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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

What is the future of CALL? The question posedhat beginning of the century by
Mark Warschauer, Stephen Bax and many other schalparked a lot of interest, with
suggestions ranging from Atrtificial Intelligenceirtual worlds, blended learning, digital
whiteboard-enhanced pedagogy to normalized, ineisilbechnology-enhanced language
teaching. Looking at the current issueTefching English with Technology, A Journal for
Teachers of English, we can most probably give a different answer e- fiiture of CALL
seems to be, at least in the current moment, mbbsed learning in social media contexts.
The amount of research into mobile-assisted languegrning and the number of mobile
apps for language learning start to prevail overenteaditional computer-based programs.
The traditional learning setup of lessons conduttea language lab is more and more often
replaced by BYOD (Bring Your Own Devices) smartpbdrased instructional contexts.
Opportunities for seamless integration of clickeugh asKahoot! in different moments of
language lessons and increased interaction vialso@dia (mainlyFacebook) to maximize
authentic language exchanges are shaping the Igaguaaication of today.

At the same time, the future of CALL may be MALLdea virtual and augmented
reality. Rather than virtual worlds such@sond Life, which seems to have lost at least some
of its initial appeal, the availability of smartpies integrated with AR/VR devices opens
interesting opportunities for language educatios.tide article byeuan Bonner (Japan) and
Hayo Reinders (New Zealand) proves, a number of practical task$ activities can be
redefined and can be given a new dimension by $keotiAR/VR.

The current issue of our Journal goes abreasttwéfocus on mobile use and social
media interaction in language instruction. To stith, Félix David Estrella Ibarra from
Ecuador shows how the useFdcebook for writing practice helps reduce the level oesy
and anxiety while working online as well as lowerdents’ affective filter.

The use of mobile devices with student responstesygs(also known as clickers) has
been addressed in the articleMghmet Asmali from Turkey. The author showed how a 10-
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week implementation ofKahoot! with the students of tourism and hospitality ihet
experimental group resulted in their better perfomoe in comparison to the ones who
responded to the same quiz questions without u&amgot!.

“Investigating EFL Learners’ Perspectives on Vodabu Learning Experiences
through Smartphone Applications” iyaman Ebadiand Saba Bashiri from Iran reports
upon the study which examined the effects of laainproficiency level and gender
differences with regards to the use of Yfeabulary Flashcards 2016 application. The users
held favourable attitudes towards the applicatiecanse it influenced their learning
positively and provided them with both form and meg-focused instruction, but they were
dissatisfied with the app’s levels and authenticity

A more general perspective on mobile language ilegrrcan be found in the
contribution byNatalia Mospan from Ukraine, who investigated how university lezm
from Poland and Ukraine perceive effectiveness olbile devices in the process of teaching
and learning English.

The way modern technologies are to be integratél r@gular classroom instruction
is the topic addressed hwntip Diat Prasojo, Amirul Mukminin, Akhmad Habibi , Lenny
Marzulina, Muhammad Sirozi, andKasinyo Harto (Indonesia). The authors examined the
extent of ICT integration used by student teacliens a public university, concluding that
despite good competency levels, experience in sbeotitechnology and beliefs in benefits of
technology-enhanced learning, language instructiisdo not sufficiently integrate ICT in
their teaching practices due to inadequate pravisidechnology.

“The effect of CALL-based tasks on EFL learnergigmar learning” bylalal ed-din
Alian, Farzaneh Khodabandeh,andHassan Soleimanfrom Iran shows how important it is
to design CALL tasks in a proper way so that thayena motivating power and can trigger
positive attitudes toward language learning. Comysunade opportunities for participants to
present various tasks enthusiastically, which ¢eith¢reased practice opportunities.

Finally, motivation of learners was also addresseda contribution “Nonlinear
Dynamic Motivation-oriented Telecollaborative Mod#l Language Learning via Formulaic
Sequences to Foster Learner AutonomyAlpar Bahari (Iran). Empirical verification of a
model of dynamic conceptualization of language reay in CALL context indicated
improvement and confirmed effectiveness of NDM-otgel telecollaborative model’'s
strategies at sociolinguistic, ethnolinguistic, @sgcholinguistic levels.

We wish you good reading!
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IS FACEBOOK BENEFICIAL FOR WRITING PRACTICE?
ECUADORIAN POLYTECHNIC STUDENTS SPEAK UP!

by Félix David Estrella Ibarra
ESPOL Polytechnic University, Escuela Superiorteotica del Litoral,
ESPOL, Facultad de Ciencias Sociales y Humanistitaspus Gustavo
Galindo Km. 30.5 Via Perimetral, P.O. Box 09-01-386uayaquil, Ecuador

destrell @ espol.edu.ec

Abstract

The study was set to understand students’ feelivitgn using Facebook as a platform for
practicing writing skills. It could be determinelat respondents appreciated and enjoyed
working on Facebook. The general sense was thaa\gfig a low level of stress and anxiety
while working online as their affective filter wasduced. Students were able to work at their
own pace, anywhere they wanted, and they could aornwate with each other, and the
teacher if they had questions. The paired T-testlted in a negative null hypothesis and, as a
whole, the class improved by four percent.

Keywords: social media; Facebook; teaching writing

1. Introduction
Carlino (2012) believes that students do not wigtehe expectations of their teachers just
because they do not know how to do it. The autlkptaens that teachers, at any level, ought
to think about activities in which learners can wiog) new forms of making compelling
arguments or write about the topics that are reledethe field explored in the said activities.
Ghodbane (2010) states learners usually write thg they speak. Therefore, they face
problems when they try to express themselves syditeally and logically. Cabrera et al.
(2014) maintain that in a study conducted in Ecaadchigh schools, they could identify the
use of grammar and vocabulary as a result of Ldrfietence as the areas that cause students
most problems.

This is not the first time that the use of Facebtmknprove students’ writing skills
has been researched, Bani-Hani, Al-Sobh, and Ablhimg2014), Yunus and Salehi (2012),
as well as Gamble and Wilkins (2014), have perfarsienilar studies. They all recommend
further study including the actions of a moderattio takes care of giving better input and
including specific feedback on students’ work. Baling on their recommendations, this

study was devised.
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The study centers on the students enrolled at yeqabinic university in the city of
Guayaquil. Learners were in the last course of&hglish levels which are required by their
schools’ curriculum. Students at this stage haveadly done other five additional courses,
and they are at an intermediate level (accordin@E#R). They meet their teacher twice a
week and each class lasts for two hours. The pyirteaching method used in the English
classes is the Communicative Approach, althouglhézels of the department also encourage
teachers to use cooperative and collaborative inevas well as flipping the classroom.
There were 38 students registered in the coursst afiovhom (63%) were female. Their ages
range from 18 to 25 years of age, and the moseseptative age group stands in the 20-21

years of age range.

2. Literature review

The Affective Filter theorizes the way certain fastrelate to the success of the process of
second language acquisition. Krashen (1988) catspothe affective variables in one of
three groups: motivation, self-confidence, and atyxiKrashen explains that a student with
non-optimal attitudes towards the acquisition abtaer language will have a high Affective
Filter. Therefore, it is the job of the teacheptovide learners with an environment in which
these variables are dealt with in such a manndrttiefilter is reduced efficiently. This
reduction will, in turn, according to Krashen, alléearners to be in a better place to acquire
the language more efficiently. Krashen’s theory was of the bases for the development of
this study and lowering the students’ affectivéefilusing a tool they are familiar with was
one of the aims of the intervention planned.

Once we can get students to feel more confidert thi¢ir language use, it is a good
idea to have a valid form of assessing their fpralducts. One of the most commonly used
analytical rating scales for writing pieces is tiemposition Profile as devised by Jacobs
(1981). This rating scale has five weighted factdiise first one is content, which has the
most substantial weight of them all, while the otltems are organization, vocabulary,
language use and mechanics. Jacobs suggests thatlitdility purposes two or three
different raters should score each piece of wrjtmg working independently.

However, an assessment of students’ work is nahfed until we give them feedback.
Written responses on students’ writing, accordmg.éki et al. (1990), can have a positive or
negative effect on how students see writing. laifact; she continues, that the response a
writer receives might be crucial to them to keejiting or not. General comments given by

teachers encouraging the work and suggesting oeadnelp to improve the content of the
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composition. Responding to grammar and contenéegbparately or at the same time, but in
such a way that is not overwhelming to studentiyshthem improve when they are writing
their assignments (Fathman and Whalley, 1990). &fbex, during the intervention, the
present researcher took great care to the wayttitersts received their feedback, putting
special consideration to the positive feedback feefpointing out any places for
improvement.

It is in the last few years that people have gaiaeckss to computers both at their
homes as well as in their educational contextss Doost of availability of technology has
aided Computer-Mediated Communication (CMC), whglany human communication that
is supported by computer technology (Levy, 200@ke &uthor goes further and states that we
should be talking about CMC-based CALL (Computesisted Language Learning) as we
can use e-mail and chat, as well as audio-graptidep-conferencing, and mobile learning
applications. Selwyn (2009) concludes that Faceboa& a technology-mediated
communication tool may well be an accompanimeinltécdtraditional face-to-face classes.

Forkosh-Baruch and Hershkovitz (2012) see Facelasdkaving a huge potential for
forming online communities of practice favoring omihal learning for individuals who
consume content as well as collaborate with othdrerefore, Facebook can be regarded as a
place where learners can appreciate the benefioldborative learning, and it can link
students with one another using networks whoser@asusocial and academic at the same
time (Yunus et al., 2011). Shih (2011) investigabeav the use of Facebook as a blended
learning tool affected the learners’ writing alég when it was integrated with writing class
instruction. During the experiment, the author exm, the intervention was successful as all
the students in the analysis had significantly argbcores in the post-test they did. White
(2009) determined that the creation of a Facebaokpmand the provision of weekly input

gave learners a motivation boost and achievemagraimmatical complexity was attained.

3. Methodology and data collection instruments

One of the very first things, before starting adgturesearchers need to do is to establish the
research paradigm. Additionally, one must define’®montological and epistemological
positioning. With these two principles in mind, threethodology to be used can be set. The
constructivist paradigm, according to Guba and &ing2005), complies with a relativist
ontology assuming the existence of multiple resgitiCreswell (2008) sheds some light on the
ontological question and reports that reality ibjeative and multiple, as it is the way the

participants of the study see it. This is the kremlgle that, with the results of the intervention,
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was obtained. The epistemological positioning o #tudy, considering the paradigmatic and
ontological stances described previously, is attoasvist one. The tradition chosen for this

paper is action research, which, according to @B1j2001), is used in real situations as its
focus is to solve practical problems. Action reskaistates Creswell (2012), collects data
using quantitative, qualitative or both methods.

The first instrument used was a survey, which a@eapted from the ones applied by
Nolan (2011) and Karim (2015) in their studies bé tacademic use of Facebook in the
English writing class. With this instrument, thertpapants’ demographic data, their use of
Social Networking Sites (SNS), as well as theircpption of their level of English, were
obtained.

The second tool was a semi-structured interviewnmased of only six questions,
which were adapted from the questionnaire used ayioetsin (2014), given the demand
from the graduate committee of the program of usirgample of 30 participants. This issue
resulted in the researcher not being able to olatsimuch data as it might have been desired.
The questions asked participants to describe éxgierience of writing on Facebook, whether
they wrote a lot or not and why. It also inquirdmbat their opinions on the usefulness of the
tutorials and asked them what they learned moshguhe intervention, whether they felt an
improvement in their writing skills and finally whavas their perception of the delivered
feedback.

Another instrument used to gather data was a writast, used as pre-and post-test,
which is widely used for measuring change resultirgm an educational intervention
(Dimitrov and Rumrill 2003, Creswell 2008). The iopised came from past papers from the
Preliminary English Test furnished by the Cambri&@OL department website.

The last instrument was the Facebook page wheee rédsearcher posted the
information the participants needed to read and ctipa further

(https://www.facebook.com/English.class.with.DavgtrElla). Initially, the intention was to

make use of a closed Facebook group to protecpanicipants’ privacy, but Kamnoetsin
(2014) reported several problems when setting w@h sugroup. Therefore, an opened fan
page was used. During the intervention time, theeascher input writing information
accompanied by examples and an exercise, on eaegrthe class met for regular instruction,
several topics resulting from a needs analysidezhon the pre-tests. It is necessary to make

clear that no other input was done during the faefce classes.
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4. Research procedures, validity andrtistworthiness

The researcher contacted the Academic Coordinatoth@ English Department at the
University to be authorized to carry out the reska©Once obtained, the participants received
a class in which every single detail of the proj@as explained to them. Out of the forty-two
students enrolled in the course, only thirty-fifeleem decided to take part in the project and
signed the informed consent forms which were tegedl into Spanish just for the sake of
complete understanding of the document.

The intervention consisted of four tasks partictpanad to do over four weeks. It
started on July the fourth and ended on Augustvieaty-fourth. The first task was to answer
the online survey posted on Google forms. In tloese task students had to participate in the
writing tutorials posted on the Facebook page tvdceeek. On most of the tutorials, the
subject was dealt with via images, as this was anthe preferred media chosen by the
participants on the survey. The writing tutorialsasccompanied by one or two exercises they
needed to do. The third task was the pre-writirst) tised at the beginning of the intervention
to determine their writing abilities. Moreover, yhbad to do a second writing test after the
writing tutorials had finished. The last task wadake part in the personal interviews.

This study deals with the issue of descriptivad by relying on an accurate and
solid account of the events that surrounded thdys(@Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 2007;
Creswell, 2008). During the investigation, the eliéint tools, namely a survey and interview
questions were piloted, as suggested by Lincoln Guada (1985). It was found during the
piloting that both the interviews and the survegsl o be done in Spanish as the language
used was, at times, too complicated for learnergetpond to them without problems.
Cronbach and Meehl (1995) say that it is necessaprovide for the validity of the test to
have a statistical procedure run over the resttsrefore, the researcher used a Paired T-test
to prove the null hypothesis. This kind of processexplained by Creswell (2012), allows the
researcher to claim for good construct validityrdudghout the completion of the different
stages of the research, a peer de-briefer analywedarious documents created and revised
the transcripts of the interviews. While considgriall the above mentioned, the reviewer
challenged a diversity of issues which would notvehabeen addressed without this
intervention.

This research was based on several issues to acfmutiustworthiness. The first
point falls in the category of credibility, as cethby Lincoln and Guba (1985), which relies
on the confidence the researcher has in the tiuttheodata and conclusions reached with the

research design. The extent of this credibility esnfrom the analysis performed over the
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experiences related by the participants. Also, as/@ mentioned, several colleagues aided
this researcher by looking at the different instemts. During these reunions, issues arose
from questions and doubts the de-briefers had abeutarious sections. This researcher was
able to resolve some of the concerns at that saomemt, and others were kept for further
review and inclusion in the final paper. This reshar believes that with this measure the
quality of the investigation was improved. Additadly, reflexivity was tapped into, which
Krefting (1999) theorizes as the proximity necegsarestablish rapport with the informants
so that they answer the researcher’s questions camdidly. This relationship was being set
every time respondents posted their responses @r#cebook page and the researcher
commented, giving feedback on the accuracy of tstipgs as well as intervening sharing
personal information with them. Furthermore, Lintand Guba (1985) and Krefting (1999)
speak about transferability, saying that the redeats responsibility is to make sure there
exists plenty of information about the researchtlsoreader and researchers can make an
informed decision on whether that data can be fiearesl to their realities. This researcher
kept a great deal of information on everything thais done during all the stages of the

investigation to account for this transferabilifykmowledge.

5. Discussion
The first question asked learners about their figsliwhen using Facebook to practice their
writing skills. More specifically, it inquired whieer it was beneficial or not for them. The
average grade in the pre-test was eighty-one, vhédepost-test results averaged on eighty-
five points. It is necessary to say that not autts were positive as twenty-six percent of the
participants had an adverse change. These pre astdgst results were analyzed using the
Paired T-test, as suggested by Creswell (2012)iAt of caution when reading these results
is that there was not an in-depth inquiry into tkasons for the variations in the grades
obtained. This means that it is not one hundredguércertain that the positive results came
as the sole consequence of the exposition of thigcipants to the sessions on Facebook.
Therefore, it seems necessary to perform a morgemth quantitative analysis of the
correlation of the input done on Facebook and th®re or speech reported in the
participants’ writing tasks.

During the interviews, a question appeared whethertutorials on Facebook were
beneficial to them. A clear majority of the informa stated that Facebook allowed them not
to worry about space or time as they do when treye o attend classes. “I don’t have to

worry about when or where | have access to thégphat | can be in my bedroom, or | can be
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at the café doing homework. It is great becausanltake advantage of my free time,” said
student 1. Another participant explained she hgdyed using the Facebook platform for

class a lot because she already had it and useathéaic every day and she liked it when they
had to go back and read their partners’ work arst positive comments. Some of her peers
even dared to give her writing advice, she recdllsis assertion agrees with the results
presented by Kabilan, Ahmad, and Abidin (2010).

The second inquiry proposed whether the continussl af Facebook to practice
writing skills permits learners to increase thenitiwg performance. There was evidence of
the answer to this question by the results of thieed T-test which, according to McDonald
(2014), measures before and after observationd@fsame subjects, reviewing the null
hypothesis. If the results of the test are lowantld.05, the researcher can confidently say the
null hypothesis can be rejected. The two-tailetioal P- value came to 0.0005, meaning we
have sufficient evidence to reject the null hypsthat a 5% level of significance.

The third question inquired about the types of tnparticipants deemed as most
attractive or appealing. In the survey, at the mhigig of the term, participants identified
images as their first choice of input, followeds®ty by video sources and in the third place —
texts. The round sessions of interviews corrobottéie information. The participants
confirmed that they enjoyed using the platform dal they learned and retained the
information better every time they saw the tutarialith pictures to illustrate the different
concepts or points.

The final research question addressed the emotissa by asking if learners regard
the use of the Facebook platform as motivational tfeeir writing tasks. During the
interviews, students responded about their gereqpérience on Facebook, some of them
described it as a positive experience. Studentod3ented that “using Facebook is not new
or difficult and it makes me feel more comfortalbb&an using the university’s platform.
Although I was not a very active writer becaus@lhd have a lot of free time, | liked coming
to the platform and see what everybody else wasingriand | used that as help for my
writing.” “When | saw your comments, very good oegt work,” says student 3, “it made me
feel good about myself because | was doing thilogsectly.”

Using the Facebook platform to practice writingllskproved to be a pleasant
experience for students. Moreover, it functionech asediation tool between the student and
the artifacts in the environment that will pernhiein to understand the cognitive activities.
The fact that they were using a tool they use edagyfor their personal affairs made it easier

for them to accept the work. Seeing their peersl sacher's comments made them feel
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confident about the things they were posting onplaform. Participants felt comfortable
when they were writing their ideas on FacebookaAssult, the Affective Filter, as described
by Krashen (1988) could be lowered, and their feptif self-confidence was raised, and their

written work performance also experienced a berafilevelopment.

6. Limitations of the current study and suggestionsor further research

There were a few inhibitions when implementing thesearch project that should be
mentioned. The first barrier in the study is theeaacher’s lack of experience in the research
field, as this was the very first time such kindsstudies had been undertaken. Secondly,
there was a time constraint considering all theliga-related activities and the researcher’s
participation in the academic writing center of thepartment as well as the translation work
done for the university. The interviews with thetmapants were yet another limitation. The
researcher, who was also the teacher, conductedishassions with the participants. This
fact could affect the honesty of the responsesiangirn the results of the study. It was
thought at one point that the solution for this stesnt might be to appoint a colleague from
the center to do the interviews but again, time wgainst the project. A considerable
limitation, regarding the interviews, was that te@mple had to be a minimum of 30
participants, which meant the number of questi@tstb be reduced. This imposition resulted
in a semi-opened conversation with the participaetsling with only six issues that at times
were increased to 8 or 9 inquiries.

A new inquiry can take place but this time withdkers as it would be interesting to
look at how they respond to the inclusion of Facdbio their teaching of writing. Knowing
whether they would have a positive or negativeduaté towards using SNS in their English
language classrooms could aim at a potential brazskeof the platform in the English class.

Since the present study was done focusing onlyerstudents of one university in the
city of Guayaquil, it lacks on population validityherefore, it is a good idea to encompass a
larger sample, probably utilizing students fromethor more higher education institutions in
the city of Guayaquil. That way this new researahld be proven for a generalization of the
results.

Also, another investigation could be carried outhvd quantitative tradition in mind,
focusing on the input provided and the types obrarrthat are committed during the
intervention stage, by the participants. In thipgrathe analyst can look at the correlations

that might exist between these two variables amd the treatment of such errors influences
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the results of the participants’ post-tests.

7. Conclusions

Considering the increasing importance of the rbb social media play in the daily lives of
college students in the digital era (Selwin, 20@Pecomes necessary to pay attention to the
different ways teachers can use Facebook to enhhagedraditional classrooms and include
a bit of technology in them.

The results of the present research work have apswhbe central research question
positively as participants broadly agreed they &itimprovement in their writing skills,
which confirms the results obtained by Ibrahaiml@0and Kamnoetsin (2014). Participants
in the study concurred that one of the benefity tte@ned from the Facebook platform is that
they received much information promptly, and thayighed their knowledge by seeing each
other’s pieces of writing permitting them to bettaeir writing tasks as well. Hence, the
platform served as a useful channel for expeditimging practice and the result of the

learning process.
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Appendix 1. Instruments used — Questionnaire for iterviews

1. Can you describe your writing experience onRieebook tutorial platform? (e.g. did you likeistjt difficult
to write on Facebook platform?)

2. How did you do on the Facebook tutorial sessDi?you write a lot? Why or why not?

3. What do you think about the tutorial sessiomjoled on Facebook? Did you like them? Why or wht?n
4. What do you think you learned most from partdgipg in the tutorial lab in terms of writing slkift

5. In your opinion, do you think writing on Faceldeelps you improve your English writing skill, do you
think it impedes (make it worse) your writing sRiWhy or why not?

6. What do you think of the feedback?

PS: This questionnaire was translated into Spasughat students would feel more comfortable apd th

responses would be more candid.

Appendix 2. Instruments used — Writing test
Preliminary English Test: Writing Part 3 Practice Test
Question 7-8

Write an answer to one of the questions (7 or 8) ithis part.

Name: te: Da

This is part of a letter you receive from an Englib friend.
For my homework project, | have to write about acsal day that people celebrate in your countryidvh

special day should | write about? What informatbiould | include?

Now write a letter, giving your friend some adviceWrite about 100 words.

http://www.flo-joe.co.uk/preliminaryenglish/writidiget writing_practice test part 3.htm
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Appendix 3. Instruments used - Survey
Survey

Section One: Demographics

1. What is your gender?

a. Male
b. Female
2. What is your age range?
a. 18-19
b. 20-21
c. 22-23
d. 24-25
e. 26-27
f. 28-30
3. Are you originally from Guayaquil?
a. Yes
b. No
4. If you are not from Guayaquil, which province do yai come from?
a. ElOro
b. Esmeraldas
c. Manabi
d. Los Rios
e. Chimborazo
f.  Pichincha
g. Azuay
h. Other
5.  Which type of school did you go to?
a. Public
b. Private

6. Where did you first started studying English?
a. In primary school
b. In secondary school
c. Inthe university
7. How did you reach Advanced B?
a. |did all the other subjects
b. 1did the placement exam
c. | did some subjects and the placement exam
8. Which semester are you in ESPOL at the moment?
First
Second
Third
Fourth
Fifth
Sixth
Seventh
Eighth
Ninth
j-  Tenth
9. How long have you been studying English?
a. 1 semester
b. 1year
C. 2to4years
d. More than 5 years
10. Do you like English?
a. Yes
b. No

TST@ "o a0 T
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Section Two: Use of Internet
1. How often do you use Internet?

a. Everyday b. Once or twice a week c.Once or twice a month
2. On average, how many hours per day do you spend dmternet?

a. 1-2 hours b. 2-3 hours c. 3-4 hours d. More than 4 hours
3. What do you most like doing online?

a. Chatrooms b. Blogs c. Music d. News

e. Gaming f. File sharing g. Shopping h. Social networking (Facebook)
4. How often do you use...?

Everyday More than Once a week Oncea Lessthanonce a
once a day month month

Chat rooms

Blogs

Music

News

Gaming

File sharing

Shopping
5. Where do you use Internet?

a. Home b. School c. Cafeteria

d. Cyber café e. Friend’s house f. Others
6. Do you use social networking sites?

a. Yes
b. No

7. If your answer to question 6 is yes, how many hounger day do you spend on these sites?
a. Less than one hour
b. One hour
c. Two hours
d. More than two hours
8. If your answer to question 6 is yes, which socialatworking sites do you use? Check as many as apply.
Facebook
YouTube
Twitter
LinkedIn
Pinterest
Google+
Tumblr
Instagram
Reddit
Flickr

T Sse@meooow

Section Three: Use of Facebook
Check the box that best indicates your level of agement with the statement.
1. Do you currently have a Facebook account?
a. Yes
b. No
2. How long have you had your Facebook account?
a. Lessthan one year
b. Forayear
c. Fortwo years
d. For three years
e. For more than three years
3. What posts do you think are more interesting? Cladidkat apply.
a. Images
b. Texts
c. Videos



d.
e.
f.
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Other people’s content
Blog posts
Podcasts

17

4. Which of the following levels of agreement bestatd®e what you think about the statements below?
Strongly disagree= 1; Disagree=2; Medium=3; AgréeStrongly agree=5

—FT T SQ@ 0 o0 T

3

Facebook helps me make more foreign friends

Facebook give me the opportunity to communicaté wiher people using English.
Facebook gives me the opportunity to exchange nmétion in English regularly.

| receive useful information through Facebook for eneryday life.

With Facebook | get opportunities to write in Esbli

| can get familiar with the way to write in Engligthen | use Facebook.

When | write in Facebook | try to use grammar cctfye

| realize | need to improve my writing when | usacEbook.

Facebook helps me improve my writing to communicatee effectively.

Facebook makes me understand the benefit of lgahiglish to use it in real life situations.
| feel motivated to learn English when | use Facdbo

Facebook encourages English learning outside #ssicom.

Facebook helps me visualize the objective | havedam English more clearly.
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Abstract

This study examined the ICT integration used bylett teachers from a public university
during their teaching practices in four high sclsdalindonesia. This qualitative inquiry with
a case study approach focused on video-based altiseiy and focus group discussions as
techniques of data collection. We utilized randampling for the video-based observation
and purposive sampling for the focus group disausgiith 60 participants in the discussion
and 10 classes in the observation. We organizecialysis and discussion around the field
facts and participants’ perceptions on the contesxtsther or not the integration of ICT was
carried out in their pre-teaching practices. Desfiie fact that most participants who were
student teachers informed that they had good campgtlevels and experience in the use of
technology and believed that technology would havany benefits in improving their
teaching performance, the findings of this studgvedd that they did not integrate ICT in
their teaching practices. The major reason for kik of technology use was the school
condition. The findings can be a reference for thgortance of a systematic and
comprehensive development of method of the teaghiagtice in the Zicentury to help the
appropriate transition of student teachers, as thidybecome professional teachers in the
future.

Keywords: ICT; technology use at schools; ICT integratiomeaching
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1. Introduction

ICT training has been a significant part of mangcteng training in ensuring aspiring
teachers are prepared in utilizing technology mirtteaching (Gilbahar, 2008). Therefore, it
is worth to analyze whether technology forms teeglpart of helping activities from the first
time of teaching to change learning to suit thé' 2&ntury technology-oriented ways.
Teaching practice, which is the first activity irapiented to train future teachers before they
are ready to be teachers, is the first spot totjgeacThis first chance for those teachers aims
at establishing student teachers’ own teachingopbphies and practices. Some researchers
informed on why most teachers were not used togusiohnological devices and systems in
their teaching activities because it was neitheirtbriginal training nor their teaching habits
when they begin to teach (Prensky, 2001; Rosentl®&9). Thus, when technology was first
used, teachers faced difficulties and challengeslo@p, Van Driel, and Meijer (2001) state
that the cognitions of teachers cannot be switobaslly because it needs years to form.
However, technology would have potential for promgtteaching innovativeness through
having important tools utilized to facilitate learg. Hence, it plays important roles in
education these days.

Nowadays, most programs for teacher training arabedwvorld support technology-
training components. Because of the training, t&dstydent teachers are in an environment
which is more supportive of integrating technol@gypart of their teaching compared to their
predecessors. New teachers are not supposed tolapm@cessary teaching habits established
by the predecessors (Yuksel & Kavanoz, 2011). Toeyld easily introduce innovation to
their teaching techniques to support technology &ech research on the ICT application
has been focusing on the investigation of teacdacaion programs to explain how much
they prepare for the integration of ICT into theiasses (Liu, 2012; Murley, Jukes, &
Stobaugh, 2013).

However, limited studies specifically observed stuidteachers’ transition when they
go to the field of teaching on whether they implatée skills and knowledge they obtained
from the technical training programs or not. Thisidy focused on investigating the
integration of ICT of English as a Foreign Langu#B€L) student teachers from a public
university during their teaching practices in fdugh schools in Indonesia. In this study, the
following questions were posed:

1. How do student teachers integrate the use of IGfair teaching practice?
2. What are the student teachers’ beliefs in dealiity the ICT benefits in their teaching

activities?
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3. What are the hampering factors faced by studerth&a in using ICT in their

classrooms?

2. Review of literature

Some studies have documented the investigatioreasfnblogy application carried out by
student teachers. Plenty of research revealedtlkat is gross under-use of technology by
student teachers in the teaching activity (Al-RuKBasawneh, 2011; Liu, 2012). Mostly, the
lack of technology use in the teaching and learpirogess has been included in studies of the
field of teacher training program (Liu, 2012; Sdeee2008). Nowadays, it is crucial to
integrate or relate the use of technology for nenglyruited teachers or student teachers who
will be teachers in the future when they go forcteéag practice. Teaching in the 2¢entury
has changed, as it requires people involved in adut to manage the integration of
technology in their classes to meet the requiresnehturrent literacy standards (Kong et al.,
2014). Oblinger and Oblinger (2005) state that wetit who lives in the digital era has
become mostly familiar with the use of technolaayl this pertains also to student teachers.

