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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 eighteenth year of publication Tgaching English with Technology, A Journal for
Teachers of English marks its opening with a rich mix of instructionadntexts, digital
applications and practical activities for the psxef technology-enhanced foreign language
learning and teaching. It is truly enriching to $esv diverse the uses of similar technologies
can be in different parts of the world, how, at #ane time, foreign language teaching with
technology can either be facilitated by the adaptb electronic solutions in the country or,
on the other hand, suppressed by obstacles andredn technology use in all spheres of life.
It is striking that the digital divide, so aptlysigibed by Mark Warschauer and his colleagues
at the beginning of the century, is still to beridun instructional contexts. At the same time,
together with an increased focus on e-democraegtrehic citizenship or digital participation
in administrative life of many countries, the climafor successful digitally-enhanced
teaching is changing for better.

It is in this context that the current issueledching English with Technology presents
selected research studies and classroom applisaftom all over the world. First of all,
Asnawi Muslem, Yunisrina Qismullah Yusuf andRena Juliana (Syiah Kuala University,
Indonesia)address the perennial question of obstacles antetzato ICT use among senior
high school instructors. The authors conclude lihated time and tools, coupled with a poor
Internet connection and a lack of knowledge andesgpce of ICT training still prevent
teachers from taking full advantage of educatideehnology.

On a different note, The Impact of Storytelling Techniques through Virtual
Instruction on English Students’ Speaking Ability’ by Farzaneh Khodabandeh(Payame
Noor University, Iran) examines the useTefegram online tool for fostering oral language
production through storytelling. The results of ttedy confirmed the positive effect of
storytelling and answering the questionslelegram on learners’ improved speaking skills.

Rather than exploiting one particular tool, the wiagt technology is to be intertwined
with content and language integration is the taygidhe article tearning English while

Exploring the National Cultural Heritage: Technology-Assisted Project-Based Language
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Learning in an Upper-Secondary Schodl by Joanna Pitura and Monika Berlinska-
Kope¢ (Cracow and Warsaw, Poland). The article outlinetaas project that illustrates the
integration of project-based learning approachanguage (English) and content (Polish
language and culture) learning, the execution dtkwhecessitates collaboration in groups, as
well as the use of technology in task-based insbuc

Paola Cabrera, Luz Castillo, Paul Gonzalez, Ana Quidnez and César Ochoa
(Universidad Técnica Particular de Loja, Ecuado@meined the use dPixton comic strip
generator tool for enhancing grammar and vocabuéaghing in a public high school. As the
results indicateRixton proves to be an effective teaching tool that natég students to learn
grammar and vocabulary in an enjoyable way.

Fostering learner motivation through the use oftdiggames is addressed in the next
article, “‘Enhancement of Performance and Motivation through Avplication of Digital
Games in an English Language Class’by Saovapa Wichadee and Fasawang
Pattanapichet (Bangkok University, Thailand). This is anotherdstuo prove statistically
that gamification in theKahoot environment makes a positive change to the larguag
classroom.

In the Reviews section, two interesting apps areluated: Musa Nushi and
Mohamad Hosein Eqgbali (Shahid Beheshti University, Iran) take a closeokloat
50LANGUAGES, a multi-language translation and learning toohilev Seyed Abdollah
Shahrokni (Washington State University, USA) scrutinizes ateliactive video application
PLAYPOST. It is to be hoped that soon the two applicatieiisbe researched in controlled
settings, to see what their effect on languageniegrand teaching actually is.

We wish you good reading!
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PERCEPTIONS AND BARRIERS TO ICT USE
AMONG ENGLISH TEACHERS IN INDONESIA

by Asnawi Muslem, Yunisrina Qismullah Yusuf andRena Juliana
Syiah Kuala University
Banda Aceh 23111, Indonesia

yunisrina.g.yusuf @ unsyiah.ac.id

Abstract

The purpose of this research is to investigate iEmgeachers’ perception and challenges of
the implementation of ICT in ELT classrooms. Thisdy used mixed methods, qualitative
and quantitative in nature. A purposive samplinghtéque was used to select the study
subjects, who are 26 English teachers from 16 pu®hior high schools in Banda Aceh.
Questionnaires and interviews were used to coltata. The data were analysed and
interpreted through qualitative and quantitativegaedures. The results showed that the
English teachers found ICT very helpful in teachiftpwever, the limited time and tools,
coupled with a poor Internet connection as welhdack of knowledge and experience of
ICT training were obstacles for the teachers udi@@. The results of this study give
meaningful insights for policy makers in relatianthe implementation of ICT for teaching

and learning in the classroom.

1. Introduction

English teachers in Aceh, Indonesia, have a lowac#p for using Information and
Communication Technology (ICT). Only a few schooighe bigger cities can easily access
and utilize the facilities available (Silviyanti dryusuf, 2015) even though the use of ICT or
multimedia for teaching English language are gdhenegarded as useful to enhance
students’ language skills (Muslem & Abbas, 201)sinall cities such as Banda Aceh, as is
explained by Maulida and Lo (2013), the financidficllties, limited human resources and
lack of government support result in less than Iwdlfthe schools being unprepared to
implement ICT in public school teaching and leagnprocesses. Although Silviyanti and
Yusuf (2015) discovered that most English teaclemanda Aceh had high motivation to
use ICT in their classroom, there was limited ditenfrom the authority to provide the
facilities to support their use of ICT. It is thatd of the government to meet people’s needs
in education by providing access to technology tizat improve the quality of education in
this country.
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Information and Communication Technologies (ICayé& been developing rapidly in
recent years. Salehi and Salehi (2012) point oat $ince the 1960s such technologies as
televisions, tape recorders and video have beed asdeaching tools. Today, ICT can be
hardware such as computers, projectors, digitalecasy etc., and can also be software such
as Microsoft Word, PowerPoint, etc. (Wang and W&f)7). In education, ICT is accepted as
a meaningful medium to be used in the classroomdtvate students in learning (Wekke
and Hamid, 2013). In the hands of teachers, Vadishitl and Elder (2010, p. 118) assert that
“ICT can empower teachers and learners by facgiigacommunication and interaction,
offering new modes of delivery, and generally tfanmsing teaching and learning processes”.
Moreover, Soska (1994) elaborated upon the benefitsusing ICT in teaching for
instructional testing and assessment, educatingreylassisting students learning academic
content and advancing students’ critical thinkikidls

Schoepp (2005, p. 2) states that integrating iC&ducation especially into classroom
instruction is not as easy as flipping a switchegnation is a complex process and teachers
may encounter difficulties or ‘barriers’. Varioutugies have acknowledged that although
teachers appear to recognize the value of ICT ucatibn, difficulties nevertheless continue
to be encountered during the process of ICT integra(Balanskat, Blamire and Kefala,
2006; Silviyanti and Yusuf, 2015). The difficultipsimarily deal with teachers as they are the
executors of the integration. Bingimlas (2009) pdeg a list of difficulties which includes
lack of teacher confidence, lack of teacher qualtfon, resistance to change and negative
attitude, lack of time, lack of effective traininigck of accessibility and a lack of technical
support as barriers to ICT integration.

Many teachers encountered the problem of peraepileen using ICT in the teaching
and learning process in the classroom (Kurniaw@t4® Ward, Gristein and Keim (2015, p.
73) describe perception as “the process of recagpiorganizing, and interpreting sensory
information”. For those teachers with insufficieskills to use ICT in the classroom, it is
important to provide them with special training loow to use ICT. Taiwo (2009) finds that
the level and degree of technology usage furthpeniged on the way teachers view the role
of technology in classroom, and is “predicated uptrat they feel technology can do in the

teaching-learning process” (p. 75).
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2. Literature review

Teaching English using technology is not a new ephor practice for teachers around the
world (Rank, Warren and Millum, 2011), especiallhem English is taught in non-native
speaking countries. ICT is mostly used to providéhantic materials to learners. These
materials can support students in expanding thm#aleng, listening, reading and writing
skills. There are two effective ways to improvedsts’ language skills; staying abroad and
using multimedia (Muslem & Abbas, 2017). With nemformation technology the world
today has lost the previous barriers to commurooadcross languages.

In line with Muslem and Abbas (2017), Jurich (2DQhentions a number of
advantages of using ICT in the teaching and legrphocess, especially for ELT classrooms.
The first is providing multi-sensory stimuli thabudd enhance English language skills in a
short time (Garimella and Srinivasan, 2014). Theosd is motivation, since, as Granito and
Chernobilsky (2012, p. 20) say, s“technology hasbtential to be a powerful educational
tool for those that have interest in it and needbd taught and embraced at an early age”.
Thus, students who use technology are likely tg statask for longer periods of time. The
third is collaborative learning. Domalewska (2034, 28) states collaborative learning,
supported by technology, can boost language dewwdop because students learn within
social interactions. For example, Silviyanti andsMiu(2015) have found blogging encourages
students to give comments on each other’s workesieir experiences, reflect on their own
and their classmates’ work and analyse it, thugldging their critical thinking skills. The
fourth is cultural understanding; this is where ldobeck and Hollenbeck (2009, p. 5) claim
that ICT provides “teachers with tools to addregsity and access issues, to accelerate
students’ linguistic and conceptual developmenprtwide support for students who learn in
different ways, and to create authentic and me&mitgarning experiences”. Technology can
accommodate cultural understanding, in which stteleare able to interact and fully
participate in their learning as they acquire laaggiskills and cultural awareness. They can
improve their ability in the English language arsbdearn the culture of the native speakers
at the same time. Finally, technology implementatenables self-expression, which is
labelled by McBride (2009) as one of the most intguoir contexts for language use to create
and encourage language acquisition.

On the other hand, the use of ICT in ELT class@iso has some disadvantages.
Kolbakova (2014) suggests that using ICT in thehew and learning process adds more
work and additional struggle from teachers to niketneeds of every student in class. ICT
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may not be appropriate for all learners in allaitons and purposes, and, therefore, it requires
considerable learner training to make use of itcessfully. Other barriers to ICT include
class control, distraction, and the students’ tengdo use short forms in their writing (i.e.
Yusuf, Natsir and Yusra (2016) mention the limiteldaracters in using Short Message
Services (SMS) has progressed into the trends &ippleuwriting styles in texting). In view of
that, Yunus, Nordin, Salehi, Embi and Salehi (204.31) argued that “teachers are generally
weak in managing problems and planning activitire®iving the use of ICT in the teaching
of ESL writing”. One of the problems often faced tepchers using technology in writing is
when students copy-paste from the Internet soatberwise known as plagiarizing activities
(Mustafa, 2016). The ease of obtaining quick andsiva information from the Internet
causes students to be apathetic in preparingtdeks (i.e. written tasks). Yunus et al. (2013)
further explain that students’ reading skills caad to inaccurate understanding of the content
when they are developed by merely scrolling the ater screen.

ICT in the classroom for teaching and learning aseifjn language today is
unavoidable as it is now a part of our daily [Rabah (2015) has made a strong claim for the
use of technology in learning, as it is a powednd flexible learning tool that is needed and
desired to encounter globalization challenges, atkaa country’s economic status, and
motivate and assist students in learning. Liu (2@09.01) further wrote that technology has
played “a greater role during class and home stadycomputer-assisted instruction and
interactive media technologies .supplement the traditional use of the chalk and th
blackboard”. In a listening class, for examplecheas can use computers and the Internet to
find rich sources of authentic oral models, suckvasTube video clips, which help learners
with native pronunciation and also support teachdrs do not feel as confident with their
own language skills. Accordingly, Silviyanti (2014&ps found that the use of YouTube
appeared to be interesting and beneficial for sttgde which they became more enthusiastic
and eager to watch a video and then later on peatdi pronounce the words like the native
speaker(s) rather than just practicing listeningibing to traditional audio instruments.

Based on the previous research, a study focusingFL teachers’ perceptions and
challenges on the use of ICT in their teachingdibrpublic senior high schools in Banda
Aceh was designed, withe following research questions in mind:

1. What are the perceptions of English teachers idipglenior high schools in Banda

Aceh on the use of ICT in English language teaching

2. What are the challenges that they face in the tig&Toin English language teaching?
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3. Do demographic factors (i.e. age, gender, degreetaaching experience) make a
difference as regards their perceptions and chgglkenf using ICT?

Since ICT is now introduced at public schools his tcountry, this study is deemed
important to further understand the teachers’ geices and challenges on the use of ICT in
their classrooms. The findings of this study carfurther used to provide concrete solutions
to its obstacles in implementation, either by th@vegnment, schools or the teachers

themselves.

3. Methods

In this study, we employed a mixed method approaglantitative and qualitative. This
included both a quantitative analysis of questiinendata and a qualitative analysis of focus
group interview data to address the research aumsst{Creswell, 2003). The research
questions were designed to see the Acehnese teag®eceptions and challenges of the
implementation of ICT in ELT classrooms.

The questionnaire was designed and modified frare£e (2011) and Karakaya
(2010) for quantitative data. It is divided intogh sections. The first and second sections are
basic information of the participants and were tamsed and modified from the
questionnaire used by Karakaya (2010). The thictic® was constructed and modified from
the questionnaire used by Zare-ee (2011), withi@ed ended questions provided. It focused
on English teachers’ perceptions and challengeshefimplementation of ICT in their
teaching. It was formatted by using the Likert $aafl (1) strongly disagree (SD), (2) disagree
(D), (3) neutral (N), (4) agree (A), and (5) stronggree (SA). The questionnaire is available
in the Appendix.

The instrument was given to 26 English teacherBanda Aceh, Indonesia. There
were 5 teachers aged 31-35 years, 6 teachers &gl yars, 8 teachers aged 41-45 years, 3
teachers aged 46-50 years and 4 teachers agechfsl ayel above. As regards gender, there
were 5 male teachers and 21 female teachers. Ireelethere were 18 teachers who had
bachelor's degrees and 8 teachers who had madegiees. In terms of teaching experience,
there were 7 teachers with 7-10 years of teachupgréence, 10 teachers with 11-15 years, 4
teachers with 16-20 years and 5 teachers with aisy&f experience and above. The teachers
were assured that the information they gave wasidantial and used strictly for research
and academic purposes only. They were given 30 tesnio answer all the questions in the
guestionnaire completely in front of the researshdhe data from questionnaires were
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analysed quantitatively using Microsoft Excel 20®0 frequency and percentages of each
item.

After the questionnaires were collected and aralyBve teachers were selected to be
interviewed. They were chosen because they werdiiigel as those who had problems with
the use of ICT based on the questionnaire disegthuih which further detailed information
were deemed to be needed to complement the foratar bhterviews were conducted with
five teachers who were asked the following question

1. Do you think the use of ICT is important in teaghocompared to no ICT use?

2. Do you think the ICT tools and techniques availdblgour school are accessible for
use in teaching English by the teachers and sta@dent

3. Do you think that ICT has noteworthy values for laumsocieties in general? Give
your reason.

4. Do you think ICT can be used as curriculum matsrdlschool? Why?

5. What do you consider to be some of the challen§esiog ICT in ELT?

The questions above are constructed based onugsignnaire. The interview was
conducted to know more details about their peroapbf the use ICT. Interviews were
conducted individually and lasted approximately hibutes. The interview sessions were

recorded with a mobile phone.

