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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

Which first, technology or pedagogy? This perengiastion has been with us since
the very beginning of research into CALL applicagoThe rapid development of technology,
for instance, the Internet and multimedia at theebrof the Web 1.0 stage in the late 1990s,
content remixing, open source, collaborative appilims of the Web 2.0 state or social-
collaborative Web of today, all driven researcloihbw language teachers and curriculum
developers should plan teaching with the suppoteolinology. In many cases, technology
was actually the starting point for serious andteysitic scientific reflection and
investigation.

On the other hand, there have been numerous oaléké pedagogy to the forefront,
pinpointing that more careful learning design,drand-tested classroom activities, as well as
task sequences should be in the focus of CALL pi@oers, with computer-based tools
serving the pedagogical purposes.

As evidenced by this month’s issueTefching English with Technology, both of these
approaches are still equally valid for researclrens all over the world, however, the second
seems to be more prevalent. First of all, comphbésed learning environments, such as
Moodle, still need careful examination and empirical fregition. This is whaRuba Fahmi
Bataineh andMais Barjas Mayyasfrom Jordan propose in their contribution “The filof
Blended Learning in EFL Reading and Grammar: A Gas®&loodle”. Having examined the
effect of Moodle-enhanced instruction on Jordaridfl students’ reading comprehension
and grammar performance, the authors conclude ¢ivate the experimental group
outperformed the control group in both reading cohpnsion and grammar, there is a
marked effect of the learning environment.

In a similar vein,Lucas Kohnke from Hong Kong takes a selected website,
Photofunia, as the starting point for lesson design, showhiogv it can be successfully

integrated in language and literacy instruction.
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A more general view of the affordances offered Gy Ifor language instruction is
adopted byWen Zinan (China) andGeorge Teoh Boon Sa{Malaysia), who investigated
foreign language students’ perceptions of theiodmiation and Communication Technology
(ICT)-based College English Course. It appeared tB8d-supported learning was more
effective compared to the traditional learning eomiment; it provided freer learning
environment, less restricted communication, momeetiflexibility and more self-scheduled
study plan ensuring learner-centeredness and fepanitonomy.

Taking pedagogy firstRoziana M. Rosliand Faizah Idrus (Malaysia) examine the
validity of the concept of cybernated storytellirmgeking to measure students’ readiness in
using technology-aided applications in telling thetiories. The researchers also investigate
how cybernated storytelling could encourage theeotoamunicate more in groups.

A similar focus on the learning process and agtiwdesign is represented in a
contribution byJoanna Pitura andDagmara Chmielarz from Poland, who aim at verifying
the instructional design merging gamification, Cldhd online learning in developing key
competences in an upper-secondary school. Thetsesfuthe study, quite promisingly, show
educational and emotional gains, suggesting thevatainal effect of technology-mediated
gamification in learning.

Finally, the use of technology for linguistic stuéyd materials development is
demonstrated in the paper “A Corpus-Based Analgéithe Most Frequent Adjectives in
Academic Texts” byGalip Kartal (Turkey). Owing to determination of the most freque
adjectives used in academic texts and investigatutether these adjectives differ in
frequency and function in social sciences, techmglaand medical sciences, language
instructors are shown how to provide learners withpus data to improve their language
proficiency and the correct use of adjectives.

We wish you good reading!
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A CORPUS-BASED ANALYSIS
OF THE MOST FREQUENT ADJECTIVES

INACADEMIC TEXTS
by Galip Kartal
Necmettin Erbakan University
Meram Yeni Yol, Meram, 42090, Konya, Turkey

kartalgalip @ gmail.com

Abstract

Based on a mega corpus, The Corpus of Contempéiragrican English (COCA), this study
aims to determine the most frequent adjectives usedcademic texts and to investigate
whether these adjectives differ in frequency antcfion in social sciences, technology, and
medical sciences. It also identifies evaluativeeatiyes from a list of a hundred most
frequently used adjectives. A total of 839 adjezdivwhich comprises the list of frequently
used adjectives in COCA, were searched using atseargine. 334 of the adjectives were
found to appear more frequently in the academiecsupus than in other sub-corpora (spoken,
fiction, magazine, and newspaper). There was oméyawljective that was used more frequently
in technology and medical sciences than in socié¢nses. Some adjectives were very
dominant in a specific discipline of academic teXtbe frequency of evaluative adjectives in
most frequently used 100 adjectives was also lidtad found that almost 40% percent of the
adjectives are evaluative. The results of the stueye discussed in terms of frequency effects
in language learning and writing in the foreigndaage as providing learners with corpus data

may improve language knowledge and the correcofiadjectives.

1. Introduction

Wiebe (2000) argues that corpora have been usebtton linguistic knowledge in natural
language processing. Thus, the linguistic knowledgeadjectives can be gathered from
available corpora. The focus is on the evaluatdjedives as the knowledge of the evaluative
language may be beneficial for text categorizaBod summarization (Wiebe, Bruce, Bell,
Martin, & Wilson, 2001). Evaluation, in this studig used as defined by Hunston and
Thompson (2000), who see evaluation as a meanxmkssing the speaker or writer's
attitude and feelings toward the language they yowed There are many linguistic features
that can make a sentence evaluative; however, tadjecare the most frequently used and

important tool for evaluating a sentence (Marzal120In another study on evaluative and
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speculative language, Wiebe et al. (2001) foundttietype of subjectivity was more evident
in adjectives than in modals and adverbs.

This study is motivated by four facts. First, pms corpus-based studies on
adjectives were done with relatively small corp@arza, 2011; Samson, 2006). In their
literature review on frequency effects in secondgleage acquisition, Kartal and Sarigul
(2017) concluded that the number of the studiesshgating the frequency effects via mega
corpora is rare. Therefore, exploring adjectivesimega corpus such as COCA might be
useful. Second, previous research has proved thebrpus-based study on evaluative
adjectives may help increase foreign language stadawareness of adjective types and
usage tendencies in different registers. Thirdyidiiog students with real data (corpus data)
may improve language knowledge and the correcoitiseljectives. Last, frequency helps to

quantify the usefulness of a word.

2. Background to the study

2.1. Frequency and usefulness

Although frequency in the input is not the only giotor of the usefulness of a word, the

literature shows that frequency and usefulnesssaomgly related to each other. There are
some criteria to determine the usefulness of a waditese include frequency, range,

availability, coverage, learnability, and opporami (White, 1988). According to Nation and

Waring (1997, p. 17), frequency information ensuhed “learners get the best return for their
vocabulary learning effort.” Thus, frequency seemde the most appropriate measure to

decide on the usefulness of a word.

2.2. Evaluative adjectives

Evaluation is an “elusive concept” (Hunston & Thaap, 2000), which is sometimes called
“appraisal” (Martin & White, 2005) or “stance” (Cad & Biber, 2000; Hyland, 2005). The
fluctuation in terminology is a result of an abunda of parameters used to conduct
evaluation. According to Hunston and Thompson (20@9aluation refers to judgments,
feelings, or viewpoints about something. They alstineate three functions of evaluation:
expressing an opinion, maintaining relationships] arganizing discourse. Expressing an
opinion is a way to understand the value systeth@ftpeaker. Secondly, evaluation acts as a
bridge between writer and reader. This relationstaip be used for manipulation, hedging,

and politeness. Finally, evaluation acts as a diseoorganizer. In other words, evaluation not
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only builds relationships and conveys values, st &elps coherence (pp. 6-9). As Hyland

(1998) believes, evaluation is important for ineggonal metadiscourse. As metadiscourse
improves coherence in a passage (Aidinlou & Vaf@8d,2), the use of evaluation plays a

significant role in the effectiveness of a text.akwative adjectives are also important in

discourse (Samson, 2006).

Previous research about evaluative adjectives besséd on written and spoken
academic genres, particularly research articlethoeks, and spoken lectures (Samson, 2006;
Swales & Burke, 2003). Samson (2006), for instammsducted a small corpus study in
economic discourse and found that evaluative aggsthave more than one function at the
same time and that they differ across genres agidtees. The functions were “interacting
with readers by underscoring the crucial pointshigir texts and to promote the economists’
findings by asserting that theirs is a correctrptetation of the topics” (p. 243). Swales and
Burke (2003) found that adjectival evaluation igdisnore frequently in the spoken register
by investigating evaluative adjectives in differeatademic registers. Stotesbury (2003)
investigated 300 articles published in 51 journaisluding 100 articles in humanities, social
sciences, and natural sciences. He found that there more evaluative attributes in articles
in humanities and social sciences than in natwiahses. In addition, evaluative adjectives in
articles in economics were more numerous thamgulistics articles.

So far, adjectives have been categorized accortbnghorphological, functional,
syntactic, semantic, and pragmatic criteria. Kerknaecchioni’'s (1980) classification of

adjectives, for instance, relies on pragmatic gatésee Table 1).

Table 1. Classification of adjectives (Kerbrat-Cat@ioni 1980)

Objective Subjective
Emotional Evaluative
Non-axiological Axio-logical
Single/married Sad Cold Bad
Male / Female

Kerbrat and Orecchioni (1980) define non-axiolobieaaluative adjectives, which
have a gradual nature without any subjective ematibias. Axiological adjectives, on the
other hand, reflect the speaker’s positive or negatidgment.

After analyzing evaluative adjectives in a corpgdsrza (2011) concluded that “some
evaluative dimensions are seen to be more ceiaal vthers in the genre under study and

those recurrent, emphatic lexical patterns of aluative nature clearly characterize this kind
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of discourse.” Hewings (2004) grouped evaluativge@d/es into eight categories after
completing a corpus-based analysis. The categameslisted below with positive and
negative examples:

a. Interest (nteresting, tedioys
Suitability (Qood odd)
Comprehensibility¢lear, confusing
Accuracy frue, wrong)

Importance sefu] meaningless

-~ ® o o0 T

Sufficiency 6ufficient small)
Praiseworthinessripressivedisappointedl

5 «Q

Perceptiveness@phisticatedunaware

2.3. Subjectivity and adjectives

The term ‘subjectivity’ is used to express opiniamsl evaluations (Wiebe, 1994). Evaluation
and speculation are two main types of subjectifitjebe et al., 2001). According to Wiebe
and her colleagues, evaluation includes emotiardgments, and opinions. Speculation is
uncertainty. News reporting and forums, in whichnems are expressed, are suitable for
subjectivity tagging (Wiebe, 2000) and the use &Hdgble adjectives plays a crucial role
while determining subjectivity.

According to Wiebe, (2000) identifying linguistidues to determine subjectivity
requires comprehensively-coded tools for subjdgtitagging. Similarly, Bruce and Wiebe
(2000) found a statistically significant correlatibetween the existence of an adjective and
subjectivity in a sentence. Leech (1989) pointstbat after nouns and verbs, adjectives is the
largest word class in English. Hunston and Sinc{@@00) found a positive relationship

between evaluation and adjective behavior.

3. The study

3.1. Theaimsof theresearch

This study focuses on academic texts in COCA becdasademic writing has gradually lost
its traditional tag as an objective, faceless angersonal form of discourse and come to be
seen as a persuasive endeavor involving interatteween writers and readers” (Hyland,

2005, p. 174). The research questions addresgbasistudy are as follows:
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1. Which adjectives are used most frequently in tremlamic sub-corpus of COCA?
2. Are there any differences between social sciencet technology and medical
sciences in terms of frequency and functions ofuatave adjectives?

3. How many of the frequent adjectives in academitstaxe evaluative?

3.2. Thecorpus

This study utilized the Contemporary Corpus of Aicean English (COCA), a contemporary
and genre-based corpus. The corpus covers the getngen 1990 and 2012. COCA was
used for this research because it is free to aceesisit is a mega corpus which includes over
450 million words. This means that it has very coshgnsive and highly representative data.
In addition, its contemporariness, representatisgngenres, and size are all outstanding
when compared with other corpora available.

COCA includes five main sub-corpora: spoken, dicti magazine, newspaper, and
academic. The academic sub-corpus has about 8®mmllords, and the data are obtained
from 148 academic journals. The academic part dedihistory, education, geography/social
science, law/political science, humanities, phifdsgreligion, science/technology, medicine,

and miscellaneous.

3.3. Selection of adjectives

The Corpus of Contemporary American English canséarched using its search engine.
However, the totality of data for a specific wortegory cannot be reached from the search
engine. So, the first 5,000 most frequent wordsshe COCA corpus were taken from
http://www.wordfrequency.info, a website which sliep frequencies of words within many
corpora. A free list of the 5,000 most frequent @eoin COCA was used, and 839 of the
words in this list were adjectives. In other woriig% of the most frequent words in COCA
are adjectives (see Figure 1). Then, from thisdis839 adjectives, the ones most frequently
used in the academic division were extracted. Tédw Inst, which is the focus of this study,

included 334 adjectives.
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W Other parts of speech (4161) W Adjectives (M= 839

Figure 1. Frequency of adjectives and other pdrspeech in the 5,000 most frequent words in COCA

3.4. Resultsand findings

3.4.1. Research Question One: Which adjectives are used most frequently in the academic
sub-corpus of COCA?

The results of this corpus-based study revealen3®é of the 839 adjectives in COCA were
more frequently used in the academic sub-corpuswbhmpared to adjectives used in spoken
language, fiction, magazines, and newspapers (geeeFl). In other words, almost 40% of
the most frequently used 839 adjectives are mdsiiyd in the academic sub-corpus of
COCA. The list of the first one hundred most freglye found adjectives in the COCA
academic corpus is provided in Appendix 1.

If we have a look at Hyland (2005) and Bruce aneéMi(1999), we can conclude that
the results of the first research question of $igly are not unexpected. Hyland stresses the
new feature of the academic text. According to haoademic language is shifting from
neutral to a more persuasive way. One of the mooitant ways of persuasion is using
evaluation. In addition, Bruce and Wiebe foundgn#sicant relationship between evaluation

and adjectives.
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B Adjectives which are
more requent in
Academic texts then all
other sub-corpora
(spaken, fiction, magazine
, and rewspaper). 334
adjectives

W Not most frequent in
Academic texts. 505
adjectives

Figure 2: The distribution of 839 frequent adjeetivn Academic texts

3.4.2. Research Question Two: Are there any differences in social sciences and technology
& medical sciencesin terms of frequency and function of evaluative adjectives?
All the adjectives which are more frequently foundhe academic register were used more
in social sciences (history, education, geogramtyés science, law/political science,
humanities, philosophy/religion) than in medicinedaechnology. The only exception was
environment which is used 11,872 times in social sciences &ig992 times in
science/technology and medicine. Appendices 2 anpra¥ide the most 100 frequent
adjectives in social sciences and science/techgstaggicine respectively.

Every fifth adjective (T, 5", 10" et al.) within the fifty most frequently found
adjectives in academic texts were analyzed withesemamples from the corpus. Hence, a
total of 11 adjectives were analyzed in depth {Sdde 2).

Table 2. The adjectives which were analyzed intdept

Order  Adjectives

1 other

5t political

10" united

15" significant
20" international
25" environmental
30" major

35" specific

40" religious
45" low
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50" traditional

The most frequent adjective watherin academic texts. It was used more frequently

in science/technology than any other academicidivssof the corpus. Some examples are:
1) ...in a conceptual trough that encourages such yagrur unknown and romanticized
greener pastures ofher times.

2) ...in one zone, so that they could really be considers species of tlwther zone.

It should be noted that, althougtheris used 27,805 times in the science/technology
discipline, it is not always used as an adjectina. example;

3) ..., incommon chimpanzees, males and females hasefkierarchy independent of eauther,

The fifth most frequent adjective wa®litical. As it can be guessed, the adjective
political was used in history and law/political sciences muonge than in others. It was used
only 462 times in medicine, and it was frequentged with the nousystem

4) Data manipulated by supercomputers are the lifebtdfdhe moderipolitical system.

The next adjective () was united Again, it is used mostly in history and
law/political sciences. What makes it very freqlyenised the word is the fact that it is the
official name of America: Th&nited States of AmericdMost of the usage is related to the
country’s namelUnited Nationsis in second place. Howeveddnited is sometimes used in
different ways:

5) “The shoeworkers, pianomakers, barbers, hotel asthurant workers and Unitd@xtile

Workers likewise kept out new immigrants,...”

Significantwas the fifteenth most frequently used adjectivbeWtaking a close look
at its usage in the corpus, it can be observed ithaas mostly used in education and
medicine where it is commonly used to report figdiof statistical analysis in education. For
example;

6) # Significant differences have been found between males andderoa control...

7) There was a modest bsignificant increase in the plasma concentrations of vasaprdssing

upright tilt in patients.

The adjectiveinternational with 3,780 usages was the™@ost frequently used an
adjective. It was used more in history and lawfpal sciences than others. The adjective
international is used mostly before the nouns like monetaryesystcommercial, relations,
standards, etc. The examples are as follows:

8) This made the development of a common viewntdr national relations even easier.

9) ...a synthetic unit, like SDRS, has been proposedhasbasis for thenternational monetary

system.



Teaching English with Technology7(3), 3-18,http://www.tewtjournal.org 11

The most 28 most frequent adjective wasvironmentallt was the only one that was
used more frequently in science/technology and ameglithan social sciences (history,
education, geography/social science, law/politscance, humanities, philosophy/religion). It
was used in science and technology over 16,00Gtime

10) This reduced pressure environmental resources over large areas.

11) Environmental movements cannot prevail until they convince pedpat clean....

In the current order, the next adjective vmagjor. It was mostly used in history and
medicine. When the real data is analyzed, it caredmsly observed that the adjective is
generally related to a research report in the hjigtisscipline. Here are some examples from
each one:

12) Themaijor goals for this first research handbook for sosfatlies were to capitalize

13) ...from or about teachers at all levels, and the tteaf significant and reliablmajor studies

conducted on a regional scale in accord with waetiwkn research...
The adjectivespecific which is used 28,082 times in academic texts, ugzsl more
frequently in education and geography/social s@enfor instance:
14) ...elementary and secondary school teachers haveoagsliberal arts foundation, as well as
specific training in teaching.
15) ...flights a week is the measure of interaction anded for air service from gpecific city.