However, technology integration has not always eprmoweffective in terms of
integration in either curriculum or teaching adfvilt is believed that training effectiveness
could increase the levels of teachers’ competemcysing technology in their teaching
delivery (Koh & Frick, 2009). In some studies, thek of limited trainings was a major factor
in technology disintegration in teaching activigiljson & Oberg, 2004; Gulbahar, 2008; Liu,
2012; Vanezky, 2004). However, nowadays where nuigtlents are digital natives,
technology has played important roles in the ligéshe current generation (Kelly-McHale,
2013; Nishino, 2012; Vodanovich, Sundaram, & Mye&10).

Digital natives are characterized by high enthusi@s using technology on a daily
basis. This fact delivers reasonable expectatiodsh@pes that these students more likely to
integrate ICT into teaching activities. Howeverudies done by Allsop et al. (2009),
Hadiyanto et al. (2017) and Lei (2009) indicatedt timost student teachers used technology
applications and devices more on their personalthaa on their teaching and learning
activities. For example, Lei (2009) investigatedideint teachers’ attitudes, beliefs, and
technology experience and expertise and founddtuatent teachers spent most of the time
(80%) on social communication, with merely approxiety 10% of that time for learning
activities. Allsopp et al. (2009) conducted a stuglaluating the influential effects of a
computer initiative (one-to-one among the partioiga in order to integrate systematic

technology for undergraduate students in one emtucgirogram. They found that most
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participants integrated sorts of technology appbces and devices maximally for their
personal use outside the classrooms instead ofj ukem in their teaching and learning
activities (technology disintegration).

Some influencing factors of technology disintegmatiin pre-service teaching
programs are self-efficacy, school culture, cotiflig beliefs, and teachers’ limited training
(Al-Ruz & Khsaweh, 2011; Anderson & Maninger, 20@¥ibson & Oberg, 2004; Gulbahar,
2008; Koh & Frick, 2009; Liu, 2012; NiederhauserP&rkmen, 2010; Vanezky, 2004; Wang
& Wu, 2015). In addition, Teo (2009), Yicel, Acurarman, and Mete (2010), and Aslan and
Zhu (2014) believed that besides those issues,ostupg facilities, technology attitude, and
computer anxieties were further factors leadingeichnology disintegration in pre-service
teaching programs.

Competency levels in technology use have been myrsaudies linked to self-efficacy
of educators (Wang & Wu, 2015). A study done byRAlz and Khasaweh (2011) examined a
model in which technology application carried owt the participants who were student
teachers was in correlation with both universitgdh and school-based factors. They
informed that in the integration of technology,fsdficacy played the most important role.
Similar research done by such researchers as Asmdarsd Maninger (2007), Koh and Frick
(2009), and Niederhauser and Perkmen (2010) relehsd self-efficacy has been the most
important determiner of student teachers’ willings¢o utilize technological software and in
their teaching and learning activities.

School culture is another factor influencing theklaf the use of technology in the
classrooms by student teachers in their pre-serigeehing. Inan and Lowther (2010)
revealed that student teachers in their first-yeaching practice were required to learn the
school cultures and the way to become teacherghwhiluences all activities in the teaching
and learning process. Further, school culture pkygery important role in shaping new
teachers or student teachers and their use of dtghn in the classrooms (Al-Ruz &
Khasawneh, 2011). The school cultures are veryfgignt to support the use of technology
because they encompass such factors, as, for testachool leadership’s expectations, ICT
technical and pedagogical support, attitudes ancepéons towards technology use, and ICT
policies. The phenomenon happens because whentdggation of technology is an element
of the school culture, the teachers will not haaaated feeling in their efforts to apply ICT in
the teaching and learning process. Therefore, tiadesit teachers who do their teaching for
the first time, the inclinations of the school cuéis will help adopt or not adopt the ICT

integration in their classrooms (Allan, Law, & Ho2603). Also, Conway et al. (2005) who
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investigated new teachers’ challenges in technolotggration found that the issues of time
and validation need to be dealt with during firsté teaching. According to Conway et al.
(2005), new teachers are often reluctantly afraiddglect the norms or cultures they find in
the school and to try new things including integ@tICT in their teaching activities. In
another study, Gorder (2008) proves that teachihsexperience have more opportunity with
the use of technology and should be more willinguse it. The reason is that established
teachers are more adaptable to the school cultiia@snew teachers. The established-teachers
would have opportunities to be more creative thaw teachers who are still trying to get
accustomed to teaching and learning at school. fHgismay help explain several thought-
provoking results of findings obtained by some &sidvhich revealed that new teachers of
today, believed as more technology-savvy than dhaheir predecessors, do not use ICT in
their teaching activities as much as expected @pliset al., 2009; Lei, 2009).

Additionally, pedagogical belief is revealed as afidactors in the disintegration of
ICT in classrooms (Ertmer, 2005; Kelly-McHale, 20Nsshino, 2012). A meta-analysis done
by Ertmer (2005) evaluating the correlation betwesachers’ pedagogical beliefs and their
ICT integration found that it is meaningless tryitogswitch classroom practices in terms of
technology application without addressing teachbdiefs. Those things are difficult to
verify since they are dealing with implied cautittowever, they are possible to verify from
the observation of people’s action. The studieshvabservation approach conducted by
Kelly- McHale (2013) and Nishino (2012) have showimat there have been the
inconsistencies in this matter to various factoesichers’ limited theoretical understanding,
conflicting beliefs, and the school culture (KeMeHale, 2013; Nishino, 2012).

Most of the previous studies were conducted witlrespias the research methodology
(Gulbahar, 2008; Kelly-McHale, 2013; Liu, 2012; Niiso, 2012; Vodanovich, Sundaram &
Myers, 2010; Yeung, Taylor, Hui, Lam-Chiang, & La2Q12). However, this study elaborated
gualitatively with a case study approach utilizlgservation and focus group discussion as
the instruments of data collection. To comprehdredstudent teachers’ use of technology or
its limitation to be more elaborative and informratiobservation would be appropriate to see
the fact in the field. Focus group discussion womake the research more appreciative in

terms of circumstances and information, which wiasctly obtained from student teachers.
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3. Methodology

3.1. Design of the study

We utilized a qualitative case study approach @n@re ICT integration by student teachers
from one public university during their teachin@gtices in four high schools in Indonesia. A
gualitative case study is an intensive and holdéscription, explanation, and analysis of “a
bounded system” (Merriam, 1998, p. 27) or phenomesuch as a person, a program, an
institution, a process, a social unit, a group, angolicy (Mukminin, Kamil, Muazza, &
Haryanto, 2017; Mukminin, Ali, & Fadloan, 2015). fhermore, Merriam (1998) states that
to investigate a topic of study that has not beadied intensively, an exploratory case study
might become one of the approaches to be usedths ase with ICT integration by student
teachers from one public university during themdang practices in four high schools in
Indonesia. Through scrutinizing a formerly undedgtd topic, qualitative scholars might
have occasions for conducting a study on relevssues and may provide a framework or
foundation for other inquiries (Merriam, 1998; Ryaset al., 2017; Mukminin & McMahon,
2013). For the purpose of our study, we decideds® a case study as our approach that
would help us to examine ICT integration by studea@chers from one public university

during their teaching practices in four high sclsaalindonesia.

3.2. Research context, sampling procedures and paripants

The participants of this study were student teachegistered for the university’s 2016-2017
pre-service teaching program and all classes ottilaborated schools in the Province of
Jambi. We used random sampling for the observafib@sclasses) and purposive sampling
for the group discussions. Finally, sixty studesdchers were willing to get involved in this
research consisting of 34 females and 26 malesagbeange of the participants was 19-29

years. The complete information about the partitipaan be viewed in Table 1.

Table 1.The distribution and information of pag@nts

Discussion No. of participants/ Gender Age Scale of Technology Familiarity
Group Very Familiar Not familiar
familiar
G1 5 males (M1, M2, M3, M4, M5) 20-23 6 3 1
5 females (F1, F2, F3, F4, F5)
G2 4 males (M6, M7, M8, M9) 20-22 8 2 0

6 females (F6, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11)
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G3 6 males (M10, M11, M12, M13, 20-23 6 4 0
M14, M15)
4 females (F12, F13, F14, F15)

G4 4 males (M16, M17, M18, M19) 20-25 5 5 0
6 females (F16, F17, F18, F19, F20,
F21)

G5 3 males (M20, M21, M22) 19-22 7 2 1
7 females (F22, F23, F24, F25, F26,
F27, F28)

G6 4 males (M23, M24, M25, M26) 20-23 8 2 0
6 females (F29, F30, F31, F32, F33,
F34)

3.3. Data collection and analysis

In our study, data collection consisted of a deraplic background survey, video-based
observations and focus group discussions. Thig/stias done over one year from June 2016
to July 2017 with all participants. All participantompleted a demographic survey consisting
of two sections: personal demographic informatigan@er, age, semester, study program)
and technology information (technology familiaraypd length of time of technology use a
day) as presented in Table 1. In addition, in theu$ group discussions, we asked all
participants to give their perceptions and opinionsthe topic given and the integration of
ICT in their pre-service teaching practice. Theu®group discussions were recorded using
smartphone. We set all group discussion protodts.focused on the needs, influential
factors, and problems faced on the ICT integratmoteaching activity. All participants were
involved in all focus group discussions accordingtheir own group (e.g., focus group
discussion 1 or G 1). Indonesian was used as tiggidage of focus group discussions.

In this study, we also used video recordings taiobthe data because according to
Sadalla and Larocca (2004), video recording isablet for studying complex phenomena
such as teaching practices, full of liveliness, dgdamism influenced by several variables
simultaneously. For them, “video recording allowecording even fleeting and non-
repeatable events, which are very likely to escdpect observation’s (p. 423). The
observation sessions were conducted to see trevidth happened in the field. Observation
is a way to understand peoples’ behavioral figtioeget data about a phenomenon on certain
conditions (Creswell, 2007). The data from the rdcw were analyzed by putting the data
into a computer program (Atlas TI), coding the daaad elaborating upon them. One
researcher who happened to be a video editor eigtbcess of coding. For the focus group
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discussion data, analysis across and between thecdatinued when no thematic patterns
remained. Although the student teachers came frifareht programs and with different

supervisors, the obtained data were treated equatihout focusing on special or particular
technology use in the process of teaching.

In analyzing the qualitative data, we computerizedl printed the data. First, we
transcribed all of the data. Then we carefully ralidhe transcripts. In our study, all data
were captured from the focus group discussions @rgkrvations were reread with the
temporary lists of codes that had been made tmtowe essential statements pertinent to the
topic and to deepen understanding of our data anmargcipants. After rereading all
transcripts line by line, we coded the data to dedinal themes. Next, we translated them
into English. Finally, we elaborated upon the datd presented them. We also did the review
and examination for redundancies and connectingdtta (Creswell, 2007). We held an

integrating review on the data obtained.

3.4. Ethical considerations and trustworthiness

Our qualitative case study used human beings asderce of data. To protect our research
participants who participated in this study, theiegl consideration (e.g., informed consent
form) was applied. We also concealed such datahesptaces and the real names of
participants through the use of pseudonyms. Alsatigpation in our study was voluntary.
We asked every participant to sign informed con$erms before they got involved in this
study and they were allowed to stop participatmthis study whenever they wanted. Also, to
deal with the trustworthiness of data and integirens (Abrar et al., 2018; Creswell, 2007;
Habibi et al., 2018; Mukminin et al., 2017), thedings and conclusions were returned to our
participants to get their feedback. Moreover, thackl rich descriptions (Merriam, 1998) and
narratives of student teachers’ ICT integrationimyrtheir teaching practices in four high

schools in Indonesia were provided, including varbanstances from the transcribed data.

4. Findings

This study examined the ICT integration by stude@chers from one public university
during their teaching practices in four high scisowl Indonesia. Going through the video-
based observations and focus group discussionsjdemified three salient interrelated

themes: ICT application, beliefs about technolagggration, and hampering factors.
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4.1. ICT application

Through video-based observations, we found thatntiagority of the participants never

applied technology in their teaching activity. Tlaet that merely 12 participants integrated
ICT in their teaching activity was interesting toaéyze. Additionally, it was important to see
that as many as 10 technology users were femalieipants.

Most of the technological devices used revealedhftbe observation were laptops
and projectors. The teachers used both devicesatditdte presentation with some
applications including Microsoft PowerPoint, PDFader, Microsoft Excel, and Microsoft
Word. However, the participants mostly used Micfod@owerPoint. The presentations
applied by the participants included texts, pictumiagrams, pictures, and videos. A few of
them used their smartphone(s) in the delivery eirtlesson. The student teachers who used
their smartphones made use of YouTube video, Gopgiaures, and textual references
downloaded from some websites.

During the discussion sessions, the participantbahged their experience in using
technology devices and discussed their ability sSmg technology. They reported that they
had received sufficient experience of the technplagolvement of their learning time in the
university. They said there were also two educaliagechnology courses and other courses
involving technology in the teaching and learnicg\aty. As four participants revealed,

We attended classes of technology learning. Intexidio that, some of our university’s courses

were taught using technology in its presentatitiB)(

In our learning time, we were asked to presentppesentation using projectors and laptops. In

one course, the teacher utilized social media, faae Whatsapp, YouTube, and Telegram in

delivering the lesson. (F29)

Here in the pre-service teaching program, our suge@r asked us to use social media telegram

and Whatsapp in order to discuss, report, do assags |t is very useful and could be efficient

for the process of the supervision. The same tling also be implemented in our teaching.

(F15)

During our study, we were taught how to use teabgybnd even given opportunities to practice

how to use it in the lessons; we prepared lessamsnd made presentations. (M23)
The participants also claimed that they were quitélful in using technology. They
mentioned some technology devices and applicatiaisthey were accustomed to using on
a daily basis like email, social media, and ganwés.found that they used technology for
education, communication, entertainment, and bgsin@ome of the participants reported as

follows:
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I think | have good ability using technology. | usg laptop to do my assignments and many
applications in my smartphone like email, sociadiagand games every day. | like movies
through Youtube and buying things through somernaraerce providers. (F2)

We are digital natives who are accustomed to ugiEghnology devices, computers,
projectors, smartphones, and other tools. | comoat@ithrough email and social media using
my smartphone. (MI5)

I am convinced | can use technology during my tearhactivity. 1 have got enough

information about the use of technology. Besides]ave using our gadgets. (F19)

In addition to the group discussion result, theadat demographic questionnaire also
informed that 40 participants were very familiarttwihe technology use. Meanwhile, 18
participants were familiar and only 2 participamere not familiar with the use of

technology.

4.2. Beliefs about ICT integration

In the focus group discussion, we asked the ppaits one by one whether they believe the
ICT integration brings benefits in terms of improwent of teaching and learning in their
classes. It was surprising that around 80% of gpents (33 student teachers) had a strong
belief that ICT had a positive impact on the teaghactivities. They further believed that ICT
could be media to foster students’ knowledge andprehension in learning. Technology,
according to their opinions, could be a tool toaatt more attention, give more cutting-edge
information, invite students’ activeness in thessf@oms, deliver simplified concepts, make
things more straightforward, provide information nmany forms such as videos, pictures,

diagrams, and texts. Some of the excerpts of thesfgroup discussions revealed that
I think technology can make our teaching and leaymnore fun and efficient in terms of time
and materials. We used for example social mediaouin teaching practice, between
supervisors and us, and it was very beneficiabiirgy our time discussing things. The same
idea also could be applied in teaching the stuitetiite schools. (M7)
Technology has many functions on our teachingottld make students more active in the
teaching and learning process. (F6)
I think | could conclude that technology is veryefis. Technology such as internet can
provide any information that we need. The informatcan be in many forms like video,

pictures, news and others. (F16)

On the other hand, the rest (5 student teachetfeifocus group discussions indicated that
they did not believe in the improvement of teachamgl learning activity in their classroom
influenced by the use of technology. They also meetl that they disliked the ICT
integration in their teaching activity both in thehools and in the campus. They thought that
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using books and other conventional materials ¥ Iséitter than using technology. One
participant summed up on this thing, “I am against friends’ opinions, and | think
technology will not have any significant influent@ our teaching and learning activity.
Using technology would just waste our time. Bookkjteboards, and chalk for me are still
the best.”

4.3. Hampering factors

The culture and condition of the schools’ faciligcame the main concern revealed in the
focus group discussions. They mentioned limited laradken tools, electrical instability, and
poor classroom situationtn the observation of the classrooms situated e dthools, the
projectors were not attached permanently. If teachented to use them, they had to take
them from cupboards situated in teacher officese Participants also reported in the
discussions that the school did not provide enqargfectors for every class. In addition, they
also claimed that some classrooms were not supgottie technology integration. Three of

them shared their opinion in the following way:

The stability of electrical power should be considk We have no enough sources like personal
computer, projector, and other tools. However, #ttempt to promote the integration of
technology should be encouraged. (F14)

The facility is the thing that does not support thiegration of technology in the classroom.
Broken and limited equipment is one of the fact@F84)

Sometime some tools are not working in some classrahe socket [electric], projector cable,

internet connection, and other tools. (M22)
All schools have been equipped with computers’ &g free Internet connection. However,
the participants could not utilize those facilitisgeximally. They argued that there were
complicated processes or they had to wait for #fos’lschedule if they wanted to use them.
The computers were not sufficient and the Integminection was not stable. One of the
participants said that the process of school’s tadixking was complicated. Some computers
were even broken and sometimes they had to shanputers. Another female participant
informed she was dissatisfied with the school figciln that school, the facility cannot be

used anytime and the connection of the Internebisyood.

5. Discussion
This study informed that the participants had sidfit trainings and experiences. They were
accustomed to using technology in their daily aftiun relation to teaching activities, most

of them believed that technology brought about tpasbenefits to teaching. However, they
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did not integrate technology in their teaching pcacdue to school conditions. This study
informed that most participants did not integra® lin their teaching. The findings are
similar to many other previous studies (e.g., Gib8 Oberg, 2004; Gulbahar, 2008; Liu,
2012; Scheeler, 2008; Vanezky, 2004). Only fewhef participants used technology in their
classes. The participants who integrated technoiodieir teaching mostly used Microsoft
PowerPoint to deliver their presentation in thesstaom. In addition, some students
sometimes used Internet-based technology such a3ube video, Google pictures, and
textual references downloaded from some websites.

Findings revealed by previous studies (Allsop et2009; Hadiyanto et al., 2017; Lei,
2009) indicated that 2century students were digital natives or technolsagyvy and spent
much time using technology in their everyday livesthis study, the participants revealed
similar information that they were quite skillful using technology. They mentioned some
applications that they are accustomed to using aity dasis. Some of the participants
reported that they use technology for educatiomroanication, entertainment, and business.
Some major previous studies (Gibson & Oberg, 2@#lpahar, 2008; Liu, 2012; Vanezky,
2004) revealed that limited technology trainingsl axperience are the major reasons of
technology disintegration in the pre-service teagtprogram. On the contrary, the findings of
this study showed that there have been sufficieainings and experience including
experience they obtained from universities courfieast brought technology into the
classroom. In addition, the teachers were confidetiit technology in their teaching activities
due to their experience and involvement in theafidechnology. Similarly, some studies also
revealed that technology training is not a factampering the integration of technology in
teaching activity (Allsop et al., 2009; Hadiyantaag, 2017; Lei, 2009).

Condition of the school facilities and school ctdtwere the two hampering factors in
technology integration faced by the participanimited and broken tools, electrical stability,
and classroom situation are among the hamperingdthtion, school culture is another
factor. The participants claimed that there encenaat complicated bureaucracy or they had
to have long-waited line to use the labs. One ef plarticipants said that the process of
school’s labs booking was complicated, which is whgst senior teachers did not use
technology in their classes. This finding is ineliwith the results of some other previous
studies (Allan, Law, & Hong 2003; Allsopp et alQ@; Al-Ruz & Khasawneh, 2011; Lei,
2009; Conway et al., 2005; Gorder, 2008; Inan & ttway, 2010).
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6. Policy recommendations

The findings of this study informed that the essbhent of ICT integration in the pre-
service teaching programs among student teachessaw@omplicated task as participants
needed more time to use it in their teaching prasti Even though student teachers were
skillful, experienced and trained in terms of usiaghnology, it did not mean that they would
integrate technology in the pre-service teachinggm@ms as this study informed. It is
significant to create facilitating conditions tocemrage the ICT integration. These conditions
take various forms - both physical and theoretidéle existence of supporting technology
resources is a foundation of the integration of @ajnology program including in the area of
education. Nevertheless, the proper condition shtel hand in hand with the culture and
administration of the schools. The participantsgasted that facilities and culture in the
school could enhance the integration of ICT in adioo. It was recommended that all related

stakeholders would take part in the improvemeriaafities.
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Abstract

This article aims to provide teachers with a pradtintroduction to the capabilities of

augmented and virtual reality (AR/VR) in foreigm¢puage education. We first provide an
overview of recent developments in this field aediew some of the affordances of the
technologies. This is followed by detailed outlidsa number of activities that teachers can
use in any ESL classroom with access to smartphanAR/VR capable devices. The article
concludes with consideration of privacy concernad gractical issues of classroom
implementation.

Keywords. augmented reality; virtual reality; AR; VR

1. Introduction

Augmented and Virtual Reality (AR and VR) are irasimgly common technologies. AR will
be familiar to most readers in the form of digg@mes such as the popuRwkemon Gar
travel apps such dsonely Planet Compass City Guid@&R is most commonly associated
with headsets likélaystation VRor HTC Vivethat display immersive, virtual environments
mostly used for gaming. Both technologies are @ikt improving and reducing in price —
seemingly with new products becoming available yday.

Besides their entertainment value, there is conaslde benefit for their application in
educational settings, some of it dating back magry (such as simulations for pilots and the
training of surgeons). A number of studies haveouated their potential in language learning
as well, including the effect of AR on increasingtimation among college students learning
English (Li and Chen, 2014; Lu, Lou, Papa & Chu@11), encouraging out-of-class

Spanish language use (Holden & Sykes, 2011), tpirgelelementary school students more
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deeply connect with classroom topics (Gadelha, R@r@ugh virtual reality. However, so far
their use in language classrooms has been limited.

In this practical article we will give a brief oweew of recent developments in this
area, review some of the technology’s affordancesgave specific examples of how teachers
without specialised technical skills can implemaRt and VR in the classroom — and support
learning beyond the classroom. We will concludehvat number of considerations around

privacy, security, socio-economic concerns andtmaldssues of implementation.

2. An explanation of the technology
AR, VR, and the blending of the two, called mixedceatended reality, are umbrella terms for
a range of location, motion and information teclogas that enable enhancing reality with
digital resources (in the case of AR) or the corabtf entirely digital environments (in the
case of VR), in which users interact with inforroatiand other users. Apps on smartphones
that can display information about nearby buildimgstrigger location-sensitive media are
common examples of AR in use, while immersive 3Bual worlds that encompass a user’s
entire field of vision using a dedicated headsetthe most common type of VR experience.

VR has been used for decades in the form of flggmulators, so the technology is
certainly not new. What has changed is that what pvaviously expensive, highly specialised
and fixed to one location has now become cheaplable for general use and portable. This
has led to a wider adoption in a range of settia)sthe way from hospitality training to
remote support of workers in dangerous environmguath as in nuclear reactors and on the
battlefield.

An everyday application of AR that is becomingreasingly popular is the use of

AR apps that can add virtual objects into real-dghysical spaces. Technicians can now
provide remote assistance usivigforia Chalk (https://chalk.vuforia.con/by seeing a live-

view of another user’s environment and drawing bjects in the other user’s physical space

(see Figure 1). Thikea Placeapp fttps://www.ikea.com/gb/en/customer-service/ikepsjp

is another example where for the purposes of mtelesign users can add virtual furniture to

a real-world living room to see how it looks befuachase (see Figure 2).
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Figure 2. Placing location-anchored virtual objents a real room.

Wearable AR devices are rapidly becoming more déible and more widely
available. Companies such asAryzon (https://www.aryzon.com)/ and Myra

(https://www.mirareality.com/focus on creating smartphone-powered devicedefs than

$100USD, compared with more advanced headsets saghMicrosoft Hololens

(https://www.microsoft.com/en-us/hololgnavhich currently (early 2018) retail for around

$3,000USD. As these devices become more widelytadpphe blending of physical and
digital realities will become common. The same barsaid for VR, as companies move from
expensive dedicated headsets requiring powerful &®fCsmartphones to smaller dedicated
headsets that do not require any additional hamlwauch as theOculus Go
(https://www.oculus.com/gp/ and Lenovo Mirage Solo

(https://www3.lenovo.com/us/en/aryrit is also important to mention the contribusoto

accessible VR thaGoogle has made witlGoogle Cardboardthe simple VR device that
supports most smartphones.
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These dramatic reductions in price and increasevailability have opened up many
more opportunities for education for both VR and .ARxamples include engineering
education, where students have been tasked withpoiating virtual objects in real-world
spaces via AR, with measurable and positive impactsheir spatial ability as a result
(Martin-Gutiérrez, Saorin, Contero, Alcafiz, Pétépez, & Ortega, 2010). AR has also
provided educational support in history educatiamere learners can walk through an
environment (such as a city), see artifacts froniegaimes and observe how buildings and
areas have changed over the yed@uTube'sofficial 360-degree video channel, via the
aforementioned cheap and widely availal®ogle Cardboard headsets, have enabled
teachers to take their students on virtual fielgstusing 360-degree videos to immerse them
in diverse and informative environments. Anothecr@asingly common use is in science
classes, where learners can carry out experimeatsvould otherwise be dangerous or costly
to organise. For example, students can ‘mix’ twbssances to observe the effect in safe
virtual environments.

In language education, AR has been used to geemttsido create campus tours
(Reinders, Lakarnchua & Pegrum, 2015) or to getagad in location-based games by
walking around a town to find clues relating ta@rg (Holden & Sykes, 2011). Despite these
and other interesting experimentations, it is safsay that AR and VR have not yet in any
way been widely taken up in primary, secondaryvaneuniversity level language education.
The purpose of this article is to demonstrate hd¥vahd VR can be integrated into everyday
language classrooms, without specialised techsiads. We will start by looking at some of
the potential pedagogical benefits of AR and VRentucation before introducing some

practical ideas for teachers to try out.

3. The affordances of AR and VR for language education

Some of the most advantageous features of VR ss@am settings is its ability to reduce

distractions. Gadelha (2018) states that “by blegkout visual and auditory distractions in

the classroom, VR has the potential to help stisddeéply connect with the material” (p.40).

There are no distracting classroom windows to stare of when students are directly

immersed into the topic they are investigating.sTieiel of immersion also has the benefit of
helping students make real world connections batviee subject matter and their own lives.

VR video content can help students make connechetseen the concepts they are studying

and their effects on the world (Meyer, 2016).
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One of the principal features of AR is that it camees a set ofmobiletechnologies,
the affordances (potential benefits) of which fearhing have long been acknowledged.
Reinders and Pegrum (2017) draw on Klopfer et §&2@02) list of affordances for mobile
learning and apply these to the field of languadacation. They discuss the benefits of
portability to support learning that is not tied to one placd that can move between formal
and informal settings (Lai, 2017). Secondly, theyiew the benefits of mobile technologies
for facilitating social interactivity enabling interaction and collaborative learnitiig, benefits
of which for second language acquisition have Ibagn recognised (see Chapelle 2001 and
Warschauer 1997 for discussions within the realm tethnology-enhanced language
learning). Thirdly, they offecontext sensitivitythey adapt to their location, for example by
displaying content in a different language), whipbtentially makes it easier to provide
opportunities for situated learning (Gee, 2004)xtNéney offerconnectivityand accessto
such resources as information, teachers and athendrs, which has been shown to provide
scaffolding and support experiential learning (Siemiorst, 2012). Finally, they emphasise
individuality (devices and mobile environments can be adapteditan individual’s needs,
interests and so on), which can help facilitatespealised learning (Benson, 2011).

One way in which AR and VR extend mobile technadsgas they are mostly used at
present is by involving the physical self in theéenaction between virtuality and reality.
Rather than engaging with resources at a cognixel only, AR and VR support
“embodied” and “extended” cognition, both of whiemphasise the inextricable connection
between the mind and the environment and “cogniigtvity as grounded in bodily states
and activities” (Atkinson 2010, p. 599). What thesaceptions of cognition have in common
is the role of the physical world in our thinkireyd, by extension, our learning. For example,
spontaneous gestures have been shown to suppwintpiand learning, and there is evidence
that designed gestures, as well as manipulatioobgécts (e.g. on a screen or in a VR
environment) can have an impact on learning (Se?@l1). Beyond some experimental
studies (e.g. Hwang & Cho, 2012, who investigatexiuse of portable vibrating bracelets to
teach English intonation), there is limited reshaand application in the English language
classroom (for possible ideas see Reinders, 2014).

In addition, AR can encourage learners to partteipatively in (co-)constructing their
learning environment, for example by posting comtmi@n questions relating to a particular
location, uploading photos of their experiences] sm on. Because the technology assists in-
the-moment, it can support ‘just-in-time’ learnirg.these ways, AR allows teachers to open

up the classroom, provide remote assistance, asgjrdactivities that bridge formal and
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informal learning contexts. Recent studies havevshihat learners appreciate the addition of
a physical element to their learning and not havmgdpe tied to one location (Lindgen &
Johnson-Grenber, 2016).

Research into the use of AR and VR in language atcis still in its infancy, with
most reports being of exploratory studies desigtethvestigate possibilities and student
perceptions. Some early evidence of its potenbahes from Holden & Sykes (2011), who
describe the development and deploymentehtira, a Spanish-language place-based game
in which learners are required to go out into theal (Spanish-speaking) community to obtain
information, find cues and solve quests. The asthHound that engaging in out-of-class,
authentic interaction, supported by technology aswffolded through the game-like
environment oMentira, proved motivating to the students and showediderable promise
for further implementation. However, they conclugesaying that the design of innovative
and meaningful learning opportunities requires nbas new tools or artifacts.

In an example of a collaborative activity using AReinders & Wattana (2014)
describe students at a university in Thailand dgia an augmented reality campus tour for
future visitors. The real-world outcome and thebd aspect of the activity resulted in high
student motivation and interaction and the autlangsie that especially in a foreign language
context this outweighed some of the additional timestment required to teach students
how to use the technology.

