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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

With the current issue dkeaching English with Technology, A Journal for Teachers of
English, | am proud to present the international readprshih the selected works of Polish
scholars dealing with Computer-Assisted Languagaiag at higher education institutions
in two major Polish academic cities, Cracow and licubThe Polish CALL community,
though not very numerous, is extremely active ganising annual PL-CALL conference
(first two editions in 2013 and 2014 in Warsaw,itmext two in 2015 and 2016 in Cracow —
Anna Turula), publishing TEwWT journal (Jarostaw ke Kamila Burzyska), participating
in technology-related projects (Matgorzata Kurek;biieta Gajek) or conducting CALL and
e-learning consulting and Moodle management (PraeamyStencel, Tomasz Walasek). Quite
a few Polish CALL scholars are active at investiggatparticular aspects of technology-
enhanced language acquisition — Wiodzimierz Sob&kvdealing with CALL and Second
Life in pronunciation instruction, Krzysztof Kotuteesearching language acquisition in a
gaming environment, Agnieszka nle®-Szymaska interested in corpus linguistics,
Przemystaw Krakowian undertaking studies of compassisted assessment, Mariusz
Marczak investigating translator education in tleud, Marcin Kleban involved in research
into technology use in rural areas, Wojciech Matlealing with language acquisition via
authored e-learning platform or Anna Turula invgating digital language learners, to name
just a few.

It is my great pleasure to see how the initial supjf The British Council Sprite
(then ICT for teachers) projects, headed by Aidaoriie followed by Wojciech Drajerczak,
led to development of CALL studies in Poland, mesiéd in digital teacher training
specialisations at English departments at a nurobd?olish universities, robust sections
devoted to CALL in Poland-based EFL magazines saglhe Teacher or Jezyki Obce w
Skole, participation in a number of CALL projects wittu®pean partners (for instance,
ClipFlair, CEFCult, Social media and language leayn LangOER, INTENT). With a

number of Ph.D. theses in CALL well under way ireRa, Warsaw, Cracow and Lublin, the
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Polish CALL community is bound to grow to betterv@the needs of language teachers at
home and abroad.

This issue offeaching English with Technology features three papers presented at the
2015 PL-CALL conference in Cracow. Ewa ZarzyckakBig undertakes the topic of
gamification in language learning, asking an irgeng question “Kahoot It or Not?” The
author aimed at investigating the role of the papunline game tool in fostering grammar
acquisition. In the next paper, Krzysztof Kotutgplxes the ways language instructors teach
with a synchronous multimodal setup (Skype), repgron research which evaluated how
over 120 teachers use technologies to enable tbewotk in distance learning contexts.
Finally, Anna Turula asks another important questinamely, “What the Good Digital
Language Learner Can Teach Us?” The study givesneber of insights into how learners
augment their language education with the use ®fniew media as well as show areas in
which they still need the assistance of the (digteacher.

Another paper, “The Effect of Technology Integration High School Students’
Literacy Achievement” by Kara Robinson, presentsriical overview of current research
into the role of technology integration in high soh students’ literacy achievement. The
author identifies the gaps within the researchubhocomprehensive analysis and explores
the challenges faced by more and less tech-sawwgaéats.

In quite a novel strand of research, Jason Byres @ogle Analytics data collected
from two EFL learning mobile apps, gathered ovéve month period from more than 6,000
cities worldwide. The analysis of big data alloWwe tuthor to provide a sample of actual user
behaviour and prove that independent study is thie form of MALL activity.

Flipped classroom, and in particular flipped teacllevelopment, is the topic
undertaken in their contribution by Rafiza Abdulzgk, Dalwinder Kaur, Siti Hajar Halili and
Zahri Ramlan. The authors propose an implementdtimmework of flipped professional
development program, integrating theories of Zormexihal Teacher Development (ZPTD)
and revised Bloom’s Taxonomy.

Finally, computer-aided assessment is the topibe@book “Assessment in Online and
Blended Learning Environments” reviewed by Feritligkaya. This important 2015
publication brings together both theoretical andcpcal information on how assessment in
online and blended learning environments can bewced.

| wish you good reading!



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

THE EFFECT OF TECHNOLOGY INTEGRATION
ON HIGH SCHOOL STUDENTS’ LITERACY ACHIEVEMENT

by Kara Robinson
Our Lady of Mercy Catholic College Burraneer
Cronulla, New South Wales, 2230, Australia

kara.robinson @ syd.catholic.edu.au

Abstract

This literature review presents a critical apprasacurrent research on the role technology
integration plays in high school students’ literamhievement. It identifies the gaps within the
research through comprehensive analysis. The rediewelops an argument that the use of
laptops in secondary English classrooms has a figigni impact upon students’ literacy
achievement in both a positive and negative manHee. literature review begins by exploring
early research and finds that there is a lack nfitndinal studies regarding laptop integration.
This is a result of the trend at the time, whickswa focus on the impact on student and teacher
attitudes rather than the impact on literacy. Thtothe critical appraisal of current research it is
revealed that the attitudes and beliefs of indigldieachers to laptop integration is the leading
cause of student literacy achievement. The liteeataview progresses to explore the challenges
facing educators and the concerns for educators.

Keywords: technology; integration; laptop; literacy; high eoh teaching

1. Introduction
Many secondary schools at the start of th& @&ntury are very traditional in their approaches
to teaching literacy in English classrooms, edugptor example via pen and paper methods.
In the context of this review the term ‘literac¥gfers to the ability to read and write. Also,
when using the phrase ‘literacy achievement’ | aferring to students’ levels of proficiency
in the streams of reading and writing. In many selemy English classrooms within Australia
each student has access to a laptop. The reviewrdnt literature has revealed that in some
cases they are rarely accessed as a tool for inmgrdieracy, the review also exposes a
correlation between this finding and individualdieer perceptions. This idea is explored in
greater depth later in the literature review. Td pusimply, laptops are not successfully
utilised in the classroom to improve student litgra

The question of whether laptop integration has tpety or negatively impacted
student learning is hotly contested in the litematahus far. Overall, literature offers
conflicting answers to this question. However, ma®em to agree that there are many

barriers, such as funding and teacher training,clwvhinhibit schools and teachers to
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effectively utilise laptop integration in the sedany English classroom. Few deny the
growing influence of technology and its use in keag students who use digital technology
daily. These results are often found within the sagsearch and by reviewing the literature
on these studies, this literature review exploremes of the limitations of the research
methodologies.

Currently there is a significant gap within theremt bodies of research, as much of
the research focuses on best practice for teaatagigr than the implications of laptop use on
students’ literacy. This review aims to fill thigg by looking closely at these implications.
As there is paucity in the research from Australighe interest of this literature review the
case studies drawn from are primarily based inthiged States. Research that emerges in the
US is useful for studying Australian context as American educational context does have

some parallels to the Australian context.

2. Why are educators just expected to use laptops in cEasoms?

It has been the experience of the author that fanymeducators it is an expectation that
technology such as laptops and the day-to-day ilegrexperiences be integrated into the
curriculum. However, often educators are left goestg why, as often there is little
understanding of the pedagogical implicationsslthe intention of this literature review to
answer this question by looking closely at thosediss which explore pedagogical
inferences. As Hsu (2011) puts it, often the exjgan®f information and communication
technology infrastructure in schools is just expdcto promote learning through its very
presence. As a result the integration of technebgsed outside the classroom such as word
processors, e-mail, digital video, and the Intemest be part of the Zlcentury secondary
English classroom.

These technologies have changed the landscapéllsfasid competencies needed for
literacy in profound ways (Watts-Taffe, Gwinn, Jebn, & Horn, 2003). There is an
increasing demand for students to be competeritaim &bility to access, interpret, compare
and contrast, synthesize, and communicate ideasaieally through the use of laptops and
additional technologies. Therefore, in the secopdanglish classroom the strands of literacy,
technology and literacy instruction are quickly eerging, and are lagging behind changes
made in other aspects of students’ lives. As aemunsnce of this teachers must be challenged
to not only integrate the use of laptops with tliadial aspects of pen and paper literacy
instruction but they must also engage studentsmerging technological literacies. Linik

(2011) has found the scientists “posit that digitetive students' brains are actually
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developing in new ways because their gray matteoistantly engaged with digital devices.
When neurons fire together, they wire together,ingakonnections based on their interaction
with technology” (p. 25). The implications of thidbservation is that inevitably students in
secondary English classrooms are hardwired to eng@f digital devices, in a way that may
not be the case for many educators who are redgerisr the introduction and instruction of
digital technologies, such as laptops, in thesescteoms. Therefore, a conclusion could be
drawn that simply using laptops in the secondargliBh classroom does not promote

learning educators are challenged to integratejpin a pedagogically sound way.

3. What does early research say about laptop integtion?

Early research notes that specific benefits ofdapnhtegration included increased student
motivation (Gardner, Morrison, Jarman, Reilly, &lefea, 1993; Rockman, 1998) and a shift
toward more student-centred classroom environm@ddekman, 1998). It is important to
note and take into consideration early researchogrg laptop integration because literacy
education is not static and is constantly chandingrefore, it is essential to reflect on where
research has come from. The use of laptops isativelly new phenomenon beginning in the
early nineties. As a result, there is little resbathat studies the long-term effects of laptop
usage on literacy achievement in secondary schdoleport conducted by Gardner et al.
(1993) found that the positive literacy outcomesitaited to laptop integration were limited
to the fact that students could make use of woodgssors and publishing software, and that
most of the curriculum learning outcomes in writicen be addressed through this software.
The authors also concluded that there were notasiefits to be gained from the use of spell-
checking and thesaurus facilities; however, ovaretithis understanding has been often
refuted amongst educators. This Ireland-based stadyfounded on tests and questionnaires
that were completed by the students from the agesot fifteen across nine schools over one
school year. The study also drew on the experientdsachers and students, which they
recorded in diaries for the purpose of the studynluined with the observations of a research
team. By making no use of quantitative data, tiedtydbvious holes in their conclusions — as
teachers and students kept diaries for the purpbsiee study, this may have tarnished the
honesty and integrity of their responses. This lafc§uantitative data also limited the aspects
of student achievement that could be accuratelysared. They found that the impact of
laptops after one year was at best marginal oneaehent in mathematics, science and

writing, however, this is based only on observatiand qualitative data. It is important for
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the reader to note that much has changed in segpkdaglish classrooms and this study was
focused on student-centred experiences, as wasetigkat the time.

Also conducting research during the nineties, Figmel Stolarchuk (1998) in their
Australian study of laptop use in middle schooleace classrooms found out that the
classrooms that made use of laptops had the magiveoimpact on student learning and
attitudes when skills and the process of inquiryenemphasized. Their study was designed to
assess the effectiveness of laptop integratiomesitis’ attitude and achievement outcomes.
Student’s perceptions of the classroom environnveerte also utilised to determine this
effectiveness. Achievement was measured usingla e Test of Enquiry Skills among
other quantitative instruments which were admimneteto over eight hundred students in
years eight and nine, in fourteen independent dshaxross four Australian states in 1995.
One of the limitations of this study has been #ihtualitative data was collected from only
two of the fourteen schools in 1996. It is unlikehat by collecting data from only two
schools has given a clear and broad enough unddnstpof the experiences of students and
educators making use of laptops in secondary dasss. By prolonging time between the
study and the collection of the qualitative data #uthors of the study have inadvertently
extended the chance of the data reflecting theentiglassroom environment rather than the
environment from the previous year. It is importemnhote that unlike Gardner et al. (1993)
the focus was also on student attitude to laptapiser than on their achievement against
learning outcomes. Correspondingly, Fisher andastbuk (1998) reported a more positive
relationship between laptops and student attituithesr between laptops and academic
achievement. Rockman (1998) reached similar coimiasto Fisher and Stolarchuk (1998)
and Gardner et al. (1993); a majority of teachargaptop schools reported an increase in
cooperative learning and an improvement in propased instruction. There is very little
early research that focuses on the long-term effeclaptop integration on literacy, as laptop

integration was in its early stages and laptopwes® not widespread.

4. Laptop integration in the 21st century

As research moved into the 2tentury, new digital literacy skills became paftthe
demands placed upon schools to develobchtury competencies (Spektor-Levy & Granot-
Gilat, 2012). As a result of these newly found rsetstieral legislation in the United States
mandated that technology be integrated into schaooicula because of the popular belief
that learning is enhanced through the use of tdogggDavis, 2001). This phenomenon is
not unique to the United States; other countrieshsas Australia, have also implemented
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one-to-one laptop programs. Australia was onceidensd to be a leader in laptop integration
in classrooms (Fluck, 2011). Fluck conducted sbecstudies of government primary schools
to gather data about current initiatives in lapiofegration. One of the limitations of this
study is that each of the schools was observeddiyghe researcher on only one day in only
one classroom. Many educators will agree that ety difficult to effectively evaluate the
performance of students by observing them on ong/@ccasion. Comparative analysis in the
study demonstrated that the potential of laptoptiaschooling could be conflicted through
concerns about curriculum direction and equity. M/Hechnology integration has been
mandated in some countries including Australia,Unhéed States and Ireland, there is little in
the way of research on the effect this has on skrgrschool students’ literacy. Whilst Linik
(2012) postulates that reading and writing are &mental skills of literacy, and when

technology is integrated effectively it can be pdwietool for literacy instruction.

4.1. Challenges of successful laptop integrationdad by educators

Integrating laptops into secondary English classroavith a focus on improving student
literacy has the potential to create challengesthrcators. Davis (2001) recognizes that the
challenge for educators is to understand how to teesh with laptops while developing the
literacy expertise of their students. Rather thaeirgy laptops as something to fit into an
already crowded agenda, Biancarosa and Griffith@1Zp argue that laptops can be
conceptualized as beneficial tools that teachers d=ploy in their quest to create young
readers who possess the higher levels of the dyeskills demanded by today’s information-
based society. There is a want and need amongetesath learn how to use classroom
technologies more effectively (Labbo et al., 200@)e teachers’ statements provided as a
part of the study conducted by Labbo et al. (2008)e drawn from a United States survey
conducted as one component of a larger study. Tieehmundred and twenty five survey
participants included teachers and technology d¢oatdrs who participated in an online
interview and survey. Like previous research thelgtmakes complete use of qualitative
methods. The focus was on the advice, insightscantions about laptop use rather than on
any impacts of student achievement.

As previously mentioned Information and Communimafi echnologies (ICT) such as
word processors, e-mail, CD-ROMs, digital videod atine Internet have changed the
landscape of skills and competencies needed feraty in profound ways (Watts-Taffe,
Gwinn, Johnson, & Horn, 2003). As part of theirdstuWatts-Taffe et al. found that there had

been little research on the ways in which pre-servieachers are taught to integrate
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technology with their literacy instruction. This @aother of the many challenges faced by
educators when attempting to integrate laptop usatge English classrooms in order to
improve student literacy achievement. Watts-Taffeale (2003) describe a study of the
technology integration practices of three pre-s@rvieachers in their first year of teaching.
They chose the most accomplished students to jpeatigcin the study to avoid any distracting
factors that could be caused by lower-achievinglestts. The data was collected over three
months via a portfolio, emails, observations anougrmeetings. The results of this study
showed how individual teacher knowledge; trainimgl deliefs impact upon the way they
integrate laptops into their classrooms, and ttes iis investigated in further detail later in

this literature review.

4.2. The positive impact of laptop integration ontsident literacy achievement

The intention of this literature review has beerexplore the impact of laptop integration on
student literacy achievement. Thus far the revies looked at where early research has
come from and how moving into the 2tentury, literature has focused primarily on the
qualitative methodologies and student and educatiisides and opinions. There have been
challenges for educators in the introduction oftdap into secondary English classrooms.
Despite these Lai, Chang & Ye (2006) used inteomati data to investigate computer usage
in elementary school reading classes and the impdaomputer usage on students’ reading
performance across fifteen countries. The studypawes and reveals computer use levels in
reading classes, frequencies of teachers havirdgstsi use computers, times and places of
students’ computer usage, computer activities ofenaad female students, and effects of
computer usage on students’ reading interests @mewveement by country. Countries selected
for data analysis were considered to be geogralbhiepresentative, because the national
characteristics were comparable to each other peegented through the Progress in
International Reading Literacy Study database. Basee statistics and figures were used to
analyse the tendencies of laptop use in elemestrgols. Qualitative methodologies were
employed; chi-square was used to compare ratesngpater usage in reading classes, and the
rates of male and female students’ usageests were used to compare the differences of
students’ reading interests and achievement byepoesabsence of computer use in reading
classes. Spearman correlations were used to deeetime influences of computer use across
the three aspects to students’ reading interesisstandardised reading achievement. The
investigators found that secondary school teach®srporated computer usage in their

classes infrequently and this directly impactedrugchievement.
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Eteokleous revealed the same understanding ingpatstudy that was published in
2008 and conducted in Cyprus that revealed thatopspare not extensively used in
classrooms. “When they are used in classroomgndg to be in a rather sporadic fashion,
more as supporting tools or fancy chalkboards @meducational tools. Few teachers were
found to use computers in any sort of progressiag’wp. 669). The study examined how
elementary educators make use of laptops, and fabtirs influence laptop integration in
their classroom practices by making use of qualgéatesearch methodologies. The study
employed a mixed method approach through the usfgieuctured questionnaires and semi-
structured, open-ended interviews as the major odstlof data collection. Quantitative and
qualitative data were gathered from a sample ofriGypeachers identified as high and low
laptop integrators. Unlike Lai et al. (2006), tetady makes use of the qualitative data to help
identify why some educators are experiencing diffies in making consistent and
progressive use of laptops as a tool for instractio

However, it is no secret that the uses of laptapedat, in and of themselves, transform
classrooms or provide promising solutions for togitbnal or instructional problems that
result in poor learning. Based on observationsa 008 study, Warschauer claims that
“while a one-to-one laptop program can make a sicheiter, it will not fundamentally alter a
school with problems” (p. 133). The case study eranh literacy practices in ten United
States schools with one-to-one laptop programsdik@gs were that reading instruction
featured more scaffolding and epistemic engagemérgreas student writing became “more
iterative; more public, visible, and collaborativepre purposeful and authentic; and more
diverse in genre” (p. 52). Students also gainedmamt technology-related literacies such as
those that involve analysing information or prodigcimultimedia. However, despite these
findings laptop programs were not found to imprdest scores. One crucial finding of
Warschauer’'s research is that it is “the teachev®rall approach rather than the use of
technology” (p. 142) that determines the extentwhbich laptops contribute to the
development of students’ literacy skills. Similariyhase and Laufenberg (2011) deduce that
having access to technology is not the key, instaadnquiry-driven curriculum served by
technology is critical.

Spektor-Levy & Granot-Gilat (2012) also looked @lysat laptop use and their results
indicate, on the practical level, the positive effef learning with personal laptops and
routinely available ICT on students’ achievemenmtd aompetencies. The goal of this study
was to examine the impact of a one-to-one laptognam on the implementation of learning

skills, information literacy, and the usage of cangpized tools among students. These skills
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are part of the demands placed upon schools tdafe2d™-century competencies. Seventh
and ninth grade students participated in this st@he group had routinely studied in one-to-
one classes with personal laptops while othersiesfuch regular classes with no ICT.

Findings indicated that students from one-to-orassgs performed significantly better than
students from the control group.

As stated previously, current research has idedtifnany positive outcomes as a
result of the integration of technology in the ska®m. In 2011 Shapley, Sheehan, Maloney,
& Caranikas-Walker conducted an experimental stimyolving comparisons between
twenty-one middle schools that received laptopsefach teacher and student. Instructional
and learning resources, professional developmemt, tachnical and pedagogical support
were provided for each of the schools. The reseascimade use of a hierarchical linear
model to analyze the longitudinal survey and admeent data. Shapley et al. (2011) found
that technology immersion had a positive effectstudents’ technology proficiency and the
frequency of their technology-based class actwiaed small-group interactions. Here it is
important to note that whilst the research hascaigid some correlation between laptop
integration and literacy achievement, there has bigde focus on exactly what is causing

this correlation.

4.3. How individual teachers impact the implicatios of laptop integration

Similarly to Eteokleous’ (2008) research, the resudtom a correlation and regression
analysis of laptop usage by Hsu (2011), mentioregtiee in this literature review, indicate
that teachers who infrequently use basic ICT tsalsh as word processing rarely assign ICT
activities to students. This study reports whaitetgrof ICT activities teachers are likely to
assign to students, and what type of teachers are lkely to assign these activities. Teacher
ICT usage and student ICT assignments were examsiad a sample of over three thousand
elementary and junior secondary school teachersTamwan. A questionnaire was
administered to educators in three hundred antytfour schools. One of the limitations of
this study was that not all educators who partieigdhad access to laptops or the Internet in
their classrooms and only about sixty per centchfcators felt that the laptops provided by
their schools were satisfactory for their teachnegds. Despite these limitations it is clear
that whilst there can be a positive impact on studaeracy achievement from laptop
integration, the research indicates that indivicdeealchers impact upon student laptop usage

and thus their literacy achievement.
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Likewise, research findings by Chen (2008) indichiat “Teachers’ beliefs play an
important role in their deciding how they will igg@ate technology into the classroom” (p.
65). The author used qualitative research methodxplore the relations between teachers’
pedagogical beliefs and technology integration. tielpants were twelve Taiwanese
secondary school teachers, and findings indicatembnisistency between the teachers’
expressed beliefs and their practices. Using qiai@ methods Chen (2008) collected data
from multiple data sources, specifically interviewsyllabi, lesson plans, handouts,
PowerPoint slides and classroom observation ovemtwnths. One of the limitations of this
study is that it relied on data from only schooattithe author had chosen which was
understood to have a reputation for technology asd was above average academic
achievement. Therefore, the study did not use @eseptative sample.

