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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

Expanding the publication basis ®aching English with Technology, reaching out
new audiences in different parts of the world, ogering the digital divide not only visible in
terms of inequalities of access to ICT tools, bigban the publishing opportunities that
researchers and teachers from outside the Westerid face, has always been the major
focus of the Journal. Originally from Polani@aching English with Technology has managed
to establish its reputation for promoting indeperdend practical research into educational
technology in every corner of the world. Havingdstiiat, | am happy to announce that in this
issue we manage to broaden our publication base limdia and Lebanon. It is truly
fascinating to see how foreign language teachirggstesl by technology is flourishing in
many countries while overcoming problems and trymgvin its proper place in some others.
Whenever possible, we are going to expand the gpbgral reach, by promoting authors
from the countries that have not published withbefore and that have limited publishing
opportunities elsewhere.

The current issue opens with a contributi@ollaborative Academic Projects on
Social Network Sites to Socialize EAP Students inthcademic Communities of Practice”
by Reza Dashtestanifrom Iran. The author examined the use of collatdegaprojects
designed withirFacebook, LinkedIn, andResearchGate social portals. The students showed a
preference for usingracebook; however they did not agree on their interesthie tise of
ResearchGate andLinkedin.

Ruba Fahmi Bataineh, Raghda Fayez Al-Hamadand Dina Abdulhameed Al-
Jamal (Jordan) investigated the utility of a popular melappWhatsApp with respect to
gender. The study proved thahatsApp is a potential catalyst for writing performancecss
gender, more so for female students than their cwlaterparts.

Cross-cultural aspect of computer-assisted languregeiction is the focus of the next
article, “A Cross-Cultural Study on the Attitudes of EnglishLanguage Students towards
Computer-Assisted Language Learning’by Dara Tafazoli, M2 Elena Gémez Parraand
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Cristina A. Huertas Abril from Spain. The attitudes of Iranian and non-lraninglish
language students’ attitudes towards Computer-fegkisanguage Learning (CALL) were
investigated, with a special focus on effect ofdgneducation level, and age. The findings
of the study revealed that there is no differenetwben the attitudes of Iranian and non-
Iranian learners towards CALL.

The topic of ESP instruction delivered through 8exond Life virtual world has been
addressed in the article bjercedes Rico GarciaandPaula Ferreira da Silvafrom Spain.
Focusing specifically on developing ESP learnengércultural competence, the authors
conducted a four-phased in/out SL instruction. @aesg about the differences between the
mean score obtained by experimental and contralpgrehows no significant differences in
the acquisition of language regarding face to fawwl Second Life interaction, but
demonstrates a positive tendency in the case efcuitural competences.

“Effect of Glogster and Cooperative Learning Differentiated Instruction on
Teachers’ Perceptions”is a study conducted bghada M. Awada and Kawthar H. Faour
from Lebanon. The research with Science and Enghabhers showed that utilizing Glogster
and cooperative learning as a multifeatured modeilcc improve students’ English and
Science projects and enhance Science and Englisfpudge teachers’ perceptions of
differentiated instruction.

Finally, Divya John from India shows how to praatig ensure student engagement in
the instruction of all the four skills through taskemanding student editing of films. As
evidenced by the study, the whole process of thetisk provided a rich input for listening
and reading, and subsequently a productive langowaigpeit in speaking and writing.

We wish you good reading!
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COLLABORATIVE ACADEMIC PROJECTS
ON SOCIAL NETWORK SITES
TO SOCIALIZE EAP STUDENTS
INTO ACADEMIC COMMUNITIES OF PRACTICE

by Reza Dashtestani
University of Tehran
Karegar-e-Shomali st., Tehran, Iran
rdashtestani @ ut.ac.ir

Abstract

Learning English for academic purposes (EAP) cdp haeiversity students promote their
academic literacy through socializing them into dszaic communities of practice. This
study examined the impact of the use of collabeeapirojects on three social network sites
on EAP students’ attitudes towards EAP and acadewmtent learning. Three groups of
students from three disciplines, i.e. engineerimg (54), social sciences (n = 57), and basic
sciences (n = 62) participated in the study. Thdestts participated in collaborative projects
on three social network sites, ilacebookLinkedln andResearchGateor a period of four
months with the help of their teachers. Questiomsaand semi-structured interviews were
utilized as the instruments of the study. The tessiiggested that the students from the three
disciplines had positive attitudes towards carryinug collaborative projects on three social
network sites. No significant difference was idéet regarding students’ attitudes. The
perceived benefits of the project work included aymities for having international
communication, learning academic vocabulary, peatalooration, teacher support, and
opportunities for improving academic English andcademic literacy. The study further
explored students’ attitudes towards factors wthafflected students’ project work and the
limitations of the use of collaborative projects ttmee social network sites. The students
showed a preference for usikgcebook however they did not agree on their interestim t
use ofResearchGatand LinkedIn The findings can have implications for integrgtithe
three social network sites in EAP instruction.

Keywords: collaborative learning; social network sites; Eslgifor Academic Purposes

1. Introduction

The application of social network sites (SNSs)dn@tional contexts has gained tremendous
popularity among educational researchers, teacheis,students (Alvarez Valencia, 2015;
Hsu, 2013;0zmen & Aticl, 2014 Toetenel, 2014; Veletsianos & Navarre2612; Yen, Hou,
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& Chang, 2013). SNSs are defined as “web-basedcssnthat allow individuals to (1)
construct a public or semi-public profile withirbaunded system, (2) articulate a list of other
users with whom they share a connection, and @) &nd traverse their list of connections
and those made by others within the system” (boydll&on, 2007, p. 211). The integration
of SNSs in educational practices of students has l@und to offer all involved a variety of
benefits. The most significant advantages of tleeafsSNSs in education include increase in
student engagement, motivation and communicatieel (@Brady, Holcomb, & Smith, 2010),
improvement of peer feedback, student content ae@ isharing and exchange, student
creativity (Van De Bogart & Wichadee, 2015), participation antegration in online
communities of practice, and collaborative learnfidheeler, Yeomans, & Wheeler, 2008).
The invaluable affordances of SNSs for educatignaiposes have encouraged educational
experts and teachers to consider social networksgan effective aid for teaching and
learning purposes.

English for Academic Purposes (EAP) is a brancltwglish for Specific Purposes
(ESP) which aims to socialize university studemi® iacademic communities of practice
through enabling them to engage in academic conwation at an international level
(Hyland, 2006). More specifically, the use of sbaatwork sites in EAP instruction can
create a sense of community and collaborative legrm EAP instruction (Dashtestani &
Stojkovic, 2016 Kavaliauskieg & Ashkinazi, 2014;Sabater & Fleta, 2015). Harwood (2014)
suggests that social network sites can be staumecls in order to facilitate university
students’ integration in online academic commusibé practice and encourage them to learn
both the academic vocabulary and the subject-spemademic content.

EAP and Computer-Assisted Language Learning (CAade closely related to each
other (Jarvis & Pastuszka, 2008). Academic resauagailable on the Internet and computers
are authentic ones and EAP students should be ¢entpenough to read these online and
computer-based resources (Plastina, 2003). Mor@rtaqtly, in order to join international
academic communities of practice more easily, EARlents need to foster their digital
literacy and be able to use online applications metently (Jarvis, 2009). Flea and Stanca
(2010) suggest that collaborative learning on dawdwork sites can affect EAP students’
academic success, active learning, motivation,iatredaction of students and teachers. Arno
(2012) points out that the use of technology in BA$truction would increase the level of
authenticity, decrease costs, and meet the speaéds of EAP students. Therefore, the aim

of this study is to identify Iranian EAP studengdtitudes towards conducting academic
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collaborative projects on three specific sociawwek sites along with the limitations and
students’ preferences of these SNSs.

2. Language learning and social networking
Social networking and language learning researshattaacted the attention of a plethora of
English as a foreign language (EFL) researcherssahdlars. In addition, the use of SNSs
has provided a wide range of pedagogical opporamibr language learning and teaching
contexts (Hsu, 2013). The analysis of the previasgarch on the use of SNSs in language
learning reveals positive attitudes of students @oslitive learning outcomes in EFL contexts.
For example, Millington and Smith (2012) reportbdttthe use of social networking for EFL
students promoted their autonomy and assisted thdxa more creative in language learning.
The persistent communication through chatting, arging videos and images, and blogging,
which was inspired by the use of the SNS, encourdgEL students to be involved in
collaborative speaking activities and made them emimterested in class participation.
Kikuchi and Otsuka (2008) analyzed Japanese ERdests’ use of social networking in the
classroom and suggested that the students exprpeséive attitudes towards blogging and
its role in fostering their writing proficiency ithe foreign language. The use of authentic
materials and activities, together with constamhcwnication between classmates were the
other significant merits of the use of SNSs in ¢kessroom. Liu et al. (2015) noted that the
use of SNSs can have a positive influence on laggiearning. They proposed that the use of
SNSs can enhance the rate of collaborative leainitige classroom. Based on the findings of
this study, teachers may use SNSs to motivate istsid® have social interactions and
connections with other students. Moreover, the entth speaking interactions between less
and more proficient learners can assist teachessttaore realistic teaching objectives. The
other merits of the use of SNSs include opportesifor text chatting, corrective feedback on
written tasks, and synchronous communication. AdHe type of the SNS, it was suggested
that students should find the use of a specifie tygp SNS easy in terms of factors such as
accessibility, visibility, suitability, and languagNorman, 2002, cited in Liu et al., 2015).
Similarly, Hsu (2013) concluded that the useFacebookcan enhance students’
engagement. The use Bhcebookfostered students’ motivation, vocabulary learniseglf-
confidence, and attitudes towards EFL learning. @édwer, the use dfacebookcreated an
interactive learning environment in which learniingproved. Kabilan, Ahmad, and Abidin
(2010) identified similar benefits concerning treewf SNSs in an EFL learning context. The

overall results of Kabilan et al.’s (2010) studylicated that university students considered
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Facebookas an effective learning tool which can promoteammegful learning in EFL
contexts. Ping and Maniam (2015) assessed thefug®up discussion for learning English
on Facebook They reported thaFacebookcould be regarded as an effective choice for
improving the quality and quantity of group disdnss among EFL students. Similar
findings with regard to the use of social netwogkin group discussion were reported in
other studies (Omar, Embi, & Yunus, 2012; Tina,@01

As for the application of social network sites 8P instruction, Dashtestani and
Stojkovic (2016) point out that research on ESP smalal networking is very limited. For
example, Kavaliauskiémand Ashkinazi (2014) reported that the majoritfdP students are
familiar with most social network sites, while thewrely make use of these sites.
Kavaliauskied and Ashkinazi's (2014) research provides evidennethe necessity of
training EAP students for the effective use of aboetwork sites for EAP learning. Similarly,
Sabater and Fleta (2015) examined the effectiveniebwitter for ESP students. They argued
that the use of witter improved the rate of student participation. Monportantly, the use of
Twitter created an interactive environment in which stisl@rere involved in instruction in a
learning community. Van de Bogart and Wichadee $20dvestigated the efficiency dine
as a social network site. They suggested thatsésanhanced collaborative learning in the
classroom and the majority of students held pasiattitudes towardkine and its use for
their learning.

Iranian EFL researchers and experts have showretr@ous interest in the integration
of technology in EFL learning (Dashtestani, 20¥6few studies have been directed towards
the use of social network sites in the Iranian Eéintext (e.g.Khany & Monfared, 2013;
Mohammadkhani, Mazinanai, Zandvakili, & Fard-Kash&®15; Qarajeh & Abdolmanafi-
Rokni, 2015). The results of these studies illusttahat the use of SNSs can contribute to
Iranian students’ language learning in terms ofrmamg their oral proficiency, promoting

their attitudes towards language learning, ancefogg their motivation and self-efficacy.

3. The study

3.1. The aims of the study

While previous research has mainly focused on Edrning contexts, this study aimed to
examine the effect of SNSs in EAP contexts. Furnttoee, unlike previous research which
included only one single social networking siteit& analysis, this study analyzed EAP

students’ perceptions of the use of three disti@blSs. Facebook ResearchGateand
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LinkedIn are commonly used by a large number of Iraniavarsity students (Batooli &
Nazari, 2014; Khany & Monfared, 20183Jjohammadkhani et al., 2015; Moeinmanesh &
Rezvani, 2015; Yaghoobi Malal, 2014). This studyoaought cross-disciplinary variations in
the use of SNSs in the EAP context of Iran. Alawil @ashtestani (2014) argued that there
exist cross-disciplinary variations in studentstiades towards and use of technology in EAP
instruction. Therefore, studies on the use of spetipes of technologies in EAP instruction
should take into account these variations and deoexplanations for them. To achieve the
aims of the study, four specific research questwaie formulated:

1. What are the attitudes of EAP students from theehtisciplines towards the use of
collaborative projects carried out in three sociatwork sites for learning EAP? Is
there any significant difference among their petices?

2. What are the attitudes of EAP students from theeehdisciplines towards the
limitations of the use of collaborative projectsread out in three social network sites
for learning EAP? Is there any significant diffeceramong their perceptions?

3. What are the attitudes of EAP students from thedhtisciplines towards the factors
which can affect the use of collaborative projezdsied out in three social network
sites for learning EAP? Is there any significaffitedence among their perceptions?

4. What are the preferences of EAP students from hheetdisciplines for the type of
social network sites which can be used for collabee projects?Is there any

significant difference among their perceptions?

3.2. Participants

Three groups of students participated in this stddyese students enrolled in an EAP course
and were at a Bachelor of Science/Art level. Thielesnts had an age range of 20-24 and were
all male. Specifically, three classes, including Stidents of agriculture engineering
(engineering discipline), three classes, includé®) students of biology (basic sciences
discipline), and three classes, including 57 sttgleh sociology (social sciences discipline),
participated in the study. All of these studentsrated the interview and questionnaire study.
They were randomly selected from a state universifiyehran, Iran. Moreover, to ensure the
participants’ homogeneity of general English preficy, a TOEFL IBT test was
administered to the participants and those whoseescranged between 60-98petent
usersaccording to ETS) were chosen to participate endludy. Those students whose scores
were lower or higher than this range were not aered for the study. All these participants

were users of SNSs, includifitesearchGatd.inkedIn andFacebookwith an average of 3.4
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years of using at least one SNS or were instrumteldow to create an account on each SNS at
the time of carrying out the study. To ensure ttiecal aspects of the study, an informed
consent form was submitted to all participants. Sehstudents who had not used any SNSs at
the time of the study or before that were not ideldi(Table 1).

Three teachers who participated in the stugyewEAP teachers who were PhD
holders of applied linguistics. They had an averaigé.3 years of EAP teaching experience.
Their average age was 37.4. All the teachers mmediothat they usedResearchGate
LinkedIn andFaceboolquite frequently (Table 2).

Table 1. Students participating in the study

Participants Number Age Instruments

used
Students of 54 20-24 Interviews+ Questares
Agriculture Engineering
Students of Biology 62 20-24 Interviews+ Questionnaires
Students of Sociology 57 20-24 Interviews+ Questionnaires

Table 2. Teachers participating in the study

Number of Average years Average Averages/eiusing
Teachers of teaching age SNNs

3 4.3 37.4 4.1

3.3. Method

A mixed-methods study was considered in order tteciothe data and answer the research
questions. Two instruments, i.e. a questionnaicesami-structured interviews, were used to
collect quantitative and qualitative data from ghgroups. The specific purposes of using a
mixed-methods design was to triangulate the fingliogtained from the questionnaires and
the interviews. Long (2005) emphasizes that tridattgan of various approaches, instruments,
and instruments can increase the validity of thdifigs. Moreover, both supplementary and
confirmatory data were collected which contributeda more comprehensive and accurate
understanding of the problem under investigation.

The study lasted for a whole semester, i.e. foantims. Three classes of each
discipline (nine classes in total) were includedti®e study. Three EAP teachers (each
responsible for three classes) participated indhely. All three EAP teachers had three
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briefing sessions to get acquainted with the aimd facus of the study and how to make
students motivated to take part in the projectthse briefing sessions, the teachers were
consulted in how to use the SNSs related to th@ydiwrough a manual along with face-to-
face meetings with the researcher. The students wroduced to the three SNSs at the
beginning of the semester. The students were gulied to build a new profile for
themselves and how to add their academic informatw their profiles. Afterwards, the
students were assigned to groups of 6 or 7 and agked to do a collaborative project on one
academic topic that was selected by the teacherstadents. Two marks (out of the total of
20) of the final score of the students were alledato conducting the project based on
continuous assessment of the teacher of studemstts of the progress of the project. Some
criteria were considered for writing the reportsluding a brief explanation of the strategies
that they adopt to do the project, language itémey tearned through the use of the SNSs,
things they learned about their academic content tlae problems they faced during carrying
out the project. The students were also invitedaahe project in the classroom with the help
of the teacher 45 minutes each week in the classrohe teacher was also online on
Facebookfor one hour twice a week at a specific time ttphstudents with the project and
the questions that they had. For each sessioneotldss, the students were supposed to
provide a report on their progress of the projéttthe end of the course, the students were
invited to provide the teacher with a detailed agsle report of what they had done and what
they had learned about the academic topic. Theestaatould join academic discussions, find
academic groups, find international peers, intevath their classmates, and find scholars
from other countries. All the students used Engligien chatting/speaking/writing on the

SNS with their peers, the teacher, and other iateynal academic users.

3.4. Instruments

3.4.1. Questionnaires

The first instrument of the study was a questiomn# examine the attitudes of the three
groups of students of the use of SNSs in learniAB.EThe survey was constructed based on
the analysis and review of previous studies comegrithe use of social networking in
language learning and educational contexts (Alvafatencia, 2015; Hsu, 2013; Ozmen &
Atici, 2014; Toetenel, 2014; VeletsianosNavarrete, 2012; Yen, Hou, & Chang, 2013). In
order to ensure the content validity of the questare, several consulting sessions were held
with a panel of three professors of EAP, four psetes of EFL, and three content professors

who commented on the suitability of the items fog purposes of the study. The panel was
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given checklists and was asked to provide qualgatomments on the questionnaire items. In
addition, initial interviews were conducted with S8ttildents from the three disciplines in order
to provide insights for developing the questionaatiems.

The questionnaire had four sections with dosed open-ended items. The first
section (Cronbach’s alpha= 0.83) was developednt@stigate EAP students’ attitudes
towards the benefits and merits of collaboratives§i¥oject. The second section (Cronbach’s
alpha= 0.89) sought EAP students’ perceptions enlithitations of the collaborative SNS
project. The third section (Cronbach’s alpha= 0.84plored EAP students’ perceptions of
language-related, teacher-related, and projectectldactors which affected the use of
collaborative projects on three social network ssifer learning EAP. The last section
included three items in which the students werea@s& rate the usefulness of the three types
of SNS on a rating scale from 1 to 10 based on fireference. Also, there were three open-
ended items in which the students were asked tte wihe reasons for their rating of each
item. The language of the questionnaire was Persian

3.4.2. Semi-structured interviews
To triangulate the results of the questionnainegrviews were also carried out in this study.
The interview questions were designed based ortehes included in the questionnaires. To
establish the content validity of the interview,panel of three professors of EAP, four
professors of EFL, and three content professorkiate the appropriateness of the questions
for the purposes of the study. The questions wége piloted with a similar group of
participants prior to the study. These participahntsnot participate in the main study though.
Each interview lasted 30-45 minutes. The same @tissues were considered and explained
to the participants of the interviews as well. Sipeally, the following questions were
developed and formulated:

1) How do you feel about the collaborative SNS prdject

2) What do you think are the benefits of the collabweaSNS project?

3) What do you think are the limitations of the cobaditive SNS project?

4) What do you think are the factors that affect the af the collaborative SNS project?

3.5. Data analysis
The data of the questionnaires were analyzed andnsnand standard deviation were
provided for the responses of the students to @&aam of the questionnaire. SPSS 16 was

used for the data analysis. The non-parametric adé¥ruskal Wallis was employed to
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identify any significant difference among the pgtoans of the three groups of students. The
interview data were analyzed using content analygased on a coding scheme, two coders
who were experts of coding interview data codedddia and reported the common themes.

A coding consistency of 0.85 was achieved which sasfactory.

3.6. Findings

3.6.1. EAP students’ attitudes towards the collab@tive SNS project

As Table 3 indicates, the majority of EAP studeintsn different disciplines had positive
attitudes towards the collaborative SNS projecke Students agreed or strongly agreed with
several benefits of the collaborative SNS projesish as promoting academic English
proficiency, enhancing students’ motivation to teacademic English, promoting general
English proficiency, possibility of internationalommunication, opportunity for joining
academic groups, teacher’s support, peer collabatabnline chatting with teachers and
students, and ease of use. Furthermore, there wasignificant difference between the

students’ attitudes in general.

Table 3. Questionnaimesults for EAP students’ attitudes towards théabalrative SNS project

Questionnaire items Participants Mean SD p
The use of SNSs promoted SE 4.05 0.73 0.193
my academic  English  SBS 4.1 0.71
knowledge. SSS 4 1
The use of SNSs enhanced SE 4.20 0.75 0.084
my motivation to learn SBS 4.17 0.79
academic English. SSS 4.21 1
The use of SNSs promoted SE 4.09 0.77 0.101
my general English SBS 4.26 0.54
knowledge (GEP). SSS 4 0.98
The use of SNSs provided SE 4.31 0.86 0.095
me  with international SBS 4.54 0.37
communication with other SSS 4.32 0.92
students.

Joining academic social SE 3.91 0.99 0.071
networking groups was SBS 4.1 1.31

effective. SSS 4.17 0.88

The  teacher's  support SE 4.28 0.88 0.067
during doing the project was SBS 4.42 0.37

effective. SSS 4.37 0.69

Collaborating with  other SE 3.96 1.32 0.112
members of the group was SBS 4.2 0.91

necessary to conduct the SSS 4.01 0.8

project

Joining academic groups SE 4.14 0.69 0.058
and discussions on SNSs SBS 4.09 1

was effective for doing the  SSS 4.1 0.91

project.
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Online chatting with SE 4.19 1.29 0.121
classmates in  English SBS 4 1.20

helped me to improve my SSS 4.05 1.1

English.

There were a large number  SE 4.03 0.94 0.000*
of academic English SBS 3.79 1.32

resources on the SNSs. SSS 2.66 1.04

The use of SNSs for SE 4.5 1.2 0.090
learning academic English SBS 4.09 0.88

is easy. SSS 4.22 1

Online SE 4.44 0.91 0.077
chatting/communicating in  SBS 4.30 0.85

English with the teacher SSS 4.19 0.40

helped me improve my

English.

Note: statistical significance level was set at @.05.
Note: SE: students of engineering; SBS: studenb@sit sciences; SS: Students of social sciences
Note: Likert scales: 1. Strongly disagree; 5. Sgipragree

As Table 4 shows, the triangulated results of titerviews regarding the attitudes of EAP
students’ attitudes towards the collaborative SN§ept revealed that the students held
positive perspectives on the collaborative SNSqmtojThe benefits of the project which were
reflected in both questionnaires and interviewsuished opportunities for having international
communication, learning academic vocabulary, peafalooration, teacher support, and

opportunities for improving academic English anddemic literacy.

Table 4. Interview results for EAP students’ attia towards the collaborative SNS project

Interview Themes Students Percentage of Student quotations
the mentioned
theme
Opportunities  for SE 85% This was the first time | had the
having international SBS 90.32% experience of communicating with other
academic SS 87.21% people who study the same major in
communication other countries. This was a very great

experience for me and made me more
interested in my major and academic
English learning.

(Student of Engineering 11)

Learning a great SE 75.9% One major benefit of this projeatork
number of SBS 79.03% was that | knew a lot of new academic
academic words in SS 82.45% English vocabulary. In order to

English communicate in English, | had to check

academic words or ask my teacher or
other group members to help me. |
learned many words!”

(Student of Basic Sciences 37)

Collaborating with SE 72.22% This was the first time | had
other group SBS 80.64% collaboration with my classmates so
members SS 70.18% seriously. We helped each other a lot and

learned from each other.
(Student of Social Sciences 30)
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Promoting both SE 83.33% | liked the project becausee could
academic  English SBS 87.1% improve both our knowledge of

and academic SS 73.21% academic English and knowledge of our
literacy academic subjects.

(Student of Basic Sciences 20)

3.6.2. EAP students’ perceptions on the limitationsf the collaborative SNS project

As Table 5 illustrates, the EAP students did nahfpout specific limitations of the project in
the questionnaires. The most important limitatisrisch were reflected in the questionnaire
included the lack of subscription to SNSs and lomglish knowledge to use the SNS for
academic purposes. Concerning the other limitatitims students were undecided on the

importance of the limitations.

Table 5. Questionnaimesults for EAP students’ perceptions of the litiitas of the collaborative SNS project

Participants Mean SD p
The cost of connecting to SE 3.19 0.81 0.110
the Internet SBS 2.89 1.06
SSS 3.2 1.14
Lack of subscription to the SE 4.03 0.93 0.080
social network sites SBS 4.14 0.87
SSS 4.31 0.72
Lack of time to do the SE 3.1 0.8 0.092
project SBS 2.87 0.72
SSS 3.37 1.19
Disinterest in working in SE 1.32 0.54 0.088
groups SBS 2.13 0.59
SSS 2.25 0.96
Unsuitability of SNSs for SE 2.56 0.58 0.013*
academic purposes SBS 1.76 1.1
SSS 2.95 0.6
Lack of teacher’s help SE 2.67 0.57 0.038*
SBS 1.94 0.9
SSS 2.14 0.79
Low English proficiency to SE 4.15 0.61 0.573
use SNSs for academic SBS 3.99 1.04
purposes SSS 4 1
Low digital literacy levels to SE 3.29 0.86 0.000*
use SNSs for academic SBS 2.76 0.37
purposes SSS 2.2 0.92

Note: statistical significance level was set at @.05.
Note: SE: students of engineering; SBS: studenb@sit sciences; SS: Students of social sciences
Note: Likert scales: 1. Strongly disagree; 5. Sgipragree

As Table 6 reveals, the triangulated data of uievs and questionnaires indicated
that low levels of academic and general EnglisHigiemcy and the lack of knowledge about

academic vocabulary were the most significant Btions.

Table 6. Interview results for EAP students’ petias on the limitations of the collaborative SN®jpct
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Interview Themes Students Percentage of Student quotations
the mentioned
theme
The lack of SE 57.41% When | was doing the project | had to
knowledge about SBS 66.13% search and ask for some academic
academic words SS 61.40% English words. | feel It was a bit hard

and at times Boring. But | am happy that
| Learnt a lot of new words Now.”
(Student of Engineering 48)

Low levels of SE 79.62% I had some difficulty using English
English knowledge SBS 87.09% suitably. Of course, | think | am not weak
SS 77.19% at English but | need to improve my

English to use SNSs more easily.
(Student of Social Sciences 51)

3.6.3. Factors which affected the use of collaboinge projects on three social network
sites for learning EAP
Table 7 illustrates that the students agreed #wbfs such as teachers’ support, academic and

general English proficiency, collaboration with meeacademic content knowledge, peer
support, and digital literacy were significant onekich affected the use of collaborative
projects on three social network sites for learrti®g®. However, the students did not agree
on the importance of factors such as the scorkeoptoject or their interest in the project.