4. Findings

The results of the questionnaire are describetirgetsections: ICT use and literacy, English
teachers’ perceptions and challenges of ICT, aeddlation between age, gender, degree and
teaching experience of English teachers toward [Tiey are elaborated in the following
sub-sections. To achieve comprehensive resultsautiers conducted the interview with the

participants to further understand the conclusions.

4.1. ICT use and literacy

In the first part of the questionnaire, the papiacits were asked to select from a list the
reasons why they use ICT and select how long tkeyl@T in a day. This section enabled the
researchers to understand the functions and impwtaf ICT for the language teaching
practices of English language teachers in BandahAdde results of this part of the
questionnaire are divided into 2 sub-sections, Wwipieesent the results from reasons for the
use of ICT and length of ICT use.
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4.1.1. Reasons for the use of ICT
Teachers were asked to choose from a list of rsasdry they use ICT; the results are
presented in Table 1. Frequency refers to the nuofliteachers who chose the items.

Table 1. Teachers’ reasons to use ICT

No. | Description Frequency Percentage (%)
1 Chatting with students and other teachers ondfshibject matter 10 38.46

2 Educational games that can be used for teaching 8 30.77

3 E-mail and mail listing 18 69.23

4 Online discussion boards on language teaching 7 6.922

5 Shopping online for teaching tools and materials 7 26.92

6 Finding materials related to lessons 25 96.15
7 Preparing presentations 17 65.38

8 Assigning homework 10 38.46

9 Video conferencing and net-meeting 4 15.38
10 Presenting course material 10 38.46

11 Online dictionaries 21 80.77

12 Web blogs (e.g. blogger) 3 11.54

13 Giving feedback to students 7 26.92

14 Others (e.g. SNS) 7 26.92

Table 1 indicates that the most frequent reasorusorg ICT in the classroom is for
finding teaching materials (96.15%), followed byingsonline dictionaries (80.77%), email
and mail listing (69.23%), and preparing preseateti(65.38%). The least frequent rationale
for the use of ICT for the teachers is for web Blq@1.54%). In between, the table also
reports that teachers use ICT for chatting witldstis and other teachers on school/subject
matter, assigning homework and presenting courseterrabto students, searching and
learning on how to play educational games that lmarnused for teaching, participating in
online discussion boards, shopping online for tewrtools and materials, giving feedback to
students and other activities such as SNS (Shawadtking Site, e.g. Facebook, Twitter and

others).

4.1.2. Length of the use of ICT
In this section, the teachers were asked to sktwtta list of how long they use ICT in a day.

The results are presented in Table 2.

Table 2. The length of ICT use by the teachers

Number of teachers Length Percentage (%)
4 Less than 1 hour 15.38
8 1-2 hours 30.77
6 2-3 hours 23.08
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ol

3-4 hours 19.23

3 More than 4 hours 11.54

Table 2 shows that most teachers spend 1-2 haday asing ICT (30.77%), followed by 2-3
hours (23.08%) and 3-4 hours (19.23%). Only 11.94%e teachers spent more than 4 hours
using ICT.

4.2. English teachers’ perceptions and challenges using ICT

This section describes the English teachers’ pdmepand challenges in using ICT in the
classroom. The first sub-section presents the &Faclperceptions; the second sub-section
presents the teachers’ challenges. The resultoloeved by elicitations from the interviews

to complement results from the questionnaire.

4.2.1. English teachers’ perceptions of using ICT
A number of twelve items (out of 20) in the questiaire focused on English teachers’

perceptions on the implementation of ICT in ELTssleooms. Table 3 displays the results.

Table 3. English teachers’ perceptions on the Gi$€D

No Statement items Scales
Strongly | Disagree | Neutral Agree Strongly
disagree agree
1 In my view, ICTs are more powerful in 0% 1 teacher 6 11 8
teaching than discussion and teaching (3.85%) | teachers| teachers| teachers
without the use of ICT. (23.08%) | (42.31%) | (30.77%)
2 ICTs (referring generally to computers, 0% 0% 2 12 12
videos, hardware, software, and networks) teachers| teachers| teachers
increase my knowledge and skills as an (7.69%) | (46.15%)| (46.15%)
English teacher.
3 ICTs are highly needed by teachers in 0% 0% 6 12 8
teaching English. teachers| teachers| teachers
(23.08%) | (46.15%) | (30.77%)
4 ICTs can be used as advanced instructional 0% 0% 1 teache 20 5
tools in teaching English to my students. (3.85%) | teachers| teachers
(76.92%) | (19.23%)
5 In my view, ICTs can replace teacher in 17 9 0% 0% 0%
teaching English. teachers| teachers
(65.39%) | (34.62%)
6 As far as | know, ICTs can be used to 0% 3 11 12 0%
effectively manipulate instructional teachers| teachers| teachers
contents and materials. (11.54%) | (42.31%) | (46.15%)
7 I know that ICTs can spread knowledge dnd 0% 0% 0% 12 14
information fast. teachers| teachers
(46.15%) | (53.85%)
8 In my view, ICTs are more effective for 0% 2 8 13 3
teaching and learning than books and other teachers| teachers| teachers| teachers
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printed materials. (7.69%) | (30.77%) (50%) (11.549
9 I think ICT use does NOT have noteworthy 3 19 1 teacher 3 0
values for human societies in general. teachers| teachers| (3.85%) | teachers| teachers
(11.54%) | (73.08%) (11.54%) | (0%)
10 | think ICT use does NOT offer 1 teacher 23 2 0% 0%
educational/instructional values for student (3.85%) | teachers| teachers
in learning English. (88.46%) | (7.69%)
12 In my view ICTs can be used as curriculum 0% 1 teacher 8 15 2
materials at school. (3.85%) | teachers| teachers| teachers
(30.77%) | (57.69%)| (7.69%)
14 | use/have used ICTs for teaching and in| 1 teacher 0% 2 19 4
daily life. (3.85%) teachers| teachers| teachers
(7.69%) | (73.08%) | (15.39%)

Table 3 shows that 100% of the respondents abeed@T can spread knowledge and
information fast, about 89% of teachers have us&dih their teaching and daily life, 88%
agree that ICTs offer educational values for sttglém learning English, about 77% agree
that ICTs increase teachers’ knowledge and skdl&mglish teachers, about 77% agree that
ICT is highly needed by teachers in teaching Ehglédbout 77% agree that ICT can be used
as advanced instructional tools in teaching Engitsktudents, roughly 73% of the teachers
agree that ICTs are more powerful tools of teachivag discussion and teaching without the
use of ICT, roughly 73% agree that technology hasworthy values for human societies in
general, roughly 65% agree that ICT tools can gl®wurriculum materials at school, nearly
50% agree that ICTs are more effective for teachimdlearning than books and other printed
materials, and nearly 46% agree that ICT can bd tseffectively manipulate instructional
contents and materials. Nonetheless, 100% of teachgagree that ICT can replace teacher
in teaching English

It is principally concluded that teachers do bedi¢hat ICT supports their teaching and
learning processes in the ELT classrooms. Somergscgom the teachers that support the
use of ICT in teaching corroborate that claim deWwdE refers to Excerpt from the interview
and T refers to Teacher):

(E1) T2: | agree that ICT are powerful tools cddking. Compared to printed books, ICT are more

interesting. The students will not feel bored wikearning English. For example, students can
directly watch conversation videos and find mangtyries related to the lesson. ICT makes
teaching time efficient and makes teaching eadfemve do discussions using ICT, the

information that we get is more varied. It makescdssion easier.

As evidenced in E1, T2 agreed that ICTs are pawéobls in teaching and this is as
what Granito and Chernobilsky (2012) have earlieantioned in their study. With ICT,

students can watch videos that are closer to ffegblesentation compared to printed books.
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It facilitates teachers’ job since students canlyascess more information through ICT and
their increased information knowledge livens cldgscussions. Similarly, Hollenbeck and
Hollenbeck (2009) also discuss how ICT can creat®ee meaningful and authentic learning
environment for the students. Furthermore, mosthieis believe that ICT has noteworthy
values for human societies in general. An exangptée fast spread of important information

for the society, as provided by T3.

(E2) T3: From positive point of views, ICTs are yehelpful in our society, for example in
communication and getting rapid information. Foample when there is an earthquake. Aceh is
prone to earthquakes. We can get information attmuearthquake from our friends quickly. We
can use the Internet to communicate with each othérere is a tsunami, we can communicate

with each other on where we should run for safety.

However, those who do not fully agree that ICT mare effective for teaching and
learning than printed materials and that technologg be used to effectively manipulate
instructional contents and materials are exprebgelll because of the following reasons:

(E3) T1: ICT is just to assist us in teaching, bisee ICT sometimes makes the students lazy to
think. You see, discussion in the classroom isrtovgke students’ critical thinking, but when
they can easily get the answers from the Intertety don't make the effort to think for the
answers anymore. | can teach with or without IQTT lis important, but the most important
thing is how the teachers teach the students. Hhey mmake the materials better understood by
the students. To me, the important thing is the@wation and motivation of the students to think

creatively.

Based on T1, one teacher openly pointed out tlespite usefulness of ICT,
technology can lead to students’ apathy in thinkBygthe same token, Yunus et al. (2013) as
well as Mustafa (2016) have similar thoughts omehis’ reading and writing development if
the students rely too much on ICT. What is morepé&lieves that information that is easily
accessible by students in technology-based ingbrucian lessen their creativity in learning
and thinking. Therefore, these teachers did nottipaituse of ICT at the forefront in their
teaching; this tool is merely an addition to themching activities in the classroom.

Notwithstanding the positive views from the teashen the use of ICT in the
classroom and its important values for the sociatygeneral, all teachers believed that
technology cannot replace their role in teachingliEh because ICTs cannot provide direct
immeasurable emotional influence on the studentt s encouragement, support, safety,
character and inspiration. As summed by T4:



(E4)
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T4:No tool can replace teachers in the ctasss. A tool cannot make a student happy when

she is sad through expressions, emotions and eagement. Only a human being, a teacher,

can do that. A tool cannot motivate a student thhoreal life experiences, stories and positive

actions. Only a human being, a teacher, can doAhatol cannot protect a student when she in

trouble in school, again, only a teacher can dt tha

4.2.2. English teachers’ challenges in using ICT

Table 4 shows the findings from the questionnaieeteachers completed on the challenges

they face while implementing technology in the stasm.

Table 4. English teachers’ challenges in ICT use

No Statement items Scales
Strongly | Disagree| Neutral Agree Strongly
disagree agree
11 I know that many forms of ICT tools and 2 1 teacher| 1 teacher 18 4
techniques at school are accessible for useteachers| (3.85%) | (3.85%) | teachers| teachers
in teaching English. (7.69%) (69.23%) | (15.39%)
13 | can avoid problems in many areas such dsteacher 3 10 10 4
in handwriting and in organizing ideas (3.85%) | teachers| teachers| teachers| teachers
when | use ICT. (11.54%) | (38.46%) | (38.46%) | (15.39%)
15 | have no difficulty in using ICT. lteacher 3 6 13 3
(3.85%) | teachers| teachers| teachers| teachers
(11.54%) | (23.08%)| (50%) | (11.54%)
16 I know about ICT materials related to 1 teacher 0% 4 14 7
English language learning that | can use fo(3.85%) teachers| teachers| teachers
my teaching. (15.39%) | (53.85%)| (26.92%)
17 I know how to access the Internet and get 1 teacher 0% 0% 15 10
some information from it. (3.85%) teachers| teachers
(57.69%) | (38.46%)
18 The Internet is easily accessible and 0% 4 2 14 6
available at school. teachers| teachers| teachers| teachers
(15.39%) | (7.69%) | (53.85%)| (23.08%)
19 Generally speaking, | have enough 1 teacher 4 11 9 1 teacher
experiences and training on available (3.85%) | teachers| teachers| teachers| (3.85%)
computers and/or software. (15.39%) | (42.31%) | (34.62%)
20 I have limited time to integrate ICT in my 0% 8 10 4 4
teaching. teachers| teachers| teachers| teachers
(30.77%) | (38.46%) | (15.39%)| (15.39%)

Table 4 proves that most teachers know how tossctiee Internet and get some
information from it, about 85% of the teachers agtkat many forms of ICT tools and
techniques at their school are accessible for mseaching English, while nearly 81% know
about ICT materials related to English languagenieg that can be used for their teaching.
At the same time, about 76.93% agree that therlaetds easily accessible and available at

their school, roughly 54% agree that they can aywimblems in many areas such as in
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handwriting and in organizing ideas when they S€, land roughly 50% agree that they
have no difficulty in using ICT. However, only 3% have enough experiences and training
in using available computers and/or software, aedrly 30.78% have limited time to
integrate ICT in their teaching.

Hence, it can be concluded that most public schaolBanda Aceh provide many
forms of ICT tools and techniques accessible fa iasteaching English and most teachers
know how to use the ICT tools. Even so, problenmosgrd by the teachers on its accessibility

in schools are as follows:

(E5) T1: ICT tools and techniques at school amessible but still limited. For example, the teashe
have to wait for the chance to use the projectarould be more efficient if the school provides
one projector for each class so we can use it pop&hout wasting time to wait for a projector
from each other. We also have a problem of lowrhr@econnection. | often waste time just to
prepare the tools provided by the school. So, lyckihave the tools | need myself. | always
bring a laptop, a small projector, a set of loudadr and any kind of cables in my car. But not
all teachers can afford that. More money is neaflidte school wants to make the most use of
ICT in teaching.

T1 basically rendered that if the school intermgiiovide ICT for the teachers, then
the facility should be provided for every teachéthe facility is only available to one or two
teachers, then using it effectively in teaching lddoe a problem since every teacher would
need to wait for their chance or share. T1 alserredl to the setback in which not all teachers
in Indonesia with their income can afford ICT fagiffor their own class in school. T2 further
explains the ICT tools available in his school, the school does not provide the Internet to
assist the teachers in searching for materialsciabe used for teaching.

(E6) T7: Our school provides some tools such aspeers and projectors but we do not have the
Internet to be accessed. We have to use our owsptiofrom our smartphones to look for

teaching materials, or when we really need thetetefor teaching.