Ottenbreit-Leftwich, Glazewski, Newby & Ertmer (ZD)lrevealed that teachers used
laptop integration to address professional andestudsheeds, all of which related to the
underlying value belief of promoting student leami This hermeneutical phenomenology
study investigated the value beliefs that undengiachers’ uses of laptops. Data were
collected from eight award-winning teachers throulga qualitative methodologies of an
interview, observation, and electronic portfolioké. Eteokleous (2008), Hsu (2011) and
Chen (2008), this study indicates that individedhers hold their own beliefs about laptop
integration, which has a direct impact on studaptdp usage and, in turn, affects student

literacy achievement.

4.4. Negative impacts of laptop integration on stught literacy achievement

While this literature review has focused on theitpas effects of laptop integration and how

individual teachers can negatively impact on tiis also important to understand that not all
the studies indicate positive results. There hasenbmany recorded negative impacts of
technology integration on high school student ditgr achievement. Lai et al. (2006), as
previously indicated, have used international datanvestigate computer use situations in
elementary school reading classes and the impdateroputer usage on students’ reading
performance across fifteen countries. The resalteal that the effects of computer usage in
reading classes and reading teachers’ computeriteasion elementary students’ reading
interests and achievement are unclear. Studerging achievement did not show significant
improvement with computer use in classes, or teathed students’ computer activities, and
some even showed negative influences. “The reailtgis study using an international

perspective confirm that computer usage in educgasonot always beneficial to students’
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academic achievement” (Lai et al., 2006, p. 63).lgVthere can be many explanations for
this divergence, the failings can be attributed‘rtmderate awareness and low level of
working knowledge, but a high degree of interest apenness” (Jost & Mosley, 2012, p. 5)
among teachers. This survey based on laptop irtegreompetencies as outlined by experts
in the field collected data from two hundred ancemty-four pre-service teachers in ten
different teacher education courses. In the suteaghers responded to questions about
themselves, in order to measure their technoldgyalty in three levels: awareness, working
knowledge, and transformative practice. Resultgcatd a moderate awareness and low level
of working knowledge, but a high degree of intes openness to laptop integration for the
researchers this indicated a need to design agstorriculum for teachers as part of the
curriculum on technology and literacy (Jost & Mgsl@012). Similarly Techlehaimanot,
Mentzer & Hickman (2011) offer the view that lackamnfidence in integrating technology
and making use of laptops combined with a defigreoic understanding of the benefits of
technology integration to student learning werenidied to be contributing to this
discrepancy. As previously stated, individual teashhave impact on student literacy
achievement based on laptop integration. By lookingely at the research which focuses on
the negative impacts of laptop integration it hasdme apparent that again it is individual

teachers who are ultimately instigating these intgac

4.5. Strategies for improving student literacy aclevement via laptop integration

Current research has developed a need to investijettegies to use laptop integration to
improve students’ literacy achievement. Therefohere has been a significant amount of
research conducted regarding strategies for impgothe use of laptops in classrooms.
Wendt (2013) provides suggestions for integratitegdcy learning in the general curriculum
at the secondary level with particular attentiortdotent area literacy and laptop integration.
“Studies have shown a slight increase in achieverttenugh the use of e-books” (p. 44),
though this minor increase requires further studg eepeated trials. Likewise Warschauer,

Arada & Zheng (2010) also discovered positive onies, however in a different area.
We have found that the greatest impact of individaptop use is on student writing. When
students have daily access to Internet-connectptbfda, they conduct more background
research for their writing: they write, revise, gnablish more, they get more feedback on their
writing; they write in a wider variety of genresdaformats; and they produce higher quality
writing (p. 221).



Teaching English with Technology, 16(3), 3-16,http://www.tewtjournal.org 13

This research has implications for the ways in Whaptop use is incorporated into the daily
English secondary school classroom. There is ligtkearch to support the claim that this
improvement corresponds to other areas of litemh as spelling and grammar, which
should be considered integral parts of studentydcy achievement.

Moore-Hart (2008) attributes the improvement ofdstuts’ writing to the inclusion of
technology tools. Students improved their litertftyough challenging learning experiences.
This study investigates how two elementary teachegsn to use laptops in a private school
that had access to technology at many levels. Usingllaborative teacher-research model,
Moore-Hart (2008) specifically examined how to soppieachers' practice as they integrated
technology tools within their literacy curriculurbue to a supportive context, the teachers
reformed their writing instruction to include tedbogy tools, and students improved their
literacy through challenging learning experienc@stenbreit-Leftwich et al. (2010) offer
another view, stating that “when teachers beli@ohology uses are valuable, they are more
likely to incorporate those uses into their praedic (p. 1321). Findings indicated that
teachers used laptops to address professionaltaddns needs, all of which related to the
underlying value belief of promoting student leamniThis research has left a gap; there is a
need for researchers to examine exactly how thas¢egies have directly impacted on
student literacy achievement.

4.6. Concerns for researchers regarding laptop intgation

Making accurate measures of literacy achievememntbeaquite difficult in this context. A
concern for researchers is how to best measurentbect of laptop use on secondary student
literacy achievement. It could be measured with-gxisting curriculum accountability
frameworks. In Australia this is the National Assesnt Program — Literacy and Numeracy.
As Fluck (2011) observed, it was also a hotly detbassue whether laptops will lead to
increased scores in the National Assessment Prograteracy and Numeracy testing. In the
main principles were wary of suggesting this sholokd used as a means of judging the
efficacy of the laptop-based learning. This is ustlndable, since National Assessment
Program — Literacy and Numeracy testing is largey and paper, and handwriting skills
may noticeably diminish when laptops are more feely used for literacy. The impact of
laptop use could also be measured by other fastans as student engagement. Fluck (2011,
p. 13) observed that pupils with laptops were nmegaged with learning, and undertaking
learning at home. An example stated in the resilthis study demonstrated how two girls,

who were considered to be low-achieving, used tlagitops to read at home and brought
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reflective reviews back to school. So whilst sorhelies have identified both positive and
negative impacts of student literacy achievemena asect result of laptop use one of the
limitations of this research is that often the Iskiequired for pen and paper literacy tests are
not the same as the skills comprised in laptopdéteacy. This may impact the results that

these studies have found.

5. Conclusion

The question of whether laptop integration has tp@dy or negatively impacted student
learning is hotly contested in the literature tifeus As a result of critical analysis of current
literature a conclusion could be drawn that edusatoe challenged to integrate laptops in a
pedagogically sound way rather than simply usipgolas in the secondary English classroom
which does not promote learning. Close analysisaoly literature has shown that much has
changed in secondary English classrooms and moitant to note that these studies were
focused on student-centred experiences, as wasehe at the time. Moving into the 21
Century many governments have mandated the integrat laptops into classrooms. Yet in
order to make significant improvements to studerii®rature in secondary English
classrooms, educators continue to fail to succhgsfitlegrate these technologies effectively.

Despite this, positive impact of laptop integratiwas been recorded in many studies.
Whilst the research has indicated some correldtietaveen laptop integration and literacy
achievement, there has been little focus on exadtligt is causing this correlation. However,
some attribute this correlation to individual teacshwho hold their own beliefs about laptop
integration. These attitudes have a direct impacstadent laptop usage and, in turn, affect
student literacy achievement. Similarly, teachéituates can cause opposing results, where
negative impacts of laptop integration on literamhievement are recorded. This has led
researchers to investigate strategies of usingopsptto improve students’ literacy
achievement. Likewise these contrasting resultse heaused researchers to analyse the
limitations of some studies because often thesskdbuired for pen and paper literacy tests
are not the same as the skills utilised in laptageld literacy.

As educators we must all challenge ourselves toktimnore broadly about laptop
integration. As laptops were integrated into seeoypdEnglish classrooms, the focus was on
traditional pen and paper literacy. As Watts-Ta&feal. (2003) note, it is “...crucial that we as
literacy teacher educators begin to reconceptualisenotions of literacy and embrace the

emerging and new realities of technological litgfgp. 130).
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Abstract

Gamification is not a very new concept. It is thgee wf game elements and game design
techniques in a non-game context. It is used ifouarcontexts for various purposes. There is
strong evidence that shows the relationship betwggme playing and increased motivation.
More and more learning games emerge and bringraipeato help to learn a language. There are
certain game elements that could be used in noregeomtexts to trigger effective player
engagement as well as persistence and motivatiainitearn.

The paper outlines the influence of specific ganeenents onto players, presents the
motivational aspects of game involvement, and itigates what game elements could be
responsible for increasing motivation to particgpahd engage in a grammar learning game. All
of these are investigated on the example of a Kiahamline game, which was used with the
General English language course students atterttiagclasses in The Modern Languages
Centre at the Pedagogical University, Cracow, Rbldie main objective of the research paper
is to observe and assess how the students’ mativaticreases — if — to learn and practise
grammar and how effective this mode of learnindtislso presents the teachers’ evaluation of
the design process, its implementation and recordatems for further use.

Keywords: gamification; Kahoot; grammar instruction

1. Introduction

The question asked in the headline -- ‘Kahoot ihot?’-- when translated into the
main line of the present argument, should actuadlyHow much do we know about
gamification?” and ‘How effective is gamificatiomé why?’ They are provocative
questions as quite a number of educators may tkinely have no idea what
gamification is, as they do not take part in itlsey do not need to know. As a matter
of fact, however, the majority of uare involved with gamified systems. The
extremely popular flyers/buyers programs, collegtooupons/tokens/points before
exchanging them either for money or products, adl \we competitive and
comparative apps such as Endomondo are just aXampes we come across on a

daily basis.
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The purpose of this article is to describe the mpodés of gamification and
gamified courses, to investigate and describe vdpacifically makes gamified
learning useful in class, as well as to mark treasaifor further research. The online
gamifying tool that is chosen for the study is Kah@n online application that is free
and accessible for the teachers of all subjectscandoe used at various levels. It is
neither difficult in use nor requires sophisticaséls or equipmert Teachers create
their own questions adapting them to the level ndvdedge and skills of their
students. It is user-friendly for both parties asllvas it contains the basic game
elements: points, a leader board, instant feedbadka reward. Kahoot as an online
game used in a classroom creates a context in vebigperation as well as autonomy
can be observed. Fun and competitiveness add the t@it. The latter ones tap into
intrinsic motivation, which is the primary interest this research as games provide
additional intrinsic enhancement. Fun, in particuia also an element which students
are interested in and which they like to be inctudeto their learning/teaching.
Dornyei believes that it is one of the strategeebreak with routine and boredom. He

quotes a dialogue from the 1964 Disney film ‘Mapppins’:
‘It's a game, isn't it, Mary Poppins?’
‘Well, it depends on your point of view. You sem,dvery job that must be done there is an
element of fun. You find the fun and — snap! — thb’s a game. And every task you

undertake becomes a piece of cake...” (Dornyei 2003).

To maintain and protect motivation in a classroooriyei recommends the
use of many various strategies (Ddrnyei 2001: 7#8)t of which challenge,
competition, stimulation, cooperation and fun, whideally create a context of a
game, became the focus of my attention. The stualyaarried out with a number of
students at the Pedagogical University in Krakowing General English courses
conducted by the teachers from Modern Languagesr€erhe students were from

various departments as to have a wider spectrusaaiers.

* In March 2016 it was used by 20 million out of 58lion elementary and secondary students in the
USA (data quoted aftehttp://www.nytimes.com/2016/04/17/technology/kahapp-brings-urgency-
of-a-quiz-show-to-the-classroom.html?WT.mc_id=Sedfs-Newsletter&WT.mc_ev=click&ad-
keywords=smartbriefsnl& r=0
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2. Background to the study

2.1. Affect gamified: intrinsic motivation

One of the most important factors in gamified ediocais motivation. What we are
talking about, however, is a specific type of drive

Jane McGonigal in one of her press interviews said:

| don't do ‘gamification’, and I'm not prepared $tand up and say | think it works, | don't
think anybody should make games to try to motigamebody to do something if they don’t
want to do. If the game is not about a goal youiteansically motivated by, it won't work.”
(Feiler, Bruce: 27 April 2012).

Because intrinsic motivation is pointed out as tmain factor in the game
engagement, the study’s main focus is to investigat

In psychology and education intrinsic motivationdsscribed in relation to
Self-Determination Theory (Przybylski, Rigby, Ry@010), developed by Edward L.
Deci and Richard M. Ryan (1985). This theory isa@ned with human motivation,
personality and optimal functioning, and SDT claithat people have three innate
psychological needs, viewed as universal necesst@npetence, relatedness, and/or
autonomy (Deci, 2000). First, the need for compstemeans the desire to control
and shape the environment and outcome. We wamdw kow things will turn out
and the results/consequences of our actions. Setieadheed for relatedness deals
with the desire to “interact with, be connected daad experience caring for other
people”. Our actions and daily activities involviher people and through this we
seek the feeling of belonging. Thirdly, the need &itonomy concerns having a
sense of free will when doing something or actingaf our own interests and values.

SDT concepts of competence, relatedness, and autooorrespond to some
extent with Marczewski's results of investigatiothoat gamification. Intrinsic
motivation involves engagement through fun and .plagmpetence is fulfilled by
solving problems in order to change behavioursatdhess is realised by working
with other people to reach specific goals. Autonoiynade possible by making
independent choices about how and what to usehieaethe purpose.

This is largely confirmed in the area of busineg®be of the SDT followers,
Daniel Pink (2009), who argues against the moddlsmotivation driven and

enhanced by rewards and fear of punishment, doednay extrinsic factors such as

2 The words in bold are taken from the Marczewsligsof most frequently repeated words in the
attempt to define gamification.
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money. He believes that human motivation is largelirinsic, and that this
motivation can be divided into autonomy, masteryl gnurpose. “SDT proposes
humans have an innate drive to be autonomousgdstdfmined and connected to one
another and that when that drive is liberated, fgeaghieve more and live richer
lives.”

According to Pink’s idea, autonomy, which is thgeito direct our own lives,
centres on four areas of human professional adiime, technique, team and task. As
far as time is concerned, we need to be focuse@ morthe output rather than on a
rigid schedule in order to complete the task, whiekessitates more flexibility and
creativity. Techniques should be increasingly chos®y employees, with the
employer providing initial guidance. Additionallihe freedom to allow employees to
choose who they want to work with in a team is neg®nded, and a task is more
likely to be undertaken and completed when empleyaak during their regular free
creative hours. This is the time when they can\dgyghing and anything that is not
connected with their work. A further aspect of mation, that is mastery, is defined
as the desire to get better and better at somethatgeally matters, although to be
able to achieve this accordingly a certain envirentmeeds to be created. Effective
tasks are the ones which are neither overly difficar too simple so that employees
develop their skills further. The final element kit motivation is purpose, and Pink
(2009) defines this as the yearning to do what weindthe service of something
larger than ourselves. A direct and clear expressib goals and purpose, both
individual and organizational, should be achievedugh the use of purpose-oriented
words, such as ‘us’ and ‘we’ to inspire and gereeratfeeling of being a part of a
larger group focusing on a greater cause. Pinksiedwn and developed the SDT
concepts for the professional context. They aretimased in business to prompt
how to shape certain demanded behaviours if nibtidés of both professionals and
clients.

The expansion of motivational strategies in businags the question about
the existence of the similar trend in educationrriyéi believes that the significant

core in motivation research has proved to be e¥iecind can be transferred into

* Quoted afterhttp://staffmotivationmatters.co.uk/pinks-theory-s®-drive-up-employee-motivation-and-
engagement/
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practice (2001: 24). Four areas of motivationahtsgies (creating motivational
conditions, generating initial motivation, maintaign motivation, and encouraging
self-evaluation) distinguished by Ddrnyei contammponents which overlap with
some of the game elements and mechanics. For ezammohesive learner group
with appropriate group norms can be identified vaithame playing team, increasing
the learner's expectancy of success with a winyesming the learner's goal-
orientedness sounds like a team or individualslliegeup, making learning (playing)
stimulating and enjoyable are the goals of a ggr@mnoting cooperation among the
learners can be executed in a gaming team, prayidiotivational feedback as well
as offering rewards in a motivating manner areiedrout through the means of
points, trophies or rewards.

The relationships between all the above mentiohethents are illustrated in

the table below.

Table 1. Motivational components and gamificatiteneents

SDT Pink Dérnyei gamification
elements
competence | - mastery - expectancy of success | - awin
- time - increasing goal - levelling up
- task orientedness - points/rewards
- technique - motivational feedback
- rewards
relatedness | - team - cooperation - game playing
- learners groups andteam
norms
autonomy - purpose - making learning| - game
enjoyable

The potential of gamified education to influencé&iimsic motivation (shown
in the table) as well as the earlier discussiogarhified business lead to a question of
how applicable these concepts are to languageihgariihe question was addressed
in a study described below.

2.2. Defining gamified education
To understand the phenomenon, we first need tofycldre term ‘gamification’.
Kevin Werbach believes that gamification is the v$eggame elements and game

design techniques in non-game contexts (Werbach5)2®nother effort aimed at
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defining the rather elusive concept of gamificatisras initiated by Andrzej
Marczewski, the founder of a blog called GAMIFIEDX[Uvho set up a challenge to
formulate the definition collaboratively. There wemany responses, both long and
short. The shortest and most precise one was bysgphere’: ‘A fun way to do things
that have to be done’. Marczewski's own definitimeluded all the characteristic
elements of such anodus operandi as “the user-focused application of game
elements, game mechanics, game design or gamenihiitk non-game contexts to
engage, motivate, change behaviour, solve problemage goals more achievable,
make tasks more playful or add fun”. These elemardgsin fact, common to all the
definitions proposed: certain key words were freqlyerepeated in them. The
collection of these key worflsput together by Marczewski (blog entry: April 16,

2014) is presented below, listed in the order efrtiost frequent use:

engage 38
people 28
fun 25
motivate 22
play 16
solving problems 16
behaviour 16
goals 16

The results indicate that gamification can be emgpgnd fun and, therefore,
may influence the motivation of the participantgskles, it should not be forgotten
and underestimated that a gamified activity inctudad involves others in the same
type of action.

Jane McGonigal, one of the greatest gamificatioimeiasts and experts, as
well as an American game designer, indicates innenerous talks and interviews
that the perception of games changes from recredtidevices to serious ones that
can influence various domains of life. Games canapplied as supporting tools
measuring sport achievements, progress in langlesgaing, enhancing cognitive
processes, supporting patients in getting overispagedical conditions, simulating
real life contexts in order to prepare the partaits for the forthcoming events. They

may even change one’s behaviour.

* All the definitions mentioned and more are ava#abh Marczewski's blog under this entry:
http://www.gamified.uk/2014/04/16/defining-gamifte@n-people-really-think/ .

®> Her website provides the access to her talks mtedviews https://janemcgonigal.comiThe
overview of the various games ideas of Jane McGdmgprovided in the text of Bruce Feiler in the
NY Times online: http://www.nytimes.com/2012/04/29/fashion/jane-muigal-designer-of-
superbetter-moves-games-deeper-into-daily-life. BtmdQ
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Serious games such as Jane McGonig8liper Better or projects like
Volkswagen’sFun Theory® prove to be effective in enhancing intrinsic mation
and shaping new attitudes or behaviours. To supiist claim, Pawet Tkaczyk
(Tkaczyk, 2012) quotes the research carried otlteaCarnegie Mellon University. It
was found that the average teenager spends abg@@010ours playing computer
games by the time they are 12 years old. It mehatsthe alternative and parallel
world of activities, including education, exists$.i$ the world in which action is
triggered by rewards, fun, and competition; whaesatvity, problem solving, team
work, determination, various skills are being depeld. And this fact can no longer
be unnoticed by educators. To be able to achieee géime-like effectiveness,
educational contexts driven by game mechanicssraled principles need to be

created and designed.

2.3. Exploring gamified education
In 2010, a pioneer of edu-gamification, Lee Sheldoom Indiana University,
Bloomingdale, prepared a course syllabus for stisdef the Department of
Telecommunications callellultiplayer Game Design. The class took the form of a
multiplayer game in which the participants wereraduced to the design and
production elements in order to create and mairdalime game$.Each level of the
game was awarded a certain number of points fospleific work to be undertaken.
The final — and, mostly probably, the best knowmgamified educational
experience is Khan Academy, founded in 2008 anddadha large grant from both
Google and the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundatior2@10. The idea is to help
students to learn, and the official website prosidaudents with about 3,200 videos
of lectures in order for learners to gain knowledgem various academic fields.
Students are awarded points for solving a seri¢asds, and when this is done really
quickly and effectively achievement badges aremgiW&hen a string of ten problems
in a row is completed, a student is said to havstenad the lesson and can move to

the next one. Additionally, students can obseredr firogress on a knowledge nfap.

