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FROM THE EDITOR

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

The editorial for the October issue T@aching English with Technology is a tribute
paid to a very special person who has influenceddévelopment of our Journal to a great
extent. After six years of extremely devoted votugtwork, Kamila Burziiska steps down as
assistant to the editor of TEwT. Due to changekenprofessional life Kamila is no longer
able to devote so much time and energy to mandgmgournal as she used to do over those
years.

We are very honoured to have had this opporturmtyvork with Kamila. All our
authors, reviewers and editors are equally amaz#teavay she could manage submissions,
oversee the reviewing process, keep track of hqvensaare revised to fit the high standards
that we set foifeaching English with Technology. We can say without any doubt that reaching
the current status of TEwWT as a well-recognised laigtily readable international journal,
indexed in Scopus, ERIC, EBSCO, ERIHPIus, CEJSH;QE Index Copernicus and many
others, is mainly thanks to the high editorial dands that Kamila established and put into
work.

All the people who have had a chance to work wigmida are well-aware of how her
tactful yet strict approach has made the publicagimcess smooth and undisturbed, largely
facilitating the job of editors and guaranteeimgdly publication of issues. Given the fact that
our Journal is a quarterly, that was actually cardius work, virtually day and night.

We would like to take this opportunity to express gratitude to Kamila for all she
has done for the international CALL community otleose six years and dedicate the last
issue she has prepared to her. We are certairihthatew editorial assistant, Marcin Mizak,
Ph.D., from Maria Curie-Sktodowska University, LuhlPoland, will keep up Kamila’s great
job and will follow the high standards to ensuregar management of such an important
research enterprise. We wish Marcin much satigfacin the new job, hoping to see his
involvement as long and as intensive as Kamila’s.

This issue of our Journal gives voice to the malaggs in which foreign languages
are taught with the use of technology, showing hbw local contexts may influence the
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choice of technologies, their modes of classroom degree of implementation and rate of
adoption. To start withRastislav Metruk (Slovakia) investigates the self-reported frequency
of watching authentic English videos by univerdityL students with the intent of practicing
listening comprehension skills, showing how pranticlistening outside classroom through
viewing English videos proves to be beneficialte tievelopment of their listening skills.

Bringing the reality of Oman to our readed®seph Decena Dayageports on the
results of a qualitative study aimed to shed lightthe stakeholders’ perception towards
Virtual Learning Environments as well as the sigaifit concerns and challenges encountered
by EFL lecturers and their students on their acus# of VLEsS in a higher education
institution.

Implementing Blended Learning and Flipped Learrimghe university setting is the
topic tackled byNoor A. Sulaiman (Jordan). The study concludes pointing out whatofaca
teacher should take into account when introducilegded learning and flipped classroom
models in the classroom.

The contribution byKewalin Angkananon (Thailand) andMike Wald (United
Kingdom) investigated whether the innovation ofiealvideo media spoken in both Thai and
English with appropriate subtitles improved Engliskills for new students in Business
Computing at a Thai university. Learning onlinengsvideo and subtitles proved to help Thai
students learn English IT content better than eatning face-to-face with similar content.
Thus, it can be concluded that English could bentehy Thai students through teachers
providing similar online video materials with sul@s for the content of other subjects as well
as IT.

Finally, a report on teachers’ digital literacyanlapanese setting provided Travis
Cote and Brett Milliner demonstrates how the investigated English teachere very
confident using digital technology to support thegaching both inside and outside their
classrooms, however, they recognised the importahdeveloping their digital literacies and
they were actively pursuing advanced skills.

We wish you good reading!
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EXTENSIVE LISTENING PRACTICE OF EFL LEARNERS

WITHAUTHENTIC ENGLISH VIDEOS
by Rastislav M etruk

University of Zilina
Univerzitna 8215/1, 010 26 Zilina

rastislav.metruk@gmail.com

Abstract

The present study investigates the self-reporteduiency of watching authentic English
videos by university EFL students with the interiitppacticing listening comprehension
skills. The subjects, 37 Slovak university studemisre divided into two groups: 17 first-
year B.A. students and 20 first-year M.A. studensith the same major Teaching Training:
English Language and Literature. Both groups filieda questionnaire regarding their
watching of authentic English videos. The findingsggest that both groups of subjects
reported viewing English videos either every dayewery other day, which could be
considered extensive listening practice. The stibjseem to watch videos on video sharing
websites and social networking websites fairly fiextly as the majority of B.A. and M.A.
students chosevery dayor every other dayoptions in the questionnaire. Moreover, the
participants considered practicing listening owgsicdassroom through viewing English
videos as beneficial to the development of theteliing skills. This indicates that watching
authentic English videos should have a place in [ERLning.

Keywords. authenticity; listening skills; video sharing sit&$-L learner; English videos

1. Introduction
Listening is a basic language skill which shoulddieen a major priority among the four
language skills (Hamouda, 2013). It occupies atrungental role within the process of L2
(second language, foreign language) learning; theésfirst and most significant prerequisite
for the skill of speaking (Barani, 2011). “A per&ability to listen and understand spoken
language is critical to oral communication in amynduage” (Atasheneh & lzadi, 2012).
Furthermore, Alam & Sinha (2009) maintain that significance of listening has been long
recognized within the history of EFL teaching. Thdsveloping listening comprehension
plays a vital role in enhancing general communicatskills and language competence
(Hwaider, 2017).

Listening skills, however, have been long neglected.2 acquisition, teaching,
assessment, and research (Bakhtiarvand & Adinev2itll). In fact, teaching the skill of

listening has not still received proper attentiathim the ELT process (Gilakjani & Ahmadi,
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2011). Osada (2004) also indicates that the relsaato listening comprehension does not
abound in literature as much as, for example, #search on reading comprehension. EFL
teachers have to, therefore, remember that sudeatagay severely impede the process of
learning a foreign language since EFL learners tmghbe able to successfully establish and
maintain communication. Listening skills are, wihhaoubt, of vital importance in English
language teaching and learning.

The current digital era has altered not only lije=t of people, but also teaching and
learning strategies (Tananuraksakul, 2016). Sitgjl&andorova (2013) states that the boom
of technology in the last 20 years has made andinpa the world of education, including
teaching foreign languages. In this day and agdntdogy is widely used for educational
purposes at all levels (Solano, Cabrera, UlehlovBsginoza, 2017). Kruk (2017) explains
that applying modern technologies in teaching asirning L2 is nowadays the norm in a
substantial number of schools, universities, aniflergint educational institutions since,
according to Simonova (2016), the ICT (Informataomd Communication Technologies) have
penetrated every phase of the educational protass2f' century EFL (English as a foreign
language) learners are incessantly exposed to ¢éCfinblogies (Cinganotto & Cuccurullo,
2016), which offer great opportunities for both deers and learners to experience EFL
teaching and learning beyond the traditional clamsr (Mulyono, 2016). As far as the
development of listening skills is concerned, thexeundoubtedly ample opportunity for
practicing listening with the assistance of tecbgalal advancements.

Watching authentic English videos represents onth@fways how L2 learners can
practice their listening skills outside the classno Movies, TV shows, soap operas, and a
wide variety of video clips can be regarded as lattactive and useful source of authentic
language for EFL learners.

The primary objective of this article is to investie how frequently Slovak university
EFL learners (upper-intermediate and advanced stsjdesatch authentic English videos for
the purposes of enhancing their listening skillej how often they view the videos on video
sharing websites and social networking websitewrdier to address this issue, the following
research questions regarding watching English wdewotside classroom have been
formulated:

1. How frequently do EFL university students at theFREB2 and C1 levels watch
authentic English videos with the goal of incregdiatening practice?
2. How often do they watch videos on video sharingsitels?

3. How frequently do they watch videos on social nekivig services websites?
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4. Do the EFL university students at the CEFR B2 addl€vels agree that extensive
listening practice provided through watching autlieBnglish videos improves their

listening skills?

2. Extensive listening and extensive viewing

Extensive listening can be regarded as “listeniog dfleasure and without obligating the
listener to keep demonstrating a satisfactory lefeunderstanding” (Field, 2008, p. 54).
According to Mishan & Timmis (2015), when L2 learsigoerform extensive listening, they
listen to longer stretches of audio (-visual) mateand, at the same time, they do not have to
worry about comprehension checks, memory testanwgiety, which can be created by these.
Furthermore, they are exposed to substantial armafntomprehensible input and take part
in listening for pleasure outside the classrooned8l, 2013). L2 learners are not expected to
fully understand everything, but they should ratheave a general understanding and find
pleasure in doing such listening (Graham & Sar2045).

The importance of extensive listening is apparerita learning (Onoda, 2012). This
type of listening may also (as well as intensivaelning) have a pronounced effect on
language learning of an individual. It should beedothat the motivational power increases
considerably when learners themselves make chaloest what they will listen to (Harmer,
2007). L2 learners ought to listen to various laggl phenomena and gain knowledge
through TV programs, radio, the Internet and asymgpes of exposure as they possibly can
find (Gilakjani & Ahmadi, 2011).

Renandya & Jacobs (2016) note that extensive vigwirhich can be regarded as a
related concept to extensive listening, has regemme into being. It refers to EFL learners
watching television, movies, and videos for thepases of L2 learning. However, it should
be noted that research on extensive listeningllisnsits infancy.

Videos do not only represent an inseparable papeople’s everyday lives, but they
are also deemed to be a practical, powerful, afettefe method when it comes to learning a
language. There are numerous sound reasons whyglislt learner ought to spend time
watching English videos.

Harmer (2007) explains that while the learnersehstthey can also see language in
use, which enables them to see a great deal dingarstic behaviour. For instance, they are
able to recognize how facial expressions match nation, and which phrases are
accompanied by concrete gestures (such as shruggmgders when someone saydont

know). Moreover, the viewers can see how various pesialed while they talk to each other
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(proximity), or what types of food they eat. It seereasonable to assume that unspoken rules
of behaviour within particular social instances easier to be noticed in videos rather than to
be described in a book or merely heard by EFL E&rMuslem, Mustafa, Usman & Rahman
(2017, p. 29) also commented on the usefulnessd&fos by claiming that “[flinally yet
importantly, videos also provide real models sitisey include all the characteristics of
naturally spoken English in realistic situationsl dhey allow students to experience and feel
a certain situation without going there. Therefatedents do not have to visit England just to
know how they order food at a restaurant there’othar advantage is that videos arouse
curiosity and attract interest of L2 learneibn( Kutlu & Kutluay, 2012). Therefore, the
learners’ motivation for watching authentic Engligldeos is increased, and the learners
actually spend a great deal of time being expoeeithé L2. Bajrami and Ismaili (2016, p.
503) highlight yet another benefit by stating ta} great advantage of the video materials is
that they provide original and authentic input bBeyt are produced originally for native
speakers such as films, different TV programs, sbrigurthermore, authentic videos can be
considered as helpful tools when it comes to legyrithe features of L2 in real contexts
(Saeedi & Biri, 2016). Thus, the viewers are expagean L2 language in authentic settings
and real contexts, which brings them somewhat clus¢he native speakers of the foreign

language.

3. Onlinevideos and networking sitesin enhancing listening skills
Several studies support the notion of using videasder to enhance EFL learners’ listening
skills both inside and outside the classroom.

According to King (2002, p. 520), “[w]hen studeat® provided with well-structured
tasks and activities designed to promote activerivig and stimulate involvement for making
the most of learning opportunities of movies, thierao doubt that feature films are the most
stimulating and enjoyable learning materials fag #-generation.” Khan (2015) highlights
the implications of using films in order to improvanguage proficiency of non-native
speakers, suggesting that greater exposure to moareresult in significant second language
acquisition increase within non-native English laage learning environments. Dehaki
(2017) investigated the method of using videos asyof teaching. The results demonstrate
that the listening comprehension of the participaimvolved improved, and that they
displayed a positive attitude to learning by watchivideos. Similarly, the study of
Mekheimer (2011) suggests that teaching with adihemdeo is a valuable approach to the

whole language learning.
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Advocates of extensive listening for developing lis2ening state that this type of
listening is likely to enhance learners’ performamand attitudes (Gramahm & Santos, 2015).
Chang (2016) indicates that while practicing ligtgninside the classroom is valuable, the
learners ought to be encouraged to proceed indepdgdwith working on their listening
skills outside the classroom as well. Rodger’sasde (2013) demonstrates that watching L2
television results in improving listening comprebiem. The study of Rodgers & Webb
(2011) suggests that watching a TV series in semjestarting with the first episode, helps
the viewers develop background knowledge which baghelp them understand episodes
which follow.

However, research is scarce as to the effects ta@nsive listening (Renandya &
Jacobs, 2016). “Due to the fact that EL is a corpaely new idea, its theoretical framework
is underdeveloped; there has been little hard ecelesupporting the effect of EL on
improving L2 listening competence” (Chang & Millet2014, p. 31). Therefore, further
research has to be conducted to cast more lighist@ming for pleasure taking place outside
the classroom.

One of the ways how EFL learners can practice th&ening skills extensively is
watching videos, TV programs, and movies on YouTufiuTube is an online service,
officially launched in late 2005, which allows rs@ired users to upload video clips for
viewing by the general population of Internet ug@snson, 2015, p. 90). Halloran & Hearn
(2017, p. 80) explain the power and enormous infteeYouTube has gained by claiming that
“YouTube is now the top video website globally (wit3 billion videos), is the third most
visited website in the world, and attracts overbllbon visitors a month (roughly twice the
population of the world)”. Therefore, YouTube i® tleading video website in the world today
(Silviyanti, 2014).

Kelsen (2009) performed a study on students framdn regarding their opinions of
using YouTube. The results suggest that both teached learners may be involved to
implement YouTube in a number of classroom acgsiin a creative manner to improve the
outcomes of learning and generate a positive dagssrenvironment. However, using
YouTube inside the classroom in order to motivae learners to use the service outside the
classroom is not exactly clear. Students have tallosved to freely explore and take first
steps on a journey of learning English via YouTube.

Another study on the use of a YouTube channefppeed by Balbay & Kilis (2017,
p. 246), reveals that most of the participants beteto a large degree from the playlist

videos of a specially-designed supplementary nat&ouTube channel. Furthermore, the
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“students actively utilize this particular techngyofor learning outside the classroom too,
which may change the teachers’ role in languageséitid classroom”.

In his study, Styati (2016) explored the effects YouTube tutoring on the
development of learners’ writing skills, discoveyithat there exists a significant difference
between the learners taught with the use of Youltbeos and the students taught by using
pictures. Interestingly, the students who were haugyy videos achieved a lower writing
performance.

Kuo’s experiment (2009) illustrates that the expental groups which were taught
using YouTube video segments did better on testsoregay listening comprehension in
comparison to the control group taught by tradaideacher-centred teaching methods.

Researchers have recently studied some socialorehg websites in order to
investigate the relationship between social netwgrkand educational outcomes (Bista,
2014; Kirschner & Karpinski, 2010).

As far as using social networking sites for the ppses of learning English is
concerned, the study conducted by Kabilan, Ahmad\i&din (2010) suggests that it is
possible to learn English through Facebook sincérielogies and features of this social
media website enable the learners to engage iningfahlanguage-based activities despite
the fact that they primarily intended to join Fageb to socialize. Jin’s study (2015) indicates
that “the adoption of Facebook is a new, innovataued practical way to facilitate effective
intercultural interactions as well as promote ICthe EFL classroom” (2015, p. 38). Bista
(2015) performed a study on using Twitter as a gedeal tool for 15 weeks as an activity
which was required in the classroom. On the whtie, participants reported positive
experiences, and they regarded Twitter as a vauabl which can be used inside the class,
and also recommended it to be used in future dasskile having clear instructions and
expectations. Finally, according to a study coneldidty Mompean & Fouz-Gonzalez (2016),
Twitter can be beneficial for both teaching andnésy pronunciation, encouraging teachers
to incorporate this social networking website witbnline or on-campus learning programs.

Social networking websites have become an insbfgapart of young peoples’ lives
and have an influence also on L2 learning proddesvever, it seems that little research has
been conducted up to this day regarding social we=band language learning (Mohammed,

2016), and further investigation is necessary.
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4. The study

4.1. The objective of the study
The main goal of this article is to examine howqgtrently Slovak university EFL learners
(both upper-intermediate and advanced studentg)imaithentic English videos in order to
improve their listening skills, and how often thagw the videos on video sharing websites
and social networking websites. In order to addréss issue, the following research
guestions need to be addressed:

1. How frequently do EFL university students at the 81 C1 levels watch authentic

English videos with the goal of increasing listenpractice?

2. How often do they watch videos on video sharingsites?

3. How frequently do they watch videos on social nekivig services websites?

4. Do the EFL university students at the B2 and Cklewagree that extensive listening

practice in terms of watching authentic Englishead improves their listening skills?

4.2. Subjects and data collection
The participants were altogether 37 full-time Slouaiversity students of the study program
Teaching Training: English Language and Literatatea Slovak university. They were
divided into two groups: first-year B.A. studentsldirst-year M.A. students. The B.A. group
comprised altogether 17 students, 12 female andl® students. They were 20.4 years old on
average, and their English was at the B2 level (€ibwf Europe, 2001). The M.A. group
consisted of 20 students, 17 females and 5 malesy Were 22.6 years of age on average,
and they were at the C1 level. The Slovak langweagethe native tongue of all the subjects.
The subjects were asked to anonymously fill in astjonnaire so as to gather data on
the exposure of subjects to authentic English \gdétowas formed by four multiple-choice
statements, and was administered in English.

