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

The current issue ofeaching English with Technology, A Journal for Teachers of
English, revisits the tradition of practical lesson plamsl technology tutorials that have been
a clear indicator of TEWT since its emergence i0120At the turn of the 2D century, with
relatively low level of ICT literacy among languatgachers all over the world, there was a
clear need for simple and straightforward yet pdwetutorials, which were supposed to
guide our readers in a step-by-step fashion toimggiquite deep (functional) expertise. Our
Journal published a number of such practical adictermed “A Word from a Techie”, with
the humble undersigned acting as one of its mathoast Such a publication line clearly
conformed to language teachers’ expectations, wten aompleted hours of technology-
related courses that were usually not sufficienglgared towards achieving practical
pedagogical goals in the language classroom.

The current issue of TEwWT continues this traditionrelation to teaching in a
paperless, board-less, BYOD (Bring Your Own DevidaessroomJason ByrneandMariko
Furuyabu from Japan show how the paperless philosophy imlalso digital material
creation, and how delivery and submission can lmraplished via Google Classroom.
Technical and pedagogical issues as well as trehbtging tips for coping with Google
Classroom can be found in the paper.

The second important mission that had been a tradeof our Journal since its first
appearance back in 2001 was the publication ontdolgy-based lesson plans. Starting with
Internet-based lesson plans, gradually moving tginoonultimedia and e-learning to mobile
technologies, such ready-to-use lesson scenarigs dlaways had their rightful place in our
Journal. This timeTerrill Reid McLain (Korea) takes up an interesting issue of socialianed
treasure hunt, giving teachers a ready-made proeddu practical lessons using Twitter in
the classroom.

The practical side of TEWT is complemented by ap egview (also very prominent
throughout those 18 years, with website, multimeoiiaapp assessment) of BBC VOA
podcastsSamaneh Abdiand Hossein Makiabadifrom Iran take under scrutinlyearning
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English Listening & Speaking BBC/ VOA News, which is a mobile app offering learners a
massive archive of updated BBC and VOA podcasts boline and offline.

The practical papers are, obviously, balanced ksearh articles documenting
different technology-based instructional procedweified in a methodologically sound way.
Online simulations and flipped learning as factoositributing to the development of oral
production are investigated . Laura Angelini andAmparo Garcia-Carbonell (Spain),
who came to the conclusion that simulation-basestruotion contributes to significant
progress in four language-related areas: vocahypaoyunciation, variety of expression and
grammar.

“The Role of Vocabulary E-Learning: Comparing the Hfect of Reading Skill
Training with and without Vocabulary Homework” by Faisal Mustafa, Syarifah Najla
Assiry, Ahmad Bustari, and Ridha Ayu Nuryasmin (Indonesia) attempted to determine the
differences in reading achievement between studehis were given either paper-based
vocabulary homework or online vocabulary homewankaddition to classroom face-to-face
interaction (experimental groups) and those whqy galrticipated in face-to-face interaction
in the classroom (control group). The major findimgs that both experimental groups
outperformed the control group in the post-test.

The effect of video chat to provide interaction ogipnities with native speakers in
limited contexts was the issue investigated Jujia Sevy-Biloon and Tanya Chroman
(Ecuador). An international language exchange rogcreated with 17 students through
video chat platforms resulted in their increasedfidence in speaking, greater intrinsic
motivation and increased fluency visible in ovecaimmunication skills.

Finally, the reality of implementing Communicatizanguage Teaching in a MALL
(Mobile-Assisted Language Learning) environmeniridertaken byRupert Walsh (UK). As
the author proves, findings from initial studies MALL indicate not only the feasibility of
using mobile devices for communicative purposesiwitlassroom teaching, but also the
opportunities they provide to implement a commutiveaapproach more successfully than
previously possible.

We wish you good reading!
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DEVELOPING ENGLISH SPEAKING SKILLS
THROUGH SIMULATION-BASED INSTRUCTION

by M. Laura Angelini andAmparo Garcia-Carbonell
Universidad Catodlica de Valencia, Valencia, Spain

marialaura.angelini @ ucv.es; agarciac @ upvneespv

Abstract

Foreign language teachers and researchers facgoa challenge enabling students’ learning.
Not only must they provide training in the targabduage, but they must also find ways to
optimise class time and enhance students’ commtimicakills in the target language. How
does technology intersect with English teachingwiays that benefit learning? A possible
approach would align with integrating web-basedtsgies and optimising class time through
new methodologies, techniques and resources. $nsthidy, a group of university engineering
students were taught with simulations to aid tied@rning of English as a foreign language.
These engineering students were taught Englistugiirdoth class-based and a large-scale
real-time web-based simulation. We present theltestiquantitative analysis of students’ oral
production. The goal was to show whether simulatiesed instruction contributes to
significant progress in oral language productiorEmmglish. The results indicate that students
progressed significantly in four language-relateglaa: vocabulary, pronunciation, variety of
expression and grammar.

Keywords: web-based simulation; blended learning; simutatftipped classroom

1. Introduction

A primary goal of university educators of foreigmguages is to provide the tools and practice
for students to attain a sufficient level of fomeiganguage proficiency to communicate
effectively. Far too often, language educators mesich large classes and cover dense
syllabuses. However, technological developmentsblendahe use of blended learning
classrooms. Flipped learning is a specific modelbl@hded learning that helps educators
optimise class time. In this study, flipped leaghwas applied to move lectures outside the
classroom and introduce simulation-based lessonent@ance English as foreign language
(EFL) learning, particularly speaking skills devyameent. Flipped learning inverts the
traditional teacher-centred method. Instructiordédivered online outside class time, whilst
traditional homework is moved into the classroomimment (Strayer, 2007, 2012; Touron,

Santiago and Diez, 2014; Tucker, 2012). The flippediel thus uses educational technology to
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deliver theory and background materials and pravideportunities for learning through
simulations in class. This paradigm shift transferthe roles of teacher and learner. In this
study, instructors become facilitators and guidekarners work in groups or teams during the
simulations. The learners become the real partitgoiaa the classroom (Strayer, 2007, 2012).

A simulation refers to an activity in which parpeints are assigned duties and are given
enough information about the problem to performséhduties without play-acting or inventing
key facts (Jones, 2013). A simulation is based oepaesentation of a model that imitates a
real-world process or system. Key information isviied to carry out tasks, debate, negotiate

from different points of view and solve a specpioblem (Klabbers, 2009).

2. Literature review

Simulations are nowadays applied in several dis@plsuch as medicine, nursing, engineering
and languages. Today's education is more and maréured by true-to-life simulation
scenarios. A large number of studies show the ltenef simulations as they provide
immersive experiential learning. Kolb’s experiehti@arning cycle can be addressed as the
main conceptual framework used for experientiatiggy in simulation. Experiential learning
is considered a process through which knowledgbuif by transforming the experience.
Learners go through concrete experience, reflecttonceptualisation, and experimentation.
The cycle begins with the learners’ involvemenéispecific experience (simulation); then they
reflect on the experience from different viewpoi(reflective observation). Through reflection
learners create generalisations and principlesdaa conclusions (abstract conceptualization
when explaining or thinking). The learners then tisese principles and conclusions in
subsequent decisions and actions (active experatientsuch as applying or doing) that lead
to new concrete experiences (Kolb & Kolb, 1999;iK@014).

Other authors have been inspired by Kolb’s learnaygle in their research on
simulations, such as Ekker, 2004; Chang, Peng dra,2010; Wedig, 2010; Beckem, 2012;
Wiggins, 2012, 2017; Gegenfurtner, Quesada-Pall&r&nogler, 2014; Blyth, 2018; among
others. Klabbers (2001) described simulations amnieg and instructional resources.
According to the author, simulations offer a spbiogrd for interactive learning that develops
expertise. Kriz (2003), in turn, contextualised slation within the educational framework. A
simulation is an interactive learning environmdrdttconverts problem-oriented learning into
purposeful action. According to Kriz, training pragimes for systems competence through

simulation have shown that simulations favour clegpigpcesses in educational organisations.
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Ekker (2004) conducted empirical research into fatiens applied to education. The
author analysed data on 241 subjects who had ipatid in various editions of IDEELS,
examining satisfaction levels and attitudes. Thei@pants had different roles as negotiators,
technical consultants, activists or journalistswatthe “Eutropian Federation Simulation”. The
three-week simulation consisted of message exclangeitten proposals and “live”
conference situations. The software used was abasbd interface driven by a database server.
The project resorted to a web-based questionnairedasure students’ satisfaction, personal
experiences and attitudes towards the simulatiordifigs revealed that students experienced
satisfaction during the simulation and they werdéivated as the simulation invigorated
learning. The simulation was a reality in itseldgmarticipants responded actively at all times
during the simulation period.

Other studies conducted by Levine (2004) and Hallaad Coll-Garcia (2011)
integrated telecollaborative exchanges and glaballations to turn the foreign language class
into its own immersive, simulated environment. levi(2004) described a global simulation
design as a student-centered, task-based altegrntaticonventional curricula for second-year
university students of foreign language course® dithor provided clear guidelines to apply
simulations in language courses and identifiedngties such as the use of the content
knowledge in the simulation dynamics, target lamgguactivation during the simulation phases
and collaborative work to carry out the tasks. keminore, Halleck and Coll-Garcia (2011)
used simulation-based learning to teach Englisbnigineering students. The study shed light
on participants’ perceptions of how web-based samms affect the development of language
abilities, critical thinking and intercultural avearess. Simulated experience proved to be
significant in an engineering curriculum since alreomprehensive engineering education
should provide opportunities to work collaboratelith other professionals in an intercultural
setting more than simply solving problems from»dtieok.

Burke and Mancuso (2012) in their study of socagrative theory, metacognition, and
simulation learning identified core principles a@itantionality, forethought, self-reactiveness
and self-reflectiveness in simulation environmefitsey asserted that debriefing helps build
students’ self-efficacy and regulation of behavidthius, simulation-based learning combines
key elements of cognitive theory and interactivprapch to learning. Theory-based facilitation
of simulated learning enhances the developmenbahkcognitive processes, metacognition,
and autonomy.

Other studies on language teaching and learning slawwn that simulations encourage

the development and acquisition of language (eigin® 2009; Andreu-Andrés & Garcia-



Teaching English with Technologh9(2), 3-20,http://www.tewtjournal.org 6

Casas, 2011; Watts, Garcia-Carbonell, & Rising1280toodhouse, 2011; Michelson & Dupuy,
2014; Blyth, 2018). The scholars agree that simanatprovide greater exposure to the target
language, ensure more purposeful interaction, niaket more comprehensible for learners,
reduce the affective filter and lower anxiety ingaage learning.

To mention some more aspects of simulation-basmuohiley, Watts, Garcia-Carbonell,
and Rising (2011) examined perceptions of collaibsrawork in web-based simulations
through evaluations of each student’s end-of-copmé&olio [N = 26]. Students highly valued
the collaborative work required in the simulatiowhich was reflected by the active
participation of all team members and by team mesilpgotivation and personal satisfaction.
By analysing their own work and that of their teartfee students reported that they had
become more resolute and had learnt discourseegiteat to persuade others and solve
problems. Students also reported that the colldiveraork increased their capacity to listen to
others’ ideas and to learn from others. All thidpkd increase their intellectual development
and knowledge of the world. They also understooeciic content faster, improved their
language skills and acquired experience in selissgaent.

Andreu-Andrés and Garcia-Casas (2011) focused owlaiion and gaming as a
teaching strategy. Qualitative analysis based endibcovery of emerging patterns in the data
(grounded theory) was used to study the perceptbri3 engineering students. These students
endorsed experiential learning and reported ttanhleg and having fun brought about benefits
on their academic and social life. As educators stndents became more familiar with the
simulations, they developed a greater appreciatiotineir effectiveness. Students completed
the simulations with a heightened awareness of wWiet have learnt and how they can learn
more.

Another interesting example is Woodhouse’s (201d9lys in which 33 Thai university
students participated in a computer simulationetrn English. Data were collected through
personal interviews to learn about students’ opisiof the use of simulations to learn a foreign
language. The students perceived that they hadddasbout sociocultural aspects related to
communication in the target language, and thisneddindered by the fact that the simulations
were not face to face. Students noted that theyisstjgreater powers of decision, persuasion
and assertiveness in communication.

Ranchhod, Guiu, Loukis and Trivedi (2014) analysed the effeaie®s of several
learning strategies based on Reeve’s educatiosalyportive learning environment through

simulations (Reeve, 2013). The investigation dedth the concrete learning experience
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generated by the simulation to develop or reinfdiweoretical understanding, management
experience, and professional skills.

A large-scale simulation described by Michelson dbdpuy (2014) involved 29
intermediate learners of French at a public unityeia the Southwest of the United States in
the study. Twelve students of the experimental grouthe simulation had specific roles to
enact the responsibilities of residents in a conciakiarea in Paris. Seventeen students who
belonged to the control group did not participatehe simulation and followed a traditional
approach to learn French. Only the experimentadesits demonstrated abilities to describe
how their roles motivated certain linguistic ch@cand non-linguistic semiotic modes. The
study highlighted the potential for simulations hoost students’ awareness of the target
language together with other communication codes.

A few other studies have also examined the effent¢s of technologies and
simulations in the language classroom. O’Flahemyg #&hillips (2015) provided a broad
overview of research on the flipped classroom amkkIto other pedagogical models such as
simulations. They reported considerable indireati@vce of improved academic performance
and student and teacher satisfaction with flipedring. However, further research is required
to provide conclusive evidence of how the fusiorthaise methods enables language and social
competence development. Angelini (2016) investdjatembining flipped learning instruction
and simulation-based lessons to optimise class ltiynasing and designing simulations with
prospective secondary school teachers. Angelinilg20outlined the benefits of using

simulations that are based on literary extracth wisubstantial social component.

3. Methodology

3.1. The context of the study

The simulation in this study consisted of threesaisa briefing, action and debriefing. During

briefing, students were presented with topics eelab the simulation scenario, literature on
these topics and videos to be viewed outside tiesabom to adhere to the flipped classroom
model. The benefit of this approach was twofold:lsthstudents became familiar with the

content and built new vocabulary and expressionsiael the classroom, instructors and
students dedicated class time to activating themwkedge of the content and the target
language through minor-scale simulations, debates farums. This class practice helped
instructors gauge students’ understanding of tipéctand the type of language they used.

Grammar clarifications and explanations were pregidvhen needed. Students formed teams



Teaching English with Technologh9(2), 3-20,http://www.tewtjournal.org 8

of four or five members and performed dynamic ai#is in class. This teamwork favoured
individualised learning because the instructor bk to identify the weaknesses of each
student.

For the course analysed in this study, the Intesnat Communication and Negotiation
Simulations (ICONS) web-based simulation platfornaswused. The ICONS platform,
developed at the University of Maryland, combinasutation tools and simulation
development dialogue (SDD) methodology to provitEarcinsights into global sociopolitical
affairs and evaluate alternative courses of aciiogrisis situations. Simulations performed
using the ICONS platform are thus ideal for addrgssocial issues related to education,
environmental threats, the sustainable economy lamdan rights. Specialists report that
simulations help instil ethical responsibilities students and help students develop a global
mindset (Crookall and Oxford, 1990; Crookall, 2010) the debriefing phase, students
reflected on the simulation dynamic and the legymiomponent of the experience.

This article presents the findings of a quantiatstudy of students’ progress in oral
language production in English. The cohort of tefemunications engineering students (N =
48) who patrticipated in the study had attainedBlidevel of English and were enrolled in a
four-month B2 level English course at universithisl course corresponded to the B2 level
according to th€ommon European Framework of Reference for Langu@eFR). All
students were in the third year of the universiggrée programme. Under the flipped learning
model, the students received instructions on hovedmplete the simulation scenario and
guidelines to participate in minor-scale classrdmmsed simulations and a web-based
simulation. The web-based simulation, which wasvdetd through the ICONS platform,

simulated an international summit on current ecanpsocial and security issues.
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Figure 1. Screenshot of ICONSnet Web-based Sinomldiitps://www.icons.umd.edu/about/iconsnet

The countries that attended the simulated sumnatewepresented by student teams.
Attendance was synchronous and asynchronous. $tudermmed teams of four or five
members, and each team member had a clear rolm whih team. The roles were specified in
the simulation briefing.

The students signed letters of consent beforegiaating in the research. We thereby
complied with the basic principles of ethical resbgsee sample letter in Appendix 1).

3.2. Design and procedure
The study examined the oral production in Englightrord year university students of
telecommunications engineering. The procedureweafollowed is illustrated in Figure 2. The

groups (E1 and E2) followed simulation-based tragni

digital material

Debriefing

+video-recorded to be analysed +Lead-In +video-recorded
speech °Team5_ By p— speech
*Scenario “intra-teams

+ Action

Weh-based
simulation

Oral pre-test Oral post-test




Teaching English with Technologh9(2), 3-20,http://www.tewtjournal.org 10

Figure 2. Procedure workflow

The groups (E1 and E2) were given simulation-baseding. This training followed
five steps:

(1) Oral pre-test: Participants were asked to speak about a topaterk to the latest
news by answering the following question: “Do yaliéve the news you read or see
on TV?” English was the vehicular language priothte simulation. This improvised
speech lasted for three to five minutes. Three reateexaminers assessed each
participant using Matthews and Marino’s (1990)emd for oral assessment. The oral
presentations were video-recorded.

(2) Flipped learning phase Students watched videos, read the news and oészhr
several topics related to global issues such as etmdronment, society and
technology. They also revised some aspects of geanomiside the classroom. The
lessons were active learning spaces where students given responsibilities and
simulation scenarios to debate, negotiate and salygoblem through teamwork.
Students studied grammar on their own. Occasiona#ytain aspects of grammar
were clarified in class. Attendance was compulsamyg formative assessment was
used to keep a record of students’ progress. THasgprepared students for the web-
based simulation.

(3) Web-based simulation lead-in and simulation scenasi Students revised the
simulation guidelines and formed teams of fouriee inembers. The students chose
their own teams with no interference from the teachlhe participants became
acquainted with the simulation scenario and theiles within the team (the
simulation can be viewed in Appendix 2). The sirtiolalasted 21 days and entailed
synchronous and asynchronous action. The final estagnsisted of analysis,
strategies, debate, proposals, negotiation of mapand the final decision.

(4) Debriefing: Students reflected on the simulation and theirfopance and
teamwork. The three external examiners were spstsiah language testing with vast
experience in the application of official exams. tms case, they assessed each
participant using Matthews and Merino’s (1990) emia for oral assessment. The
rubric consisted of 14 oral presentation evaluatoiteria: three delivery-related
criteria (natural delivery, rate of speech, postutteree content-related criteria (topic
suitable for time available, topic developed wiglerant details, presentation length);

five textual organization-related criteria (intration, transitions, main ideas,
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development of ideas, conclusion); and four languadated criteria (appropriate
vocabulary for the audience; pronunciation and natmn, variety of expressions,
grammar) Descriptors were added to support theolifee assessment criteria in the
rubric (Appendix 3).
The quantitative study was performed to determihedents’ progress in oral language
production in English. The following analyses weoaducted:
(1) Analysis of differences in overall assessmenés and post-treatment.
(2) Analysis of differences in assessments for eaciable.
(3) Analysis of differences in assessments for eadhvariable.
All analyses were performed in SPSS 25 under adedeld by the university.

3.3. Results and findings
3.3.1. Analysis of differences in overall assessmsgipre- and post-treatment
The results of a Student’s t-test (p-value < 0.Q0@dlicate that students made significant

progress in their oral language production postinent (Table 1).

Table 1. Overall assessment of progress post-tezdtm

Mean Standard Mean 95% confidence interval t df S
deviation standard error difference 9.
Lower Upper
Progress 2.94401 2.05458 0.29655 2.34742 3.5406 279.947 0

Note: Student’s t-test for dependent variables; df -releg of freedom; sig. — bilateral asymptotic sigaifice.

The correlation analysis revealed a significanttpascorrelation (r = 0.465, p-value =
0.01) between the oral expression score pre- astttpEatment. This finding indicates that
students whose scores were high pre-treatmentigadrhscores post-treatment. However, this
finding does not necessarily indicate greater msgr According to the statistical regression
principle, these students were actually leastyikelachieve higher scores because they already
had high scores pre-treatment.

Students made significant progress in terms ofassessments of their overall oral
production post-treatment. Furthermore, there wpesitive correlation between the pre- and

post-treatment assessments.

3.3.2. Analysis of differences in the independenaviables
Second, we studied the four independent variallelszery, content, textual organisation and

language. Table 2 shows the means and standaratidesi of these four variables.
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Table 2. Statistics for the pre- and post-treatmahtes of the independent variables

Mean N Standard deviation Mean standard error
Delivery post 2.25 48 .296 .042
Delivery pre 1.63 48 .633 .091
Content post 243 48 174 .025
Content pre 1.65 48 744 .107
Organisation post 2.37 48 176 .025
Organisation pre 1.52 48 .606 .087
Language post 2.24 48 .232 .033
Language pre 1.54 48 .603 .087

Note: Range of scores = 0-2.5

The means of the four independent variables weyleehipost-treatment, resulting in a

greater progress of the oral skills.

As Table 3 shows, the results of the Student’'stt¢enfirmed that progress in the four

independent variables (p-value < 0.001) was sicguiti.

