacts on their educational 
attainment or status as students, ethical approval by the Institutional Review Board (IRB) or university ethical committee was deemed 
unnecessary. Furthermore, as the study did not pose any risks to human beings, animals, or the environment, it fell outside the scope of 
IRB review, which typically focuses on studies with potential adverse effects. 

4. Quantitative findings 

The quantitative findings include descriptive and inferential statistics for the groups’ scores on the main variables of the study 
before and after the treatment. 

4.1. Research question 1 

To compare the speaking performance of the control and experimental groups’ scores on the speaking performance test before and 
after the treatment, independent samples-t-tests were used. Results are presented in Table 2. 

Table 2 displays the pretest mean scores for both the control and experimental groups on speaking performance. Before the 
treatment, the control group had a mean score of 15.5 (SD = 2.25), while the experimental group had a slightly higher mean score of 
15.62 (SD = 2.98). Following the treatment, there was a noticeable increase in speaking performance for both groups. However, the 
experimental group exhibited a more substantial increase compared to the control group. Specifically, the control group had a mean 
score of 20.23 (SD = 3.36), whereas the experimental group had a higher mean score of 25.26 (SD = 3.29). This descriptive analysis 
suggests a potentially positive impact of the treatment on speaking performance, particularly for the experimental group. However, to 
confirm whether these observed differences are statistically significant, further statistical analysis, such as ANOVA, is necessary. 
Table 3 presents the results of the ANOVA test. 

A repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to evaluate the effects of treatment on speaking performance, comparing pre- and 
post-intervention results in the control and experimental groups. The analysis revealed significant main effects for the time, [F(1, 176) 
= 26.389, p < 0.001, = 0.130], indicating notable differences in speaking performance between the pretest and posttest phases. 
Furthermore, significant main effects were observed for groups [F(1, 176) = 416.609, p < .001, ηp2 = 0.703], indicating significant 

Table 2 
Mean and SD (Standard Deviation) of the groups’ scores on speaking test.  

Time Test Control Group (CG) Experimental Group (EG) 

Mean SD Mean SD 

pretest Speaking 15.5 2.25 15.62 2.98 
Posttest Speaking 20.23 3.36 25.26 3.29  
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differences in overall speaking performance between the control and experimental groups. Furthermore, a significant interaction effect 
between groups and time was identified [F (1, 176) = 19.821, p < .001, ηp2 = 0.101]. This suggests that the change in speaking 
performance over time differed significantly between the control and experimental groups, suggesting a differential impact of 
treatment on their speaking abilities. Overall, the model was highly significant, [F (3, 176) = 154.273, S < 0.001, ηp2 = 0.724], 
indicating that the combination of time, groups, and their interaction explained significant variance in speaking performance. These 
results highlight the significant impact of treatment on improving speaking skills, with differential effects observed between the 
control and experimental groups. 

4.2. Research question 2 

To compare the control and experimental groups’ scores on engagement before and after the treatment, ANOVA test was used. 
Results are presented in Tables 4 and 5. 

Before the treatment (pretest), the control group had a mean engagement score of 3.2 (SD = 1.1), while the experimental group’s 
mean engagement score was slightly higher at 3.3 (SD = 1.05). This suggests that both groups had similar levels of engagement prior to 
the treatment. Following the treatment (posttest), the mean engagement score for the control group increased slightly to 3.3 (SD =
1.00). In contrast, the mean engagement score for the experimental group showed a more substantial increase to 4.1 (SD = 0.56). 
Table 5 presents the results of the ANOVA test. 

A repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to assess the influence of groups (Control G and Experimental G) and time (pretest and 
posttest) on engagement scores. The analysis revealed a significant main effect of groups, [F(1, 176) = 43.551, p < 0.001, ηp2 = 0.198], 
indicating noteworthy differences in engagement scores between the control group and the experimental group overall. Additionally, a 
significant main effect of time was observed, [F(1, 176) = 34.528, p < 0.001, ηp2 = 0.164], suggesting significant changes in 
engagement scores from pretest to posttest across both groups. Furthermore, the interaction effect between groups and time was 
significant, [F(1, 176) = 41.197, p < 0.001, ηp2 = 0.190]. This indicates that the change in engagement scores over time varied 
significantly between the control group and the experimental group, implying that the treatment had a differential impact on the 
engagement levels of the two groups. 