5. Resultsand discussion
Questionnaire item no. 1l:watch English videos (TV series, movies, redlity video clips,
etc.) in order to improve my English listening kkilcircle one option; please, specify how

many hours, if you circle “every day” option).
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Figure 1. Amount of exposure to authentic Engligteus

8 of the total amount of 17 B.A. students, whidtaunts for 47%, watch English
videos on a daily basis. On average, they are exptwsauthentic English videos 2.2 hours a
day. 6 B.A. subjects (35%) view the videos evelyeotday, followed by 2 students (12%)
who watch the videos two to three times a week, Jasdbject (6%) who watches the videos
once a week.

12 M.A. subjects (out of the 20 M.A. students),iahhconstitutes 60% of the total,
watch English videos every day. On average, thend®.4 hours a day by viewing the
videos. 3 subjects (15%) watch English videos ewher day, and the same amount of
subjects performs this activity two to three tingegeek, followed by 2 subjects (10%) who
are exposed to English videos once a week.

It should be noted that the number of M.A. stud€60%) watching video on a daily
basis is higher in comparison to the number of B#idents (47%), but a higher amount of
B.A. students (35%) view the videos every other dédnen compared to the M.A. students
(15%).

However, the difference between the two groupsubjects (B.A. group and M.A.
group) does not seem to be substantial when it saimehe comparison of remaining 4
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options. It should be also highlighted that thearigj of both B.A. and M.A. subjects opted
either for the first or second option in the quastiaire.

Questionnaire item no. 2watch English videos on video sharing websitashsas YouTube,

Vimeo, Dailymotion, etc. (circle one option; pleaspecify how many hours, if you circle
“every day” option).

100%
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Every other
day Two - three c
times a week Oncea wee

Onceintwo o
weeks neea

W B.A. students B M.A. students

Figure 2. Using video sharing websites to watcthenitic English videos

13 out of 17 B.A. subjects (76%) watch Englishead on video sharing websites on a
daily basis. On average, they view the videos bér$ra day. 2 B.A. subjects (12%) watch
the videos every other day, followed by 1 studé8b) who watches the videos two to three
times a week, and 1 subject (6%) who is exposé&thtpish videos once a week.

10 M.A. subjects (out of the total of 20 M.A. stud®), which accounts for 50% of the
total, use video sharing websites for watching Bhglideos every day. On average, they do
this activity for 1.8 hours a day. 4 subjects (20&@tch English videos every other day,

followed by 3 subjects (15%) — two to three timeseek, 1 subject (5%) — once a week, and
2 subjects (10%) — once every two weeks.
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Similarly to Figure 1, the majority of subjectsteg either for the first or second
option in the questionnaire. The largest differe(@&%) can be recognized between the B.A
and M.A. students irevery dayoption in favour of the B.A. students. Howeverg th

differences between the two groups within otheiamst of questionnaire item no. 2 do not
appear to be substantial.

Questionnaire item no. Bwatch English videos on social networking sersieebsites such

as Facebook, Twitter, etc. (circle one option; gleaspecify how many hours, if you circle
“every day” option)

100%
80%
60%‘\‘
40%
20%

0%

Every day Every other - T # 0%

Two - three T /
day . Once a week S/
times a week Oncein two o

Once a month
weeks

B B.A. students B M.A. students

Figure 3. Using social networking websites to watathentic English videos

5 B.A. subjects (29%) view English videos on sboitworking websites every day.
On average, they watch the videos 1.6 hours a dd&§.A. subjects (41%) perform this
activity every other day, 1 subject (6%) two toenitimes a week, 2 subjects (12%) once a
week, and 2 subjects (12%) once every two weeks.

10 M.A. subjects (out of the total of 20 M.A. stud®), which accounts for 50% of the

total, use video sharing websites for watching BhgVideos on a daily basis. On average,
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they do this activity for 1.2 hours a day. 4 sut§gd@0%) watch English videos every other
day, 2 subjects (10%) two to three times a weedylfects (15%) once a week, and 1 subject
(5%) once a month.

Similarly to items no. 1 and 2, most of the sulgeswlected the optiorvery dayand
every other daylt should be noted that the number of M.A. stud€b0%) watching video
on a daily basis is higher in comparison to the painof B.A. students (29%), but a higher
amount of B.A. students (41%) view the videos ewaher day when compared to the M.A.
students (20%). However, the difference betweenwlegroups of subjects does not seem to
be dramatic when it comes to the comparison ofeéh®ining 4 options.

Questionnaire item no. ZExtensive listening practice outside school in ®rof
watching movies, TV series, soap operas, vides,olfr. improves my listening skills (circle

one option).
100%,
50%
0‘/‘4;&\,\ ‘
g — - ‘ . -
| strongly agree I ‘
| agree s ‘ /
| don't know —
| disagree o
| strongly
disagree
B BA. students M M.A. students

Figure 4. Subjects' attitudes to extensive listgmmractice

9 B.A. subjects (53%) chose the optiostrongly agreewhile 8 subjects (47%) opted
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for the second choiceé agree 14 M.A. students (70%) strongly agree with staemin
questionnaire item no. 4, while 6 subjects (30%@sehthe optiomhagree

The number of M.A. students (70%) who strongly agsehigher in comparison to the
number of B.A. students (53%), and a higher amafirB.A. students (47%) opted for the
option| agreewhen compared to the M.A. students (30%). On theley however, it can be
concluded that all the subjects agree that watckinglish videos enhances their listening
skills.

The study findings demonstrate that both B.A. and\.Msubjects are exposed to
watching English videos to a relatively high degesethe majority of them opted for the
every dayor every other dayptions within questionnaire items nos. 1, 2, Berkfore, their
frequency of watching authentic English videos rday extensive listening practice can be
considered as fairly high.

The B.A. students’ everyday exposure (76% of BsAbjects) to watching English
videos is considerably higher on video sharing websn comparison to the amount of B.A.
subjects (29%) in terms @gbcial networking websites. The B.A. subjects spamdvatching
the videos 1.6 hours a day in both instances.

The numbers are equal (50% video sharing websitels 5% social networking
websites) when it comes to the everyday exposurtheM.A. students to English videos.
However, the M.A. students watch the videos 1.8rd@uday on video sharing websites, but
0.6 hour less (1.2 hours) on social networking webs

As far as the questionnaire item no. 4 is concerafldhe students agree with the
statemenExtensive listening practice outside school in ®whwatching movies, TV series,
soap operas, video clips, etc. improves my lisgeskills Thus, it can be concluded that EFL

learners attach extensive listening practice camalule importance.

6. Conclusions, recommendations, and limitations
This small-scale study explored how frequently emity EFL students watch authentic
English videos in regard to extensive listeningcpca. Furthermore, video sharing and social
networking websites used for watching the videosevedso examined from the standpoint of
frequency, along with the opinions of students oatching authentic English videos in
relation to the improvement of their listening camtension skills.

It can be concluded that most of the subjectsh(li®A. and M.A.) are exposed to
watching English videos either every day or evettyeo day, which could be described as

relatively satisfactory from the point of view okmosure to the target language since
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extensive listening (extensive viewing) occupiesiseful and important role within L2
learning.

It appears that the B.A. subjects use video shanmgsites for watching English
videos very frequently, while the M.A. students tlsem fairly frequently. As far as watching
videos on social networking websites is concertethh groups (B.A. and M.A.) of subjects
seem to watch English videos fairly frequently.

Finally, as already mentioned, the subjects agidethe statemerExtensive listening
practice outside school in terms of watching mqvids series, soap operas, video clips, etc.
improves my listening skillsvhich can also be regarded as a positive sigttivfide towards
extensive listening (extensive viewing).

The outcomes of this study are not to be generhltage to the limited number of
subjects involved in the study. Employing a largample of subjects would definitely yield
more reliable data. Moreover, other research meatrgeth as observation, interview, or
testing may be employed.

Taking pedagogical implications into account, tbofving recommendation, based
on the study findings, can be offered. Watchinghantic English videos seems to represent
an attractive and useful way of practicing and tiguag listening skills. Thus, EFL learners
should be encouraged to perform as much extensitening practice in terms of watching
English videos as possible. Furthermore, EFL teacbaeght to bear in mind that extensive
listening (extensive viewing) seems to hold an ingrat place in EFL learning when it comes
to the development of listening skills, and thipdyof research merits further attention of
educators, academics, scholars, and researchesthiérefore, vital that further research into
this area of EFL teaching and learning is performedo due to the fact that exploring

extensive listening and extensive viewing is stilits infancy.
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Abstract

Virtual Learning Environment (VLE) is a fad in tf21* century academic landscape. A
number of studies found out that students percélMes positively and that VLEs facilitate
learning English as a Foreign Language (EFL) andige an avenue for educators to extend
a helping hand to their EFL students. Sustainindge¥is not an easy task as it raises various
concerns and challenges, particularly in the donsdiEFL learning. This paper reports on
the results of a qualitative study aimed to shgttlon the stakeholders’ perception towards
VLE as well as the significant concerns and chaksnencountered by EFL lecturers and
their students on their actual use of VLEs in éhlrgeducation institution. Furthermore, the
study unveiled the practical tips to create effitieand effective VLEs, based on the
suggestions of both the EFL students and theiutecs.

Keywords: Virtual Learning Environment; e-learning; highemedtion

1. Introduction

Virtual Learning Environment (VLE) has become angfigant part of the 2% century
academic landscape. It is a fad that continualipgganmense popularity in the academe,
which is gradually influenced by technology, bletidearning, and the students’ increasing
propensity to use their smartphone or tablets wieeréhey are and whenever they like
(Kukulska-Hulme et al., 2011, Tuzlukova, Al-Busaidioombe & Stojkovic, 2016; and
Scully, 2008). VLE refers to a particular form ofearning technology that uses networked
computers to provide a range of functions to tytstgdents and other users (O’Leary, 2004).
VLE is also defined as a web-based learning platfor learning management system created
by a lecturer for his/her students, and intendedvioious academic purposes (Martins &
Kellermanns, 2004). In a VLE, students can commatric collaborate, access learning
materials, upload homework and requirements, answkne quizzes, seek assistance from
their lecturer, etc. beyond the confines of théassroom and beyond the official class hours.
Created in various social networking sites or lemynplatforms like Moodle, Edmodo,

Schoology andGoogle Classroom, VLE provides an avenue for educators to reachoothteir
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students by uploading ample learning resourceugaging the students to raise questions
about their lessons and making them more indepé¢raiah responsible of their academic
advancement (Kear, 2007; Dayag, 2018).

Recent studies suggest that VLE is perceived igekitby students and that it has a
positive effect on their educational experience Kathiri, 2014; Bicen, 2014; Al-Said, 2015;
Al-Ruheili and Al-Saidi, 2015; Dayag, 2018). VLEsters interaction and collaboration
among students (Kear, 2007; Dayag, 2018) as itoHenumber of communication tools that
facilitate effective communication and collaboratiamong the primary stakeholders —
students and educators alike — of the academe €Wwa&D07; Warner, 2013; Al-Kathiri,
2014). In several settings, VLE is perceived to ehav positive impact on students’
communication, collaboration and participation le tlassroom (Mimirinis & Bhattacharya,
2007; Balasubramanian, Jaykumar & Fukey, 2014; éiétli & Al-Saidi, 2015, Al-Kathiri,
2014, Al-Said, 2015).

In the context of EFL, recent studies suggest YHdf is perceived by students as a
helpful tool that offers a safe learning environtnénat allows them to deepen their
knowledge and enhance their communication skilipbd the confines of their classrooms
(Al-Kathiri, 2014; Bicen, 2014; Al-Said, 2015; AltReili and Al-Saidi, 2015). VLE is also
deemed useful to students in terms of providingelymopportunities for learning and
providing supplementary instructional materialsttkarich students’ learning experiences
(Bataineh & Mayyas, 2017; Dayag, 2018).

2. The study
2.1. Statement of the problem
The study endeavored to ascertain the perceptioseldcted EFL lecturers and Omani
students on virtual learning environments. Spedlific it aimed to shed light on the
following:

1. What learning platforms/sites/ learning managersgstems do the informants use?
How do the informants perceive VLES?
What are the merits and demerits of VLES?
What are the primary concerns (considerationsystasning VLES?
What challenges have the informants encounteretbwhing VLES?

o 0k~ WD

What are the informants’ suggestions or tips tcaeck VLES?
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2.2. Methodology
This qualitative research was conducted in Shinaltee@e of Technology (ShCT), Sultanate

of Oman, during the first and second semester b62ZD17 academic year.

2.3. Resear ch participants

The key informants were two lecturers and a tota2 b EFL students — comprised of 12

female and 9 male students who are members ofaat e virtual learning environment

(VLE) during the conduct of this study. All the dant-informants (aged 17 to 21 years old)
are enrolled in ShCT’s Foundation Program. Theukectinformants were selected because
they are both creators and active users of VLEsereds, the student-informants were
identified based on the following criteria: 1) thase enrolled in ELC’s Foundation Program,

2) they currently belong to a VLE, and 3) theyaiking to be interviewed for this study.

2.4. Data collection

Semi-structured interviews were conducted to eragithe informants to freely offer their

insight and observation on virtual learning envimemts. The semi-structured interviews
were then recorded and transcribed. To unveil tbmngon themes, patterns, concepts,
insights and understandings (Patton, 2002), thetgtinee data were analyzed thematically.

3. Resultsand discussion

3.1. General perceptionsof VLESs

The qualitative data revealed that the informaetsegally have positive perceptions of virtual
learning environments. This supports the findinfsearlier studies that students perceive
VLE positively (Mimirinis & Bhattacharya, 2007; Adathiri, 2014; Bicen, 2014; Al-Said,
2015; Al-Ruheili and Al-Saidi, 2015; Dayag, 2018 shown in Table 1, the informants
conveyed that they are members of VLEs createdrar fearning platforms or learning
management systems, namely: Edmodo, Moodle, andjl&oBlassroom. Some student
informants indicated that their choice of VLE degemn what VLE their lecturer opts to use

in their class.

Table 1. Informants and their virtual learning eowiments

# I nfor mant VLE/ Learning Management System

Lecturer 1 Edmodo and Moodle
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2 Lecturer 2 Edmodo, Google Classroom and Moodle
3 Yaqub* Edmodo

4 Saleh Google Classroom

5 Sultan Edmodo and Moodle

6 Wael Moodle

7 Mohammed A. Edmodo and Moodle

8 Moosa Edmodo and Google Classroom

9 Maijid Edmodo and Moodle

10 | Mohammed B. Google Classroom

11 | Hussein Edmodo

12 | Zainab A. Edmodo and Google Classroom

13 | Sumaiya Edmodo and Moodle

14 | Hajer Moodle

15 | Baraah Edmodo, Google Classroom and Moodle
16 | Sheikha Google Classroom

17 | Rugaya Moodle

18 | Fakharia Edmodo and Moodle

19 | Zainab B. Edmodo and Moodle

20 | Hanoof Edmodo and Moodle

21 | Jumana Edmodo and Moodle

22 | Marwa Edmodo, Google Classroom and Moodle
23 | Aisha Edmodo and Moodle

*Not the actual names of the informants

23

When asked to elaborate upon their choice of VhE,ihformants gave varied responses that
underscore their opinion on the learning platfolmeyt use. Some of the responses are as

follows:
“l like Edmodo because it is safe and easy to Nesv, | regularly open our Edmodo group to
get updates, communicate with my classmates andhisuby homework to our Mister”[the
term used by many Omani students to address tlaé@ BFL lecturers].”
“My virtual classrooms are found in Moodle and Edtool think | like to use Edmodo more
than Moodle though because most of my classmageaddive in our Edmodo group.”
“l join all the VLEs created by my teachers in Gloglassroom, Edmodo and Moodle
because | get the chance to ask my teacher a tpiastions and message my classmates when
we have homework.”
“My teacher in Speaking (Foundation Program) intrmel me to Edmodo. At first | did not
want to participate in our group, but | was encgethwhen many of my friends joined and

told me that our teacher often upload links to e&léom TED talks.”
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It is also noteworthy that the lecturer-informamegard VLEs positively and that they
recommend it to their fellow EFL educators. As anéormant expressed: “VLE is a
fascinating and useful innovation. It may be chajlag and hard to maintain VLEs but the
benefits that our students get from joining VLEskmmdhe sacrifice worth it. Every EFL
lecturer must try using a VLE.”

Figure 1 shows a sample VLE created in a freeabdearning platform (Edmodo).
Some of the informants claimed that they activelytipipate in the VLE named “Writing for
Life” because they are regularly reminded of th@mework and course requirements. The
figure illustrates how an EFL lecturer makes usé¢hef VLE to reach out to his students by
sending them a gentle reminder and a link to a Yd&Tvideo, which students can access and

watch wherever they are and whenever they like.