Table 7. Questionnaire results for factors whidbcéd the use of collaborative projects on thoesad network
sites for learning EAP

Participants Mean SD p

Teacher support/help SE 4.57 0.97 0.101
SBS 4.36 0.84
SSS 4.68 0.78

Academic English SE 4.05 0.59 0.096
proficiency SBS 4.21 0.83
SSS 4.09 1.09

General English proficiency SE 4.33 1.13 0.134
SBS 4.41 0.8
SSS 4.26 1.22

Collaboration with peers SE 4 0.94 0.061
SBS 3.89 1.27
SSS 411 1.10

Academic content SE 4.47 0.61 0.205
knowledge SBS 4.23 0.72
SSS 4.32 0.83

Peer support/help SE 4.16 1.2 0.060
SBS 3.84 0.98
SSS 3.91 1.31

Your digital literacy SE 3.92 1.39 0.058
SBS 4 1.08
SSS 3.98 0.91

The score of the project SE 3.55 1.2 0.021*
SBS 2.19 0.98
SSS 2.58 1.31

Your interest in the project SE 3.45 1.2 0.047*

SBS 3.2 0.98
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SSS 2.88 1.31
Note: statistical significance level was set at @.05.
Note: SE: students of engineering; SBS: studenb@sit sciences; SS: Students of social sciences
Note: Likert scales: 1. Least important; 5. Mospartant

The interview data supported parts of the questior data. The students from the
three disciplines asserted that knowledge of acagaeyaneral English and academic content,
teacher support, familiarity with the SNS, and eaease were factors which affected their

project work (Table 8).

Table 8. Interview results for EAP students’ atti#éa towards the collaborative SNS project

Interview Themes Students Percentage of Student quotations
the mentioned
theme
Knowledge of SE 88.88% It is obvious that English knowledge is a
academic and SBS 79.03% very important requirement for doing
general English SS 87.03% projects like this one. Also, it is

important to know how to use English in
an academic manner.
(Student of Social Sciences 23)

Academic content SE 87.04% Certainly, you must be knowledgeable
knowledge SBS 85.48% about the topics related to your major in
SS 77.19% order to be able to discuss academic

topics at an international level.
(Student of Basic Sciences 37)

Teacher support in SE 68.51% | appreciate my teacher because he was
social networking SBS 77.42% very positive during the project work.
SS 66.67% We were in touch both online and in the

class and he motivated a lot.
(Student of Engineering 3)

Familiarity with the SE 59.38% | think we use some SNSs less frequently
SNS used SBS 64.51% than the other ones, so we are more
SS 68.42% comfortable to use the ones that we

know and use everyday. The ones that
we do not use frequently are harder to be

used.
(Student of Social Sciences 45)
Ease of use SE 57.41% The most important factds how easy it
SBS 54.84% is to use th&NS. Some of them are very
SS 64.91% boring and hard to be used.

(Student of Social Sciences 17)

3.6.4. Students’ preference foFacebook, Linkedln, or ResearchGate

Based on the values shown on Tables 9 and 10, #jeritg of students from the three
disciplines perceived-acebookas the most preferable learning tool. There wak ao
significant difference among the perceptions of ttme@e groups of students on the use of

Faceboolfor EAP learning.

Table 9. Questionnaire results for students’ pexfee forFacebookLinkedIn or ResearchGate



Teaching English with Technologhg(2), 3-20,http://www.tewtjournal.org 16

Rating (out of p

10)

Facebook SE 8.45 0.085
SBS 6.76
SS 7.2

LinkedIn SE 4.9 0.021*
SBS 5.87
SS 3.33

ResearchGate SE 2.67 0.010%
SBS 2.01
SS 3.41

Note: statistical significance level was set at @.05.
Note: SE: students of engineering; SBS: studenib@sic sciences; SS: Students of social sciences

Table 10. Questionnaire results for open-endedsitemstudents’ preference féacebook, Linkedlrgr
ResearchGate

Facebook
Themes from the open-ended items of the questi@nnai

The majority of students from different disciplinbslieved thatFacebookwas the most appropriate SNS for
learning academic English. The students assertddrfitebookwas easy to be used, free to be used, and richer
in terms of its groups, and topics. The possibitifyhaving online chat and synchronous computeriated
communication (SCMC) was another significant benefiusing Facebook The students also mentioned that

Facebookwas user-friendlier than the other SNSs.

Linkedin

Themes from the open-ended items of the questi@nnai

The majority of students from different disciplingsre of the opinion thdtinkedinwas more reliable source
regarding its academic content, but needed feesutmscription and people dinkedinwere not as active as

people on Facebook.

ResearchGate

Themes from the open-ended items of the questi@nnai

Many students reported thResearchGatevas interesting and comprehensive regarding ésl@mic content.
However, the students reported that they wereftaagiar with working withResearchGatand that it was hard

to get in touch with friends viResearchGate

4. Discussion and conclusion

This study aimed to present a cross-disciplinalyais of the collaborative use of SNSs in
EAP learning. The general results indicated positattitudes towards the collaborative

projects on SNSs. The results show that there wasarsignificant difference among the

attitudes of the participants towards the collabeeaprojects on SNSs. The triangulated data

illustrated that the majority of the students frtme three disciplines perceived some benefits
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of the collaborative projects on SNSs, includingpapunities for having international
communication, learning academic vocabulary, pedfalooration, teacher support, and
opportunities for improving academic English anddemic literacy. The positive attitudes of
students towards the use of SNSs in educationatxtsnwere also echoed in previous studies
(Hsu, 2013; Kikuchi & Otsuka, 2008; Millington & Sth, 2012;Liu et al., 2015). It is crucial
that educational planners and course designersvaeceof the potential benefits of social
networking on EAP students’ learning and attitudesvards learning. The issue of
collaborative projects appeared to be a key onehlwhad a significant effect on students’
attitudes towards the use of social networking APHearning.Liu et al. (2015) also reported
that the use of social networking in the classraam foster students’ levels of collaboration.
Ping and Maniam (2015) considered social networliagan efficient tool for encouraging
students to have group work.

One major benefit of the project was that the gttalevere enabled to have
international communication with other academic rbera. This was a merit of the project
which was reflected in the results of the intengeand questionnaires. The students had also
positive attitudes towards having collaboration hwihe other members of their group.
Furthermore, the project was an opportunity to prtemboth academic knowledge and
academic English knowledge. The students percehatdtheir academic English vocabulary
knowledge fostered. It can be concluded that cohafve projects on SNSs can be an
influential tool for creating an interactive leamgi environment in which both students’
English proficiency and academic literacy can beamged. It is paramount that Iranian
educational decision makers and even teachersd®rSNSs as learning aids which can have
a number of benefits for students. As EAP instarctis a learner-centered approach,
academic collaborative projects on SNSs can engeustudents to have personalized
learning in which different learning styles, neeaisq preferences are taken into account.

Concerning the limitations and constraints of thkaborative projects on SNSs, there
was no consensus among the perceptions of studedtsm some cases they did not perceive
many constraints. The two important limitations &students’ low knowledge of academic
vocabulary and English which caused difficulty fmme of them. In the questionnaire the
students also perceived that they were not sulestiio the SNS, which created problems for
them. Despite these issues, many other limitatweie perceived to be non-existent during
the conduction of the project. High levels of acadeEnglish vocabulary knowledge may be
a considerable facilitator for EAP students. Sinylastudents need to be competent English

users if they want to have international commuimicatand be socialized into academic
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communities of practice. This issue implies thateadional authorities should adopt effective
strategies in order to help students promote themdemic vocabulary knowledge and
academic English.

The findings suggested that several factors cane ham effect on students’
collaborative projects on SNSs. Based on triangdlagesults, these perceived factors include
academic and general English knowledge, academmteb knowledge, teachers’ support,
familiarity with the SNS, and ease of use. Easasef is a very significant factor which was
also reported in Liu et al. (2015). It appears gtatents look for technologies which are easy
to use. This study also introduced teacher superviand cooperation with students during
doing the projects. As the students perceived,he&accan regulate students’ activities on
SNSs and motivate them to continue the projects.

The results showed that the students preferred) isinebookfor academic purposes.
This preference may directly be associated withiskaes of student familiarity and ease of
use which were discussed previously. One featurd-aafebook which was lacking in
ResearchGatandLinkedinwas the opportunity for having SCMC and onlinettthg with
the teacher, peers, and other academic memberspddsility of online chatting enables
students to be connected to each other withouyslelad to ask for help. Based on the results
of this study, it can be concluded that teacheasilshtake students’ preferences into account
when they assign SNS-based projects to students.

One limitation of this study is associated with tbeg time of the conduction of the
study. Many students were not able to take pathénstudy due to its long time. Moreover,
despite the attempts to familiarize students withéducational application of the three SNSs,
some interview quotations showed some studentsetacamiliarity with the features and
aspects of the SNSs used in this study.

Further research should be undertaken into theilegroutcomes of using SNSs for
EAP instruction. Without further insights into these of SNSs in EAP and educational
contexts, many factors related to the educatiosal of SNSs will remain unknown. In
addition, it is important to direct future reseatchwards the potential of SNSs in order to
facilitate the learning of different language skithnd academic genres in ESP and EAP

instruction.
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Abstract

WhatsApps a potentially influential informal learning tothat may be used on the go. This
study examines its potential utility in EFL writingith special reference to gender. The
treatment encompasse¥#natsApgbased instructional program designed specifidalligelp
develop writing performance, along the aspectscaftent and ideas, organization and
mechanics, vocabulargndlanguage useamong 98 Jordanian eleventh-grade students. The
participants were divided into two experimental grs, one male and one female, taught
through WhatsApp The data were collected by means of a pre-/ {gsstwhose analysis
revealed improved writing performance, more for &enparticipants than for their male
counterparts.

Keywords: WhatsAppgender; writing performance

1. Introduction and background

Gender parity has been a matter of controversyaandncern for educational practitioners
and researchers alike. Despite abounding eviddratebbys enjoy higher literacy rates than
their female counterparts, the latter are repofeed. Levy, 2016; Mullis, Martin, Foy, &
Drucker, 2012; Twist & Sainsbury, 2009) as bethi@vers in language and mathematics in
almost all internationally competitive tests (elrpgress in International Reading Literacy
Study (PIRLS), Trends in Mathematics and Sciences(TIMSS)).

More specific to the purpose of the current redeagender is believed to affect EFL
writing performance (e.g., Cheng, 2002; Hedges &&le 1999; Jafari & Ansari, 2012). A
growing body of research suggests that boys’ dwigditeracy achievement (e.g., Alloway,
2007; Disenhaus, 2015; Hall & Coles, 1997; Klei@0@, Martino & Kehler, 2007; Wallace,
2010; Watson, Kehler, & Martino, 2010) is partlytriguted to the focus on print-based
literacies rather than information and communigatiechnology (ICT) and multi-media
communication at which boys are known to excel.(edoway, 2007; Weaver-Hightower,
2008; Whitmire, 2010).
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There is a plethora of research (e.g., Green & (Axfb995; Koivula, 2001; Pajares &
Giovanni, 2001; Rudzinska, 2013) which suggests geader differences, in addition to the
stereotypical image that females are better languegrners than their male counterparts,
may readily explain reports that females surpass thale counterparts in language learning.
Female language superiority is often attributethtdors such as the ability to remember lists
of words, express empathy, develop interpersoratioas, and involve in emotional and
artistic expression (Koivula, 2001). Males havetHar been reported as more anxious and
apprehensive writers (Pajares & Giovanni, 2001)rédwger, learning style may also be a
potential explanation, as females, unlike males, raported to tend towards self-reflection
rather than the spontaneity reported for malesd®@& Oxford, 1995).

Several studies have been conducted on the effeggrmler on language learning in
general and writing in particular (Bacon & Finnemarl992; Cheng, 2002; Sajadi &
Maghsoudi, 2016; Shang, 2013). For example, BaocohFnnemann (1992), who examined
gender differences in foreign language learning amthentic oral and written input among
938 Spanish university students, reported that kesnhad a higher level of motivation,
strategy use in language learning, and socialaotem in the target language than their male
counterparts. However, while Cheng (2002) reportedt female students experience
significantly higher levels of writing anxiety thanale students, Shang (2013) reported that
both male and female students experience writingefy) but more so for male than female
studentsHowever, Sajadi and Maghsoudi (2016) reported nudege effect on 112 Iranian
EFL learners' success in English, as both maldemdle learners performed similarly on the
test.

Moreover, the literature seems to suggest that baye better access to technology
than girls (e.g. Jenson & Brushwood Rose, 2003letdn & Hoyle, 2002; Schofield, 1995)
attributing technology to a traditionally male pdigmn and that girls also feel less
technologically-inclined than boys (Charles & Bragl 2006). In the current study,
technology (vizWhatsApp is used to engage learners, boys and girls aiibout risking
accommodating one at the expense of the other.

The literature seems to suggest that social neingnkebsites constitute an integral
part of teenage daily life (e.g. Ellison, Steindie& Lampe, 2006; Kuppuswamy & Narayan,
2010). However, research (e.g. Jackson, Zhao, kyléitzegerald, Harold, & Von Eye,
2008; Kuppuswamy & Narayan, 2010; Odell, Korgenur8acher, & Delucchi, 2000) seems
to attribute distinct purposes of technology usess genderi-or example, Jacksoet al.

(2008) reported that gender differences figureathlthe intensity and nature of technology
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use. Males were the most intense videogame playleeseas females were the most intense
cell phone users. Odedt al. (2000) also reported that while a slight differema the amount

of time they spent online, male and female studgnigposes were reportedly different, as
more male students visited sex sites, researchethgmes, checked news, played games,
listened to music, and copied music whereas festaléents used the Internet for email and
school research. Jacksen al. (2008) also reported that technology use affeeteatdemic
performance, as the amount of time of computer latetnet use correlated positively with
that spent playing videogames correlated negatiwély academic performance.

Numerous calls have been made to bridge this gegdprand to catalyze boy’s
engagement in literacy. Scholars (e.g. Smith & \liin, 2002; 2004; 2009) have put forth
strategies for promoting boys’ literacy engagenard motivation through authentic writing
tasks, hands-on learning, problem-solving, and ieixptliscovery and analysis of texts.
Furthermore, boys’ rather well-documented greatgragement with technology (e.g. Jenson
& Brushwood Rose, 2003; Littleton & Hoyle, 2002;h6&eld, 1995) may be used as a
catalyst for their literacy development, whichhe major premise of this research.

Mobile devices have been reported as catalystadtwmnomous learning (Hu, 2013)
and optimal teaching and learning (Boy & Mottera20,13).Not only can learners extend
their learning beyond the physical boundaries efttaditional classroom to make use of the
relatively unlimited online resources, but teachems also benefit from these resources to
catalyze effective teaching and learning.

WhatsAppis a popular mobile application, compatible withthb iOS and Android
operating systems, for exchanging both text andtimedia (viz. photo, video, audio)
messages. With Internet connectiviyhatsAppenables both synchronous and asynchronous
collaboration among individual or groups of usér®tgh the following capabilities:

1. multimediafor exchanging text, photo, audio, and video mgssavith up to 256

people at once;

2. document sharindor exchanging PDFs, documents, spreadsheetssla@®shows
up to 100 MB;
unlimited messaging
unlimited voice and video cajls
group chatof up to 50 group members;

end-to-end encryptiofor secure communication;

N o g kMo

cross platform engagemeater multiple devices (viz., web, desktop) andous

media;
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8. chat syncingo a desktop computeWhatsApOfficial Site, 2017).

Research suggests thaVhatsApp has become a platform for fostering accessibility,
cooperation, and motivation among learners (Boul&ilbeshen, 2014; Rambe & Bere,
2013).Examining the use oiVhatsAppamong South African tertiary-level students, Rambe
& Bere (2013) reported positive student feedbasRiVaatsApps reportedly not only fun to
use but also easier to communicate with teachedspaprs alike. Similarly, Plana, Escofet,
Figueras, Gimeno, Appel, and Hopkins (2013) repbeeise in motivation and enthusiasm
for reading among Spanish EFL learners. Along thenes lines, Amry (2014) found
WhatsAppsuperior to face-to-face learning in the Saudisiaom.

Similarly, Bouhnik and Deshen (2014) reported thedchers can us@/hatsApp
groups not only as a learning platform but alsamaseans to communicate with students,
nurture social atmosphere, and encourage dialogdestudent sharing. Their participants
reported thatWhatsAppoffers not only social but also educational adagas, such as a
pleasant environment and stronger relations withovie students, which reportedly
culminated in gains in both the social (e.g. maroferonversation) and academic (e.g. access
to learning materials, teacher availability, andriiéng beyond class hours). However, these
advantages may be offset by challenges related dioilenphone ownership and teacher’'s
potential annoyance by the flood of (sometimeslau@nt or meaningless) messages and
students’ assumption of his/her uninterrupted abdlity.

Once dubbed the neglected skill (e.g. Bani YouniBaaineh, 2016; Duncan, 1991,
Obeiah & Bataineh, 2015) and reportedly a commidatndeavor for second and foreign
language learners alike (e.g. Duncan, 1991; GraBaglan, 1996), writing in general, and in
the English as a foreign language (EFL) classroonpdrticular, has been the subject of
extensive research in Jordan (e.g. Bataineh & Baninis, 2016; Obeiah & Bataineh, 2016)
and abroad (e.g. Cumming & Riazi, 2000; Flower &yets 1981; Hyland, 2003; Raimes,
1991; 1998). However, much attention has been giveseeking alternative measures for
increasing the effectiveness of writing instrucfiosms writing is a major medium of

communication in real life today (e.g. Defazio, dsnTennant, & Hook, 2010).
2. The study
2.1. Theaim of theresearch

In Jordan, English, albeit taught as a foreign legg, is significant in primary, secondary

and tertiary education, not to mention the laborkat@and potential employment. The
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Ministry of Education has initiated several refortaamprove English as a foreign language
(EFL) instruction to foster proficiency in the fosikills of which writing has been considered
among the most challenging and anxiety-provokintivigies for EFL teachers and learners
alike (Cheng, Horwitz, & Schallert, 1999; Hyland(3).

To overcome such challenges in the writing classrodifferent approaches, often
with contrasting orientations, to teaching writihgve been introduceéor example, the
product approach focuses on language structureessentially emphasizes rhetorical drills
(Freedman, Pringle, & Yalden, 1987; Silva, 199@)cbntrast, the process approach focuses
on how a text is written rather than the writterodarct (Flower & Hayes, 1981; Jordan,
1997).

By conducting the current study, the researcheek $eetter understanding of the
potential effect oMVhatsAppon Jordanian EFL students’ writing performanceogssrgender.
The current research combines the process appayathechnology-based instruction (viz.,
WhatsApp with a view to fostering writing performance angodordanian eleventh-grade
male and female students and, simultaneously, ggygptential gender differences amongst
the participants. As the use of gender has beeartegpto make a difference, the study seeks
to add to the literature on this issue either byafmrating or discrediting previous findings
and, at the same time, establish whether oWMfloatsAppaffects writing performancélore
specifically, this study seeks to answer the qaasilo what extent, if any, do&¥hatsApp

affect Jordanian EFL male and female studentsingrjgerformance?

2.2. Design and procedure

The research adopts a quasi-experimental desigoughr which a WhatsApgbased
instructional treatment is used to supplement ti@thl writing instruction among Jordanian
eleventh-grade studenfBwo intact sections, comprising 37 male and fensalelents, were
purposefully selected from Yarmouk University Mo&shool, a private school in Irbid First
Directorate of Education, in the first semestethef academic year 2016/2017.

To achieve the purpose of the researcWhatsAppbased instructional treatment was
designed by the researcher. The content of thentezd comprised Modules 1, 2, and 3 (viz.,
Starting Out, Celebrations, and Sport) of the pibed textbook,Action Pack 11 The
researcher analyzed the content of these modules tpr computerizing them in order to
enable WhatsAppmediation. The treatment consisted of writing $exXesson plans and
writing worksheets, a self/peer editing checklishd a self/peer revision checklist. The

treatment was designed to allow the teacher tolsommt in-class writing instruction by
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monitoring, revising, reviewing and evaluating stot work. Through the twoWhatsApp
groups, the students worked collaboratively, inteyd and exchanged experiences with their
peers.

A writing test, covering the writing aspects ofntent and ideas, organization and
mechanics, vocabularyand language use constituted the instrument of the study. The
validity of the test was established by a jury eh lordanian university professors in EFL,
linguistics, curriculum and instruction, and evdiloa and measurement. The jury's remarks
were used to amend the test prior to its admirtistrtaTo establish the reliability of the test, it
was piloted on a sample of 12 students from theesaomool with a two-week interval
between the two administratiorihe correlation coefficient between the two adntraisons
of the test amounted to 0.88, which is deemed gpiate for the purposes of the study.

Prior to the treatments, the two groups were psiete to identify any potential

differences between them, as shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Independent sample t-test of the mearesazfrthe male and female groups on the pre-test

Writing Aspect Group Mean SD f Sig.
Experimental 1 11.38 236

Content and Ideas (Male) 231 0.06
Experimental 2 11.87 249
(Female) ' '
Experimental 1 10.85 230

Organization and Mechanics (Male) ' . 2.02 0.12
Experimental 2 11.33 263 ' '
(Female) ' '
Experimental 1 10.31 287

Vocabulary (Male) ' . 2.73 0.15
Experimental 2 10.97 293 ' '
(Female) ' '
Experimental 1 938 3.04

Language Use (Male) . . 2.25 0.09
Experimental 2 9.43 3.20 ' '
(Female) ' '
Experimental 1 42.00 9.96

Total (Male) 287 007
Experimental 2 4373 10.77
(Female)

Table 1 shows no statistically significant diffeces at ¢=0.05) among the male and female

groups, which denotes equivalence between thespgiro
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2.3. Experimental treatment

The researcher/instructor met the two groups thirees prior to the commencement of the
WhatsAppenhanced instruction. At the onset of the expenimihe researcher met with the
students and handed each a letter to his/her gaexpilaining the research and asking for
their consent for their child’s participation. Thstudents were further encouraged to
participate by addressing the potential role ohtedogy in fostering and facilitating not only
their learning but also their writing performandée second meeting was meant for the
students with signed parental consents to partejpavhich amounted to 100% of the
students. At the second meeting, the researcheo, sdét up a mobile phone number
exclusively for the experiment, exchanged phone brarsiwith the students, made sure all
hadWhatsAppon their mobiles, and held a quick review sessioassess prior knowledge of
pertinent aspects, such as paragraph developnssaty riting, and peer review. At the same
meeting, the participants were also acquainted thighethics of group membership, such as
language use, considerate comments, and respecdvaty.

In the third meeting, the students were introduteedhe strategies of the process
approach (viz., planning, organizing, writing, @dit revising and rewriting (henceforth,
POWER), as the researcher demonstrated the useloé these strategies in specific writing
tasks. Later that day, tw@/hatsAppgroups, dubbedmazing Writersand Smart Writers
were created and students added. The teaching iatatercluding videos, pictures and
documents were stored in separate files as werbdimework sheets, media, and voice files
to be easily uploaded whenever needed.

The participants started writing according to POWER the researcher and the class
teacher observed and facilitated thélhatsApputilization for learning to writeEight weeks
later, at the conclusion of the treatment, the {est was administered to both groups,
marked, and scores tallied and compared to detgenpal improvement, or lack thereof,

across gender.

3. Findings and discussion
To answer the research question, which seeks tuifige@any potential effect o¥WhatsApp
based instruction on Jordanian male and female EBftdents' writing performance, an
independent sample t-test was used to check fenpatWhatsAppeffects across gender, as
shown in Table 2.

To determine the potential effect d/hatsAppper gender, means and standard

deviations of the post-test scores were calculasdhown in Table 2.



Teaching English with Technologhg(2), 21-33 http://www.tewtjournal.org 28

Table 2. T-test of the effect ¥¥hatsAppon male and female performance on the post-test

Writing Aspect Gender Mean SD t Sig.

Content and Ideas Experimental 1 (Male) 11.03 3.41 -2.24 0.03*
Experimental 2 12.31 2.25
(Female)

Organization and Mechanics Experimental 1 (Male) 10.54 3.64 -2.50 0.01*
Experimental 2 12.05 2.34
(Female)

Vocabulary Experimental 1 (Male) 9.62 3.39 -3.13 0.00*
Experimental 2 11.48 2.47
(Female)

Language Use Experimental 1 (Male) 8.41 3.19 -2.46 0.02*
Experimental 2 9.98 3.01
(Female)

Total Experimental 1 (Male) 39.54 13.09 -2.75 0.08
Experimental 2 45.82 9.49
(Female)

*Significant ato=0.05

Table 2 shows a statistically significant differenm the male and female participants’
writing, as female participants scored higher thiagir male counterparts across the four
aspects of the test and on the test as a wholen Ehaigh male and female participants
scored significantly differently across the foumpests of the test, writing seems to have
developed significantly on all writing aspects.

The findings revealed that female students invériabtperformed male students on
all the components of the writing test and on thst bverall. This superior performance,
which is consistent with previous research accqoungsy be attributed to a host of factors. It
has been reported that while female students ®ndd the Internet for communication with
family and friends and for school research and ewac purposes, male students tend to use
the Internet for leisure and entertainment (Jackstai, 2008; Odelkt al, 2000).

Female students may be more apt in the use ofrntieenket for educational purposes
than their male counterparts, who tend to userntegret for entertainment. This aptness may
afford the former an advantage in effectiwhatsAppuse for learning, which may also
account for their superior writing performance doling the treatment. Furthermore, that
most male students use the Internet for entertaabhnseassociated with poorer academic
performance since using the mobile phone for de#sji such as gaming, chatting, and
random search, constitutes a potential distradtiom learning (Kuppuswamy & Narayan,
2010).

Another factor that may account for the male pgréiots’ inferior writing
performance to that of their female counterpartsher distinct genre preferences. Essay
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writing may not be the genre of preference amon¢emtudents who, unlike their female
counterparts, are reported to prefer factual wgitm letter writing and poetry (e.g. Gorman,
White, Brooks, MacLure, & Kispal, 1988; Lakoff, 187
Furthermore, male EFL writers tend to be more dpgmeive than their female

counterparts (Jebreil, Azizifar and Gowhary, 20R&jares & Giovanni, 2001). In the current
study, even thougWhatsApputilization has afforded both teacher and studantsformally
relaxed learning environment, anxiety may have baerplay, which may have been
compounded by reports (e.g. Pajares, 2003) of stalients’ reluctance to write and lack of
confidence, putting them at a disadvantage reldovéheir female counterparts (e.g. Cheng,
2002; Hedges & Newell, 1999; Jafari & Ansari, 2012)

4. Pedagogical implications and conclusions

The findings have shown thethatsAppgs a potential catalyst for writing performancecss
gender, more so for female students than their roalsterparts. As mobile devices are
finding their way into the language classroom, mbearning opportunities are unlocked for
male and female learners alike.

Language educators should take advantage of thabititips afforded by technology
for teaching not only writing but also listeninggesking and readin@-he findings, albeit
small-scale in sample and duration, are hopeddeighe insights into the utility of integrating
mobile technologies into foreign language teaclaind learning.