The adjectivaeligiousis used 25,083 times in the academic sub-corpsst éan be
foreseen, it was used mostly in philology and relig disciplines.Tradition is the most

commonly used noun witleligious Here are some examples from the religious context
16) Torah as fanaticism and blood-and-conquest, verso®dernity (and possibly
otherreligious traditions) as peaceable.
17) ... his point is important. It explains the differenbetween, for example, theligious life of a

North Asian people and the religious experienciésacshamans; ...

The next adjective idow with a usage frequency of 23,943. It is used maore i

geography/social sciences (7,036) and science/odmim (4,856) than other disciplines.
18) Eastern Apacheria is a mountainous, arid environntgiminated by the Chihuahuan desert
atlow elevations and pine forests at high ones.
19) By maintaining dow metabolism and temperature, the cluster of Hinalayoney bees can reduce
its food requirements.
The last adjective (3% is traditional. Interestingly enough, this adjective was almost
equally distributed across all disciplines of theademic context. Its usage frequency in

history, education, geography/social sciences hamdanities were very close to each other.
20) Moretraditional research continues with topics that deal with téechers' use of questions at
various.

21) Traditional sit-down restaurants are by-passed in favor oidstadized, packaged fare.
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22) LeBlanc and Jan McCrary, in a 1983 study, presenteslo dozen excerpts

of traditional instrumental jazz to fifth and sixth-grade student

The analysis of eleven adjectives (every fifth atije, = 5",10") that are on the list
of most frequently used 50 adjectives in the acacléexts of COCA revealed that these
adjectives have different frequencies and functiantde disciplines of the academic register.
This finding is consistent with the results of &&iiury (2003) to some extent. He found that
evaluative attributes in humanities and socialrsme are used more frequently than in the

natural sciences.

3.4.3. Research Question Three: How many of the frequent adjectives in academic texts
are evaluative?

The frequency rate of the first 100 adjectives @ uated and with the evaluative adjectives
extracted. There were 35 evaluative adjectives,{egortant significant difficult).

T

6l

50

4+

30 4

mSeril

20

10 A

U -

Fralmative Adjechives (N=33) Non-Evalnative Adjectives
N-63)

Figure 3: Frequency of evaluative and non-evaleadidjectives in most frequent 100 adjectives

In Marza’s (2011) study, who investigated an “uged) corpus of websites owned by both
independent hotels and hotels belonging to chaoms the United Kingdom and the USA”
(p. 105), it was found that 130 of the adjective290 adjective types were purely evaluative
from 2000 top frequency types. In other words, 46 & all adjectives were evaluative. The
present study found very similar results. Out 09 &Beliminarily taken adjectives from the
top 5,000 frequent words in COCA, 334 of the adyest were evaluative. The percentage of
evaluative adjectives was 39.80%, only 6 perceluvbéhe percentage in Marza’s study.
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4. Discussion and conclusion

This study investigated adjectives with the hel@ ohega corpus, COCA. The initial research
hypothesis was that some adjectives would be nrerpént in academic register than in the
other sub-corpora of COCA. 17% of the most freqi€t0 words in COCA were adjectives.

The corpus analysis revealed that almost 40% peafetine most frequent adjectives were
most frequent in academic texts. In addition, tisziglines of the academic register were
grouped into two categories: a. social sciencestdty, education, geography/social science,
law/political science, humanities, philosophy/radiyg); and science/technology, medicine.
There was only one adjective which was more fregjirescience/technology, medicine than

in social sciences.

It is important for foreign language learners anitess to know which adjectives are
frequently used. Thus, EFL learners should be guidereach authentic use of linguistic
items. From this point of view, it can be concludedt providing learners with a list that
shows the most frequent adjectives and their fanstwould be an effective way of helping
learners to use those adjectives appropriately.

This study revealed that almost 40% percent oftljectives in the COCA corpus are
evaluative ones. Thus, while using evaluative dtjes in research papers, EFL writers can
utilize the appropriate use for any genre and tegi8oreover, the use of correct evaluative
adjectives is not only important for the genre e register of the text but also for the
correct understanding of the message. In other sydhis corpus-based study on evaluative
adjectives may increase learners’ awareness ofctadjetypes and usage tendencies in
different registers.

Previous research has revealed that evaluativectad§s constitute a coherent
semantic and syntactic class (Quirk, Greenbaumgch,e& Svartvik, 1985; Kertz, 2006).
There was little focus on the semantic and syrdactalysis of the target adjectives. A further
study on these frequent adjectives may focus onasgBm and syntactic functions of
evaluative adjectives. By this means, the langle@mers may profit better.

Note
A former version of this paper was presented atriternational Conference on the Changing World &odial
Research I, held in Vienna-Austria on August 252815.
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Appendix 1. 100 most frequent adjectivesin Academic texts of COCA

No Adjectives Frequency No  Adjectives Frequency No Adjectives  Freguency
1 Other 180834 35 Specific 28084 68 Historical 19069
2 Only 125201 36 Common 27839 69 Limited 18468
3 Social 100402 37 Available 27167 70 Primary 18301
4 Used 77200 38 Personal 25620 71 Female 18177
5 Political 69783 39 Various 25114 72 Strong 18052
6 American 67498 40 Religious 25086 73 Appropriate 17372
7 Public 61539 41 Potential 24827 74 Due 17268
8 Important 60541 42 Associated 24772 75 Negative 17260
9 National 59151 43 Positive 24340 76 Average 17258
10 United 59147 44 Academic 24098 77 Standard 17132
11  Different 58797 45 Low 23943 78 Modern 17064
12 High 55667 46 African 23508 79 Male 17051
13 Human 49509 47 Total 23399 80 Content 16584
14 Economic 48643 48 Increased 23333 81 European 16547
15 Significant 44642 49 Special 22984 82 Basic 16389
16 General 41300 50 Traditional 22800 83 Complex 15600
17 Individual 39291 51 Educational 22592 84 Moral 15459
18 Early 38933 52 Foreign 22451 85 Direct 15444
19 Given 37902 53 Natural 22348 86 Legal 15407
20 International 37380 54 Certain 21716 87 Patient 15397
21 Local 35114 55 Sexual 21660 88 Developing 15310
22  Physical 34878 56 Central 21605 89 English 15207
23 Cultural 34713 57 Effective 21514 20 Additional 15197
24  Present 34096 58 Critical 20885 91 Indian 15171
25  Environmental 33999 59 Necessary 20496 92 Ethnic 15005
26  Military 33588 60 Involved 20486 93 Main 14906
27  Likely 32768 61 Difficult 20175 94 Independent 14865
28 Possible 32758 62 Clear 19843 95 Overall 14863
29  Future 32037 63 Global 19532 96 Multiple 14848
30 Major 30800 64 Professional 19469 97 Previous 14789
31 Following 29663 65 Western 19173 98 Successful 14526
32  Particular 28644 66 Private 19109 99 Popular 14406
33 Current 28123 67 Middle 19079 100  Poor 14406
34  Similar 28108

16
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Appendix 2. 100 most frequent adjectivesin social sciences (history, education, geography/social science,

law/political science, humanities, philosophy/religion)

No Adjective  Freqguency No  Adjective  Frequency No Adjective Freguency
1 Other 133268 35 African 21061 68 European 13803
2 Only 91482 36 Foreign 20417 69 Strong 13683
3 Social 87227 37 Academic 19979 70 Ethnic 13634
4 Political 62366 38 Common 19759 71 Global 13595
5 American 56680 39 Similar 19704 72 Negative 13493
6 United 49348 40 Current 19371 73 Legal 13457
7 Used 47883 41 Sexual 18979 74 Limited 13398
8 Important 45653 42 Educational 18861 75 Moral 13395
9 Public 45598 43  Traditional 18764 76 Natural 13204
10  National 44116 44 Positive 18681 77 Appropriate 12892
11 Different 42113 45 Special 18372 78 Content 12783
12 Economic 41772 46 Various 18347 79 English 12686
13  High 37967 47 Central 16938 80 Basic 12547
14  Human 37762 48 Certain 16873 81 Chinese 12385
15  Significant 32677 49 Historical 16640 82 Key 12296
16 General 31213 50 Potential 15991 83 Popular 12188
17  Cultural 31209 51 Western 15891 84 Primary 12161
18  Individual 30706 52 Low 15734 85 Native 11956
19 International 29594 53 Critical 15697 86 Environmental 11872
20 Early 29322 54 Private 15398 87 Independent 11705
21  Physical 28504 55 Involved 15335 88 Civil 11691
22  Given 28180 56 Middle 15306 89 Due 11599
23 Present 26087 57 Necessary 15259 90 Direct 11423
24 Local 24834 58 Effective 15241 91 Written 11264
25  Likely 24099 59 Available 15223 92 Visual 11209
26  Religious 23825 60 Professional 15023 93 Poor 11073
27 Future 23362 61 Female 14925 94 Average 11004
28  Possible 22997 62 Increased 14711 95 Mental 10975
29 Particular 22469 63 Difficult 14587 96 Standard 10970
30 Military 22179 64 Total 14489 97 Main 10910
31  Major 21987 65 Modern 13891 98 Successful 10872
32  Following 21619 66 Indian 13840 99 Previous 10675
33  Specific 21266 67 Male 13813 100 Complex 10589
34 Personal 21101
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Appendix 3. 100 most frequent adjectivesin science /technology and medicine

No  Adjective Frequency No  Adjective Frequency No Adjective Frequency
1 Other 39831 35 Common 6887 68 Initial 3960
2 Used 27347 36 Present 6869 69 Central 3938
3 Only 26331 37 American 6678 70 Complete 3924
4 Environmental 21992 38 Specific 6182 71  Relative 3913
5 High 15692 39 Economic 6088 72  Biological 3900
6 Different 14464 40 Average 5931 73 Previous 3802
7 Public 13412 41 Various 5920 74  Special 3800
8 National 13343 42 Clinical 5823 75  Strong 3694
9 Important 13152 43 Primary 5767 76  Direct 3682
10 Significant 11451 44 Effective 5742 77 Certain 3675
1 Patient 11436 45 Physical 5675 78  Technical 3626
12 Available 11017 46 Standard 5673 79  Active 3623
13 Military 10869 47 Global 5585 80 Main 3544
14 Social 10462 48 Due 5389 81  Negative 3511
15 Local 9500 49 Scientific 5291 82 Mechanical 3445
16 Human 9287 50 Additional 5281 83  Professional 3387
17 General 8845 51 Positive 5268 84 Basic 3361
18 Possible 8591 52 Particular 5067 85 Personal 3348
19  Total 8586 53 Mass 5018 86  Nuclear 3331
20 United 8445 54 Key 4994 87 Estimated 3313
21 Potential 8415 55 Political 4885 88  Traditional 3301
22 Increased 8273 56 Difficult 4792 89  Successful 3177
23 Natural 8265 57 Multiple 4768 90 Long-term 3166
24 Given 8227 58 Developing 4739 91  Useful 3107
25 Early 8056 59 Limited 4651 92  Existing 3081
26 Current 8022 60 Involved 4639 93  Original 3030
27 Major 7916 61 Necessary 4554 94  Alternative 2994
28 Likely 7818 62 Overall 4526 95  Genetic 2976
29 Low 7786 63 Complex 4510 96 Content 2934
30 Similar 7724 64 Normal 4485 97  Agricultural 2924
31 Future 7435 65 Critical 4296 98 Regional 2922
32 Individual 7402 66 Increasing 4188 99 Experimental 2910
33 Following 7205 67 Appropriate 4118 100 Industrial 2907
34 International 7174
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Abstract

Storytelling is one of the most common activitiesed in teaching English proficiency to
language students. It is widely accepted as a itregitchnique by many educators because it
engages students in learning. This study seeksxamiee students’ readiness in using
technology-aided applications in telling their &sr It also investigates how cybernated
storytelling could encourage them to communicateeario groups. This qualitative study
involved 35 secondary school students, selecteddbas purposive sampling technique,
from a multi-ethnic secondary school in MalaysifteAhaving initial exposure to cybernated
storytelling video production, the students wereidéid into small groups and required to
engage in developing a cybernated storytelling cwifler a period of 90 days using the
English language. While engaging in the activitydents were expected to communicate
orally in face-to-face meetings and in writing wsiWhatsApp (WA) and Facebook (FB)
platforms. Their WA and FB entries were compiledd aanalysed thematically besides
interview responses which were collected duringghmup interview. The findings point to
how technology aided language learning could bé&r@ag support in enhancing students’
English communication skills.

1. Introduction

Storytelling has emerged over the last few decaes powerful teaching and learning
activity that engages both teachers and studefisteTare also numerous studies on how
storytelling helps to enhance the learning attitadd motivation of students (Burns & Snow,
1999; Lee, 2012; Meskill, 2005). However, in Maliays secondary schools, little attention
has been paid to how storytelling, with the helpcyber or online social network, could be

used to enhance students’ language proficiencyttedommunication skills inside as well as

outside the classroom.
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Classroom teaching in Malaysia is mainly charasesti by the teacher-centered
approach, with drills and chalk-and-talk methods@gehe most common. “Drilling using
past-year examination questions, work sheets, apttise books” (Ambigapathy, 2002, p.
16) leaves little room to practice oral communigatin class environment.

Since communication terrain has changed drambtiogsker the last decade, the mode
of storytelling has evolved from digital to ‘cybated storytelling’. The term ‘cybernated’ is
introduced in this study. The word, ‘cyber’ can denoted as computer-generated setting in
the Internet environment. Based on WordNet 3.0leikaclipart collection by the Princeton
University (2012), the term ‘cybernate’ means “tmtol a function, process, or creation by a
computer”. As a focus of this research, cybernatedytelling means storytelling which does
not only use the digital form to tell stories busahas students collaborate via popular
networking sites such as Facebook as well as ietdrased communication platforms such as
WhatsApp.

2. Literature review

Storytelling has long been used as one of the ilegustyles to enhance language learning
among students. Mehrnaz (2013) cited a few resesituches that combined storytelling and
class activities. He emphasized that teachers hmeen using storytelling to promote
communication skills (Barker & Gower, 2010; Pennarget al., 2003; Robin, 2006; Sadik,
2008), encourage critical thinking (Browne & Keel@p07; Forneris et al., 2009); obtain
good academic achievement (Henning et al., 200vaS1Moosa, 2015) and foster learners’
motivation (McDrury & Alterio, 2003). Considerindheése benefits, teachers are eager to
adopt this approach in language teaching (Blas &liRia2013; Dreon et al., 2011; Ohler,
2013).

Storytelling could also inspire students to le&myglish. Friday (2014) found a great
number of benefits for classroom teaching. In higlies, he concluded that (a) stories are
distinctively part of everyday experience, in aapduage. Hence storytelling is a common
endeavour to connect between world cultures, réggsdf literacy rates. (b) In storytelling,
students convey their messages effortlessly, thewesisting the development of their
communication skills. (c) When their friends appaée the stories that they presented,
students’ self-esteem and confidence level aretbdo¢d) Learners have the liberty to take
charge of their learning and make language erfoesce allowing them to discover the

language on their own.
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Past studies into the benefits of using socialwogt and internet based
communication are abundant. Ratcham and Firpo (2€ditl that learning can be enhanced,
as communication using the platforms is less dukgban in a classroom environment
(Iborahim & Khalid 2014). Besides that, studentsiting performance can be improved by
using Facebook as a platform for collaborative mgit(Siti Shuhaida & Nooreen, 2014). As
for usage of WhatsApp, a study conducted by Yelarah Ewur (2014) indicated that the

students preferred using the application for compation.

3. The study

3.1. The outline of the study

This study explores whether cybernated storytelitngccepted or rejected by students when
it is introduced in the classroom. Not many teash&nd students have been exposed to
cybernated storytelling although they have expegdrusing social networking sites for other
purposes.

The participants of this study were thirty-five riFo Four students in a school in
Kuching. The students came from multiracial backgas. Most of the students
communicated with one another in English as thguage is widely spoken at school and at
home. They were briefed on how to go about prepathe storytelling video in a workshop,

as shown in Figure 1.
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Introduction Obyectes
Welcome to cyhernated
storytelling project
2 * 3 *
The Project ...Cont DEMO

Figure 1. The process of conducting cybernatedtsting

Finally, the students were briefed on the disamsgpiatforms, WA and FB, which they
would be engaged in during the study period. Thegeplatforms were created for closed
group only. In WA platform, they would participaia a discussion facilitated by the
researcher. That discussion focused on the prdbegsengaged in throughout the activity.
FB, on the other hand, featured a discussion antie@gtudents about their video project.
Students shared pictures of their activities. Thewld also uploaded preliminary videos to
FB for their group members to preview and comment @nce the group members were
satisfied with the video, they uploaded final capfer evaluation. Then, the students were
interviewed to determine their perception of thdivitees. Data from the audio taped
interview were transcribed and later coded, astilied in Figure 2. The coding is used for
each student’s responses from the interviews.
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Respondent

|Gl HXlz ||?5 |

”

Group Discourse
Unat

Figure 2: Coding identifier for students

3.2. Findings

This study was conducted to determine how muchesiiscknow about storytelling, to what
extent they engaged in it, and how they view ittAeinterview responses were extended and
detailed, they were organized into several categoiso that the results were more
comprehensible and relevant to the study. The ttieroategories are concept of storytelling,
storytelling as class and school activities, stislemiews in storytelling activities and
students’ understanding of cybernated storytelliraiple 1 lists the themes of the interviewed

responses.