Writing for Life

H M Writing 1ar Lite
| P

Good svening! Just & reminder; centine
WOENAN () O Ul pef TROD Dy K e @l
FOARE B aectarmibs culpauls ke your

7 F ¥ e e
paragraphe andd Biopoem, T 0 5

= -

ﬂ Dy, Daaig Writirg for Lifa

Hella, dear studesis. Watch Ehein churing
"IIIH-I III.'I' 'IIIIIII

Figure 1. Screenshot of a sample VLE created indgtm

3.2. Meritsof VLEs
Informants perceive that VLEs have a number of tea@n strengths. The informants regard
VLE as a good avenue for lecturers to reach ouhéar EFL students. Through the VLEs,

EFL lecturers can easily lend a hand to the stsdentaried ways. Some of the informants’
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responses were as follows: “VLE is good becausanl ask help from my teacher”; “Shy
students like me can ask questions in the discudssard and my teacher gives answers on
the same day or maybe after two days;” “My teacherinds me of my projects or essays so |
do not forget what | need to do and submit theséiroa.” This finding runs parallel to the
findings of recent studies (Kear, 2007; Bicen, 204M4Ruheili & Al-Saidi, 2015; and Dayag,
2018).

Moreover, the informants pointed out that VLEs qerceived to be useful in
deepening the students’ knowledge by providing esttsl with meaningful learning
experiences and enhancing their communicationsskdbme of the informants’ responses
include: “It is helpful in learning English;” | lik the videos shared by my teacher in our
VLE;” and “I can communicate with my teacher andssimates even outside our classroom.”
This finding lends support to the outcomes of eastudies, proving that VLEs facilitate EFL
learning and help develop their communication skiti the target language beyond the
confines of their classrooms (Al-Kathiri, 2014; Big 2014; Al-Said, 2015; Al-Ruheili and
Al-Saidi, 2015).

The informants also conveyed the idea that thagegpee VLE as a useful tool in

fostering collaboration and making EFL learningogiaple. As one informant aptly put it:
As | can connect with my classmates and friendsutin our VLE or even Whatsapp, we can
do our homework and projects more easily and subimaige before the deadline. We usually

have fun when we study and do our projects together

This supports the findings of previous studies tWaEs encourage collaboration among
students (Bicen, 2014; Bayburtsyan, 2016; Al-Sa@1,5; Al-Ruheili and Al-Saidi, 2015; and
Dayag, 2018). With the opportunity to seek help kemdl a helping hand to each other, EFL
students regard VLE as an avenue for cooperatiencéy VLE boosts collaboration among
the students.

Furthermore, the informants suggested that VLEmmtes autonomy among EFL
students. Some of the informants’ responses wefellasvs: “Through our VLE, | can get
many learning materials shared by our teacher each Ifrom these during my vacant time”;
“Our VLE make[s] it easy to do our homeworks likesays and posters”; and “I can do our
requirements like presentation and portfolio at Bpmwithout time pressure.” It can be
gleaned from the informants’ responses that thepie more responsible and independent
when they join a VLE. This affirms the findings kdcent studies that VLEs foster learner
independence (Bicen, 2014; Bayburtsyan, 2016; Belai& Mayyas, 2017; and Dayag,
2018).
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3.3. Demeritsof VLEs

A number of informants made it clear that muchei$ o be desired in terms of offering an
excellent, apt and efficient VLE to Omani EFL stotte The informants pointed out two
demerits or weaknesses of the VLEs they use im L classes: cultural sensitivity and
time constraint. Some of their responses inclu@enie boys send me messages and ask my
[phone] number (lady informant)”; “VLE is not goaldboys can send messages to us” [lady
informant].

Furthermore, one key informant reported that heug's VLE is sometimes used by
some male students to grab attention for themsdlygmsting unnecessary materials that are
not relevant to their lessons.

The first demerit dwells on the possible probldwat tmay prop up once male students
begin to interact with their female classmates. d¢ethe lecturer must see to it that students
do not make use of their VLE as a dating site.h## ¥LE is not properly managed, the
available learning platforms or sites that servarasivenue for the creation of VLE may not
be appropriate to the context of students in Om#s.far as the culture of Omanis is
concerned, EFL lecturers need to be wary of thesipisy of intimate communication
between male and female students. EFL lecturers ensure that their VLEs discourage
direct interaction between male and female students

The second demerit — time constraint — affectdldbe lecturer and the students.
For the lecturer, it is a challenge. As VLEs requime, a lecturer needs to balance his/her
time in doing all his other responsibilities ancegmg his/her VLE up-to-date. Although it
may seem effortless for some educators, sustai@iMlE (i.e. updating its contents and
sending prompt replies to students) devours a derable amount of time, which may
otherwise be allotted to other academic resporisdsillike attending meetings and doing
academic research. Actually VLEs may take muchhefdducator’s free time if the students
are so much engrossed with their virtual learnireg they interact with their teacher regularly
by sending queries, submitting drafts and askirg tdkacher to critique their drafts, and
sharing their insights on the topics/issues raisdtie VLE. On the other hand, students may
be pressured when there are many homework tagkesjoirements which are to be submitted
online through the VLE. Hence, the informants st that EFL lecturers must not be too
demanding in setting deadlines and they should giveasonable number of homework

considering the courses of the students.
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3.4. Pervading concernsin sustaining VLEs

The informants expressed their conviction thatshecess of VLEs depends on at least three
concerns or factors that must be given seriousideraion. Figure 2 shows the following
pervading concerns: interest, support and time.

First of all, lecturers must have a genuine irgete reach out to their students in order
to create VLEs for their students; whereas theesitsdlmust also have the interest to use
VLEs to further their foreign language learning.tNéut the sustained zeal and initiative to
try the VLE for their class, students cannot berfedim VLEs. The VLEs created by lecturers
are futile if their students do not use them. Femtiore, without ample support from the
college officials in the form of policies and premn of IT staff, lecturers may not be
encouraged to go the extra mile in creating anthgung VLES for students.

Second, support is a significant concern as bathrtical and administrative support
boost the confidence of the lecturers and studemtenhance and patronize their VLE.
Technical support is needed especially in uploagihgtos and videos which may need a
heavy amount of time.

Finally, time is the third concern among studearid lecturers alike. Creating a VLE
and uploading instructional contents may easilydbee in the college premises beyond the
lecturers’ class hours; however, responding tostiiéents’ queries may need so much time.
Hence, lecturers must allot some of their free tifoe the sustenance of their VLE,
particularly for sending responses to students’ryjuand sharing audio, video or textual

contents on a regular basis.

e L ecturers

I nte re St * College Officials

e Students

e Technical

Su pport e Administrative

¢ Within Class Hours

TI me e Beyond Class Hours

Figure 2. Pervading concerns in sustaining Virtledrning Environments
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3.5. Challenges encountered whileusing VLEs

The informants identified five challenges that tloéen encounter and address to make their
VLEs successful. These include difficulty to cobbahite, time management, students’ native
language preference, lack of support, and weakneteonnectivity. Three of the challenges

were identified by the student respondents, wiike dthers were pointed out by the lecturer
respondents.

Some student-informants claimed that they fourdifficult to collaborate with other
students as some lack motivation or technical kedge to participate in their VLES. Some
of their classmates do not have the initiativeetarh the basic features of the VLEs as they
readily complain about the intricacies or compliesitinvolved in accessing their virtual
classroom.

Another challenge pointed out by the student-mi@nts is time management. This is
evident in the responses of two informants: “I @ have much free time to open my VLE
regularly; No time for submitting homework in EdneotThis challenge may be addressed if
the lecturers do not overload their students wittnéwork.

In addition, the native language preference amsmge students likewise poses a
challenge. As observed by some student-informanmdsyy of their fellow students frequently
prefer to communicate in their native tongue, whgcArabic. This is quite understandable as
some of them are not yet that confident to useaiget language, hence, they resort to Arabic
whenever they communicate with either the lectardheir classmates.

Meanwhile, the lecturer-informants identified twballenges: lack of support, and
working with luddites and pessimists. An informadimed that lack of technical support
affects the sustenance of VLE. “Sometimes, | neetrical support to solve the issues in our
virtual learning environment.” The informants afsainted out that weak internet connectivity
is another challenge. “It is difficult to log in o in a while so | have to open my VLE in the
College, especially if | need to upload video clips

Regardless whether EFL lecturers have created WieEs to promote learner
independence or to effectively reach out to théit Btudents, they certainly need to go the
extra mile and have an unwavering resolve to owveecthe challenges that may hinder the

success of their VLE.

3.6. Suggestionsto enhance VLEs
The key informants put forward a number of suggestiand tips to improve VLEs and make

these suitable and sensitive to the context of @ia&h learners. As the VLEs are owned
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and managed by the lecturers, it is appropriaentomerate the pervading tips offered by the
primary users — the EFL students — who would beémetich from attractive, secure, user-
friendly and effective VLEs.

a) Make the VLE eye-catching by putting familiar icoos images related to English
language learning in particular and education megal.

b) Upload instructional materials (e.g., PowerPoimsentations and handouts) regularly.
This will encourage as many students as possitEno/LEs.

c) Share links of audios and/or videos of lessons &ximize the power of blended
learning.

d) Encourage students to send messages, raise qgeséind request clarifications
exclusively in English; however, male students mit be allowed to interact with
their female classmates.

e) Conduct online quizzes. This is a good way to chglek students’ progress.

f)  Announce homework in the VLE and follow this ugle classroom.

g) Encourage students to turn in or submit their work time. Once students have
developed the habit of submitting their homeworkpooject on time, they would
surely deserve a pat on their back.

h) Praise students who actively participate in the ¥LEo this both in the VLE and in
the classroom.

i) Let students revise and resubmit their homeworlproject if they have submitted
outputs of poor quality. If they do so, it is a iee sign that they are becoming
intrinsically motivated to learn and enhance tis&ils.

j) Conduct online polls to let students feel thatrtogiinion and insights are taken into
consideration.

k) Let students do some collaborative homework or gojects.

[) Encourage students to share great quotes, infarenatticles, or links to informative
audio and video clips related to their lessons.

The informants posited that following the aforemmmmed suggestions or tips to
enhance VLEs would certainly help the lecturerscteate interactive, user-friendly and
effective VLEs for their EFL students

4. Limitations of the study and implicationsfor futureresearch

Some of the limitations of the study include thidiwing:
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a) results of this study do not provide conclusivedewnice on the effectiveness of VLEs
because the study primarily focused on the keyrmémts’ perception towards VLE
and not on the students’ actual learning perforraaiter joining VLES;

b) most of the key informants use Edmodo as their Vihénce their observations are
primarily based on their actual experience in ustdgnodo, which may have features
that are quite different from those of the otherBgt

c) the insight and opinions of the informants weredpreinantly based on their actual
experience with the VLEs during the conduct of #tisdy.

Considering the findings of this study, the reskarcecommends the following:

a) conducting more comprehensive studies on the impa®tLE in EFL learning and
teaching;

b) determining the effect of VLE on developing learritonomy, collaboration and
communication through the conduct of an experimeatajuasi-experimental study;

c) encouraging EFL students to participate activelyLEs;

d) empowering EFL educators to create VLEs and tocegpthe various features of
VLEs that may be helpful to students;

e) encouraging EFL educators to post or upload chgithgnand fun-filled activities in
respective VLE;

f) ensuring support for EFL lecturers who reach outheir students by sustaining
interactive and effective VLES;

g) evaluating EFL lecturers’ actual use of VLEs inigdrEFL contexts.

5. Conclusion

VLE is perceived by Omani students to have a pasiéffect on their EFL learning. With
carefully designed VLEs, Omani EFL students feelk tihey can enjoy better collaboration,
communication and learning at their own pace; wéerihe lecturers can easily promote
learner autonomy, lend a hand to their EFL studemd eventually kindle students’ love for
learning. VLEs in the EFL setting have several tseand demerits, nonetheless the merits
outnumber the demerits. While using VLES, lectugsrd students encounter five challenges:
difficulty to collaborate, time management, studénmtative language preference, lack of
support, and weak internet connectivity. Theselehgkes must be addressed judiciously to
ensure that students participate actively in tB#iL virtual classrooms and benefit from the
perceived advantages of using VLEs. Meanwhile,sihecess of VLEs depends on at least

three primary concerns: interest, support and tiHence, sustaining an effective VLE cannot
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be possible without the lecturers’ genuine commitite reach out to their EFL students and
the authentic zeal to touch their lives.
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Appendix

EFL VIRTUAL LEARNING ENVIRONMENT:
PERCEPTION, CONCERNSAND CHALLENGES

Interview Guide

A. Perception towards VLEs
1. What VLEs (sites/ learning platform/learning managet system) do you use in your EFL
classes?
2. A. For students, do you like virtual learning eviment/s? Why or why not?

B. For lecturers, do you recommend VLEs in EFL eat® Why or why not?

B. Merits/Strengths/Advantages of VLEs
1. Considering your actual use of your VLE, what doi Yige best in that VLE?

2. Does VLE help you in learning English as a Fordignguage? If yes, in what way/s?

C. Demerits/ Weaknesses/Disadvantages of VLEs
1. What do you like least in your virtual learning @onment?
2. Which of the features of your VLE do you like léasvhy?
3. Which of the features do you want to be improved¥w

D. Concerns in sustaining VLES

1. What are the primary concerns (considerationsyftasning a VLE?
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E. Challenges encountered while using VLEs

1. What challenges/ problems have you encounterecewisihg your VLE?

F. Suggestions to enhance VLEs
1. What feature/s should be found in your VLEs?

2. What are your suggestions to enhance VLESs?

33
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MODELSIN THE UNIVERSITY CLASSROOM: A CASE STUDY
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Abstract

Mobile technologies have increasingly become marckraore widespread not only for making
our daily lives easier and simpler, but also foeithenormous potential in educational
development. This case study examines universityesits’ satisfaction with and perceptions
towards the use of blended learning and flippedstizom models in foreign language learning
(FLL) contexts. The methodology used in this stirdyolves the descriptive and quantitative
analysis of responses generated from studentsistudnglish as a foreign language at the
Faculty of Foreign Languages at the Universityafldn. The analysis of these responses gave
the author of this study an idea about what factoteacher should take into account when
introducing blended learning and flipped classranadels into a classroom.

Key words: blended learning; flipped classroom; technolazase study

1. Introduction

Nowadays, mobile technologies, the Internet, T\ arass media have expanded opportunities
for learning, enabling learners to access and vecany piece of information they want
anytime and anywhere.

Such phenomena have, therefore, led many higheraéiduo institutions to realize the
importance of integrating technology into their ealional systems to replace the traditional,
teacher-centered, non-interactive methods thabased on memorization, rote learning, and
accumulation of information for students with stodeentered and task-based approaches that
can extend learning beyond the classroom wallss Tittegration of technology to push the
learning process to the next level involved intrdg digital learning methods such as e-
learning and blended learning on which a large bafdyesearch has been conducted to assess
the effectiveness of their employment in education.

According to Kafyulilo (2015), e-learning incorptea using an electronic device (such
as computers, mobile phones, tablets, etc.), latezannection, and a particular platform to
deliver part or all of course content to studentsde and/or outside the campus. Conversely,

Picciano (2014) refers to blended learning as abooation of traditional, face-to-face
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classroom meetings and a mixture of online learcimgponents. Many researchers (Picciano,
Dziuban, & Graham, 2013) also define a blendedniegr course as a hybrid offering that
encompasses a blend of face-to-face instructioh teithnology-based learning, deemed as a
significant force for driving educational changémbarly, the Department of Education and
Early Childhood Development in the State of Vicao(R012) refers in its paper to blended
learning as a mixture of traditional and technolbgged learning approaches and resources to
help learners accomplish their learning aims. Adtwy to Rovai and Jordan (2004), blended
learning scheme is a “hybrid of classroom and enliearning that includes some of the
conveniences of online courses without the compteste of face-to-face contact” (p. 1).

Blended learning comes in many formats and theheracan choose the format that
suits their pedagogical context. The Ultranet angitBl Learning Branch of the Department of
Education and Early Childhood Development in thateStof Victoria refers in its report
published in 2012 that blended learning is not eemé creation; it refers to a teacher’s
successful use of some activities and extra ressurc addition to the textbook(s), a practice
that some teachers have adopted for years to mrawidir students with learner-centered
experiences. The report also mentions anotherorers blended learning that involves using
the internet with its wide array of information soes as well as mobile technologies to take
advantage of the connectivity they offer to bothdsihts and teachers. Another format of
blended learning, as described by Picciano (20@@)ires determining specific percentages of
face-to-face classroom meetings and online instmcto encourage independent, student-
centered learning and active interactions amonghéga rather than the mere provision of
knowledge to them, so that instead of meeting tlagsroom three hours a week, the class
meets two hours per week with the third hour dadat#o an online discussion.

Graham (2013) noted that many universities andegeB have designed their own
blended learning models which vary depending on hawh of a course is taught face-to-face
or virtually.

As per the components of blended learning, BulleraBay (2011) suggested that any
blended learning course combines three types tifuicton. The first is the traditional way of
teaching; in which the instructor presents the seumaterial directly to students through
lecturing, visual materials, quizzes and other reedrhe second type emphasizes learning
actively through researching information, doingreises or solving problems. The last type is
interactive learning in which students work witleithpeers in groups. She also concluded that
effective blended learning is a personalized wayleairning that can be tailored to meet

students’ individual needs and preferences, stigstsie importance of constantly assessing
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students’ work and providing feedback to incredmeifvolvement in their work and enhance
their ability to become independent learners. Baliter-Day (2011) also pointed out that in a
blended learning scheme the material is broken datensmall manageable parts that students
can easily access and process in a variety of whys;boosting cognitive engagement levels.
The last finding pertaining to blended learningthst it enhances instruction by balancing
teacher control with learner control, as studergsgazen a chance to plan how much time they
need to spend on each part of the material, arrdrege parts in a sequence that makes it easier
for them to learn them and access any learningatuppaterials such as worked examples or
exercises.