Another challenge that the teachers faced in u€iigis the inadequate time that they
have to integrate technology in their teaching. #tb® teachers said that they did not have
enough experience and training in the use of ICthénclassroom. T5, who lacks experience

in using ICT, bluntly explained:

(E7) T5: The tools are accessible in my school. Trternet is also connected. But the problem is
that | cannot use it. | do not know how to use ahyhe tools. So | decided to not use it for my

teaching. To learn it would need more time, | thindon’t have time; there is a lot of paperwork
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and also administrative work that | need to dotfar school. | know a teacher who can use ICT
but rarely uses it for teaching, because like dl sailot of paperwork to do. So he come to class
and teach by the textbooks; no time to search éw materials from the Internet and prepare

them for teaching. Anyways, | am comfortable withehing traditionally without the use of ICT.

Based on the explanation by T5 in E7, extensivyeepaork from the school also
hinders the teachers’ motivation and effort to iempént ICT in the classroom. Much of their
time at school is about completing paperwork, dnd becomes even harder when classes
comprise large numbers of students. In Indonesies very typical that a classroom of a
public school consists of 40-50 students. Besitlas, negative attitude is also one of the

factors that hinder technology integration in ttessroom for the teachers (Bingimlas, 2009).

4.3 English teachers’ demographic factors and theiperceptions and challenges in using
ICT

The questionnaire inquires about the demographitofa such as age, gender, degree and
teaching experience of the English teachers. Thegse is to see whether these factors make
any difference to their perceptions and challerigassing ICT. The results are described in

the following sub-sections.

4.3.1. Age
The current findings are in line with the previaigdies in which the age of teachers had no
effect on the implementation of ICT in languagertéay. Nevertheless, there was only one
teacher, T5, who revealed in the interview thatdge had an impact on the integration of
ICT into his language teaching, “I never took parthe ICT training because I'm old”.

Figure 1 shows that there is no significant défere between the age of the English
teachers and their perceptions and challengesng UST. The mean of the teachers aged 36-
40 years is slightly higher than others but nonisigantly different among the age of the

English teachers as regards perceptions and chgalen using ICT.
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Figure 1. Age and English teachers’ perceptionscadlenges in using ICT.

In conclusion, the age of English teachers in 8tigdy does not have significant
differences on their perceptions and challengaseir use of ICT in their language classes.
However, it may have indirect effects regardinghe teaching experience. In others words,
young teachers may have less teaching experieacesémior teachers (Mahdi and Al-Dera,
2013, p. 62).

4.3.2. Gender

Elsaadani (2012) found that there is no differeheaveen males and females in terms of
attitude toward ICT among teaching staff; and sndgr is not a significant factor when

considering attitude toward ICT by teachers. Thaulteof other studies also revealed no
significant differences between ICT attitudes aicteers in terms of gender (Cavas, Cavas,
Karaoglan and Kisla, 2009). Similarly, the pressiidy also shows no significant difference

between the gender of the English teachers andpgbeseptions and barriers to using ICT. As
evidenced in Figure 2, the mean (1 to 5) is alntliostsame. The mean of males is slightly
higher than that of females but it is not signifitalt can be concluded that both male and
female teachers have the same perceptions an@red in using ICT.

5

4_

3_

m Male

2 B Female
1_

0_

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

Figure 2. Gender and English teachers’ perceptiodschallenges in using ICT
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4.3.3 Educational degree

Figure 3 illustrates that there is no significaiftedlence between the degree of the English
teachers and their perceptions and challengesimig UGT. It can be seen that the mean (1 to
5) is almost the same. The mean of teachers withster's degree is slightly higher than that

of teachers who hold a bachelor’s degree.

W Bachelor

B Master

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

Figure 3. Educational degree and English teacherseptions and challenges in using ICT.

This finding is in line with the research condutctey Chemwei, Kiboss, and Njagi
(2016). Their study showed that teacher-educatxtacational qualifications had a positive
relationship with their level of ICT integrationpWever, this characteristic was not found to
be statistically significant. There was also no ualisupportive relationship between the ICT
literacy level and the varying academic qualificatiattained or earned by the various
teachers who participated in this study. In additidlazzam, Bakar, Hamzah, and Asimiran
(2012) found no significant effect of the teach@ducational background and support factors
on ICT use as well. It can be concluded that teacihvith master’'s and bachelor’'s degrees

have similar perceptions and challenges in usifg IC

4.3.4. Teaching experience

The teaching experience and their perceptions aatlenges of ICT have almost the same
result, in which there was no significant differenélowever, as demonstrated by Figure 4,
for question 20 teachers with 16-20 years expeeidmad a different result regarding the
limited time for ICT implementation, but the diféarce is not striking because it is between
the “neutral” and “agree” options. Likewise, Niedauser and Stoddart (2001) also did not

find differences in their research for length cdidieing experience. It can be concluded that
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English teachers have similar perceptions and ehgédls in using ICT regardless of how long

they have been teaching for.

5
n 1 I | B
m7-10y
- y
m1l-15y
2 16-20 y
1 m 2] y more
0 4
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

Figure 4. Teaching experience and English teachers’ peraeptaod challenges in using ICT.

5. Conclusions and suggestions
Based on the results of the research on Englisthées’ perceptions and challenges to the
implementation of ICT in ELT classrooms, severahaasions can be drawn. First, the
English teachers involved in this study have pesiperceptions of the implementation of
ICT in the ELT classroom. ICT helps them obtairomfiation easily and swiftly. They also
think that ICT makes class more interesting thatuision and teaching without using any
tools. They all agree that technology is very ukafuit can assist them in teaching English.
Nevertheless, ICT can never replace teachers bedaaannot be the living role model that
the teachers can offer the students. The intervedwsved that they proposed that the school
should have enough funding and provide sufficiewtlities for the teachers to be encouraged
to use ICT in their teaching.

Second, this study demonstrates that the teabtlagesthree major challenges in using
ICT. Limited ICT tools and low Internet connectiah schools are the dominant challenges.
The teachers have to share the tools with othehéza and this wastes time to wait for their
turn to use ICT. The last challenge is the lackibdwledge and training experience that
teachers have. Some teachers have difficulty ukiigand need to learn more to improve
their knowledge and skills. A solution would bepmvide joint ICT workshops for school
teachers so that they can learn from one anotherthanake effective use of technology in
their teaching.

Third, the demographic factors which include agender, educational degree and
years of teaching experience do not bring signiicdifferences on their perceptions and
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challenges to using ICT. Teachers with differenindgraphic factors still have the same
perceptions on the use of ICT and face the samimaabs or challenges in its implementation
in the ELT classrooms.

Nevertheless, this research has a number of loi® The number of respondents
was restricted to English teachers in public sehigh schools in Banda Aceh. Future related
research should also consider all English teactiers junior high schools and all English
lecturers in universities in the city. This resdarsas discovered the perceptions and
challenges generally faced by teachers in implemgnCT in the classroom. The findings
can have important implications for ensuring thecssgsful and effective use of ICT in the
classroom. Therefore, school authorities must camsithe cost-benefit of effective
technology use by ensuring that their investmenfgpsrt the teachers and can overcome
some of the challenges to ICT use.
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Appendix. Questionnaire

Section (1) Background Information
Please indicate your response to the following times by checking on the appropriate circles:

1.1 Age:
e 21-25
e 26-30
e 31-35
« 36-40
e 41-45
* 46-50
* 51 and over
1.2 Gender:
« Male
« Female

1.3 The last degree completed:
* Bachelors
e Masters
¢ Doctorate

1.4 Teaching Experience:
e Lessthan a year

e 1-3 Years
e 4-6 Years
e 7-10 Years

e 11-15 Years
e 16-20 Years
e 21 Years and over

Section (2) ICT Use & Literacy
Please indicate your response to the following stem
2.1 What do you use ICT for? Please tigk the appropriate ones. You can choose more tharcboice. You
can list the choices from 1 to 15 according to yioequency of use and preferences.
« chatting with students and other teachers on sthdgject matter
« educational games that can be used for teaching
e e-mail and mail listing
« online discussion boards on language teaching
« shopping online for teaching tools and materials
- finding materials related to lessons
e preparing presentations
e assigning homework
« video conferencing and net-meeting
e presenting course material
« online dictionaries
* web blogs (e.g., blogger)
« giving feedback to students
o Other .o

2.2 How many hours do you have access to the lgiténra day?
* Less than one hour
e 1-2 hour(s)
 2-3 hours
*  3-4 hours
* 4 hours and over
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Section (3) EFL Teachers’ Perceptions and Challenge
Please indicate your reaction to each of the falgwstatements by circling the number that repressgaur
level of agreement or disagreement with it. Make= $a respond to each statement: SD = stronghgoiésa D =
Disagree, N = Neutral, A = Agree, SA = Strongly égr

23

Iltem # | Statements SD | D | N SA
1 In my view, ICTs are more powerful tools of teaahthan discussion 1 5 |3 4 5
' and teaching without the use of ICTs.
2 ICTs (referring generally to computers, videosdmaare, software, and 1 5 | 3 4 5
' networks) increase my knowledge and skills as agli§imteacher.

3. ICTs are highly needed by teachers in teachigjigh. 1 2 3 4 5
ICTs can be used as advanced instructional todesiching English to

4, 1 2 |3 4 5
my students.

5. In my view, ICTs can replace teachers’ rolesimching English. 1 2 4 5
As far as | know, ICTs can be used to effectivebnipulate

6. : : . 1 2 |3 4 5
instructional contents and materials.

7. I know that ICTs can spread knowledge and in&diom fast. 1 2|1 3 4 5
In my view, ICTs are more effective for teachingldsarning than

8. . . 1 2 |3 4 5
books and other printed materials.
I think ICTs do NOT have noteworthy values for humsacieties in

9. 1 2 |3 4 5
general.
I think ICTs do NOT offer educational/instructionadlues for student in

10. . . 1 2 |3 4 5
learning English.
I know that many forms of ICT tools and techniqaéschool are

11. . X . - 1 2 |3 4 5
accessible for use in teaching English.

12. In my view ICTs can be used as curriculum nialeat school. 1 2 4 5
I can avoid problems in many areas such as in hatidgvand in

13. L 1 2 |3 4 5
organizing ideas when | use ICTs.

14. I use/have used ICTs for teaching and in dédy 1 2 |3 4 5

15. I have no difficulty in using ICTs. 1 2 |3 4 5
| know about ICT materials related to English laage learning that |

16. . 1 2 |3 4 5
can use for my teaching.

17. | know how to access Internet and get somerimdicion from it. 1 2 3 4 5

18. Internet access is easily accessible and alaidd school. 1 2 4 5
Generally speaking, | have enough experiencesrairdrtg on available

19. 1 2 |3 5
computers and/or software.

20. I have limited time to integrate ICTs in mydking. 1 2 1 3 5
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Abstract

This study examines the effect of storytelling tigh the use of Telegram on oral language
of English foreign language (EFL) students. To #ns, thirty English students aged 18 to 21
took part in the research. Before the treatmemyy there interviewed by two instructors and
were graded as low-proficient speakers of Englidte selected participants were assigned
randomly into two homogeneous groups of controll&)=and experimental (n=15). The
instructor taught four stories to both groups tigtothe online class. The participants of the
experimental group were supposed to summarizedtoddrstories while the participants of
the control group answered the comprehension questf the stories. All the participants
were to record their voices and share them in teiups and their peers were supposed to
listen to the speaker and post their commentsr Atfietreatment, two instructors interviewed
all the participants. The results of the comparisdrthe first and the second interview
confirmed the positive effect of storytelling andsaering the questions on the Telegram.
The findings of this study may help the learnersribance their English speaking skills.

Keywords: oral language; storytelling; summarizing; sociaiwaks; virtual instruction

1. Introduction

Storytelling is defined as the art of telling sésxithrough the use of words and actions
(Soleimani & Akbari, 2013) in order to engage awliance. In other words, it differs from
reading a story as it narrates a tale from membbgynfovi¢, 2006). Storytelling is one of the
best ways to help students learn the four skilltheir first and second language because of
the numerous benefits embedded in stories. It @d@nces learners’ communication skills
(Mokhtar, Kamarulzaman, & Syed, 2011). AccordingSanchez (2014), storytelling is the
best way to help the students learn the secondusayegin the same way as their mother
tongue. They present parts of speech such as gnmaranthvocabulary in a meaningful
context (Amer, 2003). It also increases learneitimg skills and their visual memory (Sarica,

& Usluel, 2016). According to Miller and Pennyc#008), telling stories can be used as an
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effective instructional strategy to increase leeshabilities in all learning areas. It is a useful
teaching technique for language development andoerg meanings of experiences
(Woodhouse, 2007). It also improves students’ gdnlemowledge(Alsumait, Al-Musawi,
2013). Storytelling also increases the accuracyeafners’ speaking (Chalak, & Hajian,
2013).

Using storytelling as a teaching tool for improvilegguage learners’ speaking skills
in virtual classes, especially with the Telegranmssaging app, has not yet been researched.
Thus, it is hoped that using storytelling in théebeam class will help students improve their
speaking abilities. This study is going to addtéssfollowing questions:

1. Does telling stories in Telegram have any effectr@nparticipants’ speaking abilities?
2. Are there any significant differences between speplskills of the experimental

participants who retell the stories and the paréinis of the control group who do not?

2. Background to the study

2.1. Review of literature on storytelling

The past studies show that the use of storytellindassrooms can contribute significantly to
early literacy development. For example, RiverazBim(2016) showed that storytelling and
reading stories can improve both students’ readorgprehension and their writing. Mello’s
(2001) research also demonstrated that storytetlargimprove the fluency and vocabulary
acquisition of children. Similarly, Mallan (1992)@wved that storytelling helps students learn
to listen and to participate in their everyday cammimation.

The effects of storytelling on learners’ first larage literacy were extended to second
language learning too, and some researchers aclersatried to use story telling techniques
in teaching speaking and oral skills. For exampleusdale’s (1990) study showed that
storytelling improves learners’ English speakingilids. Brice (2004) believes that
storytelling is a great technique which can be useithicrease EFL learners’ oral skills. In a
similar vein, Sepahvand (2014) states that stdimytels a great strategy to improve the oral
speaking abilities of students as they draw stigidotus on meaning rather than form.
Parallel to this, Ebrahiminejad, Azizifar, Gowhagnd Jamalinesari (2014) advocate that
short stories help learners improve their spealgkils and enhance their independent
English language learning. The storytelling techrigs believed to be one of the most
enjoyable techniques which can develop studentgli&imlanguage (Samantaray, 2014), and

Abdolmanafi-Rokni and Qarajeh (2014) believe thgitdl storytelling can improve students’
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speaking skills much more than the traditional vedystorytelling. Marzuki, Prayogo and
Wahyudi (2016) showed that the implementation térictive storytelling strategy increased
the EFL learners’ speaking ability and their classn activities. At the same time, Hemmati,
Gholamrezapour and Hessamy (2015) demonstratedéhding story aloud and teachers’
storytelling affects students’ listening comprehens

Storytelling also develops other language skillshsas vocabulary and grammar
knowledge, reading and writing. For example, Mokhi&bdul Halim and Kamarulzaman
(2010) show that storytelling improves learnersidiag skills and helps them develop their
vocabulary. In a similar study, Soleimani and Akl{@013) also confirmed that storytelling
increases learners’ English vocabulary. This is atsrroborated by Kalantari and Hashemian
(2015), who showed that storytelling increasesvibeabulary knowledge of Iranian English
students and also boosts their motivation. Soleiraad Khandan (2013) revealed that using
storytelling also helps students learn grammaticdes easily. Moreover, storytelling
encourages less willing EFL learners to participatae in the classroom activities such as
listening, speaking, reading and writing (Juraidib&ahim, 2016).