® The collection of projects is available on the maebsite of Volkswagen’s initiative:
http://www.thefuntheory.com/

" The sylabus is available on this webslttp://gamingtheclassroom.wordpress.com/syllabus

® Awhole chapter is about the idea behind the Kheademy in: Burke B., Gamify. How gamification
motivates people to do extraordinary things, Bitlation, 2014.
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The listed examples regard only pioneering gamiftedrses. There is no
exhaustive list of all possible courses, but orttgrapts to overview some of thém
They are developed in various areas: education #maghing, well-being,
advertisement, business, cultural heritage,, iet@gnal communication, biomedical
and health care.

Some enthusiasts of gamification have introducedifjgd academic courses
at Polish universities. Piotr Prokopowicz, who week the Jagiellonian University in
the Psychology Department and teaches Personneh®eygy, collaborated with
GrzegorzZmuda in 2010 to design a gamified course as agbatte Psychological
Organisation Diagnosis classes at the universitg. 8im of the course was to prepare
students to be effective, if not excellent, orgatian diagnosticians. The participants
were able to gain points in three areas: knowledgperience, and charisma. They
worked either individually or in teams, and diffetéypes of work were assigned and
awarded points.

Another Polish attempt at gamifying education s ¢éime undertaken by Anna
Rogala from the Psychology Department at &3#idJniversity, who used the scheme
of a Role Playing Game to develop a gamified acadeourse. Between March and
June 2014 students had to complete a special misdide-conspiring the work of
pseudo-psychotherapists. This meant identifyingféh&e and incorrect elements in
psychotherapist practices. A variety of activitkesre given to the students, each of
which worth a certain number of points. The studeauld choose from the different
options as not all the activities were obligatdeytra points were also given for non-
compulsory activities provided beforehand by a leacEach participant became a
special agent using a code name, and the Edmodforplawas used as a
communication channel.

All these courses announce a change in educatiochwike may soon be
facing. Brian Burke (2014) mentions a survey coneddy the Pew Research Center
about the opportunities for gamification by thery2@20. 53% of those surveyed said
that gamification would be widespread, whereas 4&%dicted that gamification
would not evolve and become a larger trend. In 122015 Information Technology
Big Market Research published a report about gaatibn in the e-learning

marketplace. Mind Commerce, a research provid@jepts that gamification in e-

° One of such attempts was published by Fedwa Laarveshamad Eid, and Abdulmotaleb El Saddik
and is available ahttp://www.hindawi.com/journals/ijcgt/2014/358152/
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learning will grow to reach $319 billion by the ye2020, and college education and
MOOCs will hold 69% of the market share.
These predictions are serious enough to make ondeast consider

gamification options and their mechanics as wetha# underlying affective factors.

3. Gamifying language learning -- the study
3.1. Aims of the research
Intrinsic motivation, pointed out as the main facito game engagement, was the
main focus of the research, whose theoretical fravas delineated by the Self-
Determination Theory. Its main focus was why peaplay be interested in using
gamified systems. | concentrated on one of the comapts: “trying to learn what is
relevant to you”, an obvious choice from the pecsipe of the teacher. Therefore, the
research questions were as follows:

1. Why are students trying to learn what is relevanthem using gamification

tools?

2. What makes them want to play a learning game?

3.2. Design and procedure

In my research | also concentrated on teamwork taskl objectives identified as
important in Dornyei’'s proposal of motivational ppective as well as in Pink’s
overview. In practical terms it meant working iranes in order to complete the task
where cooperation occurs according to a set obraiel norms. Teamwork also fitted
the mastery and relatedness concepts, understoatbiag something for others
because each participant in a team worked towarmsing. Having grammar
knowledge, sharing it, and providing answers quicklsulted in getting more points
than other teams and winning. By evaluating funesst, and interest the idea of
making learning enjoyable was to be measured.

When it comes to the research context, | decidegotd with an online game
called Kahoot. In this application teachers/useasehtheir accounts where they
prepare tasks/tests that can be made public orgkaite. This means that every user
can adapt already existing public tasks/tests éar ttwn needs and share their own
tasks/tests with the rest of the users. To playgtme the class needs access to the
Internet, a projector and a screen where the &gki$ displayed. The participants

give their answers using mobile devices, such astpmones, tablets or laptops.
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As for the research tools and procedures, | dectdedbserve a group of
university students during the classes of Englishdacted by the teachers of the
Modern Language Centre functioning within the Pedgcal University in Krakow.
The research was carried out with the group of dtlidents. They were between 19
and 24 years old (45 between 18-20, 58 betweer220-Between 22-24), with twice
as many women (76) than men (36). Their level nfleage was upper-intermediate.
They came from various university departments: rimfation Technology, Polish
Language and Literature, Public Administration, i@l Studies, Sociology,
Philosophy, Culture Studies, with the departmeitssen at random. The students
played the game between 1 and 3 times.

The games in question focused on grammatical corae@ging from irregular
verbs forms, question formation, and passive vtheeugh various tense differences,
before finishing with reported speech, conditionalsl subjunctives. This type of
content is usually rather sensitive because thegetsres frequently create problems
for students.

The first immediate evaluation of each game wasiezhrout right after the
students had finished playing the game. This evaluas a final component of the
game and it is generated by the system. They theeduiz, assessing the fun element
they had experienced while playing. They could dediow many stars out of total
five can be given as the reflection of how funnydgable it was for them. They also
assessed if they learnt something and if they woetdmmend this game to others,
which is done by marking the Like or Dislike icdfinally, they could indicate how
they felt during the game: happy, indifferent, umpng by touching the appropriate
icon. Figure 1 shows what students saw on the malelvices screens during the
immediate game evaluation. Figure 2 illustratefitied results which the teacher and

students could see on the main screen.
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Game-pin: 901973

Rate this quiz!

Ratings
(so far, out of 1)

*

50 O® O®

Fun Learning Recommend

To continue, tell us how you feel?

.o
-

kahoot.it Game-pin: 343876

Figures 1 and 2. The screenshots of the immediai@ation which students see when the game is

over

During the last semester of the course, an addititorm of evaluation was
implemented. It was a questionnaire which focugsedtadents’ motivation that drove
them to take part and participate in the game tlveye offered in classes. The
questions referred to using online language gareésd either individually or in a
group, the frequency of using the Kahoot game durfinglish classes at the
university, and the will to continue playing thiarpcular game in class in the future.
The second part of the questionnaire was devoteplaing the level of fun, stress,
interest, as well as on the game form of grammachi@g class. Reasons of being
motivated to take part in the game were also et@dua hey were listed as follows:
reaching a win, mastering the knowledge, coopegatiith the others, having a clear
objective. Finally, the students graded if this gawas better than traditional class

grammar exercises.

3.3. Results of the questionnaire
The very first evaluation generated by the gamé&syxontained three pre-designed

questions as illustrated in Figure 3.
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W was it funny?
M did you learn something?
mwould you recommend it?

Figure 3. Immediate feedback triggering studenpgnions on the game system

As far as the fun assessment is concerned, thalbgeade was 3.9 out of a
maximum of 5. 68% of students thought the game fwas whereas almost every
third student thought the opposite. However, thet waajority of the students (90%)
stated that they had learnt the intended grammactate as a result of game. What is
more, 80% of the students would recommend this @falgarning. The evaluation
segment, completed immediately after the game, wedo also stating how the
students felt after playing. The students were rgitleree options to choose as

illustrated in Figure 4 below.

W | feel positive
B i feel neutral
w I feel negative

Figure 4. Immediate feedback about feelings

Not all the students gave their answers because hefinthe game without
completing the evaluation. However, the majoritytlodse who assessed the game
touched the positive feeling icon (67%), few (11f&) neutral, and a tiny proportion
(6%) felt negative.

While the game system evaluated fun, the learnuigame, and feelings, the
post-gaming questionnaire addressed the key questithe research, evaluating how

28



Teaching English with Technology, 16(3), 17-36 http://www.tewtjournal.org

motivating the Kahoot game could be. The studergsevasked a set of questions
which were placed in 4 groups.
First of all, it was interesting to see to whatesitthe students were familiar

with any language games, both online and offline.

Have you ever played any language games?
125
100
75

Hyes Hno
50
25
5 1
G -
zlone at home inaclass in the future

Figure 5. Language game experience

Only 5% of students have played some or indeedkard/ of language game
at home. The overwhelming majority did not play aioyeign language game,
however, there were a few who mentioragblingo.'® Yet, as far as classroom game
use was concerned, the percentage is a little highare than twice as many students
had played language games in class. Based on sicep@®ns given by the students,
the games seem to be Hot Potatoes and other fdreresswords, word boxes, etc.
99% of students stated that they would want to [#laguage games in a class.

The next question to be asked was: Would they beager to learn grammar
in a gamified way? Announcing that grammar whictoise the focus of a class is
usually answered with a deep sigh of suffering.réfoge, the motivation to learn
grammar using this particular game had to be medsdihe students were given the
criteria as illustrated in Figure 6.

° Puolingo is a language learning application in which aipgrant goes level after level gaining points
(lingots) .One language is used as a medium fonileg another one.
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Does Kahoot game motivate you to learn grammar?
50
38
25 Hyes
) I
1
] T - T T T 1
not at all slightly mildly quite wery much
Figure 6. Students’ motivation to learn
The final two findings indicate that about 70% tidents feel motivated to
learn grammar after they have played Kahoot, attege26% seemed rather
indifferent. AlImost three out of four students wéagly strongly driven to take in the
grammatical content.
| decided to test three components of intrinsicivation as defined by Pink:
mastery, team and purpose. | also added the compoheeward, and named it the
desire to win.
It motivates me very much because I can...
60
45
Wwery
30 H quite
15 1
o4

win master my knowledge do it with others know the purpose

Figure 7. Reasons of motivation

The desire to win dominated as the game itselb@utawinning and losing.

Almost half of the students were strongly engageth whe game because of the

reward waiting at the end — the first place in twnpetition. A quarter of the

students were quite motivated by the prospect ohing.
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The results were reversed in the case of mastknagledge. A quarter of the
students were very interested in developing conmeetevhereas more than half were
only quite interested in it. One in three studesitker liked the idea of playing with
others very much or quite liked it. The clear amdwn purpose of the game - which
is not only winning but also revising, checkingdatonsolidating knowledge — was
also appreciated by about 80% of students. Playiaggame for winning and other
already mentioned reasons were equally important.

As it is known that fun can lead to a change ofavasur, | also wanted to

examine how the game was perceived as far as farcaracerned.

What was it like for you?

87,5
70
52,5
B very much
35
W quite
17,5
a
u -
st ressful enjoyahle interesting can kearn bhetter than
something traditional
teaching

Figure 8. Fun and non-fun component

90% of students responded that playing a gameassalith others was either
very enjoyable or quite enjoyable. Even more (948ahd themselves interested in it.
A tiny minority (12%) decided that it was eitherryer quite stressful. And finally,
the overwhelming majority (87%) think that they céarn something through
playing games (42 very and 45 quite). And the \same 87% decided overall that
this form of learning is better than traditional thls, and 69% of the students are

strongly convinced of this.

4. Discussion

The first immediate evaluation was possible becaoiséhe Kahoot’'s systemic

assessment, which allows the evaluation immediaéir the game is finished. It

shows four things: fun, learning effectivenessrieay recommendations, and types

of feelings accompanying the game.
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The first significant finding from this immediateaduation is the grammar learning
effectiveness, which is graded very high (90%).sTélhows that even though the
content may be difficult, the students seem to fpencand eager to learn through the
use of an online game. The high level of this tgelearning recommendation
suggests as well that anything is better than ticadil grammar teaching and the
subsequent practice involving numerous and mono®rexercises, such as filling
the gaps, completing sentences with appropriaté ¥ems, matching forms, or
choosing the correct option in multiple choice eis. The fun is not graded the
highest, but not the lowest either. This may béuariced by the competitiveness of
the game. The disappointment of failure might lb@ctor. And, therefore, might limit
the element of fun. The positive feedback aboulirfge is related to the genuine
sense of fun and competition that the students reequeed during the game. The
disappointment or disengagement may be due eithvetedhnical failures or to
accidental mistakes the students made that resualleder positions in the game.

As the second part of the research was based agedkfeedback, it allowed
to measure different things: familiarity with laregge games, motivating reasons to
play, and the role of the fun component. It sholearty that students are not familiar
with online class games, and that they would apprfvtheir use more in the future.
This finding suggests that using Kahoot or any ganwass would be welcome. One
may wonder if this is because of the lack of methogical variety, work overload,
constant presence of games in their lives, the faestrong stimuli or the desire to
have fun rather than monotonous hard work. Theoreasf playing the game in the
class vary, ranging from the desire to win to teedito master the knowledge. Fun,
reward, leader boards, avatars, points, challengleigh all are game elements used
in a non-game context, appear overall to be effeah motivating the students. The
results show that these are not the only reasons.

There might be a number of explanations for sushltg, but a statement by

Jane McGonigal could cast some light on this phesman:
The real world just doesn't offer up as easily tagefully designed pleasures, the thrilling
challenges, and the powerful social bonding affdrde virtual environments. Reality doesn’t
motivate us as effectively. Reality isn’t engingkbte maximize our potential. Reality wasn’t
designed from the bottom up to make us happy. (e3liB, compared to games, is broken.’
(2011, loc. 124)
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Fortunately, the classroom reality can be ‘engieéerby the intrinsic
motivation drive built in the class online game.dase of the researched group of
students, expectancy of success after reachingt@rcéevel of competence because
of developing certain language skills is satistidyaining points, and finally coming
closer to win. The motivational feedback is delagkinstantly in the form of points
depending on the language/grammar correctness. twegh the reward may be
‘insignificant’, it is still a reward. Goal-orient@ess is enhanced by the possibility of
making the step-by-step progress towards the olajestives stated by the teacher, as
well as the chance of winning the game and beiegotst in the class. All of these
are underlined by the presence of social experjetescribed by Deci as relatedness,
and viewed by Dornyei as cooperation. The studeamgsnot left alone, they act
together, establish the manner in which they waether, as well as face the
consequences of their wrongdoings/mistakes togefftegrefore, the class-with-a-
game reality is not broken, because it offers mmoivational stimuli than just

reality.

5. Conclusions
Teachers have to face the fact that gamificatioghinbe soon (if not already is)
present in language classrooms. Learning happesy @lay, but it is sometimes
hard, particularly in the case of delayed gratifma or accomplishment.
Gamification can add motivation to learning actest and as such should not be
underestimated. Indeed, there have already beernfigadnelasses in educational
institutions and this trend is very likely to dewel

After having analysed the results of the questioBnavhich was focused
mainly on the aspect of motivation, the motivatiorssues are to be particularly
looked at. The intrinsic motivation components weraluated and they indicate
certain conclusions. In the online game contextrisic motivation is enhanced by
the perspective of winning and/or getting a rewdrde win as a drive to play a
language game cannot be underestimated. It isatkerf which allows a learning
class environment to be conditioned and shapedrdiogpto the needs of the
students, the learning process, or the requirenwrascourse. Difficult or complex
grammar input can be introduced and used by tlehézaTherefore, various learning

objectives can be achieved, for example, introdycrevising, or consolidating the
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language content. As demonstrated by the questi@results, students appreciate
clear objectives, particularly if they help to nesthe knowledge or develop the
language skills. Explaining the objectives to thadents helps to take the language
game beyond just pure fun. In order not to makeldinguage game go beyond a
gaming experience, it is valuable to enrich it weamwork. Following the rules and
norms within the group cooperation mode may alltwdents to go beyond just the
content learning experience. It makes it purposemdt lets individuals relate
themselves with the others. Getting instant mativetl feedback in the form of
points or levels indicates how effective this caapien is.

All of the above assumptions are backed up withiorgortant element: fun.
Games provide fun and should not be only assocwitdd something less serious.
Having fun with others is not stressful, it is e/gble. Playing a game together goes
beyond the traditional way of learning, as the tjoeed game was designed to
practice and revise the language, but also provadésill which is absent when doing
ordinary grammar exercises. Everyday practice shthas students find anything
better than the traditional old ways of teachingg 9% of the questioned students
were strongly convinced of this. The overwhelmingjaonity of students admitted that
they would like to see more games in their clasbaplementing language games
into the learning process will bring variety, breadonotony, enliven classes, and
motivate students to work. Rewards, points, leaetsforms of extrinsic motivators,
but the whole gaming experience touches signiflgatite intrinsic motivation
aspects. A more common view on gamification is egped by Kevin Werbach, who
claims that “[g]amification can motivate people wodertake activities that they
otherwise wouldn’'t do. If that means hitting themgyegularly or having a more

enjoyable engagement with a brand, it's a goodythifwWerbach, 2014, loc. 959)

6. Implications for further research

It may be thought that the use of language gamtmeibest way of teaching and even
though the results are highly satisfying, there stk many questions unanswered.

Searching for the answers to them could be thesfamfufurther research. Some

problems and problematic issues that need to besured, answered and solved are,
for example:

° At what point, after numerous games, would the esttel become bored and

disinterested?
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° Will the students still be engaged after years @hfp exposed to various
gamified systems? Or will their interest wane?

° How long-lasting are the results and how effecisvinis type of learning?

° How dangerous and monotonous can it be to enharaévation only
through a system of points and rewards?

° How effective can this method of gaining knowledgel improving skills be
in the long run?

° Will universities demand that teachers prepare nmeord more gamified
courses to attract more and more students?

° Will universities still need face-to-face teachingthe cost-cutting model of

managing education?

° How much will teachers resist to this model of teag?

° Will gamified courses be as widely available andegsible as MOOCs are?
° Will the lack of such courses affect and form ‘dgbst of less educated
students?

° Will the qualities and skills gained through gammificourses be appreciated

by employers?
° What kind of game content can be game-proof?

The list of possible questions will probably inGgeas gamification becomes
more popular and widespread. So far, my researslibéan concentrated more on the
positive aspects rather than the negative.
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Abstract

This paper aims to explore how language instrudimsh with a synchronous multimodal setup

(Skype). It reports on findings from research whafaluated how teachers use technologies to
enable them to work in distance learning conteXtmtal of 124 teachers (86 female and 38 male),
offering online private lessons, were asked to detepa survey in which they were asked to

describe the advantages and disadvantages of Skgpeiell as to enumerate functions they

consider are missing in this tool. They were alseited to share their opinions about most

efficient models of language learning and teachifige results show Skype is, on the whole,

judged by teachers as a valuable tool in the cormtéxdistance language learning. Its use in

teaching, nevertheless, has some limitations, whitdm from various factors, such as IT

infrastructure weaknesses (e.g. interrupted coiores)t lack of some functions (e.g. supervising

the content of the learner’s screen) or the spenditure of contact with the interlocutor (the lack

of a possibility to interact in a common space).

Keywords: CALL; distance learning; Skype; private tuition

1. Introduction
Characterized by Godwin-Jones as “the people’pheliee” (2005), Skype is a freeware
communication tool which enables voice conversatiand provides the opportunity to see
one’s interlocutor by means of a webcam. A microgh@nd speakers are the minimum
requirements to ensure a successful connectioneVvewthe use of headphones seems to be
the best way to eliminate any echo which may imp#de quality of communication.
Additional functionalities of this software includeext chat that can be used when
disturbances during voice conversation occur, aockes sharing capability, which is
particularly useful in the educational context. cgints release in 2003, the popularity of
Skype has been constantly growing, particularlyrmbile devices. Equally, the use of Skype
in educational contexts has been expanding as muséessons and online conferences take
place by means of this application (Devel@tel, 2010).

As some researchers have pointed out, programsagi&8kype can “[...] facilitate a
partnership between L2 learners and native/expperakers of the target language” (Tian &
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Wang, 2010: 181). Taking into account the poss$ibitif barrier-free communication with
people all over the world, numerous authors comsitdéo be a perfect tool promoting
intercultural exchanges (O’'Dowd, 2000, Taillefer Munoz-Luna, 2014). Skype is also
popular among teachers conducting private foregmgliage lessons. The possibility of
reaching a broad range of clients as well as tiam& money-saving properties encourage
more and more language educators to make videaeomiag an integral part of their
professional practice.

The paper’s structure is the following. After adbrireview of the benefits and
drawbacks of using Skype in distance language ilegythe author discusses and summarizes
the findings of previous studies which guided himaeptualization of the current project.
Then, the author describes the study conducted Ratish language teachers using Skype in

their work.

2. Literature review

The advantages of using Skype as an educationbMe@® most accurately described by

Hashemi & Azizinezhad (2011), who draw attentiorstch its characteristics as comfort of

use (resulting from the fact that each user hasrsopal presentation screen), total focus on
the content presented on the learner's computenplaie privacy, abundance of tools

permitting sharing and reusing of lesson contemdi@recording, chat history) as well as the
availability of multiple and parallel communicatichannels (Hashemi & Azizinezhad, 2011).

The authors concentrate on the possibility of re@cpeople coming from diverse economic,

ethnic and cultural groups, and state that “CMrsffsuperior chances for interaction and
improvement to students in an EFL setting wherévaapeakers are few and far between”
(Hashemi & Azizinezhad, 2011: 51).