4.3. Research question three 

The third research question investigated the effect of CBA on EFL learners’ WTC, results are presented in Tables 6 and 7. 
Before the intervention (pretest), both the control group and the experimental group demonstrated similar mean scores on Will-

ingness to Communicate (WTC). The control group had a mean WTC score of 77.9 (SD = 13.5), while the experimental group had a 
slightly lower mean WTC score of 77 (SD = 13.2). This suggests no significant differences in WTC between the two groups prior to the 
intervention. Following the intervention (posttest), there was a notable increase in the mean WTC score for both groups. The control 
group exhibited a modest increase to a mean WTC score of 81.2 (SD = 14), whereas the experimental group showed a more substantial 
increase to a mean WTC score of 110.8 (SD = 12.5). These scores underwent an ANOVA test to determine whether the observed 
differences were statistically significant or not. The results are presented in Table 7. 

The corrected model, which includes the main effects of Groups and Time as well as their interaction, was found to be highly 
significant, F(3, 176) = 45.443, p < 0.001, with a partial eta squared value of 0.436. This indicates that the combination of Groups, 
Time, and their interaction accounts for a significant amount of variance in the outcome variable. The main effect of Groups was 

Table 3 
ANOVA for test for comparing the groups’ speaking before and after the treatment.  

Source SS df MS F Sig. PES 

Corrected Model 2192.311a 3 730.770 154.273 0.000 0.724 
Intercept 56180.000 1 56180.000 11860.1 0.000 0.985 
Groups 1973.422 1 1973.422 416.609 0.000 0.703 
Time 125.000 1 125.000 26.389 0.000 0.130 
Groups * Time 93.889 1 93.889 19.821 0.000 0.101 
Error 833.689 176 4.737    
Total 59206.000 180     
Corrected Total 3026.000 179     

Note: SS=Sum of squares, MS = Mean square, PES=Partial Eta Squared, df = degree of freedom. 
a R Squared = .724 (Adjusted R Squared = .720). 

Table 4 
Mean and SD of control and experimental groups’ scores on engagement.  

Time Test Control Group Experimental Group 

Mean SD Mean SD 

pretest Speaking 3.2 1.1 3.3 1.05 
posttest Speaking 3.3 1.00 4.1 0.56  
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significant, [F(1, 176) = 44.429, p < 0.001, partial eta squared = 0.202], suggesting that there were significant differences in the 
outcome variable between the groups. Similarly, the main effect of Time was significant, [F(1, 176) = 75.976, p < 0.001, partial eta 
squared = 0.302], indicating that there were significant changes in the outcome variable over time. Furthermore, the interaction effect 
between Groups and Time was significant, [F(1, 176) = 15.923, p < 0.001, partial eta squared = 0.083]. This indicates that the change 
in the outcome variable over time differed significantly between the groups, suggesting that the treatment had a differential impact on 
the two groups. 

4.4. Research question 4 

In this thematic analysis of intermediate EFL learners’ perceptions, several themes emerged regarding the role of Learner Au-
tonomy (CBA) in improving their willingness to communicate (WTC) and engagement in the EFL classroom. 

4.5. Empowerment and self-direction 

Many participants expressed that CBA empowered them to take more initiative in their language learning. They described how 
having control over their learning process increased their confidence in using English, leading to greater WTC and participation in 
classroom activities. The following quotations exemplify the theme: 

Before, I used to wait for the teacher to tell me what to do and how to learn English. But now, with learner autonomy, I feel like 
I’m in control. I choose the topics I’m interested in, and it’s like I’m driving my own language learning journey. This sense of 
control has boosted my confidence, and I find myself speaking up in class more often." (Participant 7) 

"I used to be so nervous about speaking English, especially in front of my classmates. But when I started taking charge of my 
learning, it was like a switch flipped. I realized that I have the power to decide what and how I learn. That shift in mindset made 

Table 5 
ANOVA test for the groups’ scores on engagement.  

Source SS df MS F Sig. PES 

Corrected Model 81.083a 3 27.028 39.759 0.000 0.404 
Intercept 1662.272 1 1662.272 2445.244 0.000 0.933 
Groups 29.606 1 29.606 43.551 0.000 0.198 
Time 23.472 1 23.472 34.528 0.000 0.164 
Groups * Time 28.006 1 28.006 41.197 0.000 0.190 
Error 119.644 176 0.680    
Total 1863.000 180     
Corrected Total 200.728 179     

Note: SS=Sum of squares, MS = Mean square, PES=Partial Eta Squared, df = degree of freedom. 
a . R Squared = .404 (Adjusted R Squared = .394). 

