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FROM THE EDITOR

by Jarostaw Krajka
Maria Curie-Sktodowska University
Ul. J. Sownskiego 17/336, 20-041 Lublin, Poland
jarek.krajka @ wp.pl

The new year marks the opening of the nineteentinwv® of Teaching English with
Technology, a journal joining academic research and practagglications in a single
publication. Throughout all those years since 2@@lhave been trying to make sure that both
well-documented carefully-conducted studies anerdiure-based practical proposals will
find their way to the general teaching audience.b&keve foreign language teaching is the
area where theory and practice are so closelytimtezd that any attempt at separation or
exclusion of practice-based accounts would bei@difand counter-productive.

This middle-of-the-road position does not mean leB&t editorial standards or
acceptance of any kind of personal accounts froencthssroom. Understanding classroom
problems and evaluating the validity of individyatiroposed solutions must be based on
prior literature review, on a required level of medological rigour to achieve objectivity, not
to mention linguistic and editorial precision. Weple the readers dkeaching English with
Technology will find these qualities properly represented &tle and every issue.

The January issue is the first one in which théoeidl team has been supported by a
new assistant to editor, Marcin Mizak, Ph.D., frovtaria Curie-Skiodowska University
(Poland). Himself a highly creative phonetics tesaciind linguist, Marcin will take over the
duties of monitoring submissions, managing reviewsl contacting authors. TEwWT will
surely expand its presently wide scope with thieeveed energy and skills brought by Marcin.

The current issue of the Journal presents a righafiiopics, countries and contexts in
which technology-mediated instruction takes pla@aite predictably, differences in access,
provision of technology, development of CALL teachk®ining will result in diverse views
and proposals from different countries. In this veayanother, all the authors try to enhance
and improve the quality of language teaching viplementing computer-based procedures.

The issue opens with the article “Using Whatsapjgxtend Learning in a Blended
Classroom Environment’by Nagaletchimee Annamalai from Malaysia, who reveals
strengths and limitations of Whatsapp as an EFkraution environment. The topic of

learners’ interaction in Computer-Mediated Commatian settings is continued in the article
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by Maryam Farnia and Keihaneh Karimi from Iran, who show how humour can be
conveyed in Viber-based text chat, distinguish mlner of categories and prove emoticons
outweigh other categories of humour.

The effect of flipped instruction on writing imprement was investigated Ramyar
O. Qader and Fadime Yalcin Arslan (Turkey), who showed a statistically significant
difference in writing skills of the group exposedRlipped Classroom Instruction. A similar
university context, however, with social media use&SP instruction, has been taken up by
Hadoussa Slimand Menif Hafedh from Saudi Arabia. The study proved high satisfect
level and motivation-building effect of Facebooketed instruction, even though no
statistically significant difference was found errns of vocabulary improvement.

Mobile-based learning is a highly researched topmadays, hence, its coverage also
in this issue of TEwWTGraham Howlett and Zainee Waemusa(Thailand) investigated
school students’ beliefs about learner autonomynobile-based learning, concluding that
since mobile devices increase satisfaction, motbznmers are ready for autonomous learning
in a technology-rich setting.

Computer-based testing has been taken up by a tdanesearchers from Iran
(Hooshang Khoshsima, Seyyed Morteza Hashemi ToroujenNathan Thompson and
Mohammad Reza Ebrahimi). The current study conducted to investigate wéretithst scores
of learners were equivalent across Computer-basstihgy and Paper-based testing modes
showed high preference and more advantages for@Bi PBT, with, however, insignificant
outperformance of CBT over PBT learners.

Access to and use of new technological devicesrbyeusity students who are not
native speakers of English was investigated instody bySalah Alfarwan (Saudi Arabia).
The research proves that smart phone has the girgaitential for further exploitation in
relation to English. Pedagogical recommendationseaching learners in possession of those
different devices can be found in the article.

The same country yet a different context (automateting feedback) is the topic of
the article byMohammed Ali Mohsen and Abdulaziz Alshahrani. The authors found that
under the hybrid condition (automated writing ewilon+teacher assessment) students
significantly outscored the learners with the AWHagram only.

The issue concludes with a software review Tefegram by Sajad Faramarzi,
Hossein Heidari Tabrizi and Azizeh Chalak which guides our readers step-by-step into
setting up, operating and exploiting the prograrevaryday teaching.

We wish you good reading!
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USING WHATSAPP TO EXTEND LEARNING
IN ABLENDED CLASSROOM ENVIRONMENT

by Nagaletchimee Annamalai
Universiti Sains Malaysia
11800 Penang, Malaysia

naga @ usm.my

Abstract

This study explored the use of WhatsApp chat gasia platform for extending learning in a

blended learning classroom with a small group adergraduates in the Malaysian context.

The aim was to provide learners with the opporiutdtreflect the strengths and challenges of
using the WhatsApp as an extended learning platfdime students’ reflections were further

supported by the online interaction archives. Figdirevealed that the majority of the students
expressed the preference for WhatsApp in theiectfins. However, certain problems were

also identified in this study. Based on the findirtge study has outlined certain pedagogical
implications that can be a guide for the future afse@pps in teaching and learning activities.

Keywords: WhatsApp; instant messaging; Computer-Mediated Conication

1. Introduction

The diffusion of mobile technology (MT) has attedtta great deal of attention from
practitioners and researchers to integrate mobitbriology innovatively in diverse learning.
According to Johnson et al. (2014) and UNESCO (204¢hools have started to adopt a trend
called‘Bring your own device(BYOD) that permits learners to bring their ownbiie devices

as a way to encourage learning. Such learningipescseem to be the perfect companion with
the digital natives’ nature of learning who preéetivities that involved multi-tasking, virtual
interactions and collaboration.

A large number of studies have also recognizedthueial role of mobile technologies
in making learning more effective. In language &gy, Hwang and Tsai (2011) found that the
research trends from the year 2001 till 2010 wénefly focused on mobile learning. These
studies have utilized different types of methodghweconstructivism and collaborative
framework that showed positive outcomes.

One of the most popular MIM applications in therked is WhatsApp, which is the
focus of this study. A growing body of research h® reported on the use of WhatsApp in
mobile learning. Lai (2016) investigated the us&WfatsApp in vocabulary building and found

a significant correlation between a learner's chatl vocabulary gain. Andujar (2016)
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examined the use of WhatsApp interactions on E8testts’ writing skills and found that there
were differences between the control group andekgerimental group. Nevertheless, he
concluded that the findings for syntactic comphgxhd lexical diversity were not conclusive.
In his words, “WhatsApp constitutes a powerful eatianal tool to encourage second language
interaction among participants and its tremendaetergial to activate students' involvement
remains one of the least exploited functionalibémobile phones(p.63). Andujar’s statement
provides a glimpse of the existing literature tentify the research gaps and guide future
studies to provide directions into the less vertaeea related to mobile technology.

At a time when mobile learning is gaining attentfoom researchers and practitioners,
it is pertinent to investigate the students’ rdfl@ts on the use of WhatsApp in educational
contexts. The exploitation of WhatsApp to invesigatudents’ reflections is an under-
researched area and more is to be discoveredatiorelto how students choose and utilize
WhatsApp on their own initiative for learning pugas in formal and informal settings.
Moreover, Sharpes et al. (2010) have pointed oat this pertinent to investigate the
relationship between technology and people and wfign the technology users get less
attention from researchers. Studies related tontdolgy users are pertinent for future
instructors and practitioners to design mobile lesy pedagogical practices with minimal
obstacles. This certainly points to the necessity researchers to investigate the users’
reflections in the use of mobile technology.

In Malaysia,WhatsApp is a popular social media. A recent sumayied out by The
Digital News Report (2017) found that Malaysians tre world’s largest users of WhatsApp at
51 per centMoreover, WhatsApp is receiving attention from teenagers and it is pertinent to
explore the reflections of mobile learning held k®arners as one of the key classroom
components. Malaysians are familiar with the us&/aatsApp and, obviously, no training will
be required for the participants. In the Malaystamtext, studies have addressed the role of
WhatsApp in the educational context (Mistar & En2016; Man, 2016, 2017; Ahad & Lim,
2014; Ganasegaran, 2017). However, despite theopeopadvantage of WhatsApp, very few
studies have addressed the students’ reflectiodsvaews qualitatively particularly in the
Malaysian institutions in blended learning classnso

Adopting a case study approach, this study sotayleixplore the students’ reflections
after their engagement in the virtual environmema WhatsApp for interactions and
collaboration related to their course. It is hopleat the findings extend and broaden the body

of knowledge in mobile learning and applicatiorapps in the educational context.
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2. Literature review

2.1. Background to the study

The literature related to apps in general and WAmgisin particular offers some guidance
towards the expected results for the current stodyertheless, it is important to take note of
how the students’ needs and preferences vary fierdift settings and contexts. Secondly, most
of the literature in the Malaysian context is basedsurveys to quantify certain elements and
variables. Although quantitative analysis has W& &trengths, this study will address the direct
reflections of students via WhatsApp. A qualitatstady as the one proposed in this study is
timely to further enhance the findings related ppsain education. In fact, a recent systematic
review related to mobile learning indicated thathite learning research which include apps
are very much related to mathematics and sciendenare mobile learning research in arts
subjects are needed (Crompton et al., 2017).

The study is based on the activity theory, whiocuses on activity as a unit of
analyzing human practices (Bakhurst, 2009). Therthevas suggested by Vygotsky (1978)
and gives importance to how cognitive developmend isocially-mediated activity in which
language plays a crucial role. The theory was &rtenhanced by Engestrom (1999) by
enlarging the components of the activity theory dethiling the dynamic relationship of the
components by suggesting a visualization systerh wiangles. A number of studies have
documented the use of activity theory in mobilenésg (Zurita et al., 2007; Park, 2011; Liaw
et al., 2010).

Sharpes et al. (2007) have revised the activigpmy for mobile learning and suggested
a framework for mobile-assisted language learniM@l(L). The activity theory and mobile
assisted language consist of:

a. subjectivity in the MALL activity, which involveshe participants in the MALL
activity;

b. objective of the MALL activity, which focuses onetlyoal of MALL, such as acquiring
language skills or enhancing learning motivatiootigh mobile devices;

c. tools/ instruments in the activity, which are norarsregulations that circumscribe the
MALL activity, such as the procedure in teachingrsarios designed for MALL or the
learning pace or styles designated in MALL platferm

d. rules/control for the activity, which are norms m@gulations that circumscribe the
MALL activity such as the procedure in teachingreres designed for MALL;

e. context of the activity, which refers to physicafcial, environment for conducting
MALL;
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f. communication/interaction, which refers to the noelttof interactions between users
and MALL technologies or communicating styles amofgLL learners (face-to-face

vs. computer-mediated-messaging).

2.2. Mobile technologies in educational context

Due to learners growing interest in and engagemht mobile devices and social media, a
growing number of studies tend to adopt social meuatforms in formal learning. Several
studies have found advantages of using mobile tdobies in formal education such as
vocabulary learning (Lu, 2008), develop ESL writi(Bnjudar, 2016), technical advantages
(Bouhnik & Deshen, 2014) and idea sharing platf@Atnad &Lim 2014; Man, 2014).

However, studies also found adverse implicatiorth&f use of mobile learning. For
example, Hunaiyyan et al. (2016) conducted a stadguwait higher education institutions
and found that video-based social media was uskloNvever, they reported on social and
cultural aspects that became the obstacle in imgiimg mobile learning. Schmitz et al.
(2012) reviewed studies that supported mobile-bolated learning from the years 2004-2011
and found that there was no adequate evidencentuzte that mobile games improve learning
outcomes. Similarly, results from another review sbfidies by Cheung and Hew (2009)
revealed that there were no significant differencestudents’ test scores for studies that
employed mobile devices and paper and pencil tresatisn The dark side of the mobile phones
was also related to health problems. Findings heammed about the electromagnetic radiation,
hearing impairment and psychological disorders ¢B|@008).

Although there have been valuable syntheses oiqure research, there are more areas
that need further investigation. Some suggestioamge hbeen made to address the issues
highlighted in previous studies. For example, Moamd Greenly (2015) highlighted that more
research is needed to provide teachers with theposu@nd a clear vision on how mobile
devices can be used for meaningful improvementha é¢ducational context. Chang et al.
(2016) discovered that most studies related to mdbchnology are related to pedagogical
practices, interactions and collaborative framewdrkey pointed out that studies related to
motivational strategies and facilitating learningtimation are scare. Lecturers or teachers
would have abandoned the motivational element asdrae that the positive characteristic of
mobile learning will bring positive outcomes in lesg (Huett et al., 2008). However, this
study is not about motivational theories, and thalitative approach will be able to investigate
the positive and negative experiences via studeafEctions. At a time when WhatsApp is

gaining attention in Malaysia, it is pertinent toptore the experiences held by students and
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teachers. Reflections have a profound influencehenlearning process and will add more
knowledge to the existing literature to provide o to the developing mobile technologies in
learning.

This study addresses the research question oftiwbatudents’ reflections on the use of
WhatsApp to extent their learning are. It is hopleat the study will shed light and provide
valuable evidence for designing strategies and miaxMig the potential of WhatsApp as a
platform for enhancing interactions, collaboratiom®d engagement in the blended

environments.

3. Method

The study is a qualitative interpretative casestith a small group of undergraduate students
in a higher institution. A case study focuses omscdbing process, individual or group
behaviors and provides an intensive in-depth deson and analysis of a single bounded unit
placed in a specific context (Merriam, 2009). Ilfeo$ a greater understanding of the event
being investigated and reduces the potential fgrbaas, by diluting the agenda of a particular
individual. In this study, case study is a reseatekign employed to a very broad field of
research: technology and education. Students’atedle and online archives were employed to
gather in-depth information on the use of WhatsApm small group of Malaysian students. It
is hoped that this study will offer guidelines farther research and hypothesis creation on this

subject.

3.1. Participants

Ten part-time students were involved in this coulidee students were briefed on the purpose,
the nature of the study and its ethical considenati After the briefing only six students were
willing to participate, five females and one madecording to Perez-Sabater & Rising (2009),
it is best for students to work in small groups lb@tter cohesion, intimacy, safety and trust.
Furthermore, the data collected by the researchsrsufficient for discussion. After obtaining
the permission from the Ministry of Higher Educatithe study employed purposive sampling
to engage participants in the WhatsApp platformeiftHEnglish proficiency levels were
determined as high intermediate and advanced las#te local standardized General English
proficiency test. The course is for the undergréelfiasst semester students (Advanced Writing
Skills) in a blended learning environment. The seudesign involves face-to-face classroom
interactions and interpersonal communications rtabild sharing slides to humanize the

learning activities. The learning materials werevazed monthly. The instructor met the
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students for 3 hours each week for three times.t@&hestudents in this course were the second
intake students. Therefore, the duration to coreple¢ course is short and they need to have a
three-hour lecture for three face-to-face lectuiémre were five units and the lecturer covered
two units for every meeting. The students haverépg@re two written assignments and sit for
their final examination on the 14th week. The wnttassignments were 40% each and their
examination was 60%. Students were given pseudoayitisonsent forms were signed in the

1*' week. The duration of the study was 12 weeks.

3.2. Research procedure

The data collected and analyzed include reflectiang online archives. The use of online
archives serves as a layer of triangulation togieitative data. After the traditional classroom
lectures, students were given the flexibility toooke the social media they are comfortable
with. The students opted for WhatsApp although otilatforms such as Facebook, Google
docs and the Learning Management System (offerethéyuniversity) were available. The
reason for their choice was because all students faeniliar and used it regularly. They were
given the flexibility of discussing any matters ateld to their course such as content,
instructions, feedback on written assignments,suaitd also exam questions. A group leader
was selected to set up the group and add the menrb#re virtual space where students were
encouraged to discuss their syllabus, assignmedtgxam questions.

The WhatsApp group was active for 14 weeks, duwimich the instructor interacted
when necessary. For the first six weeks the ingiruwas not really active as she wanted the
students to independent deal with the syllabus asg&lgnments. As soon as the students
completed both their assignments, the lecturer waged them to discuss the past year

examination questions.

3.3. Data collection and analysis

Students were instructed to write their reflectians the 18 week after engaging in the
WhatsApp group. Reflection is viewed as an impdrtaal for “advanced thinking skills such
as problem-solving, critical analysis, synthesizidgtermining patterns and evaluation” (Cevik
2014, p.718). Cevik et al. found that learning isnatacognitive act and learners should
examine thoroughly on what they have been exparnign&tudents were told to reflect on how
they were engaged in the WhatsApp group to complede course and prepare for their

examination. The guiding questions for the studemtarite their reflections are as follows:
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a) How did the engagement in the WhatsApp group asgst in completing your
assignments and prepare for your examination?
b) What are your positive and negative experiencedewdtudents were engaged in the

WhatsApp chat group?

Students’ written reflections were analyzed in ieamative manner as suggested by
Akerlind (2005). Thematic analysis was employed dredreflections were analyzed based on
four phases of thematic analysis provided by Brand Clark (2006). The four phases of
thematic analysis are: 1) Familiarization with thea; 2) Coding; 3) Searching for themes; 4)
Reviewing themes. According to Cevik et al. (201#g purpose of the three stages was to
make certain that all the coded extracts for a thewere coherent. If they were found not
coherent, the entire process of coding and idengfyvas conducted again. The main themes
and sub-themes were further considered for reitgloly two other coders. The Kappa Value
was 0.8. The emerging themes were further triangdlaith the online archives. All the online

interactions were automatically logged and storetthé WhatsApp system.

4. Findings and discussion

The emerging themes were categorized into posiémd negative reflections. Students
appreciated the WhatsApp platform in the way thatrovides them with the opportunity to
actually use language in an authentic content.té&l wf 574 messages were contributed by the
six students and a lecturer. The positive and megamerging themes were supported by the
online archives in the following section. Their leetions are presented as they are with

language errors committed by the participants.

4.1. Learners’ empowerment

A key affordance of WhatsApp is its flexibility ioteract without time and space constraints.
Students have better control of their learningvétetis and submission of assignments. Besides,
students are able to decide upon the approach tiakba to do their revision and to prepare for

their examination. One of the students described:

P1... to clarify small details of TMAs or final exasnch as due dates, exam venue time and
TMA format reminder. This is also very useful foero get a general idea what other group

members are doing and just to make sure that Iratheright path.

In the reflections, it was found that students wadske to reach consensus on their replacement

classes by considering the need for everybodytémathe classes. The students explained:
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P1 ... Attendance rate is always good at the beginamd going downhill as we move along.
The easiest and the fastest way to make sure thlos@bsent from tutorial sessions are able to
catch on important matters discussed during tut@@ssions. | snap photos on what the
entire class has done. | record presentation diudtegial and share on LMS or somehow they
can't find it on LMS.
Rather than contacting the instructor, the studdk responsibility to interact with peers to

gather important information. This certainly fatgdted academic growth and self-efficacy
among students. In other words, WhatsApp was atipesatmosphere for learning. For

example:
P4: if the tutor is busy and not picking up my paamll, | can directly send her a WhatsApp

message as she read it immediately after her vgadkne

Figure 1 illustrates the students’ interactions mhtey had problem submitting their

assignments to Turnitin.

Figure 1. Online archives related to Turnitin sugsion
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Figure 2 illustrates the interaction among groupmiers on issues related to references and
citations.

CRrwpr— s e e s gy

Figure 2. Online archives related to their doulbtsia the citations and references

Students were actively interacting in the WhatsAgpat group and updating the group
members of important activities related to theisigsments and examination. In fact, the
students were together and were concerned abougrtheo members till they set for the
examination. This was found in their interactiomsthe WhatsApp group. The members

became worried when one of the members was latarfoexam. Such co-operation is very
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much needed for the part-time students. Figur8tihtes the interactions related to the friend

who was not able to find the exam hall.

Figure 3. Online archives related to the friend wias not able to find the exam hall

Significant findings emerged from the current stut@liye participants detailed the rationale for
favoring WhatsApp as a platform to interact. Asafipears from the findings, the use of
WhatsApp is consistent with the previous findibg Lai (2016) and Andujar (2016) that
WhatsApp is a worthwhile and promising app for ihéag and can be assessed wherever they

are located.

4.2. Knowledge concretization and consolidate leaimg
Materials shared by students allow them to assieiehat they have learned in the face-to-
face interactions and imbibes skills easily. As @lttendance for face-to-face classroom is not
compulsory and many of the students are workindtsdine apps seems to be a platform for
them to share what was discussed with the lectarére traditional classroom. The discussion
basically expanded their learning. Participantsesged the following ideas:

P2... gives a better view of everything that is ral@vfor ... and increases the learning skills

P4... can learn more by watching the video over avel again to make sure they get the

lesson

P1... WhatsApp was formed on the first day of my tialcto assist the entire learning process

and act as a secondary medium of material shasiragt discussion and knowledge transfer.

Figure 4 illustrates the video shared by the gnogmbers.
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Figure 4. Video shared by the group members

Figure 5 illustrates the relevant materials relatedheir course that was shared by the group
members.

Fomper L el

Figure 5. Online archives related to materials ethdny the group members

What is also evident is the bite size learning.d8his are able to understand the gist of the
lessons and able to deliver it to their friendgalsl and knowledge are broken down into small
chunks. Materials assessed in mobile learning haviee concise and short for students to
create learners’ experiences because studentotaine classroom settings to focus on lengthy
modules. In this study the three hour’ lecture distussion has been transformed to effective
framework as visible in Figure 6.
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Figure 6. Lectures transformed to diagram

Another important contribution of this study is evhstudents are able to know the gist
of the lessons and the friends are able to prottesselevant information cogently. In other
words, bite size learning is evident in the WhatsAqeractions. According to Boyette (2012),
a study conducted by the Rapid Learning Institoientl that learners prefer bite size online
learning modules instead of depending on bulky sidBite sized learning permits learners to
digest idea or knowledge before moving on to néa&i(Stahl et al., 2010).

The online archives (Figure 7) document the Whppshiteractions related to how to
write a good proposal. The students summarizedettteres and shared with the WhatsApp
group, thus taking ownership of their learning. Bedy is in line with Chipunza (2013), who
claims that WhatsApp allows students to expresis itieas and knowledge in a non-restricted
environment. However, at times they need to cortkellecturers on certain issues. The role of
teacher as a facilitator is certainly evident ia thteractions when they were not able to decide
on certain issues. The students also shared reléwgios that they need to consider for their
exams by highlighting the key words. Figure 7 tfates the interactions related to exam

topics.

Figure7. Online archives related to exam topics
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4.3. Portability and accessibility

Students have constantly highlighted the portabibind the accessibility of WhatsApp
smoothly without time and space constraints. Thmk tscreen shots of slides used in their
classroom and shared them with other friends whe wet able to make it for the class. Video
clips and other web materials were used in thescudisions. Students highlighted that they
were at work and were able to respond to the cblated to the assignment without any
constraints. It seems WhatsApp has achieved thesstia support pedagogical practices at any
time anywhere with immediate results which cannet dchieved with the desk bound
computers. This added dimension can be effectinveyipulated by instructors for learning.
There were various degrees of experience highligbyethe participants in this category:

P1...able to post anything real quick and then ggtrizspond from a member for their answer
P3... | am carrying my cellphone more often than laptop, it will be very useful for last
minute short notes revision if | Posted it on WhAgig

P4... it is easier for us to reach because I'm ugwall my phone during the day without login
in into website or app

P4: ...convenience, check if the receivers reaghégsage or not

P5: ... itis one of the easiest software. It canibwnloaded in our mobile phone. It also saves
cost and time.

P5: Easy to bring anywhere... it is a wonderful &pme

Based on the above excerpts it is obvious that $#p is an easy and effective application
for learning. In fact, as Bouhnik and Deshen (204ighlight, “WhatsApp might be the first
technology that entered class without any trairen@dminister supervision, as teachers and
students are using in their private life and ityaadages enabled it to become naturally, an
educational technology” (p.229). Further, Bergddl(P) highlights that mobile learning brings

the shift from learning anywhere anytime to evergvehand every time.

4.4. Challenging issues

The students’ reflections on challenging issuesewdetermined in the sub-themes as
overloaded messages, small screen and technicbleprs. Admittedly, the main challenge
expressed by the students in their reflectionhésdverloaded messages. Students expressed
their dissatisfaction when being swamped by tooymaassages that upsets the receivers. The

following excerpts from reflections are selectedegmgesentative.
P2: Most of the time. There seems to be too muctyda to read if you turn off your data or
Internet for a short time or a whole day. The siatrabecomes more alarming if one receives

over 100 messages to read in only one chat group...
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Another student mentioned that it is difficult tatiger all the information if once the phone is
problematic by saying:

P1: ...can't recover back once phone has beemfgostur smartphone no function?
Other challenges were related to identifying thedse of the message. The participant

emphasized that:
P3: when you read a message, it is written by tteah person? or is it written by someone

else? There is no way to verify that. | can jusuase the person that replied me is the owner...

Technical problems are a common and significanteis&n mobile learning environment.

Students have expressed their dissatisfaction:

P5 Must have Internet access to send and receiesdage

P3 ... it is a waste of time like any other socialdmeplatforms. its easy accessibility enables
one to read anywhere and this can be time consunhimg also calls for spending more time
typing the messages to the recipient.

P3... chat group is wasting of Internet bundles ane'ocredit more especially on irrelevant

ISsues
These findings are further supported by QureshilZ0Park (2011); Bakari et al. (2005),
namely that technical challenges seem to be a neajozern in implementing mobile learning.
It is also mentioned that the screen is cumbersfmméext input. The small screen in a way
provided them to focus on ideas and knowledge tirquictures, graphs and diagrams. These
findings are consistent with those obtained by Weingl. (2009) and Cheng et al. (2008) that

mobile technology is challenged with limited scrsere, small batteries and storage capacity.

4.5. Pedagogical implications

The present study was designed to investigatettioeists’ reflections after their engagement
on the WhatsApp chat group to extend their learnrge of the additional conclusions that can
be drawn from the current study is that the intieoas were more focused on cognitive load in
general. The WhatsApp chat group was used to egehiafiormation about assignments, exam
procedures and shred very basic idea and knowladget their course. In other words, deep
learning (higher order thinking skill) was not tagi place. The WhatsApp platform was not
suitable for learning achievement and course dedigoussions that need intensive reading
writing and individualized feedback. This is prolyabecause of the size of the screen and
space for writing. Therefore, the students needlange and pedagogical interventions to
maximize the use of social media to support tlegrding goals (Cigognini et al., 2011). While

studies have highlighted that students should bengihe flexibility to choose a preferred

online platform or activities (Cheng & Chau, 2016)e teacher needs to suggest or integrate
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other online document format and collaboratingssalch as Google doc, PB works and Mixed
Ink when instructors realize that WhatsApp is notable to discuss essays or assignments.

It is pertinent for teachers to decide wisely loase the activities and task given to
them. By doing this, negotiation of ideas and deepning will take place. There is a tendency
for instructors to assume that adult learners ate ®@ use technology efficiently. Exploiting
WhatsApp for educational contexts demands pedaglbgiwise and sound learning methods
and incorporating other relevant tools based ontdlk given. For this reason, the teachers’
effective intervention is needed from the beginrohgheir interactions.

This study is not about claiming that the WhatsApatform will lead to effective
learning, but it can suggest that the need forheacto consider the popular apps among
learners and further consider WhatsApp intentignadi achieve best and most effective
practices by integrating other technology tools clhhiallows meaningful outcomes. The
emerging themes provide a frame of reference fcuters to consider about how to use the
apps wisely and to overcome the limitations. Aceaydo Cook-Sather (2006), learners should
be given the opportunity to express their expersrto effectively shape educational practices.
Similarly, Fielding (2004) pointed out that learsieroices have ‘transformational potential’ for
educational practices and educational practice$ mot succeed within learners’ direct
involvement. New assessments are needed to enlsindents’ abilities to organize their
learning and advance their self-direction when they put in the online environment. The
interactions and fruitful collaboration should alse considered as part of the assessment to

encourage the use.