Table 3. Comparison of means of the independerdhlas of pre- and post-treatment

Progress Mean Star_ldgrd stgﬂr?c?;rd 95% coqﬁdence interval t df Sig.
eviation difference
error
Lower Upper

Delivery 0.61 0.624 0.900 0.435 0.797 6.843 47 .000

Content 0.77 0.742 0.1072 0.563 0.995 7.271 47 .000

Organisation 0.84 0.594 0.857 0.676 1.021 9.901 47 .000

Language 0.69 0.488 0.705 0.557 0.841 9.913 47 .000

Table 4. Correlations of the pre-treatment varigléh the post-treatment variables
N Correlation Sig.

Delivery post- and pre-treatment 48 0.266 0.068
Content post- and pre-treatment 48 0.125 0.397
Organisation post- and pre-treatment 48 0.216 0.140
Language post- and pre-treatment 48 0.641 0.000

The results reveal a significant positive assoombietweeranguagepre-treatment and
post-treatment, with a correlation coefficient o84l (p-value < 0.001). This finding confirms
that students with a high level of English langupgetreatment had a higher level of English
language post-treatment than students with a Idexexl of English language (r = 0.641, p-
value < 0.001). However, these results do not rsecidg show that students with better scores

post-treatment progressed more in language andredglithan the other students who

participated in the study.
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3.3.3. Analysis of differences in the sub-variables
Third, we analysed the sub-variables of oral exgoesin English. Fodelivery, Table 5 shows
the results of the test for paired samples pre- ost-treatment for the sub-variablesal

presentatiorandfluency.

Table 5. Paired t-test (pre- and post-treatmenth@felivery sub-variables oral presentation dungiicy

Standard 95% confidence
Mean Standard X .
Progress . error interval t df Sig.
value deviation . .
difference difference
Lower  Upper
Oral presentation .53 542 .078 .378 .693 6.849 47 .000
Fluency .45 .561 .081 .286 .613 5.551 47 .000

Note: Student’s t-test for dependent variables; df -releg of freedom; sig. — bilateral asymptotic sigaifice.

The mean value of the difference of the sub-vagipbtsentationvas 0.536 (p-valug
0.001). The mean value of the difference of the-warmble fluency was 0.450 (p-valu&
0.001). The subsequent correlation analysipresentationand fluency confirmed students’

significant progress in the sub-variapl@sentation

Table 6. Correlation analysis of the delivery sainiables presentation and fluency

N Correlation Sig.
Oral presentation post- and pre-treatment 48 .295 .042
Fluency post- and pre-treatment 48 201 170

The independent variableontent comprised the sub-variablesmed topic and
relevance Table 7 shows the results of the test for pas@uples (pre- and post-treatment) of

the sub-variablesmed topicandrelevance.

Table 7. Paired t-test (pre- and post-treatmentfi@icontent sub-variables timed topic and releganc

Standard Standard 95% confidence
Progress  Mean deviati error interval t df Sig.
eviation . .
difference difference
Lower  Upper
Timed topic .63 .578 .083 .465 .801 7.585 47 .000
Relevance .61 .653 .094 424 .803 6.510 47 .000

Note: Student’s t-test for dependent variables; df -releg of freedom; sig. — bilateral asymptotic sigaifice.

The mean value of the difference of the sub-vagiibied topicwas 0.63 (p-valug
0.001). The mean value of the difference of thesriablerelevancewas 0.61 (p-valug
0.001). The subsequent correlation analysiinoéd topicandrelevanceconfirmed students’
significant progress in these two sub-variablése correlation analysis of the sub-variables



Teaching English with Technologh9(2), 3-20,http://www.tewtjournal.org 14

timed topicandrelevancerevealed no correlation between pre- and postareat that was
significantly different from 0.

Table 8. Correlation analysis of the sub-variatileed topic and relevance

N Correlation Sig.
Timed topic post- and pre-treatment 48 .229 .118
Relevance post- and pre-treatment 48 -.045 .759

The analysis showed that students with high sgoosstreatment were not the same in
most cases as students with high levels of Englisktreatment.

The independent variabletextual organisation comprised the sub-variables
introduction, connectors, logical development oéasland conclusion.Table 9 shows the
results of the test for paired samples (pre- arsd-freatment) of the sub-variabliesroduction,

connectors, logical development of ideaslconclusion.

Table 9. Paired t-test (pre- and post-treatmentf@textual organisation sub-variables introductmnnectors,

logical development of ideas and conclusion

Standard Standard 95% confidence

Progress Mean deviation error interval difference t df Sig.
Lower Upper
Introduction .69 493 .071 .547 .834 9.71 47 .000
Connection .55 531 .076 404 713 7.28 47 .000
Logical development .73 .561 .081 .570 .896 .9.04 47 .000
Conclusion .92 .599 .086 .750 1.098 10.67 47 .000

Note: Student’s t-test for dependent variables; df +eleg of freedom,; sig. — bilateral asymptotic sigaifice.

The analysis indicated that the mean value of tliferdnce of the sub-variable
introduction was 0.69 (p-value< 0.001), connectorswas 0.55 (p-value< 0.001), logical
development of ideasas 0.73 (p-value 0.001) andconclusionwas 0.92 (p-value 0.001).
The results confirmed that students made signifipargress in all four sub-variables.

The correlation analysis of the four sub-variabiedicated a significant positive
correlation of the sub-variabt®nclusion(r = 0.304, p = 0.036) pre- and post-treatment.

Table 10. Correlation analysis of the introductsot-variables introduction, connectors, logicalelegment of

ideas and conclusion

N Correlation Sig.
Organisation-introduction PRE 48 .065 .661
Organisation-introduction POST
Organisation-connectors PRE 48 .188 .200

Organisation-connectors POST
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Organisation-logical development PRE 48 271 .063
Organisation-logical development POST
Organisation-conclusion PRE 48 .304 .036

Organisation-conclusion POST

Lastly, the independent variablanguage comprised the sub-variablescabulary
pronunciation variety of expressioand grammar Table 11 shows the results of the test for

paired samples.

Table 11. Paired t-test (pre- and post-treatmdrit)elanguage sub-variables vocabulary, pronuiaciavariety

of expression and grammar

Standard  Standard 95% confidence

Progress Mean deviation error interval difference df Sig.
Lower Upper
Vocabulary .58 AT74 .068 446 446  8.52 47 .000
Pronunciation .45 .332 .048 .362 555 9,55 47 .000
Variety of expression .59 .597 .077 440 753  7.67 47 .000
Grammar .50 .503 .051 .051 .607 9.75 47 .000

Note: Student’s t-test for dependent variables; df +eleg of freedom,; sig. — bilateral asymptotic sigaifice.

The results of the test for paired samples confirstedents’ significant progress in the
four sub-variables. The correlation analysis intidathe dependence of students’ level of
English post-treatment on students’ level pre-tresit: pronunciation(r = 0.710, p < 0.001),
variety of expressiofr = 0.407, p = 0.0043andgrammar(r = 0.689, p < 0.001).

Table 12. Correlation analysis of the languagesarables vocabulary, pronunciation, variety of iegsion and

grammar

N Correlation Sig.
Vocabulary post- and pre-treatment 48 227 120
Pronunciation post- and pre-treatment 48 .710 .000
Variety of expression post- and pre-treatment 48 407 .004
Grammar post- and pre-treatment 48 .689 .000

The correlation analysis confirmed that studentgabulary progressed post-treatment,
although this progress was non-significant. Thaultesalso show that students progressed

significantly in terms of pronunciation, variety eXpression and grammar.

3.3.4. Analysis of concordance of assessments bg three external examiners
We sought to confirm the objectivity and impartialiof the three external examiners’

assessments of students’ oral production pre- astitpeatment.
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There were very few notable discrepancies in mes¢ssments. This finding indicates
that the three examiners tended to evaluate the séudent in a similar way. There were no
significant deviations. Table 13 shows that vaflipbwas due to differences in students’ oral

performance pre-treatment.

Table 13. Concordance of the three external exasiinesessments pre-treatment

Source Sum of squares df Mean square R-F p-value
Examiners 0.463 2 0.231 0.51 0.599
Variables 4.854 3 1.618 3.58 0.013
Residual 257.441 570 0.451
Total 262.759 575

Note: df — degrees of freedom; R-F — relative frequency.

External examiners’ assessments did not differ ifsogmtly. Thus, there was
concordance in the assessments of students ptex&eia(p = 0.599).

In terms of the results of post-treatment, the @hegternal examiners agreed that the
students had made progress in the four independamables delivery content textual
organisationand language.Figure 5 shows that Examiner 3 was reluctant tardwhigher
marks, whereas Examiner 1 seemed to be more senitstudents’ progress, awarding higher
marks.

Table 14 shows that the variability was due toedéhces in students’ oral performance
post-treatment.

Table 14. Concordance of the three external exasmest-treatment

Source Sum of squares df Mean square R-F p-value
Examiners 1.895 2 0.947 14.50 0.000
Variables 22.626 47  0.481 7.36 0.000
Residual 34.391 526 0.065

Total 58.914 575

Note:df — degrees of freedom; R-F — relative frequency.

Table 14 confirms students’ significant progressonal expression post-treatment.
Despite different pre-treatment levels of each waable (lelivery, content, textual

organisation,andlanguage, these differences disappeared in post-treatment.
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Students made significant progressdelivery, specifically inoral presentationand
fluency This can be associated with the great exposutieettarget language in and outside of
class. As they followed a flipped model, they hadbecome acquainted with specific issues
from the simulation scenario and synchronous agddmsonous, they had to participate in the
simulation negotiations, forums and debates. Imseof language students made significant
progress post-treatment. Students progressed ism@mtify in pronunciation variety of
expressiorandgrammar.They were especially careful with the languageasstheir proposals
had to be understood to be voted favourably. They to work the language thoroughly to
avoid repetitions of vocabulary and expressiorth@atime their messages were straightforward
and well-interpreted. Analysis of variance (ANOV#icated that students progressed in all
variables, although their progress oanganisation of ideasand contentwas non-significant.
Surprisingly, students’ textual organization ofadeand content development did not reach
significance. This can be a side effect of the sxpe to well-organized texts to read and
debate that students had to analyse.

4. Discussion

The analyses presented herein provide evidenceigoifisant progress in oral language
production in English. Despite differences in studelevels of delivery, content, organisation
and language pre-treatment, these differences detwddisappear in post-treatment. Students
progressed significantly in oral presentation aoerfcy @elivery) and pronunciation, variety

of expression and grammalariguag®. Regardless of students’ initial level, the varesbl
organisation and contentwere non-significant despite progress in posthtneat. Arguably,
these results suggest that students were somewhditioned by the pre-test because they
were already familiar with the test dynamics whieeyttook the post-test. Notably, however,
the students were exposed to a wide range of tamsade and outside the classroom during the
treatment. They had to research, learn, debatetiaégy set forth proposals and make decisions
during the simulations, especially the large-saaédb-based simulation. We believe that this
intensive practice justifies the findings of thiady.

However, the findings of this study should only dmnsidered in light of its limitations.
The experimental group analysed had autonomous wodo outside of class to learn about
specific topics before attending the lessons. Type of course design may have had an impact
in the experimental students’ oral performancensesraction in English was sought during the

lessons, and a great exposure to audio-visual rakateras available. Only one of the
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researchers was in charge of teaching one expetagmoup. Due to this, we have resorted to
three external examiners to bring reliability te gtudy.

5. Conclusion

This study thereby shows that simulations are @ffecat meeting the demands of language
learning. This has been shown by previous reseaotdd in the Literature section; and this

study confirms it as a “by-product”. In short, thesults can serve as a reference for further
studies of how to improve teaching and learningtegies in EFL. Future research should
consider a diverse population that covers differegher education degrees in non-immersive
settings.

Deciding how to employ technology in teaching taimgse learning is a genuine
challenge. In the present study, the flipped mdael greatly contributed to gaining class time
for speaking practice as much of the research erififierent issues in the simulation scenario
was conducted outside of class. The flipped classracnodel and blended learning provide a
learning environment with massive potential, asoregal by Strayer (2007, 2012), Touron,
Santiago, and Diez (2014) and Tucker (2012). Sebadhould provide insight into the most
suitable teaching and learning practices in the iegnyears, as per the proposals of
Woodhouse (2011) and O’Flaherty and Phillips (2015)
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Abstract

Since vocabulary is a strong predictor of readioiggrehension, vocabulary homework is seen
as a way to improve reading comprehension. Thidystitilized an online learning platform to
deliver vocabulary homework to students learnireglieg skills in the classroom and compare
their scores with students given paper-based homewand those who did not receive any
homework. The objective of the research was to rdete the differences in reading
achievement between students who were given efthper-based vocabulary homework or
online vocabulary homework, in addition to classnoface-to-face interaction (experimental
groups) and those who only participated in facé&t® interaction in the classroom (control
group). Two experimental groups were instructedaimplete vocabulary homework outside of
the classroom. The selected vocabulary for homeworisisted of 400 words common to the
target academic texts. The data were collecteddmyirdstering a reading comprehension pre-
test and post-test, where five academic texts weesl with approximately ten questions for
each text. The results revealed a p-value of 0fodthe paper-based homework group, 0.045
for the online vocabulary group, and 0.338 for domtrol group, which suggests that both
experimental groups outperformed the control grioupe post-test.

Keywords: online vocabulary homework; blended learningdieg skill training

1. Introduction

English as a Foreign Language (EFL) students haen yeported to have problems with
reading comprehension (Freedle & Kostin, 1993; Kdagleh & Tavakoli, 2012). Research has
confirmed that the students’ difficulty in readimgmprehension originated from a lack of
vocabulary size and depth (Kheirzadeh & Tavako0l12 p. 150; Zuhra, 2015, p. 437).
Therefore, reading comprehension instruction, whglchallenging for EFL teachers, has
focused on vocabulary development (Huang & Lin, £0MNikoopour & Kazemi, 2014;
Yamamoto, 2014). Others suggested strategies telaestudents’ autonomy in vocabulary
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learning (Haddad, 2016; Shams, 2013). In some gtmteuch as test preparation, there were
limited meetings dedicated to reading comprehensiod only one or two meetings focused on
the topic of vocabulary (Gear & Gear, 1996; Phdl]Jig001). Although vocabulary can be taught
indirectly, the time dedicated to building vocabylahould not be as significant (Sonbul &
Schmitt, 2009, p. 258), because even one word neeks taught several times in order for a
student to memorize it and understand its usageif@/& Takaki, 2003, p. 145). Therefore,
vocabulary homework such as using a vocabularyboote by students to create “personalized
vocabulary lists” (Bazo, Rodriguez, & Fumero, 206, 270) is one of the potential
supplements for vocabulary development (Vela & RilisB016, p. 204).

Many studies found that vocabulary homework camiBaantly increase students’
vocabulary (Hirschel & Fritz, 2013; Wu, 2015) atdis enhance their reading comprehension
of non-academic English texts (Furqon, 2013; Riskédation, & Bishop, 2007, pp. 235-236).
However, conventional vocabulary homework cannomomitored by teachers. Students who
are less motivated can cheat without being diseaéDrosz et al., 2016, p. 43; Park, Park, &
Jang, 2013, p. 350). A report by Graves (2008,7p.iddicated that university students were
more likely to cheat on homework than on testsaAssult, vocabulary homework can only be
used with motivated and diligent students (Flurggeal., 2017, p. 11).

Therefore, there is a need for a method of delgehomework in which the students
can be better tracked. Shuaiwen, Xiaoming and S8042) proposed the use of an online
homework management system to encourage vocabhlalying and discourage cheating.
Course Management System software (MOOC), whictksvemmilarly to the system proposed
by Shuaiwen, Xiaoming and Song (2012), can be tséeliver homework to students. Owing
to the platform, teachers can check how long iesaflor students to complete a task, how many
times they repeat the task, and what their scanesdch attempt are. Students who were found
to be less serious can be given a warning, evemtien.

However, there is little empirical research whiokestigates the effects of online and
paper-based vocabulary homework on students’ rgadiomprehension. Therefore, the
objective of this study was to determine the dédfere in learning achievement among students
who were given vocabulary homework through an enieg program, those who were given
paper-based vocabulary homework, and those who margiven any vocabulary homework
outside of the classroom. The results of the rebeean benefit teachers struggling to improve

their students’ reading comprehension.
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2. Literaturereview
This section presents selected literature findigsh from research and books, related to the
variables in this research, i.e., reading comprsioen vocabulary in reading comprehension,

and homework.

2.1. Reading comprehension

To comprehend a text means to finish the text wifiall understanding of both its stated and
implied meanings (Pearson, 2009, p. 3), which gemsal for successful reading (Woolley,
2011, p. 15). In addition, it has become one offtlcein English for Academic Purposes (EAP)
teaching and learning (Atai & Nazari, 2011). Theref many research studies have been
conducted in the area of reading comprehension {iDak993, pp. 224-226). Gleeson and
Davidson (2016, p.50) discovered that reading cefmmsion is problematic for students in
learning while Clift (1991, p.68) revealed thakliso presents challenges to teachers. Back in
1965, Kerfoot (1965) demonstrated that readingadiffies were common and the sources of
those difficulties were complex.

Numerous studies have proposed methods and sestdgr teaching reading
comprehension (Soler, 2017, p. 3). In fact, thehew of reading started in the early days of
language teaching with the emergencelrbé Reading Metho(American Classical League,
1933, p. 2). Grabe and Stoller (2011, pp. 129-18@)gested that teachers teach students
reading comprehension skills to develop the abibtynderstand texts. Mikulecky (2008, p. 1)
defined reading comprehension skills as “the cogmiprocesses that a reader uses in making
sense of a text.” According to Grabe (2009, p. 28@re are five core reading comprehension
skills which should be taught to help students cahend texts, i.e., main idea, reading
strategies, grammar, discourse, and vocabulary. edery the classification of reading
comprehension skills by Gear and Gear (1996) isenppactical for teaching purposes, i.e.,

main idea, detail information, inference, refererazed vocabulary.

2.1.1. Reading for the main idea

The main idea is defined as what the text is aljplaintelongo & Hernandez, 2007, p. 542).
The main idea can be used as a measure to idémviymuch a reader understands a text
(Yussen, Rembold, & Mazor, 1989, p. 313). Therefatehas been used to test reading
comprehension skill in a standardized test. Thennidea is sometimes stated either in the
beginning, in the middle, or at the end of a tbxt, sometimes the main idea is not stated, and
thus readers need to infer what the main idea i&kulecky & Jeffries, 2007, p. 110). For
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instructional purposes, research by Stevens, Rari/aughn (2018, p. 16) proved that teaching
the main idea helps students determine the mamaéfla text. Mikulecky and Jeffries (2007, p.

170) suggested that teachers invite students tipeaskimming to find main ideas quickly.

2.1.2. Reading for detailed information and referents

Detailed information is provided in a text to sugpgbe main idea of the text (Grabe & Stoller,
2011, p. 7), which includes detail about "factgsans, examples, or opinions” (Montelongo &
Hernandez, 2007, p. 542). In language testing,lddtanformation can be spotted by scanning
the texts (Khezrlou, in press, p. 12). To deterntiogv much a learner understands detail
information, language tests such as the TOEFL deltwo types of detail information
questions, i.e., stated detail and unstated depaéstions. Another standardized English
language test, i.e., the International English luayg Testing System (IELTS), includes three
types of questions for detailed information, iteug, false, and not given. In addition to stated
and unstated detailed information, pronoun refereme considered as detailed information,
and a reader can use a scanning technique to dindtmat a pronoun refers to (Brown, 2004, p.
209). It is most common that the antecedent foreferent is found before the referent
(Mikulecky & Jeffries, 2007, p. 114). Thereforeatbers found it less difficult to teach referent
selection skills to EFL learners.

2.1.3. Reading for inference

Inferential skill is defined as a high-order skithich shows good comprehension of text (Rapp
& Kendeou, 2007). Not surprisingly, Putra, KasimdaJustafa (2017) found that advanced
EFL learners scored less for inference questionanyMresearch studies have found that
learners can make better inferences when they baskeground knowledge on the topic they
are reading (Tarchi, 2010, 2015). However, in aéegironment, most learners might not have
access to this background knowledge. Hudson (19961) claimed that language tests were
designed to be answered correctly without the rieegdrior knowledge. A study on the effect
of prior knowledge on reading comprehension inTREFL iBT test showed that background
knowledge played a very insignificant role in reapcomprehension (Hill & Liu, 2012).

All reading comprehension skills discussed abowguire vocabulary knowledge.
Williams (1986, p. 164) stated that vocabulary e @f the factors which influence students’
ability to find the main idea. A study comparing thbility to draw inferences in a Spanish class
concluded that low-vocabulary undergraduate stsdesere not able to infer meaning from a
text (Calvo, Estevez, & Dowens, 2003).
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2.2.Vocabulary in reading comprehension

Vocabulary is the strongest predictor of readinmprehension (Sen & Kuleli, 2015; Sidek &
Rahim, 2015; Zhang, 2012; Zhang & Anual, 2008). Wte language was first taught,
vocabulary, in addition to grammar, was the focthe teaching (American Classical League,
1933, p. 2). With the emergence of research infild of language teaching and learning,
various methods of vocabulary teaching have beenduced by experts in the field such as
Michael Philip West, one of the pioneers in Englashguage teaching working outside Europe
(Howatt & Smith, 2014, p. 85). The methods of vadaby teaching have been based on two
main vocabulary learning strategies, i.e., deliteeraocabulary learning and incidental
vocabulary learning (Hashemi & Hadavi, 2015, p. ;63@8mamoto, 2014, p. 233-234). In
deliberate vocabulary learning, students learn gusiord-cards, learning word parts, or
studying dictionaries (Nation, 2013, pp. 2-7). Wile word-card strategy, students keep cards
where, on each card, an English word is writteroo@a side with an example and translation in
L1 on the other side. The cards are reviewed whetests have free time. Vocabulary can also
be learned by studying word parts, which is a dbgmistrategy (Taie, 2015, p. 3). As with
many languages, a word may be broken down intcs paitere the meaning of each part
contributes to the meaning of the word (Nation, 2O 263). For example, the wopdedict
(pre ‘before’, anddict ‘say’) can be understood through its parts to tgethe combined
meaning: to say something before it happens. Naf&i3, p. 5) proposed the use of a
dictionary to help learners utilize the two stra¢ésgand as a learning tool itself.