However, the role of mobile technologies in theglaage classroom should not be
overstated, as technology, albeit a catalyst fapwation, is not a fix-it-all for all learning
dilemmas and in all learning contexthe success of mobile learning is contingent upon a
conducive learning environment and a diligent teaetho is willing to take risks and venture
beyond the boundaries of traditional instruction.

It is the recommendation of this research to cohthrger-scale research, in terms of
sample and duration, for better generalizabilityiteffindings, for even though this study is
sound in method and design, further research imousability of mobile learning across
diverse populations and skills would contributegidy to bridging an existing gap in the

literature.

Note
1. This manuscript is an extension of the secorsgacher's PhD thesis per the regulations of Yakmou

University
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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to compare the d#itof Iranian and non-lranian English
language students’ attitudes towards Computer-fexbid anguage Learning (CALL).
Furthermore, the relations of gender, educatiorelleand age to their attitude are
investigated. A convergent mixed methods design weesl for analyzing both quantitative
and qualitative data. In the data collection proced an online 44-item web-based
guestionnaire was applied in order to collect dedan 415 students. In the data analysis
phase, both descriptive and non-parametric analysze performed. The findings of the
study revealed that there is no difference betwbenattitudes of Iranian and non-Iranian
towards CALL. Finally, pedagogical implications aretommendations for further research
are presented.

Keywords: CALL; cross-cultural attitudes

1. Introduction

Technological development has affected our caresrsyell as our personal and social lives.
Both teachers and material designers are awareombining technology and curriculum
development. Many years ago, language learning thighaid of administrating technology-
based application was quite problematic, but nowsadaachers who are not able to apply
technological tools in their classrooms can be iclemed as out-of-date teachers (Chapelle,
2008). There are many new golden opportunitiesaioguage learning by applying computer-
mediated programs (Doughty & Long, 2003). Comp#étssisted Language Learning (CALL)
utilizes some modern methods such as communiciaingeiage teaching, task-based learning,
process approaches to improve learners’ autonomy, centrol during language learning
procedure (Warschauer, 1996). Learners’ indeperydand flexibility in language learning
and teaching are the key purposes of any langusgmciation and institute. To accomplish
these goals, ICT, cell phones or computers, ardiemppo end time, space and condition

learning restrictions.
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In a large number of studies, CALL and differenpeds of its programs are
evaluated. CALL includes three types of researdftware, learning task, and learners
(Chapelle, 2003). Based on previous studies, mbgteoresearch focuses on the first two
types of CALL, where a shortage of investigationdientified regarding the learner, who is
the final user of this process. The final goal AALC is not using various technological
programs and tools in the classroom, but rathéadibitate language learning by providing a
suitable setting. Therefore, another role of edanat scholars and researchers is to perceive
learners’ beliefs and reflection on CALL programsdaools. Learners’ positive attitudes
toward e-learning and CALL will encourage them &e ut more frequently (Liaw, 2002).
Cross-cultural dimension in studies of the learratgudes toward CALL has been missed in
the related literature since almost all of previgasearch is examined within a specific
culture and society.

Stigler and Hiebert (1999) argued that methodsegathfrom comparative education
research study can provide some educational imprexseé The type of comparative study
which examines two or more different societies anliures is called a cross-cultural study;
this research is effective to analyze psychologtcaits (Matsumoto & Yoo, 2006). The
compatibility of the product with two different deties and cultures is another viewpoint
which focuses on the significance of cross-cultstadies. According to these researchers’
belief, utilizing the findings of other societiesdacultures does not lead to the same result in
the target context. In Western and Eastern countréxtensive research examined the
usefulness of CALL, but the results cannot be @di@ted to the Iranian culture. Although
attitude has the same status and the result afttltly may present either positive or negative
aspects of this phenomenon, administrating it & ItaAnian belief, perception and facilities
may lead to different findings. This research ttiesmake the comparison between Iranian
and non-lranian English learners’ attitude towatdd L. The final purpose of this study is to
find out the most and the least frequent CALL toolghe English classrooms.

The achievement of students determines their déguowards CALL (Lacina, 2004;
Warschauer, Knoebel & Stone, 2004). In ChapelleJamdieson’s (1986) study, those students
who worked harder at learning English had moretpesattitudes towards CALL; therefore,
they spent more time on that. One of the aims @&n®h(2013) study was to investigate the
attitude of Chinese students towards tablet-baseabilsl Assisted Language Learning
(MALL). The researchers applied Davis’s (1993) Temlogy Acceptance Model (TAM), to
develop a questionnaire on attitude. The aim &f shirvey was to assess students’ perceptions

of usability, effectiveness, and satisfaction witetblets for language learning during four
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weeks. This survey consists of 30 statements on-pmiri Likert scale which was
administered to the participants. The data analysi®aled that, based on participants’
attitude, tablet computers were easy to use, effetr the purpose of language learning, and
that the participants were satisfied with MALL.

If the final goal is to get students adopt compter lifelong learning, we have to
consider their attitudes towards this technologim@hboub, 2000). According to Loyd and
Gressard (1984) those students who show posititadss towards CALL are more eager to
use computer technology. Therefore, it is possibleonsider attitude as an indicator for
computer usage tendency.

This research aimed to find the answer for theofailhg questions:

1. Are there any differences between Iranian and mamidn English language

students’ attitudes towards CALL?

2. How is gender related to the attitudes of Iraniad aon-Iranian English language

students towards CALL?

3. How is the level of education related to the atit#is of Iranian and non-Iranian

English language students towards CALL?

4. How is age related to the attitudes of Iranian and-Iranian English language

students towards CALL?

2. Review of the literature

Language teachers and learners are provided withmdoer of opportunities due to the spread
of Information and Communication Technology (ICT). spite of the positive effects of

technology, it might entail specific pedagogicalapihtions to the classroom level.
Consequently, the combination of technology andylage is the central part of many

language researchers and scholars’ jobs.

2.1. Computer and electronic literacy

The meaning of literacy has changed; a personllisdchterate if they are able to read and
write both printed and electronic texts. Basedlmtime needs, learners must improve their
skills in the 21st century. For different activetien our daily lives, such as editing texts and
photos, shopping, travelling or studying, compufdesy an important role. Therefore, some
novel literacies such as “computer literacy”, “é¢teaic literacy”, and “information literacy”
are appearing due to the rapid growth of technoldggrefore, how to develop and improve

these literacies has become a crucial factor icaohn (Son, 2004). As Dudeney, Hockly and
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Pegrum (2013) mentioned, these skills involve ovdggtand innovation, critical thinking and
problem solving, collaboration and teamwork, autagand flexibility and lifelong learning.
Another important factor arises, called digitaédécy, which is an ability to interpret, manage,
share and create meaning in the growing rangegittlcommunication channels.

In the late 1960s, the idea of computer literacymagnstudents emerged. The specific
definition of computer literacy is under dispute,ishas evolved along the years. Computer
literacy is the ability which helps learners to ap@bout computer. According to Son, Robb
and Charismiadji (2011), it is understood “as thiitg to use computers at an adequate level
for creation, communication and collaboration ihterate society” (p. 27). Another side of
Computer Assisted Learning (CAL) affirms that congrs can be the students’ teacher. This
definition can change for the educational arena.S&®, Robb and Charismiadji (2011)
mentioned, it can be considered as “the developroérknowledge and skills for using
general computer applications, language-specifitwape programs and Internet tools
confidently and competently” (p. 27).

Most computer-related texts and the Internet which suggested to educators,
scholars and students can be integrated into diffeeducational context, where new media
must be applied. However, printed materials atetee dominant media. The following text
by Reinking (1994) describes the four criteria thetivities must have to develop electronic

literacy in educational contexts:

First, they should relate to conventional printdzhditeracy in meaningful ways [...] A
second criterion is that activities designed tonmste electronic literacy should involve
authentic communication and meaningful tasks fodetts and teachers [...] Third, activities
should engage students and teachers in higherslefehinking about the nature of printed
and electronic texts as well as about the topicsheir reading and writing [...] Fourth,
activities should engage students and teacherays that allow them to develop functional
strategies for reading and writing electronic texts
(as cited in Tafazoli, Gbmez Parra, & HuertasilAB017, p. 718).

Thus, learners are considered to have specific lgune on computer literacy. The
functional knowledge of computers can assist learne learn, solve problems, and

understand the academic area.

2.2. Computer-Assisted Language Learning (CALL)
Based on Levy's (1997) definition of CALL, it is dhresearch of the application of the

computer in language learning and teaching. Wik name involves computer, the term



Teaching English with Technology, 18(2), 34-68 http://www.tewtjournal.org 38

CALL includes any applications of Information an@r@munication and Technology (ICT)
for teaching and learning foreign languages.

Using technology for learning and teaching langsagea new concept, although it is
not a new story in the educational field where CAgliramed. Interesting opportunities are
provided for teachers and students by CALL, andvadifferent phases have been identified
in language programs within the gradual developnodrtechnology for language courses.
Each phase is connected to a specific technologindl pedagogical level: behavioristic
CALL, communicative CALL and integrative CALL (cfBarson & Debski, 1996;
Warschauer, 1996; Warschauer & Healey, 1998), falvlmch have their own merits and
drawbacks.

The merits and barriers for using CALL have beeangxed by different scholars.
Seven different positive effects of CALL were mened by Warschauer and Healey (1998):
1) multimodal practice with feedback; 2) individizaltion in a large class; 3) pair or small
group work on projects; 4) the fun factor; 5) varien the resources available and learning
styles used; 6) exploratory learning with large ante of language data: and 7) real-life skill
building in computer use.

In addition, the students will be able to learn hatural issues can change a person’s
point of view toward world (Singhal, 1997). Studenan have access to other people’s work,
publish their own work and, by using the Internegcome capable of searching extra
language activities (Singhal, 1997). Higher moimat greater interaction, higher order
thinking skills, receiving both positive and negatifeedbacks, global understanding, among
others are the beneficial points of applying theerinet in language learning process (Lee,
2000). According to AbuSeileek and Abu Sa’aleek1@0 CALL can be practical since
language learners can study anytime and anywhere.

Shyamlee and Phil (2012) mentioned that teachersldluse technology to provide
different approaches to course content. The Depatrof Education and Early Childhood
Development - DEECD (2010) reported that technolabgnges the class from teacher-
centered into student-centered classrooms. Furtiretm technology provides the
encouragement of collaboration and communicatiotearning activities (Gillespie, 2006;
Murphy, 2006). Finally, technology has proved tacrdase anxiety levels among learners
(Chapelle, 2001; Levy, 1997).

On the negative side, the literature has identsieshe drawbacks:

1) Both teachers and students need training in houséotechnology for educational

purposes (Baylor & Ritchie, 2002; Han, 2008).
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2) Some unsuitable topics and issues may be availalgtidents, which may cause
serious problems (Singhal, 1997).

3) The absence of facilities can be a barrier for cotidg technology in language
classrooms (Corréa, 2001; Han, 2008).

4) Spending time on the Internet can be fun, thouge ticonsuming at times
(Cabrini Simdes, 2007; Corréa, 2001).

5) Computers can only do what they are programmedotosd some students are

never interested in learning through technology.
6) Unexpected situations cannot be controlled due dohrtological barriers
(AbuSeileek & Abu Sa’aleek, 2012).

7) Some authors think that teachers should not usendédogy as abstract thinking
should not be replaced by imaginative thinking @hiee & Phil, 2012).

8) Finally, teachers’ negative attitude towards te¢tbgpin a crucial barrier (Fang &
Warschauer, 2004; McGrail, 2005).

In recent years, significant investigations haverbeonducted to introduce different
technologies such as mobile, website, weblog, metervideo, and the like (e.g., Belz, 2002;
Belz & Thorne, 2006; O’'Dowd, 2003; Prensky, 200@la®erry, 2001). However, in the field
of foreign languages, most investigations have aepl only one or two technological tools
within a specific context. This study aims to &llgap in the current research by researching

various technologies used in two different contewthin language learning classes.

3. Conceptual framework: The multicomponent model battitude

Attitude, from a psychological point of view, isetlway in which a person expresses either
their favor or disfavor towards anything such apesson, place, etc. Although finding a
precious definition of attitude is a controversissue, Eagly & Chaiken (1998) defined
attitude as “a psychological tendency that is esggd by evaluating a particular entity with
some degree of favor or disfavor” (p. 1). Our ea#ibn of an attitude could range from
extremely positive to extremely negative, at themesdime an individual can hold a different
attitude from another one towards the same obj&cibfl, 2000). In Wenden’s (1998) view,
attitude is a set of “learned motivations, valuedidfs, evaluations, what one believes is
acceptable, or responses oriented towards apprapabi avoiding” (p. 52). The term
“attitude” for Mantle-Bromley refers to “affect andn evaluative, emotional reaction”
(Mantle-Bromley, 1995, p. 381). Zimbardo and Leigd®91) believed that attitude is an

evaluative tendency towards an object, which agrersossesses based upon cognitions,
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affective reactions and behavioral intentions; pgeedtaviors may affect cognitions, affective
responses, and future intentions and behaviors.

Based on the multicomponent model of attitude,diwestruct of attitude contains (1)
cognitive; (2) behavioral; and (3) affective compots (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; Kiesler,
Collins & Miller, 1969; Mantle-Bromley, 1995; MaetBromley & Miller, 1991).

COGNITIVE
INFORMATION

AFFECTIVE

INFORMATION ATTITUDE

Y

BEHAVIORAL
INFORMATION

Figure 1. The Multicomponent Model of Attitude

The cognitive component refers to the amount oflkadge a person has on a specific
topic. The cognitive component of a language learagarding CALL would be based on
computer literacy (Maushak & Simonson, 2001). Therbperformance of a person towards
an object is a behavioral component of their atgtuln other words, the behavioral
component refers to appreciation or dealings reélateattitude. In language learning, for
instance, the learners with a positive attitude aimls the target language are keen on
possessing constructive learning behaviors. Thexethis learner can get more achievements
than a student with a negative attitude (DonatotoAek & Tucker, 1994; 1996). Such a
component of attitude in CALL relates to the expece of the language learner in using
computers and/or other technologies for languagenieg. According to previous research, it
could be noticed that the more experience in usimigputer, the more positive attitudes
towards computers and vice versa (Maushak & Simmgn2601). The affective component
refers to an attitude object. The feelings or eoriwhich are linked to an attitude object
shape the affective component. That is, the faait $hludents considered that CALL tools and
devices made their learning less anxious and/oy @asuse deals with the affective
component of their attitudes. Having said that,cBler (1984) reported that although the
cognitive, behavioral and affective components ttugle are not the same, they are not

completely independent. In other words, these corapts have a synergetic relation. When a
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person has a positive belief about an attitude abpjthey possess both affective and
behavioral associations with the object (Breckl®84; Breckler & Berman, 1991; Breckler
& Wiggins, 1989; 1991).

4. Methodology

4.1. Research Design
This cross-cultural study has used mixed methosisareh design because both quantitative
and qualitative data provide a better understandihghe research. In this design, two
different methods were used to obtain triangulaésalts about a single topic.

The convergent is an efficient design in whichhbiyppes of data are collected during
one phase of the research and at the same timeoVan; it is possible to collect and analyze

each type of data separately and independently.

Quantitative

Data Collection
and Analysis \.

Compare
or relate

Interpretation

Qualitative
Data Collection /

and Analysis

Figure 2. Prototypical version of the convergemaflal design (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011, p. 69)

4.2. Participants
As shown in Table 1, female was the dominant sekhénsample with over three quarters of

the participants (75.2%). Only 103 of the 415 pgrtints of the sample were male.

Table 1. Distribution of different sexes in the gden

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
MALE 103 24.8 24.8 24.8
FEMALE 312 75.2 75.2 100.0
Total 415 100.0 100.0

Undergraduate and postgraduate learners had abngosi proportion in the sample — 38.1
and 39.3, respectively. The minority group in terofseducation level was the graduate

learners, who were 94 participants.
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Table 2. Distribution of different education levaithe sample

Frequency Percent  Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

UNDERGRADUATE 158 38.1 38.1 38.1

GRADUATE 94 227 227 60.7

POSTGRADUATE 163 39.3 39.3 100.0
Total 415 100.0 100.0

Regarding age, as shown in Table 3, the largesgoat of participants (158 learners)
fell within the age range between 18 and 23. Thwersé and third largest groups were those
between 24 to 29 years old (27.2%), and that of 88e(18.3%), respectively. The smallest
group in the sample ranged in age between 30 ancb®%prising only 16.4 % of the sample.

Table 3. Distribution of age in the sample

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Between 18 and 23 158 38.1 38.1 38.1

Between 24 and 29 113 27.2 27.2 65.3

Between 30 and 35 68 16.4 16.4 81.7

Between 36 and above 76 18.3 18.3 100.0
Total 415 100.0 100.0

Table 4 shows the frequency distribution of thetipgnrants by country. Iran, Kuwait,
and Japan were the nations with the largest nurab@articipants, with 145, 95, and 17

learners, respectively.

Table 4. Distribution of nationalities in the sampl

Country F % V?/:d Cum(;ol ative Country F %  Valid % Cum(;ol ative
Algeria 5 1.2 1.2 1.2 Korea 1 2 2 54.7
Armenia 1 2 2 1.4 Kuwait 95 229 229 77.6
Australia 1 2 2 1.7 Laos 1 2 2 77.8
Austria 1 2 2 1.9 Libya 1 2 2 78.1
Azerbaijan 2 5 5 2.4 Malaysia 5 1.2 1.2 79.3
Bangladesh 2 5 5 2.9 Mexico 6 1.4 1.4 80.7
Belgium 3 7 7 3.6 Morocco 6 1.4 1.4 82.2
Bosnia 2 5 5 4.1 N Sudan 1 2 2 82.4
Brazil 5 1.2 1.2 5.3 Netherlands 1 2 2 82.7
Canada 2 .5 5 5.8 Nigeria 1 2 2 82.9
Chile 1 2 2 6.0 Pakistan 15 3.6 3.6 86.5
Colombia 2 5 5 6.5 Palestine 1 2 2 86.7
Cambodia 1 2 2 6.7 Philippines 4 1.0 1.0 87.7
Cyprus 1 2 2 7.0 Poland 2 5 5 88.2
Ecuador 2 5 5 7.5 Qatar 2 5 5 88.7
Egypt 2 5 5 8.0 Romania 2 5 5 89.2
France 2 5 5 8.4 Russia 3 7 7 89.9
Germany 1 2 2 8.7 Saudi Arabia 1 2 2 90.1
Ghana 1 2 2 8.9 Serbia 1 2 2 90.4
Greece 2 5 5 9.4 Slovakia 3 7 7 91.1
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India 11 27 2.7 12.0 Spain 13 3.1 3.1 94.2
Indonesia 1 2 2 12.3 Syria 1 2 2 94.5
Iran 145 349 34.9 47.2 Thailand 2 5 .5 94.9
Iraq 4 1.0 1.0 48.2 Turkey 2 5 5 95.4
Ireland 2 .5 5 48.7 UAE 1 2 .2 95.7
Italy 1 2 2 48.9 UK 3 7 7 96.4
Japan 17 4.1 4.1 53.0 USA 10 24 2.4 98.8
Jordan 4 1.0 1.0 54.0 Venezuela 3 v v 99.5
Kazakhstan 2 5 5 54.5 Vietham 1 2 2 99.8
Yemen 1 2 2 100.0

Total 415 100 100

Overall, Table 5 outlines that 34.7% of the leasnerthe sample were Iranians, and

65.3% were foreigners. Hence, there were 127 nameagn participants in the sample than

the Iranians.
Table 5. Distribution of Iranians and non-Iraniémshe sample
Frequency Percent  Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Iranian 144 34.7 34.7 34.7
Non-Iranian 271 65.3 65.3 100.0
Total 415 100.0 100.0

4.3. Instrumentation
In order to collect data about the attitudes oflEhdanguage students, an online five-section

questionnaire was administered through Google Fomig the following link:

http://bit.ly/2teLmgc The online questionnaire comprised 48 closed- am#n-item
guestions, distributed into 5 sections (see Tabléoefow). The first section of the
questionnaire was designed to gather data abouicipants’ demographic information:
gender, current studying level, age, continent, aodntry. The second section aimed to
investigate the level of computer literacy of thedents through 10 items. The first nine items
of this section were “Can you” questions with “Yasd No” options; and the last item was a
multiple-choice question about the overall selfteation of students about their computer
literacy. The third section targeted the studeatifude towards Computer-Assisted Learning
(CAL). This section comprised ten 7-point Likerakx items that ranged from strongly
disagree (1) to strongly agree (7). ltems 11-13edito gather information about the students’
attitudes towards computer; and items 14-19 wemegded to measure students’ attitude
towards their willingness to use computer as anlagr medium. The fourth section was
designed to explore the students’ attitudes tow&dsputer-Assisted Language Learning
(CALL) through 20 Likert-scale items. Items 20-2&att only with CALL. Items 28 and 29
aimed to find out students’ ideas about compuferesiback. Items 30-32 were about the role

of CALL as a facilitator of communication. Item 88ncerned the evaluation of students via
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computer. Iltems 34-40 collected data about stutlatiitude towards the development of
language skills, grammar, vocabulary and cultuvaraness via computers. The final part of
the questionnaire in the last section consistetivof open-ended items, 41 and 42, which
prompted students to give their experience in u&nglish language software or any other

related experiences with CALL.

Table 6. Distribution of questions on the questaire

Sections Section | Section Il Section Ill Sectivh | Section V
Block Background Computer Students’ attitudes Stu_dents
information literacy towards CAL attitudes Open-ended
towards CALL questions
Total 6 10 10 20 2

4.4. Data analysis

This study set out to compare the potential sigaift difference between the attitude of
Iranian and non-lranian English learners both tepoters in general, and to computer-
assisted language learning (CALL). Moreover, theeptality of any statistically significant
differences between age, sex, and education lemed scrutinized.

5.1. Checking the reliability of the questionnaire

The questionnaire contained 42 questions plus deapbg data. It measured three different
constructs distributed into three categories. Afidministering this questionnaire to the
sample, the researchers first checked the valdadithhe case processing. All the 415 cases of
the sample were valid, and SPSS did not excludes¢bees of any of the learners from the
processing. Questions 1 to 10 of the questionnaieasured the construct of computer
literacy. The SPSS calculated the Cronbach’s Al@Gbefficient of .569 for this construct.
That is to say, the first construct of the questaire enjoys an acceptable level of reliability.
The second construct of the questionnaire was ¢hergl attitude of the learners towards the
application of computers, and it was measured iesgons 11 to 20. The SPSS software
calculated the Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient for #eeond construct to be .842. This indicated
that the second construct enjoyed ample internadistency, as well. This construct measured
the attitude of the learners toward the applicabbrcomputers, and it was stretched from
guestion 21 to 40. The Cronbach’s Alpha coefficiémt this construct was .866, which
indicated a high degree of internal consistenayaly, the researchers calculated the internal

consistency of the whole questionnaire, and thén&lpf .912 could be reported for it. Hence,
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it could be concluded that not only do each of tivee constructs enjoy ample reliability
individually, but the whole questionnaire also viagghly reliable.

5.2. Checking the validity of the questionnaire

In order to make sure of the validity of the quastiaire, the researchers decided to apply the
Factor Analysis Method. Field (2005) proposed tlvatgeneral, taking over 300 cases for
sampling analysis is probably adequate for the esgfal administration of factor analysis.
Hence, this study, with 450 cases in the samplé,thie standard for the administration of
factor analysis.

The correlation matrix in the factor analysis need the determinant of 8.18 and the
error of determinant of -8 for the whole questiarmaMoreover, as depicted in Table 7, the
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure, which measures stremgtthe relationship among variables,
was .895. According to Kaiser and Rice (1974),i9 minimum (barely acceptable) value for
KMO, values between 0.7 and 0.8 are acceptableesaland KMO values above 0.9 are
considered good. Thus, the KMO value of .895 wdsra.

Table 7. Basic factor analysis tests

KMO and Bartlett's Test
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy .895
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 6524.740
Df 780
Sig. .000

Table 7 also indicates that the significant levieBartlett's test of Sphericity, which is
another indication of the strength of the relattopsamong variables, was .000 < .05, which
meant that the correlation matrix was not an idgmtatrix. Hence, the administration of the
factor analysis was possible and proper. Additignhe communalities analysis shows how
much of the variance in the variables has beenumted for by the extracted factors.
According to the findings, questions 25, 24, andiéfe the questions of which the lowest
percentage of variance was accounted for (.3748, 8% .416, respectively). By contrast, the
highest ratio of the variance was accounted foguestions 3, 31, and 30 (.781, .755, and
.753, respectively). All the other accounted-foriaaces fell within the range of .374 and
.781.

All the factors extractable from the analysis alavith their eigenvalues, the percent
of variance attributable to each factor, as wellh&scumulative variance of the factor and the

previous factors. 9 components had the eigenvatiesger than 1; hence, it could be argued
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that factor analysis managed to extract 9 compenéwoin this questionnaire. The first
component accounted for 25.06% of the variance, redse the ninth component only
accounted for 2.7% of the variance. The remainibhg&tors had the eigenvalues smaller
than 1; they, thus, were considered insignificarthie analysis. The majority of the variables
(23 of the 40 variables) have been loaded on fattofwo of the variables are loaded on
factor 2, and the rest of the factors have onlyvareable loaded on them. For factors 4 and 6,
on the contrary, no loaded variables can be reporte

The rotated component matrix has reduced the nufabtars on which the variables
have high loadings to make the interpretation efdhalysis easier. As it could be reported,
the majority of the variables are loaded on facigr2 and 3. Factor 9, on the other hand, has
only one variable loaded.

Overall, it could be concluded from the statistiealalyses of this section that the
researcher-designed questionnaire enjoyed an ateglkee of internal consistency as well as
validity, hence it was fully functional to be adnsitered as the main tool for data collection.

4.3. Descriptive statistics

After the questionnaire had been administered ¢odttb members of the sample, the papers
were scored by the researchers and the quanti@diteewere imported to SPSS. Initially, the
descriptive statistics were calculated. As showiidhle 8, the Skewness ratio for the scores
of the whole questionnaire was -8.2, which waslfayond the normal range of + 1.96.
Therefore, the data were not normally distributed ¢hey are regarded as non-parametric.
The mean of the whole sample was 157.54, and émelatd deviation was 26.64.

Table 8. Descriptive statistics of the questiormair

N Mean Std. Variance Skewness
Deviation Statistic Std. Error Ratio
Questionnaire 415 157.56 26.64 710.08 -.984 .120 -8.2

In addition, the researchers checked out the qes@istatistics of each construct
separately. As Table 9 outlines, the Skewness fatiall the three constructs (11.07, -10.92,
and -05.29) did not fall within the normal distrttmn range of £ 1.96. As a result, none of the
constructs was normally distributed, and the dataehch of them were non-parametric. It
could also be reported that for computer literatyg mean was 12.73 and the standard

deviation was 1.15. For general attitude to comguytine mean was 51.97 and the standard
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deviation was 10.32. And finally, the mean and s$kendard deviation for attitude toward
computers were 92.85 and 18.75, respectively.