These findings were to a great extent consistetit thie study by Lord and Lomicka
(2008), in which they examined how to assist teexcteemodel cross-institutional situations for
their students through integrating technologicald¢anto blended learning. According to their
findings, a teacher can implement a wide seleabiotechnological tools in a blended course,
including chats, blogs, and wikis to encourageadistliscussion and interaction.

The study conducted by Banerjee (2011) in whichnivestigated the effectiveness of
combining face-to-face and online models of indtamc using a variety of tools including
Blackboard and Google at a small college in traimslademonstrated students’ satisfaction
with the use of technology for learning purposdseylnoted that it offered more convenience,
better self-learning control and better communargtihowever, they still favor face-to-face
teaching for it entails dealing and interactingnnathuman being rather than with computers.

In a study examining the effect of blended learnamgthe critical thinking skills and
attitudes of high school students towards a gedgragourse, it was found that blended
learning contributed more to student attitudes towahe geography course and was positively
correlated with students’ critical thinking skillkorkmaz & Karakus, 2009).

Al-Zoghby and Doumy’s study conducted in 2012 (#@edcin Fakhir, 2015) showed
that fourth graders in selected Jordanian schasfdayed a positive attitude towards using the
blended learning approach in teaching mathematith @reater motivation towards its
learning.

Yapici and Akbayin (2012) examined the views ofthigchool students on applying
blended learning in a biology course. The resultthe study showed that students’ attitudes
were positive.

Alseweed (2013) investigated the effects of blentzatining on university students’

achievements in the listening course of the Endbsiyuage and their attitudes towards this
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approach. The results of the study show that ststattitudes as well as scores in achievement
test were in favor of blended learning.

Obiedat, Nasir Eddeen, Harfoushi, AL-Hamarsheh,ri¢oand Alassaf (2014) reported
in their study which aimed to evaluate the effeaiess of blended learning on the academic
achievement of students in the University of Jortlzat there is a significant and positive
impact of blended learning on academic achievenoérthe students in the University of
Jordan.

Fakhir and lbrahim (2018) explored in their stubg effect of using blended learning
on the achievements of the sixth-grade studeriEnglish. The results were in favor of blended
learning.

Despite this large body of research on blendedniegr only a limited number of
studies, according to the researcher’s knowledtgr afviewing the related previous studies,
have been conducted on the perceptions of studewsrds employing blended learning in
English Language contexts in Jordan. In this sttiy,researcher aims to investigate students’
attitudes towards using blended learning and fijppkassroom models in English language

learning contexts.

2. Methodology and description of the course

For the purposes of this study, the blended legrmiodel of instruction was applied to two
separate sections of one course entitled “EsseniaPublic Speaking,” offered td'2year
students by the Department of Linguistics at theukg of Foreign Languages in the
University of Jordan. The number of students irmesection was 30.

As stated in the department’s approved study las, speech communication course
initially aims to strengthen the student’s self4dence to speak in public within the student
body. During the course, the student is given thpodunity to develop their accuracy and
fluency as well as their effective use of gestuaed appropriate body language to reinforce
their overall communicative ability and confidencBwo genres of speech are usually
emphasized: the informative and the persuasive.

In this course whose classes took place five timegeek, one-day of class time was
utilized for corresponding online learning taskeeTother four classes were traditional face-to-
face classroom meetings in which students weredasttegive speeches in front of their
classmates.

The course also used a flipped classroom desigmchwmeant that the student is

responsible for reading the class texts and wagcthe assigned videos before the lesson so
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that class time can be used for presentation dgliaed thoughtful discussions. No textbook
was used for the course. This was remedied by mgadselected from different websites,
Power Point presentations, and YouTube videos dhaitl students. The new course format
necessitated different assessment methods andreewpnts. To convert the course into a
blended format, the University of Jordan’s E-LeaghnMoodle platform was used in the course
as the online learning environment. The courseaparas organized into a weekly format with
a topic to be tackled with in each class duringweek.

Each topic had a video simulating the course camtgneved from YouTube, a Power
Point presentation and a class reading (sometimlysome or two of these three components
was shared); a plan of the lecture; and a cleaaled mini-task for the students to do. The
mini-tasks, which were assigned to students befiie face-to-face classes, required
information processing and a summary of the asdigriass readings, slide shows, and/or
YouTube videos recommended for watching. Deliverarge mock speech every week and
taking part in a forum discussion on a selectedsmaubject were also a must. These activities
were monitored and evaluated in the period betwibenface-to-face class meetings. The
virtual class meetings’ tasks were meant to endidestudents to apply the knowledge they
acquired from the mini-tasks through analyzing tsgsizing, and problem solving.

To evaluate students’ progress, a new rating systasiadopted. It allocated 30% of
course work, rather than the usual 20% allowedHhey university, to activities and learning
tasks carried out inside and outside the classrddra.midterm and final exantonsisted of
oral presentations and were worth 30% and 40% céspéy.

A questionnaire (appended at the end of this pajmerget students’ feedback on
combining face-to-face and online learning wasiedrout. The survey addressed their overall
impressions of the new features of the course, harie new course design using the blended
learning model of instruction, the new course strecusing the flipped classroom format, and

the new online learning environment using the eAieg platform.

3. Resultsand discussion

The results of the paper-based questionnaire whiashdistributed towards the end of the term
are presented in the following tables. These tafiesv that the students who took part in the
survey have different attitudes regarding the cptxeas well as the features of blended
learning and flipped learning. Before analyzingsthattitudes, it is worth mentioning here that

as far as Questions 4, 5, 6, and 7 in Table 2 @aneerned, the participants in the survey were
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allowed to select from the list of choices provide@ach of these questions all the choices that

are applicable to them. The same thing appliesuesfons 11 and 12 in Table 3.

Table 1. Students’ overall impression of blendextrieng

No. | Questions Answers Percentages
1 Before taking I have not heard about it before 31.66%
this course, | Using online sources and submitting assignments 33.35%
thought online
Blended 11.66%
Learning Submitting assignments online ’
Was... Using online sources 15%

Another (Specify please):
- Face-to-face in-class meetings and virtual mgstin

) i . 8.33%
- Using an e-learning platform for knowing grades a
number of absences
2 Since taking A new way of learning enabling students to be
this course, | independent and active participants in the learning 50%
have realized process.
Blended Making use of both face-to-face meetings and onlin¢ 30%
Learning is... tools
Doing and submitting many assignments 8.34%
Another (Specify please): 11.66%

- Atiresome way to learn

In Table 1, the analysis of Question 1 indicatest thilended learning is somehow
popular with the students, as only almost 32% efrtlstated that they have not heard about it
before. The most likely explanation of their prlavowledge of blended learning is that they
heard about it from other students who were takithgr blended learning courses in the same
semester with other instructors in other departsx@mtthe Faculty. Conversely, 68% of the
students had different ideas about what blendedilegacould be like, as almost 33.5% of them
believed before taking the course that blendechiegris basically about using online sources
and submitting assignments online, whereas 34.5%eh presumed that blended learning
only involves “Submitting assignments online,” “dgionline sources,” “Face-to-face in-class
meetings and virtual meetings,” or “Using an ey platform for knowing grades and
number of absences.”

These percentages highlight the importance of givanientation to students at the
beginning of the semester to make them acquainigdwinat blended learning is and what its
potential benefits to them are and eliminate angumilerstandings that any of those students
who are already familiar with blended learning ntigave.

Table 1 (Question 2) also outlines students’ pdiaep of blended learning after taking
the course, with half of them agreeing that thisdelwf instruction is a new learning method

encouraging independent and active learning. Cerler30% of the students realized that this
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method of learning is basically making use of bfaite-to-face meetings and online tools. In
addition, almost 20% of the students believe thended learning is a tiresome way to learn,

requiring them to do and submit many assignments.

Table 2a. Students’ evaluation of blended leareixmerience

No. Questions Answers Per centages
3 How did you like the Liked it 50%
Blended Learning modell Did not like it 20%
of instruction? Not sure 30%
4 What | really enjoyed Opportunity to practice what | learn and get
about Blended Learning feedback on every assignment | do (theory and 73.33%
is... practice combination)
Having one day off 36.66%

Supplementary materials (extra readings, videos, 43.33%
etc.) are useful
Learning from a variety of sources: searching the
Internet, watching videos, reading online articles 56.66%
not only using textbooks
Integrating technology for learning purposes 23.33%
Another (Specify please):
- Broadened student's knowledge boundaries
- A channel for communication between the studedt a 8.33%
his peers on one hand as well as the student and th
instructor on the other

5 What | found Too many assignments and activities 76.66%
challenging about Course nature does not fit the Blended Learning
Blended Learning is... model of instruction (more face-to-face meeting 28.33%
time is needed)
Taking part in online discussions 10%

The new rating system (30% of course work is
allocated to activities carried out inside and m&s 11.66%
the classroom)

Having to learn independently at a distance 26.66%
Learning from a variety of sources is demanding 33.33%
Another (Specify please): 0%
6 What did you like about User-friendly interface 20%
using E-learning (the
online learning logical course structure 25%
latform)? i i i i
p ) Access to a wide variety of learning materials 33.33%
Easy access to learning materials (everything is
. . ) 66.66%
available at all times in one place)
Collaborative learning possibility (through 15%
discussions)
Another (Specify please): 8.33%

- | liked receiving immediate feedback on my wor
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Table 2b. Students’ evaluation of blended learmixgerience
Collaborative learning possibility (through discioss) 15%
Another (Specify please): 8.33%
- | liked receiving immediate feedback on myriwo '
What challenges The interface is not easy to use; | did not getluset 21 66%
have you faced quickly '
related to technology Too many activities and assignments to do and submi 58.33%
or access to E- '
learning? Having to read articles and/or watch videos betmmaing
to class 26.66%
Having to take part in online discussions 13.33%
The E-learning sometimes crashes (Cannot accessd)p
or download course materials all the time) 38.33%
Working on the computer is tiring when comparedsdaal
classroom work 41.66%
Another (Specify please):
- A mobile application is needed; missing the assignt due to 10%
lack of push notification
8 What kind of i
online
activities did you assignments| 3 2 4 2 4 4
enjoy the most? — — — — —
Grade your searching °
preferences from 1 the Internet 2 @ 3 N 1 N 4 g\f’) 1 § 1 ©
(lowest) to 4 i Sy 18 —® 12 [ | Db
(highest). seussi 1Y |1 3 1] ® 3 ®© | 2
iscussions
presentationg 4 4 2 3 2 3
9 Are there any other
activities that you : -
like to add to the -1 enjﬁyed the course. All the activities werefpet. 100%
. - No.
above list? If yes,
specify them.

As Tables 2a and 2b demonstrate, half of the stade@re in favor of blended learning.
The other half was divided between those who atesaie whether they liked it or not (30%)
and those who had a negative attitude toward9#o(2

As regards students’ reasons for their positivituais towards the format of blended
learning used in the course, almost 74% vieweddadrearning as an opportunity to practice
what they learn and get feedback on every assignthegy do; where more than half of the
students (56.66%) mentioned they liked learningnfeovariety of sources, including searching
the Internet and watching online videos. Almost 44%the students believed that using



Teaching English with Technology, 18(4), 34-47 http://www.tewtjournal.org 42

supplementary materials (extra readings, videas) ate useful and 23.3% of them liked the
idea of integrating technology for learning purmos®ome students were in favour of the idea
of having a day off from university with a perceggaof 36.6%, while 8.33% of them noted that
blended learning helped them broaden their knovddatundaries and communicate more with
their peers as well as with their instructor.

When asked about what they found challenging ablamtded learning, almost 77% of
the students noted that this model of instructiovolves doing too many assignments and
activities, 33.3% of them believed that learningnfra variety of sources is demanding, 28.3%
of them assumed that the course nature does nibefiblended learning model of instruction
(i.e. more face-to-face meeting time is needed), Hd%6 of them did not enjoy taking part in
online discussions. Furthermore, 11.6% and 26.6%hefstudents, respectively, agreed that
allocating 30% of course work to activities carrmat inside and outside the classroom rather
than the 20% previously allocated, and having &wrendependently at a distanaee among
the challenges they encountered in the blendediteacourse they took.

In Table 2, Questions 6 and 7 outline students’itpes and negative attitudes,
respectively, towards using an online learningfptat in the course. In Question 6, most of the
students with a percentage of 66.6% indicated ukatg an e-learning platform enabled easy
access to learning materials as everything is abfalat all times in one place, whereas 33.3%
of them approved of using an e-learning platformbeing able to access a wide variety of
learning materials. Also, the students indicated Moodle, the e-learning platform used in the
course, has a user-friendly interface with a pesgmn of 20%, displayed the material in a
logical order with a percentage of 25%, enabledlabokative learning through online
discussions with a percentage of 15%, and allowedests to receive immediate feedback on
their work with a percentage of 8.3%.

In Question 7, the shortcomings of the platformigated by the students with the
percentages of 10%, 38.3%, and 26.6%, respectielg missing the assignment due to lack
of push notification through a mobile phone appiaa not being able to access, upload, or
download course materials all the time as the @latfsometimes crashes, and having to read
articles and/or watch videos before coming to cl@giditionally, the results show that the
students did not approve of the idea of doing ambnstting too many assignments and
activities with a percentage of 58.3%, which is thighest percentage among the other
shortcomings, while it is shown in the results tin&tidea of using a computer program to write

assignments is tiring prevailed with a percentadg&ld among the students.
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On the other hand, Table 2 shows some inconsistencstudents’ responses. For
example, more than half of the students (56.66%)timeed they liked learning from a variety
of sources, including searching the Internet antchwvag online videos, but only 23.33% of
them were supporters of integrating technologyléarning purposes, despite the well-known
love of those young students for using technolagygeneral. This conflicting attitude of
students is justified by the high percentage ofrtheelieving that blended learning requires
doing too many assignments and activities (76.66%Question 5, and 58.33% in Question 7).

Another significant finding in Table 2 that showsansistency in students' responses is
that 15% of the students liked the idea of usingirtual learning environment to learn
collaboratively through discussions (Question @pssibly due to its novelty to them - while
13.3% of them did not like having to take part imige discussions (Question 7).

Similarly, 20% of the students indicated that M@ods a user-friendly interface
(Question 6), while 21.66% of them believed tha thterface is not easy to use and getting
used to it takes time (Question 7). This inconaisyas justified by the fact that some students,
as they notified the researcher, have used Modaaflerd in other courses and it was not easy to
use at the beginning but now they know better rmwse it.

Another example showing irregularity in studentsswers is that 33.33% believed that
learning from a variety of sources is demandingg€don 5), while the same percentage of
students liked using a virtual learning platfornr feeing able to access a wide variety of
learning materials (Question 6). These instancggther with the experience of the researcher
who conducted this study, demonstrate that studiedearning through visual (videos) and
textual (readings) contents. However the instrubts to balance the different types of learning
materials; so that students will not be overwhelmwét too many activities and assignments to
do.

When asked about their preferences for the typetass and activities they were
assigned (Question 8), 48.34% of the partakersepexf the suggested activities in the
following order: presentations, online assignmerdsarching the Internet, and online
discussions. This choice of order is understoodesithe nature of the course in which the
partakers were enrolled required them to give ptasens regularly which necessitate doing
pertinent online assignments and searching theniettéo prepare for these presentations. Yet,
taking part in online discussions was not muchgsretl most likely due to its novelty and the
considered amount of time and effort it needs. Gadlyespeaking, these types of assignments
were the most satisfying for students and the rapptopriate for the course in question given

that no other activities were suggested by thagyaaints (Question 9).
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Table 3. Students’ evaluation of using the flippeaining model

No. | Questions Answers Per centages
10 | How did you like Liked it 70%
the flipped . —
classroom strategy? Did not like it 13.34%
Not sure 16.66%
11 | What did you like Being in full control of my learning
about it? (I am able to re-watch videos, read
assigned articles at my own pace, 48.33%

write down questions and discuss
them in class)

Class time is used to master skills
through collaborative discussions
and applying vyhat | learned rathe 38.33%
than only receiving knowledge
from the teacher

Coming well-prepared for class
discussion 3.166%

Ability to catch up quickly if I miss
a class as course content is 41.66%
accessiblat all times online

Another (Specify please): 0%
12 What d|dn_t you | did not have access to the Interngt 21.66%
like about it? all the time

| needed to spend a long time in
front of a computer watching

videos, reading articles, doing and 75%
uploading online assignments.

Another (Specify please):

- Videos are sometimes long 4.99%

- Constant fear that the assignment '
was not uploaded and shared with the
instructor on e-learning

Even though the strategy of flipped classroom legrnvhich emphasizes the idea of
self-study and limits the role of the teacher ane $upervisor of the learning process to a
mentor is somewhat new to students, almost 70%evhtexpressed their general acceptance of
it as shown in Table 3, Question 10.

This positive attitude was demonstrated by theaeses of the students to Question 11
(Table 3). They indicated that flipped learningdeal them to be in full control of their learning
and study at their own pace (48.33%), to catch wipkty if they miss a class (41.66%), to
exploit class time to master skills through collatve discussions and apply what they

learned (38.33%), and to come well-prepared fasscthiscussion (3.16%).



Teaching English with Technology, 18(4), 34-47 http://www.tewtjournal.org 45

At the same time, the students were negative atueh a concept with 75% of them
expressing their dislike of the idea of spendinigrag time in front of a computer watching
videos, reading articles, doing and uploading enéesignments (see Table 3, Question 12).