Other studies show that the use of stories hagiypmsffect in the classroom. For
example, Samantaray (2014) believes that stonytetéchnique changes the environment of a
tedious classroom into an exciting one. Dujnécand Baxii¢ (2014) conclude that animated
storytelling can be used as a powerful tool in thessrooms. Among these, Hemenover
(2003) showed that storytelling can improve the petance of EFL learners and decrease
their stress. Kalantari and Hashemian’s (2016)Madinez’s (2007) studies demonstrated an
increase in EFL students’ motivation toward ancrnest in learning through telling stories.
Similarly, Miller and Pennycuff (2008) observed ttheluctant students tend to be motivated
by engaging in storytelling activities. In additid@ortazzi and Jin (2007) also confirmed EFL
learners’ improvement in their skills. Finally, sttelling provides an interacting bond
between teachers and students for learning langiisye 2015).

With regard to the role of storytelling in develogilanguage learning, first of all most
studies have primarily investigated using storiigllin developing language proficiency
rather than in an exploratory research project egipyj a quantitative method together with
storytelling in virtual classes. Particularly, ugistorytelling through Telegram has not yet, to
our knowledge, been researched. Considering theriance of issue and also the literature
gap on it, this study intends to investigate thie f storytelling in enhancing the speaking

abilities of EFL students in virtual classes.
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2.2. Previous research into teaching with mobile pines
Relatively few studies have been carried on thectab instruction via mobile phones.
Among them, Begum (2011) revealed that mobile phdreve a great capacity as teaching
tools. Similarly, the positive effects of teachvarabulary through the use of SMS have been
confirmed by Motallebzadeh, Beh-Afarin, and DalRgd (2011). In a similar study, Oberg
and Daniels (2013) stated that teaching with mobilenes affects language acquisition in a
positive way. Besides, Begum (2011) concluded ttmatilearners have very positive attitudes
towards learning with mobile devices. Chen (2018)gested that for their effective usage it
IS necessary to guide students properly, both tdogically and methodologically. In line
with the abovementioned studies, Khrisat and Malin@@013) contended that the
participants were eager to be taught through maqtiienes. Dashtestani (2016) stated that
students had positive attitudes toward learningliEimgia mobile devices. Also, Yeboah and
Ewur (2014) showed the positive effects of teactimgugh mobile devices and concluded
that mobile learning enhances students’ performance

Based on the above-mentioned studies, it can berstwbd that there are no studies
teaching language skills primarily speaking througbbile phones and also the above-cited
studies did not address the issue of language sitiqoi rather, they focused on attitudes
towards methods of m-learning. To put it more digahere are few studies which focus on
teaching speaking through storytelling throughuke of mobile phones in general, and with
the Telegram application in particular. So, thigdgtattempts to shed light on this issue and to

contribute to this field of research.

3. Methodology
This research adopts a quasi-experimental desigim evie experimental and one control
group. The general purpose of this study is tordete the effect of storytelling on EFL

students’ oral abilities via social networks.

3.1. Participants

In order to research the effect of retelling stom@ oral abilities of students in the Telegram
group, 30 English studentgere selected out of 78 male and female studernitsuoin TEFL
freshmen at BA level in Payame Noor University. Taticipants’ ages ranged from 18 to
24. Having administered a test of homogeneity (TOEdst), the researcher selected 30 (12
males and 18 females) learners for the purposéisfstudy. The participants were divided

into two groups, each consisting of 15 subjects.
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3.2. Instruments

Two parallel tests based on Test of Speaking Em@gliSE) were designed. One of them was
used as a pre-test and the other one was used ahthof the treatment as a post-test. The
primary purpose of the tests was to measure thakspe ability of the subjects before and
after the treatment. There were twelve questionsaich questionnaire and the participants
were asked to talk about their educational andigesfcy level, describe an object, narrate a
given picture, give and support an opinion, comgzare contrast two things, give directions
and instructions, hypothesize, imagine and defomeething.

In order to examine inter-rater reliability, thesearcher worked with another
university professor. The interviews were scoredependently by the researcher and the
colleague rater. The participants were scored eir thse of correct grammar, vocabulary,
pronunciation and their ability to be fluent. Thengouted Pearson correlation coefficients for
scoring the interviews (.91) showed a high positelationship between the scores.

In this study, four English stories were prepared the researcher and their

PowerPoint was made along with their visual picture

3.3. The procedure

Before the treatment, all the participants tookt parthe pre-test. The participants of this
study were thirteen EFL students who were homogemouhe speaking skill based on the
TSE interview. The pretest took 15 to 20 minutasdach participant to complete and after
getting the scores the means of their scores wadcellated. Based on their results from their
pre-test oral interview test, they were dividecdbittvo homogeneous groups of control and
experimental. At the end of the treatment two gsowuere interviewed based on TSE once
more.

The treatment started from 25 of July 2016 andeth&tr 8 sessions successively till

second of June 2016. Each session lasted almogtdws.

3.3.1. The experimental group

During the first session, the experimental groypesticipants were added to the Telegram
group and the rules of the class were explaingddm. The class time was set and all of them
were to be online according to the agreed class.timeach session the researcher presented
one story which was recorded beforehand in simgrlguage along with the PowerPoint. The
experimental group’s participants had to listethi recorded story and for the next session,

each of them had to make the oral summary of g sind share it in the group while all the
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other participants were assigned to listen to tgeup’s story and give their feedback. The
treatment of the experimental group was as follows:
1. Teaching the new words and phrases with picturesdéelling the story
Checking the participants’ comprehension of the m@sds
Sharing the PowerPoint
Asking the participants some general questions taheucharacters in the slides
Asking them to guess the story
Telling the story by sending separate slides aleitig sound

Asking the participants some detailed questionsftioe story

© N o 0o B~ WD

Asking them to listen to the story once more anatidéeir retold stories to the group
for the following session

9. Asking each participant to evaluate their peersorded stories

3.3.2. The control group
There were fifteen participants in the control grolike the experimental group, the
participants of the control group were taught tmglish stories througfelegram All the
procedures of story presentation by the reseanvbes the same in both groups except that
the control group participants did not retell theries. They just answered the comprehension
questions asked by the researcher and recordedatimvers and shared them in their group.
The questions were as follows:

* Who were the main characters of the story? Merttieir names one by one.

*  Where did the story happen?

* How many characters were there in the story?

* Was there a problem in the story? What was it?

* What happened first, next, and last?

* How did the characters of the story solve the i

* How did the story end?

3.4. Results and findings

In order to determine whether using retelling €®inas any effect on the subjects’ speaking
ability, after obtaining the scores of the pre-tastl post-test, the mean and standard deviation
of the scores were calculated. Then, in orderrtd @ut whether the differences between the

groups were statistically significant, t-test aisadyof the tests was run.
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In order to evaluate the impact of the interventionstudents’ scores in the control
group, a paired-samples t-test was used. As Takddolvs (Appendix), the participants’
scores increased from pre-test to post-test.

A paired-samples t-test was used to examine tleetedf the intervention on students’
scores in the experimental group. According to &abl(Appendix), the participants’ scores
increased from pre-tes¥i(= 287.50,SD = 52.30) to post-tesM = 425.00SD = 81.94)t (7)
= -4.88,p < .00 (two-tailed). Their mean score was -137.50 & 95% confidence interval
ranging from -204.04 to -70.95.

In order to compare all participants’ scores ontpsts, an independent-samples t-test
was conducted. As Table 3 (Appendix) shows, thesie mo significant difference in scores
for the control groupNl = 320.00,SD = 94.51) and the experimental groly € 287.50,SD
= 52.30),t (13) = .83,p = .41 (two-tailed). The differences of the meamedndifference=
32.50, 95% CI: -51.14 to 116.14) was smeth(squared .05).

In order to answer the second research questiatheofstudy and to examine the
significant differences between speaking skillshef experimental participants who retold the
stories and the participants of the control grolnq\did not, an independent-sample t-test was
executed to compare all participants’ scores on-fgs$s. According to Table 4 (Appendix),
there was no statistically significant differencesicores for the control group (= 431.42,
SD=92.27) and the experimental groly £ 525.00SD = 81.94)t (13) = .14 p = .88 (two-

tailed). The differences of the means were veryllsma

4. Discussion
This study examined the effect of telling storiesotigh the use ofelegramand its impact on
the improvement of the oral ability of EFL studerBgfore the treatment, the results of TSE
interviews showed that the participants of bothugs were homogeneous in terms of
speaking competence. The findings of the postreastaled that telling stories through virtual
environment improved the speaking abilities of batkperimental and control groups.
Whether the participants retold the stories or ardwered the comprehension question did
not make any difference. This finding supports idea of Schank (1990), who states that
storytelling has positive, significant and demoaiste value in teaching.

As regaards the effect of oral retelling on theageg ability of the students, these
findings are consistent with researchers who sthe&e effectiveness of storytelling in

improving the speaking ability of language learnsush as Trousdale (1990), Brice (2004),
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Sepahvand (2014), Ebrahiminejad et al. (2014), Ssamay (2014), and Marzuki et al.
(2016).

With reference to the instruction via mobile phgnihe results of the present study
are in agreement with findings of Begum (2011), Mlebzadeh et al. (2011), Oberg and
Daniels (2013), and Dashtestani (2016), who redethlat mobile phones have great potential
as an instructional tool.

Since speaking a language is equivalent to knowiaglanguage (Khalaf, 2012), and
the learner’s ability to perform well in a secomdhiduage is determined in terms of speaking
skills (Sepahvand, 2014), it should be taught hglege learners (Chastain, 1988). As telling
stories has been considered as the original formeathing (Pedersen, 1995), it can be

profitably utilized in teaching speaking skillsrmdn-speakers of Persian.

5. Final conclusions and implications for the futue

The results illustrate the strong support for tee af oral speaking through the use of social
networks, Telegram One of the special characteristics of social nét® is that all the
members of the group can share their responseshathpeers in the group and interact with
one another very easily. Teaching through virtusli®nment responds to students’ desire to
talk and interact with others. Both retelling therges and answering the questions have been
effective in improving the participants’ speakinglily so the results demonstrate the use of
telling stories as an effective pedagogical toddath virtual classes.

The results of the present study do offer somelioaons for methodologists,
teachers, and learners. The results indicate theiym effect of the use ofelegramin EFL
classes so proper procedures and techniques fefogévg language learners’ speaking skills
can be developed through social networks. As regtrd way of presenting the treatment
program, the findings revealed better performarfdeoth groups who received the intended
treatment througiTelegram The findings can help both teachers and learteergse the
benefits of technology in the teaching-learningcess.

The participants in this study were low-proficierspyeakers of English. Some other
studies can be done with intermediate participdntghis study, the focus was on improving
speaking skills of non-native speakers of Englather studies can be done in the areas of
writing and grammar. This study just took placeairvirtual environment, while further
research can compare the effectiveness of stangelbetween two groups of language

learners; one in a traditional classroom and theran a virtual one.
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Appendix

Table 1. Control group: Paired-samples t-test

Control
group Mean N Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
Pair 1 pre-test 320.0000 15 94.51631 35.72381
post-test 431.4286 15 92.27289 34.87587
Paired Differences
Control 95% Confidence Interval
group Std. Std. Error of the Difference Sig. (2-
Mean Deviation Mean Lower Upper t df tailed)
Pairl  pre-test- - 67.18843 2539484 -173.56751 -49.28963 -4.388 6 005
post-test 111.42857 ) ) ) ) ) ’
Table 2. Experimental group: Paired-samples t-test
Experimental
group Mean N Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
Pair 1 pre-test 287.50000 15 52.30406 18.49228
post-test 425.00000 15 81.94075 28.97043
Paired Differences
Experiment 95% Confidence Interval
al group Std. Std. Error of the Difference Sig. (2-
Mean  Deviation  Mean Lower Upper t df tailed)
Pair 1 pre-test
- post- -137.50000 79.59720 28.14186 -204.04492 -70.95508 -4.886 7 .002

test

Table 3. Comparing pre-tests of the control grongh @xperimental group: Independent-samples t-test

group N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
pre-tests control 15 320.0000 94.51631 35.72381
experimental 15 287.5000 52.30406 18.49228

Independent Samples Test
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Levene's Test
for Equality of

Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence
Mean Std. Error Interval of the
Sig. (2- Differenc Differenc Difference
F Sig. t df tailed) e e Lower Upper
- E | i
pre- — tqualvarlances - gg9 333 839 13 416  32.50000 38.71653 -51.14198 116.14198
tests assumed
Equal variances .808 9.087 .440 32.50000 40.22629 -58.36551 123.36551

not assumed

Table 4. Comparing post-tests of the control grang experimental group: Independent-samples t-test

group N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
post-tests control 15 431.4286 92.27289 34.87587
experimental 15 425.0000 81.94075 28.97043
Independent Samples Test
Levene's
Test for
Equality of
Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence
Interval of the
Sig. (2- Mean  Std. Error Difference
F Sig. t df  tailed) Difference Difference  |qwer Upper
t- Equal vari
POS~ Equalvariances  5e; 15 14300 13 .888  6.42857 44.95550 -90.69188 103.54902
tests assumed
Equal variances 14179 12.170 890  6.42857 45.33886 -92.20331 105.06045

not assumed
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Abstract

The quality and content of English language courdésred in secondary schools require
special attention as they affect many students iglaon English as one of their school

subjects. Despite curricular provisions prescribipglanced development of language
competence and a number of so-called “key compeg&nclass work in Polish upper-

secondary schools heavily focuses on developindestis’ selected language skills and
language systems, i.e. the areas that are testanydichool-exit exams, neglecting civic

competences (i.e. group work) and digital skillsisl suggested that technology-assisted
project-based language learning can help remedysthiation. Accordingly, the aim of this

article is to outline a class project that illugtsathe integration of project-based learning
approach in language (English) and content (Pdisiyuage and culture) learning, the
execution of which necessitates collaboration wugs, as well as the use of technology. It
is hoped that the presented project will providepiration and guidance on how to engage
upper-secondary school students in meaningful projeork so that the development of

target competences can be facilitated.