We encourage language teachers to engage in tiveirexploratory practice and
research and for this reason include a number wfites that draw on the affordances for
language learning highlighted above. The activibetow are all designed to be able to be
used with minimal technical skill, and include preal activities that use AR and VR both

within and outside the language classroom.

4. Practical examplesfor the language classroom

To give an idea of how an AR or VR activity mighomsk in the classroom, a sample activity
is first provided with worked-out steps for implemt&tion. This details some of the decisions
to be made and procedures to be followed, inclugthgch tools and apps to use. This also
allows us to introduce some of the technical temsaders may not be familiar with.
Following this, we offer short explanations for anmber of further, practical activities; some
supporting classroom-based study, others encowgamit-of-class learning. Each of these
activities has been developed with high-school mversity age students in mind and most
are based on currently available, free and easys¢oresources. A brief overview of the aims,
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class time necessary and the resources that wilebded is provided and then followed by a
brief overview of how the activity can be implemesht

4.1. Creating a Campus Tour
Aims: Using English for Specific Purposes and practiaiggcriptive language
Classtime needed: 60-80 min

Resources: Wikitude, HP Reveal, Layar Blippar, smart devices with cameras

A relatively easy and fun way to introduce studdntshe affordances of AR is by having
them create and share tours of their school/ingtitu This could be a tour for parents, for
visitors, or for new students. This type of actiwtas successfully deployed by one of the
authors of this paper at a university in Thailamthere students created a tour of academic
services available to visiting professors (see ahoMot only did the students enjoy the
activity a lot, the resulting product (the tour)shiaeen useful for the university in helping

people new to the campus find their way.

First thingsfirst

The technology is not being used for its own sakethe first step is to decide what the
activity is trying to achieve. Is it to create opjpmities for students to collaborate, discuss
and negotiate? To learn to write instructional tgxtes? Something else? Once the aim is
chosen, it is time to make sure the technologythadctivities created with them achieve it.

The technology

In essence, a tour activity involves the creatibmfmrmation that visitors can see by looking
at real-world objects through their caméra=or example, they might point their camera at an
office in a building and learn that this is whefledupport is offered from 08:00-17:00 six
days per week, along with links to contact detailse object that results in the display of
information is called a ‘target’ or ‘trigger’. Sm the previous example, the IT building is
what ‘triggers’ information to be displayed. Thefammation can be anything, from text
(opening times), pictures (of the staff who workrd), links (to IT help files), to videos and

so on. The act of pointing a camera at a triggeailed ‘scanning’.

LAt present this will involve mostly the use of gtpaones, but with the advent of other deviceshsas
glasses and other wearables, additional tools reawhilable in the near future.
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Targets or triggers do not have to be physical aibjehough. They could, for instance, be
pictures of objects. As an example, students ctakld photos of key buildings and put them
on a poster. Visitors can then scan the pictutes tfiggers) to learn what the buildings are.

To develop such materials, use an AR creation wmath asWikitude (www.wikitude.com)

for location-based triggergJPReveal(www.hpreveal.con)/ Blippar (www.blippar.com) or
Layar (www.layar.com) for image-based triggers. They all provide stggstep tutorials on

how to create content and share it with othersenli

Sep-by-step

Once the appropriate app has been chosen, it & tonprepare the class. Please remember
that the procedures below are an example only. H@ateacher introduces the activity will
depend on the size of the class, how much pre-tegstudents may need of new vocabulary,

and so on — in other words, these are general lguedeonly.

1. Divide the class into an even number of small gsoupach group creates either an
academic themed (describing all academic servicesmpus) or a social themed tour
(describing facilities such as canteens and sports)

2. Students brainstorm interesting and informativendki to say about each of the
locations.

3. Students then visit the locations and create tbairvideos. They could also interview
people at the locations to get more informatiotatk about.

4. While at the locations, students create triggeth wieir AR creation tools to display
the video content. Some location-based AR senacds provide services in certain
countries or areas, so in this case create imagedbiggers using of any flat object
there, such as a sign or map (see Figure 3).

5. Show students how to create an account on oneeofl creation tools and how to
upload their target images and attach their todeas to the targets.

6. Students create a video that introduces the taatilens and where to find the targets
that will start the tour videos.

7. Ask the groups to create a quiz with one questlmuteach of the locations that can
be answered by watching the tour videos.

8. For the final part of the activity, ask the groupdind another group with a different

theme and take their tour, answering the quiz quests they go.
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Figure 3. A photo of a university map (left) usesdaatrigger to activate an introduction video (tjgh HP

Reveal

4.2. Giving and following directions

Aims. Practicing vocabulary such as location prepositiorend giving and receiving
instructions.

Classtime needed: 45-60 min

Resources. Wikitude, HP Reveal, Layar or Blippar, smart degiegth cameras

Students can also use tb@mpus touprocedure above to create activities focused omgjiv
and receiving directions. Rather than creating asdeelated to the locations themselves,
students can create videos explaining how to go foae place to another. Groups of students
work their way to a common point, possibly in tbenf of a competition with the first team to
arrive winning. Teachers can create the directtbamselves or students can work together as
a class to create a set of directions that anafass would use.

4.3. Morerealistic presentation practice through 360-degree videos and VR

Aims: Practicing shadowing and improving presentationl glanfidence

Classtime needed: 20-30 min

Resources: Dedicated VR headset such as HTC Vive, mobile \@Rseé¢ such as Oculus GO
or Google Cardboard with VR capable smartphone,ibe, headphones
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Virtual Reality cameras (that take photos or filideo in all directions simultaneously) and
headsets can provide users with much more immeesiperiences than watching a regular
video. Online services such a&suTube's360-degree video library, callebuTube VR¢an
take students to many different locations, prowgdthem with a better understanding and
spatial awareness of a location before a schqgol let them experience far-away locations
and many more classroom activities.

One affordance of 360-degree videos and cheap \dddet¢s likeGoogleCardboard
is being better able to practice improving presworaskills. Until now, the most common
way students have often practiced for a presemtéisbore a large audience has been to speak
in front of a mirror or find some quiet space teite their speeches while imagining an
audience before them. With 360-degree videos andhdRgh, students can take advantage of
the large quantity of 360-degree online presentatideos to practice giving presentations in
front of actual audiences.

1. Using headphones, some mobile VR headsets, andttldents’ own smartphones,
assign students a 360-degree presentation videatih (either a suitable one found
online or one made by the teacher).

2. Encourage the students to focus their attentiotherspeaker and listen to what they
are saying and the gestures they use.

3. On the second viewing, students should attemph#wl®wv the speech given by the
speaker and, if possible, try to copy their gesture

4. For the third viewing, ask students to face thelenmk while shadowing and attempt
to make eye contact with as many audience membgyessible while doing so.

5. Finally, if students are preparing to give theirmopresentations, after the students
have practiced trying to remember as much of tbein speeches as they can, have
them watch the video again, but this time muteahéio and ask them to recite their

speeches to their virtual audience.

4.4. Creating community content maps for the local area

Aims: Writing and reading reviews using target languageuthentic contexts
Classtime needed: 45-60 min

Resources. Google Maps, any smart device or PC

Online maps such a@oogle Mapgwww.google.com/magsprovide opportunities to create

community content layers that appear on top ofrthegular maps and are shareable with
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other people. These layers provide additional mftion to, for example, special locations,

user reviews, images and even directions to follear. projects, students can design their
own layers individually or as a class. At the efidhe academic year, first year students can
create map overlays that provide information totngear’s students. These overlays can
include tips on the best places to go, such abéise coffee shops in town or places to study
quietly on campus, and the fastest ways to geetlaong with images and information about
each location.

A similar activity would involve prefacing this aaty with field trips where students
have to go and collect information about a paréicdduilding, person or topic. This could
include going to a local museum, finding historiballdings around town, or locating (and
perhaps interviewing) a particular person.

More directly related to what is covered in clasgjdents can be asked to tag
examples of certain vocabulary items located neaobyeven examples of the use of a
particular grammatical feature (e.g. tagging lawagi with reviews to practice giving
opinions). Students putting target language int® insauthentic contexts such as their own
local areas has been suggested to have signifeaming benefits (Kukulska-Hulme & Bull,
2009). Teachers can also create this informatiem#elves, and provide pictures, links, tips
and even specific vocabulary items for studentgudy (Bo-Kristensen et al., 2009).

4.5. Location-based puzzle treasure hunts

Aims. Understanding context clues, practicing listeningmprehension and procedural
language

Classtime needed: 45-60 min

Resources: HP Reveal, Google Maps, any smart device or PC

Treasure hunts are a useful activity that can Ibarced with AR. While traditional language-
focused treasure hunts often incorporate writtesleshidden at each location, AR-enhanced
treasure hunts can take advantage of the abilitplso embed audio and video into the
environment. This can provide the addition of spegland listening practice to an activity
that is traditionally focused on reading and wagtin

In this activity, two teams are paired and giveffiedent instructions which they need
to share to retrieve information from around thevrto(this could be limited to just one

campus, for example) in order to find a hidden dvea. In order to get to the treasure,
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students leave notes for the other team by taggengs with a recorded video that explains
where to find the next video.

A treasure hunt can also involve location shari@gogle Mapsnow features the
ability to let users track friends and choose whimmshare their own location withA
variation of the treasure hunt is for one grougtaflents to head out and for another to stay in
class, tracking the first group’s location (seeufgy4), and perhaps sending out instructions
with tasks for the group to complete ovB8kype (https://www.skype.con)/ or Google
Hangouts(https://hangouts.google.comn/

OB@ 7 .4 63%m17:28

Share your real-time location
For 1 hour
® Until 18:28 @ ©

O Until you turn this off

O M -

Select People Gmail More

Figure 4. Users can limit who they share their fimeawith and for how long

4.6. Providing instant-access supplementary materials for readings

Aims: Providing faster students with additional activtiand slower students with additional
assistance without physically modifying materials

Classtime needed: 10-20 min

Resources. HP Reveal or Layar, a scanner, smart devices watheras

2 https://blog.google/products/maps/share-your-tepd-real-time-location-google-maps/
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It is a common occurrence that some students fiaishactivity early while others are

struggling to keep up. One way of dealing with tisiso provide learners with the option of

accessing additional information, based on theedseand/or preferences. AR services can
make it easy for teachers to provide further exgtians or additional exercises. By scanning
the activity in the textbook, learners can accesthér resources online via links and videos
embedded into the text itself. These resourcesdcenéble students for whom the content
may be too easy to access additional tasks or of@iéenging questions (see Figure 5), while
simultaneously assisting struggling students wisimglations of key vocabulary, a summary

of a reading text, charts or diagrams to help erpéficult concepts.
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T ahows that the nYS Y0 L o inteigent ‘eaadne people.
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ews Was us

o arl
formation about an

Figure 5. Questions added to the bottom of a tétkt the relevant paragraph highlighted

To achieve this, physically scan the desired pega the textbook (using a scanner or
photocopier), convert it to a digital image andoagal it to an AR service such d® Reveabr
Layar. Once uploaded, use the website tools to placaddéional information on top of the
page so that students can access it when they h@imt AR app cameras at the textbook

activities.

4.7. Automatically assigning roles in information gap activities

Aims: Using targeted language in a communicative envireminwith a focus on all members
speaking equally

Classtime needed: 15-30 min
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Resources: Layar or HP Reveal, smart devices with cameras

Information gap activities (where learners are mgsnformation they need to complete a
task and need to talk to their team members toodescit) are a popular classroom activity.
With AR, teachers have the opportunity to enhahesé activities by exposing students to a
wider variety of media to discuss. AR apps suchHRdReveabhndLayar can provide teachers
with the tools they need to quickly embed contermthsas videos, text, audio, websites and
more into any image. After finding a few imagesatetl to the topic of the information gap
activity, teachers can upload them to an AR creatttml andembed the desired content into
each one. Once the images have been printed quamaT, they can be distributed to students
who can then use their cameras to access the tardnstart explaining it to their group.
Some examples of information gap activities include
* \Vocabulary: Presented with a paragraph of textimgskey vocabulary, students have
to collect sets of nouns, action verbs and adjestivom the AR targets and work
together to place them correctly into the text.
 Grammar: Each AR target displays a set of key m#dron related to a narrative, such
as the tense, perspective, events etc. that ssitleme to put together to understand
the full context of the story.
 Pragmatics: when given a particular text type, sasha request or an apology,
students collect the key components needed to thertetter correctly, by finding and
sharing such information as the intended audietheeseverity of the issue, the topic
at hand and the level of politeness needed.
« Communication: each student can see some informatimut an object, such as a
related image, a video, an audio recording or ar@idlel. By sharing what they can
see, they try and identify, for example, the puepokthe object they are looking at, or

some information about it, such as who it belomg®t what should be done with it.

4.8. Virtual reality video creation

Aims. Providing students with new environments to exptess creativity in language
production focused role-playing activities

Classtime needed: 60-90 min

Resources: High-end VR Headset such as Oculus Rift and VRltap@C, projector, free
copy of Mindshow
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For teachers with access to a high-end VR heaasgtchronous film creation programs such

as Mindshow (www.mindshow.conj/ can be useful in helping students express ciigaiiv

their language production in new and exciting w&§sidents can create environments and
then film themselves in it one after the othergl@tyg each student’s movement and dialogue
onto the scene until a fully flmed, multi-actorese is created. Students can custom-design
scenarios that are enhanced by 3D virtual realé @ops and create engaging videos to
demonstrate language usage scenarios to theirn@éss. Airports, hotels, presentations,
news reports, job interview scenarios and more alae made and shown in class (see

Figure 6).

® mindshow

Figure 6. A Mindshow news program scenario

4.9. Backchanneling with the teacher during classwork or homework
Aims: Providing ways for teachers to measure understamdimd gather feedback
Classtime needed: 5-15 min

Resources: Layar, HP Reveal, Google Forms, smart devices with camera

One common challenge faced by teachers is knowamgrhuch of the class content is being
understood. One method of monitoring student peréorce is backchanneling, where
teachers request responses and feedback from &uaekey points during the lesson to
gauge comprehension. AR opens up the ability tockdwi distribute access to online
questionnaires and feedback opportunities with@virng to add QR codes or web links to

printed handouts. Digital image copies of handmats be uploaded to any AR service and
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have links to online forms embedded in them. Temcban take entire units worth of material
and embed backchanneling opportunities into thekslmets without needing to reprint the
material with weblinks. Students simply use an A® # point their phone cameras at the
handout and access the backchanneling material.

Some of the many backchanneling opportunities tmine questionnaires enable
include presenting students with a few sentendes tfaching them a new grammar point or
vocabulary item and asking them to indicate whinbsoare correct or incorrect. For reading
activities, comprehension questions can be admem@dtor students can select from a list of
keywords after skimming a short article. For wagtinstudents can choose which thesis
statement is most appropriate for a topic or peaceimber of essay paragraphs in order (see
Reinders, 2014 for more on backchanneling).

To create these backchanneling opportunities ircldsroom, scan or take a photo of
the activities and use them as AR targets to takdests to online forms where they can
answer questions and provide responsesaiar, HP Reveabr any online AR service that
permits creating URL links from AR targets, simpityeate a link to aGoogle Form

(http://docs.google.com/forn)sand change the settings as desired.

Students can also provide anonymous feedback anfispactivities without teachers
needing to create multiple form&oogle Forms supports pre-filling sections of the form
automatically based on the URL used to accessotine, fallowing for teachers to auto-fill the
name of the activity whenever a student scans @witgavith Layar or HP Reveal

To do this inGoogleForms after creating questions for students to answesqte a
question with a short answer field such as “Whictivily do you wish to talk about?” Then
go to the “More” icon (three vertical dots) in thap right and select “Get pre-filled link.”
Answer the above question in the form with the nashéhe activity that is going to be
augmented and then click “Submit.” Now there wél & link that can be pasted into an online
AR service, using the activity sheet/textbook pégelf as a target and any time a student
points their smartphone at that target, they wal dutomatically sent to th&oogle Form

with the activity title pre-filled.

4.10. Orienting studentsto a reading topic through 360-degree videos

Aims: Familiarising students with a topic and providirigetn with vocabulary in context
Classtime needed: 20-30 min

Resources: Cheap VR headsets such as Google Cardboard, dtademtphones
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Many textbooks are not particularly topical and thubjects can sometimes be discussed in
very generic, impersonal terms. As a form of pr&dieg or familiarizing students with a topic
before classroom discussion, use 360-degree videdsoogle Cardboard or other VR
systems to fully immerse students in the subjetiaatd, using current resources. Check sites
such asYouTubefor “360-degree (topic)” and look for content thabuld be suitable for
students. For example, on the topic of ‘separativere are some truly touching videos of the
plight of refugees (see Figure 7) that are likelgpark a reaction from students.
Once students have watched these videos, ask tbewrite and discuss a few

questions (Teeter, 2018):

* What aspects of the video affected you the most?

* What can be done to solve this problem/improveshisation?

* Share your ideas with a partner.

Figure 7. The short 360-degree video “Refugeedherrefugee situation in Syria
(http://scopic.nl/projects/refugegs/

5. Implementing VR and AR in teaching: Some considerations
Before deciding to use VR or AR, there are a numndfemportant considerations. As with
any technical innovation there is likely to be amdstment on the teacher’s as well as the
students’ part. How much time is likely needed learning the technology and assisting
students? In addition, do students have accesapabte devices? If not, could they share
between them?

In addition to these considerations, AR and VRseaimportant questions about
privacy and security. Along with many of the uspalvacy and security issues online, VR
presents a few new issues that should not be mlextb While online harassment is a known
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problem in social spaces such as chat rooms onerdames, VR poses new dangers.
Harassers can enter another person’s personal spdcdepending on the VR environment
make it difficult or even impossible for that pemnsio retaliate by pushing the harasser away
or escaping without quitting the space altogetlercreative spaces, harassers can also
physically destroy creations and generally makeaigbe space impossible. As a result it is
important to make sure that students use passwotdgbed social spaces and that the teacher
monitors the students’ interactions to avoid tlésdiming an issue.

One of the first concerns before asking studentséotheir own smartphones for these
activities is to remember that the socio-econonitigasons for each student are different.
Some students may not be able to afford a smarglwmmay have one with a cracked screen
that can prevent them from using VR devices sucls@asgle Cardboard To mitigate this
issue, it is recommended, specifically for VR, tlstidents have a non-VR alternative
available to them. This can be accomplished byteheher casting their own VR experience
via projector or television.

Due to AR’s ability to be used by any user with ad@rn smartphone, teachers should
be aware of the possible permissions that an AR ispgranted when being installed on
student phones. AR Social apps may access and &eeppdated history of the users
frequented locations for ad purposes, while morfaricais apps may request access to the
phone’s microphone or camera, or scan a user’s d@oWwistory or access other sensitive
content. It is important to do a background checkne for each new app students are asked
to install.

Another consideration is who has access to thettatahese apps produce. Students
need to be made aware of who has access to thiewrae information or location data when
using the apps so they can be fully aware whensihgdo use them. It should also be made
clear who has access to any chat logs, questieedgpéck or test data, where this data is
stored, and if possible, how to remove it.

A student should feel safe taking part in any dis@n activity, expressing an opinion,
or admitting that they do not understand somethwithout fear of this information being
used against them in class by either their peergaxhers, or it being shared with others
outside the class.

Instructors need to be aware of pricing too whezaitng VR or AR activities for
classes. While some services may be free whenuiest, they may have limitations that can
prevent their use in the classroom. VR social spacay require a per-user subscription fee

after the first month of use or may ask for a feeallow a larger number of users into the
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same space at the same time. These kinds of liantgatmay not become apparent or come
into effect until students are already using thenthie classroom, so it is necessary to make
sure to know the parameters of the free-to-use hibdethe service is providing.

For AR, one needs to learn the usage limitatiorfsegf online services and whether or
not they have educator licenses available. Thesé@alions may be there to encourage
creators to sign up for paying accounts and as swhnot come into effect until a certain
number of users have viewed an AR target, or a eurobfree access days have passtl.
Revealallows publishing the target online without paymént requests a monthly fee in
exchange for additional content options and rengthre need to subscribe to a creator’s
channel to activate the AR target. Services such Bippar, Augment

(https://www.augment.corj)/and Layar all provide free educational licensing opporturstie

for teachers.

Finally, it is still early days for VR and AR wittmany companies trying to establish
themselves as the best content creation servicée\Mitially many of these companies may
provide excellent free content, eventually theartstip investments may begin to evaporate
and it can be expected that many of them will ithice more expensive price structures or
reduce their free services. This is particulariys& if a service offers a free education service
and then finds education becoming a larger aneigrgrt of their core user base.

Despite these challenges, it is clear that maniytiegadevelopments are taking place
in the AR and VR space. As educators, it is impurta learn about these developments, their
risks, and — most importantly — their potential éf@s for learning. As a way of linking
formal with informal learning spaces, there is attobe gained from teachers experimenting

with the many possibilities of these new technadsgi
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Abstract

In modern language teaching institutions and sahdbg proficient language teachers apply
different kinds of tasks to teach some skills ampt-skills. In the current study, the researcher
investigated the effect of two different tasks, eymComputer Assisted Language Learning
(CALL)-based tasks and written questions taskstadests’ English grammar learning. The

researcher in the control group asked the partitipp answer the written questions in their
workbooks and the participants in the experimegtalup do their assignments using the
computers. Based on the post-test results, bothLc#dsed and written question tasks had
positive effects on the participants. The studypsuis the idea that motivating tasks can have
positive results toward language learning.

Keywords: CALL; grammar; tasks; learners

1. Introduction
The teachers’ interest in the role of tasks in ifprelanguage teaching and learning is
growing. Prabhu (1987) first proposed task-baseuicgzh and applied it in secondary school
classrooms. In the literature, various definitiofiggpedagogical tasks have been provided that
are different in scope and formulation (BranderQ&0 Samuda and Bygate (2008) define a
task as “a holistic activity which engages language in order to achieve some nonlinguistic
outcomes while meeting a linguistic challenge, vitie overall aim of promoting language
learning, through process or product or both” (@). 6n another definition by Ellis (2003),
tasks are regarded as “... a work plan that reql@@®ers to process language pragmatically
in order to achieve an outcome that can be evalustderms of whether the correct or
appropriate propositional content has been convefgd6). In sum, it is well-known that
tasks are classroom activities, have a clear owtc@nd can foster authentic language use.
Beside tasks, nowadays many language learningutistis use technology in the process of
language learning.

The world is progressing and the language learoorgext is not an exception to this

progress. Unlike in the past when textbooks andebkbiards were the only instruments for
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language learning classrooms, nowadays teachersthesecomputers or other related
technologies to teach a foreign or second languageording to Chun, Kern, and Smith
(2016):
technologies broadly include more traditional meatia instructional resources including print
media(textbooks, workbooks, literature), which ud# words, texts, illustrations, graphics,
photographs; audio media (e.g., recorders and pagdanguage labs); video media (e.g., film
clips and films); writing media (paper and pen,awpiter); classroom technologies (black
boards, whiteboards, overhead projectors). Neweliarmesources generally refer to computer-

based (and now mobile) technologies, many of whightied integrally to the Internet (p. 72).

Nowadays computers have become part of daily lifeé #e question is no longer
whether to use computers or not. Computers aredirth people’s lives, jobs, and hopes.
Computer-Assisted Language Learning (CALL) hasuiericed foreign and second language
teaching and learning in many different ways. Adaoy to Hewer (2007), the use of
technology in the form of computers is involveddALL approach. In another definition by
Beatty (2003), CALL is defined as “any process wh&learner uses a computer and, as a
result, improves his or her language” (p. 7). Alsidaur and Al-Shorman (2012) list some
advantages of CALL, namely development of critidhinking, authenticity, giving
motivation to learners through animated objects.

As Linse (2005) states, there is a clear relatignbletween four areas of speaking,
listening, reading, and writing. Progress in on¢helse skills can be a precondition and a step
towards the progress in other skills. Both Elli®J2) and Celce-Murcia (2002) state that,
according to some studies, grammar knowledge l¢adsdvanced accuracy and fluency
among the learners of the second or foreign languigr Hudson and Walmsley (2005)
uninteresting lessons of grammar make a countelugtive sense towards grammar teaching
and learning. Unfortunately, most of English langrigrammar classes are uninteresting and
thus make students lose interest in learning gramma

On the contrary, the current study uses some taslabserve their results on the
learners’ amount of learning and motivation. Iniédd, the lack of studies about the effects
of technology-based tasks like the computer on gramlearning gives more relevance to

study their effects on grammar learning.

2. Literature review
There are some studies regarding the effect of-llaskd and CALL-based studies on

language learning. In this section, the researdeckre some of the important ones.
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2.1. Tasks in the language classroom
There are numerous studies about the nature @relift tasks and the ways to sequence them
(Bygate, Skehan & Swain, 2001; Robinson, 2005; Smna001; Skehan, 2001; Willis &
Willis, 2007). Based on an action research by R@8®7) on the implementation of task-
based language teaching, the increased participaton the students in he learning process
was reported. Choo and Too (2012) state task-bi@smihing can motivate learners to learn
the language. In another study by Lee (2005) thelicgiion of Task-based Language
Teaching (TBLT) in a vocational high school in Taiwvover one semester resulted in
improving students ‘creativity, social skills, pemal relations, self-esteem, and positive
perceptions. In a quasi-experimental study by Rpbm(2008), it was revealed that the
participants that followed the TBLT syllabus hadtéefluency in oral performance in story
telling tasks than the control group that follonedtructural syllabus. Hasan (2014) found
that task-based activities result in speaking witheesitation. Two studies by Carless (2002,
2003) on Hong Kong primary schools show that fectsuch as sociocultural realities,
proficiency level of learners and teachers’ teaghieliefs can contribute to transforming
TBLT into task-supported teaching.

Based on the aforementioned research, the custedy aimed to bridge the existing
gap by using two different tasks (CALL-based taaksl written questions tasks) to check
whether these kinds of tasks had positive effeagrammar learning and which group obtain

more accuracy in grammar learning.

2.2. Technology in language learning and teaching

Many studies have been done regarding the effe€€AdfL and technology on language
learning. According to some (Abayl, 2001; Shen®nPagett, 2007; Kirkgoz, 2011)
integrating technology in language learning canrowp the motivation of learners and has a
positive effect on their attitudes. Based on figdily O’Hara and Pritchard (2008), and Liu
and Chu (2010) learners have positive attitudesatdsy CALL to learn the language.
Nakata(2008) compared the different vocabulary niegr methods on the attitudes of
learners. The majority of the students who took parcomputer-based training expressed
higher overall satisfaction than the other gro@skamatsu (2003) surveyed the effect of the
computeron writing quality and efficiency among intermedidevel learners in Japan. The
findings revealed that learners benefit from corapwiriting. Bayraktar (2002) investigated
the effectiveness of computer-assisted instruatiorstudents’ achievement in secondary and

college science education. The results show thét imotutorial and simulation models there
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was a positive effect for computer-assisted insioac in comparison with traditional
instruction.

Akbulut (2008) surveyed the attitudes of advancedfigent learners of English
towards the effectiveness of CALL in Turkish unsigy. The findings confirm that the
participants had positive attitudes towards CALecéuse they found computers to be helpful
in sustaining “independence, learning, collaborgtimstrumental benefits, empowerment,
comfort, and communication” (p. 1). In another stiy Tanyeli (2009), CALL showed an
improvement in the reading comprehension skillgshef learners. Abu Naba’'h et al.(2009)
investigated the effect of CALL on grammar learnimgdicating that those students who
learned grammar through the computer learned b#tger students who learned the same
grammatical item using the traditional method.

However, Coniam and Wong (2004) investigated tlamgnar learning through chat
while Zhang et al. (2007) investigated it througkcdssion forums. The results in both
studies did not provide any evidence that CALL failitate grammar learning.

Most of these studies confirmed the superiority @ALL-based instruction on
traditional language teaching, but all of them edexed CALL as a method of learning,
rather than a task. Meanwhile, nothing is said albtoe effect of CALL-based tasks on EFL
learners’ grammar learning. In addition, they dat nompare two different technology and
non-technology related tasks to investigate theuarnof success for EFL learners’ grammar
learning. In the current study, the researchersstigate a mixture of CALL and tasks to see
its effects on EFL learners’ grammar learning, wvtité following hypotheses:

1) CALL-based tasks have a better effect on gramnanieg than the written question
tasks.

2) Task-based activities have positive effects on Eakners’ grammar learning.

3. Method

3.1. Participants

In the current study, there were two groups, oneesmental group (CALL-based task) and
one control group. Out of 140 students, based enptle-test results, sixty homogeneous
Iranian junior high school participants were seaddctAll the participants were male, native
speakers of Persian, and with intermediate levétrgjlish language proficiency. In the pre-
test, there were 40 multiple-choice questions omtesee structures. The mean and the

standard deviation of the participants’ pre-tesires (M= 32.18, SD=2.12) were used as a
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criterion for selection of the participants. Amol40 students, sixty participants whose mean
scores were one standard deviation above or bélewnean were chosen. The two groups
included 30 students each. To assign the contbleaperimental group, the researcher used
simple random sampling. In each group, there wesebsgroups. Before the intervention, the

students were made aware of their roles in theystud

3.2. Design of the study
The design of the study was quasi-experimental. fids®archer randomly assigned the
participants to control and experimental groupstwwo different classrooms. At first, the
researcher conducted a pre-test, and administguedtdest at the end of the study.

The researcher employed the following instruments:

1) Tests In the current study, the researcher used twits t@s pre-test and post-test
which were designed and administered by the relsear&ach test was 40 multiple-
choice items, with each item of a score of .5 point

2) Computer. The participants in the CALL-based task group filieir assignments at
home in their sub-groups with the use of their cotaps and sent the assignments

through e-mail or delivered it to the researchahanCD format.

3.3. Procedures

The current study was conducted in 15 sessionstréaiment period was enough to teach the
grammatical rules of the course (Simple Past Tedegajunctions, Present Continuous Tense,
Irregular Verbs, Conditional Sentences, Possegsiyectives,). The researchers administered
a pre-validated grammar test to 140 junior highostlsubjects, aged 14 to 16 with the
median age 15 to obtain homogeneous students. rEkiegt contained 40 multiple-choice on
grammatical rules, with each item of .5 point amel total score of 20.