Furthermore, 21.66% of the participants indicateat they do not have access to the
Internet all the time, while 4.99% of them mentidribat the videos they were asked to watch
were sometimes long and expressed a constanthigathiey might not have properly uploaded

and shared the assignment with the instructor leaeing.

4. Findings and recommendations

The results of this study demonstrate that blerel@ching and flipped classroom strategies can
be used as effective tools to move from the tradiél educational systems to more recent
educational models. Such models encourage the iadoptt student-centered learning, which

fosters students’ analytical and critical thinkirgkills and encourages them to work

interactively and acquire knowledge in a way thaitsstheir interests and learning styles.

Such a form of implementation allows the role oé tteacher to shift from a source of

information to a facilitator.

The study also gives an insight into the considamatthat instructors intending to teach
courses with blended learning and flipped classrawodels should pay attention to.

The findings of this study indicate that blendedriéng balances the use of both
traditional face-to-face instruction and moderrhtemogy to facilitate interactive collaboration,
which is an important feature of the modern classroAdditionally, this study reveals that
blended learning offers a customized learning @gpee with a variety of activities and
collaboration tools, online discussions, and sttdigiiored feedback. Furthermore, results
show that effective blended learning requires kag@ balance between the material covered
in the course and the number of tasks and acsvéssigned to students on the one hand, and
learning objectives on the other. Moreover, thdeotéd data show that the flipped classroom
model helps reduce the infrastructure challengescieted with using modern technology in
the classroom. Such a model enables students tohwatleos and do the readings in
preparation for class discussions in advance amrytanywhere and not necessarily on campus.

As far as the integration of technology, particlyléine use of an e-learning platform, in
learning contexts is concerned, the results of dluely demonstrate that successful use of
technology for classroom learning necessitatesfudérechoosing the tasks and activities
(visual and textual) that attract students andeiase their willingness to learn. In addition, this
study underscores the significance of overcoming @ase of student computer illiteracy or
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fear associated with the integration of new kindislearning activities in the educational

process. According to the study, this can be aehidyy providing students with constant
technical assistance through, for example, shacmgrse-tailored manuals about the new
virtual learning environment or referring them be T department in the pertinent educational
institution for technical support.

All in all, further research should be carried and more data should be collected to
make generalizations about students’ perceptiotis r@gards to blended learning and flipped
classroom design. The investigation should alsongxathe types of activities and assignments
that promote greater student engagement and imph@e experience with blended learning
and flipped classroom models, as well as the tgpéschnical and logistic difficulties that both

teachers and students face in blended and flipgeerdihg.
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Abstract

This research study investigated whether the inthmvaf online video media spoken in both
Thai and English with appropriate subtitles impmbvEnglish skills for new students in
Business Computing at Suratthani Rajabhat UniyerSiinety two students were split equally
between an experimental group using video onlingianéor learning and a control group
learning the same content face-to-face in the @ass. Evaluation was conducted through
achievement and satisfaction tests. Trials of tisériictional media by 33 students with a range
of English skills helped to improve it. At the eafithe learning period all students using the
video online media passed the achievement testiatdrbut only 54% of the control group
passed. There was no significant difference betvtleermpre-test scores of the two groups. The
post-test scores showed that the experimental ghadpa significantly higher average score
(23.39) than the control group (14.89) at the l®f 0.05. The achievement test results of the
experimental group (listening = 3.98, reading =3.88iting = 3.93, speaking = 3.91,
discussion =3.91, presenting = 3.87) were signifigahigher than the control group (listening
= 2.94, reading =3.07, writing = 2.72, speaking.83] discussion =2.20, presenting = 2.20) at
the p level of 0.01 in every English skill. The dtmts’ satisfaction for the innovation rated out
of 5 was at a high level overall (4.54), the studemere satisfied with the innovation (4.67),
the innovation was interesting (4.63), and the Vfation was easy to understand (4.28).

Keywords: English skills; cloud computing; online learniragline video

1. Introduction

The Thailand Ministry of Education (2012) has beaging more attention to the development
of English language ability among Thai youth byg&ing young Thai people to communicate
in English effectively as can be seen from theaase in the number of international courses in
Thai intuitions from elementary level to universigyel in both public and private institutions.
Wutwongsa (2015) reported that the Internationaititute for Management Development
(IMD) World Competitive Yearbook 2011 found thatn§apore has the highest level of
English proficiency in ASEAN countries followed Bhilippines and Malaysia, with Thailand
below Indonesia. This is in line with the Englisloftiency Index (Education First, 2018),
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which has five levels: very high, high, moderatey land very low. The results show that the
proficiency of English in Thailand is very low, lewthan Indonesia and Vietham which have
moderate proficiency.

All this is also in line with the TOEFL test rewulof the English proficiency test of
graduates in ASEAN countries, which showed thatg&wore and the Philippines were
followed by Malaysia, Indonesia, Myanmar, VietnamdaCambodia which all had average
scores of more than 500 for English language sKillee Thai language proficiency score is
lower than 500, which is the same level as Laoss Tidicates that Thai graduates of the
English language have problems in using English simalvs the problem of using English
skills is a priority.

In addition, the National Academic Testing Ing&t{2013) reported the results of the
Ordinary National Educational Test (O-NET) where #werage score on the use of English
skills of final year high school students in Thadan the academic year 2012 was 22.13. In the
academic year 2013, although improving, was 25.8&hvwas still low. Therefore, the need
for development of English language skills is vital

A survey by the first author to improve the 201Zriculum of Bachelor of Business
Administration of Business Computer Department,aBbani Rajabhat University found that
one of the problems faced by first-time studentermg the Business Computer Department
was the lack of a foreign language, especially EhgMoreover, the experiences of this author
teaching first year students in the academic yéd52in the Fundamentals of Computer
Science and Technology Module found that 80% adestts could not explain the meaning of
technical terms, and the 20% of students who cprddounce the technical terms correctly did
not understand the meaning.

In order to improve the English skills of thesedergraduate students, the author has
developed a series of instructional activities g on English language skills through using
online video about the cloud computing topic. thaito make learners familiar with the use of
English skills in listening, speaking, reading, timg, presenting and discussing. This will give
students more confidence in using English in comguio make graduates more acceptable to
employers and increase English proficiency in comsuand information technology in line
with the policy for Thai youth to develop knowledgad ability to use English equally with
other countries in the ASEAN region.

The research problem for this study was whetharnlag online using video and
subtitles would help Thai students learn Englisttditent better than just learning face-to-face

in the classroom. The approach adopted is oridiggbresenting the content: first in spoken
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Thai with English subtitles to help Thai studergad the English words; and then presenting in
spoken English with Thai subtitles to help Thaidstots listen to the English content; and then
presenting in spoken English with English subtiteselp Thai students both listen to and read
the English IT content without any supporting Tepeech or writing. The rationale for this
approach was that such an English learning proitess easy to difficult using video online
could help university students with a low levelEriglish skills learn English. This approach
required the author to develop the online video imed a cloud computing instructional
package with emphasis on English skills in listgnispeaking, reading, writing, presenting,
and discussion for use by new students in Busir@ssiputing at Suratthani Rajabhat
University. Evaluation involved comparing the stotd academic achievement scores before
and after using the instructional package with #thievement scores of a control group
learning the same content face-to-face in the wass and measuring students’ satisfaction
level towards the video online instructional paakagurther details of the research design are
provided in section 3 below.

2. Literaturereview

No previous published research could be found adgpat similar research methodology to this

study but there has been some research on theitsesfe¢aptioning and the use of video for

language learning. There has been extensive résshosving how subtitles can be helpful for

reading and literacy development but usually wtik subtitles in the same language (Zane
Education, 2018).

The use of the terms ‘captions’ or ‘subtitles’ iear across countries and they are
sometimes used interchangeably. However, when theewwords are in the same language as
the spoken words they are usually designed totgssople with hearing impairments by also
describing non speech sounds whereas when in exetitf language to the spoken word they
are usually designed to only assist non-nativeksgysavho have no hearing impairments.

Al-Seghayer (2001) studied using graphics and imaetia in teaching a second
language effectively by testing the knowledge ofalmlary meaning and reading skill. There
were three forms of teaching to describe meanimdy text, text and picture, and text and
video. The data was collected by interviewing askireg questions using a questionnaire with
30 participants. The results showed that text wiideo helped learners with their
understanding about the topic more than learniomgnftext with PowerPoint because the
combination of multimedia, voice, and text helpedrhers to build a mental image and

concentrate more than only text and picture
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Shimogori, Ikeda, and Tsuboi (2010) studied howomatically generated captions help
learners to communicate in English with non-natsgeakers. The results showed captions
facilitated understanding English listening skidsd especially helped improve the ability in
listening skills for half of the learners in thess$ to reach an intermediate level, as well as had
a positive effect on abilities in other Englishliski

Guo (2013) studied several million video watchsessions on the edX platform and
found the time spent watching went down as theosdgot longer than 6 minutes. Comscore
(Lella, 2014) found that the average watching tforeonline content video on the top 10 video
platforms was around 4 minutes. Research has seggeberefore, that approximately 4
minutes is a good length of video to keep viewergaged, which is why 3-4 minutes was
chosen for the length of the videos in this study.

Wiseman and Odell (2014) note that the challehge using English as the Medium of
Instruction presents to lecturers is “how to préskeeir subject clearly and concisely in another
language” and that students’ perceptions of lecsurénglish language proficiency relate to
their perceptions of general competence. If it &der for lecturers who are non-native
speakers of English to provide clear and concigehieg through live face-to-face teaching in
English than through pre-prepared online captioriddos, it might be expected that students
would find the use of pre-prepared online captioviddos helpful.

Yabe (2015) investigated how much more universitydents in the US would be
willing to pay for a captioned online class rathiean for a non-captioned online class and
found that international students would be willtagpay more than deaf and hard-of-hearing
students or native speakers. These findings suggeaststudents greatly value the use of
captions when learning in their non-native language

Huang, Shadiev and Hwang (2016) split sixty Tai@smnuniversity students into two
groups. One group watched English lecture recosdimgh English captions and the other
group watched them without captions. Then both gsowere tested on the content and also
surveyed about their cognitive load (i.e. mentdbrgf used. Captions improved students’
performance and reduced cognitive load and wergcphkarly beneficial for low EFL ability
students. However, Huang et al. did not providermiation about the length of the lectures in
this journal article.

Bal-Gezegin (2014) studied the effect of usingewichnd PowerPoint in article writing
by 28 students in France. The participants weredéd into two groups. The first group
watched a video clip with a French voice and slastitThe second group listened to a teacher

who read the text in French and showed four PowetRbdes. The results found that the first
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group wrote an article significantly better thae gecond group at p = 0.05 level because the
video connects language with meaning more tha®tveerPoint media.

Teaching by getting students to watch online videotside the class time is known as
‘flipped learning’. Wald (2011) showed how usingptianed videos in a flipped learning
classroom allowed students to go at their own @acewatch the recording as many times as
they needed. Bishop (2013) surveyed research d@heulipped classroom, emphasising that
the key point of this form of teaching and learnisghat teaching and learning activities take
place both inside and outside the classroom. Tiwaealso an evaluation of the methodology
in teaching and learning of each activity. The ltssshowed that students were more satisfied
while learning in a classroom than while watchingvideo. However, students preferred
learning using activities more than just listeniega lecture. Moreover, the flipped learning
classroom increased students’ learning performamge21% compared to a traditional
classroom. However, this study was at an earlyestal needed more research, especially on

classroom activities.

3. Thestudy
3.1. Resear ch purpose, materials and procedure
This research study aimed at comparing the learmohgevement of two groups of learners: the
experimental group who used online video and the#robgroup who were taught face-to-face
in the classroom. These two groups used the samterdobut a different teaching approach
using different types of teaching media. The expental group accessed an online video
recording of a PowerPoint presentation in the ctasa while the control group had the same
PowerPoint presentation offered by the teachertadace in class. The online materials were
captioned whereas a transcript was provided forFdme-to-Face teaching group. The author,
who is a native Thai speaker who also speaks Briisglish fluently was the teacher for both
the online recordings and face-to-face teachindpath Thai and English. The English was
checked by the second author who is a native UKigingpeaker. The videos were produced
using PowerPoint with the audio recorded usingMaeBook Air's own microphone and so
would be easy for any teacher to also create udgrgdard computer equipment. Both groups
were asked to do a pre-test before the experimehtigost-test after the experiment. The pre-
test and post-test questions were designed byeihehér who is the author/researcher and
checked by the native English speaking second autho

The achievement measurements were focused on nigéisiE skills of listening,

speaking, reading, writing, presentation and disicusbefore and after using the instructional
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package developed by the authors/researchers. @hievament of the experimental and
control groups were compared by scores from thetgsie and the post-test, as well as
performance scores of presentation capabilitiesfadiscussion capabilities in English.

Three presentations of the same material usingréifit formats were used to help
students learn both written and spoken Englishuindistening and reading. Both groups had
the same order of presentations:

1) Thai slides, Thai speech, and English subtitlepdermental group: see example in
Figure 1) or transcript (control group) to help arstand the subject and concepts in
Thai and English by reading English and by learrting meaning of the English
subtitles or transcript. The online video is avalga  at
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=QHBVTnghQ-U

: - . LA : -~ -
dudnsnnug e fumsianTiaya

The front end is presented on the computer that you as a client

-

Figure 1. Example of Thai slideshow with Englisibtitles for the experimental group

2)  English slides, English speech, and Thai subt{geperimental group: see example
in Figure 2) or transcript (control group) to hdigtening to English (and therefore
also later help with speaking English) by learnihg meaning and pronunciation of
spoken English and reading English (and therefdse &ter help with writing
English) through written English slides. The onlinedeo is available at
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=bUyU4aBrZxM&t=22s
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FRONT END

=

FailegnasuvavaaMsRaNiiig Usznavlies

O HusiasiaduTdnu uazgdumsdansdoya
—

Figure 2. Example of English slideshow with Thabtles for the experimental group

English slides, English speech and English subtiiflexperimental group: see
example in Figure 3) or transcript (control grospe example in Figure 4) to help
practice listening in English (and therefore akstil help with speaking English) and
learning the meaning and pronunciation of spokegligim and reading English (and
therefore also later help with writing English) dbgh written English slides and
subtitles without the support of any spoken or temitThai. Starting with English

speech and English subtitles (online) or transdgfstssroom) would have been too
difficult for the students to learn new technicalcabulary. The online video is

available athttps://www.youtube.com/watch?v=CMrxzj8x3z0

BACK END

The server follows rules
called protocol.

Middleware lets the

networked computers
communicate with each

T IS g O
This central server also uses software called Middleware

— |

Figure 3. Example of English slideshow with Englésibtitles for the experimental group
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BACK END

The server follows rules Database
called protocol.

(Storage)

Middleware lets the
networked computers
communicate with each
other.

0:00 Hello my name is Kewalin and I'm so excitec®your teacher this year.
0:07 For the first episode, | would like to talkoaib cloud computing.

0:14 Applications, Files, Videos, Music, and yoa aonstantly faced with a
problem finding space on your hard drive for allydigital stuff.

0:26 With cloud computing all your stuff can berstbon the World Wide Web

Figure 4. Example of English slideshow with Englisdnscript for the control group

The content that was presented concerned the ngeafirtloud computing; cloud
computing architecture; process of cloud computadyantages and disadvantages of cloud
computing. Both groups of students were free t@s&their respective teaching materials also
at home after class. The main difference was thaekperimental group was able to listen to
the teacher again as they could access the ordewmding but the control group could not
listen again to the teacher as they had no reaqgrdin

For the student presentations the control grogplyred English slides, spoke English
and produced a transcript in English while the expental group created an online video with
English slides and spoke English with English gldsti The differences between the groups
was therefore the creation of an online video eirtslide presentation with subtitles by the
experimental group and the presentation of PowatRtides in the classroom with a transcript
by the control group.

For the student discussion the control group ve&ea questions and they wrote down
their answers/discussions on the board in therdasswhile the experimental group discussed
guestions on Facebook by typing answers/discusskemsboth groups, the teacher used the
same questions written in English.

The population were 514 undergraduate studentsiBusiness Computer Department,
Faculty of Management Sciences, Suratthani Rajablmaersity. The samples were two
groups of 46 undergraduaté-year students in the Business Computer Departrméat
enrolled in the Fundamentals of Computer and In&diom Technology in Semester 1, 2016.
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The two groups had similar average scores in thgli§n Test when they entered the
university. The experimental group had an averageesof 70.64 and the control group had an
average score of 68.10. A third group of 46 stusldrd@ving an average score of English of
68.10 was used to pilot and improve the materiadstasts. All three groups were taught by the
first author.