Keywords: project-based language learning; technology; ugpeondary school

1. Introduction

According to a recent Eurydice repétéy Data on Teaching Languages at School in Europe
— 2017 Edition“English is unquestionably the main foreign laage learnt in Europe. (...) in
almost all European countries, English is the fioseign language or the language learnt by

most  students during primary  and secondary  edutatio (European
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Commission/EACEA/Eurydice, 2017, p. 71). Needlesssay, the quality and content of

English language courses offered at schools requeeial attention as they affect many
students who learn English as one of their schobiests. In Poland, efforts to ensure
adequate foreign/second language (L2) educaticsthools have found their way into the
Core Curriculum for Modern Languages an official document that envisions the learning
outcomes allowing school-leavers to effectively ommicate in L2 in speech and writing

(MEN, 2009). In order to achieve it, curricular provisionggeribe balanced development of
all language activities (i.e. speaking, writing,adeng, listening, spoken and written

interaction, oral and written mediation) and larggiasystems (i.e. vocabulary, grammar,
pronunciation, spelling). Apart from the aims p#ritag to language learning outcomes, the
Curriculum includes so-called “key competencesy.(eligital and civic competences), the
development of which is viewed as essential foeaive functioning in the modern world

(Recommendation of the European Parliament and efGbuncil of 18 December 2006 on
Key Competences for Lifelong Learnji2§06).

In practice, however, it appears that class woeavily focuses on developing
students’ selected language skills and languagersgs i.e. the areas that are tested during
school-exit exams (Polisimaturg. English lessons are typically determined by oasi
exam-preparation coursebooks and some learningomete stipulated in theCore
Curriculum for Modern Languagetend to be neglected by Polish teachers of English
particular, little attention is paid to developimgvic competences (i.e. group work) and
digital skills. Consequently, language educatiothatupper-secondary level may be neither
stimulating nor comprehensive, depriving secondatyool students of the necessary skills
for adult life.

Project-based learning (PBL) can be regarded aglacle for helping students
develop these important life skills. Among othatsllows students to engage in authentic
activities, owing to which students have opportesitto learn while executing tasks, make
decisions and solve problems in groups (Krajcik I[&n$ 2014). PBL certainly has potential
in L2 education — it can enhance students’ motivato L2 learning and develop language
skills. Kolber (2012) argues that PBL can enrichagd instruction if a project is designed

with reference to the Core Curriculum (p. 34).

1 Currently, due to the ongoing reform in the Pobstucational system, changes to the curricula beee
implemented. Yet, the 2009 version of tbere Curriculum for Modern Languagésreferenced to as it is still
binding at the upper-secondary stage.
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Regrettably, PBL is not applied in school settingsa regular basis (Kolber, 2012).
One likely reason may be related to teachers’ figeht familiarity with the successful use
of PBL at the upper-secondary level. Specificaligachers may find it challenging to
understand what a language project at this eduttsiage may involve, what outcomes to
plan, how to implement and evaluate this learnirngeeence, being limited by significant
time and institutional constraints.

In view of that, the aim of this article is to gt school teachers by outlining a
project that can illustrate the use of PBL at tppar-secondary level. The described project
integrates content (Polish language and culturd)lamguage (English) learning, along with
digital and civic (group work) skills developmeriit.is believed that the Polish language
subject (for Polish students) can constitute vdkialbntent as it can enrich students’
knowledge and develop the awareness of their onguiage and culture. Modern technology
plays a vital role in the presented project. Onahe hand, it facilitates the implementation of
PBL by scaffolding the learning process and suppgrgroup work. On the other hand,
developing students’ digital skills is seen as mpartant learning outcome, which is to be
achieved through planned activities implementetthéproject.

Accordingly, the present study starts with an vi\ev of the theoretical background
concerning PBL, steps to be taken by the teachéth@characteristics of the students in the
project. What follows is a description of techngflogequirements and skills needed by
students and teachers to perform project actividddhough the tasks were designed for
Polish students (i.e. requiring the explorationtoé Polish culturé), teachers in other
countries can easily modify them to suit their ovamtexts. We hope that the presented plan
will provide inspiration and guidance on how to agg upper-secondary school students in
meaningful project work so that the developmertaojet competences can be facilitated.

2. Literature review

2.1. Major principles of Project-Based Learning
PBL is a student-centred and inquiry-oriented ingtonal approach, defined as “a teaching
method in which students gain knowledge and skiisvorking for an extended period of

time to investigate and respond to an authentigagimg and complex question, problem, or

2 The activities detailed in the current article stitute a part of a larger educational project,aime of which
was to evaluate the usefulness of gamificationeivetbping key competences among upper-secondaopksch
students. The project was implemented as an extraglar activity in a Polish upper-secondary sdhino
2016/2017 academic year. For more details seeaPannl Chmielarz (2017).
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challenge” (Buck Institute for Educatiorhttp://www.bie.org/about/what phl It is a

pedagogical approach that has been associatedsituidted and constructivist learning in
which “students gain a deeper understanding of ma&tehen they actively construct their
understandings by working with and using ideaseal-world contexts” (Krajcik & Shin,

2014, p. 275). Additional features attributed tolLPiclude in-depth inquiry, problem-
solving and the application of critical thinkingilék (Condliffe et al., 2017: 7).

The design of PBL experiences is governed by abeuraf principles, encompassing
the areas of the curriculum, instruction, and assest, as summarised by Condliffe et al.
(2017). As regards curriculum design, it is recomdesl that PBL (1) starts with a problem
to be solved by students, (2) focuses on learngagsgelated to school subject areas, critical
thinking, self-regulation, and collaboration, (3nghasises the process, owing to which
student learning is made possible, (4) gives stisdemough time to conduct their
investigation (pp. 5-7). Instruction in PBL, in tyrshould (1) allow for construction of
knowledge by engaging students in the process @iiny, problem solving and critical
thinking, (2) foster student engagement, (3) s¢affdudent learning by involving teachers,
peers, materials, and technology in the whole m®icél) develop students’ autonomy, (5)
necessitate collaboration (pp. 7-10). Finally, asseent in PBL should (1) address products
created by students that demonstrate student tegr(2) provide opportunities for self-
assessment, student reflection and teacher feed{®ckllow for the presentation of student
products to a wider audience (pp-1D).

Additionally, it is claimed that the use technotagan foster PBL implementation and
increase its effectiveness (Condliffe et al., 20@7,2). Krajcik and Shin (2014) regard
technology tools as helpful in facilitating learslerknowledge construction, finding,
analysing, and sharing information online, collatimom, and developing multimedia
products. Importantly, technology makes it possitite extend what they can do in the
classroom and serve as powerful cognitive tools ltledp teachers foster inquiry and student
learning” (Krajcik & Shin, 2014, p. 287).

PBL is seen as an ordered process and includesnaer of — variously named and
defined — stages. For example, Fredricka Stoll€&0§2 enumerates them as follows:
information collecting, processing, reporting, amdaluation (p. 27). Fragoulis and
Tsiplakides (2009), following S. Kriwas, identif{Stage 1. Speculation” (choosing the topic,
raising students’ interest), “Stage 2: Designing ttroject activities” (group formation,
division of labour, choice of methodology, sourcet information, etc.), “Stage 3:
Conducting the project activities” (information ketion, analysis and synthesis, the display
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of the final product), “Stage 4: Evaluation” (oktlctivities, aims and goals, implementation

of the process, and final products) (pp. 114-115).

2.2. Project-based language learning

PBL has been viewed as an effective and meanirggproach to both L2 learning and
teaching (Beckett, 2006). It has gained the atentf many L2 researchers and practitioners
as its application offers the conditions that amnducive for L2 acquisition, i.e. the
opportunities for language learners to be exposedomprehensible L2 input, to produce
output, to interact in L2 and receive feedback loeirtproduction (Gass & Mackey, 2015).
Project-based language learning (PBLL) is in linehwarious concepts in L2 learning and
teaching, such as experiential learning, learn&gwremmy, cooperative learning, and critical
thinking (Beckett, 2006: 5). What makes this apphoparticularly suitable for L2 learning is
the authenticity inherent in this process, i.e.haaticity of text, purpose, audience and
interaction (Stoller, 2006: 28). Beckett (2006) emuates the following language-related
areas in which PBLL has been of particular valwtent-based second language education,
English for Specific Purposes, project-based coempasgsisted English as a foreign language
education, community-based language socialisaasnwell as teaching critical and higher
order thinking and problem-solving skills (p. 4).

According to Stoller (2009), several conditiongd¢o be fulfilled in order to create a
successful PBLL experience, which largely coincidth the general PBL design principles
discussed earlier in this article. In particulaBLR should: (1) be oriented both towards the
product and the process, (2) at least to a ceetaient be defined by students, (3) be longer
than one class period, (3) integrate all langudgis,s(4) integrate content and language
learning, (5) involve group and individual work)) @arge students with their own learning,
(7) result in a product, (8) allow for student eefion on the process and the product (p. 24).
Kolber (2012) enumerates the following featuresefiéctive L2 projects: (1) clear goals
defined together with students at the initial stamjethe project, (2) clear instructions
including the theme, aims and methods of work,c{8ar division of labour in groups, (4)
products presented to a wider audience, (5) tappmng number of modalitiesaural, visual
and kinaesthetic — while receiving and conveyirfgrimation, (6) reference to the situations
familiar to students (pp. 335).

As mentioned earlier, technology has great pakrfor enriching the learning

experience in project work and has also been appli®BLL. Various terms are used in the
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literature- such as “project-based CALL” or “PBCALL” (Debski &@ruba, 1999; Gu, 2011),
“project-oriented computer-assisted language legfnor “PrOCALL”" (Jeon-Ellis, Debski,

& Wigglesworth, 2005), “Technology-Enhanced ProjBased Language Learning” or
“TEPBLL” (Dooly & Sadler, 2016} to denote the model of instruction which “strestes
ability of new technologies to enhance languagenlag based on team and individual
activity that evolves around meaningful projectsated by students and shared with world-
wide audiences” (Debski & Gruba, 1999, p. 219). hifetogy can enhance PBLL as it
facilitate communication, interaction and collaldema among learners and teachers, as well
as enable the production of multimedia artefactsthe presentation of students’ products to
an audience (Gu, 2011; Debski & Gruba, 1999). Kinaéchnology in PBLL can be used
with the aim of helping students “develop critieald creative thinking as well as the ability
to produce and solve problems in a way that willhan impact on their lives and the lives
of those around them” (Gu, 2011, p. 226).

Empirical research on PBLL has been growing iremécyears. Research includes
implementation reports (Tsiplakides & FragoulisD20Zhao & Beckett, 2014; Zhang, 2015;
Petersen and Nassaji, 2016; Poonpon, 2017; Grah¥)2studies on learner perceptions in
PBLL (Kobayashi, 2006; Miller, Hafne, & Fun, 201@jbbes & Carson, 2013; Kuo, 2015),
instructor experiences (Doherty & Eyring, 2006 ds¢s on the effectiveness of PBLL
(Simpson, 2011; Shafaei & Rahim, 2015), as webltadies that report the use of technology
in PBLL (Debski & Gruba, 1999; Gu, 2011; Dooly &d®ear, 2016). The revealed benefits of
incorporating project work in L2 settings can beuped into three categories, i.e. benefits
related to (1) knowledge, (2) skills and (3) attis. As far as knowledge is concerned, it is
the consolidation of content learning that is sesna significant outcome in PBLL.
Regarding skills, gains have been reported witaregfce to decision-making, analytical and
critical thinking, problem-solving, ability to fution in groups, time management,
cooperative learning. Among the attitudes, theofeihg emerge: increased autonomy,
independence, responsibility, a sense of ownerahnigh pride in the project, stimulated
interest, motivation, engagement, participationpoyment, improved self-confidence, self-
esteem, positive attitudes towards learning, satigfn with personal achievement, creativity
(cf. Beckett & Slater, 2005; Beckett, 2006; Stql2006; Tsiplakides & Fragoulis, 2009). On
the other hand, some drawbacks have also been edoiaut: the preparation and
implementation of PBLL is time-consuming, teacHack classroom management skills, and

learners can perceive project work as difficult @fbbes & Carson, 2013).
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All in all, despite its appeal, the design and lengentation of PBLL with an
appropriate use of technology can pose a challémgschool teachers. Based on our own
success using PBL in school settings, the secwombpresents an outline of a project that
may be relevant to L2 teachers at the upper-secpnsizhool level. We hope that by
presenting our project we will contribute to teashencreased awareness of the value of this

approach to L2 learning and teaching.

3. Description of the project “Truth about us savedon walls and in literature”

3.1. Project overview

The project “Truth about us saved on walls andtardture”was developed in cooperation of
an academic teacher / CALL researcher (Author #l) ateacher of the Polish language and
culture employed in an upper-secondary school (&wu#). It is an out-of-class activity that
integrates content (Polish language and culturd)Eanglish language learning, involving the
use of technology and collaboration in small grodpee project necessitates the creation of a
product within a period of one month. During thisnég students collectively gather
information and resources, process and reportethdts. The theme, aim, method of work, as
well as the product are defined by the educatossyeler, students are given freedom in
deciding which task to embark on, how and whenxtcete the task. The project results in
an online article featured on students’ blogs af&a which can be accessed by the public.

3.2. The procedure

Step £

The teacher divides the class into teams compri8idgstudents each. In teams, students
choose the team’s leader who will manage the teami& throughout the project. Next each
team chooses the team’s blogger, whose respongillll be to start a free blog (e.g.
www.wordpress.conand to update it with regular posts, describimgenglish what each

member does in the project. The teacher stresaegdlch team member needs to be involved
in the project as their engagement will be evalliaded their blog posts will serve as

evidence.

® The stages of the project have been designecttier beeet class reality and conditions.
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Step 2

Students are provided with the introduction to phaect and two tasks to choose from. The
introduction and task description can be made abkslvia Google Docs — the link can be

forwarded to students by email. Alternatively, teacher can start a project website using a

free website builder (e.gwww.weebly.comy and provide instructions there. The text
(introduction and two tasks) which the teacher fmmward to his/her students is detailed

below.

Introduction to the project

You are probably familiar with the Polish sayidek Ce widz, tak Ck pisz, which actually means that people
are often judged by appearances and behaviouritBsitexactly this — how we behave and look — tisat
captured by artists, in street art or in literaturieope that the tasks below will make you thitloat what truth
about our lives in the modern world is saved onsiahd in literature. You have two tasks to chdose. Each

team chooses ONE task only.

Task 1. What do Warsaw murals say about us?