Incidental vocabulary has revealed higher retentiates for new vocabulary. In
incidental learning, vocabulary is learned as altex language exposure (Aghlara & Tamijid,
2011, p. 557; Chun, Choi, & Kim, 2012, p. 128; TeR@16, p. 9). This strategy is similar to a
child acquiring vocabulary in his/her native langeaDay, Omura, & Hiramatsu, 1991, p.
541). Incidental vocabulary learning can happerough watching movies (Mousavi &
Gholami, 2014, pp. 1277-1278), extensive readingy(Dmura, & Hiramatsu, 1991, p. 545;
Wang, 2013, pp. 68-69), playing games (Madarsabd52p. 31; McGraw, Yoshimoto, &
Seneff, 2009, p. 1019), and glosses (Choi, 20163p). In a teaching context, Mustafa (2018,
p. 58) suggested that schools specify the vocapsiae expected in each grade in order that
teachers can direct the foci of their instructideng (2016, p. 9) discovered that a learner must
be exposed to the target word at least ten timeaninnformative context for productive
vocabulary acquisition. However, when the inputaseived aurally, a learner needs to be
exposed to the vocabulary at least 15 times (vatarid & Schmitt, 2013, p. 609).
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Research on the vocabulary size required to uratetstexts in English has been
conducted by Nation and Waring (1997) and Natidd0@. They discovered that in order to
fully understand authentic texts, one requireslfhé,000 most frequently used words listed in
the Brown Corpus. To read a novel for teenageeseipected vocabulary size is 2,600 words
(Nation & Waring, 1997, p. 10). For other novelsl aewspapers in English, a reader needs the
1! 4,000 words in the BNC word family list and th& 3,000 words for spontaneous
conversation (Nation, 2006).

Several tests have been developed to measure tabuwlary size of learners (Nation,
1983; Laufer & Nation, 1999; Schmitt, Schmitt, &apham 2001). The most recent version
was developed in 2007 by Nation & Beglar (2007)e Tést consists of 140 items where each
level (1,000 words) is represented by ten words.mAgh as it is useful and practical, the
vocabulary tests are subject to some limitationsstFthe tests only measure receptive
vocabulary, while productive vocabulary could netdovered (Nation & Beglar, 2007, p. 12).
The current version of the test is in a multipl@icle format. One item answered correctly by
guessing, which students often do (Schmitt, Sch@&ittlapham, 2001, p. 74), can mislead the
evaluation of the learners’ vocabulary size. Adutidlly, some higher-level words have been
borrowed by other languages such as Indonesiarowiog thesaurus(level 14), plankton
(level 13),caffeineandreptile (level 12), and/oga (level 11). Knowing these words does not
signal vocabulary level in the target language. kly, this vocabulary size test has been
widely used because there is no other alternaliwgorevent students from guessing, they can
be asked to translate the target words into Lleatsbf selecting an answer in multiple-choice
format. In additionSentiirk (2016, p. 92) reminded students that “If youénao idea about the
meaning of a word, do not guess. If you think yoighhknow the meaning, then you should

try to,” and found that students followed it.

2.3. Homework in theteaching and learning process

The origin of homework is currently unknown, butist suggested that it has existed in
education since before the ™M @entury (Gill & Schlossman, 2004, p. 174). Accaglito
Smolira (2008, p. 93), the purpose of homeworkaois‘improve students’ knowledge and
retention of the material.” Teachers and studerdscanvinced that homework is necessary to
support the teaching and learning process botlorimdl and informal education (Williams,
2012, p. 1). In the EFL classroom, such as an HaA$sadn Iran, the main concern perceived by

students regarding success is the limited timeetwnl English in the classroom (Afshar &
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Movassagh, 2016, p. 139). Therefore, language ¢éeaatse homework as a solution for limited
classroom interaction (Costa et al., 2016, p. B#nez, 2000, p. 45).

However, teachers encounter many problems in deliydhomework to their students.
First, over the years class sizes have increasakingthe grading of homework a very time-
consuming process (Jonsdottir, Bjornsdottir & Stefon, 2017, p. 13). Second, feedback is
usually delayed, which, according to Smolira (20p891), may reduce "the usefulness of
feedback for learning." Third, teachers do not knehether or not a student completed the
homework honestly. Therefore, many experts propdsedhange the delivery system of
homework to a web-based system. Web-based homelwedknot need to be graded manually,
and the feedback can be immediate (Richards-Babdljck, Henry & Robertson-Honecker,
2011, p. 81). In addition, students can reatterhpt homework several times, which can
increase the retention of the material. The dunatibexercise completion can also be used as
an indicator of whether students cheat or compllete exercise with their own effort and
whether they are serious in completing the homework

Several studies have investigated homework delisgsyems (Chen, Cannon & Taylor,
2017; Jonsdottir, Bjornsdottir & Stefansson, 20&mithrud & Pinhas, 2015; Williams, 2012).
The studies compared paper-and-pencil based horkefPBH) and web-based homework
(WBH). Many found that the homework delivery systdid not correlate with the students’
achievement (Bonham, Deardorff & Beichner, 20031@66; Chen, Cannon & Taylor, 2017,
pp. 1065-1066; Cole & Todd, 2003, p. 1342; Williar@®12, p. 14). However, other studies
found that students who were assigned homeworkvetell through online learning
outperformed students who completed paper-and-bé&oecnework (Bonham, Deardorff &
Beichner, 2003, p. 1066; Mendicino, Razzaq & Heiéer, 2009, p. 342).

3. Methodology

3.1. Theaim of the study

The objective of this study was to examine whetimrabulary homework had a significant
effect on reading comprehension and whether theemaid homework delivery gave a

significantly different effect. Therefore, this eesch employed a quantitative method with a
control group pre-test and post-test design byngireatment for three groups, i.e., one no
homework group (control group) and two homeworkugo (experimental groups). The three
groups were given treatments through classroom-ttaf&ce interaction, while only the

experimental groups were assigned vocabulary homewithe experimental group 1 was
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given paper-based homework, and the homework ®reitperimental group 2 was delivered
through an e-learning platform. Descriptions oftiggrants, treatments, tests, and analysis are

provided in the following subsections.

3.2. Population and sample

The population of this research comprised seniodesits at Syiah Kuala University, Banda

Aceh, Indonesia. They participated in TOEFL preparnatraining, a graduation requirement

for students at the university. Three classes vebi@sen randomly with a cluster random

sampling technique. Two classes were used as dlagntent groups, and the other was the
control group. Each group consisted of 23 studimtshe control group and the experimental

group 2, while there were 21 students in experialegtoup 1. Eight females and 13 males
were in the treatment group 1, while the treatngeatip 2 comprised 12 females and 11 males.
In the control group, there were 13 female and reale students. The participants were
between 23 and 24 years of age and had studiedskrigl at least 6.5 years, with a total of

672 classroom hours in high school and univer$itye following table summarizes the number

of scores used in this study.

Table 1. Distribution on research participants

Participants (N = 67)

Groups N Male Females
Control group (without homework) 23 10 13
Treatment group 1 (paper-based homework) 21 13 8
Treatment group 2 (online homework) 23 11 12

3.3. Design and procedure

The training for the three groups covered papeetha$OEFL subtests, i.e., listening

comprehension, structure, written expression, apdding comprehension. In reading
comprehension, all groups were taught reading sshkiltluding the main idea, stated and
unstated details, implied details (inference), Yadary in context, and pronoun referents. Ten
meetings were dedicated to reading comprehensitim 94 minutes for each meeting. The
material used in the training was taken from ltbegman Introductory Course for the TOEFL

Testby Phillips (2001). This material was selectedduse it presented all the reading skills
systematically with adequate reading strategiespaadtice devoted to each skill. The number

of meetings for each topic is provided in the failiog table.
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Table 2. Number of class meetings for each topic

No Topics No. of subtopics No. of meetings
1 Vocabulary 7 4

2 Implied detail 1 1

3 Stated detail 1 1

4 Unstated detail 1 2

5 Pronoun reference 1 1

6 Main idea 1 1

In the training, the instructor explained the mialefocusing on the reading technique
which explained how each type of question was aggred, accompanied with several
examples. After that, the students were instrutbeckad one text and answer the following
guestions. The instructors discussed the questamus revealed the correct answers after
students finished each text. Each subtopic comkdtéhree to four texts. Students were invited
to ask questions when they did not understandnisteLictor’s explanation.

Unlike the students in the control group, thosthamexperimental groups were assigned
to complete vocabulary homework. The additionaitireent, i.e., either online vocabulary
homework or paper-based homework, was meant toueage boosts to their vocabulary size.
The homework covered vocabulary lessons followedekgrcises related to the provided
vocabulary. In each vocabulary lesson, ten wordsevpeovided in a list with their meaning,

part of speech, and context, as in Figure 1.

Definitions and Samples ABANDON

band X v. To leave; to give up
1. abandon . o leave; to give up To save their lives, the sailors had to abandon the sinking ship.
To save their lives, the sailors had to abandon the sinking ship. Parts of speech abandonment n

Parts of speech abandonment n

ADVERSELY
2. adversely adv. In a harmful way; negatively adv. In a harmful way; negatively
Excessive rainfall early in the spring can adversely affect the plant- Excessive rainfall early in the spring can adversely affect the planting of
ing of crops. crops.

Usage b ps A dversely s often followed by affect. Usage tips Adversely is often followed by affect.

i Parts of speech adversity n, adverse adj
Parts of speech adversity n, adverse adj 5P / !

Figure 1. Examples of paper-based vocabulary home(ie&ft) and its online version (right)

There was a total of 400 words provided for the daork throughout the course of the
treatment provided by Stafford-Yilmaz and Zwier @3). Exercises for each lesson included
11-13 items. It was estimated that the studentdetat least half an hour to complete each
lesson along with the quizzes. The exercises wetha form of multiple-choice, completion,
matching, and drag and drop as in Figure 2.
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1. In this passage, the word adversary is closest in meaning to
a. friend
b. helper
c. enemy

d. leader

2. In the last paragraph, the word they refers to
a. crop specialists
b. farmers

c. farming techniques

d

1. In this passage, the word adversary is closest in meaning to

A.friend
B. helper
© Cenemy
D. leader
2.1In the last paragraph, the word they refers to
A. crop specialists
B. farmers

C. farming techniques

D. adversaries

. adversaries
abandoned  precipitation  cultivation  fertilize  photosynthesis
1. Through , green plants create organic materials with the
help of chlorophyll.

2. The coastal city gets half of its
uary, February, and March.

during the months of Jan-

3. Farmers use various methods of land

Complete each sentence!

1.Through cultivation Choose... fanic materials with:the h
fertilize

2. The coastal city gets half of | ¥ abandoned

precipitation

cultivation v

photosynthesis

during the months of Janu

3. Farmers use various method:

TOEFL Prep Il Find the word or phrase that is closest i
ing to the opposite of each word in the left-hand column. V]
letter in the blank.

__ 1.obtain (a) weaken
__ 2.intensify (b) separate
__ 3.irrigation (c) lose
— 4. aggregate (d) drainage
__ 5. adversely (e) positively

geatiors Choose .

ACKC A DUT TWO T

Find the word or phrase that is closest in meaning to the opposite

LS v Choose...
positively
lose
separate

adversely

drainage
weaken

obtain

Fal™ A

below. Complete the summary by selecting the three answer choices that
express the most important ideas in the passage. In each blank, write the
letter of one of your choices.

Bio-diesel is a promising alternative to fossil fuels.

.

An introductory sentence for a brief summary of the passage is provided below. Completq
answer choices that express the most important ideas in the passage. In each blank, writ

* Bio-diesel is a promising alternative to fossil fuels.

a. Humans have shown little self-restraint in their consumption of
fossil fuels.

. Underground reservoirs of oil will soon be depleted.

. Bio-diesel burns cleaner than fossil fuels.

. Bio-diesel comes from a more stable source than petroleum.

. Restaurants can save disposal fees on used cooking oil.

o o 0o o

Underground reservoirs of oil will soon be depleted.

Restaurants can save disposal fees on used cooking oil.

Bio-diesel comes from a more stable source than petroleum.

| Bio-diesel burns cleaner than fossil fuels. |
[ ]

L b b Lise] I3 int in thal L £ £arcil £nl

Figure 2. Types of exercises for paper-based home(left) and online versions (right)

30

Figure 2 shows the types of exercises for vocapuiamework delivered on paper on
the left and their online version equivalence oe tight. The vocabulary homework was
designed to be completed in 8 days. The vocabuatywas divided into themes, which
covered nature (day 1), science (day 2), mind anty lgday 3), society (day 4), money (day 5),
government and justice (day 6), relationship (dgyaid culture (day 8).

Paper-based vocabulary homework was delivered @éagho the class to be collected

the next day, and the feedback was given one dayedich submission. The online vocabulary
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homework was delivered through the Moodle onlingliaption for learning management
system (LMS), as also used in Bataineh and May3@%7), Bower and Wittmann (2011), and
Ghiglione, Aliberas, Vicent, and Dalziel (2009), ialin was installed on the institution website.
To activate their access to the website, the stadeteived account information from the e-
learning supervisor.

In the program, students were obligated to comp#ttethe lessons and exercises
seriously. Their homework completion was monitolgdthe e-learning supervisor for both
types of homework. For online vocabulary homewdHhey were scored for the way they
completed the homework. The scoring system wa®réfft for lessons and exercises. The

scoring system is provided below.

Table 3. Scoring system for the process of vocabldsson in vocabulary homework

No Aswritten on the page Description Score
1 No login yet The student has not logged intostystem. 0
2 Lesson started The student has clicked on tiseres 1
3 Course module viewed The student has started to view the lesson bubdias 5

Content page viewed finished reading all the content in the lesson.
4 Lesson ended The student has finished readinigdsbken. 3

Table 4. Scoring system for exercise completionoicabulary homework

No Aswritten on the page Description Score

1 No login yet The student has not logged intosysem. 0

2 Course module viewed The student has clickedherxercise. 0

3 Quiz attempt started The student has startedxbeeise. 1

4 Quiz attempt viewed The student has finis_hed the exercises but has not >

clicked on the “submit” button.
5 Quiz attempt summary The student has reviewed the exercise before 2
viewed submission.

6 Quiz attempt submitted The exercise was submitted 3
The exercise has been submitted, but the compldticetion is too short. 15
The submitted quiz is less than 80% correct, baisthdent did not reattempt the exercise. 1.75

Their homework progress was monitored daily. Sttglevho scored less than 3 for
most exercises after the first three days werdedvio the training office, given motivation,
and warned of training failure by the training adioator. Those who scored less than 3 for
some exercises were given a warning letter. Thene wix students who were invited to the
office and another seven students who were wamediting. As a result, they caught up with
the homework and started completing the rest ofhtbhemnework as expected. This type of
supervision was not possible for the paper-basedemmrk group. They could only be
monitored based on whether or not they submittechttmework. No student in this group was

invited to the office because they all submittegithomework.
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3.4. Data collection procedures

To find out whether the training improved studem¢siding comprehension, the students were
given a pre-test and post-test. The test matesiabbth tests was reading the section in the
TOEFL provided by the Educational Testing Servieg $). This test was selected because it
accommodates the nature of this research. Firstiag designed for an academic purpose.
Second, the test measured all reading comprehesgitia focused on in this research, as
presented in Table 5. It comprised five passag#ls %0 questions in total. The topics of the
passages were varied. ETS (2009, p. 8) claimednbabackground knowledge on specific
topics is required to answer the questions in & fThe students were given 55 minutes to
complete the test. The reading skills includedhmtest are presented in the following table.

Table 5. Skills tested in reading comprehensiondESOEFL

No Reading Skills No. of Items Per centage
1 Vocabulary 17 34%

2 Implied detail 10 20%
3 Stated detalil 10 20%
4 Unstated detail 5 10%
5 Reference 5 10%

6 Main idea 3 6%

To find out whether the students’ reading scoregraved significantly after the treatment, a
statistical calculation was employed. To decide cwhformula suited the data, the data
distribution was verified through a normality testiich was determined based on the Shapiro-
Wilk Test. This type of normality test was used des®e it has been proven to be the most
powerful normality test for the sample size in thege of 3< n < 5000 (Razali & Wah, 2011;
Yap & Sim, 2011). The normal distribution was imested at the significance level 0.05
(Coolican, 2014, p. 453). The results of the noityédsts are presented in Table 6.

Table 6. Tests of normality

Shapiro-Wilk
n Satistic Sig.
Control Group Score Pre-test 23 .95 29
Post-test 23 .98 .86
i Pre-test 21 .94 .23
Experimental Group 1 Scorepost_test o1 %0 o
Pre-test 23 .93 .10

Experimental Group 2 ScorePost-test 23 97 73
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As the data were collected in the form of numemciables and had been proven to
have a normal distribution for the control groupl ahe experimental group 2 (p>0.05), the
proper technique to analyze the data was a Pametp® T-TestHowever, since the post-test
scores for the experimental group 1 were not ndynthstributed (p<0.05), a Paired Sample
Wilcoxon Test was used. The Paired Sample T-TedtRaired Sample Wilcoxon Test were
used to reveal the mean difference in studentsescbetween the pre-test and post-test. The
main concern of this research was to investigatinefe was a significant improvement in
scores after the treatment for each group. Our thgsis for this study was that the mean
scores between pretest and post-test were sinolamot significantly different, at the
significance level of 5% (p>0.05).

3.5. Results
The research was intended to reveal whether tha® avsignificant difference in reading
achievement between the experimental and contonlpg. The pre-test and post-test scores of

all participants are presented in Figure 3.

M Con. Pre-test m Con. Post-test Exp. 1 Pre-test mExp.1Post-test m Exp. 2 Pre-test Exp. 2 Post-test

il mhn ==

10-11 12-13 14-15 16-17 18-19 20-21 22-23 24-25 26-27
Range of scores

=
=]

Number of students
[ T S T L - N ¥ T = T s « Y

Figure 3. Students’ scores from the pre-test arst-est

Figure 3 shows that both experimental groups etddlinore improvements, especially
in the mid-tier to higher ranges, compared to thetrol group. The improvement is shown in
all groups. However, some students, whose scores alecady high in the pre-test, did not
improve their scores, but the number of studentnlgathese static scores was very few. This

shows that vocabulary homework helped student$ityabi reading comprehension. Table 7
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presents further descriptive statistics about #sling scores of the control and experimental

groups.
Table 7. Descriptive statistics
Sd. d. Error
Mean N Deviation Mean
Pairl  control Group (Pre-Test) 15.48 23 4.49 94
Control Group (Post-Test) 16.65 23 4.15 .87
Pair 2 Experimental Group 1 (Pre-Test) 15.24 21 3.85 .84
Experimental Group 1 (Post-Test) 16.76 21 3.92 .86
Pair3  gxperimental Group 2 (Pre-Test) 14.65 23 4.47 .93
Experimental Group 2 (Post-Test) 16.83 23 3.71 T7

Table 7 reveals that the students in all groupsestchigher in the post-tests, with more
improvement shown by the online homework group.ofder to determine the statistical
significance, a Paired Sample T-Test (for Pair d Bair 3) and Paired Sample Wilcoxon Test
(for Pair 2) were employed. The results of thestést each group are presented in Table 8 and
Table 9.

Table 8. Paired Sample T-Test for Pair 1 and Pair 3

t df p-value
Pair 1 Control group pretest — posttest -.98 22 8.33
Pair 3 Experimental group 2 (Internet-based) ptetgmsttest -2.13 22 .045

Table 9. Paired Sample Wilcoxon Test for Pair 2

\% df p-value

Pair 2 Experimental group 1 (paper-based) pretpststtest 455 21 .047

The Paired Sample T-Test presented in Table 8 andd® Sample Wilcoxon Test in
Table 9 revealed that the mean differences befwideatter the treatment resulted in p-values of
0.047 for the paper-based homework group and Of@4Bhe online homework group. The
improvement was significant when the p-value wagelothan the critical, significant value,
which is 0.05. Since the p-values of both experi@egroups were lower than 0.05 (p<.05), the
hypothesis that the scores of both tests wouldirnéas was rejected. These results suggested

that there was indeed a significant improvemenstudents’ reading scores after they were
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given reading skill training with the addition obeabulary homework, regardless of the
delivery mode. Furthermore, the control group shisléailed to show a significant difference
in their reading scores between the pre-test amgadist-test. The result of the Paired Sample T-
Test for the control group was 0.338 (p>0.05), pting the hypothesis that the scores of both
pretest and post-tests were similar. Therefore réiselts indicated that the improvements in
mean scores between the tests of the experimaoigbg were insignificant.

4. Discussion

Several reports have shown that homework is a givaaimponent in language learning (Costa
et al., 2016, p. 142; Gémez, 2000, p. 45). It wgsothesized that participants who completed
homework performed better than those who only ggdied in face-to-face classroom

instruction. The research results presented abaxe tshown a significant difference in

achievement between students who were assigned wakeregardless of the mode of

delivery, and those who were not, even though lbeteived similar classroom vocabulary
instruction. The p-values in the Paired Sample §tBe Paired Sample Wilcoxon Test, which
were lower than 0.05 for each experimental grougp leigher than 0.05 for the control group,

confirmed that reading skill training within a shperiod of time, i.e., two weeks, did not have
any significant effect on reading comprehension agsademic texts without vocabulary

homework. In addition, these results also suggesigidvocabulary homework is beneficial to

improve students' reading comprehension, be itveledd on paper or through an online
platform.