Tests for desired behavioural goals were develdpekinowledge and understanding of
cloud computing; knowledge and understanding abaiting English sentences; ability in
English pronunciation; advantages and disadvantafj@pplying a cloud computing service;
presenting skill in English; and discussion skill English. The focus of Part 1 test was on
testing knowledge, memorizing, and understandinglofid computing using reading skills.
Part 2 tested writing skill in English sentencesthe cloud computing topic, measured by
checking their knowledge and understanding. Pates®ed students’ abilities in English
pronunciation about the cloud computing topic, mead by their pronunciation in order to test
their listening (in video or class) and speakintgjskPart 4 tested students’ abilities in reading,
understand meaning, and implementation. Part ®dette ability through producing video
online media to present and answer questions. GPéested the ability in discussion using
speaking skills, listening skills, and discussi&itls

Three experts in English, computing, and measunémed achievement who had five
years’ experience in the fields evaluated the It@®inject Congruence (IOC) presentation
criteria skills in English using the following rags: +1 = sure that it is related, O = not sur¢ tha
it is related, and -1 = sure that it is not related

The correspondences between the tests and theibets objectives based on the
average scores of the three experts are displayetable 2, showing that the tests were
generally considered good apart from the discusdibe experts suggested that the discussion
method for the control group should be changed fspeaking in class to writing on the
blackboard to more closely match the experimentalig typing a discussion in the Facebook
social media program. The researcher agreed amgtadijit accordingly. All experts agreed
that the test was consistent with the lesson aadetst was consistent with the objectives. Only
two experts were not sure whether the number ofceses in each lesson was appropriate.
Only one expert disagreed that the forms of teseveppropriate for the lesson, while two

experts were not sure if the questions were ofaglee to the content.
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Table 1. The relationship between the tests, désiebavioural goals and the content and skills used

writing English sentences in Cloud
Computing topic

Tests Desired behavioural goals Skillsused
Part 1 Test knowledge, memorizing, Measure knowledge, Reading skill
understanding of Cloud Computing memorizing, understanding

of the meaning computing

term
Part 2 Test knowledge, understanding abguMeasure knowledge, Writing skill

understanding about writing
English sentences

Part 3 Test ability in English pronunciation
about Cloud Computing topic

Measure ability in English
pronunciation

Listening and speaking
skills

Part 4 Test knowledge, elements, and
process of Cloud Computing, advantages

Service

disadvantages of applying Could Computingmplementation

Measure ability in reading,
andderstand meaning and

Reading skill,
understanding, and
implementation

Part 5 Test presenting skill in English abou
Cloud Computing

tMeasure ability in producing
video online media to presen
and answer questions

Speaking skill, presenting
skill, listening skill, and
answering questions

Part 6 Test discussion skill in English abou
Cloud Computing

tMeasure ability in discussion

Speaking skill, Irstey
skill, and discussion skill

Table 2. The findings of correspondence betweenesteand the behavioural objective from experts

Average scores of learning activities

Evaluation Criteria — . - — - - :

Listening | Speaking | Reading | Writing Presenting | Discussion
Pre-test and Post-test 10C 10C I0C I0C 10C I0C
1. The test is consistent with the lesson. 1 1 1 1 |1 1
2. The test is consistent with thel 1 1 1 1 1
objectives.
3. The number of exercises in each lessdn 1 1 0 1 0
is appropriate.
4. The forms of test are appropriate for the 1 1 1 1 -1
lesson.
5. The questions are of relevance |tb 1 0 0 1 1
content.

The development process of the instructional pazkag online video media in cloud

computing (see Figure 5) involved trials of thetinstional package by:

the instructional package via online video med@cpss by the observation, control,

three learners who have low, medium, high scordsngfish test learning following

and suggestion of the instructor (Low = 0-2, medmri high = 4-5);

a small group of 10 participants with 3 people wiawe a high level, 4 people who

have a medium level and 3 people who have a loel lefwusing English;

a large group of 30 participants with 10 people wlave a high level, 10 people a

medium level and 10 people who have a low leveisifig English.
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| Define types and elements o Evaluate and review by
the online instructional pack 7| 3 experts to make First
improvement
Instructional package —> — -
via online video > Inle|du.aI. tryout —»| Second improvement
media (1:1:1)
—> Small group tryout —| Third improvement
(3:4:3)
Large group tryout .
L » (10:10:10 —»| Evaluate improvement

Figure 5. The development process of the instroatipackage

The findings from the three participants’ trials lehrning from online video media
showed that the researcher should change the Emgreces in the explanation to be shorter,
and change the form of the writing test from watifull sentences to rearranging sentences.
The findings from the small group of 10 participggrtials of learning from online video media
showed that the researcher should change the lemgrees for listening to be shorter, and
remove ambiguous questions from the test. The rigslifrom the large group of 30
participants’ trials of learning from online videoedia showed further improvement was not
necessary.

The pe-test and post-test were used in evaluating students’ efficiency in learning by
answering the same 20 questions, which were divided into four parts: meaning of vocabulary
items, rearranging or writing sentences, pronuimiatand reading comprehension. The
questions in each part were developed using 15tiqunesper part and tried out with 30
participants who were not in the sample groupsrdento select the appropriate questions that
were not too difficult or easy for students. Thstld® questions from each part were selected to
become 20 questions in total. If the learners satethe right answer, they got 1 mark, if not,
they got 0 marks.

Part 5 was about the presentation ability, wheaenkers created a video online and then
presented it online by uploading to YouTube. Thesze four criteria used by the experts in
their presentation ability judgements, where aesdB means good, 4-6 means medium, and
1-3 means need to improve (see Table 3). A scoee 4uneans they passed the presentation

criteria.
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Table 3. Presentation scoring criteria

and interesting

1-2 places wrong
, Stop 1-2 times
to think but still
interesting
presentation

3-4 places wrong
, Stop 3-4 times to
think, and some
interesting
presentation

Scores
criten 4 3 2 1
Video online | - match objective | - mostly match | - somewhat match| - less related to
material well objective objective objective
- correct spelling - misspelling 1- | - misspelling 3-4 - misspelling more
- related content 2 places places than 4 places
and consistency | - mostcontent | - some content - less relevance in
- appropriate related and related and content
pictures or consistent consistent - no picture or
symbols that - mostly - some relevant symbol helps
make presentation appropriate picture and describe
interesting and pictures or symbol help presentation
help symbols and understand - video online is
understanding help understand presentation not interesting
- good looking presentation - some interesting
presentation - good part of
presentation presentation
Presentation | - pronounce - pronounce - pronounce some| - pronounce less
correct stress in mostly correct correct stress in correct stress in
words or stress in words| words or words or sentence
sentences or sentences sentences - less correct
- correct intonation | - mostly correct | - some correct intonation
- pronounce intonation intonation - pronounce few
consonants - pronounce most - pronounce some consonants
correctly consonants consonants correctly
- present all correctly correctly - present
correct, smoothly | - present - present more than 4 places

wrong, stop more
than 4 times to
think, and not
interesting
presentation

As regards the discussion scoring criteria (Tah)lethe score of 7-8 means good, 4-6
means medium, and 1-3 means needs to improve. ddre sver 4 means they passed the
discussion criteria. Three experts who had at IBagears’ experience in Computer Science

who knew English very well were asked to evaludie presentations and discussions

following the criteria.
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Table 4. Discussion scoring criteria

score 4 3 2 1
Criteria
Discussion - discuss to the - most of - some of - less discussion
point and discussion to the  discussion to thel and mostly not
correctly point and correct point and only relevant to the
- use correct - mostly using some are correct topic and correct
English correct English | - some use corregt - more than 4
grammar grammaronly a | English places have
few mistakes grammar, 3-4 mistakes using
places have English
grammar
mistakes
Answering - answer - answer most - answer some | - answer few
questions guestions guestions guestions guestions
directly and directly and directly and directly and
correctly correctly correctly correctly or say
- use correct - use mostly - use some correct only a word
English correct English English - use less correct
grammar grammar only 1-| grammar; 3-4 English
2 places wrong places wrong grammar over 4
places wrong
4. Results

Scores within groups and between groups and saifiaratings were analysed.

4.1. Theresultswithin the experimental group

The results of a Paired Sample t-test for the emyetal group of 46 participants showed that

60

the average scoresx(= 23.50) after learning with the online video medibout cloud

computing was higher than the pre-test score @.52) at the 0.05 level of significance (see
Table 5). The coefficient of variation score of fest and post-test scores of the online video
group was 7.62, which is low. It means the learmmajerial has a very high efficiency. 100 %

of the learners passed the post-test criteria, wthiat was set at a score of 15 out of 30 (see

Table 6).

Table 5. Paired Sample t-test for the experimemtgietween pre-test and post-test score

N Average score (X )
D D? t-test
Pre-test Post-test
46 4.52 23.39 868 16626 54.6019*
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Table 6.Coefficient variation score of pre-test and post-teverage scores of experiment group

N Total Pre-test score Post-test score
score X SD. Ccv X SD Ccv
46 30 4.52 2.09 43.42 23.39 1.78 7.62

4.2. Theresultswithin the control group

The results of the Paired Sample t-test for thérobgroup of 46 participants showed that the
average scoresx(= 4.48) after learning with the online video medi@out cloud computing
were higher than the pre-test score=(14.89) at the 0.05 level of significance (seel@at).

The coefficient of variation score of pre-test guust-test scores of the video online group was
15.78, which is high. It means the learning matesiwuld be improved. There were 54% of
the learners who did not pass the post-test aitiiat was set at a score of 15 out of 30 (see
Table 8).

Table 7. Paired Sample t-test for the control groefwveen pre-test and post-test score

N Average score (X ) D D* t-test
46 Pre-test Post-test
4.48 14.89 479 5283 27.5765*

Table 8. Coefficient of variation score of pre-testl post-test average scores of control group

N Total Pretest Post-test
score X SD Y X SD Ccv
46 30 4.48 1.64 36.69 14.89 2.35 15.78

4.3. Comparison of theresults between the experimental and control groups
The comparison between the two groups using thetailed independent t-test showed there
was no significant difference in the pre-test ssarkthe two groups, as can be seen in Table 9.

Table 9. Independent Sample t-test between theriexgetal and control group for pre-test score

Test N X D i So.
Experiment group 46 4.52 1.96
Control group 46 4.48 1.64 115 .909

The post-test score of the experimental groxg 3.39) was higher than the control
group (X = 14.89) at the 0.001 level of significance (Tablg.
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Table 10. Independent Sample t-test between theriempntal and control group for post-test score

Test N X SD t Sig.
Experimental

group 46 23.39 1.78 19.55 <0.001
Control group 46 14.89 2.35

4.4. The Independent Sample t-test between two groups of post-test score for listening
skill

The comparison of the two groups for listening Iskding the independent t-test showed that
the experimental groupx(= 3.98) had a significantly higher post-test scitv@n the control
group (X = 2.93), as shown in Table 11.

Table 11. Independent Sample t-test between twapgréor listening skill

Test N X SD t Sig.
Experiment group| 46 3.98 .65 7 345 <0.001
Control group 46 2.94 71 '

4.5. The Independent Sample t-test between two groups of post-test score for speaking
skill

The comparison of two groups for speaking skillngsindependent t-test shows that the
experimental groupX = 3.91) had a significantly higher post-test sdtian the control group
(x = 1.93), as shown in Table 12.

Table 12. Independent Sample t-test between twapgréor speaking skill

Test N X SD t Sig.
Experiment group 46 3.91 .66084 14514 <0.001
Control group 46 1.93 64643 '

4.6. The Independent Samplet-test between two groups of post-test scorefor reading skill
The comparison of two groups for reading skill gsimdependent t-test showed that the
experimental groupX = 3.89) had a significantly higher post-test sdabin the control group

(X = 3.07), as shown in Table 13.
Table 13. Independent Sample t-test between twapgrfor reading skill

Test N X sD t Sig.
Experiment group 46 3.89 .67 5098 .000**
Control group 46 3.07 .65 '
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4.7. The Independent Samplet-test between two groups of post-test scorefor writing skill
The comparison of two groups for writing skill ugilndependent Sample t-test showed that

the experimental groupX(= 3.93) had a significantly higher post-test scth@n the control

group (X = 2.72), as shown in Table 14.

Table 14. Independent Sample t-test between twapgréor writing skill

Test N X SD t Sig.
Experiment group 46 3.93 A4 10.835 <0.001
Control group 46 2.72 .62 '

4.8 The Independent Sample t-test between two groups of post-test scorefor presentation
skill
The comparison of two groups for writing skill ugilndependent Sample t-test showed that

the experimental groupX(= 3.87) had a significantly higher post-test scthan the control

group (X = 2.20), as shown in Table 15.

Table 15. Independent Sample t-test between twapgrfor presentation skill

Test N X SD t Sig.
Experiment group 46 3.87 .50 16.071 <0.001
Control group 46 2.20 .50 '

4.9. The Independent Sample t-test between two groups of post-test scorefor discussion

skill

The comparison of two groups for writing skill ugilndependent Sample t-test showed that
the experiment groupX(= 3.91) had a higher score of post-test than cbgtaup (X = 2.20),

as shown in Table 16.

Table 16. Independent Sample t-test between twapgrfor discussion skill

Test N X S.D. t Sig.
Experiment group 46 3.91 .63 15.068 .000**
Control group 46 2.20 45 '

Both groups of learners have problems in listenirigen they did not understand the
vocabulary. It is therefore difficult for them tsten to foreigners in English. The students are
not confident where they should put stress in wardssentences and also have speaking

problems as they know very little vocabulary. Tlhaye less chance to speak English, which is
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why they lack confidence in speaking English. Theynot understand or remember English
structures and misspell words, have less experienpeesenting in English and do not know
which words or linking words should be used. EvViethéy understand the question, they may
not be able to answer because of lack of vocabsglagannot discuss well.

The satisfaction of learners for video online wasasured using 5 levels of Likert
Scale. The average satisfaction score was 4.54hifihest score was for the learners satisfied
about the video onlineX(= 4.67). The second highest score was for the vioeline is

interesting & = 4.63). The lowest score was for the content idewi online is easy to

understand X = 4.28), as shown in Table 17.

Table 17. Satisfaction of learners for video online

Questions X SD

1. The content in video online is easy to understan 4.28 0.69
2. The content is cover the knowledge of bachebgree level. 4.37 0.64
3. The video online is interesting. 4.63 0.49
4. The video online can help learners in learnimependently. 4.38 0.38
5. The video online can develop English skillsesrhers. 4.52 0.51
6. The video online is suitable for learners’ ages. 4.50 0.55
7. The learners satisfy about the video online. 74.6 0.47
Average scores 4.54 0.53

Figures 6 and 7 show examples of English presemtaand English subtitle of a

participant from the control group.

i
be making videos to help

Figure 6. Cover picture of a participant’'s work
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Cloud computing is the stering uf data
and applications on remote servers, and

accessing them via the Internet while

alse Beir\g able te save or install them “

on your persenal or office computers.

s
and accessing them via the Internet while also being able to save |

Figure 7. Participant’s work describing meaningtdud Computing

Figure 8 shows an extract from the experimentaligrparticipants’ discussion using
Facebook. The instructor posted three questionseorFacebook wall, and participants in the
experiment group typed answers and discussed haih peers. Three experts who had at least

5-year experience in Computer science evaluatedligreission on the wall and gave marks

following the criteria.

+ Kewalin Ar.lg{c?n?nnn
What are advantages of Cloud Computing?

il Like @ Comment # Share

F 1. Reduce the risk of default or demonstration projects.
2. has the flexibility to increase or decrease the system as required.
Like - Reply - November 22, 2016 at 7:06am - Edited
?é _ B mutual frends
agree
Like - Reply - November 22, 2016 at 7:16am

..?.i Write a reply,

- Expenses can be quickly reduced
- Less environmental impact

Like - Reply - € 1 - November 22, 2018 at 7:10am - Edited

agree
Like - Reply « November 22, 2016 at 7:17am
+.' Write a raply.

Friends with
- The server was efficient. A good backup a hight-speed network.
Like - Reply - Novemnber 22, 2018 a1 7:06am - Edited

Figure 8. Participants’ online discussion anonyuhise
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YouTube viewing figures showed that
1) the video with speech in Thai with English subtitked 2,629 views;
2) the video with speech in English with subtitleSimai had 227 views;
3) the video with speech in English with subtitlegimglish had 88 views.
The order of student views from most to least whai Bpeech and English subtitle; English
speech and Thai subtitle; and English speech agtisBrsubtitle.

5. Discussion and conclusions

The pre-test scores of the two groups were verylainwhich suggests the two groups have a
similar potential in learning English. The postttesores of the experimental group were
higher than the control group at the 0.001 levelsmnificance, therefore answering the

research question by showing that learning onlisengi video and subtitles helped Thai

students learn English IT content better thanlpetning face-to-face with similar content. The

average satisfaction score at 4.54 was high fonieg through video online. This also suggests
that perhaps English could be learnt by Thai sttsddmough teachers providing similar online

video materials with subtitles for the content tfey subjects as well as IT.

Proving beyond any doubt the cause and effect afdarcation technology intervention
involving teachers and students is difficult beeaw$ many possible variables. This study
controlled many of these variables as the two gsaafpstudents had similar abilities and the
same content and slides and the same teacher wdsfarsthe face-to-face teaching and the
video online teaching. It was observed that learfistened to the online video many times so
that they could practice speaking. Therefore th@odpnity to listen again could be one of the
reasons for the better learning by the experimegrtalp compared to the control group.

The listening and speaking scores were very simildéhnin groups, which supports
Gilakjani and Ahmadi’s (2011) findings that a gasldll of listening can result in a good skill
of speaking. Based on the results, it can be cdeduhat students found they didn’t realise
how important the English consonant sound was eualspg or communication because the
Thai language has no consonant sound. The Thaudaegalso has no different sound for a
plural or a singular word. Therefore, most studenissed out the consonant sound because
they never pronounce it in Thai. They are not used and feel shy if they have to try and
pronounce it. The consonant sounds that studemsisechiout included in the word “computers”
where they missed out the “s” sound, and “homeworktake” where they missed out the “k”

sound at the end and “rest” where they misseddtinsl at the end. Moreover, when students
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did not understand the words, it led to broken eosation as they did not understand the
guestions.