Graffiti and murals take up much of the city spac®arsaw (Poland). Artistic murals have been beireated

for about 10 years and the local government hagasingly supported such cultural initiatives. Msigome in
various sizes: from small to big, they evoke vasioeactions — they amuse us, move us, or encourage
reflect. They often commemorate important eventgemple. We can also find murals that depict cirissues,
such as multiculturalism, which can be exemplifigda mural showing people that come from variousspaf

the world. Without a doubt, murals change and brmagety to the Warsaw landscape, and bring old and
dilapidated buildings back to life. Warsaw murate aorth seeing because our past is captured im,tbear

tradition is preserved, and often the truth abauselves and our generation is hidden there.

I would like to invite you for a walk around Warsawtake a look at the murals and to discover dhashave
not been discovered yet. Next you will do a tagkahm of which is to get you to:
» reflect on important events and people in our nysto
« reflect on the problems that people today haveate fand on how artists see and capture us in street
art
» practise the skill of taking a critical look at ligaand commenting on contemporary phenomena in a
specific literary form.
Your task involves writing a column article in whigzou will include your own reflections on one sifiec
Warsaw mural showing a present-day topic, contearyareality, our achievements, problems or weale®ess
Add a photo / photos of the mural that is the sewfinspiration for your text. For more detaile sssessment

criteria below.
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Present your work in the form of an online colunticke. Publish your column (the text + photos lod graffiti

or mural) on your blog page or you can try out Badtittps://padlet.con)/ A YouTube tutorial on how to use

Padlet can be found het@tps://goo.gl/fkDLgr If you decide to use Padlet, publish the linkyonr blog.

Language of the text (blog, column): English.

Your work will be assessed taking the followingefia into account:
e compliance with the task and the literary form
e aninteresting title
e current topic
» clearly specified aim of the text
» clear beginning and clear end/conclusion
» interesting and original approach to the topic
* language finesse (poetic devices — min. three)
« using digression and contrasts (subjectivism inuatang the examples; critical evaluative vocabyjlar
« emotionally charged vocabulary (for example, humke, irony)
e expressing opinion, prevalence of comments overimation
» conclusion — for example, surprising, encouragiregreader to reflect
e attention to graphic text segmentation; organisitige text (introduction, main body and
end/conclusion)
» correctness: English language, spelling, punctoastyle

e length: min. 200, max. 500 words

Task 2. What does literature say about us?

“Reading books is the most beautiful recreation thamankind has created” (Wistawa Szymborska)

Leszek Kotakowski is an outstanding Polish phildsap Not only is he the author of serious philosoah
texts, but he is also the author of remarkablediteworks. Admittedly, he raises philosophicalitsp but in an
allegoric and straightforvard mannéfales from the Kingdom of Lailoni@Polish: “13 bajek z krolestwa
Lailonii dla dwych i matych”) is an example. These tales, juse lithe Little Princeby Antoine de Saint-
Exupery, can be read by people of different agesemth reader will find something valuable thereese are
stories that are presented with humour, that raortant and timeless problems, provoking questianout
the condition of humankind and the world, givingerito various reflections. Leszek Kotakowski arsusar
interest to ask questions and look for answersth&ois Lailonia — a country that does not existamy map,

which humans are prompted to look for out of ndtauaiosity.

* This task was inspired by the lesson plan desigpyetlistyna Sieradzka-Bigoavailable at
http://legalnakultura.pl/pl/strefa-edukacji/strefla-nauczycieli/scenariusze-lekcji/edukacja-filmowa
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| am inviting you to have an adventure while youdfiout the protagonists’ secrets (and also perbap®wn
secrets) and discover the extraordinariness obhéil (and also perhaps of our own country) togetbitr the

characters in one of the tales, entitled “Outragenints” (Polish: “Oburzage dropsy”).

| am inviting you to do the following task, whichllahelp you to:
» reflect on the concept of stereotypes, mainly etstereotypes
» consider the role that stereotypes play in soid@l |
» learn about how stereotypes are created
« reflect on how stereotypes can be overcome

» look for and invent constructive solutions.

Your task involves reading the tale by the Polistigsopher, Leszek Kotakowski, “Outrageous minthi: (
Tales from the Kingdom of Lailonia & The Key to Mea a few sample pages available at:

https://go0.gl/5882KW You will next present the content of the taletie form of an online book: select

artwork to illustrate it and create the text in Esty Then add the continuation of the tale. Shohatv
stereotypes are and how they are created. Whilénciimg the story, look for solutions, pointing ¥eays in
which stereotypes can be overcome. Present themoot this work in the form of an online book. Foore

details see assessment criteria below. Publistirtkéo your online book on your team’s blog.

Present your work in the form of an online book.eUkis tool to create your online book: Storybird

(https://storybird.com/ A YouTube tutorial on how to use Storybird canfound herehttps://goo.gl/tQ5ejb

Language of the text (blog, online book): English

Your work will be assessed taking the followingefia into account:
» creativity and originality in showing the topic afaimulating the punchline of the tale
* word-picture symmetry (matching illustrations wigxt)
* interesting details
» comprehensibility of the composition and content
» aesthetics of the ebook
» English language and stylistic correctness

* length: 8-12 pages

Deadline for task submission: [the teacher assiesdate, 3-4 weeks is optimum time for teams toplete

their tasks]

Send the link to your blog to this address: [eegcher’s school email].

Leaders, do make sure that each team member itv@avin task execution. Bloggers, remember to descr

what each team member did during the task.
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Step 3
Students work in teams on their projects outsidelads and send links to their blogs on the
stated date. The teacher encourages students partsoof their work online using Google

Hangouts or Skype, e.g. while planning and discgssieir work.

Step 4
The teacher assesses teams’ products and assigts tp&ing into account the criteria listed
in the task (language, subject matter) as well axh deam member’'s engagement in the
project as described on the blog (assessment apgrork). Suggested scoring:

* Language — max. 9 points

* Subject matter — max. 20 points

* Group work — max. 6 points

* Total — max. 35 points
The teacher sends the score and individual feedimaelch team on: 1) language, 2) subject
matter, 3) cooperation in the team. The teacheoamres the results — team scores can be
displayed in the class and/or on the project webgitiditionally, the teacher can add links to

teams’ blogs on the project website.

Step 5

The teacher carries out the evaluation of the ptdpy asking students what they have
learned, what they liked, what was challenging floeem and how they dealt with the
problems, etc.

3.3. Technology requirements and skills
The teacher needs to have a computer/laptop arebsato the Internet to provide project
details and later to assess teams’ work. A projeatiti be useful while introducing the
project and showing the results. The students tiresdown computers/laptops and access to
the Internet to participate in the project.

General computer/digital literacy is needed torycarut the project. No previous
knowledge of the applications or online resourserequired — the teacher and the students

use YouTube tutorials while working towards themwjpcts.
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4. Discussion and pedagogical implications

The aim of the current article is to present a cstmed PBLL activity that can be
implemented in an English language classroom wgpetsecondary school students. The
outlined project illustrates the integration of PBLIanguage (English) and content (Polish
language and culture) instruction, the executiowloth necessitates collaboration in groups
and the use of technology. This project turnedtodtte meaningful and inspiring for students
in our own experience — teams enjoyed group woré faidly engaged in the project
execution outside of school. The written outpuEmmglish — blogs and columns — was shared
with a wider audience, which contributed to studesénse of achievement, satisfaction and
group pride.

The described project aims to show that the usBRIfL to integrate content and
language learning can be an innovative vehiclenfodern didactics. We observe that in a
PBLL learning environment students have a chancéedon faster and easier while the
acquired knowledge seems to be longer-lasting. pif@ect is designed and enacted in a
carefully planned and principled manner, studergsnat bored and teachers can achieve the
intended educational goals.

It is worth emphasizing that the integration ofieas school subjects is possible,
even of the subjects that, apparently, do not maveh in common, such as Polish, English,
cultural studies, and Information Technology. Byitied a column about contemporary
reality in the English language, and then by pastiron a blog or Padlet, students — first and
foremost — consolidate their knowledge about thergéorm and the principles of writing a
column. Additionally, they nurse the culture of twerd on the Internet and linguistic and
grammatical correctness — both in Polish and inliEimgFinally, it is an appropriate exercise
to develop the ability to critically look at the atdy and comment on contemporary
phenomena in a specific literary form on the Inétiin a cultivated manner.

By combining content and skills in a PBLL activigachers can show students that
the acquired knowledge serves a purpose and iuulugefmany areas. This approach
stimulates and develops students’ thinking and lesatiudents to notice that what they learn
from books at school is not detached from everydayAdditionally, independent work on
the chosen problems gives the teacher a chana@s student commitment and interest in
the topic.

Another undeniably positive effect of PBLL invosrdhe development of skills
associated with adult life. Students can practigeatrt of being part of and communicating in

a group, i.e. expressing opinions, listening to tpénions of others, resolving conflicts,
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making group decisions, keeping deadlines and taidag the assigned duties. This kind of
instruction enables young people to adopt a sti@tggproach to their own learning and to
take responsibility for their decisions.

Being aware of the fact that new technologies @ty accompany young people
both at school and in their pastime and that teldgyoand the Internet are part young
generation’s life, this project accommodates the afsmodern technology. It follows young
people’s need of being part of the digital worldt ki also allows for the development of new
digital skills. Teachers should not resist someghinat has already become a fact — it is
worth giving students freedom to acquire and cadat# knowledge with technology, at the

same time teaching them how to use it effectively wisely.

Conclusion

Changes in educational practice are necessaryy-stimild follow the civilisation trends in
order to genuinely assist modern students in derelopment. For this reason, teachers need
to apply the pedagogical solutions that allow toe aicquisition of essential knowledge and
skills for a fulfilling life in adulthood. PBL ceainly has potential to address this need, yet, it
seems that there is not enough problem-based dtisinuin L2 education at the upper-
secondary level — the problem which may be causetbdchers’ uncertainty related to the
usefulness of technologically-enhanced PBLL. Weehthyat our project sheds some light on
the specificity of technology assisted PBL in Laieation and that it will be of interest to
English language teachers who will find these teeiropriate for their upper-secondary

school students.
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Abstract

This study examined the use Rikton for enhancing grammar and vocabulary teaching in a
public high school in the South region of Ecuadar.this intervention, 163 junior high
school learners and 14 pre-service English teagistiipated during a period of 4 months.
The data for this study was obtained by gatherinfprination from pre and post-
questionnaires, pre and post-tests, and obserstieets. Students were divided into control
and experimental groups. The control group (78esitg) received English lessons without
using Pixton, while the experimental group (85 students) uBedon After analyzing the
data quantitatively and qualitatively, the resuftdicate thatPixton is an effective teaching
tool that motivates students to learn grammar awhbulary in an enjoyable way; this was
evident through an improvement in students’ post-g¢eores in the experimental group.

Keywords: Pixton, grammar and vocabulary; comic strips; EFL teaghin

1. Introduction and background

The study of grammar and vocabulary is consideredssential element when teaching and
learning English as a Foreign Language (EFL). Grampfays an important role in second
language acquisition since learners can use gramohes to build sentences in order to
express themselves accurately (Mart, 2013). Anotherarkable component of language
teaching is vocabulary because its acquisitionrigial for successful second language
learning. Certainly, vocabulary allows the use tfudures and functions that benefit
communicationunan,1991).

An effective way to teach both grammar and vocatuia the use of visual aids

through comic strips because it is motivating angranappealing for students to learn a
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foreign language (Derrick, 2008). In this contekie use of technological tools is effective
for designing comic strips. One of these toolsPiston which is an attractive platform

designed to create comic strips online. By mean®igfon teachers can create visual
materials that engage students’ participation.daitgon, this tool facilitates the production of
dialogues using the contents of the subject irticgldo their learning styles and preferences.

Some authors have investigated the connection ketwee use of comic strips in
language learning, focusing on teaching acadenadimg (Engler, Hoskis & Payne, 2008),
grammar activities (Kilickaya & Krajka, 2012), r&agl comprehension (Merc & Kampusu,
2013), and reading strategies (Cimermanova, 2MN&jertheless, none of these studies have
been focused on the useRiktonto enhance grammar and vocabulary teaching.

Pixtonis an easy-to-use and intuitive tool that promatdkaborative work, creativity,
and critical thinking. It also includes options faroviding feedback, sharing content online,
and downloading comic strips (Lee, 2013). Thes&ufea allow Ecuadorian EFL teachers to
incorporatePixton into their English lessons easily and become nfemgliarized with this
tool to create comic strips. Of course, there @heroonline tools (e.gComic Life, Make
Belief Comix, Strip Generator, Comic Creatostc.) that are useful to create comics
(Quertime.com, 2017), bwRixton is more accessible in the Ecuadorian context. &fbeg,

this study is aimed at usifjxtonto teach grammar and vocabulary.

2. Literature review
2.1. Teaching EFL grammar
Grammar is an important component of a language dhaws learners to understand its
structure. It can be defined as “a system of meguninstructures and patterns that are
governed by particular pragmatic constraints” (ear&reeman, 2009: 518). Similarly, Mart
(2013) states that grammar is a set of rules tlagsp significant role in language acquisition
because it helps learners combine and organizeswororder to build sentences, and express
their thoughts properly. Furthermore, Richards &wppen (2014) state that grammatical
knowledge involves learning the rules to form seoés, whereas grammatical ability refers
to the use of grammar as a resource to commurocallg or in writing.

Regarding grammar teaching, Ozcan (2015) asseatsgfiammar has a paramount
role in teaching and learning languages, and @nis of the most challenging aspects to be
taught. Grammar teaching also helps learners desabe nature of language, which consists

of predictable patterns that make it comprehengidiar, 2007). For these reasons, teaching
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grammar must be a crucial part of the teachershautlogy because it helps students
develop their linguistic competence in a foreigmgaage.

In the context of EFL methodology, grammar rules & taught inductively or
deductively. In the inductive approach learnerdgtexamples and based on these they
discover the grammatical rule. Conversely, in teduttive approach the grammatical rule is
first introduced and learners engage with it bycpeang through the use of examples
(Thornbury, 1999).

Another approach that allows students to develdp laocuracy and fluency in the
use of a target grammar structure is PPP (Pregamfatactice-Production). In the first stage
(Presentation), an explanation of the grammar psiprovided, sometimes by pointing out
the differences between L1 and L2. In the secoagdes(Practice), students use the grammar
structure through oral drills and writing tasksoirder to develop accuracy. In the third stage
(Production), students are given opportunitiestfie communicative use of grammar, which

is essential to improve fluency (Larsen-Freemaf920

2.2. Teaching EFL vocabulary

Vocabulary can be defined as “words we must knosotomunicate effectively” (Neuman &
Dwyer, 2009: 385), which means that vocabulary &hbe considered as more than a set of
single word units (Schmitt, 2008). In this respécis almost impossible to learn a language
without words; even communication among human lsisdpased on words (Walters, 2004).
An extensive vocabulary would allow us to use theuctures and functions for
comprehensible communication (Nation, 2012).