Vocabulary instruction has been found to improvadmeg comprehension in most
previous studies (McKeown, Beck, Omanson, & Perféf83; Sonbul & Schmitt, 2009; Stahl
& Fairbanks, 1986). However, although the threeugsowere given explicit and implicit
vocabulary instruction in the classroom interactidine current study did not show any
statistical evidence of improvement for the non-barmark group. Previous research on the
subject was often restricted to general vocabuldrye the current study focused on academic
vocabulary. Ono (2002) found that learning acadewoicabulary was more problematic for
students than learning general vocabulary. Theagassin the pre-test and the post-test were
intended to measure students’ comprehension o§ textacademic English. Therefore, the
research results suggested that homework that \vade tompulsory is essential for students to
learn and retain academic vocabulary. The fact thatling skill training failed to improve
students’ reading comprehension of academic te#tsre vocabulary instruction was the focus

of the training, confirmed that deliberate vocabyliastruction in the classroom is ineffective,
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a belief shared by Miller and Galdea (1987). In study, the vocabulary instruction also

covered word-part analysis strategy (WPAS), whids lalso been proven unhelpful for

academic vocabulary learning because, accordiniai® (2015, pp. 6-7), the learners needed
strong inferential skill, i.e., a sub-skill of ¢oal thinking, in order for WPAS to be effectively

applied.

Contrary to expectations, nine students (39%) & dhline homework group and six
students (29%) in the paper-based homework gradipati obtain higher scores in the post-test
compared to the pre-test. Six of the students (6irfdhe online homework group did not
complete the homework as seriously as the resteotlass, either for the vocabulary lesson or
the vocabulary quiz. However, the lack of improvemi& scores obtained by those students
did not negatively affect the group scores in ttaigical analysis because the proportion of
students who did not improve their scores was snaall the improvements by successful
students were very significant. This unexpectedliig emphasized that students who
completed the vocabulary homework seriously demmatest significant improvement in their
reading comprehension of academic texts.

The generalizability of these results was subjeatertain limitations. For instance, the
treatment was conducted intensively, where theesiisdreceived five hours of instruction a
day, with an additional 1.4-1.8 hours of homewdrke overall exposure time to the material
was much shorter than the time students spent Ihawig’'s (2012) study. In addition, most
students who participated in the research were l&mepously working on their undergraduate
dissertation, which requires many hours of work py. In a more relaxed learning
environment, the students’ achievement is likelpeaifferent.

These findings have significant implications foe tieaching of vocabulary. The current
research has found that both monitor-enabled vdaabhomework and traditional homework
had a significant effect on reading comprehensidre findings suggested that EFL and ESL
teachers can adopt the method provided in thisystoidmprove vocabulary acquisition and
reading comprehension of their students. Althougi Inodes of homework delivery appeared
to yield a similar effect on students’ achievemeamtijne-delivered homework is always more
effective. The teacher can monitor how the studeotsplete the homework. The combination
of low scores and fast completion can inform teegtieat the students do the homework only
for the purpose of completion. In addition, autamgtading saves a lot of teachers’ time. Such
scoring also enables students to reattempt the Wworkewhich can bring benefits for students’
learning. The platform used in delivering the welsdd homework in the current study was

Moodle, which was installed on the institution wiédsThis system is unfeasible in schools or



Teaching English with Technologh9(2), 21-43 http://www.tewtjournal.org 37

universities that do not have an institutional wiebslomain and skilled IT staff. However,
there are many other free platforms that do notineebe installed with a specified domain,
one of which is Edmodo. Edmodo treats the wholeldvais a single educational entity,
allowing anyone to register as a teacher to crelasses or as a student to join classes. Due to
the preference of students, this platform was alscommended by Balasubramanian,
Jaykumar, and Fukey (2014, p. 421).

5. Conclusion

Web-based homework has been popular in Englishubsgey classes because teachers can
monitor how their students complete the work. Tegearch investigated the role of web-based
homework in improving students’ reading comprehemgf academic texts in reading classes.
The mean scores of three groups, one with web-basegbulary homework, one with paper-
based vocabulary homework, and the other withoytvacabulary homework, were compared
by using a Paired Sample T-Test or Paired SampleoWin Test, depending on the data
distribution. Based on the results of this reseatich students who were given reading skill
training which focused on vocabulary instructiomiconot achieve significant improvement in
their academic reading comprehension score (p=.388)ly when the training was
accompanied by vocabulary homework, be it delivened paper-based version or through an
e-learning platform, did the scores improve (p<D.OFherefore, EFL and ESL teachers are
encouraged to assign vocabulary homework as a dsorguearning requirement in teaching
reading comprehension.

Notwithstanding the results, this research doesrental the percentage of words the
students were able to retain through this homewdaikvery system after a certain period of
time. A future study could assess the studentsabolary mastery after the treatment so that
modification in vocabulary homework can be madeusltinnovation in vocabulary teaching
can better help students improve their skills ins tlmost pivotal aspect of reading

comprehension.
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Abstract

University EFL students in Ecuador do not have mapgortunities to authentically practice

English outside of the classroom. This lack of yaibnnections decreases students’ ability to
effectively communicate and improve in languagerrgay. Therefore, an international

language exchange program was created with 17 r#suderough video chat platforms. The

objective of the research was to give studentsm@orunity to practice English to increase
intrinsic motivation and oral communication. Thisidy followed a mixed method approach

using questionnaires, informal interviews and obsons over a five-week period. The

program showed increased confidence in speakingests seemed to be more intrinsically
motivated to improve and an increase in fluency seen in overall communication skills.

Keywords: authentic learning; communication; EFL; motivatibechnology; video chat

1. Introduction
In Ecuador, there is a deficiency of 4,250 Englasiguage teachers throughout the country (El
Comercio, 2016) and many schools do not have Hndgisguage teachers that are properly
trained with the necessary knowledge of the Endlisiguage to teach English in Ecuador
(Andes, 2012). To confront this lack of recoursesiew major in pedagogy of national and
foreign languages was created at lthreversidad Nacional de Educacig/NAE) in Ecuador
and was further defined in 2017 when an innovapiraposal was specifically written for this
major. The goal of the new major is to train Engles a foreign language (EFL) teachers for
primary and secondary education to fill the defafiEFL school teachers and improve overall
English language teaching quality throughout thentxy. The first cohort of 38 students in the
English language teaching major has begun this steme

However, one of the obstacles facing these stgderthat many of them have entered
the program with little or no English language ktedge. The results from their entrance
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exams show that most of the students tested betolal level of English according to the
Common European Framework of Reference for LangudG&FR). Thus, the proficiency
professors for this group were faced with the atdstaf increasing students’ English language
levels specifically in oral communication. They hadfind innovative alternatives to enhance
the students’ ability to internalize English andrigmase their knowledge, ability and fluency at
an increased rate, because the expected levelgiiskrupon graduating is C1 per CEFR. In
2016, El Consejo de Educacion Superioequired that all students training to be English
language teachers prove in the seventh semesseudyf that they have obtained a C1 or higher
in English, so that they can continue studying gratluate as EFL teachers. Due to this new
regulation, students must now have an extremely theyel of English by the time they

graduate to become English language teachers iadécu

2. The background for the study

To create an innovative and interesting approachirforeasing oral communication and
motivation an online video chat language exchangse inmitiated. It allows students to have
authentic interactions with English language spesksince many of them do not have this
option outside the classroom. This program involt&dof the 38 students in the first cohort
studying to be English language teachers. The ddests chosen showed that they needed
much support to improve their English languagelskiThese students participated in a five-
week video chat language exchange for 60 minuteb @sek with 17 Spanish language
students from a state university in California.

The program allowed students to practice speakiran authentic setting outside of the
classroom. Students gained knowledge about nathgdidgh speakers’ culture and practiced
their oral communication skills which boosted thmnfidence in speaking at an increased rate.
Finding a strategy to allow students to practicglish authentically outside the classroom is
important, since most of the students do not haggilar contact with English in Ecuador.
These students only practice English in class, whi@es not aid in internalizing the language
or motivate them to improve their skills. As Alshaimeri (2015) demonstrates, EFL teachers
in Saudi Arabia have similar problems and, as alteSFL students also do not have access to
daily authentic English use. The article explaimst tsome EFL teachers in Saudi Arabia have
been working on finding various authentic materiahgl activities that would give students
opportunities to practice English authenticallyj@ad to the internalization of the language. In

this research, the authors suggest that the usaitbéntic materials, specifically video chat
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language exchanges, may allow for authentic Endésiguage learning for EFL students at
UNAE.

Through informal interviews, the instructors foutiht many of the students did not
initially choose to study teaching English as aeifign language and were not intrinsically
motivated to learn English fluently. The video chtcilitated learning because they increased
participants’ intrinsic motivation by giving themlternative reasons to improve English
language skills. Students now had a relationshipm&intain for a short amount of time and
insight into the culture and customs of native Estgkpeakers. As it was found kyen-chi,
Wu, Yen & Marek (2011)lack of motivation can decrease students’ abiliteegiternalize and
ultimately learn EFL. Oleti (2014) explains that without intrinsic or personabtivation to
learn a language it is almost impossible to becproécient.

Therefore, it has been one of the goals of theareker to find activities, methodologies
and strategies to motivate EFL students at UNARvémt to learn English both inside and
outside of the classroom. Finding alternative waymotivate and increase speaking skills for
students has been a challenge, but the use ofdegynas an authentic material through
international video chat language exchanges has @eénnovative teaching and learning tool.
This tool focuses on how interacting with nativealers can aid in increasing EFL student’s
motivation to learn English, oral communicationliskiand confidence levels using English.

The post test and post questionnaire showed pesiisults which will be described in
the findings of this paper. Principally a few adisirative obstacles were found, but once these
problems were solved, students began to make ngfahiconnections with their partners in
the United States.

3. Literature review

3.1. Use of technology, specifically video chat EFL

The technology used to increase communication sskif a type of technological
communication tool which Hsu (2019) defines as @wot used by humans to communicate
through the internet. In a study of first year wmsity EFL students, Al-Abdali (2016) found
that technology, specifically video chat, increaseuversity level students’ communication
skills largely in part because they could commuei@nd have regular interactions with native
speakers. This technological interaction alloweddshts to develop their skills in a more
relaxed and purposeful setting. In Japamy) and Yabuta (2015found that students not only
increased their English language communicationisskilut also gained global competencies

through international video chats. They also fotimak the use of technology such as video
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chats could fill the void of purposeful L2 commuative experiences, resulting in the
improvement of students’ oral articulation.

Kasapoglu-Akol (2010) explains hotechnology and the internet are part of students’
everyday lives and are proliferated throughoutwiogld today. The research from the present
study suggests that when connected to EFL, tecgpcdmd the internet can create a more
purposeful learning environmedtauregi and Bafiados (2008) also found this toueeitr their
study of the use of virtual video communicatioringprove oral Spanish skills. Students found
that establishing connections to real-life actestiwhile learning a language aided their oral
expression A study conducted by Carey and Crittenden (2000ndothat the proliferation of
various web CTs allowed for more effective learniegpecially as regards communicative
skills. This study specifically looked at the uddlee internet to support communication skills
among students and Park and Son (2009) also faudédrgs to be active autonomous learners
with technology, giving them more control over tHearning.

Golonka et al. (2012) completed a comprehensiveewewf hundreds of studies that
focused on the relevance of the role of technolaggnguage learning. This review guides the
findings in this current article, as they also digered that technology can play an important
role in foreign language learning by increasinghautic interaction and students’ connections
with the new language being learned. Ryobe (2006@hd that the use of technology, and
specifically video chat, not only increased studeabilities to communicate, but also gave
them a sense of confidence they did not have b@langcipating in the activity. Through video
chats, Kristi et al. (2012) found that the taskevpmed along with the use of technology
allowed for improved learning in various skillsudénts felt an increased motivation using
video chat and purposefully used the target langudd=nglish.Yanguas (2010) completed a
complex study using computers to promote commuioicdbr language learners at a university
level. The study used video chat as a classroomtaopractice listening and communication
skills and it found that language learning was gateel. This is because it was an authentic
situation where students could improve L2 commuiwcaeven when they had not yet

perfected these skills.

3.2. Authentic materials

Authentic materials are defined as “materials whach prepared for native speakers and not
designed to be used for teaching purposes Al Amli Al-Rashdi, 2014, p. 249”. Hsu (2019)
explains that technological communication tools agopular authentic tool to use in an EFL

classroom to promote communication. Alshumaimefll® mentions that there are many
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different types of authentic materials and whenytlage used in the classroom, real-life
situations are emphasized and internal connectmribe learners are created. Al Alzri and Al-
Rashdi (2014) also explain that these types of nadgehave become extremely important for
EFL teachers around the world as a teaching todiritoy situations into the classroom that
would be encountered in the real world and to aigtudent learning. Their study discusses
how authentic tools are necessary to utilize in [ERsses which have little or no interaction
with native speakerd.ike the participants in this study, Carey andt€ntlen (2000) completed
their research with participants that had veryeliticcess to authentic English speakers. They
found that the use of video and audio technolotpmedd for authentic communication to occur
between the participants and fluent English speakBnis interaction was seen to be a very
effective tool aiding in increasing oral communicat Wen-chi et al. (2011) explain how
teachers must be creative in providing authentichiang strategies in the classroom to design
opportunities for language learners to participate real-life communication activities.
Reiterating the idea Peacock (1997) claims thabeaic materials can mimic actual social
interactions, which is exactly what a video chatMeen L1 and L2 language learners could be.
The present researcher used authentic materialn asnovative mode of communication
practice using video chat, where the EFL partidipanteracted with native speakers in a

comfortable reliable setting.

3.3. Motivation in EFL

Oleti¢ (2014) defines motivation as the reason peoplsepere and attempt to attain anything.
When motivation is connected to students, this getml stem from students’ personal
experiences or eagerness to prevail in the areglsudied. When EFL students have very
little authentic interaction with L1 speakers, mdegl unmotivated (Gilakjani, 2012). The
research in this paper shows that very few of @wigpants had regular interaction with L1
speakersWen-chi et al. (2011) explain that this phenomemh@appens in many countries
around the world where EFL is taught since manynes around the world do not have the
opportunities to speak English in authentic settingd therefore lack meaningful interactions
in their L2. The researchers explained this ultehatesults in a lack of motivation among
students’ which tends to decrease their abilitiesrdach an advanced level of language
proficiency.In this study, this phenomenon was seen in casleeoparticipants since many of
them did not use English in their daily life andcg they had no connection to English, they
did not have an intrinsic reason to learn it. As garticipants began the video chat language

exchange program, similar results were found from $tudy conducted by Almeida d’Eca
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(2003). Almeida d’Eca explains how various formsiofernet chat provide an extremely
motivating experience for language learners wheareths little opportunity for authentic
communication. This strategy not only aids in azammunication but can give students an
intrinsic reason to improve English language leagnby allowing them opportunities for
authentic interaction with L1 speakers. Similaffgfazoli and Golshan (2014) recognize that
various types of technological interactions can tdenhance communication skills and
motivate students, especially in EFL settings, whead as a specific tool and not the only
form of language learning. However, the researchpieted byMora Vazquez, Trejo Guzman
& Roux Rodriguez (2010¥howed that any activity allowing students toizgilL2 in the
community of native language speakers will haveositiye impact on student motivation to
improve L2 knowledge.

The participants in this study explained that iswdéficult to be motivated because they
had little to no interaction with the L2 outsidetbé classroom. Students needed the motivation
in the classroom, since, as Gilakjani (2012) exylai'students learn best by seeing the value
and importance of the information presented indlagsroom. If the students are not interested
in the material presented, they will not learn (. 57). The researcher used video chats to
connect learning to real-life interactions, whichturn created an authentic reason to increase
their language skills. Gilakjani (2012) also sudgdbat student motivation can be increased
when different types of technology are used in EBurses. Finally, as Hsu (2019) found, the
use of video chat increased L2 student motivatecabse of students’ interactions with native
speakers from other countries. Participants froenstiudy felt more comfortable speaking to L1

speakers after participating in the program.

4. The study

4.1. Participants

The participants of this study were beginner I&wEL students in UNAE in Ecuador. They
were 17 native Spanish speakers from a beginngu&age proficiency course. These students
were chosen because they needed the most suppwdrious language skills, specifically
listening and speaking, and they had little or mthantic or meaningful opportunities to
practice English with native or fluent English spe@ outside of the classroom. For many
students participation in the video chats was in& time they had long or meaningful

conversations in English with a native speakemimathentic setting.
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The native English speakers for this program werwassity students in California
studying in their first year of Spanish courseseywere also chosen because they have few
opportunities to practice their Spanish with natsmeakers outside of the classroom. The
university they are studying at lacks students withiural and economic diversity and finding
Spanish speakers to practice with can be a challenlgis exchange program allowed for a
unique opportunity to gain cultural insight alonghwlanguage practice.

4.2. Design and procedure

The study used the action research framework fatigna mixed methods approach. The
researcher used qualitative and quantitative teolgather information about the use of
technology and authentic materials in the classraoih the way in which these educational
tools and strategies effect the motivation of ERldents at a university level.

At the beginning of the semester, first year ursitgrstudents who were studying to be
English language teachers joined this program. §stgdents volunteered to interact on a
regular basis with a native speaker outside thesob@m because they did not have these
opportunities to use English in an authentic mararedt they were looking for innovative
strategies to improve L2 learning.

First the students took an oral pretest to evalthe® level of English. This allowed the
researcher to be able to monitor the student’s trawer the five weeks. The students were
then paired randomly with university students friiva United States. Each Ecuadorian student
was given an email template, an email address avwthasApp number of their video chat
exchange program partner. They were given one weelstablish contact with their partners
and set up the first meeting according to the salesdf both students. They were obligated to
meet once a week for the five-week period for aimim of one hour. During each meeting
the students spoke using WhatsApp, Skype, FacetwobBicetime as a means of interaction for
the video chat. Each student was given specifistiues for each weekly meeting based on the
topics of the language class they were attendimylsaneously. Each week the students also
had to evidence each meeting by sending the irietracscreenshot with a time stamp of their
meeting and the completed questionnaire. Exampfesh® questionnaires are included
Appendix 1.

Throughout the program the student’s meetings wasaitored through checking the
completed questionnaires, screenshots and infamdalidual discussions about the student’s
experiences. This is when students shared theitiyosxperiences such as speaking to native

speakers for the first time, being able to commateiecn English for short periods of time and
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making cultural connections with their video chattpers. This was also when such difficulties
of the program as the use of new technology, hasthgduling confusions and being unable to
meet on certain specified dates were discussed Aiscussions concerned the ways to
improve and eliminate these problems. Concludirgfitre-week program, students had a post-

test to evaluate their communication abilities.

4.3. Data collection procedures
The researcher used various tools to gather datfaeirstudy over the five-week period. This
time frame was chosen after a trail period in pyesisemesters. It was found that students
often lost interest if the experience was longet when it was shorter, time did not allow for
students to develop skills authentically. Varioasl$ were used in this study to measure the
needs, abilities, difficulties and results.
(1) A pre-questionnaire related to the followingitss:

a) previous use and knowledge of this typesoimology;

b) previous interaction with native speakers;

) opinions about improving English oral comneation;

d) motivation to learn English.
(2) An oral pre-test - this was administered at bieginning of the five-week period and
followed CEFR, which allowed the teacher to discovestudents were below an Al, Al.1,
Al.2, A2, A2.2. The findings show that students wtarticipated in this activity were at
various levels ranging from below Al to A2.2.
(3) Various informal conversations over the fiveekeperiod - the participants shared their
experiences and conversations with their partmetsa United States, they also discussed their
difficulties and concerns about their participation
(4) An oral post-test - administered following th&me parameters as the pre-test, it included
direct questions, open ended questions, describiages and having a simple conversation
based on various topics with another student. Hsisallowed the professor to see if students
increased their oral communication skills followitbe five-week video chat language
exchange.
(5) A post questionnaire - completed by the paréinis to find opinions about:

a) changes in comfort levels when speaking in English;

b) use of technology to improve EFL oral communication

c) motivation in relation to the activity;

d) opinions about the activity.
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Below are the action research findings of each h&f tools used and completed by the

instructor.

5. Results and findings

5.1. Pre-questionnaire results
The pre-questionnaire results shown in Table 1amptudents’ familiarity with the use of
technology and the English language. This descriedents’ general use and knowledge of

technology and English in their daily lives.

Table 1 Student use of technology and English

Questions / Answers Yes % No % Total n Total %
Previous use of video chat technology 14 82|35 B .6417 17 100
Regular oral interaction with English in daily 1 5.88 16 94.11 17 100
life
Motivating factor to speak to a native English 17 100 0 0 17 100
speaker

5.2 Oral pretest and post test results

The pretest and post test results shown belowgar€il are of those who participated in the
video chat. These results are based on the CEFd¥slénr A1l and show that all the students
who participated in the program improved their amainmunication skills over the five-week
period. The students who had a lower level of EBmgimproved more than those whose level
of English was A2 or higher. These students’ Eigtisl not improve but stayed at the same

level.
Chart Title
Al.2

*
-

ALl

..