Speaking problems were caused by lack of vocabukwylearners could not
communicate well, and also lacked a chance to ipeadpeaking English. This speaking
problem is related to the finding of Kosashunha2®l16) that the engineers in Japanese
companies spoke English only in the meetings. Tlaeked practicing English and their
pronunciation also hindered communication. The laEkvocabulary was in both technical
terms about cloud computing and general Englishde/dgading to failure in communication.
The results for “Meaning of vocabulary” (X = 3.8hpd a similar score to listening and
speaking. When the researcher asked further questm students about their problems, she
found that if students knew the meaning of the \wptidey can guess the pronunciation of those
words and also guess the meaning of the senteacexample, if the question asked about the
students’ opinions, they can only answer or says™& “No” without saying the full sentence
like “yes, | agree with you” or “No, | did not agrevith you”. The students also mentioned that
they have very little opportunities in their daliyes to speak English, and the lack of practice
leads to lack of fluency in speaking English.

Reading problems occurred from failure to undexttde meaning of words, grammatr,
and parts of speech resulting in failing to comprehwhat they were reading. This is in line
with the work of Bond and Tinker (1957), who statbdt readers should understand meaning
of vocabulary, phrases, and sentences to understenavhole story. The learners did not
understand the structure of sentences, and lacgkeabulary so they found it difficult to write a
sentence. They prefer learning how to write fro@rm@nging the sentences rather than writing
from scratch which relates to the finding of Ardp(f967) that writing is the most difficult
skill as it requires listening, thinking and spewkiThai and English have a different structure
in word order in the sentence, which is one reasby Thai students get confused in word
order in English writing or speaking. Another pratol is that in the Thai language there is no
equivalent to the “s” at the end of a plural noun.

A good writing skill is to be able to set a goabanrite in order. Thus, as claimed by
William (1993), reading and writing are related aimdorder to read to understand it is
important to know the good steps of writing. Duripgesentations problems may arise when
learners do not know how to pronounce words osstveords in sentences, which relates to the
finding of Yordming (2017) that students have nafaence in pronouncing words. Moreover,
most Thai English teachers often do not give a go@imple of pronouncing English words or

sentences so students cannot learn the propersBnglonunciation, which corroborates the
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findings of Samae and Karavi (2015) that Thai stislestress words or sentences in a wrong
position. The experiment proved that students camnde correct sentences, do not often
understand the structure of the sentences, lackbubary, and do not know when they should
use the words. For example, instead of “turn on pader” the Thai students wrote or said
“open computer”. The results also found that mastients found writing as the hardest of all
English skills. This was because they did not krlbermeaning of words or when they should
use them and were not sure about the position eflsvavhen the sentence was getting long.
This is related to Arapoff's (1967) claim that wrg is a difficult skill which needs knowledge
from listening, thinking and speaking skills and IN¥m’s (1993) findings that reading and
writing skills are related as to understand readjng need to understand the structure of
writing sentences.

When the learners did not understand questioresy;, tould not respond well. The
discussion part of the experiment involved writlegponses which is a writing skill that is a
real problem for learners and therefore their dismn was quite short.

Since the average score for learners’ overallfaations for video online was at a high
level, it shows that learners think positively abouline video. Students used online video in
their spare time at home to review the lesson. Tgrejer watching online videos to reading
from books, which is related to Wangkahad’s (20fr8Jing that the benefit of online media is
that learners can learn anywhere, any time whene e connected to the Internet. Moreover,
Hsiu-Feng, Shu-Hui, Shu-Chu, and Shyh-Chyi (201®2)nfl that the satisfaction of learning
from online video was caused by fewer limitatiomsl &s sociall connection with enthusiasm
in learning.

Future controlled studies varying the learning pescvariables would be required to
prove that the English learning process used is $hudy from easy to difficult (Thai slide,
Thai speech and English subtitle; English slideglish speech, Thai subtitle; English slide,
English speech, and English subtitle) helps stigdantthe university having a low level of
English skills understand language better thanineguthem to learn only through English at

first.
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Abstract

Despite calls for contemporary English teachersaee strong digital literacy skills, there is a
reported lack of digital training in English teacheducation programs (Hubbard, 2008;
Kessler, 2006). However, in this environment whigigher-level digital skills and knowledge
are criteria for prospective English teacher agpiis, which digital literacies do contemporary
EFL teachers possess? How confident are they usiclgnology to augment their English
lessons? How can the digital literacies of in-sseVviEFL teachers be developed? This study
aimed to survey the digital literacies of 42 Erfglisachers employed at a private Japanese
University. The questionnaire (adapted from SonblR@& Charismiadji, 2011) considers
ownership and accessibility to computers, abilityperform tasks electronically, personal and
professional use of computers, CALL training, anigliest in CALL. In short, this study found
that teachers in this English program were veryfident using digital technology to support
their teaching both inside and outside their cla@srs. In addition, respondents recognised the
importance of developing their digital literaciesdathey were actively pursuing advanced
skills.

Keywords: Teacher digital literacy; ICT training; universigFL

1. Introduction

In recognition of the rapid advancements in digtethnologies and their implications for
language learning and teaching, individual teaclzrd university language programs are
obligated to continuously upgrade their knowledgel askills base (Dashtestani, 2014).
However, are language teachers or program leadersaqed to oversee such progression?
There is a reported scarcity of Computer-Assistedguage Learning (CALL) and Information
and Communications Ttechnology (ICT) instructiorpnefessional language teacher education
programs (Hubbard, 2008; Kessler, 2007). To thistpd is interesting to note that language
teachers who are strong in these two areas aracinhighly sought after (Hubbard, 2007;
Stockwell, 2009). As was argued by Son et al. (2@ht Dashtestani (2014), gauging teachers’
digital literacy and competency needs to be caroieidin the local teaching context to reflect
internal factors such as access to technology, exivity, and the presence of CALL in the
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language teaching curriculum. Mirroring an evalortof Indonesian English teachers’ digital
literacies carried out by Son et al. (2011), thislg focuses on a group of English teachers at a
private Japanese university (N=42) who come frodivarse range of educational and cultural

backgrounds.

2. Digital literacy and language teachers

2.1. Digital literacy

While traditional literacy has been defined asdbdity to read and write, establishing a clear
and precise definition of digital literacy is a nmoy target. Digital literacy is susceptible to
rapid developments in technology and societal seimdonline communication. The United
States Department of Education (1996) defined aliditeracy as having computer skills and
the ability to use computers and other technolagyimiprove learning, productivity, and
performance. Barrette (2001), along with Corbel @ndba (2004), posited that digital literacy
contains two core components: (1) being able tdrobiasic computer operations; and (2)
using one’s understanding of computers for probseiring and critical thinking. More
recently, Son et al. (2011) defined the conceptlees ability to use computers at an adequate
level for creation, communication and collaboration a literate society” (p. 27), while
Dudeney, Hockly and Pegrum (2014) identified digiii@racy as being able to make use of
technologies at one’s disposal and understandiagdicial practices that surround the use of
new media.

Learning how to use digital technology has alsoobez a crucial step in developing
literacy in the twenty-first century (Godwin-Jon@2€00). Digital literacies are now recognized
alongside traditional literacies (e.g., reading amdting) as essential competencies that
language learners need to function effectivelyha society (Healey et al., 2008). Indeed,
teachers are being encouraged to consider howctregffectively prepare students to exercise
and develop digital literacies because it can teduaetter job prospects, increased interaction in
society, support more autonomous language learaimg),provide wider entertainment options
(Corbel & Gruba, 2004; Healey et al., 2008). Cordwetl Gruba (2004) argued that computer
skills are just as important as language skillsrioher to prosper in the twenty-first century and
language students need computer skills to:

e communicate effectively in society;
e interact with family and friends;
e function effectively in the workplace;

e learn new ideas and for fun and pleasure.
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It is the researchers’ assumption and view thastuidents should have these skills, it is
important to ensure that our teachers are bothbtamd demonstrating these skills themselves
and confident to teach them if required.

Despite an abundance of reports illustrating howrdased digital literacies can
augment the quality of teaching and learning, tleeeinternational reports of contemporary
language teachers having low levels of digitalditges. In a survey of Iranian English teachers,
Dashtestani (2014) reported that Iranian teachatsndt have a sufficient level of digital
literacy for language teaching and the implemeomatof CALL. This led the author to
recommend that a certain level of computer litefaeyequired for employment as an English
teacher. At a Japanese university, Milliner andeC018) looked specifically at English
teachers’ implementation and use of a course mamagiesystem (CMS). They found that the
teachers’ depth of application was limited or urssiicated. A survey of Indonesian English
teachers by Son et al. (2011) also found they hekeumber of core digital competencies.
Moreover, the aforementioned dearth of opportusitie learn how to use technology for
language teaching (Hubbard, 2008; Kessler, 200@sfmdows a potential shortage of teachers

who can effectively use technology, or CALL, in theaguage classroom.

2.2. CALL training for language teachers

Back in 2006, Kessler noted that the value of CAtdining for language teachers was being
discussed from as early as the 1970s. He citeddkd to use software for research purposes,
the use of electronic mediums to communicate arlhlmrate with peers, and the rising
influence of content management systems (CMS) mteroporary academic environments as
important arguments for including CALL traininglanguage teacher programs.

Despite appeals that language teacher-training ranagy should include CALL
education, surveys of both graduate programs aadugte students suggest that CALL is not
being addressed in these programs (Hubbard, 2088sl&r, 2006). In fact, in a review of 50
North American TESOL graduate program websites skeg2006) found that fewer than ten
actually cited CALL as part of their curriculum. rther, most graduates did not take any
courses which involved teaching with technology,stnaere not required to take a course
focusing on CALL, and almost all respondents bedthat they would have benefitted from
more instruction concerning technology-assistedruction. Interestingly, Kessler (2006)
determined that over 90% of the graduates resddethking courses outside their degree
program to learn more about teaching with technoldg his words, “language teachers have

found the wherewithal to become ‘self-trained’ IAIQ" (p. 31). As for developing the skills
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of in-service language teachers, Kessler’'s focosmgparticipants called for: (1) course leaders
to create conditions for teachers to engage in rmotenomous, self-directed learning relating
to CALL, and (2) CALL projects to involve a broadoss-section of faculty as the most

successful approaches for introducing technologysted instruction to teachers.

2.3. Investigations of teachers’ digital literacy

There have been a number of investigations intalitj¢al literacy levels of language teachers.
As was noted above, this paper mirrors an eadigtysby Son et al. (2011) that reviewed the
skills of Indonesian English teachers who taughglish at a range of education levels. Son et
al.’s study concluded that teachers’ frequencysahg computer applications in the classroom
was very limited even though their self-evaluatmincomputer skills and attitudes towards
CALL was very high. The study also proved that bems’ knowledge of databases,
concordance software, and computer mediated conuaiimm tools was very narrow. Apart
from the fact that respondents in their study wenmeolled in a short CALL training program
(and therefore already interested in CALL), one¢haf biggest limitations of the study was that
it surveyed teachers from elementary school througtversity. This resulted in a wide
spectrum of responses concerning computer trairfiogy computers are being used in the
classroom, and the resources available to teatbreiraplementing CALL. A common concern
among the survey respondents, however, was thassado the Internet and facilities most
influenced their ability to use computers in thassiroom.

Turning our focus specifically onto the digitaleliacy of language teachers in the
Japanese university context, the authors of tmenustudy struggled to locate literature which
fit these criteria. The articles reviewed primardyscussed teacher training for CALL or
Internet literacy. Stockwell (2009) reported on rfquart-time English teachers who were
trained to educate themselves in CALL. The studynéb that for successful self-directed
learning in CALL, it takes time for teachers to dp an understanding of the technology and
to decide which tools will best serve studentsti@ay needs. Citing teachers’ admissions of
somewhat prohibitive access to CALL teaching resesir Stockwell (2009) posited that
building strong communities of support is cruciaa@ngagement within these groups can be
empowering as it exposes teachers to the pos&bibf CALL in their context.

In 2013, Bracher compared the results of two sygva 50 native English-speaking
instructors teaching at the university level throoigt Japan. The surveys (conducted in 2008
and 2012) investigated how teachers used the ktt@mrtheir English classes. Overall, 70% of

the respondents reported using Internet-baseditaegivn their English classes. Comparing the
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2008 results against the 2012 data, Bracher foumsheathird decline in teachers’ use of
Internet-based activities. Bracher also controfiedage and could not accept the hypothesis
that younger teachers were more likely to use metebased activities than their senior
counterparts. The study also enumerated the aesivihat were most commonly used by
teachers. These were (in descending order) Intebnetvsing, e-mail, blogging, online
dictionaries, online quizzes, cloze tests, and pstdc Common complaints addressing why it
was difficult to implement CALL or Internet-basedtizities at their respective institutions
included a lack of modern and flexible computemngpand the provision of CALL training for
foreign faculty.

While each of these studies represent useful ressun evaluating teachers’ digital
literacy and the application of CALL in a local ¢ext, none report on a multicultural group of
teachers employed in an English program at a sidgfganese university. Moreover, none
observe the conditions that are present in conteanpdoreign language programs (i.e. a mix
of local and foreign staff, full-time and part-timteachers, teachers with varied levels of
interest and experience using CALL or ICTs in thkessroom, and both teachers and students

having first-rate access to the Internet and digiaices).

3. The study

3.1. Research objective

This study set out to survey the teachers in ouveusity English language program and
examine their digital literacies. This inquiry repents the first step in a longer-term project
which aims to integrate CALL more widely and effeety into our curriculum.

3.2. Participants

The current study was undertaken in the CentelEfaglish as a lingua franca (CELF) at a
private university in Tokyo, Japan. The Centerasponsible for managing and implementing
campus-wide English courses and the program ihtdmgan international mix of 51 teachers
(fulltime and part-time), serving approximately P3gtudents. All teachers and students in the
CELF have access to the Blackbo@iS (for a detailed look at its use in the English
program, see Milliner and Cote, 2016). All classnsohave high-speed Internet access (Wi-Fi)
and are equipped with full audio-visual capab#tidfeachers are free to bring their own
devices, however, if required, the Center has aansive inventory of digital and technical
hardware, including Bluetooth speakers, iPads @l Put of the 51 teachers in this program,

42 responded to the survey. The respondents ceds$tl8 females and 24 males who ranged



Teaching English with Technologh8(4), 71-89 http://www.tewtjournal.org 76

widely in age (Table 1). Regarding positions, 29%9 are employed as part-time teachers and
13 (31%) are full-time as assistant, associatg@rofessor. To meet hiring requirements in the
CELF, applicants must have a Master's degree dnehign applied linguistics, TEFL or
TESOL, teaching experience at the tertiary leveld doe an expert user of English.

Approximately 60% of the sample have over ten ydargjuage teaching experience and 19%
have between six and ten years.

Table 1. Summary of teacher’s ages (N=42)

Age Group Number Percentage %
25-29 4 9%

30-39 13 31%

40-49 12 29%

50-59 11 26%

60 or older 2 5%

One very significant hiring “guideline” in the CELS that applicants need not be native
speakers of English, which has allowed the Cewtevelcome teachers from a wide variety of
linguistic and cultural backgrounds. At the timeaafministering the survey, the 51 teachers
employed to teach in the program came from a beoveay of countries (see Table 2). As a
questionnaire item asking them to note their nafion could potentially identify some

teachers, the researchers reasoned to omit thstigquérom the survey.

Table 2. Teachers’ citizenship

Country Number Percentage %
The United States of America 12 24%

Japan 12 24%

The United Kingdom 5 10%

Canada 4 8%
Australia 3 6%

The Philippines 3 6%
Turkey 2 4%
Brazil 2 4%
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South Korea 1 2%
China 1 2%
Singapore 1 2%
Macedonia 1 2%
Thailand 1 2%

The Republic of Ireland 1 2%
Germany 1 2%
Ukraine 1 2%

3.3. Data collection

All teachers were invited to complete the questarenduring the Center’'s annual orientation
meeting for teachers, held just before the starthef 2016 academic year. Following the
meeting, all attendees were sent an email askiegntho voluntarily complete a digital
questionnaire. The researchers made it clear hleaguestionnaire was not for job qualification
or performance evaluation purposes and all unitsecsiteria for ethical research and privacy
policies were followed.

This survey instrument was adapted from a seminastipnnaire created by Son et al.
(2011) to evaluate Indonesian English teacherstaligiteracy. In particular, the survey was
designed to check access to computers, assessiliigy to complete computer-related tasks,
question their personal and professional use ofptens and enquire about their interests in
CALL.

Before administering the survey, permission froe ¢bpyright holder, Jeong-Bae Son,
was granted for use in this evaluation. Some iteree modified to reflect the local teaching
context, such as providing examples of applicati@ms programs that teachers would be more
familiar with (e.g. the instant messaging applmatiLINE). Moreover, additional items were
added to the survey to reflect developments in ederpgechnology, such as cloud computing

and file sharing services. The survey was circdlalectronically using SurveyMonkey.

4. Results
Given the stated purpose of this investigation #mel quantity of the data collected, all

responses received from the questionnaire are claar¢hey appeared in the original survey.