Table 1. Themes derived from students’ interviews

Themes (semi-structured interviews)

4.1. Concept of storytelling

4.2. Storytelling as class and school activities

4.3. Students’ views on storytelling activities

4.4. Students’ understanding of cybernated stdiytel
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3.2.1. The concept of storytelling
When the students were asked about their understantistorytelling, all of them were able
to describe it well although with some variatiohsvas not difficult for them to explain what
storytelling is all about as most of them have bashe experiences with it.
G1:X6: 4 made a comment on what a storytelling is:

...telling stories about er...anything.
Student G2: X22:220 added:

We always tell and listen to stories...about whateak..aaarr...what movies

we watched...and many many more....right. | thinkshgatit of storytelling.

Besides everyday stories that they listened todestis also stated that storytelling is a
personal experience as they listened to storigs fitee elderlies and friends. Usually, the
stories are narrated by their parents and sibitd®me for personal reasons.
G1: X2:2 commented that:
When | was small, my mother always...give me...toldedeme stories, and |
like it very much.
G2: X17:248 added:

Stories before | go to sleep...those are storiesltt@amember.

They are also used to exchange stories among $ezither in classes or outside classes.
This sharing of stories is a common phenomenomamkinteractionOne of the responses
was given by G2: X16:204:

My friends and | always share stories while watfor parents to fetch us from

school
A further addition was made by G2: X29:206

....we share stories in Facebook a lot.

A comment came from G2: X24:204

I’'m not sure if gossip is storytelling but....we Hatta lot..hihi.

These findings are parallel to the definition targtelling by Roney (2008) as the act
of sharing stories or a series of events, and asedium of communication. In fact, the
students mentioned that families and friends waee dnes who usually involved in the
storytelling activities.

Briefly, all students know what storytelling isl @bout. As the students’ excerpts
showed, they had the knowledge or understandinghatt storytelling is. It was defined as
an everyday occurrence which they experienced @g Were growing up. It can also be

added that storytelling activities can bridge nolydhe world of the classroom and home but
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also the classroom and the world beyondhis is because stories provide a common thread
that can help unite families and can improve refeghip between teachers and their students.

3.2.2. Storytelling as class and school activities

Unlike storytelling outside the classroom, storytel activities in the classroom are carried
out by teachers mostly for learning purposes. &, fauch activities are more focused. Most
of the storytelling activities, whether narratedthg teachers or shared by the classmates, are
linked to language practice and communication eoéigent. This has been mentioned by
Fredericks (1997), who argued that storytellingpast of class activity can promote speaking
as well as listening skills. This is further illusted by the tasks mentioned by the students
during the interviews, including role play in fornt§ short sketches, dramas, or stage
performances which were all conducted as class smhdol activities. Below are some
illustrations mentioned by the students regardiogytelling activities conducted in class and
at the school level.

G1: X1:12 commented:

...as presentation in class...

A further illustration of the activity was made @i: X1:10

When | was in form one, my teacher made sure...aahave storytelling

session..l think every Friday before class begaat was very interesting.

Another excerpt taken from the interview from GZ7X230

Storytelling and...and plus acting in front of thasd. We had that a lot earlier

year..and yes, that was exciting. Hmm...Yeah, weipeaa lot for the sketch.

More class activities were conducted as mentiorye@2 X13:210

Our English teacher...eerr asked us to prepare sk&dtch for our class

activities based on our short story we learned wivenwere in form three. We

had fun!

Another example of a storytelling activity was canted by the teacher herself. Even
though the example given was not from a languagssglit can be seen that teachers who
teach other subjects, besides English, found siling to be effective for the students.

As told by G2: X16:238:

My History teacher...mmm would give us mmmm a Ibistdrical stories

class. We thought that it was storytelling with éf@s.

While storytelling is popular as a class activitgs,gathered from the interviews with

the students, these language activities conductehgd class hours were only viewed by
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classmates and the teacher. School activities, Venware mostly events conducted involving
a larger audience, for instance, a storytelling petition during ‘English Day’ or storytelling
presentations during ‘Teachers’ Day’. Specificably the English Day, the school runs a
storytelling competition in which students would go the stage to present their storytelling
individually or in a small group during the morniagsembly.

This was mentioned by G2: X26:218 during the intw

A storytelling competition where a student will sektory during assembly.

To add, G1: X1:14 also indicated her participaiioa storytelling activity:

| remember AA when me in primary school, we hatbgytelling competition

in school. Haa..of course, my class win..eh won..

Besides competition, the students were also ingbimeactivities conducted in school
level. As mentioned by G2: X22:222:

...Is giving a summary of a book that we have reatl glastorytelling? Yes?

Then we did that a lot during Minggu membaca (Readveek). We had to

present some more..

When engaged in video-making activities in smalbbugps, students practice their
English language to improve their competency, iaseeself-confidence, and develop their
personal talents. Other students who observe tbetsliing presentations acquire new
vocabulary, sentence structures, pronunciationafg; and intonation of voice projections.
Students reported that they enjoyed watching thiginds’ presentations. This was clear in
statements obtained during the interviews. A styde: X14:228, was delighted to watch
her friends’ presentations as she could get somesabn how to present well. According to
her:

| enjoyed to watch my friends...aarr when they assenting in front. | can

learn a lot from the presentations. Like what? Howpresent, their words...

In summary, when asked about class storytellingpat all of the students mentioned
that they have experienced and learned from its Shbstantiates the teachers’ recognition of

the benefits of storytelling activities to theiudéents.

3.2.3. Students’ views on storytelling activities

From the interviews carried out, it was evidentt tf@ majority of the students appreciated

the fact that they managed to participate in s&diigy activities whenever their teachers

conducted the activities throughout their schoarge When students were asked how they

viewed storytelling as a whole, they expressed #@jerness and enthusiasm about engaging
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in storytelling activities. They stated that theyjoyed the storytelling activities and felt that
they were beneficial to them. In most cases, thdestts appreciated the fact that they were
able to participate in the storytelling activitiediich helped to boost their self-confidence,
improve their attitude toward the language, andaanh their language skills. The students
were asked to give their views on what they thoughthe storytelling activities that they
were involved at school during the interview.

G1: X12:24 had this to say:

We students enjoy acting (storytelljng front of the class Yes...true...scared at

the beginning but...but...I practiced a lot...and..anderaf the

presentation...ahhh..it felt like aahhhhh...I wantaatcagain.

Another comment akin to the earlier comment camoenfK2: X14:226

As for me..kan...l was actually a very shy persomwheas in the lower form,

but then my Bahasa teacher forced me to participatehe storytelling

competition...since then kan...no turning back.

It is clear that students relished participatiorcliass storytelling activities. The next
question that was asked was whether the studemtaged to get benefits from participating
in this activities. The first response was from &25:23, who mentioned that she managed
to get some benefits from observing her friendespntation:

You know what? Aaa when | listened to my friendésd got a lot of things like

how to pronounce some words, how to be brave @liirfront of other people

hihi and many more.

Other students immediately added to the pointsrdaga the gains of the storytelling
activities. G1: X12:22 claimed that:

| think.. especially since ..aa..when we tell arystmean we talk in front of

others...I mean arr that helps a lot arr my confidemten presenting.

Another addition came from G2: X19:242

| remember when | was in form two, my English teadiad a storytelling

writing competition. We sure did improve our Eniglis

G1: X1:18 made another comment on how her involvgnmethe storytelling activity
developed her language skill:

| have this favorite teacher when | was in yeak®6.likes to tell stories..which

we kinda enjoyed.Aahhh what | want to say is tHamhe told the stories and

there are some words | don't know, we will find wards in the dictionary. |

think | learned a lot of new words from his stories
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Students also talked about the effects storyteliad on them personally. The

following comment was taken from a WA platform S(R2orytelling Group 3):

04/07/2015, 14:20 - Roziana M Rosli: Hi girls! What

going on this weekend?dY"f

04/07/2015, 14:26 - ST3AifaSyaima: We are going to

the video next week...because one of our friend wen

johor...so we need to do it next week..8Y~

04/07/2015, 14:34 - Roziana M Rosli: That sounds gr
Next week should be ok.

04/07/2015, 14:34 - ST3AifaSyaima: 8Y~

04/07/2015, 14:35 - Roziana M Rosli: While waiting
next week to come,| have a question for you to pond
today.

04/07/2015, 14:36 - ST3AifaSyaima: Oh..sure...

04/07/2015, 14:38 - Roziana M Rosli: What do you th
of storytelling activities? Have any you participat

any? And did you get any benefits from it?

4/07/2015, 19:01 - ST3DelvinYong: Hello, Mdm Rozian

did! It was an awesome experience. | learnt a lot

4/07/2015, 19:02 - Roziana M Rosli: Great! Like wha

4/07/2015, 19:02 - ST3DelvinYong: Like how to prese

front..like the presentation skills

4/07/2015, 19:02 - ST3DelvinYong: Oh you know, the
contact, how to start. | remember my teacher told m
those stuff.
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4/07/2015, 19:03 - Roziana M Rosli: Great. Anyone e Ise?

Figure 3. Excerpts from ST3 conversation via WAareling storytelling as school activities

The analysis of the WA chat (see Figure 3 aboveglieted analysis of the interviews.
Students spoke of the benefits of ‘English Day’etihivas organised by the English society of
the school. It seemed that the school had a cliear for polishing the students’ English
language proficiency and communication skKills.

In short, the students appreciated the fact they there able to participate in the
storytelling activities as the activities appeatr@thelp them improve themselves academically
and at the same time, boost their self-confidefite. students also indicated that they had

enjoyed the activities and found them fun but @raiing.

3.2.4. Students’ understanding of cybernated storgtling
The definition of conventional storytelling was afly understood by the students as
discussed above. However, their understanding efmkaning of cybernated storytelling is
still undetermined. When asked during the intervidgwthey could elaborate their
understanding, most students were able to do soXG278 commented that:

| think ok it's the same ok like storytelling buingebody tell the story in the

internet.
G1: X9:16 made a similar comment:

Just like digital storytelling...aarr...but like usingernet.
Another comment that is parallel to the earlier otant came from G1: X13:18:

This you know..arr.. kind of storytelling can bersén FB or You Tube
G1: X3:20 continued the discussion by adding:

| kinda like storytelling using cyber because itrisre interesting

From the excerpts shown above, it can be seerthbahajority of the students could
interpret the meaning of ‘cybernated’. They als&n@mevledged that they found cybernated
storytelling interesting, and they liked it. Onlyeav students replied that they were not aware
of the term ‘cybernated’. For instance, G2: X10:21&ed that:

| am not sure when it comes to cybernated...eerrrriieard the word before
Another comment was made by G2: X12:223 as follows:

What? Cyber? What is that?
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However, when probed further, they could graspniieaning of the term ‘cybernated’
eventually. In short, most of the students werauabt in-the-know regarding the term
‘cybernated’ as they could relate to what they hexjgerienced or involved in their everyday

class activities.
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Figure 4: Screen shots of students’ videos

4. Discussion
As transpires from the findings of the present gtute students seemed to have a good
knowledge of what storytelling is, in terms of centional/traditional, digital and cyber. Most
of them had to a certain extent experienced ite@nbinvolved in all types of storytelling
activities. Initially, students varied in their @eiptions of storytelling i.e., retelling of a syor
bedtime story as well as gossip. Although Frida1@® defined storytelling as many things,
i.e., “the story of your day, the story of yourelifworkplace gossip, and the horrors on the
news”, this research found that there were twogygfestorytelling: one is informal, narrated
in leisure mode for non-academic purpose; whiledtmer is formal, a more classroom-based
activity for academic purposes.

It was learned that the students who were invoivetthe cybernated storytelling task
found it to be very interesting. This is parallelthe study conducted in Rice University’s
School Literacy and Culture Project, where the oaegients also mentioned that they found

storytelling interesting and they discovered tmativement in storytelling activities helped
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improve their English literacy (McCraig, 2013, Raza et al. 2016). The study also
demonstrated that students enjoyed storytellingvities, akin to a study conducted by
McCraig (2013). When a storytelling activity is poto the learning context, especially when
the activity brings some kind of reward, students motivated to engage and participate
fully. Students enjoyed this non-threatening attias they had no fear of making mistakes in
their speeches among their own group members. @¥picnultiple skills were highlighted as
factors affecting students’ participation and comioation delivery. The factors highlighted
are comparable to Robin’s (2008) research, whisbudised the 21century skills important
for student development.

Based on the analysis of the interview respongadgests proved to be aware of the
benefits that they acquired from participating ihet storytelling activities. Their
understanding of the differences between storygliit home and in class was nothing new.
However, they were aware that in the classroomlahguage used was more formal and
academic. They understood that the narrative |laggira storytelling organized by the class
should be more structured and formal. This corratesr the findings of Friday (2014), who
discovered vast benefits of storytelling for classn teaching. In most of storytelling
activities conducted in class, students expredsedtbries as naturally conducted, hence were
able to enhance and polish up their language peofty as well as communication skills.
Students in this study felt that they had moredase to take risks and make mistakes, thus
enabling them to explore the language on their oveatively. Similarly, Eisner (2007) and
Idrus (2012) found that when their students wel@nedd to share their stories outside of the
traditional form, they tended to develop greateatwity. On top of that all, Mehrnaz (2013)
mentioned that “storytelling is an effective measfscreative expression, as people can
organize their thoughts and make sense of the Wrtdigh creating a story” (p. 8).

Moreover, when engaging in cybernated storytelfiotivities, students were found to
be more interested and motivated. AS'2&ntury learners, they were more inclined to do
activities related to the Internet. Technologicatigets are entertainment to them. When these
gadgets were used in an appropriate context ohilegr students might find learning fun,
thus, the technologies offered useful benefitstiierlearning process. Similar conclusion ws
reached by earlier studies, those of Boster g2804), Hibbing and Rankin-Erikson (2003)
& Williams (2011), who found comparable relatedcmuhe of the advantages of storytelling

with the addition of technology and the Internet.
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5. Conclusion

It can be deduced that all types of storytellingtabuted to numerous benefits to students.
As Robin (2008) mentioned storytelling enhancestiplel communication skills and engages
students as well as teachers in activities pertgitd improving language. Consideration of
comprehensible input as mentioned by Krashen (20089)s SLA theory is relevant in this
context. Students’ language ability can be enhamdseh language input is comprehensible.
Whether input is comprehensible or not depend$iertontext of the language being used. In
this cybernated video storytelling project, langaiagput was relevant and meaningful as it

was employed in a specific context.
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Abstract

This study examines the effect of Moodle-enhanceedriction on Jordanian EFL students’
reading comprehension and grammar performance sty uses a quasi-experimental, pre-
/post-test design. A purposeful sample of 32 sttgjeenrolled in a language requirement
course at a Jordanian state university, was randdivided into an experimental group (n=17)

and a control group (n=15). The former used bleridaching in which Moodle supplemented

in-class instruction whereas the latter used issclastruction only. Using means, standard
deviations, ANCOVA and MANCOVA, the analysis rewedlthat the experimental group

outperformed the control group @t 0.05) in both reading comprehension and grammar.

Keywords: EFL; grammar instruction; Moodle; reading compesion

1. Introduction and background

With the growing use of technology in educatiorstituitions of higher learning shoulder the
responsibility of availing teachers and studenikeabf the technological infrastructure for
improved teaching and learning (Felix, 2003). Redeato date (e.g., Ally, 2004,
Baniabdelrahman, Bataineh & Bataineh, 2007; BataikeBaniabdelrahman, 2006; Fisher,
Higgins & Loveless, 2006; Harris, Mishra & Koehl®009) suggests that technology is a
catalyst for teaching and learning, as it supparsers with innovative, learner-paced
opportunities for learning (Fisher, Higgins & Logs§, 2006).

This manuscript is an extension of the second aistboctoral research per the regulations of Yarknou
University, Irbid, Jordan.
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Recent studies (e.g., Al-Maini, 2011; Bahrani, 20Bataineh & Bani Hani, 2011,
Blake, 2013; Erben, Ban & Castafieda, 2008; Gilakj2d14; llter, 2009; Levine, Ferenz &
Reves, 2000; Stanley, 2013; Ybarra & Green, 2008p auggest that technology is
advantageous in language teaching and learning,casates authentic contexts (e.g., Blake,
2013; Gilakjani, 2014; Stanley, 2013), offers imf@tion about the language, creates
communicative communities with other language ugerg., Stanley, 2013), and facilitates
the learning of the four language skills (e.g.,dfrpBan & Castafieda, 2008). Technology has
also proved instrumental for teachers’ deliveryknbwledge and skills in a manner which
suits their learners’ needs (e.g., Morales & WitJez015). It is also a key to autonomous
language learning (e.g., Benson & Voller, 2014;,12009; Salehi & Salehi, 2012; Wang &
Véasquez, 2012; Zhao, 2003), not to mention coristjua tool for fostering teacher and
learner motivation (e.g., Gilakjani, 2014).

Blended learning does not have a unanimous sirgfiaition (Jonas & Burns, 2010;
Marsh, Pountney, & Prigg, 2008; Stacey & Gerbid)@0However, it is generally defined as
learning which “combines face-to-face instructionthwcomputer mediated instruction”
(Graham, 2006, p. 27) or the thoughtful fusionafe-to-face and online learning experience
(Garrison & Vaughan, 2008). It encompasses bothldas instruction and Internet-based
teaching, as various teaching and learning metfeds, lecture, discussion, guided practice),
modes of delivery (face-to-face vs. computer medigtand modalities (e.g., synchronous vs.
asynchronous) come together to improve teachingearding.