0 2 4 6 3 10 12 14

Post-test ® Pre-test

Figure 1. Pre and post test results
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5.3. Informal meeting results

The informal meetings took place before the videatg began, about once a week during the
activity and at the end of the five-week periode3& meetings were utilized to discuss any
opinions or thoughts the students had about theovichats. Below are the results of the
discussions in the meetings. The participants’ cemtshfrom discussions during the activity

are included in the conclusion.

Table 2 shows that the participants were uncontftetapeaking in English before the
video chat sessions. However, throughout theiiq@pation in the project, these students began
to feel more comfortable speaking in English. Ae tend of the program most of the
participants expressed their comfort levels in cahmunication had increased. As they were
exposed to native speakers from the United Sta&estudents discussed various culture
differences they found between Americans and Eaima®such as being on time, differences

in school schedules and living arrangements.

Table 2. Students’ opinions about language exchsiug® chat

Topics discussed yes % No % Total n Total %
Comfortable speaking in English at the 2 11.76| 15 88.23 17 100
beginning
Cultural differences 6 3529 11 64.7( 17 100
More comfortable speaking in English after| 15 88.23| 2 11.76 17 100
experience

Throughout the video chat program various admiaiiste and technological problems
arose. Students discussed these problems witinskreigtor throughout the five-week program.
The problems included internet connection, time ag@ment, assignment completion and
student responsibility problems. The percentaggsadicipants who encountered these issues

are shown below in Table 3.

Table 3 Problems encountered by participants duhiadanguage exchange video chat

Problems during the five-week period Yes| % No % Tl n Total %
Technological problems 8 47.05 9 52.94 17 100
Did not meet weekly 5 29.41 12 70.58 17 100

Students found that technology sometimes impedeunt #bilities to meet with their

partners on a regular basis. Some had internetection problems, while others did not have
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access to a computer or a cell phone at the allotieeting time. Other students found the time
change between Ecuador and California confusingteaad to meet at the wrong times. A
reoccurring problem students found is that theyicdaowt meet weekly because their partner

was not available at the allotted time.

5.4. Participants’ opinions shared in the post qué®nnaire

As evidenced in Table 4 below, most students whtigiaated in the video chat had very
positive experiences, increased motivation and avgal communication skills. It can also be
seen that 15 students used WhatsApp to commumnad#ttetheir partners who were in the
United States. Two students did not benefit fromtldeo chat experience, because they could

never connect with their partners to complete tiwigy.

Table 4. Post-experience opinions about the vided lenguage exchange

Comments and student opinions Yes % No % Total n Tal %
Use of WhatsApp video 15 88.23 2 11.7y 17 100
Positive experience 15 88.23 2 11.7y 17 100
Increased motivation 15 88.23 2 11.77 17 100
Improved communication skills 15 88.23 2 11.7y 17 001

6. Discussion

The instructor of this group found that most of fheticipants lacked communication skills

when using EFL. They were shy, did not speak flyeritad poor pronunciation and were

ultimately uncomfortable speaking English in thassroom. When the teacher asked if they
had access or any interaction with the Englishuage outside of class, the majority answered
they did not. They also did not feel that sociall anteraction was a motivating factor to learn

English, because none of the students used Engliieir daily lives. However, since these

students were studying to become English teackieey, understood that oral communication

was an important part of their teacher trainingrfation and they were excited to participate in
the authentic learning strategy provided by thdgssor.

Therefore, the researcher decided to use vide ettt native speakers as an approach
to aid in increasing regular interactions in Enfglend motivating students to make English
language learning a part of daily life. Studentirat were reluctant to participate in the video
chats since they did not feel they had sufficieanels of English to interact with native

speakers, most being beginner language learneeseT$tudents voiced concerns of being shy
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or unable to communicate sufficiently in Englishowever, after many initial meetings they

found they could converse and interact in English Bevel they did not think possible. Some

students even connected with their language exehpagners at a personal level and made
friends. Some students explained in the exit qoestire that they were able to learn from

their partner and vice versa. They also statedttiegt had created connections with English on
a cultural level.

Others continued their weekly chats even afterattisvity concluded. Participants were
surprised at how well they could interact, and mhegan to feel that gaining the sufficient
levels of English would enable them to become agliEim language teacher in the future. This
type of feedback validates the results found is fhaper. Participants began with little or no
authentic daily L1 interaction and later found naation and rapid improvements using
authentic materials provided by the EFL instructor.

The main drawbacks that were seen by the instrueas the inability to control the
entire situation. Since this is an authentic inteom, there were two parties involved. The
participants from the US sometimes cancelled or bt show up for their meetings. The
participants in Ecuador sometimes did not have tfanng internet connections. When this
occurred, it resulted in unmotivated participamtst UNAE and their counterparts. This was
observed with two students who began the progratmmewe unable to finish. They lacked
motivation and were not able to improve commundaraskills since they were rarely or unable
to connect with their partners for the reasons meatl above. These students only met once
and then their partner did not show up or the meedid not work properly. The instructor
hopes that in the future there will be ways to oware these issues, so every participant will

benefit from the exchange to the same extent.

7. Conclusion

Students who participated weekly in the video chegse surprised at how much they could
speak in English with their partners and the ovdesldback from students was positive. The
study can be used as an example of how Latin AmeritFL professors can utilize video chat
and technology as a strategy that enables studerigactice L2 in real-life situations when
they are not available. This study also shows tiating purposeful L2 interactions can
motivate students to improve in oral communica@on skills. It was seen that students began
the course with little EFL knowledge and after fineeeks were able to have a simple
conversation and felt empowered by the experiendbeir language learning abilities. Others

explained how they increased their comfort levelemw speaking and now are not afraid to
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speak in English with other people. This suggebkts Pparticipants may have felt more
intrinsically motivated to improve their communicat skills and may have been more
comfortable speaking in English after participatimghe video chat.

Another aspect seen throughout the program wasftstaidents or their partners did not
commit to meeting regularly, a frustration among students who made the effort was created.
One student explained that they scheduled a meatitigee different times over the course of
a week and their partner never connected. AftaréRperience, they did not want to participate
again. Another student explained that whenever theg to connect on video chat with their
US partners, the internet connection would not waditis is a technological problem that is
unfortunately unavoidable in Ecuador. However, titl slecreased student interest in the
program. These are administrative and technicaksshe instructors are attempting to fix for
future replications of the activity.

The research mentioned has shown that most studemnésmotivated to learn English
and improved their oral EFL skills with confidenaed fluidity after the activity. The students
who regularly participated in the program becantansically motivated to interact with their
US partners and therefore began to show more sitémeEnglish language learning. This
increased their communication skills in Englishtlasy were given a situation where L2 was
used authentically. As for the problems that ardke, instructors plan to find solutions in
future replicas to solve the unmotivating admimistre and technical problems that happened

during the language exchange video chats.
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Abstract

Mobile Assisted Language Learning (MALL) is onetb& fastest growing ELT sectors. To
date, the teaching methods of MALL appear overfjuenced by the desires of businesses,
large institutions and technicians to produce gasileasurable outcomes, rather than
foundations built on upon pedagogical research engihasises the importance of developing
the communicative competence of learners. Findiraya initial studies on MALL indicate not
only the feasibility of using mobile devices fornemunicative purposes within classroom
teaching, but also the opportunities they provaerplement a communicative approach more
successfully than previously possible. Outworkimgsthis potential need to be established
while the development of MALL remains at the “wankprogress” stage.

Keywords: MALL; CLT; classroom teaching; language pedagogy

1. Introduction: the emergence of MALL

Technology in language learning began with theafsgesktop computers, but, buoyed by the
added functionality of mobile devices through tremartphone’ era, has now grown to
incorporate mobile assisted language learning (MAIMALL has been defined by Viberg &
Gronlund (2012) as encompassing “any technologydaa be used when walking around” (p.
9). As functionality has progressed, so has thengited usage for language instruction
purposes; originally with the use of text messafgesteacher-student communication, then
moving on to dedicated mobile applications, andaiphe present day where a vast array of
uses are possible, from producing videos to ind¢aldearning through mobile media (Trinder,
2017). Suggestions have been made that this negtidnality may lead to opportunities not
merely to replicate existing teaching methods tghotechnology, but to devise new pathways
to teach in desirable ways not possible before. potential for classroom exploitation of
MALL has been aided by the fact that, generallypugyh students possess devices within
classrooms for this to take place; a phenomenobetibBring Your Own Device” or BYOD
(Burston, 2017).
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A focus on MALL within research remains far shofttloe quantity of studies on other
technology for language instruction (Burston, 20E&)en so, the sense that mobile technology
needs integrating into planned learning activiiegrowing and will not wait for consensus
from research on pedagogic methodology. As HocRBAB) notes, “The future is increasingly
mobile, and it behoves us to reflect this in oacteng practice” (p. 84). The question remains
though; how best is this to be achieved?

2. ELT teaching methodology

Most teacher training courses nowadays promotachieg style which has the development of
communicative competence as its main objectivas E#001) sets out the evolution of the
Communicative Approach; traditionally, languagecteag emphasised mastery of the correct
linguistic form, a notion which began to be chajjed in the 1960s as it was noticed that mere
knowledge of language did not necessarily leadetd-life usage. A move generally named
“Communicative Language Teaching” (CLT) developéerathis, promoting the teaching of
language that produced the ability to communicdtectvely through the development of
language skills and functions; this then extenaeth¢lude autonomy and personal relevance.
Consequently, language input which was seen asingfahand authentic was granted more
prominence in the classroom, along with opportaesito produce comprehensible output.

However, the Communicative Approach led to new tjars. Should an upfront focus
on grammar be retained or should grammar be intatlgrcovered in response to the students’
input/output? A number of studies found problemghwmplementing approaches in certain
contexts: monolingual groupings lacked communieatneed in the target language, exam
requirements pressurised teachers to focus on feeacher role shifts from director to
communicative facilitator were not received well Some cultures where the teacher was
expected to have ultimate classroom authority, largke class sizes saw difficulties in making
sessions personal, contextually relevant or stuldgehfWalsh & Wyatt, 2014).

These issues have resulted in objections to atgetodurther this one teaching method
as a global template for all to follow, with writeof new teaching textbooks such as Smith &
Conti (2016) stating there is no longer an agreexymosis for what would be best in all
classrooms. Many now speak of teaching methodolegpgring into a “post-method” era,
where teachers should choose their approach offttb# from a range of possible approaches.
However, none of the objections to CLT questionfitedamental principles of relevance,
authenticity, being engaging, being student-cenatred the need for both input and output.

Rather, objections all emphasise situations wheappears difficult to implement, and most
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agree that whatever method a teacher follows, theserinciples should still be aspired to. It
follows, then, that if new methods became availahkt better facilitated these principles
within the particular contextual situation of anssroom, they would be welcomed by the
teacher, and, therefore, if MALL has anything tdeofin creating new communicative

opportunities in the classroom, this should be wmled too.

3. MALL as a mass production vehicle rather than @eaching tool?

However, it is possible that the teaching commumity not be given a chance to enter the
conversation surrounding MALL if it does not do soon, because non-teachers are rapidly
shaping the future of MALL already. Mobile softwatechnicians have driven forward the
explosion of “apps” throughout societies and tkis\o different in the language learning app
industry. This has gone hand in hand with experiateon to push the boundaries of what
technology can achieve; for instance, more poss#slfor automation are being tried and
tested, with highly popular apps such as Duolingbi¢h claims to have more than 200 million
active users worldwide) now offering “adaptive l@ag”, in that its technology learns from a
student’s own mistakes and adapts future tasksciasfupon correcting those mistakes.

As well as technicians, businesses and large @&docaroviders are also pushing
MALL forward quickly. Even within the past few yearthere has been a huge take-up
worldwide of online learning opportunities throughline courses, virtual worlds, MOOCs and
others. In some areas, governments and privatgutists are already authorising the mass
deployment of mobile devices for the express pwpiidanguage instruction, such as in parts
of the Gulf region (Eppard, Nasser & Reddy 2016&aliing that the portability of mobile
devices enables learners to carry materials aredtidthem on their phones, not to mention
the fact that virtual materials may be more cofative to produce than print ones, publishers
are increasingly offering large portions of theiraterials online rather than in print
(Kolbuszewska, 2015). The popularity of blendedresy where students combine classroom
and independent learning continues to trend, pighddre again to financial reasons for both
the provider and the learner. Although blended niegr rose to prominence in the PC
dominated era, MALL now allows a more seamless-lipkoetween the two environments.

With large, financially-driven corporations ever raanvested, the risk that the teaching
community will be left behind in the process of ging MALL is clear to see. The present
danger is that these groups, primarily interestedbita-driven education that gives quantifiable,
measurable returns for money invested (Kolbuszen&ksb), will create a new learning world

through MALL that is devoid of the input from exfise on how languages should be learned
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best, meaning that, crucially, learners will miss. @he approach of these providers to MALL

appears to resemble a “build it and they will corattitude, paying far more attention to cost-
savings than content (Hockly, 2015), being moreuabihe technology than educational

expertise (Toffoli & Sockett, 2015) and predomiraneflecting a vocabulary and grammar

learning approach based upon on traditional belagioand structuralist teaching approaches
(Burston, 2017), which have been criticised so msiteely by the language teaching

community for many decades.

Possible implications are concerning. A move frawoefto-face to virtual learning will
likely result in fewer classes. In addition, MALL its present form may result in a move away
from a classroom-based Communicative Approachifait by a trained teacher towards a
“do-it-yourself” mentality to language teaching, evh a teacher incorporates mobile learning
in any way simply because “she has to”. One ndfuesks, therefore, where this leaves the
language classroom, and where this leaves theofode expert teacher who is primed with
concepts of how learninghould happen. Moreover, considering the rebirth of tradal form-
focused instruction through MALL, where does tld@ave the principles of the Communicative
Approach?

The answer to these questions must be informedyeas not just by what the teacher
believes, but also by what the students need. énrtish to claim ownership of the MALL
industry, attention to learners themselves applaited to studies which try to prove that a
particular app has some effect in raising a udemswledge of their target language. Little
attention has been given in research to their opsor how they choose to use mobile devices
for language learning (Trinder, 2017). The nextiseacsummarises the scarce information on

how learners are responding to MALL, and evaluateat this tells us about their needs.

4. Student responses to MALL

For the most part, students report positive reastito the implementation of MALL. In
particular, students appear enthusiastic aboypitbgression it represents from computer based
activities in many ways, such as its ability to maéarning portable and usable both in and out
of the classroom. Taking the classroom context, fassmall number of concerns have been
raised, such as a lack of clarity in how useful MAk when doing in-class exercises through
apps, or when attempting tasks that could be cersidimpractical when using a small screen
such as extended writing. However, most studies hated positive impacts on academic
skills, electronic literacy and oral skills throughsks administered with the assistance of

mobile devices. Ardi (2017) is one of several stgdinding interaction, communication and
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participation to be improved through their use.tkemore, Viberg & Gronlund (2012) as well
as many other studies clearly show that students lBarning through MALL to be fun and
motivating, which is of interest since motivationdabetter performance are often thought to
collocate.

Much more attention has been given to MALL thatetlplace outside the classroom,
with some interesting and perhaps unexpected sestibugh limitations of MALL such as the
restriction of small screens are acknowledged terdiure, research has emphasised how
mobile devices enable the boundaries that timesepEnd medium have traditionally been
imposed on language learning opportunities to tetcted and broken through their portability
(Sharples, 2007); no doubt this is the opportutiigt is being exploited by app producers
backed by businesses and large education providevgever, it may be that students are not as
excited about using language learning applicatfongprivate study as might be supposed. A
ground-breaking study by Trinder (2017) involving Austrian group of students not only
found that the majority deliberately engaged inirenlactivities to improve their English, but
also that, dictionary apps aside, they rated tfiernmal use of English mobile media content
(for instance, on videos, audio clips, online newsformation websites) for learning purposes
as considerably more beneficial than the use ofcdestl language apps. Other research into
informal language learning, though limited in quniprovides tentative support for Trinder,
such as Li (2015), who found adolescent learners wereasingly becoming engaged in social
media for the express purpose of improving theiglege, and Lai (2015), who discovered
students were turning to Facebook, Whatsapp andTvie as deliberate language learning
tools. This may indicate that students themseladg\e the structured materials presented in
mobile apps are not the best way for them to |¢laeir language, perhaps stemming from a
mind-set that being successful in language useotsnmerely about learning words and
structures, but rather to do with the knowledgeéhoiv language is used in real situatiols
could be suggested, therefore, that these studgnée with the language teaching community
line that one will not obtain everything needednifrguantifiable, decontextualized language
learning tasks, and that institutionalised, formmland mass-produced language materials,
whether in the form of course books or mobile agps, just a small part of the jigsaw when
learning what is really needed to survive and #rivan English speaking world. Such beliefs
align well with the principles of CLT and would megent a distancing from behaviourist/
structuralist approaches that are not rooted idistea language situations (such as in
Duolingo), calling into question whether app usagwially does equate with language learning

preference. Additionally, students in Trinder’s dstumade the insightful observation that
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communicating on a mobile was not the same asttatace interaction because there were no
features of discourse such as emotion and bodyuégey Though the potential to provide
realistic interaction on mobiles through real-timéeo chat has been examined in some recent
studies (for example, Sivakumar, 2015), the inslesntext remains predominately the best
place to provide these features of discourse wldamers noted to be lacking in the out-of-
class context. The benefit of the classroom iscairse, that learning and communicative
practice can take place with the guidance of aregxprovides added purpose and supplies
other students to practice communication with ireamironment that captures a rich diversity
of discourse features.

Although it is undeniable that more research isdede what we know so far leads to

this picture:

* Mobiles devices provide a world of language leagnnot just through dedicated
apps, but where everything is a potential learropgortunity if actioned through
the language one wishes to learn (i.e. mobilesigeoNNPUT).

* Mobiles devices donot provide most of the realistic communicative preeti
opportunities that learners need (i.e. privateniegr through mobiles is severely
limited in OUTPUT).

* Students, on the whole, agree MALL is fun and eingagn the classroom (i.e.
classes give them the MOTIVATION).

Before we look at the possible implications foe timdividual teacher and the ELT

teaching industry in general, it is worth lookirtghaw teachers are implementing MALL.

5. Teacher use of MALL

Latest research suggests that mobile phone bas&d te increasingly appearing within
teaching. In a recent study on lecturers, halfhoisé questioned stated their students’ online
practices were influencers of their teaching chmiogith many mentioning their desire to
integrate informal mobile learning in their praetidoffoll & Socket, 2015). A study by Pereira
(2015) on such teachers discovered that they preddety use MALL in four ways: to deliver
content (e.g. videos from YouTube), to practiseemise through games (e.g. Kahoot), to allow
students to create their own content, and to ble#inesand collaborate on work (e.g. Glogster,
Keynote). It is therefore evident that MALL was ddey these teachers to provide input and
enhance motivation, which mirrors the conclusiomsstudent needs in the section above.
Observations accompanying Pereira’s study indic#éibedl classes where teachers did these

things were characterised by “a higher level ofriea involvement, more engaging learning
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opportunities, and a move from teacher led insimacto student centred pedagogy” (Pereira,
2015: 25). Therefore, it could be suggested thatuge of MALL in these classrooms resulted
in more communicative environments than might haeen the case without the use of

mobiles.

6. Problems and solutions

All the same, the need to convince teachers maieadjly that the use of mobile devices in the
classroom can be effective, both practically andemms of leading to successful outcomes,
remains a challenge. MacCallum, Jeffery & Kinsh@k14) state two barriers to a teacher
facilitating MALL within classroom learning; they umst first believe it is useful and,
furthermore, they need to find it easy to use. dtation to the first point, Burston (2017)
observes that, in general, there has been a faiusachers, industries and in literature itself t
show where the connection can be made between Mathnology and teaching pedagogy.
Possibilities for rectifying this situation now ski Pedagogic models are emerging, such as that
put forward by Kukulska-Hulme, Lee & Norris (201which emphasises the role of teacher
choice in selecting mobile application featured #ra beneficial, particularly those facilitating
multimodal communication, collaboration and languaghearsal. Further suggestions for
pedagogy are made below. As well as a pedagogepbht, a commitment to training in
MALL pedagogy also needs establishing. Some addmases exist, for instance, those
provided by the British Study Centres and The Chasts-E, but most major teacher training
courses lack proper attention to MALL, with somé agen referencing the field and merely
considering the technology from the students’ pecpes, consequently ignoring the teacher’s
role in selecting mobile-sourced tasks appropiaf&lukulska-Hulme et al., 2017). Deeper
exploration of the rich potential offered by MALLowld be welcomed in these courses, along
with a greater uptake in relevant training as pdrtcontinuing professional development
undertaken by established teachers.

A further consideration is that mobile applicatfmogrammers now have an established
place in language education. In order that futym@ieations can be made to work usefully for
teachers and students, practitioners need to femgswo work with these programmers rather
than apart from them. Some successful collaborstizeive already occurred, such as one
outlined in Hung & Young (2015). They designed aj@ct implementing a gamified approach
in order to aid classroom interaction, and execukedproject through a mobile application
which they co-authored with the software soluti@nsg of an international innovation group.

Outcomes from the study revealed “better immersiod interactions” within the classroom.
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However, such examples remain few and far betweed, consequently the most recent
overviews of language apps still find them for thest part to ignore contextual factors within
language and interactive potential (e.g. Heil et 2016). For more similar work to happen,
there is a need to win hearts and minds of bothethecators and the technicians; both need
persuading that there will ultimately be financibénefits, whilst educators also need
convincing of the pedagogic benefits of apps predueith communicative principles in mind.