Teaching words is an essential aspect when learaitgnguage as languages are
based on words (Thornbury, 2002). In fact, in EBsfglks a Second Language (ESL) and EFL,
learning vocabulary items plays a vital role in #eguisition of the four language skills —
listening, speaking, reading, and writing (Nati@®11). Stahl and Shiel (1992) state that
vocabulary instruction directly improves comprehensThey point out that it is important
for students to have a deep understanding of adadeyoabulary in order to comprehend
new concepts and communicate what we know. Therethie acquisition of appropriate
vocabulary is the core for successful language use.

Regarding second and foreign language vocabulapyisition, fluency and accuracy
are important aspects to be developed. In thisesthe PPP approach is a common method
to teach vocabulary. For example, in the presemtatiage, there are some options that can be

used to introduce vocabulary such as realia, mstuactions, gestures, definitions, translation
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and situations (Thornbury, 2002). The practice esiagsupposed to develop accuracy through
oral and written exercises, receptive-productisksaindividual and group activities. In the
production stage, which is intended to developritye the activities are focused on eliciting

the newly learned words (Criado, 2013).

2.3.Pixton as a resource for creating comic strips in EFL teghing
According to Derrick (2008), ESL and EFL teacheas ase comic strips, comic books, and
graphic novels to promote their students’ languslgis. They can also be used as a basis for
different activities to motivate learners and fosignificant discussions. Azman, Zaibon and
Shiratuddin (2015) claim that comics constituteo@portunity for using visual techniques,
which might be used by EFL teachers to encouragetefe learning. In addition, comics are
valuable resources because they help learnersajendeas and retrieve words for language
production (Megawati & Anugerahwati, 2012).

There are many tools available that are used tmguemics, for exampleViake
Belief Comics, Strip Generator, Comic Life, Comiedlor, Pixton etc. (Quertime.com,
2017). However, some of these tools have a fewddeatages. In the case Miake Belief
Comics despite being a popular tool for comic makings ttser cannot change the color of
the charactersStrip Generatordoes not provide the opportunity to show your @iyie and
creativity; Comic Creatoris not very popular among users because of itssieeldesign.
Other more complete tools to create comicsTaenDoqg Comic LifeandPixton

In the case of the present stuByxton was selected because it is an easy-to-use and
intuitive tool that promotes collaborative work,eativity, and critical thinking. These
characteristics help students develop their imdmginainteraction, and entertainment. In
addition, this software allows personalization withthe need to build from scratch and is an
excellent option to monitor students’ comprehensibgrammar and vocabulary in the target
language (McMeekin, Burnham, & Dietz-Hartmann, 2036hich makes it a great tool for

language teaching.

2.4. Previous studies into the use of online comgeneration applications
With respect to previous research, although tremractically no formal research on the use
of Pixton, there are studies that address the issue of cginps for teaching languages.

Engler, Hoskis, and Payne (2008) conducted twa jitojects involving the use of
the software applicatio€omic Lifeto supplement assigned academic readings. The first

project involved 139 university students, whose IBhgproficiency level ranged from
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intermediate to high-intermediate. Half of the st were given a summary of a reading in
the comic format, and the statistic results wenmmared to determine if the comic helped
comprehension. The subjects were also given a iquesire aimed at knowing their
perceptions of the comic. In the second projectsti@ents at the same level of proficiency
developed their own comic summary of a given acacleeading. This second project was
evaluated through teacher observation, peer consnant a questionnaire. The results for
both of these pilot projects strongly support tffee@cy of using computer-generated comics
as a supplement for academic readings.

A pilot study carried out in Greece by Vassilikopmy Retalis, Nezi, and Boloudakis
(2011) used digital educational comics in languagehing in high school. Twenty-four high
school students (aged 12-13) participated; theyvasked to practice digital storytelling and
to design and create digital comics based on fiveflerences and experiences. The results of
a student questionnaire indicated that the majoffithem preferred their courses to be taught
with the help of digital comics. This case studgoakhowed that comics can be used in
language teaching because they are widely accdptestudents. In addition, the comic
creation process helps students acquire lingus&ilts and use their imagination for creating
multimodal texts.

Kilickaya and Krajka (2012) integrated comic stipation software into EFL classes
for grammar activities with the purpose of seeirntether participants enjoy creating comic
strips and whether this facilitates grammar andtese® writing in EFL learning. The
information was collected from 25 Turkish EFL lears (aged 14-18) who were enrolled in a
pre-intermediate General English class in Turkegarbers were trained to use an online

comic strip creation sitén{tp://www.makebeliefscomix.comThen, they created at least five

comic strips (1 per week) related to the grammaictostudied for five weeks. The output

produced by the participants was analyzed qualéBtito investigate their use of grammar

and the quality of the sentences. The participalsis completed a questionnaire about their
perceptions on the use of comic strip creatioheEFL classes received. The integration of
comic strip creation software into grammar actestand sentence writing in the EFL class
had a positive response from students and increas@dnotivation.

Merc and Kampusu (2013) conducted a study to daterthe effects of comic strips
on EFL reading comprehension in Turkey. The padints were a total of 167 university
students from lower-intermediate to upper-interragdproficiency level, who were divided
into four experimental groups. Each group had tmreome texts and write about them on

separate answer sheets. The Immediate Recall BrofliRP) was used to analyze data
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obtained based on a sample value list. Results ethdlnat all students with a comic strip
effect, regardless of proficiency and text levedrfprmed better than the ones without the
comic strips. In fact, the use of comic strips oedibly improved the reading comprehension
of students at both levels. Findings also showed $tudents are better at understanding
reading texts that are accompanied by visuals.

Cimermanova (2015) examined the possible effectssimfg authentic comics in four
novice EFL learners. The aim was to find out to inxdent students apply reading strategies,
namely previous knowledge, vocabulary, syntax, andtext in reading new texts that
included comics. The information for this illusive qualitative study was collected from
observations, discussions, verbal reports and stederiting. In order to develop reading
strategies, different cartoons and comics were .u3éis procedure was based on the
presumption that it might be easier to read thdecdrwith the support of an image since it
can produce very positive feelings and higher nadibn in learners. The results showed
positive effects on vocabulary development and vatitn to read and overcome linguistic
barriers in reading authentic material throughuke of context and prior knowledge.

A recent study that includes the use of comics ras @f the strategies to learn a
language is the one conducted by Pitura and Chrani€2817). The aim of this study was to
investigate the usefulness and feasibility of aplygamification to an extracurricular
Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL)jgmo intended to develop key
competences in an upper-secondary school in PoldredPolish EFL students had to design
and implement some projects that addressed contanypbiological and social issues. The
tasks of this project included a survey about thgct interviews with scientists, and the
creation of comic strips to report the conclusidfst the creation of the comic strips, the
students used online tools suchGmogle Forms, Storyboard Thatr Stripgenerator The
results show educational and emotional gains, siggethe motivational effect of gamified
extracurricular CLIL activities.

Based on the aspects analyzed in the introduetn@hliterature review, the research
guestions to be addressed are the following:

e How do teachers and students perceive the uB&tdnto enhance grammar and

vocabulary?

e How effective is the use éfixtonto enhance grammar and vocabulary?
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3. Methodology

3.1. Setting and participants

This study was conducted in a public high schoothia southern region of Ecuador. The
participants were 163 students (male and femaky] 4g8-14 years old) who were taking EFL
classes as part of the study plan established &éyEttluadorian Ministry of Education. In
addition, 4 male and 10 female English teachersqgyzated in this research.

The study followed a pre-test-post-test quasi arpental-control group design. The
experimental group included 85 students, who pp#ted in the activities usingixton, and
the control group, which consisted of 78 studeatended regular English classes without
using this tool.

The participants received five periods (45 minyies period) of English classes per
week and were enrolled in the eighth year of juhigh school. These students, according to
the Ecuadorian Ministry of Education, represent &le proficiency level of theCommon

European Framework of Reference for Langua@#sFR; Council of Europe, 2001).

3.2. Instruments

A pre-test was administered to students in ordeddtermine their knowledge of
grammar and vocabulary. This instrument was baseth@® contents of the students’
course book provided by the institution and coradi20 multiple-choice items that
were graded with a maximum score of 20 (see Appehyi

- A pre-questionnaire that consisted of 11 clasgeed questions was applied to students

in order to diagnose their technological skills fearning English grammar and

vocabulary (see Appendix 2).

A post-test was also administered to measure tdests’ level of improvement in
comparison with the results obtained in the pré-t€kis instrument included 20

multiple-choice questions that were graded outOop@ints (see Appendix 3).

A post-questionnaire was applied to students whth purpose of determining their
opinion on the use d?ixtonas a resource for learning grammar and vocabulaiy.
instrument consisted of a combination of 11 mudtphoice and open-ended

guestions (see Appendix 4).

A teachers’ questionnaire, which attempted to irejuabout their perceptions on
teaching grammar and vocabulary through the ug&xtbn was also administered.
This instrument consisted of a combination of 1lltiple-choice and open-ended

guestions (see Appendix 5).
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- An observation sheet was used to register diffesgects related to students’
attitudes, teaching strategies, activities, andityuaf the materials designed through

the use oPixton (see Appendix 6).

3.3. Procedure

The data for this study were gathered for a peabd months in the academic year 2016-
2017. A quasi-experimental design was used in daearry out this research. According to
Creswell (2015), in a quasi-experimental designpeicipants are not randomly selected in
order to test an idea, practice or procedure terdene if it influences an outcome. In this
case, we have tested the usdbdfton and its effect on learning vocabulary and grammar
the English classroom.

The groups of students for this study were seleatabrding to the class they were
registered in in the educational institution in @hithe intervention was conducted. There
were a total of 7 groups, out of which 4 receivedjlish classes that included activities with
Pixtonand 3 did not take classes using this tool.

Both groups were taught grammar and vocabulary kewans of the textbook and
supplementary materials. The activities in classuited group work, pair work, dialogues,
cloze activities, and practice of the four skilis.the experimental group, teachers designed
supplementary materials usimjxton exclusively; however, in the control group, teashe
used supplementary materials such as postersciiedg)PowerPointpresentations, etc.

Before administering the questionnaires, they welated by applying them to 20
high school students in order to improve the qoestires’ reliability and validity. Due to
the students’ low EFL proficiency level, the predaost- questionnaires were translated into
Spanish (the students’ mother tongue). At the begq of the five-month intervention
period, a pre-questionnaire and a pre-test (in fird and second periods of class
respectively) were administered to all of the 188dents. Additionally, 14 teachers were
asked to respond to a questionnaire about teagnarmgmar and vocabulary through the use
of Pixton At the end of the intervention, a post-questiarabout the experience of using
Pixtonwas applied to the experimental group (85 studeatsl a post-test was administered
to all of the participants. During the interventiperiod, five researchers observed 4 random
lessons each (20 English lessons in total), foguem different aspects related to students’
attitudes, teaching strategies, activities, andityuaf the materials designed through the use

of Pixton These aspects were registered on an observéigen. s
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After gathering and organizing the data from thegsionnaires, pre-tests, and post-
tests, SPSS software was used in the analysisakesults; thus, descriptive and inferential
statistics (with a confidence level of 95%) werglagul, and the results of pre- and post-
guestionnaires, as well as pre- and post-tests fhenexperimental and control groups, were

compared and contrasted.

4. Results and discussion

Before the intervention, a pre-questionnaire wadieg in order to obtain some background
information about students’ technological skillsr féearning English grammar and
vocabulary. In general terms, the technologicallstoinat teachers use in the English
classroom seem to be scarce since almost halfeostiidents (43.56%) asserted that their
teachers do not use any technological resourcélein classes. However, there are some
students who asserted that videos (18.4P6)werPointpresentations (11.04%), and social
networks (10.43%) have been used.

In relation to the use of technological tools f@avdloping grammar and vocabulary
activities, almost 60% of students (59.51% for greanactivities and 56.44% for vocabulary
activities) affirmed that their teachers have needithese tools in their English lessons.
However, some learners mentioned that their teachave used technology in grammar
(32.52%) and vocabulary activities (35.58%).

The majority of students affirmed that when theiadhers use technological tools,
they feel motivated (74.23%) because they fadditdte language learning process. On the
other hand, a quarter of the students (25.76%) ako feel motivated with the use of
technological tools that their teachers apply ieirtlessons, mainly because they consider
that their low proficiency level impedes them tasessfully develop the activities proposed.

Based on the opinions above, we observed that isigeactically had not received
English lessons that incorporate technologicalstdelt alone online comic strips for teaching

grammar and vocabulary.

4.1. Perceptions about the use @fixton to enhance EFL grammar and vocabulary

At the end of the intervention, a post-questiormaas applied to the experimental group,
who considered that the usePRikton for learning EFL grammar was very useful (51.06%).
Furthermore, an significant amount of studentsl(4%) asserted that comic strips are highly
useful for learning grammar. Regarding vocabulBryton seems to be very useful (54.97%)

and some students (13.90%) believe that it is kiginbductive for improving vocabulary
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knowledge (see Table 1). This effectiveness wadirooed in the results of the class

observations, teachers’ questionnaire and tests.

Table 1. Usefulness of Pixton for learning EFL gnaan and vocabulary

Grammar % Vocabulary %
Highly useful 19.14% Highly useful 13.90%
Very useful 51.06% Very useful 54.97%
A little useful 18.44% A little useful 19.20%
Not useful 8.51% Not useful 5.30%
No answer 2.84% No answer 6.62%
Total 100% Total 100%

Students were asked to rate the use of comic sigpsiginal, motivating, or useful.
Indeed, most of the students did rate the use micstrips as original (50.31%), motivating
(59.76%), or useful (71.67%). Teachers had a sinieav regarding the use &fixtonin their
classes. They consider that comic strips are anvative teaching aid, which enhances
motivation and allows teachers and students toteredginal scenes that are easy to be
produced, displayed, and understood.

With respect to the characteristics of comic strgpeated withPixton students
expressed their opinions about the language indiabgues, the images included, the
characters, and the scenery used in the comic $5g2 Figure 1). As regards language, most
of the students (74.53%) considered that the messagnveyed in the dialogues, as well as
the images (80%), were clear and appropriate; atsxy liked the characters (66.41%) and the
scenery used in the comic strips (69.53%). Teachgreed with the students’ positive
perception ofixtonin terms of language, images, characters and sceiree they did not
find it difficult to create the comic strips to mdbe students’ needs. In fa€&tixton allows
users around the world to express themselves, sbanaiques, and create comics that are

enjoyable, instructive, educative, and inspiringl{iiche & Henderson, 2012).
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~ PIXTON

[Comic ]
por pacabreral

Hello dear Mary. I \W I' !

What are you
12 I am still
108 working.

Este es el enlace para compartic este comic:

https://Pixton.com/es/:1309vjiy

Figure 1. A sample comic strip created wiixton

In addition, almost a half of the students (41.518&Jieved that their teachers’
instructions were very clear when using comic strggther students (38.99%) perceived those
instructions as clear. With respect to teachengqqions, they did not have any difficulties
in providing clear explanations.