5. Conclusion

In the era when the use of social media apps ingcap, learners should be encouraged to
integrate informal learning activities to supporidaenhance formal learning. This study
provides a better understanding of the use of WAmSor language learning in general and
English writing skills in particular. Evidently, de technology in education is also faced
with an array of challenges that must be addregseigh standards of education quality and
relevance to students need to be sustained anctteyndne the best practices for future
learning. Studies must attend to the affordancestha limitations in various contexts that
influence the use of apps and how students inteaact learn in the online learning

environment. To improve our integration of mob#ehnology in higher education, we should
continually discover evidence of what, how and whyorks, otherwise effort and time will be

wasted if our anecdotal ideas turn out to be inatewand fallacious.
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The study is an initial exploration into a newr&én and the study offers insights based
on a small scale study of introducing WhatsAppnruadergraduate blended classroom in the
Malaysian settings. This will certainly necessitdte implementation of robust quantitative as
well as qualitative research. The findings of thiigdy have laid the ground work for future

research for the use of smartphone and apps iragdoc
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Abstract

This paper aimed at investigating humor in textedasomputer mediated communication
(CMC). To this end, 200 turns exchanged by a nunafes0 English language teachers on
Viber, a messaging application, were randomly setkand analyzed based on Adam’s (2012)
classification of humor to examine emoticons, puatibns (question mark, exclamation mark,
and ellipsis), laughter (textual and acronym), fatting (spelling variations, capital/small
letters, and elongation), and explicit markershie ¢orpus. The findings showed that emoticons
outweighed other humor markers while laughter rétedeast used marker in the corpus.
Keywords. Computer-Mediated Communication (CMC); emotion petmon; humor; Viber;

social networks

1. Introduction
Based on the manner, there are different forms\h@ interaction such as audio-based, video-
based, and multimodal interactions (Hine, 2000).vi@sly, in computer-mediated
communication (henceforth, CMC), there are not amynsources of information as used in
face-to-face communication since the communicat®next-based. Although this is not a
recent issue to investigate, CMC in the world dbexgpace has been of great significance in
the era of technology in which interaction is grogvfast day-by-day. According to Tudini and
Liddicoat (2017), researchers used Conversationyaisa(henceforward, CA) methodology to
examine the interaction patterns in CMC and ittugrice on language and learning. In other
words, there has been a shift of topic in CA frandging naturally-occurred telephone and
face-to-face conversations to study how commuraoais mediated by computers (Tudini &
Liddicoat, 2017).

In fact, the community is one of the most impottactors in cyberspace and especially

social networks. A community is “a process thatflisd in nature” and evolves through
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nurturing conditions; it is a supportive aathpowering environment that is responsive to the
members’ actions, interactions, and reactions (L&d07, p. 130)Currently, in the era of
technology, a remarkable number of human-humamadatiens happen on the Internet, which
gives evidence to the highly text-based nature MdCCIn fact, “interacting members of online
groups constitute a speech community as they prasiynshare to some extent communicative
practices, beliefs, and norms, since communicationld be hindered otherwise” (Wilson &
Peterson, 2002, p. 459).

As Hancock (2004) states, various linguistic dees of CMC are the reflexes of those
found in the spoken discourse which has led toifiteractions. Indeed, the lack of nonverbal
cues is commonly compensated for by the use of ieans, punctuations or formatting to
convey the feeling of humor, as well as other fegi more evidently. Therefore, the
interpretation of feelings using markers may seeasieg for the participants in interaction.
Despite the fact that in the majority of face-todanteractions humor is entirely conveyed
between listeners and speakers, the spontaneodisafdeis delayed in CMC (especially in
asynchronous communications) or is even abserdnresases (Hancock, 2004). In contrast to
the belief that humor is not well defined and presd in CMC, Hancock (2004) further claims
that online communications are still “rife with ham jocularity, irony, wordplay, puns, etc.”
(p. 57). For this purpose, the present study posstits research on how humor is exchanged in
the CMC-based interactions of Iranian nonnativeakpes of English in Viber. In the following
sections, a review of CMC and humor in CMC is pnése, followed by the methodology,
results, discussion and conclusion of the study.

2. Review of literature

2.1. Computer-Mediated Communication

Originally, CMC examined how text-based messagesexchanged through the computer
screen in different forms such as email, discusgomms, online chats, etc., whose linguistic
properties differ depending the topics exchanged, dultural contexts embedded and the
people involved (Herring & Androutsopoulos, 2018% an illustration, the lexical properties
of CMC are called ‘netspeak’ (e.g. “DIY”, “LOL"),ral the socio-pragmatic conventions of
CMC are referred to as ‘netiquette’. Abbreviatiomsd acronyms that belong to netspeak
category are among the most common features us&Mi@ (Crystal, 2006; Doell, 2006).
There are also other lexical features used in CMi@egoften such as homophony where

numbers or single letters substitute a syllablermrpheme (i.e. “b4” for before), letter
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omission through which vowels are removed (e.g.d'ifer message), or clipping (i.e. “cer”
for certainly). Besides, CMC contains spelling shiwhere some words are replaced by others
which are very different from the standard writténglish (e.g. “Becuz u r 18”). Colloquial
language being inserted into CMC, contractions apelling forms which stem in spoken
language are often used in computer-mediated ctters (e.g. “wanna”, “donna”). According
to Spitzberg (2006), a CMC user needs to have afgpskill in conveying suitable emotional
information to his/her interlocutor. Hence, the @ga’s careful use of semantic language
features as well as structural factors are of gmegiortance in order to transfer the non-
humorous intent in CMC. The skills and knowledgeatexl to the issues of linguistic focus are
pertinent to the relatively recent field of CMC.

There are two ways of interaction in online teaséd communication; synchronous and
asynchronous. As the names indicate, synchronoterastion refers to simultaneous
participation of the people chatting, while in aslyronous CMC interaction is not synched up.
Crystal (2006) best defines asynchronous CMC ag@ of communication that “is stored in
some format, and is made available to users uporade so that they can catch up to or add to
the discussion — even after an appreciable periasl passed” (p. 12). Nevertheless, a
synchronous text-based CMC is described in a waly“thuser enters a chat room and joins an
ongoing conversation in real time, sending namegatridmtions which are inserted into a
permanently scrolling screen along with the contidns of other participants” (Crystal, 2006,
p. 12).

Clearly, the absence of contextual and non-vethak makes face-to-face interaction
distinct from Computer-Mediated Communication, thlout does not mean that CMC is not
sufficient to express motifs such as emotional laxgge as well as humorous functions (Daft &
Lengel, 1986; Rice & Love, 1987). Although CMC wedled “ill-suited” for social uses of
language (Baron, 1984), it was later found that Cisl€ilitates social interactions in a way that
communities grow through social processes.

The informal use of the language in CMC may oaradly be unsuitable; however,
these features are utilized for the purpose of Hilcgtion, comfort, and speed in
communication. Accordingly, Clark and Brennan (10Bést describe the process as ‘economy
principle’, also known as ‘the least effort’, whidlefers to conversational language that
contains optimum minimization without disturbing améng. In fact, many of the CMC features
can be explained by the same strategy such asatetdtsubject pronouns or auxiliary verbs,
which are common in face-to-face colloquial languaglthough the two types of interaction

share similarities, there are some minor variatiofise rate of interaction in face-to-face
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interaction is much faster than in CMC dependingta typing speed and the level of
synchronicity (Hancock & Dunham, 2001). In an earlstudy, Ko (1996) realized that
language in CMC is oversimplified and includes amaer range of vocabulary items, shorter

phrases, and shorter utterances than colloqudaations.

2.2.  Humor inCMC

Hay (2001) defined humor as anything that an iotedor produces to be perceived funny to
the listeners, where context, nonverbal cues, atehkers’ feedback are pivotal components in
making humorous interaction effective. Obviouslynor occurs among all groups of people to
a different extent. Indeed, it brings about morédsoty, sociability, and mutual support
among group members for better teamwork, more iations and creativity and causes finding
better solution to problems (Romero & CruthirdsQ@P0 Similarly, Wilson and Peterson (2002)
found that “interacting members of online groupsstdute a speech community as they
presumably share to some extent communicative ipeasct beliefs, and norms, since
communication would be hindered otherwise” (p. 498) fact, humor is the “successful
exchange of joking and laughter” (Kuipers, 200&) pwithout which the function of funny
messages is left unspecified. Veale (2004) maistdivat this information added to the
statement gives the recipients a chance to concveral different interpretations of the
message, to select their preferred explanationt@metjoy maximum amusement. This process
highly depends on the context. The explanatiorfaat, differs among individuals since each
individual has his/her own perceptions, experienaad expectations. Davies (2010) put it best
by proposing that jokes with similar themes haveous conceptions in different countries
since the amusement of a joke is determined thrthuglcontext in which it is delivered.

On the other hand, Attardo (2009) maintained thaghter is not the only way of
identifying humor. Moreover, through different sies] Gunther (2003) and Vettin and Todt
(2004) stated that it is insufficient to believe sace the response to humor might not be
necessarily laughter. Similarly, there are manyeaesh studies that have considered
conversational humor from corpora for naturally weed humorous interactionédrchakis &
Tsakona, 2005Bell, 2009; Eisterhold, Attardo, & Boxer, 2006; Gilier, 2003; Hancock,
2004; Holmes, 2006; Holmes & Marra, 2002; HubleB&ll, 2003; Partington, 2006Yhalen,
Pexman & Gill, 2009Wimer & Beins, 2008), some of which are presenteldw.

In 2009, Whalen et aktudied the forms of non-literal language in asyanbus CMC
as well as their frequencies. Through the reseativhy realized that over 94% of the

participants applied one example of figurative lzeqge, the average of which was 2.9
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statements per turns. They further concluded tbetilgrity in the CMC world is of low
frequency. In a similar vein, in case of irony iMC, Hancock (2004) found that the samples
used ironically in face-to-face communication arerennumerous than those in CMC. This
difference perhaps lies in less frequent occurrerafehumorous interactions because these
forms are not easily recognizable by CMC users.

In another study, Hubler and Bell (2003) aimednakstigating constitutive laughter,
which they define as thanteractions of co-constructed humor ranging acsesseral turns,
between both/multiple interlocutors, and identiflsdconfirming laughter” (p. 280). According
to the findings of the study, the authors concluthed laughter in CMC does not just include a
simple “ha ha”, but “cyber laugh” is often impliethrough textual elements used for
confirmation or appreciation of the humor (i.e.dthvas great”) also by means of abbreviations
showing the response to humor (i.e. “LOL", “ROFL").

In another study, Wimer and Beins (2008) assettatl itumor ratings can be affected
by previous messages, while the degree of simplinithe messages is bound to limitations.
Furthermore, their findings revealed that expecgtafic response) might influence the
experience of humor so that humor is not solelywedrfrom jocular content.

Despite the importance of text-based CMC in comgywumorous intention, there are
still not enough studies in this field in the Iranicontext. In recent years, few studies have paid
attention to the importance of humor as a materitsdaching and learning English in Iran (e.g.,
Baleghizadeh & Ghoreishi, 2014; Ghanei, Motallelez&Fatemi, 2014; Rafiee, Kassaian &
Vahid Dastjerdi, 2010), neither of which examinbd humor in CMC. Therefore, the purpose
of this study was to investigate the type and uskumor markers in the conversation turns
exchanged in Viber as a medium of CMC in Englishitayian native speakers of Persian.
Thus, the paper seeks to answer to the followirsgareh question: What types of humor
markers are used in the conversation turns excllaingénglish by Iranian nonnative speakers
of English?

3. Methodology

3.1. Corpus

As the focus of this study is to explore humorsgrachronous interactions, the prevalent online
software was used in groups which mostly shareextuél and associational information about
a particular subject, where humorous points arsidened a suitable way of interaction among

members. The participants of the present study W26 young undergraduate and graduate
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university students (66 women and 54 men aged ¥D}cenrolled in different majors. They
belonged to four different groups. As quite a natsetting, the participants were not given any
information on the study. The sample was compradetbung (M age=30), single and married,
and all Iranian subjects. All participants had asc® web-based texting applications and were

able to deal with online programs.

3.2. Procedure

To attain the purpose of the study, the data inotydasynchronous text-based CMC
interactions from one of the most popular compueitware programs and mobile phone
applications i.e. Viber was used. This free andliplybaccessible program seems reliable and
suitable for group activities. Although there is m@mbership needed, each group member
followed the ethical issues during chatting. ThstfiLOO turns of interactions were collected
with no changes, modifications, or corrections maease the interaction took more than 100
turns, but was linked to the past interactions, né&t of them were used for the data set.

Totally, the data includes approximately 20000 vgaadd 500 turns.

3.3. Data analysis

The data were collected via Viber. Having finisliee coding for humor markers (see Table 1),
data underwent analysis to investigate whetheewdifft forms of humor are effective on the
frequency and form of markers and how the presemcabsence of various markers affects
humorous responses. Through an in-depth categorizaf markers, all humor forms in any
single turn being considered humorous were codegarately. To avoid misleading
information, the units of humor were coded rathwant full sentences or entire turns. The
frequency of each category was then calculatededisas the responses to the humorous units
via the Chi-square test.

Moreover, for the analysis of the responses, anydnaus unit was coded as either
getting or not getting a response. Therefore, o fof response was not part of this study, but
the frequency was the main focus. Generally, dptee inferential statistics was applied for
both procedures in the study. The corpus was cedtdthe coding scheme developed by
Adams (2012). Two raters, who were completely umawd the research questions and the
participants of the study, were asked to codehallmarkers. To make sure the coding system
was proper, reliability was assessed by havingira ihdependent rater check and score a

randomly chosen sample of the data (15% of the dati). The reliability was then calculated
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(Cohen'skx = .81). Table 1 depicts the model adopted in this studyciwhwas previously
applied by Adams (2012).

Table 1. The contextual factors by Adams (2012)

Category Definition Examples
Emoticon Graphic ©
Textual 0.0
Punctuation Exclamation mark “I will burry you!!ll”
Quotation mark “l can't believe what you said”
Ellipsis “I’'m waiting...”
Laughter Textual “Heh”
Acronym “rotfl”, “lol”
Formatting Spelling variation “naowyergunna get it!”
Capital/small letters Elongation “WHAT ARE YOU WAITING FOR?”
“| can’t belieeeeeeeeve you!”
Explicit Meta-awareness of humorous “Wow”
intent (where conveys sarcastic intent)

As Table 1 demonstrates, the contextual factopted from Adams (2012) were
categorized in five classifications of emoticonsingtuation (exclamation mark, quotation
mark, and ellipsis), laughter (textual and acronynfrmatting (spelling variations,
capital/small letters, and elongation), and explwarkers. For the emoticons, there are two
forms of textual (e.g. :-*), and graphic (e&.). The instances below are taken from the corpus
in order to demonstrate how the data was colle@ette the names are not mentioned and the

examples mentioned here are chosen randomly, teeyrdered alphabetically.

User A: Are you sure this is your score? 0.0

User B: :D guess so!

The second group of punctuation involves the exataan mark, quotation mark, and
ellipsis. Regardless of the number of exclamatiarks in the utterances, at the end of each

statement they are counted as one occurrence.

User D: Sounds like a miracle!

User E: Him!!! Nice joke!
(A and B were counted as one marker; while C a3 two

Quotation marks in their real use of quoted spegele not considered in the present

study.

User D: “Physician”, please set an appointmentfor.
Similar to exclamation marks, ellipses of two orrm@eriods in a row were counted as one
occurrence.

User E: | am as hungry as a...
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User F: Unbelievable..

The laughter category contains all types of laeghelated to CMC (not including
emoticons which belong to the first category). Aduagly, the textual form of laughter or the
acronym form are two very common examples.

User G: Huh! [ think I'll fail this course...

User H: Haaahaaahaaa..

User I: Lol, this is the end (laughing out loudly)
User J: Rotfl (rolling on the floor laughing)

The formatting classification deals with the inf@tmon in the text which bears prosodic

or emphatic meaning such as stress or increasgume. The category mainly includes:
A. Caps lock; User K: TALKING OF THE DEVIL! she Iigere
B. Elongation; User L: You are weeeeeelcome...

C. Alteration of spelling; User M: Litelwabbit!
(Capitalization does not count much in Persian beeaf the alphabets features.)

The last group is explicit markers which conveyedrds or phrases that convey meta-

awareness of humorous intention
A. By the speaker; User N: just a joke!
(Can also include sarcasm:
User O: Look! Who's talking about discipline!!!

B. Or as a response; User P: can’t be serious...

This is the one and only category that cannot besidered outside humorous texts and
messages. Notably, the markers may overlap andaatlem was counted as one, regardless
of overlap. For instance, this example is elongategitalized, with the use of exclamation

mark:
User Q: NOOOOO WaaaaaY!!!!
For the response, there have been four categdresen by Adams (2012), where each

humorous message may carry one of the followingaeses:

1) laughter (Textual or acronym form),

2) amusement conveyed through emoticons,

3) explicit confirmation of humor appreciation or c&ying recognition appreciation,

4) a continuation of humor based on the previous hooomessage.
To identify humorous intent of the speakers andrésponse to interlocutors, all tokens were
coded according to one of the five categories abAgehe purpose of this study is to find the

occurrence of humorous messages, non-humorous gesssare also taken into account.
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3.4. Results

The study aimed to investigate the frequency ohiln@orous types in interactions between the
members of the four English-speaking Iranian grougieg Viber. The quantitative analysis
assessed whether or not the frequency of categatifered significantly. Table 2

demonstrated the frequency of occurrences of theohous categories.

Table 2. The frequency of occurrences of the hurategories

Total Data

Category No. Per centage
Emoticon 238 50.10
Punctuation 83 17.50
Laughter 30 6.30
Formatting 28 5.90
Explicit 96 20.20
Total 475 100

As Table 2 depicts, the first column reveals thamber of occurrences for each
category of humorous marker and the second onesshmwrelative frequency of the markers
out of the total number of markers occurred in tiogpora. The third and fourth columns
represent the mean and standard deviation of thdauof marker occurrences per turn.

The whole data set included a total number of idds and 475 humor markers.
Among the five categories of humorous types, emasccarry the highest number and
frequency of occurrence, involving 50% (N=238) lftiae markers in the corpora. The second
most frequent marker is the explicit one, includ2@ (N=96) of the markers. In addition,
punctuation was the third most-frequently used markvhich was very close to explicit
markers in case of frequency of occurrence, 17%8@J=0On the other hand, the two last
markers which had a significantly lower number o€wrrences were formatting and laughter
rating 5.8 (N=28) and 6.3 (N=30) respectively. 8exond phase of the analysis included
investigation of humorous turns vs. non-humoroussoto consider how differently had have

occurred. Table 3 demonstrates the frequency afromaces of the non-humorous interactions.

Table 3. The frequency of occurrences of the nandrous categories

Total Data
Category No. Percentage
Emoticon 89 67.95

Punctuation 23 17.55
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Laughter 9 6.90
Formatting 10 7.60
Explicit 0 0

Total 131 100

Since the explicit markers can only occur in hunasrinteractionsit should be noted
that they are not considered in the non-humorous cayedidre four remaining categories
underwent inferential statistics to investigateirtifiquency of occurrences as well. The sum
of non-humorous occurrences was 131, which is fsogmitly different from the total humorous
occurrences. It is quite interesting to note thatilar to humorous tokens, in non-humorous
corpora emoticons rated the highest percentage 786 §N=89). As Table 3 indicates,
punctuation is the second frequent non-humorousgoay with 17% (N=23) of occurrence.
Accordingly, laughter and formatting rate very danias well with 6.8% (N=9) and 7.6%
(N=10) respectively.

4. Discussion

In reference to the research question, the findimigghe current study indicate that when
participants are exposed to humor in CMC interastican individual’'s perception of the
emotion is quite relevant to responsiveness. Téguiency of humor markers and measures of
emotion perception were obtained during data cotlecalong with the responses to the
humorous stimuli. Except for the explicit markeghich were absent in non-humorous
responses, the four categories of punctuation, dtiing, emoticon, and laughter were
deployed significantly higher in humorous interans by the users. The findings were in line
with the findings of Adams (2012), who found theeficategories in humorous conversations
overweighed their non-humorous counterparts. Thgpsrts the Channel Expansion Theory
(refer to Carlson & Zmud, 1994) indicating that na@eld communication continually evolves
and creates new ways of conveying required elemdats successful interpersonal
communication.

Humor is one of the main sources of solidarity antimacy among social group
members. The members are brought together by doerals and current phenomena. Indeed,
humor can make the interactions more enjoyableadindctive. The social bonds can increase
in this way so that misunderstandings and misconications do not harm the relationships.
As the literature reveals, utilizing humor in séameractions facilitates the relationship among
different people (Martin, 2010; Samson & Gross,2® uiper, 2012).
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Humor is regarded as the socio-cultural manifestadf the society, which can indicate
how the members of the society convey themselwesick, the subject matter differs in various
cultures since the community’s or nation’s norméindgewhat is considered humorous vs.
serious. That might be the reason why many foréaguguage learners who are not familiar
with the culture of the language they know findifficult to understand or realize the jokes of
the target language. Therefore, watching a comedeading a comic book might not help
language learners understand the details and mightoe so pleasant and funny as well.
However, while exposed to humorous materials ingl@age learning, the details of the
pertinent cultural jokes, and familiarity with thetual exchange of jokes can assist learners to
completely realize the reality and joke. As DiDomeen(2015) maintains, “The nuances of
humor use complicate the assessment of humor’sangperelational quality” (p. 4).

Based on the findings of this study, emoticons waest frequently used marker in
CMC interactions (50%), whereas in the study otdfi®wld et al. (2006) laughter was found as
the most commonly used marker. In addition, acegrdio Hancock (2004), the highest
frequency was related to punctuation where exclmmanarks and ellipses rated the most
among other markerderks, Bos, and Grumbkow(2007) and DiDomenico (2015) also
asserted that emoticons, i.e., smiling and laughiage more often used in informal
communication Accordingly, Dresner and Herring (2010) believ®att emoticons are more
often used “perhaps because of their resemblaneditosical line drawings, emoticons have
expressive, playful, and informal connotations™.§). Conversely, the use of emoticons in the
present study greatly differs from that of Hancaakce in the latter the least frequent of all
markers were around 1% of the whole humorous msykertile it ranks the first marker in this
study involving 50% of all the markers. In this aed, Hancock (2004) asserted that emoticons
are not efficient enough to convey humorous inteloiwever, the greater use of emoticons in
the current study revealed that the users findery \effective to convey their intentions. In
addition, users’ demographics and situational fa¢tdiscussion topics, and communication
settings have an impact on the use of emoticonriitgr2007). Therefore, the distinction into
the use of emoticons can also mention the diffexemt cultures and norms of the societies.

Tamblyn (2003) believes that the real humor is opss, optimism and a kind of yes-
saying to life. Humor is creativity and a have-alhy. More importantly, humor occurs in
particular situations or moments and due to vamtiin social interactions there might be
incidental or spontaneous culture-specific humdre Tiumor that arises naturally encourages
people in their relationships as well as providesmacy rather than splitting them into

different social, racial, religious, and sexualugys. The use of humor in fact can be enjoyable
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for all members of the society if they keep valoésne another. In other words, humor is “an
integral part of culture and that can be a majorceptual and methodological tool for gaining
insights into cultural system” (Apte, 1985; cited $ouhaila, 2012, p. 86). However, some
studies, such as Hall (2013), found that the usdestructive or maladaptive humor has less
impact on building relationships. Since languageths inseparable part of culture, the
significance of both lies in their integrity.

The ability to realize and use humor in an EFL slasm can be of great importance so
that the learner can tell jokes, improve storybglli enhance listening skills, and totally
accomplish his/her language skills in the secomeifm language. According to Powell and
Andresen (1985), “humor, provided it is not usecekxgess, can increase attention and interest
and help to illustrate and reinforce what is beiagght (p.79)”. Moreover, another study by
Saltman (1995) indicated that positive humor retéta the material being taught could foster
learning, release stress, provide retention of rmédion, improve cohesion, and remove

learning barriers such as affective filter in ESELEcontext.

5. Conclusion

The present study aimed at assessing humorous mrarke Computer-Mediated
Communication through which humorous intents of agticipants were analyzed to see how
they statistically correlated with humor productiand to demonstrate the role of humor in
CMC. A great deal of markers were used by partitipavhich revealed that the five categories
of humor markers (emoticon, laughter, explicit,ni@tting, punctuation) prove to be effective
at conveying their humorous intentions. Finallycén be inferred from the findings of this
study that CMC can be a successful medium for detig humorous intents among different
users of social media. This last point can lead significant direction for future research into
humor’s impact on gender differences or vice vevaapus humor strategies between siblings,
friends, relatives, or effects of humor on buildirgmantic relationships. The function of
humor categories in the context of communicationaaalysis on the speech act theory and
illocutionary force, or even a longitudinal study the different five categories mentioned in

this study can shed more light on the issue undasstigation.
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Abstract

The purpose of this study is to examine the eftédtlipped Classroom Instruction (FCI) on
Iragi EFL learners’ writing skills. Participants cinded 66 students in the College of
Languages English Department at Salahaddin Unityefidie study employed a mixed method
of data collection, utilizing pre-and post-writitests as well as a questionnaire for both groups
and interviews conducted with the experimental grdtindings indicated that a statistically
significant difference existed between the contawmid experimental groups and, more
specifically, the students of the experimental grperformed better on the writing tests than
the students of the control group. The majoritytlté learners’ attitudes towards FCI were
positive.

Keywords: Flipped Classroom Instruction; English as a foreigmguage; traditional

instruction; writing skills

1. Introduction
During the 2¥ century, education has proven a topic of grearést among scholars. Every
year numerous studies are being conducted forake sf improving education and pedagogy
(Glewwe & Muralidharan, 2015). Especially owing t®w developments in technology,
pedagogies necessarily must adapt to meet the iclgamgeds of students and differing
classroom expectations. Compared with those ofptst, the aims and objectives of current
teaching practice have also transformed. Nowadstyslents are able to provide more input
into their learning by participating in interactjveeal-world learning situations rather than
remaining inactive listeners. Consequently, to icmet addressing the needs of students of
different learning styles, teachers should consigetating their teaching approaches in order
to enable a supportive and creative learning enwment for their students.

Like other language skills, writing is vital for szess in most careers and disciplines
today, so learners are expected to improve thetimgrskills. It is generally agreed that writing
is a difficult skill for English as a foreign langge (EFL) students to acquire. According to

Nunan (1999), it is difficult even for native speak to fully master writing due to issues in
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cohesion and structure. Alsamdani (2010) has a&edthat “writing is a challenging process
as it involves various skills of thesis statemanmtiting supporting details, reviewing and

editing” (p. 55). According to Abu-Rass (2001),dmduce a decent writing piece, the writer
should be aware of various aspects such as arramjeraim, content, audience, lexis,
mechanism, punctuation, spelling, and paragraptsupporting learners in developing their
writing skills nevertheless remains challenging iftstructors; however, the use of technology
might assist these teachers in successfully dewvejothese skills. According to a study

conducted by Ayoub (2006), most errors made byi lEd€eL writing learners were due to

teaching methods and other factors such as linclisk time, disinterest, and demotivation on
the part of students.

Considering the above, Flipped Classroom Instrac(leCl) seems a viable means for
overcoming the writing difficulties experienced BY¥L students in Iraqg, as it can provide an
enriched learning environment enabling these learnautonomy and increasing their
motivation. According to Brown (2007), a classrommot the only place for students to learn
something; rather, he believes that learning cde falace outside of learning settings in
environments which enable learner-centerednesshendchievement of learning outcomes. In
order to create such an environment, some researatieocate FCI (Bergmann & Sams, 2012;
Burns, 2013; Weimer, 2013). This study focuses emahstrating the potential influences of

FCI on Iraqgi EFL learners’ writing skills.

2. Literature review

FCIl is a method involving group instruction in astiae, cooperative, and collaborative setting.
The instructor guides learners as they practic& theories and involve themselves more
effectively in class content (Sams, Bergmann, Oanigennett, Marshall, & Arfstrom, 2014;
Pearson & The Flipped Learning Network, 2013). Adomy to Hamdan, McKnight,
McKnight, and Arfstrom (2013), it is a learning apach in which “teachers shift direct
learning out of the large group learning spacerange it to the individual learning space” and
“devote more time to opportunities for integratiagd applying [student] knowledge, via a
variety of student-centered, active learning stjig& (p. 1). FCI involves increasing class
length in order for additional practice and actest to be implemented rather than
concentrating on language theories. In this wagynlers develop an increased ability to
produce and learn. In contrast, traditional classranstruction — which is necessarily teacher-
centered — limits students to theoretical instarctiuring a shorter time-frame, and students

must complete related assignments outside of @lags This may, in turn, discourage learners
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from completing the intended practice and, thusultein incomplete understanding of class
material. Meanwhile, FCI has the possibility of péting differentiated instruction as it
changes the teaching and learning experience. iogatvecomes more individualized and
personalized through FCI. As a consequence, learaer more involved and motivated to
learn, and they develop the autonomy to steer tle@iming in a positive direction. This
pedagogical change enables learners to guide olnairlearning by relying on their mental
ability, motivation, and interests (Bergmann & Sa&l14). The aim of FCI is to encourage the
use of higher-order reasoning by learners. Bloamw®nomy (Bloom, 1965) drives FCI, as
learners are involved both in lower-order (recdltat, comprehension, and implementation)
and higher-order reasoning (analysis, measuremenstruction). The presentation of subject
matter involves lower-order reasoning includingibdacts and opinions, which are directed
toward higher-order reasoning in the form of hygs#s and assigned work. Traditional
delivery classes in which the instructor stands pregents the content regularly offer lower-
order reasoning opportunities but neglect highdeomreasoning. On the other hand, in a
solitary environment, learners have ample oppotyuttd produce and challenge new ideas
(Cuban, 1983).