The Modular Object Oriented Dynamic Learning Enmireent (henceforth, Moodle)
is believed to be the world’s most popular LearnMgnagement System (LMS) for both
learning and training in various disciplines, prolyabecause it is user-friendly, open source,
and free to download (Lambda Solutions, 2017). Meofibsters traditional instruction
through the provision of opportunities for furthearning and teacher feedback outside the
boundaries of the classroom (Al-Busaidi & Al-ShiR10; Brandl, 2005; Cole and Foster,
2007; Coskun & Arslan, 2014; El-Seoud, Al-Khasawd&ehAwajan, 2007; Soliman, 2014).

Researchers (e.g., Abu Naba’h, 2012; Lin, 2009;eNad Dimova & Dineva, 2010;
Nozawa, 2011; Wu, 2008) also suggest that Moodiesisumental for language teaching and
learning. It is believed to help learners develogirt general language skills, pronunciation,
vocabulary, and grammar (Levy, 2009; Lin, 2009).ddle also helps teachers better manage
their courses and communicate, both synchronoustyasynchronously, with their students
(Wu, 2008). Furthermore, it potentially enablesrieas not only to acquire knowledge and

skills but also to transfer what they learn to ottentexts (Nedevat al, 2010).
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Similarly, empirical research has shown Moodle dgaatageous for EFL learners’
proficiency and achievement in tertiary educatigiayi & Keyvanshekouh, 2012; Dwalik,
Jweiless & Shrouf, 2016; Stanley, 2007; Sun, 20Zdng & Takatsuka, 2009). More
specifically, Moodle is reported to contribute sfgrantly to reading comprehension (Hsieh
& Ji, 2013; Tsai & Talley, 2014; Yang, Gamble, Hugg Lin, 2014), and grammar
performance (Plomteux, 2018ahin-Kizil, 2014).

Moodle is used by most Jordanian universities fopkment traditional classroom
instruction. Local research (e.g., Al-Shboul, RalglAl-Saideh, Betawi, & Jabbar, 2013; El-
Seoudet al, 2007) reports favorable results for Moodle usdardanian universities. Jordan
University of Science and Technology (JUST), frorhichh the sample of the research is
drawn, has used the LMS since 2007. The entirdtiaand student population have access to
Moodle through their institutional usernames ansspards. A detailed user manual, for both
instructors and students, is also available on JW&fsite.

In traditional academia, instructors disseminatéormation face-to-face through
lectures and discussion. However, not only cannelclyy integration save precious class
time, but it can also help instructors create sdBve and collaborative opportunities to
engage learners and improve learning. In other syomdeb-based resources untiringly
disseminate information to learners at their owrcepaand convenience to achieve
comprehension, competence, or mastery (Farrind@en).

However, despite serious efforts towards technologggration in this and other
Jordanian universities, several barriers do eMstre often than not, the cost of technological
innovations, which may prohibit their adoption imustomarily resource-limited state
universities, is easier to overcome than academaditions (e.g., faculty-centered instruction)
which often prevent instructors from using more riea-centered, computer-based
instructional strategies. Similarly. limited logestsupport to enable faculty to take full

advantage of technology often inhibits large-stabfdnology integration into their teaching.

2. Thecurrent study

2.1. Problem, purpose, questions, and significance of the resear ch

There seems to be a consensus among researchefdaibdle is beneficial in improving
students’ language proficiency (e.g., Abu Naba®]12 Levy, 2009; Lin, 2009; Nedewst
al., 2010; Nozawa, 2011; Wu, 2008). However, the curresearch is exploratory in nature,

and generalizations are not sought.
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According to Blake, Wilson, Cetto and Pardo-Bake$P008), Brandl (2005), Coskun
and Arslan (2014), and Al-Jarf (2005), courses t@ a mixture of in-class and online
instruction (e.g., Moodle) are effective for deymim English language proficiency.
However, these researchers have noticed a gemduatance for Moodle utilization among
Jordanian language instructors despite adequatadkagical infrastructure. Some instructors
used Facebook and WhatsApp instead of Moodle évagh these do not provide users with
the same services Moodle does. Hence, the resesrdbsigned a treatment using Moodle
supplementation to in-class instruction to examitse effect on EFL students’ reading
comprehension and grammar performance at Jordaretdity of Science and Technology.

To achieve the purpose of this study, the followguigstions are addressed:

1. Are there any statistically significant differendestween the experimental and control
group students’ reading comprehension, which can abtebuted to Moodle
supplementation?

2. Are there any statistically significant differendestween the experimental and control
group students’ grammar use, which can be attribttéVloodle supplementation?

The review of the literature has shown that mucbkeaech examines teachers’ use of
technology across basic and tertiary education @bdpad, Morris & De Nahlik, 2009; Al-
Ghazo, 2008; Al-Jarf, 2005; Al-Shboul & Alsmadi,12) El-Seouckt al, 2007; Mashhour &
Saleh, 2010; Muflih & Jawarneh, 2011). However, ttee best of these researchers’
knowledge, no research has been conducted onftwt ef Moodle supplementation on EFL
learners’ reading comprehension and grammar pedocs at Jordanian universities. Thus,
even though the study is exploratory in nature dreshce, generalizability is not sought, its
findings are hoped to contribute to the researctherrole of Moodle supplementation in EFL

learning in tertiary education in Jordan.

2.2. Sampling, methods and procedure

Two sections of English 111, a general universtyuirement at JUST in the first semester of
the academic year 2016/2017, were selected pumdbystf ensure that both are taught by the
same instructor. With a flip of a coin, one sectieas randomly assigned to the experimental
group and the other to the control group. The arpartal group consisted of 17 students
from various fields of study, and the control groognsisted of a similar sample of 15
studentsNew Cutting Edge (Intermediatejs the textbook taught in this course. The control
group received only in-class instruction whereas ¢xperimental group received in-class

instruction and Moodle supplementation.
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Based on the review of the literature, the reseasctiesigned a reading pre-/ post-test
and a grammar pre-/post-test to gauge potentiatisfiof the two levels of the treatment, in-
class instruction on one hand and in-class instmcand Moodle supplementation on the
other. The validity of the instruments was estdigds by an expert jury of EFL university
professors whose recommendations were consideramnending the final versions of the
tests.

The reliability of the test was also establishedatgninistering them to a sample of 10
students which was excluded from the main sampléhefstudy. The reliability coefficient
amounted to 0.84 for the reading pre-/post-test@B&8 for the grammar pre-/post-test. The
pre-tests were administered to the sample befogetratment began and the post-tests

immediately after the conclusion of the treatment.

2.3. Thetreatment: Instructing the experimental and control groups

Both the control and experimental groups were talghthe original course instructor to
ensure that they received the same in-class ingtnucShe covered the prescribed six
modules for the semester per the guidelines o #aeher's Book. However, for the purposes
of the study, the second researcher supplementgdfour of the six modules for the
experimental group who had unlimited access to Neowside and outside the classroom.

Each of the four modules was allocated two weekgr@ximately 6 hours). Over
these six hours, the instructor first taught thadneg text and helped students answer
questions (e.g., about new vocabulary, main togéneral and specific details) in batre
Student’s Boolandthe Activity Book Each reading text and its exercises were taugét o
two one-hour sessions. The instructor usually r@adsked the questions, and the students
answered them.

The remaining four sessions were allocated to gramithe instructor explained the
grammar topic per the guidelines tine Activity Book supporting the rule with examples
before coaching the students to do the exercistgitextbook.

At the onset of the treatment, the second reseaiganized a Moodle tutorial for
the participants of the experimental group. Theyewaso reminded of the link to the step-by-
step user manual on the Student Services section thef university website

(https://elearning.just.edu.jo/course/view.php?id=15

The participants were instructed to view the mateposted on Moodle at the
beginning of each week over the course of the rtreat. Both the instructor and second

researcher explained that this material is suppiang to the in-class reading comprehension
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and grammar instruction. The second researcheraivas/s on hand for both academic and
technical support. She accessed Moodle at leasetaiday to answer questions, reply to
grammar forums, check students’ logs and Moodlateel activity, thank active students, and
urge less active students to participate.

Specific grammar points, based on the table ofeustof the textbook (vizRast
Simple tense, Past Continuous tense, Present Stene, Present Continuous tense, Future
Simple tenseand comparative and superlative adjectiyeformed the content of the
treatment. The reading comprehension skillssodnning, skimming, building powerful
vocabulary,andlooking for the topiavere also targeted.

The instructional content was posted on Moodleufgptement face-to-face classroom
instruction for the experimental group only. Powar® slides and multiple-choice self-
assessment tests, on both reading and grammar,pested weekly. In addition, a grammar
activity on the topic of the week was posted on Foeums component of Moodle for the
students to communicate with the second reseaatttetheir fellow students.

2.4. Findings of the study

The findings of this research are presented peresgsarch questions. To answer the first
question, which sought potential statistically #igant differences (ati=0.05) between the
experimental and control group students’ readingm@hension which can be attributed to
Moodle supplementation, a timed reading comprel@ngsie/post-test was administered. The
students’ mean scores and standard deviationseoprdi/post- tests were calculated, along
with the adjusted mean scores and the standardsemahe post-test based on the differences
between the two treatments, in-class instructiod a@mclass instruction with Moodle

supplementation, as shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Means, adjusted means and standard desaif students’ scores on the reading comprehepse

test and post-test

. PRE Post Adjusted  Standard
Group Skill
Mean SD Mean SD Mean Error
Scanning 4.26 1.03 453 0.91 4.39 0.22
Looking for the main topic 2.86 1.30 333 1.29 3.31 0.34
Control Building powerful vocabulary 2.80 142 366 134 948. 0.36
Experimental  Skammiing 260 1O 5660 DA payeio 0))K20)

Reskimg f(@ veeathain topic RBE 363 UM 340 w35 0.320.87
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Building powerful vocabulary 3.82 155 511 153 84 0.33
Skimming 294 134 405 147 3.94 0.33
Reading (Overall) 13.82 423 16.62 431 18.54 0.81

Table 1 shows observed differences between the waaes of the two groups on all four
skills. The mean scores dfcanning, looking for the main topic, building pofuée
vocabulary, skimmingandoverall reading comprehensiam the reading comprehension pre-
test amounted to 4.26, 2.86, 2.80, 2.60, and 1fa58he control group and 3.70, 3.25, 3.82,
2.94, and 13.82 for the experimental group, respsgt

Table 1 further reveals observed differences inattheisted mean scores on the post-
test of the experimental and control group in tbarfreading skills and overall reading
comprehension, in favor of the experimental grolip.determine whether these differences
are statistically significant (a=0.05), MANCOVA was used, as shown in Table 2.

Table 2. MANCOVA of students’ scores on the readingiprehension post-test

) Sum of M ean . Partial Eta
Skill Source df F Sig.
Squares Squares Squared
Way 6.074 1 6.074 9.716 *0.004 0.272
Scanning Error 16.253 26 0.625
Corrected Total 25.875 31
) ~Way 5.841 1 5.841 3.852 0.060 0.129
Looking for the mai
) Error 39.425 26 1.516
topic
Corrected Total 62.219 31 62.219
o Way 5.150 1 5.150 3.162 0.087 0.108
Building powerful
Error 42.347 26 1.629
vocabulary
Corrected Total 79.875 31
Way 7.623 1 7.623 4.679 *0.040 0.153
Skimming Error 42.360 24 1.629
Corrected Total 75.719 31
Way 98.237 1 98.237 10.2%9.004 0.283
Reading (Overall) |Error 249.106 24 9.581
Corrected Total 577.500 31

Table 2 shows statistically significant differen¢asa=0.05) in the students’ post-test scores
in scanning, skimmingndoverall reading comprehensipm favor of the experimental group
(F=9.716, 4.679, 10.253; df=31,1; ®804, 0.040, 0.004).
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The second research question sought statisticggjhifisant differences (ati=0.05)
between the mean scores of the grammar post-tésede the experimental and control
group students, which can be attributed to Moodigpkmentation. The mean scores and
standard deviations on the pre-/post-tests, aloitly adjusted mean scores and the standard
deviations of the post-test scores based on tliereliices between the two treatments, were

calculated as shown in Table 3.

Table 3: Means, standard deviations, adjusted measstandard errors of students’ scores on tramar

pre-/post-test

Pre- Post- )
Group Adjusted Mean Standard Error
Mean SD Mean SD
Control 5.86 4.65 7.93 4.81 8.62 0.81
Experimental 7.23 4.64 11.52 5.83 10.92 0.76

Table 3 reveals a difference in the adjusted meanes of the experimental and control
groups, with a difference of 23in favor of the experimental group. ANCOVA wasddo
analyze students’ scores to determine whetherdadhance between the adjusted means on the

grammar post-test is statistically significantdat 0.05), as shown in Table 4.

Table 4: ANCOVA of students’ scores on the grampst-test

Source Sum of Squares | df M ean Squares F Sig. Partial Eta Squared
Way 41.10 1 41.10 4.18 0.0%* 0.12

Error 284.78 29 9.82

Corrected Total 972.21 31

Table 4 shows a statistically significant differena students’ mean scores on the grammar
post-test (F= 4.18; df= 31; P= 0.05), in favorlod experimental group.

3. Discussion, implications, and recommendations

The first research question addressed the effecMobdle on the students’ reading
comprehension. The results revealed a statisticaifynificant difference in scanning,
skimming, and overall reading comprehension in fagb the experimental group. This

improvement in reading comprehension may be reaalilgbuted to the slides and self-
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assessment in which the students engaged througheureatment. The researchers have
been keen on sending students who did the testst@rihank-you notes to encourage them to
continue accessing Moodle.

On the slides, students read about the skill imetf used the knowledge they gained
to answer questions on the reading texts. They hésb access to an answer key to the
exercises on the slides and to extra practice ¢irdwyperlinks to exercises on the web. They
could also do as many self-assessment tests asvirdagd after at least half an hour to allow
them the opportunity to reread the slides and chieekequired information.

The scores of all attempts were recorded, and staidsould review their answers
before submitting the test. Similarly, both corr@ctd incorrect answers could be viewed
immediately after submission. The immediate feellbaod self-pacing capabilities of
Moodle not only reduced learning time but also dbaoted to increased confidence, better
attitudes, and a sense of accomplishment towaatsifey (Koedingeet al, 1997), hence,
improved reading comprehension.

Most students viewed the slides more than oncesd necurrent views suggest that
the slides not only provided students with the oppoty to control their own learning and
decide what, when and where to study but also exthtgem in their own learning. Out of the
four targeted skillsscanning with 62 views for the slides and 81 for the ssfessment,
received the highest students’ interest, followgdhkmmingwith 34 views for the slides and
52 for the self-assessment.

These results are consistent with those reporteteloyne et al. (2000), Dreyer and
Nel (2003), Tsai and Talley (2014), Sun (2014), Yahal. (2014), and Banditvilai (2016),
which all report a positive effect for Moodle andlioe learning on reading comprehension.

The second research question addressed the pbtdfea of Moodle on the students’
grammar performance. The results revealed a statlgt significant difference in the
students’ grammar scores in favor of the experialegitoup. One possible explanation for
these students’ superior performance is their actingagement as they studied slides, did
self-assessment, and posted in forums.

PowerPoint slides were regularly posted on Moodlestipplement the grammar
material covered in class. These slides coveredb#isc structure and use in addition to
providing hyperlinks to extra information, acti@s and quizzes, and YouTube videos on
each grammar point. The students were keen on ngewhese slides. For example, the

Present Simpleand Present Continuoufolder was viewed 107 times, thast Simpleand
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Past Continuou$0 times,comparative and superlative adjective&3 times, anduture forms
18 times.

The slides also contained self-assessment, compigteanswer keys. One test was
posted on each of the topics covered in class.eBtaddid these tests and got feedback
immediately after submission of responses. The estisd were also allowed unlimited
attempts, which enabled them to get even more geanpractice. More specifically, the
Present SimplandPresent Continuoutests received 144 views and 34 attemipést Simple
and Past Continuou$6 views and 20 attemptspmparative anduperlative adjective8§5
views and 19 attempts, afidure forms49 views and 17 attempts.

The researchers also posted on each grammar topered in the class in the
grammar forums. Most students engaged activelyhm forums. What was especially
beneficial was the students’ ability to view angdalission and their peers’ replies, which
encouraged them not only to post replies but adedrn from their peers’ errors which were
corrected by the research team. For examptgum 1, Practising the Present Simple,
received 113 views arfebrum 2, Practising the Present Continuo@6,views.

The results of this study were in line with the g&h conclusions drawn from other
studies (e.g., Hsieh & Ji, 2013; Nagata, 1996; Rdom 2013;Sahin-Kizil, 2014), which
asserted the effectiveness of Moodle in learningmgnar. These researchers claim that
research such as the one at hand is instrumemtaideeasing instructors’ awareness of the
utility of Moodle, and other LMSs, in EFL teachirand learning. Even though no
generalizations are sought from the researcheinsdo suggest that Moodle supplementation
of face-to-face instruction is a catalyst for laage learning.

The researchers have experienced first-hand tlgnatiinstructor's enthusiasm for
Moodle supplementation. She candidly expressedhtenest in Moodle-enhanced instruction
which, albeit expected by the University, is haodimplement given the relatively heavy
teaching loads, large classes, and lack of logmstigport. She has corroborated research
findings (e.g., Gichoya, 2005) that merely havirge ttechnological infrastructure is
inadequate for technology to fulfill its promise agher education if the human resource
infrastructure is not addressed.