Prior to the experiment, the researchers triedite @ general explanation of the
process of the study. One of the researchers w&ngliish language teacher in junior high
schools. In all the groups, the researcher firdresbed the importance of grammar to arouse
the participants’ motivation. Next, the researdhighlighted the rule he wanted to teach. The
methodology of the classrooms was inductive. I3 thiethod, the researcher followed the
following steps to teach grammatical rules of Estglas a Foreign Language:

1) A variety of examples about a given rule were prtest without any explanation

about how the rule works.



Teaching English with Technologh8(3), 54-68 http://www.tewtjournal.org 59

2) In the second step, the learners attempted to stashel the grammatical rule of the
lesson.

3) In the third step, the researcher asked the paatits to share their understanding of
the grammatical rules in front of the classroom.

4) In the final step, the researcher gave both gragmse assignments based on their
assigned tasks to fulfill for the next session.

The 30 participants in the CALL-based task groupendivided into six sub-groups.
They were asked to do their tasks using computeos. example, one sub-group made
PowerPoint slides that illustrated the explanatb®imple Past Tense and another sub-group
made a multimedia activity about the grammaticswof the lesson. In addition, other sub-
groups used programs such as Swish Max, e-Studétc7to do their assignments. All the
learners were supposed to employ different kindgprafgram to do their tasks through
computers. In the process of doing tasks, the relseasupervised them and guided them as
needed. The learners should submit their tasksigirthe CD format or e-mail to the teacher.
In addition, in the following session, the teachegsented the participants’ tasks in front of
the class and asked them to explain how they dil thsks.

Similarly, the participants in the control groupcluded six sub-groups, with five
students in each sub-group. The researcher taglgrammatical rules through the inductive
method. After teaching and as a kind of task in ¢lessroom, the researcher gave them
photocopied written questions about the grammatidak of the lesson. All the photocopied
written questions were different and there wasansimilar question among the sub groups.
Similar to the experimental group, the participadtd their tasks in sub-groups in the
classroom and the researcher guided them as neé&tedphotocopied written questions
included unscrambled sentences, filling the blanksltiple-choice items, finding errors, and
writing compositions. The learners had to compthtese written tasks in their sub-groups. In
the following session, the researcher asked thicjpamts in each sub-group to come in front
of the classroom and answer the written questioa$yamr on the whiteboard.

For 15 weeks, the participants performed their daakcording to their groups’
arrangement. In the last session, the researchkraaeliable and pre-validated post-test to
find out the effects of the tasks (CALL-based anidten questions tasks) on the participants’
grammar learning. The post-test consisted of 4Giphlchoice items based on the covered
grammatical rules in the course of study. Similadythe pre-test, each item had .5 point and

there was no negative score for wrong answers.
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4. Results
In order to analyze the data, first, the researahatyzed the descriptive statistics of pre-test.
Next, independent sample t-test was used to coniparescores between the control and

experimental groups.

4.1. The pre-test results
As evidenced in Table 1, descriptive statisticsdatkd the mean of control and experimental
groups were 8.17 and 8.20 respectively. In addittbe distribution of data was normal,

because the degree of Skewness and Kurtosis wivedre-2 and +2 for two groups.

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of the pre-testiltss

Std.
N Minimum Maximum Mean Deviation  Variance Skewness Kurtosis
Std. Std.
Statistic  Statistic Statistic Statistic  Statistic Statistic Statistic  Error Statistic Error
Control 30 7 9 8.17 .699 .489 -.240 427 -.831 .833
Experimental
30 7 9 8.20 .761 .579 -.362 427 -1.141 .833

To find out the degree of significant differencaviseen control and experimental groups, the
researcher used independent sample T-test on ¢hiegirresults. As can be seen in Table 2,
the p-value was more than .05(.860), and the trebde 177 was less than the t-critical, 2.04.
Therefore, the participants were homogeneous aerk thvas no significant difference in

grammar knowledge between the control and the erpetal groups on the pretest.
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Table 2. Independent sample t-test between theatland experimental groups on the pre-test

Levene’s Test
for Equality of

Variances t-test for Equality of Means

95% Confidence Interval of

Sig. (2- Mean Std. Error the Difference
F Sig. t df | tailed) | Difference | Difference Lower Upper
scores  Equal variance
420 | -177 [ 58| .860 -.033 .189 -411 .344
Assumed .659

4.2. The reliability and validity of the post-test

The reliability and validity of pre-test and postt were investigated by three English
language instructors. At first, the researcher finedliithe pre-test and the post-test according
to their recommendations about accuracy, claribd appropriateness of the instruments.
Next, the researcher tested the usability of pse-dad post-test through a pilot study of 30
participants that had the same features as thé&iparits in the control and experimental
groups. To assess the reliability of post-test,rédsearcher used Cronbach alpha. It was 0.81,

which indicates that the test was reliable.

Table 3. Reliability Statistics of Post-test

N
Cronbach’s Alpha N of Items
.813 40

4.3. The post-test results

As can be seen in Table 4, the score analysiseoptist-test results indicated the mean of
experimental and control group were 17.45 and 1Ee8pectively. In addition, the degree of
Skewness and Kurtosis were between -2 and +2,ftinerehe distribution of data is normal

for experimental and control groups.
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Table 4. Descriptive statistics of the post-testlts

Std.
N Minimum Maximum Mean Deviation Variance Skewness Kurtosis

Std. Std.

Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic  Statistic  Statistic Error Statistic Error

Control 30 9 13 15.60 1.174 1.386 .253 427 -.550 .833
Experimental 30 16 19 17.45 .844 713 -.293 427 -.005 .833

Next, based on the post-test results, the researcderl the Shapiro-Wilk test to
investigate the normality of distribution of twoogips. Based on Table 5, the p-values of
normality test were .406 and .257 for the contral axperimental groups respectively. It can
be claimed that two sets of scores are normallyridiged because the p-values for both

groups were more than selected significance,0%far this study (p =).

Table 5. Shapiro-Wilk test of normality for two giqus based on post-test results

Statistic df Sig.

experimental group .957 30 .257

control group .965 30 .406

To compare the results of two groups based on tgest; the researcher applied the
parametric independent sample test. In additiore thsearcher investigated the null
hypothesis of the current study. As visible in Baldl independent samples test showed
significant difference in grammar learning betwdle® two groups (experimental and control
groups) on post-test with (t = 25.869, p = .006; @); consequently, the null hypothesis of
this study that using computer-based tasks doesnpoove grammar learning was rejected.
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Table 6. Independent sample test to compare thet@stsresults in control and experimental groups

Levene’s Test
for Equality of
Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence Interval
Sig. (2-| Mean std.  Error | Of the Difference
F Sig. t df |[tailed) [Difference [Difference [|ower |Upper
Score Equal variances
assumed .040 |[25.869 |58 |.000 1.850 .265 6.321 |[7.379
4.460

5. Discussion

Task-based language teaching is a pervading togareign language research. Many studies
demonstrated the positive relationship betweengutasks and language learning, such as
McDonough and Mackey (2000), Shehadeh (2001), Buagte Hunt (2002), Mann (2006),
Torky (2006), Karimi (2010), Korkgotz (2011), Hasé2014), Choo and Too (2012). In
addition, as claimed by Hubbard (2009), the redeasc attempt to demonstrate the
superiority of using computers over traditionaldaage teaching. The current study proved
that the participants in the experimental group I(CAased task group) had better results
than the control group (the experimental group rsé&m5, the control group mean=15.60).
The findings of the current study are in line wighyraktar (2002), Akbulut (2008), Tanyeli
(2009), Abu Naba'ret al. (2009), Korkgdz (2011), Chikamatsu (2003howndicated the
superiority of CALL over traditional language teadh Therefore, this finding can confirm
the first hypothesis of the study that states thAtL-based tasks have a better effect on
grammar learning than the written question tasks.

Based on the researchersbservations, the participants who took part in the
experimental group had higher motivation to leanglish grammatical rulethan the control
group. These supervisions are in line with Lochamé Deb (2006) and Richards and Rodgers
(2001). The latter claim that the learners’ sucéesompleting the goals of the task can lead
to learners’ motivation increase. Lochana and 96) state task-based instruction helps
learners in proficiency development and motivatidinis can provide more evidence to
support that the motivated participants performetten in the post-test. In addition, it was

shown that the learners who took part in CALL-batzsks have a better interaction with
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their peers and learn grammar more effectivelysisianother piece of evidence to support
Lopez’'s (2014) statement that performing tasks Wwiace related to the learners’ language
course motivates them to learn more effectively esithboratively.

In the control group, the participants’ task wasatswer the photocopied written
questions. The participants in this group had lomesults than the experimental group, but
they had an acceptable progress for grammar legaitihe mean of the pre-test= 6.99, the
mean of the post-test=15.60). The progress of &arim both groups (the experimental and
the control group) to learn grammar can confirmghaciple of the sociocultural perspective
that states that learning can be facilitated thinodlge process of scaffolding in social
interaction. Therefore, this finding can confirmetisecond hypothesis of the study that
CALL-based tasks and written question tasks hawsdtige effects on EFL learners’ grammar
learning. Based on the researchers’ observatienmtbtivation of participants who took part
in the control group was lower than in the expentakgroup. The lower result in control
group can be linked to the motivation of learn@iss finding is consistent with Wang (2010)
and Ruso (2007). Wang (2010) states uninteresgagohs about the grammar result in a
disengaged sense towards the grammar among thmeidgaitn addition, Ruso (2007) states
the uninteresting content of a course book cantwiutate the interest of the participants.
Both groups in the current study employed tasksldarning grammatical rules. It can be
concluded that in process of learning a languabelifierent varieties of tasks cannot be
useful and the main difference between the tasiteeismount of motivation which they offer

to learn a foreign language.

5.3. Pedagogical implicationsand directions for further research

It is suggested that content designers and teasktast the effective instruments for teaching
and include more motivating practices inside tharse book and curriculum program. As
Ruso (2007) states, serious consideration shouldyiben to using tasks and it is the
responsibility of teachers to provide opportunitiesiearners to make use of content learned
through tasks.

The next pedagogical implication of the study iatexd to group work. Doing tasks in
groups can improve not only the learners’ langusigs and sub-skills, but also their social
interactions. Improving teachers’ experience wehhhology-based instruments for foreign
language learning is another pedagogical implicatar teachers and curriculum designers.
Following Hubbard (2006), “many current languagacteers have limited experience with

CALL software from the learners’ perspective andyrba novices as well using technology
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for teaching” (p.313). It is recommended that laamgp teachers become familiar with
computers and other technology-based instrumergmimoy tasks.

Applied linguistics research is not limited only tleciding whether technology is
effective or not for learning. Rather, it seeksktmw why technology is effective and how
this contributes to a theory of language learnifige future research can investigate these
issues more meticulously. While reviewing studiesmf 2001 to 2005, Stockwell (2007)
concluded that “there still remains an elementailife to stipulate why a given technology
was used in achieving learning objectives”. In &ddi Felix (2005) and Hubbard (2005)
state the poor quality of research in CALL. Therent study only indicated the superiority of
CALL-based tasks over the control group and notlsrgpid clearly about the advantages and
disadvantageous of some technology and non-techyxlased instruments in the process of
language learning. In addition, further studies aarestigate the effects of the students’

motivation toward learning a foreign language tlgtoecomputers.

6. Conclusion

The current study investigated the effect of CAldsed tasks on EFL students’ grammar
learning. The researcher selected 60 homogeneouigents and divided them into
experimental and the control group of 30 participaeach. After the treatment, it was
concluded that two groups had significant progresgrammar learning (control group
mean=15.60, experimental group mean=17.45). Intiaddibased on the post-test results it
was revealed that the participants in the experiategroup (CALL-based task group) had
better results than the control group.

Based on the researcher’s observations, it wasatbthat the experimental group’s
participants were highly satisfied with CALL-bastdgks. The findings revealed that CALL-
based tasks were helpful in students’ learning amativation. The computers made
opportunities for participants to present varicasks enthusiastically, which led to increased
practice opportunities. On the contrary, basedhanfindings of the control group, it was
revealed that the photocopied questions as a Kitdsk were not as effective because they

did not trigger students’ motivation to learn graarm
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Abstract

Exploring the ways to develop a comprehensive kyafiendly telecollaborative model of
learning led to the introduction of nonlinear dynamotivation-oriented model. To foster
self-regulated learner autonomy, the model aim&@iting the potential behind formulaic
sequences for L2 comprehension-production in resptmimmediate processing demands as
well as nonlinearity and dynamicity of motivatiorfattors at individual level. Drawing on
different theories and findings (e.g. complex dyiamsystems, input processing model,
motivational task processing model, etc.), the rmpdesents a dynamic conceptualization of
language learning to develop language skills in CAlontext. To test the model and the
validity of the suggested strategies, a mixed nethapproach via questionnaire, interview
and learner-self report was conducted in a termg-lstudy among 47 EFL learners. The
measures of performance taken before and aftentbe/ention indicated improvement and
confirmed the effectiveness of NDM-oriented telémlobrative model’'s strategies at three
levels of sociolinguistic, ethnolinguistic, and phlglinguistic. The interview data reflected
participants’ positive attitude towards their péved improvement over the duration of the
intervention. The effectiveness of the model atuitiag formulaic sequences with respect to
nonlinearity and dynamicity of motivational fact@sindividual level is the main implication
of the study for CALL pedagogy.

Keywords: CALL; nonlinear dynamic motivation (NDM); learnerutanomy (LA);

formulaic sequence (FS)

1. Introduction

The present study was conducted to fill the gammfapplicable pedagogical framework
(O'Dowd & Ware, 2009; Pegrum, 2009) by maximizinget institutional nature of
telecollaborative L2 teaching-learning with respdot nonlinearity and dynamicity of
motivational factors. To this end, nonlinear dynammotivation (NDM)-oriented-prefabs
were arranged for CALL context. The goal was toegnate the idea of ready-made
frameworks with nonlinear dynamic motivation (Doeny Ryan, 2015) within a process-
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oriented paradigm (Basharina, 2007) instead ofoaymt-oriented paradigm to foster learner
autonomy. To provide processing benefits as a slotd L2 comprehension and production
via formulaic sequences (FSs) and catering for ineat dynamic motivational factors of
telecollaborative L2 learner, the model approachHedrner and learning from three
dimensions: sociolinguistic (Candlin, 2000; Cari®r Sealey, 2000; Kramsch, 2000),
ethnolinguistic (Lewis, Chanier & Youngs, 2011; OWd & Ware, 2009), and
psycholinguistic (Chen & Plonsky, 2017; Long, 20dikegler, 2016). To this end, frequently
observed NDM-oriented formulaic sequences (FS§ALL were identified based on Myles
& Cordier’'s (2016) hierarchical identification meth and categorized into two sets of data
(i.e. linguistic clusters and processing units wébpect to NDM).

Instead of a static telecollaborative learningshéiag model, the goal of the study was
to provide L2 learners/teachers with an applicabledel that can be dynamically self-
regulated in terms of the use of FSs. This was donkeeping with L2 learner groups’
emergent motivational factors during telecollaboratat psycholinguistic, sociolinguistic,
and ethnolinguistic levels. The rationale behindliuding FSs in the model was to enable
telecollaborative learner to master the socioliggicifunction of the language (Ellis, 2005), to
develop native-like idiomaticity (Wray, 2012), taise awareness of the conventions (Yu,
2011), to facilitate language production by bypagscontrolled processing of short-term
memory (Wood, 2015), and to reduce learning burd@@umrrant, 2008). The model creates
proportionality between the telecollaborative Larleer's motivational preferences and native
speaker’s preferences for certain FSs by encouyaggif-regulatory measures for adopting
FSs in line with dynamic motivational factors. WhiFSs encompass several aspects of
language (e.g. semantic, syntactic), motivatiom&tdrs encompass several aspects of L2
learner (e.g. affective factors), which shows theierrelated role in L2 learning. The

proposed model consists of five elements (see Higtdgrated towards learner autonomy.
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Figure 1. NDM-oriented model of formulaic sequenttefoster learner autonomy

2. Sociolinguistic Dimension of Telecollaboration (SDT)

Examining the potential behind telecollaborativetedaching-learning with a focus on social
perspective has led to studies reporting the saamte of sociolinguistic factors in
telecollaboration (Ware & Kramsch, 2005). AccordngSDT was highlighted in the
proposed model to ensure the development of sekills via group work, team-building,
building new connections, and sensitizing the talaborative learner group to each other’s
context (Dooly & Sadler, 2013; Fuchs, 2016). SDTphasizes on commenting on each
other’s social values without violating interactabmorms and expectations (House, 2010) by
introducing conversational styles, contextualizatioues, and listenership behavior. To
address the sociolinguistic sources of online-t#laboration-misunderstandings the present

model proposes some NDM-oriented-socio-interactiopaefabs (see Appendix A).
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Accordingly, to foster learner autonomy in L2 laagiteaching (Chiu & Liu, 2013) the
following SDT strategies are suggested to be ptapwlly integrated with FSs in keeping
with nonlinear dynamic motivational factors ideigif at individual level to bypass analytical

processing and foster self-regulation in telecatakion.

Table 1. SDT strategies for the telecollaboratescher

Encourage the use of communicative strategies taglearning problems (Nakatani & Goh 2007) toetgy
critical understanding of telecollaborative tools

Include social and cultural factors to make leagnam important and meaningful task for learnersy(@810)
and to create a social identity via social engagevia telecollaborative tools

Encourage learners to develop social presencedaticg online community of learning to develop k2rners’
pragmatic competence via telecollaborative tools

Encourage the use of portfolios and learner diaregacilitate learner reflection on online intetiao via
telecollaborative tools

Encourage discourse completion tasks with respesbtial parameters (Golato, 2003) and nonlineaaohc
motivational factors to facilitate experiential teeng and interaction

Develop learners’ understanding of pedagogicalrdffoces and constraints of social communicatiofs tbg
synchronous tools and sociolinguistic tasks by cemting about each other’s local social values

Provide scaffolded guidance via online tutorials\a@@rning telecollaborative goals to move learnemsatds
collaborative activities

3. Ethnolinguistic Dimension of Telecollaboration (EDT)

To expand the range of telecollaborative studiesfthe Western world sca{durray, 2000)

to international scale studies, the present stanthgrated EDT into the NDM-oriented model
with a focus on intercultural aspect of telecollatimn in keeping with previous studies (Belz
& Miller-Hartmann, 2003; Liaw, 2006; O’'Dowd & Ritte2006; Ware & Kramsch, 2005;
Ware, 2005). To avoid culture-related tensionsmmiinderstandings and to facilitate making
communicative choices some self-regulated formus&iquences were arranged in keeping
with NDM and EDT to be applied in asynchronous ratéions on L2 learners’ dynamic
topics of interest. EDT draws on the activity the@cantolf, 2000) to explore intercultural
dimension of telecollaboration at two contextugkls of offline and online (Lam, 2000). To
address the ethnolinguistic sources of online-télalsoration-misunderstandings the present
model proposed some NDM-oriented-ethno-interactiqurafabs (see Appendix B). The
following EDT strategies need to be dynamically ashlinearly modified in keeping with
identified motivational factors in telecollaborailearner group at individual level along with

identified situation-bound formulaic sequences iptocthe application.
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Table 2. EDT strategies for the telecollaborateacher

Encourage natural target language reproductiorerdttan echoing, imitating or slavish mimicry (Ki2Q11) to
sensitize L2 learners to cultural differences befemgaging them in online exchanges

Encourage ethnolinguistic tasks by commenting abaah other’s local cultural values

Develop intercultural competence among L2 learirecsder to create an interculturally rich relasbip

Avoid disrespecting social and cultural values wtdan causes students feel disfranchised

Inform L2 learners concerning the culturally difet discourse genres to avoid online communication
breakdown

Encourage participation in online intercultural mgyronous discussion forums to discuss culturatiyets and
practices of the L2

Encourage trying new culture-oriented telecollativeatasks via openness to cultural variety withimposing
any value.

Inform students about cultural clashes and cultiafabos via informing learners about differenceiniaractional
norms and expectations (House, 2010)

Include learner’s cultural preferences in orgamziculture-oriented telecollaborative tasks by idtroing
culturally-contingent patterns of telecollaboratimteraction

Design culture-oriented tasks in line with nonlineégnamic motivational factors along with linguestlly rich
telecollaborative interactions to introduce commsaases of intercultural problems in advance

4. Psycholinguistic dimension of telecollaboration (PDT)

Following the social shift of the mid-1990s, Secohdnguage Acquisition studies
experienced the development of a variety of apprescincluding the psycholinguistic
approach (Ortega, 2011) to enhance L2 learninditegcvia CALL. To address the
psychological sources of online-telecollaboratioistmderstandings the present model
proposed NDM-oriented-psycho-interactional prefédee Appendix C). The following PDT
strategies are suggested to be dynamically andneamly modified in keeping with identified
motivational factors in telecollaborative learneoyp at individual level along with identified

situation-bound formulaic sequences prior to thaieation.

Table 3. PDT strategies for the telecollaboratescher

Consider nonlinear dynamic motivational factorsiradividual level before engaging L2 learners inioal
exchanges

Encourage hopeful thinking among the learners tmgh the present attitudes to shape positive tigndxford,
2017) to see learning as an enjoyable process.

Encourage learners’ control over learning manageieeensure a learner-friendly instruction (Mer@915) by
developing agency

Encourage goal-directedness towards authentic @xitplof learning (Oxford, 2017) by providing leans’ with
opportunities to manage their emotions, thoughtg@sses, and actions ( Joe, Hiver & Al-Hoorie, 2017)

Develop agency by reinforcing belief in one’s comamee (Mercer, 2015) and begin with an elicitatiather
than reformulation

Encourage learners to use textual blogs to voiesr thiews with confidence (Golonka, Bowles, Frank,
Richardson & Freynik, 2012)

Encourage blog-mediated tasks among L2 learndilseiate and empower L2 learners in online settiogester
learner autonomy

Integrate the pedagogical value of telecollaboeatwaching with nonlinear dynamic nature of psycbimial
characteristics of learners
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5. Self-regulated formulaic sequences

To facilitate drawing on FSs in response to immiedmocessing demands (Wray, 2012) and
nonlinear dynamic processing capacity of L2 leasrdyles & Cordier’s (2016) hierarchical
identification method of processing units (PUs) wasd. It suggests phonological coherence,
hokdity,
interlearner frequency as the criteria to idenitys. NDM-oriented FSs identified in CALL

semantic/functional unity, sequences learnt intralearner frequency, and
are displayed at two parts: processing units {{[2M-oriented multiword semantic/functional
units in CALL) and linguistic clusters (i.e. NDMiented multimorphemic clusters in
CALL). The criteria for identifying formulaicity irprocessing units were identified based on
the following criteria: grammatical irregularityadk of semantic transparency, specific
pragmatic function, idiosyncratic use, specific pblogical characteristics, inappropriate use,
unusual sophistication, performative function. Hgere not all criteria need to observed in a
sequence to be considered as a formulaic sequeNoed( 2015). The effort-saving
processing quality (Wray, 2012), phrase level feeguy (Tremblay, Derwing, Libben,
&Westbury, 2011), facilitating effect of congruenice code switches in online processing
(Titone, Columbus, Whitford, Mercier & Libben, 201&nd ubiquity of multiword units are
among the qualities which justify their inclusiana NDM-oriented telecollaborative model

of L2 teaching-learning.

Table 4. Multiword semantic/functional units in CAL

Multiword Definition Criterion
semantic/
functional units

in CALL

No.

1 Back button A button at the top of a Web browser used to gk ache

previous Web page.

Idiosyncratic use

2 yoyo mode When computer alternates several times betweeiosyncratic use

being up and being down

3 Eye candy Extra graphics/images included on a Web page toeniiakLack of  semantic
look better (e.g. This Web site has too much eyadga transparency

going on, doesn't it?)

4 Classroom The classroom software is a superset of the offatavhich| Lack of  semantig
is used in computer classrooms transparency

5 PING or ping Internet program used to determine whether a dpdPif| Idiosyncratic use
address is accessible or online.

6 Rant-and-rave | Passionate talk about something. To rant impliegatiee | Lack of  semantic
feelings about something, while to rave implies adtion | transparency
for somebody/something.

7 spammin’ Aimless speaking on a mishmash of topics (e.g. mas Lack of semantig
spammin’' you about his ancestors? transparency

8 Hot spot Places with wireless Internet connections. Specifi pragmatic

function
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9 Mommy-save | Indiscriminate clicking of 'Save' without choosiagfolder
to store the document (e.g. Did you mommy-save tirem

the Word folder?

Idiosyncratic use

Multimorphemic clusters are frequently co-occurrumgts of conventional expression
2016).

semantic/functional units being stored whole ineildcutors’ lexicon or being highly

which are semantically/syntactically irregular (Mgl & Cordier, Multiword
automatized provide a processing advantage forrlacigtor(s). The dynamicity and
nonlinearity of using FSs by different speakers gy¥r2012) enable L2 learner group to
conduct collaborative tasks while saving effort grocessing and achieving interactional

functions during telecollaboration.

Table 5. Multimorphemic clusters in CALL

No | Multimorphemic Definition Criterion
clusters
in CALL
1 biobreak To say that you need to take a bathroolnappropriate use
break.
2 webinar A presentation delivered online Lack of semantic transparency
3 Google To run a search to find out abp@&pecific pragmatic function
somebody/something
4 defrag To optimize hard drive, which implies some_ack of semantic transparency
much needed R&R, (e.g. | need to have a
quiet drink and defrag)
5 meatspace The real world opposed to cyberspace Lack of semantic transparency
6 opt-out To request to be removed from onlin&pecific pragmatic function
program (e.g. why don’t you opt out if yqu
don’t want to receive further emails?)
7 PDFing To turn a document into an Adobe PDF Specific praiic function
8 shelfware Worthless software that remains in the shrinlLack of semantic transparency
wrapped box on the shelf

Saving effort in processing and achieving intea@wl functions are among the main
functions of FSs which along with observing nondindynamic motivational preferences of
L2 telecollaborative learner in a single multilaggmodel would foster learner autonomy by
facilitating self-regulation. The proposed modedtead of emphasizing on a single aspect of
telecollaboration such as intercultural communi@ttompetence (O’Dowd & Ware, 2009)
has integrated psycholinguistic, sociolinguistia)d aethnolinguistic dimensions into a

comprehensive NDM-oriented telecollaborative model.
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6. Model testing

To test the effectiveness of the model and itsstedability into actual telecollaborative

setting, a mixed methods approach was conductech@r@8d female and 14 male English
learners (with the average age of 22.3 years alidSip=1.4) during a language learning term
(thirty 90-minute sessions). Incorporating compuwssisted instruction into the design, the
participants were randomly assigned into experialegtoup (18 female and 9 male) and
control group (15 female and 5 male). To invesigae relationship between NDM-oriented
telecollaborative model and developing languagefipemcy several strands of data

collection were employed (see Fig.2) in respondbdaesearch questions.
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Triangulations of results

\Z

Findings re:

RQ1 RQ2 RQ3

Figure 2. Visual representation of testing NDM-ated telecollaborative model

A paired samples t-test was conducted to compardatiguage proficiency scores of

the experimental and control groups from pretegiostitest (see Table 1).

Table 6. Paired samples statistics

Paired Samples Statistics

Mean N Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
Pair 1 Experimental pre 68.1481 27 3.47191 .66817
Experimental post 84.7778 27 8.37273 1.61133
Pair 2 Control pre 68.7000 20 3.14726 .70375
Control post 68.6000 20 3.80305 .85039

There was no significant difference in scores efeékperimental (M=68.82, SD=3.55)
and the control (M=68.10, SD=3.47) groups on treetpst; t=0.718, p=0.818. This shows the
equivalent language proficiency of the participabtfore the experiment. However, the
experimental group (M=84.77, SD=8.37) displayeddicant performance over the control
group (M=68.60, SD=3.80) on the post-test; t=-29B9000. Based on the obtained results it
can be argued that students who received treativeesed on the model developed more
prominently in language proficiency than those wiegceived ordinary schedule of the

classroom.

Table 7. Paired samples test

Paired Samples Test
Paired Differences
95% Confidence Interval

Std. Std. Error of the Difference Sig. (2-
Mean Deviation Mean Lower Upper t df tailed)
Pair Experimental
1 pretest - -16.62963 8.81933 1.69728  -20.11844  -13.14082  -9.798 26 .000
posttest
Pair  Control
2 pretest - .10000 490864  1.09761 -2.19731 2.39731 .091 19 .928

posttest
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To elicit the required data NDM-oriented telecobtiedtive model’s questionnaire was
prepared. It is a 12-item survey developed by titba to examine three major categories of
values, attitudes and beliefs of the L2 learnemgatds the model as part of the CALL
syllabus. The alphas are presented in keepingWbfield & Guthrie, 1997) alphas in Table
8. The subscales (Values, Attitude, and Beliefs) tesonable reliabilities ranging from .70
to .88.

Table 8. Reliabilities for the questionnaire’s Stdles

Subscale Number of Items Reliability
Values 4 76
Attitudes 4 88
Beliefs 4 70

The descriptive statistics show that most of thei@pants had positive opinions
(M=1.84) on the efficiency of the model in the CAkbntext. To elicit the required data for
the third research question, the participants ualuly chose one of the instruments (i.e.
NDM-oriented telecollaborative interviews or learself reports) depending on their diverse
course timetables. Thaterview was a 9-item survey developed to exantheeefficiency of
the model’'s strategies at three levels of sociolisiic, ethnolinguistic, and psycholinguistic
as reflected in participants’ responses. To detegrthie internal consistency reliabilities of the
subscales in the present study the 9 subscales subjected to a reliability test (see the

results in Table 9).

Table 9. Reliabilities for the interview Subscales

Subscale Number of Items Reliability
sociolinguistic 3 75
ethnolinguistic 3 70
psycholinguistic 3 86

The results of the interviews and learner-self reprevealed that the majority of the
respondents had a positive opinion on the effigievicthe administered treatment based on

NDM-oriented telecollaborative model under CALL.
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Table 9. Subjects’ self-reports on the effectiverneisNDM-oriented model

Level Skill
Strongly agree Speaking (%) Listening (%) Reading (%) Writing (%)
Agree 33 31 28 27
Slightly agree 36.5 41 37 36.5
Slightly disagree 22 21 20 215
Disagree 4.5 6 7 9
Strongly disagree 3.5 0.5 7 5

0.5 0.5 1 1

The total M=1.08 of the elicited responses seag®vidence of the success of the
suggested strategies to improve language profigien€ALL context. Such a big number of
positive opinions on the efficiency of the suggdst&rategies not only reflects the perceived
convenience (i.e. perceived usefulness and pertasase of use) on the part of the learner,
but also calls for more rigorous attention on the of the scholars to delve more into the
applicability of this model as part of the gendralinstruction.