Table 9. Descriptive statistics of the three cardt

N Mean S.td'. Variance — Skewness -

Deviation Statistic Std. Error Ratio

Computer Literacy 415 12.73 1.15509 1.334 1.329 .120 11.07
CAL Attitude 415 51.97 10.32768 106.661 -1.311 .120 -10.92

CALL Attitude 415 92.85 18.75801 351.863 -.635 120 -5.29

Except for questions 17, 20, 32, and 33, whose 8kssvratios fell within the normal
range, the data for the rest of the questions wetelistributed normally.

4.4. Checking the overall differences between thasiables

Before checking the research questions individutily researchers decided to check whether
or not there were any statistically significantfeliéences among the data for all the four
independent variables (age, sex, level of educatind being/not being Iranian). To do this,
the researchers administered the Multivariate Agialgf Variance (MANOVA). As Table 10
shows, all the multivariate tests (Pillai's Trad#jlks’ Lambda, Hotelling’s Trace, Roy’s
Largest Root) depicted a significant difference agthe four variablespgé .000, F= 6.22,
43.18, 478.46, and 1445.68, respectively). Thisnadhat the four variables had a holistic

significant difference regarding the attitude ofe tlsample toward the application of

computers.
Table 10. Group effect multivariate tests
Effect Value F Hypg}hesw Error df  Sig.
SEX * LEVEL Pillai’s Trace 1.263 6.129 132.000 1113.000 .000
* AGE * Wilks’ Lambda .004 43.188 132.000 1106.656 .000

IRANIAN Hotelling’s Trace 171.778 478.463 132.000 1103.000 .000
Roy’'s Largest Root 171.456 1445.68 44.000  371.000 .000

The full factorial MANOVA did not report any sigmnéant difference for the sex, age,
and education level alone. However, it reportedasissically significant difference for the
education level variablgo€ .044, .044, .043, and .009). Besides, the futdiaal MANOVA
did not report any other significant differenceany of the analyses involving two or three
factors. Nevertheless, only the Roy’s Largest Repbrted a significant difference for the

involvement of the three factors of level, age, &kadian/non-Iranianp= .011).
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4.5. Checking the research hypotheses
After determining the existence of a statisticalignificant difference among the four factors
by group effect MANOVA, the researchers decideddminister independent statistical tests,

and check the research hypotheses one by one.

4.5.1. Checking the first research hypothesis

The first research hypothesis was concerned wiihgb&anian or non-lranian, and its
influence on English language students’ attitudesatd CALL. Since the data for the
guestionnaire were not normally distributed (Skvasneation= -8.2), the researchers applied
the non-parametric test of Mann-Whitney to chec& thsearch question. As Table 11 shows,
the Asymptotic significant level of the Mann-Whijneest was .180 > .05. Hence, the first
research hypothesis of this study was not rejectdd¢ch means that there were not any
significant differences between the attitudes @hian and non-lranian English language
students toward the application of CALL.

Table 11. Mann-Whitney test on Iranian/non-Iraniariable

Overall
Mann-Whitney U 17952.000
Wilcoxon W 28392.000
z -1.341
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .180

To delve into this matter further, the researclimsded to investigate whether or not
there were any significant differences between dkigudes of Iranian and non-lranian
students in every construct. Since the data forthal three constructs were not normally
distributed (Skewness ratios= 11.07, -10.92, akd29), the researchers opted for the non-
parametric test of Mann-Whitney. As Table 12 shoths, Mann-Whitney test revealed that
there were significant differences between the adeipliteracy as well as between the
attitudes of Iranian and non-lranian English stasletoward CALL p= .000 and .033,
respectively). Thereafter, it could be argued thstfar as computer literacy and attitudes
toward CALL are concerned, statistically significaifferences exist between the data drawn
from Iranian and non-lranian English students. ®hky construct on which Iranian and non-
Iranian students did not report any significanfettégnce was the general attitude toward CAL
(p=.343 > .05).
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Table 12. Mann-Whitney test on Iranian/non-Iranianiable for the three constructs

Computer Literacy CAL Attitude CALL Attitude

Mann-Whitney U 15285.500 18410.000 17038.500
Wilcoxon W 25725.500 55266.000 27478.500
z -3.840 -.948 -2.127
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .343 .033

In order to investigate the data even further, rdsearchers administered the Mann-
Whitney test for all the 40 items of the questiaraarhe findings revealed that 16 out of 40
guestions reported a significant difference betwienattitudes of Iranian and non-lranian
English students towards CALL, and 24 questionsdidreport any difference.

4.5.2. Checking the second research hypothesis

The second research hypothesis was concerned aiitly male and female, and its influence
on English language students’ attitudes toward CAS8Ince the data for the questionnaire
were not normally distributed (Skweness ration=2).8the researchers applied the non-
parametric test of Mann-Whitney to check this redeajuestion. As it could be accessed in
Table 13, Mann-Whitney test did not report any sigant differences§= .217 > .05). As a
result, the second research hypothesis of thisystas not rejected, as no significant
difference existed between the attitudes of matefamale English language students toward
CALL.

Table 13. Mann-Whitney Test on sex variable

Overall
Mann-Whitney U 14766.500
Wilcoxon W 20122.500
z -1.233
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) 217

To delve into this matter further, the researclimsded to investigate whether or not
there were any significant differences betweenattitudes of male and female students in
every construct. Since the data for all the threastructs were not normally distributed
(Skewness ratios= 11.07, -10.92, and -05.29), éisearchers opted for the non-parametric
test of Mann-Whitney. Table 4.20 reports a sigaific difference between the computer
literacy of men and womerp£ .027 < .05). However, it does not report anyistiaglly
meaningful differences between the attitudes tow&AL and attitudes of male and female
students towards CALLpE .401 and .06, respectively). Hence, it could bactuded that
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despite the difference between their computerddgrmale and female English students did
not have any significance difference in their attés toward CALL.

Table 14. Mann-Whitney test on sex variable forttiree constructs

Computer Literacy General Attitude Attitude

Mann-Whitney U 13856.500 15181.500 14079.500
Wilcoxon W 19212.500 64009.500 19435.500
z -2.214 -.841 -1.884
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .027 401 .060

In order to investigate the data even further, rdsearchers administered the Mann-
Whitney test for all the 40 items of the questiarmaThe results showed that of the 40
guestions, only 9 questions reported a significhiférence between the attitude of male and
female English students toward CALL, whereas in t¢tieer 31 questions, no significant

differences could be reported.

4.5.3. Checking the third research hypothesis

The third research hypothesis of this study wasceored with education level and its
influence on the attitudes of English languagenees toward CALL. Since the data for
education level variable was not distributed notyngbkewness ratio= -8.2), the researchers
selected the non-parametric Kruskal Wallis testtfos purpose. As Table 15 depicts, the
Asymptotic Significant level of Kruskal Wallis was66, which is larger than .05, and hence it
does not report any significant differences. Acawgly, the third research hypothesis of this
study was not rejected, and no significant diffeemnamong the attitudes of English students

with different education levels toward CALL was ogfed.

Table 15. Kruskal Wallis test on education leveaiafale

Overall
Chi-square 1.138
Df 2
Asymp. Sig. .566

To delve into this matter further, the researcloeaded to perform the Scheffe test as
the post-hoc analysis. Table 16 reveals that anphefeducation levels staged a significant
difference in the post-hoc analysps=(.958, .702, and .911). Hence, any of the two jgsoof
learners with different education level reportegigmificant difference in their attitude toward
CALL.
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Table 16. Post-hoc Scheffe test on education lesughble

Mean Std. . 95% Confidence Interval

(I) LEVEL (J) LEVEL Difference (I-J) Error Sig. Lower Bound Upper Bound
Undergraduate Graduate 1.01252 3.47 .958 -7.5280 9.5530
Postgraduate 2.50854 2.971 .702 -4.8114 9.8285
Graduate Undergraduate  -1.01252 3.47 .958 -9.5530 7.5280
Postgraduate 1.49602 3.45 911 -6.9955 9.9875
Postgraduate Undergraduate = -2.50854 2.97 .702 -9.8285 48114
Graduate -1.49602 3.45 911 -9.9875 6.9955

It could be learned from Table 17 that all the Esiglstudents in the three different
education level groups enjoyed means which felhiwia homogeneous subset. Besides, the
overall significant level of the three groups ie tame subset was .751 > .05, which meant no

meaningful differences among the groups could perted.

Table 17. Means for groups in different subsetsduncation level variable

Subset for alpha = 0.05

LEVEL N 1
Postgraduate 163 156.2699
Graduate 94 157.7660
Undergraduate 158 158.7785
Sig. 751

Moreover, the researchers decided to perform thesk&l Wallis test on each of the
constructs to probe where significant difference®mg the scores of learners with different
education levels could be reported. As Table 18tthtes, Kruskal Wallis reported significant
differences among the attitudes of learners witiedint education levels in computer literacy
as well as in attitude towards CApH .041 and .006, respectively). However, there was n
significant difference between the attitudes tow@ALL among the English learners of

different education levels.

Table 18. Kruskal Wallis test for each construceducation level variable

Computer Literacy CAL Attitude CALL Attitude
Chi-square 6.386 10.290 5.721
df 2 2 2
Asymp. Sig. .041 .006 .057

To delve into details further, the researchers afgulied Scheffe post-hoc analysis to
each of the constructs for different levels of edion. The results, as outlined in Table 19,
depict that for the construct of computer literaggnificant statistical difference only existed
between the literacy of undergraduate and postgtadinglish studentp£ .020). In the
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general attitude, however, the only meaningful eddhce was reported between
undergraduate and graduate English studgmts.022). But no significant difference was

reported among the three groups in the construattibfides.

Table 19. Post-hoc Scheffe test for each constmuetducation level variable

Dependent Mean Difference  Std. . 95% Confidence Interval
Variable (I) LEVEL (J) LEVEL (1-3) Error Sig. Lower Bound Upper Bound
Undergraduate Graduate .22825 .14938 .312 -.1387 .5952
Postgraduate .35983 12803 .020 .0453 6744
Cc_>mputer Graduate Undergraduate -.22825 .14938 .312 -.5952 .1387
Literacy Postgraduate .13158 .14852 .676 -.2333 .4964
Postgraduate Undergraduate -.35983 .12803 .020 -.6744 -.0453
Graduate -.13158 .14852 .676 -.4964 .2333
Undergraduate Graduate -3.70172 1.33466 .022 -6.9805 -.4229
Postgraduate -2.36802 1.14391 .119 -5.1782 4422
General Graduate Undergraduate 3.70172 1.33466 .022 4229 6.9805
Attitude Postgraduate 1.33370 1.32700 .604 -1.9263 4.5937
Postgraduate Undergraduate 2.36802 1.14391 .119 -.4422 5.1782
Graduate -1.33370 1.32700 .604 -4.5937 1.9263
Undergraduate Graduate 4.48600 2.43257 .184 -1.4900 10.4620
Postgraduate 451674 2.08491 .097 -.6052 9.6387
Attitude Graduate Undergraduate -4.48600 2.43257 .184 -10.4620 1.4900
Postgraduate .03074 2.41861 1.000 -5.9110 5.9725
Postgraduate Undergraduate -4.51674 2.08491 .097 -9.6387 .6052
Graduate -.03074 2.41861 1.000 -5.9725 5.9110

The analysis of the means also outlined no sigmitidifference between the means
that fell within the same homogeneous subsets.tl@rconstruct of computer literacy, the
mean for the graduate students fell within the saobset with the mean of the postgraduate
students on the one hand, and fell within the s&mm®ogeneous subset with that of the
undergraduates on the other hand. This case miopthe mean of the postgraduate learners
for the construct of general attitude. On the oaed it falls within the same subset with the
mean of the undergraduate group, and on the otled, ht is in the same subset with the
mean of the graduate groups. In the construct tdtidé¢, however the means of the three

groups fall under the same subset.

Table 20. Means for groups in different subsetstarh construct on education level variable

Construct C(_)mputer CAL Attitude CALL Attitude
Literacy
Subset for Subset for LEVEL S,Alflbizt ior
LEVEL Alpha = 0.05 LEVEL Alpha = 0.05 805_
1 1 2 1

Postgraduate  12.57 Undergraduate 50.20 Postgraduate  91.12
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Graduate 12.70 12.7 Postgraduate 52.57 52.57 Gemdua 91.15
Undergraduate 12.93 Graduate 53.90 Undergraduate 95.64
Sig. .653 277 178 577 151

The researchers also administered Kruskal Walts fta all the 40 questions in the
questionnaire in order to investigate which of themort a significant difference among the
attitudes of students with different education Isweward CALL, and which of them do not
report any difference. As a result, only 16 of difequestions reported a significant difference
among the attitudes of English students with defifiereducation levels toward CALL, and 24

guestions revealed no differences.

5.5.4. Checking the fourth research hypothesis

The fourth research hypothesis of this study wasemed with age and its influence on the
attitudes of English language learners toward CA8ince the data for age variable was not
distributed normally (Skewness ratio= -8.2), theegrchers selected the non-parametric
Kruskal Wallis test for this purpose. As Table 4&8lines, Kruskal Wallis did not report any
significant differencespe .285 > .05). Hence, the fourth research hypothesibis study
was not rejected, and the data analysis did noictdapy statistically significant difference

among the attitudes of learners of different ageigs toward CALL.

Table 21. Kruskal Wallis test on age variable

Overall
Chi-square 3.792
Df 3
Asymp. Sig. .285

To delve into this matter further, the researcloesded to perform the Scheffe test as
the post-hoc analysis. The Scheffe test, as ilitetirin Table 22, did not report any significant
difference among the attitudes of different ageugsotoward CALL = .371, .638, and .977
> .05).

Table 22. Post-Hoc Scheffe test on age variable

() Age (3) Age . Mean Std. Sig. 95% Confidence Interval
Difference (I-J) Error Lower Bound Upper Bound

24-29 5.81830 3.27 371 -3.3884 15.0250
18-23 30-35 5.02848 3.86 .638 -5.8098 15.8668
35 and above 1.67322 3.71 .977 -8.7586 12.1051
18-23 -5.81830 3.27 371 -15.0250 3.3884
24-29 30-35 -.78982 4.08 .998 -12.2591 10.6794
35 and above -4.14509 3.94 777 -15.2311 6.9409

30-35 18-23 -5.02848 3.81 .638 -15.8668 5.8098
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24-29 .78982 4,08 .998 -10.6794 12.2591

35 and above -3.35526 4.44 903 -15.8294 9.1188

18-23 -1.67322 3.71 977 -12.1051 8.7586

35 and above 24-29 4.14509 3.94 777 -6.9409 15.2311
30-35 3.35526 4.44 903 -9.1188 15.8294

The analysis of the means, as shown in Table Z®yrted no significant differences
(p= .529 > .05). It also conveyed that the means Ibftree age groups fell within a

homogeneous subset.

Table 23. Means for groups in different subsetaga variable

Subset for Alpha = 0.05

LEVEL N 1
24-29 113 154.4602
30-35 68 155.2500

35 and above 76 158.6053
18-23 158 160.2785
Sig. .529

Moreover, the researchers decided to perform thesk&l Wallis test on each of the
constructs to probe where significant differenae®iag the scores of learners of different age
groups could be reported. According to the resudis,shown in Table 24, significant
differences could be reported among the attituddsnglish students in different age groups
toward CALL for the construct of computer literaag well as for the construct of attitude
towards CALL p= .003 and .019 < .05, respectivelyHowever, the attitude towards CAL
did not report any significant differencgs=(.116 > .05).

Table 24. Kruskal Wallis test for each constructage variable

Computer Literacy CAL Attitude CALL Attitude
Chi-square 13.964 5.909 9.969
df 3 3 3
Asymp. Sig. .003 116 .019

In the post-hoc analysis of each construct thro8gheffe test, only two significant
differences could be reported. There was a sigmificdifference between the computer
literacy of 24-29 age group and that of 18-g3 (003 < .05). Similarly, there was a difference
between the attitudes of the same two age groupartoCALL. No other difference was
reported between any other two groups in any atbestructs.

The analysis of the means in the post-hoc tesb, @&l not reveal any differences
between the means of any two groups. In the cartstrugeneral attitude as well as in the
construct of attitude, the means of all three gsoigll within the same homogeneous subset.
In the construct of computer literacy, however, thean of 24-29 and the mean of 18-23 age
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groups fell under to separate subsets. The medheoB0-35 and the mean of the 35 and

above age groups fell within both subsets.

Table 25. Means for groups in different subsetsfarh construct on age variable

Computer

Construct - General Attitude Attitude
Literacy
Subset for SXIb‘;Zt ior Subset for
Age Alpha = 0.05 Age 5)05_ Age Alpha = 0.05
1 1 1
24-29 12.48 18-23 50.8354 24-29 89.5575
35 & above 12.59 12.59 30-35 52.0735 30-35 90.5147
30-35 1266 12.66 2429  52.4159 £ 92.4342
above
18-23 13.01 35& 53.5789 18-23 96.4241
above
Sig. T77 .089 351 .098

Finally, the researchers decided to administentreparametric test of Kruskal Wallis
for all the 40 questions of the questionnaire fworethe significant difference. 18 of the 40
questions staged a meaningful difference in thudé of different age groups toward CALL,

and 22 questions did not report any difference.

5.6. Analyzing the qualitative data

Other than the 40 quantitative questions that eeadyzed in-depth in the previous sections,
the guestionnaire also contained two qualitativestjons. Question 41 was concerned with
the English language students’ experience in u&inglish language self-study software.
Among the participants, 221 students (about 531&%ponded to this optional item. Table 26
shows the categories of the CALL software (or aggions) collected by the questionnaire.
As shown in Table 26, English language studentfepr® use the skill-based computer
software rather than other types of software. Meeecamong all the software types, “Rosetta

Stone” is the most popular one.
Table 26. Categorizing the CALL tools

Category Software/Application No. of Ss.
Rosetta Stone 18
Englishtown
DynEd
Wall Street
Comprehensive 4-Skill Instructional AIEP
Software (33) Byki
English Today
English For You
English World
Tell Me More
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Wordsmith
2 Vocabulary Practice Software (3) Learning Vocabulary with Solving
Puzzle
TED Talks
3 Audio-Visual Software (7) English through news
YouTube
Magic English
English World
Mingoville
Clue Friends
Longman Dictionary of Contemporary
English
Oxford Collocations
Dictionary
Cambridge English Dictionary
Urban Dictionary
KAMUSKU Dictionary
Merriam-Webster
Nosrat
SATEL
McMillan Sounds App
BBC News
JapanesePod101
Tactics for listening
ETSAM-English .com
Duolingo
Google Translate
Translation APP
American slang 1,2,3
Speak English Like an American
Exam essentials
TOEIC i phone
IELTS Software
TOEFL Software
SPACE ALC
Kahoot
English Files
English Result
504 Essential Words
1100 Words
Oxford Living Grammar
Oxford Word Skills
13 Corpus-Based Software (2) British National Corpus
14 Social Networks (5) Twitter
Instagram
Eteacherenglish.com
Wikipedia
British Council websites
English Dictionaries in General
Electronic Dictionaries, Articles, &
Books
Android Applications in General
Software for all the books | am teachir

4 Teaching Children (4)
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5 Dictionary Software (12)

6 Audio Software (6)

7 Translation Software (27)

8 Idioms Practice Software (3)

9 Exam Preparation Software (12)

10 Interactive Software (4)

11 Course-Book-Based Software (2)

12 Supplementary-Book-Based Software (6)

L= Alternative Websites (4)

Software in General, No Reference to a

16 particular Software (6)

WERr B PRPRPNNWONNRPRENRPRPNNOAMNRENRRPEENRRRRPRPRRERNN P

Question 42, which as an open-ended question af§ wdealt with the CALL
experience of the learners in their own words. @uthe 415 learners of the sample, 211

participants (50.8%) provided acceptable resporisesthis question. Out of these 211
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learners, 91.9% (194 learners) expressed absolptalive attitudes toward the application
of CALL in language learning. These learners udadges such as “a wonderful experience”,
“of great use”, “got great benefits”, “does magicVery accommodating”, “an amazing
method”, “a by-product of the Internet”, and “arexthing method of learning” in order to
describe their attitude toward CALL in language rteéag. Some other learners used
statements such as “CALL gives you such a heurgtid vicarious mode enriching your
experience”, “CALL makes your environment conducfee learning”, “CALL helped me
tremendously”, “CALL is worth it", “The age of blaboard and chalk is over”, “CALL
facilitates everything”, “I feel the target lang@agome far closer to me as a learner by
CALL", and “CALL boosts my enthusiasm and self-ddehce for learning”. These
statements let us see the positive the attitudéiseofearners in this study toward CALL, and
given the fact that the learners of the sample yegjoan ample level of generalization
regarding their country of origin, it would be p&iole to say that the overall attitude of
English learners toward CALL is positive.

The researchers found another proof regarding tmtipe attitude of the sample
toward CALL in language learning in the fact thiatee of the learners (1.42%) expressed
they were unlucky since, at their school years, CAhad not been developed and
implemented yet. Besides, 12 participants (5.68%yessed their regret from the fact that
their CALL experience was not as much as they wdsh® be, and they had planned both to
expand their IT skills, and to increase the apfibeaof CALL tools in their language
learning. Other positive attitudes of learners i@\@ALL have been classified and laid out in
Table 27.

As Table 28 depicts, 32 of the learners (15.16%cdeed CALL as easy, useful,
practical, and effective; and 15 learners (7.1%)ntivbeed that CALL increased their
motivation, promoted their self-confidence, anduaatl their anxiety. 12 learners (5.68%)
proposed that CALL adds the spice of fun to thémsses, and in a significant attitude, 4
learners (1.89%) mentioned that CALL could makéarphe lack or absence of exposure to

native production in EFL settings.

Table 28. Positive attitudes toward CALL in langedgarning

Positive attitudes No. of Learners
Easy, useful, practical, and effective 32

CALL increased their motivation and self-confidenaed it has reduced their anxiety 15
CALL adds fun to learning, and it is much bettearthraditional learning methods 12

Use CALL to produce and present material for tlassioom 9

Used CALL for research purposes 6

Helpful for self-studying 6
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CALL could make up for the lack/absence of exposaneative English

CALL saves time

CALL can be used anywhere and anytime

Useful for doing homework

Use CALL tools to gain ideas as to how they coalich a particular language poini

WWhh>h

Other than expressing their positive attitudes |¢aeners in the sample described how
they applied CALL in their approaches to study Esiglas laid out in Table 29. Thirty-six
learners stated that they use software such asl&dognslate or YouTube Videos to learn
English, or Social Networks such as Twitter anddgseam. Moreover, 33 learners (15.63%)
mentioned that they use their mobile phones or smplones as a means for language
learning. Forums and chat rooms, as well as CAlcti@haries were also popular.

Table 29. Different genres of CALL applied by lears

Genres of CALL Application No. of Learners
Named Software such as Twitter, Google, YouTubstalgram, or specific genre
(e.g., podcasts)

Use mobile phones and smart phones

Forums and chartrooms have helped them

Use CALL Dictionaries

have subscriptions to website they find useful

w W
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The researchers also classified the applicatioBAIL tools based on the skills and
sub-skills. As Table 30 outlines, 8 learners (3.Y99ed CALL tools for the sake of
promoting their listening skills. Vocabulary progse particularly the ESP/EAP vocabulary,
and pronunciation progress were the targets whaxh the next ranks of frequency. Visual
exposure to English as well as reading, with 4eeBpe participants (percentage), were also

targets that learners had set for themselves tthhndga CALL usage purposes.

Table 30. CALL tools applied by learners to promateguage skills

Tools of CALL No. of Learners
Use CALL for listening (movies and songs) 8

Use CALL to practice and learn vocabulary, paraciyl ESP 7

Use CALL for pronunciation 5

Use CALL for reading 4

Use CALL to have visual exposure to English 4

Use CALL for checking spelling and grammar 3

Use CALL for enhancing their oral production

3
Use CALL for Idioms 1

On the other hand, 17 out of the 211 learners (Ba¥oressed that they had negative
attitudes toward the application of CALL in Engliggarning. As Table 31 shows, 4 of the
learners admitted that CALL was useful, yet thegtext that it does not substitute the real
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face-to-face classroom. Besides, 3 learners mesdiohat CALL lacked teacher correction
possibilities. No human interaction and boredomewtite negative attitudes which were
mentioned by 2 participants. Two of the teacheso ahentioned that they were skeptic
toward the use of CALL, seeing that they themsehad learnt their second languages by

using traditional methods. One of these teachersa a®far as calling CALL a total “fiasco”.

Table 31. Negative attitudes toward the applicatib@ALL in language learning

Negative attitudes No. of Learners
It is useful but does not replace the real clagaroo

No teacher correction

No human interaction

It is boring to study with software alone at home.

Expressed skepticism toward CALL since they havenbeared by traditione
methods, does not rely on CALL

Just a supplementary tool

CALL is still incomplete, it needs to be developed

Can be laborious if not classified well

CALL needs to have better evaluation

N
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Participants also expressed some of the problemisthey had experienced with
CALL in language learning. According to Table 32dve 5 participants mentioned that they
could not make use of CALL tools due to the laclkabsence of equipment in their schools.
One of the participants stated they would develgp strain when staring at the monitor for
long hours, and another one complained that teadhemselves do not know how to use
CALL tools at times. Besides one of the particigasitjected that the majority of CALL tools

these days are restricted to gap filling or MCQreises, so they lack creativity.

Table 32. The problems that learners reported @AhL

Problems with CALL No. of Learners
Do not use tools in the class due to the lack ofggent

When | used it for a long time, | had eye strain

Complained that teachers cannot work with softveareé CALL tools
CALL is limited to gap filling and MCQ, it could biar more fun

R

Overall, 91.9% of the sample expressed their pesdittitudes toward the application
of CALL in English learning. Even the 8.1% who exgged negative attitudes admitted that
CALL was useful, but they had their own concerrgarding its pitfalls.

6. Discussion
The purpose of this study was to compare the dagwf Iranian and non-Iranian English

language students’ attitudes towards Computer-fegbisanguage Learning. A convergent
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mixed methods design was used for analyzing bo#ntipative and qualitative data. In data
collection procedure, an online web-based questivanwas applied, which contained 48
items. In the data analysis phase, both descriptimd non-parametric analyses were
performed. In this section, the findings and cosidos of the study are discussed. Moreover,

pedagogical implications and recommendations fdhér research are presented.

6.1. Research Question 1

The first research question was designed to findifothere are any differences between
Iranian and non-lranian English language studemit#fudes towards CALL. The findings
revealed that there are no differences betweenalmaand non-Iranian English language
students’ attitudes towards CALL. As data analysfissach construct outlined, there were
significant differences between the computer litgras well as the attitudes of Iranian and
non-lranian English students towards CALL. The ootyistruct on which Iranian and non-
Iranian students did not report any significanfed#nces was their general attitude toward
CAL.