Thus, it is the recommendation of this study thainhing of faculty and students alike
be considered a priority at institutions with razsay advanced technological infrastructure.
Otherwise, technology remains more a luxury tharailyst and a requirement for better

academic performance.
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It is also the recommendation of this research shatlar investigations be conducted
with a larger scope, in both sampling and durat@nreading comprehension, grammar, and
other language aspects to corroborate the curreding§gs and increase their potential

generalizability.
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REMIX LITERACY:

A PICTURE IS WORTH A THOUSAND WORDS

by Lucas Kohnke
Hong Kong Polytechnic University,
Hong Kong
lucas.kohnke @ polyu.edu.hk

Target Audience: Intermediate

Time: 90 min

Class Location:regular classroom and/or computer room

Language / Skills Focuswriting, speaking

Linguistic learning objectives: by the end of the lesson, students have beenable t
- practise conditionals, especiall{f2onditional
- practise “used to” for past habits/regular actaati

Non-linguistics learning objectives:by the end of the lesson, students will
- consider reasons for using visuals
- create a visual billboard
- become familiar with using visuals

Materials: Internet access, class forum/blog, polls, printer

Summary

This lesson will introduce the websRéotofunia(http://photofunia.com/) as an excellent tool

in terms of incorporating the 4Cc of2tentury learning. By using remix literacy, we afge

to help our students become critical thinkers, camigators, collaborators and creators in a
fun, engaging and motivating approaéthotoFuniais a creative website where students can
insert themselves into billboards using their owrages. Example of effects are Valentine’s

Day, Christmas, Billboards, Galleries, Celebritiegspfessions, Movies, to only name a few.

This creative website brings out a playful attitudéoth teachers and students which is one
of the essential characteristics of creativity,thmk outside of the box, and is especially

important teaching Zicentury learners.
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Stage

Procedure

Time

Interaction

Teacher
Preparation
(outside of
class)

a) Go to PhotoFuniattp://photofunia.com/
b)

that will work with your students.

Upload your photo and then click “Go”.

Save your new image.

Post your new image to the class Forum.

Create a forum poll using built in function to your
Forum orPoll EverywheréGoogle FormsKahoot

deserve this treatment.
Write 3 paragraphs afhere “l/teacher” explains his
innocenceand post them in the Forum.
h) Alternatively: Print out the poster.

Example:

)

Warm —up /
Introduction

Browse through the different effects and choose o

etc) -What ghastly deeds “I/Teacher” have done tq

20 min
ne

N/A

aims and procedure for today’s lesson).
a) Teacher also verbally explains the task
displaying the poster.
b) Ask studentswWhy do we have wanted
posters‘Elicit different reasons.
c) Write the students’ suggestions on the
board.

Ask students to log on to the class Forum and re
the greeting message (where the teacher outliegsin

atb-15

Whole
class

Pre-Writing
Stage 1

Ask students

a) to examine the sample image and the correspond
paragraphs uploaded by their teacher (see teache
preparation)
to answer the Forum poMlhat ghastly deeds
“I/Teacher” have done to deserve this treatment
to read 3 paragraphenere “l/teacher” explains his
innocence
to answer a Forum Poll asking which of the 3
paragraphs they think are the most persuasive an
include a short answer why
e) to visitPhotoFuniaand look at the various Billboard

to acquaint themselves with the website

f) to use theBreaking Newsillboard
Alternatively: Distribute sample image and

paragraph as a handout for a-d.

b)

c)
d)

25 min

=

N/A

Pre-Writing
Stage 2

Ask student:
a) to explain their forum poll answers (display Forum
Poll answer on the board)

5 min

b) to explain which paragraph was the most persuas

Student-
teacher
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(display Forum Poll answer on the board)
c) write the students’ suggestions on the board

Alternatively: Ask students to answer Baddleor
Lino.

Pre-Writing
Stage 3

Ask students:
a) Why are people on the NewEficit different reasons
b) write the students’ suggestions on the board

Alternatively: Ask students to answer Baddleor
Lino.

5 min

Student-
teacher

Writing
Stage 1

Ask students
a) toinsert their own photo into thigreaking News
Billboard and download the image
b) to write a short paragraph (50 worgg)at would
“you” do if you won the lottery”or, if “you” were on
the news, what would you be famous for?

BBC BREAKING NEWS

Valentin and Anna are getting Married

c) to post their image and their paragraph on thesclag
Forum.

20 min

Student
(online)

Writing
Stage 2

Ask students
a) to browse and read their classmates postings
b) to give peer feedback and correction
c) tocommenton 1 -2 Forum entries. Students shou
comment on the creative aspects of their peers
writing. For exampleanything surprising, similar to
theirs, something they havent thoughtett.
d) to award peers with stars/badges for the besticeeat
writing
Alternatively: Have students pass around their
poster and write a paragraph on paper.

o

20 min

Student-
student
(online)

Follow-up 1
/ Outside of
Class

Teacher will
a) write brief individual comments on each S’s Foruni
entry in addition to a summary of today’s actistie
on the class forum (Teacher will primarily focus on
the language aspects of the writing).
b) award stars/badges on the Forum for the most
accurate and creative writing.

15-20
min

Teacher-
student
(online)

Follow-up 2
/ Next
Lesson

Ask students
a) toread comments posted by their teacher
b) revise their entries
c) to give a 2-3 min presentation on their poster

20 min

Teacher-
student
(online)
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Abstract

This study investigated foreign language studepésteptions about their Information and
Communication Technology (ICT)-based College EmgliSourse (CEC) in China. The
research used a five-point Likert-scale questiaeniaased on Simsek (2008). A factor analysis
confirmed the construct validity of the questiomaaand 6 factors were delineated. 200 non-
English majors who responded mentioned that ICT weab integrated into the CEC. They
reported that the ICT-based CEC gave them a gowdogiment for independent learning and
they were more motivated to learn English as thag more opportunities to communicate,
interact and cooperate with other students in Bhglising authentic language in a variety of
contexts. They found learning was more effectivenpared to the traditional learning
environment; it provided freer learning environmdess restricted communication, more time
flexibility and more self-scheduled study plan eitsy learner-centeredness and learning
autonomy.

Keywords: ICT-based English Course; College English CouGmmputer-Assisted Language

Learning

1. Information and Communication Technology in Engish language teaching in China

College English is a compulsory English course fmn-English majors in Chinese
universities. In China, English is taught as aifprdanguage (EFL) in a community where
the medium of instruction and communication is Boglish (Hu & McGrath, 2012; Guo,
2014). The rapid development of Information and @uamication Technology (ICT) has
brought about significant changes in language legrand teaching in China (Chien & Liou,

2002). Realizing the potential brought about by ,I@¥ Ministry of Education in China
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conducted an unprecedented teaching and learnfogrrébased on ICT technology in the
teaching of College English in 2003.

Initiatives taken by the Ministry of Education indied, among others, the publication
of five computer and network-assisted college Eigtextbooks in 2003, the issuance of the
Teaching Requirements for College English Currioul(TRCEC) in 2004, a nation-wide
selection of 180 universities as computer and netvagsisted experimental schools in 2004,
a further selection of 65 demonstration universitiased on the results of the computer and
network-assisted College English teaching reforaciices in 2007 and the development of
42 national-level model courses in 2009. The TRAEBG national policy aligned with
contemporary educational thinking based on integratComputer-Assisted Language
Learning (CALL). It defines College English teaahiand learning as a system; based upon
foreign language teaching and learning theoriedhoslying English language knowledge
acquirement, language-using skills practice, legyrstrategy cultivation and cross-cultural
communication ability by multi-teaching modes ancams. The TRCEC (Ministry of
Education of China, 2004, p.3) states that “eadheusity, in the light of the actual situation,
works out its own goals and designs its own CE@esysn accordance with the curriculum.”

The university in this study took an active parthrs reform and became famous for
its state-level College English Teaching Reform Dastration Centre in 2007. With the
advent of TRCEC (2004), five computer/internet-lolhextbooks came into being under the
supervision of the Ministry of Education. This ueigity adopted the New Horizon College
English (NHCE) textbook, published by the Foreiganguage Teaching and Research Press.
A new and student-centred teaching/learning enunemt was created to replace the
traditional chalk-board and face-to-face teachewagthing mode. Figure 1 shows the NHCE
on-line teaching and learning system which includedching administration, interactive
teaching and learning, teaching assessment ontineses, learning tools and autonomous

learning resources, testing centre, teaching assiahd user guide.



Teaching English with Technology7(3), 53-76 http://www.tewtjournal.org 55

Teaching /,,,e
° Administration "act,,
\;\6 e,,O,L e 7~e
© €3, ICH;
T a""bg ng
NHCE . Teaching
Teaching Assisstant Z Online TeaChlng ~ 7  Assessment
& Learning
Tog,. iL o
Ce:t"’g , oY e
le, Learning Tools N
& Autonomous ©
Learning
Resourses

Figure 1: The New Horizon College English onlinadieing and learning system

It featured the use of two important technologeVelopments — multimedia computers and
the Internet.Multimedia computer technology allows text, graghisound, animation and
video to be accessed on a single computer. Itlsrtigpermedia that provides an authentic
learning environment with easily integrated skidlBowing students to work at their own pace
of learning and facilitating a primary focus on tbentent, without sacrificing focus on
language forms or learning strategies (Warschdi®96). Although integration of skills (e.g.
listening with reading) may be involved in using ltmedia, it seldom involves integrating
meaningful and authentic communication into alle$p of the language learning curriculum.
Fortunately, the Internet allows language learb@rsommunicate directly, inexpensively and
conveniently with other learners of the target laage 24 hours a day. This communication
can be synchronous or asynchronous, composing gesssd their time and pace through
such tools as email or chatting tools (Warschal@®6). As Shen, Yuan and Ewing (2014)
reported, almost all materials used in Chinese &il&ésrooms have been provided with online
support courses for classroom teaching and learaing students’ independent learning and
self-assessment. Other than using the online ressysrovided by New Horizon College
English, the students were also free to trawl e visit social media websites like Facebook
and access other websites of their liking. Thus,tdaching and learning process embraces
announcements, online questioning, online assighnoéassroom forums, group learning,
appointment for face-to-face teaching and e-mail imgprove the teaching-learning
environment of the CEC in this university. The taag software system is different from
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traditional teaching materials. It is multi-funatal, encompassing systematic teaching and
learning materials suitable for both multimedia anthssroom-based approaches. It
emphasizes the combination of student-centred ilggrin classroom and autonomous
learning after class with their teachers’ suppditb-based teaching management systems are
also widely used to save teacher time and improgeagement efficiency (Hu & McGrath,
2012).

2. Constructivism and computer-assisted languagedening
Social constructivism advocates a desirable legrnemvironment in which dynamic
interaction occurs between teachers, studentsaahd,tproviding opportunities for learners to
construct their understanding through interactiati wthers. Social constructivists stress that
learning is active, contextual and social; themefadhe best method is collective-learning
where the teacher is a facilitator and guide (Ti&i@02). In contrast to traditional classrooms
where teachers use a linear model and one-way coioation, social-constructivist learning
is more personalized, student-centered, nonlinedrl@arner-directed (Cagiltay, Yildirim &
Aksu, 2006). In the literature on ICT in teachihgpnstructivist practices’ refer to student-
centred learning, necessitating teacher-student stndent-student collaboration and co-
construction of knowledge. This contrasts with tesecentred practices, which involve
explicit instruction, knowledge transmission, lineknowledge development and more
directly observable learning outcomes (Levin & Waahy) 2005; Chen, 2008; Killen, 2009).
Computer-Assisted Language Learning (CALL) can béned as any specifically-
designed or generic software and any form of IQIpsuted medium used to promote
language learning (Towndrow & Vallance, 2002). # based upon the theory of
constructivism by Bruner (1966) and Piaget (197®pwbelieve the roles of teacher and
student should change accordingly. A teacher ilbnger the traditional knowledge provider,
but an organizer and facilitator. A student is mev@assive knowledge receiver, but an active
learner and a meaning constructor. Four importénents which help to complete this
transition are learning environment, cooperatiamversation and meaning construction.
Warschauer (1996) investigated students’ partimpain electronic discussion in a
composition class during ESL instruction in comgan with face-to-face instruction.
Learners found the electronic conversation enviremnto be more comfortable than face-to-
face communication and their positive attitude taisahe electronic environment contributed
to increased participation in conversations. Alt{2005) studied EFL Turkish students’

attitudes towards the integration of multimedia aimernet technologies in language
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teaching. Message boards were useful for commuorcagnd the students viewed
communication with the teacher via computer todss leffective than communication in the
ICT integrated classroom. Simsek’s (2008) studyluatang students’ attitudes towards ICT
use in a reading skills course in Turkey found thedpite the difficulties the students faced,
they were satisfied with the application of ICTtheir reading course and they developed a
positive attitude towards online courses. Zhon@®@onducted a comparative study of ICT
instruction and traditional instruction at the Natl University of Defence Technology
(NUDT). Second-year non-English majors found ICE imd a positive effect on English
learning and countered problems such as low irttereck of opportunities for
communication and insufficient reading materials ihe traditional teacher-centred
instruction. Dong’s (2005) research showed studeatsa very positive evaluation of CALL
and took a relatively higher interest in the Insgrand CALL classes. They had higher mean
values than the non-CALL-class in terms of autonosniearning, the efficiency of learning,
effects of learning and flexibility in learning. @mew teaching and learning mode improved
the students’ listening, speaking, communicating) @operation skills.

Although ICT-based teaching has many advantages thee traditional teaching
approach, there are still some problems relatatieapplication of ICT in English teaching
and learning contexts (Liou, 2000; Yang, 2001). iagtance, the unavailability of technical
support in the use of ICT can cause students tereqce difficulties in language learning;
resulting in learning anxiety and cognitive disataion. These conditions can induce
negative attitudes towards the use of ICT in edowat contexts. Also, Chien and Liou
(2002) found that in a web-based English learningirenment some EFL learners had
difficulties with electronic communication becausktheir slow typing speed and limited
English proficiency. Additionally, there is a lack systematic empirical evaluation assessing
the effectiveness of ICT application to supportgiaage learning (Zhao, 2003). Also Tri and
Nguyen (2017) highlighted that Caruso, Kravik andrlyan’s (2004) study found that only
12.7% of the students stated that ICTs improved tearning process. Moreover, Rabah’s
(2015) study showed that participants highlighteel following challenges in the integration
of ICT in Quebec schools: lack of supporting schiealdership, inconsistent investments in
ICT equipment, infrastructure and resources as a®lthe need for additional professional
development and support. lyengar and Byker (2018 stressed that many innovative ICT
programs and ICT-based teacher education prograuch faether research to test the impact of
these programs. In addition Lim, Yan and Xiong @0%tated that the contents, learning

models, strategies and assessments of the cours€hina are usually decided by the
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individual university and that the course qualgyoften questioned by educational experts as
with low emphasis on technology integration. Funth@re, Hu and McGrath (2011) found
that limited ICT skills and pedagogic expertise avebstacles to the use of ICT in English
language teaching. The majority of teachers whd pekitive attitudes towards ICT use in
English teaching and the national reform reporkedr tenthusiasm was waning in the light of
inadequate support and training.

3. The study

3.1. The outline of the present research
The present study aimed to fill the gap by condhgct case study to address the following
research question:

* What are the EFL students’ perceptions about thiengxf ICT integration into the
CEC at this university in Northeast China and thastbility of its application for
English language learning?

Samples of this study were selected using strdtif@mdom sampling. The population
of the CEC at this university for 2011 was 2057e Tgarticipants were 200 freshmen and
sophomores. All were non-English majors from ndtweence, liberal arts, economics,
principles of management and electrical engineedisgiplines. They accounted for 10% of
the total population (Gay & Diehl, 1992). Table Hows there were 37 natural science, 17

liberal arts, 51 economics, 39 principles of mamaget and 56 electrical engineering

students.
Table 1. Students’ discipline of study
Major Freshmen Sophomore Total
Male Female Male Female
Natural science 3 0 10 24 37
Liberal arts 11 0 5 1 17
Economics 16 23 11 1 51
Principles of Management 13 18 4 4 39
Electrical engineering 7 9 20 20 56

Total 50 50 50 50 200
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3.2. Procedure

A five-point Likert-scale questionnaire adaptednir&imsek (2008) was administered to all
the participants by their teachers at the end @f t6EC in December. The questionnaire had
been piloted on 100 students (who were excludeah fitee main study). After piloting, the
guestionnaire was duly amended and analysed fabrgly and validity. Table 2 shows
Spearman’s rank correlation coefficients betweenttital score of each subscale (degree of
confidence is 1%), indicating that the items ofheaabscale can explain the content of the

factors.