It would be encouraging to see larger educatiowigers exploring the potential in this, both
for their own and the wider benefit; this could hehieved through approaching private
software producers, utilising in-house technologteams, or, in college settings, facilitating
collaborations between language departments ahddaéxgy departments; the added benefit of
the latter two options being the possibility foa¢bers to own more control at the design stage
of applications.

The second barrier concerning the ease of usinftntdogy needs even more careful
consideration. So far, most work on MALL has foalis@& the use of apps, but a focus on apps
alone may be unsatisfactory from the perspectivéhefclassroom tutor, since apps require
learning and installing. A teacher may be happyetrn the occasional app, but no teacher
wants to continually lose hours of their week I&agrhow to use the latest language learning
software, nor do they want to regularly lose coesatlle periods at the start of a lesson training
their students in how to use yet another an apgtingp valuable learning time and making
students wonder if they would have been bettestniflying at home. Furthermore, installing
apps, then teaching students to install these apgsiealing with technical issues, is not what
teachers signed up to when they entered the laegeaghing occupation. However, if we bear
in mind the findings of Trinder (2017), the obsesswith learning how to use apps may be
barking up the wrong tree, and indeed may be ngsairfar more practical way in which

MALL could be introduced effectively in our classros.

7. A case for smartphones and a “Communicative Apmach”

If students recognise it is not learning apps lthentic input that they most need to become
proficient users of a language, as Trinder’s stsutygests, then teachers can meet that need by
using the mobile device not as an app-store batsmirce of classroom input. In this situation,
the teacher no longer needs to be the technicadrexpecause he will merely be asking
students to retrieve content by doing what thegaaly know how to do on their phones (a few
simple examples would be retrieving photos, videnaps and weather forecasts, though the

possibilities are extensive) or perhaps directinglents to English content websites through
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ordinary browser apps. In this way, everyone indlassroom wins. Students use their devices
within the boundaries of already established usagthere is no time wasted by the teacher or
student on app learning. Mobile devices are exgibior their ability to provide authentic,
relevant and personal content (key pillars of a momicative classroom). The classroom
context remains relevant because the teacher kexg ile in providing students with guidance
in content selection and in both understanding @sidg the language they encounter. Finally,
students also have a classroom in which to honet Wiey have learnt and use it as a
springboard towards realistic communicative outputh all the benefits of a face-to-face
environment.

Furthermore, for the convinced communicative lamggueacher, this approach also has
the potential to make it easier to implement bslabout teaching. Traditional approaches are
limited to the use of one printed text or audickrdor content for all students. The mobile
device, however, means that any text or audio trackvailable at any time, so long as it is
freely available through the internet. This opepsgueater possibilities for students to have
self-autonomy in their choice of text to study, ethimay make the content and learning more
authentic than ever before. No more would busisasgents have to spend a lesson, regardless
of how nice it is, studying the history of Machwcku, just because that is how the course book
wants to introduce the Past Perfect tense. Throlugmobile device, students have the means
for finding their own text, relevant and persomaltheir individual situation, and it does not
need to be the same as the one the student sigiigo them is reading. This all can take place
without the teacher even having to possess a mdeiiee in the classroom, let alone installing
an app.

Burston (2017) sums up the potential well: “a comdtvist, collaborative, learner-
centred teaching approach can provide a solid mapes) foundation for the effective
exploitation of MALL” (p. 1). The view of MALL sebut in this paper fits well with the
hypothesis that smartphones do indeed have thaetmit® take language teaching to a place it
could not have gone to before. Clearly, many ofitleas presented here need testing in order
to establish what is and what is not reasonablysiptess and what the pitfalls of such
approaches might be. However, far from being tregn the smartphone may actually end up
the hero if what is being suggested here is folthbwe synthesising what has been set out in
this article, the following principles could be gatward:

1. Students can usaobile devices to get authentic, relevant and meaningful input.

2. They need theeacher to help make sense of the input.
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3. They need the&lassroom, the teacher and (to a lesser extent) thechnology to
produce and receive feedback on meaningful output.

It could be suggested that MALL may have resultedantrol being taken away from
the teacher in recent years. However, MALL can $&dlby the teacher to take back control for
themselves and their learners, enabling the impiatien of strategies that further
communicative competence in learners in ways ptsiohard to achieve. Many spheres of
society have already seen and seized the poténtiadobile devices to work for their benefit.
This is the moment in time for language teachergetlise that they can do the same.

Otherwise, we may have to endure the agendas efsolieing imposed upon us.
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Abstract

This paper aims to provide teachers with a practizade to working in an IT enabled

classroom. The paper outlines four central practgamples, with teacher reflections, of what
was required in starting an actual IT enabled Bhglistening & speaking program. The
classroom environment described is board-less, imgathe teacher’'s presented with
PowerPoint. The environment is largely paperlessaming a Bring Your Own Device (BYOD)

approach was implemented for both students anchéesic The paperless philosophy also
meant material creation was digital, and delivaryfaission was via Google Classroom. The
teachers’ largely thrived in the environment, andingn unexpected affordances were
discovered, however, technical and pedagogicalesssmere also identified and the paper
troubleshoots ways in which IT enabled EFL classr®could be enhanced.

Keywords: BYOD; Google Classroom; paperless; EFL listeningl. Epeaking

1. Introduction

This practical reflective article, grounded in reldssroom experience, offers insights into the
affordances, and troubleshoots the problems, adedcwith teaching in, and managing, an IT
enabled classroom. The paper draws on the expegeat five teachers implementing an
English listening and speaking task-based learmragram at INIAD, a new innovative
technology centric faculty and campus of Toyo Ursitg in Tokyo. The paper highlights four
core practical IT aspects of the classroom thatébhehers faced and how their assumptions and
expectations matched the actual reality. Overadl, gaper recognises the doubts and fears that
teachers face when embarking on a new way of tegctbut largely showcases positive

examples of how technology can aid teachers amtksts in the EFL classroom.

1.1. INIAD
The teaching took place at the Department of Netimgrfor Innovation and Design (INIAD),
Toyo University. INIAD is a newly established defpaent at a mid-level private university in
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Tokyo, Japan. It started enrolling students frorma #017 academic year aiming to attract
students who can start innovations compatible withnetwork era after their graduation. Its
main concept is “networking” between people froiffiedent nationalities, cultural backgrounds,
and fields of expertise. Therefore, in order toedep practical communication skills needed to
solve shared issues, all students are requiredutty doreign language (Japanese/English)
communicationin their first year, before being divided into segia courses to acquire
specialist knowledge from the second year onwards.

The first year English curricula are comprisedwd courses: Listening and Speaking
(LS) and Reading and Writing (RW). All lessons 8 minutes in length. There are 30 LS
lessons per semester (two lessons per week), aRWlEssons (one per week). Both courses
are mandatory subjects, meaning that all first ystadents (except for the international
students who take Japanese lessons) are enrolligdsiprogram. Classes are organized into
four levels according to the results of a placemesit taken before the start of each term, with
three class groups at each level.

The rooms at INIAD are very simple and clean. Tyjecal English classroom has eight
round tables, six electricity sockets and one esitencord. The lighting, in the classrooms, is
excellent with three dimmer settings; bright, mediand dark. No PCs are provided. Students
and teachers bring their own devices into the robuanthermore, the Listening and Speaking
classes do not have a book, instead they relyamhéz and student generated digital materials.

In principle, this is a paperless classroom ancgpags in fact very rarely used.

1.2. Teachers

There have been five teachers involved in desigtheg.istening and Speaking (LS) program

since 2016, and they have taught in the programesi®17. The teachers included 2 female
and 3 male, 2 Japanese and 3 native speakersedtieets were all aged in their 30s and 40s.
In terms of IT skill they self-reported as beingeege (2), above average (1) and excellent (2),
for English teachers.

2. How wereached I T enabled classrooms

Warschauer (2004) outlined three stages of CALImfithe 1970s to early 2000s. The 1970s
into the 1980s can be termed the structural stagenade use of mainframe computers. The
late 1980s and 1990s were defined as the CommiwadaALL stage that made use of PCs.

The early twenty-first century was termed the Ind¢ige CALL stage that made use of

multimedia and the Internet. A very important aspet this progression was that the
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technology was becoming smaller and wireless. A thas moved into the 2010s, it became
possible for even a small child to carry a comptatevice to school, be that a tablet,
smartphone or even an ultralight laptop. This liggight capability meant the trend was
moving towards bring your own device (Hockly, 2012} it became normal for tech to be
mobile, it meant the tech was ever-present. INIAD'senabled classrooms are based on the
philosophy of bring your own device (BYOD) fusedthvsuperior Wi-Fi and online learner
management systems. Could Bax’s (2003) idea of alimed CALL be on the verge of

fruition?

3. Examplesfrom an I T enabled classroom
Four key practical examples were identified thatresented real differences between a typical

Japanese university EFL classroom and INIAD’s Ialded EFL classrooms.

3.1. Teacher personal computersand projectors

Aim: Replacing blackboards
Resources: 1 HDMI cord, 1 PC and 1 projector with speakers.
IT skill level: Average

How to set it up

Each classroom is provided with a ceiling mountegjgetor, with audio speakers, that screens
onto a bare white wall (see Figure 1). There is ldDdMI projector socket in the wall next to
the teacher’s desk. Teachers are provided with HREBles with which to connect their
devices. The blackboard is largely replaced by PBwiat projected presentation. PowerPoints

require large font sizes (28+) to be readable aust e designed in advance.

Sep-by-step procedure
* Prepare PowerPoint materials (minimum font size 28)
e Carry PC into the room 10 minutes before class
* Plug PC into HDMI projector

* Start PowerPoint
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Figure 1. INIAD classroom

Teacher impression

All of the teachers were concerned prior to teaghmthe environment as to how this would
work. One teacher stated, “When | first heard thatwon't have white/blackboards in class, |
couldn't imagine how it would be managed. | haveeneseen such a classroom, language or
otherwise.” Other teachers were concerned withiBpessues, such as the PCs slowing down
the class flow, students focused on their PCs ratien the class, and the general loss of

spontaneity.

Affordance

All the teachers agreed that they had adjustetidmew reality and could see the benefits of
PowerPoint slides, PCs and projectors; some evinthfat they had seen a new way of
teaching. The new approach was visually far moteuctul and stimulating with the potential

to easily access and use the Internet and audialésntent.
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The students were considered to be far more focoisele tasks than had been anticipated, the
technical issues had been minimal and the qualiowerPoint presentation as opposed to a
blackboard was seen as a strong positive. In fawt, teacher noted that the power of the
projector was useful in getting the students headksminds out of their PCs, as a blackboard

would not have the gravitational pull to do it.

Troubleshooting
Having said that, there was some lingering feelingt by not having a blackboard some
communicative opportunities had been lost. Theheaconcerns centred around spontaneous
interaction with the students and jotting ideasoomthat would have been previously a
blackboard. The teachers felt that while it wassgme to write notes on blank PowerPoint
slides, in reality, it was rarely now a part ofithteaching style. These teachers felt that by only
using IT tools, or the IT tools available, they Hastt some flexibility in dealing with different
learner types. As one of the respondents suggé&BtsyerPoint presentations allow for
smoother and more professionally presented clasksgever, English classes rarely move in a
clean straight line, there are usually unanticiggteblems that must be resolved. It is easier to
deal with the untidy edges on a blackboard asqtisker and also easier to sketch and draw.”
There are several ways in which this could be awee. The teachers could still use
low tech solutions such as a blackboard or whitebdar these random situations. Hi-tech
interactive electronic whiteboards could be usedpossibly teaching styles will evolve and
there could be less spontaneous interactions ifutiee classroom. This might be a trade-off
some teachers will be prepared to make given thigehireported student engagement.

3.2. Bring your own device

Aim: Replacing books and paper
Resources: 1 PC per student and high-speed Wi-Fi
IT skill level: Average

How to set it up

The classroom required both students and teachehnsave their own personal computers in
every class. All work was completed on a PC. Thalestits made use of digital materials
created by the teachers themselves and third palige resources. In addition, sometimes

smartphones were used. In some senses INIAD haslwantage over other EFL classroom
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university settings, as INIAD requires PCs ford@désses. It was expected that students would
have a fully charged PC and there was no excusadbhaving one. This would need to be

taken into consideration if implementing BYOD imlistion from the rest of a school.
Sep-by-step procedure

Teachers
* Charge PC overnight
* Bring PC to school
* Use PC in class: PowerPoint presentation, slaclsagasg (teachers and administration
staff), class roster — Excel file, e-mail corresp@mce with students, PDF files, Chrome

browser (Google Classroom, YouTube, Google docstshehared cloud material, other

software)

Students
* Charge PC overnight
* Bring PC to school
* Use PC in class: Chrome browser (Google ClassrommJube, Google docs/sheets,

shared cloud material), PDF files, e-mail corresfgmte, other software as needed

Teacher impression

Prior to starting the program, the teachers hadde wange of views on PC and smartphone
usage; some had no strong predetermined viewsysotieed expected off-task distractive
behaviour, such as game playing and texting, wdrile teacher stated, “I don't see what the
fuss is about. It seems totally natural to me.”

Affordance

In terms of teacher usage, there were many positdentified, and they can be summarised as
higher quality materials and better record keepiogexample, the ability to show high quality
colour pictures, audio and video. This was extermethe capability to share digital materials
immediately and to continually update the sharedenas in real time. If there was a
correction, or need for change, then the teacheldoeasily adjust the materials and resend.

Sharing could also include switching to online if@tion sources as was prudent or necessary.
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The teachers were also able to track studentigctiva Google Classroom and the use
of shared Google docs. Probably one of the biggesitives was the improvement in record
keeping. The ability to collate grade data on Gedgllassroom and download into an Excel file
was a huge time saver and likely more accurate.fifla positive was that digital materials
mean a paperless classroom. No paper equals legs tio carry, less photocopying and less
things to lose.

The positives of student usage were also manyfetdtly, there was more engagement
as the students seemed to like using computeremjogled the varied tasks afforded by audio,
visual and Internet resources as compared to a papér and pen. The students were also able
to create various types of documents, presentadodsother media in class. Secondly, since
everything was digital, it was much easier to refadients’ writing and students could read the
teacher feedback, as one teacher said, “No stngyglith bad handwriting, both student and
mine.” Finally, it was much easier for students dommunicate via e-mail and Google
Classroom with the teacher, be that to drop a sayeng they would be absent or to securely
submit an essay.

When asked if they had any final thoughts on tbsitives of PC usage, one teacher
reflected that “student own notebook computerssangerior to CALL labs. This is for two
reasons; students own computers tend to work amdkhow how to use them, as opposed to
CALL labs that often have technical problems, @& simply too old. Secondly, notebooks are
sat low on the desk and do not cover the studérssil feels very open plan. In comparison,
CALL labs tend to enclose individual students iivate spaces that make classroom face-to-
face communication difficult and detection of ndass activity also difficult.”

Troubleshooting

While the teachers were excited about the positittesy also identified three negatives that
should be noted. First, was the sense of riskvéiyghing is on a PC and connected via the
Internet, then a failure of that PC, or the Intérime disastrous. As one teacher put it, “I can't
think of any cons, except for the risk that I'm daed if it goes down.” Technical issues are not
something a teacher should be expected to dealanidhare largely outside of teacher control.
INIAD features a media support centre which hagreffi fast technical support on the few
occasions that things have gone wrong. This hakided fixing one student's “Dead”

computer and instantly replacing broken HDMI cords.
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A second negative was the sense that teachergasly be too focused on the PC
screen rather than the class. As one teacher st&ethe focusing on a screen in a limited
location (on the desk) could reduce visibility rangf the teacher, in turn reducing his/her
awareness of students” while a second teacher SHidre's a tendency to sit behind the
computer and sort of wall off from the class, btrylto fight it.” This can be easily solved by
standing up, as the laptops are at about stomaghthand then, moving around the room,
following good communicative teaching practice.

Finally, there was the practical negative thaakes more time to set up the classroom
and organize activities. This was solved by thehees tending to arrive in class 10 minutes
before the start of lessons in order to connectcthraputer and projector. PC based classes
require attention to detail. In fact, most classsguire a projector, student roster Excel file,
PowerPoint class presentation, online Google Giassy and potentially several digital
handouts and possibly audio/video media as wedafB}, the teacher needs to know where
these materials are and how to access them quitklg. is usually done by having multiple
desktop windows prepared and open (see Figuren®)far the roster, one for the PowerPoint,
one for Google Classroom in a browser and oneuddrcavideo. This is not difficult, but does

require organisational skill and preparation time.

multiple ready one in view

layered

1 2
Roster \ Power Point > 3\ 4 \ 1
3
Browser

Figure 2. Multiple desktop windows

The student negatives can be summarised as nssdistractions, hardware inequality
and decreased social awareness. The teachers padtexk distractions and they were not
disappointed. Non-class activity such as game ptpyinternet surfing, texting and doing
homework for other classes was identified. Unfoatety, this is the downside of excellent
Internet connectivity. As one teacher commentetljdsnts have an entire Internet's worth of
distractions at their fingertips.” Several teachssted that it can be quite difficult to noticeshi

behaviour, especially as some students, to sawelageries and lower power consumption,
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dimmed their screens. The solution was to walk mddte class, be attentive and to continually
communicate with individuals.

The second issue was the difference in specificatf students’ computers. The
majority of students had bought the same stand@dh@t was recommended by the school,
but some had higher spec and some had cheaperdpeefication computers. This sometimes
meant that students with lower specification PCaldmeed more time to undertake tasks than
the average. There was no way to completely sdiie groblem, but being aware of it, a
teacher can create tables and groups of studettisawiariety of computers, that way if one
student has an issue they can work with a neighbour

The third negative issue surrounded the realitgtoflents being absorbed by their PC
screens with their heads in their computers. Thmetimes meant students, even in pairs, not
listening to the teacher. It also meant there wainees less eye contact and communication
between students than some teachers might prdfersdlution to bringing student focus back
to the classroom is to use the projector, probabith something bright and noisy.

Alternatively, suddenly brightening the lightingncalso be very effective.

3.3. The handing out, submission and marking of digital work

Aim: Facilitate paperless assessment
Resources: Google Classroom

IT skill level: Average/Above Average

How to set it up
Google Classroom, according to Pappas (2015),leaming management system targeted at
academic institutions that streamlines the shaahglassroom documents and assignments.
Pappas lists several advantages of this free systamely ease of use, communication,
effective feedback and the speeding up of the asggt process. The decision to use Google
Classroom, and the positive attitude displayed Hey team towards it, is supported in the
literature (Al-Maroof & Al-Emran, 2018; Iftakhar,026; Ventayen, Estira, de Guzman,
Cabaluna, & Espinosa, 2018).

Inevitably, Google Classroom leads to heavy us&adgle docs, spreadsheets, slides
and forms (an online questionnaire and quiz mak&opgle docs allows for the teacher to add
comments to students’ works and for groups of sitgdéo interact with and edit a single

document in real-time. Google sheets allows foragagy compiling of data. Google Classroom
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allows for the various assignments to be returreedtidents via email notification and the
assignment grade points to be collated into a Goslgeet. The final grade points and student
personal data can be downloaded as a comma sepamiees (.csv) file, which can be

migrated to an ordinary Excel file and grades temtbe calculated.

Sep-by-step procedure

Google Classroom is a system and as such requindtiple step by step guides for each
function. The following section will outline somé its important functions. The system is very
intuitive and little experimentation is required use it effectively. The initial set up and
logging in (see Figure 3) are probably the mostiadift tasks. To be a Google Classroom
teacher you require a Google account, such as al @otaunt. In order to use with students in
your school, Google requires you to have permissiom your school. All students will also
require Google accounts. However, if you are nabgusvith school students, accessing the
system simply requires a Gmail account. A demo @atchas been made, and for a limited
time, readers of this article can view Google Giaas from a student’s perspective. Please
note, no submitted works will be returned or gradBde deadline for submissions has long

past. This was designed as a sneak peek for itgdresachers.

Loggingin

* Visit https://classroom.google.com

* Log in with an associated Google account.
» Experience a student point of view

o Join the class using the teacher provided code l{b88), which will take you to a

demo account for a limited time.
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Join class

Class code

Ask your teacher for the class code, then enter it here.

General breihngS ~
Class Code

Figure 3. Entering the class code

Once you have had a sneak peek at the demo acdowsntime to start you own course. First

you need to sign in as a teacher, then create aoexse.

+

Join class

Buffer Les;j
Create class

0 students

o0

Create class

Class name (required)

New Demo

Stream Classwork People

New Demo

Class code

Section

Subject

Room

[ ] Share something with your class...

Communicate with your class here
D Create and schedule announcements

@ Respond to student posts

CANCEL  CREATE

Figure 4. Creating a class

At this stage, it is fairly easy to click aroundetklassroom. The default appears to be the

stream section (see right top of Figure 4), butdlasswork section is where the assignments

are created and organised (see Figure 5).



Teaching English with Technology, 19(2), 70-87 http://www.tewtjournal.org

Setting an assignment

* Click the create button

81

» Select assignment type from drop-down list (AssigntnQuiz, Question, Materials)

* Next
o Provide title
o Instructions
o Attach documents
o Set the points
o Set the due date

@)

Set topic (main menu sub-heading)

o Schedule for sending

» The assignment will be listed in main classworlaarader the topic

I,

]

Assignment

—>

Quiz assignment

& o

Question

Material

1 .