The findings confirm a greater tendency on the phfemale participants of the study
towards NDM-oriented telecollaborative model conggiato male participants, which is
consistent with the findings reported by previousdi®es for the significance of the
relationship between gender and motivation (Ive§9% McQuillan, 1997). To capture
different dimensions of the proposed model, metlagioal triangulation of the data was
conducted with respect to the research questioms.tifangulation of the elicited data from
qualitative and quantitative methods supportedvillelity of the suggested strategies. This
finding can serve as evidence of the conceptuaizatf the model and the rationale to apply
it in CALL contexts.

7. Final thoughts

To guide learners towards their ZPD via tellecotabion without denaturing language
(Atkinson, 2002) the proposed model recruited antgrated related findings in three
dimensions of sociolinguistic-, ethnolinguistic-nda psycholinguistic-oriented studies.
Drawing on the latest related theories and devedspsin L2 learning-teaching, the model
has highlighted non-linear dynamic motivation asnew perspective for future CALL

programs for language skill development. Implemmentine proposed model under CALL
context confirmed the validity of the suggestedtsigies to develop language proficiency. To

ensure the purposefulness of the activity, cateforgnon-linear dynamic motivation at
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individual instead of group level is considerediasassessment criterion for the effectiveness
of the model. The observed benefits of applyingrtiaelel during the model testing support
its application in future CALL programs. The maiedagogical implication of the study is the
effectiveness of integrating the model along witimlmear dynamic motivation to facilitate
learning in the ever-evolving CALL contexts to impe language skills. Pedagogically, the
proposed model with a focus on nonlinear dynamitivaton facilitates learning in keeping
with the prevalent trend of CALL, as described bkff@d & Granoien (2008), where
learning is considered as informational construatcordingly, the study has important
implications for English language teachers who @avGALL affordances for a variety of
reasons such as the lack of an applicable modelavibcus on language skills. The use of the
model under CALL context not only expands learnarsilass and out-of-class exposure to
authentic language which ensures sustainable hegribut also caters for diverse range of

motivational factors among the learners which @=atlearner-friendly context.
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Appendices

Appendix A. NDM-oriented-socio-interactional pregab
The following prefabs are easier for the telecalalive L2 learner in terms of processing becauséhe
interactional functions which are highlighted frarsociolinguistic perspective to reinforce assimmbf the

meaning, form and content.

Function Clusters (2 word sequences-6 word sequences)

Thanking Thank Tom for me; thanks for lunch; thanks a millithanks for calling, etc.

Apologizing | apologize; | do apologize; apologize to him;ulyrapologize, etc.

Offering | got an offer; make an offer; | like your offeratcept your offer; etc.

Requesting | have a request; consider my request; | don't elquests; | came at his request; | can't
ignore his request; etc.

Commanding | was in command; take command; who'’s in commancdhek back in command; we afe
under his command,; etc.

Bargaining | am satisfied with the bargain; hunt for bargamsen you shop, it's a bargain; | got|a
bargain; we made a bargain; it's a real bargain etc

Inviting Am | invited; who invited you; were you invited, veee all invited, etc.

Competing | can’t compete; you can’t compete with; | competski races, etc.

Teaming Team up with him; what a team; there’s my teams lo@’ the team, etc.

Socio-

commenting
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Appendix B. NDM-oriented-ethno-interactional prefab

Function Clusters (2 word sequences-6 word sequences)
Greeting They greeted me; | greeted everyone; he greetadimsly, etc.
Baptizing | was baptized Mary; he was baptized a catholic, et
Partying Let’s party; | hate parties; it's your party; we negartying, etc.
Socializing They don't lie to socialize; he’s fed up with sdizieng, get out and socialize more; it leav
me little time to socialize, etc.

Thanksgiving Happy thanksgiving; have a nice thanksgiving, etc.
Praying Let’s pray; pray for me; did you pray; I'll pray tth etc.
Dancing Let's dance; keep dancing; dance with me; let’slgocing, etc.
Singing Let’s sing; sing along; keep singing; sing us ags@&tc.
Clothing Wear warm clothes; change your clothes; get yoathek on, etc.
Ethno-
commenting.

Appendix C. NDM-oriented-psycho-interactional piefa
Function Clusters (2 word sequences-6 word sequences)

Sympathizing

| sympathize with you; | do sympathize with yoig.et

Envying | envy her; you'll be envied; | really don't envyy, etc.
Humiliating How humiliating; I'm so humiliated; that’s humiliag, etc.
Motivating | am motivated; are you motivated; | wasn't verytivated, etc.
Worrying | do worry; | never worry; should we worry; that wies me, etc.
Thinking Think that it; you should think; because | thinkelli think, | think so, etc.
Enjoying | enjoy chatting; just enjoy it; let’s enjoy it; oy your meal, etc.
Disgusting You disgust me; Tom is disgusted; it was disgustatg.

Crying Don't cry; | won't cry; did she cry; we all criedic.

Laughing Don't laugh; stop laughing; | hear laughing, etc.

Imagining | can imagine that; you are imagining it; | camitagine that, etc.
Psycho-

commenting
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Abstract

This paper presented the results of an experimstudly investigating the impact of clicker
use through a smart phone application callatioot. Despite positive results of clicker use
in the existing General English literature, the amipof clicker use has not been examined in
the field of ESP. To address this issue, this stodgstigated the effectiveness of clickers by
comparing pre-test and post-test scores of a damtidban experimental group and the scores
of male and female participants in the experimemgadup. The results of a 10-week
implementation of clicker use with the studentdaefrism and hospitality department in the
experimental group indicated that while post-tegiras were significantly higher for the
experimental group than for the control group, ¢heras not a statistically significant
difference between the post-test scores of malefamdle participants in the experimental
group. Implications for teaching ESP with the hefgechnology and suggestions for further
research were also provided.

Keywords: Clicker; mobile technology in language teachingidsint response system;

English for specific purposeKahoot; gamification

1. Introduction and background to the study

English for specific purposes (hereafter ESP) i3sitered as an approach to teaching and
learning of English as a foreign language (Hutahin& Waters, 1987). However, in contrast
to other pedagogical approaches, the entire coiissepntent and objectives are based on the
specific needs of target learners (Lesiak-Bielaw&kd5). ESP emerged as a subcomponent
of language teaching with the need of an intermalitanguage due to the unstoppable rise of
technology and commerce. In adition, the shifaimguage teaching from grammar to actual
use of language in specific situations was alsmuaifgcant factor for the emergence of ESP
(Hutchinson & Waters, 1987). Especially these faetbed forth the need of a language for
real communication in ESP, which conforms with t@nstructivist learning perspective
supporting the idea that language learners shawgdge in activities fostering real life use of

language rather than memorizing rules (Hart, 2003).
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Due to considerably changing nature of language fome context to another, i.e. tourism,
commerce, engineering, medical, so and so foreh,atttivities employed and the materials
used in ESP classes in these specific fields shd@dmeticulously chosen through
considering learners’ needs and wants. Becausleeoftallenge in doing this, ESP teachers
tried to integrate technology in their classes emehtually ESP pedagogy was affected by the
use of technology (Lesiak-Bielawska, 2015). Whdrspheres of life are either positively or
negatively affected by technology, language leay@ind ESP have not been spared from the
significant changes. This process was inevitable tduthe advancements in technology and
language teachers’ wish to fully integrate compatedt mobile phone technology in language
learning process (Warschauer & Healey, 1998) becthesdevelopment of new technologies
and language learning have always kept abreasti¢8uk-bordevi¢, 2015). Specifically,
integrating technology in ESP curriculum providemidents with a lot of learning
opportunities and advantages ranging from providugractive and communicative activities
related to their professions to tools for givingdback and self-evaluation on that specific
context (Butler-Pascoe & Wiburg, 2003).

These advantages include the use of benefitschhtdogy through computer-assisted
language learning in ESP instruction, developmérE®P materials, and the design of ESP
courses (Butler-Pascoe, 2009; Dashtestani & Stojkd®015). With the development of
technology use in ESP classes, practitioners of &8Red using several tools, multimedia
packages, and internet sources to promote ESRelsanith the real use of target language in
situations (Arné-Macia, 2012). In addition, comnuative and interactive activities specific
to several professions and specific input for sttslanterests in the related field are among
the merits of technology use in the field of ESRcHAnhology use in ESP also provides
students with the strategies to learn languages sfuecific purposes, task-based and
collaborative learning activities, content-basedhantic materials, and tailored learning
environments to students’ own needs (DashtestaSitd@kovic, 2015). However, teachers’
way of teaching is another factor determining bmeff technology use in language classes
mentioned above, in that an authoritarian way efcléng and strict control of students’
behavior may not contribute to students’ use ofrsteahnologies (Hovhannisyan, 2016).

At the same time, practitioners’ use of technolbgg provided researchers in the field
of language learning and teaching with opportusit@ be more aware of the language used
in professional and academic communication andéarimplications of technology in ESP

classes (Arno-Macia, 2012). Moreover, technologgcsically mobile learning and related
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devices, made it possible for the students witfedeht learning styles to actively participate
in the learning process in today’s classrooms (&ilb2016).

Therefore, several researchers conducted stunliegpiore the effects of technology
use in both general language and ESP classesasutie use of wikis (Hadjiconstantinou &
Yerou, 2012), blended learning in listening (Kazalkiene, 2011), Twitter mobile
application as a source of authentic and commume#tarning (Albadi, 2016), multimedia
use (Dayag, 2016), and the effects of slideshovplempented lecture and virtual learning
environment (Have & Corcoran, 2008). Apart fromsieChliaras (2014) also mentioned
interactive whiteboards, document cameras, studesponse systems, lecture capture
systems, digital projectors, and wireless and ptme keyboards as the new tech devices
used in ESP classes especially in higher educeatintext.

One of these technologies, student response syglsmknown as clickers, audience
response system, and personal response systemjggostudents with opportunities to
answer questions in class through handheld dedialbsd as ‘clickers’ or ‘key pads’ in the
USA and ‘*handsets’ or ‘zappers’ in the UK (Laxma@11). Though mostly preferred in large
classes and educational settings, small institatiand classes also employ these systems
(Caldwell, 2007). Despite popular use of clickersGeneral English classes (e.g. Akbatogun,
2014; Celik, 2015; Laxman, 2011) and in many ottisciplines, such as economy (Elliott,
2003), chemistry (Chen & Lan, 2013), engineering] aomputer science (d’Inverno, Davis
& White, 2003), there is a paucity in the liter&woncerning the investigation of the use of
this technology in ESP context. This fact is thistfimpetus behind this research.

Additionally, the need for ESP is increasing day day due to international
exchanges, interaction, globalization, and the rdeplialified employees. Therefore, this has
led to the fact that more and more people are metml&now not only General English but
also extensive vocabulary and communicative usbéetfanguage on various specific fields,
such as politics, science, tourism, etc. (Besh@i,52 This need is even more urgent and
critical in tourism sector in Turkey, where, withetrapid growth of international tourism
since the 1980s, tourism industry has had seriooisigm of well-educated and well-trained
work-force (Kusluvan & Kusluvan, 2000). Knowing t@nguage in the relevant area of
expertise is crucial for the employees to be retkms ‘qualified employee’ in international
context. Especially in the field of tourism, a figre language speaker would be more
comfortable in his/her position if he/she has adyoontrol of the specific language used.
However, despite the growing number of English kpes still a noticeable deficiency in

employees’ English for tourism can easily be obsein Turkey.
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In order to train students to make them attainrthégure goals in tourism field,
students receive ESP classes at hotel managemdntoarism vocational high schools,
tourism and hospitality services programs at 2-yeamational schools (short-cycle associate
degree), and tourism faculties in Turkey. Howev&tydents especially at tourism and
hospitality services programs at 2-year vocatis@lools are mostly disinterested in ESP
classes due to several reasons, such as low Iév8kweral English proficiency, lack of
suitable materials and books, and lack of motivatiad desire to learn. One way to address
this issue and recapture learners’ attention isréate a game-like educational atmosphere
(Fotaris, Mastoras, Leinfellner & Rosunally, 201Bhe reason behind this idea is that despite
optimum attention span for learners is around 1ffutess in the classroom (Hartley & Davies,
1978), people’s attention can be kept at high kevet hours by video games (Green &
Bavelier, 2007). Therefore, concepts, such as ‘g@ic and ‘instant gratification’ in video
games are claimed to be the key factors in learsacgess (Fotaris et al., 2016).

One of the methods that trigger these feelinggHerstudents in the class is clickers.
Studies measuring the impact of clickers on stgleleiarning and involvement in the
classroom activities have already provided positesults (e.g. Akbatogun, 2014; Barnett,
2006; Fotaris et al., 2016; Siau, Sheng & Nah, 2006&es & Jackson, 2007; Yourstone,
Kraye & Albaum, 2008). However, despite increaguagularity and use of gamification of
education through several techniques includingaisdickers in different disciplines, it has
not been integrated into ESP classes. Hence, thent@experimental study aims to contribute
to the field of gamification in language educattbrough investigating the impact of clickers
on students’ language development studying tourema hospitality management by
involving a control and an experimental group wite and post-tests. This study will
therefore address the following research questions:

* To what extent and how does the use of clickersaghgtudents’ learning in ESP
classes?
« How do male and female participants differ in bétie§ from the clicker use in the

experimental group?

2. Literature review on gamification and clickers n language education

In today’s education, the problems that students,fssuch as underachievement and
behavioral as well as emotional difficulties, havever been so serious and they eventually
lead to dropouts for many students (Battin-Peardtewcomb, Abbott, Hill, Catalano &
Hawkins, 2000). This dramatic end is a process taflent disengagement, alienation,
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tardiness, absenteeism, and failure in classes ,(E®B89). This fact is in connection with the
basic tenets of constructivism, which claims thabwledge cannot be translated to a passive
receiver (Bunce, VandenPlas & Havanki, 2006). e hvith this fact, if the students are kept
passive in the class with the implementation oflitranal teaching methods, students get
bored, they do not come to classes, and finally thiep out.

However, the situation is not the same for altnéay conditions. Despite the current
abundance of the distracters for the students, sgcthe Internet, mobile phones, social
media, and many other activities, if appropriatetanals and technology are employed,
students do not experience alienation in theimiegr conditions and especially some of them
promote excitement, stimulation, and engagementhe process of learning leading to
meaningful learning (Admiraal, Huizenga, AkkermanCfam, 2011). Moreover, students’
active participation and engagement in this progasstively influences their academic
performance (Emerson & Taylor, 2004). Gamificatminthe target topic and the teaching
method mostly through technology is one of the m@$hto make students active and to
extent their normal attention span in classes. Keéntiverwhelming impact of complex and
traditional learning, successful gaming environmesreated in the classes provide students
with instant gratification and short-term wins (&a$ et al., 2016).

One of the key actors of gamification techniques dstablishing the active
participation of learners in classes is clickerjolhis a system allowing students to respond
to multiple-choice questions using a remote contelice (Kay & LeSage, 2009). The
devices used are mostly small transmitters studesgsto transmit their choices by pressing
appropriate buttons (Simpson & Oliver, 2006). Instkystem, students answer multiple
choice or similar-formatted questions, which arepared before by the instructor and
projected on a screen, by pressing on a clicketlagid responses are transmitted to a receiver
attached to a computer (Bergtrom, 2006; Fies & Kalis2006). Clickers make it possible
for the instructors to assemble or dissemble bsodjlects into component structural elements
and ideas. Therefore, use of clickers promotesdntive and contextual learning (Bergtrom,
2006). They are mostly effective in the redesigrthaf larger classes through changing the
teachers’ teaching styles and learners’ learniyigsiBergtrom, 2006).

This system helps teachers not only to keep stadactive in the class but also to
easily assess students’ understanding of topicredvm the class and to provide remedial
instructions to correct students’ misunderstandiigaxman, 2011). Besides, with the
provision of students’ responses’ immediate dispitiydents also have the chance to receive

immediate feedback on their responses (Laxman,)2@Espite its so-called complex nature,
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most clicker systems are easy to use with the wéexhly a computer, a projector for the
teacher’s use, and clickers which can be replaaéd mobile phones with the applications
developed for classroom use for students especiallyhigher education institutions.
Therefore, this easy use frees instructors froormgidhe technical works and allowing
concentration on the topic (Parsons, 2005). Acogrdo the nature of this system, when the
students click in their response for the questidhg results are mostly anonymously
displayed in many formats according to the prefegenf the instructor (Kay & LeSage,
2009). However, it may also be linked to specifiedents. Moreover, some applications like
Kahoot allow students to join the system with their greéd nicknames.

The characteristics of the new generation studewtth the technological
advancements, who are savvy in using technologgeet their needs, and the inadequacy of
traditional passive learning, constitute the plufdscal underpinnings of this system
(Laxman, 2011). One of the advantages of the usdiakers is that it does not require the
radical alteration of the physical classroom féedi (Gan, 2011). These advantages of
clickers brought out abundance of studies conductelifferent settings and disciplines (e.qg.
Chen & Lan, 2013; d’Inverno et al., 2003; Ellic203). Language teaching and learning as a
field requiring active participation of the learsaalso benefited from the use of clickers in
General English classes (e.g. Akbatogun, 2014;kC2015; Laxman, 2011; Prieto, 2014;
Schmid, 2007; Schmid, 2008). Akbatogun (2014) pdotlee positive impact of clickers in
English as a second language class when compat&dtive classic lecturing style. Celik
(2015) also provided positive results for the ugeclickers in developing vocabulary
acquisition of the learners as well as increaseghg@ament and concentration of students,
better quality feedback for both instructors anddehts, and increased cooperation and
competition among students. Schmid (2007) alsoddhbat this voting system worked well as
a pedagogical tool for students and teachers tokctteeir performance, to develop closer
social relations in class, and to check their peegrwithout getting embarrassed. Schmid
(2008) also emphasized the interactivity appeased eesult of the use of voting system. On
the other hand, Prieto (2014) was the only reseansho found out negative results in terms
of the effect of clickers through comparing it tassic method of teaching in investigating
reading ability of Spanish as a second language.

Despite the positive results that appeared as saltreof most of the studies
investigating the use of clickers in language teaghsome researchers’ perspectives were
different (e.g. Anthis, 2011; Beaty, Gerace, Ledn& Dufresne, 2006). Firstly, Anthis
(2011) claimed that it was not the clicker but thuestions provided within this system that
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created the main impact on students’ learning. fStied out that the students who answered
the same questions asked with the classic methddrped better. In a similar vein, Beaty
and others (2006) supported the idea that the ignegpreferred in this system should have a
specific pedagogic purpose and should differ framdlassic questions.

The overall agreement is that the integration obite applications likeKahoot is
regarded as a phenomenal success through comgbpisitively to foreign language
learning (Albadi, 2016). Even though the use otkdrs has already been investigated in
General English classes, it has not been examm&SEP classes so far. Particularly, how it
affects students’ learning in ESP classes in tb&l fof tourism and potential differences
between genders were among the issues investigatiee present research.

3. Methodology

This experimental study employed a pre-test and-tgs$ design with two intact classes
(control and experimental). To assess the effeatliokers on students’ learning of ESP,
despite the lack of random selection, intact clasgere the most ecologically sound setting

for this research in the case of implementing a désier technique (Mackey & Gass, 2005).

3.1. Setting and participants

This research was conducted at a state universityurkey with the participation of students
enrolled in the department of tourism and hospytadervices. Students are admitted to this
program either by their scores obtained at a natientrance exam or by the placement of the
Student Selection and Placement Center withoutwiegeany scores at this national exam in
Turkey. This university offers a 4-hour General Esigclass in the first year and another 4-
hour class of English for Specific Purposes infiblkel of tourism in the second year at this 2-
year vocational school where graduates received-skicle associate degree at the end of the
program.

Students participate in both General English a8& Elasses for 14 weeks in both first
and second semesters with a total of 28 weeksaftin elass in an academic year (112 hours
of General English and 112 hours of ESP classeiis receive General English class at the
elementary level in the first year. A pre-internagdi level ESP book calledravel and
Tourismis followed in ESP classes in the second years €hurse book is designed in line
with the specific needs of students studying is thepartment and it is also accompanied by
sixty minutes of video that contains all the dialeg filmed in actual locations. The ESP

course content mainly deals with various areasarkwn tourism field, such as travel agency,
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the airport, the hotel, the bar, the restaurard,tha tour guide. A written mid-term and a final
exam are conducted for the assessment in both @eBeaglish and ESP class for each
semester.

When this research was conducted, there were ristowand hospitality department
classes in this institution. One group includings2ddents with equal numbers of male and
female participants was regarded as the contralgrehilst the other group with 19 students
including 6 females and 13 males was regardedeasxperimental group. Participants’ ages
in both group ranged from 19 to 22. Both classeeewiaught and assessed with the same
materials and examinations by the same instructadh n General English and in ESP
classes.

3.2. Design of the study and clicker use in the egpmental group

First of all, a pre-test including a total of 76egtions prepared in line with the first 10 units
of the ESP book was conducted in both control aqeemental classes. The questions were
in the multiple-choice format. The topics coveradhiese units were all related to the first 10
units of the ESP book as illustrated in Table leskhtopics were taught in each week
separately in both classes. The flow of the courdmth classes involved watching the video
of the core dialogue several times, which was ¥odld by the teaching of new words/lexical
items for each unit. Open-ended questions abouditlegue, grammar topics for each week
that students would need in their work place, saglkexpressing wants politely, responding to
a complaint, or tag questions, identification o fhroblem regarding the topic of each week
in the short videos, and guided role play actisitieere the main elements of ESP courses in
both classes.

Secondly, though both classes were taught indheesvay, a different procedure was
implemented in the experimental class. Studenthénexperimental class were required to
download theKahoot application to use as the clicker in this stuttyis one of the most
popular clicker applications running on any dewaéh a web browser. It also has a smart
phone applicationKahoot provides instructors with the detailed report thie overall
performance of the students for each week andwésth involves percentages of the total
correct and incorrect answers, feedback of theesiisdin a Likert style, and individual
analysis of each participant’s correct and incdrestswers as well as their answer time in
seconds.

All students had smart phones equipped to work whis program. Following the

same procedure in experimental class in each wsaekents were provided with the pin
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number that allowed them to join the game. Normakers are free to choose their own
nicknames in usinglahoot; however, the students were instructed to logvith their own

names in order to specify the points of each studed declare the winner of the day to
celebrate. While usinglahoot, students needed to watch the screen reflectenigh the

projector for questions because the questions didappear on their phones. They chose
answers by clicking on the colorful figures on thenart phones’ screen. After each question,
students could see whether they answered rightrongvon both their device and on the

screen (see Figure 1).

PIN: 7872938 PINI 7072038
zol10 1of10

+ 506

Figure 1. Screenshots of students’ mobile phone

Students were also scored according to the time phavided the answer, in that the faster
correct responses received higher scores. The gmogiso provided a list of the students
according to their scores after each question an dbreen, which made them more
enthusiastic about the next question. The questiars supported with pictures (see Figure

2) or with videos from YouTube (Figure 3).

e 13 looking for a hotel. Can you tell me 3bout your E)

Figure 2. Screenshots of teacher’s screen forggiend filling-in the gaps questions
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What is the problem with the check in here?

. =

o

Answers

20

A The flight Is cancelled . The passenger doesnt have passport
) The flight ) ‘ - The passenger doesnt have a valid ID card

Figure 3. Screenshots of teachers’ screen for vigestions

Kahoot allows instructors to use the videos from YouTudyestarting and ending up at any
second they wish. After the students watched theoyithe time allocated to answer started,
which was 20 seconds for each question in thisystlilis system also provides instructors
with the total correct and incorrect answers whk students’ individual and overall class
percentages as well as each student’s responseadbrquestion. The topics taught through

the weeks were provided in the list below in Tahle

Table 1.The distribution of topics for each week and thenhar of questions answered via clickers

Week Topic Number of questions
1% Advising on itineraries 15
2" Helping with flights and reservations 18
3 Assisting with hotel reservations 10
4 Checking in 14

5 Providing landing information 10
6" Dealing with lost luggage inquiries 10
7 Taking and turning down reservations 10
gn Checking in at reception 10
g Explaining a room’s facilities 11
10" Dealing with complaints and problems 10

The ESP class in the control group included theestpics as well with the same teaching
method except for the implementation of the cliclsgtstem. The words, grammatical
structures and pictures used in the experimenw@lpywere also available either in the
activities on the book or the worksheets providedhe instructor in the control group, which
means the same questions answered by the expeainggoup through clicker use were
answered by the control group as well. The sameoddised in the experimental group were
watched by the control group. However, they respdnt the questions orally. The pictures

reflected on the board through projector in the eexpental group were printed out on
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worksheets for the control group to name them byosing right one among the multiple
choices.

There were three types of questions. The firsé tyeluded questions with pictures.
The main aim was to make students choose the nghibn among four alternatives.
Depending on the topic of each unit, several paguwere provided, such as escalator,
luggage claim area, fithess center, different hetaff and departments, etc. Students were
required to choose the item among four alternatitaas reflected the picture in 20 seconds.
The second type of questions were video-based.eStsidvatched a video about each topic.
After they watch the video, they were required nsveer questions about the dialogue that
took place in a specific scene, such as the proldeourred during check-in procedure,
customers’ complaint to the manager, or the helphefofficer for the lost luggage. Four
alternative responses were provided in the forentences and students chose among them.
The last and the most common type of questions wkssic multiple-choice questions
without a visual element. A sample question fos ttyjpe of question is: ‘I cannot find my

jewellery box. It is .............. . The options were: xX&d, repaired, missing, looked'.
Students were required to choose the right wordngniour alternatives for these questions.
As mentioned earlier, these questions were resgbtimteughKahoot by the students in the
experimental group. However, the students in thrgrobgroup responded the same questions
either orally or on worksheets.

Finally, a post-test, which had the same questaiis the pre-test, was conducted at
the end of the 10-week implementation of clickee us both experimental and control

groups.

3.3. Data analysis

Due to the small sample size and lack of randompsag) which were not suitable
conditions for usind-test, non-parametric tests were employed for ttayaes in this study
(Tailor, 2005). Therefore, in order to compare pine-test and the post-test scores of control
and experimental groups and to find out whetherethvgas a significant difference between
them, the Mann-Whitney U test was run. The samewas also employed for the analysis
between the two genders in the experimental grauppmparing their pre-test and post-test
scores as well. In order to find out the differebeéween the pre-test and post-test scores of
the experimental group and the difference for thmes tests between the genders in the
experimental group, Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test wapleyed, which “instead of comparing

the means, in order to rank and compare, turngghmes into two different time periods (time
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1 and time 2) and compares whether there is ardife® between them or not” (Kalayci,
2010, p. 104).

4. Findings
First of all, a pre-test was administered in theyveeginning of the study to find out the
current knowledge of the two groups regarding thgics provided in Table 1. The mean

scores are presented below in Table 2.

Table 2. Mean scores of the pre-test showing exparial and control groups’ performance

Test Groups

Experimental (n=19) Control (n=24)
Pre-test 48.95 42.70

Despite the slight difference between the expertaleand the control groups in terms of pre-
test mean scores, the Mann-Whitney U test wasralsoThe results indicated no significant
difference between the experimental (Mdn = 50) #oredcontrol group (Mdn = 42.10), U =
161.500, p = .103. Hence, both groups were stzistiequally knowledgeable about the pre-
test questions, which was also used as the pdstttdse end of a 10-week implementation of
clickers with the experimental group.

Before providing the results of the statisticahlgses, in order to offer insight about
the overall performance of the participants in &xperimental group during the 10-week
implementation of the clicker, students’ correctl amcorrect answers as well as the average

time they used to answer the questions are illiestren Table 3.

Table 3. The details of the students’ performanddé experimental group

Average time taken to

answer
The implementation Total correct Total incorrect Average score Correct Incorrect
answer (%) answer (%) (according to answers answers

Kahoot! scoring) (seconds) (seconds)

1% week 78.35 21.65 7896 5.01 6.05

2" week 80.37 19.63 7562 4.36 5.59

3" week 80.37 19.63 7413 4.62 5.13

4™ week 78 22 6578 421 4.87

5" week 58 42 5211 5.68 6.06

6" week 80.37 19.63 7413 4.62 5.13

7" week 75.47 24.53 8281 4.05 6.23

8" week 75.86 24.14 7802 3.11 3.39

9" week 71.82 28.18 8685 3.01 3.17

10™ week 67.95 32.05 6892 3.26 3.99

Averages of the 10 74.61 25.39 7555.5 4.00 5.16

week
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It becomes apparent with Table 3 that studentstage time to answer the questions
decreased both for the correct and incorrect arsswiile their responses’ accuracy was
almost stable. It is also an interesting findingttistudents’ average time to answer was
always higher in incorrect answers, which meansnwéieidents spent more time on the
guestions that they answered incorrectly.

Following the overall performance of the studentthe experimental group, in order
to answer the first research question regardingdifference between the control and the
experimental group in terms of the post-test s¢dhes Mann-Whitney U test was employed
and the results showed the post-test scores wgndfisantly higher for the experimental
group (Mdn = 63.15) than for the control group (Mdmi46.05), U = 142.000, p = .035.
Although the average score of the control group leagr than the experimental group in the
beginning of the study, the Mann-Whitney U tesuhssindicated no significant difference
between them. Considering the two groups’ sta@iégyuality in the beginning, results also
indicated that use of clickers in the experimergadup for a 10-week period elicited a
statistically significant change in students’ pemfiance in ESP classes according to Wilcoxon
Signed Rank Test results comparing the potentiéérénces between pre-test and post-test
scores of the experimental group, Z = -3.66, p 60.00f 19 students in the experimental
group, 17 students performed better in the post-Téee average mean score was 61.35 for
the experimental group. This score was 44.45 ferciintrol group. The low post-test scores
of the students in the control group did not exhébstatistically significant difference when
compared with their pre-test scores, Z = -1.707,.(88.