Table 2. Spearman’s rank correlation coefficienthef subscales

Attitude towards ICT

PQ17 Pearson Correlation .855(**)
PQ18 Pearson Correlation .882(*)
PQ19 Pearson Correlation .869(**)
PQ20 Pearson Correlation 714(%%)

Attitudes towards teaching materials

PQ21 Pearson Correlation .872(*)
PQ22 Pearson Correlation .814(*)
PQ23 Pearson Correlation .843(**)
PQ24 Pearson Correlation .831(*)
PQ25 Pearson Correlation 740(**)
PQ26 Pearson Correlation .805(**)
PQ27 Pearson Correlation .818(**)
PQ28 Pearson Correlation .808(**)
PQ29 Pearson Correlation .866(**)
PQ30 Pearson Correlation .864(*)
Self-learning capability
PQ31 Pearson Correlation 797(%%)
PQ32 Pearson Correlation .868(**)
PQ33 Pearson Correlation .883(**)
PQ34 Pearson Correlation .819(**)
Motivation to learn
PQ35 Pearson Correlation .846(**)
PQ36 Pearson Correlation .853(*)
PQ37 Pearson Correlation .875(*)
PQ38 Pearson Correlation .867(*)

Interaction with other students
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PQ39 Pearson Correlation .878(*)
PQ40 Pearson Correlation .862(**)
PQ41 Pearson Correlation .888(*)
PQ42 Pearson Correlation 753(*)
Cooperation with other students
PQ43 Pearson Correlation .903(*)
PQ44 Pearson Correlation .900(*)
PQ45 Pearson Correlation .803(**)
PQ46 Pearson Correlation .799(**)

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level {@iled)

Cronbach’s alpha of the 30 statements in this seas 0.951, which indicated that the
internal consistency of this scale was excelte@ronbach’s alphas of the six subscales are
shown in Table 3. Every subscale’s Cronbach’s aipas greater than 0.85, showing that the

internal consistency of the scale was good, andsigllsubscales and 30 statements were

retained.
Table 3. Reliability results for the six subscales
Cronbach's Alpha N of Items

Attitude towards ICT .851 4
Attitudes towards teaching materials .948 10
Self-learning capability .861 4
Motivation to learn .883 4
Interaction with other students .867 4
Cooperation with other students .873 4

A factor analysis was conducted to determine thestzact validity of the questionnaire. The
result of Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampl adequacy test was 0.881 and
Bartlett’s test of sphericity’test was 2418.271 (degree of freedom is 435), hadevel of

significance was (p=0.000<0.001). It is generatigreowledged that KMO>0.8 is suitable for

YInternal consistency is unacceptable: Cronbaclpba#t0.5 Internal consistency is poor: & Eronbach's
Alpha<0.6 Internal consistency is questionable :<@Bonbach's Alpha<0.7; Internal consistency is Atakele

: :0.7<Cronbach's Alpha<0.8; Internal consistency is good<Cronbach's Alpha<0.9; Internal consistency is
excellent :Cronbach’s Alph8.9. (J.P.Gilford, Psychometric Method¥el. NY:McGraw-Hill, 1954).
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factor analysié, so it passed Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of samgpladequacy and
Bartlett's test of sphericity test. Six factors wextracted to maximize the variance rotation
of the initial data. Table 4 shows that the fadt@d capacity of the 30 statements attributing
to their own factor as greater than 0.6 and theofdoad capacity of 30 statements attributing
to the other factors as smaller than 0.6. The reslhlow the questionnaire has achieved the
criteria of convergent validity and discriminant liddy and that every item in the
questionnaire has correlation with the six factamsgl passed the project correlation analysis

test, reliability and validity test.

Table 4. Factors concerning students’ perceptiftiseol CT-based CEC

Commu Name of ) Cumulative
Factor  Statement ] Factor load % of Variance
nality factor %
Attitudes
towards
21 22 23 24 25 0.557- teaching
F. 0.558-0.816 22.268 22.268
26 27 28 29 30 0.824 materials and
knowledge
acquisition
Students’ self-
0.647- ]
F, 31323334 0.822 0.672-0.832 learning 11.315 33.583
' capability
Cooperation
0.638- )
Fs 43 44 45 46 0.835 0.684-0.885  with other 10.728 44.312
' students
Students’
0.711- o
F, 3536 37 38 0.802 0.595-0.816 Motivation to 10.411 54.723
' learn
Interaction
0.672- )
Fs 39404142 0.799 0.745-0.801  with other 10.306 65.029
' students
Students’
0.681- )
Fe 21222324 0.780 0.676-0.742  attitude 9.175 74.204
' towards ICT

2 Kaiser's standards of the results: KMO>0.9 is vauiable for factor analysiskMO>0.8 is suitable for
factor analysis KMO>0.7 is quite suitable for factor analysi&kMO<0.6 is little suitable for factor analysis
; KMO<0.5 is not suitable for factor analysis.
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Table 4 shows the ‘attitudes towards teaching rnaseand knowledge acquisition’ factor had
ten items compared to five items in each of thesiofive factors; so five items with low

factor load capacities were deleted. Item 23 (falttad capacity was 0.698), item 24 (factor
load capacity was 0.662), item 25 (factor load capawas 0.558), item 26 (factor load

capacity was 0.658), item 28 (factor load capawrgs 0.648) were deleted to make the
sections of the questionnaire more balanced. T fiersion had 25 items left, the original
item number was retained for easy comparison. I2in2, 27, 29 and 30 were grouped to

constitute a new factor named ‘teaching materiatslkanowledge acquisition’.

Table 5. Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient

Attitudes towards teaching materials and

knowledge acquisition

ltem21 Pearson Correlation .809(*)
Iltem22 Pearson Correlation .847(*)
ltem27 Pearson Correlation 794(%)
Iltem29 Pearson Correlation .799(*)
Item30 Pearson Correlation .855(**)

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level {@iled)

The reliability and validity of the corrected scalere retested. Table 5 shows Spearman’s
rank correlation coefficient between the factor'afitudes towards teaching materials and
knowledge acquisition’ (confidence coefficient %)las acceptable and the items reflecting
the factor of ‘teaching materials and knowledgeugsition’ sufficiently. The retest reliability
of the corrected scale shows Cronbach’'s alpha @850.indicating high reliability.
Cronbach’s alpha for ‘attitudes towards teachingemias and knowledge acquisition’ and its
items was 0.820, which meant that the factor shbaldhaintained.

The data were also analysed using the Kaiser-M@jan test and the Bartlett’s test.
The KMO measure of sampling adequacy test was GaBB3he Bartlett’s test of sphericity
test was 1819.838 (degree of freedom is 300), wgttod level of significance
(p=0.000<0.001). It is generally acknowledged tK&tO>0.8 is suitable for factor analysis,
so the data of the corrected scale passed the riesger-Olkin measure of sampling
adequacy and the Bartlett’s test of sphericityagtdr analysis was conducted and six factors

® Cronbach’s Alpha internal consistenayz 0.9 presents excellent, 0 .9> 0.8 presents good, 0 .8¢>> 0.7
presents acceptable, 0 .a> 0.6 presents questionable, 0 .6 > 0.5 presents poor, 0 .5e>presents
unacceptable.
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were extracted to maximize the variance rotatiothefinitial data as shown in Table 6. The
results show the factor load capacity of the 2m#eattributing to their own factor was greater
than 0.6 and the factor load capacity of the 2hdteaattributing to the other factors was

smaller than 0.6. This indicates that the corregigestionnaire met the criteria of convergent
validity and discriminant validity. The results shehat every item in the questionnaire has
correlation with the six factors, namely, the stntie attitude towards ICT; the student’s

attitude towards teaching materials and knowledgguigition; the student’'s self-learning

capability; the student’s motivation to learn, thiident’s interaction with others and the
cooperation among the students in the questionimave all passed the project correlation
analysis test, reliability and validity test. Thadl version of the questionnaire was used to

examine the students’ perception of the ICT-base@ Gf this university.

Table 6. Factors concerning the students’ percetiche ICT-based CEC

) % of Cumulative
Factor  Statement Communality Factorload Name of fetor )
Variance %

teaching
21 22 27 materials and
F, 0.739-0.811 0.650-0.805 15.587 15.587
29 30 knowledge
acquisition
students’ self-
31 32 33 _
F 34 0.648-0.808 0.710-0.830 learning 13.635 29.223
capability
43 44 45 cooperation with
F; 0.652-0.840 0.689-0.891 12.564 41.787
46 other students
students’
35 36 37 o
F, 38 0.722-0.811 0.623-0.836 motivation to 11.980 53.767
learn
39 40 41 interaction with
Fs 0.679-0.800 0.751-0.805 11.776 65.544
42 other students
17 18 19 students’ attitude
Fe 0.714-0.812 0.694-0.769 10.343 75.887
20 towards ICT

3.3. Results and findings

The data highlighted two issues; (a) the ICT fde#i provided for the students (ltems 5-7)
and (b) the application of ICT by teachers in tHeQJItems 8-16). Figure 2 shows 98.5% of
the students reported the university had langualge (Item 5), 75% of the students stated the
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computers in every language lab were connectetiddrternet (Iltem 6) and 78.5% of the
students agreed that they could gain access towenspeasily in the university (Item 7). The
students perceived that the university providedntiveith adequate ICT facilities for their
CEC.

120

100 98. 5

80 25 78.5
60
40
7
4.5
o e
O L L

Yes No Not sure

O 5.There are language labs in the university.
B 6.Computers are connected to the Internet in devegyage lab.
0O 7.Students can access computers easily in thesityive

Figure 2. Perceptions of the students regardingtbeision of ICT facilities

Students’ responses to Items 8 to 16 concerningethehers’ application of ICT in the CEC

are summarized in Figure 3.
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Figure 3. Teachers’ application of ICT in the CEC

60% of students reported a responseal@fays and often to Item 8:1 can find technical
support when using a computer at the univey9g.5% of students reported a response of
alwaysandoftento Item 9:My English teacher uses ICT resources during teagt82.5% of
students reported a response of always and oftéartn10:My English teacher recommends
us to use online resources in my stuti$% of students reported a responsalofaysand
oftento Item 11:My English teacher uses ICT to explain texts irsgl82.5% of students
reported a response afwaysand oftento Item 12:My English teacher uses ICT to help
students learn independentB2% of students reported a responsalwhysandoftento Item
13: My English teacher uses ICT to organise classro@oudsions77% of students reported
a response adlwaysandoftento Item 14:My English teacher assigns tasks required to be
completed using ICT61% of students reported a responsalwhysandoftento ltem 15:My
English teacher contacts us through e-m@&8.5% of students reported a responsalwhys
andoftento Item 16:My English teacher has online discussions with us

Figure 4 shows the total score of the student€gmions about the ICT application in
the CEC. The mean score was 98.31 and the staddsration of the total score was 12.08.

Most students were positive towards the ICT-base@.C
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Figure 4. Total score of the EFL students’ peragysiabout the ICT application in the CEC

This section presents the students’ perception€ofuse in the CEC according to the six
factors.
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a) Figure 5 summarizes the results obtained viagt&7 to 20 regarding the students’ attitude
towards the use of ICT in the CEC.

Students’ attitudes towards ICT

ltem20 | & : 3.5

tem192.8 5% ]

Item 18

0.
ltem17 [{ _*° |
> | | 1

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Ostrongly disagree B disagree Oundecided DOagree M strongly agree

Figure 5. Students’ attitude towards the use of iCCEC

86.5% of students strongly agree and agree with It&:1 have a positive attitude towards
the use of ICT technology for learnirgfl.5% of students strongly disagree and disagite
Item 18:1 don't want teachers to increase the use of ICIhenCEC 84% of students strongly
agree and agree with Item IBhe ICT-based CEC is worth my time and ene@5% of
students respondedrongly disagreeanddisagreeto Item 20:1 prefer to study in traditional
face-to-face teaching environmeMost students preferred the ICT-based CEC enmisont

to the traditional learning environment (the meaars for item 18 was 4.00 and the mean
score for item 20 was 3.89).

b) Figure 6 summarizes the results obtained viadt@l, 22, 27, 29 and 30 concerning the

students’ attitudes towards the CEC teaching na$eand knowledge acquisition.
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Attitudes towards teaching materials and knowlealgppuisition
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Figure 6. Students’ attitude towards the CEC tearhaterials and knowledge acquisition

84.5% of the students chosiongly agreeandagreein Item 21:The use of ICT in the CEC
increased my knowledge about English langu&@5% of students responds&itdongly agree
and agreeto Item 22:The use of ICT in the CEC enabled me to learn nab@ut foreign
cultures 88.5% of the students indicatetfongly agreeandagreeto Iltem 27:The amount of
information input in ICT environment is bigger thdrat in traditional context87.5% of the
students respondesdrongly agreeandagreeto Item 29:The use of ICT in the CEC provides
me with more access to learning Engli€®.5% of the students chostongly agreeand
agreeto Item 30:The use of ICT in the CEC offers me a lot of ricll authentic English
materials

c) Figure 7 summarizes the results obtained vimdt81 to 34 regarding the student’s self-
learning capability in the ICT-based CEC.
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Students' Self-learning Capability
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Figure 7. Student’s self-learning capability

81% of students respondstiongly disagreenddisagreeto Item 31:the ICT-based CEC is
not helpful in enhancing my self-learning capapiliv9.5% of students reportesdrongly
agreeandagreeto Item 32:the ICT-based CEC allows me to learn at my own p&8&o of
students chosstronglyagreeandagreewhen answering ltem 38omputers and the Internet
help me learn English more independen89% of students strongly agree and agree with
Item 34:When | meet problems in learning English, | woule Ito find solutions on the
Internet or in other reference books by myself

d) Figure 8 summarizes the results obtained fraamdt 35 to 38 regarding the student’s

motivation to learn in the ICT-based CEC.
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Students' Motivation to Learn
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Figure 8. Student’s motivation to learn

86.5% of students strongly agree and agree with B&: The use of ICT makes classroom
activities more interestingr9% of students chosgrongly agreeandagreewhen answering
Item 36:1 feel more motivated when learning English in tBd-based CEC environment
76.5% of students selectsttongly disagreeand disagreewhen answering Item 37:can't
concentrate on my study when learning English enl@iT-based CEC environmei9.5% of
students reportestrongly agreeandagreefor Item 38:The use of ICT in the CEC improves
my participation in classroom activities

e) Figure 9 summarizes the results obtained from It@d0 42 regarding the student’s
interaction with other students in the ICT-basedCCE
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Interaction with other Students
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Figure 9. Student’s interaction with other students

93% of students chostrongly agreeandagreewhen answering Item 39felt comfortable in
asking questions in the ICT-based CEC environn&8% of students reportestiongly agree
and agreein Item 40:1 often share information and ideas with other st in ICT-based
CEC. 88.0% of the students respondstbngly agreeandagreeto Item 41:1 communicate
well with other students in the ICT-based CEBD% of students selectetiongly disagree
anddisagreein Item 42:1 have problems getting help in the ICT-based CE@renment

f) Figure 10 summarizes the results obtained frtams 43 to 46 regarding the cooperation

among the students in the CEC.
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Figure 10. Cooperation among the students

74.5% of students reportationgly disagre@anddisagreefor Item 43:ICT-based instruction
provides me with fewer opportunities to cooperaith vother students75% of students
respondedtrongly disagreenddisagreewhen answering Item 4Z&he ICT-based CEC is not
helpful in developing teamwork among studen& of students indicatestrongly agreeand
agreein response to Item 48orking on group projects is easier in the ICT-lth€eEC
72.5% of students chose the responsestrohgly agreeandagreeto Item 46:1 feel more

confident when learning with other students in li&ked CEC

4. Discussion

In the students’ opinion, ICT was well integratatbithe CEC with easy access to computers,
the Internet and technical support. The studemtstact with the target language and culture
increased in two aspects: a) ICT resources, sudBngfish language knowledge, cultural
information and communication devices supported®¥ and b) the application of ICT by
teachers in the teaching process. The CEC teaapphied ICT frequently in their classes and
outside class time to explain texts, assign legrrisks, organise classroom activities,
communicate with students and participate in sttelenline discussion to facilitate learning.

The ICT facilities and resources created a goodremment for the CEC at this university
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and made the students’ learning more efficient gisanthentic language in a variety of
contexts ensuring learner-centeredness and leamumgnomy. Similarly to Warschauer’s
(1996) findings, the students were positive towamngssting their time and energy in the ICT-
based CEC.

The ICT-based CEC provided a lot of informatiorthe students. They could choose
suitable English learning materials for their owarhing. Teachers also exposed students to
the foreign cultures related to the English languagsing the Internet, broadcasting
technologies and ICT resources. This is import@&tabse students need to learn a language
in the context of the culture. The students gamewkss to a variety of information, methods,
approaches and resources in the ICT-based CEChwiace suitable to the students’ learning
style and made them interested to learn Engligheat own pace. After classes, the students
could learn English anywhere or any time with CDonline materials; they were able to
obtain learning materials they were interested ma &nd help when they encountered
learning problems. ICT enabled the students toga&iand monitor their learning process to
meet their learning needs.

The students developed the ability to take chafgleeir own language learning which
researchers agree will ultimately lead to langubsgening proficiency success (Ablard &
Lipschultz, 1998; Zhang & Li, 2003). Self-learningpability is related to successful learner
characteristics and language learning is affectedtbtude and motivation. The students’
positive attitude and higher motivation made themrenwilling to participate in learning
activities compared to the traditional English feag environment. The students were more
comfortable while asking questions, sharing infaroraand ideas with other students and
getting help to communicate in the ICT-based CE®e TICT-based CEC provided
opportunities for the students’ cooperative leagractivities and helped develop teamwork.
Both face-to-face cooperative learning and onleeat work could be conducted, providing
the teachers with more freedom and options to deaigd arrange group projects. It was
easier for the students to work with other studearid they were more confident when
learning with others. Students asked more quesbbds#ferent kinds in cooperative learning
than in a traditional teaching environment (Deed87). Cooperative learning is preferred in
foreign language teaching and learning for it casuee optimum opportunities for interaction
and at the same time cultivate the students’ tgaint.sStudies in language acquisition show
that the learning opportunities provided by leailearner interaction play a positive role in
language learning (e.g. Ohta & Amy, 1996, SoleQ2)0 Social interaction is a means for

language learning as language is transmitted aedtext in learner-learner interaction
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(Seliger, 1977). When students take the initiatiweask questions and search for help,
authentic communicative opportunities are creatdnieaningful learning. Research has
indicated that students are overwhelmed by thet gmeaunt of information provided by ICT
(Chien & Liou, 2002, Simsek, 2008, Srijittra, 2018)owever, the CEC students did not
admit any concentration loss while learning Englistiheir ICT-based CEC. Most students
reported they could choose the right English malemvhich were suitable for them to learn
the English language and they were not influengethb variety of information offered by
ICT. The ICT-based CEC promoted communicative cdemgee, which helped the students
develop a positive perception and habits in ustif lesources to help them learn the English
language.

5. Final conclusions and recommendations for furtheresearch

In conclusion, the study showed the EFL studenthiatuniversity in China stated that ICT
was well-integrated into the CEC. The teachers wsedputers, the Internet and other ICT
technologies to provide a well-conducted ICT-baSé&aC. The students were positive towards
the application of the ICT-based CEC. It providedpée atmosphere with a learner-centred
classroom and was preferable to a traditional tegchnvironment as it enabled the students
to learn independently. The ICT-based CEC provithesn with much learning materials for
knowledge acquisition and tools for carrying ouhest authentic tasks related to English
language learning. This learning environment helpedoreak the spatial and temporal
boundaries of the traditional face-to-face Engleiguage class and allowed the students to
learn whatever they wanted anytime or anywheregutiie ICT resources. The ICT-based
CEC provided freer learning environment, freer camioation, more time flexibility and
more self-scheduled study plan. ICT can be liketoed treasure of College English teaching
resources to the students.