The implementation of videoconferencing in educati@s been discussed in various
publications, where the authors described theingedical experiences (Wang, 2004 & 2006;
Jauregi & Bafados, 2008; Lee, 2007), and reflecdedan optimum way of designing
exercises most suitable for this context (Wang,720b spite of the undeniable advantages of
Skype-like tools, some aspects of using them ircadlonal contexts may sometimes prove to
be difficult, as, for instance, both the teachet tire learner have to function in two spaces at
the same time: in the virtual space which is visibh the computer monitor, as well as in the
real space, where one can access various edudatoaterials such as dictionaries,
student’'s books, notes, etc. As a consequencdedober is forced to integrate and perform

various activities of a different nature simultangly, such as moderating the conversation,
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monitoring himself/herself and the learner, cotitngl the tools and managing the resources
(Develotteet al, 2010). Synchronous online teaching also impadsesecessity of adapting
communicative skills, such as the use of appraopfiaidy language, to the nature of the new
medium (Licoppe & Relieu, 2007). In this contextisinot surprising that some teachers may
see videoconferencing as an unsatisfactory aligenab face-to-face communication, the
transmission being usually restricted to a closeshpt of the interlocutor, which does not
enable speakers to perceive important elementsuthally significantly shape interaction,
such as dress code or body language (Z&ttnal, 2000; Lamy & Hampel, 2007).

Characteristic features of oral communication byanseof Skype-like VoIP (Voice
over the Internet Protocol) services are partitylarteresting to investigate, as this aspect
has direct influence on the quality of interactianforeign language classes. In spite of the
fact that, at first glance, videoconferencing seem$e similar to traditional face-to-face
communication, in fact, in numerous respects, thae fundamental differences between
these two types of interaction. Theesence at a distanghenomenon was already described
in 1999 by Weissberg, who states that “[it] do[est reproduce the performances we usually
accomplish [but rather] invents another realm atception [...]” (Weissberg, 1999: 14). In
this context, activities such as speaking, seeind listening become different to those
experienced in face-to-face life. In his 2004 pagdenes emphasizes this point, stating that
“what makes communicating with new technologies fed#nt from face-to-face
communication is [...] the different sets of ‘mutuadonitoring possibilities’ that these
technologies make available, the different waysvinch they allow us to be present to one
another and to be aware of other people’s presef2@®4: 23). An additional difference is
that in computer-assisted communication, oral amdydanguage can be used along with a
wide range of different media (pictures, video reéangs etc.) enabling interlocutors to
change the way they create meaning (Hampel & Stick012).

Finally, technical obstacles encountered while waykoy means of Skype-like VolP
applications also have to be mentioned. These declaterrupted connections and various
distractions (Oviatet al, 2004). Communication is hardly ever uninterruptedcro-gaps,
which constitute a particularly unfavourable pheeraon in the context of foreign language
learning, occur frequently (Ruhleder & Jordan, 200lking these factors into account is
important since, as Eakin remarks, “(...) frustratwaith the functionality of a web-based tool
has the potential to damage the pacing of a leasdnstudent’s interest levels” (2012: 20).
Nevertheless, some authors point out that this &indconvenience can, paradoxically, force

users to increase the frequency of their contrimsti Goodfellowet al, 1996) and, therefore,
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deepen oral exchanges (O’'Dowd, 2006). As one céicendhe teacher certainly has to face
an important task of tailoring his methods of warkhe characteristic features of the medium
in order to be able to fully exploit its potential.

When analysing the implementation of VoIP tools fareign language teaching,
several possible focal aspects must be considerddding: user opinions (both students’ and
teachers’) about this work mode; the characterisatures of distance learning (a comparison
of the course of a lesson with interactions thia¢ alace in real-life contexts), or, finally, the
effectiveness of this teaching approach. The rekeemnducted by the author of this paper
focused on the first of these issues, namely, thg @aducators perceive the usefulness of
Skype in their work. The use of videoconferencinghe context of private foreign language
lessons constitutes a particularly important aspespecially when one takes into
consideration the background of the study which w@sducted in Poland, where private
lessons are the norm (Putkiewicz 2005). To the kedge of the author, opinions of teachers
using Skype in this particular context have notrbget described and analyzed in any
publication. Therefore, the present study aimsilt@ah important gap in research related to

the use of videoconferencing in language learning.

3. The study

3.1. Research aims, participants and design

In order to study teachers’ opinions, a survey tegkdy means ozoogle formswas used.
Teachers of English, German and French, workingzdarious schools in Poland, whose
contact data were familiar to the author of thespng study, were invited to take part in the
survey. As they were asked to disseminate the guréher, it is not possible to calculate the
exact response rate, because the actual numbeopfepinformed about the questionnaire is
not known. The link to the survey was also sena total of 973 teachers who post on the
website www.e-korepetycje.net, and who explicittgted in their announcements that they
offer online private lessons. Data were collectedviarch and April 2015. In total, 124
subjects completed the survey, 86 females and 3@&smé&ull descriptive statistics are
presented later in this section.

The survey consisted of 29 items. Six opening duestrelated to basic personal
information, such as gender, age, languages tatightype of school they work at, the length
of their professional experience, and the timerdumvhich they had offered online private
lessons via Skype. The following five items wereused on a detailed description of work

with Skype specific to every teacher, such as thaext of teaching (individuals, pairs or
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groups consisting of multiple members), softwaredutogether with Skype (e-mail, blogs
etc.), hardware used to enhance Skype functiomsfrdguency of webcam usage and the
assessment of its usefulness. The three items wpem-ended questions, where the
participants were asked to describe the advantageslisadvantages of Skype as well as to
list functions they consider missing from this geaf software. In order to conclude their
reflection, the subjects were invited to assessaverall usefulness of Skype in foreign
language teaching on a scale of 1 to 10. The rentpitd items were statements with five-
point Likert-scale response markers ranging frotrotggly disagree” (1) to “strongly agree”
(5), concerning the participants’ opinions abot tiost efficient models of language learning
and teaching as well as their convictions with trefato their technical and pedagogical

competences. Data were analysed with StatisticgioreB and SPSS version 22.

3.2. Results

Basic data referring to the sample are presentddlie 1 and in Figures 1 and 2 below. As it
can be seen, teachers taking part in the survésrelf considerably from one another as far as
their age and length of professional experiencecareerned. Interestingly, there was no
significant relationship between the length of eMpee a particular teacher had in using
Skype in their work and the length of their profesal experience in general (r=0.17,
p=0.06), indicating that some experienced teachave started using new technologies only
quite recently. Most of the participants (39%) deetl that they taught more than one foreign
language. As can be observed in Figure 2, for tlagomty of these teachers conducting
private lessons constituted additional work. Ond@dlof the participants said that they did
not work at any school at the moment the study w@sducted. Most worked at private
language schools (58%), upper (45%) and lower sErgnschools (35%), and they often

worked in two or more institutions (57%).

Table 1. Participant characteristics

M Min Max SD

Age 30.81 21.00 55.00 8.42

Length of professional

. . . 7.87 1.00 23.00 5.82
experience in teaching

Length of teaching experien €, a5

using Skype 1.00 8.00 1.54
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B English
B German
French

H 2 or more
languages

Figure 1. Languages taught by the participantb@ftudy

private language school
upper secondary

lower secondary
primary

none

vocational education

higher education

professional technical school

Figure 2. Institutional background of the particifsa

When it comes to the teachers’ opinions, the usefd of Skype as well as the
capabilities of this tool were rated quite highthg participants (M=8.6#%anked on the ten
point scale, SD=1.58); only in 8 cases was thi& faond to be lower than or equal to 10. A
one-way ANOVA showed no statistically significanifferences between the opinions
expressed by the teachers of particular langua{8s120)=1.79, p=0.15.

A significant majority (100 teachers) were found use Skype to give individual
classes, 20 participants also used it to condwsgoles for pairs and only 4 sometimes
organised lessons for more than 2 learners at drtoe.participants’ answers regarding the
use of the webcam are also interesting: 8 parttgalaimed they never used the webcam,
104 teachers used it from time to time and onlysé#l they always used it in their online
lessons.

As far as additional software used in distanceniegr is concerned, the teachers
taking part in the study indicated e-mail as thesminportant tool enabling them to
communicate with learners (e.g. negotiating the ddéta meeting) and to provide them with
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all kinds of materials. Other Internet tools wesed with a significantly lower frequency:
usually, the teachers did not create interactiver@ses or quizzes, nor did they record or

share video materials or make use of learning ne&mnagt systems (see Figure 3 for details).

e-mail 116

blogs 32
quizzes 20
podcasts 16
Moodle 8

web pages 8

0 50 100 150

Figure 3. Tools used in distance learning by th#igpants of the study

Similar conclusions can be drawn when analysingpiicipants’ responses to the
question about the equipment used to enhance teat@ of online lessons. The majority of
the teachers (96) did not respond to this quesitoall, while the rest pointed out the most
basic equipment, such as headphones, microphoneelocam. Only 2 people mentioned
using a Figureics tablet, which is a useful todttlenables capture and transmission of
handwritten data. As a result, one might suggeat the extent to which the teachers
implement new technologies which have the potembiadignificantly enhance their work is
quite limited.

A more detailed description of pedagogical expexsn provided by the study
participants in response to the three open-endedtigms sheds more light on the nature of
foreign language teaching via Skype. As indicatgdhe teachers, the benefits of using this
type of software, such as saving time (67), savimaney (55), or the possibility to get in
touch with a greater number of clients who live, iftstance, in small towns or abroad (19)
are consistent with what one would expect. As fartl@e disadvantages of Skype are
concerned, the majority of the subjects (71) memiibtechnical problems, such as interrupted
connections or insufficient audio or video qualithis problem is particularly serious in the
case of communication in a foreign language, wherery disturbance has a negative
influence on the lesson quality. The second mosguently mentioned disadvantage,
indicated by 60 teachers, was the lack of directtaxi with the learner. 11 participants

reported various problems with the environmenthsag the lesson being disturbed by other
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people present in a room, or by intrusive outsidisas. Finally, 7 teachers complained about
limited interaction with the learner. As teachers gupils do not share a common space,
some basic elements of non-verbal communicatiog. (@inting at particular objects) are
eliminated. Due to this fact, as three of the pgréints stressed, it is not possible to conduct
some kinds of exercises (e.g. those containing elsiteetic elements) with the youngest
learners.

Interestingly enough, only 8% of the participaniggested additional functions they
would like to have integrated with Skype. Thesegastjons comprised call recording (7),
speech recognition enabling teachers and studergadily obtain the transcript of a lesson
(3), improved document sharing (3), payment intégna(2) and control of the learners’
screen (1). Some of these functions, such aspbance, call recording, can be introduced by
means of third-party plugins; others have not begriemented simply because Skype was
not designed with a view to being utilised for diste learning. Finally, one has to underline
that four participants indicated the growing popityaof Google Plus: a tool that does not
require to be installed on the computer hard damd which, according to the interviewees,
offers higher quality of conversation. This indestthat, in the near future, Skype may
inevitably face competition from other programs.

Next the participants’ responses to Likert-scalestjons were analyzed. In order to
explore the underlying dimensions of all the iterfagtor analysis was used. The Kaiser-
Meyer-Olkin measure verified the sampling adequatyhe analysis (KMO=0.61) and all
KMO values for individual items were0.54, which is above the acceptable limit of 0.50.
Bartlett’s test of sphericity? (91)=972.37, p<0.001, indicated that correlatibasveen items
were sufficiently large for principal component bseés. A PCA with orthogonal rotation
(varimax) was conducted. Four components had eajeas over Kaiser’s criterion of 1 and
in combination explained 65.88% of the varianceicwhs a good result when the relatively
small size of the sample is taken into considenatimadings of all the features are listed in
Table 2.

Table 2. Results of factor analysis

Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4
1) New technologies allow for more effective teachi
of foreign languages than traditional methods. -0.65 0.03 0.07 0.01
2) Distance teaching is more comfortable than tlirec 067 0.20 0.10 019
face-to-face communication.
3) Face-to-face communication is the most effective
form of contact with the student. Skype should sedu 0.75 0.01 0.06 -0.29
only when this is not possible.
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4) Distance Iea_\rnlng cannot fully replace direcifdo- 0.75 0.08 0.27 -0.05
face contact with a student.

5) When learning a foreign language direct facéate i i
contact with a student is the best solution. 0.84 0.04 0.08 011
6) | think | am a good teacher. 0.15 0.79 -0.03 0.22
71 th_lnk that my students are satisfied with my 001 0.91 0.11 015
teaching.

8) My classes are interesting. -0.13 0.86 0.05 0.25
9) | think that sooner or later new technologiel wi -0.20 .0.23 0.72 0.12
replace human teachers.

1Q) Itis not possible to teach_ foreign languagel w 0.24 0.06 0.62 025
without using new technologies.

11) I try to develop my IT skills in order to becera 0.03 0.21 0.68 0.23
better teacher.

;2) I try to |ntroduqe various innovations aimed at 0.11 0.34 0.79 0.04
improving the quality of distance learning.

13) | can solve the technlcal problt_ams that ansthé 0.04 0.08 0.01 0.91
course of computer-assisted learning.

14) | am proficient in new technologies. -0.27 0.10 0.09 0.83
Cronbach’'ax 0.79 0.84 0.73 0.85

Notes.Loadings above 0.6 are highlighted in bold.

The first factor (items 1-5) relates to the papigits’ conviction that direct face-to-
face communication is an essential component otcaessful teaching process and cannot be
fully replaced by distance-bridging technologieteTsecond factor (items 6-8) reflects the
participants’ beliefs about being a good teachée third factor (items 9-12) reflects the
participants’ innovative attitudes and their cotieie that incorporating new technologies into
language teaching is useful. Finally, the fourttctda (items 11-12) corresponds to
participants’ self-perceived level of IT competendde four factors are also not highly
correlated with one another (the only significaotrelation occurs between Factor 1 and
Factor 4 (r=-0.19, p<0.05)), which demonstrate$ they should be considered independent.
In every case, the value of Cronbaadnwas >0.7, indicating that each factor refers single
unidimensional construct.

Further analysis examined correlation between t&ecariables. The principal aim
was to assess to what extent the teachers’ opiaioogt Skype are influenced by such factors
as gender, age or length of professional experiefbe results are presented in Table 3

below.
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Table 3. Summary of selected correlations

How do you | Factor 1 | Factor 2 | Factor 3 Factor 4

assess  tha (conviction that | (beliefs | (innovative | (self-

usefulness of| direct face-to-| about attitudes) perceived

Skype in | face being a level of IT

your work [ communication | good competence)

and is an essential teacher)

capabilities | component of a

of this tool? | successful

teaching
process)

Gender -0.21* 0.53*** 0.08 0.22* -0.12
Age 0.16 -0.17 -0.13 0.12 -0.33**
How long have you been 0.01 0.01 0.28% 0.05 -0.22*
teaching?
How long have you been . ) ) i i -
teaching with Skype? 0.18 0.17 0.16 0.01 0.33
How do you assess the usefulness
of Skype in your work and 1.00 -0.38*** -0.12 -0.24** -0.06
capabilities of this tool?
Factor 1 -0.38*** 1.00 -0.01 0.05 -0.19*
Factor 2 -0.12 -0.01 1.00 0.14 0.17
Factor 3 -0.24%* 0.05 0.13 1.00 0.08
Factor 4 -0.06 -0.19* 0.17 0.08 1.00

Notes.Correlations marked with * were significant at {%0.05 level.
Correlations marked with ** were significant at fh€0.01 level.
Correlations marked with *** were significant atetip<0.001 level.

Female participants were coded as ‘1’, male paditis as ‘0’.

As presented above, the teachers’ opinions on $seéulness of Skype in language
learning correlated significantly with four variakt gender, the length of teaching experience
using Skype, and Factors 1 and 3. The first cdiogla(r=-0.21) indicates that male
participants rated the usefulness of Skype highan tfemale teachers. This tendency is
confirmed by the correlation between gender anddrdk (r=0.53), which indicates a clear
relationship between gender and the conviction diaict face-to-face communication is an
essential component of a successful teaching poéestest confirmed that female teachers
are more attached to traditional ways of workinghwearners which they prefer to distance
learning (Memaie=2.71, Mnaie=1.84, 1(122)=6.86, p<0.001). The second signiticamrelation
with the length of teaching experience using Skgp®.18) suggests that the participants’
opinion on the usefulness of this program increasegh time, but this trend is not a
particularly strong one. The third correlation, lwkactor 1 (r=-0.38), indicates that people
who prefer direct contact with the learner rateirtipedagogical experiences with Skype-

mediated teaching lower. The fourth correlationhwiactor 3 indicates the fact that people
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who are more open to innovations and more inclitedelieve that it is beneficial to
incorporate new technologies into language teactdteySkype’s potential lower than others.

As far as the remaining significant correlations eoncerned, the correlation between
the length of professional experience and Fact@F=Q.28) indicates that teachers who have
been performing their job longer than others arehmmore self-confident as far as their
competences are concerned. The three remainingfisign correlations, which occur
between Factor 4 and participant age (r=-0.33),l¢hngth of professional experience (r=-
0.22), and the length of professional experienceisimg Skype (r=-0.33) indicate that the
older and more experienced study participants aysal lower self-perceived levels of IT
competence. Finally, it is important to underlihatt participant age and length of teaching
experience did not significantly influence theis@ssment of Skype.

The final stage of the analysis tested the ovefédictiveness of the predictors through
multiple regression analysis. The strongest cadioelacoefficient among the predictors
occurred between gender and Factor 1 (r=0.53). Mexyvas the absence of large correlations
between the predictors does not necessarily rulenlticollinearity, additional diagnostics
(VIF and tolerance statistics) were conducted. Wddaes obtained (VIF values ranging from
1.12 to 1.96, tolerance values ranging from 0.50.89) showed that multicollinearity was
not an issue of concern. Therefore, linear regnessias conducted using the eight variables
previously mentioned (gender, age, length of psafesl experience, length of professional
experience using Skype, Factors 1-4) as indepenagiables and participants’ opinions on
the usefulness of Skype in distance learning asdiéygendent variable. This yielded a
significant model, F(7, 116)=4.81, p<0.001, r=0.#%0.23. Detailed data are presented in
Table 4.

Table 4. Results of multiple regression analysis

Item B SE B t p
Factor 1 -0.93 0.25 -0.38 -3.66 <0.001
Factor 3 -0.92 0.34 -0.23 -2.71 <0.01

Notes.Estimated Constant Term is -13.50, R is unstandeddBeta, SE is standard error, B is standardiztd B

As presented above, two variables, Factor 1 (ppaiits’ conviction that direct face-
to-face communication is an essential componeatsafccessful teaching proceasyl Factor
3 (participants’ innovative attitudes), made a gigant independent contribution to the
explained variance. The remaining six variablesewest significant predictors. The analysis



Teaching English with Technologh6(3), 37-51 http://www.tewtjournal.org 48

confirmed the key roles of Factor 1 and Factor duilding participants’ opinion on the

usefulness of Skype in foreign language distaraaieg.

4. Discussion

As it was discovered, most of the participants aled that they teach more than one foreign
language. This is increasingly common nowadays wteathers need to have wider
competences, as well show higher versatility araptability to meet the demands of the job
market. What is also interesting is that most efmhwork in two or more institutions. This
kind of situation may be caused by the relatively remuneration in the Polish educational
sector, which forces teachers to look for additicoarces of income.

In the author’s opinion, the most intriguing findims the fact that female language
teachers appear to be more convinced than maléscoingputer-mediated learning cannot
replace direct contact with the learner. The isstighe relationship between gender and
learner attitudes to distance learning has alrdsen investigated in several studies which
mainly concentrated on such phenomena as usetstipabf interaction, perception of social
status, relationship building, forms of participati and level of satisfaction, among others
(Rovai & Baker, 2005, Johnson, 2011, Gonzalez-Goetet, 2012). Their findings suggest
distinctive differences in the way members of beéixes engage in this particular form of
educational experience. The study described inpiyer clearly shows that these differences
are also discernable in teachers.

The correlation analysis between the teachersiopsnon the usefulness of Skype in
language learning and Factor 3 (reflecting pardictp’ innovative attitudes) leads to another
surprising conclusion. It highlights the fact tipgtople who are more open to innovation and
more inclined to believe that it is beneficial tecorporate new technologies into language
teaching rate Skype’s potential lower than oth&rss conclusion may appear to run counter
to expectations, as logically one would assume ithatould be this group of people who
would perceive Skype in a more positive light thathers. However, regression analysis
confirms that for each unit increase in level ohwotion concerning the positive impact of
innovations in language teaching, participants stbw 0.92 decrease in opinion on the
usefulness of Skype in distance language learmiingreas, intuitively, one would tend to
assume the opposite. It could be hypothesizedthiatendency was in some way influenced
by the significant relationship between gender dfactor 3 (r=0.22). However, a
Sobel/Aroian test showed that gender has no mediafifect in the relationship between the
two variables (Z=-1.63, p=0.10). The negative hetlme of Factor 3 may stem from the fact
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that participants who perceive themselves to beerrorovative and more open to the idea of
making new media an integral part of the classresperience at the same time show more
awareness of the weaknesses of Skype, such asofadikect contact with the learner or
technical limitations.