The second research question of this study wasetnad with the potential
differences between male and female students irfitiemg from the clicker use in the
experimental group. The same methodology was fatbfer the analysis, which started with
a pre-test indicating the difference between thentedge of the male and female students in

the very beginning.

Table 4. Mean scores of the pre-test showing madefemale students’ performance in the experimegrtaip

Test Experimental Group
Male (n=13) Female (n=6)
Pre-test 50.29 46.57

The Mann-Whitney U test results did not indicaatistically significant difference between
the male (Mdn = 50) and the female (Mdn = 46.71)dshts, U = 27.500, p = .622.



Teaching English with Technologhg(3), 86-104 http://www.tewtjournal.org 99

Considering the equal levels of male and femaléiggaants in the experimental group, the
same test was run one more time to find out thierdiice between the scores of these two
genders in post-test scores. The results revehkdtiere was not a statistically significant
difference between the male and the female studenite experimental group, U = 23.500, p
= .373. The medians of the male (63.15) and fer(&8e94) students were slightly different
from one another.

The results of the Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test catetli to find out the difference
between the pre-test and the post-test scorestbfrbale and female participants indicated
that while male participants’ median post-test ssowere statistically significantly higher
than their median pre-test scores (Z = -3.110,.902), those of female participants were not
statistically significantly higher than their medigre-test scores (Z = -1.625, p = .104).
Although only one student in each group could netfggrm better in the post-test, males

showed much better performance with a median stfo#8.15 compared to females (53.94).

5. Discussion

The results of this study indicated that the stiglesing clickers in ESP classes in the field of
tourism performed better than the ones who respgbride same questions without using
clickers. Despite the lack of evidence in the fiefdESP, the results of this study lend support
to the findings of several studies in the existiibgrature in the field of General English in
terms of clickers’ positive contribution to langeagerformance of the learners (e.g.
Akbatogun, 2014; Celik, 2015; Laxman, 2011; Priét014; Schmid, 2007; Schmid, 2008).
Although the in-depth data were not gathered frbm éxperimental group regarding their
views of using clickers, it may be possible to lahat game-like atmosphere in the class, the
feeling of winning and instant gratification proel by clickers may be significant factors
increasing learners’ participation and successSR Elasses.

Despite the lack of studies specifically investigg the effect of use of clickers on the
foreign language performance of males and femal&sSP classes, some studies focusing on
the attitude and tendency of both genders to uskect in the classes were in line with the
results of the present study (Gok, 2011; Stav, 9¢iel Hansen-Nygéard & Thorseth, 2010).
The results indicated that male students had moséiye attitudes toward the use of clickers
(Gok, 2011) and that they had a higher tendendgdbthat clickers stimulated them in the
class (Stav et al., 2010). The results in the carstudy showed that, despite the lack of
significant difference in the post-test results westn the genders, males performed

significantly better in the post-test comparedheirt pre-test scores. This may be due to male
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students’ interest in technology and technologgaines or their enthusiasm to win in the
games. Depending on the existing literature, thiEeshancreased performance in the post-test
may be linked to their positive attitude toward tis® of clickers or the stimulating effect of

clickers for the males in the class.

Although it may not be quite right to relate stot¥ success in the experimental group
completely to the use of clickers, students perfanoch better due to its impact on learners
to be fully engaged with the topic and the methddteaching. The results indicating
overperforming of the experimental group providéwrsy support for the use of clickers in
ESP classes as a tool to enhance their learniregifglly, the case of students studying ESP
at tourism and hospitality services programs ae&rwocational schools in Turkey mostly
poorly perform in ESP classes due to their low Ehgproficiency and lack of convenient
materials. Therefore, the use of clickers may leyafactor in increasing their performance
by eliminating these debilitating aspects.

Students regularly use their smartphones arouaatdmpus for several reasons, such
as communication and entertainment. This deviae @sys the role of a significant distractor
for the students’ learning in the classes as Wli.this reason, in order to turn this negative
factor into a pedagogical todkahoot may take the stage as students have comfortdéo us
technology for their learning. Although the resuttannot be generalized to the entire
population of students studying in tourism and Iitasify department due to the diverse
nature of these students, the experimental gropgr®rmance offer significant insights into

the effectiveness of using clickers, specific&bhoot.

6. Limitations of the study and final conclusion

This study presented some limitations which nedoetaddressed in further research. First of
all, the participants of this study were composetivo intact classes regarded as control and
experimental groups. Thus, larger sampled and rahdassigned groups may be employed
with the inclusion of a delayed post-test in furtresearch. Moreover, the results of this study
were limited with the overall language performarafethe ESP students in the field of
tourism. However, the data regarding the average tio answer the questions, students’
attitude and motivation as well as their willingee® take part in communication and
activities in ESP classes may provide significaduits for the researchers in this field. In
addition, longitudinal effects of the use of clickend students’ as well as instructors’ views

may also be investigated in order to offer a betigight.
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As a final remark, clickers may be used as a supehtary tool to enhance
performance of ESP learners in the field of touramd hospitality. Taking the results of the
present study into account, course designers attbrguresponsible for creating ESP books
may benefit from clicker use in the iTools setstttg books by allocating more clicker use
instead of providing just videos of the relatedi¢sp Considering the effectiveness of using
clickers in the results of this and many other EslIdESP teachers may be urged to use them

in their classes.
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Abstract

The purpose of this paper is to examine how effecthobile devices are in the process of
teaching and learning English through the perspedf university students. The research is
aimed at finding out whether using mobile apps l&arning purposes, in particular, for

learning English is of interest for students andklat potential ways of learning the

language. It also aims at exploring potential otieadional applications downloaded to

students’ mobile phones in terms of their integmatinto the classroom activities at

university for the purposes of learning English.filithy conceptualize the research in mobile
teaching and learning, the authors addressed théaned problem by using Google Forms.

An online questionnaire was created and sent tdesis with responses collected in an
online spreadsheet and was further analyzed byatiteors. 102 representatives from 16
countries who study at 4 universities located itaR@ and Ukraine took part in the survey.

To link the reported mobile device use obtainednfithe questionnaire and its actual use for
language learning the follow-up interviews for tdbset of students were conducted with the
relevant conclusions drawn. The issue of using heatkévices in the process of university

study as an educational tool was investigated aodgsed to potentially expand perceptions
of tutorial experience of how we view teaching #&mwtning English.

Keywords: mobile teaching and learning; mobile devices; cational apps; university

students

1. Introduction

The importance of learning English nowadays isgpdtable. Many scientific articles and
studies of individual scholars as well as thoseeabgnized international organisations are
devoted to this topic (Council of Europe, 2001; Ber1995; Zimmerman, 1997; de Caro,
2009; LaVelle, 1996; Tan, 2016). There are diffeneays of teaching and learning English.
When it comes to the traditional methods they &iteaglhered to in many universities and
schools and often boil down to teacher-centredsotesn environment and memaorization.

However, nowadays technical devices significantgtdbute to our perception of the

surrounding world, how we share knowledge and leamabling us access the required

information sources on an on-going basis. We enjoprecedented instant access to
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expertise, from informal cooking lessonsYwuTube to online university courses. Every day
people around the globe are absorbed in exciting fioems of learning, and yet traditional
schools and university systems are still struggliogeverage the many opportunities for
innovation in this area (Fabio, 2012).

In our era of technology and the Internet digitalsgprovide more opportunities for
teaching and learning English. Using various tecdinmeans has been gaining more and
more relevance in the recent years. As it is stalgdUJNESCO, mobile technology is
changing the way we live and it is beginning torg@athe way we learn (UNESCO, 2017).

Using smartphones for the learning purposes hasuraber of advantages and
beneficial aspects including independency of lesyncreating your own curriculum and a
schedule of studies, etc. Learning can unfold wagety of ways: people can use mobile
devices to access educational resources, conn#ttotviers, or create content, both inside
and outside the classroom (UNESCO, 2017). Usingilematevices and apps helps learn
English on the go and contributes to making pragneshat.

2. Literature review
Much research is devoted to the topic under thegortestudy (Segev, 2014; Norton, 2014,
Lynch, 2015), etc. For the purposes of our reseavehare going to provide an overview of
the literature produced in the past decades ance raakynthesis of current thinking in the
field.

The term ‘Computer Assisted Language Learning’ (CAhecame established in the
early 1980s and is highlighted in a number of wo(ksevy, 1997; Warschauer, 1996;
Gimeno-Sanz & Davies, 2010; Felix, 2008; Hong, 20MtMurry, Williams, Rich &
Hartshorn, 2016). Apart from volumes and journaighe shape of CALL, there are a number
of other initiatives in teacher education that destate a growing interest in the use of
technology in teaching and learning English (Thomag Reinders, 1988; Thorne & Smith,
2011; Dubois& Vial, 2000; Smith & Craig, 2013; Jewitt, 2001; Hubbar@12; Akobirov,
2004). Many recent studies also explore the saiit toy looking at specifically instructed use
of technology for completing language tasks and hioege instructions are interpreted with
more spontaneous, self-initiated use of technolegpurces (Dooly, 2018), finding out how
learners of English use electronic dictionarieshwieégard to pronunciation practice and
improvement (Metruk, 2017).

Currently mobile-assisted language learning (MALE) a rapidly growing field.

Researchers discuss curricular options for theralsgion of mobile devices into settings of
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formal learning (Pachler, Cook & Bachmair, 20103, &ell as investigate the relevant
learning theories underpinning the current mobdpsafor English speaking learning and the
pedagogic features of these apps (Guo, 2014). Aisevious studies focused on using
particular mobile applications in learning a langea(e.g., Duolingo), exploring the
possibilities this app offers for learning a sectarjuage (Nushi & Hosein, 2017). Since this
app tends to be selected by the majority of thdesits who participated in the survey below,
this is why we paid special attention to the a\dédaesearch in this field as well.

However, the evaluation of using mobile apps foglih learning from language
learners’ perspective is still at the early stadgest studies investigating the use of mobile
devices in language instruction in higher educatiook at its effectiveness from the
perspectives of language professionals and resmatciThere are not many studies
uncovering the students’ perspectives on usingrbkile technology. However, the students’
input regarding how they perceive mobile apps ®irtkearning process seems to be valued
and is to be considered essential for implememtatd any instructional intervention.
Therefore, in the light of current learning thesertbis study intends to analyse and evaluate
the modern mobile devices and how effective they far teaching and learning English
through the perception of the university studentsoth based on their declared perception

and in practice.

3. Methodology
In this study, we employed a mixed method approaglantitative (statistical analysis of
guestionnaire data) and a qualitative analysis hed teceived replies to address the

assumptions under research.

3.1. Objectives and research context
As mentioned above, we explored perceptions ohtarof English as a foreign language on
using mobile technology in the process of languagming and teaching.
In this paper, the author seeks answers to theviolg research questions:
1. How do students use mobile apps and educationahddémgy tools inside and outside
the classroom?
2. To what extent do they use them?
3. What mobile apps do they prefer?
4. What suggestions do they have regarding usinglibeeafor the purposes of learning
English?
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5. To what extent do the students find their languagening is enhanced by the use of
the said technologies in practical terms?

The significance of the study is supported withaesumptions as follows:

- the received findings will make up the basis andpsut decisions for introducing
mobile devices into the process of mastering thguage,;

- the expected conclusions will help adjust the umsivge approach to teaching and
learning in general and English, in particular, otigh implementation of the
initiatives;

- the interpretation of the obtained results will tdiute to the creation of the future
research design for deeper investigation of tha.are
The data under analysis are the responses fromeattiieipants for over a period of 14

months (the firsGoogle Forms reply was received on February 26, 2017 and thetigal use
of the mobile learning and teaching English waseneed on April 22, 2018), which included
online and offline communication as well as folloyw- interviews completed by the

participants.

3.2. Design and procedure
The research was done according to the followiag-ly-step plan:
Step 1. Creating a questionnaire
Step 2. Disseminating the questionnaire among stade
Step 3. Collecting data through t@eogle Forms with their further processing
Step 4. Conducting a follow-up interview with a sebof the students
Step 5. Reviewing the actual use of educationalilmalevices/technology tools in language
learning against the reported technology use (oethirom the questionnaire data)
Step 6. Analysing the findings and coming up wibtin@usions on using the mobile device in
the teaching and learning English process

As a data collection instrument a survey questimenavas developed which
incorporated questions aimed at finding out sonevamt information on the students’ habits,
opinions and preferences. The research was cormbwsi@g Google Forms, which were
embedded at the beginning of the study to servanamstrument for creating customized
forms, sending them out to students and trackihtpair responses in one place.

The students received an email containing insioastirelated to their participation in
the survey as shown in Appendix 1. The questioen@ppendix 2) offered the participants a

series of open-ended and multiple choice questiddfieen completed, the questionnaire was
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automatically sent to &oogle Drive research folder, which made it possible to mortiter
students’ responses. Participation in the survey @raa volunteer basis with 156 students
invited to take part in it. As a result 102 pagpeonts from 16 countries took part in the survey.

The sampling included the students from severdidrigducational establishments of
Ukraine and Poland:

- University of Economy in Bydgoszcz (\iyza Szkota Gospodarki w Bydgoszczy),

Poland;

- KROK University of Economics and Law, Ukraine;
- Kyiv National Linguistic University, Ukraine;
- Institute of International Relations Kyiv Nationdlaras Shevchenko University,

Ukraine.

Some of the participants of the survey were theaehers’ students, others were
contacted by the peer colleague from the Instibiténternational Relations Kyiv National
Taras Shevchenko University, Ukraine.

As regards Step 4, conclusions regarding benefasalects of the approach in the
context of teaching and learning English were dréased on the findings received through
collecting and analysing the survey data.

Step 5 was incorporated into the research procetturereate a link between the
modern technology use reported by the studentsitaractual deployment in the language
learning process. For this purpose a subset ofttidents who make up one group and study
law at KROK University of Economics and Law, Ukrajnwas randomly selected and
contacted by the researcher as part of the tusofféle subset included 8 participants. In order
to make it more meaningful and practically anchotieel students received practical tasks
including preparingPowerPoint presentations on a required topic related to theécialty,
reading texts containing professional lexis, tratiisy separate sentences from Ukrainian into
English and vice versa. All the exercises mentiangalied applying educational mobile apps
and digital technology tools including web-surfinging online and offline dictionaries, etc.
Afterwards, a follow-up interview was conductedwihe same subset of the students, which
allowed the respondents to express their viewseir bwn ways (the aggregated results are
shown in Appendix 3). The current study generatétge amount of data and the follow-up
interview was designed to revisit and crosscheckvans to some key questions in our aims.
This step enabled the researcher to make certariugions regarding practical application of

the declared educational mobile devices and teolgydbols reflected in Step 6.
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4. Results and findings
After data analyses were completed, results wezsgmted in Tables with comments on the
most important aspects. The information is given p@rcentage. The results of the
questionnaire are subdivided into the followingtsets:

= Background information

= Habits and opinions in using mobile apps for leagianguages

» Preferences and interests in using mobile appledoning purposes

= Crosscheck of responses to different questionseo$tirvey

» |nvestigation whether the language learning is robd by the use of mobile apps

= Suggestions regarding using mobile devices foniegrEnglish

4.1. The background information
A great majority of the students who participatedhe survey as volunteers were between 16
to 20 years old (64.6%). At the same time only P2.%ere middle-aged ones who were over
25 up to 38. Availability of such an age categofyrespondents is due to the fact that
extramural students also took part in the studythea age varied greatly.

As it can be seen in Table 1, a great majoritystoidents who participated in the

survey came from subjects on International Inforamaaind English Philology.

Table 1. Subjects in which the students are erdolle

Subject under study (the specialty) %
Economics 7.8
English Philology 14.7
English translation 5.9
Export-oriented Management 39
Finance 4.9
International Business 8.8
International Communication 39
International Economics 3.9
International Information 24.%
Law 6.9
Tourism and Recreation 39
Other 11.0




Teaching English with Technology, 18(4), 105-125http://www.tewtjournal.org 111

When it comes to the gender of the respondents tieera significant difference
between its male and female participants as 61.B&teovolunteers were female students as
opposed to 38.2% of male students. This is so lsecau the Philology department the
number of female students has always been highmvekier, at the same time the percentage
of male students enrolled in the degrees relatédftomation Management and International
Information, in particular, is traditionally not egalent to that of female students as
predominantly male students choose this area dfesu

As the survey embraced students from different t@sithe authors wanted to list the
countries involved and also the proportion of tbgpondents from them. Most of the students
who answered the questions (75.5%) were from Ukraaimost 7% and 4% were from
Poland and Turkey respectively, 2.0% from Indiajlei2.0% were from other countries
(Azerbaijan, Brazil, Cameroon, Cyprus, Democratiep&blic of Congo, India, Moldova,
Namibia, Nigeria, Russia, Saudi-Arabia, Syria, UkeaPoland, Turkey and Zambia.

The authors knew for sure that all the studentigi@ated in the study had access to
their smart phones. That fact was supported widr tlesponses as 98% of the respondents

answered positively to this question.

4.2. Habits in and opinions about using mobile app®r learning languages

The students were asked how much time they usedntfudile devices during a day. It was
found out that almost 13% normally use the mobéeick 5 hours a day. Almost 11% of the
respondents spend all day using these devices. Sl®% devote 4 hours to using the
gadgets. 7% do it for not longer than 2 hours a dagund 6% declared that they dedicate 10
hours and another 6% reported that they devoteuéstend yet another 6% claimed that they
do it 3 hours a day. As it can be seen in Tablee2alverage time the students spend using the
mobile devices is, as expected, quite high amoegutiiversity students. Of course, part of
the stated time is dedicated to pure communicagtimposes such as phone calls, but as we
suppose yet a certain percentage of this time doeilgdsed to practice English skills.

Table 2. Average time the students use their malaiéces a day

Average time the students use their

. ; %
mobile devices a day

1-5 48.9
4-8 4.9




Teaching English with Technology, 18(4), 105-125http://www.tewtjournal.org 112

6-10 22.6
12-20 6.0
All day 10.8
No answer 2.9
Other 3.0

In relation to the time spots when students use thebile devices, if we exclude
using them for pure communication purposes, 43.1%em said that they predominantly do
it in the evening. 23.5% stated that this is mo#tly afternoon time when the students use
their devices. The details are shown in Table 3.

Table 3.Time spots when the students use their mobile de\iapart from calling)

Time of day/night %

All day 10.8
All day long when | have free time/ use it instedd 20
computer

At night 9.8
In the morning 6.9
In the afternoon 23.5
In the evening 43.1
Other 4.0

It was interesting to find out where mobile deviees mostly used by students having
an idea in mind that the students spend a lonoé travelling to and from between home and
the university. This is why it was assumed thaigh Ipercentage of them would choose the
public transport among other answers suggestethchy as it can be seen in Table 4 only
14.7% do use their mobile devices mostly in thelipubansport. The majority of student poll
(38.2%) answered that it is home, more than a quartt respondents stated that it is the
university. Based on the data obtained it is beliexhat applying mobile devices for
educational purposes has a great potential dugetéatt that the most frequent places where
the students use them are convenient places faihega

Table 4. The places where mobile devices are masty by the students

The places where mobile devices are mostly used &tyidents %

Everywhere 12.8

At home 38.2
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In the public transport 14.7
At work 2.0
At the university 26.5
At cafes, coffee shops or the like 2.0
At home, at the university, in the public transport 2.0
All of the options 2.9

The students were also asked if they have any mabiplications downloaded to their
mobile devices and use them for learning purpo3és5% answered positively to this
guestion, around 10% were undecided while 13.7%neld they did not use mobile apps for

learning.

4.3. Preferences for and interests in using mobikgpps for learning purposes

We also focused our attention on finding out whackas of expertise the students are mostly
interested in when learning through their mobilpsapAccording to Table 5 below 26.5% of
those who participated in the survey were intetegtelanguages. Another 9.8% and 4.9%
reported English vocabulary and translation respelgtas the centre of their main interests.
This means that we can benefit from the studentstrést in linguistics and encourage them
to use their mobile devices for learning purposethe course of the university lessons. It is
also worth mentioning here how diverse the studemtsrests were, encompassing not only
economics and finance, but also social studiesrnational business, MBA, science,
psychology, classical music, art, history, photpbsa teaching, international relations, news,
fashion, law, accounting, marketing, as well as gmmand so on. Table 5 below gives

information on the major areas of expertise thdestts are mostly interested in.

Table 5. Areas the students are mostly interestalwearning through their mobile apps

Areas of expertise %

Languages 26.5
English vocabulary 9.8
Translation 4.9
Learning foreign IangL_Jages, communication skisching skills, 39
current events analysis

Grammar 2.9
Everything 2.0
None 2.0
| can't give an answer 11.8

Other 37.0
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It should be pointed out that the English langusigis are among those practiced by
the students when using educational applicationgntiaded to their mobile devices for
76.5% of the respondents.

We asked the students how much time they devotdedatning English through the
mobile apps. As it can be seen in Table 6, moslestis (33.3%) devote 10-15 minutes a day
to learning English, 20.6% spend 30 minutes and®%9dedicate 1 hour a day to the
language. If we summarize the above information caa see that 73.6% devote 10-60

minutes a day to learning English.

Table 6. Time devoted to learning English througghmobile apps

Time devoted to learning English through the mobileapps %
10-15 minutes a day 33.3
30 minutes a day 20.6
1 hour a day 19.6
1 hour a week 4.9
All day 2,9
From time to time 1.0
| don't learn English 1.0
| don't use apps for learning English 3.9
No answer 2.0
Other 9.9
Rarely 2.0

For the research purposes we asked the studentswahiéle applications they use for
learning English. 15.7% said that they do not usg and 11.8% did not give their answer.
The rest use various ones includibggualeo, Reverso context, Lingvo, Memrise, Busuu,
Google Trandlate, podcasts, different dictionarieBjultitran, TED, ABBYY Lingvo, Lingvo
Live, CNN, Facebook, YouTube and others. As the obtained data show the mosti@ogpp is
Duolingo. The students also udé&enrise quite often.Lingvo andLingualeo are popular ones
as well among those students who use mobile appsaming English.

We also found it useful to see what apps are ugdteorespondents in the connection
with their language proficiency levdDuolingo as well asMenrise (15.8%) are chosen by
those who claimed to have advanced language skill31.6% cases. At the same time,
beginners and elementary students tend toLumg/o and Google/Google Translate (22.2%
each).
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As regards gendeBQuolingo again turned out to be the most popular one wstd%
of the male participants claiming to use it whiMemrise was the second choice of the
students (5.3%). It is interesting to point outtthi@e statistics presented in terms of using
mobile apps by the male students is less than tbeage, i..18.4% is less than 20% for
Duolingo as well as 5.3% is less than the average of 12%déorise.

At the same time the female students used a widgety of the mobile apps for
language learning purposes. Female respondentspat$erredDuolingo to other mobile
apps. The use of mobile apps by female participartgher than the average with 23.4% for
Duolingo and 17.2% foMenrise against the said average of 20% and 12% respBbctive

Those students with the advanced level of profoyetrain various skills through
mobile apps like communication (36.8%), reading.§%d) and listening (15.8%) while
beginners and elementary students mainly work em grammar skills (98%). This question
was of a particular importance as it aims at figdout what types of skills that they would
mostly like to practise through the mobile devi@exl the results obtained matched our
expectations. As it can be seen in Table 7 commatioit is the main focus for almost one
third of those who participated in the survey (28)4We presume nowadays having solid
skills of speaking English is a must for those vane concerned about their career, for those
who love active travelling which implies interactiavith people, etc. The results of the study
confirmed that the students are aware of that fBoe same percentage of the respondents
voted for grammar and reading — 22.5%, 10.8% arexivérat listening is a skill they mostly
practise and almost 5% of them are interested ficl@ng their vocabulary. This information
should be used in practice by the teachers if they aimed at applying contemporary

technical instruments for teaching English in ttessroom.

Table 7. Language skills the students mostly psadtirough their mobile apps

%
Communication 29.4
Reading 22.5
Writing 2.0
Grammar 22.5
Listening 10.8
Vocabulary 4.9
Grammar, vocabulary 1.0
All skills in the list 2.9
Other 4.0
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As it was mentioned before we found it useful floe purposes of our research to
crosscheck responses given by individual resposdémtdifferent questions. Thus, we
analysed what language skills male and female stadeere mainly interested in. Most male
respondents prefer communication and grammar skitls 34 and 26 % respectively.

When it comes to female students, they have a wideety of the skills they are
interested in as compared to the male studentshé\statistics shows, they mainly focus on
communication, reading and grammar. Some also Htatethey practise all language skills
using their mobile devices.

4.4. Investigation whether the language learning isnhanced by the use of mobile apps
We also asked the students if they believe thatgusiobile apps for learning English on a
regular basis will contribute to improving theimuage skills. A great majority of them
answered positively (77.5%), only under 9% negétivehile 13.7% were undecided. This
shows the potential of the usage of mobile devioesducational purposes.

As regards the students’ willingness to use edocatimobile apps as part of practical
English classes at the university on a periodiishd@3.5% were in favour of it, 13.7% against
while under 9% could not decide.

The participants were also asked to evaluate tleeel of English. As it can be
observed in Table 8, 30.4% of them are intermediidents, meaning there is some room

for their English skills improvement.
Table 8. The students' level of English

The students' level of English %
Advanced 18.6
Upper-intermediate 29.4
Intermediate 30.4
Pre-intermediate 12.y
Elementary 6.9
Beginner 2.0

4.5. The students’ suggestions regarding using madbidevices for learning English

Finally, the students shared their thoughts, idead suggestions regarding using mobile
devices for the purposes of learning English, whach given along with the researchers’
comments in the Table 9 below.
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Table 9. The students’ suggestions, thoughts agkid

No The student’s statement

The researchers’ comment

1 It would be useful if the apps used for learn

made as well as the time when to carry out s
revision. Also, it would be nice if the apj
designed were available for Windows Mob
platform as well.

English reminded you about the progress you'eensider from technical point of view as they imj

nohe ideas expressed by the student are importa

brhimts on what is to be introduced to the apps U
pfor learning English by software developers. T
léenformation regarding the technical features ofsa
and operating system used among students is 1
considered because it may contribute to desig
and implementing of apps as educational resou
in the classroom.

nt to
Dly
sed
his
PP

0 be
ning
rces

2 Slow voice.

As we presume this suggestion is also relate
technical improvements of apps, in particular,
those that are aimed at polishing listening sk
and/or enlarging vocabulary.

1 to
of
ills

3 It's good for kids. | use it during my privateAs we can see the student is working as a teadh

tuitions with my preschool-age students.

English for preschool-age students and is ug
mobile apps for teaching purposes in practice.

ero
5ing

4 Update the apps with new content part of fam
movies enabling us to choose what they say.

olikis suggestion is also connected with techn

useful idea for soft developers to be taken i
account.

cal

characteristics of educational apps and contains a

nto

5 Phones are useful for translation, it's goocetori
words, read articles and listen to news.

The present comment gives another proof that
use of mobile technology in terms of learni

the
ng

English is increasing.

6 To improve communication between teachers
students, introduce online lessons on some topi

cqerspective on how to increase efficiency of

classroom activities motivating students thereby.

amtis one is a practical idea from the studerFt’s

he

5. Analysis of practical application

After conducting a survey on the students’ perogstiof English as a foreign language

learner on using mobile technology in the procdsearning and teaching English we then

made a link between the declared view of the stisdand the practical use of the mobile

apps. In order to reach this goal a subset of stsdaf law were encouraged to apply their

mobile devices and the educational apps in theseowf their language classes at the

university.

The subset of the students was a random choideclitded 8 people who provided

their responses to the follow-up interview questidh subset students out of 102 respondents

make 8% of the entire population of participantbe Tstudents were enrolled into KROK

University of Economics and Law, Ukraine, and weoatacted by the authors in the course

of the tutorials scheduled in the spring semedid@B82They were the first-year students who

study law as their specialty. A subject of Legabksh for law students is included into the

curriculum designed to give necessary Englishskillwork in a legal environment.

The participants of this research procedure redgpagticular practical tasks including

using professional vocabulary and preparing PowatF@resentations on a given list of
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topics related to their specialty, reading textsitaming professional lexis, translating
separate sentences from Ukrainian into English wiceé versa. Afterwards follow-up
interviews checking actual use of mobile devicethacourse of the language learning were
conducted.

The aggregated results of the analyses are presenégpendix 4. According to them
all participants agreed that the use of educatitg@nology and mobile apps in the language
classroom increased their motivation and that ey understand language better when the
teacher uses digital technology in the classroooweéver, at the same time 3 disagreed that
different technological devices and/or mobile apipsuld be used in the class to increase their
motivation for learning English with the vast matprexpressing their willingness to the
opposite. Also, a vast majority believe that corepuind mobile-based teaching activities
made the lessons more enjoyable (3 marked thistemngly agree” and 4 — as “agree”).

We introduced a statement “Technology can be bamtjunnecessary” and received
answers that fall under all available categoriethwqual percentage of those who agree (1
“strongly agree”, 3 “agree”) and disagree with2it‘disagree” and same number of those who
“strongly disagree”). This may bring us to a cosahm that using technology in the
classroom should be in a reasonable amount to #eegtudents’ interest and enthusiasm
while learning. This conclusion is supported witto#ner statement received from the follow-
up interview as all in all 6 out of 8 of the lawudents agreed that using technology every
time makes the lesson long and boring.

Results for the statement that using mobile appb educational technology tools
distract them split into mainly categories of th@g® support it and disagrees with it. Saying
this it is important to point out that totally 6 toaf 8 of the respondents express their
disagreement with it to a different extent.

Half of the participants agreed that computer- amubile-based lessons are more
enjoyable and effective than traditional lessonthwaidditional 2 participants who strongly
agreed with this statement and equally 2 who didsnpport it. The majority of the students
(3 who “strongly agree” and 4 who “agree”) confianthat the web-surfing they do when
preparing for the English classes makes them naireeain the learning process. Everybody
who had undergone the follow-up interview agreeat thsing educational technology and
mobile apps improves their English skills.

The overall data suggest a need to recognize & laegessity to introduce mobile-
based lessons of learning English to support thévaton and interest of students in the

subject. At the same time using technology in fagsstoom should be in a reasonable amount



Teaching English with Technology, 18(4), 105-125http://www.tewtjournal.org 119

in order not to make lessons too long and boringwétver, an extremely small scale of the
follow-up survey (only 8 participants) makes itsukts more of diagnostic than confirmatory

value.