Table 6 
Mean and SD (Standard Deviation) of the groups’ scores WTC.  

Time Control G Experimental G 

Mean SD Mean SD 

pretest 77.9 13.5 77 13.2 
Posttest 81.2 14 110.8 12.5  

Table 7 
ANOVA test for the groups’ scores WTC.  

Source SS df MS F Sig. PTS 

Corrected Model 13716.150a 3 4572.050 45.443 0.001 0.436 
Intercept 1046531.25 1 1046531.25 10401.72 0.001 0.983 
Groups 4470.050 1 4470.050 44.429 0.001 0.202 
Time 7644.050 1 7644.050 75.976 0.001 0.302 
Groups * Time 1602.050 1 1602.050 15.923 0.001 0.083 
Error 17707.600 176 100.611    
Total 1077955.00 180     
Corrected Total 31423.750 179     

Note: SS=Sum of squares, MS = Mean square, PES=Partial Eta Squared, df = degree of freedom. 
a . R Squared = .436 (Adjusted R Squared = .427). 
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me feel more capable, and now I actively participate in discussions and activities. Learner autonomy has been a game-changer 
for me." (Participant 9) 

4.6. Personalized learning 

Some learners highlighted the importance of personalized learning pathways enabled by CBA. They mentioned that being able to 
choose materials and activities that aligned with their interests and goals made the learning experience more engaging, consequently 
enhancing their classroom engagement. To exemplify this theme, participant 7 stated, "With learner autonomy, I get to tailor my 
English learning to what truly matters to me. I can pick topics, materials, and activities that align with my interests and goals. It’s not a 
one-size-fits-all approach anymore. This personalization has made learning English more enjoyable, and I’m more engaged because 
I’m learning what I care about." Similarly, participant 10 stated, “Before, English classes felt generic, and I struggled to stay engaged. 
However, with learner autonomy, I can choose content that resonates with me. It’s like discovering a new level of enthusiasm for the 
language. I eagerly dive into lessons because they’re relevant to my interests, and it has completely transformed my classroom 
engagement." 

4.7. Motivation and ownership 

Participants commonly mentioned that CBA heightened their motivation to learn English. They perceived a sense of ownership over 
their progress, leading to a greater willingness to communicate with their peers and instructors. They felt more invested in the learning 
process. For instance, participant 8 stated, "CBA breathed new life into my motivation for learning English. When I started making 
decisions about what and how to learn, it felt like I had a personal stake in my progress. I was no longer just a passive learner, but 
someone driving their own learning journey. That motivation translated into a newfound willingness to communicate with my 
classmates and teachers. It’s like I found my voice in the language." Similarly, participant 9 stated, “Taking ownership of my English 
learning through CBA was a turning point for me. It’s not just about following a curriculum; it’s about owning my path and progress. 
This sense of ownership has made me more committed to the learning process. I’m more eager to participate, share my ideas, and 
connect with my peers. I’m not just learning English; I’m owning it." 

4.8. Reduced anxiety 

Several learners indicated that CBA allowed them to pace their learning according to their comfort level, reducing anxiety asso-
ciated with language use. As their confidence grew, they became more active participants in classroom discussions and activities. For 
instance, participant 12 stated, “"Before CBA, I always felt this overwhelming anxiety when speaking English in class. But now, I can 
learn at my own pace, gradually building my confidence. It’s like having a safety net. As my anxiety reduced, I started to actively 
engage in discussions and activities without that constant fear of making mistakes. It’s been liberating." Participant 15 also stated, 
"CBA has been a lifesaver for me. I used to dread English classes because of the pressure to keep up with everyone else. But now, I can 
take my time, focus on what I need, and build my language skills at a comfortable pace. It’s remarkable how my anxiety has faded 
away. I’m now a much more relaxed and active participant in class discussions and activities, thanks to CBA." 