This construct analysis shows that if there israléacy in Iranian English language
context to apply CALL materials and tools in Enfglidasses, the computer literacy of Iranian
English students should be considered. Moreovegliéin language policy makers should
consider the positive attitudes of students ancethee provide a situation in which students
benefit from the technology-based educational neserOn the other hand, the difference
between computer literacy of Iranian and non-lmaritaglish language students indicates that
it is not possible to apply all the CALL materigdeoduced in other cultures and contexts in
our context. Therefore, we have to select the B&diL materials based on our students’
computer literacy. Moreover, it is a great respbitisy on the shoulders of educational policy

makers to enhance the skills of thé'2&ntury students, such as computer literacy.

6.2. Research Question 2

The second research question investigated the nvashich gender is related to the attitudes
of Iranian and non-lranian English language stusldotvards CALL. The data analysis
indicated that there is no difference in the ati#s of English language students towards
CALL based on gender. The investigation of theti@teship between gender and attitudes of
English language students reported a significdfgrénce between computer literacy of men
and women. However, it does not report any staéilyi meaningful differences between the

attitudes of male and female students towards QfL@ALL.
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It could be discussed that despite the fact th#h bemale and male students hold
positive attitudes towards the application of cotepsl in learning and language learning,
female students’ computer literacy is lower thaat tbf male students. From the responses to
the attitudes towards CAL and CALL constructs, &svapparent that female English language
students distinguished the need for computers aclthblogy in their learning, but they are
not as competent in their use as male students.

Moreover, the findings also revealed that educatigolicy makers should put more
emphasis on training female students with compuesn, applying the CALL materials in
mixed-gender English language classrooms may peasadne difficulties for female students
to cope with technologies. Furthermore, to desmmes specific remedial courses for female
students to get more familiar with computers itlddoe suggested in order to improve their
computer literacies. At the end, providing femaiedents with more CALL-related courses
and materials prepares them for the new generatigkills at the same time that it makes

them more competent in society.

6.3. Research Question 3

The third research question asked how educatiosl kelated to the attitudes of Iranian and
non-lranian English language students towards CALlke findings showed that there is no
difference in the attitudes of English languagedstiis towards CALL based on education
level. Finding the relationship between the edwcatevel and each construct of the study
reported significant differences among the attitudelearners with different education levels
in computer literacy, as well as in attitude toveaf@AL. However, there was no significant
difference between the attitudes toward CALL amdhg English learners of different
education levels.

For the construct of computer literacy, significatatistical difference only existed
between the literacy of undergraduate and postgtad&nglish students. By which, the
higher level of English language among students, rttore literate they are in computer
knowledge. In the CAL attitude construct, howevitle only meaningful difference was

reported between undergraduate and graduate Ermslidants.

6.4. Research Question 4
The fourth research question examined whether and dge is related to the attitudes of
Iranian and non-Iranian English language studemisatds CALL. The analysis of the data

revealed that there is no difference in the atdtudf English language students towards
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CALL based on age. According to the construct aiglysignificant differences could be
reported among the attitudes of English studentiffarent age groups toward CALL for the
construct of computer literacy, as well as for domstruct of CALL attitudeHowever, the

attitudes towards CAL did not report any significatifference. There was a significant
difference between the computer literacy of 24-@8 group and that of 18-23. As well, there
was a difference between the attitudes of the sarmneage groups toward CALL. No other

difference was reported between any other two gra@ujany other constructs.

7. Conclusions

According to the findings of this study, to be li@mor not, together with other variables such
as gender, age and education level had no relaipns the attitudes of English language
students towards computer-assisted language |gariingeneral, both Iranian and non-
Iranian English language students hold positivéuaies towards CALL. Moreover, the
responses indicated that most English languageestsidunderstand the significance of
computer skills in both their professional and yldies. Furthermore, according to the
results, the positive attitudes of English languagedents towards Computer-Assisted
Learning are obvious. These findings may be usatlfast showing that computer literacy is
a need for the future educational context. Thesdirigs also suggest that it is crucial to
encourage female English language students to\achiere computer literacy to use it as an
opportunity for better learning and developing eeea In the near future, English language
students must be able to cope with computer- atlthtdogy-based educational materials in
their classrooms. Applying CALL materials in educaal settings is inevitable, and the
tendency among students (which this study has lorated) is to use these materials
profusely. Nevertheless, specific training of bddmale and male students should be
considered. In some contexts, males or femalessimaw lack of access to the Internet and/or
other technologies, and in delicately balanced dppdies more fruitful success will be
achieved.

Although teacher education is not the main conaédrthis study, its necessity is an
important aspect of language learning (Hall & Higgi 2005). Also, teachers should be
literate in computer use, which can be achievedctytinuous and regular ICT training
sessions. No doubt that inadequacy in manipuldagobgnologies decreases the value and the
efficacy of technology-based materials.

The focus of this study was CALL and specificalBALL usage among my English

language students. Within the field of CALL there anany areas of research, but this study
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has focused on how English language students pert®e use of CALL in learning English.
This evaluation must be noted as an action resdmsed study, so its results may not be
applicable to all CALL related situations. The seex of CALL in other contexts may vyield to
different results, so further research should baewaken into exploring what precisely ESL
students are doing on computers and the Intermebrporating technological tracking
devices into the participants’ computers would pteva daily log of English usage. This
would aid in providing more direct answers to gitest, asked not only by this study but also
for future investigations.

As a final remark, CALL may be a vital supplemegtéwol for English language
teaching and learning. However, all aspects of guSUALL should be considered, also
understanding that “technology’s double face” is Key factor in applying CALL (Saeedi,
2013, p. 41). We have to pay attention to “techntrc@m” and the lack of experimentation in
applying CALL (Plana & Ballester, 2009; as citedSaeedi, 2013, p. 46). Warschauer and
Whittaker (1997) gave some suggestions for sucgkesgsfanning and implementing
technology in language courses. They believed tdathers should carefully consider their
goals, since little is gained by adding random ioe-hkctivities into the classroom. Clarifying
course goals acts as an important first step toved successful use of technology in
classrooms. The next vital aspect of technologetasstruction is integration, and the
teacher should think about how to integrate teamwbased activities into the syllabus.
Also, the teacher should be aware of all the corifds of using technology in learning
environments, such as cultural, infrastructurakwuctural difficulties. According to CALL
advantages, it is not logical to judge CALL as bsitute for language teachers. We should
rather consider technology as the vital supplenmgritzol in language classes. Technology
offers learners opportunities for much more valaaldmmunicative interaction in the target
language than what was ever possible in the toawiti language classes (Chirimbu &
Tafazoli, 2013). Therefore, there exists a needirge language teachers to make use of
technology in their language classrooms. Although to some extent impossible to present
all CALL advantages and disadvantages in a papbés, dtudy has reviewed a range of
projects, papers and studies on CALL. From the datained, the researchers believe that
choosing, planning and applying the CALL coursewand provide a wide range of
opportunities for language teachers and learners.

The findings of the present study can be lookechugma general driving force to the
educational policy makers to allocate more budgetsproviding state-of-the-art CALL

programs and devices in schools and universitiesaddition, course designers can benefit
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from the outcome of the present study by allocatimaye computer activities in all stages of
the educational curricula. A better familiarity twitcomputers can result in a more frequent
use of the computer in EFL classes by the teachers.

To sum up, we would like to build upon Warschauet Whittaker (1997) to conclude
with some general remarks about successful planaimgy implementing technology in
EFL/ESL classes. They stated that teachers shawnédutly consider their goals, since little is
gained by adding random on-line activities into ¢heessroom. Clarifying course goals acts as
an important first step toward the successful dseahnology in classrooms. The next vital
aspect of the technology-based instruction is natiign, so the teacher should think about
how to integrate technology-based activities irite syllabus. Also, the teacher should be
aware of all the complexities of using technologylearning environment, such as cultural,
infrastructural or structural difficulties.

We have to be careful that computers cannot chdregeole of teachers, but they are
used to support and assist teachers and learnadgfenent situations. Technology offers
learners opportunities for much more valuable compative interaction in the target
language than what was ever possible in the taamitilanguage classes.

We would urge language teachers to make use ohoémtypy in their language
classrooms. Having such projects is a good way afivating students to use technology

outside the classroom and to make learning a panea daily lives.
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Abstract

Living in a global world involves not only masteginanguages, but also dealing with
different habits and values. It becomes criticathwstudents trained to deal with a
multicultural public, such as the group of learnieosn tourism covered by our research. Our
proposal aims to analyze whether the virtual wasfdSecond Life (SL) facilitates the
development of English for Specific Purposes ané tcquisition of intercultural
communication. To cover the objective qualitativel ajuantitative research were conducted
along a four-phased in/out SL instruction. Questignabout the differences between the
mean score obtained by experimental and contralpgehows no significant differences in
the acquisition of language regarding face to farel Second Life interaction, but
demonstrates a positive tendency in the case @fdulftural competences.

Keywords: Second Life; English for Specific Purposes; intétral competence

1. Introduction

With the development of information technology, kHdser Virtual Environments (MUVES)

have been subject to a continuous research interdst field of language learning. Although
their potential has been noted for the developmehtcommunicative competences
(Deutschmann & Panichi, 2009; Dell'Aria & Nocch@1D; Wigham & Chanier, 2013; Wang,
Deutschmann & Steinvall, 2013), opening chancespfofessional training in real versus
online environments (Good, Howland & Thackray, 08wuthors, 2010; Blasing, 2010),
applied linguistics research on virtual worlds ratgions (Wang, 2015; Panichi &
Deutschmann, 2012; Peterson, 2011; Thorne, 2008)yemn potentialities, pedagogical
opportunities and affordances of virtual worlds amundiscovered (Zheng & Newgarden,
2012; Bull & Wasson, 2016), a big challenge pushorg with the pursuit of effective

outcome evaluation (Sadler, 2012).
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Accordingly, this paper analyzes how SL facilitagtgdents-like-avatars’ interaction
as if they were in a real teaching training envnant. In our case, it is focused on the
development of English for Specific Purposes (E8RJ the acquisition of intercultural
communication, identity and diversity awarenessthe field of tourism and hospitality
studies.

The hospitality field in which our research takéscp is a multicultural scenario by
necessity, since students must be prepared notlysitgp be able to communicate
linguistically, but also to interact intercultunglet some level. Bridging nationalities and
cultures through English as a lingua franca forpitaty students should lead language
instructors to focus on the importance of intetaat awareness in context, to show respect
for diverse identities and avoid cultural miscommeations. In the case of Spain, hospitality
studies are especially relevant since the courdgcgived more than 25.2 million foreign
tourists in the first five months of 2016, 11.4% mndhan in the same period in 2015,
according to data published by the National StatisOffice (INE -Instituto Nacional de
Estadistica The main continent of origin was Europe (UK 8 Billion tourists; Germany -
3.7 million, and France - 3.7 million). Analyzingpm-European countries, the favorable
performance of Latin America is clear, particulaBsazil. North African countries also stand
out, as well as Asian, particularly China, Southréé and Turkey. Thus, non-European
markets accounted for about 13% of total arriviaieaning that the Spanish tourism industry
needs to understand and adapt to the new intenahsource markets. However, a quick look
at Spanish news sources on the topic reveals adhtknguage skills of the professionals
working in this sector (Baum, 2012).

To get insights into to what extent teaching pragican make students competent for
intercultural exchanges, our proposal explores dppdies to use the target language and
culture with members of other cultures by meansmeéningful tasks.

In the light of this context, our research, conddctvith third year undergraduate
students of the Tourism degree at the Universitigxdafemadura, presents the results after the
completion of in-class and Second Life tasks adasiestage of instruction composed of three
previous steps to develop both linguistic and oukural competences.

Thus, this paper begins by presenting the theaietiamework serving as background
support, bearing in mind studies of developmenht&#rcultural understanding, as well as the
use of virtual worlds to practice tasks in quasitreontexts. Then, the research study is

described, stating objectives, methodology, re$eaphases, content, timing and
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administration. The results of the research follaa,well as the discussion and some final

conclusions.

2. Theoretical Framework

2.1. Beyond language: language and intercultural ecomunication in Hospitality studies

In the globalised world, the ability to communicasffectively is a challenge, but
communication is far more than mastering the talgeguage only, as it involves practices of
interpreting meaning, a fundamental relationshigwben language and the underlying
culture. An understanding of languageog®en, dynamic and constantly evolvif8hohamy,
2007:5) comprises the rich complexities of commaten, where not only verbal
communication plays a major role in cross-cultunateraction, but also knowing the
nonverbal code system of a culture (e.g. body meves) gestures, paralanguage and
proxemics) is essential in intercultural contexts.

Second and foreign language learning has been ceptralized over the last decade
as a participatory process in which, besides egprgsdeas, learners should acquire new
ways of thinking, behaving and understanding (D&émidramer, 2015). In this sense, even
though there has been a variety of methods andagpipes for teaching culture, including the
development of roleplay scenarios in which studetésnonstrate appropriate cultural
behavior in a given situation (Galloway, 1985; Ogiag 1986), according to Peterson &
Coltrane (2003), there must be opportunities fat meteraction. The acquisition of culture,
much like that of language, should be changing fteacher lecturing to students discovering
culture first hand through projects and activities.

However, teaching language and culture throughlifeatommunicative settings can
be intricate inside a traditional classroom whem@snhparticipants, as in our case, share the
same language and cultural background (Spanish)hamd few (or none) opportunities to
interact with people from other nations and cukure contexts like ours, the lack of real
interactions makes it difficult to judge to whattext students become competent for
intercultural actions. The dynamic nature of cudthas consequently brought about a number
of challenges to choose relevant teaching enviromsnenaterials and activities. Thus, out of
the components which may support the incorporatiooulture through real interaction in a
monolingual and monoculture teaching setting, tetdgy presents an opportunity for
learners to experience communication across csltyBema & Kramer, 2015). Digital

technology can improve the quality of the learnexgeriences if used as a communicative
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tool to support collaboration through online readqgtices (Cerezo et al., 2014). Thorne, Black
& Sykes (2009) claim that digital engagement inf-ofuschool settings, such as virtual

environments and online games, allows for languageialization and sophisticated

communicative practices. In this context and witsynchronous communication, virtual

worlds can move beyond real life learning strategiace, with the appropriate approach,
they can enhance collaborative learning, proma@mlag by doing, and develop autonomy.

2.2. Second Life: an open world to develop languagad intercultural competences

Baron (2008) describes SL as a multi-player ro&plirtual game possessing high quality
animation features which enables personal commtioicthrough chats (oral and written), as
well as linking virtual objects to web pages. Thioupe potential of Second Life as a
language instructional environment has been showa plethora of studies (Bueno, 2011;
Liou, 2012; Melchor-Couto, 2017; Levak & Son, 20ligsearch is needed to investigate
whether this virtual world can be used to promad@glage acquisition and cultural
understanding. The ability of the user, represenisdally by his /her avatar, to act in the
world allows them to express their identity, evédirlg and amplifying some aspects of their
personalities.

Molka-Danielsen (2009) proposes SL-based teachirmugh Social Constructivism,
Active learning and Action Learning. As examplesSaicial Constructivism practices, the
author cites peer collaboration, reciprocal teaghaognitive apprenticeships, problem-based
instruction, WebQuests, and anchored instructitve &fines Active and Action learning as
processes centered on the student, giving resplitysibr the learning process. Deutschmann
& Panichi (2009) analyze teacher practices in titial environment by considering three
main concerns: preparatory issues, task designtl@deacher’s role in fostering learner
autonomy (2009:27).

Considering this, the tasks we propose to developli are practical activities based
on simulations and role-play activities (phase 2oof research), where students may
consolidate the knowledge previously acquired dutime development of the face to face

interaction (phase 1).

2.3. Previous studies into intercultural communicabn through virtual worlds

Intercultural communication has aroused great @stein companies and scholars that have
conducted a reasonable sample of empirical stumlres the last years (Moore, May &
Wold, 2012).
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In our case, the hospitality field is multicultuday necessity, since it denotes the
business of entertaining or housing guests whofhah both near and far. Hospitality and
Tourism students as future professionals in ththustry must consequently expect to face
cultural difference successfully in order to doithebs well (Luka,Vaidesvarans & Vinklere,
2013; Yoganjana, Menike & Pathmalatha, 2015). Tisatvhy bridging nationalities and
cultures through English as a lingua franca for pitaty students has led language
instructors to focus on the importance of showiegpect to diversity in the field of English
Language Teaching (Alsagoff, 2012). Though it lasylbeen recognized that the abilities
needed for this work are not simply linguistic, gash into intercultural skills has been
scarce (Ntukula, 2013; Grobelna, 2016). This intkocal dimension has been also
overlooked in situations of monocultural commurimatamong participants of the same
linguistic and cultural background. The abstractesfation of norms in class does not refer
to the interactional dynamics that is set up whanig@pants of different cultural backgrounds
engage in verbal communication. Being the geogcapHtuarriers the main restriction which
hinders linguistic and intercultural interactionarmonocultural context, with the help of ICT
similar contexts and situations can be designeentble users to interact with speakers of
other languages and cultures, providing pertineftural learning experiences that would
otherwise be impossible in real life. As advocabsd Siegel (2010) and Nocchi (2012),
Second Life encourages cultural intelligence bylidgawith different realities through
immersive experiences. Interaction is also a keydwor Sadler (2012), who analyzes four
learning theories, which could be applied to the asvirtual worlds for language learning,
stating that successful language acquisition isgréditioned by comprehensible inputs.

In this line, in a study designed to analyze how ¢@ln be effective in increasing
learners’ fluency in English and providing pertihenltural information through interaction,
Iwasaki (2014) states that language and culturahkedge can be acquired by using the “five
Cs” that occur in this virtual world (Wang et aR012): Communication, Culture,
Connections, Comparisons and Communities.

This point of view is corroborated by Jauregi & @a(2012) and Jauregi et al. (2011),
who developed a blended learning course to fawlitateraction with native speakers in SL.
The authors concluded that the tasks proposed gaeeto meaningful interaction by
exchanging social and cultural meaning spontangpasid, consequently, the value of this
interaction results in cultural, linguistic, intemgonal and motivational benefits. On the other

hand, there was also a development of motivati@hveilingness to communicate, especially
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with native speakers, decreasing speaking anxeatgld that can occur sometimes (Canto,
Jauregi & Van den Bergh, 2013).

3. Research Study

3.1. Objectives
To cover the research objective, aimed at measthiegffectiveness of SL as an immersive
virtual world which can assist students and profesds in the acquisition of language and
intercultural competences in the hospitality seetidhin monoculture settings, qualitative in-
class observation during the first phase of theareh (Appendices 1 & 2), and quantitative
research in the second phase of in/out SL instraatiere conducted.

A set of hypotheses was also constructed to urtf@dgeneral objective (see section
3.5) by questioning whether there were differenlbesveen the mean score obtained by
experimental and control groups in the acquisitidnthe competences (specific language

domain and intercultural and diversity awareness)eu study.

3.2. Participants

Our target population is third year Spanish ho$pitatudents enrolled in the Tourism and
Hospitality Management degree at the Faculty ofifss and Tourism at Extremadura
University (Spain). The total sample (n=72) wastribbuted for the second phase of the study
(see section 3.3) in a control and an experimeaytalp (with 36 students each, respectively),
being the members of the experimental group exptsdge action research in Second Life.
Most students had a B1+ level of English and bysipasthis subject, they were supposed to
achieve level B2, i.e., an upper intermediate l@eebrding to the CEFR (Common European
Framework of Reference for Languagesthe target language (English) under study. Alsm
percentage already had official certification ie B2 level (15%), and four of them had even
achieved level C1.

3.3. Methodology

Our study follows two phases of instruction andeegsh:

Phase 1 A three-step in-class instruction and actioreaesh by applying three phases -

experiential, observation and reflection - to caoyt specific language instruction and

cultural content exploitation - scheme adapted fKwotb’s (1984) experiential learning cycle.
In-class observation and analysis were carried byuthe completion and further

discussion of questionnaire shown in Appendices2l &
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Phase 2 A final phase of active experimentation (steprfotlhrough the development of
learning experiences and professional simulationthe virtual world of SL (experimental
group) and in-class (control group) to see results.

According to Kolb (1984), learning is seen as apss where learners (1) are exposed
to specific experiences, (2) observe and reflecttlowse situations, (3) create abstract
concepts, and (4) test learning in future learmingrofessional situations.

3.4. Research phases

Phase 1

In the first phase the whole population under stydy72) were exposed to in-class

instruction by the exposition to a three-step pedsg

Step 1 Learning through experience, in which students wen@vided with language and
cultural content offering new situations and oppoities for learning through videos,
games, film trailers, photographs, advertisingjalauedia and face to face instruction
from different countries and cultures.

Step 2.Learning through observation and comparison, logkor differences, stereotypes
and unfamiliar situations among the content anceagpces presented in step 1. This
step was aimed at understanding and encouragimpgae$or people with different
cultural affiliations.

Step 3 Learning through reflection by means of in-clagassion through visuals, written,
audio or video analysis, giving rise to new ideasnodification of existing concepts.

Phase 2

In the second phase, based on active experimemt@iarning by doing), the population was
divided and randomly distributed into a control ad experimental group of 36 students
each, being the experimental learners who complétedactive simulation in Second Life
through oral and written chat with other Englishealgers (native and non-native). SL
interactions were recorded and coded. Observatiwh feeld notes were also taken by
instructors for later evaluation and interpretatodtinal results.

Researchers developed a framework for effectiveksta promote language
interaction and intercultural awareness for theift€lass and for the Second Life interaction,
following the literature on tasks for communicatigempetence (Doughty & Long, 2003;
Ellis, 2003; Gardner et al, 2011; Ware & O’Dowd 080 Westhoff, 2004); for intercultural
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competence (Byram, 1997; Hauck, 2010; Mduller-Jamgu2000), and for exploiting the
challenges of the virtual world (Deutschmann & BBRi2009; Jauregi & Canto, 2012).

3.5. Course content, timing and administration

The three-month course, running from February to/ K@15, was divided into 4 units, all
related to the tourism sector and covering B2 digeleinguage content in ESP, designed to
prepare students for their internship in differemeas, namely hotel receptionist, event
planner, tourist guide and tourism consultant, amd intercultural dimensions - diversity
awareness and understanding, and multiculturalpgaeee and cultural enrichment. Each unit
was composed of 12 sessions of 50 minutes eadssBoss for the three steps of phase 1 (the
whole group in class); 4 sessions for practice exmntation - phase 2, step 4 - either in-
class or in SL. The distribution and timing for lkamit (four steps distributed in two phases)

are summarized in Table 1.

Table 1. Unit distribution and timing

DISTRIBUTION & TIMING FOR EACH UNIT

Phase 1 (step 1)3 sessions (50 minutes each). Learning throughex@&riences /inputs.
Phase 1 (steps 28 sessions (50 minutes each). Learning throughreétéens and practice.
Phase 1 (step 32 sessions (50 minutes each). Learning throughatidin and discussion.

Phase 2 (step 4}4 sessions, 50 minutes each (in-class or SL).Hiegthrough active experimentatio
(learning by doing).

Following the degree regulation and syllabus (Temrand Hospitality Management)
and the content described in the study plan of ghkject (English Language lll), the
competences covered by this course are as follows:

General Competences (CG)

CGS5 - Being fluent in two foreign languages (Engleompulsory) and communicating in an
optional second language in touristic activitied tasks

CT12 - Diversity and multiculturality recognition

CT15 - Working in international contexts

CT9 - Interpersonal relations skills

Specific Competences (CE)

CE23 - Identifying and managing touristic spacesstithations and events for multicultural

target groups
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CE24 - Managing different communicative techniqurea foreign language (English) within
the hospitality sector
CE30 - Working and dealing with different sociocuétl environments from a linguistic

perspective

To cover the competences above, materials andsnm#td were taken from the Web
and/or designed by the course teachers, with aotdiafbjective: (1) completing the phases
following the hypotheses stipulated before, anjic(®ering the competences included in our
course plan (language and culture).

A crucial step toward ensuring student engagemenSL is task design. It is
imperative that instructors provide clear guidedimegarding what students should do once
logged into SL, tasks to develop and with whom tBaguld interact as they complete the
tasks.

Students from the experimental group were askettheabeginning of the semester, to
enroll in several platforms and contact SL usermfrthe target countries /continents,
especially from Asia, Africa and the Middle Easstions with major cultural differences.
European and American countries were also congldefénree main platforms were
recommended to find SL inhabitants interested inipg the experiment and available for

weekly interactions: My language exchangkttds://www.mylanguageexchange.cym/

Language for Exchange htfp://www.languageforexchange.cgm/and; Polyglot club

(https://polyglotclub.con)/ Surprisingly, contacting users and organizing@ tmnguistic

encounters in English were easier than initiallyuidpht; besides completing the arranged tasks
(phase 2), they were always keen on solving doardsclarifying cultural differences.

Examples of materials, sources and tasks are shofigure 1.

Step 1 - input: YouTube, Step 2 - cultural affiliations Step 3 - problem-
games, text, trailers, analysis, debate, cultural solving, PBL (problem-
photos, etc. comparisons, etc. based learning)

PHASE 1
In-class: role-play, PHASE 2 SL: learning by doing
simulations (PBL)

Figure 1. Materials and tasks design
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As we can see in Figure 1, unit 1 deals with HBteteptionists’ tasks. To achieve the
purposes of steps 1 and 2 (phase 1 — in-classuatistn), videos, texts, presentations and
images were introduced and discussed to identifgdage and functions, hotel receptionists”
skills, stereotypes and language to be avoided wdealing with complaints related to
cultural differences, among others (see Appendic&s?2). Subsequently, in step 3, students
were divided into groups to work on activities sushdealing with stereotypes and cultural
differences at the front desk. To consolidate kealgk, phase 2 included a roleplay activity
where students had to deal with Chinese, ArabicAsdnidan clients in a hotel (facilities and
services needed, timetable, etc.). As said, twomggavere formed, one in class and the other
in SL.

Unit 2 covers language and culture consideratiomsnaplanning international events.
In phase 1, steps 1 and 2 are developed througs tedeos, images and event presentations
to introduce contents, such as considering cultwidle organizing events, cultural
differences when hiring catering, language analysms food and menus, planning a
multicultural event correctly, etc. The objectividsstep 3 were achieved by means of pair and
group work with tasks such as planning an evenglyars of different cultures, and
organizing specific parties (Greek, Japanese, ArarriMuslim, etc.). In phase 2 the same
groups were formed to develop roleplay activit@se in class and the other in SL — they had
to plan a multicultural conference following a séguidelines.

With Unit 3, we introduced tourist guides’ tasks kmsing leaflets, videos,
presentations and photographs to achieve the dimbase 1, steps 1 and 2. The contents
covered were, among others: handling cultural difiees and using language to avoid
cultural misunderstandings; employing body langueffectively; explaining cultural habits
and customs; making a tour in a museum, analyaittyral implications and art metaphors,
and; explaining regional festivities. Step 3 — adit&tion and acquisition of contents — was
developed through pair and group work by undertaitime following activities: how to
become an ideal tour guide; which body languagevtod with a multicultural crowd; how to
explain Western traditions and art, and; how toanige a tour to a Spanish city. Phase 2
comprised group activities in class and SL, nandelgigning, organizing and implementing a
tour to a multicultural group.