Reuse post

i

Topic

E Assignment

For Demo Class ~  All students ~

Title
Making Assignments Practice

Instructions (optional)
Play around until you get the hang of it. Submit a 400 word summary of what you found out|

Points 100 Due 31 Mar, 23:59 ~ Topic Assessed work

-

0 A O

(<]

Figure 5. Setting an assignment on Google Classroom

The marking of assignments requires that the teacliek on the student’'s name and enter

directly to the assignment. At this stage the assints can be graded and comments attached

to sections of the student’s

text. Once marked, taeded in assignments are designated

marked. The designaticessigned means the work was sent to the student, but theg hot

done it yet.
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Teacher impression

Google Classroom was generally very well receileed,not without some issues. On the one
hand, one teacher commented, “Super convenientpuldm't go back if you doubled my
salary.” A second teacher stated, “Google Classra@s excellent. | had not used before, but
now | would be lost without it.” Yet in contrastp@ther teacher stated that “marking may not
be quite as effective (for me) as writing commanntsndicating detailed changes.” That said,
all the teachers could see merit in the systemnbtiall seemed convinced it was totally for

them.

Affordance

In terms of the delivery of learning materials, general feeling was that it was very easy to do
and there was the added bonus of having no neptdtwcopy. It was also commented that
students do not lose the handouts and late or tlssatents can easily get copies. Also, if
required, the teacher could make changes to mistearal re-deliver in seconds, something
teachers could probably not afford to do with pleofmes.

The positives of the digital submission processewmefixed with the word “easy.” It
was easy, as students could submit anytime 24/@&. t€acher could set deadlines and the
students were free to submit within the time linfihis was much better for the students and
teachers than remembering to bring work to classo,At was much more efficient and used
zero class time. Importantly, no major technicafficilties were reported with digital
submissions.

Once submitted, the teachers also reported thai# easy to mark the work. One
teacher noted that it was “easy for the teachamsgsall the grades are in one place, and can
give immediate feedback.” A second teacher stdiatlit was “easy to store grading records
and create marking excel files for each class. &odgcs are great to add comments.” A third
teacher stated, “No stacks of papers.” A fourtlchea mentioned, “I think one of the greatest
pros is that it's easy to read compared to hanenrivork. Systematized submission tools like
Google Classroom makes it easy to collect and metive work, compared to each student
emailing the teacher, and makes it workable in toidarge size classes.” While the fifth
teacher stated, “It's glorious. Fast, easy to grstielents get feedback quickly.”
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Troubleshooting

The negatives associated with the delivery of legrmaterials were quite varied including
cheating and technical issues. There was a cortbatrit was too easy to share materials for
the wrong reasons. The biggest negative of the ms#ion process is the potential ability for
students to copy and paste another’s work and 4e paff as their own. Plagiarism software
was available at the school and a general awara@mesag both the students and teachers that
it won't be tolerated probably alleviates the ri$ke cons of the digital marking process were
probably dependent upon the system being used.t&wber stated “The marking process is
impacted by the file type submitted. It's slow adifficult to comment on a Word document,
but very easy to comment on a Google doc.” At thee tof writing Google has improved the
ability to mark a Word document. Google docs allefaster, but Word docs are no longer the
issue that they once were. One teacher felt theg weable to comment as accurately or easily
as they would wish. This may be a matter of adpgsteaching style or waiting for further
Google Classroom upgrades. A second teacher wasermd with students incorrectly
submitting, leading to non-submission of work. tifidents kept e-mail notifications switched
on, then the system notified them of up-coming tiead. Also, this can be overcome by
teachers at least initially paying attention to wies submitted work and sending an email

reminder to those who have not.

3.4. Introducing tech into task-based learning (TBL)

Aim: IT based TBL
Resources: Chrome browser, excellent Wi-Fi, other free sofwvar

IT skill level: Above average/excellent

How to set it up

The school EFL program was initiated from the poihview that technology would be used in

the classroom. Given this, it was decided thats&-tmsed learning approach would probably
be the most suitable and potentially innovative afsthe facilities available. For example, the

school requires all students to have Google’s Clkronowser. This was somewhat opportune,
as it meant the EFL program could make ready usBaafgle Hangouts which is embedded
into the Chrome browser. Google Hangouts is a fége video call software, similar to Skype

or Facetime. Clearly for speaking tasks it has mois potential. In addition, some activities

were based on Shotcuts, a free open source vidgagesbftware.
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Sep by step procedure

Hangouts
e Open Chrome browser
* Top right side of screen — click Google Apps button
* Click more and scroll
¢ Open Hangouts
e+ new conversation
o enter partner’s Google (gmail) address

« Make video call

Shotcuts
This is interesting free software for Windows andux users, but Mac users will most likely

prefer to use iMovies. It can be downloaded friottps://shotcut.org(for Windows, Mac and

Linux), while tutorials are available https://shotcut.org/tutorials/

Teacher impression

The use of information technologies within a taskda learning approach probably offered up
the most diverse opinions of the four challengetiread. One teacher felt there was no need to
do this, another felt INIAD, TBL and IT were a logi match, one felt they could match but

was dependent on the task, still another reflettiatit was very challenging for both teachers
and students alike, while one considered it widethedopportunity for a teacher to observe

student proficiency and participation.

Affordance

In terms of the pros of using IT in TBL, it was adtas being very doable and the teachers were
able to add a certain level of real world diffigulielevant to the students’ lives. One teacher
commented that it catches the students’ interesthmhetter than a conventional style of
teaching, involving skills that some students dreaaly familiar with, encouraging them to
learn vocabulary related to the task. The pros arfigbuts centred on the perception of output.

One teacher stated, “l was quite surprised tolsedevvel of interest and the amount of English
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output during the hangouts sessions.” Shotcutsherother hand, was seen as interesting and
engaging, but little else was stated.

Troubleshooting

The cons of using IT in TBL seemed to be more naoerand clearly showed that this
challenge was the most taxing for the teachers.fifsteconcern was that since the tasks were
computer centric, they could tend to be quiet ake & long time to complete. There was also a
feeling that teachers needed extensive trainingetaable to explain the task and help the
students undertake it. The solution was naturalhtlie teachers with greater IT knowledge to
offer support and explanations to those who weangygting. There may also have been more
technical issues with TBL tasks than with geneffausage. For all the positives noted with
Hangouts, it did suffer the most technical issugsually one group per class would have
difficulty connecting. Attempts were made to ovensthe connection issue by spreading the
students around the school, using different, antem\i-Fi access points. However, the issues
persisted. The problem was solved, via a work atpby having some groups communicate
via an alternative video conferencing applicati@lexi LINE. This would suggest that the
problem was not local to the Wi-Fi network, but edikely a Hangouts throttling limit or
student PC issue. This was noted by every teaaitewas a consistent and repeated issue. It
should also be stated that at least one teacherdwalstful that the perception of increased
spoken output using Hangouts was actually reakeSsome group members were very active,
while others were extremely quiet and passive. @fewhelming stimuli of loud activity may
have been misleading. The solution to this issuedsarch. It would be interesting to know if
the teacher was right or wrong. In addition, Shiscuvhile interesting, was seen as time
consuming and also tended to create quiet time. t8aeher was concerned that a Shotcuts
lesson became a movie making lesson, and may et b@en completely appropriate to a
language classroom. The solution in this case n@ssiply be to limit software usage to
homework activity and revamp the syllabus.

4. A final consideration: Theimportance of simplicity

One of the primary reasons that this program’s r@eg has been so smooth is the teachers’
confidence and competence with computers. Thigtisarboast of the teachers’ superior skills.
On the contrary, many of the teachers have faidgrage IT backgrounds. In truth, the
teachers’ abilities represent the technological ngeain society and the streamlining,

simplification and normalisation of CALL. Twenty g ago, a CALL lab felt like a space
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station, it was very different to the typical datlyaching and learning experience. INIAD’s
classrooms, on the other hand, are simple. Thda¢esa@nd students use their own computers
and they use them for every class. The weight aptadion to the environment is much lower
for all concerned. The teacher experience with Go@jassroom follows this pattern. It was
highly intuitive and since the teachers used itdwery class, the experience of using led to
proficient use.

PC and smartphone usage brought to the fore tlwe isg8ues of distraction and
engagement. All of the teachers noted that stuelegdgement and focus seemed higher than a
typical book-based class. The PCs were largely ddearsuccess. Some concerns with Internet
distraction were noted, but it did not define th@ssroom. One of the reasons students were
able to engage was the low level of technical moisl. Undoubtedly, the reason there were so
few technical problems was the simplicity of thé gp. The students were working on a
wireless set up and the teacher required one HQIWH to connect to the projector. Simplicity
impacts perception of difficulty and the reality difficulty. CALL labs can often bring forth a
stream of complex non-English issues. The combintinet, projector, and Bring Your Own
Device (BYOD) approach greatly decreased the teahigsues faced.

When things are not simple, problems tend to ¥allntroducing tech into the task
based learning activities was probably the least neeeived area by the teachers. It provided
the greatest level of technical difficulty, it to@ome teachers outside of their own comfort
zone and some of the teachers felt it was unneges$sderms of IT and TBL, it would appear
the teachers’ confidence and knowledge was someWwator the range of tasks they needed
to perform. Many of the teachers’ computing feafsexhnical meltdowns and lack of IT

ability were, to some extent, realized while undlirig the IT specific pedagogical tasks.

5. Conclusion

It seems quite apparent that with a BYOD approdett simplifies the technical burden of
teachers and schools, IT can be used to helptédellEFL learning in a board-less classroom
environment. In addition, classroom managementvso#, lesson material creation and lesson
presentation all fall within the likely IT abilityange of many EFL teachers. Only when the
activities step into the area of IT content didcteaxs find themselves outside of their comfort
zone. Overall, the five teachers had a largely tpesiattitude towards IT enabled EFL
classrooms. When the teachers were asked, asoa fop, if they would prefer to go back to a
more traditional blackboard style, they all statieat they preferred to work in the IT enabled

classrooms.
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1. Introduction

Today’'s students — a generation electronically eoted since birth — are trying new
innovative technology before they reach univerdityegrating technology tools in classes has
never been more accessible. Research supports smomg media in the classroom to boost
student engagement and is a good idea for mangreift subjects (Rheingold, 2008). As Abe
and Jordan point out, the creation of intentiomstruction regarding social media is key to
advancing student learning (Abe & Jordan, 2013L74). Rheingold furthers this assertion by
saying; “Moving from a private to a public voicenchelp students turn their self-expression
into a form of public participation” (Rheingold, @8, p. 25). As Joosten, Pasquini, and Harness
note in their 2013 article referring to the bdaicial Media for Educators. Strategies and Best
Practices, “technologies such as Facebook, Twitter, and Y€l have the potential to
enhance learning and strengthen instructors’ pegleglopractices” (Joosten, Pasquini, and
Harness, 2013, p. 126; see Joosten, 2012). Morestadents also demand intercultural
experience as a result of the formation of the liglovillage” (Gullekson, Tucker, & Coombs
Jr., 2011).

Resent research has shown that implementing soaédla can help foster these types
of international communication interactions for dgnts and can boost their perceived
improvement with English vocabulary (Dashtestafil®. This translates into an opportunity
for English classes to encompass activities thelude social media to promote intercultural
competence and conversation practice. Instruct@s mtroduce these tools to boost
engagement by mirroring the tools used in globt@ractions with favorite channels such as

Facebook, Twitter, LinkedIn, etc.
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This practical paper explains the rationale behisithg Twitter in class, outlines a pilot
program that was done in South Korea, and prouwigedesson plans that instructors can adapt

using Twitter as the primary technology tool.

2. Choosing Twitter for a class activity

Choosing Twitter may seem counter-intuitive as as€l choice for social media use as
Facebook and YouTube remain the most popular prafqSmith & Anderson, 2018), and of

course there are ways to incorporate those totdsdlass. However, Twitter is the platform

that is known for keeping up-to-date with newsyis®) and events in real time. Twitter is an
interactive tool that also enhances collaboratibaskiran, Gumusoglu, & Aydin, 2018). As

Parmar noticed,

We used Twitter, which has the benefit of beingniwst transparent big social network today.
It also encourages back-and-forth conversationjkeinFacebook which tends to be a
broadcasting medium. Moreover, Twitter is used istually all big Western companies either

for marketing or to respond to customers — and sioms both (Parmar, 2015, para. 6).

It is exposure to this kind of interaction thathe appeal for using tweets as a way to challenge
students to interact with the target languagesgusaws and other interactions in real time.

The idea of using Twitter is twofold one to teadgial media or 2% century skills and
two for students to practise communication in Estglanywhere instead of having to wait to
interact in person (Taskiran et al., 2018, p. 108plementing Web 2.0 tools such as Twitter is
easy because students are quick to adapt to theaotwvology (if they are not already using
the platform) and many have noted positive expegsnafter the classes were finished; as
Andy Jones (2013) found by adding Twitter elemeatkis literature class. Jones used Twitter
for a literature class to facilitate discussionssmle the classroom and found that there were
definite improvements to other class elements dinly improved in-class discussions and
better class attendance (Jones, 2013, p. 97). gsstiedence to his project advocating that
“more than anything else, what distinguishes atgrkeess from an adequate class is the attitude
of the participants” (Jones, 2013, p. 92).

Other research supports the use of Twitter for ewaecl purposes. One study showed
how using Twitter with exit tickets to facilitateorimative assessment for literacy classes
provided real-time feedback to instructors and egtbthat more student voices were heard no
matter the class size (Amaro-Jiménez, Hungerforesger, & Pole, 2016). With the
encouragement of the background information on uke of Twitter in classes, a pilot

assignment was designed and implemented in a BassEeglish Writing Class in South Korea.
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3. The pilot assignment

The Twitter pilot assignment was designed as a-teng activity for a University Business
English Writing class in South Korea. The rationaddind this comes from the idea that social
media are more than an engagement booster forrgjdieey are also a powerful business tool.
As Mikolaj Piskorski implied to Alistair Davidsomia 2014 interview about his bo#kSocial
Srategy: How We Profit from Social Media, some companies have achieved their success
through the use of social media (Davidson, 201dkdtski, 2014). Successful companies have
changed their social media strategies from broaumcpagalking at) to engaging (talking with)
their customers (Davidson, 2014, p. 42). Thus,ettslwould benefit from learning how to use
these tools while still at school. This is also wiysiness communication textbooks dedicate
chapters to discussion of social media as an iategart of business communication.
Understanding and applying social media in businemstexts is essential for university
business students and their English business comatiom competencies.

The simple goal was to find a2&entury tool that was new to some of the studants
have a way to practise and engage them in usindjgBnigetween classes. This assignment
focuses on the “how-to” of using Twitter by leveiragithe many functions and media possible
with the service while still using English (excépt one task). The assignment was facilitated
over a six-week period and designed as a treasure en tasks were completed outside of

class time. Table 1 is a list of the tasks usedréasure hunt assignment.

Table 1. Tasks used for pilot assignment

Task . Task Assignment
Number UTESitete SISl Familiarity Attribute
#Taskl for #UniqueClassTag introduction,
Take a selfie with your$fieand at least one other pers discovery,
(more people is okay) with flowers or near #chelogbom - creativity,
SRS L trees or at a coffee shop and #tweet the imagtaeta:lta\ss.FamIllar
Remember to use the #UniqueClassTag in all thespast
use for class.
#Task2 for #UniqueClassTag search, criticall
Find a current event article in our discipline —simgss thinking, news
H#TASK 2 technology, leadership, management, etcomfan Englisl Unfamiliar/ English languagp
News Service (No Korean News Sites). Tweet a lmkhe| Familiar use
article and comment as to how it relates to Busines
Communication.
#Task3 for #UniqueClassTag memory,
# - find a classmate & ask a question Two response,  clags
N content, dialogue,
#TASK 3 | ¥ -choices I)Reply to the Tweet from #Task2 with|Bamiliar peer-to-peer
question about the article. OR <)2Ask a questio
about midterm week. Answer & respond to each ofime
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Task : Task Assignment
Number TereRiElInsTLaiens Familiarity Attribute
English] make dialogue
#Task 4 for #UniqueClassTag inquiry, response
Take a break from English TweetBnd some amazin interaction, datg
KOREAN accounts angfollow them. Choose a Tweet frqm learning the toog
#TASK4 11 (or more) of these accounts and make a respbagaliar further in native
(8H=2Z2) BONUS if the professional account answers you language.
on Twitter!
#Task 5 for #UniqueClassTag personal interes
Ask a question (related to business, communicatioding, engagement
blockchain — anything from our discipline) usinge tpoll o
SIS feature on Twitter. Vote on your classmates pollee&weet Unfamiliar
the polls to others. Bonus points if you can getramihan
250 votes!
#Task 6 for #UniqueClassTag early adopting
GO LIVE! on Twitter broadcast something interesting new technology
H#TASK 6 that you are doing or watchlng. Answer questiord tome Unfamiliar social mediz
up on your broadcast from live watchers — any laiggy trend
Broadcast should be more than 5 mins. Bonus pdiptsu
get 100 or more live watchers.
#Task 7 for #UniqueClassTag search, life
Search the wordrearthquakeon Twitter and find the most relevance, news
#TASK 7 |recent earthquake (within the hour}i + Steps --> Stepramiliar data, research
1 -)reply to this tweet where the earthquake is & Step
retweet the tweet you found to your followers
#Task 8 for #UniqueClassTag personal  voice
Watch this video on #persuasiof business,
#TASK 8 |https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=02dEuMFR8kw and| Unfamiliar customer,
reply to this message about your main taked inquiry
from watching it.
#Task 9 for #UniqueClassTag social,
Make a post of 4 pictures (of anything) on the SAMEEet . interaction,
FUREIE and say something about them (be creative). Familiar personal,
dialogue
#Task 10 for #UniqueClassTag conclusion,
Use “Threaded Tweets"h{ips://help.twitter.com/en/using- creativity,
#TASK 10 tthter/create—_a—thread ).to_ tell us your opinion abOUt.tmEamiliar personal,
value of different social media tools in business engagement
communication and explain how you personally caer|us
Twitter in the future for your benefit.

4. Lesson procedure

4.1. Setting up Twitter for classroom use:

This section is to help instructors set up Twifterlessons. Many of these elements are shared

with students when they set up their accounts. Tisiisncludes optional attributes and tools
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that may help with the implementation of the less@nd help instructors manage the
information efficiently. A list of the exact toothat were used in the pilot assignment can be

seen in Table 2.

Necessary elements
e Account Set-up: Twitter accounts can be created by going to thé&téwhomepage
https://twitter.com/and registering for an account. Students can bs& hative

language register. If a student is already usingtt€wand does not want to use their
account for class, encourage them to create a neswat just for class. A unique email
Is required for each account that is made.

* Choose a unique user nameCreate a unique username or “handle” the “@” ndrae
becomes the address people can find the accourtdeflylt, Twitter creates one that is
long with a mismatched combination of letters andhhers, but it is only meant to be
temporary.

« Fill out a short bio: Create a short and simple bio, place a quick bielm you are and
perhaps some interests and hobbies.

» Upload a profile and background picture: Use a profile picture and a background
photo to personalize your profile.

» Have students follow each otherTwitter works best when accounts follow each ather
Since many of the students are new to Twitter thilynot have many followers or be
following many accounts yet. Having students follosach other helps class
collaboration. Students can always choose to “lmfdlwhen class is finished.

» Custom Hashtag:For all Tweets, create a unique class hashtaghethod of adding a
“#” mark before a word for easy search — shouldubed (e.g. #Eng101HUFS). A
hashtag for the task number should also be usgd#&ask). This will help students
and instructors find the relevant Tweets for thsigienent. Including the hashtag is
necessary to find and keep the assignments orghnize

* Private Account Notes:The pilot assignment was tested with universitgcagtudents
and is most appropriate for older students (i.eltaylbecause of the public nature of
Twitter. Twitter is public by default and works begth a public account. If a student is
adamant about a private account, make sure thefoboging everyone in class and
allow everyone in class too see their Tweets &t ldaring the semester or they will be
unable to fully participate. Private accounts makeatter behave more like Facebook,

however, it is only one way to use Twitter with nigchool students.
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Optional Elements

3rd Party Scheduling Tool Third party scheduling tools such as Buffer oroksoiite
can be helpful for allowing instructors to set uglaschedule the desired Twitter tasks
ahead of time so that focus can be on interactiugraplying to students. The tool used
for the pilot lesson was Hootsuite and all of thee€ts were scheduled in advance.
Lesson “Branding”: This is also optional but using consistent imageshe different
tasks and questions can help students identify famdl the tweets easier. Many
professional Twitter chats use images to dissemirthe questions. Use graphic
software such as Canva or Photoshop to create snhge are consistent and fit the

class style. Examples shownRigures 2 and 3.

« Emoji Use: Not for everyone but using emojis may help witlgagement and one

way] * to beat the character limitations of Twitter.

* Gathering Data: This is also optional but can be very helpful keeping track of all

the activities. Using a combination of the app IFT({If This Then That) and Google

Sheets; create an “applet” that automatically abdeets with a specific hashtag to a

Google Spreadsheet.

Table 2. Technology tools used in pilot assignment

Technology Website Used For Who Used Optional?
Main assignment tool: Tweeting,

Twitter http://twitter.com searching, lists, live, photos, pdllsstructor/StudeniNO
and other tools were used.

Hootsuite Used to schedule the 10 twepts

(Or othen http://hootsuite.com automatically over a 5 or 6-weekstructor YES

scheduling tool) period.

Google Sheets https://www.qooqle.com/sUseq_to collect tweets with tm?nstructor YES

heets/about/ specific class hashtag.