Finally, having analyzed the teachers’ opinions uhbthhe usefulness of Skype in
conducting private language lessons, one can cdecthat many people still consider
presence at a distance to be radically differené(negative sense) from physical presence. In
fact, not fewer than 60 teachers taking part in bégearch considered the lack of direct
contact with the learner as a negative aspectddodgonferencing. Answers provided to the
questions relating to the use of webcam are alsresting. They demonstrate that visual
contact between the teacher and their learner, whanstitutes a particularly important
component of face-to-face communication in tradiiloclassroom settings, does not seem to
be necessary while conducting online lessons. Hew@ne has to take into consideration the
fact that teachers refrain from using the webcamomdy as a result of their preferences; it

frequently stems from insufficient bandwidth.

5. Conclusions

As shown by the study, Skype is, on the whole, galdgy teachers as a valuable tool in
distance language learning. Its use in teachinggnieeless, appears to have some limitations,
which stem from various factors, such as weakndssé® IT infrastructure (e.g. interrupted
connections), lack of some functions (e.g. supargishe content of the learner’s screen) or
the specific nature of contact with the interlocutihe lack of possibility of interaction in a
common space). A considerable number of the criipmions expressed by the participants
of the study may be considered as referring t@dcs learning in general, where every single
user is confined to their individual workplace. Nlbkely this is the argument which explains
why even if Skype allows multiple simultaneous cersations it appears to be considered as
a tool best suited to individual lessons, rathentigroup teaching. Conducting classes by
means of a VoIP service for a larger number of igpgnts is problematic as far as
management is concerned (it may be difficult t@,ifstance, control discipline) as well as
due to technical issues (e.g. learners’ voices rempesing on one another may impede
communication within the group). On the other handshould be underlined that some
problems can be eliminated by the use of appraprsatftware and hardware (plugins,
extensions, Figureics tablet, etc.). However, @t that many teachers do not seem to be

aware of the existence of, or willing to use, tostsch could help them improve the quality
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of their work is problematic. The need for constastf-improvement as far as CALL is
concerned and the ability to find and implement seWtions is clear in this case.

This study provided the opportunity to determimdyosome of the factors which
influence language teachers’ opinions about Sk§yverall, the study presents Skype as a tool
which is used relatively universally in online fape language teaching rather than being
reserved for only a small group of people who &arerit in technology or represent tthigital

nativegeneration.
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Abstract

The article revisits the question of the good lagg learner, with special regard to the
contemporary digital learner of English as a fondenguage. It focuses on the learner who can
certainly be calleduccessfubased on the considerably high level of languagéqgency s/he
has reached (B2-C1). The question considered heiigh-reference to good learner studies of
the 1970s — is to what extent such successful éearof English can actually be called “good
language learners” as described in research to-bhafarticular, it is interesting to investigate

whether such learners effectively utilise the “ptatn of creative routes for digital language

learning” (Oxford and Lyn 2011: 157) available tgda

The answer to the questions above was sought imogpartite study carried out in
October-December 2014 among 106 first-year studeithe English Studies programme at
the Pedagogical University in Cracow, Poland. k finst part of the study all the participants
filled in a survey (N=106) whose purpose was taal®r typical online language learning
routines of the respondents. Subsequently, 16 ghadycipants, randomly sampled from the
main pool, took part in semi-structured intervieWse interviews were aimed at examining
the nature of the online routines reported in thevesy and confronting them with selected
characteristics of good language learners idedtifie the early studies (Rubin 1975; Stern
1975) as well as the more contemporary studiesgotnl digital language learning reported by
Oxford and Lin (2011).

The results of both parts of the study give a nunalbénsights into how the participants
of the study augment their language education thighuse of the new media as well as show
areas in which they still need the assistancee{diyital) teacher. As a result, it is argued here
that while the respondents are good digital languagrners from whom we may learn, there
are still important things to be taught to themthwparticular regard to developing digital
learner autonomy, closely connected to a whole garfgdigital language learning strategies
(Oxford and Lin 2011) and multiliteracies (Pegru@99).

Keywords: good language learner; learner competence; meitliies

1. Introduction
Learning from those who know/can is both an old imaand a well-known educational

technique called modelling. Modelling, a part of teocially-mediated implicit-learning
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models, is also called observational or vicariogaring (Bandura 1977). Such learning
involves paying attention to the observed modetingoand retaining the details of his/her
behaviour and reproducing these details in one’s aations. Good learner studies (Rubin
1975, Stern 1975, to mention the best known rekeattempts in this area) as well as
learning/learner strategy investigations (O’'Malleyd Chamot 1990, Oxford 1990, among
others) are all closely related to the idea of nllodg They stem from the belief that success
in language learning is less a matter of speciabippositions and more a question of
mastering a set of effective educational routirg&sch routines, called strategies, are sought
and identified in those learners who are exceptionaow they approach language learning
and how effective they are in it; igood language learners. The most recent examples of
research in this area (Oxford and Lin 2011) conepléte model by adding strategies
connected with digital language learning.

All models of this kind — presented both in thelyeas well the more contemporary
publications on the good language learner — arengbmation ofreal human characteristics
identified in a vast body of research to-date. Heeve when aggregated, all these good-
learner features create a model which seems exta@cheas such, difficult to follow toto.
This is why it is always interesting to confronthudealised models with reality.

The present study is an attempt at such a confiontat seeks to find out to what
extent a fairlysuccessfulanguage learner — the one who has reached adeoakly high
level of language proficiency (B2/C1) — can be edlhgood language learner in the sense
that s/he adheres to the model. The paper starsetting the background through reporting
on the classic good learner studies (Rubin 1975 $tedn 1975) and their follow-up: the
research strategies used by language learners,ttaatitionally-understood (O’Malley and
Chamot 1990; Chamot 2005) and digital ones. Intimlato the latter type of learner, the
article considers the characteristics of a goodjuage learner vis a vis the competences
needed in the contemporary digitalised world (Odfand Lin 2011; as well as Kramsch 2006
and Pegrum 2009). Situated within such a contetttasstudy of the online language learning
routines of 106 potentially good language learnéhe article describes the study, discusses

the results and puts forward some conclusions.
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2. Background to the study

2.1. Good language learner studies

Before considering how reality lives up to the mlpdieseems necessary to introduce the
latter, tracing it back to the first general goashiduage learner studies, the ones by Rubin
(1975) and Stern (1975). Their findings are sumseakin Table 1.

Table 1. The good language learner (Turula 201R2) 13

Rubin (1975) Stern (1975)
* Good learners make intelligent guesses| Good learners are active.
about language. Good learners are tolerant towards the languagé

+ Good learners are wiling to |anditsusers.
communicate and do so in spite of | Good learners experiment with the language.

language limitations. Good learners plan and monitor their

* Good learners are free of inhibitions. performance.

« Good learners take charge of their | Good learners practise willingly.
learning and seek opportunities to | Good learners are good and ardent

practice. communicators.
«  Good learners are able to monitor their | G00d learners pay attention to meaning.
performance. Good learners develop their understanding of

. Good learners pay attention to form and | language as a system.

to meaning.

Based on the two studies, as well as ample subsegasearch cited in Chamot
(2005), we can define the good language learnsoasbody who is: active; uninhibited in
front of the teacher (frequently asks for clarifioa) or other language users; an effective
communicator who relies on their current knowledgh linguistic and general, when facing
interaction problems; a good strategy user — ablplan and monitor their performance as
well as skilled in mnemonics. As regards the ldsracteristic, Chamot (2005) makes an
important observation: it is not the size of thetggic repertoire that draws the line between
successful and unsuccessful learners; the differenqualitative in nature. To use Chamot’s
words (2005: 116, my emphasis), “good languageézarare skilled at matching strategies to
the task they were working on whereas less suaddssiguage learners apparently do not
have themetacognitiveknowledge about the task requirements neededléctsgppropriate

strategies”.

2.2. Good learning in the digital era

Today's good language learner needs to be considar¢ghe context of the contemporary
world, both the real and the virtual. What kindledrners are the representatives of the net
generation? How, if at all, do the good languageriers of the ZLcentury — who are part of
this generation — fit into the model delineatedha previous millennium? First, the questions
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will be considered in relation to the charactecstlescribed in the previous section: being
active, uninhibited and risk taking; good commuhama skills; knowledge and use of
strategies, mostly metacognitive ones. Then thelanvill refer to research into how “the
Digital Age has changed the characteristics ofldhguage learners themselves” (Oxford and
Lin 2011: 157).

Some researchers (Strauss and Howe 2000; Tweng® 2@0ee that the present
generation, called the millennials, are generatyfident, tolerant and open-minded. As a
result of their Web 2.0 experience, they are alsmraunity-oriented, which leads to new
lifestyles that capitalise on and reinforce thednfidence, open-mindedness and a certain
degree of risk-taking typical of the millennialewn lifestyles based on sharing seen in car
pooling, couch-surfing, etc. In addition to suchnis of collaborative consumption, the new,
sharing, economy of today accommodates modern wayanguage learning: in tandem,
through social networking. This is a context the¢ras a suitable habitat as well as a truly
formative experience for the good language leameg, is to be active, uninhibited and ready
to take risks.

When it comes to good communication skills, the nemtivity of the globalised
networked world of the Internet augurs well foraxigty of interactions, either interpersonal
or with a variety of texts, in languages other tlome’s mother tongue. In the digital domain
the means of communication is frequently Englisti #re online interlocutors are likely to be
its non-native speakers. They usually have diffeegendas and connect in ways that often
require more than communicative competence undmdsts the ability to make one’s
meaning effectively and fluently. As Kramsch (20@60) points out, “communication in the
global age”, with its complexity, its multiculturguality, its variety of discourses, “requires
competences other than mere efficiency.” These etemges include the following (after
Kramsch 2006):

e producing — and being able to understand — comlpleguage to render all shades of
meaning;
» treating grammar as a choice of structures enablichg meaning making;
» tolerating ambiguity in intercultural dialogue.
Such competences require going beyond everydaydayeguse, into all different varieties of
discourse. As these varieties are typical of thteriet, its users — the contemporary good
language learners — have a great chance of acgjanad developing symbolic competence.
Finally, when it comes to the use of metacognistrategies, the new media offer an

array of tools whose affordances allow to planaarge and monitor one’s learning. In this
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sense, the digital world assists the contemporaryguage learner in his/her use of
metacognitive learning strategies. It also reindsrother indirect strategies: the affective
ones, by providing new types of motivation (inchglithe motivation of belonging; Sade
2011), and social strategies, as the main charsiitesf learning online is its interactivity. As
a result, in addition to reinforcing one group whtegies, the digital world has the potential to
simultaneously induce the development of other gexsways of boosting one’s learning
effectiveness. The latter will include: collabovatistrategies, including the ability to organise
other people into effective communities of inquagd to motivate them (and oneself) to
persevere with learning — an ability akin to whdtompson (2013) calls tummelling;
strategies supporting learning with and from othassh as effective ways of finding and
evaluating information, including the one construbédough multimodal discourse. Such
strategies are a function of abilities called ntitdtiacies (Pegrum 2009), including search,
information, participatory, multimodal and othetetacies. Consequently, the good language
learner of today will be the one using the new raddireinforce his/her use of traditionally
understood strategies as well as to develop a eeof sompetences and related strategies.

Such learning strategies of the good digital laggul@arner, presented in Oxford and
Lin (2011), actually go hand in hand with all tineete areas of learner competence delineated
earlier in this section. Using the net to “[revériee situation of insufficient exposure to
authentic discourse in the target language” (Ox#ord Lin 2011: 162) is well situated within
the context of sharing economy, accommodating, gaihers, tandem language learning.
The ability to cope with variety — “[r]lesolving cfusion about which digital programme to
use” (Oxford and Lin 2011: 158); but also dealifte&ively with plethora of resources,
genres and registers — is a characteristic of bwthgood digital language learner and an
effective global communicator (cf. Kramsch 2006)mifarly, (i) “[o]vercoming a sense of
lack of community in digital language learning” (Osd and Lin 2011: 164) coincides with
the skill to build a community through chat anduior discussions (Thompson 2013); (ii)
“[tlranscending affective inadequacies of distanceompletely independent digital learning”
(Oxford and Lin 2011: 164) can be carried out tiglowifferent self/community-motivation
strategies (Sade 2011); (iii) “[clompensating foissing guidance in distance or completely
independent digital learning” (Oxford and Lin 20118B5) is implemented by the application
of digital tools enabling planning, monitoring aghluation.

In addition to the above, Oxford and Lin (2011: 452) mention four more

challenges and related strategies:
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1) hypertext path construction — good language leari@ve and apply high meta-
comprehension skills, considering semantic relati@amd not screen position or
hyperlink interest;

2) reducing design-induced ‘extraneous’ cognitive leatie strategies applied boil down
to noticing differences between key information asidtracting information and
mentally setting the latter aside and concentratimghe former;

3) managing significant ‘intrinsic’ cognitive load -ogd language learners rely on
chunking and organising information into meaningfiieams;

4) coping with unhelpful pressures towards excesspeed and multitasking — the
strategy is to resist the pressure by applying oogfaitive strategies of planning,
organising etc.

The question that needs to be asked and resolvetiather and to what extent the
real digital language learnepotentially good in the sense of the language proficiency s/he
reached, lives up to the ideal presented in sextioh and 2.2. And, more importantly, how
the Internet helps him/her translate the ideal iptactical ways conducive to effective
language learning; ways which teachers as welklzer dearners can learn from him/her. The

answers to these questions were sought in a segbyrided in Section 3.

3. What the good digital language learner can teachs — the study
3.1. The aims and context of the study
Examining all the nine groups of strategies desctib based on the research to date — by
Oxford and Lin (2011) is an ongoing multifacetedaach project, whose scope goes beyond
a single article. For the sake of the present txtart of it is going to be described; the one
concentrating on selected strategies of a goodatligihguage learner. The questions that are
going to be asked — and, potentially, resolvedhis $tudy — are:
® How good are the subjects of the study at resolgorgusion with online variety?
(i) Do they reverse the situation of insufficient exyp@sto authentic discourse in TL?
(i) Do they overcome the sense of lack of online conitywend missing teacher
guidance?

In order to find the answer to these questionsyapartite study was carried out in
autumn 2014. Its subjects were 8 groups of firstrystudents of the English Studies
programme at the Pedagogical University in Crad@sland. The group composition was the
result of purposive sampling: all respondents vilreeso called millennials and digital natives

(born in the years 1994-1995) as wellpentially good learners of English as a foreign
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language. This potential was assumed based omthéhiat all of them passed their grammar
school leaving exams in English on the level B2-The group contained 106 persons, 78
females and 28 males, the gender proportion bempgd of the study programme in

question.

3.2. Results and findings
3.2.1. The survey
The aim of the first part of the study was to reachoverall understanding of the studied
learners’ EFL online routines, based on quantiéatata. The 106 respondents answered
questions in a three-section anonymous surveyfgendix 1), in which they were asked
(1) if the school-independent use of the Internet helddd them reach their high level
of proficiency in English (106 affirmative answers)
(i) what kind of activities they thought had been thestrbeneficial for them in this
respect;
(i)  how the online potential, which proved so advaragein their case, could be
exploited in class.
The questions were related to the following chanéstics of the good language learner as
defined by Rubin (1975) and Stern (1975): beingaurtive, willing and independent in one’s
pursuit of practice, seeking opportunities for feag. They were also connected with the
strategies investigated: coping with online variggversing the insufficient exposure to TL
discourse; and dealing with the sense of commuamtylack of teacher guidance.
Answers to parts (ii) and (iii) of the survey, itieh the respondents rated the answers
provided on a 6-point Likert scale (1=not helpfaladi; 6=very helpful), are presented in
Figures 1 and 2.
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Figure 1. How the respondents use the online adsresources

(blue bars: mean; red bars: SD)
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As can be seen in Figure 1, the digital languagmkss see the Internet as a place to practise
their EFL receptive skills, especially reading (utkng subtitles in videos and instructions in
computer games), and listening (videos, podcastygysy. In this area the rating for most of
the resources is above 4 (with the exception otasid, which seem the least popular), with
SD measures being low and indicating that the medpats are generally quite similar in their
preferences. Productive skills are practised ontmeh less frequently, with chat being the
most popular way of communicating in English. latdive computer games are an
interesting case: with their mean below two andeay‘\high SD measure, they show that
while the majority rank them low, there is a grol®7 respondents, 24 males, 13 females)
who think interacting with other players in Englitlas been really advantageous to their
language skills. Finally, there are small groupgiptisers of learning apps and tutorials, as
well as (i) those who learned from the materialsde available on publishers’ websites or
(iif) owing to their teacher who used digital to@ad resources (e-teacher). The option that
ranked the lowest is collaborative peer-to-peerglage learning via social media

(experienced by 28 respondents and ranked asvgositirather positive by 11).
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Figure 2. What the respondents think should happachool in the digital age

(blue bars: mean; red bars: SD)
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When it comes to what, according to the group stidshould be exploited in schools
(Figure 2), the respondents rank the highest whay thave benefited from themselves:
practising receptive skills (mostly listening) adi (4.88; SD: 1.08). However, in addition to
this, they want what they seem to lack in their avut-of-school digital learning routines:
practice in productive skills (CMC, interactiont8, SD: 1.46) as well as quizzes, tutorials

and learning in online classrooms.

3.2.2. The interviews

The second part of the study was aimed at deepéméngnderstanding of the routines of the
respondents reported in the survey and at investgyéhe quality of their massive exposure
to the digital input in English transpiring frometlguantitative data. In other words, it was
interesting to knowvhatthe respondents read, watch and listen to in Emgisswell ashow
and how oftenthey do it This part of the study was based on a structureshviiew (15-30
minutes each; cf. Appendix 2 for the questions)e Tdther questions of this interview
pertained to whether and to what extent the respuiscknow the educational potential of the
digital world (learning apps), especially as regattle FL learning classics: words and
grammar. In the latter case, the interview alsoceatrated on whether the respondents are
familiar with selected areas of grammar as welhetalanguage used to talk about these
areas. All this aimed at determining if thetentiallygoodlanguage learners were proficient

users of the three groups of digital strategiesopirg with online variety; reversing the
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insufficient exposure to TL discourse; and dealwith the sense of community and lack of
teacher guidance. It was also important to findibthe respondents were well prepared for
the participative learning in the digital world¢clading their symbolic competence.

The participants of this part of the study weresgmwrandomly from each of the 8
groups surveyed, 8 males and 8 females (a maleadnthale from each group). Based on
their self-report, the time they spend online dalpetween 1 and 9hrs (mean=3.75h).

When asked what they read, watch and listen taherdis well as how often (in the
past two weeks: 3=every day or almost every dayseferal times; 1=once or twice;
O=never), they reported the frequency of the ragishown in Figures 3-5.
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Figure 3. What they read (blue bars: mean; red I$b3
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Figure 5. What they listen to (blue bars: mean;ba: SD)

The values shown in Figures 3-5 demonstrate treatdéspondents expose themselves
to texts characterised by a variety of forms on ¢ne hand and, on the other, a certain
uniformity of register. All the reported genres ptgr with the group — memes, FB updates,
forum posts, humorous texts, emails, short videpsclTV series, lyrics of songs — use
informal or semi-formal English as a means of egpien. Other genres — and their typical
registers — are underrepresented: academic En@éskures, tutorials, science texts — 3
respondents on a regular basis); legal Englishegpandents on a regular basis); different
kinds of English expository prose, includibglle lettres(4 respondents on a regular basis)
and newspapers (press — 3 respondents on a réagsial.

As for the digital learning of words and grammaig(fFes 6 and 7), 2 out of the 16

interviewees report using learning apps dedicatpdciically to vocabulary practice
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(Memrise fiszki); another 4 mention using online dictionaries thus purpose. The number

for grammar is even lower: 3 people use sites witibractive tests. The question of whether
they would like to know such digital tools gaine@féirmative answers for vocabulary and 7
— for grammar. When asked how they learn thesdlingilblocks of language, the respondents
report a range of traditional (offline) routinesorFwords, they include: learning from

vocabulary lists (9), rewriting (4), using mneman{d: colour coding — 2; associations — 2),
exposure / not learning (3); in the case of grami@aming, the main routines are: the rules-
and-drill way (9), exposure / not learning (6),erdéarning (2), using mnemonics (graphic
representation on timeline — 1). None of the redpats reported using any applications to

plan, monitor or evaluate their language learning.
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Figure 6. How they learn words
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Figure 7. How they learn grammar

Additionally, the 16 respondents were asked to detap structure recognition test in
which the respondents’ knowledge of selected graticalaconstructions as well as the
relevant metalanguage were checked. The test tedsi 8 questions, each of which
required indicatingall examples of a chosen structure (e.g. modal véobsill 8 categories,
cf. Figure 8). The maximum score for each questvas 4 points. The results (mean scores
and SD values) are presented in Figure 8. The &tmsopart of the interview was to offer yet
another insight into how the respondents cope wiikcourse variety as well as the
metalanguage of grammar explanation, should theg teunderstand it without the teacher’s

assistance.
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Figure 8. Recognition of grammatical structuresi¢dbars: mean; red bars: SD)

As it is shown in Figure 8, the best recognisedstroigtions are the Present Perfect tense and
the irregular verbs. The correct recognition rétioother structures is generally above 50%,
with the Future Simple tense ranging the lowestseBaon the SD values, the greatest
differences in score were noted for modals and choanditionals. When it comes to the most
problematic tokens in selected types of struct(fable 2), the largest number of errors were
made as regards usage that can be labelled aprtssypical: the BEhave gotmistakenly
recognised as the Present Perfect tense; therzpsehtshall future (as opposed to thall

future); indirect speech with less frequently ussabrting verbs; and catentative passive.