To be able to conduct ICT-based courses succegshdl students’ enthusiasm for ICT
should be encouraged so that they can accept gnécage the integration of ICT in the
teaching of the course. This is because experistromgly influences perception (Glover,
Ronning & Bruning, 1990). Hence, sufficient ICT ifaes and technical support must be
properly implemented to facilitate constructiverteag that is student-centred (Warschauer,
1996). In addition, English language teachers cotdg ICT-based courses need to be
competent facilitators because they are vital gilifating their students’ learning. This is in
agreement with Vijayalakshmi's (2017) study, whgthessed that teachers need to be trained

not only in teaching but also in using various tembgies in language instruction. Teachers
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need to realize that face-to-face interactions betwthe teachers and students and between
peers, as well as online interactions betweendgaehier and students play a significant role in
determining the success of their learning. As steachers need to be fully committed in
their classes as well as actively participate i@ students’ online ICT activities, such as
forums, emails and chat rooms. They should fat#litae learning of the English language via
proper planning and implementation of languageniegractivities that specifically create an
authentic learning environment allowing for seltpd learning for the students. We concur
with Guo’s (2014) conclusion that teachers haveldgarn the computer and network
techniques well, otherwise they will encounter satfiiculties and problems in using ICT to
teach English.

As regards limitations of the current study, itstiggpants were 200 non-English-
major students of the same university; therefotee tesearch findings may not be
generalisable to other university students in othgrons of China.

Future studies can employ other instruments, irtkdefierviews and verbal reports to
gain a better understanding of the language lesirperceptions of application of ICT in the
language classroom. The studies can expand omtige i0f the sample by including students
from other universities in China. Future researah also focus on the teachers of the College
English Course to investigate the teachers’ pel@eptabout the ICT-based College English
Course. A replicated study could also be conduatedng learners with different cultural and
learning environments to investigate the differantleat might exist based on different

cultural backgrounds.
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Abstract

Upper-secondary school students must prepare fdt e, which — among others — entails
acquiring relevant skills and discovering their opoiential. Efforts at European and national
levels have been made to ensure that studentstigairompetences, the so-called key
competences, which facilitate functioning in thed®am world. However, in Polish upper-
secondary schools their overall development maproblematic as schoolwork is heavily
exam-oriented. In order to address this challeageudy was undertaken, the aim of which
was to investigate the usefulness and feasibifigpplying gamification to an extracurricular
CLIL project intended to develop key competencearirupper-secondary school. The paper
reports on one part of this study, i.e. on howadgy challenge (two tasks) was designed,
implemented and evaluated. The results show edunzdtand emotional gains, suggesting
the motivational effect of gamification in learning

Keywords: gamification; CLIL; upper-secondary school; motieat technology

1. Introduction

Upper-secondary students, as every other age guanstitute a group of learners with
unique needs, cognitive abilities and challengexifip to this developmental stage. Among
the tasks young people face is that of preparimgattult life, which entails acquiring the

relevant competences, deciding upon their own éjtdrscovering their own potential, etc.
(Filipiak & Siadak, 2014). Various European andioval initiatives have been undertaken to

ensure that students gain the competences whighafcfunctioning in the modern world. as
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“key competences”, they have been identified andhlighted in educational policy
documents, including the Polish Core Curriculum p@awicz, 2009/2010) and are as
follows: communication in the mother tongue, commation in foreign languages,
mathematical competence, basic competences incecaamd technology, digital competence,
learning to learn, social and civic competenceserese of initiative and entrepreneurship, and
cultural awareness and expressi®e¢ommendation of the European Parliament and ef th
Council of 18 December 2006 on key competencebfdétong learning 2006). Needless to
say, these are of special significance for uppeosgary school students as their personal and
professional success in adulthood is — to a grdahe— determined by these competences.

In practice, the overall development of all thesmmpetences may constitute a
challenge in Polish upper-secondary schools asodebd is oriented towards school-leaving
exam preparation. Regrettably, important life skiluch as digital literacy, teamwork, as well
as using English for communicative purposes maybeogiven due attention. Consequently,
Polish students are well-prepared for taking examgarticular school subjects but they may
not be appropriately equipped to tackle the realiado political, economic, and cultural
challenges that adult life entails. Therefore, @arsh of a solution, it is proposed that
extracurricular programmes integrating content éamguage learning (encompassing the
competences areas listed above), which complenmenbbligatory schoolwork, could be
taken into consideration.

The CLIL (Content and Language Integrated Learnagproach to teaching refers to
“all types of provision in which a language diffaté¢o the language of schooling is used to
teach certain curriculum subjects other than l|aggaa themselves” (European
Commission/EACEA/Eurydice, 2017, p. 55). CLIL haeh viewed as beneficial to language
teaching because students are provided with mogusge teaching “without increasing the
overall instruction time, or taking away lessonsnirother curriculum subjects” (European
Commission/EACEA/Eurydice, 2017, p. 14). Researohdacted to study the impact of
CLIL programmes on language competence (e.g. L&nu2017; de Diezmas, 2016; Gené-
Gil, Juan-Garau & Salazar-Noguera, 2015, Naves]1;2Varkuti, 2010) and content (e.qg.
Ouazizi, 2016; Gregorczyk, 2012, Stohler, 2006)nf®to educational gains with regard to
both language and content. Therefore, it appeatstiiere are incentives to apply the CLIL
approach in upper-secondary schools with the aimproividing additional educational
programmes that cater for the development of kaypsdences, i.e. the accumulation of
knowledge across the school curriculum (sciencethemaatics, social studies) and the

development of skills (English language, digitaiedacy, teamwork, learning to learn).
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However, the question arises as to how to achierg-term student engagement in
extracurricular activities, bearing in mind thetfd@at they are not compulsory.

Gamification and its principles in designing leaiexperiences offer a promising
perspective in addressing the problem of studerttvaten. As Christo Dichev and Darina
Dicheva (2017) put it, “[tlhere are several assuoms underlying the usefulness of
gamification in educational context, such as gamatfon is motivating, gamification is
engaging, gamification can improve attendance amtiggpation” (p. 26). Hence, it may seem
that content and language integrated learning cbeldramed in gamification in order to
boost student willingness to participate and tontzén their engagement in the activities that
are outside obligatory schoolwork. The next sectionsiders gamification and its possible
application in designing motivational CLIL learningkperiences in an upper-secondary

school.

2. Theoretical framework of gamification in languag education
Gamification is defined as “the use of game des@@ments in non-game contexts”
(Deterding, Dixon, Khaled, & Nacke, 2011, p. 10dan education gamification has been
defined as “the use of game elements in a learemwyonment” (Simdes, Redondo, & Vilas,
2013, p. 3). Additionally, according to Su and Cip€R015), gamification is “[t]he use of
game design elements and game mechanics in nong@amexts in order to engage people
and solve problems” (p. 269). Gamification was ioidly applied in business to foster e.g.
customer loyalty and employee performance, followgdts use in other domains such as
health, the environment and education (Dichev &hewa, 2017; Simdes et al.,, 2012).
Gamification has to be distinguished from otheatedl concepts, such as “a play” and “a
game”. Matallaoui, Hanner and Zarnekow (2017) drplthat playing involves doing
something freely in order to experience joy anditertent, without having to follow strict
rules, while gaming “represents a rule-based ardtgeented form of playing” (p. 6).

It is important to note several principles thatdguthe design of a gamified system.
Most importantly, gamification requires (1) defigigoals (i.e. providing a purpose for the
game) and (2) rules of the game, (3) providing liee#t on how the players are performing
and (4) encouraging participation in the game (Metai et al, 2017). Additionally, engaging
players in achieving the goals involves considermmeghanics, dynamics and aesthetics in the
design. Game mechanics are “the particular comgeneinthe game, at the level of data
representation and algorithms” (Hunicke et al.,408uch as points, leaderboards, levels, an

achievement system (Matallaoui et al, 2017, pp).8&5&me dynamics describe “the run-time
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behavior of the mechanics acting on player inputd aach others’ outputs over time”
(Hunicke et al. 2004) and include: rewards, statashievement, self-expression,
competitions, altruism (Matallaoui et al., 2010, 1f)). Aesthetics refer to “the desirable
emotional responses evoked in the player, whenngéeacts with the game system” (Hunicke
et al. 2004).

Gamification is underpinned by a number of theotlest explain player motivation
and engagement. Accordingly, behaviourism and detiérmination theory will be featured
next as the most relevant to the current article.

Conditioning theories related to behaviourism dated psychology in the second
half of the twentieth century (Ddrnyei, 2001). Tibeus was on explaining behaviour in terms
of responses to stimuli, where positive and negateinforcement, reward and punishment
were important in human behaviour, including leagilt was believed that people were
motivated extrinsically, which was epitomised imadgs and praise in education or salary and
promotion in work contexts (cf. Werbach & Huntef12; Ddrnyei, 2001). The current -
cognitive - approach views motivation as a functwdran individual’s attitudes, thoughts and
beliefs (Dornyei, 2001). A prominent example withns strand is the self-determination
theory (SDT), developed by Edward L. Deci and Ridhel. Ryan. It is a theory of human
motivation that puts emphasis on three basic pdggieal needs that promote intrinsic
motivation, i.e. competence, relatedness and aotgn(Ryan & Deci, 2000). As Deci,
Vallerand, Pelletier and Ryan (1991, p. 327) write:

Competence involves understanding how to attaifouarexternal and internal outcomes and
being efficacious in performing the requisite aciprelatedness involves developing secure
and satisfying connections with others in one'siaomilieu; and autonomy refers to being

self-initiating and self-regulating of one’s owrtiaas.

In contrast to extrinsic motivation that was acoated in behaviourism, intrinsic motivation
is highlighted in STD and is claimed to appear whamans feel the urge to fulfil these basic
human needs (Ryan & Deci, 2000). Applied to edocatSDT focuses on facilitating student
interest in learning and self-confidence as leareci et al., 1991).

The assumptions of both theoretical perspectives ne be considered in the process
of gamification design in an upper-secondary schamlaccommodate both extrinsic and
intrinsic motives. The use of game elements, sscponts, badges, levels and leaderboards
are viewed from a behaviourist perspective as faofeinforcement, which can foster the
extrinsic motivation of students. However, in ordercreate a satisfying internally-driven

learning experience and to achieve appropriatenilegroutcomes, the activities and tasks
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undertaken in the game must address the studesgsisnfor competence, autonomy and
relatedness — only then will they be perceived @svant, meaningful and enjoyable,
guaranteeing longer-lasting engagement.

Gamification has been a popular trend, yet mixesilte have been reported on its
application in educational settings, which is retiéel in a recent study conducted by Dichev
and Dicheva (2017) — a metaanalysis of 63 the@etnid empirical articles published
between 2014 and 2015 dealing with gamificatiorducation. The results show that most
studies (N=44) were conducted at university lef@lver studies (N=7) in K-12 education.
Among the gamified subjects are: computer scienu# iaformation technology, maths,
multimedia/communication, medicine, biology, psylcgy, and languages. The following
types of learning activities were gamified: whotauirses, exercises, collaboration/discussion
forums, projects/labs, tests, etc. The studies mmsdeutiny investigated the influence of
gamification on student learning, perception, ergagnt and motivation, as well as social
outcomes. It appears that the results concerniagtiiects of gamification are inconsistent —
there were studies that reported positive effeatswell as those in which the results were
inconclusive or supported by insufficient evidenthe authors of the metaanalysis conclude

as follows:

(i) The practice of gamifying learning has outpacesbearchers’ understanding of its
mechanisms and methods, (ii) Insufficient high-gyalvidence exists to support the long-term
benefits of gamification in educational contextddii) The understanding of how to gamify
an activity depending on the specifics of the etlanal context is still limited (Dichev &
Dicheva, 2017, p. 25).

These findings are rather worrying, indicating tthegt full potential of gamification has yet to
be realised in education. It becomes apparentihyaliing leaderboards and points within the
course or activity will not be sufficient in creagi a successful learning experience. It is
essential that educators-designers have appropslalise and knowledge of gamification
design and the methodology of designing for leaynas well as knowledge of the curricular
goals and the socio-psychological context of thigetiagroup. This increases the chances to
design gamified activities that will appropriatédyget educational goals in a specific context.
Innovative learning activities need to be evaldateorder to make valid claims about
their effectiveness or pedagogical value (Pottukizyt998). This is especially relevant in
light of the discussion above — gamified educali@uaivities need to undergo a process of
evaluation in order to provide evidence informihgdry and practice. The ARCS maotivation

model developed by John M. Keller constitutes auldeame of reference for evaluating
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designed learning activities. It is posited tha ARCS model comprises the factors that have
an effect on the motivation to learn. The factors as follows: (1) Attention — relates to
stimulating and maintaining the learners’ interg®) Relevance — concerns meeting the
learners’ goals and needs, (3) Confidence — réfetise learners’ sense that they will succeed
in completing the task, and (4) Satisfaction —c¢atks internal or external gains. The ARCS
model emphasizes that by catering for attentioleveaice, and confidence in an activity,
achieving learner motivation is possible. It isoatdaimed that in order to obtain a long-
lasting motivation to learn, learners need to elgmee satisfaction with the learning
outcomes. It is important to note that satisfactiam be affected by factors that are both
external (rewards, grades, etc.) and internal €betelf-esteem, positive interactions with
people, completing challenging tasks that increéhsesense of competence) (Keller, 2009, pp.
45-46).

3. The current study

3.1. Background and focus

The data reported in this article come from a largesearch project conducted in the
2016/2017 academic year by two educational orgaarsai.e. the Student Society SNEC at
the Institute of Modern Languages of the Pedagbditaversity of Cracow and the 21
Kotataj Secondary School in Warsaw, Poland [Polish: Xddeum Ogolnoksztakce im.
Hugona Kotgtaja w Warszawie]. The cooperation brought the téfat project into existence
and involved the design, development, implementatamd evaluation of a learning
experience, the aim of which was to investigate ukefulness and feasibility of applying
gamification to an extracurricular CLIL project ddoping key competences in upper-
secondary school. English language and technoltayygmajor role in the project — English
is the language of communication and technology eralearning and project execution
possible.

As mentioned earlier, the “Hatters” project emedrges a gamified project-based
extracurricular activity. While designing this learg experience, efforts had been made to
ensure that students would be provided with theodppities to develop the competences that
would enable them to live successfully in a knowlkedociety. Game elements and principles
(goal, mechanics, dynamics, aesthetics) were eraglaoythe project design to achieve long-
term student engagement, which primarily involveebting the storyline, rules and adopting

the appropriate technology (cf. Schell, 2015), iasussed below.
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Storyline in the “Hatters” project. The Smart Hatter, the main protagonist, lives in
the Smart Castle and owns the Magic Hats. The kiate most extraordinary powers — they
serve their Masters, called the Hatters. Once advassts a spell on a Magic Hat, it serves
them by performing its Master’s wishes. Unfortuhgtthe Hats are temporarily unavailable
because they have been captured by Grifftonn, cgtmalicious and very smart monster
with five heads, each of which is a specialist ime area: history, biology, mathematics,
languages, or social studies. Luckily, due to aicdein one chromosome, his power is
weakened when humans perform smart acts (suchaasiig English vocabulary, using
digital tools), acts of kindness, creativity, atchis vicinity. Therefore, to get the Magic Hats,
contestants need to complete five challenges @bt feach head) and perform acts of
smartness, such as cooperation, innovation, irgpisaetc. Once all five challenges are
completed, all Grifftonn’s heads are disabled amal Hats can be taken for use. The Smart
Castle, which consists of five Chambers and the éfaHats, has extraordinary powers too.
Walking from Chamber to Chamber, the humans’ l®fedmartness increases, but only those
who are smart enough can pass through all the Cérambomplete the challenges, and reach
the treasure — the Magic Hats. As the Smart Halbexs not speak the contestants’ mother
tongue, English must be used as a medium of conuation. More details on the project

website can be found http://smarthatter.weebly.com

Mechanics and dynamics in the “Hatters” project. Students battle Grifftonn in
teams, each team consisting of 5 students frorerdift classes, each student specialising in
one school subject: history, biology, maths, Po(isimguage and culture), or social studies.
They engage in completing five challenfjesne challenge assigned per month, each one
involving the preparation of an online “productiich as a multimedia presentation, a comic,
a report, etc. Completing each challenge requirestivity, cooperation, problem-solving and
innovativeness in how the students approach thelgmmo The results (presentations, comic
strips, reports, etc.) are prepared in Englishngigipen-source online tools and posted on
teams blogs. The results (presentations, repoity,aee assessed taking three criteria into

! Challenge 1 History. “Krakéw — a magical place&ams participate in a location-based game and mrepa
multimedia presentations about Krakdw.

Challenge 2 Biology. “Facts and myths in biosciéndeams conduct a study on vaccinations or birdifeg
conclusions are presented as comic strips.

Challenge 3 Maths. “Stinginess or thriftiness”. Msaanalyse fuel combustion or car loans, conclgsine
presented on Google Slides.

Challenge 4 Polish. “Truth about us saved on valld in literature”. Teams write online columns abdlarsaw
murals or online books based on a story by L. Kabedki.