The main conceptual features of FCI can be sumetrias technology use by
instructors, shifting learning into society, ang@lexing face-to-face-instruction in a large group
setting to more solitary learning environments (Bea, 2013). In this way, FCI works
cooperatively with Communicative Language Teachi@¢T) approaches, which focus on
learning-by-doing, as well as task-based languagehing (TBLT) methods in which students
answer assignments depending on their varied deégmcBoth FCl and CLT also increase
students’ engagement in physical and cognitive $omith the subject matter (Butt, 2014).
Beyond the boundaries of the classroom, learnersacaess the subject matter in the form of
instructional videos, reading assignments, disomssand small quizzes. In the classroom,
learners continue to interact with the subject erdatirough application and practice in the form
of small and large discussion groups using analtreriting, research, task-based problem
solving, and scheme creation. According to Brookd &rooks (1993), the constructivist
framework requires instructors to trigger a leagnaimosphere in which learner autonomy is
fostered. In this situation, content-related at#gi are created around the use of data and
essential resources, students must think criticallyd open dialogue is increased among
students as well as with the instructor. Kaufma®@0D@ specifies that teachers’ role is not only
to transmit but also to guide, as they design less engage students in knowledge

construction through learning activities. This bsilon Wgotsky’s premise that knowledge is
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not directly “taught” to students but rather “diseced” by them though active participation in

discussions and research along with guidance feanhers (Karpov, 2003). This means that
learning can be well-achieved by exploring and epeing content under the guidance of the
teacher. A collaborative environment in which studeare encouraged to critically analyze
resources while gaining knowledge through self@iscy and instructor guidance is the

backbone of the in-class portion of FCI.

Over the past few years, FCI has increased inangewidened its reach to different
subjects, mostly within higher education. Nevertks| few studies have examined the use of
this teaching approach on sophomore learners’mgriperformance. In a study conducted by
Mireille (2014) which examined the influences of Ik high-school Emirate female learners’
essay performances and explored their opinionsrdegn FCI, the results indicated a
statistically significant difference between thsttecores of learners in the controlled class and
learners in the experimental class. This enhanceafdearners’ writing abilities was attributed
to FCI. Moreover, learners’ beliefs towards FCI evpositive.

Furthermore, Leis, Cooke, and Tohei (2015) congdveo university-level English
composition courses — one implementing FCI andbther utilizing traditional instruction. The
findings revealed that FCI had resulted in incrdageduction by students (i.e., number of
hours studied and length of compositions) in comspar to the students of the traditional
classroom.

Sung (2015) flipped an English content-based ctasaprised of twelve university
students enrolled in an elective course. Prior doheclass, the learners previewed lesson
materials such as readings and videos and engagaarse online activities on a Learning
Management System (LMS) platform. Then, they penfet collaborative class activities such
as sharing their thoughts on paper, discussingtiigmssconcerning weekly online readings, and
completing the final project of designing an evéluaplan. The results of the analysis of both
informal and formal course evaluations and stusrk demonstrated that they were positive
with FCI despite early integration difficulties. &tresults also indicated that FCI is a good
alternative for modification, at least in curremtdglish language teaching.

A study conducted by Mehring (2015) investigateel influence of FCI on EFL learners
in a Japanese setting and focused on studentsudasi towards the changed teaching
philosophy. Based on interviews conducted with ldegners, there was an increase in self-
directed learning and a decrease in absence andiviha (i.e., hesitancy to initiate

conversations and lack of self-confidence to qoest classroom).
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Adedoja (2016) investigated Nigerian pre-servigehers’ attitudes towards the flipped
instruction and the challenges they confront. Thalys used both traditional (face-to-face)
instruction and flipped instruction by utilizingeghguestionnaire and Focus Group Discussion.
The results revealed that the attitude of pre-serteachers was positively in favour of flipped
instruction.

Another study conducted by Nouri (2016) investidatiee Swedish learners’ attitude
towards flipped learning in research methods by iatnating the questionnaire. The
outcomes showed that a great number of the paatitspexpressed a positive attitude towards
flipped classroom due to increased motivation, gegeent, increased and more effective
learning.

Ekmekci (2017) conducted a study of FCI in a TsimkEFL context to explore its
impact on students’ foreign language writing skillfie study compared traditional and FCI
writing classes based on the mean scores of swdentd the findings indicated that a
statistically significant difference existed betwegarticipants in the flipped classroom and
those in the traditional delivery classroom in tiela to their writing performances. This
reveals that the participants in the experimentdscperformed better than the participants in
the controlled class after applying the programe Tihdings of the study also indicated that
many participants in the experimental group helsitpe beliefs toward FCI.

FCI has been explored in various fields of educafrom different points of views,
including the attitudes of instructors and learnemnplementation, advantages, and
disadvantages. Several researchers have claime8@has a beneficial method of instruction
(Bergmann & Sams, 2012; Strayer, 2012; Mireille]1£20 Nevertheless, some researchers have
viewed FCI as similar to traditional instruction terms of learners’ achievement and
performance (Ford, Burns, Mitch, & Gomez, 2012; Aowega, 2013). Technology has played
a great role in developing education, but it hassbeen practically utilized in the 2Tentury
by Iraqgi educators for the purpose of creating tebdearning environment among Iraqi EFL
learners. This study attempts to illustrate theaopf a new approach on Iraqi EFL learners’
outcomes at the level of higher education and &gatnattitudes. It also serves as an
infrastructure for developing an educational systeat shifts the influence of learning among
Iragi EFL learners.

The main motivation for this study relates to tla@ dpetween practice and theory in an
Iragi educational setting as well as the abilityetapower Iragi educators to become change
agents (Walie & Yahya, 2010). It is also hoped thé& study will raise awareness concerning

the necessity of adjusting educational methodotogiea highly technological environment, of
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better preparing learners to write effectively wth restricted length of time, and of increasing
learners’ independence, motivation, and eagerneasgdressing their various necessities.
The current study is guided by the following resbaguestions:
1. Does FCI contribute to the development of EFL leeshwriting skills?
2. Does a difference exist between the writing acheat of students who have received
FCI and those who have been taught in a traditioag!?

3. What are the views of Iraqi EFL learners regardi@i?

3. Methodology

The research study employed a mixed method of gaamwe and qualitative data collection.
The reason for adopting a mixed method was to endet opportunity for discovering reasons
that supported the impact of FCI on students’ wgitskills. According to Suter (2006), a
mixed-method study possesses “great potentialftoeimce ways of thinking about problems
and practices in the teaching and learning procgs65). The quantitative analysis of the data
was designed to permit the researcher to diffexntietween the results of pre-and post-tests
and to observe Iragi EFL learners’ attitudes towdf€l. Interviews conducted with students
explored the influence of FCI more in-depth andrded learners’ insights regarding FCI. The
study was quasi-experimental in nature. AccordiogCreswell (2009), quasi-experimental
research attempts to recognize the influence gqfemiic “treatment” or program on assigned
learners. The type of quasi-experimental researoplayed in this study involved a non-
equivalent control group, which means that a psé-teas administrated to both assigned
groups to determine their writing abilities befothe treatment and a post-test was

administrated again after the treatment.

3.1. Participants

A total of 66 Iragi sophomore students studyingimyrthe 2016-2017 academic year at
Salahaddin University in northern Iraq participatedhe current study. Table 1 below displays
the demographic characteristics of both control exjkrimental group participants in terms of

gender, mother tongue, and years of English study.

Table 1. Demographic characteristics of both assiggroups

Demographic characteristics of participants Control Group (n=32) Experimental Group
(n=34)
F % F %

Gender Male 10 31 10 29
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Female 22 69 24 71
Mother tongue Kurdish 24 75 30 85
Arabic 7 22 3 12
Turkish 1 3 1 3
How long they have been 1-2 years 23 72 21 62
studying English? 3-5 years 6 19 38 23
> 5 years 3 9 5 15

As seen in Table 1, participants included 66 sttglesmo ranged in age from 20 to 22
years. All had willingly decided to participate this study. They were native speakers of
Kurdish, Arabic, and Turkish and had one year giesgience studying English, their average
level being between B1 (Intermediate English) ar@l ®pper-Intermediate). This study
utilized convenience sampling, which is the moshown type of sampling in L2 research and
is usually employed when the characteristics ofpduicipants are related to the purpose of the
investigation (DoOrnyei, 2007). There were threessds of participants, and only two
sophomore writing classes were selected from SdthhdJniversity’s College of Languages
English Department to serve as the context forghidy. One class was assigned as the control
group, which contained a total of 32 learners (@ra)y while the other class was selected as
the experimental group and included 34 studentsy®R2).Both groups were taught by the
same instructor who possessed four years of exyeri@ teaching English writing and held an
MA degree in TEFL, Applied Linguistics, and Englidliterature. Meanwhile, it was the
researcher’s responsibility (with the consultatadrthe instructor) to make the video materials
and afterward upload them for students.

The control group students were instructed viaditranal” delivery in a class in which
the instructor was the dominant speaker and did wfafe speaking while the students played
a more passive role as the receivers of the knagelelth the control group, the teacher was the
source of knowledge and input.

The experimental group students were instructedR@4 in which they were more
active than the control group and tried to discdtierknowledge on their own. They were more
autonomous when compared to the control group stad&hey were expected to listen to the
videos, understand the provided knowledge and pinactice that knowledge in the classroom.
Both groups were studying EFL and expected to actvda the next level of study (junior
year). As for the interview, a total of ten papents (six males and four females) were

included voluntarily, and these were also partictpaf the experimental group.
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3.2. Data collection tools

Data were collected through the pre and post teetgyned by the researchers, a questionnaire
previously used by Mireille (2014) and semi-struetlinterviews.

Writing Pre- and post test# writing test used by the researcher to examireeinfluence of
FCI on the writing skills of learners was createcigreement with the instructor and two other
instructors based the on pre-selected textbbdlongman Academic Writing Seribg Alice
Oshima and Ann Hogue. First, the students of bathigs were asked to write a 100-200-word
paragraph on the topic “The use of the Internetdacation.” The same pre-and post-tests were
administered under timed conditions using pen apep and students were required to finish
during class time. In order to evaluate and analyme pre-and post-tests, the researcher
adopted a rubric used by Paola (2011) based osyttabdus that both groups were being taught
during the study. The rubric evaluated subjectspomses on five different levels: (1) topic
sentence, (2) supporting details, (3) organizadod transitions, (4) language use, and (5)
mechanics. These features were the standardsdongdearners’ writing abilities, and each of
these features was marked on a scale valued frton20points. To ensure the reliability and
validity of the rubric, the researcher gave the sgaragraph to four English teachers to score
it based on the adopted rubric. Based on the etvatuaf each teacher, the adopted rubric was
proven to be reliable and valid for scoring the- aued post-tests.

FCI Questionnaire:To investigate learners’ attitudes towards FClguestionnaire
previously used by Mireille (2014) was adopted rafiempletion of the FCI program to gather
data from the participants. The questionnaire ¢oathtwo major sections: in the first segment
of the questionnaire, the participants of the expental group were asked to give demographic
information while in the second segment they wesieed to respond to ten items using a three-
point Likert scale that ranges from “disagree” {dJ'agree” (3). The aim of the questionnaire
was to gather data about Iragi EFL students’ opmidowards the FCI program. The
questionnaire was employed to the experimentalgeduhe end of the study.

Interviews: After completing the questionnaire, semi-struaturmterviews were
conducted with 10 participants from the experimegtaup to gain deeper knowledge of their
unique experiences and more input from the learmadasut their opinions of FCI. The
interviews included four open-ended questions, wede all translated into the participants’
mother tongue (Kurdish) because the volunteers wahg Kurdish participants. They were
interviewed individually during the class sessiang interviews were recorded and transcribed
for analysis. The interview questions were as fedip

1. What do you think about the use of the flipped sl@asm instruction?
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2. Did the Flipped Instruction improve your ability verite in English or did it cause
no improvement? Explain.
3. How do you describe yourself as a participant eREI?

4. What are the drawbacks of the Flipped Instruction?

3.3. Materials and procedure

The FCI program was implemented over an eight-wekefation at the research site among 34
sophomore EFL students in writing classes. Theabbge of the FCI program was to teach
students how to identify the parts of a paragrapbluding an appropriate topic sentence,
supporting sentences and a concluding sentences imguortantly the unity and coherence of
the paragraph. The students were instructed anghpé for class by viewing the created
videos through YouTube educational channels related toctmeent topic of study. All the
prepared videos for this research study were uplbad a closed Facebook Social Media
Community in which only experimental participantgere enrolled. During the class, rather
than attending the lecture to listen, the participavere involved in activities provided in the
book and patrticipated in realistic applicationshsas group work and pair work in the presence
of the instructor. Furthermore, the same teachamgdule, textbook, and content were used for
both groups, who were taught by the same instruEtmrexperimental group students who had
no internet connection, the instructional videosrevavailable on flash drives and DVDs,

which they could borrow in order to watch at home.

3.4. Data analysis

After receiving the completed pre-tests, the redearand the instructor individually scored the
students’ responses based on the created rubrien\Wie difference between the two assessors
was more than 3 points, another English instruetas asked to grade the same pre-tests to
obtain an average score. Subsequently, the sancegsr@f evaluation was also conducted at
the end of the treatment with completed post-tésisndependent-samptetest was conducted

to examine whether any statistically significantfedence existed between the control and
experimental groups’ test scores.

The questionnaire was only employed to the expartal group at the end of the
treatment to find out their attitudes towards FlGie questionnaire items including Likert-type
responses were analysed by calculating the pegenfar each item.

According to Creswell and Plano Clark (2007), foe tanalysis of qualitative data, a

five-process technique is required that involveefyaring the data for analysis, exploring the
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data, analyzing the data, representing the datigsasnaand validating the data” (p. 129). Once
interviewees’ responses were verified and confirnmredlictive content analysis was conducted
for the classification of the data. In this typeamfalysis, “the general issues that are of interest
are determined prior to the analysis, but the $ijpecature of the categories and themes to be
explored are not predetermined” (Ezzy, 2002, p. 80psequently, coding was executed. Ezzy
(2002) defines this process as “disassembling eassembling the data process” (p. 94), which
means breaking the transcribed data into smakengtof text. After data was disassembled,
emergent themes were identified and categorized.qlialitative data enabled the researcher to

explore students’ unique experiences in a moreeptidmanner.

4. Findings
As stated earlier, the first research question guidbe contribution of FCI to the development
of EFL learners’ writing skills. Hence, the meatgnglard deviation, maximum and minimum

scores were calculated to describe each groupfesco

4.1. FCI contribution to the development of EFL leaners’ writing skills
Table 2 gives descriptive statistics of the contnotl the experimental group in pre-and post-

writing scores.

Table 2. Descriptive statistics for experimental aontrol groups

Groups Mean N Minimum Maximin Std. Deviation

Experimental Pre-test 4.35 34 2.0 8.0 1.85
Post-test 6.17 34 3.0 9.0 1.72

Control Pre-test 4.64 32 2.0 8.0 1.72
Post-test 5.31 32 3.0 9.0 1.76

As seen in the table above, the students in tperexental group performed better on
the post-test than the students in the controlgré&xamining the results more closely, it can
be seen that there is a remarkable improvemertdamtean test scores of students who had
received FCI in comparison to the small-changeltesfi students who had received traditional
in-class instruction. For example, students ingkperimental group had a mean average that
increased from i:4.35, N=34, SD=1.85 ta =6.17, N=34, SD=1.72), whereas the mean
average of students in the control group only $lygincreased fromi =4.64, N=32, SD=1.72

to x =5.31, N=32, SD=1.76).
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4.2. The difference between FCI and traditional inguction among Iraqi EFL students
In order to identify differences in writing skilleetween the control group and the experimental
group prior to the FCI treatment, an independentpdat-test was conducted. The results are

presented in Table 5 below.

Table 3. Difference between experimental and cbghaups before the FCI program

Groups N Mean SD t-value P-value
Experimental 34 4.35 1.85

-.653 0.51
Control 32 4.64 1.72

Table 3 shows that the scores of the pre-testsdidvary much before participants

received FCI, which indicates that no statisticalignificant difference existed between the

pre-tests of the experimentai €4.35, N=34, SD=1.85) and control group@=(4.64, N=32,
SD=1.72) and (T=-.653, P=0.51). In other wordsdstis in both groups exhibited similar
writing abilities before the application of the gyu

In order to examine the difference between bothugsoafter the FCI treatment, an

independent-samptetest was employed, and the results are display@dble 6 below.

Table 4. Difference between experimental and cbgnaups after FCI program

Groups N Mean SD t-value P-value
Experimental 34 6.17 1.72

2.013 0.048
Control 32 5.31 1.76

As demonstrated in Table 4, an independent-sat¥tpkd revealed that at the end of the
FCI program there was a significant difference leewthe mean scores of the experimental

group (X =6.17, N=34, SD=1.72) and the control group £5.31, N=32, SD=1.76). This
indicates that there existed a statistically sigarit difference between the two groups on the
post-tests (T=2.013, P=0.048). In fact, the resoltthe post-tests indicate that the difference
between the mean scores is largely attributableCb the t-test helped to demonstrate that the
post-test results of students in the experimentadug (P<0.05) showed significant

improvement.
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4.3. lragi EFL learners’ attitudes toward FCI
In order to identify the attitudes of Iragi EFL pservice teachers toward FCI, the frequency

and percentage of item scores were calculatedrencesults are displayed below:

Table 5. Learners’ opinions of FCI according to the questionaire

Disagree Undecided Agree
N ltems

F % F % F %
1 The flipped instruction allows me to prepare for agss in advance. 3 88 8 235 23677
Through the prepared videos, | have enough timectpire the senten

2 5 147 12 353 17 50
structures.

3 I _feel more confident to ask for clarificationseaftvatching the prepart 5 147 8 235 21 618
videos.

4 | feel more confident about my learning due togdép instruction. 15 441 1 29 18 52.9

5 Flipped instruction made it easier for me to ansavet write the test. 10 294 15 441 9 26.4

6 My writing strategies are better as | have moresttmapply the learnin 8 235 2 59 24 706
in class.

7 |feel l am more in charge of my learning throufippfed instruction. 15 441 7 20.6 12 35.2

8 | feel that flipped instruction has not helped rmala 18 529 8 235 8 235

9 | understand more when the teacher explains irsclas 12 353 5 14.7 17 50

10 1 like to write in class to get instant feedbaabnfr my teacher. 8 235 7 20.6 19 55.9

The findings in Table 5 are elaborated togetheh whe findings gathered from the
interviews and displayed in Table 6 below. Ten shid from the experimental group were
interviewed, and the themes and topics discovereenvstudents were asked to explain their

attitudes about the use of FCI are presented below:

Table 6. Students’ views about the use of FCI

Questions Themes F

The use of the FCI Providing more time for practising daily 4
Providing easily accessible learning 8
Being interesting, motivating 6

Improving students’  Getting immediate feedback from teacher 5

writing abilities

Improving more interaction between peers ang
teacher

Increasing quality of teaching 3
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Students describing .
themselves in class using Active and engaged 6
Flipped Instruction
Motivated 4
Self-independent 5
The drawbacks of FCI Slow internet connection 7
The quality of videos 6
Social factors 3
Unawareness of using technology 4

As demonstrated in Table 6, when responding to keabout 68% of students believed
that FCI allowed them to prepare for their class in adea This finding is supported by some
students (N=4), as seen in Table 3. One patrticigtated the following:

“It makes me concentrate more, it makes learnirsjeeand it saves time for study and practice.’) (S1

As demonstrated in Table 6, in reference to Iterh&f of the students believabat
through the prepared videos, they had enough tmnactjuire the sentence structurdhis

belief is supported by interview responses (N=8)p@e participant explained:
“It helps me to be prepared well before taking rega | can watch the videos anytime and
anywhere.” (S10)

On Items 3 and 4, when students were asked abeiuiekiel of self-confidenca@lmost
62% of the students believed that FCI had increasmdidence, and approximately 53%
expressed an increase in involvement in their lagrnThese findings are verified by the

interview as well (N=6). Two of them claimed addals:
“| feel more focus on my learning and | feel resgible and active in my learning during the classeti
and at home.” (S2)
“I am trying more to participate and depend on rifyselearn not even in classroom but also outside

of classroom.” (S6)

As shown in Table 6, when responding to Iltem 5ual#y% of students believed that
FCI made it easier to write the testhile almost 30% of students disagreed. In refeeeto
Item 6, almost 71% of students reported ihaihey had more time to apply their learning in
class, their writing strategies would be bet#s previously mentioned, FCI utilizes class time
more for practicing real-world skills rather thaocfising on the theoretical components of
language. This finding proves that FCI even incesdke quality of teaching for better learning
through more practice, which is verified by threfetloe interview responses (N=3). One

participant commented as follows:
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“It can provide more information than traditionahyy it is like a tutor for every student at homgs9)

Item 7 is also noteworthy as it relatesstadents’ independence through F@#4% of
students did not believe that FCI made them maspamsible for their learning. Only 32% of
students believed this to be true. This phenomeoaitd possibly be related to the age of the
learners, who were still in the process of develgpnaturity. In reference to Item 8, 53% of
students rejected the view tH&E1 had not helped them at alwhich means that more than half
of students’ writings had been improved due to B@d, according to them, it was a useful
method of teaching. Additionally, when respondiadtem 9, which regarded tlavareness of
learners’ comprehension when the instructor givaseaplanation in class50% of students
preferred the instructor to give an explanatioclass despite whether or not they favored FCI
on the other questionnaire items. A probable redsonthis is associated with the Iraqi
community and tradition in which students have gksvheen taught with the presence of a
teacher in class rather than via technology us&hnik still new to the country. In reference to
Item 10, almost 60% of students intendedutitize class for writing to get direct corrections
from their instructoy while nearly 23% disagreed. This finding alsoified the notion of FCI
that advocates more time to improve interactiorwbeh teachers and students and among
students as well. This finding is also supportedhsyparticipants in the interview (N=5). For

instance, two participants expressed the followiiegvs:

“Because | can get feedback right from teacher wheaake a mistake, not from my friends. They might
be wrong.” (S8)

“I had more time to practice and communicate withalassmates and my teacher.” (S4)

Moreover, six of the students commented that FCdbkd interesting and easy
learning It was also motivating and encouraging. One studeplagred it in the following
way:

“It assists me to understand easily, it's usefuthrod to understand the lessons, it is fun and iexcit

(S7)

Furthermore, four students defined themselves ag)bmotivated, and they believed
that FCI had increased their motivation and en#smitoward learning. One student claimed
the following:

“I define myself as motivated student, | am excigdbut learning activities with my classmates aryd m

teachers, and | don't feel shy to answer whendhetter questions.” (S3)
Moreover, some students commented that slow intezoenection was a problem
(N=7) as one student explained it in the followingy:

“Internet connection in Iraq is very slow and | naheven have access to the internet within thepcam

in all Iragi universities.” (S7)
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Additionally, six students reported that the quabf the videos was a problem. For
example, some of them were grainy and unclear, lwihnade FCI boring for them. One

participant stated the following:
“Maybe it is related to the videos, if it is toalg or not clear, then the method would be borigg2)

In addition, three students thought that sociadi@cwere a barrier which might source
from the culture and tradition of the communityud&nts at that age still depend on their

parents in Irag. One student explained it as fatow
“I am restricted to use internet at home, my parerduld not let me to be online most of the tim85)

Furthermore, four students reported that little Wisalge of technology use was a

barrier. One student explained it in the followimgy:
“I don’t know how to use the internet for educati@specially this method of knowledge needs trginin
before” (S3).
As demonstrated by the interview responses, FChtaantages due to its allowance of

classroom time for more practice and easy accesshject matter whenever needed; therefore,
FCl may increase students’ motivation and excitanteward learning. Students felt that
having access to the videos 24 hours a day wae quditantageous. They emphasised instant
feedback from their teacher but not from classmatesording to them, FCI increased their
interactions among their teacher and their peeks tduprior knowledge of subject matter,
which helped them to build their confidence andnowe their understanding of the content
while increasing their levels of motivation, engagst, and self-independence as well. FCI
also urged them to challenge the subject mattese ravareness of their needs at their own
pace, and strive to participate in classroom a@wiwithout being worried, embarrassed, or
shy. It also provided them with opportunities torkvoollaboratively and cooperatively in order

to improve engagement and their learning

5. Discussion

Based on the data obtained from students’ respdodbe questionnaires and interviews, it can
be determined that most learners had positive opsbf FCI, and a remarkable number of
students described themselves as more motivatdéaiosdident, active, engaged in classroom
activities thanks to FCI. There was a clear reitectof learner engagement and a better
interaction among students who felt better configdein their achievements and abilities

through FCI. These characteristics, which wereedtdty many students who received FCI,
were not only reflected by the questionnaires amdrviews but also by an improvement in

their grades on the writing test. These findinggraith Adedoja (2016), who found that the
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attitude of pre-service teachers was positivelyfamour of flipped instruction and FCI
promoted active learning strategies and provideckropportunity for deep interaction not only
with the learning materials but also with classmeatad instructor due to prior knowledge of
content. Similarly, they are in line with the finds of the study conducted by Nouri (2016),
who witnessed the effect of FCI on promoting stuasmgagement and a more active approach
to learning.

According to the results of this study, FCI camtcibute to developing EFL pre-service
teachers’ writing skills. This finding is in lineithr a study conducted by Mireille (2014), who
found that FCI can contribute to improving learngnr@des on English writing proficiency
tests. Accordingly, a study conducted by Ayoub @d@dicated that most errors made by Iraqi
EFL learners were due to teaching methods and aithéitional factors such as limited class
time, enthusiasm, motivation, and independenceetralb of students, all of which led to their
boredom. Therefore, productive instruction appreachre essential to improve the writing
skills of Iraqi EFL learners. In this context, F@dsitively impacts learners’ writing abilities in
a collaborative environment. Instruction can eitberan obstacle or a chance for learning.
Class preparation and instructional videos delojgportune time for learners to comprehend
the ruling concepts that control their writing.

The findings also demonstrate that the currerdysta consistent with the theoretical
assumptions of cognitive language learning andrdthe of attention and noticing in second
language acquisition (Saville-Troike, 2012; Schm&lt Ellis in Robinson, 2001). The
improvement of learners’ writing skills is largebccredited to the influence of noticing,
without which “there is little if any learning” (Ranson, 2001, p. 11). Students’ mental input
increases when methodological instruction is chdraged enhanced to fulfill their necessities
and demands. In this case, language becomes aasier,recognizable, and more overt for
them. In addition, the results of the researchatse parallel with the theory of constructivism.
Experimental group participants could form theinddasting memories more effectively by
using inductive instruction techniques to advarmeartwriting abilities.

This study is also consistent with studies coretigh Turkey that investigated FCI in
the Turkish EFL context (Ekmekci, 2017). The fingnindicated that those students who
studied under the new model of teaching outperfdrthese who studied under the traditional
teaching method. The current results also arecgordance with a study conducted in Japan by
Leis et al. (2015), who flipped their English wmii composition classroom to investigate the
effectiveness of FCI. Overall, it has been proveat tFCI results in substantially greater

enhancements in the writing abilities of students.
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6. Final conclusions and implications for the futue

Throughout the recent years, technology use gdpenals been at the core of education,
especially for linguistic instruction. The analyses this study’s findings prove that FCI
improves students’ writing abilities more than d@esraditional method of instruction. It is
obvious that the flipped classroom creates a mturdest-centred atmosphere and increases
learners’ autonomy, which is necessary for meetimg demands of 2%century students
(Marchionda, Bateiha, and Autin, 2014). The outcemeé the study have also verified the
hypothesis that learners are more involved ande@churing FCI compared with lecture-based
instruction. According to participants’ views, Fé€iabled them to become more motivated and
more autonomous in their language acquisition. &@icates class duration for activities by
having students preview the lesson prior to clamb employs various instructional strategies
rather than theoretical explanation. In this manstardents have the opportunity to preview
class content several times to comprehend keyrfssatin FCI, students devote a great quantity
of in-class time to practicing what they have bésstructed via instructional videos. This
promotes active, independent, and collaborativenieg in the classroom. Similarly, the
teachers feel more confident and direct studentisowt being frustrated or worried about the
time aspect, which is always an issue in tradifiomstruction. More in-class time is created in
which the teacher can give individual feedbackrexirmistakes, and explain misconceptions.
In fact, the policy behind FCI makes it clear tladped learning is more than just recording
video-lectures. Classroom duration can be employeck efficiently and profitably by dealing
with each student individually.