Table 2. What they don’t / mis- recognise

Type Token

Present Perfect They've got a house in the country.
Future Simple You shall not pass!

Reported speech He demanded to be told the truth.
Passive voice He got fired.

4. Discussion

Before the data are discussed in relation to teeareh questions, one potentially important
finding needs to be highlighted. Based on the legrroutines self-reported and evaluated by
the 106 respondents, it seems that — considergigploficiency level, which they claim they
owe to their extensive Internet use — they showdchlledthe Krashen GenerationThis
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remark refers to Krashen’s (1985/2004) Comprehémdiiput Hypothesis, in the light of
which being exposed to comprehensible input is ghoto effectively acquire a foreign
language. This impression is gained from Figurgvllich can be divided into the receptive
routines, which the respondents value highly asdaoive to EFL learning, and the
productive routines, which enjoy a considerablydowopularity. The reasons of such a status
guo being of less importance here, based on fdoteeave can note that the 106 digital
learners think they owe their considerably highfiprency levels to input rather than output.
This observation is further reinforced by the diatemn the interviews. First of all, a notable
number of the 16 respondents admit that they dgtdal not learn words or grammar (3 and
6, respectively). This acquisition-rather-than4eag is also seen in the results of the
structure-recognition test: the constructions {hage greater problems are the ones whose
frequency in input is low. As a result, they arssl&nown by those who learn mainly / only
through exposure. All this shows that — at least tertain extent — we may need to talk about
digital language acquisition rather than learning (Krast@8b). This issue, however, seems
to need a more in-depth study and is not goingeteadnsidered here beyond the observation
made in this paragraph, and boiling down to notihgt online input tops output in the
respondents’ evaluations of digital routines comekito effective language learning.

When it comes to the research questions, a nunilarswers can be given based on
the data obtained in both parts of the study. Hawmewhese answers are far from
straightforward.

The first and quite an important finding of thedstus that thegotentially goodigital
language learner is close to the model of the deather delineated by Rubin (1975) and
Stern (1975). Based on all the different schookpehdent ways (Figure 1) in which the 106
respondents digitally augment their language legrmexperience, we can say that these
learners are definitely active (Stern 1975) in thpeirsuit of opportunities to use the foreign
language (Rubin 1975) independently of the teadeen result of this self-reliance, it is quite
possible that they are regularly on their own winilaking sense of language as a system of
form-meaning pairings (Rubin 1975, Stern 1975Xh#y do this falling back on intelligent
guesses (Rubin 1975) and experimenting (Stern 19y are definitely successful,
considering their language level. In this sensey thee certainly capable of successfully
overcoming the missing teacher guidance (Reseauest@n iii).

The assumption above is confirmed by another inapbrbbservation following from
the data gathered, namely, that the respondentsaathe self-aware. Moreover, they are

conscious not only of what helps them to learndbsid what their digital practice lacks. When
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we examine their recommendations as to how sclebmiald exploit the potential of the new

media (Figure 2), we can see that what they adeosanot only the result of transfer of

training (their own ample practice in receptivellskibut also of a reflection on what is

missing in their independent learning (online laaggl production). In other words, even if

theyare ‘the Krashen Generation’ in terms of their leaghexperience, they seem to be more
input/output-balanced in how they perceive effectianguage education. This indicates a
certain capacity for detachment and reflection ati@ristic of good learners (Rubin 1975,

Stern 1975, Chamot 2005).

Such a capacity as well as being pro-active anépgaddent in one’s learning are
typical of autonomous language learners, whoseachenistics generally coincide with those
of good language learners (Turula 2010). Howeveforle we add learner autonomy to the
description of the respondents of the present sitidygood to reflect upon the quality of this
autonomy. Such a reflection needs to be accommadaithin the current discussion of
learner autonomy (Little 2002 and 2004, Murray 204add its shift from independence to
interdependence; from learning understood as amithal intellectual pursuit carried out in
self-access centres to language education in winiehearns from and with peers and is both
self- and other-regulated. If we look at the onlroatines of the 106 good digital language
learners, we cannot escape the impression thatitbatthe Internet as a massive self-access
centre. This perception is based on the prevaleh@gput over output practices — the latter
more commonly associated with interaction than forener — self-reported in the survey.
There is also another source of the impression ftimalependence prevails over
interdependence in the group studied. Only 28 duh® 106 surveyed admitted to having
social learning experience (peer help on FB), aildxperience was positive for only 11 out
of these respondents. This may show that whennitesoto overcoming the sense of lack of
online community (Research Question iii), the gratpdied lacks in strategies typical of
good digital language learners. What seems opfienistthat in their recommendations for
school practice, the 106 learners surveyed rank gtiten-Mediated Communication quite
high. This, however, is what they think they mitlaive capitalised on rather than where they
are in terms of their learner autonomy understeonhi@rdependence.

Continuing along the lines of interdependence amdat follows, effective online
communication — which seems a must in the globdlsmtext of the Internet — it appears
that the group under investigation does not fullg Lp to the model of symbolic competence
described, based on Kramsch (2006) in Section Th2. already-noted lack of practice in

online interaction notwithstanding, the group sesdightly deficient in what Kramsch (2006)
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sees as aine qua norof intercultural communication: the ability to piiece and understand a
variety of complex meanings rendered through compémguage in diverse discourses.
While the group’s massive exposure to online textifact (survey results), the input, as
demonstrated in the interviews, is quite monotohoirgormal, making it difficult — if not
impossible, as shown in the structure-recognitiest t— for the group to produce and
understand rarer discourses or less prototypicat-fmeaning pairings. In other words, while
in terms of quantity they generally reverse thaatibn of insufficient exposure to authentic
discourse in TL, the quality of this exposure is feom what one would expect in the
intercultural world (Research Question ii). Consadgly, the group do not appear to
demonstrate sufficient skills in dealing with omlimariety (Research Question i).

Along the very same lines of resolving confusiottmanline variety, the respondents’
language learning know-how is rather disappointifigey may be millennials and digital
natives based on their birth certificates; and th@yst certainly, are tech-comfy: proficient in
their use of the present first-need new media é&aomtworks, basic CMC tools). What they
do not seem to be is tech-savvy (Pegrum 2009): ledyeable as regards the educational
power of the digital world, with its variety of ttsoand their affordances to be used based on
one’s learning needs. The evidence for the claiovalzan be found in the interviews, whose
participants are virtually unaware of how to ditijtaboost their learning, on both the
cognitive and metacognitive levels. Very few respemts use digital tools for learning the
basic elements of language. Instead, they tendlltddck on study techniques that are most
traditional, in the pejorative sense of the wordt (bf words for vocabulary learning; the
rules-and-drill for grammar practice). When it came the digital augmentation of language
learning as regards its planning, monitoring andlwation, 16 respondents have nothing to
report. In summation, as regards the know-how dinenlearning apps, they cannot be

described as good digital language learners (Refls€auestion i).

5. Conclusions

In conclusion, the group under investigation camegally be described agood digital
language learners: millennials, whose multifacetelthe presence accommodates successful,
self-regulated, language education. As a resudtditjital language learners whose routines
were investigated in the present study can be ibestasgood with the meaning of the word
similar to the one delineated in the studies ofgast (Rubin 1975 and Stern 1975): active and
independent in their language pursuits; and ats@, considerable extent, by Oxford and Lin

(2011): able to overcome the missing teacher guelaas well as generally capable of
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reversing the insufficient exposure to TL and <taa point — of dealing with online variety.
What seems to be missing in their repertoire obtsgies is coping with the lack of
community; reversing the insufficient exposure amguageproduction as well as coping
with varieties of discourse other than the informeggister or familiarity with online language
learning apps.

In the light of the above the good digital langudgarners studied offer us, the
teachers, a lesson in two different areas. Firsalhfthey show a model which we may
popularise among other learners: a model of assdficient and pro-active online learner. At
the same time, however, they — directly (survepoases) or indirectly (survey and interview
results) — pinpoint areas in which we should preMiahguage learning know-how: learning
through computer-mediated communication; givingutrre (digital or not) to language
education through the use of indirect strategiestaoognitive (learning planning, direction
and management) as well as affective (curating vabtin) and social (digital learner
autonomy which stems from interdependence as vegelindependence); learning through
exposure to discourses whose variety goes beyanthtbrmal language of everyday online
interaction. And this seems to be the most impottesson to be learned from the 106 good

digital language learners involved in the presén\s
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Appendix 1. The survey

1) Do you think surfing the Internet helped youteknglish?
YES /NO

2) If the answer to Question 1 is YES, how far ytidi benefit from the different ways of using the lted
below? (Please evaluate each action on a 1-6 sehadére 0=not at all; 6=considerably)

1. I read texts in English online. 123456

2. | listened to English podcasts. 123456

3. I watched English films online (incl. TV seriemcumentaries, TEDtalks etc.) 123456
4. | watched English films (as above) with Engléshbtitles. 123456
5. | listened to music with English lyrics. 123456

6. | chatted in English online (various CMC tools). 123456

7. 1 exchanged emails in English. 123456

8. | played computer games with English instruction 123456
9. | played interactive (PvP) computer games inlishg 123456
10. I used online / mobile apps for learning Erg(iBuolingo, e-fiszki etc.). 123456
11. | watched English grammar tutorials (on Youtudte.). 123456
12. I learned English collaboratively, seeking pagwport on social media. 123456
13. I used English learning activities availabledifferent publishers’ websites. 123456
14. My teacher taught English the blended way -hag an online classroom. 123456
15. Other (please specify) 123456

3) How can the Internet be used for learning Ehglisschool? (Please evaluate each action on scié,
where 1=not useful at all; 6=very useful)

1. To learn words and grammar from video-tutorméde by the teacher. 123456
2. To learn grammar by doing a lot of interactiveézges. 123456
3. To read and listen to authentic text, recommenjethe teacher. 123456

4. To communicate, in speaking and writing: thelbes should suggest ways / 123456
organise exchanges or tandem learning.

5. To practice all language skills in a VLE sethypthe teacher. 123456

6. Other (please specify) 123456

age ...; gender ...; result on advanddatura® ...

! The survey was carried out in Polish — the nativigue of the respondents.
2 Polish grammar school leaving exam
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Appendix 2.: The interview?

1) How many times during the last 2 weeks did you m@uething in English online?
2) What did you read? (choose from the list):
« meme

e comic strip

e social media status updates
« forum discussion

e product evaluation

e emall
e computer game instructions
« joke

* terms of use

e press article (spreadsheet)
e press article (tabloid)

e encyclopaedia entry

e belle lettres

« other, please specify.

3) How many times during the last 2 weeks did you Wwammething in English online?

4) What did you watch? (chose from the list):
e ashortclip
e gameplay / streaming
e atutorial
e alecture/talk
e an episode of a series
« afilm
« other, please specify.

5) How many times during the last 2 weeks did yoehsio something in English online?
6) What did you listen to? (chose from the list):

e asong with English lyrics

e aradio programme in English

e apodcast
< other, please specify.

7 How many times during the last 2 weeks did you glaymputer game with English instructions?

8) How many times during the last 2 weeks did you @aynteractive (PvP) computer game in which you
communicated with others in English?

9) How many times during the last 2 weeks did you cmdihe in English?

10) How many times during the last 2 weeks did you ésmnebody in English?
11) How much time do you spend online daily?

12) What are your preferred ways of vocabulary learping

13) Do you know online / mobile apps which help leaocabulary?

14) What are your preferred ways of learning grammar?

® The interview was carried out in Polish — the mrationgue of the respondents
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15) Do you know online / mobile apps which help learargmar?

16) In each point identify the grammatical structurguestion. It may appear 1-4 times. Don’t gueds — i
you don’t know, admit it.

1) Present Perfect

a) She was being taken to hospital b) Theyenlhere awhile. ¢) He is said to have been sick.
d) They've got a house in the country. e) | dknbw.

2) Future Simple

a) We're going to London tomorrow b) You shait pass! c) I'll write to you soon.

d) If you'll do the dishes, I'm willing to take eaof the coffee for both of us.  e) I don't know.

3) Irregular verb

a) He drove slowly because of the weather. b)I¥mlito me. ¢) You would need a hand.

d) I don't ask questions. e) | don’'t know.

4) Reported speech

a) He demanded to be told the truth. b) He kuaids stupid. c¢) 'Don't worry," she said.

d) I wish | were somewhere else. e) | don't know

5) Passive voice

a) She is being interviewed as we speak.  b)didirgd. c) You're believed to be very
powerful. d) Stop being silly. e) | dokitow.

6) Modal verb

a) | have been told you're waiting. b) Theytarbe here soon. ¢) We ought to be leaving now.
d) She is able to do that, don't worry. e) | démow.

7 Conditional sentence

a) If you know her, why don't you ask her out?

b) He will come unless he doesn't want to see her.
¢) You will pass as long as you get 60% of the amsworrect.
d) If I were you, | would have gone to that party.

e) | don't know.

8) Mixed conditional

a) If I were you | would have accepted his proposal
b) If he had learned more, he would be at universiw.
¢) Should you want my help, just ask.

d) If you finish, you can go.

e) | don't know.
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Abstract

This paper seeks to help clarify whether Mobileistesl Language Learning (MALL) is
primarily an independent self-study activity or whier MALL classrooms exist. The research
hypothesised that a large number of users frequeisthg specific MALL apps, at the same
time and in the same city location, may indicate #xistence of MALL classrooms. The
research makes use of big data, in the form of ®oAgalytics data, collected from two EFL
learning mobile apps. The data was gathered ofiee anonth period, in 2015, from more than
6,000 cities worldwide. The research, in doinggmens a sociological window into the world
of MALL, providing a sample of actual user behaviolihe results strongly suggest that
independent study is almost certainly the main foffMALL activity. However, the research
also concludes that MALL classroom-driven activitgy exist in some cities.

Keywords: CALL; English Language Teaching; MALL; Mobile Leang; TEFL

1. Introduction

Franklin (2011) questioned whether society was tgt@ng point, where exposure to mobile
learning would literally go viral. While the mobilgorld has evidently exploded since 2011,
mobile learning does still seem to be a work ingpess. Almost every adult student and
teacher in the developed world, and large swathéseodeveloping world, are quite likely to
have a mobile device. Given this, are mobile dewvibeing used in language learning
classrooms? Do Mobile-Assisted Language LearnindAl(M) classrooms exist? Or, is
MALL solely an independent self-study activity?

Moreno & Vermeulen (2015) noted that while there as many as 80,000 language
learning apps available, very few designed by etdusar academics. Kim & Kwon (2012)
stated that mobile learning apps offered exceltgrgortunities for personal learner-centred
study, but required improvements in providing iatgive collaborative tasks. To some extent
Ahmad & Farrukh’s (2015) research counters thidictsm, as they note the social
networking possibilities provided by commercial applowever, Ahmad & Farrukh (2015)
do not really overcome the perception that whilpsapre wonderful any time, anywhere
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independent study tools, they are probably notlyesalited to the specific context of the
communicative classroom. Furthermore, while itdasonable to assume many teachers and
adult students will have a mobile phone in theick®md, it is likely most would rarely, if ever,
consider using it as a classroom tool.

This paper analyses the extent to which mobilesapp being used for solo or geo-
located group activities, such as classroom legrrtrstarts from the premises that if MALL
apps are being used within a classroom or grouiingst then we should find repeating
clusters of users from the same cities using MAppsaduring the same time periods.

The results could lead to four potential conclasioFirstly, if no geographical and
time based clusters of an app's users are foutigeisame cities using the app at the same
time, then either the WIFI and mobile networks sétched off in all classrooms worldwide,
or the app is evidently not being used in a tradal physical classroom setting with
traditional shared group activities. In terms ohgel MALL classroom usage, the data will
provide compelling supportive evidence that MALL nst, as yet, a common classroom
activity. Secondly, a group of users using the sapg in the same city, at the same time,
could be considered a coincidence. Thirdly, if saoincidences are proven to be relatively
rare, yet analysis of the results shows repeatedrmmnces in specific locations with a degree
of frequency, then it may suggest a likely levekofordination and control. In fact, it might
suggest potential evidence of teacher-driven ab@ssror group activity usage. Fourthly,
rather than teacher-controlled activity, the resultight actually be indicating viral social
behaviour. In the end, it is likely that this res#macan either strongly support the notion that
MALL is an independent study activity or possiblyggest that MALL classrooms have

moved beyond the teacher-researcher niche envanmh&nto normal usage.

2. Methods
This is quantitative research, based on Google yical data, retrieved from two popular
English language learning mobile apps. In a broaossc section of academic fields,
researchers have now used Google Analytics asaasdatce. For example, Crutzen, Roosjen
& Poelman (2012) used Google Analytics in theiresgsh into public health, Fang (2007)
and Hess (2012) into improving library online seed, and Hasan, Morris & Probets (2009)
into analysing e-commerce sites.

The core data, retrieved from Google Analyticssvi@ the five month period from
July 28, 2015 to December 27, 2015. The data irecluml large number of cases where the

location was not set. It was decided to clean tita,demoving these cases, as they could not
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provide useful information. The author is the cp-a@eveloper responsible for implementing
the Google Analytics APl and maintaining the applgiic data. The use of Google Analytics
for the gathering of data is mentioned promineimlythe apps’ publicly available privacy
statement and end user legal agreement (EULA).

The apps with cleaned data used in this reseaesh Table 1) covered two different
areas of English study and are designed to work wlit learning levels from beginner to
advanced. The apps were used by about 187,000 wberdrad roughly 500,000 sessions
over the 5 month period mentioned above (Googlelyicg, n.d.). It should be stated that
none of the apps was designed for classroom ustgyeever, it seems likely that, given the
free content and levelling flexibility, they woulae useful to a teacher who had created a
mobile classroom environment. At the very leasg #pps would have provided solid on-
going filler activities for a MALL or blended learg environment. For the purposes of user
anonymity, in this study, the niche focus of th@sphall not be stated, the operating system
shall not be stated, and the apps shall be reféorad Red App and Blue App.

Table 1. The apps usage over five months

Apps Total Users Total Sessions
Red 99,569 316,695
Blue 87,996 197,708

Peak Hour Units

1 peak hour = 10+ users per city per hour

The unit of ten or more users per city per hour whssen to represent peak periods of
significant usage. The author reasoned that ifuthié chosen was too small, it was highly

likely that two or three users from a city could, fure chance, choose a similar time to use
the app. Equally, the author reasoned that in Wigglenvironments, a class size of ten might
be possible and it was likely that such studentslavbave their own devices. In more typical

classroom environments, it seemed likely that sttglevould share devices in pairs or small
groups. Therefore, a class size of 20-40 studergbtrbe accommodated by as few as ten

devices.

Solo Hour Units
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1 solo hour unit = 1 user per city per hour

One user per city per hour is an approximate measundependent study, although, in some
cases, it is possible that several users are ghan@ device, but will appear as one user in the
data.

The research also involved certain other technmadl ethical methodological
considerations that have been placed in Notesummsary, the names of small cities have
been shielded from public view, the use of one ititthe data required special attention and
further investigation, while technically there wes@me potential irregularities that needed to

be explained (see Notes 1, 2 and 3 for furtheeke)i

3. Results

An enormous amount of data was retrieved. Botthefdelected apps were actually used in
every local time slot available during the five ntoperiod; that is 24 hours a day for 153
days. Red App (see Table 2) provided 209,470 rectimdsets of users active in local time
and city combinations. It was used in 220 countares 5,851 cities. Interestingly, it was used
as a solo hour unit on 158,979 occasions repregeiif.9% of all records. On 550 occasions
(0.26%), usage could be defined as a peak hourtenitor more users per city per hour. Blue
App provided similar raw results. This included 3% local time and city combination
records. This showed that 82.65% of users weretihe user in the city during the hour of
use. Peak hour users occurred on rare occasi@n8a#b of times. Blue App was used in 215

countries and 6,424 cities over the period.

Table 2. Hourly location records.

Records
Apps Total 10+ User's 1 user Cities Countries Timedots
(Max
3,672)
Red 209,470 550 158,979 5,851 220 3,672

Blue 175,310 99 144,898 6,424 215 3,672
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Looking at the occurrences of peak hour unitsRed App, the data shows that this
actually only occurred in 14 citi€s.Table 3 indicates almost half of these peak hour
occurrences were in one city, Addis Ababa, and %40t cases occurred in just three cities,
Addis Ababa, Navoi and Yangon. The largest numldeusers per hour (26) was in La

Victoria, but a range of 10-13 users was the norm.