The tool that ties Twitter with

IFTTT https://ifttt.com Google sheets to collect the datastructor YES
With the class hashtag

Adobe Spark Social graphic app for iPhone and

(Or another graphidttps://spark.adobe.com |Android that was used fomstructor YES

tool) assignment photos and branding

Note: All students in this particular class hadirtttsvn mobile phones, with different operating eyBBNO

and used them for the assignment.
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Q1: Using The
Present Continuous:
What are you having
for dinner tonight?

#classuniquehashtag

Figure 2. Branding Example - Question Number Graglised in pilot assignment)

4.2. Using Twitter

If an instructor is new to Twitter, it is a goocealto “play” around with the service for a few
weeks before implementing it with students to beedamiliar with how it works. Students
will ask for help when they are setting up theirnoaccounts and may need guidance with
some of the basics. There are more instructions hetpl at Twitter website and a simple
Google search will also help if confusion arisebe Tollowing are some basic terms to use

with lessons.

Basic Tweeting Terms:

* Feed -Where the messages or “Tweets” appear
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» Tweet- A message posted on Twitter that is a maximur@8ef characters (Originally
140). It can be text only, or include links, imagasd videos.

* Followers- The accounts that follow a given account

* Following - The accounts that a given account is following

e Reply - A response to a tweet

* Re-Tweet - A forwarding of a specific tweet to a given acaots followers, the
account’s followers see the original tweet from dhniginal account

« Re-Tweet with Quote- A forwarding of a specific tweet to a given acats followers,
the account’s followers see the response beforadgkted original tweet

» Likes - A simple way to acknowledge a tweet without repdyor retweeting

» Search- Twitter's powerful tool to find topics and intests

« Polls- A questionnaire that can be posted to followerind out more information. At
the time of this paper the polls can have up to éutions and available for seven days.

* Live - A broadcasting tool that allows accounts to boaatl live video to followers

» Twitter Threads - This is a newer attribute (as of 2017) tool thadtter implemented
that allows longer threads of tweets to be tiectogr

e Twitter Chats - These are scheduled events where users are aniswering and

asking questions at the same time

4.3. Lesson Plans

Lesson Plan Outline 1: Treasure Hunt/Scavenger Hufit

Language Level:Variable

Age: University/Adult Learners with Twitter accounts

Duration: Single class period duration (1-2 hours), up sem@ester-long ongoing activity
Subject: Adaptable/Flexible

Objectives:
* To leverage the real-time genuine information adé on Twitter for class English
practice in relation to class topics.

» To add engaging English practice (reading, writeng speaking) between class times
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Materials needed:

* Mobile devices with cameras, microphones, accesshé¢ointernet, and ability to

download the Twitter app

Preparation:
e Instructors and students set up accounts on Tvattdrcomplete profiles
» Establish unique class/lesson hashtag
* Create the tasks appropriate for the class ahetichefusing word processing software
(see task examples in Table 1 and Table 3)
* Inform students of the duration of the hunt and bhamof tasks that need to be
completed. Suggested minimum of 5 tasks, maximumpigo the instructor and the

time allotted for the activity and comfort levelttie students.

Implementation:
« Tweet the tasks: Schedule the tweets ahead ofusimg a scheduler, or manually tweet
the chosen tasks when ready.
» Students complete and respond to the tasks.

* When the activity is finished have students prepangitten reflection.

Table 3. Task examples

Twitter Functions | Task Skills Used

Standard Tweet [add task number hashtag] Take treiof something Writing, creativity
beautiful, post it on Twitter and explain why yohose the
subject [add your unique class hashtag]

Search and Ref[add task number hashtag] Find an article linkedlaitter, | Reading, critical
Tweet with | retweet with a comment about your main takeawaynfrahinking.

comment your reading [add your unique class hashtag]

Reply [add task number hashtag] 1. Watch this wifld Video| Writing, listening

Link] 2. Reply to this Tweet about your favoriterpaf the
video. [add your unique class hashtag]

Live Video [add task number hashtag] Find someanelass, and “Gg Speaking ang
Live” on Twitter and practice the dialogue from sdaladd| listening
your unique class hashtag]
Tweet and Reply [add task number hashtag] Findassabate on Twitter andWriting
ask them a question in English, respond to eachrahd
have a written dialogue [add your unique class taagh
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Lesson Plan Outline 2: Scheduled “Twitter Chat” *

Language Level:Variable

Age: University/adult Learners with Twitter accountso{dger learners — high school — with
protected Twitter accounts see Section 4.1)

Duration: 1 hour scheduled — there may be responses ouwftside schedule time.

Subject: Adaptable/Flexible — questions can match whasked in class.

Objectives:

» To schedule English practice online using Twittetween classes

Materials needed:
» Computer with internet ability and access to Twitte a mobile device access to the
internet, and ability to download and use the Tevittpp
» Graphic app or service to create the create thengganying graphics for the question

tweets.

Preparation:
* Instructors and students set up accounts on Tvatidrcomplete profiles
» Establish a unique chat hashtag
» Create the questions and graphics for the chat

» If using a scheduling tool schedule the chat

Implementation:
* Begin tweeting the questions starting at the scleeldiime and finish by the scheduled

end time

* Respond, re-tweet, and like the answers from chiicgpants

Table 4. Twitter chat definitions

VLSS Definition Location Who Uses
Code
. . NA (needs to| Chat host
Q Symbol used to indicate a question for the chat have a number) | (instructor)
01 Symbol used for a question, with the addition gf Beginning of| Chat host
number that corresponds to a question. Tweet (instructor)
A Symbol used to indicate an answer for the chat NA (Needs tol The participants
have a number | (students)
Al Symbol used for a question, with the additioraaf Beginning off The participants
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Twitter Chat — :
Code Definition Location Who Uses
number that corresponds to Tweet (students)
Chat host
Unique identifier for the class chat (should |b (instructor)  and
#ChatHashTag should be included in every tweet for the chat) End of Tweet the  participants
(students)

4. Student feedback

At the end of the pilot assignment students from ¢lass were given a questionnaire using
Google Forms and 33 students responded. Many sethtidents did not use Twitter before
the class. Students’ understanding of how to usitdivgradually progressed from the majority
not understanding very well it at the beginnindhef assignment, to the majority understanding
it very well end of the assignment. The class’ pptions of the value of Twitter was mixed,
with some giving it high value and some giving lealue. However, the majority (60.6%)
placed a high value on learning via social medid wost of the students feeling that learning
about Twitter. The turning point for many studemgheir understanding of the value of the
exercise in their own life was the live video aitfivthey were able to see real-time video from

other students.

18
16

16 15
14
12 11
10
10
8
8
6 - -
4 3 - -
2 . 1 1 1
0
- —
Very Comfortable Comfortable Okay Uncomfortable Very

Uncomfortable

M Beginning End

Figure 3. Twitter comfort level compared before aftér assignment

5. Conclusion
The goals of the pilot program were to find a tdwt was easy to use that students could
practice using English between classes and rdiata to class topics — outside a regular study
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session. This simple evaluation is only the begignLooking further with Twitter and Social
Media, these early results suggest that experleatid practical assignments that include
learning a new technology may help students inratineas. More comprehensive studies that
cover a more robust and diverse sample are neéoj@ds that can be looked at a range from
language acquisition and English testing to cultbeariers and international communication.
If more instructors are implementing social medpexially Twitter-in their classes, these

research questions can be explored.

References

Abe, P., & Jordan, N. A. (2013). Integrating soaiadia into the classroom curriculusbout Campus, 18(1),
16-20. doi:10.1002/abc.21107

Amaro-Jiménez, C., Hungerford-Kresser, H., & P&e(2016). Teaching with a technological twist: Etckets
via Twitter in literacy classroomsJournal of Adolescent & Adult Literacy, 60(3), 305-313.
doi:10.1002/jaal.572

Dashtestani, R. (2018). Collaborative academicqatsjon social network sites to socialize EAP sttglénto
academic communities of practic@eaching English with Technology, 18(2), 3-20. Retrieved from
http://cejsh.icm.edu.pl/cejsh/element/bwmetal.etgrdesklight-1cd27fcc-3597-4da7-973c-
04b8ca337fed/c/ARTICLEL.pdf

Davidson, A. (2014). Harvard professor Mikolaj Rigdki's research-based social media business dewelot
model.Strategy & Leadership, 42(4), 40-44. doi:10.1108/SL-06-2014-0043

Gullekson, N. L., Tucker, M. L., & Coombs Jr, GO(2). Examining intercultural growth for businessdents in

short-term study abroad programs: Too good to be?tdournal of Teaching in International Business,
22(2), 91-106. doi:10.1080/08975930.2011.615672

Jones, A. (2013). How Twitter saved my literatuless: A case study with discussidreaching Arts and Science
with the New Social Media, 3, 91-105. doi:10.1108/S2044-9968(2011)0000003008

Joosten, T. (2012)Social Media for Educators. Srategies and Best Practices. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
Retrieved from http://books.google.com/books?hl=am$;Ir=&amp;id=fdy-
RQuLoSsC&amp;oi=fnd&amp;pg=PR11&amp;dq=Social+Meda+Educators&amp;ots=LSIPGgmvly
&amp;sig=sFeOr49bJkPG8EPKbJi0O9HIIbgg

Joosten, T., Pasquini, L., & Harness, L. (2013)id@g social media at our institutionBlanning for Higher
Education, 41(2), 125-135. Retrieved from
http://search.proquest.com/openview/9976f73a5a8@58183dc884b0791/1?pg-
origsite=gscholar\&amp;cbl=47536

Parmar, B. (2015). 50 companies that get Twittand 50 that don’t. Retrieved frohttps://hbr.org/2015/04/the-
best-and-worst-corporate-tweeters

Piskorski, M. J. (2014)A Social Strategy: How We Profit from Social Media. Princeton: Princeton University
Press. Retrieved from https://market.android.cotaltd®id=book-WY6rAgAAQBAJ

Rheingold, H. (2008). Using social media to teamtial mediaNew England Journal of Higher Education, 23(1),
25-26.




Teaching English with Technology, 19(2), 88-100 http://www.tewtjournal.org 100

Smith, A., & Anderson, M. (2018). Social media usdn 2018. Retrieved from
http://www.pewinternet.org/2018/03/01/social-medie-in-2018/

Taskiran, A., Gumusoglu, E. K., & Aydin, B. (2018fostering foreign language learning with Twitter:
Reflections from English learnerSurkish Online Journal of Distance Education, 19(1), 100-116.
Retrieved fromhttps://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ1165854.pdf




Teaching English with Technology, 19(2), 101-108http://www.tewtjournal.org 101

LEARNING ENGLISH LISTENING AND SPEAKING
THROUGH BBC VOA PODCASTS:

AN APP REVIEW

by Samaneh Abdi andHossein M akiabadi
Ferdowsi University of Mashhad, Azadi Square, Mashhran

abdi.samanel® mail.um.ac.ir; hossein.makiabadi @ mail.um.ac.ir

Abstract

Knowing another language other than the first lagguis stereotypically regarded as a
prestigious feature, distinguishing an individuabnh the rest of the community while
providing him/her with more job opportunities. Nodeys, language classes are easily
available through the expansion of recent technetoguch as MALL (Mobile-Assisted
Language Learning) and language learning applicsati@pps). App developers have been
competing to design the most efficient apps tolitatd meaningful language learning by
focusing on oral production and auditory receptitm increase language learners'
communicative competence. A characteristic apghefkind isLearning English Listening &
Foeaking BBC/ VOA News which offers learners a massive archive of upd&®B@ and VOA
podcasts both online and offline. The current naniiends to present a detailed description of
the important features of this app.

Keywords. mobile-assisted language leaning, learn Engligkering & speaking BBC/ VOA
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Application Details:

Publisher: Learning English BBC, VOA News

Product type: Smartphone Application Software

L anguage(s): English

Level: Advanced

Media format: APK

Operating systems. Android

Hardwar e requirements: Smartphone/Internet Connection

Supplementary software: A Virtual Private Network (VPN) in some regions

Price Free
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1. Introduction

With an exponential and progressive increase inusege of iPhone and Android operating
systems, the range of activities using mobile pbdmas expanded from downloading music
tracks and images to downloading and running hutsdod applications (apps) designed for a
variety of purposes, including educational goalsod®@in-Jones, 2011). Therefore,
technologically-prompted educators have attempted improve teaching and learning
conditions through developing and utilizing edusa#l apps (Shen, Wag & Pan, 2008). The
evidence for the effectiveness of mobile-assistadgllage learning (MALL) apps in
consolidating the teaching and learning of a seasrfdreign language has been suggested in a
large number of studies (see Burston, 2013 fovewng.

Mastering a second language (L2), especially Engissof great significance to survive
today’s educational and economic challenges threngjoring in the century’s top disciplines
and finding a well-paid job. Many apps (e.g., Dgbn Memrise, Magoosh, Mosalingua, etc.)
have been developed in the field of English languésarning with their focus on oral,
receptive, or all the basic language skills. It baen a while that podcasting, with a focus on
listening and speaking skills, have gained ther@steof many learners and educators (Hasan &
Hoon, 2013; Yeh, 2017) since both of these skilsenbeen considered as learners’ tools in
communication (Brown, 1994). Research has shownligtaning is the most important skill
and should be prioritized over other skillsiiaglays a pivotal role in the improvemeot other
language skills (Masalimova, Porchesku, & Liakhmavi 2016; Rost, 2002; Vandergrift,
2007). Hence, it is vitally essential for learnéosdevelop their L2 listening competence.
However, despite its significance, L2 learnersrasewell-taught on this skill and its requisite
strategies such as contextualizing (LeLoup & Poafi€007; Mendelsohn, 2006). As an
instance, the results of a study by Kim (2013) destrated that contextualizing MALL
advances listening skills.

Owing to the variety of accessible apps, it migtabably be difficult to select only one
app as a learning tool, especially one that islyesfficient for improving English listening
skill. Being informed of general and particular adtages and downsides of available language
learning apps might help learners choose the daittp.Therefore, in the present study, the
researchers would discuss the efficiency and éffemeéss of Learn English Listening and Speaking
BBC, VOA news, briefly called Learning English.
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2. Detailed description

Learn English listening & speaking BBC, VOA newdlwihe rating of 4.7 at Google Play is
freely available to download and install on Andraddvices which support 10 and more
application programming interfaces. It can alsalbenloaded and run with android emulators
like big nox app player, bluestacks and koplayehe Tapp has been developed by
http://hotgame247.conThe developers of this app have claimed thatfieis and will be a

free one forever. It is worth noting that new lessand podcasts are automatically and freely
updated on this app.

As soon as one installs and opens the app, ansaxelist of podcasts is displayed. In
order to play them, they have to be downloadedoofse. The podcasts are among the most
popular channels of BBC news including: Words iae News, 6 Minute English, Lingo Hack,
The English We Speak, News Report, English at Usitye and so on. This tool is designed
specifically to learn English listening and spegkivith daily conversations and the latest news
from BBC, VOA, and many other podcast programs atsmyg a wide array of topics such as
education, technology, daily life, world news, digee Figure 1). In this app, a collection of
more than 10,000 lessons and a huge number of ulacghitems related to the lessons are
provided. That is why this app has been recommental@dprove one’s vocabulary, listening,
speaking, and reading skills. One interesting featd this app is that it allows learners to learn

English listening both in online and offline modes.
> P DG & Tal ‘al 1507 WLlo-P [ G & *all ‘ull 01507

6 MINUTE ENGLISH EV!

The Importance/ef Being... %

Lady Bracknell makes a surpfise appearance

Is 'man flu' real?

Can science prove the existence of 'man flu’ or are
men just big babies? Dan and Neil discuss all this

Figure 1. Different podcasts from BBC and VOA chelsn



Teaching English with Technology, 19(2), 101-108http://www.tewtjournal.org 104

As it is shown in Figure 2, each podcast includasaadio file, its transcription and a
vocabulary list which makes the task of listenirasier and more effective for educational
purposes. The expansion of one’s vocabulary lisg eréhance his/ her listening and reading
skills. Another prominent feature of this app iattthe selected words can be saved into one’s
own note to help users remember the words alonlg thigir sounds. A minor quiz section is
also available for a quick review over the taughtabulary after each lesson.

7y == 36 G . 7y == 36 G .
Hoe-P 0 “alalDis0s G@ QO %l ‘L1415 @@L QO %l ‘ul U1415

& sl t, € Vocabulary Refere.. f, ¢  Vocabulary Practice 1

U 000
Q000

This is a download from BBC learing

English. To find out more, visit our
website www.facebook.com/English360.
Is 'man flu’ real?

A person competing for a job

[Tty
Note: This is not a word for word ADD TO NOTE

transcriptDan D it
Hello and welcome to 6 Minute English. Spit

I'm , and joining me today is Neil. Hi Neil.
Neil Sp|r|t D reinforce

Hi, everyonel! -
ADD TO NOTE
X
Dan Check Answers
Bless you! Are you ok?

Neil

I think I'm coming down with something
Zxua@rrcz

XN{(o 2 2 2

jolly

Ad closed by Google Ad closed by Google

Figure 2. The audio file, transcription, vocabullsy, and word quiz related to a podcast

For each word in the vocabulary list, there are bations which read the word with the normal
pace and slow pace to teach the correct pronuomiatf every single word. As it is
demonstrated in Figure 3, there is a speaking burttay vocabulary section which allows the
users to record their voice and compare it withsiaedard version played by the app. It points

out where your mistakes are, and you will know lownprove yourself.
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[;] L p @ L\/ ﬂ? 3Ellll GlIlI D 15:23

R

MY PLAYLIST MY VOCABULARY

soldier on

REMIND ME OPEN IN ARTICLE # 2 &
continue despite difficulty

NEW TO ME DELETE

man flu

REMIND ME OPEN IN ARTICLE = ® »

the cituation where a nerean aften a man

Figure 3. My vocabulary section and its options

The user-friendly interface and advantageous fansti such as chatting online with other
members of the community, offered by this app dgtishes it from many other similar apps
on the market. This app with its motto, “It is ti@e to change the way you learn English, let's
learn English together” provides a number of posdigtuseful features for English learners.

3. Evaluation
Chatting with English learners from all over therldas a great opportunity in the language
learning process since it facilitates real-life ecoumication with real native and native-like

speakers and puts into practice the materialsstimaérs have already covered (see Figure 4).
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Chat With English Learners

| want to improve my English. if i have
something wrang, plesse correct it far
meThanks

b e

Lite Mode s ogin s o s an)

hi
b s

@[ O Small @ Medium O Blg

o Really? | dorvt think so An
i T iy

f Follow Us
*33¢+ Rate Me
< Share The App

Figure 4. Chat with English learners and some athiaor settings of the app

Another option of this app, as can be observedignrE 5, is that learners are able to set alarm
for their vocabulary list to be reminded of the d®mwhich were difficult for them. In other
words, English language learners are free to chaleetime they want to be randomly

reminded of their vocabulary list.

Wo-P QG & Cal tal 1523

CANCEL OK

Figure 5. Setting vocab reminder alarm

By tapping on any word in the transcription of eaaldio file, its meaning appears on the

screen. It is of great importance to know thatdapp supports a multiple language dictionary;
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therefore, as it is seen in the following figurbrough the dictionary header one is able to
change languages.

7 = 36y ¢ S I~
@ @ @ AT |I|| |I|| 01421 a @ Q ﬂ 0= zr.llll Gulll 01420

Eriglish ~Ehglizh M English - Arabic

English| ) ) English

'nglyf

English - Arabic
n.
“an Indo-Furopean fanguage English -Chinese
belonging to the West Germanic
braneh; the official language of English - Dutch
Britain and the United States and
most of the commonwealtl
countyres "'the people of
England™the discipfine that
studies the English language and English - French
literature " (sports) the spin given
to a ball by striking it on one side
or refeasing it with a sharp twist”

English - English

English - German

English - Hindi
DONE ADDTONOTE  SEARCH

English — Indonesian

Figure 6. Multiple language dictionary

The auto scroll transcript guides learners througtie lesson while playing audio. The app
also gives learners feedback by displaying a sizgishart which demonstrates one’s listening
and vocabulary progress.

Leaning English is like every other app, bearingme@advantages and at the same time
suffering from some disadvantages. One of the sbimings of this app is the computerized
voice used to produce the correct pronunciatiowafds. Due to the fact that there are some
apps such as MosaLingua (see Makiabadi & Abdi, 20&8ch offer a real human voice, apps
with computerized voice may not be very usefuladidition, in some countries, there is a need
to a virtual private network (VPN) program to bdeato use the app with all its suggested
options. Another negative point which is eye-catghis that there are not any grammatical
explanations for the learners to refer to while ihgvstructural questions an ambiguities.
Although the chat section is a distinguishing feat this app, due to lack of bright colors or
fancy stickers, it might not be as interestingtest bf some other language learning apps such
as HelloTalk. One more issue which needs the ateraf the developers of the app is
providing a special version of this tool for iPharsers.



Teaching English with Technology, 19(2), 101-108http://www.tewtjournal.org 108

4. Conclusion

In conclusion, Learn English Listening and SpeakBBC, VOA news is as an effective
language learning tool despite its slight disadages. It is a professionally-designed app with
scientific and creative basis. The variety of patiedrom the most famous, sophisticated, and
popular radio channels with their transcriptionsd amord lists might be really effective.
However, this collection of audio files needs toré®rmed in some aspects. For example, the
lack of grammatical details of English language atsl chat section requires certain
modifications. The developers of this app had betlleviate the aforementioned problems, or
the learners would not consider this product as fhréritized language learning app as much
as they should. In addition, due to an increasténpopulation of iPhone users all over the

world, developing an iPhone version of this appl@¢ooake it more popular and noticeable.
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