6. Conclusions and further research

In sum, the study demonstrates that over the yd@sperception of foreign language
acquisition has evolved and undergone a remarksbift from the traditional way of
classroom teaching to a wide using of ICTs forl#mguage learning purposes.

The current research aimed at finding out whether university students will be
interested in partial incorporation of their moljlleones into the process of learning English.
The study revealed that they use their mobile @evior the learning purposes, and more
specifically, for language learning. Also, the sinté showed their willingness to implement
the initiative into the practical English lessomnsiaiversity.

The survey covered a pool of 102 university stuslérdm various countries, yet, as
the study suggests, there is a high potential @figusnobile devices and apps for the
classroom activities of preschool-age students.

We found it useful for the purposes of our resed@ocbrosscheck responses given by
individual respondents to different questions. Asresult, we found out that female
respondents use a greater variety of mobile appk paactice more language skills as
compared to male students. Also, the students t#ghadvanced level of English focus on
several language skills through mobile apps likenrwnication, reading and listening while
beginners and elementary students train mainlyr tgeammar skills. We assume that
academic teachers may use these conclusions incldssroom in order to improve
effectiveness and efficiency of the English leagnamocess.

The data received in the course of the survey gasvers to the initial research
guestions. The students use mobile apps and ednahtechnology tools in- and outside of
the classroom as a large percentage declared lbgtuse their mobile devices at home,
university and public transport. This fact givesngoroom for improvement and flexibility of
the classroom lessons and may indicate the negéssiurther research in the field.

We also asked what mobile devices the studentsmpré¥e separately checked
preferences of the male and female students inrtégard. The survey showed that all
respondents udeuolingo more than any other mobile apps for learning Ehgli

In the course of the study suggestions from thelesits were received including

introduction of online lessons on some topics f@ purposes of improving communication
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between teachers and students, using phones f@ldtion, learning words, reading articles
and listening to news.

We also designed and conducted the follow-up imgers for the subset of students
participated in the survey in order to link the agpd mobile device use (obtained from the
guestionnaire) and its actual use for languagenilegr The received data also showed that
technology should be applied in a reasonable amiouotder not to make lessons long and
boring.

In light of these finding it may be stated thatrthes a great potential for introduction
mobile devices into the process of university stadas an additional educational tool for
motivating and encouraging students to learn Englis

At the same time certain questions related to thejest of the study remain
unanswered or even become more prominent. Sincerebearch was conducted on a
relatively small segment of the entire populatidistadents (8% out of the student population
volunteered to participate in the survey) more eitgli studies should be conducted
concerning the effect of mobile learning, the catiom between the students’ perceptions
and the relationship between such perceptions lamddtual achievement of specific skills.
Such studies may contribute to a future knowledgsebthat will shape and improve
curriculum and instruction mediated by technology.

Also, most of the students who answered the suguestions (75.5%) were from
Ukraine. This fact decreases the overall objegtivif the data and as a result, of the
conclusions drawn based on the above. Due to thre miverse composition of respondents
Is recommended in further research.

This study has several limitations as its partictpavere the students who came from
different cultural and educational backgrounds degrees. The information is self-reported,
and factors that may influence student perceptsoich as the student ability, prior experience
with technology, prior language background and qeality type were not considered.
Therefore, the research findings may be used &sergfe data and cannot be universally

extrapolated.
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Appendix 1. Instructions to participate in the suney

Dear all,

You are kindly asked to participate in a survey alihis organized for the research purposes. The
research is aimed at finding out whether using feoapps for learning purposes, in particular, farhing
English is of interest for students and look ateptinl ways of learning the language. It is proposa a
volunteer basis and is not personalized. The sucesgists of questions; it is presumed it will talteut 8-10
minutes of your time to answer them. The findings supposed to be reflected in a publication subohito a
recognized scientific journal.

To participate in the survey please press the buttedow [the link to the online Google Form is gije

Thank you so much in advance to those who agrgmticipate in the survey for your time and for

your input into the research.

Appendix 2. Questionnaire

What specialty are you currently studying?

What is your age?

What is your gender?

What is your country of birth?

Do you have access to a tablet or a smart phoyeundaily life?
Do you use your device to access various apps @memts?

How much time on average do you use your mobilécgs\a day?

© N O OBk wWwDNPRE

What are the time spots when you use your mobiécde (apart from calling)?
- inthe morning

- inthe afternoon

- inthe evening

- atnight

9. What are the places where you mostly use your malalices”

- athome

- inthe public transport

- atthe university

- at cafes and coffee shops

- other places
10.Do you use any mobile apps downloaded to your reatéVices for the learning purposes?

11.what areas of expertise are you mostly interestebat you are learning through your mobile apps?
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12. Are the English language skills among those youpaaeticing?
13.what mobile apps do you use for learning Englislea$e give the names.
14.what language skills do you mostly practise throuyghr mobile apps?
- communication
- grammar
- reading
- writing
- listening
15.How much time do you devote to learning Englisiotigh your mobile apps?
- 10-15 minutes a day
- 30 minutes a day
- 1 houraday
- 1 hour a week
- other (please specify)
16.Do you believe that using mobile apps for learnkgglish on a regular basis will contribute to
improving your language skills?
17.would you like to use educational mobile apps as @ayour practical English classes at the uniitgrs
on a periodic basis?
18.Do you have any suggestions regarding using youriledevices for the purposes of learning English?

If yes, please specify below.

19.How would you evaluate your level of English?
- Beginner
- Elementary
- Pre-intermediate
- Intermediate
- Upper-intermediate
- Advanced

- Native
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Appendix 3. Follow up interview
Interest in Using Information Technology and MolAlpps for the Language Learning
(4 point scale: 4=Strongly agree; 3=Agree; 2=Disagf=Strongly disagree)
1 Use of educational technology and mobile appsunlanguage classrooms increases |my
motivation.
2 Computer-based teaching activities make the tessmre enjoyable.
3 | Technology can be boring and unnecessary.
4 I can understand language better when my teardgsrtechnology in the class.
5 Using mobile apps and educational technologystditract me.
6 Different technological devices and/or mobile sghould be used in class to increase|my
motivation for learning English.
7 | When we use technology all the time, it makedehson long and boring.
8 Computer- and mobile-based lessons are more abipyand effective than traditiongl
lessons.
9 | Web-surfing | do when preparing for my Englislasdes makes me more active in the
learning process.
10 | Using educational technology and mobile appsawgs my English skills.
Appendix 4. Aggregated results of the follow up irdrview responses
# Statement Strongly] Agree Disagree | Strongly
agree 3 2 disagree
4 1
1 Use of educational technology and mobile appsuin 1 3
language classrooms increases my motivation.
2 Computer-based teaching activities make the fesso 3 4 1
more enjoyable.
3 | Technology can be boring and unnecessary. 1 3 2 2
4 | can understand language better when my teacdes 1 7
technology in the class.
5 Using mobile apps and educational technologystpol 1 1 2 4
distract me.
6 Different technological devices and/or mobile @pp 3 1 3
should be used in class to increase my motivation f
learning English.
7 | When we use technology all the time, it makes |the 1 5 1 1
lesson long and boring.
8 Computer- and mobile-based lessons are more 2 4 1 1
enjoyable and effective than traditional lessons.
9 | Web-surfing | do when preparing for my English 3 4 1
classes makes me more active in the learning psoces
10 | Using educational technology and mobile apps 4 4
improves my English skills.
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Abstract

This study investigated EFL learners’ perspectivasout their vocabulary learning
experiences via a smartphone application. An ordr@ographic questionnaire was used for
recruiting 50 EFL learners from a language teackimgnnel in Telegram messenger required
to use a smartphone application called Vocabuldaeshieards 2016 for a month. After
finishing the sampling procedure, the participamése asked to take part in Dialang online
diagnostic test to specify their vocabulary levebfigiency based on CEFR (Common
European Framework of Reference). The quantitating qualitative data were collected
utilizing evaluation questionnaires and semi-sued interviews respectively. The
evaluation questionnaire adapted from ChapelleG0{2 evaluation criterion was used to
evaluate the application from the users’ perspestilhis study investigated the effects of
learners’ proficiency level and gender differenaas using the application, and their
perspectives on the negative and positive aspétie @application were also uncovered. The
findings showed that the users held positive aléitutowards the application because it
influenced their learning positively and providéem with both form and meaning-focused
instruction, but they were dissatisfied with thep'aplevels and authenticity. Results of
independent t-test and ANOVA respectively showeat tiender and vocabulary proficiency
level did not make significant difference on papants’ app usage patterns. The findings of
this study highlighted the users’ localized needsictv could be used as guidelines for
customized vocabulary apps’ development purposhks. study’s implications for learners,
teachers, and app developers are discussed ih detai

Keywords: MALL; smartphones apps; vocabulary leagnhievaluation criteria

1. Introduction

Using technology has become one of inseparablecaspé life in the 2 century. Almost
everybody can feel and appreciate its penetratibm all aspects of life. Information and
Communication Technology (ICT) by introducing smadevices enabled people to have
access to knowledge and information with no spatra temporal constraints (Sampson,
Isaias, Ifenthaler & Spector, 2013). Probably thesmimportant impetus for utilizing
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technology in the process of language learningsisability to emancipate all stakeholders
from time and space limitations (Burston, 2011) awdve the time boundary problems
between instructors and their students (Salleh 8tiB2010).

Roughly speaking, this learning which is aided tbghnology and especially by
computers is called Computer Assisted Languagenimeg(CALL). As Savchenkova (2003)
states, “Starting in the early 60s... CALL has becomeommon practice of language
teaching and learning” (p.1). Two positive aspectsCALL are providing learners with
authentic learning materials (Martiz, 2015) and emichg the potential of language learning
by increasing its effectiveness and decreasingtatium (Savchenkova, 2003). Being
considered as an almost new branch of CALL, MoB8sisted Language Learning (MALL)
came into vogue with the advent of “Portable DigAasistant (PDA) and i-Pod” (Burston,
2011.p. 57). MALL is the process of learning a laage by the aid of a mobile learning
device which is defined as “a handheld, portablamating instrument with Internet or some
other network access, which allows for mediatedviagtfor information access and learning
in multiple contexts” (Walters, 2012, p.16).

Enhancing language learning opportunities needsialpattention to the aspects which
form the basis of language. One of these aspeatscisbulary acquisition. Vocabulary, as a
key component of any language, has been paid aasilé attention with the aim of finding
techniques that foster its acquisition (Vahedi, @uwly & Pishghadam, 2016). It should be
noted that the role of this component has undergba@ages in L2 instruction through time,
which has resulted in different approaches towatsisole in L2 learning (Celce-Murcia,
Brinton & Snow, 2014). According to Leal Alves adé Oliveira (2014), the difficulties
faced by EFL learners in vocabulary acquisitionaesed by several variables. Furthermore,
they believe that these variables “are somehowrdbpe on factors such as socioeconomic,
ideological and cultural conditions beyond theirnoteaching/learning and the intellectual
characteristics of learners” (p.51). Sanchez andiddlan (2007) asserted that there has
always been concentration on the best pedagogmgalnvdeveloping learners’ vocabulary or
lexicon.

The vast body of literature in the area of techgglaided vocabulary learning and
teaching shows some important trends that needetsummarized here. Montero Perez,
Peters, Clarebout and Desmet (2015) investigatednipact of video captioning on both
incidental vocabulary acquisition and video compretion. Wang, Teng and Chen (2015)
showed the effectiveness of using iPad App in EBhgliocabulary acquisition compared to

traditional methods, while mre recently Vahedi ¢t (@016) investigated the effect of
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different gloss types on L2 vocabulary learninge Timconvincing issue about studies of this
kind is that they only seek for technology’s inthee on participants’ performance.

The advent of iPad in 2010 resulted in developiagly available computer programs
specialized for mobile devices use which are calipglications (apps) (Deng & Trainin,
2015). To the best of the authors’ knowledge, aiB@ant point of concern about vocabulary
apps studies so far is that their main focus hag laémost exclusively on evaluating the apps
and tapping into participants’ attitudes. It is Bdghat this study’s findings will pave the way
for designing new apps which are tailored and cuited to specific audiences’ needs within
countries, within races, or even within gendersweler, it should also be noted that
localization and customization of instructional lgyaespecially digital ones, does not seem an

easy practice and needs time, fund, and patievestiment.

2. Literature review

In this section studies in the areas of vocabulaayning, Computer Assisted Vocabulary
Learning (CAVL), Mobile Assisted Vocabulary Learginand vocabulary apps will be
presented. Gui (2015) tried to find a positive etation between EFL learners’ vocabulary
size and their proficiency level in a non-Engligintext. This correlation was explored using
such tests as College English Test Band-4 (CETdl)e@e English Test Band-6 (CET6) and
Vocabulary Size Test (VST). 96 male and female €sgnEnglish learners were selected as
participants. Results of the study showed that boleay size was highly influential in
predicting learners’ listening, reading, and oJegaioficiency. However, the researcher
contented that in cases of rote vocabulary learrang lack of in-depth knowledge,
participants’ improvement in vocabulary size did necessarily result in their overall EFL
proficiency.

In CAVL area Stockwell (2011) compared two typé®wline vocabulary learning in
one of which vocabulary items were provided in fafronline materials selected by teachers
(teacher-centered) and in the other learners tHeass&ere responsible for compiling and
entering lexis into a designed online system. Datathis purpose were collected through
administering vocabulary pre- and post-tests alitg an attitudinal questionnaire to elicit
learners’ perceptions of both systems. 55 first-yleav students studying an obligatory
English course were divided into “teacher-centei@®), and “learner-centered” (27) classes.
The pre-test results showed that LC and TC classibees were not so different in their
achievement (TC: 61.3% and LC: 61.4%). Howeves thiference was very sharp in post-

test results as in this stage TC class memberseahi93.2% while their counterparts
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achieved 85.9%. Totally speaking both tests requitsved that TC class compared to LC
class made greater improvement, which was beca@selass spent more time on the
activities. Both groups evaluated the activitiesuasful but LC class members held more
positive attitudes towards their activities. Thepmressed the view that vocabulary data input
was very interesting and useful.

In classroom settings smartphones and tabletsedtéo attract attention since the
beginning of the 2L century which was a consequence of introducing iach and iPhone,
and finally iPad (Leis, Tohei & Cooke, 2015). Arvastigation in mobile assisted vocabulary
learning exercise was pursued by Suwantarathip @nawiwataakul (2015). 80 EFL
university learners were put into two sections @fsdudents each. One section was provided
with paper based vocabulary exercises and the otiemwas sent SMS-based exercises for 7
weeks. Before starting the study the students weeenined with a pre-test to realize their
proficiency level which was then covered to behat same level. In the parallel pretest the
score mean of experimental group (33.25) was higtean that of the control group (29.70).
This data revealed SMS-based exercises advantageyaper-based activities in developing
vocabulary knowledge. To gain evidence of participa attitudes after the experiment
section, they were given an attitudinal questiorn&b express their opinions about SMS-
based vocabulary improvement. The responses relvéldr overall satisfaction with the
activity, their acceptance of mobile phones asniegraids, and mobile phones potential to
remove spatial limitations.

Effectiveness oWhatsAppeducational mobile application was studied in wegk
long project by Basal et al. (2016). A pre-test @odt-tests were employed to compare 50
first year English students in two equal groupse Bipp provided a corpus of 40 figurative
idioms. Data was collected through a 40-item adhmesnt test. Before starting the
experimental phase of the study, the 40 idioms \peesented to both groups’ members in a
pre-test to check groups’ differences. Pre-testlt@sndicated no significant differences in
their knowledge. After that the control group wasgeg learning material and activities in
printed form (paper-based) including idioms’ meanitheir usage example, and fill in
blanks. The experimental group was provided with #M¥aWhatsAppon their smartphones
which included the idioms, their meanings, therctgial representation, and three sample
sentences followed by a test to be answered andbseR after two hours. Although both
groups’ immediate post-tests means improved siamfly compared to their pre-test, the
experimental group’s improvement in the targeteitl slas much greater. This implies that

both traditional and technology-based instructicioals indeed resulted in better post-test
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performance when compared within each group, biwwd®n groups comparison showed the
app’s advantage over the traditional method.

3. Methodology
3.1. Research questions
The following questions guided this study:

1) What is EFL learners’ perspective on vocabularyries experiences through using
the vocabulary application calledocabulary Flashcards 2016t different levels of
vocabulary proficiency according to CEFR?

2) Do gender and proficiency differences influencearees’ app usage patterns during
vocabulary learning experiences using the app?

3) What are learners’ perspectives on the advantaggslisadvantages of their learning
experience with the app? What are their suggestionsmaking the app more

efficient?

3.2. Research methodology and data collection instments
Following a mixed-methods approach to researchs 8tudy combines qualitative and
quantitative methods. Based on Dérnyei (2007) theedamethod type used in this study was
“questionngire survey with follow-up interview atrospection” (p.170). For the quantitative
part the data was collected through questionnaideide semi-structured interviews were
utilized to collect qualitative data.

The first instrument used in this study was theographic questionnaire. This online

English  questionnaire retrieved fromhttps://www.surveymonkey.com/r/SCDCJMH

(Appendix A) was distributed prior to starting theoject. It was designed i@oogle Docs
service and shared to the channels’ members byidimgvthem with the link and a brief
introduction to the study’s design and purpose.

The other instrument was an online diagnostic tedted Dialang available at

https://dialangweb.lancaster.ac.ukent to the participants via &mail group called

‘vocabulary team’. This team included those who pleted the demographic test and
provided the researchers with their emails forhfertcontact. Designed to determine language
learners’ proficiency level in 14 European langusad®alang use for purposes other than
diagnosing like granting certificates or employmentposes is rejected by its developers.
The test in each language section is divided ihteet parts after which the examinees are

assigned into different proficiency levels. Leamieproficiency in different language
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components (grammar, vocabulary) and skills (lisignreading, writing, and speaking) is
diagnosed through scores related to @@mmon European Framework of Reference for
LanguageqCEFR). Based on these scores the examinee gnassinto one of CEFR level
from Al (the least proficient) to C2 (the most peant). Participants were requested to
complete the vocabulary test and then inform tiseaecher of their levels via email. After
that they were divided into three groups basedhentést results. Group A included Al and
A2 levels (elementary), group B included Bl and IBRels (intermediate), and group C
included C1 and C2 levels (advanced).

Vocabulary Flashcards 2016@s the targeted vocabulary learning application was
another instrument to be installed on participastsartphones and used for a month. In this
app high-frequency English words (in total 1,200rd#) are divided into three groups based
on their difficulty level (easy, medium, and hardjach entry includes pronunciation,
meaning, contextualization in a sentence, semamfi@tion (synonym, antonym), and a
memory trick for better memorization. For each legeizzes are designed and after their
completion the user is informed of her/his rightlawrong responses. While taking the exams
immediate feedback is provided after each questibe. final feedback specifies all answers
as right or wrong, and in the latter case the cobroption is provided again. The users’
control over the app includes selecting the woodbé ordered alphabetically or randomly,
and opting to be shown either all words from thiected level or alternatives such as seen
words, new words, and learnt words. Words can lo&kinarked for easy access by tapping on
a like symbol. By tapping each level the studieddsacan be recognized from new ones. To
be sure that the participants studied the wordbaif level, the researcher requested them to
send screenshots on app’s pages in which the wbeadsvere not studied were marked as
new (Appendix B).

The main instruments for collecting data were asgjonnaire and an interview, the
purpose of which was evaluating the application &quping into its users’ attitudes and
perceptions towards it after one month of usages gjuestionnaire was designed in a 3-point
Likert-scale format in Persian (Appendix C). Thesffisection included instructions, the
second part included providing personal informatama some questions about manner and
amount of using the app. In the last part the iterae in the form of statements followed by
three options (‘yes’, ‘'somewhat’, ‘not at all’) e selected by respondents. The total number
of items other than those which were about persifi@imation and proficiency level were
17. These statements were designed based on ewalaateria proposed by Chapelle (2001)

and adapted from Jamieson, Chapelle and Priess5)20dcluding language learning
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potential, meaning focus, learner fit, authenticippsitive impact, and practicality. The
justification for using a three-point Likert scalas the relative similarity of these two studies
in nature. The mentioned criteria were used intattthe items were changed to be suitable
for current study purposes.

To assure content validity of the questionnaire thsearcher compared it to the
similar questionnaire used by Jamieson et al. (R0®Bich resulted in ensuring the content
validity on part of the researcher by realizingt ttee responses to the items were not affected
by any other factors. A common way of measuringstaenaires’ reliability is using
Cronbach Alpha coefficient. To measure reliabiliach response was assigned a scale and
then put into the Cronbach’s Alpha formula 8PSSsoftware version 21. The reported
coefficient index was .81 which is considered tdkafor this questionnaire.

Questionnaire piloting was conducted to get ridany ambiguities and pitfalls and
evaluating its appearance, clarity, and answering {Dornyei, 2003). It was administered to
a sample of 5 persons not included in the studylbased on their verbal opinions and their
answering time modifications were applied. Thesdiffeations included changing some
ambiguous and loaded words. The final versiondhefdguestionnaires were administered in
two ways. The researcher prepared some hardcap@dntinister them to those participants
who were known and nearby. For those participats were not available, a file containing
the questionnaire was sent via thBilegramaccounts.

Interview questions (8 items) were extracted fribi questionnaire items indirectly
but they were not identical. Although the questmimes were distributed to all the
participants, only 2 representatives (one male @mel female) from each group (A, B, C)
were interviewed voluntary (in total 6 persons).e§ionnaire piloting was done by asking
the items from three nearby participants who did vaunteer to take part in the main
interview. Accordingly ambiguities were removed orodified. The interviews were
conducted in Persian to hinder any misapprehenbetwveen the interviewer and the
interviewees. Skype call service was the channel for conducting ineare¢ with two
participants, while others were available for paegerforming. Each interview was audio
recorded for further analysis. Finally, each intevwwas transcribed, translated into English,

and then analyzed using thematic analysis.

3.3. Participants
English teaching publigelegrammessenger channel called @drebaditoefl was targete

recruitment source for participants’ selection. Jimification for this selection was that the
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participants had joined the channel in order toromp their English proficiency and this
channel provided them with rich material includungeful vocabulary so they seemed eager to
improve their vocabulary learning. The members weired via an online demographic
questionnaire yielding data about their age, geretircation, field of study and email. Out of
the 55 submitted questionnaires, all the respolsderte selected as the final participants in
the study. These participants were both male anwhle their age ranged from 20 to 45
years, and all of them had university degrees fferdint fields of education. From among
them, 5 did not answer the emails and were excluidech the study. Filling in the
demographic questionnaire did not cause any obdiggtto continue participating in the
study. After one month of using the app, the redear sent them the online evaluation
questionnaire.

The following table represents the demographicrmédion of the questionnaire participants.

Table 1. Demographic information of the questiormaarticipants

Gender | N Age Vocabulary N First N Academic | N
Range Proficiency Language degree
Level
Male 19 | Max 44 A 10 BA 24
Persian 50
Female 31 | Min 20 B 22 MA 25
Mean | 28 C 18 Ph.D. 1

The interview participants were not different fothe questionnaire participants, that
is; two participants were selected to be intervikévom among each proficiency level.

3.4. Data analyses

The first two research questions were answeredgudata obtained from the evaluation
questionnaireStatistical Package for the Social Scier{&>SS) version 21 (descriptive and
inferential statistics) was used to process thentijiadive data. The questionnaire items were
analyzed in this way to see how many of the pgaicis had selected each option for each
guestion and then the percentage was calculatagstTand ANOVA were inferential
statistical tools used for making inferences frén@ $elected options to questionnaire’s items.
For answering the last question the interviews vieenescribed in Persian and then translated

into English. After that they were analyzed usipgm-thematic coding method. Through this
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method, common patterns are looked for in the trdipsd data to render what is called theme
(Seidman, 2006), so commonalities in thematic tearegut into a single category.

4. Results and findings

4.1. Quantitative results

As regards the first research question, only thepgestions which were developed based on
the evaluation criteria were taken into consideratio tap into participants’ perception of
vocabulary learning using the app. These widelywkmariteria proposed by Chapelle (2001)
were used as evaluation criteria in studies likaidaon et al. (2005) for evaluating a CALL
product calledongman English Onliné_EO). Following this approach and by references t
Chapelle (2001), Jamieson at al. (2005), Hubba@®&® and Leakey (2011) each criterion

will be elaborated on and participants’ attitudeshis regard will be explained.

4.1.1. Evaluation criteria

1. language learning potential

This criterion was described as the degree of dppiy the product presents for users to
focus on form in a useful manner (Leakey, 2011).Figure 1 shows, participants’ attitude
towards this criterion in reference to the used igp@ather favorable as more than two thirds
of them selected either the first or the secondoaptin line with this finding, Bensalem
(2018) found that EFL learners who used WhatsAppyea more vocabulary learning
compared to those who did not use it.

2. meaning focus

While the previous criterion emphasized focusingam, this one is more in favor of focus
on meaning. This means that both form and meartogld be taken into consideration in
instruction. This criterion states that when tharer is learning a language via CALL or
MALL products, his/her attention should be directedvard the meaning of that language
(Leakey, 2011). This criterion is assumed to besm®red in the app used in this study as the
majority of participants agreed on it. This miglg due to the fact that every word was
contextualized in sample sentences and its antorgimis synonyms were also provided,

which led learners to pay attention to semantiati@hs.
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3. learner fit

Learner fit criterion, as its name suggests, prepasaterials to be fine-tuned to learners’
characteristics. Leakey (2011) contends that amlemmount of opportunity for engagement
with language should be provided for learners basetheir characteristics. Chapelle (2001)
argues that “learner fit refers not only to apprater difficulty but also to appropriate

instructional strategy relative to individual difémces” (p.158). A quick look at Figure 1

reveals that the app was not successful in fulliihis criterion. More than two thirds of the

participants selected the third option, which weesleast positive one.

4. authenticity

According to Hubbard (2006), when in instructio@ALL/MALL material the learning
activity corresponds to real activities out of sle®m and CALL practice, that piece of
material is assumed to enjoy a high degree of atitiiy. Like the previous criteria this one
was also negatively evaluated by the participar28q disagreed). This implies that activities

did not resemble real life activities.

5. positive impact

The impact of the CALL activity on app’s users ismkiated through this criterion. In this

study the participants were asked whether this ymbtdad any influence on their desire to
improve their vocabulary ability and also whetheled to their search for similar apps. This
criterion was the most positively evaluated witlgael to the app, as 87% of learners
authenticated this by selecting the first option.

6. practicality

Practicality concerns the sufficiency of resourdkat support using the CALL/MALL
product. Furthermore, this criterion refers to tegree of learner control over the time and
place of use. Based on the responses presenteguire A (73% selected ‘yes, very much’), it
is inferred that practicality of the app was coesably high because using the app needed no

specialized skill on the part of users, and didmestd network for operation.
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Figure 1. Learners’ attitudes based on the evalnatiiteria

4.1.2. Gender and proficiency influences

practicality

73%
15%
12%

136

The second research question was aimed to detethenefluence of gender and proficiency

level on app usage patterns during vocabulary iegrexperiences using the app. The results

of t-test and ANOVA are represented in Tables 2&nespectively.

Table 2. Group statistics

gender N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error
Mean
New male 19 1.3308 .29375 .06739
female 31 1.3548 .24431 .04388
Table 3. T-test statistics
Levene’'s test
for Equality of | t-test for Equality of Means
Variances
95% Confidenced
F Sig. t df Sig.(2- Mean Std. Error| Interval of the
tailed) Differenc | Difference | Difference
e Lower Upper
Equal 1.542 220 | -.312 | 48 .756 -.02401 | .07690 -.17863 | .13061
variances
assumed -.299 | 32.945 | .767 -.02401 | .08042 -.18763 | .13961
Equal
Variances
not
assumed

The independent samples t-test comparing the twdegs in their app usage patterns shows

that there is no significance difference betweengénders as the p>.05 (.22). This finding is
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in contrast to a study about gender differencexcoepting CALL programs for EFL learning
by Lai and Kuo (2007), who used a different progi@md found that male learners preferred
to spend more time on this kinds of programs. Amrds the use of CALL in a classroom
setting Awad and Alkaraki (2013) found that genderd proficiency level were not a
determining factor in shaping participants’ atteésdwhich is in line with the results of the
current study. However, they conducted their resean self-directed vocabulary learning,
rather than teacher-guided.

As for the result of the t-test the p value for @MA was also more than .05 (p>.05)

so the proficiency level did not result in sign#id difference between groups.

Table 4. Descriptive statistics

95% Confidence
N Mean | Std. Deviation | Std. Interval for Mean Minimum Maximum
Error Lower Upper
Bound Bound
A 10 1.3857 | .33705 10659 | 1.1446 | 1.6268 1.00 2.00
B 22 1.3182 | .22013 .04693 | 1.2206 | 1.4158 1.00 1.71
C 18 1.3571 | .27392 .06456 | 1.2209 | 1.4934 1.00 1.86
Total | 50 1.3457 | .26150 .03698 | 1.2714 | 1.4200 1.00 2.00

Table 5. ANOVA statistics

Sum of

Scores df Mean Score F Sig.
Between Groupg 0.35 2 .018 .248 .781
Within Groups | 3.316 47 71
Total 3.351 49

This is in line with Kawauchi (2008), who targetprbficiency differences in CALL-based
vocabulary learning experiences. The two proficjeevels in his study perceived the
program calledPowerWordsas favorable. In another study by Amer (2014) ¢haso
reported the highest TOEFL score exhibited the tgetausage of a MALL product called
Idiomobile which is somehow in contrast to this study findigpleimani and Morshedian
(2013) concluded that more proficient participastt®wed more tendencies to take benefit
from technology-supported instruction. In line wiNfaleki et al. (2015), most learners did not
have technical problems with implementing technglbgsed vocabulary instruction as
previously addressed by the practicality criteridhis was also declared as a positive aspect
in the interviews.
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4.2. Qualitative results
Semi-structured interviews with 6 participants weoaducted in Persian in order to answer
the final question. The interviewees volunteeregddicipate in this phase of study. Two of
the interviews were conducted vikypeand the others were performed in interviewees’
presence one by one. On average each intervieedlastout 15 minutes. All interviews were
audiotaped, transcribed for further analysis ardkdowith open-thematic coding. During the
process follow-up questions were asked in ordegdm more insight into participants’
responses (Lai et al., 2016). Interview participarttackground information and their
pseudonyms are displayed in Table 6. Based orefearch question the transcribed data was
assigned into themes for further organization. Adcwly three themes emerged from the
data:
1) participants’ reasons for using the app which sameimplied its positive aspects,
2) any shortcomings in the app perceived by partidgpdmat revealed app’s negatives
aspects,
3) participants’ suggestions for modifying the app.
The interview questions, the coding system andstilitive segments from interviews are
presented in Table 7. The 8 guiding questions vexteacted from questionnaire’s items
indirectly. The aim was to gain further insightarapp users’ recommendations for alleviating
its shortcomings.
1) What was something specific that you enjoyed abthis vocabulary
learning application?
2) What were some specific concerns or difficultiest thou had during using this
application?
3) What were your typical approaches to studying dmedverage effort you put into
each lesson?
4) Were different parts designed in accordance witlr ygxpectations?
5) Were the words in different sections taught in acdhavay?
6) What is your overall evaluation of this app?
7) Is there any way to redevelop the app into a méfieient version?