The outcomes of the study indicate that implenmgnCl in writing classes is an
effective way of improving Iraqgi EFL learners’ wng skills. Future research into this topic
should seek to examine the impact of FCI on the i class feedback and students’
motivation in writing skills. The findings of theugstionnaire and interviews confirm that FCI
IS more engaging than traditional methods, andestisdare more in favor of FCl as well.

This study has several implications for the futafewriting instruction. The creative
method utilized has not yet been followed in ursitgr writing classrooms in Irag. It
encourages educators to employ learner-focusedoagipes in which students have more
chances to participate equally in the content b@resented and practiced. During the FCI
treatment of this study, it was observed that #errers experienced growth in their class
participation, which is an additional benefit oistapproach.

This study also urges a reconsideration of unityefands and structure to enable such a

teaching method at universities. Similarly, it segig a more prominent and directed use of
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technology among university EFL students as webtaslents of other disciplines. There is a
necessity for more conferences and opportunitiesEfeL instructors to acquire knowledge
regarding FCI and similar approaches.

This study also has some recommendations for futgearch. It has introduced some
interesting findings regarding the effect of FCI @eveloping writing skills. However, it was
conducted only in one department in a universitusl future studies might involve additional
departments, more universities, or more levels aiication. Since this study focused on
sophomore EFL learners in an Iraqgi setting, futsitedies might consider different levels of

students and a larger number of participants toesddvariations in writing.
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Abstract

Nowadays, social media are dominating the life @fgle. Facebook has become noticeably
widespread among the youth, and students in pticiResearch has indicated that

Facebook could be an effective platform for langubgarning. This study, therefore, comes

to explore the effects of Facebook-assisted tegatinlearning English for specific purposes

by students at the University of Tabuk, Saudi AzabA sample of 64 students from the

Faculty of Business Administration, taking a BuskeLetters course in English, were

divided into a Facebook-tutored group and a tradii classroom tutored group and were
given the same vocabulary content. The two grougre \given pre- and post-tests to measure
their vocabulary learning, and were subjected tinterview to gauge their attitudes towards

the instructional methods which were put to useweleer, no significant difference between

the two groups was found in terms of achievemerdpite of the positive response and the
high satisfaction level the Facebook-tutored sttslesihowed towards the use of such a
platform.

Keywords: social media; Facebook; English language learning

1. Introduction

In the recent years, information technologies araas media, in particular, have affected the
life of Saudis, in general, and the educational momity in particular. It is due to their

different forms which help people communicate irimas ways: such as blogs, social
networks (Facebook), microblogs (Twitter), wikis ikgedia), video podcasts, and photo
sharing (Instagram and Snapchat). Such applicaéen&acebook, Twitter, YouTube, and
WhatsApp have massively boosted social interachiah information sharing within student
and teacher communities alike. The reason behiisdettpansion might well be the human
craving for discovery, boundless connection ancharge of information and opinion with

other users with the same interests. Social med@ications allow users to cross the
boundaries of their countries, connect and exptiessiselves on a global scale (Thorne,
2010).
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It follows that the possibilities offered by socialedia nowadays could also be
linguistically rewarding for users, be they studeat educators, as these media interactions
are bound to take place either within the sameulstgz communities or across different ones.
Facebook, as one of those media, has been glotzalked as one of the most used social
platforms ever created with 1.86 billion users éfamok.com). It has come to vyield
unprecedented opportunities for foreign languagehters and learners alike, as it offers them
the possibility to exchange limitless numbers oft tenessages, images, and videos. Such
options can give those users and language learnepsyticular, the opportunity to practice
with new texts and learn new vocabulary througlerattion, especially if it extends over
time. As regards educators, they can benefit framebook by using it as a platform to post
different kinds of materials (texts, images, grapdusd video), to be worked upon, edited,
added to and shared among their students to atii#nded objectives. Hence, the teaching
experience can be more accessible and centereddasbudents, as more room is given to
learners to collaborate and an atmosphere of c@ifjvand creativity is enhanced among
them (Selwyn, 2012).

The research interest in Facebook is growing duéstincreasing popularity and the
possibilities it gives teachers and students toesihd@ormation and learn from each other.
Facebook remains the most popular social netwarkounting for 71% of Internet users
(Balakrishnan & Lay, 2016). It has about 1.8 billiasers around the world and 14 million
users in Saudi Arabia, 7 milion of whom are agectween 18 and 29
(www.globalmediainsight.com). This considerableufig can be ascribed to the possibilities
Facebook provides for its users to share a largauatof data and communicate with friends.
Besides, Facebook allows its users to send andveepeompt messages and mail and is an
efficient means of information sharing, socialipatiand adaptation to university life among
students and instructors (Roblyer et al., 2010etval., 2010; Bowers-Campbell, 2008). In the
same vein, Blattner and Fiori (2009) found that dbmok helped students improve their
socio-pragmatic competence. Lee (2006) arguesRaeebook use enhanced students’ oral
proficiency, vocabulary acquisition, and syntactomplexity in the Korean language.
Derakshan and Hasanabbasi (2015) claims that Fakegiyomoted students’ communication
and language skills. Yet, studies on the impactFatebook on Arab students’ English
language acquisition, especially in KSA, are séte and the existing ones remain too general
as they do not focus on specific language areds.should give us the legitimacy to embark
on a study that would focus on the effects of Faokhuse on ESP students’ achievement in

English as a second language, especially in thersgif vocabulary learning.
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2. Literature review

2.1. Social media import and usage at university \el
Various studies have dealt with social media abdityg and the new horizons they have
created, especially for the youths (Lin et al., @0Dut of these media, YouTube and Flickr
are used to share visual materials, Facebook an#tedin provide social networking,
Wikipedia specializes in the development of coll@boe knowledge and Twitter in
microblogging (Balakrishnan & Lay, 2016). For Lin &. (2016), social media, such as
Facebook, Twitter, and YouTube, not only give ushes possibility to generate information
but also to share it with other users around theeal

In view of their proliferation and the possibilgi¢hey provide, researchers have called
for the use of social media in the field of edumat{Everson et al., 2013; Greenhow &
Robelia, 2009; Roblyer et al., 2010). Balakrishaad Lay (2016) report that Facebook and
YouTube have been used “within and outside clagssofor teaching purposes, such as to
upload educational videos or learning materialsstadents”. Such action has been taken due
to the popularity of these media among students wé® them to complement and thus
enhance their classroom learning due to their easd speed of communication.
Consequently, it can be argued that users’ att#tudipend on medium functionality and
students’ environment. Attitude is, in turn, detared by users/students’ learning style. By
environment, we mean the opportunities the studeat® to communicate in English as a
second language, which will partly determine theerourse to social media to fulfill their
communicative needs within a meaningful setting.itAlsas been investigated by Chartrand
(2012), students who have limited time for real lisihgcommunication can be encouraged
use to the Internet to upgrade their English laggueommunicative skills. As to students’
learning styles, as it is argued here, they patdiermine the degree and manner in which
those students use social media. Balakrishnan @G) explore the effect of these styles on
their intentions to use social media for learnikigre particularly, the researchers studied the
causes behind students’ intentions to use socidianfer learning, as this phenomenon has
been gaining ground among university students.

Balakrishnan and Lay (2016) underline the importaotcteachers’ awareness of their
students’ learning styles and their effect on dogiadia usage. The researchers base their
view on the Social Learning Theory (SLT), which p®shat learning is most effective when

learners are allowed to observe and interact witlerdearners, as well as form or participate
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in small study groups compared to the lectureehéng styles (Bandura, 2002; Gong et al.,
2014). They argue that “this theory has become lpopuith the widespread use of social
media and mobile technology” (Balakrishnan & La@18, p. 810). Out of the three types of
learning styles — participatory, independent, aolfaborative — Balakrishnan et al. (2015)
advance that students with a participatory learsityte might favor Facebook and YouTube
as learning tools as they permit them to acquiferimation from their peers anywhere and
virtually instantaneously. As such, these medialwamjuite appealing for such a category of
students.

Independent learners, too, can benefit from sougdia, as these students tend to rely
on themselves in retrieving information when they @ccess it, either through Facebook or
YouTube. According to Umrani-Khan and lyer (200%ed after Balakrishnan and Lay,
2016), such learners tend to prefer independemlysself-paced work, or special projects
based on their interests. Besides, the practicahty omnipresence of social media can give
them the possibility to decide about their studhestules. As collaborative students are
generally extroverts, they are not concerned aboahymity. Hence, Facebook, Twitter, and
YouTube can facilitate their collaboration and mmi@tion exchange by providing platforms
for their discussions. Therefore, such sites cansbecessfully exploited to enhance

collaborative learning.

2.2. Effects of Facebook use on students’ Englishniguage skills

With the interaction opportunities Facebook offéss users, it is the embodiment of the
social-interactionist approach to language acdarsédvocated by Lantolf (2000), in keeping
with Wgotsky (1978). Facebook can provide langusegeners with new prospects of real
time cultural and linguistic interchange (Harris&mhomas, 2009; Harrison, 2013esides,
from an ecological perspective, which views contexfundamental to language learning (van
Lier, 2004), thanks to the contextual clues it juies and the conversational features it
provides, Facebook can represent ideal sites glukge learning. Cain and Policagd011),
following Gibson (1979), evoke the use of affordesycdefined as objects, places, events or
things, by students, with the help of their teashiermaximize language learning. In he recent
years, affordances have come to be embodied inpgedgiormance mobile devices, which
have enhanced connection and interaction featupgsyiding learners with more
opportunities of target language contact, thus rdmuting to the improvement of their

academic performance.
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One fundamental interaction pre-requisite is theuastion of target language
vocabulary. Sim and Pop (2014) focus on the effettsocial media, notably Facebook, in
developing students’ English vocabulary. Besidesjat media were shown to be effective in
developing the areas of language production, apgsed by Chartrand (2012). Chartrand
argues, following Swain (2007), that productionais integral part of language learning.
Chartrand claims that social media can assist stade learning the language through the use
of podcasts and videos. In the same vein, Woo .e{28l07) maintain that multimedia
materials can enhance students’ motivation to I¢&aenlanguage. Kamnoetsin (2014) found
that the Facebook platform assisted students irldping their grammar, vocabulary, and
writing, as it helped them share information andua®@ new knowledge. Moreover, the
platform proved to be useful in updating studeisua modifications regarding their courses,
as an online information center. Facebook, theegfasas shown by the above studies to be a
useful tool for enhancing language skills such asing and reading. In writing, users may
gain experience through composing various messagesn reading they have the chance to
read a variety of new messages. Thus, they haveoppertunity to learn new words in

authentic contexts.

2.3. Is social media use beneficial all the time?

While certain researchers and educators lamentsthecity of empirical research which
addresses the question of social media as faoil#taif language learning (Stevenson & Liu,
2010; Lamy & Zourou, 2013; Zourou, 2012); othersenaelaimed that the use of social media
by university students is more harmful than bemgficSelwyn (2012) argues that social
media are not always used for the good causefarelearning. He cites Selwyn (2009) who
found that 95% of Facebook interactions involving Students were not related to their
academic concerns. Instead, the study proved hloaetstudents tend to use social media to
deal with ordinary subjects. In keeping with Wayagital. (2005), Nicholas et al. (2009) and
Selwyn (2012) advance that students, generallpadase social media for academic reasons,
and that the applications they have recourse toolonatch their academic level, as they tend
to be simple and therefore do not necessitate ihighectual aptitude.

In the same vein, Tariq et al. (2012) claim thati@omedia use affected negatively
Pakistani students’ academic achievement, as #tadents’ were drawn towards chatting and
subjects that had nothing to do with their educatidkram and Albalawi (2016) found that
Facebook distracted Saudi students and therefayatinely affected their concentration and

academic achievement. Amidst the above claims auohter claims, the present research
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comes to verify if and when social media in geneasld Facebook in particular, affect
students’ achievement at the University of Tabukthie area of second language acquisition,

particularly that of English vocabulary learning.

3. The study

This upsurge of social media use and the opporésnit has come to offer have urged us to
embark on a study that would disclose the effeftsogial media use on Saudi students’
English language achievement. More specificallg, isearch concerns a population of ESP
students at the University of Tabuk, a modern anbigous university in the north of Saudi
Arabia, which has sought to develop its studentshpetences especially in the area of
English language. The area which the present resedeems fundamental for students
studying business English is the acquisition otglzed vocabulary and terms necessary in
their field and crucial for their graduation.

The present research, therefore, will focus maamythe effects of Facebook use on
those students’ achievement in the area of Englstabulary acquisition. To verify the
effects that Facebook might have on learning, gmeemental study was conducted on a
sample of students at the Faculty of Business Aditnation. The sample involved two
groups of students; one in the first semester amathar in the second semester of the
academic year 2016/2017. Each of the groups wel dwided into an experimental group
(A) and a control group (B). The two groups took game course, which is Business Letters.
It was assumed that significant differences werbedound between the two groups (A and
B) in terms of vocabulary learning; the one whichswaught via the Facebook platform and

the other which took the same course in a traditiclassroom.

3.1. Methodology

In terms of its epistemological position, this stuabopts an interpretivist stance based on
social media assisted language learning. In faaterpretive research began to gain
prominence in the research about information systeny at the dawn of the 1990s, when
Orlikowski and Baroudi (1991) remarked that thesiptetive paradigm made only a tiny part
of the literature and published works. The emergeaidhe interpretative trend in Information
Systems Research is linked to the fact that a nurabeesearchers have questioned the
application of positive precepts in the field otsd phenomena research by exposing a range

of problems related to this inadequate deploym8&mce then, they have called for the
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adoption of interpretative approaches, assumingahanformation system is both a social
and a technical entity (Walsham, 1995).

Moreover, by bringing together social media platierand language learning an
interactive waythis approach to language teaching might help tovaite students to engage
in communicative activities which would ultimatednphance their language skills and bring
about learning. Students could be enabled to engagauch as possible in activities which
require the use of language, and thus result imileg. The research question is to be
answered using data gathered through a qualitatigéhod through a work done with a
population of students taking a Business Lettensrsm at the University of Tabuk. The
qualitative method provides complex textual deswns of how people experience in a given
research issue. Through this method, the reseaoareidentify intangible factors such as
socioeconomic status, social norms, gender rolbsjcity, and religion, whose role in the

research issue may not be readily apparent.

3.2. Design and data collection procedures

The data collection was mainly done through sem&etive interviews with participants, but
also through passive observation and comparisamenfresults of pre- and post-tesihe
rationale behind such choices was to diversify thehniques of investigation and data
collection in order to have as much information @sssible for better triangulation
possibilitiesThe choice of semi-structured interviews for Grduptudents is due to the fact
that such interviews allow the researcher to elatenthe interviewees’ reservations and
encourage them to speak the truth. The interviearg\an opportunity for students to express
themselves freely, but they were under the researclcontrol on specific questions
(Wacheux, 1996). This is because when researcleyghe role of the thematic guide, they
help respondents express their thoughts, remina thfetheir latest remarks, and refocus the
conversation. Ultimately, these interviews aim athgring students’ beliefs, opinions and
expectations regarding the pedagogical conteriteoFacebook page.

An experimental study was conducted on a total 4fs@udents belonging to the
Faculty of Business Administration over two semessia 2016/17. The first group, which
consisted of 26 students, took the course in tiegemester. The second group, which had 38
students, took it in the second semester. Eachobrtke two groups was in turn evenly
divided into two groups; the experimental groupo(gr A) and the control group (group B).
These students took the Business Letters courSeghsh over the academic year 2016-2017.

It was assumed that significant differences in teohachievement would be found between
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the two groups; the one using social media to leagabulary and the other that underwent
traditional classroom tutoring for the same purpose

The subjects were third-year students seeking tairkiheir Bachelor Degree in
management science from the Faculty of Businessiddiration at the University of Tabuk,
KSA. They took English language foundation counsessiously, in the % and 29 years of
their studies. They were supposed to have acquinedbasic linguistic knowledge of
vocabulary and grammar to write and speak in Ehglisshould be noted that the acquisition
of English is a priority for Saudi students wishitm pursue their post-graduate studies,
especially for those who wish to do it abroad, atefican, British or Australian universities
As regards the selection of the sample, it was nigdeasoned choice in order to reflect the
diversity of opinions concerning the effects of &amok use on the students’ learning of
business English vocabulary.

At the beginning of the first semester of the acaideyear 2016-2017 a Facebook
group was set up for the Business letter coursesalae (for group A only). The group was
asked to follow the Facebook page for updates awv materials and information regarding
the course. Although the posts were clear, coraniskorganized, students were encouraged to
interact with each other and with the teacher sedaey encountered any difficulties related
to language or other aspects of the materialsat¢h this group was exposed to videos and
posts in English. The videos contained series @gies, objects and scenes in which the
targeted vocabulary items were used, supportedobgcsand subtitled text (e.g. CV, cover
letter, Job offer, supply order, quotations, plisg etc.).

Group B took the same vocabulary content but thnogditional in-class teaching,
using textbooks and board. The same was done iseitend semester with the group of 38
students. By the end of the course, all 64 studenisdd have learnt the same vocabulary
items and were asked to do the same assignmertts gBmups were given the same pre- and
post-tests. The assigned tests consisted of 10phedtthoice questions each. The objective of
the pre-test was to assess the students’ backgronmaledge of words. The pre-test was
administered after the course ended as a postetesisess the students’ learning of the new

vocabulary items.

3.3. Results and findings
The 64 students in both groups with their experirmeand control sub-groups (A and B)

were tested after they have taken the same colxseall, the results of the post-test showed
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the students’ modest level in Business English bolzay achievement. Indeed, the following

table highlights this trend over the two semesters.

Table 1. Pre-test results

Correct answers in pre-test Semester 1 Semester 2
10 0 0
9 0 2
8 1 2
7 1 1
6 2 4
5 4 9
4 7 9
3 6 2
2 2 4
1 0 3
0 3 2
Total number of students/ group 26 38

Table 2. Post-test results

Correct answers in post-test Semester 1 Semester 2

Groups A B A B

10 0 0 1 0

9 1 0 2 2

8 1 1 2 1

7 3 2 1 2

6 2 4 2 4

5 2 4 8 5

4 3 0 0 3

3 0 2 2 1

2 1 0 1 1

1 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0
13 13 19 19

Total number of students/ group 26 38

The results show that there are no great diffeebetwveen the two groups in terms of
achievement, which was nearly at the same leveth®mther hand, the results show a slight
improvement in students’ level after taking the rseuin both groups, in the traditional class
and the Facebook-supported class.

These results are also highlighted in the respoon$dsaterviewed students in the
experimental groups. Indeed, as one student ire tipesips said,

I am constantly connected to Facebook via my mgtfiene and | consult the group page on a

daily basis to see if there are new posts, andi¢ veewed the photos to better memorize some

of the course vocabulary items to improve my gradech is still fairly average.

Another student says
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the course is well explained in the classroom, roate pictures on the Facebook page make
memorization of the terms much easier, but | préfaditional explanation in the classroom
because once on Facebook | am attracted to otleowviand news instead of consulting Just the

group page. | end up wasting my time looking atothages and links.”

A third student points out that the existence g tourse cards with the pictures
makes it unnecessary for him to attend the tratifitectures in the classroom. He claims that
“there is everything on the Facebook page to ptgpeview and prepare for exams in such a
way that there is no need to attend the coursags¢ Another student’s view was that

the Facebook page with the explanation of the rbass teacher allowed me to better solve the
test questions. Besides, my marks have improvefthdl that Facebook can be used as an
entertainment tool but also as a teaching tool @mdition that we are well controlled by our

teacher.

The interviewees’ responses show that their vietwsutthe subject taught were
affected by Facebook use although the test redoltsot allow us to decide about the exact
nature of this influence (positive or negative)daven less on the possible pedagogical role
that social networks such as Facebook can playedar, the results reached do not allow us
to confirm the positive or negative effects of Hamek use, because the students’ opinions
remain rather mixed. Most of the interviewed studdmghlight their chronic weakness in
English and admit that they consult Facebook omily thasis not to follow the pedagogical
material posted for them to improve their knowledhge more to follow their friends’ news,
watch videos, play and entertain themselves i then way.

In this way, it can be argued that Facebook disratudents and disrupts their
learning process. This corroborates the findinggrefiious studies, such as the ones done by
Tarig et al. (2012) and Ketari and Khanum (2013jclv highlight the negative effects of
Facebook use on students’ concentration and tloaideanic careers. Yet, we have noted a
slight improvement in the results of some studebts; the first semester and 5 in the second
semester (Group A students who obtained 8 coresgtonses in the post-test). These students’
achievement in the pre-test was fairly averagéhe got only five correct answers. They had
used Facebook frequently for years and found aait tthe combination of the two learning
methods is conducive to improving their level. A of the students says, “the Facebook
page is interactive due to the videos which comt&gnal examples with captions, | can better
memorize certain terms because now | combine thém the visualized images”. Another

student says on the same subject:

thanks to my attendance in the classroom and tisés pn the Facebook page, | was able to

better understand the course and do the exerciees @asily. More importantly, | was able to
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have a good mark in the test. The Facebook pagedehe a lot in learning and mastering the

new vocabulary.

The students’ responses show that the content eofFtcebook page can help the
diffusion of knowledge via pedagogical videos pdstaline. Therefore, we can safely claim
that the Facebook platform can help students inptioeess of understanding and learning
English vocabulary. Thus, the findings of studieshsas the ones done by Roblyer et al.
(2010), Yang et al. (2011) and Novak et al. (201)ich emphasize the positive effect of
social networks on students’ learning, are corratsar However, in terms of post-test
results, not much was achieved.

The students who participated in the Facebook ingagenerally exhibited a positive
attitude toward this new type of learning expereendhe learning achievement of the
Facebook group was slightly better than that ofabwatrol group. Students’ attitudes towards
Facebook tutoring were on the whole positive asplagform provided them with a flexible
environment to communicate and share informatiooweéver, there was no significant
difference in terms of learning achievement betweacebook-assisted language learning and
traditional classroom teaching. Hence, we needdtinduish between students’ attitude and
receptivity towards the use of social media in laage learning and their actual achievement
in that area. The solution might be that our sttsl@eeed more motivation and scaffolding by
instructors to improve their achievement in theaasé English vocabulary learning. Besides,
it seems that further research is needed to bettderstand the effects of social media on
second language learning. It also seems that teacteed to fine tune their social media
assisted teaching strategies as they gain momghinisito the workings of such media and the
nature of students’ interaction with them. We hipa in the future, with the development of
more sophisticated strategies and methods, botleists attitudes and learning achievement
would be positively affected by social media useun universities.

4. Limitations of the present study and recommendabns for the future

The present study dealt with a limited number afdents (64) studying at the Business
Administration Faculty of the University of Tabukfocused only on the Facebook platform.

Still, more research is needed for a decisive wevthe exact effects of social media use on
foreign language learning in university settingsis) therefore, necessary to investigate the
educational use of social media further and constauconceptual model with dependent
variables to test the degree of the possible dmrtidn of Facebook, and even other

platforms, to the learning process, with the ineohent of more faculties and departments. In
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order to test this model, it would be imperativeetdarge the sample size by switching to a
guantitative methodology based on a positivist tem®logical approach, which requires a
large-scale survey at the university level. Suchapproach could be the subject of future
research developments for a wide exploration ofpgbssible impact of social networks on
students’ learning abilities and achievement.

Although the results of the present study werecootlusive, we still recommend that
universities adopt social media in their programsdtch up with their rapid proliferation and
students’ need for them. Studies into the effettsocial media on foreign language learning
have reached different results and some media @mwelkgbmight be extant. However, one
thing is certain: if learners at different levelene to use such media they have to be guided
and controlled to guarantee their principled useil®the way social media are to be utilized
should take into consideration the specific cultarad educational context, it should be the
subject of debates involving all concerned parispecially students, because if those media
are introduced into university curricula it is rm#cause they are in vogue but because they
are authentic and would really address studenesdsi@nd learning styles. Therefore, any
measure in that direction should be widely discdssed not imposed. Educators have to
make sure that students, who have become depeodetcial media, will interact with the
right people about the right subjects in the mpgrrapriate ways to maximize their learning.

Social media should also be adopted by universiteesause the concept of learning
itself is undergoing dramatic changes due to thepracedented development in
communication technology. Learning is no longerivithally accumulated by attending
teacher-centered lectures and tutorials; it is nbased on “principles of collective
exploration, play and innovation” (Selwyn 2012,)p.Boday, learning is seen as the learners’
aptitude to access databases and information hujdsre anywhere they need to. Students
nowadays live in a more dynamic, information-demsmicand connected world. They have
grown into information-hungry group-dependent indidals on the go, whose thirst for
knowledge can only be quenched by offering them phossibility to be socially and
scientifically connected to other communities adrleers around the globe, with whom they
can instantly exchange information to evolve intorenknowledgeable individuals. In terms
of concrete measure concerning those studentsuhleation of their assignments and co-
authored works should be reconsidered in the lagjhtheir use of social media (Selwyn,
2012). Ways to support and supervise students ssioigl media should be reconsidered and
traditional institutional courses should be repaekhvia motivating discussion groups or

pages monitored or moderated by leading students.
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5. Conclusion

The present study sought to show the effects adkowdia use, in particular Facebook, by a
sample of Business Administration students on tle@iming and achievement in the domain
of business vocabulary. The interviews with thaseents and their observation showed that
their attitudes towards Facebook-assisted teaakaérg on the whole positive. Yet, the overall
results of the post-test demonstrated their liméelkievement despite the slight improvement
they showed after taking the course in its two ieers (traditional and Facebook-assisted).
These results partly corroborate previous studiedirfgs (Tarig et al., 2012; Ketari &
Khanum, 2013).

Still, these results should not undermine the paliiy of our study for three reasons;
first this study was done in an Arab country, tlee KSA, which is known as a socio-
culturally conservative country where learning eefgn language (English in this case) is not
an easy task unless the learner spends some timmedantry where that language is spoken.
Therefore, local students have for long sufferednfichronic weakness in foreign languages,
which is partly due to their socio-cultural barseBecondly, the study focused on the domain
of business English vocabulary, and not generali§mgocabulary. Thirdly, the present study
findings allowed us to distinguish between the @ffeof Facebook tutoring, on the one hand
on students’ attitudes and motivation towards tharge taken, and on their achievement in
that course on the other.

Finally, despite the limited and inconclusive résubf Facebook use on students’
achievement, we believe that our universities ghadtch up with the rapid social and
technological changes, and if they want to gradsabelents who will become operative
citizens working for the good of their communityey have to cater for their needs, and give
them more responsibility in planning their learnirgtivities. In other words, if our
universities want to be in the service of their caumities, they should adjust to this new
culture of e-learning and consider its tenets whkesigning its curricula and programs.
Hence, the nature and function of higher educatlfauld be reappraised in the light of recent

developments in communication technology and sace&dia usage.
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Abstract

This study examined the extent to which EnglishaaEoreign Language (EFL) high-school
students believed mobile devices increase learrang learner satisfaction in the Thai
school/classroom context, and whether they aregpeepfor autonomous learning using these
devices. The participants were 277 students intehjgh-schools in Southern Thailand who
completed a questionnaire constructed around theammpetencies of 2kentury learning skills
and autonomous traits in relation to mobile devise. The findings indicated that students had
access/ability to use mobile devices, and eithezedjstrongly agreed that mobile devices increase
their learning potential and satisfaction, suggesthey are ready for autonomous learning using
mobile devices in partnership with their 21st ceptiearning skills. Recommendations are made
for teachers and policy-makers to allow studentsdmplement their learning using mobile
devices.

Keywords: mobile devices in EFL context; MALL; 21century learning skills; learner autonomy

1. Introduction
Mobile devices — digital, portable, and internetessible devices such as smartphones and
tablets — have become an integral part of modeilg bii@ with the potential to be used for
varied educational and learning activities (Nank&r®jalvo, 2010). There is much literature
(Squire & Dikkers, 2012; Thomas & Mufioz, 2016; Ttsmm, 2009; West & Vosloo, 2013)
highlighting the powerful learning which is possilily mobile devices, especially as support
in language acquisition (EF EPI, 2017; Godwin-Jor&l8). Mobile Assisted Language
Learning (MALL) can bridge formal and informal leang, providing students with the
ability to easily access supplementary materialddaafy ideas introduced by a teacher (West
& Vosloo, 2013).

Despite their omnipresence, schools often prohibitbile device use within the
classroom and school (Beland & Murphy, 2015), wittai Prime Minister Prayut Chan-o-cha
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recently expressing growing concern towards insclasobile device use by students,
prompting the Ministry of Education to encouragéaus to consider restricting mobile
phone use (“Cell phone-free Classroom”, 2017). ONESCO policy guidelines for mobile
learning believe negative social attitudes regayrdine educational potentials of mobile
devices to be the most immediate barrier to theegspdead embrace of mobile learning. This
technology is dismissed as distracting or disrugtiv school as people largely view mobile
devices as portals to entertainment and not educéicCoy, 2016; West & Vosloo, 2013).
Moreover, the ability to use personal and sociatfions is not necessarily a good indicator
of students’ knowledge of the educational functionebile devices afford (Stockwell &
Hubbard, 2013), and the shy and passive naturéhaifsTsuggests they may not be suited to
autonomous learning using these devices (Mann,)2012

Thus, this study aimed to consider the studerd&e; to what extent they perceive
mobile devices to be advantageous in studying Englknd whether they are prepared for
self-sufficient autonomous learning using thesdaiesv At the time of writing there was little
previous investigation of the extent to which stidevalue mobile devices in English as a
Foreign Language (EFL) learning in relation to aatmy and 21 century skills, especially in
the Thai EFL context.