Teaching English with Technologh8(4), 71-89 http://www.tewtjournal.org 78

An in-depth analysis of all responses is beyond gbepe of this report and only a brief
synthesis of noteworthy responses appears in theuBsion section below.

4.1. Experience using computers in the English clasoom

Despite many teachers having long teaching higpaaenuch smaller number had equally long
experience using computers in their classrooms.illastrated in Table 3, almost half of
respondents (48%) selected 1-5 years when ask&dhtoate their experience using computers

in the classroom.

Table 3. ELF teachers’ experience using computectiss

Years’ experience Number Percentage %
1-5 years 20 48%

6-10 years 9 21%

11-15 years 8 19%

15-20 3 7%

Over 20 years 2 5%

4.2. Computer ownership

Ownership of digital devices is very high amongpmslents. As evidenced in Table 4, almost
all teachers (95%) own a notebook PC. A very higitgntage also own a Smartphone (86%),
and 57% own a Tablet. Only two teachers noted tin@y own a smart device (e.g. Apple
Watch).

Table 4. Digital device ownership (N=42)

Device Percentage %
Desktop PC 33%
Notebook PC 95%

Tablet 57%
Smartphone 86%

Smart Device 5%
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4.3. Computer skills

Regarding computer skills, Table 5 summarises resg®to the questiortow did you learn to
use a computer for teaching purposédthough teachers appear to have learned from geran
of sources, informal approaches seem to be the coostnon. Teachers recognised learning by
themselves (79%) and learning from colleagues (6&%)most typical. These findings
corroborate with those observed by Hubbard and (2096), Kessler (2006) and Son (2014),
who posited that most language teachers are sgjfitan using computers and implementing
CALL. Formal training opportunities were, howevsti)l influential for many teachers given
that 20 respondents (48%) noted that formal edoatrgely accounted for their CALL
training for teaching purposes. These 20 resposdeaie between 25 and 39 years old and this
may be explained by a recent increase of CALL meslin TEFL or TESOL programs.

Formal educational programs aside, the researclers interested in establishing
whether or not an age bias was at play in the relgrat data. To answer that question, the
responses were filtered according to age categandsthe results were somewhat surprising.
Regardless of age, how the respondents ranked dbeice of learning did not significantly
differ. For instance, 70% of those who identifiedame 50 or older selected “self-learning” as
their primary source compared to 82% of those vdemtified as age 25-40. Similarly, 62% of
respondents aged 50 or older selected “colleagaes primary learning source compared to
59% of respondents who identified themselves awd®at 25-40 years of age. These findings
were also observed in the aforementioned Japardbstsely by Bracher (2013), which
compared older and younger teachers.

Table 5. How did you learn to use a computer facléng purposes? (N=42)

Learning Source Percentage of respondents %
Yourself 79%

Colleagues 67%

Teaching workshops or conferences 52%

Formal education (e.g. MA or unit in TEFL course) 48%

Books & journals 31%

Friends 31%

YouTube & other media 26%

Family 5%
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4.4. Teacher’s self-assessment of digital skills
On a scale of one to four, teachers were askeat¢atmeir computer skills (Table 6). Generally

speaking, they considered their computer literémtgrnet literacy, and typing skills as good to

excellent.
Table 6. Teacher’s self-assessment of digitalskiNl=42)
Poor Adequate Good Excellent
(1) 2) 3) (4)
Computer literacy 5% 31% 52% 12%
Internet literacy 2% 24% 45% 29%
Typing speed 2% 31% 43% 24%

4.5. Teachers’ software experience and self-assessmof digital skills

When asked about experience using popular softajpdications (Table 7), most noted that
they use the Internet (100%) and email (91%) ddllye other software applications that
attracted either daily or ‘3-4 times per week’ eggyaent were word processing (81%), social
networking (81%), multimedia (57%), and text chajt(64%).

There were, however, some applications where oakrofi respondents reported either
‘rarely’ or ‘never/l don’t know’. These included aphics, website design, language software,
concordance software, blogging, online discussmmurfis, and video conferencing. Each of
these tools could be very beneficial for the lamgualassroom, and represent areas where
additional training could be provided.

The responses from female and male teachers althduNtime and part-time teachers
to this section were all compared, however, SpeaisnRho calculation for each variable
revealed each had a very similar influence uporotrezall average for the sampleg=0.92704
(females), &=0.97732 (males)s+¥0.94291 (full-time), $0.95402 (part-time).

Table 7. Software applications and frequency of use

Almost 3-4 1-2 times | 1-2 times | Rarely Never /|
Program everyday | times per week | per don't
per month know
week

Word processing 69% 12% 14% 2% 2% 0%
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E-mail 91% 7% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Internet 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Database 19% % 21% 19% 17% 7%
Spreadsheet 7% 7% 29% 24% 14% 12%
Graphics (e.g. Adobe lllustrator, | 2% 0% 17% 14% 41% 19%
Photoshop)
Website design 0% 0% 2% 5% 43% 38%
Multimedia (audio & video) 36% 21% 10% 14% 10% 2%
Social networking 29 12% 2% 2% 5% 5%
Language software (CD-ROM) 10% 5% 12% 14% 33% 14%
Concordance software 5% 0% 0% 10% 26% 48%
Blogging 7% 10% 5% 10% 36% 19%
Wiki 14% 10% 10% 12% 14% 24%
Online discussions or forums 10% 17% 5% 12% 29% 24%
Text chatting 43% 21% 12% 2% 10% 7%
Video conferencing 5% 10% 10% 12% 41% 17%
Computer games 0% 0% 12% 2% 41% 31%
Cloud computing 17% 7% 14% 14% 10% 33%

When asked to self-assess their proficiency intaligskills, many teachers judged
themselves to be intermediate or advanced for gerahapplications (Table 8). The following
items received lower self-assessment ratings: enlideo conferencing, online discussions,
spreadsheets, wikis, database management, blogatppis, cloud computing, website design
and computer games. As each of these application&l doe applicable to the language
classroom, it highlights the areas on which protesd development activities could be

focused.

Table 8. Self-assessment of digital skills

How would you rate your computer None Basic Intermediate Advanced
skills on the following? (1) (2) 3) 4)

E-mail 0% 5% 17 23
Internet 0 7% 40% 48%
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Word processing 0 7% 52% 40%
E-mail (mobile) 5% 10% 36% 50%
Presentation software 5% 14% 55% 24%
Web search engines 7% 10% 60% 24%
Downloading and installing programs 5% 29% 40% 26%
Social networking 10% 24% 40% 21%
Communications applications 10% 33% 31% 26%
Online chat 12% 31% 36% 21%
Internet security 10% 38% 40% 12%
Multimedia applications 17% 24% 48% 12%
Online video conferencing 19% 24% 48% 10%
Online discussions 19% 29% 36% 12%
Spreadsheet 17% 36% 38% 10%
Wiki 26% 33% 24% 14%
Database 19% 50% 24% 7%
Blog applications 29% 38% 21% 10%
Cloud computing 36% 31% 19% 14%
Website design 55% 33% 10% 0
Computer games 50% 31% 12% 7%

Responses to items asking about overall use ofatligiols and use of digital tools to
augment their teaching revealed that teachers sirg wligital tools frequently, and they are
being used to support their teaching (Table 9). elmw, fewer than 70% of respondents
indicated that they have a personal web page ortlley use CD-ROMSs to supplement their
teaching. While CD-ROM technology may be conside@ahewhat dated according to today’s
technological standards, CD-ROMSs are included imyrtaxtbooks used in the CELF program

and extra support in this area may be needed.

Table 9. Computer-related access and usage question

Question Yes% | No%

1. Do you have a computer connected to the Internedmae? 100% 0%
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2. Do you have an email account outside your smartploomuniversity account? 83% 17%
3. Do you use a webmail service? 98% 2%
4. Do you have a personal homepage? 24% 76%

5. Do you understand the basic functions of compused\ware components? (e.g. CPU 83% 17%
and hard disk)

6. Do you use keyboard shortcuts? 74% 26%

7. Do you use a computer connected to the Internaisiersity? 83% 17%
8. Do you use a computer for teaching purposes? 83% 17%

9. Do you find it easy to learn something by readinfigdm a computer screen? 79% 21%
10. Do you use CD-ROMs to supplement your teaching? 69% 31%
11. Do you use websites to supplement your teaching? % 86| 14%

Next, teachers were asked whether they could caenpleariety of digital tasks (Table
10). Overall, they appeared to be very confidertoatpleting the tasks presented. Those tasks
which involved recording and editing sounds, creata database and creating a web page

earned the highest number of ‘N0’ responses.

Table 10. Computer related skills questions

Question Yes% No%
12. Can you properly turn on and shutdown a computer? 100% 0%
13. Can you start and exit a computer program? 100% 0%
14. Can you print a document using a printer? 100% 0%
15. Can you create a basic Microsoft Word document? 0940 | 0%
16. Can you send and receive attachments through emagages? 100% 0%
17. Can you search for information using a web seangfine? 100% 0%
18. Can you move a file from a hard drive to a USB elpiv 98% 2%
19. Can you download and save files from the web? 98% 2%
20. Can you change the font style and size in a doct®nen 98% 2%
21. Can you change monitor brightness and contrast? 95% 5%
22. Can you minimise, maximise and move windows ordénektop? 95% 5%
23. Can you perform file management including deleting renaming files, etc.? 95% 5%
24. Can you copy, cut and paste inside a document? 95% 5%
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25. Can you create a simple presentation using PowePoi 95% 5%

26. Can you install a software program? 90% 10%
27. Can you write files onto a CD? 83% 17%
28. Can you resize a photograph? 83% 17%
29. Can you create a basic Excel spreadsheet? 83% 17%
30. Can you scan a disk or file for viruses? 81% 19%
31. Can you use a video conferencing tool on the web? 6% 7 24%
32. Can you record and edit sounds? 69% 31%
33. Can you create a simple database using AccessoatZEx 62% 38%
34. Can you create a simple web page? 60% 40%

4.6. General computer knowledge quiz

Teachers then answered ten multiple-choice questifitusing on general computer
knowledge (Table 11). Only two questions appeardficult for the respondents, namely:
‘How much information fits on a CD and DVD?’ and hat are WAV and AIFF files examples
of?’ As both of these questions relate to teacharswledge of sound or video files, the poor
results in these items reflect the number of te@chwdo noted that they were unable to record

and edit sounds in the self-assessment sectiolsrearthe questionnaire.

Table 11. Results of quiz (N=42)

Question Correct response % I don’'t know %
35. What is a folder? 93% 10%
36. How much information fits on a CD and a DVD? 33% %15
37. What kind of program is used to edit a GIF filesor | 81% 10%
JPEG file?
38. What is the main brain of the computer? 83% 7%
39. What is the main function of a server in a netwdrkel 81% 3%

environment?

40. What are WAV and AIFF files examples of? 60% 33%
41. Which of the following is not a search engine? 86% 0%
42. Which of the following is not an output device? 86% 2%

43. What is a URL? 90% 2%
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4.7. Factors and attitudes influencing the use obmputers in classrooms
When teachers were asked to select two factors dfiatt the use of computers in their
classroom, limited time, a lack of computer skilgd insufficient facilities were the most

common responses (Figure 1).

What do you think are the factors affecting the use of
computers in the English classroom?

Lack of computer-based materials

Inflexible teaching methods

Limited time |
Limited access to the Internet |
Lack of teachers’ computer skills I
Lack of interest of teachers :
Lack of university support
Curriculum restrictions |
Limited facilities I
Limited knowledge of computers :
Lack of computer skills of students
Lack of student interest :
|
I
|

Whear (fleacs eparif
Cther ||.'|rccr Specity)

el laL EaRalal e TaRalac e Ta s laL
LU |._I.._I._I o U UL UL UL

Figure 1. Factors affecting the use of computethénEnglish classroom

4.8. Teacher perceptions

The final section of the questionnaire solicitedcteers’ perceptions of computers and the use
of technology for language teaching (Table 12). @Neteachers appear to have very positive
perceptions of using computers and using them @ir thlassrooms. More than half of
respondents strongly agreed with the statemenis:\illing to learn more about computers’
(96%); ‘I believe it is important for me to learow to use computers’ (98%); ‘I would like to
use computers in the classroom’ (88%); ‘I feel thmt teaching could be improved by using
computers’ (81%); ‘I think that computers can malkaeign language learning more
interesting’ (90%); and ‘I believe that training @@mputer-assisted language learning should
be included in language teacher education’ (90%gs€& positive perceptions show that this
group of teachers is very willing to use compuiartheir classrooms. What is more, teachers
appear to be motivated to improve their skills gsiachnology in their language classroom
because they see its potential for improving tteaching and enhancing student’s learning.
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Table 12. Teacher perceptions of computers

Strongly | Agree | Uncertain Disagree | Strongly

Answer Options Agree (2) 3) 4) disagree
1) ®)

44. | enjoy using computers. 43% 45% 7% 2% 2%

45. | feel comfortable using computers. 45% 41% 7% 7% 0

46. I'm willing to learn more about 55% 41% 5% 0 0
computers.

47. | think computers are difficult to use. 10% 10% 12% 48% 21%

48. | feel threatened when others talk aboyt 2% 5% 7% 52% 33%
computers.

49. | believe that it is important for me to | 67% 31% 2% 0 0
learn how to use computers.

50. | would like to use computers in the 67% 21% 10% 2% 0
classroom.

51. | feel that my teaching could be 52% 29% 17% 2% 0

improved by using computers.

52. | think that computers can make foreign 52% 38% 10% 0 0
language learning more interesting.

53. | believe that training in computer- 57% 33% 7% 2% 0
assisted language learning should be
included in language teacher education.

5. Discussion

Overall, the results indicate that the teachethisEnglish program are confident using digital
technology. The teachers recognize that digitdinelogy can support and augment classroom
practices and they are committed to improving thagital literacies.

Although some teachers may have been modestfiessluating their digital skills (i.e.
they rarely chose “advanced” proficiency for eathihe skills questioned), their responses to
the ‘Do you’ and ‘Can you’ line of questions rewedhat almost all teachers were able to
complete each of the digital tasks presented latdre questionnaire. The ‘Do you’ and ‘Can
you’ line of questions did, however, expose reseots limited knowledge and confidence
using sound recording and editing tools, websitesigite database, and spreadsheet
management. Another issue to emerge was that seswcbdrs are unfamiliar with using CD-
ROMs, which may be influencing the work they dothims program as most of the textbook
content and teacher support materials are provid#dds format.

This study also had some limitations. Firstly, dates collected from a diverse group of
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teachers in a Japanese university language progh#mie this diversity can be observed in
EFL programs worldwide, it is very difficult to malgeneralizations about English teachers’ in
Japan or other EFL contexts. Secondly, since thdysadopted a digital format for the survey
and the teachers were invited to respond via emadquired some degree of digital literacy to
respond to the questionnaire. As a result, sonteéeoteachers who opted not to complete the
survey may have done so because they lacked degited or were simply not interested in the
topic.

Lastly, numerous questionnaire items asked teadbesglf-assess their digital skills,
and although the researchers emphasized that #stigonaire was not an evaluation of their
qualifications, the university had recently hiredmy new teachers and their responses may
have been influenced by a willingness to make algogpression. To some, this could suggest
that their responses and self-assessment are lradilee What is more, self-assessing digital
skills is a subjective approach, and without arectiye baseline or standard, concepts of what
gualifies as “poor”, “adequate”, “good”, and “exlegit” vary widely from person to person.
This measurement of digital literacy may have bbetter served by asking the teachers to
complete a variety of digital tasks that they migisisonably be expected to perform during
day-to-day teaching. For example, teachers coulddied to assess and manipulate a grade
sheet; make a sound recording and upload it tonihesrsity’s content management system or
embed photos, hyperlinks and text in a CMS postwél@r, the researchers recognize that
simply having the ability to use a certain tool slo®t imply that the teacher knows how to best

integrate technology into language teaching.

6. Conclusion

The researchers in this study set out to measaerditfital literacy levels of all teachers in their
English language program. Areas of CALL and ICTttrequire more training and support
were identified. Moreover, this study revealed #pproaches teachers take to acquire new
digital skills and knowledge. In addition, and obshbenefit to the evolution of the curriculum,
the researchers established the teachers’ undeirsgaof various digital tasks and the degree to
which they can manipulate technology for teachintparning purposes.

Language teachers in this sample have high digitaficiency levels and, recognizing
the beneficial contribution to their profession, share willing to further develop their
understanding and control of digital practices.nssed before, this study was able to identify
in the participants some weaknesses and areasringgdiurther development as follows:

recording and editing sounds, designing websitegnaging databases and creating
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spreadsheets. The study also established areas veamhers simply have limited experience:
online video conferencing, online discussions, COMR use, spreadsheet creation, wikis,
database management, blog applications, cloud cimgpuwebsite design and computer
games. Arguably, knowledge of these applicatiorts ability to successfully operate them are
relevant and applicable to contemporary languagescboms. This study revealed how the
teachers have learned to develop their digitatddg to this point. Apart from formal training
sessions and workshops, it appears that informansand personal study may have served
them best. With this observation in mind, the red®ears need to consider how they can
encourage teachers to explore CALL and ICT todiependently (e.g. Robb, 2006; Stockwell,
2009) and how supportive communities of practioe loa established (e.g. Kessler & Plakans,
2008; Kolatis, Mahoney, Pomann & Hubbard, 2006).
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