8) How different learners’ needs can be satisfiedHiy app?
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Table 6. Interview participants’ background infotioa

Background Gender Proficiency | Major Amount of app use pe
level week
Pseudonyms
Sara Female A Philosophy 1 hour
Farhad Male A Arabic Literature 1.5 hour
Simin Female B Statistics 2 hours
Dana Male B IT 4 hours
Hoda Female C TEFL 4 hours
Reza Male C English literature 7 hours
Table 7. Themes, codes, and segments extractedrterdiews
Themes Codes Segments

Positive aspects

a) systematic

Being in flashcard form (3)
Leveling the words (2)

Recognizing seen words, new words, and learnt v
(2)

Showing words in sentences (3)

b) up to date

Developed in 2015 and updated in 2016 (6)

C) easy to use anvtif
anywhere

Smartphones are portable (5)
Does not need network for operating (2)

d) included exams

Exams were followed by feedback (3)

e) vivid explanations

Explaining words in fluent English (2)
Providing synonyms/antonyms (3)
Providing memory trick (1)

Negative aspec

a) levels » Fuzzy boundaries between levels (4)
» Easy level was not suitable for basic learners (3)
b) tests e Were only of one kind (4)

Did not provide comprehensive feedback that w
lead to improvement (3)

Recommendations
for making the app
more efficient

a) changing way o
presenting material

b) including some
other elements

f

Putting words in form of paragraphs (3)
Putting words in form of dialogues (3)
Putting related words in a lesson format and giy
instructions for study (2)
Adding photos (6)

Adding phonetic symbols (6)

c)implementing
variety in test

Including fill in blank tests (2)

Including open-ended questions (2)

Including bilingual translation (1)

Providing feedback in form of hints and tips (4)
Adding game quizzes(1)

139
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4.2.1. Positive points
Almost all interviewed participants held positivéews about their vocabulary learning
experiences using the app. These points includedfdabhowing aspects which will be

followed by related interview segments.

1. Systematic presentation of material, providing dferent information for each entry,
leveling words, and allowing for organization of satdied and new words

Simin was a student bored with keeping up with pdyaesed vocabulary learning:

It was very interesting for me to find a vocabulapp which is designed in form of flashcards.
| used to write down new words on one side of wpapers and on the other side | wrote its
equivalent in Persian. Because it was hard to kegppapers this small flashcards did not
allow me to write monolingual explanation and thikngual method of vocabulary learning

caused little, if any, improvement. (Simin)

The traditional method of writing a long list ofsabulary along with students’ first language
equivalents was regarded as an inefficient way lwhiil not lead to deep knowledge of
words. This participant had somehow negative alisutowards vocabulary learning, which
changed after using this app. This attitude shiftnf negative to positive after using a certain
product was also found by Tabatabaei (2012). Sitwjlan another study by Shafeii Ebrahimi

(2016) the participants of interviews declared thay preferred using those kinds of
language learning materials which are integratetth weéchnology instead of old-fashioned
printed ones. This can be due to learners’ unsstdesxperiences in target skills

development while using traditional methods:

In traditional paper-based vocabulary learning whesras preparing myself for Konkor exam,

| had no idea of how to use words in sentencesusechwas taught and practiced with a long
list of words along with their Persian equivalergi¢her on blackboard or in book to be

memorized. This app by contextualizing the wordssémtences allows us a deep practice.
(Dana)

2. Being systematic in word categorization
In past when | resumed my vocabulary practicegd to search all papers to find those words
that | had not learnt or studied and this took ntet af time. | faced this problem no more as

they were recognized by different labels as seew, fearnt. (Hoda)
Other positive points declared by these particpavdre app’s being up to date, its easy way
of using, including quiz section, and vivid explaoas provided for each entry. The title of
app was a determining factor in attracting EFLieas who responded the researcher’s mail

to take part in the study as represented in tHevirhig extract:
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When | received an email containing the link ofegabulary app title&ocabulary Flashcards
2014 I really got excited to download and use it asnsas possible. Its name implied its being
updated in current year. | found it in Google Psayre with some difficulties. When | saw the
reviews of other users | got more interested in.it.think one of my main reasons for using
this app was its operation on my smartphone whithdcbe used anytime anywhere. (Hoda)

Another reason expressed by participants was thesatisfaction with previously used apps

which could not be used as easily as this one:
| had downloaded a lot of apps before this onentgt of them were not possible to be used at
all times and in all places. This shortcoming wheveated here as no network was needed for
working with app’s different parts except for prowiation. Besides these some of previously
download apps in my mobile phone either did nottaionany examination or did not divide
words into levels. (Farhad)

Feedback provision after taking the quizzes waatefest for a level A participant:
The quizzes were very interesting for me becausbeaénd | was informed of my wrong and
right answers. Even the meanings that | selectedigly were assigned to related word. | think
providing feedback just after a test is very effexin memorizing the material. (Sara)

The app was useful for the study’s teacher paditipn order to respond to his learners’

needs:
I am studying and teaching TEFL and so | shouldstamtly be in contact with this language
otherwise | will face many problems in my carees. iy students are in advanced level and
ask for new words’ English translation or equivakenthis app was a good help for me. |
introduced them this app as the explanations weadyrvivid and contained synonyms and
antonyms for each word. It would definitely be sHidt it can function as a 2 in 1 dictionary.
(Reza)

4.2.2. Negative points
Besides mentioning a fair number of positive aspabbut the app, negative aspects had also
been discovered by them. These negative points taegeted to the quiz part and problems

with levels.

1. Unsuitable division of words in each specifiecVel
In answering first research question, it was redlithat learner fit criterion was the most

negatively evaluated one which was mostly unfaverfdr least proficient participants:
| know a limited range of vocabulary, when | wasaduced this app it seemed to be a good
opportunity for improving my proficiency. Beforeah!| had not struggled in this regard
because | believed | do not need it. When | clickeal option learn words and | was given
options about the levels labeled as easy, medinchhard my motivation was doubled. | was

expecting basic and more frequent words for eaggl lbut to my surprise they were not so
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easy and | really lost my motivation to use it vemych. Even if | wanted to spend more time

on it | could not, because sometimes practicingles word took me so much time that | got

bored to continue. (Sara)
Even intermediate participants did not assume threlsvto be at appropriate defined levels:

At early days of downloading this app | set a glastart from the easy level until | progress to

the hard one. But when | took a quick look at wardame to realize that there could not be

put a boundary between the three defined levelsayjropinion all of them should be divided

into two levels and be labeled as intermediateah@dnced. (Dana)
The participant teacher, though satisfied with vgoekplanations, did not like the exams:
“An app through which one can both learn words s himself is a strong point for attracting us&@se of
my reasons for using the app was this capability.tBe tests were very monotonous. | mean the tesas only
given a decontextualized word followed by 4 optimre of which had to be selected. In this way aemer
memorization could result in correct answers fbgakstions and could give learner the impresdiam $she/her
had made a great improvement.” (Reza)
This was also expressed by Hoda as she thoughkipesting meaning cannot result in
vocabulary improvement:

| liked the way of teaching words in this app b tvay of testing was not desirable. | think
just knowing the meaning of a word cannot leaddariastering and sticking in one’s memory.
(Hoda)

Although the provided feedback at the end of eash Wwas interesting for participants like
Sara, for others this feedback was not considesexb dnelpful.

Always after taking part in a test | look forward teceiving my score and my teachers’
feedback in form of her comments especially iningitasks. It was a strong point that this app
contained such a system to inform me of my wrord) @ght answers. But in my opinions the

provided feedback was not so helpful to lead tmaificant improvement. (Dana)

4.2.3. Suggestions for improving the app
Finally, the participants’ suggestions for imprayithe efficiency of app were elicited. As
learners are thought to benefit the most from apgeldpment projects (Lindaman & Nolan,

2015), their suggestions can be useful in this way.

1. Adding more elements in words’ presentation andhore test types

2. Increasing the amount of contextualization of wals
As | mentioned previously the explanations provided each entry were very helpful but
many other ways can be implemented in order ttnéurthis efficiency. In my opinion if words
are first put in a sentence and then in a paragtapbuld be very helpful. In this way more

focus on meaning is achieved. (Simin)
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Reza, the teacher participant, was more in favancduthentic way of contextualizing words:
| often ask my students to form a group of threespes and use new words in form of a
dialogue then perform it for others. | think usitlyjs method, | mean putting words in
dialogues, can be a good idea. (Reza)

A level B participant suggested a more organizedmanof word instruction in the app:
| studied most of this app’s words and | came acwesrds which were related to each other in
semantic terms or appearance. | think it is a gded to put these words in weekly or daily
lessons. For those words that are similar in agpear instructions and hints can be provided

in order not to mix them or their meanings. (Dana)

Alghamdi (2016) stated that many learners are moldial in their learning style which means
that diverse modalities in combination are condei¢ovtheir learning. In the following extract

Sara indirectly pointed to different learning style
Some learners have a good visual memory and ingjudisual material to instruction can be
very helpful for them. (Sara)

Sara’s point was also expressed by the teacheciparit:
In learning eyes can function as very helpful toblsr example some of my students are very
good at dictation and when | ask them the reasen sy they memorize the form of words
while writing them. Because English orthographytesyscontains some exceptions and in all
cases sound-symbol correspondence cannot be fotlmiokladding pictures is a very helpful

idea. (Reza)

3. Adding words’ pronunciation
Although the app was useable anytime anywhere,um@ation was not paid much attention

in it. Below Farhad’s suggestion can be seen mrggard.
As | mentioned in response to previous questidns,app was very easy to use regardless of
time and place. As some of the words were totadly fior me and | had never seen before, |
had no idea about their pronunciation and | evarndcoot guess about it. The problem in this
regard was that only if my phone had any netwomnection the pronunciation was able to be

reached. One way to solve this problem is addiranptic symbols. (Farhad)

4. Adding challenging quizzes (suggested by moregficient learners)
| really like quizzes on the conditions that myligilels are challenged. | think this was not
taken into consideration in this app. All the qeigavere in one form. | think filling in blank
guestions followed by four or more words can betlagioform to be added here. (Hoda)
Inclusion of learners’ mother tongue was favoredewgl A participant Sara:
For EFL learners like me who have a very basic kadge of vocabulary knowing the Persian
meaning of words is of prime importance. If in l@ag words and exam sections Persian

meaning can be included | will continue using ithwinore interest. (Sara)
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The teacher participant suggested a new methoduiaf ig mobile apps which needs an
advanced operating system:

| think if the app can be designed very smartit akso include open-ended exams in which the

user is required to provide more than two one vasrdven a sentence as the response. (Reza)

Maybe this last suggestion can be considereddgmamic assessment approach to be
implemented in the app’s quiz section. This consitien can be justified because the

proposer is a graduate of TEFL:

Providing feedback in form of some mediation whiking the quiz is a helpful idea to
improve the exam section. For example if the leact®oses the wrong answer, the right
answer will not be revealed on the spot. | meah shane guidance be provided to the learner

to make more guesses. This can also be done bygaddimes which are more exciting. (Hoda)

As these extracts from interview data showed, atnadl the participants held some
positive views about this app’s different partssiBes possessing remarkable advantages,
also some limitations inherent in the app were maptl by interviewees. Dissatisfaction
with the levels difficulty range was said to insealearners’ fear of language and also
decrease their efficient functioning in languagacteng (Lai et al., 2016). According to
Javdani et al. (2011), facing difficulty in thistigtion results in perceiving the tool to be
unhelpful for independent and autonomous learning.

Different expectations were reported by partictpaat different proficiency levels.
While intermediate-level students were in favonoking Persian and English for instruction
and assessment, other interviewees preferred ni@keging strategies to enhance their
vocabulary proficiency via apps. It has been reagély language teachers that diverse media
provision by CALL and MALL aids learners’ to acgeimore language (Lindaman & Nolan,
2015), which was suggested by the study’s partitgpan the form of adding pictures.
Another widely suggested idea in this regard wasmvaing pronunciation by using phonetic
symbols. This is in line with Maleki et al.’s (2018tudy, in which more than two thirds of
participants agreed (52.5%) or strongly agreeds@] that technology-supported vocabulary
learning can be of more interest and usefulnegsahunciation of words is provided. The
preference of users for adding pictures, changiray wf presenting the material, and

inclusion of more exam types were new suggestiohemcountered in the literature.

5. Final conclusions and implications for the futue
This study was an attempt to address EFL learmegetls to improve vocabulary learning
with the aid of technology. To address the issueetlhesearch questions were developed to be

answered in a mixed-methods approach design. Tétetfto questions were answered using
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data collected via questionnaires and analyzeduantifative terms, while the last research
question was answered via semi-structured intevieanducted with two volunteers (one
male and one female) from three different proficietevels.

Quantitative results of the study showed thapaliticipants, regardless of their age,
gender, and proficiency level, held positive pectipes aboutvocabulary Flashcards 2016
The most positively viewed criterion regarding g was its positive impact (87%) while
the most negatively viewed one was learner fit (GR@sults of t-test and ANOVA showed no
significant difference as regards gender and pmfoy level in terms of participants’
preferences and app usage patterns. Most interggewkared similar positive and negative
viewpoints and also suggested similar ideas exoe@dding game quizzes, which was only
proposed by a level C female.

The findings can be useful for EFL learners inpatificiency levels, instructors, and
also app developers not only in vocabulary instomctut also when teaching all other
language skills and components. Instructors leaw to change the class atmosphere to be
learner-centered by asking learners’ opinions abmaterials and material development while
app developers should operationalize all theseiderstions. The evaluation conducted in
this study intended to highlight the users’ needsictv could serve as guidelines for
customized vocabulary apps development purpose.

Major limitations of this study were a short spHrtime devoted to using the app and
a limited number of participants. Developing nevpsmr modifying existing ones is not
possible unless longitudinal and more comprehensegearch is conducted. The limited
number of participants’ evaluation of an app carbetonsidered as the final judgment to its
rejection or acceptance, therefore, more ideas aativerse number of learners and teachers

with different experiences need to be taken intesateration in a longer-term project.

References

Amer, M. (2014). Language learners’ usage of a fmolearning application for learning idioms and
collocations CALICO Journal, 3(3), 285-303. doi: 10.11139/¢j.31.3.285-302

Awad, A. K. A, & Alkaraki, S. M. S. (2013). Attitles of EFL students towards using computers imiegr
English. ESP-World, 1@&7), 1-20. Retrieved July 21, 2018 fromhttp://www.esp-
world.info/Articles 37/Sulaiman_Attitudes of EFLudents.pdf

Basal, A., Yilmaz, S., Tanriverdi, A., & Sari, L2@16). Effectiveness of mobile applications in Jmdary
teaching. Contemporary Educational Technology(1), 47-59. Retrieved July 21, 2018 from
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2004.12.008




Teaching English with Technologh8(3), 126-151 http://www.tewtjournal.org 146

Bensalem, E. (2018). The impact of WhatsApp on EBRidents' vocabulary learningrab World English
Journal 9(1). doi: https://dx.doi.org/10.24093/awej/vol9nol.2
Burston, J. (2011). Realizing the potential of n@iphone technology for language learnibg.LT Journal of

Language Learning Technologies, (8), 56-71. Retrieved July 21, 2018 from
https://ialltjournal.org/index.phpl/ialltjournal/@te/download/115/106

Chapelle, C. (2001omputer Applications in Second Language Acquisittambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Celce-Murcia, M., Brinton, D. M., & Snow, M. A. (Ed. (2014). Teaching and learning vocabulary é&mosd
language learner§.eaching English as a second or foreign langugd®.ed.). (pp. 288-302). Boston:
National Geographic Learning.

Deng, Q., & Trainin, G. (2015). Learning vocabulamth Apps: From theory to practic&he Nebraska
Educator: A  Student-led Journal. Paper 29.Retrieved July 21, 2018 from

http://digitalcommons.unl.edu/nebeducator/29

Doérnyei, Z. (2003).Questionnaires in Second Language Research: Carigtny Administration, and
ProcessingMahwah: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Doérnyei, Z. (2007). Research Methods in Applied Linguistics: Quantati Qualitative, and Mixed
MethodologiesOxford: Oxford University Press.

Gui, L. (2015). Predictability of vocabulary size earners’ EFL proficiency: Taking VST, CET4 anB#T5 as
instrumentsStudies in Literature and Languade)(3), 18-23. doi: 10.3968/6679

Hubbard, P. (2006). Evaluating CALL software. Inucate & N. Arnold (eds)Calling on CALL: from Theory
and Research to New Directions in Foreign Langu@gaching San Marcos: CALICO. Retrieved July
21, 2018 fromhttp://web.stanford.edu/~efs/calleval.pdf

Jamieson, J., Chapelle, C. A., & Preiss, S. (20@3)LL evaluation by developers, a teacher, and esttsl
CALICO Journal, 28L), 93-138. d0i:10.1558/cj.v23i1.93-138

Javdani, F., Mahboudi, H. R., Ghafoori, N., & Abdbl, A. B. (2011). EFL students’ attitudes towasedf-
access language learning centers (SALC): The chsmman ESP student3he Journal of Applied
Linguistics, 42), 64-96. Retrieved July 21, 2018 from
http://www.sid.ir/en/VEWSSID/J_pdf/1009720110204.pd

Kawauchi, C. (2008). Proficiency differences in QAbased vocabulary learning: The effectivenesssfigi
“PowerWords". FLEAT, 5, 55-65. Retrieved July 21, 2018 from
http://fleat5.byu.edu/ files/71Kawauchi.pdf

Lai, C. C., & Kuo, M. M. (2007). Gender differenge CALL programs for English as a Second Language

Acquisition. Online Submissian Retrieved July 21, 2018 from
http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED496190.pdf
Lai, C., Yeung, Y., & Hu, J. (2016). University dent and teacher perceptions of teacher rolesamgting

autonomous language learning with technology oatsite classroomComputer Assisted Language
Learning,294), 703-723. doi: 10.1080/09588221.2015.1016441

Leakey, J. (2011)Evaluating Computer-Assisted Language Learninglriegrated Approach to Effectiveness
Research in CALLBern: Peter Lang.



Teaching English with Technologh8(3), 126-151 http://www.tewtjournal.org 147

Leal Alvez, S. M., & de Oliveria. B. F. (2014). Vaulary acquisition in second languagdpeternational
Journal of Humanities and Social Science,(13). Retrieved July 21, 2018 from

http://www.ijhssnet.com/journals/Vol 4 No 13 Novemnb2014/8.pdf

Leis, A., Tohei, A.,, & Cooke, S. D. (2015). Smarmple Assisted Language Learning and autonomy.
International Journal of Computer-assisted Languagarning and Teaching (IJCALLT)(®, 75-88.
doi: 10.4018/IJCALLT.2015070105

Lindaman, D., & Nolan, D. (2015). Mobile-Assistecriguage Learning: Application development projects
within reach for language teachetALLT Journal of Language Learning Technologies(1351-22.
doi:10.1111/bjet.12224

Maleki, H., Ghasemi, A. A., & Moharami, M. (201%}AVL: Does it develop learner’s attitud@®irkish Online
Journal of Distance Education, (&, 122-136http://dx.doi.org/10.17718/tojde.18103

Martiz, G. (2015) Qualitative Case Study on Cell Phone AppropriationLanguage Learning Purposes in a

Dominican ContextDoctoral dissertation). Logan: Utah State UniitgrRetrieved July 21, 2018 from

http://digitalcommons.usu.edu/etd/4414/

Montero Perez, M., Peters, E., & Desmet, P. (20E&hancing vocabulary learning through captionetbei
An eye-tracking studylThe Modern Language Journal, (@9, 308-328. doi: 10.1111/modl.12215

Salleh, A. M., & Binti, M. (2010)A Study of Students' Perception of Mobile Learnim@robability Lessons
(Master’s thesis). Available from ProQuest Dissitaand Theses Database. (UMI No. 1506902)

Gourova, E., Asenova, A., Dulev, P. (2013). Intégplgplatform for mobile learning, In D. Sampson]dias, J.
M. Spector, D. Ifenthaler (edsbiquitous and Mobile Learning in the Digital Agep. 67-92). New
York: Springer Science+Business Media.

Sanchez, A., & Manchon, R. M. (2007). Researchemosd language vocabulary acquisition and learnimg:
introduction.International Journal of English Studieq2J, vii-xvi.

Savchenkova, V. B. (2003)Evaluation Criteria for Language Teaching Softwara: Delphi Study of
Professional Perspectivg®octoral dissertation). Knoxville: The Universiof Tennessee. Retrieved
from: https://www.editlib.org/p/128412/

Seidman, I. (2006)nterviewing as Qualitative Research: A Guide f@sBarchers in Education and the Social
Science$3"™. ed.). New York: Teachers College Press.

Shafiei Ebrahimi, Sh. (2016). Effect of digitalding on comprehension of English prose texts ib/ESL
contexts. International Journal of English Language and Laemre Studies, @).
doi:10.18488/journal.23/2016.5.2/23.2.111.117

Soleimani, H., & Morshedian, M. (2013). The relasbip between attitude to Computer Assisted Languag
Learning and language proficiency: Evidence fronbiteotext messagénternational Journal of Basic
Sciences & Applied Researcltf5®, 523-530.

Stockwell, G. (2011). Online approaches to learniwarabulary: Teacher-centered or learner-centered?
International Journal of Computer-assisted Langudgearning and Teaching, (1), 33-44. doi:
10.4018/ijcallt.2011010103

Suwantarathip, O., & Orawiwatnakul, W. (2015). UWgsimobile-assisted exercises to support students'
vocabulary skill developmenturkish Online Journal of Educational TechnologydJBED, 141), 163-
171. Retrieved July 21, 2018 framtps://www.learntechlib.org/p/160575/




Teaching English with Technologh8(3), 126-151 http://www.tewtjournal.org 148

Tabatabaei, O. (2012). The effect of Computer-Asdidanguage Learning (CALL) on learning idiomatic
expressions: A case of Iranian EFL studedtsirnal of Language, Culture, and Translatio1) 119-
137 Retrieved July 21, 2018 from
http://Ict.iaush.ac.ir/pdf 5126 c7afc190f26c03c28i1360720b95b.html

Vahedi, V. S., Ghonsooly, B., & Pishghadam, R. @0¥ocabulary glossing: A meta-analysis of theatigk

effectiveness of different gloss types on L2 vodabuacquisition.Teaching English with Technology,
16(1), 3-25. Retrieved July 21, 2018 from
http://www.tewtjournal.org/?wpdmact=process&did=NRMnhvdGxpbms

Wang, B. T., Teng, C. W., & Chen, H. T. (2015). idsiiPad to facilitate English vocabulary learning.
International Journal of Information and EducationTechnology, &), 100-104. doi:
10.7763/1JIET.2015.V5.48

Appendices

Appendix A: demographic questionnaire

Gender *
Dear members
| am Saba Bashiri one of TEFL MA students of Dr. [ female
Ebadi at Razi University. | humbly request you to fill
the online demographic questionnaire the link of
which is provided below. () male
The information provided by you will be used as a
part of sampling procedure for my MA thesis
entitled” investigating EFL learners’ vocabulary Age*
learning experiences through social networks and Email *
smartphone applications” which is going to be O 2030
supervised by Dr. Ebadi. Selected participants will
enjoy the benefits of being provided a vocabulary O 30-40
learning application with 3 different levels and tests
which will be helpful to improve your English (O 40and over
vocabulary. Please note that by participating in the
present study you will be informed of your CEFR 3
level at vocabulary and also all other skills through Degree
Dialang- a free online diagnostic language testing
system- . All personal information will remain O bachelors Mever submit passwords through Google
confidential in this study. Forms

Field of Study *

1
Tofill the DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE out O masters

which takes only two minutes, please click on the O pho

follwing link:

https://docs.google.com/forms/ »Thi? content is neither created iﬂor'ener:s
d/1ZQ0CW3d 4mpSsLaEXXBmAc4uZXy3jR1eQlrP odle. Report Abuse -Terms of Service - &¢
MFhKETk/viewform?c=0&w=1&usp=mail form link
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Appendix B: Words studied by participants (2 pictures per level)

€ Learn - Easy words

absurd

liogical or untrue, laughably foolish o false

L V)
accessible
Abie to be reached or entered
O
acute
Shrewd
LD
adamant

Stubbomiy unylelding,

LU

adapt

¢ Learn - Medium wor.,

pass-off

Present falsely, represent falsely 1o be

L bl
passive
Not active.
4 <
plight
A condition, state or situation
LD

prevail

Be widespread. friumah over, gain victary

©

procurement

¢ Learn - Hard

sullen

Gloermy o dismis|; showing irritatio or 1l Hurnor

LDl

superfluous

Unrecessary; being mere (han s sufficent or
required; excessive

unsavory

Tasteless; socially or marally objectiznante or
offersiv
)

unsavoury

Mot pleasing in taste/cbjecticnable

LD}

sramavalala

9

“

o

accomplice
ageless
A person who helps another commit a crime adulterate
Continuing forever

Not pure or genuine

LDl
$H O
acknowledge itat
agitate
To show or express appreciation, ore's truth etc. advert
. Sir up; gisturb.
An advertisemenl.
L D]
P
acquit -
afterlife Appreciation
addiction awesome ReFaviont
il hpj:‘g ‘:;M‘L'Ed et Inspiring an overwneiming feeling of admiration, Manner of acting/the actian or reaction of
e something,
8 v h @
4 < <
bank
adhere beneficial
i Heap; piled-up macs; embankment; bank
Stick fast to {a surface or substance) Helpful, useful
o $ C
© C L D)
barter
adiacent thoxoewita.
patriarch pushy taint
Father and ruler of & farmily or tribe Disagreeably aggressive Trace ol something bad, sffensive or harmful
4 i O
patrician requisite tantalize
Nobile Necessary quality for a particular purpose Excite or tease by Dm:-fs:":!r?‘:r offenng something
¢ O W O <
© stk
patrimony stipulate telltale
propensity trivial viable

e = Capable of lving; able to live and grow, vivid
A natural Inclination or lendency. Small and of ittle impartance.

$ T ) L b}
propriety underwrite vigil
o J iippont RS T : Wakelulness maintained or any reason during
Rightness/justness: approprate; proper Guaranitee r..m(ago):;;n;r:aﬂ.l:‘rnc‘; provide insurance o D of G g
B O H O L 1]
prosperous unkempt vindicate
tenable accretion acclivity
Based on sound reasaning Acthing "oemed or asded by gradual growth, Ar upward s.ope or grade
H O @ O Hh O
acerbity accost

termagant

Adrap bitterrese

e sameone boldly or aggres:

A violent, turbulent woman

H O H© O ) C
unmitigated acetic accoutre
abstinence abscission
vertigo Prictice of re*rining fom something "o actof culting off semething.
The sensalion of dizziness iy ) O
NEW ) O
abstruse absolve
vestige Difficuls o angerstand To pardon or rami:

A mark, trace, or visible evidence of something lhal
is ro langer present of in existerce.

v O accede abstemious
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Appendix C: Evaluation questionnaire
Dear Participant
This questionnaire is designed for evaluating vataly flashcards 2016 application. Please readjtlestions
carefully and then select the option which is aldseyour opinion. The results of filling out thigiestionnaire
will be utilized for conducting MA thesis in TEFIt is worth mentioning that all personal informatiavill
remain confidential. Your precise answers will bgraat help in furthering study purposes and impgv
vocabulary instruction methods.
Thank you very much
Age: gender: educatiaegree:
Vocabulary proficiency level based on CEFR:
Al A2 B1 B2 C1 C2
1) | devoted most of my free time during this moathusing the app.
1) Yes 2) somewhat 3) not at all
2) Using the app was one the favorite things | dald with my phone.
1) Yes 2) somewhat 3) not at all
3) In case of developing new version of the apjillluge it desirably.
1) Yes 2) somewhat 3) not at all
4) | started using the app based on a pre-plarcteztisile.
1) Yes 2) somewhat 3) not at all
5) | had separate schedules for using each péneaipp.
1) Yes 2) somewhat 3) not at all
6) While using the app my main focus was on thenfof words.
1) Yes 2) somewhat 3) not at all
7) Using the app challenged my vocabulary ability.
1) Yes 2) somewhat 3) not at all
8) While using the app my main focus was on wordammng and their contextualization.
1) Yes 2) somewhat 3) not at all
9) Words in each level were selected aptly and eoni@ntly.
1) Yes 2) somewhat 3) not at all
10) The quizzes were designed authentically areimbied real life situations.
1) Yes 2) somewhat 3) not at all
11) The app increased my motivation to improve mmgabulary proficiency.
1) Yes 2) somewhat 3) not at all
12) The app made me optimistic about my vocabdailjties.
1) Yes 2) somewhat 3) not at all
13) | was able to use the app anytime anywhereowtthny limitations.
1) Yes 2) somewhat 3) not at all
14) | was able to use the app without any speeidl&kill.
1) Yes 2) somewhat 3) not at all

15) | had enough control over using different paftthe app.
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1) Yes 2) somewhat 3) not at all
16) Using the app made me curious to look for simibcabulary apps.

1) Yes 2) somewhat 3) not at all

17) Provided feedback after quizzes was helpfoéminding me my weak and strong points.

1) Yes 2) somewhat 3) not at all
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