2. Background to the study

2.1. Autonomy and mobile devices
Learner autonomy is the “ability to take chargeowmie’s own learning” and a potential
capacity to act in a learning situation (Holec, 1.99. 3). Kaur (2013) posited that the
ultimate goal of education is “to produce lifelorlgarners who are able to learn
autonomously” (p. 10). Yet the practicality of feshg learner autonomy in different cultural
contexts can be challenging. Largely promoted bgtéfa teachers and academics, attempts
made to implement learner autonomy in different texts (such as in EFL speaking
countries) have often encountered difficulties tlueultural differences (Palfreyman, 2006).
Mobile devices give students the flexibility tdléav their own interests and move at
their own pace, which can increase their motivatmpursue learning opportunities (West &
Vosloo, 2013). In the language classroom, mobilecds can leverage individual preferences
to personalize learning and develop learner autgnand encourage lifelong language
learning (Godwin-Jones, 2018). Consequently, aumllt shift is underway in many
classrooms, away from the traditional teaching rhdadeone in which students actively
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participate in their own learning through mobilevides (Matchan, 2015). Mobile devices are
contributing to a greater personal efficacy fordstuts, with the participants in Squire and
Dikkers’ (2012) study able to use devices in inritwaand creative ways that could not be
expected ahead of time. Mobile devices amplifieigrigst and functioned somewhat like a
‘lifeline’, acting as a personalized informationtrreval source and orienting students
positively toward independent, intuitive, interesiven learning (Squire & Dikkers, 2012, p.

458). Turula (2017) found that tandem languageniagrwebsites have considerable potential
to develop and reinforce learner autonomy, which“very much promoted” by new

tendencies in language learning and the affordameesmedia offers (p. 3).

2.2. 2£' Century Learning Skills and language learning

21% century learning skills are the core competenéieslearning and innovation that are
believed to help students thrive in today's didytatnd globally interconnected world
(Partnership for Z1 Century Skills, 2016). These are creativity andoiwation, critical
thinking and problem solving, communication, codiedtion, plus information, media and
technology skills. Mobile learning allows increasepportunities to cultivate the complex
skills required to work productively with others €éf & Vosloo, 2013). New technology
actively promotes and complements student§’ @&ntury learning skills (Trilling & Fadel,
2009), with mobile devices being used by learnerd aducators to “access information,
streamline administration and facilitate learnimg new and innovative ways” (West &
Vosloo, 2013, p. 6).

The 20" century approach to education was focused onriiegrabout’ and compiling
stocks of knowledge (Brown, 2005), and an EFL cantd information acquisition with
motivation for learning English coming from the blesto score high in proficiency tests
(McCarty, Obari, & Sato, 2017). While this is stilie today in many classrooms, English is a
communication device that learners should be a@biesé, not simply ‘learn-about’. Moreover,
this traditional approach to learning will not adea learners’ critical thinking or autonomous
learning skills (Scott, 2015). Brown (2005) suggdstnodern students want to create and
learn at the same time, pulling content into sédadnd actionable use immediately bridging
the gap between knowledge and knowing. Mobile dev/an arguably act as a powerful tool
to support these learning preferences, leadingdatgr learner autonomy. In the ESL context
of Malaysia, researchers found that smartphonebossted learners’ 2'1century learning

skills to a certain degree, that students gaineshtgsatisfaction when learning using
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smartphones, and that smartphone use leads onedtobeing a lifelong autonomous learner
(Ramamuruthy & Rao, 2015).

2.3. Mobile devices and the Thai EFL context

Learning EFL in countries like Thailand can be thajing due to limited exposure to
English in both daily life and in institutions (Me@y et al., 2017). In Thailand, Grammar
Translation Method — a traditional method of instion where language is taught as an
academic subject rather than a means of oral coneation with a focus on grammar and
rote learning — is claimed to be still very popudend successful among Thai EFL teachers
(Sittirak, 2016). Moreover, the tradition of teacki@ected rote learning in Thai classrooms is
strengthened by Thai cultural norms which put vab@re status and age, and thus the
innovative strategies and learner-centred appreoaoted in Thailand’s educational reform
(Ministry of Education, 2008) and Thailand 4.0'soreomic model of creativity, innovation,
and educational technology (Koanantakool, 2016hat been widely accepted by teachers,
students, or parents (Kantamara, Hallinger, Jati@Q6).

The national/cultural background of learners hissnobeen viewed by teachers as an
obstacle in promoting autonomy, in particular fdependent’ Asian learners (Palfreyman,
2006). Thai students are more familiar with sot@akrning (such as in the classroom setting)
than individual learning, needing a lot of guidaricam teachers even in higher education
(Pagram & Pagram, 2006) as all ages of studentg Im@ver been taught to learn by
themselves, posing a serious problem that musadexdfby Thai education (Malaiwong, 1997
in Pagram & Pagram, 2006). The implication thati®tadents are better at group learning,
especially when they have extrinsic motivation, gagjs they may not be suited to
autonomous learning. However, Tananuraksakul (20d&ed at autonomy in relation to
online dictionary use on mobile devices among TBERL students and concluded that
students had positive attitudes towards beingrsétint in class and improving their English
aided by technology, suggesting a relationship betwlearner autonomy and motivation
(Little, 2006 in Tananuraksakul, 2015).

There has been increasing interest in the BringrYown Device (BYOD) model
(Rogers, 2016), where learners supply their owricgeto be utilized in school/class. This
seems feasible in the Thai context, with mobileic®wse/ownership growing year on year
(National Statistical Office of Thailand, 2017).981of Thai teenagers spend more than an
hour a day on their mobile device (Kantar MillwaBdown, 2017), highlighting their close

connection to technology and ever-increasing sBY.OD holds special promise in EFL
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contexts such as Thailand as mobile devices candastudents with, aside from the benefits
in relation to autonomy and efficacy, easy accesagptto-date materials and connect them to
the real world and an authenticity of native Ertglisat is missing in classrooms led by non-

native English-speaking teachers (Godwin-Jonesg201

3. The current study
The core competencies of 2kentury learning skills and autonomy are not nemely
inherent in Thai students, due to the social |legrnand rote-learning context they are
typically subjected to and their stereotypically €tnd passive nature. Technology is said to
actively promote these learning skills, so usingsth competencies as a framework was
important to investigate the extent to which Thaidents believed mobile devices can
facilitate these skills. If students exhibited agraess of the affordances of mobile devices in
the EFL context and a majority owned and had ghitituse said devices, it could be argued
that teachers move away from teacher-centeredleataing and move towards integrating
mobile devices in a more student-centered and aatons learning environment. Thus, a
survey focusing on Thai students’ perspectives tdevéhe affordances of mobile devices in
the EFL context and their level of readiness tosad devices for autonomous learning was
designed, with the following research questionsind:

1. To what extent do EFL students agree that mobigcde help them to study English

and provide learning satisfaction?
2. Are students prepared for and in possession ofskilés necessary to use mobile

devices for autonomous learning?

3.1. Methodology, setting, and participants

This study followed a quantitative design usingrass-sectional survey in the form of a
guestionnaire. The use of quantitative methodsdfta collection and analysis make the
generalization of interactions made with one grqugssible (Williams, 2007) and the
interpretation of research findings need not bevetk as a coincidence (May & Williams,
1998).

Southern Thailand was chosen as the geographetdhg for this study due to
seemingly no previous related research having bmmwucted in the area. Purposive
sampling of high schools was based on the followir)gschools of different sizes 2) schools
in both urban and rural areas 3) public high schawider administration of The Office of

Education Area 16 (which covers two southern Thavimces). All schools in The Office of
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Education Area 16 were invited to participate i tstudy, with eight of these schools
eventually making up the population of this stuélyur schools were in urban areas and four
in rural areas, with the schools fitting into thaiferent size categories as follows; 4 as extra-
large (> 1,500 students), 2 as large (600-1,500estis), and 2 as small/medium (< 600
students) (as defined by the Office of the Basiadation Commission, 2016). These
urban/rural location and school size variables weséed during data analysis to look for any
significant differences in participants responses.

The population of this study from the 8 Thai hgghools were 4,037 students; 2,429
studying in Grade 8 and 1,608 studying in Gradéusing data from the Office of the Basic
Education Commission, 2017). Grade 8 and 11 stsdeate selected as sub-groups within
the sample to represent both the lower (Grade ahél)upper (Grade 10-12) sections of Thai
high schools. From the population of 4,037 studeunsing a margin of error 5% and a
confidence level of 91.5%, the sample was calcdlat® 277 participants (made up of 199

females and 78 males).

3.2. Instrument and piloting

The 24-item questionnaire consisted of a combinatib4-point Likert-type scale questions
of agreement from ‘strongly agree’ (1) to ‘strondigagree’ (4), and 5-point Likert-type scale
questions of frequency from ‘always’ (1) to ‘neveB). The questionnaire established
participants’ demographic details and mobile dewaceess, whether students took mobile
devices to school, whether they were allowed tothsm in the classroom, and how students
believed mobile devices aid their learning, wittesfions adapted from Kashefian’s ‘Learner
Autonomy Questionnaire’ (2002) and Ramamuruthy & Ra015).A bilingual translator
translated the questionnaire from English to Thad avorked closely with the researcher
during the creation and post-pilot editing of thetrument.

A Thai government high-school in the same geodgcapharea but not under
administration of the Office of Education Area 1&sachosen randomly to participate in the
pilot. Ten Grade 7 and Grade 10 students were ratydchosen to complete the questionnaire
and participate in an item by item discussion whke researcher and his Thai assistant,
commenting on the clarity and content of items.eAfsmall alterations were made, the
instrument was assessed by three experts in tlefdievalidity before distribution.



Teaching English with Technologh9(1), 72-85 http://www.tewtjournal.org 78

3.3. Data collection and analysis

The final questionnaire was distributed in Decenf&t7 to the eight participating schools.
All students received the same questionnaire, amnticgation was voluntary and anonymous
to encourage students to give honest answers wifbau of consequences from the teachers
who assisted with data collection. In order to usténd the collected data, it was analysed
using a software package used in statistical arsabfsdata. In the findings that follow, the
mean %) and standard deviation (SD) of the Likert-typalscresponses is presented. The

Likert-type scale intervals are accepted as equabae interpreted as follows:

5-point Likert-type scale intervals 4-point Likert-type scale intervals
(showing frequency) (showing agreement)
1.00-1.79 Always 1.00-1.74 Strongly Agree
1.80-2.59 Often 1.75-2.49 Agree
2.60-3.39 Sometimes 2.50-3.24 Disagree
3.40-4.19 Rarely 3.25-4.00 Strongly Disagree
4.20-5.00 Never
3.4. Findings

Several items first addressed the types of mol@ieces participants used and their ability to
do so. Students reported owning/using (with thaoopto select multiple choices); 62.45%
Android phone, 22.74% iPhone, 12.27% some othertgohane, 10.47% tablet/iPad, 2.17%
iIPod, and 6.14% other devices. Only 6.14% of padiats reported not owning a mobile
device and 6.50% owning a mobile phone with no ectivity to the Internet, meaning the
overwhelming majority of the sample owned and usethile devices. Participants rated their
ability to use technology on a scale from ‘novi€® to ‘expert’ (5) as ‘proficient’ (= 3.49,
SD = 0.79), interpreted using the Dreyfus modekkifl acquisition (Dreyfus & Dreyfus,
1980). There were no significant differences ofligbiin relation to urban/rural school

location or school size.

Table 1. Bringing and use of mobile devices in stfotassroom

Rural Urban All
X SD X SD X SD t-test p
| bring a mobile device to school. 3.55 1.45 1.76 .361| 2.67 1.66 10.55 0.00
My school allows me to bring my mobile 3.74 1.61 1.96 152 2.87 1.8D 9.3% 0.00

device(s) to school.

NJ

My teachers allow me to use my mobile 4.07 1.06 3.05 1.15 357 1.2 7.64 0.00

device(s) in the classroom.
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Using a 5-point scale from always (1) to never, @&udents from rural schools
reported rarely bringing their devices to scheo¥(3.55, SD = 1.45) which was significantly
different (p < 0.01) tstudents in urbaschoolswho always bring their devices to schaokK
1.76 SD = 1.36. Perhaps unsurprisingly, students reported bringieg devices to school
more often than their schools permvith schools only sometimes allowing students tadr
their mobile devices to schodl € 2.87, SD = 1.80). Whilst students in rural sckad&imed
that they were rarely allowed to bring devicesdbo®l & = 3.74, SD = 1.61), they reported
that schools rarely/never allowed use in the ctemar ¢ = 4.07, SD = 1.06), and though
students in urban schools claimed they were almlegtys allowed to bring their devices to
school € = 1.96, SD = 1.52), they reported that teachers solgetimes allowed in class use
(x =3.05, SD = 1.15).

Table 2. Advantages of mobile devices in EFL sgtfianked from most agreement to least)

When studying English, the use of mobile devicethenclassroom or X SD Agreement Level

school setting ...
...is faster than using a book/dictionary 155 | 0.59| Strongly Agree
...allows me to learn anywhere and at anytime. 1.56 | 0.59 | Strongly Agree
...allows me to take charge of my own learning. 1.60 | 0.61| Strongly Agree
...is helpful for checking pronunciation. 162 | 0.63| Strongly Agree
...is helpful for learning words. 1.63 | 0.63| Strongly Agree
...improves my general learning. 1.65| 0.59| Strongly Agree
...increases my technology skills. 169 | 0.65| Strongly Agree
...increases the amount of work | can do. 1.76 | 2.00 Agree
...makes me feel more confident. 1.78 | 0.64 Agree
...increases my ability to work with other students. 1.80 | 0.64 Agree
...improves my creativity. 181 | 0.64 Agree
...increases my communication with teachers andr ctiuelents. 182 | 0.71 Agree
...increases my excitement to learn. 1.83 | 0.65 Agree
...increases my attention to the lesson objectives. 1.84| 0.63 Agree
...increases my excitement to attend classes. 187 | 0.64 Agree

Using a 4-point scale from strongly agree (1)ttorgyly disagree (4), students agreed
with all the statements on the affordances andhiegrgains possible using mobile devices,
with differing levels of agreement from 1.55 tox 1.87 and none of the items provoking
significant differences of any level regarding urlvaral school location. Many of the highest
responses of strong agreement were in regard wfisganguage learning uses mediated by

mobile devices; that they are faster than usingakidictionary ¥ = 1.55, SD = 0.59), helpful
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for checking pronunciatiorx(= 1.62, SD = 0.63), and helpful for learning wofgis= 1.63,

SD = 0.63). Students were also in strong agreemmantmobile devices allow them to learn
anywhere and at any time, let them take chargéeaf bwn learning, improve their general
learning, and increase their technology skills.d8his agreed the least that mobile devices
increase their excitement to lea&h< 1.83, SD = 0.65) and to attend classes (.87, SD =
0.64), though they were still in positive agreemeonetheless.

4. Discussion
As the findings above highlight, students were gneament with every aspect regarding the
advantageous ways mobile devices can help theny €uadlish in the EFL classroom or
school setting. In accordance with the affordarafe®1™ century learning skills (Partnership
for 21st Century Skills, 2016) and consistent v8tlown (2005) and West & Vosloo (2013),
they believed mobile devices make them more creatimcrease communication and
collaboration with teachers and other studentgeas®e their technology skills, and improve
their general learning. Students’ lowest level gife@ment (though still positive) that the use
of mobile devices in EFL classes would increaser thecitement to attend classes and to
learn may be indicative of how mobile devices hbgen accepted as learning aids and have
lost any novelty they may have once had due ta th@irent ubiquity. The similarly low
ranking of the question regarding mobile devicesrdasing students’ attention to lesson
objectives may be indicative of the non-educationaés possible on mobile devices
distracting them (as suggested by McCoy, 2016 dhahey still responded positively with
strong agreement that mobile devices increasetiiten

The findings suggest that students not only gigfaation while learning with mobile
devices, but also view them as highly beneficidsab their language learning, in line with
Ramamuruthy and Rao (2015) and Tananuraksakul J2Uh& fact they exhibit awareness of
these advantages suggests they are capable obedas learning using mobile devices in a
more learner-centred environment, contrary to [evistudies (Mann, 2012; Pagram &
Pagram, 2006). Furthermore, the specific item lati@ to autonomy, worded more simply
for students as the general definition of auton@athywing them ‘..to take charge of (their)
own learning’ is the third highest ranked positresponse. Even if students are unaware of
the concept of autonomy, it appears they agree thélprinciples and are strongly in favour
of the various ways in which mobile devices can thigir learning. Moreover, the fact that
Thai students are often not willing to ask direaestions in class and tend to remain quiet

(Gunawan, 2016), and the non-threatening way mafgiléces (in partnership with their 21
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century learning skills) can be used to solve motd suggest an increase in learning possible
through autonomous use of mobile devices.

Finally, regardless of urban/rural school locati@most all of the 277 students
reported having access to mobile devices and peafiability in using them, meaning a

BYOD model is possible in this context, as recomdaehby Godwin-Jones (2018).

5. Implications for policymakers, schools, teacherand students

Mobile devices hold huge potential as a multi-psgtool for learning enhancement and are
resulting in escalating transformations of the adiooal world (Alexander, 2014). This is
because they help facilitate a change from old gpegias to more student-centred learning in
EFL contexts such as Thailand both at policy amactwal levels. Students in this study
claimed that teachers rarely allow them to use feat@vices in class. As long as schools and
EFL teachers are preventing in-school or in-class they are obstructing the full potential of
students using mobile devices to facilitate leagnifiechnology such as mobile devices are
now highly effective instruments, if appropriatelyed and supported, which Thai learners are
already more than competent in. Thus, it is enggeadhat teachers move away from the old
pedagogies (such as Grammar Translation Methoda tmmethod where students are
encouraged to learn for themselves using thesaedémifies. Ten years ago, Prensky (2008)
claimed that technology’s goal should be to suppotbnomous learning. Today, not only has
technology developed substantially but also EFLrmes, who now seem able to be
independent and autonomous if given the chances,Tha students in this study had
access/ability to use mobile devices and believexy tcan increase learning and learner
satisfaction, it is recommended that rather thaphipiting mobile devices schools and
policymakers should consider the students’ voicg emnstruct policies which promote the
pedagogical use of mobile devices in the EFL emwvirent and allow students to complement
their learning aided by their own devices. Furthemen where mobile devices are deemed
appropriate learning aids, it is essential teacla#es given adequate training on how to
manage and utilise them, as the effectiveness ihhamous learning facilitated by mobile
devices and students’ 2Tentury learning skills will depend on the scalfoly provided to

students and the learning activities they encoufteeeraphan, 2013).

6. Final conclusions, limitations and recommendatios
This study explored the extent to which Thai EFghaschool students believed mobile
devices increase learning and learner satisfagtitime school environment, and whether they
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are ready to use these devices for autonomousingartt is concluded that students had
access and ability to use mobile devices, with esttgl either agreeing or strongly agreeing
that mobile devices do increase their learning mi@kand satisfaction, suggesting they help
to foster and aid learner autonomy. As it appeatedents are capable of a more learner-
centred environment facilitated by mobile deviaegommendations were made for mobile
devices to not only be permitted in the school mment but actively promoted as an aid to
EFL learning.

Whilst attempts were made to make this study kagatgde to the general EFL context
as possible (by choosing schools of different simedifferent urban/rural areas across two
provinces and two grades of students), it cannoassimed that the results would be the
same in other parts of Thailand or the world. ltherefore recommended similar studies are
conducted in other areas, especially the more metnerban and rural areas where access to
mobile devices may be substantially different tig gtudies’ research setting. The addition of
gualitative interviews or focus groups could haveiaghed the data, with the benefits of
mixed method methodology being well known (Creswelark, Gutmann, & Hanson, 2003).
More tangible experimental studies such as a suiegtudents to complete after each class
to gauge the utilisation of their skills and satctfon either aided with/without mobile
devices, or an experimental/control group study rehthe experimental group are given
explicit training on how to be effective autonomadearners, are also recommended. Finally,
as almost all students reported access to mobiieateregardless of their school’s location, it
should be investigated why there were significawlifferent policies regarding the use of
mobile devices in school and the classroom betweesn and rural schools.
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Abstract

The current study was conducted to investigate retiest scores of Iranian English as Foreign
Language (EFL) learners were equivalent across @Bd PBT modes, with 58 intermediate
learners studying at a private language academatddcin Behshahr city in northern Iran.
Moreover, test takers’ computer familiarity, attias, aversion, and testing mode preference were
regarded as the potential issues to influence @GBT dcores. Data were collected using CBT and
PBT versions of Nelson Proficiency Multiple-Choitests and Computer Aversion, Attitudes, and
Familiarity Index (CAAFI) questionnaire as well a&s simple testing administration mode
preference question. The participants produced laingcores across modes, although they
insignificantly outperformed on the CBT version. diibnally, analysis of the overall scores on
the CAAFI and mode preference question obtainednflGBT testing session indicated no
statistically significant correlation between corgufamiliarity, attitude, aversion, and mode
preference variables and test takers’ CBT scores.dualitative findings of this study obtained by
semi-structured interview revealed that most ofgihgicipants showed high preference and more
advantages for CBT over PBT to rationalize why thesferred this mode of testing.

Keywords: Computer-Based Testing; testing administration madenputer familiarity, attitudes

and aversion,; testing administration mode prefexenc

1. Introduction
In the last decades, computer technology and cklagehnological tools have been

extensively utilized in language testing to analgzeres and results quickly (Boeve et al.,
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2015; Laborda & Penalver, 2018). According to DEnend Gierl (2017), computer-based
testing (CBT) brings many benefits in educationahtexts. Students are provided with
positive interactions or communication opportusiténd can receive immediate feedback
(Daniels and Gierl, 2017). Moreover, it is costeetive, and the availability of powerful
computers in educational contexts make computezebdsest delivery both feasible and
attractive (Boeve et al., 2015). CBT also provitkest takers with the opportunity of taking
their tests at any time and place. The introductbriBM model 805 scoring machine in
Western countries was recorded as the first usheo€omputer in language testing in 1935;
yet, its prevalence in educational assessment domarather slow (Boeve et al., 2015)
especially in Asian developing countries. The cawg®ll be attributed to some barriers such
as limited access to computers and concern of fieete of the transition from paper to
computer on test takers’ scores that is commonfinee as “testing administration mode”
effect.

Testing administration mode effect is the main esn®f Asian researchers from the
countries such as Iran, Turkey, China, MalaysiaidbArabia, and Jordan when they begin to
implement CBT along with PBT in their educationgstem or consider CBT to replace PBT.
Then, they investigate whether test takers’ scaresequivalent across two modes (e.g., Chen
et al., 2014; Khoshsima & Hashemi Toroujeni, 2012&&kyleh, 2018; Yurdabakan and
Uzunkavak, 2012). Equivalency or interchangeabdityscores from CBT and PBT has been
a controversial issue during the last decade (Saisgen, 2017). How changing the
administration mode can affect students’ test perémce is a crucial question when
considering changing from PBT to CBT. Furthermdtee interaction between individual
differences (e.g., prior computer familiarity, attes, and aversion) and CBT performance
should be investigated in equivalence studies irchvthe score equivalency and reliability
are examined to replace CBT with PBT.

Since growing concerns over the impact of comptdeniliarity, attitudes, aversion
and testing mode preference on EFL attainmentb@fptivate sector from CBT exist, the
current research aimed to investigate the equicgle CBT and PBT and address testing
administration mode effect on test takers’ sconggliscovering similarities or differences
between the mean scores of CBT and PBT versiors tekt. It was conducted to help to
accelerate the move to CBT due to all its benefgationed.
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2. Literaturereview

As the relevant literature is reviewed, the emplirievidence shows that two identical CBT
and PBT (Paper-Based Testing) do not always rasuthe same scores. Hence, these
conclusions are referred to as “testing mode éfféue effects of the transition from paper to
computer on performance in two similar or equivalests. International Guidelines on CBT
state that when a test is implemented in two maates two sets of similar scores are
obtained, the scores are considered equivalenteiadble (ITC, 2016). The equivalent test
scores established for two CBT and PBT modes (AERA.4) demonstrate that computer-
based testing is valid and reliable. Based on thsscal True-Score Theory, the same test
implemented in two modes, i.e., CBT and PBT, shoakllt in equivalent or identical test
scores. The transition from paper to computer tolake long ago in Westernized or heavily
Westernized countries, but in many countries sicAsian developing countries, it has not
happened yet because computer and internet accéssted. Then, developing CBTs must
be done with utmost care, due to limited acceghdanternet in Asian developing countries.
Mangen et al. (2013) investigated the impact ot tesrsion (CBT and PBT) on test
achievements of 72 students. Their findings shoavgdeat difference between CBT and PBT
performances. The students gained significantljhdrigscores in CBT format of the test
(Mangen et al., 2013). In one of the recent egeived studies done by Washburn et al.
(2017), the performance and perception of CBT \BT Rvere evaluated concerning the
transitioning from traditional paper-based to CBhe findings of the study showed that the
students’ scores for the CBT version of the tesewegher than those obtained from the PBT
version (Washburn et al., 2017). Moreover, it isoramended to eliminate the possible
effects of moderator variables such as computeilitaity (Jeong, 2014), attitudes toward the
use of computer (Dammas, 2016), computer averdsaoun & Olanrewaju, 2016) and

mode preference (Boeve et al, 2015; Mizrachi, 2@tbdest scores.

2.1. Computer familiarity and attitude

There is a difference in the test takers’ famitianvith the computer. It seems that EFL
learners who are frequent users of computers amdntiernet and are more familiar with
computers attain dramatic educational gains on G8iBch, Jamieson, Taylor, and Eignor’s
(1998) research findings on computer experience @Bd performance on a TOEFL test
(after implementation of online familiarization itmang) showed no significant relationship

between prior computer use of test takers and gegformance on the computerized test.
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Computer attitudes or prior attitudes toward tee af computer play a crucial role in
implementing CBT successfully. Some studies indi¢hat test takers have positive attitudes
toward CBT (Al-Amri, 2009). In another study by Alri (2009) using some sections of the
CAS questionnaire to study learners’ attitudes tdwemputer use, he reported that students
showed a high preference for CBT, although no igriahip between learners’ attitudes and
their performance on CBT was detected. YoudbakanUzunkavak (2012) reported a study
investigating learners’ attitudes toward computad &BT among 784 Turkish primary
school learners in private and state schools usimgearcher-constructed attitude scale.

However, even though, based on conclusive evideh@higher education context,
Khoshsima & Hashemi Toroujeni (2017b) claimed tnaderator variables such as computer
attitudes and mode preference are not consideretbréa that might affect students’
performance on CBT, many Asian test users anddgtlopers are not optimistic about the

generalizability of the findings to the private EBéctor.

2.2. Computer aversion and testing mode pr eference

McDonald (2002) reported that computer aversiorarns unpleasant feeling of fear and
uneasiness experienced by a student when s/herlsngowith a computer. According to
McDonald (2002), the actual effects of computerrsiom (sometimes called computer
anxiety) on test takers’ performance on CBT iscalear and conclusively definite. However,
test takers who have a strong aversion toward sieeafi computer experience achieve low
performance in CBT (Balogun & Olanrewaju, 2016).

To examine the relationship between test takensfepence and their test scores, the
researchers use either preference scale questierorainterviews to ask which testing mode
of administration they prefer (e.g., Al-Amri, 200€orlett-Rivera & Hackman, 2014;
Mizrachi, 2015). In a study done by Al-Amri (200@)though test takers preferred to take
CBT, their test performance was better on PBT.

In the current study, individual differences or @weristics are considered of great
importance and it was hypothesized that there wasstatistically significant difference
between the mean of two sets of scores obtained €8T and PBT. Also, the correlations
between computer familiarity, computer attitudesmputer aversion and testing mode
preference with test performance were also invatdy based on the hypotheses that there
was no statistically significant impact of the papants’ level of computer familiarity,
attitudes, aversion and preference toward compuwergheir test performance using CBT.

Then, considering the above discussion, it is reargsto investigate testing administration
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mode effect, the relationship of computer famitigriattitudes, and aversion toward
computers with the performance of test takers @ t68BT test scores. The results of the

study could inform testing practitioners when dasig testing in private EFL contexts.