Table 3. Occurrences of 10+ user per hour citieR&d App

City Frequency UsersPer Occurrence 5Month User Total City Population Country
Addis Ababa 249 10-16 4223 2,646,000 Ethiopia
Ashgabat 19 10-13 2625 1,031,892 Turkmenistan
Bangalore 2 10 1990 4,301,326 India
Caracas 1 10 109 2,104,423 Venezuela
okkkok 1 11 13 <10,000 USA

La Victoria 7 12-26 161 190,218 Peru
Lagos 5 10-11 3588 21,324,600  Nigeria
Mumbai 1 10 1367 11,978,450  India
Navoi 63 10-18 3608 138,082 Uzbekistan
New Delhi 18 10-11 2644 9,879,172 India

Port Louis 1 10 42 150,353 Mauritius
Quezon City 18 10-12 2635 2,761,720 Philippines
Tashkent 11 10-13 2966 2,137,218 Uzbekistan
Yangon 154 10-16 5,287 5,209,341 Myanmar
Sources:

1. United Nations statistics division - demograpdnicl social statistics (2014).
2. List of towns and cities with 100,000 or morbabitants (2015).

**x+* Please see Note 1.

Figure 1 shows the frequency of peak hour unitdddis Ababa. Addis Ababa was
selected for analysis due to the high frequency (@dses) of peak hour units. The figure

shows high frequency peak hours occur during daytiegular working hours. There are no

' Please see Note 1 for reasons why one city namedeasshielded.
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outlying cases, usage takes place between 5 an® @na with zero occurrences during the
night.

7] — Addis Ababa

Peak Frequency

Hours of the Day

Figure 1. Red App frequency of peak hours in Addisba

Looking at the occurrences of peak hours perfoityBlue App, as shown in Table 4,
the data indicated that such peaks only occurrdduncities. Over half of these occurrences
were in the Uzbek city of Navoi, and more than 90fcases occurred in Uzbekistan. The
largest number of users per hour was 21, but eerah@0-15 users was the norm. Please note

the name of one city was withheld (see Note 1).

Table 4. Occurrences of 10+ user per hour citie8foe App

City Frequency Users per 5Month User Total City Population Country
Occurrence

Bratislava 2 10 2,225 416,489 Slovakia

ko 5 12-21 30 <100,000 Czech Republic

Navoi 55 10-15 3,616 138,082 Uzbekistan
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Tashkent 37 10-15 3,608 2,137,518 Uzbekistan

Sources:
1. United Nations statistics division - demograpdniad social statistics (2014).

**x+* Please see Note 1.

When comparing the frequency of peak hours forciheof Navoi for both Red App
and Blue App (see Figure 2), there was a similantysage patterns. Over the 5 month
period, Red App had 63 peak hour units, while Blpg had 55 peak hour units. During the
hours of the day, the occurrence or non-occurrefgeak hour units for either app seem to
match to a significant degree. For example, theeezaro night-time occurrences and the
frequent peak usage starts and ends within a rainge hour between each other. The largest

clusters of peak activity for both apps are 7 pih &pm.
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Figure 2. Red App & Blue App frequency of peak tsiar Navoi, Uzbekistan
4. Discussion

The results lean towards the idea that the MALLsslaom is still in its infancy. The
evidence, based on over 187,000 users from an tdityitimited app pool, suggests MALL
self-study is the norm, while some tentative cosiclns can be drawn in favour of the
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existence of MALL classrooms and teacher drivenviagt It is quite likely that there are
innovative MALL teachers and school districts auhe world and promisingly they seem
to exist in rather unexpected locations acrosscAfrAsia, Europe and the Americas.

However, the vast majority of user sessions, 75@%Red App and 82.65% for Blue
App, were solo hour units and appear quite likeby tave been people undertaking
independent study. The users were literally thg askers or devices in their cities using the
apps during that hour of the day, strongly sugggsself-study activity. Indeed, in only 16
cities, and significantly under 0.5% of recordsfevihere suggestions of potential classroom
activity. Furthermore, only three cities (Addis Afaa Navoi and Yangon) showed signs of
what might be described long-term frequent actividyhers, such as Caracas, La Victoria,
and Port Louis, may possibly have had teachersrempeting with MALL (or at least the
two apps). It is difficult to understand how thiaty example, 11 out of 13 Red App users in
the name withheld American city with a populatiordar 10,000 (see Table 3) decided to use
Red App between 9:00 and 9:59 on a Friday morninignont some social connection
between them. Although there probably is a so@ahection, it is as likely that these one-off
results may be the consequence of viral social anadlivity as classroom activity.

When we focused on Addis Ababa and looked at teeillition of peak hour unit
usage across the day, we clearly saw a daytimerpaffhe highest frequency of peak hour
units was between 9am and 7pm, an activity patftieah is consistent with school usage.
Furthermore, the strongest peak hour unit actiwgs between 10 am and 1 pm which
potentially indicates classroom activity. A secqek occurs between 5 pm and 7 pm, which
could suggest homework or after-school club agtivit

The city of Navoi presents interesting findingsawdi has a population of around
138,000 people with approximately 3,600 users ohegpp. Apparently, devices representing
2.6% of the population of the city of Navoi haveedsoth the Red App and Blue App. The
data cannot confirm if it is the same 2.6% of tbpydation using both apps, and consequently
around 5.2% of the population could have used gpes.aHowever, devices may have been
factory reset, cookies deleted and apps uninstatedl reinstalled, all activities that could
inflate the user data (please see Note 3). Howdlvat,said, the users of both apps in Navoi
seem to dovetail very neatly. Furthermore, a sigailt proportion of a city population using
two specific apps or a high proportion of deviaes icity being reset regularly while retaining
the same specific educational apps are resultsaest in the data anywhere else in the world.
Consequently, it is difficult to imagine that irther scenario, it is not connected to organised,

institution-orientated, educational usage. Howetee, density of peak usage, when ten or
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more users of both apps were active was in theiegemvith peaks at 7 pm and 8 pm
respectively. This does not support MALL classroactivity, but could support the activity
of library-based Self-Access Language Learning (SAhich according to Nazarov (2015)
is being promoted in the Navoi area, and indeemmatde by a 2012 Presidential initiative.
Moreover, according to Nazarov (2015), schools aviN are encouraging learner autonomy
and new teaching practices. In this case, the meseactually points towards organised,
scaffolded, independent study as a form of MALLsslar homework activify

It is very interesting that so many of the pot@ALL classrooms are in developing
nations. Generally, there is seen to be a digitatld favouring the developed world, but, in
this instance, it appears that the developing natmay possibly be taking the lead in MALL
classroom development. Are the teachers from thveldping world the innovators of the
coming MALL revolution? While not relevant to thesearch topic at hand, it will prove an
interesting issue for future studies. Equally, #luehor suspects qualitative MALL fieldwork
conducted in Addis Ababa (Ethiopia), Navoi (Uzb&kg, and Yangon (Myanmar) may yield
fruitful results.

Finally, if MALL classrooms do exist in Addis AbapNavoi and Yangon, then why
not London, New York, Paris or Tokyo? Since theultssare based on only two apps in a
market of approximately 80,000 (Moreno & Vermeul2@15), it is very likely that there is a
growing community of MALL teachers and it is onlynaatter of time before they exist in a

classroom near you.

Notes

1. M easuresto provide anonymity

Several measures were taken to ensure app useynaitprthrough obfuscation of the data sources. The
researcher respects the confidentiality and anaiyyofi the app users and does not wish to identifgcic
schools, teachers or students. To be clear, mosheofcities highlighted in this research have viemge
populations in relation to their app user-base, andsequently the researcher believes that noblelia
connection could be made between the researchpeifis app users. However, in an abundance oiaauthe
names of cities with populations under 100,000 wereoved from the findings and replaced with ***i
Table 3 and Table 4. The actual population sizehede cities were approximated, to prevent idieatibn, to
under 10,000 and under 100,000 respectively. Aalulitly, the researcher has created about 100 lgegua
learning apps and will neither publicly confirm meny the two titles of the apps, referred to ad Rpp and
Blue App in this study. Furthermore, the authord widt confirm the participating apps' operatingteyss, be
that Android, Blackberry, Chrome, iOS or Windows.

’ Please see Note 2 for details of why Navoi has irgdaunshielded in this study.
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2. Navoi

Navoi, Uzbekistan, has a city population of 138,G0@ regional population of approximately one miili
inhabitants. It is quite possible that some ofrégional data has been included in Google Analy&sity data.
It is not uncommon for city and regional boundartesvary based on cultural, political and technical
considerations. It is quite possible that this é@ad to discrepancies in the presumed size of ailptpn.
However, whether Navoi has 2.5-5.2% or 0.25-0.52%sopopulation using the Red and Blue apps, tlaeee
clear signs of potential MALL classroom usage.ekmms Navoi is involved in a potentially region-wiklé\LL
and/or Self Access Language Learning (SALL) progrenThe researcher, upon investigation, has fohat t
Navoi is publicising its work in the area of setfeass facilities and teacher pedagogy (Nazaros)2@hd this
publicly promoted activity provides a logical expédion for the strength of data in the area. Trseaecher
would suggest that the scale of the project wonlalive tens of teachers, thousands of studentpestubbly
school administrative and even city or regional mdstrative participation. Given the size of theoject,
individual teachers and students are provided wittigh degree of anonymity, their activities areabed into
the larger pool of collective city-wide data. Ithgghly unlikely that work on this scale has gommaticed at the
local and regional level, and therefore this redearill only be revealing that which is already kmoto the
local community; the national government is promgtself-access digital language education and cuesely
some teachers are probably encouraging some stuttense mobile or tablet devices to study Englistieed,
this research may provide independent verificatibwhat they have achieved. Since this general SAtfivity
is publicly being promoted, and this research'difigs appear to support their efforts, the auttemided to keep
the name of the city unshielded. This decision talten as there is no way to connect any deviceindgavoi

to the data collected in this study, given the appsselves, and the operating system, have natdiselosed.

3. Users

The termuser is ambiguous. According to Analytics Help (n.d3pogle Analytics tags each device with a
unique, randomised ID. The ID is considered torexfee a unique user. However, the system is né¢giefFor
example, if an app is uninstalled and reinstallehtthe device will be given a new ID and countedhanew
user. In addition, one user as counted by Googlalyins could actually be four students working @me

device. We are unable to see this form of activitthe data.
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Abstract

Many traditional professional development progrdhag are initiated to equip ESL teachers with
knowledge and skills have been futile for numerpessons. This paper addresses a gap in the
recent research of ESL teachers’ professional deweént. Literature has revealed many
shortcomings of the traditional and online profesal development programs that are widely
conducted; thus, an implementation framework gfpid professional development program is
proposed in this paper, based on Malaysian edurtipractices. Integrated theories of Zone
Proximal Teacher Development (ZPTD) and revisecbBlg Taxonomy are adapted in designing
the Flipped Teacher Professional Development (BJ-PThe implementation of the FiT-PD
program is conducted in the four Train-to-Learn (®tages; remembering and understanding
(TL-1) conducted in face-to face mode, applying amdhlysis (TL-2) conducted via online,
evaluation (TL-3) conducted in face-to-face model dimally creating (TL-4) conducted via
online. Thus, the paper recommends an implement&iionework of flipped teacher professional
development. The recommendations assist educatimtiamakers to strategize better planning
and organize flipped professional teacher professidevelopment (Fit-PD) for ESL teachers.

Keywords: ESL teacher; professional development; flippedrag

1. Introduction

Hazri, Nordin, Reena & Abdul Rashid (2011) pointeat that professional development,
which was previously thought of as a short-termcpss, has now improved by leaps and
bounds and is deemed as a long-term and ongoingegsothat promotes growth and
development of the teaching profession. In linehwftis, a special committee set up in 1995
by the Ministry of Education of Malaysia has beesigned to look into the professional
development of teachers, and one of the recommiendanhade was to encourage teachers to
attend in-service courses (Mohd. Sofi Ali, 2002gcBntly, Education Director General of
Malaysia said that to realize the country’s asmre, initiatives manifestedb train and
improve the skills of teachers through continuotefgssional development are needed (cited

in New Straits Time Online2014). Among the significant aspects that mamtsiacher
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professional development in Malaysia are continupusfessional development and in-
service training (In-SeT) (Hazri et al., 2011).

All Malaysian teachers are requiréd fulfill and document 42 hours (7 days) of
professional development programs per year soth@t content knowledge, pedagogical
skills and soft skills can be improved (Ministry &ducation, 2009). The Ministry of
Education (MOE) claims that the 42 hours of prafasal development which may include
workshops, conferences, trainings, and seminarssaneol-based (Kabilan & Kasthuri,
2013). However, studies have shown that the prafeasdevelopment programs in Malaysia
are mostly cascade-type (top-down approach), aeyl dio not bring benefit to the teachers;
thus, the teachers are dissatisfied (Kabilan, 200dbilan, Vethamani & Chee, 2008).
Teachers neetb attend any professional development program ithdictated by the MOE
(Kabilan & Kasthuri, 2013). Another study conductedthe local setting also shows that
besides shortage of time, unsupportive working remvent holds teachers back from
learning and attempting new pedagogies in theisscteoms (Thang et al., 2009). ESL
teachers in Malaysia express their frustration daek of opportunities in voicing out their
needs for professional development programs thatrelevant to their field and interests
(Kabilan and Kasthuri, 2013; Mukundan and Khandeh2®09; Khandehroo, Mukundan and
Alavi, 2011).

Indisputably, professional development for ESlacteers can take many forms.
Birman, Desimone, Porter and Garet (2000) statatlpgtofessional development falls under
two basic categories: (i) traditional professiondévelopment and (i) reform-type
professional development. The traditional professio development uses ‘one-shot’
workshops as a medium to equip teachers with thewladge and skills they need;
workshops, which are undeniably the most commore tgp professional development,
receive most criticisms among all (Garet, Porteesibhone, Birman, & Kwang, 2001).
Guskey (1986) elaborated that this type of protesdi development which was introduced
during the post-depression era implied a gap irchea skills and knowledge. Several
researchers have shown evidence on the failureuct %ne-shot’” workshops (Fullan &
Stiegelbauer, 1991; Johnson, 1989; Lovitt & Cladka88).

Apart from workshops, other forms of traditionabfessional development that share
the same features as workshops include institatesses and conferences (Garet et al., 2001;
Little, 1993) as well as district training, out-district training and post-graduate courses
(Desimone, Porter, Garet, Yoon & Birman, 2002). Séheraditional forms of professional

development are usually conducted by leaders wipgerise in their respective fields (Garet
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et al., 2001). However, Boyle, While and Boyle (2ppointed out to the fact that teachers
learn about topics that are irrelevant to them bgsprely listening to these experts. These
traditional forms are also criticized for failing spur a change in teachers’ competence and
teaching practice (Boyle et al., 2004; Day & Sad@¥)4; Desimone, 2011; Hawley & Valli,
1999; Kwakman, 2003; Loucks-Horsley, Hewson, La¥é&stiles, 1998). The ineffectiveness
of these traditional forms of professional develepmhas brought out the drive for more
research on professional development (Clarke &ikigdworth, 2002). As a consequence, an
alternative to the traditional form is the ‘reforfiwrm of professional development which

includes programs such as mentoring and coachiage(@t al., 2001).

2. Malaysian ESL teachers and professional developnt

ESL teachers in Malaysia have insisted upon prafeak development programs that are
designed according to their needs (Kabilan et28l08). There are so many changes and
variation made to policies that require ESL teasharMalaysia to constantly improve or
change their methodologies and teaching practieg¢ thithout embracing a professional
change, they may suffer a burnout (Mukun & Khandehr2009). Thus, professional
development programs should be parallel with thengles that are made to the educational
aims and policies for ESL in Malaysia (Khandehrblwkundan, & Zhinoos, 2011). Kabilan
(2007) reported that issues related to policieE®E have always been discussed by various
stakeholders in Malaysia, which include politiciansabilan and Kasthuri (2013) also
mentioned that the flip-flopping in teaching an@rl@ng policies in Malaysia has further
aggravated matters related to teacher developmentheir paper, they also expressed
concerns about the new English curriculum that wasoduced in 2002, known as
English Language Curriculum for Primary Schools §&3. According to the authors, the
curriculum may not be successfully implemented amo®ls if teachers’ needs on their
professional development are neglected. Therefsrejentioned by previous studies, the ESL
teachers in Malaysia call for professional develeptrprograms that are relevant to them and
programs that are constantly reviewed for theieaieness (Mukun & Khandehroo, 2009;
Khandehroo, Mukundan, & Zhinoos, 2011).

In fact, Kabilan and Kasthuri (2013) who conductéedationwide study of the process
of identifying the professional development neetlE 8L teachers in Malaysia have come up
with a model that has 3 stages of professional Idpugent programs: (1) planning and
development, (2) implementing professional develepimand engaging teachers, and (3)

evaluating and enriching teachers’ experiencespaoi@ssional growth. Despite agreeing that
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professional development programs should be valyntiae ESL teachers apparently did not
express concerns on ‘self-initiated’ or ‘self-diet’ professional development. Nevertheless,
researchers asserted that ESL teachers should eerigagelf-initiated or self-directed
professional development by collaborating with otteachers as it could fulfill the needs of
their students as well as the school (Kohl, 200&hikan and Kasthuri, 2013).

3. Issues and challenges in ESL teacher professidmnkevelopment

Many traditional (face-to-face) professional deypsh@nt programs that are initiated to equip
teachers with knowledge and skills have been fdblenumerous reasons (Fullan, 2001,
Gordon, 2004; Tinoca, 2005; Wangsopawiro, 2012)y@rere 12 to 27 percent teachers have
seen an improvement in their teaching after attepdsuch professional development
activities. Researchers stated that ESL teacheradrvoluntarily participating, but are often
mandated and obliged to attend the workshops wtherg@rograms are characterized by the
‘one size fits all' approach, topics are totallyrelated and are too broad to be applied in
classroom settings (Tinoca, 2005). They are unratdtV to participate as they are not
equipped withplatform or opportunities to express their needd emerests as well as the
problems they face in the classroom (O’'Brien, 1982ngsopawiro, 2012). Thus, they feel
disconnected from the learning experience planoedhem (O’Brien, 1992). The designers
fail to fit in ESL teachers’ practical knowledge tine process of developing the programs
(Van Driel et al.,, 2001; Haney, Czerniak & Lump&96; Klinger, 2000; Wangsopawiro,
2012). Hence, professional development programshwiimphasize on the lecturing strategy
are very common and reflect a choice of methodolapych is poor and not innovative
(Gersten & Santoro, 2010; Radford 1998). Lynch {d9@dvocated the ineffectiveness of
traditional professional development programs stheeideas and strategies suggested during
the programs are not implementable in reality.

The new reforms and ideas may sound innovativergedesting, but they can hardly
be implemented in a real classroom setting, argltiappens owing to lack of opportunities
provided to teachers in experimenting the new reftremselves. Furthermore, Hayes (1997)
and Hopkins (1986) identified time constraint aratkl of incentives as major reasons
preventing teachers from attending traditional @ssfonal development programs. However,
Guskey and Kwang (2009) described the worksho@sveaste of time and money as there is
seldom a follow-up event to provide sustained suppoto get feedback from teachers. They
added that most of these workshops are poorly argdrand tend to focus on unproven ideas.

Bredeson (2002) pointed out that lack of time, nypaed appropriate structure contributes to
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the failure of a continuous learning opportunity feachers to refine their knowledge and
practice.

Nevertheless, similarly to traditional professibdavelopment, research conducted
has shown that online teacher professional devetoprfOTPD) presents a number of
shortcomings and barriers (Dede et al., 2009; @irgsliGray & Levin, 2004). Bransford et al.
(2000) claimed that while training teachers, féaibrs and researchers should move beyond
the traditional professional development programéinding new pedagogies that are offered
by the implementation of Information and CommunaafTechnologies. With the availability
of a wide range of technological devices, OTPD paots have been proliferating (Brown &
Green, 2003; Dede, 2006; Mandinach, 2005; O'Dwgearey, & Kleiman, 2007; Reeves &
Pedulla, 2011). Researchers asserted that a feélhesé OTPD courses have brought upon a
remarkable progress in teacher knowledge as wethegjuality of teaching and learning
(Chitanana, 2012; Masters, DeKramer, O’'Dwyer, D&Russell, 2010). Taking into account
the myriad of benefits OTPD offers (Brown& Greer)03; Carter, 2004), OTPD was
introduced to eliminate the barriers that were edusy traditional professional development
programs (Jackson, 1999; Reeves & Pedulla, 20149k, Jarosewich, Lenhart, and Collins
(2007) highlighted that OTPD has the potential rainsforming professional development
programs from ‘now and then’ to more frequent, ¢stesit and continuous programs.

Capitalizing on the Internet as the prime vehiafel with emerging technologies,
OTPD is a promising platform that is known to benwenient with an advantage of
“anywhere anytime” access (Carter, 2004; HarlenduBler, 2004; Swenson & Curtis, 2003;
Vrasidas & Zembylas, 2004). The Internet has renamized education by providing
opportunities to access information (Glassman & &a2012), and it has also provided a
social platform for people to engage with one aeo{Boyd & Ellison, 2008). Thus, OTPD
encompasses courses and learning opportunitiesnlirze interactions with other teachers or
facilitators (Treacy, Kleiman, & Peterson, 2002); i$ also a platform that supports
collaboration among teachers in the virtual comnyuf@hapman, Ramondt, & Smiley, 2005;
Park, Oliver, Johnson, Graham & Oppong, 2007). ABDPD offers flexibility and support
by helping teachers learn at their own convenidncthe extent that they can even access
resources that may not be locally available (Dedetelhut, Whitehouse, & McCloskey
(2009). In brief, Fishman et al. (2013) stated tBatPD offers professional development
opportunities to teachers in rural and isolateégsiey having courses at respective locations.
To add on, a study conducted by Reeves and Li (2oléd that ESL teachers participating

in OTPD have shown a favorable attitude towardeenmnediated professional development
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programs. The same study reported that teacherarapty prepared for online-mediated
professional development.