Finally, Unit 4 dealt with tourism consultant dbtions. Phase 1, steps 1 and 2, was
accomplished by texts, videos, images, presentatamd webpages. The goals were to
introduce topics such as the definition of a taurisonsultant and specific language used in

the profession; sustainable tourism and ecotourtbeir benefits and specific language of
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environment and ecology; sustainable means of paatisboth in rural and urban areas, and
importance of homemade food and vocabulary of alitice and livestock. Practice was
developed in phase 2 with roleplay activities imassl and in SL, namely developing a
sustainable tourism project with local inhabitamita little village.

For further information on materials and SL intéi@t, see Appendix 3.

3.6. Administration and research instruments

The research study was based on quantitative aalitajive research methods. Materials,
research surveys tools and data were analyzedceittent analysis, instruction, data coding
and data interpretation.

Data were collected and analyzed through questimsand in-class observation to
analyze the development of phase 1, whereas falaeeoand SL interactions (phase 2) were
recorded, coded and analyzed with the statistiaek@ge SPSS. The completion of role-plays
in class and in SL was evaluated using a 1 to &€igg scale, in which 1 is the lowest, 10 the
maximum grade and 5 the minimum pass mark. Theotigkis scale is motivated by the
familiarization students have with grades rangiegMeen these values, once they are used to
measure exams in all subjects at the universigniithg carefully the development amongst
students is important for teachers or those ingshaf facilitating instruction. In our case, the

following research actions were taken:

Phase 1 (in-class action. Population= 72)
Step 1 Learning through experience

1. Warming up questionnaire (Appendix 1): Analysidtw# role played by language and
nonverbal communication to achieve a successfaranttural communication in the
hospitality sector.

2. Students’ exposure to text and audio-visual mdtdualeos, photographs, texts,
advertisements, etc.) presenting language andrabkuuations which may lead to a
lack of communication and understanding among cestu

Step 2 Learning through comparison to encourage langaageisition in specific contexts
cultural awareness, understanding and respeciversity

1. A teacher-made evaluation sheet to analyze theeobishown in the first step (see
Appendix 2). The evaluation form included three mdimensions, subdivided into a
set of indicators, measured on a Likert scale,irmnffom 1 to 5 points, with 1 being

totally disagree and 5 totally agree. The form digli was obtained by requesting
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commentary and suggestions from two experts infigtlé of education and cultural
studies, both familiar with the constructs and pligpose of intercultural research. It
was tested for reliability using Cronbach’s alpbadst internal consistency of items.
The calculation performed concluded with a 0.7%alghat is 0.15 points above the
0.6 standard. The reliability of the opinions andlidfs questionnaire can be
consequently considered appropriate.

Step 3 Learning through analysis. In-class oral disaussind in-depth analysis through the

completion of wikis, blogs entries to keep trackladir learning (Appendix 2).

Phase 2. In-class (Control) versus SL interactiorExperimental) = 36 students each

The three steps above are followed by a last assegsof participation and students’
performance in-class and in SL (peer observatiaharalysis of the recording from the in-
class and SL practices were carried out).

Statistical Analysis (Phase 2)

To reach our objective aimed at measuring the ®fferress of SL as an immersive virtual
world to train professional practices for the aegion of language and intercultural
competences in the hospitality sector (Phase 2pragosed the following hypotheses:
Hypothesis 1 In the dimension “interpersonal communicationutipjo English”, there is a
significant difference between the mean score nbthiby the experimental group and the
mean score obtained by the control group ¢XEC) in Phase 2.

Hypothesis 2 In the dimension “cultural awareness and divgrsitderstanding” there is a
significant difference between the mean score nbthby the experimental group (XE) and
the mean score obtained by the control group (XE) £ XC) in Phase 2.

Hypothesis 3 In the dimension “multicultural acceptance antiuzal enrichment”, there is a
significant difference between the mean score nbthiby the experimental group and the
mean score obtained by the control group ¢XEC) (XE # XC) in Phase 2.

To contrast the hypotheses, we carried out an sisabf difference between means
(means of control group versus experimental grolgp)the variables under study, by
performing the t-Student test for independent saspBefore performing this test, we
checked the normality distributions in both groudsrmality of the scores was tested using

the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test. The level was set.@60or all analyses.
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4. Results: In-Class versus SL Interaction (Phasé 2

To address the research hypotheses and examinehewhstudents included in the
experimental group (those using SL) obtained higwares than those in the control one
(those interacting in class), we analyzed the difiees in the three hypotheses by conducting
a Student’s t-test for two independent samples.oAling to the Levene test for equality of
variances, the P-value associated with an F cdrgtasstic is higher than 0.05 for the three
dimensions analyzed at a 0.05 level of significanoé, therefore, we cannot reject the
hypotheses of equal variances for such dimensfoossidering this, tables 2 and 3 show the

results obtained for student’s t-tests.

Hypothesis 1 In the dimension “interpersonal communicationdbgh English”, there is a
significant difference between the mean score obthiby the experimental group and the
mean score obtained by the control group ¢<EC).

We focused our analysis on students” languageaittien by analysing the transcripts
during the role-playing activities, counting théalonumber of general concepts generated in
the two environments, the turn-taking and the lagguused in both the SL and the FtF role-
playing activities.

Table 2 shows that at a 0.05 level of significatieet-test does not support hypothesis
1 (p>0.05), that is, there is no significant diffiece in the linguistic performance — language

used to perform the interaction in the field ofriemn between both groups.

Table 2. Independent samples test

Levene’s
Test for t-test for equality of means
Equality of
Variances
F Sig. t gl Sig. Mean Std. Error
(bil) | Difference | Difference
Equal
variances 521 A473] -.860 60 .393 -.452 .525
HP1_Unit4 Phase2_Step4| assumed
Equal
variances -.860 | 58.50| .393 -.452 .525
not
assumed

However, there are some differences in the meamesabetween both groups (6, 10
versus 6, 55 in the case of the experimental grdoghis sense, and even though the number
of concepts generated by each group suggestedynidicant differences, most role-playing

tasks in SL lasted longer than in FtF (9 versusnutas respectively - students were asked to
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complete 6-8 minutes activities). Likewise, we cbobserve that the participants from the
experimental group took more conversational tusrggdged in more dynamic interaction)
than those in the FtF class, but produced fewerbewsnof words per turn than in the FtF
interaction, although there were no significantfedénces in the total number of words
produced in the two types of conversations. Theltesould be partly derived from the

novelty and interest in computer-based trainingg #trategy that could have positively
enhanced participation. There are also some stsidmd tried and/or carried out phase 2 in
SL, even when they had not completed some of theiqus steps of phase 1 in class. The
individualized learning of SL by which students aaork at their own pace could have also
promoted participation. Besides, the anonymity fatedt by SL may have helped reduce the

fear to increase social interaction, promote uriited behaviour and enhance participation

Hypothesis 2 According to the t-test (Table 3), in the dimemsi‘cultural awareness and
diversity understanding”there is a significant difference between the ms&zore obtained by
the experimental group and the results obtainethéyontrol group 0.05). That is, results
support hypothesis 2, meaning that the studentsaahmed out phase 2 simulation tasks of
unit 1 and 3 in SL (dealing with international gigseat the front desk and making a guided
tour to a multicultural group respectively) showed higher awareness and better

understanding of cultural diversity than those clatiupg the role-play tasks in class.

Table 3. Independent samples test

Levene’s
Test for t-test for equality of means
Equality of
Variances
F Sig. t gl Sig. Mean Std. Error
(bil) | Difference | Difference
Equal
variances .034 .854 | -1.997 65 .050 -1.033 517
HP2_Unit3_Phase2_Step4 | assumed
Equal
variances -1.996 | 63.47 | .050 -1.033 .518
not
assumed

In this case, there exist significant differenaesnean values between the two groups
of students (6, 16 versus 7, 19, control and erpental group respectively). The results
could imply that virtual environment interactiondaaultural difference understanding were

more productive than the ones occurring in-clakEg;egin which all students shared the same
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mother tongue and culture. SL activities offeregaunities for experiential learning within

a more collaborative learning environment. Thus, ltlgher number of conversational turns
led to pose more direct questions and reasoningtabfierences in timetable, hotel services
preferences (room services, leisure centre, sotsjegtic.), food and restaurants in town, main
attractions and monuments to visit, among otheesid®s, and in agreement with Kiesler’s
seminal studies (1985: 81), Computer-Mediated Coniaation can decrease self-awareness
and reduce concern about how other interlocutor$ neact and think. The effects of
telecommunication media on communication play apartant role in how people interact
and the degree of social presence — i.e. qualistaie of being there- among speakers (Short,
Williams &Christie, 1976:65).

Hypothesis 3 In the dimensionthulticultural acceptance and cultural enrichmenthere is

a noticeable difference between the mean scoraneltdy the experimental group and the
results obtained by the control group. As evidenmgdable 4, the p value associated with a
t-Student test is lower than 0.05 for this hypoitieshich means that results support the third
hypothesis, that is, students who completed phasien@lation tasks of unit 2 and 4 in SL
(planning a cultural event and developing a suatden tourism project respectively)
developed a better social relations and multicaltacceptance.

Table 4. Independent samples test

Levene’s
Test for t-test for equality of means
Equality of
Variances
F Sig. t gl Sig. Mean Std. Error
(bil) | Difference | Difference
Equal
variances 444 508 | -1.999| 64 .050 -1.021 511
HP3_Unit4_Phase2_Step4 assumed
Equal
variances| -2.007 | 63.78 | .049 -1.021 .509
not
assumed

In this sense, the results show that through iotena with people from other cultures,
students showed a greater sense of respect andstaradbng, which are the basic pillars to
thrive in an ever growing global world, shown by thossibility to discuss the premises to
plan a multicultural event among members from déife cultures (location, schedule, solving

language barriers, food and beverages taboos, a&tthe insights gained about the concept
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sustainability (preserving the environment by augdhe exploitation of natural and cultural
resources).

There also exist significant differences in meatues between both groups of
students (6.06 versus 7.09 in the case of the Empetal group, scores in a grading scale
ranging from 0 to 10 points, with a minimum passrknaf 5 to achieve the minimum
acceptance level of competence).

In Table 5, we show the overall contrast of meagtsvben control and experimental
groups.

Table 5. Descriptive statistics: experimental greapsus control group

Descriptive statistics”

Control group

Means Standard deviation N
HP1_ Unit 1_Phasel_Step3 6.42 2.248 31
HP1 Unitl Phase2_Step4 6.16 2.252 31
HP1_Unit 2_Phasel_Step3 6.42 2.157 31
HP1_Unit2_Phase2_Step4 6.10 2.300 31
HP1_Unit 3_Phasel_Step3 6.42 2.233 31
HP1_Unit3_Phase2_Step4 5.97 2.198 31
HP1_Unit 4_Phasel_Step3 6.52 2.189 31
HP1_Unit4_Phase2_Step4 6.10 2.226 31
HP2_Unitl_Phasel_Step3 6.65 1.872 31
HP2_Unit1l_Phase2_Step4 6.26 2.113 31
HP2_Unit3_Phasel_ Step3 6.61 1.944 31
HP2_Unit3_Phase2_Step4 6.16 2.115 31
HP3_Unit2_Phasel_Step3 6.48 1.947 31
HP3_Unit2_Phase2_Step4 6.19 2.167 31
HP3_Unit4_Phasel_Step3 6.58 2.062 31
HP3_Unit4_Phase2_Step4 6.06 1.999 31
Experimental group
Means Standard deviation N
HP1_Unit 1_Phasel_Step3 6.03 1.816 31
HP1 Unitl Phase2_Step4 6.32 1.833 31
HP1_Unit 2_Phase1-Step3 6.68 1.759 31
HP1_Unit2_Phase2_Step4 6.77 2.202 31
HP1_Unit 3-Phasel_Step3 6.84 1.695 31
HP1_Unit3_Phase2_Step4 6.39 1.606 31
HP1_Unit 4_Phasel_Step3 6.77 2.028 31
HP1_Unit4_Phase2_Step4 6.55 1.895 31
HP2_Unitl_Phasel_Step3 6.87 1.628 31
HP2_Unit1l_Phase2_Step4 7.48 1.877 31
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HP2_Unit3_Phasel_ Step3 7.03 1.722 31
HP2_Unit3_Phase2_Step4 7.68 1.833 31
HP3_Unit2_Phasel_ Step3 6.58 1.945 31
HP3_Unit2_Phase2_Step4 7.10 1.814 31
HP3_Unit4_Phasel_Step3 6.97 1.888 31
HP3_Unit4_Phase2_Step4 7.55 1.786 31

a. Case selection: V2= 2

The biggest difference is observed in the secombtimesis (HP2 - cultural awareness
and diversity understanding), the dimension in Whitose interacting in SL got an average
score that exceeds 1 point to the results obtanyethose that completed the tasks in class.
Similar results are observed in the third hypothg$iP3 - multicultural acceptance and
cultural enrichment); the statistical analysis aldwws differences higher than 1 point
between the experimental group and the controlgrou

The lower differences between the mean scores botin groups are obtained in the
first dimension (the language used) with a diffeeenf about a quarter of a point. Though the
type of interaction differs, both activities show samilar degree of students’ language

proficiency, contributing to their productions amaderstanding of key concepts.

5. Discussion

As demonstrated by the research, virtual worldgrotipportunities to communicate and
negotiate meaning with other online inhabitantsairsocial and authentic context, which
proves helpful, considering learners’ need to k@osed to and to produce the target language
and culture through authentic outputs, mainly imtests where students share the same
language and cultural background. Said that, stsdieeract with speakers with different
first language and cultural backgrounds, providsodutions to a basic demand in language
teaching and learning: access to authentic, ratrer simplified, teaching materials and to
real communicative situations. Intercultural andgwnatic aspects implicit in SL have helped
foreign language learners become more culturalipptent, since culture is embedded in
specific communicative acts. Likewise, the potdribasimulate real interactions has fulfilled
our teaching expectations of promoting intercult@echanges and addressing competences
required for the hospitality students and professi® under study. These advantages have to
do with social and intercultural interaction, thevdlopment of users’ experimentation and
role-playing tasks in quasi-real environments. Hrs tsense, SL opens up new grounds for
interactive learning conditions by means of leagniny doing and collaboration among

multicultural groups.
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In agreement with Molka-Danielsen (2009), it canskied that effective teaching in
SL should be based on careful task constructioopgsals promoting constructivism,
problem-based instruction, active and action leayntandem and group work. Likewise, as
stated by Deutschmann & Panichi (2009), teachectipes should follow a careful design
process in virtual environments, taking into acdotinoughtful planning, learners’ profiles,
affordances and technological limitations that nméljgence learning.

As for the research hypotheses, the analysis ofs@n values for the acquisition of
language and cultural competences in both grougsudients reveals that values obtained are
slightly higher for the experimental group than g@ofor the control one (XE XC),
indicating that those students that had receive@@&lerimentation did better than those who
had completed similar role-play tasks in-class. possibility to express their identity without
fear to social feedback, the anonymity provideddwatars and the multi-dimensional
nature of the environment could motivate studemfsatticipate in phase 2.

Bearing in mind Hypothesis 1, and although sped#icguage outcomes between
control and experimental groups may not be siganfian this case, the mean score, produces
a slight positive difference in students performihg phase 2 tasks in SL. Results also show
that even though both environments seem equalliedsuor developing course tasks in
English, the conversation and type of interactioan ctake different forms (more
conversational turns in the SL role-playing actést but with shorter contributions on each
one).

Applications which simulate real contexts and beidgps to bring nationalities and
cultures together can be a potential cultural ingirior educational contexts as ours in which
students share the same language and cultural toaridy(Chen, 2016). In line with Zheng et
al, 2005; Deutschmann & Panichi, 2009; Dell'AriaN&cchi, 2010; Wigham & Chanier,
2013; Wang, Deutschmann & Steinvall, 2013, SL psot® potential for the development of
communicative competences, considering communitad® a skill which involves much
more than mastering the target language only, bigrpreting meaning within a cultural
context. In hypotheses 2 and 3 of our study, themmef the two groups (control and
experimental) awards a difference of 1 point todehis who performed the task in SL,
meaning a slight improvement of the experimentabugr in the intercultural related
competences.

As stated in Good, Howland & Thackray (2008) andsBig (2010), SL opens new
chances for professional training of ESP studesntsell; apart from eliminating geographical

and time barriers, it allows the combination ofgaage use and professional development
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through authentic simulations and real users, itapbr competences which must be
considered when looking for a job in the hospiyadector.

6. Concluding remarks

SL facilitates student-like-avatars’ interaction arg users and the world around them,
affordances which include the facilitation of taskat lead to enhanced spatial representation,
and opportunities for experiential multiculturaltaraction within an environment where
variables such as anxiety minimization, anonymuyotivation are key for successful
language learning. Some of the most important &arpreventing students from using a
foreign language effectively are related to inhdrs and fear of negative criticism.

In the case of our study, the experience has prdeebe rewarding due to its
immersive reality, real-life scenarios and sensempresence, encouraging the development
of English for Specific Purposes and the acqusitad intercultural communication and
diversity awareness in a monolinguist and monocallteducation setting.

The experimental learning methodology followed ur cesearch (Kolb, 1984), based
on a cyclical process that results in active expentation from previous phases of
observation and reflection, can be applied to atgn@mber of interactions in SL, in which
learners can observe language and behavior andone culture of other virtual word

inhabitants.
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Appendix 1. Warming-up Questionnaire

Warm-up questions to make students familiarize withtopic before each unit. The items include:

agrondPE

Introduction (personal information, previous expade with people from different cultures).
Mention behavior and attitudes which could helgobkance intercultural communication.
What do you understand loyltural diversityanddiversity understandirig)

Give examples of multicultural acceptance.
In what sense could intercultural knowledge beatvar?

Appendix 2. Evaluation Sheet

Set of criteria to analyze texts and audio-visuaterial. Analyzing the language and functions antlice
dimensions from 1tétally disagreg to 5 ¢otally agree).

(1)
)

Language and functions in-class analysis (phase 1)

Cultural Dimensions in class analysis (phase 1)

Intercultural awareness
Tick the aspects appearing on the material which atlaw us to understand communication among diffier
cultures.

Body Language
Customs/Traditions
Compliments

Habits (food, drinks...)
Timetable (punctuality)
Table manners
Gestures (smile, etc.)

Diversity Understanding

Speaking other languages

Understanding other cultures

Tick ways to understand diversity
Observing behavior and body language
Appreciating differences

Respecting individuals (avoid stereotypes)
Being calm, patient, tolerant, respectful

Multicultural acceptance and Enrichment

O O O0OO0OO0OO0OOo

Treating people equally across cultures

Not discriminating race, sex, religion ...
Being sensitive to situation and people
Giving people equal opportunities
Travelling

Studying/working in a multicultural context
Indirect sources (Reading, movies...)

1
1
1
1
1
1
1

=

o NN NN NN

W Ww®Weww

4 5
4 5
4 5
4 5
4 5
4 5
4 5
4 5
4 5
4 5
4 5
4 5
4 5
4 5
4 5
4 5
4 5
4 5
4 5
4 5
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Appendix 3. Phase 2. Tasks. In-Class- SL activities

PRACTICE ACTIVITIES (PHASE 2)

In class In SL
Roleplay: dealing with guests from Gexcall site in AvalonLearning:
Hotel receptionist different nationalities at the front dealing with Chinese, Arabic and
desk African clients at the front desk
Planning a cultural event on New York island: planning a
Event planner Mediterranean diet cultural event on Mediterranean
diet for American citizens
Roleplay: making a tour to a Kamimo Island: making a tour to
Tourist guide multicultural group Languagelab* students
Choosing a destination and Visiting VIRTLANTIS:
Tourism consultant developing a sustainable tourism developing a sustainable tourism
project taking into account nationi projects with Languagelab
guidelines students and other visiting avatars

* A group was created for Hospitality and tourigoining students from Europe, the USA, Turkey, Ghamd
Japan.
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Abstract

The present study investigated the effectivenesheiGlogster and cooperative learning as
differentiation models of English as a second/fgmelanguage (ESL/EFL) and Science
projects. The study employed a mixed method studygth whereby questionnaire and open-
ended interview were incorporated to elicit theuiegd data. Eighteen teachers along with
eighteen intact classes (n=374) of grade 8 learokEnglish as a foreign language were
randomly assigned to control and experimental dandi. The researchers collected open-
ended data with the intent of understanding theningaScience and English teachers have
constructed and how they perceived differentiatesiriiction upon using the Glogster and
cooperative learning in conducting and presentigegts. The findings proved that utilizing
Glogster and cooperative learning as multifeaturediel could improve students’ English
and Science projects and enhance Science and krdgliguage teachers’ perceptions of
differentiated instruction.

Keywords: Active learning; cooperative learning; differenéidtinstruction; Glogster; ICT

1. Introduction

The Ministry of Education and Higher Education ieblanon set the framework of Lebanon’s
Education Reform Strategy and Action Plan (LERSAPJ011 with the integration of ICT as
the main vehicle which could provide learners viith dispositions, competencies, and skills
to succeed in digital world (Awada & Diab, 2016heTLERSAP stipulated that curriculum
reform should be achieved to build up a human abpitaracterized by creative and cognitive
skills. The LERSAP mainstreamed for the technin&iaistructure, content-based curriculum,
instruction and assessment that could form eduwatioeform set by the Ministry of
Education and Higher Education (MEHE). The educaioreform and the digital age

initiation were launched in 2011 to meet the edocal policies implemented worldwide and
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would help teachers meet the standards and eqgenp With professional development needed
to ensure that the teachers could mirror the sgaokthe vision outlined in the LERSAP. The
study is premised on the proposition that ESL/ERid ascience skills are vital for
communicative and academic functions, which createged for differentiating projects by
form and process using Information Communicationchif®logy (ICT) models and
cooperative learning strategies. The setting aedctintext of the present study necessitated
the investigation of an innovative differentiateastruction model that could bridge the
disparity between the Lebanese curriculum and tlog fextbook activities that aren't tailored
to serve the needs of students with different iegrprofiles, readiness, and interests.

Differentiated instructional approach improves agbment and makes students
engaged in deep thinking. It enables teachers twige the different needed learning
environments to the students of varied learningfileg and interests and makes them
involved in meaningful, motivating tasks (Tomlins@and McTighe, 2006; Bailey and
Williams-Black, 2008). Tomlinson and Imbeau (204850 found that when teachers took the
time to differentiate instruction, achievement gased as the assignments were tiered to meet
the instructional levels of each student. As suifferentiated instruction (DI) might be
defined as an effective strategy to meet the netds/erse learners. Differentiation involves
having multiple ways to structure a task so thahestudent is provided with an opportunity
to perform at an acceptable level of difficulty (@hey,2008). Differentiated instruction
promotes the various types of cognitive domain Ieareler and higher-order critical thinking
skills. Teachers teaching students with low so®@oemic status incline to employ a more
traditional approach to teaching than teachers wgriwith students of high socioeconomic
status (Block, Paris, Reed, Whiteley, and Clevela2@d9; Woolley, 2008). Traditional
teaching has been limited to a small set of skillsvhich teachers raise questions, give
instructions, assign homework, control seatworkprajse assignments, administer tests,
assign and review homework, resolve disputes, pumgiconformity, grade papers, and give
grades (Haberman,1995).

Cooperative learning also results in higher achieargt at several grade levels and in
diverse Subject matters than the traditional whtdes teaching (Johnson and Johnson, 1985;
Johnson and Johnson, 1995; Slavin, 1991). Cooperkarning improves peer interaction,
increases motivation, and changes perceptionsaofiteg, school, and subject (Johnson and
Johnson, 2002; Sharan, 1980; Slavin, 1991, 199&)th&more, cooperative learning
activities improve achievement scores (Slavin, 19®9B5; Sharan & Shaulov, 1990). Group

Investigation, a cooperative learning method anitexble learning strategy, can provide
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students with various inquiry experiences wherdi®y ¢lassroom turns into an “inquiring
community” and each student is an investigator vanganizes inquiry with the class’s
general topic investigation (Kagan,1985; Sharanh&r&n, 1994).

With the structure and features of Glogster, sttglerperience intrinsic motivation to
pursue their project. The Glogster tool encouragfeslents to collect information and to
present their findings (McCoy, 2014). Technologgras to improve the students’ perceptions
of project presentations and teachers’ perceptdmsfferentiated projects (Cutter, 2015). As
such, the Glogster model facilitates student-cedtéearning whereby the teacher employs
minimal whole class instruction to present the ganwpic of investigation and to provide
guidelines to help students carry out their ingggtons. The Glogster model seems to be an
appropriate teaching strategy to differentiate ¢batent, process, and product of the oral
presentations of students who employ the modebmalact their projects as well.

Consequently, the purpose of the present studyoisinvestigate the relative
effectiveness of Glogster and cooperative learrasgdifferentiation models of EFL and
Science projects in comparison with regular indtomal practices that are based on the
pedagogical implications of the 1997 Lebanese awinrim which doesn’'t emphasize
differentiation as a means to increase achievenfambither purpose is to investigate the
effectiveness of the Glogster and cooperative Iagras form and process differentiation
models in improving the perceptions of Science dfmplish teachers of employing
differentiated instruction in their classrooms atp8blic schools in Lebanon. A basic
assumption behind the study is that independeetrel into the relative effectiveness of the
Glogster and cooperative learning as form and pockfferentiation models in EFL and
Science contexts is presently scanty or non-existen

The purpose of this qualitative case study wasniestigate the effectiveness of
Glogster and cooperative learning models as a +featured strategy in improving the
perceptions of Science and English teachers of Ekjhth graders of differentiated
instruction implemented in conducting and presentinojects at 5 low performing public
schools located in Beirut, the capital of Lebandhis purpose of the study is to investigate
the effectiveness of the Glogster and coopera@gening in increasing students’ achievement
and helping teachers to differentiate and scaffwmdtiuction successfully.

Specifically, the present study addressed thevatg questions:

1. Is Glogster and cooperative learning differentiatestruction more effective than
regular EFL instruction in improving science andgksh projects of EFL eighth

graders?
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2. Is Glogster and cooperative learning differentiatestruction effective in improving
Science teachers’ and English teachers’ perceptdrdifferentiated instruction at

public schools?

2. Theoretical framework

The theoretical underpinnings of the study relateVygotsky’s (1978) zone of proximal
development theory (ZPD) and Tomlinson’s theondifferentiated instruction (Tomlinson,
2008). ZPD suggests that when a difficult taskssigned to students, frustration takes place
and there is no learning, and when the assignédigaso easy for students, the brain won't
be challenged; thus, learning won't take place ak. Whe ZPD is the difference between the
learner’s ability to solve problems alone and tbeeptial that a learner might attain with the
help of a teacher or a more knowledgeable peergoaa learning environment. The teacher
must provide students with mediation or scaffoléydmnd independent learning yet within
their zone of proximal development (Gredler, 20I2¢. scaffolds are directly linked to the
individual personal needs. In scaffolding, the tasklf remains the same, yet the level of
assistance provided to the learner changes. Assassm the ZPD should align with the
student’s cognitive awareness and potential toyaealkynthesize and compare and concepts
(Gredler, 2012).