3. The current study

3.1. Objectives of the study
Since evaluating the equivalency or comparabilityP8T and CBT tests is crucial before
introducing CBT into any context, the following easch questions were investigated:
RQ1. Is there a significant difference in test ssdior CBT and PBT testing modes?
RQ2 Do participants’ computer familiarity, computetitatde, computer aversion, and
testing mode preference affect test scores usBiy?C
Then, to investigate the problems raised by thdysthe following null hypotheses will be
addressed.
HO 1. There is no statistically significant difface in CBT and PPT test scores
among Adrina Language Academy (ALA) EFL Learners.
HO2: Participants’ computer familiarity, computetitade, computer aversion, and
testing mode preference do not affect test samseg) CBT.

3.2. Participants
This study was carried out in autumn 2017 at then@dLanguage Academy (ALA) located
in Behshahr city, in northern Iran, Mazandaran proe. 108 English as Foreign Language
(EFL) adult learners who were taking the Generalish Courses of different levels at ALA
took the TOEFL general proficiency test (Phillig®01) (PBT Complete Test/p.515-538) as a
reliable and valid index of general English prdadinty for organizing a homogenous testing
group in Summer 2017. Based on the general Enlgligluage proficiency conversion table,
58 intermediate EFL learners (the overall TOEFLrecmanged from 477 to 510) were
selected as homogenous ones to participate in #&ie mvestigation. The 58 participants
consisted of 30 males (51.72%) and 28 females 848)2The age range of the 58 students
was between 18 to 34 years with a mean of 23.%year

Students who were participating in the study wgiven a consent form to sign. The
subjects were told that their responses to tesisqalestionnaire would be anonymous and

that the results would be used for research pugposky.
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3.3. Design, instrumentation and procedure

The present study consisted of three sub-studies. fifst study used two CBT, and PBT
versions of two equivalent tests was to examineeffect of testing administration mode on
test scores to answer research question one. Tdmndestudy used a questionnaire and
preference question was designed to investigaterdlaionship of computer familiarity,
attitude, aversion and mode preference with CBT desres to answer Research Question 2.
The third study consisted of the interview as alitpteve instrument to inquire about
participants’ testing administration mode prefeenattitudes toward PPT and CBT,
development of positive or negative attitudes dradrtopinions about two test versions. The
learners were assigned to one testing group basedommon person desigfrepeated
measures or pre and post-test design).

The quantitative data collected from the questar@encould not access the unexpected
reasons why test takers had particular perceptbnsrious aspects of the tests (CBT and
PBT) they took. Hence, subsequent interview (qata¢ data) was used to allow test takers
to explain their reasons in their voice (Researciesion 2 related to attitudes towards the
use of the computer in CBT test condition and mgsthode preference).

The multiple choice achievement tests used inPB& and CBT versions were from
the Nelson Proficiency Tests (Test 200A and Te€iB2@or intermediate level students)
selected from Nelson English Language Tests by &oand Coe (1976). The battery consists
of 40 separate tests, 4 tests of which are equivatedifficulty at each of 10 levels from
beginners to advanced. Financial considerations @adtical ones discouraged us from
adopting a newer version which may not be necdggiifierent (as there is a need for doing
a pilot study in advance). These two equivalentistegere used to mitigate possible testing
effects caused by using the same test on two amtasiTest 200A was used as the PBT
version of the test and Test 200B as the equivaésttwas converted into the CBT version.
These standard tests included fifty multiple-chaieens to assess the grammatical knowledge
and structural progression of the participants. #@eNelson English Language Tests were
designed independently and are appropriate fodié#arent levels of language proficiency.
The tests were designed for a passing mark of G%)6

To convert the PBT version of the test (Test 20@Bp its CBT counterpart, a
professional web-based testing service provide@lagsmarker.com was used. The identical
tests were used in both PBT and CBT for pairwisegarison because this design needs a
smaller research sample (Sangmeister, 2017). In €&5Bion, each test taker was given a

registration code to activate his/her testing antand to enter the testing environment. Each
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test taker was given a computer and s/he shouldearthe questions appearing on the screen
one by one. The clear and straightforward questidmch one would you prefer? Taking the
test on paper — no difference — on computer scegggeared on the screen at the end of the
CBT test to get correct feedback on the correlatiopreference towards administration mode
with test takers scores.

Another research instrument was used to measureguem aversion, computer
attitudes, and computer familiarity. The questiorenavas based on the revised version of
Computer Aversion, Attitudes, and Familiarity IndgXAAFI) by Schulenberg and Melton
(2008). According to Hashemi (2016), the CAAFI ipawerful instrument to gain a good
understanding of these constructs. This 30-itenstip@naire was composed of three factors:
factor 1 was related to the computer familiaritjstouct with items 3, 13, 14, 16, 20-23, 27,
and 30, factor 2 was related to the computer degconstruct with items 1, 2, 4, 5, 8, 11, 18,
19, 28, and 29, and factor 3 was related to thepcben aversion construct with items 6, 7, 9,
10, 12, 15, 17, and 24-26. The factor structureC#AFI had been confirmed using
confirmatory factor analysis procedure and analysisinternal consistency reliability
coefficients (Schulenberg & Melton, 2008). In aduitto the exploratory and confirmatory
factor analysis, enough details on the primary bbgreent of this questionnaire were
provided by Schulenberg (2002), Schulenberg, Yaktaeand Gkhm (2006) and Schulenberg
and Melton (2008). The items had a seven-pointeséam -3 (absolutely false) to 3
(absolutely true) to increase the response ratm, Ze this range, shows a neutral response
toward an individual statement. In this questiormasome of the statements are negatively
worded that necessitate reverse scoring. The nvefjatvorded items 6, 8, 9, 15, 17, 24, 25,
and 26 should be reverse scored. For each fabh®iteams were summed, and higher positive
scores suggested less computer anxiety, more st favorable attitudes toward the
computer and more experience and familiarity wiamputers.

Based on the descriptive data, computer familiafégtor had a mean of 14.39
(SD=8.54), andx of .846. Computer attitudes had a mean of 6.50=IB) anda of .664,
and Computer aversion had a mean of 9.05 (SD=1@&&} of .855. The CAAFI had an
overall a of .906 and a mean of 29.94 (SD=24.44). Therefthe, internal consistency
reliability and descriptive results obtained in theesent study were comparable with the
findings provided by Schulenberg, Yutrzenka and i8¢R006), and Schulenberg and Melton
(2008). The means for the three factors in the CIAA&estionnaire were obtained by
summing the responses of respondents on ten itelkextfrating scale of 7) measuring each

factor. The questionnaire also collected data @npérticipants’ demographic information
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such as name, age, and level of education. Crofdaakliability analysis was performed as
a measure of internal consistency for the CAAFIsgioanaire in this study, and a high-
reliability coefficient ofa=.906 was achieved for the 30 items CAAFI index.

A set of predetermined open-ended questions (AppeAd were asked to 26
randomly selected participants as a semi-structuretview to inquire about their testing
administration mode preference, attitudes toward BRJ CBT, development of positive or
negative attitudes and their opinions about théufea of two test versions. The researchers
were interested in using a semi-structured inteniecause questions could be prepared in
advance and the interviewees could express theassehsily in the ways they preferred. The
questions of the interview were developed by tlseaechers and then content was analyzed
by two experts of TEFL. This qualitative method wased to support the quantitative
research data.

Both quantitative and qualitative methods wereduse collect data to answer the
research questions of the study and confirm orctefee research null hypotheses. After the
TOEFL placement test, 58 students at the internedavel were chosen as the sample. The
participants took the Nelson Test 200A as the PBiision of the test on the first testing
occasion (50 guestions in 50 minutes). To eliminasting effects, after a three-day interval,
the same patrticipants took the equivalent Nelsast Z80B in CBT version (50 questions in
50 minutes). After completing the CBT, the testmgde preference question appeared on the
screen. Then, the CAAFI questionnaire was distebub the participants. Also, 26 randomly

selected patrticipants of the study were interviefeed-10 minutes after the CBT session.

4. Results
Kolmogorov-Smirnov test indicated that PBT scorad &BT scores significantly deviated
from normality (Table 1), then, the nonparametridcdkon signed-rank test equivalent of the

paired samples t-test was chosen to compare thecm®s on the PBT and CBT versions.
Table 1. Results of Normality tests for PBT and GEfsions

One-Sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test

PBT CBT

N 58 58

Mean 43.72 45.46

Std. Deviation 7.78 4.38

Absolute .186 .184

Most Extreme Differences Positive 141 151
Negative -.186 -.184

Kolmogorov-Smirnov Z 1.41 1.40

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .036 .040
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Wilcoxon signed-rank test was used to measure @sangthe ranked positions of
PBT and CBT scores for the 58 participants and igeothe differences in ranked data
between the CBT and PBT test scores including teanmrank and sum of ranks. As
evidenced in Table 2, 25 participants received drigttores in PBT session than in CBT
(negative ranks showed the ranks for which the B&res were higher than the CBT scores),
and 29 participants received higher scores in CB3sisn than in PBT. Another four

participants experienced no difference in theiresan the two test conditions.

Table 2. Rank-based descriptive statistics ofrigsiessions

Ranks
N Mean Rank Sum of Ranks
Negative Ranks 25° 24.42 610.50
CBT. ppT Positive Ranks 2@5’ 30.16 874.50
Ties 4
Total 58

a.CBT <PBT/b.CBT > PBT /c.CBT =PBT

The results of Wilcoxon signed-rank test indicatdtht test scores were not
significantly different for the two test modes (CB3. PBT) Z =-1.137p = 0.255). Since the
PBT and CBT test scores (Table 1) and the scoresoimputer attitudes, computer aversion
and computer familiarity (Table 3) were not normatlistributed, Spearman’s rank-order
correlation analyses were used to investigate élsionships between computer familiarity,

attitudes, aversion, and CBT test scores.

Table 3. Results of normality tests for each facfaCAAFI

One-Sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test

Computer Computer Computer
familiarity attitudes aversion
n 58 58 58
Mean 14.39 6.5 9.05
Std. Deviation 8.54 8.13 10.55
Absolute .28 .25 .24
Most Extreme Differences Positive .28 .25 .24
Negative -.22 -17 -.14
Kolmogorov-Smirnov Z 2.15 1.93 1.85
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .00 .00 .00

Spearman’s rank-order correlation results showed tie null hypothesis was not
rejected and there was no statistically significemtrelation between CBT test scores and
computer familiarity (r (56) =.182, p=.172). Thesués of Spearman’s rank-order correlation

test also showed that there was no statisticalipifscant relationship between computer
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attitudes and CBT test scores (r (56) =.094, p5.488 the null hypothesis was not rejected.
However, there was a statistically significant tielaship between computer aversion and
CBT test scores (r (56) =.287, p=.029). The nufpidtiresis was rejected. As can be concluded
from the results, there was no significant corretatbetween computer familiarity and
attitudes toward computer and CBT test scores. if@sd of the current study on the
relationship between computer familiarity and CEB$ttscores were in line with the findings
of studies such as Jeong (2014), who found noioekttip between the two variables.

Spearman’s rank-order correlation analysis forés® takers’ testing mode preference
and their CBT performance showed no statisticalgnificant correlation (r (56) =.203,
p=.127). Then, the null hypothesis for testing mpdeference was confirmed based on the
evidence that this variable was not a statisticalignificant predictor of CBT scores.
Additionally, there was no statistically signifidarcorrelation between testing mode
preference and PBT test scores (r (56) =-.069,005.6

Since the data normality assumption of dependentia was violated, and the
scores came from the same test takers, Wilcoxaredigank test was used to compare both
PBT and CBT mean rank of three mode preference pgrqeoded as 1=PBT, 2=No-
Difference, 3=CBT based on the testing mode pratsrequestion). The comparison was
made to examine the effect of testing mode preterem their performance and whether test
takers outperformed in their preferred testing maedssion. Out of 58 test takers who
answered the preference question, 32 preferredga®BT (55%), 18 preferred taking PBT
(31%). 8 (14%) didn’t mind taking the test on erth@de.

Wilcoxon signed-rank test demonstrated that theiame@BT ranks for PBT mode
preference group, Mdn=47, were not statisticaliyngicantly higher than the median PBT
ranks, Mdn=48, Z=-.491, P=.624. It meant that altiothose test takers who preferred to
take the test in the PBT version performed sligbtiyter in their PBT session, there was no
statistically significant difference between thBBT and CBT test scores. The same results
were attained for the other two No-Difference, &BT mode preference groups and the
median CBT test ranks of two preference groups wetestatistically significantly higher
than the median PBT test ranks; PBT Mdn=47 vs CBIn&60, Z=-1.633, p=102 and PBT
Mdn=45 vs CBT Mdn=45, Z=-.405, p=.686 for No-Diféeice and CBT mode preference
groups, respectively. The results show that 55 %heftest takers who preferred taking the
test on CBT (CBT mode preference group) did theesamtwo PBT and CBT versions of the
tests. It was concluded that although the testrsageeferred to take the CBT version of the
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test, they did not outperform in their preferredde@nd there was no statistically significant
difference in their test scores received from t8YRnd CBT versions.

Subsequently, a semi-structured interview was coteduand responses from the
open-ended questions were transcribed. Contenysagmalas conducted on the transcribed
data by identifying the main concepts using thecnamalysis. Based on the results and
findings from the interview data, of the 26 pagpents interviewed, 18 (69%) favored CBT
and 8 (31%) preferred PBT. They were then askedtahe features of two test versions they
preferred and didn't prefer, about their testingmadstration mode preference before
implementing PBT and after administering CBT asIwad their reasons behind their
preferences and mode preference change (in theotabanging mode preference).

Those who advocated CBT mentioned fifteen positieatures. All the 18
interviewees who favored CBT stated that they cealsily read the test items on a computer
screen, choose and change answers, and obtain iatenéeledback or test scoring reports.
Eleven (61%) of the 18 interviewees stated thay tliieed the CBT testing environment
because they could read one question on each feyeshould click to highlight the correct
answer, and they were able to see the time ondheecof the screen. Eight (45%] of CBT
advocators found the CBT version to be a lessdatggand more enjoyable test environment
due to certain elements of the screen such assg@aaphics, and text together. Furthermore,
nine (50%), sixteen (90%], and twelve (66%)] of thd8 interviewees were of the opinions
that the CBT was a more comfortable and fastemigsmode, with fewer response
recognition errors. They believed that they cowddognize the correct answer among the
options easily. Out of these 18 interviewees wivoifed CBT, four (22%] of them stated that
the CBT needed less time to review the questianstand modify answers, and it took less
time to respond to the questions. Fourteen (78%)ea (61%], and ten (55%] of these
interviewees also commented on enhanced secuasyerf decision making as a result of
immediate scoring and score reporting, and cau$asg stress and anxiety of CBT,
respectively. Furthermore, five (30%] of them comitee on the accuracy in CBT while
sixteen (90%] felt that CBT eliminated the humaroein scoring and improved the quality
and reliability of the test. CBT advocators statiedt they didn’t prefer PBT because it was
boring but taking the test on the computer wasdilgame.

Out of the 26 interviewees, twenty-three (88%) desdethat they did not have to use
their hands to write answers or check the corrastvar on the paper. They stated that this
feature makes taking CBT easier. Although four (18%the interviewees reported that they

had a problem with the mouse when it stopped wgrkon some seconds, they still liked the
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CBT version. However, eight interviewees did noéfer CBT over PBT. All the eight
respondents (100%) who preferred to take PBT statedhey could write down or underline
some key-words or phrases for future returningPBT, they could put a bullet next to the
questions they did not know their answers for faitteview. Five (62%) claimed that CBT
required more technical knowledge. Six (75%)] alsgpressed their concern of system
breaking down and crash. They were afraid of coeygunot working as they expect during
the test. Seven of these eight interviewees falt tbviewing the answers in CBT was time-
consuming (87%). Three (37%] of PBT advocators cemted on the challenges caused by
scrolling horizontally or vertically on some longages such as score reporting page.
Concerning the testing mode preference change, dfiee interviewees (35%] stated that
they changed their preference in favor of CBT aféding this version. They declared that
they had never taken CBT test and they did not rtakihg the test in either mode, but after
benefiting from CBT in the second testing sesstbay had positive attitudes toward it and
preferred taking this version in the future.

Then, the number of test takers who opted for OB Faased by 27% after taking the
test. According to the results, it was concludeat the number of participants who preferred
PBT or did not mind taking the test in either ma@dore taking CBT changed in favor of the
test takers who chose CBT as their preferred @stiode preference after taking CBT.
Surprisingly, all of them stated that they becanositpve toward CBT due to receiving

immediate feedback and test results and allowiegitto see if they passed the exam.

5. Discussion

The fact that no statistically significant diffecenin test scores for the participants of this
study who took the PBT and CBT equivalent teststerli suggests that the two modes can
represent grammatical competence validly and rgliamd CBT does not have a significant

effect on test takers’ scores.

Based on the findings, the concern of the diffeedr@BT test scores due to prior
familiarity with a computer is eliminated. It mag blaimed that as the learners of the current
decade are fully familiar with a computer throughymg games or using the internet and
communicating via different kinds of messengersmpoter familiarity is losing its
importance and relationship with CBT performancke Tack of variance in PBT and CBT
scores in the present study and some other studess be the effect of generational
difference; the present generation is more famvlin technology and has more exposure to

it. No correlation between attitudes toward the efseomputer and CBT scores suggests that
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this variable may not be considered as a sourcamdnce in PBT and CBT performances.
Findings of the current study were consistent wiith results reported in Al-Amri (2009),

who found no statistically significant correlatidretween computer attitudes and CBT
performance and concluded that test takers’ a#gugither positive or negative) did not
affect their CBT performance.

According to the observational results of the stddge by Labora and Penalver, test
aversion still seems to be a critical issue, inespf the new generation’s familiarity with new
technologies like a computer (Laborda & Penalvei,8). Mastuti and Handoyo (2017) stated
that aversion towards the implementation of CBEBtif well worthy of investigation. The
current study showed a weak positive relationsl@fpvben computer aversion and CBT test
scores. As higher scores on computer aversion ifadisated less computer aversion, the
positive correlation between computer aversion @RII test scores indicated that less
anxiety toward the use of the computer would leadhigher scores on CBT or vice versa.
Also, Spearman’s rank-order correlation test was tailook at the relationship of testing
mode preference and CBT scores. The results imdicab association between mode
preference and CBT score. The comparison of PBT @Bd@ scores of mode preference
groups (those who preferred the PBT version andetheho preferred the CBT version)
revealed that in spite of the preference for PB@ @BT versions, there was no significant
difference between the scores obtained from eathvégsion and test takers did not perform
better in their preferred mode. Those participavite preferred taking PBT did the same in
their CBT exam.

Additionally, those who preferred taking the CBBttelid not outperform the PBT
ones in their exam. Accordingly, based on the Witro signed-rank test, no statistically
significant difference was found between the PB@ @BT performance of preference groups
and their preferred test mode performances. Furibwer, those who did not mind taking the
test in either mode did better in CBT, but theat#ihce was not statistically significant. The
results suggest that the mode preference and esmgeah test takers do not validate a CBT
test, and the standard guidelines for establisbigvalence between PBT and CBT should
be followed.

As evidenced by the quantitative part of the studgst test takers preferred to take
the CBT version of the test. Among the interviewe@38% of them declared that they
preferred to take the test in the CBT version. Thalitative findings supported the

quantitative results.
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6. Conclusions, recommendations and limitations

Based on the findings, it is argued that teachedstast developers may invest in spreading
CBT through private EFL contexts and motivate leesrto take it. Language teachers should
give their learners more opportunities to begin kiray with computer and CBT version in
classes and keep in mind that CBT may be espe@glhealing to the present generation of
learners who are growing up with technology and moters.

Since the research indicated that students fe& gomfortable with taking the CBT
version of the test and prefer this kind of tes{iigoshsima & Hashemi Toroujeni, 2017h), it
can be used as an alternative assessment instrumpnvate EFL contexts. However, the
findings of the current study cannot be generalimedall contexts and participants with
different background of knowledge or field of stu@ynce only intermediate Persian English
as Foreign Language Learners of a private instituparticipated in this research, further
studies with more heterogeneous participants (diffierent educational background, level of
English proficiency, nationality and ethnicity) aneeded to increase generalizability over

time with different tasks or tests.
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Appendix 1. Semi-structured interview questions

Which mode of testing administration did youfere

Which features of the paper-based test did yefef?

Which features of paper-based test didn’t yaigsf

Which features of computer-based test did yedep?

Which features of computer-based test didn’t graafer?

What was your testing administration mode peafee choice before taking paper-based testing?

What was your testing administration mode peafee choice after taking computer-based testing?

O Nl o g AW N e

(In the case of changing mode preference) whatweas/the reason(s) that you changed your mode
preference choice?
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A LATENT ENGLISH LANGUAGE LEARNING POTENTIAL
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Abstract

This study investigates the potential, in relationlearning and using English, which exists in the
current access to and use of new technologicalcdevby university students who are not native
speakers of English. As an example case, the hi#ifeof a range of devices to 138 Saudi Englisk a
Business students at a Saudi university was asoedtahrough a survey, along with their current use
both in general, and specifically involving Englisfoth on and off campus. Students and teachers wer
also interviewed in order to illuminate the furtremhancement of student use of their devices for
English improvement. The findings indicate thabage of electronic devices, especially smart phones
and laptops, are owned by, or to a lesser extezgsaible in other ways to, students. English majors
however far outstrip Business majors in accessitbuse of devices. A considerable proportion of use
of devices, especially by English majors, is alye&dglish-related. On two measures, it is the smart
phone which has the greatest potential for furthgrloitation in relation to English, followed byeth
laptop and tablet, and for English majors the TVas®& on teacher and student comments,
recommendations are made for such English as &fotanguage contexts as to how best to move
forward to exploit this potential for both groupsstudents.

Keywords: technology; CALL; MALL; smart phone; English Lamage Learning; ESOL; EFL

1. Introduction

The field of English as a Foreign Language (EFByhéng and teaching everywhere struggles
to keep pace with the rapid development of newtalighedia and devices. Students may be
taking up such resources and using them in wayshwimpact on their learning of English
while their teachers barely know they exist. Thexea shortage even of basic research
concerning the extent of student access to andlisech devices in ways which involve
English. Yet knowing about this is a prerequisibe teachers to harness such resources to
assist English language teaching (ELT) (Muslemlet2818). Without this knowledge, the
teacher's ELT classroom may become irrelevant andihalermined by the students’ own
activities, or at best fail to exploit them (Olivand Goerke, 2007). This study therefore
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focuses on student access to, and use of, digiaces in an EFL context, taking as an
example the case of English and Business majasSaudi university.

Many claims are made about the benefits worldwiflehe use of all kinds of
technology in connection with learning foreign laages. Technological devices and new
ways in which the internet works are not merelynetd to make the process of learning a
second language easier and faster, but also tmmealmaotivation (Granito and Chernobilsky,
2015). New learning theories of a more social aodstructivist nature have now become
dominant in Computer-Assisted Language LearningL(OQAreplacing the older idea of the
computer just as a surrogate teacher (Beatty, 2Daéhtestani, 2018).

The extensive empirical research conducted to supipe claimed benefits of CALL
(e.g., Stockwell, 2010; Zhang et al., 2011; Kierraard Aizawa, 2004; Hung and Young,
2013; Cabrera et al., 2018) often relies on intoialy learners to some new device, software
or internet site for learning or practising a fgrelanguage. Hence it is often hard to separate
novelty effects from genuine benefits of the usdeahnology. Furthermore, while learner
attitudes to new technology are often very posjtitehas not been always possible to
demonstrate genuine advantages in the actual tepathieved. In a meta-analysis of studies
in many countries, Grgura¥iet al. (2013) concluded only that results “favordge
technology-supported pedagogy, with a small, bgitp@ and statistically significant effect
size” (p. 1). Furthermore, there now exist manyesypf devices and kinds of software or
websites which could contribute to learning a fgneianguage such as English. Most studies,
however, focus just on the use of one specific @ewar application so it is very difficult to
obtain a realistic overview.

An important related issue here is that of sustaiity, which has recently emerged as
crucial in CALL and mobile assisted language leagnfMALL) (Kennedy & Levy, 2009).
This concept concerns the extent to which usesabirtology can be applied to many types of
learners and maintained for long periods of timhee¢ognises the limited value of initiatives
which, for example, apply only to a specific tyddearner, require expensive equipment not
already widely available, or software that will deeonstant updating to run on future
platforms, and perhaps entail the involvement eéacher with special training or unusual
enthusiasm. Many conventional experimental intettees suffer from these problems of lack
of sustainability. By contrast, sustainable CALL/MA would use devices and software
which students and teachers already possess orréagig access to, and use, and which do

not require specialist knowledge to exploit, anddeeare more sustainable.
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Overall, then, while traditional CALL/MALL experinmts show some benefit of
technology for language learning, there are sidresreeed to exploit devices and applications
which students already use for other purposeserdtian just impose researcher or teacher
decisions on what devices and software to use mpnd As Dahlstrom et al. (2012)
concluded, “students are ready to tlegir mobile devices more for academics, and they look
to institutions and instructors for opportunitieglancouragement to do so” (p. 41; emphasis
ours).

We, therefore, propose to provide foundation infation about what devices
university level English learners normally use,hivitthe constraints of what is available to
them, but unconstrained by researcher impositionsef of anything for the study. From that
we move to what they use the devices for, and @&peevhat uses they already make of
them with any EFL element. This we present as éisg@nformation from which we can see
where there exists potential for learners to beeraged to use their existing resources more
effectively for learning English.

2. Review of studies of access to, and use of, deg

A number of extensive survey studies of accesqttdioa use of new technology have been
conducted either in the US (Nagel, 2013; Chen aewldyelles, 2013; Johri et al., 2013), or in
Australia (Oliver and Goerke, 2007; Murphy et 2014), which, however, did not address
EFL contexts. Furthermore, while some did separatgbort ownership of devices and their
use, and/or separated general use from academi@andesven detailed the locations where
students reported using devices, none separatemhwieing a foreign language from other

uses.

In EFL contexts worldwide, while surveys of studeate common, they tend to be far
from comprehensive and often more interested irordieg attitudes to, rather than
ownership, availability and actual use of, ICT ®¢@.g., Tafazoli, 2018). They also tend to
focus solely on the classroom (Solano, 2017; Zi&abai, 2017). A study closer to ours, in
Poland, is Turula’s (2016), which, however, limitiéskelf to how ‘good’ learners used digital
resources outside of class (regardless of devideagailability). In particular it makes use (p.
58) of the notion of the ‘online potential’, somietd) which we take up and indeed hope to
measure.

Comprehensive surveys such as ours do not seeravi® lteen conducted in EFL
contexts such as the Arab world either, althougirehdo exist some studies which are

indirectly informative. For instance, the Arab Syriof 2011 generated some research on the
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role of social media in those events which, in fwmeds light on ownership and use patterns
of mobile devices such as smart phones, thoughohaburse on use of those involving
English (Melki, 2015). Furthermore, there are ralgvstudies in contexts very close to Saudi
Arabia, such as Awwad and Ayesh (2013), who revedtat at UAE University 53% of
students claim to use their laptop for academippses only.

In Saudi Arabia, a number of studies in Saudi sthdwmve revealed concerns
commonly found also in other contexts such as Sdéutterica and the Far East: lack of
availability of relevant devices, lack of teachmirning and time (Almaghlouth, 2008; Al-
Rashed, 2002; Alamri, 2011). Such studies, howenske only passing mention of the
technological resources that students themselves mwhave access to outside class and
which could be exploited, with the exception of &trani (2014), which accessed Saudi
students a year below ours.

Following the argument for sustainable CALL/MALL wh we advanced in section
1, we therefore feel that there exists an urgergdnt obtain comprehensive survey
information about many EFL contexts, such as Safidibia, including specifically
information about existing English related use e¥ides by different kinds of students. We
would further argue that, in order to assist EFacteers, there needs to be more careful
attention paid to the argumentation used when ngakirggestions about teaching/learning
potential based on survey findings. In those studikich draw implications for teachers from
their findings, such as Oliver and Goerke (200Teroquite a loose argument is advanced
relating the facts about ownership or use with ssggigns for where the teaching potential lies
and what teachers should do. We propose ratheratee rthe following assumptions: EFL
potential is greater for devices which are mostlalke to students, especially those which
they own; EFL potential is greater for devices whare most used by students, especially

where existing use involving English is low rel&ito overall use.

3. The study

3.1. Aims and research questions

The present research seeks to address the abav&ygapswering these research questions:
1. What patterns of availability, general use, andliEhdanguage-related use, of
devices do we find in different locations among @dtnglish and Business majors?
2. Which devices exhibit the greatest gap between iSanglish and Business

majors’ general use, and use involving English leagge?
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3. What views do teachers and students have on thetegrexploitation for

English of technology which students already use?