Despite the exponential growth of emerging techgiels and the Internet, studies
have shown that ESL teachers have used them toitedi extent (Rolando, Salvador, Souza
& Luz, 2014). The analysis of collaborative aciest on blogs has shown very little interest
by teachers (Carvalho, 2011). Owing to the fact tbehnology such as the Internet is a huge
part responsible for the delivery of online profesal development programs, the computer
skills of the trainers and teachers are of con¢Reeves & Li, 2012; Roskos et al., 2007);
such concerns regarding the computer competentgaghers also exist in the literature of
general online learning (Muilenberg & Berge; Tatl&unnels et al., 2006). Rolando et al.
(2014) cautioned that in spite of the exposure idexV by researchers on the prospects of a
social platform for educational benefits (Martinat, 2011), it has failed to highlight the
ways ESL teachers can make use of these socia toadlind support in the professional
development of their peers. Besides computer canpet of participants, access to a
computer with reliable Internet connection alsovites a challenge towards implementing
online professional development programs (Treatyaian & Peterson, 2002). Treacy et al.
(2002) added that the primary benefit of onlinef@ssional development which is to provide
an ‘anytime, anywhere’ access to learning will bidé without reliable Internet connection.

4. Flipped learning in teacher professional developent
“If we are to remain relevant, we must embrace chaii§lomanson, 2014).
The rationale of employing flipped learning in teac professional development stems from
flipped learning research in education programss hparallel with the features of effective
professional development. Flipped learning, whighaliso referred as blended learning and
hybrid learning, shifts direct instruction from eogp learning space to an individual learning
space (Bergmann & Sams, 2014; Mok, 2014; SlomariZoty}). However, regardless of the
fact that the video component is used in onlinppéd, and blended learning, there is a clear
distinction among them. Online learning is conddctertually without the face-to-face
component; blended learning, on the other handthHgasnline component, but it is conducted
during class time alongside face-to-face instruc{@llen, Seaman, & Garett, 2007).

In flipped learning, however, instruction that traditionally conducted inside the
classroom is flipped with whatever that used talbee outside the classroom (Baker, 2000),
and this is also referred as “inverted classroonagé & Platt, 2000). Traditional classrooms

are not always successful as it is challengingatercfor diverse needs and abilities of the
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students. Thus, in flipped learning, instructionaleos are pre-recorded before class and
uploaded for students to download whenever and evieerconvenient for them (Jiang &
Zhou, 2014; Mok, 2014). The aim of flipping thesdeoom is to maximize face-to-face time
with students and instructional materials, be dteas, podcasts, or screen casts. This can be
beneficial in increasing students’ knowledge andeaustanding before class. For improved
comprehension on a particular topic or module, tbay watch the videos multiple times at
their own pace (Bull, Fester, & Kjellstrom, 201Bergmann and Sams (2014) argued that it
is not feasible to deliver instruction to a largeup through a face-to-face meeting, and the
best setup is the one in which the face-to-face tisnused to help students understand the
content. This is how students are able to reachehitevels of Bloom’s Taxonomy (Gilboy,
Heinerichs & Pazzaglia, 2015) as they are providdth opportunities to apply, analyze,
synthesize, and evaluate knowledge they developéare class into their group learning
environment (Jiang & Zhou, 2014). Through activegagement in learning, students
eventually develop learner autonomy.

Since flipped learning has been proven tadweantageous in addressing diverse needs
and promoting active learning, it is justifiabletty it in the teacher professional development
programs. Nevertheless, blended professional dpwetat programs have been nascent
recently. Belland et al. (2015) conducted a blenglefiessional development to help teachers
learn to provide one-to-one scaffolding during abpem-based learning unit. Their study
incorporated three seminars which allocated for looir and a half, one 8 hour workshop,
and 4 weeks of online education activities.

Professional development programs that are baskdoa face-to-face activities lack
sustainability (Dede et al., 2008; Holmes, Polhemuslennings, 2005). Alternatively,
Owston, Wideman, Murphy, and Lupshenyuk (2008) fairout that it is difficult to organize
and maintain a virtual community through OTPD peogs, and this is largely because
participants lack trust, support and a sense afriggthg in their virtual community of learning
(Charalambos, Michalinos, & Chamberlain, 2004). §hexperiencing the face-to-face
component is no doubt significant in strengthertimgbond among participants in a learning
community, which calls for a blended professioratalopment that would integrate both the
face-to-face and the online component (Owston.e2@08).

Literature supports the integration of both onliswed face-to-face components in
teacher professional development; researchers awdlapers of the program can decide
whether to flip it, blend it or even mix it. An efftive professional development program is

said to be coherent, has a content focus, is céedun a longer duration, and promotes
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active learning and collaboration (Desimone, 2@B8&ret et al., 2001). A blended approach in
a teacher professional program fits best the desigan effective teacher professional
development (Owston et al., 2008). Owston et &0& explained that blended professional
development can be conducted in a longer duratoteachers do not have to leave their
classrooms or schools to participate. It can fib iteachers’ busy schedules by providing
opportunities to go through the content at theingeace. Besides, by utilizing the online
component, teachers can experience stronger smtiakion in their communities of practice
(Dede et al., 2008; Lock, 2006). Owston et al. @0elaborated that there are many
opportunities for collaboration as teachers canirbmlved in face-to-face sessions by
applying their knowledge through ‘hands-on’ actestand later share feedback, thoughts and

experience through the online component.

5. Theoretical framework

Wagotsky’s Zone of Proximal Development approachk haen advanced by Warford (2011) to
educate teachers within the Zone of Proximal TeabDeeelopment (ZPTD). Warford (2011)
explained ZPTD as “the distance between what teachimees are able to do on their own
and a proximal level that they are capable of mittgi with the guidance and strategic
mediation of an expert in the field” (p.253).

Amer (2006) explained that taking into considenmatine current developments in the
educational and psychological literature where estisl are more knowledgeable of and
responsibldor their own learning and thinking, the Revisekdaomy (RT) was developed.
In brief, there are two reasons behind the revislb®T (Anderson et al., 2001); besides the
intention, it is also revised to attract the edarsitattention back to it and at the same time to
emphasize the value of the OT for being a taxontmy can still be applicable in the recent
days (Rohwer & Sloane, 1994).

Warford (2011) stressed that teacher educatiomicalum based on Wgotskyan
approach should promote mediation between teaclpeigt teaching experiences, their
pedagogical knowledge and observation as well ais tacit beliefs about pedagogy. Having
said this, instead of cramming teaching candidatgk facts, trainees create their own
meaning by utilizing the cultural tools espoused/Mgotsky’s theory.

Bloom’s Educational Objectives; remembering, ustirding, applying, analyzing,
evaluating and creating are well integrated withTRPin designing in-service teachers
programs (Rolando, Salvador, Souza, Luz, 2014)siW@vn in Table 1, ZPTD starts with

teachers’ reflection (self-assistance) on theiopexperiences and beliefs, and moves toward
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experts’ assistance (Tayebeh & Farid, 2011). Egadpesprogresses sequentially complying to
Bloom’s Educational Objectives.

Table 1. Adaptation of ZPTD and Bloom’s Taxonomipim-service teacher programs

Sample Interventionist

ZPTD Bloom’s Taxonomy Dynamic Assessments

Sample Interactionist
Dynamic Assessments

I. Self-assistance -Rememberin Preparing learning
[Stage Il in ZPD 9 autobiographies,

(Gallimore & Tharp, -Understanding Responding to prompts about

Discussion, sharing
autobiographies, follow-up

1990)] prior experiences questions
Analysis of teaching practices
Il. Expert other (demonstrations, videos, field . .
: . Leading questions and follow-
assistance -Applying observation) up discussion
[Stage | in ZPD -Analyzing Role-taking/playing Processing role plays
(Gallimore & Tharp, Forced choice quizzes (written) .
1990)] WebQuests Oral quizzes
Cubing exercises
Journaling

Micro-teaching

[l. Internalization -Evaluating Candidate statement of teaching Discussion, dialogic partners
philosophy
Journaling
Clinical reflective reports: Discussion, sharing
collecting information and autobiographies, follow-up
IV. Recursion -Creating making warranted claims for|  questions, post-observation
change conferencing.
On-line forum Processing role-plays
Role taking/playing

6. Implications and recommendations

Hinging on the concept of the classroom flip andchgisthe theory of Bloom’s Revised
Taxonomy and ZPTD as the framework, this paper gsepthe flipping concept in the

professional development programs, thus introducangFlipped Teacher Professional
Development for ESL teachers (see Figure 1).

Daniels (2014) revealed that traditional profesal development only provides
pedagogical ideas and resources to teachers whdeinlg no time for design and
implementation; thus, a flipped professional depglent idea was developed in Stillwater,
Minnesota to emphasize on the design and developasewell as the implementation of the
curriculum via technology integration. Daniels het added that the flipped professional
development can be conducted in a workshop setiogided that the coaching element is

added to it. In this approach, the ESL teachers wakch the video tutorials to learn new
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methodologies, get inspirations and ideas, and Hiseuss with the experts on developing
those ideas; also, the experts facilitate the wachcoach, scaffold, and provide guidance
until the teachers manage to develop and implethentesources (Flanigan, 2013). The crux

of this paper concerns supporting a flipped protesd development program for ESL

teachers.
|
1
1 Discussions,
OUTSIDE CLASSROOM 1
1 ; Hands-on
| activities
Videos, LEARNING
PowerPoint slides |
with audio, ' Develop own
’ | resources
Podcasts :
I
: INSIDE CLASSROOM

Figure 1. Flipped Teacher Professional Developr{fetiP D)

The proposed instructional plan as presented lkeT2 has been implemented in five
selected primary schools. The online componeraggifated online whereas the face-to-face
(F2F) component is planned to be conducted in éspactive schools. The participants for
this implementation phase are ESL teachers ofdhpective schools who are involved in a
one-month training program.

The FiT-PD training begins with a face-to-face timegwith the teacher participants
and this stage is basically trainer regulated. tWwecognitive processes involved in this stage
are remembering and understanding; participantdirégeir prior experiences and share their
learning autobiographies.

Subsequently, they move to the online componer@revismall, bite-sized chunks of
online activities are utilized through trainer fdaation. At this stage, they apply and analyze
teaching practices based on the proposed modul¢hédparticipants’ confidence increases,
they internalize their learning in a face-to-faceating with other participants in which they

go through the evaluation cognitive process.
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Finally, the training ends with an online sesswimere participants collaborate and
share with one another through online learningf@lats, and simultaneously, work together

to create their own innovative methodologies.

Table 2. Proposed instructional strategy for FiT-PD

Implementation Phases Cognitive Processes Proposkdivities
TL1 Self Assistance - Remembering - Responding to prompts about prior experiences
(Face to face) - Understanding - Preparing and sharing learning autobiographies
- Discussions
TL2 Expert - Applying - Analysis of teaching practices based on the TP
(Online) Assistance - Analyzing module
- Leading questions and follow up
- WebQuests
TL3 Internalization - Evaluating - Microteaching
(Face to face) - Journaling
- Statement of teaching philosophy
TLA4 Recursion - Creating - Online forums
(Online) - Journaling
«TL4[OL] /),,..--——— T oTL1
4 ~. [F2F]
7 < b
7. /
l_f" —— Remembering \:_‘ -
II."' NETE Understanding "\II
|' | |
'., | .'
| . i /
t'\_ Evaluation p_n yllng /'I
‘—\‘\ Analysing ;""—‘-
\ rd
N Pl
TL3 N A eTL2
[F2F] e s [’ [OL]
- L

Figure 2 Implementation framework of FiT-PD

7. Conclusions

The implementation of the Flipped Teacher Profesdi®evelopment (FiT-PD) program is

conducted in four Train-to-Learn (TL) stages (F@®); remembering and understanding
(TL-1) conducted in a face-to face mode, applyimgl analysis (TL-2) conducted online,

evaluation (TL-3) conducted in a face-to-face maae finally creating (TL-4) conducted

online. Literature has revealed many shortcomirfgh® traditional and online professional
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development programs that are widely conducteds,thuflipped professional development
program proposed in this study can be a viabletisolu

Professional development programs are essential maintaining teacher
professionalism, and the approach of the progranstnconstantly fit the demands of
educational reforms. It is fundamental that ESLcheas are kept abreast with the ever-
changing teaching pedagogies that are brought by ittegration of Information and
Communication Technologies in education. ESL teechave to adopt a different approach
as it is the age of the young learners that makesfitting for the teaching of formal
concepts. Thus, it is widely recognized that teeshenowledge, skills, and practices are
decisive in the success of any teaching careemddtaoo et al. (2011) stated that there are
very few descriptive research designs about theifsp@structional skills that ESL teachers
need professional development for. It is hoped tthas paper will help educational
policymakers to better plan and organize flippedfgssional teacher professional
development (Fit-PD) for ESL teachers.
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1. Introduction

The expansion of online and blended learning enwnents allows students to enjoy a
potentially better teaching and learning experie® teaching and learning today are not
limited to the walls of the classroom and most arsities and schools provide learning
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opportunities for their students through online atehded learning environments, assessment
practices also gain much more importance (Steinr&h@m, 2014). Thanks to the growing
number of digital tools available on the Interndtt{ejohn & Pegler, 2007), we are no longer
confined to traditional assessment practices, and possible to keep a balance between
process and product-oriented assessment forms. \Wowehat requires due attention is that
the assessment practices to be conducted eitheeanlin blended learning environments is
that the selected digital tools for assessment ldhbe geared towards the needs of the
learners (Marsh, 2012). The great benefit of digdals lies in the “provision of effective and
efficient feedback that can be individualized” &student interaction” (Irons, 2008, p. 92). It
is, therefore, vital that researchers as well ashers that have online and blended learning
classes adopt appropriate assessment.

The bookAssessment in Online and Blended Learning Environments edited by Selma
Kog, Xiongyi Liu, and Patrick Wachira, with 2 sexts and 15 chapters, aims to present both
theoretical and practical information on how assesg in online and blended learning

environments can be conducted.

2. Sections and chapters

Section 1, “Online Learning and Assessment” incki8echapters In Chapter 1, ‘The value of
embedded formative assessment. An integral proggesenline learning environments
implemented through advances in technology’, Miehéakerson, Tracey Trottier, and
Malinda Mansfield provide a rich overview of techogies for online embedded formative
assessment, informing readers of several toolsasndell as their uses such as Learning
Management Systems, online authoring tools, ardestiufeedback tools.

Chapter 2, ‘Empowering learners to engage in atihenline assessment’, deals with
how authentic assessment can be achieved througlscaission of a 6-week online
collaborative activity conducted with pre-serviaeacthers, teachers, and academics. The
authors, Jennifer V. Lock and Petrea Redmond, Spaity focus on the role that authentic
assessment practices play in online learning enments.

In Chapter 3, entitled ‘Assessing technology-emkdnlearning: A process-oriented
approach’, Philip Bonanno proposes a process-@tembodel for assessing technology-
enhanced learning, focusing on learning process dameénsions of interactions (domain,
technology, and community.

In Chapter 4, ‘Students as “assessors” and “aseg’ss81 an era of social media’, Grail

Casey discusses the findings of a large study higngffrom action research. The findings
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indicate that social media can be used to providenteractive and positive learning and
teaching experience for students and teachers alike

Chapter 5, ‘Assessment methods in online gradu@ieses’, presents the findings of a
study based on an exploratory, qualitative approduod author, Shijuan Liu, examines the
assessment methods used in 22 online coursespdemdP1 large categories, some of which
include projects, field reports, and peer editing.

Chapter 6, ‘Online course dynamic design inforrhgdtudent response and formative
assessment’, investigates a variety of technigassdon formative assessment. Thus, Marius
Boboca focuses on how these techniques affect tudeeractivity in a dynamic course
design that allows students to interact with tisassmates as well as their teachers.

In Chapter 7, ‘Using embedded audio feedback dométive assessment purposes in
teaching about English language learners’, LarisaOfesova and Luciana C. de Oliveir
discuss the role of audio feedback in providingrfative assessment in asynchronous online
courses in a case study. The authors provide exangblaudio feedback recorded using the
software, Audacity and students’ reports.

Chapter 8, ‘Assessment strategy for self-pacethenéarning’, aims to introduce an
assessment strategy (Prop&jodeveloped for self-paced online courses, inclgdiarious
formative and summative assessment content. BatbafRowan and Walter D. Way also
discuss how standards for educational and psyclwalogesting contribute to the
development of this assessment strategy.

Section Il, “Blended learning and assessment’udes 8 chapters and begins with
chapter 9. In Chapter 9, ‘Student assessment iteradéd learning environment: A triad
approach’, Norman Vaughan introduces a triad amgproa investigate how blended learning
and digital technologies can be used in assessnrerthis approach, various assessment
practices (self-reflection, peer feedback and tea@dssessment) are integrated through a
variety of tools such as online quizzes, portfqlexsd wikis.

Chapter 10, ‘Continuous formative assessment duslanded and online instruction
using cloud-based collaborative documents’, empkyschronous collaborative cloud-base
documents to investigate the effects of real-tiorenfaitive assessments. The authors, Norman
Herr, Mike Rivas, Tae Chang, John M. Reveles, Maftgpens, Virginia Vandergon,
Matthew A. d’Alessio, and Dorothy Nguyen-Graff, leéih from free web-based documents
such as spreadsheets, presentations, and drawidgssa several techniques such as online

quiz-write and collaborative presentation.
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In Chapter 11, ‘Blended learning and assessmeatdgih dynamic digital portfolios:
The e-scape approach’, Kay Stables, Osnat Dagah,Dam Davies introduce web-based
performance portfolios developed through an e-scppmect (e-solutions for creative
assessment in portfolio environments) in severs¢ caudies. The use of portfolios is shown
in different contexts such as classroom assessarghtsummative assessment for national
assessments.

Chapter 12, ‘Strategies for success: Using foweatissessment to build skills and
community in the blended classroom’, written by pama Arora, Shari Evans, Catherine
Gardner, Karen Gulbrandsen, and Jeannette E. Riéggrts findings from a longitudinal
project on the integration of online tools into ttlassroom to investigate how digital tools
can help formative assessment in blended learmagaments.

In Chapter 13, ‘Discussions in online and blendedrning: A tool for peer
assessment’, David S. Stein and Constance E. enhstiscuss the peer assessment rubric
developed to assess higher-order thinking in symabus discussions.

Chapter 14, ‘Criterion-referenced language assessrn blended environments’,
focuses on criterion-referenced testing in web-thas®l blended learning environments and
introduces a learning management system, WebClassauthor, Wojciech Malec, describes
the features of this web-based system that help® mesting more practical and effective.

In Chapter 15, ‘Framework for assessment frominatitutional perspective’, Jean-
Marc Wise and Tami Im introduce an institutionasessment framework, which includes
three primary areas of performance (education, eaog& and economy), three agents
(student, instructor, and institution), and six eeaimensions (certification, performance,

facilitation, qualification, accreditation, and ghdization).

3. Evaluation

The major strength of the book lies in the stat¢hetart discussions through qualitative
studies on formative and summative assessmentiqgegadn online and blended learning
environments. The chapters of the book not onlyipetheoretical background on types of
assessment but also link the in-depth discussiorsutrent practices in several online and
blended learning projects, thus providing a goolarize between theory and practice. For
example, the chapter entitled ‘Strategies for ss&céJsing formative assessment to build
skills and community in the blended classroom’ dbéss how online tools such as online

quizzes and discussion boards can be integratedaiditerature course. It is clear that the
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authors have strengthened the content of this byokaking clearer references to research
on assessment.

The digital tools introduced in several chapteos ribt require much in terms of
technical knowledge and can be adopted by reseaareinel teachers willing to take some of
the assessment practices outside of the classidoneover, the implications and suggestions
for further research can lead to some new ideab@nse of assessment practices.

Overall, the book proves to be an invaluable mgdor researchers, teachers, and
graduate students interested in implementing sumenahd formative assessment in online
and blended learning environments. As most chajatefsde practical application of digital
tools in assessment outside the classroom, thoketpfor studies with research and practice
perspectives in assessment will find the book qustful.

However, several points of criticism are also Wwamtentioning. The book does not
have an index, making it difficult for readers todf the chapters and/or pages in which some
specific terms are discussed. Moreover, it wouldalse useful to provide the definitions of
important terms used throughout the chapters avéng beginning of the chapter. It would
also have been beneficial to include a final chaptétten by the editors at the end of the
book so that the issues and findings discussedighiaut the chapters would be outlined and
combined, indicating future issues and trends dkggrformative and summative assessment

in online and blended learning environments.
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