Differentiated Instruction forms another framewortsf the present study.
Differentiated instruction should meet the needslbfearners. Tomlinson (2008) indicates
that students increase and build knowledge andehwsioy the new skills to build even more
skills. As such, the teachers must address foumnitefelements: students, learning
environment, content, and instruction. Should ainthe four elements be ignored, the quality
of learning will be diminished (Tomlinson, 2008)ifferentiation includes instructional tiered
assignments, cooperative learning, jigsaw actsjtieterest centers and group investigations
(Tomlinson and McTighe, 2006). The effective classn instruction demands having the
teachers design the curriculum which should pronstiident understanding and skills to be
learned while meeting the benchmark and standaqsired (Dean, Stone, Hubbell, and
Pitler, 2012). Therefore, the use of differentiatio the classroom makes teachers able to
bridge the achievement gap (Tomlinson, 2008). Teachshould implement several
instructional tiered assignments as they diffeetatthe product and enable students to choose
different products to reflect the learned contétalinscar, 2012). Tiered instruction improves

academic achievement of learners at all gradedawedll subjects. By employing the flexible
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grouping model, teachers can use a variety of gngupatterns to improve student learning
(Optiz, 1999).

The integration of technology into the classroompriaves differentiation and
enhances learning (Cutter,2015). Glogster, a Wekidal used to create a glog which is an
interactive platform in which users create an anjposter containing text, video, images, and
graphics, can be used easily by students of diffeages and learning profiles. Glogster has
16 key features which provide diverse ways of d¢mlation (Jensen & Tunon, 2012). It
strengthens the students’ inquiry skills, commumica opportunities, and curriculum
awareness of academic tasks. When used effectithedyGlogster model reinforces a great
sense of collaboration among the small groups m@iide whole class (McCoy, 2014). The use
of the Glogster tool enhances motivation and collation among learners (Martinez-Alba et
al., 2014). Educators can use Glogster to engagjantie students to collaborate with other
students to create and present their project. Tlogs&r project could be successfully
implemented in two Mathematics classes in a middteol, and students created their glogs
after they had determined the content and credteddesign; students reported that they
tremendously enjoyed the collaboration, multimed@lors and videos. Significant
effectiveness of Glogster was reported in achieviegrning outcomes and improved
perceptions of learning were observed (McCoy, 2014)

3. The study

3.1. Aims and design
The study employed a mixed-method design wherebydtta including interviews and a
survey were collected. A questionnaire was usedhéasure the teachers’ perceptions of
Glogster and cooperative learning differentiatedtrurction models. The group members
divided the labor among one another and then thetytoncollect and integrate all the distinct
parts together to answer the questions raised. Bamlp reflected on the aspect they have
overseen and used Glogster and cooperative leathifegentiated instruction to report to
class the summary of their inquiry process. Furtitee, each group learned about the other
aspects discussed by the remaining groups in #ss.cAs such, the whole class acted in turn
as one group.

The subjects were 18 teachers teaching Scienc&mgldh language Subjects trained
in Glogster, cooperative learning, Information Coonmication Technology (ICT) tools and

differentiated instruction at the beginning of tlsudy, and 374 students of low
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socioeconomic status in fourteen intact classes ipublic schools were employed. 83
students were enrolled in 4 classrooms which fortmedpopulation of the control group,
whereas the experimental group consisted of 298sts enrolled in 14 classrooms.

The experimental group consisted of fourteen hees; seven Science and seven
English teachers, along with fourteen classes @3¥®f grade 8 learners of English as a
foreign language. On the other hand, the controligrconsisted of four teachers, 2 Science
and 2 English, who were randomly assigned to corana experimental conditions. The
control group teachers were teaching 4 classesstmgsof 83 students. Two projects were
used as pre-test and post-test measures of oisgrgedion achievement. The pretest project
was based on a regular project whereas the poptigstct was based on the Glogster model
whereby the presentation was tiered and studerns giween the choice to choose the form of
the product they want. Different forms such asMwvie Maker video, PowerPoint, report,
and simple research findings were added to the Gadgthe students to present the final
product of the conducted research in the experiahgmoup whereas students in the control
group were asked to present their final produchgisoine format following the regular
research guidelines.

The study used interviews to investigate how tachers approach Glogster and
cooperative learning differentiated instruction lerpentation, the obstacles they face in its
implementation, and the potential essentials ingbdagogy that teachers identify in their
teaching. Each interview consisted of seven opele@iguestions. The study also employed a
survey that consisted of 4 open-ended questions3aridsed-ended ones. A semi-structured
interview was used to measure how Glogster affetdadhers’ perceptions of differentiated
instruction using Glogster and cooperative learmiifferentiated instruction which might

increase collaboration among students.

3.2. Participants and study context

This study was conducted at eight public schoolBamut city. Eighteen teachers along with

Eighteen intact classes (n =374) of grade 8 learpéiEnglish as a foreign language were
randomly assigned to control and experimental dani. Seven science and seven English
teachers along with their respective classes forthedexperimental population whereas two
science and two English teachers along with tlesipective classes formed the control group.
The student population was approximately 4231 stisde81 % of whom are Lebanese and
19% are Syrians. The schools run on a Septembdurie- calendar and serve grades 7

through 12. A sample of 374 EFL learners enrolled.8 sections of grade 8 was randomly
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assigned to control and experimental conditionsséah, the study sample included learners
from low socioeconomic families and were all natspeakers of Arabic. Four classes were
randomly assigned as the control group and theirémgafourteen as the experimental group.
The daily communication and the social interactigre in Arabic, so the study sample had
limited exposure to English which was used as tleeliom of instruction in English and
Science, including chemistry, biology, physics, andthematics. English is given in the
context of the study as a foreign language to ambsd for academic purposes.

The experimental group received differentiatedrington using the Glogster model,
tired assignments, flexible grouping, and scaffudstrategies whereas participants in the
control group were given the regular researchsskilstruction. All the participants received
the treatment for a period of 8 weeks at the r&t@ loours per week in accordance with the

Lebanese curriculum requirements. The age of thecants ranged from 13- 15 years.

3.3. Treatment

The treatment lasted for eight weeks at the ratesinfcontact hours of differentiated
instruction per week. The study participants of ¢batrol group were given regular research
project and regular oral presentation instructmfofved by the use of the respective rubric to
evaluate the product whereas the experimental gpauicipants received the differentiated
instruction employing Glogster and cooperative reay. Specifically, Glogster and
cooperative learning differentiated instruction sisted of a range of activities which were
used to inquire and investigate about the assigispect of the same topic. The students
worked in groups of four or five to create an oalinteractive poster of an assigned Science
or English topic. Examples of the activities usadthe control group include the regular,
individual topic brainstorming carried out by altudents, whereas students in the
experimental group could use different resourcggésent their findings using different Glog
formats.

A differentiated instruction employing Glogster dancooperative learning
differentiated instruction was implemented durinighé weeks following three workshops
given to the participating teachers and aiming rwvigle training in the implementation of
cooperative learning approach, Glogster model afferéntiated instruction. The training in
cooperative learning approach included activitss,ictures, and methods. The workshops
provided the teachers with examples related toute of Jigsaw I, Group Investigation,
Student Team Achievement Division (STAD), Numbekelds Together, Think Pair and
Share, Think Pair and Square, Windows Live Moviek&ta PowerPoint presentation, Wiki
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and WebQuest. The third training workshop was dfemintiated instruction covering the
strategies for differentiating by content, procemsd product. Furthermore, the workshops
included active and cooperative learning stratetjfiascan help the teachers to employ tiered
assignments, flexible grouping and scaffolding thah meet students’ learning profiles,
interest, and readiness. The researchers provigedrticipating teachers with different
rubrics and assessment strategies to enable thalowotheir students to present the product
reflecting their investigation and inquiry on thspact assigned to each small group. For
example, the researchers gave training in the dseifi@rent tools such as creation of
Windows Live Movie Maker (WLMM), PowerPoint presation, Wiki and WebQuest.
Students’ projects, which had been produced duhegreatment duration, were analyzed to
reveal their achievement and reflections concerrirey Glogster model which enabled
students to cooperate and use the WLMM videos, &axtio, and images they prepared. The
teachers were asked to report students’ perceptbrisow the Glogster and cooperative
learning differentiated instruction changed the svatudent learned in the classrooms (See
Figuresl, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6).

Language Arts showan >

k,/; Sl

Books I Truly Love Books That Change... Books I Truly Love Reading is Travelling

My Personal Record Summer Paralympic... Summer Paralympic... Summer Olympic Ga... Summer Olympic Ga...

My Personal

Figure 1. Samples of Language Arts and Health am&$s Glogs
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Science Social Studies Science Health & Fitness
Animals Historical biographies Planets Culinary Arts

- -
American Aligator Matthew Henson Top the Wor [2014] Jessie Johnson: Mars -~ Milton Hershey: Chocolate
by madtech by Migusllari2 by HomeConnection by P3Komisarsikil
Science Social Studies Science Science
Inventors and Inventions Prehistory Animals Animals
e o RO B e =l e PR
Figure 2. Search for Science project sample on Kedgealthy
Featured Sort by ~
Resources & Tools Social Studies Arts & Music Social Studies
Travel Guide Religious Studies Architecture Geography

oo

Beirut tourism The Shakers Baalbek Lebanon Life in the middle colonies
by judymo4 by nfain4s by szamwf72k by jstapletonwts

Figure 3. Search in Glogpedia for samples on Thagehround Lebanon

TEXT GRAPHIC IMAGE WALL AUDIO VIDEO DATA

T O D
My Images
Search Images

Figure 4. Sample of Glog on Travelling around ceddiy the researcher
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TEXT GRAPHIC IMAGE

Figure 5. Sample of the videos uploaded to the Glog

TEXT S RAPHIC INMAGE N < VIDEO

Figure 6. Sample of the graphics used by the Seisthudents

Meanwhile, instruction in the experimental groopudsed on carrying out the stages
of Glogster and guiding the learners to inquireutlmme aspect of the general topic. Stage |
of the Glogster and cooperative learning differ@etl instruction required having the
teachers present a many-sided problem to the wtlaks. The teachers used the themes
included in the class textbook as a basis for taayssided problem. Students were instructed
to use a variety of resource materials such as West9, books, pictures and authentic
materials to carry out their inquiry quest. Studemnere asked to generate questions related to
the general problem. Then the questions raisedtiyests were converted into subtopics
which would be investigated in small groups. Aftards, the students chose to be members
in the small groups that would investigate the spiatin which they are interested. Glogster
allowed students to present their individual reslegan of the inquiry process. The members
of the small groups chose questions from the géeeiguestions by the class, and they added
some more questions for their investigations. Growgbers set the resources and divided
the tasks among each other. Students carried @it ptan, collected information from

different sources, and reported findings to theioup members. Afterwards, students
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analyzed and synthesized their findings to crdaegtogs that would be used to present and
reflect on their findings. Stage 4 allowed studewtplan their presentations whereby the
groups determined the findings they wanted to shatrethe class along with the manner and
the glog formats of presenting them. The presemtatiof the experimental group took
different forms, and they were all differentiateg ¢ontent and product. Glogster allowed
students to make their presentations and each gnmagented one aspect of the general topic
that they had investigated. Then teachers and stsi@valuated the projects using the rubric
adopted or designed by the experimental group &FachThe evaluation of the oral
presentations took into account the creativityeetd in the final glog product of the group
and the content the students gained during theseafrthe inquiry and investigation process.
Both the experimental and control group Englisttieas worked on unit 7 from the
national textbook, titled “Traveling Abroad”. Theriormance objectives of the unit were as
follows:
Students should be able to:

- Predict content of the text

- Seek and provide information about the thematiagoc

- Make a sentence outline

- Comprehend printed discourse using text-relateesclu

- Demonstrate factual and critical understanding wdirged audio-input

- Reinforce the use of context clues which help deagdamiliar lexis

- Order a series of events

Teaching Proceduresfor the control group
Pre-Entry Performance:

o Teacher introduced the unit by asking learnersxemgne the pictures on Page 127
and discuss them for a few minutes. Teacher diicftem learners as many
vocabulary items as possible that deal with thentitec focus “Traveling Abroad.”

o Teacher recorded the related vocabulary termsebdhard and asked learners to copy
them in their copybooks. Teacher then initiatedhartsdiscussion on why people
traveled abroad.

o0 Teacher then read the introductory paragraph abmal explained any unfamiliar
terms to the learners. Learners then took ture®toment on what they have heard.

Opening:
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Teacher asked learners to answer the questionstivit 1, P: 128 orally.

- What means of transportation are used in travelifg®th one is the fastest?

- Have you traveled abroad? Where? By what means?

- Have you ever been in an airplane? What facilitaas you find in an airport?

All learners should participate in the oral commeation.
Instruction / Participation:

e« Teacher asked learners to read the selection “A Newninal Opens in Prague
Airport” to conduct a project on travelling by ctedag a beautiful place and present
things pertinent to the touristic sites, economitaagion, industry and the special
aspects they chose to present.

» Teachers referred students to different sources kapd checking and monitoring
learners’ progress. The experimental group teacduted the Glogster mediation and
instruction and asked students to conduct and préiseir projects using the Glogster

tool.

As for the science teachers of the experimentdlamtrol groups, they worked on
unit 3 from the national textbook, titled “ Immuisg/stem”. The performance objectives of
the unit were as follows:

Students should be able to:
- Discuss issues in subject area
- Demonstrate critical and factual understanding tefxa
- Comprehend printed discourse using text-relateesclu
- Reinforce context clues which help decode unfamiigizis

- Identify causative verbs and their proper funcma usage

Teaching Procedures

Opening:

The control group teachers asked learners to woiggraups of 4 to look at the pictures on
Page 66 and answer the questions in Activity B&P:

Instruction / Participation:

Teachers asked learners to read the selectioniaddte words in the word-bank in the

selection and guess the meaning of the words mguintext clues. Learners explained the
rationale for their guesses. As a class, learnenked in groups to conduct and present a
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project on how exercise helped people look and $bgbshape, strengthened heart, gave
energy, helped people sleep, made muscles stramgemore flexible, burned fat, and built
self-confidence.

The experimental group teachers added the Glogster cooperative learning
mediation and instruction and asked students talwcinand present their projects using the
Glogster tool. The teachers of the experimentaligracted as the facilitators of the Glogster
model. As such, the teachers’ role was limited éind the planners who helped students
move throughout the stages of the Glogster and evatipe learning differentiated

instruction.

3.4. Data analysis

Open-ended interviews with Science and Englishhtetacand a questionnaire were employed
to collect data. As such, data collection for ttisdy consisted primarily of interviews with
the 14 teachers of the 14 grade 8 classes. Thgsaal the collected and triangulated data
yielded the findings of the study. The researclkergacted all potential participants by email
and personal telephone to arrange the time to abride 3 training workshops in cooperative
learning, Glogster model and differentiated indinurc Each interview lasted for about 20-25
minutes and was conducted at teachers’ schoolyvar the telephone. The final source of
evidence for this study was the collection andeevof documents relating to lesson plans,
testing reports, as well as documents pertaininipe¢cobjectives of the Lebanese curriculum
and the eighth graders’ English and Science texibab the school to be able to suggest the
topics and the activities to be conducted in theeexnental eighth graders’ classrooms. The
individual interviews were conducted prior to tmeplementation of the treatment, and they
were audio-taped and consisted of 6 questions dimdufollow-up probes to yield more
information. The researchers employed triangulatioansure the validity in the study. After
the implementation of the treatment, a questioenass created using Google Drive and sent
to the participants to fill out to ensure obtainthg data from multiple sources. Results from
interviews, member checking analysis of writtendgr& curriculum and textbook assisted in
addressing the research questions.

The treatment conditions entailed the integratiénthe Glogster and cooperative
learning differentiated instruction given to thgpekmental group class whereas participants
in the control group were given regular researcstrirction. Descriptive statistics were
computed for the experimental and control grouptlo@ pre-test and post-test research

achievement scores. This study was also designdddaribe the experiences of Science and
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English teachers in grade 8. The researchers dppieanber checking to ensure the validity
of the data analysis. As such, the data along with analyses were taken back to the

participants to check if the interpretations wereusate.

3.5. Results and findings
The study addressed the following questions:

1. Is Glogster and cooperative learning differentiabestruction more effective than
regular EFL instruction in improving English teactieperceptions of differentiated
instruction at public schools?

2. Is Glogster and cooperative learning differentiatestruction effective in improving
English teachers’ perceptions of differentiatedringion at public schools?

The comparison between the data elicited fromcthreducted survey that was filled
out after the implementation of Glogster and coatreg learning differentiated instruction
and interview that was conducted prior to the impatation of the treatment indicated

significant positive change in the perceptionsathbscience and English teachers.

3.5.1. Interview

The interview consisted of 6 open-ended questi@m] it was conducted before the
implementation of the treatment and immediatelyerafteceiving the workshops on

cooperative learning, differentiated instructiondaGlogster use. 7 Science and 7 English

Language teachers participated in the study.

1. Question 1: Please mention the subject you teawh share examples of the ways you
differentiate instruction in classes for strugglismidents

Four Science teachers asserted the importance apbecative learning and ICT-based
activities. Two science teachers mentioned thaperadive learning activities help them to
support the struggling students. Similarly, fouieace teachers mentioned that group work,
video maker, hands on activities are useful whie teachers asserted the importance of
using tiered assignments, scaffolding and flexigi®uping. One teacher asserted the
importance of extra sheets. Some teachers’ responsge as shown below: “I teach
Chemistry and | usually give extra sheets to thegging students. “Another teacher added,
“l teach science .... | use different ways to ekplhe lesson; pictures, audio, videos, flash

cards.”
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On the other hand, three English teachers assieichportance of using visual aids,
auditory aids, hands-on activities, and differectivaties that meet all students’ needs. One
teacher added simplifying the answer for the clatd shown in the following: “I teach
English. For struggling students, | read the goesinstead of inviting them to read, then |
break the question into smaller steps.” Anothechea added, “I might give extra sheets or
special homework. | might also explain step by stepsk the students to explain themselves.

Assessment to previous knowledge is also effettive.

2. Question 2: What difficulties or obstacles da yace in differentiating instruction for your
struggling students?

Six science teachers asserted the need for muehati effort for planning and preparations.
One teacher added, “Concentration span of somemtsids short and organizing my time to
meet the requirements of the curriculum are obasairi differentiating instruction.” Another
said, “Sometimes the subject is highly demanding kamited,”, while the third added, “It
needs time and more effort along with more spacktiame.” According to the fourth one, “A
lot of time and many obstacles to tier assignmdatd,teach mathematics."

Virtually all English language teachers asserted ttme, number of students and the many
curriculum requirements to cover form a main olstat differentiating instruction. As one
teacher added, “ADHD and the lack of attention iy chasses are prevalent.” For another
teacher, “Sometimes, | feel that | have no tim@toommodate everyone's needs.” A third
teacher added, “The discouragement of these stidansome think that it's impossible to

improve. The main problem is to find activitiestthaeet the needs of all the students.”

3. Question 3: What do you think would help youdraheet the needs of your struggling
students?

Three science teachers asserted that active amkeradive learning activities along with
allocating more time to the subject will help. Aoding to one teacher, “Variety of activities
and using different methods of teaching that caalde time in class will help.” For another
one, “More time and space are needed. | usuallythmrh in groups with other learners.” A
third teacher added, “We need more time and in pigion those students need individual
help from the teachers and different kinds of agsests that other students have. “

Three Englishteachers asserted that active and cooperativeirgaactivities along with
allocating more time to the subject will help. Cieacher added, “I think a flexible pacing

schedule and curriculum whereby it is the teach#gigsion to manage when to move on and
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when to slow down to meet her Students' needs & wmeeded.” A second teacher added,
“Setting certain methods for help and assessinglestis will always help the teacher
determine the progress of the students in clasglatetmine how to help them. For the third

one, “More cooperative learning activities and festeidents should be placed in one class.”

4. Question 4: What assistance have you had in golool in differentiating instruction that
you found beneficial?

More than half of science teachers asserted thatiig on cooperative learning, ICT tools
and Group Investigation method have been very b@akfA teacher added, “Smartboards -
online dashboard are needed.” Another one addele “§chool gave us workshops on
differentiated instruction and cooperative learnawivities.”, while the third one claimed:
“Taking a workshop in positive discipline is needed

Five English teachers asserted that more trainingplanning instruction, differentiated
instruction and active learning activities suchJagsaw and group investigation models is

needed.

5. Question 5: What type of support do you rectima the administration in differentiating
instruction in your classroom?

All science teachers asserted that themeived a training workshop on the use of Glogster
classroom, cooperative learning and differentidatedruction.” A teacher added, “Ultimate
authority!” A second one added, “They provide ajgctor and a pc.” They all claimed that
the school provided support through developmengnara for teachers, active learning, and

group investigation activities as well.

6. Question 6: What pre-service preparation, tragior professional development helped to
prepare you for differentiating instruction for sggling learners?

Virtually all science teachers asserted that theethvorkshops they attended on differentiated
instruction and cooperative learning were usefuteAcher added, “Classroom management
workshop will be useful.” Similarly, all Englishdehers asserted thidiree workshops they
attended on differentiated instruction, training @Gtogster model, Jigsaw and cooperative

learning activities were useful.
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3.5.2. Survey

The survey was created using Google Drive and watste the participants to fill out after
implementing the treatment. It consisted of 2 oprded questions and 4 close-ended ones.
The survey intended to answer questions 1 and 2.

1. What could you say about addressing the neestaidénts who struggle in your class?

On the one hand, five science teachers indicatadabvery teacher should be in charge of
helping the struggling teachers. However, only wméadhem indicated that it is difficult to
differentiate due to time constraints and the rteedb much planning. As one teacher added,
“We should put ourselves in the student’s shoegniderstand the problem. More time and
more freedom to choose the form of the product thayt for their assignments.”

On the other hand, virtually all the English temsh asserted thalifferentiated
instruction is great and teachers can tremendoosly the struggling students. 85.7% of
English teachers supported employing differentiatestruction including Glogster and
cooperative learning. However, one teacher indic#tat struggling students might feel more
at ease should they be segregated from their p&eather one added, “Students need more
assistance and | am in favour of segregating thedngiving them the same curriculum but
taking into consideration their difficulties anglitrg to give them one to one assistance. “

As such, the post treatment survey indicated aiigwall of English teachers and 85%
of science teachers changed completely their pgorep of employing differentiated

instruction after employing the treatment.

2. Did you find the training workshop on differenéd instruction you attended beneficial?
All science and 91.7% of English teachers emphdsilze significance of the training they

received on differentiated instruction.

3. What kinds of professional development do yok tteachers need in order to help meet
the needs of struggling students?

All science teachers asserted that differentiatadtruction, classroom management,
cooperative learning activities and teaching Glegate useful for the struggling teachers. As
some teacher comments indicate, “Class managemerishops on the innovative and new
methods of teaching will be good,” “More guidance application on methods of teaching
and cooperative learning activities are needednalfy, for one teacher, “More training in
positive discipline and class management will bergjly needed.” Some other answers given

by English teachers are as follows:
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“Teachers need more practical solutions taking ounsideration the number of the students
and the time constraints.”
“We should learn how to take an intervention pMfe need a workshop related to the different

types of intelligence and how to approach each.type

4. Do you believe that differentiated instructioa effective in increasing students’
achievement?
Virtually all science and English teachers confidnide necessity of differentiating the

instruction.

5. Do you believe that Glogster model is effectivéncreasing students’ achievement and
enhancing differentiated instruction?

All science teachers and almost all English teal{@2.9%, n=6) confirmed that Glogster
model was effective in increasing students’ achiemet and enhancing differentiated

instruction.

4. Discussion
An overwhelming majority of experimental teacheeparted that most of their students
revealed positive perceptions of Glogster and cradpe learning differentiated instruction
learning experience. The students expressed gagistastion with the amount of work, ease
of conducting the project and the choices they wggren to present their products. Very few
(n=2) reported that some of their students didemppy the Glogster model. The comparison
between the responses of the interviews condudaied tp the implementation of treatment
and after giving the teachers the training worksh@md the responses to the survey
conducted after implementing the treatment show tdechers’ perceptions of differentiated
instruction using the Glogster tool in general hamproved since the 14 Science and English
teachers asserted the necessity of differentiaigtduiction and the usefulness of the Glogster
tool. The perceptions of science teachers of implaing Glogster and cooperative learning
differentiated instruction to improve eighth gragleproject skills were not significantly
positive prior to the implementation of Glogsterdaoooperative learning differentiated
instruction, which was similar in the case of Eslglieachers.

On the other hand, as evidenced by the post tesdtsurvey, 100 % of English
teachers and 85 % of science teachers changed eeypiheir perceptions of employing

differentiated instruction after employing the treant. The perceptions of the English and
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science teachers of implementing Glogster and agatipe learning differentiated instruction
to improve eighth graders’ project skills signifitly changed after the implementation of the
project. Conversely, most teachers of the controug(n=3) reported that most of their
students revealed dissatisfaction with the hugeustnof work each one of them had to carry
out. Moreover, they expressed a great need for muaided research steps, and most weren’t
excited about students’ presentations. Most exp@rial group teachers (n=13) indicated that
differentiated instruction has been effective wstinuggling readers. Many teachers (n=10)
reported that the Glogster model, tiered assignsnemd scaffolding were effective in
improving struggling students, yet the assessmetitexaluation strategies demanded much
effort. However, some teachers revealed (n=4) tha difficult to differentiate content,
process, and product due to the diverse abilitidsasners in a classroom. Very few of them
(n=2) reported that differentiation is only effeetiwhen they have time to plan and prepare
as teachers need more time to plan for differangatlasses.

The results of the present study revealed thatgushe Glogster model as a
differentiating tool was effective in improving thteachers’ perceptions of differentiated
instruction given the limited-English proficient Eeighth graders. Likewise, the use of the
Glogster model was found to improve the studental presentation skills and research
achievement. A possible explanation of the effectess and positive perceptions of the
Glogster model is that the structure and the ughisfform of learning facilitates scaffolding,
allows flexible grouping, and encourages tieredgassents. The features of the Glogster
model allowed differentiation by content, processl @roduct and met students’ readiness,
interest, and profiles. The Glogster model is ajoyable experience in conducting and
presenting projects as shown in the data colleftted the questionnaire and interviews filled
out by the participants in the experimental grolipe findings of the study corroborate those
of Tomlinson and McTighe (2006); Bailey and WilliarBlack (2008); and Tomlinson and
Imbeau (2012), who also found that when teacherk the time to differentiate instruction,
achievement increased and differentiation provstedents with an opportunity to perform at
an acceptable level of difficulty.

The findings align with those of Dean, Stone, Hub&ePitler (2012), who indicated
that effective classroom instruction demands hathegteachers design the curriculum which
should promote student understanding and skillsetdearned while meeting the benchmark
and standards required. Likewise, the findings egneth those of Cutter (2015), who
believed that the integration of technology intassfrooms improves differentiation in the

classroom and enhances learning. Similarly, thdirigs of the study corroborate those of
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McCoy (2014) and Martinez-Alba et al. (2014), whelieved that the Glogster model
reinforces a great sense of collaboration amordgsiis and enhances motivation.