In order to enhance the reliability and validity tfe study we gathered both
quantitative data from closed questionnaire itemd gualitative information from open

response questionnaire items and interviews.

3.2. Participants

106 English majors and 32 Business majors at &aydaudi Arabian university participated

in the survey. We targeted the entire first yesaka of these disciplines in order to be fully
representative and allow for attrition due to utngness to participate or spoilt protocols.

The sample was aged 18 to 22 years, mean 21.2%nelnded both genders although gender
differences were not explored due to the time camgtand word limit for this paper.

These students had normally studied English forysars at school and taken further
English courses at university (mean 7.4 years @fliglm study). The English majors continue
to study English and receive instruction througle tmedium of English during their
undergraduate years. The Business majors studyghiject primarily through the medium
of Arabic, but take two English courses, and thereome use of English in lectures for
terminology and in some instances more widely dépgnon the lecturer. The student
participants would be regarded as beginner or tderinediate in international terms.

For the interviews, we selected randomly eight esentative male teachers holding
M.A.’s and Ph.D.’s and twelve students, includireghbhigh and low users of technology. We
were unable to include female teacher intervievaeesto their busy schedules.

3.3. Instrumentation and procedure
Data for the project were collected through an renlguestionnaire delivered ymart
Survey with follow-up interviews. Validity of the questinaire was assured by its design,
based on a wide range of previous published stydmsion 2), and submission of the final
version of the questionnaire to an expert in teklfilt was also piloted with 15 students and a
few minor revisions were made. The questionnaicted:

1) student demographics;

2) ownership of, and access by other means to, defyesfno response);

3) general use of devices for any purpose, in fousipteslocations (hours per week);

4) use of devices in ways involving English, in fowspible locations (hours per week);
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5) respondents’ free views on the kinds of uses theglanof devices in relation to
English.

The interviews lasted 20-25 minutes and were augltorded in a college office. They

were semi-structured, conducted in Arabic and aesigtio follow up on the questionnaire,

covering the same questions, but exploring respastese of technology in greater depth.

3.4. Results and findings

The guantitative data was exported fr@mart Surveyo Exceland then intd&SPSSVersion
20 to obtain the necessary statistics. Open regpqunalitative data were transcribed and
translated into English by the researcher, thed repeatedly and coded thematically with
input from a second expert to increase reliabditg validity.

3.4.1 Pattern of access to, and use of, devices

Tables 1-4 show respectively students’ reportedcgeavailability, general use time, English
related use time, and English related activitieslevices. Overall, out of 56 possible forms of
device access (14 devices each with four accesstygee Table 1), students on average
claimed to have 10 available (range 2-25). Fors#lidents access was mainly through
ownership (similar to Alzahrani, 2014), and washiigf for smart phones and laptops,
followed by electronic dictionaries and tablets gksh majors also reported high access to
TVs and games consoles. These devices, therefaasend the greatest potential for English

teachers to exploit in our context on the critermbrhardware availability’.

Table 1. Percentages of students claiming diffekantts of access to devices

TYPE of ACCESS Owned Fnenq or Intern,et Campus
family café
2 2 A @
G o | & | 2| & | 2| @ 4
DEVICE © ‘T © ‘T © T [S) ‘T
i | g |0 |&| & |a8|d | 3
Desktop computer 50.9 18.8 151 0[0 11.3 D.0O 38251

Laptop computer / Notebook / Netbook 811 68.8 24.9.0 3.8 0.0 0.0 0.0

Mobile phone with internet access /

Smart Phone 88.7 | 81.3 9.4 0.0 5.7 6.3 3.8 0.0
Mobile phone without internet access 66|0 6|3 20.8.0 1.9 6.3 1.9 0.0
Tablet / iPad 49.1) 500 396 0D 57 6.3 1/9 0|0

e-Reader / Kindle 7.5 0.0 17.0 0,0 9.4 a.0 18.9 0.0
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Audio player connected to internet / iPod 415 0{0245 | 0.0 3.8 0.0 11.3 0.0
2‘;‘2‘; g'gy;;;g: connectedto internet{ 4, , | g3 | 170/ 00 38/ 00 139 0.
DVD player not connected to internet 43)4 0.0 30.20.0 0.0 0.0| 11.3 0.0
Electronic Dictionary 56.6 56.3 17.Q op 113 63 57 0.0
Electronic organizer 30.2 6.3 17.0 0J0 3.8 0.0 15%.10.0
Games console / Xbox / Play station 64.2 18.8 18.8.0 5.7 0.0 1.9 0.0
Smart TV connected to internet 453 50(0 22.6 D.0.9 1 0.0 7.5 0.0
Regular TV not connected to internet 62|3 6|3 18.2.0 7.5 0.0 9.4 0.0
Average 524 26.4 20.11 0. 5.4 18 10/0 0.9

Surprisingly, a significantly higher percentagetbbé English majors than Business

majors claimed to have access to devices, almalbuti exception regardless of the means of

access or the device (Wilcoxon test, p<.02).

As seen in Table 2, consistent with the reportealaility of access, reported rates of

time spent in general use of devices by Englistorsajere everywhere higher than those by

Business majors, regardless of device or locationse, with the sole exception of use of

laptops at home (Wilcoxon z=3.30, p=.001).

Correlations supported the considerable parallelisetween general use and

ownership. Devices more frequently used by Engheljors at home were also more often
frequently owned by them (Spearman rho=.802, p9.08teater general use of devices by

Business majors at home was also positively reledvnership (rho=.870, p<.001).

Table 2. Mean reported general use of devices ghoerr week)

Off campus On campus On campus
LOCATION Home ! without . Totals
not home with teacher
teacher
2 A A A A
G o | & o | & o | & o | B 4
DEVICE © T [S) T © ‘T IS) ‘T [S) T
5 g | 4@ | g | 40| & | 4| & | 40| 3
Desktop computer 2.59 0.06 0.26 0.0 0.24 0.0 68 0 0. 3.77 0.06
Laptop computer / Notebook ) 15 | 1 65| 08| 00| 019 od o024 ob 2k 1le2
/ Netbook
Mobile phone withinternet | ¢ 55 | 3459 159 019 063 00 o041 op 105 3lo4
access / Smart Phone
Mobile phone without 368 | 00| 053] 00| o01d o0d o006 o0p 445 )
Internet access
Tablet / iPad 124/ 02§ 03§ 09 043 oo o0p3 o068 | 025
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e-Reader / Kindle 0.62 0.0 0.41 0. 0.18 0|0 0j12 .0 0 1.33 0
Audio player connected to | o ag | o | 024| 00| 019 od o012 o0p 139 )
internet / iPod

Audio player not connected| ;55 | 5| 38| 00| o019 od 01k o0p 203 O
to internet / mp3 / CD playe

DVD player not connected | 21 | 56 | 021| 00| o004 od 016 o0ds 116 o0los
to Internet

Electronic Dictionary 1.32 0.44 0.5 0.4 0.18 0p 320 0.0 2.32 0.44
Electronic organizer 0.85 0.0 0.2p 0. 0.18 0j0 900 0.0 1.41 0
Games console / Xbox /Play , o9 | 90 | 062| 00| o014 o0d o00b 00 498 )
station

Smart TV connected to 118 | 05| o056 019l o004 od o012 op 162 oleo
Internet

Regular TV notconnected tb , g0 | 5931 18| 00| o024 od o1 o0p 347 ohs
Internet

TOTAL hours per week 306 | 663| 703 03d 271 o00b247| 006| 428 7.19

The same general pattern emerges for English celete (Table 3) as for general use

(Table 2), albeit involving smaller amounts of time that English majors reported

significantly more use of each device at each lonathan Business majors did (Wilcoxon

z=3.30, p=.001). In this instance this is of coueswirely explicable due to the fact that

English majors are more focused on English tharnri®égs majors, who receive most of their

instruction in Arabic. Furthermore, while Englishajors used devices on campus only to a

limited extent for English, the Business majorsorégd never using devices on campus for

English, or indeed much

else.

Table 3. Mean reported use of devices involvinglishghours per week)

Off campus On campus | On campus
LOCATION Home pus, without with Totals
not home
teacher teacher
? a ? 7 7
5 4 5 4 s | e| & | ¢| & 4
DEVICE © ‘T © ‘T [S) ‘T [S) T IS) T
0| & | 4| & | @ |g| 0 |g| T &
Desktop computer 2.59 0.04 0.2pb 0.p 0.09 D.0 0/35.0 |03.29 0.06
Laptop computer /
Notebook / Netbook 0.88 0.63 0.53 0.0 0.04 0.p 0.24 0,0 1.1 063
Mobile phone withinternet| ,, 15 | 569 | 032| 019 018 op 06 oo 3p2 olss
access / Smart Phone
Mobile phone without 076 | 00 | 041| 00| o003 o0f o008 o0 1p3 D
internet access
Tablet / iPad 0.59 0.06] 0.1% 0.( 0.0 g.0 0 D.0 740. 0.06
e-Reader / Kindle 0.32 0.0 0.18 0.0 0.15 Q. 0{03.0 [0 0.68 0
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Audio player connected to| o 2 | 50 | 0o9| 00| o004 00 o008 oo o2 b
internet / iPod
Audio player not connected
to internet / mp3 / CD 062 | 00| 020 00| o014 00 o0Q oo 106 O
player
DVD player not connected| g oo [ oo | 00| 00| 00| 0¢ 016 ol o083
to Internet
Electronic Dictionary 0.76 0.19 0.41 0. 0.0 g.o .120| 0.0| 1.38( 0.19
Electronic organizer 0.41 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 60/00.0| 0.94 0
Games console / Xbox/ |y 59 | 00 | 032| 00| 00| 00 oop olo 4l )
Play station
Smart TV .connectedto | 56, | 531 | 035 019 00 o0p 00 oo 1p9 ds
Internet
Regular TV notconnected| g4 | 13| 018| 00| 00| o9 o01p oo 1.p4 ohs
to Internet
TOTAL hours perweek | 162 | 2.07| 378] 03d o096 d 24 o [2273] 245

With respect to different kinds of English relatede (Table 4), six devices were

reported with 5 or more different uses: the mogstsaile are clearly laptops and smart

phones. The most popular uses were vocabularwdaxty activities, which constitute a study

related function, where English language is theiso@and watching movies, where English is

presumably incidental to the main focus on undaditey and enjoying the narrative of the

film.
Table 4. Uses made of each device which involvdigimg
(E = English majors, B = Business majors; numbeflect multiple responses)
[3) 2 %)
DEVICE A~ 5 2 = g % a _
S S =y Lol 2F 3 > = = 3 I
Ec 9 val|l @ c 2 e X g =
TYPE of USE na o @ @ = = 5 3 o =
S [a) = [s) =
— Z [a) X
Movies E3 E3 B3 E8 18
Vocabulary / E2 B| E E E E9 B2 17
dictionary
Writing E E E E E3 B 8
Music / songs E3 B B B E E 8
Games E3 E B E2
Internet E4 B E 6
Stu_dy/lear_n E2 E2 E 5
major subject
Grammar E E3 E 5
Translating E B B E 4
Homework E E E 3
Reading E E E 3
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Listening B E2 3

Socials/Skype E3 3

Hobby/interest E E

Speaking E

Language skill
video

Share lang. with
peers

Youtube E

News E

eBook B

Shows E

o N el Bl

Longer task E

Total 12 11 6 6 6 5 5 2 1

3.4.2. The potential for use-time exploitation

In order to answer RQ2, we calculated the amourinoé per week of general use of each
device that was not already English-related, amdpércentage of total use time (Table 5).
Larger percentage indicates greater ‘use time awiéity’ for greater additional use in relation
to English of already used technology.

Overall 47% of English majors’ use of technologgogedly did not involve English,
while 66% of Business students’ did not (althoulgh latter constitutes fewer hours than the
former). In other words, the majority of English jora’ use time is already English-related
while, unsurprisingly, the majority of Business orgj (lesser) time is not. Furthermore,
given that two thirds or more of use time for bgtbups was at home, any exploitation of this
potential surely needs to take place there.

Considering devices separately, the greatest patestists for both groups in the
smart phone, in terms of hours per week (TableHBwever, having given time in hours
greater weight than percentage of time, the patédfars by majors. For English majors the
next device with greatest potential is the regglone then the regular TV, audio player,
electronic dictionary and tablet. For Business m&jowever the second largest potential is
with the laptop and then the electronic dictionaing tablet, but by that point only fractions of
an hour per week are available. Notably for Enghséjors the laptop and desktop do not
present much potential as their use is alreadyelprdominated by English, in contrast with
the tablet.
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Table 5. Non English- related use of devices

112

Use of devices not claimed Non-English use as
to be English related
DEVICE percent of total use
(hours per week)
English Business English Busines
Desktop computer 0.48 0.00 12.73 0.00
Laptop computer / Notebook / Netbook 0.71 0.99 29.3 61.11
Mobile phone with internet access / Smart Phone 87.2 3.06 69.33 77.66
Mobile phone without internet access 3.22 0.00 2.3 -
Tablet / iPad 0.94 0.19 55.95 76.00
e-Reader / Kindle 0.65 0.00 48.87 -
Audio player connected to internet / iPod 0.77 0.00 55.40 -
glé?llé)rplayer not connected to internet / mp3 / CD 0.97 0.00 47.78 i
DVD player not connected to internet 0.33 0.06 38.4| 100.00
Electronic Dictionary 0.94 0.25 40.52 56.82
Electronic organizer 0.47 0.00 33.33 -
Games console / Xbox / Play station 0.48 0.00 9.64 -
Smart TV connected to internet 0.63 0.19 32.81 27.5
Regular TV not connected to internet 2.23 0.00 B4.2 0.00
TOTAL 20.07 4.74 46.89 65.92

3.4.3. Student and teacher perspectives on greatese of devices in relation to English

RQ3 is concerned with the views of the stakeholderdiow to facilitate a more optimum
exploitation for English of the available technatad device potential. The teacher was often
seen as the key. For example, S6, a low useryiredeo his tablet, said: “Yes, the teacher can
help me by suggesting new applications or guidimgam using complicated applications. So
| believe that teachers play an important role @ipimg me”. S1 (a high user) offered a
specific suggestion for teachers: “I think Englisinguage teachers can ask me and my
classmate to search the internet to find extrarmépion related to the lesson, it's a good
activity.” S3, a high user, even suggested:

every English language teacher should have higiver E-portfolio and also encourage their
students to have this kind of tool. | have seertt@ninternet some e-portfolios designed by
English language teachers from different countaed | think it's very useful and also very

easy to use....students can use this kind of techgpdio share and to exchange information

and knowledge related to language learning.

On the other hand, when S4 (a low user) was agkibe iEnglish teacher could usefully get
more involved in his use of technology, the studmritted: “It's very difficult to answer
this question, but | think it's not easy because tdacher himself doesn’t use technology
devices during the English language lesson.”

S1 (a high user) by contrast pointed to how thekeracould autonomously use the TV
for English: “Television can be a good way of leaghEnglish language because there are
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many good English language programs and lessonsathaavailable on some educational
channels.” However, when asked why he did not wétchore he said “Because of time, |
don’t have much time to spend on watching the TS2.gave a different reason for disuse of
TV. Although he had access to a family TV at homeyas not often actually available to
him: “I don’t have my own TV at house, there isyoohe TV at my home so all the family
members use it to watch.”

The teachers themselves were generally in favo@nbfinced use of technology and
evidenced some ability in using it themselves,ezitior their own benefit or in class. They

also showed some awareness of the student situatmrilr'l claimed:
Students are faced with computers both at homegclabol and at university. You know |
always encourage my students to use technologgpuseavery single student in my classroom
| am quite sure that he has an iPad, or computesn@art phone at home. | am sure that
students’ experience with technology can vary dydetm one student to the next. | am aware
most of the students are using technology devitdsome because when | ask students to
complete their homework at home then submit it, eythype it on computer. | always

encourage them to make use of these tools for dhairbenefit.

This attitude, however, seemed to stop short afidhable to make suggestions about how
actually to involve students more with the devitkat they have, in a way that would
promote their English.

However, some teachers admitted their own limitetias far as technology is
concerned, e.g. T1 reported: “Because of timeaa Fdon’t have enough time for that. | am
a very busy person, a lot of work to do at theeg®l and also at home.” Further, some
regarded student lack of motivation as an obst#égier4 “[tlhe only obstacle is that students
should be willing to do so.” Hence T2 thought anentive would be needed: “Initially, it
may be given a deaf ear but there is every likelthof its getting implemented to the benefit
of students if it entails academic credit with i’ our experience it is definitely true that the

students become more interested if they receivenineges and more credit.

4. Implications and conclusion

First, overall, it is clear that in our context, @®bably in many other EFL contexts around
the world, device ownership, and hence use at htaneutweighs access to devices by other
means, and represents a huge largely untapped ustairable resource for learning. The
single device that is most owned and used andeasdme time that has the largest potential

for greater use in relation to English, especially of class, is the smart phone (consistent
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with Oliver & Goerke, 2007). There is also someiaddal potential for the laptop, electronic
dictionary and tablet, and for English majors théand the games console.

The English-related activities that are most commorcontrast with those reported
by Alzahrani (2014) only a few years ago in a samitontext, are watching movies and
looking up vocabulary, followed by listening to nmswriting and playing games. The
tendency for phones to overtake laptops and desktopEnglish-related uses is also in
conflict with studies like Nagel (2013), who fouptones lagged behind the laptop for study
purposes. There is a clear message for all that ihi a fast changing area and
teachers/researchers around the world really reeedrtinually update their knowledge of the
current situation in their own contexts, perhapglemng an instrument such as ours.

Based on our admittedly small sample, studentsteachers both seem open to the
idea of their existing technology being exploitedrenfor English. However, they both need
more guidance, as has often been noted in otheéiestworldwide (e.g., Muslem et al., 2018,
in Indonesia). We suggest this might start with MAlorkshops for teachers, dedicated to
how they can train students to get the most ouheir devices in relation to English when
using them autonomously, especially at home, arat &hglish-related activities the teachers
can themselves usefully engage them in through fineines or tablets (Kiernan and Aizawa,
2004). Teachers in all contexts should be encodréméry informal action research projects,
using ideas from the literature. One could be synggleking out the best apps to recommend
to the students to use autonomously, whether foctiotharies, or language skills practice
exercises, or material to listen to or read that ihe right level and on relevant topics, e.g. on
Voice of America special English, or Al Jazeera lising or YouTube. Another could be
through exploiting existing social media uses, emgouraging students to tweet each other
and the teacher in English about whatever takesittierest, or share photos and record their
spoken comments on them, or to maintain a clasg bloEnglish on a relevant theme.
Additionally, the teacher could embed existing slasork more in a MALL framework, e.g.
communicating with students via texts or maybe aebaok interest group for the class.
These could be used to ask for and receive an@ $badback on ongoing assignments, push
little tasks at students, or engage them more latehio tasks such as ‘business vocabulary of
the week’ to learn. There is no space to reviewhsdeas fully here: they are presented
individually in research articles such as Stockw2010) or Hung and Young (2015), but
teachers with little time might better access idkaring sites like British Council (2017) or

Sperling (2017) or review articles such as Rein@2040) or Yang (2013). One thing is clear,
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however: all ideas notably require the teacher inémself to get immersed in what modern
devices can do, and discuss with their students udes they already make of them.

In conclusion, it must be admitted that this stwdgs small scale in number of
participants, and limited to one university. Nelietess, apart from providing a valuable
documentary snapshot of a neglected specific cordexl some crucial implications for that
context, the issues it has raised surely resomataeany other similar English as a foreign
language contexts around the world which share mainthe same general conditions.
Furthermore, our implementation of a measure oém@l for further English-related use of
technology based on device use time separately @i@rnte availability/ownership constitutes
an area of research which deserves further exparat

Note
The author would like to thank Deanship of SciéntResearch at Majmaah University for supporting thork
under Project No: 1440-32
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Abstract

Automated Writing Evaluation programs have beendusgtensively to assist both L2
instructors and learners to get corrective feedlmawk to score students’ final product of
writing. Research has found that the AWE prograelp m optimizing the writing output.
However, little is known about the hybrid mode; wdeAWE involving the evaluation of
both modes instructors and the AWE program. Thigepatudies the effects of both modes
in developing the students’ writing outputs usingnaall case study of 6 EFL learners. The
learners were exposed to both modes where in eacte nhey undertook two sessions
using the program. In the first phase the learmgste an essay viMY Access and then
saved their input in the program. In the secondisasthey revised their essays based on
the feedback given from the program. In the hylmimde, the same students in the second
session revised their input as per the instructiésiback and then continued submitting
their essays viaVMY Access. Results found that under the hybrid conditiondstus
significantly outscored the learners with the AWiagram.

Keywords: automated writing evaluation; corrective feedbaekting; hybrid

1. Introduction
The notion of corrective feedback has been incngisienhanced by the advent of automated
writing evaluation (AWE) software such agaer, MY Access, Holt Online Scoring, BETSY
and Criterion. The positive efficacy of such programs has beemahstrated by empirical
studies (see Stevenson & Phakiti, 2014 for a cohgargive review). Despite their limitations
in detecting writing content errors, they have bdlpn providing immediate feedback of
mechanical errors for students’ writing, somethadgiuman cannot always do (Lavolette,
Polio & Kahng, 2015).

The computer-generated feedback provides commenthe form of cast, meta-
linguistics, scoring and/or correction. Instructaray find it hard to give instant feedback for
students’ problematic areas of their pieces ofimgijtbut AWE can partially do that for

certain aspects of the language. According to Lett®let al., (2015), error codes generated by
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Criterion were 75% correct. Besides, Hoang and kanf2016) found 73% precision of error
scoring provided byMY Access. In fact, the issue of corrective written feedbatkAWE
programs has been debatable for years. Proponérasch programs, who are frequently
affiliated with companies that develop such progataud their precision and valuable
feedback. On the other hand, opponents of theggrgs base their criticism on the call of
Truscott (1999) to abandon such software as theysfmn correcting grammatical errors
which could lead to surface learning and that cawdtifoster L2 acquisition as the ultimate
goal. In fact, whatever accuracy these programerofiuman intervention is essential to
control the limits of the program and to advanaehlgh quality of corrective feedback.

Due to mixed designs of the previous studies, latkalidity of such corrective
feedback provided by AWE, diversity of programsatigres, and shortage of empirical
studies, we cannot draw a firm conclusion of tHea€y of these programs. Therefore, more
studies are called for to gain a fine-grained petabout the final product of students’ writing
mediated by AWE programs.

The current study aims to determine the efficacAWE (MY Access) in developing
students’ revision of essay writing and to exantog the students’ scores improved from
the first draft to the second one in two differamiting tasks via a computer-assisted writing
affordance.

2. Literature review

Recently, a number of writing programs have beereldped to assess students’ writing as
well as provide formative and summative feedbacktlogr writing. Such programs are
known as Automated Essay Scoring (AES) (Shermis &ekein, 2003) or Automated
Writing Evaluation (AWE) (Warschauer & Ware, 20Q&xamples of AES/AWE include-
rater, MY Access, Holt Online Scoring, BETSY and Criterion. AES or (AWE) has been
described as computer technology that evaluatesemm@s written prose with the purpose of
saving time, reducing cost, and increasing relighih the assessment of writing (e.g. Chung
& O’Neil, 1997; Hamp-Lyons, 2001; Rudner & Liand)@).

However, research into the use of automated egtfins has yielded inconclusive
findings. Some studies have reported positive tes{Coniam, 2009) whilethers have
reported negative or mixed results (Lai 2010; Ldeak 2009; Tuzi, 2004). These
contradictory results could be attributed to selvietors such as individual writing ability,
the pedagogy adopted and the specific automatddtaippn affecting the results (Lee et al.,

2009). For example, less trained writers facediatiffies in using revision tools and also
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novice writers could not access these tools (Ké&dahnston, 1991). Similarly, learners who
usedMY Access were dissatisfied with the grade they receivedaréigg the accuracy and
clarity of feedback on content and the rhetoricgpegts of their writing (Chen & Cheng,
2008). In contrast, a number of case studies (Brgytrenko-Ahrabian, 2008; Ellison, 2007;
Ussery, 2007) reported student and teacher’s aatish with theCriterion software.

The majority of studies reviewed in the AWE litena have use@riterion to provide
immediate feedback and scores on students’ writiAgeording to a systematic review study
on the use of AWE to improve L2 writing skills whiavas conducted by Stevenson and
Phakiti (2014),,around 33% of their selected staidiad useriterion to provide immediate
feedback to the students’ errors while only 15%tofdies used!Y Access . The overuse of
such programs in the literature could be explaibpgdhe fact that these programs “provide
feedback on both global writing skills and language” (Stevenson & Phakiti, 2014, p. 52).
Criterion has the potential to give indirect feeclo#o errors and also provide suggestions to
the correct form (Lavolette et al., 2015). Yet, AV¢&nnot replace instructors and scoring
made by such programs cannot be regarded as as@sduman rating and must be treated
with “a critical eye” (Warschauer & Ware, 2006, 163). Some errors detected by AWE
might be misidentified; in other words, some of @reors identified are not really errors and
other errors remain unidentified. For the purposdhe current study, we do not aim to
validate AWE scoring. On the other hand, our fosusn the corrective feedback provided by
MY Access in the form of suggestions given to learners andhow such feedback could
improve the students’ writing when they revise th&orks in light of these suggestions.
Additionally, AWE has been firstly designed to aidtive speakers of English who write
English prose in their native language (Li & Kunn&2016), and little research has targeted
English language learners who are not familiar \pitbper English terms and not exposed to
English speaking environments where the Engliske styunattainable.

In order to examine the effect @riterion on students’ writing, particularly by
responding to its feedback, a number of studie® leaen carried out. Attali’'s (2004) study,
for example, reports the results of a large-scaldysbased oi€Criterion to provide a holistic
essay score; feedback on grammar, usage, mechanigsstyle. A total number of 9,275
essays were submitted toriterion, which provided feedback to the students who then
submitted a revised essay to the program. Data areby/zed from the first and last (of three)
essays submitted by US students in thehBough the 12 grade during the 2002-2003 school
year. An overall measure of grammar, usage, mecbaand style errors were computed by

summing the individual error rates, grammar, usagechanics, and style errors for each
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essay and divided by the essay length to produasranrate. Results suggested that overall
scores improved and essay length increased fose@wubmissions compared to the first
submission. Similarly, organization and developmsridres improved and the participants
were able to correct at least some types of emossbsequent versions of their essays.

Lee et al. (2009) developed a system to provideediate feedback on EFL students’
writing as regards content and organization. A camnspn was made between essays written
by two groups. The experimental group receivedidaell from the web-based system and the
control group typed their essays directly on thengoter. It was found that there was no
statistically significant difference between theotgroups in essay length, or in the final
scores given by two human raters.

El Ebyary and Windeatt (2010) examined the poténiasitive effect of using
automated feedback with the help@fiterion. The authors sought to examine the trainees’
attitudes towards the novel mode of feedback asaliavestigated both the process of writing
and their final product. Quantitative and qualitatidata about feedback practice were
collected from 31 instructors and 549 Egyptiannieai EFL teachers using pre-treatment
questionnaires, interviews and focus groups. A taienber of 24 trainees received computer-
based feedback usir@iterion on two drafts of essays submitted on each of dle fopics
assigned to participants. Data recorded by thevsoft suggested a positive effect on the
quality of students’ second drafts, subsequent &gioms, and post-treatment questionnaires.
Similarly, interviews and focus groups showed aitp@s effect on the students’ attitudes
towards feedback. In El Ebyary and Windeatt's stuldg improvements in students’ writing,
however, may have been identified partly or maidlye to the novelty (Hawthorne or
experimental) effect (McNeill & Chapman, 2005). Taethors also argued that issues of
writing organization and content were not suffitigraddressed byriterion, and that the
errors in language were mainly addressed by thevacd.

Studies in real classrooms can yield more validitesHowever, such research that
examines the effect of automated feedback is scaiverefore, this study seeks to fill this
gap in this area of investigation. Also, to dater¢his no study that has looked at how a
hybrid form of feedback (i.e. automated and teadbedback) can improve students’ writing,
and compare this form of feedback with the only doen of feedback (i.e. automated
feedback). The current study aims to fill in thepgand contribute to the literature for this
under-researched area in written feedback. Theysaittmpts to address the following

research questions:
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1. What impact canMY Access! home edition feedback have on students’ writing
improvement?

2. What impact can hybrid-mode feedback have on stsdemiting?

3. Is there any statistically significant differencetWween the AWE feedback and hybrid
mode feedback in improving the students’ writing?

4. What are the students’ perceptions about the useAWE feedback on the

improvement of their writing?