4.9. Teacher facilitation 

Some participants emphasized the role of teachers in fostering CBA. They appreciated instructors who encouraged autonomy and 
provided guidance when needed, as it positively influenced their WTC and engagement. The following quotations exemplify the 
theme: 

"Having a teacher who supports learner autonomy is a game-changer. They encourage us to take charge of our learning while 
offering guidance when we need it. It’s like having a mentor who empowers us. This approach has significantly boosted my 
willingness to communicate. I’m more confident in my abilities, knowing they’re there to help if I stumble." (Participant 17) 

"I’ve been lucky to have instructors who understand the value of CBA. They don’t just dictate what we should learn but allow us 
to explore our interests. When I know my teacher supports my autonomy, it motivates me to engage more actively. I feel like I’m 
part of a collaborative learning journey, and that’s made a world of difference in my classroom participation."(participant 19) 

Overall, the thematic analysis revealed that intermediate EFL learners perceive CBA as a catalyst for improved WTC and classroom 
engagement. It empowers learners, personalizes their learning experience, enhances motivation, reduces anxiety, and can be facili-
tated by supportive instructors." 

5. Discussion 

The first main finding of this study, indicating a significant difference in speaking performance between the control group (Control 
G) and the experimental group (Experimental G) after a 14-session classroom-based assessment (CBA) intervention, is confirmed by 
existing research on this Area. The initial similarity in speaking performance between control G and experimental G is consistent with 
the concept of baseline equivalence in assessment studies, as discussed by Hill and McNamara [38]. This suggests that both groups 
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assumed comparable performance levels before the intervention. The significant improvement in speaking performance observed in 
Experiment G after the CBA intervention is consistent with the principles of formative assessment and its positive impact on learning 
outcomes, as emphasized by Black and Wiliam [2–4]. The CBA approach, characterized by continuous practice, timely feedback and 
learner engagement, reflects the principles of formative assessment and leads to improved speaking skills [5]. The significant dif-
ference in post-intervention speaking scores between the two groups, supported by a small p-value and large effect size, reinforces the 
notion that well-designed classroom-based assessment interventions can lead to significant improvements in student performance, as 
discussed by Pryor and Crossouard [32]. In summary, the results are consistent with the existing literature on formative assessment, 
classroom-based assessment, and their capabilities. 

The results also showed significant differences in engagement levels between the control group (Control G) and the experimental 
group (Experimental G) both before and after the classroom-based assessment (CBA) intervention. These results are consistent with 
established research on the influence of formative assessment and learner engagement in educational contexts. Initially, the two 
groups showed similar levels of engagement, as indicated by p-values above .05. This suggests that the groups demonstrated homo-
geneity in terms of engagement at the start of the study and conformed to the principles of random assignment in the experimental 
design [36,41]. After the CBA intervention, EG showed notable improvements in several dimensions of engagement compared to CG. 
These improvements are consistent with existing research on the positive impact of effective instructional assessment on student 
engagement [23,32]. Affective engagement increased significantly in EG, reflecting the creation of a more positive affective learning 
environment. This change, indicated by a moderate effect size of 0.68, highlights the significant progress in affective engagement 
achieved through the learner-centered CBA approach [33,40]. 

Cognitive engagement showed a significant increase in experimental G, indicating deeper cognitive engagement promoted by the 
CBA intervention. This is consistent with the principles discussed by Hill and McNamara [38], which highlight the importance of 
classroom-based assessment in improving students’ cognitive engagement. Behavioral engagement also improved significantly in EG, 
reflecting the effectiveness of continuous practice and learner engagement in line with the principles of formative assessment [5,15]. 
The significant effect size underlines the influence of the CBA intervention on shaping student behavior in the learning process. 
Overall, the results of the study indicate a comprehensive improvement in engagement levels, as evidenced by the significantly higher 
overall engagement score in Experiment G following the CBA intervention. The significant effect highlights the magnitude of this 
change and highlights the comprehensive improvement in learner engagement [33,34]. 

Results also demonstrated the impact of the treatment on students’ WTC. Initially, there was no statistically significant difference 
between the two groups’ mean WTC scores, indicating homogeneity before the treatment. However, after the intervention, a signif-
icant difference emerged, with the experimental group showing substantially higher WTC, evidenced by a large effect size. This in-
crease underscores the intervention’s positive impact on students’ oral communication confidence, consistent with literature on the 
effectiveness of such interventions [23,32]. 

The qualitative findings highlighted key themes related to empowerment and self-direction in personalized learning, including 
personalized learning, motivation and ownership, reduced anxiety, and teacher facilitation. One prominent theme was personalized 
learning pathways, where participants valued choosing materials and activities that aligned with their interests and goals. This 
personalization enhanced their learning experience and sense of control over their educational journey, aligning with contemporary 
educational theories [11,12]. 