7. Implications for the future and final conclusiors

The present study intended to investigate how thegsker and cooperative learning
differentiated instruction can be used as a diffeating educational model that might enable
the participants to increase their achievementimupdove teachers’ perceptions of employing
differentiated instruction at public schools. Thedy contributes to improving the quality of
integrating the Glogster and cooperative learnimip ieighth grade Science and English
language instruction, which is presently a scaméa af research. The Lebanese curriculum
and the national English and Science textbookstdoofude any mention for differentiated
instruction. The curriculum emphasizes that eigitiders should believe in themselves as
active and dynamic readers who can transfer théis $o other situations. As such, the use of
the Glogster and cooperative learning differentiatestruction intended to bridge the
disparity in the curriculum and the poor textboakiaties. Students’ ability to understand,
draw conclusions, and defend their conclusion®matly was a major goal. The uniqueness
of the approach in a public school in Lebanon waulike the present study significant in the
field of teaching research and oral presentatioltssk both, Science and English Language
Subjects. The findings of the study may encourafyeimistrators and teachers to implement
professional development programs that focus deréifitiated instruction using Glogster and
cooperative learning differentiated instructionrggawith other specific instructional practices
that contribute to increased achievement for thdesits.

7.Conclusions

The implementation of differentiated instructioringsthe Glogster and cooperative learning
differentiated instruction model improves studem¢search and oral presentation skills in the
English and Science classrooms. The Glogster arapecative learning differentiated
instruction model, tiered assignments and scatffigidvere effective in improving struggling
students, yet few teachers need more time to maulifferentiating classes. Differentiation
using Glogster and cooperative learning seems twige learners with an interesting
environment to investigate a certain topic. Glogsteuld improve collaboration among
learners and enhance research and oral presens&iln The findings of the present study
suggest that this form of learning could be anatife student-centered method which could

widen students’ understanding of the different atp®ef a certain topic and improve their
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synthesis skills. Furthermore, the findings showat tteachers’ perceptions of differentiated
instruction using the Glogster and cooperativeniegr differentiated instruction model in
general have tremendously improved since all theeemental Science and English(n=14)
teachers asserted the necessity of differentiaigtduiction and the usefulness of the Glogster
tool. As such, the model is recommended as a peiajoapproach which would boost
motivation, improve students' research skills, dadilitate differentiated instruction by
content, process and product. Finally, further aeseis recommended in order to determine
the generalizability of these findings regarding #fficacy of the Glogster and cooperative
learning differentiated instruction model in impnoy the research and oral presentation skills
of various school subjects other than English antkrige and into other socio-cultural

contexts.
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Abstract

The aim of the present study was to find out whetstedents’ active involvement in
classroom activities can promote language learniings paper, using practitioner research,
examines the active involvement of first-year emgitng students in a film activity. The
research took place in three phases: (1) the staideare divided into five groups and given
an assignment each, a month ahead, to edit afulfth movie to one hour without tampering
with its story element; (2) the five groups presenfive different edited movies on five
different days; (3) the data was collected andymea by the teacher as follows: observing
the classroom performance, transcribing the stsdespoken language, and collecting the
students’ written transcriptsThe research analysis and discussion show thatwtiede
process of the film task provided a rich input istdning and reading, and subsequently a
productive language output in speaking and writifige feedback conducted states that the
students enjoyed the video classes thoroughly ladxperience was rewarding because of
their active involvement in the practice of LSRWlIsk

Keywords: LSRW,; film editing; task-based teaching

1. Introduction
Involving students in a learning task effectivedyai problem that teachers have faced over the
years. Studies have proved that students’ actiwa@\wement in a task improves their language
learning (Prabhu, 1987; Willis & Willis, 2007). Ahe same time, teachers are aware that
films offer a great opportunity for students’ laage learning (Sherman, 2003; Stempleski &
Tomalin, 2001; Willis, 1983). Thus, a film activitgr a video activity combined with
students’ active involvement can facilitate the @lepment of the four skills of the language
(Kennedy, 1983; Lansford, 2014; Goldstein & Driv2d15).

The present study uses practitioner research mekbgy to investigate and reflect on
the students’ active involvement that would leadtlie active use of the language. To

substantiate this point, this teacher-researcheigded an experiment, “Screening an Edited
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Film,” to find out whether involving students irfiam activity could lead to the enhancement
of their LSRW skills in English.

2. Literaturereview

2.1. Video in language teaching

Researchers have shown on many occasions thavingdtudents in a task leads to active
language learning. The term “Student Involvemesitiérived from the “Student Involvement
Theory” of Astin (1984), which refers to the amouwftphysical and psychological energy
that the students devote to academic experieneaffount of student learning and personal
development associated with any educational progmanms directly proportional to the
quality and quantity of student involvement in tipabgram (Astin, 1984). Another closely
linked term in education is “Student Engagemeritdt tis, the degree of attention, curiosity,
interest, motivation, optimism and passion thatlsfus show when they are learning or being
taught (“Student Engagement,” 2016). Research wdest engagement is largely related to
improving student learning, that is, when studemésactively and experientially involved in
the learning process, and the higher the engagerttentmore learning takes place. This
fundamental concept is based on the constructgstumption that learning is influenced by
how an individual participates in educationally poseful activities that are likely to lead to
high-quality learning (Coates, 2005).

It is an accepted fact that motivated students gedjan activities usually perform
higher academically too, and they are better-behaven their peers; as a result, they show
positive feelings and higher thinking abilities. afhis to say, behavioural engagement,
emotional engagement and cognitive engagement particular task enhance student-
engagement (Fredricks, Blumenfeld, & Paris, 2004dFcks, 2014).

Cooperative and collaborative learning are appresi¢that make student involvement
genuine and thereby promote active learning (Ast®84; James, 2015; Stephen, 2015).
Stephens (2015) claims that active learning in gsppeer relationships, and social skills are
key components to engagement and motivation. Sirtgdening assignments are not as
effective as challenging activities. When studesttect, question, conjecture, evaluate, and
make connections between ideas, they are activefjaged. She agrees that motivating
students is not an easy task because motivatiamtriasic to the individual. All the same,

teachers can definitely play a significant paremcouraging students (Stephens, 2015).
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No teacher can underestimate the fact that makingatching videos has become a
primary mode of communication universally, espégialith youngsters. Way back in 1983,
Willis emphasized the uses of the video saying fiat promote the active learning of a
language as it “brings real life into the classrdohte lists such its aims as contextualizing
new language items, giving the language input feask, providing an authentic sample of
language use, and building up confidence of andiligamty with the target environment
(Willis, 1983). Sherman gives a few points to destmate why video is required for
developing speaking skills: to serve its own puepds comprehend the spoken language; to
use as a language model; to be exposed to culinract as a stimulus or input; and to
function as a moving picture book (Sherman, 2008jhe foreword td=ilm: Resource Book
for Teachers Maley focuses on the point that culture is dort@daby the moving image
globally: “The combination of sound, vision anddaage engages and stimulates our senses
and cognitive faculties simultaneously, creatingpt@l impact that dwarfs other mediums”
(Stempleski & Tomalin, 2001).

Besides giving practice in listening and speakindeos can be exploited to develop
reading and writing skills by designing appropriatadent-centred activities (Goldstein &
Driver, 2015). They provide a platform for a widege of tasks that incorporate the LSRW
skills. Lansford (2014) gives six reasons for udging video in the ELT classroom: It speaks
to Generation V (‘V’ stands for ‘video’); it bringthe outside world into the classroom; it
engages learners; it is a great source of infoonait provides the stimulus for classroom
activities; and it is a good model for learner amt@onaghy (2014) explains why films are
such a good resource: learning from films is matnga and enjoyable; they provide an
authentic and a varied language; they give a visoaltext; and they offer variety and
flexibility to the classroom. Researchers in thediascertain that films render a supportive
medium to engage learners in the active learning @inguage (Goldstein & Driver, 2015;
Sherman, 2003; Stempleski & Tomalin, 2001).

2.2. Student involvement in a film activity for language learning

Research into students’ involvement has been choug in the field of education for school

students but not much has been done for collegkests. In higher education, the studies on
students’ involvement mostly pertain not to thealement of students on a particular
subject but to their overall academic programmeatTis, when the concept of “student
involvement” was used by Astin in 1984, he refei@the involvement of students not just in

the classroom activities but their overall invoharhin the academic programme, including
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curricular, co-curricular and extra-curricular atdtes of the college. The term “student
engagement” was mainly used with reference to siigc the pre-collegiate level.

| would like to use a term “Active Student-Involvemt” to refer to the active
involvement of the students in the activities o ttlassroom, so that learning would take
place actively. If students are encouraged to ve/tthemselves in video and film activities in
the classroom, it would be a great stimulus fonthe develop their LSRW skills. Therefore,
as an engaging tool to practise language skildgwican make language classes relevant to
the learners’ lives and thus lead to an active dagg learning experience. Not many ELT
practitioners have experimented with the studemblirement theory in English language
learning in the colleges. So here is an attempiltthis gap and prove that students’ active
involvement in a language learning activity wouldspively lead to the learning of the

language.

3. The study

3.1. Background and aims of the study

The film activity, “Screening an Edited Film,” wasnducted in the English classes at SSN
College of Engineering. The participants are thestfiyear first-semester students of
Electronics and Communication Engineering in thary2010-2011. The said college is one
of the 500 plus engineering colleges affiliatedAtmna University, a technical university in
Chennai, India. Anna University then offered ‘Teah English I' in the First Semester and
‘Technical English II' in the Second Semester, eacliour-credit course of 60 periods,
involving the LSRW skills. In the third-year, therg a two-credit course of 60 periods,
‘Communication Skills Laboratory’, the intention ofhich is to make students more
interactive and thus employable.

The study was based on the hypothesis that stidmstive involvement in classroom
activities promotes language learning. In accordatius paper raises the research question:
“Does the students’ active involvement in a filmtiaty promote the LSRW skills in
English?”

3.2. Procedure
1. Before the class
The teacher divided each class of 60 studentsGrgmups of 12 each, and each group was

given an assignment a month ahead to choose a wddéitm or TV program, edit it by
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cutting off the unnecessary details without tamgewith the story element. Each group was
requested to introduce the edited film in a presér of 3 minutes and screen the edited
version in an hour. Two consecutive periods wet@part for the presentation of each group.

The students were also given a follow-up task dfing a report.

2. During the class

During the 3-minute oral presentation of the grouipe teacher recorded the classroom
observation in writing. From the students’ sideytincluded two video presentations -- a title
clip and a credit clip within the 3-minute oral peatation.

Note: It needs to be recorded here that the sptateguage of the students in all the groups
contained mistakes in grammar and constructionréfbee, the transcript given here is edited

by the teacher-researcher for obvious reasons.

3. After the class
The students were asked to write a report of thigigs based on the following questionnaire
given by the teacher:
1. What made you choose this particular film?
Write a review of the film.
How did you go about the editing part?

Write a report on the whole activity.

o b~ 0N

What skills did you develop?

6. Give a feedback of the activity done.
Some of the groups presented handwritten scrifiiey® sent emails to the teacher. It needs to
be recorded here that the written language hadirgpehistakes, missing articles, slangs,
abbreviations and emoticons, besides the genersasotl ellipses, question marks and
exclamation marks, denoting their awe and elafidre transcript given here is also edited by
the teacher-researcher for understandable reasons.

3.3. Methodology: data collection and analysis

The teacher-researcher adopted the elements ofitim@er research such as classroom
research and action research to verify the hyptthesd arrive at a conclusion employing
reflective practices. The data was collected aralyaed by the teacher as follows: (1) using
observation notes to monitor the classroom perfanmaand record the involvement of the

students, (2) transcribing the students’ spokeguage to show a productive spoken output
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and (3) collecting the students’ written trans@ipd examine a creative written output. By
means of various software, the 5 groups presehttbtlowing 5 movies on 5 different days:
The Italian Job Baby’s Day Out The Phone BoothThe Vantage Pointand How to Train
your Dragon.The transcripts of the data thus gathered andysedlare divided into three
parts as given below: (1) observing the classroerfopmance, (2) transcribing the students’
spoken language, and (3) collecting the studentittem transcripts.

3.4. Results

Group 1: The Italian Job

1. Observing the classroom performance

While presenting the task, the leader of the grasgended the platform to give the gist of the
movie. The reaction of the class was heartenintgaswatched the introduction. It was a title
clip, a sand-art animation that ended with the ldisjpf words, “You have got a friend. It's
us.” This set the mood for the group-viewing. Whke movie ended, the group screened a
small credit clip which explained the whole proce$®diting, and then on the lighter side,
they attached another credit clip of the team matesrein each one of them appeared on the
screen with captions highlighting their qualiti@hey had worked on it using the following
software: Windows Live Movie Maker & Windows Movidaker 2.6, Corel Video Studio
PRO X3, Subtitle Workshop, Virtual Dub, Adobe Plstop, Audacity, and Total Video

Converter.

2. Transcribing the students’ spoken language
The following are a few samples of the conversatiat took place among the students in the

class before and after the movie was screened:

“At the outset, | suggestedhe Italian Job and the first reaction from our group mates was,
“How on earth are you going to edit a heist mounel aeduce it to one hour?” They were
partially right because editing a heist movie iallgnging as all the events are interlinked and
even a small mistake in editing could render thevimdlogical! Moreover, the movie had a
running length of 105 minutes and we had to bringown to 60 minutes! There were other
suggestions from the group but | was able to caevithem that it would be a worthy
challenge to meet.”

“Our first task was to choose a production banoeofir group. | took the initial alphabet from

the names of our group members, arranged them wuaigus permutations and combinations
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and finally settled on the following: PLV (RT)"2 &Ats first impression was that of a formula
in physics!”

“We sat down on a weekend and saw the full filneftimes and parts of it several times and
each time noted down the minute parts that coulddieed. By the end of the week, our baby
was born with a running length of 69 minutes!

“I supported my friend in choosing this movie besmali was sure with his help we could meet
the challenge.”

“What is special about this movie is that it isighavoltage action film, a brilliantly-planned
heist movie, a freaky fast car flick, etc. all insengle compact film. In short, it combines
several features that are a craze for us, teendagehe age-group 17-19.

“I love the precision and planning carried outhistmovie. Imagine stealing $30 million worth
of gold right before the owner’s eye without usmgistol or even a knife! This movie does
exactly that! Another attraction is that the casthe film is star-studded with academy award
winners, Charlize Theron and Mark Wahlberg in thadl Jason Statham, Seth Green and
Edward Norton too did a good job.”

“Our concern was whether to choose the 1969 versidhe 2003 version dfhe Italian Job

Finally, we decided on the 2003 version.”

3. Collecting the students’ written transcripts
The following are the extracts taken from the wenttranscripts of the different members of
the group:
“The D-day arrived, and one of us missed the fiesiod to give the final touches to the movie.
We were excited and anxious because we were #tddam to perform.”
“When the stage was set for the movie to begirartated the gist of the movie, pressed the
play button and went back to my seat. Every 15 teimlisummarized the story element for the
sake of our regional-medium friends.”
“The whole class was amazed by the planning doneupygroup in secret. Even our English
teacher was highly impressed by our enthusiasm.”
“l spent too much time designing the credit part tmy hard work paid off well, as evident
from the reaction of my friends. The expansionhaf formula, stated by Group member 2 may
be given as follows: PLV (RT)*2 S™ = Perfect + hble + Victorious + Remarkable +
Terrific + Successful.”
“The finale of our project was a photograph of gieup taken along with our loving English

teacher! What else would have been a perfect fitwighis project?”

Group 2: Baby’'s Day Out
1. Observing the classroom performance
The group conducted an introductory video presemtatnd then the edited movie Baby’s

Day Out interpolated with regional music and dialogue. yh&@so showed a video
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presentation of the group in action: the processetdcting the movie, the group working at it,
the places they went, the time they spent togethdrthe different aspects of editing, using
the software: Windows Live Movie Maker, Windows MewWlaker 2.6, Adobe Photoshop.

2. Transcribing the students’ spoken language
To put it in the spoken words of the students: “@eseBaby’'s Day Outbecause the film

does not have much of a story in it and therefoweuld be easy to edit it.”

3. Collecting the students’ written transcripts
The following extracts taken from the students’ tten transcripts demonstrate their

perceptions of the whole process:

“The response was overwhelming. Everyone enjoyesl iiovie. They could not stop
laughing.”

“The dialogues of Vadivel (a Tamil film Comediamtérposed in between added to the mirth
of the audience. To keep the momentum of the filmadded thematic songs that rendered the
movie thrilling. To add to the joy of the experieneve distributed lollipops to the class during

the intermission.”

Group 3: The Phone Booth

1. Observing the classroom performance

The group agreed upon a stunt-video presentationthfe title. The names of the team
members and their qualities for team spirit too evdisplayed. Some hilarious moments
followed when a video clip was shown in which omeupp member mimicked their English
teacher’s anglicized pronunciation of Tamil namasa few minutesThe Phone Bootlwas
screened and everybody liked the brilliant porttayfathe psychological thriller. As the
movie progressed, the momentum kept building aadwally all eyes were engrossed in the
movie. The movie was followed by a series of sligasng quotes on love and friendship.
They used the software: Windows Live Movie Makeupfitles Workshop. To convert the

video to the desired formats, they finally used AViieo Converter.

2. Transcribing the students’ spoken language
Extracts from the students’ conversation demorestsime of the characteristics of the

process:

“We agreed upornThe Phone Bootlbecause the previous batches had chosen action and

comedy films.”
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“Our group unanimously felt that our choice of thevie was right.”

“We decided on this movie hoping that it would gthk attention of all viewers till the very
end. And it did.”

“Our team said that sometimes bad things beconentabwhile doing good. This movie was
about that.”

“It was gratifying to find everybody applauding oefifort. Some of our classmates were glad

to note that the life of a woman is shown as prezie a message very relevant today.”

3. Collecting the students’ written transcripts
This extract from the students’ written transcripidicates how they became involved in the

process, not even becoming aware of the educatitimansion of the task:

“We jelled together as a team to present the editexvie. Editing gave us immense
satisfaction because we succeeded in conveyedht#met The mimicking of our English
teacher’'s Tamil accent was taken by the teacher jovial spirit. The whole adventure was

rich in experience and learning and had a posithgact on us.”

Group 4. The Vantage Point
1. Observing the classroom performance
The group chos&he Vantage Pointto minimize the editing work, they deleted sontke ti
scenes and credit scenes and created their owhthepther parts of the movie untouched
because every part of it was required for comprsioen They spent four days to edit using
the software: Corel studio PrO X3, Windows live neomaker, Windows movie maker 2.6

The story line was displayed thus: ‘The Presiddrthe US, who is now in Spain, is
going to address the citizens in a public squdrke story is related from different angles —
from the angle of an American tourist with a vid@onera; from the angle of a Secret Service
agent who has just returned from medical leavenftioe angle of the President of the United

States. A remarkable credit video followed.

2. Transcribing the students’ spoken language

Extracts from the students’ conversation demorestrair perceptions of the process:
“I selected this movie because | thought it woubgheal to our generation and also make them
think.”

“Deleting some scenes from the title and the crelifis was difficult. Creating our own was
even more difficult but we managed somehow.”

“Even our group members felt we had done an awesdtitig work.”

“The other groups told our group that our editingrkvwas the best. We were very happy to

hear that.”
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3. Collecting the students’ written transcripts

Extracts taken from the students’ written trandsrip
“Most of our classmates said that our choicelbé Vantage Pointvas admirable because it
created anxiety and suspense.”
“The dialogue and the scenes and sounds were $wablimg that students sat with rapt
attention so much so when one group member attehgteexplanation of the storyline, the
others silenced him.”
“One of the students who fell ill had an optionlediving the classroom but as the movie was
screened he was mesmerizadd took rest in his seat.”
“The class admitted that our group had the creflisedecting a postmodern movie with a
journalistic technique of portrayal. They also catglated our group in a special way for our

remarkable editing.”

Group 5: How to Train your Dragon

1. Observing the classroom performance

The video presentation of the title clip was shdalfowed by the presentation of the main
movie. This was rounded off with a unique credip,cthat of the group members at work.
They used the software: Windows Live Movie Maket,G/Media Player, Adobe Photoshop,
and MS Paint.

2. Transcribing the students’ spoken language

Extracts from the students’ conversation:
“It was on seeing the other presentations that esded to choose an animation filkow to
Train your Dragon”
“We first decided orGl JOE and then changed tdow to train your DragonA lot of time was
lost by the change. It was a tight schedule. Sanighing touches had to be done until the last
moment, and the work was complete only a few sextefore we entered the class.”
“The entire hostel marvelled at our industrioustues, and even more our cooperation.”
“Our team members felt that we could have donettebpb if we had not changed the movie
at the last moment. Yet, we were happy with whatexerk we did.”
“By chance, all the members of this group were ftbmboys’ hostel and so we could manage
in spite of the change of mind at the eleventh Hour

“We are thankful to our English teacher for entingtus with such an enterprising task.”

3. Collecting the students’ written transcripts

Extracts taken from the students’ written trandsrip
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“Though we decided on the filG@l JOE at the outset, seeing the excellent presentatioesk
after week, we changed our idea at the last monaewt,choseHow to Train your Dragon
Unfortunately, considerable time was lost but weaenveot disheartened. We delegated the
work among ourselves and started working on tha fit 8 pm the previous day of the
presentation!”

4. Discussion

This paper is inspired by the positive responsehef students while doing the activity
“Screening an Edited Film.” When it was first cootkd in 2010-2011, it was highly
successful and the teacher-researcher thought abduaky to have a batch of students with
good team skills. Later she realized that the @gtmworked well because of the students’
active involvement. The above-mentioned activityeyatudents plenty of opportunities for
interaction, discussion and collaborative team waitkis is in keeping with James’s (2015)
suggestion of the six elements required while desgyand implementing learning activities
that involve student engagement: Make it meanindfakter a sense of competence, Provide
autonomy support, Embrace collaborative learningtallish positive teacher-student
relationships, Promote mastery orientations.

It is true that the presenting group and the lisigrgroups in the class acquired the
four skills side by side as the skills are intdeéid in any language activity. For example, the
students acquired listening skills when they plagad replayed the movie several times to
reduce its length. Again, when the edited movie s@sened in the class, they got input for
listening. They also practised speaking skills whhéhearsing and presenting the video in the
class. Moreover, when they watched the movie whth $ubtitles on, they enhanced their
reading skills. Yet again, to write the writtenrsaripts, they read the reviews of the movie
from the Internet several times and thus had fuarginactice of the reading skill. They also
practised their writing skills when they were ansng the questionnaire given by the
teacher. Thus, the film activity assisted themrhancing the LSRW skills though there is no
arbitrarily attempt to teach the skills. The trai#s given here prove that there was a
considerable spoken and written output. MacKnidi®8@) ascertains that the video enables
the students “to experience authentic languagecioné&olled environment.” They develop all
the skills side by side as it is impossible to grin a rigid division between them. Listening
and speaking skills are more developed than reaidgnriting in this activity.

After the presentation, the teacher collected faeklba few extracts of which are

included here with some minor corrections:

An extract from the report of Group 1:
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“The first person to thank is of course our Enghdhdam for encouraging us to work on this different
concept! Thanks a bunch Ma’am! We learned manyg#)imot only technically, but also how to
manage a team, how to be dedicated to the workoydnaw to organize our ideas and put them into
action effectively etc. We learnt a ton during thisole journey!!! Looking forward to a similar pemgt
next semester too, Ma’'ar@® (sic).”

An SMS from Group 2:

“Good afternoon Ma’am. This is Prasanna here, Ma’anHope you liked the show today in class . . .
Baby’'s Day Out© Thank you so much Ma'am for giving us this beautibpportunity© looking
forward to more interesting tasks like this one,&a®© © © Thank you, Ma’'an® (sic).”

Group 3:

“The activity had a positive impact on our team. Warked in unison to develop the presentation. Our

video editing skills were tested by this constrnetactivity (sic).”

What was derived from the feedback was that eveahowt intending to teach the
students the video editing skills, they learnedséhdoy practice, or, through active
involvement in the activity. The groups were higklygaged in the activity, and even more
than that, the groups that finished their presemdtelped the other groups to present their
task. There was an overall involvement in the @gtithereby proving that they had acquired
the elements of active language learning. It iseraggeration to say that sometimes the
classes outperformed the teacher’s expectationisdaytotal involvement in the task. Though
the teacher anticipated only a simple editing tédsk stopping, playing and fast forwarding
the movie, the students went beyond the expectataod came up with a creative video
presentation with a title clip and a credit clippgitasing their imagination. This addition was
their own idea not requested to by the teacher.tifleeclip and the credit clip also portrayed
their struggle and satisfaction while editing thewe. The title clip and the credit clip
showed the students’ sincere involvement in thk. tdeddie (2014) suggests that creating a
film presentation by students is “a great way totimabe students” and enhance their
“creativity, interaction and learning.” The teachegnthusiasm is required for success of the
activity.

Graham (2013) provides a list to show that videassful in the ELT classroom
because: it is motivating; it can be relevantaih de used at different levels; it is easy to use
being low tech; it generates real inter-student momication; and it is a great activity for
homework.

At this juncture, there is possibility for a natugaery: “Should movies be introduced
in an ESP classroom?” An engineer only needs tevkmmw to read a journal article, listen to
lectures, take notes, etc. Interestingly, Kennd®88) points out that the purpose of an ESP

programme is to enable students to adapt themswlvesl-life situations. This can be made
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possible only by introducing videos in the classnothat would motivate them to get
involved in the activities and participate in thexatively and thus improve their ‘social’
skills. When films are shown in the class, the etid are excited and naturally get into the
habit of watching them, a practice that would pdeva significant input of language skills

and enable the students to become autonomousigarne

5. Limitations of the study and future implications of the research

The above-mentioned activity was successful in paicular class in one particular year.
Only 5 English periods were utilized for this adiyvthough the groups spent several hours
other than the English periods to listen to moveeside which movie to work on, and edit
the movie. To spend many hours outside the classfooan English activity is not practical
in an engineering scenario. The teacher-reseandflacted on the reason why it was
successful in one class and found out that it wexsalise of the particular kind of activity
given to them, and also their active involvementrdythe editing process. Similar research
can be carried out to see whether the involvemeénlte students in other activities would
produce the same result and lead to an active égguearning experience. Further
conclusions can be drawn only after repeated exyts in similar classroom settings, and
also after similar experiments in different claseath the same activity and other activities
too. As already stated, not much research has Heem in the area of Active Student-

Involvement in ELT; so, there is scope for futunedses in the field.

6. Conclusion

The study was to investigate students’ active weamient in classroom activities and to find
out whether a film activity can enhance the devalept of LSRW skills. As already stated, |
use the term ‘Active Student-Involvement’ to referthe active involvement of the students
in the activities of the classroom. The activitypksated here is “Screening an Edited Film,”
where students are active in groups to presergadiovies. The data collected by classroom
observation and students’ spoken and written trgstsc proved that they had several
opportunities to practise their LSRW skills. Theearch analysis and discussion show that
editing and presenting the task provided a richuingnd output of the language skills.
Feedback received stated clearly that the stu@ggsdsenjoyed the video classes because they
were totally involved in the activity. The videoas engaging tool to make language classes

relevant that leads to the development of their WSBKills. Thus, when teachers motivate
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‘Active Student-Involvement’ in video and film awities, it would turn out to be an effective

language learning experience.
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