3. Methodology

3.1. Design

This study opted to use the case study approactvéstigate the efficacy of using feedback
provided by an automated writing evaluation progfama number of reasons. First, the use
of the automated writing evaluation progralY( Access writing) has never been used as a
pedagogical tool in the educational system in thedSEFL context. In fact, the current study
context is very likely to be different from othelSE contexts where such an automated
evaluation program was used. Therefore, such ardiit context merits deep investigation.
Second, we aimed to investigate and determine wén@bles could assist us in conducting
an experimental study with a larger number of gttglein the near future when

improvements, if any, in the program could be doaged on this case study.

3.2. Participants
Twelve EFL Arab students took part in this studigeif proficiency level was intermediate as
determined by the placement test administered ey Diepartment of English, Najran
University. The proficiency test used was equal @EIC. The participants’ age ranged from
22 to 24. They had been learning English for astleaght years, including their study at
primary and secondary school. All the participamsre studying at level 4 (the second
semester of the second year of their BA progrargriglish). They were from two different
sections of the same level and they were taughth&éysame teacher (the second researcher).
The participants were enrolled in a writing coutlat aims at teaching how to write an
academic essay. All the participants had never beam English-speaking country, they just
learnt English at school and university.

Purposive sampling was used by the teacher/resmatohselect the participants. A

multiple case study was utilised to find the simiies and differences among the cases and to
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increase the reliability of the outcomes. The g@acof the participants was based on their
academic performance in the teacher’s class asagelheir academic grade point average
(GPA). The researcher selected those participants&academic GPA was in the range of 3
and 4 out of 5. Based on the academic descripfitimeanstitution, this range represents good
academic performance. This selection was to erthateall the participants would have the
same level of writing proficiency. The participam®re briefed about the purpose of the
current study. They were assured that participatiaa voluntary and that the outcome of the
study would not have any effect on their gradeswutnber of participants had attended the
first task and then dropped from the study. Onky ftudents completed the two assigned
phases of treatments.

3.3. The software program

The software used to gauge students’ correctivengrduring the assigned sessions WaS
Access. It is one of the most well-known AWE programsassist learners in writing skills. "It
is a web-based AWE program that uses the Intelliriel@utomated essay scoring system.
The software, created by Vantage Learning, proviggsvities for instructors to develop
content ideas, organization, language use, helgesta see other essays that represent
different levels of proficiency to understand ewion criteria, evaluate and grade writing.
The program enables students to write their essagigives them help options such as word
bank, feedback, and scoring. Learners can log @& gilogram with their IDs and start
recording their input in a file. They can input ithessays and save it for later use. Upon
automatic scoring provided by the program, the esttgl can polish their inefficiencies and
improve the quality of their writing. Figure 1 amidgure 2 are snapshots frolhY Access

program .
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3.4. Study Design and Writing Procedures

This study was run over a period of four weeks mtuded two phases. The second phase
(weeks 3 and 4) was based on the findings fromeha@veeks 1 and 2). On Day 1 of the
study, the six students were brought to the compakeat the University and were trained to
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use MY Access writing by the teacher (the second researcherg tHacher explained the
different functions of the program and the wayseasponding to the feedback. The students
were asked to write an essay on a topic chosen d&rtist. Since the program offers the writer
the option to write on a topic from a multiple abficiency levels (e.g., 8-10, 11-14, 15-18),
the students were advised by the researcher tosehaotopic from level 4 to suit their
proficiency level.

On Day 2 in the first phase, the students Ud&dAccess program to write their first
draft and then received feedback immediately fromgrogram. The instructor assigned the
following topic “The effect of smoking on healthThe students wrote a 3 paragraph-essay on
the topic. The instructor chose this topic since skudents were familiar with the issue of
smoking as it was one of the topics they studiethair textbooks. The students wrote their
essays, saved them and then submitted them tordigeapn for feedback. After submission,
they immediately received a holistic score out ofn6the second session, two days after the
first session, the students were asked to log théxr account and revise their last saved
essays. In this session, they were again instruarelsow to uséy tutor to get feedback on
their writing content, style, and organization. yheere also instructed on how to revise their
language errors usingy editor. Then, the students submitted their second draftraceived
a holistic score out of 6. The researcher then ected semi-structured interviews with the
students in order to find out how they perceived pinogram and how it could help them
improve their writing.

Based on the findings from phase 1, it was cleat the teacher’'s oral feedback
intervention was necessary in the areas of theestadwriting content and organization.
Thus, a hybrid mode was used in which the studeeste required to correct their language
errors throughMy editor in the program and received feedback from theheaonly on the
area of writing content and organization. In thretfsession of the second phase, the students
wrote an essay of their own choice. Each studeoselto write a different topic from the
range of proficiency levels (8-10, 11-14, 15-18he$e topics were of different genres. For
example, some were informative (e.g. a good fricatd some were narrative (e.g. your
dreams). After writing their essays the studentgedaand submitted their work and
immediately received a holistic score (a maximuorsof 6).

In the second session, the students were instrioteevise their saved drafts in the
same manner as they did in the first phase. Howavdhis stage, they were not instructed to
useMy tutor to receive feedback on their writing content, migation and style. It was rather

the researcher who provided them with the necedsadback. Then, the students submitted
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their second drafts and received another holistices During the two sessions, the instructor
took some notes and conducted interviews at theo&tite two sessions.

3.5. Interview

To gain insight into the students’ perspective égards to this new automated feedback,
semi-structured interviews were used. The semeiirad interview type was chosen for this
study because it offers a balance between thebilggyiof an open-ended interview and the
focus of a structured and restricted interview.

The aim of the interviews was to investigate inagge depth the students’ perceptions
regarding the new type of feedback by inquiringwtlibeir experiences of using it and their
preferences over the type of feedback they usegetoin their classroom. The questions
comprised three different sets. The first set asgwns concerned the students’ background
regarding their learning of writing and receiviregélback. The second set was related to their
experience of using their new type of feedback #ral difficulties faced. The third set
covered the students’ preferences regarding this andomated feedback over the one they
used to get in their classroom.

The interviews were conducted at the end of thdystu a quiet room. This was done
in Arabic (the participants’ first language) to igsshe students to express their ideas and
perceptions more easily; thus, allowing for greaterestigation by the researchers. The
interviews lasted for about twenty minutes withteatudent and the students’ answers were

audio-recorded

4. Results and findings

The results generated by this study were triangdlahrough administering different data
collection tools throughout the study: written sestemi-structured interviews, observation,
note-taking and informal interviews. Quantitativatal were collected from the written test
while qualitative data were reported from the fins¢émi-structured interviews, the
observations, and the informal interviews. Desorgptand inferential statistics were
performed to find answers to the research questiéribe current study. All the statistical

significance level was calculated at .05.
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4.1. Quantitative analysis
To answer the first research question which corscéhe impact of hybrid feedback on
students’ writing, students’ scores were providgdVY Access and are depicted in Table 1

and Table 2 (Note: students are given pseduo-namesprotect their privacy).

Table 1 Students’ scores in the First Phase (AWHeaho

Student's name 1% draft 2" draft
Al 2.7 3.2
Ahmad 1.8 2.3
Hussein 2.0 2.4
Wael 1.9 2.2
Tariq 2.6 3.1
Saad 2.1 2.4

Table 2 Students’ scores in the Second Phase (tHijbote)

Student's name 1% draft 2" draft
Ali 2.8 3.5
Ahmad 2.0 2.8
Hussein 2.2 3.1
Wael 2.1 2.9
Tariq 2.7 3.8
Saad 2.3 2.9

Descriptive statistics were used to see the meashsiandard deviation for both modes. They

are summarized in Table 3.

Table 3.Descriptive statistics for students’ scaresr AWE vs. Hybrid modes

No. Item N M SD SEM
1 AWE 1 6 2.18 .37 15
2 AWE2 6 2.6 43 A7
3 Hybrid1 6 2.35 .32 13
4 Hybrid2 6 3.16 .39 .16

Table 1 shows that the students’ scores improveunh fihe first session to the second one
across the two modes of treatment. For the firsisphmeans scores increased from the first
sessionX=2.18,9D =.37) to the second ong=2.6,SD=.43). A paired-t-test revealed that the
improvement from the first session to the secorsdisa was significart{5)=-10.38,p=.000.
Likewise, means scores of the students in the dyhnde were statistically significat{b) =
-11.6,p =.000. This result suggests that students’ writhauld significantly improve when
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learners were exposed to the second session gheeawhere they can revise their input and
make use of the feedback from both the programtiaaéhstructor.

In order to determine if there was a statisticalignificant difference between the
two types of modes (AWE and hybrid), a paired satypbst was run. Findings show that the
students in the hybrid mode=2.75,3D=.39) significantly outscored the same studentfién
AWE mode &=2,39, SD=.40, t(5)= -9.64,p=.000. This reveals that the hybrid mode was

beneficial for evaluating students’ output and wioatlvance the students’ writing skills.

4.2. Qualitative analysis

The data collected from the interviews and obsewmatwhile the students performing their
writing tasks and responding to the feedback prexvidy the program and the semi-structured
interviews provided insight into the students’ mgtions and experience of using this new
program of providing written feedback. The secoegearcher interviewed the students about
their use of the new program in teaching L2 writiige findings indicated that it was a new
experience for the learners to write an online essal to get feedback from both the AWE
program and the instructor. The learners showeil gneat interest ifMY Access program,
especiallyMy editor. However, in their response to the benefits they fgoin different
functionalities of the program, they mentioned thay did not benefit from the toolbox
features such as word bank, although the instructpeatedly recommended using this
feature. This could possibly be explained by the that students had little exposure to the
new unfamiliar program. Instead, students prefetoedse their well-known dictionary apps
in their phones to look up new words. Moreover, plaeticipants expressed the difficulty in
understanding the feedback on their writing contard organization that is provided by the
feature ofMy tutor, except the feedback provided on their writingusacy that is provided
by the feature oMy editor. In the second phase of the study, in which theher intervened
and provided feedback on the students’ writing enhtand organization, the students
reported that the feedback provided by the tea@heicontent and organization) was clearer
and dialogic as compared to the feedback provigeithd programNly tutor) on content and

organization.

5. Discussion
The findings reported in this study suggest an @lwiimprovement in the students’ second
draft scores during the second phase comparecetsetond draft scores in the first phase.

This can be attributed to the effectiveness ofgisie hybrid mode on students’ final score.
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The findings of the current study support the prasi findings in that AWE immediate
feedback could help students improve the qualitihefr writing skills to an acceptable level
(Attali, 2004; Lavolette et al, 2015) and humareméntion could ensure the accuracy of
AWE programsMY Access helped the participants polish out the mecharecairs such as
spelling, grammar, and punctuation. However, itethito correct clarity, coherence, and
ambiguity of writing which a human can only do. Timstructor evaluated the students’
output and made sure that the ideas were well-argdn their works were free from
ambiguity and the ideas were made crystal cleais €hhances the notion that technology
can assist instructors in acquiring second langbageve cannot fully rely on it or we cannot
replace human instructors (Chapelle, 1999).

The findings from the observation notes and thalfinterviews could provide an
explanation to this claim. The students argued ulsaigMy tutor could be intimidating as it
provided complex instructions. This can obvioustyunderstood given that the feedback on
content and organization was both not specific g long. In fact, this feedback requires
the student to go through multiple stages and wogktl considerable time to complete. This
would be difficult for an intermediate level of Hisdp proficiency who studies English as a
foreign language. The researcher’'s own observatimmfirmed the students’ perceptions
regarding the complexity of instructions providegt Bbly tutor. When the participants
attempted to uskly tutor, they could hardly follow the instructions that atwved a number of
steps. In other worddvly tutor involves detailed explanations and it refers thelents to
other activities that may take a long time to castel

Furthermore, the findings from the interviews astzservation notes indicate that
feedback provided specifically byly tutor is very general and is not tailored to the specifi
needs of the student’'s own essay. This is not simgrgiven the fact that these instructions
are provided by a computer, which lacks person@raation with the learner. This finding
corroborates Stevenson and Phakiti’s (2014) regploout the difficulties of using automated
writing systems for providing feedback to meetl#daner’s specific needs.

In contrast, the feedback provided by the instuetas dialogic and was tailored to
each student’s own needs. The instructor was abhelp overcome the difficulties that the
participants faced while completing the writing igasnents. In order to further assist the
learner, the instructor used the students’ motbregue (Arabic) as needed. The use of Arabic
helped overcome difficulties and enabled studemtgniderstand different aspects of writing

including organization and content.
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6. Conclusions, limitations and suggestions for thieiture research

The study findings prove that the use of the sakwaogram can help students improve their
writings from the first session to the second anéhe two scenarios. The students benefited
much from the hybrid mode where the instructor gives/her feedback more than the
program’s feedback. This suggests that L2 instrecioe advised to delay corrective feedback
from the program but to give their own one. Intéigraof human instructors may diminish
the faults and inefficiency of the AWE programs.

The study has some limitations because of thelssaatple size. Therefore, future
studies should use a large number of participdhiire research should track the students’
activities when exposed to writing through AWE todf out how their performance is
correlated with students’ interactions with the ietiate feedback provided by AWE

programs, and whether many activities could leamjptomal writing output.
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Application Description

Publisher: Telegram

Product type: Application software for smartphones, PCs and lapto

L anguage(s): Multilingual

Level: Any

Media format: Web-based, desktop app, and smartphone app

Operating systems. Windows Phone, Windows Desktop, Android, Mac, iQ&ux,
0OSX

Hardwarerequirements: Minimum smartphone hardware, Internet connection
Supplementary software: None

Price: Free

1. Introduction
Today, the internet is making second and foreignguage learning much easier than before.
The emergence of online messaging applications dnastically changed online language
learning and has provided a more accessible vemukedrning. Similarly, what makes these
online environments distinct from each other is thte of learners’ engagement with the
applications (Sutikno, Handayani, Stiawan, RiyadiS&broto, 2016; Takeda, 2014; Wagner,
2007, 2010). The arrival of modern, interactiveq aiser-friendly technological advances such
as blogs, wikis, portfolios, podcasts, and vodchsts changed the studying habits of learners
since they minimize the burdens of traditional séssin which one needs to be physically
present (Faramarzi, 2018; Faramarzi & Bagheri, 2015

Distance language learning is on the path of megas far as learners’ interests are
evolving. The use of different technological degiceuch as Telegram makes e-learning
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platforms more distinct. This dynamic setting regsi a robust stage to be presented to
language learners. For example, the capacity ofemteng different file formats such as
PowerPoint files, illustrations, audio/video filesMacromedia and animated files
simultaneously is something which is the focus ttérdgion of many language educators and
curriculum designers. At the same time, the systévaluation and ongoing assessment can
be made much more convenient by using TelegrankEle2018; Faramarzi, 2018) due to the
interactive nature of this online environment.

The effect of Telegram on developing vocabularg haen previously investigated by
several researchers (e.g. Elekaei, 2018; Ghobadal&, 2018; Heidari Tabrizi & Onvani,
2018; Khodarahimi & Heidari-Shahreza, 2018; Movafagrdestani, 2017), as well as on
grammar (Nabati, 2018), reading comprehension (Aaad Azad, 2017) or integrated skills
(Faramarzi, 2018). Attitudes towards Telegram aapilbn have been the subject of many
studies (e.g. Karimov & Kim, 2017; Faramarzi, Heid&abrizi, and Chalak, forthcoming-
2019a; Faramarzi, Heidari Tabrizi, and Chalak, hooming-2019b; Khoshsima, Saed, &
Arbabi, 2018).

Successful second and foreign language learnimglldhfollow some simple steps
according to Pufahl, Rhodes, and Christian (208aity start of the learning program, teacher
training improvement, longitudinal study prograrasd understanding the use of instructional
technology are the major contributing factors fohiaving the best results in any pedagogical
program. It clearly highlights the significanceiofplementing new technologies in pedagogy.
Besides, Larsen-Freeman and Anderson (2015) caontdbnology as an innovative factor.
Moreover, since university students spend more foiaging video games, watching TVs,
working with educational or entertaining applicasp and checking their accounts in different
online societies such as Facebook and Twitter teading books (Prensky, 2001), it will be
very appealing to combine the intended learningenels into today’s most fashionable trends
such as Telegram.

The purpose of this review is to demonstrate #x@agogical potential and features of
Telegram application and the ways it can be emplogeonline language learning projects by
learners and educators alike. This app is freehafge and advertisement-free and it can be
employed by learners from all levels. At the same{ it is a dynamic environment which can
be customized in accordance to learners’ needss @&pplication has been analyzed and
evaluated as part of two PhD dissertation projextest different features of the app and the

learners’ responses to them (Elekaei, 2018; Famn24r18).
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2. Description

The Telegram application is compatible with diffreperating systems and different devices.
The appropriate operating system should be selefrmd the website (see Figure 1).
Additionally, it can be used in a web-based donvairere installation is not necessary. Other
than English, seven other languages are also sigoh@&@igning up to the system is very easy as
it only requires the mobile number and the vertfaa code which is later sent to the user via a
text message. After logging into the system, thaiegtion can be customized in terms of the
appearance and security settings. Moreover, thikcappn has the capacity of importing the

contacts from the users’ phone book.

Co 08B 1920

@ https://telegram.org

W/

Telegram

Telegram for Windows / Mac / Linux

Figure 1. How to access the Telegram application

Telegram emphasizes speed and security as it s e&sy to use, fast in uploading and
downloading files, and easy to connect with yodlote members. Furthermore, its cloud-
based system ensures permanent access to thewfiieh are exchanged across different
channels and groups. Moreover, it is capable o€lsyomizing encrypted data across multitude
of independent data centers. Figure 2 shows thibiligy of Telegram in starting conversations

with different people and among different channels.
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Monika Goldsmith & 1:37 PM e : -
Was thinking of taking a vacation on
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to destroy it any time soon. .. c,, s
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What?! @ It's a nice place. Their civilization is

pretty backwards, but the nature is

fantastic! Just look at these views.
%‘ & Paul Steller Tue e

You have my financial support &

Kate Rodriguez
~ Hola!
22 Meme Factory
Winston: Let's design more rob!

Figure 2. The accessibility of Telegram channel

There are many features worthy of mentioning whishke Telegram distinct from other

software and establishes it as a leading devicdisbance language learning.

2.1. Safety and security

First, this application ensures the cyber secudtyusers since Telegram messages are
encrypted and the app has the capability of sedfrdetion. As it can be seen in Figure 3, the
secret chats can be self-destructed without arerference. This allows learners to be more
extrovert and cooperative in doing the tasks bexaisers should no longer be worried about
the mistakes they might make since the exchangesgages can be easily rectified. This allows

learners to express themselves freely becausedhsages can be corrected at any time.
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% GLDOS bot
Honestly, | hate testing your app

Figure 3. Self-destructed encrypted secret chats

2.2. The Seamless Networ k

It is possible to use Telegram on different devisgsultaneously, for example, on both a
smartphone and a laptop. This helps the continoétmy of getting the information from
different resources without any interruption. Irhet words, a learner can start getting the

information on their laptop and continue doing satleeir mobile phone if they want to get out
of the house.

2.3. Accessto channelsand groups

Once a Telegram user is signed up, they have ateessvide variety of channels and groups
particularly the language learning ones. The chianaed groups can either be searched
parametrically or accessed by having an invitatiok (see Figure 4). Unlike some other
virtual societies and websites, access to chandislsiission groups, and online classes can be
made much easier with a little search about th& topinterest. Moreover, joining channels
and groups is free of any premium charges. Eveaghter and/or learner can construct their

own channels and groups and invite their studenssart interacting in an online environment.
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Figure 4. Finding groups and channels in Telegram

2.4. Supporting fileswith various extensions and sizes

Telegram has the capability of supporting all fdemats including, but not limited to, doc, zip,
ppt, mp3, mpeg, etc. This is very important fortaiise language learning since teachers and
learners need a robust and dynamic environmentetm @ind receive files with different
extensions. Moreover, there is no restriction dliersize of files which are exchanged. Files up
to 1.5 GB can be exchanged in any discussion foetecting a file from the gallery or saving
a file to the hardware requires a single touchlick cFigure 5 shows how to choose files from
different sources and extensions which obviatesngwessity of installing other applications.
For example, the teacher can send a multimediawile any extension and upload it to a
group. All group members can download it for freel ghare their opinions about it. Learners
can also express their own opinions by sharing.filll this maximizes interaction among

learners and encourages them to do the tasks codiakely.
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Figure 5. Telegram supports all different file f@tis

Telegram is a versatile multifunctional online apglion, with its channels and groups catering
for most purposes of their users. Every individusér can create unlimited groups for up to
100,000 members and channels with an unlimited mundd members. A group is a
combination of email service, text messaging appltimedia messaging app, online forum
discussion, and systematic educational robots. €fbi, it can take care of personal,
educational, and business needs all at the sanee @mce the members are added to a group,
they can be guided by the admin users of the g(ogpally the online instructors or the
researchers and their assistants) to accept tae afilthe group (see Figure 6). Depending on
the purpose of the group, members are briefed entbanake use of the presented materials

within an already determined framework.
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Figure 6. Group construction for an educationaligro

2.5. Assigning tasksto learners

By using a group, a wide range of meaningful andllehging tasks can be presented to
learners. This application endorses podcasts fravida range of domains: video podcasts for
teaching grammar, vocabulary, pronunciation, listgnreading comprehension, formative
writing tasks, speaking, etc. In a longitudinal dstu Faramarzi (2018) assigned various
integrated listening and speaking tasks in Telegi@ameasure the effect of video podcasting
tasks on the development of listening comprehensiokFL learners. The Telegram users
demonstrated increased performance in doing integtasks comparing to that of non-users.
The patrticipants in the study mentioned Telegrana gwwerful device for improving their
major skills and sub-skills. Figure 7 shows thes@idjrammar podcasts and how the tasks were

presented.
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Figure 7. Grammar video podcasts and tasks

2.6. Using helpful robots

One of the most important characteristics of Telegmwhich makes it really different from
other distance education programs is the existefa®bots or so-called ‘bots’, which can
encourage learners to be self-reliant and independée idea of getting help from robots can
stimulate an initiative sense especially for ineded learners. Additionally, inquisitive learners
can challenge their peers by getting some infolwnatiom robots. In other words, by having
access to a great range of robots, learners cammseenore independent and discover the
materials by themselves. Figure 8 shows Andy’s tolgatrobot which makes language
discussion practice more lively for learners, gatarly beginners who might be interested in
finding out reactions of a native speaker to spegtiestions. In responding to learners, the
robot matches its answers to the linguistic le¥ehe questions.
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Figure 8. Andy English bot

The following robots are among the few languagateel robots which can be used by learners
from all language levels:

A. Pronunciation bot helps learners to check the proiation of words on the spot and
even get the phonetic notation of the words andsagess. Therefore, there is no need to
use a dictionary while reading a passage (see &@jur

B. Telewitter robot provides an opportunity to cheblk twitter account on the go (see
Figure 9). The idea behind creating such a robti fsave access to the social network
continuously.

C. Cloudfile robot can save received files in one’splbox account or other cloud-based
system (see Figure 9). Even though Telegram hastgaiwn cloud system, some
members might be interested in saving the filesesonere else.
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Figure 9. PronunciationBot, Telewitter bot, CloudBiot

D. Umad robot provides great animated pictures andhéga can use these GIF files in
their conversational exchanges to make their caati@nal exchanges much more
exciting (see Figure 10).

E. Study robot covers a wide range of subjects byhiegcdifferent aspects of language,
geography, world history and so on. Also it measutdferent areas of English like
IELTS, TOEFL, SAT and IAS mock tests (see Figurg 10

F. Wiki robot is capable of searching articles in @hwt box or forum. It is a great way of
sharing information with others without any intgrtion. The significance of this robot
is to have something to say any time one gets uabin a conversation exchange (see
Figure 10).

G. Voicy robot changes the voice messages and conbents to text messages accurately.
It can be very helpful for learners to get involved a conversation whose total
understanding might seem to be difficult (see Feglit). This is also beneficial for
learners who like to transcribe the talks from wvid®nferencing or live speeches. This
robot puts the learners in a comfort zone thatingles material will be lost.

H. Abadisdic bot gives learners access to dictionaaied encyclopedias in an online

environment (see Figure 11).
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I. Vote bot enables instructors to conduct a survelygat feedback from students through
Likert scale questionnaire system (see Figure Thé. voting robot can undo a vote if
one chooses an alternative by mistake, or one wamsange their mind about a point.
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There are many advantages in using robots in oglagses. Above all, the biggest advantage
for the instructor or the learner is they can aedteir own tailor-made robot for free,
customize its application, and introduce it to theget audience. BotFather is a robot which
makes it possible for everyone to establish a ra@betrby following simple steps (see Figure
12).

2 Cor 408 2 0514

@) BotFather is the one bot to rule them
all. Use it to create new bot accounts
and manage your existing bots.

(@BotFather

Username

Notifications On

Shared Media 0

Figure 12: BotFather robot constructor

3. Comparison with other similar applications
Unlike some other e-learning applications such &QY Telegram is free. Creating an account
is simple and only requires following a few stefisis safe and it can be operationalized
seamlessly by using different devices. The custethadjunct robots are not available in any
other application. In spite of having a massiveudkbased system, it works very fast.
Communication has been made easy as far as regdhgirvoice and videos is very simple.
Something which is almost nonexistent in othetadise language learning programs is
the ability to find and join different channels agdoups based on the topic of interest.
Moreover, the application is free from any distagbadvertisement. The two-step verification
made the security setting confidential. Maximumlaimbrative learning, peer correction, and

discovery learning are among the best features.
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4. Evaluation

Telegram is a free application can be used fomerllknguage learning programs that possesses
major advantages to facilitate the process of lagrnit is one of the most downloaded
messaging apps that is constantly updated and ea&twrés are being added to every day. Some
studies (e.g. Elekaei, 2018; Faramarzi, 2018) ledethe educational potential of Telegram as
a tool to pursue online language learning progragnshowing statistically significant results

in listening progress of L2 learners, vocabularyngaocabulary retention, autonomy, and
learning strategy training.

In using the app, various languages are suppattdide moment, which makes it easy
for beginner learners. The app and the robots arng wser-friendly. However, learners need to
be trained in how to get the most of the featurke froups, channels, robots, etc. The
application has its own format of recorded voicdscl takes some volume. The fast built-in
video recorder allows the users to be in contattt each other.

The main objective of this app is to encouragdabokative learning and pursue the
negotiation of meaning. Therefore, learners cap bakth other without any inhibitory feeling.
Moreover, they can be engaged in different featwfethe app for many hours and it is a
wonderful tool to develop learner-centered pedagddne dictionary robots, testing robots,
pronunciation-checking robots, and chatting rolets some of the interesting functionalities
that can help accomplish these aims.

The Telegram application possesses a great aptifidroubleshooting the learners’
problems. There are three ways of solving the groBlin Telegram: discovery learning by
using robots, peer correction by exchanging infaromawith peers, and by getting help from
the instructor. This encourages learners to be mnorgsitive while learning.

In addition, this application provides an oppoityrfor instructors to continuously
monitor the learners’ progress. As a result, inisch simpler to recognize learner’s needs and
accommodate the pace of instruction with theirriga outcomes.

However, the application needs to be revised andemated by web-developers and
robot designers in several aspects as far langeagaing is concerned. The necessity of video
chats and live video conferencing options whiclcairse is promised by the Telegram owners
to be included in later updates is one of its diasiis. Additionally, language educators and
curriculum developers should be fully trained anefed about the potential of the app. As far
as the role of instructors is concerned, they rteebe trained about the app’s features. The
major commitment is to acquaint students about ftirectionalities of Telegram and its

interactive resources. Overall, a learner can m&adéking a leading role of a self-starter and
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act as a team player, which can improve their peesonal intelligence. However, not all
learner are actually ready to take up such a legnrole.

5. Conclusions

The Telegram application, a free online app, hayhking in itself: a massive cloud-based

storage system to keep the files, a venue for agancollaborative online classes, dozens of
robot assistants, and the capability of making ®m/n customized robot for any particular

purpose. Therefore it is a compact device thataibsithe need of using other applications. Its
versatility and user-friendliness made it specijcpopular among teachers and learners from
all levels.

One feature of Telegram is its capacity to chatgy@nction based on the needs of the
learners. Working on different skills and sub skilh Telegram is very easy but it depends on
considering some educational provisions. As mastadce language learning programs require
online contact between the instructors and theestisd the educational policy must facilitate
the possibility of coordinating a communicativeklito get the job done. To put it more simply,
the macro policy necessitates the instructionalggams to acknowledge Telegram as an
acceptable virtual society. Also, the broadbandritét connections should be made accessible.

However, there are many untapped potentials woothipeing considered in further
studies. Testing the students’ abilities in diffarskills such as speaking, reading and writing
together with the computerized form of examination§elegram can be the target of future
investigations. In terms of writing, the dynamiogess of writing and the amount of learner’s
engagement with the texts along with the statistinalysis of the results of the tests could also

be investigated in future studies.
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