Participants noted that learner autonomy increased their confidence in using English, leading to greater willingness to commu-
nicate and participate in class. This finding supports self-determination and motivation theories, which suggest that autonomy fosters 
intrinsic motivation [7,8]. Intrinsic motivation is linked to higher engagement and better learning outcomes [6,9]. The qualitative 
findings underscore the importance of fostering learner autonomy to enhance motivation and ownership in language learning. 

Another significant theme that emerged from the data was the role of autonomy in reducing learner anxiety. Several participants 
indicated that having control over their learning pace and content allowed them to manage their anxiety more effectively. This finding 
is consistent with research on anxiety and language learning, which suggests that learner autonomy can be a valuable coping strategy 
for reducing anxiety [16,17]. When learners feel more in control of their learning, they may experience less performance anxiety, 
which can positively impact their willingness to communicate and engage in classroom activities [20]. This suggests that empowering 
learners through self-directed learning can contribute to a more positive and less anxiety-inducing learning environment. Participants 
also emphasized the role of teachers in fostering learner autonomy and empowerment. They appreciated instructors who encouraged 
autonomy and provided guidance when needed. This finding aligns with the concept of a "scaffolded" approach to autonomy, where 
teachers support learners in gradually taking more control over their learning [9,18]. Effective teacher facilitation is crucial in helping 
learners navigate the complexities of self-directed learning while ensuring that they stay on track and achieve their learning goals. This 
suggests that teachers play a pivotal role in creating an environment where empowerment and self-direction can thrive. 

6. Conclusions and implications 

This study has several notable strengths. The research takes a comprehensive approach by examining multiple dimensions of 
language learning, including speaking performance, engagement and willingness to communicate. Using a 14-session longitudinal 
design with pre- and post-test assessments allows for a thorough examination of the sustained effects of CBA over time. Various 
assessment tools such as oral presentations, group discussions and peer evaluations contribute to the authenticity and relevance of the 
study results. Incorporating objective measures such as statistical analyzes with t-tests, p-values, and effect sizes increases the accuracy 
and transparency of research results. Furthermore, the qualitative component that examines learners’ perceptions provides valuable 
insights into their subjective experiences and enriches the understanding of the potential benefits of CBA. The study’s focus on Chinese 
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EFL learners adds relevance to the broader language teaching literature and offers practical implications for educators seeking to 
improve their language teaching practices. Overall, the study represents a comprehensive examination of the impact of CBA on 
language learning outcomes, combining quantitative and qualitative approaches to provide nuanced insights and actionable recom-
mendations for educators. 

In conclusion, the quantitative findings robustly support the effectiveness of the Classroom-Based Assessment (CBA) intervention in 
enhancing speaking performance and learner engagement in the experimental group compared to the control group. These results 
align with established principles of formative assessment and its positive impact on learning outcomes. The substantial improvement in 
speaking performance and increased engagement across affective, cognitive, and behavioral dimensions highlight the potential of 
learner-centered assessment approaches to foster significant positive changes in language learning. This underscores the importance of 
integrating formative assessment strategies into language education to promote both academic achievement and learner engagement. 

Moreover, the study’s findings on willingness to communicate (WTC) dimensions reveal a comprehensive positive impact of the 
intervention on students’ confidence and engagement in speaking, reading, writing, and comprehension. These results are consistent 
with prior research on the influence of educational interventions on WTC and its sub-scales. The substantial differences in post- 
intervention scores between the control and experimental groups emphasize the effectiveness of the CBA approach in enhancing 
students’ communicative engagement. This highlights the importance of considering multiple dimensions of WTC when evaluating the 
impact of language interventions and demonstrates the potential for fostering well-rounded communication skills through learner- 
centered assessment practices. 

In terms of implications, these findings have significant relevance for language educators and curriculum designers. The study 
highlights the positive outcomes associated with learner-centered assessment strategies, suggesting that educators should consider 
incorporating formative assessment practices into their teaching approaches. Moreover, the findings underscore the importance of 
personalized learning experiences, learner autonomy, and teacher facilitation in promoting engagement and reducing anxiety. Edu-
cators can benefit from adopting strategies that allow students to have more control over their learning and providing guidance and 
support when needed. Overall, the results provide valuable insights into the potential of learner-centered assessment and 
empowerment-focused language education to enhance both language learning outcomes and the overall educational experience. 
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