Challenge 5 Social studies. “According to the ldfdate]... — Know your rights”. Teams prepare onlieports
on the rights of Polish school-leaving exam-takaron the rights of Polish citizens concerning ek of
Members of Parliament.
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consideration: substantive (factuality, originalégd creativity in approaching the task, etc.),
English language and teamwork. The award to beedais the title of “the Hatter” — the
finalists receive hats, which when worn allow mafgices to influence their school teachers
during the 2017/2018 school year.

Technology in the “Hatters” project. Technology plays a crucial role in the project
(cf. Cope & Kalantzis, 2017). Among others, it eleglcommunication during the project and
facilitates the development of digital competerlearning to learn, teamwork, the English
language, and subject knowledge. With regard toncomcation, website and blog builders
are employed to provide information about the ppjesuccessive challenges and team
results. What is more, teams are urged to commigioaline viaGoogle Docs Skype
Google Hangoutsetc. while working on the project. Various openirge digital tools (apps,
online platforms, authoring tools, etc.) are sutgpb$or creating their project&dobe Spark

(https://spark.adobe.com/Storyboard Thathttp://www.storyboardthat.co/Google Docs

Google FormsGoogle Slidesand others. The teams learn how to use each totiiedr own
by viewing YouTubetutorials. Their “products” are displayed on thearhs’ blogs. Each
member’s engagement in the execution of the taalssdescribed on teams’ blogs.

Organisation of the project. The project was targeted at first-graders andestud
participation was voluntary as the project was atmaeurricular activity in the 2016/2017
school year. In November 2016, 25 students-coniestaere recruited to the project, who
were then assigned to one of five teams, each afhwhad five members. Each team
collectively devised a name for the team, electezhen leader and a chronicler (blogger). The
implementation of the project began on Decemb®rR016 and lasted throughout the
remainder of the school year. Each month the tedeadt with a challenge related to a
different school subject. The biology challenge easacond in the project (the order of the
challenges was motivated by the subject teachesigitiers’ availability) and was performed
by the teams in January 2017. It needs to be nibidJanuary marks the end of the first
school semester in Poland, which entails a loeststand homework. Unsurprisingly, this is
usually considered a very difficult month withinettschool year — students tend to be
exhausted and unwilling or unable to engage intamhdil work at school.

The present article focuses on how the biologylehge (two tasks) was designed,
implemented and evaluated. This process was uth@erthy two Polish educators, an
academic teacher at the Pedagogical Universityrat@v (Project leader and Researcher 1)

and a biology teacher at2Koltataj Secondary School in Warsaw (Researcher 2gaukigors
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of this article. Specifically, the study examind® tstudents’ perceptions of the biology
challenge (i.e. one of the tasks) and the followgngstions guided the investigation:
1. How do the students rate the biology task regardisgusefulness, difficulty,
satisfaction and interest?
2. Which features of the task make it useful or diffiand which create satisfaction?
3. What, in the students’ opinion, are the learnintcomes?
4. How do the students rate the biology task as ae@ol
It is hoped that the reported results will proveledence for the educational value of
the gamified activities, thus enriching didactieany and offering valuable insights to school

teachers, educational researchers and policymakers.

3.2. Procedure - biology challenge design and impteentation

The problems that were selected to be addressethanbiology challenge relate to
contemporary biological and social issues and aonitee majority of the population, not just
a small group of scientists and nature lovers.ds \@ssumed that the students would benefit
from exploring and verifying certain views that mgg against rational and scientific
knowledge. The first problem that was considered wee attitude to vaccination that is
gaining in popularity among the public. There igrawing trend not to vaccinate, despite the
fact that scientific sources clearly indicate tfedtising immunization puts people's health and
even lives at risk (Bonanni, 1999, pp. 120-125; dlawska, Majewska & Miynarczyk, 2015;

http://www.who.int/mediacentre/factsheets/fs286/edlhe other issue revolved around feeding

wild birds, especially in winter. Unfortunately, lmging unsuitable food (e.g. bread), people
can do more harm than good (Bofbtle, Ciebiera, Dolata, Jerzak & Zbyryt, 2013;

Czujkowska & Kruszewicz, 2014). As a result, thalldnge entitled “Facts and Myths in

Bioscience” was created. The aim of the first t&$tgccinations — facts and myths,” was to

confront popular beliefs concerning vaccinationghwnedical knowledge. The second task,
“Feeding wild birds — facts and myths,” necessdatenfronting popular beliefs on feeding

wild birds with bioscientific knowledge. The teamsre to choose only one task.

In each of the tasks the students were to designcanduct a survey (at least 20
people) on the selected topic and then compareethdts with the scientific facts. Expert
knowledge on the subjects was gained by intervigwsoientists and/or doctors and by
researching and obtaining professional informafrom relevant literature. The conclusions
gained from confronting the views and beliefs witlhhdern scientific knowledge were to be

presented in the form of an online comic strip.pfepare and conduct the survey, as well as
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the comic strip, the students were encouraged ¢oamiine tools such aSoogle Forms

Storyboard Thator Stripgenerator(http://stripgenerator.com/Links to tutorials in English

were added so that the students could learn havgeéahem (English was the language used
in the tutorials). Assessment criteria for the saslere as follows: compliance with the topic,
accuracy of the survey questions, appropriate teslogy, language accuracy (English),
appropriate conclusions, the aesthetics and loigiheocomic strip organisation, volume — 6-
10 frames/cells, creativity and originality in tlfeproach to the topic. A deadline for
submission was assigned, with team leaders andhickers reminded of their duties. The full

text of the biology challenge is available bitips://goo.gl/fXUZp6

Information about the challenge was published enpifoject website at the beginning
of January 2017. In order to introduce an elemdrguoprise, access to the challenge was
through a QR code. The teams worked towards theplation of their projects for three
weeks and submitted links to their blogs (wherelitites to their comic strips were published)
via email to the Smart Hatter (Researcher 1) pioothe deadline. While pursuing their
biology challenge, the contestants worked in theneformed at the start of the project.

All five teams completed the biology challenge hybmitting their online comic
strips, with an example presented below (FiguréMhat is more, based on blog entries, we

know that all the team members were involved intds& execution.

In the hospital

Figure 1. “Lydia’s dilemma” by Highfliers. Takenoim:

https://www.storyboardthat.com/portal/storyboaragifiers/corp-public/lydia-s-dilemma

It became evident that only one team completeddble by contacting an expert. To
gain an objective scientific view, they went toeatlre on vaccinations and antibiotics in the

Copernicus Science Center (Warsaw, Poland). Afterlécture they talked to the professor
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conducting the lecture. The result of their workswaa comic strip that illustrates correctly
drawn conclusions. Other teams decided to findnéheessary scientific knowledge on their
own (from literatureé). The results of these teams were weaker. Theiicstrips contained
substantive errors (e.g. erroneously included médron about the presence of bacteria and
viruses in the vaccines) or a complete misundedstgnof the problem (a focus on the issue
of not feeding birds instead of on the issue ofliieg birds with wrong kind of food, like
bread). However, interestingly, the surveys of ¢hegoups were prepared correctly.
Therefore, incorrectly drawn conclusions are relate an insufficient understanding of the
topic. Direct contact with a specialist, as wellthe ability to inquire and explain certain

issues are likely to prevent such errors.

3.3. Study participants

The sample consisted of 21 first-grade students ¢buhe total project participants N=25;
boys N=10, girls N=15) from the 2Koltataj Secondary School in Warsaw. Four students did
not participate in the evaluation of the challebgeause they were absent from school on that
day. Online questionnaires could solve this probbermdue to the students’ workload at that
specific time, the researchers accepted that hdhalstudents were able to complete their

evaluations.

3.4. Data collection

The data were collected in January 2017, two dégs the deadline for the task submission.
Project participants who were present at schodhahday were gathered in a classroom and
given pen-and-paper questionnairdgis procedure was not new to them — one morfeea
they had participated in the evaluation of thedmsthallenge.

Six variables were considered in the study: (1k tasefulness, (2) task difficulty, (3)
task satisfaction, (4) interest in the task, (Scpwed learning outcomes, and (6) overall task
evaluation. A self-report pen-and-paper questiaenaas designed to collect data. Polish was
used in the guestionnaire to avoid language prablamd to allow respondents to freely
express their opinions.

Four variables, i.etask usefulness, task difficulty, task satisfactandinterest in the

2 The design of the study does not allow us to fintlwhether they had difficulty reaching the spksis

® This mode of data collection was preferred asstieool computer laboratory, which would allow oglin
administration of the questionnaires, was not abéd. Use of the students’ mobile phones had beesiaered
but as it was not certain whether all the studesld have their mobile phones on that day, pensaguer
guestionnaires were used to ensure an appropespemnse rate.
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taskwere measured using the questions specificalligded for the study. While designing
the items we drew on the Motivational Design Matwkich includes four dimensions:
Attention, Relevance, Confidence, Satisfaction [@gel010, pp. 261-270). The questions in
the questionnaire were formulated as follows: “Haseful / difficult / satisfying / interesting
was the biology task?” The participants were askaeéspond using the five-point Likert-type
response scale: 1 — “not at all” to 5 — “very”. diotain more information about each variable,
the respondents were asked to explain their reasons

The perceived learning outcomesriable was investigated by one open-ended auresti
“What did you learn while doing the biology taskTheoverall task evaluationariable was
measured by “How do you evaluate the biology taskrall?”. The responses were collected
by means of a five-point scale, ranging from 1 edg to 5 — “very good”. An additional
open-ended question “Why do you think so” was adiedain more understanding of the

respondents’ ratings.

3.5. Results and findings

Mean results for the participants’ evaluations (M=af task usefulness, task difficulty, task
satisfaction and interest in the task are showfignre 2. On average, the respondents rate all
the aspects as moderate to good — the mean vataskofisefulness in the sample is M=3.43,
task satisfaction M=3.52 and interest in the task3M8. Task difficulty is rated as rather low
to moderate M=2.90. The standard deviation valaaging from SD=1.18 to SD=1.50 show
that participants differed markedly in their rasng
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Figure 2. Means and standard deviations in the Ea(M\s21); 1-5 scale: 1 — not at all, 5 — very

Task usefulnessMany respondents indicated that they had learnesona lot of new
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facts related to biology (7 respondents) and houstan application for making comic strips
(1 respondent). One participant felt that the taskld facilitate schoolwork in the future. In
five respondents’ opinions not much or nothing te@sned because the information was not
new to them. The topic was not considered usefur®/respondent.

Task difficulty. Those participants who rated the task as easy iegplahat the
information was readily accessible, the task was cwmplicated, it was enough to get
involved and spend some time doing it. What wast alificult for some participants was
finding and/or approaching people in the streeadrater to recruit survey participants. Finding
information from a reliable source and checkingt ifs still up-to-date also required some
effort, in the respondents’ opinions. Finally, isvalso pointed out that the task was (very)
time-consuming.

Task satisfaction. Enjoyment, i.e. having fun while collecting survelata and
preparing the comic strip, was indicated by fowgpandents. For two respondents, working
with people or with the team constituted a souifcgatisfaction. Two study participants liked
the outcome — their comic strip. The task brougttistaction to the participants who were
interested in biology. No satisfaction was reporteden the subject (biology) was not
considered to be interesting or because the supveyared by the teams was not treated
seriously by their respondents. No satisfaction associated with the reported fact that the
task itself was not challenging (1) or uninterest{h).

Learning outcomes.When asked what they had learned while doing ibledy task,
five respondents reported that they had learneditabaccines, as well as about people’s
opinions about them. Four students learned moretaieeding birds and actual practices.
Four students declared that they had discoverenteisting applications for creating online
surveys and comic strips. Two students indicatedl tthey had learned that teamwork could
be difficult when team members do not contributéhi work. One student reported learning
that people do not use reliable sources of infoienatinally, one student declared they had
learned nothing new.

Overall task evaluation. Two respondents did not provide their answers
unequivocally (e.g. “4/5”) so their answers coulat be entered into the data set. For this
reason there were N=19 with regard to this variaQeite surprisingly, the mean for the
overall task evaluation is higher (M=4.16) compamsih the other variables and the
respondents provided less varied responses (SD=F&fure 3). As illustrated in Figure 4,
the respondents most often rated the tasks as Qaoyl”, i.e. 5 on a 1-5 scale, followed by

those who gave it a rating of 4. These who rat@dwere the least frequent in the sample.
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Figure 3. Means and standard deviations in the Egrigb scale: 1 — not at all, 5 — very
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Figure 4. Overall task evaluation. Frequenciessponses (N=19); questiddow do you rate the biology task
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on the whol@ 1-5 scale: 1 — poor, 5 — very good

When asked to explain the rating, five particiganighlighted interaction with other
people: a doctor, strangers (in the street), anti®iteam. Three students indicated that they
had learned how to use new applicatioBsdgle Formsand/orStoryboard That Also three
students stated that the task was interesting. Stwdents liked the idea of making a comic
strip “because creating a comic strip is very éveadnd thanks to it we learn and remember”
(authors’ translation). Two students declared thayg broadened their content knowledge
(biology). One student stated that they had fun.ti@nnegative side, six students declared
that the topic was not interesting or they were intdgrested in biology. Individual students
felt that the task was awkward, required prepamnatiocovered a lot of material. Finally, one

student felt they could not show their full poteati

4. Discussion

The aim of this paper was to investigate the sadmgmified extracurricular CLIL activities



Teaching English with Technology7(3), 77-95 http://www.tewtjournal.org 91

for developing key competences in upper-secondamgd. In particular, we wanted to find
out whether the theory-inspired biology tasks woblkel motivating and meaningful to
students, ensuring their engagement in a non-caupuéducational activity.

Based on the results, it becomes evident that tihsests were willing to undertake
work outside the classroom. It is clear that ifp@ssible to engage students in additional
educational initiatives, even though they were buoatl with obligatory schoolwork. It seems
that the students were driven by a feeling of turjosity, as well as a sense of community
and achievement. These appear to be strong maotyviiices behind student engagement.

Secondly, we notice that technology plays a sigaift part in the students’ learning
experiences. The study participants appreciatedppertunities to learn and use new digital
tools. Interestingly, we observed that studentsialty not familiar with the tools Google
Forms and/or Storyboard That learned how to use them on their own by watchimg
suggestedvouTubetutorials and managed to successfully use theenexecution of the
tasks. Hence, it appears that, by adopting digstaltions, teachers can provide new
opportunities for student work, as well as an ative space for creative problem-solving
(biological in this case).

Next, it became clear that it is worth introducistudents to other sources of
knowledge (apart from a teacher and a textbookpesting with a specialist seems to have
been essential in drawing the correct conclusidhe. example of the other teams, however,
shows how important it is to scaffold students’ kvand to prepare them for the use of other
sources of knowledge. In the tasks performed, wseded that they had read the literature
related to the given topic, but they had problenth mterpreting it correctly.

Students did not refer to the English languagéh@irtresponses while evaluating the
tasks. Surprisingly, it was never mentioned thatgu&nglish constituted a problem, nor was
it said that they had learned anything to do witiglish. The skills connected with using
language for project purposes appears to be tregrgpa&luding the students’ attention while
executing challenging social activities, where tbeus is primarily on content, and not on
language. It may be speculated that the extraclaricactivities and tasks, such as those
presented in this paper, have the potential taréffpper-secondary school students with an
environment which facilitates implicit language ri@ag, serving a complementary function
to the explicit language instruction provided ilaaguage class.

On the negative side, six students declared tleatdpic was not interesting or they
were not interested in biology. This lack of intres probably a sign of certain social trends

as the problems involved in the challenge haveat@mnd environmental significance. An
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awareness of the need for vaccination is the foumdaf the social health of the population.

Additionally, an understanding of the environmerithw a city (e.g. by appropriate feeding

birds) is essential to maintain biodiversity in rogblises. As a society, we do not attach
much importance to these issues, which may havativegconsequences in the future. That is
why it is so important to discuss these topics withing people, who will — among others —
decide in 5 or 10 years whether to vaccinate their children.

The results show that the challenge on the whodvaduated favourably, even though
specific dimensions are given lower ratings. It Speculated that this is caused by
gamification, where two kinds of motivation cameoimplay: external (leaderboards, points,
competition, etc.) and internal (the need for edaess, autonomy and competence). As a
consequence, the individual students within thenteacted together, and this included the
students who were not particularly interested oidgy. This might have led to the emergence
of group dynamics that enhanced the perceptioheofask.

Finally, the major limitation of the current studgeds to be acknowledged. Not all the
students out of the total N=25 participated in ¢valuation of the challenge, which slightly
narrows our understanding of the students’ perogptilt appears that, despite organisational
and time constraints, adequate ways must be stoghmisure access to the perspectives of all
the participants in order to gain insight into thieiarning experiences. This would provide

more comprehensive results.

5. Pedagogical implications and final conclusions
Certain suggestions can be put forward on the lodisige results obtained in the study:

» Teachers should not refrain from engaging in a#isithat integrate different areas of
knowledge (e.g. computer science, English and gigloThis allows for the practical
use of the skills acquired by the students andiémites the motivation to learn.

* It is worth giving students more freedom withinieetlearning and skill acquisition.
With appropriate motivation, students use a widiety of sources of knowledge. It is
necessary, however, to support this process —etiehér should verify the sources of
knowledge and monitor the students’ work.

» Clear assignment of the responsibilities within ¢gneups probably contributed to the
increase in work efficiency. By assigning each studa task such as a leader, a
chronicler, etc. we ensure the contribution otladl team members.

The biology challenge in the “Hatters” project regd the contestants, among others,

to use the English language, technology and omkseurces, as well as to think creatively,
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analyze data and draw conclusions. Not all the sedealt appropriately with the task at the
substantive level. Nevertheless, all the studentsk tan active part in the challenge,

successfully using technological tools and presgntiieir results in English. It is hoped that
these results shed some light on the use of gatidit in upper-secondary schools, serving
as evidence that gamified systems have the potaotipromote student motivation and

engagement in long-term non-compulsory educatiac@ities.
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