Finally, the majority of students (85.06%) agreleat they would like their teachers to
continue using comic strips in class. In additimachers affirmed they would like to design
comic strips withPixtonto enhance their students’ knowledge of grammenatabulary. In
this respect, teachers can use this tool to enhaha#ents’ imagination and autonomy

because the learner becomes an active agent lefatmeng process (Valle, 2014).

4.2 Effectiveness of usingixton to enhance EFL grammar and vocabulary

The results of the pre-test administered to botluigs to identify previous knowledge about
grammar and vocabulary show that the experimentaligy obtained an average of 8.84
points and the control group 8.68 points. Thus,cae observe that, before the intervention,
there was no significant difference (t= 0.2788, @¥808)between these two groups in

relation to their proficiency in EFL grammar anccabulary.

As regards the post-test administered to both grothe results show that students in
the experimental group significantly increased rttsgiore (t= 3.9294, p= 0.0001). These
results (see Table 2) make it evident that the afs@ixton helped the students in the
experimental group to increase their EFL grammal \acabulary knowledge. This means

that Pixton was an effective tool to enhance grammar and wdaapin these students. With
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respect to the control group, the increase in &-fest scores might be attributed to the
regular teaching process that English teacherswiell as part of the junior high school

curriculum.

Table 2. Results of the post-tests in the experiat@md control group

Post-test
Group Experimental Control
Mean 11.911 9.803
D 3.317 3.5632

t=3.9294 p=0.0001

These results demonstrate tRattonis an important, effective, and innovative tool to
teach EFL grammar and vocabulary, which accordinteéchers and students’ perceptions
constitutes a creative option for designing didaotaterials through the use of comics. Even
though previous studies that explored the effentgs of comic strips for learning a second
language (Engler, Hoskis, and Payne, 2008; Vasgitiklou, Retalis, Nezi and Boloudakis,
2011; Kilickaya and Krajka, 2012; Merc and Kampu2013, Cimermanova, 2015, and
Pitura and Chmielarz, 2017) have concluded thaticsinips are very useful in this area, our

study emphasizes the useRiktonto teach EFL grammar and vocabulary.

5. Conclusions

The use of comic strips throudghxton motivates students in the learning process bedause
is an engaging and enjoyable tool that facilitatgammar and vocabulary learning.

Furthermore,dachers believe that comics are original and usefal teaching aid to create a
good classroom environment and get students’ atentvhen learning grammar and

vocabulary.

The use ofPixton facilitates EFL grammar and vocabulary teachingabee its
characteristics allow teachers to create didacttenals as well as to use dialogues, images,
characters and sceneries in comics that promotaboohtive work, creativity, and critical
thinking.

Clear instructions, as an essential part of thehea methodology when using
activities with Pixton, are indispensable for swsfel vocabulary and grammar learning

when teaching young students.
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Even though at the beginning of the study the graddéhe pre-test were low in both
the experimental and control group, after the irdption there was an increase in students’
scores. However, the improvement in the experinhgmtaup was higher than in the control
group, which indicates the effectiveness of ugtdgon to enhance grammar and vocabulary
in EFL students.
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Appe
Circle the letter of the correct answer.

ndix 1. Pre-test

67

1) How are you? 9. Hi, | Japanese.

A) | am very well, thank you. A).is

B) My name is Ahmet. B.) are

C) Nice to meet you. C). am

2) What is your name? 10. Hello, you Susan, right?
A) Her name is Susan. A)is

B) |am from Susan B) are

C) My name is Susan. C) am

3) Where are you from?

A) | am from Cuenca.

B) Good afternoon Mr Smith.
C) I|amten years old.

11. This is Thomas.
A) She

B) He

C) It

is from Amsterdam.

4)  How old are you?
A) | am from Zamora.
B) My name is Clara.
C) | am thirteen years old.

12. I'm from Lima.
A) She

B) It

C) He

is the capital of Peru.

5) What is your job?
A) My name is Murat.
B) |am ateacher.

C) He s from Mexico.

A) Colombia
B) Colombian
C) Colombianist

13. Shakira’s from Colombia. She is a gesin

6) What color is your car? 14. The car belongs to Peter. Itis car.
A) ltis very big. A) he

B) They are green. B) her

C) Itisgrey. C) his

7) Tom is from Berlin. His nationality is . | 15. The bag belongs to Mary. It is bag.
A) Germany A) her

B) German B) my

C) Germania C) his

8) David is from New York. His nationality is | 16. The bike belongs to me. It is bike.
A) American A) His

B) Canadian B) Her

C) England C) my

17. The food festival is ___ January 20th. | 18. the party?

the _ morning ___ 10:30.

A) on/in/at A) What time

B) at/on/in B) Whenis

C) in/at/on C) When are

19. People invite Susan to parties. Shel 20. the concert?

A) chubby
B) sociable

A) What time is
B) What is

C) curly

C) What is time
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Appendix 2. Students’ pre-questionnaire

Purpose The aim of this questionnaire is to collect infotima to identify prior knowledge about the use of

Pixtonas a technological tool for learning EFL grammad gocabulary.

Part 1: Background information

1. Gender:

Male ()

Female ()

2. Junior high school year: 8th( ) 9th( 1pth( )
3. Age: years.

Part 2: Basic technological skills

4. Have you used technological tools for learning gremin the EFL classroom?
Yes ( )

No « )

5. Have you used technological tools for learning votallary in the EFL classroom?
Yes ( )

No ¢ )

6. Explain your experience while learning English ¥ using technological tools.

7. Which of the following technological tools hasden used by your teachers for teaching English?

PowerPoint ( )

Forums ( )

Pixton ( )

Videos ( )

Social networks ( )

Others (explain):

Part 3: Knowledge of grammar and vocabulary

8. How do you rate your level of English grammar kowledge?

Excellent ( )
Very good ( )
Good ( )
Needs improvement ( )

9. How do you rate your level of English vocabularknowledge?

Excellent ( )
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Very good ( )
Good ( )
Needs improvement ( )

10.Do you think that the use of technological tools ithe English class is motivating?
Yes ( )

No ( )

11. Why do you consider that the use of technology the English class is motivating?

69

Thanks for your cooperation
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Choose the best option.

Appendix 3. Post-test

1) How are you?

A) I am very well, thank you.
B) My name is Susana

C) See you later

11. This is Luis .
A) She

B) It

C) He

is from Amsterdam.

2) What is her name?

A) Her name is Karina.
B) I am from Quito.

C) My name is Karina.

12. I'm from Caracas.
Venezuela.

A) She

B) It

C) He

is the capital

3) Where are you from?
A) | am in Ambato.

B) I live in Azogues.

C) I am from Guayaquil.

13. The dress belongs to me. It is dress.
A) his
B) her

C) my

4) How old are you?

14. The computer belongs to him. It is

A) | have fifteen. computer.
B) I am fine. A) he
C) | am thirteen years old. B) her
C) his
5) What is your job? 15. The pen belongs to Mary. It is pen.
A) She is a teacher. A) her
B) | am a teacher. B) my
C) He works in Mexico. C) his

6) What colour is your bag?
A) It is very big.

B) They are green.

C) Itis grey.

16) The birthday party is ___ January 20th. It'sthe
morning ___ 08:30.

A)on/in/at

B) at/on/in

C)in/at/on

7) David is from Guadalajara. His
nationality is .

A) Mexico

B) Mexican

C) Mexicanian

17. They invite Carmita to parties. She is
A) chubby

B) sociable

A) curly

8) Pablo is from Miami. His nationality is _[18. What time is the soccer game?

A) American A) It's at nine to ten.

B) Canadian B) It's on Wednesday.

C) England C) It's tomorrow.

9). Hi, | Chinese. 19. the meeting?
A)is A) What time is

B) are B) What is

C) am C) What is time

of

70
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10. Hello, you Rose, right? 20. the concert?
A)is A) What time

B) are B) When is

C) am C) When does

Appendix 4. Student’s post-questionnaire

Purpose: The aim of this questionnaire is to gather infaliorato determine your perception on the use of

comic strips as a resource to learn grammar andbdary in English.

Part 1: Background information

1. Gender

Female ( )

Male ()

2. Junior high schoolyear:8vo( ) 9no( ) ©OmM )
3. Age: years

Part 2: Perceptions on the use of comic strips

4. Learning grammar in English is:

Very easy ()
Easy ()
Difficult ()

Very difficult ()

Explain your response:

5. Learning vocabulary in English is:

Very easy ( )
Easy ()
Difficult ()

Very difficult ()

Explain your response:

6. How effective has been for you to use comic gis to learn grammar in English? Choose only one

alternative.

Highly effective ( )

Very effective ()

Scarcely effective ()

Non-effective ( )
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7. How effective has been for you to use comic gis to learn vocabulary in English? Choose only one

alternative.

Highly effective ( )

Very effective ()

Scarcely effective ()
Non-effective ( )

8. How would you rate the use of comic strips to &&n grammar and vocabulary in English?
Yes No
Original ( ) ()
Motivating ( ) ( )
Useful () ()
9. Which is your opinion about the next aspects?
Yes No
The language of the dialogues was clear and apptepr () ()
The images were clear and appropriate () (
The characters were appealing to you () (
The scenery was appealing to you () ()
10. The instructions given by your teacher when dag the activities using comic strips were:
Highly effective ()
Very effective ()
Scarcely effective ()
Non-effective ( )
11. Would you like your teacher to continue usingamic strips to teach English in the future?
Yes ()
No ()

Explain your response:

Thanks for your cooperation
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Appendix 5. Teachers’ questionnaire

Purpose: The aim of this questionnaire is to obtain infotima concerning your perceptions about the use of

comic strips as a tool for teaching EFL grammar emchbulary.

Part 1: Background Information:

1. Gender
Female ()
Male ()

2. Schoolyear:8th( ) 9th( )10th( )
Other:

Part 2: Perceptions on the use of comic strips

3. According to your opinion, teaching EFL grammaris:

Very easy ()
Easy ()
Difficult ( )
Very difficult ( )
Why?

4. According to your opinion, teaching EFL vocabulay is:
Very easy ( )

Easy ()

Difficult ()

Very difficult ()

Why?

5. How effective is the use of comic strips for tehing EFL grammar?
Highly effective ()

Very effective ( )
Inconsistent ()
Unsatisfactory ( )

6. How effective do you think is the use of comidrgps for teaching EFL vocabulary?
Highly effective ( )
Very effective ( )
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Inconsistent ( )
Unsatisfactory ( )
7. How would you rate the following features when sing comic strips for teaching EFL grammar and

vocabulary?

Features Yes No Explain your answer

Original

Motivating

Useful

Easy to use

Easy to access

8. Which of the following aspects related to the wsof Pixton did you find difficult?

Aspects related to the use dPixton Yes No

Finding a clear and appropriate language to usiesin

dialogues

Selecting characters according to the audience

Selecting the appropriate scenery for the story

Achieving a final version of the comic strip

Writing clear instructions for the activities wiBtixton

9. To what extent do you think your students learng EFL grammar and vocabulary by usingPixton?
A lot ( )

Sufficient ( )

A little ( )

Nothing ( )
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10. How did your students react while using comictsps for learning EFL grammar and vocabulary?

Features Yes| No Explain your answer

Motivated

Interested

Actively involved

Unmotivated

Indifferent

Reluctant

11. Would you like to continue using comic stripsdr EFL teaching?

Yes ()
No ()

Explain your answer:

Thank you for your cooperation
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Appendix 6. Observation sheet

76

Questions

Yes

No

Comments

1. The material is pertinent to the class objestive

2. The teacher’s instructions were clear when uBirtpn

3. Students were motivated for usiRgton

4. The content of the material is appropriate lfier $tudents’ age.

5. The content of the material is appropriate fadents’ proficiency level

6. The scenes and characters used in the comigsaerly chosen.

7. Grammar and vocabulary in the comics are prgpestd.

8. The teaching strategies are effective.

9. The use oPixtonwas easy for students.

10. The use dPixtonwas easy to handle for the teacher.

Remarks:
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Abstract

The study was conducted to find out what impactgital game had on students’ learning
performance and motivation. A quasi-experimentadigtwas performed with two groups of
students. The experimental group was taught ugiegdigital gameKahoot whereas the
control group was taught with the conventional modth Pre-tests, post-tests, and
guestionnaires on the students’ motivation andualtis toward gamification in language
learning were the instruments used in this studhe data were analyzed using Independent
t-tests and One-way Analysis of Covariance. Thaltesevealed statistically significant
differences with regard to learning performance amativation at 0.05. The experimental
group obtained higher scores than the control gramp the motivation of students in the
experimental group was much higher than that ofcthr@rol group. In addition, the results
of a survey indicated that students had posititirudes towards application of digital games
in language learning.

Keywords:gamification;Kahoot; digital games; language learning; motivation

1. Introduction and background

Application of games for educational purposes hesntobserved for many years with an aim
to increase students’ motivation, which is an int@ofr, pervasive determinant of learning
behavior (Schunk, Meece, & Pintrich, 2013). Thatigame-based learning context helps to
shape a higher level of motivation of an individ¢@brahimzadeh & Alavi, 2017). Games
have a significant role to play to change a tradai teacher-centered classroom to learner-

centered classroom. The use of games in classda®tine students with an exciting learning
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experience(lcard, 2014). Accumulating points and getting asgenf competition-driven
systems such as competing for prize and rankingyaieal features in gamification (Burke,
2014). Therefore, students become attentive becgasees make their learning more
enjoyable (Chou, 2015).

However, the use of traditional games in classeiehsing because technology can
create more interesting games which suit learrgestyle. Online or digital games in the
instructional process is more relevant for studevite can download applications to play
through mobile phones. One benefit of digital ganse® stimulate learning. Students can
perceive the element of confrontation, gain a sefssccomplishment or loss, and receive
instant feedback (Kapp, 2012). Cassady and Joh(&@®R) pointed out that feedback is
pivotal concerning evaluation. Given instant andipent feedback, learners are more likely
to integrate the feedback into what they have stlidnd revise the learned content.

Apart from influencing the processes of learnind anderstanding, digital games are
concerned with mental and social conditions (LeeH&mmer, 2011). When students’
motivation to learn increases, they are more likelgome to class. This concept is supported
by Dornyei and Ushioda (2011), who found that mation is closely related to participation.
In addition, digital games can create a good |egrnénvironment and promote user
engagement (Goehle, 2013). According to Reeve (R@jagement refers to the degree to
which a learner exhibits his/her dynamic partidpat attentiveness, enthusiasm when he/she
becomes involved in the process of learning, wiaah contribute to satisfying learning
performance. On the other hand, lack of engagersnhinder the effectiveness of learning
(Heaslip, Donovan, & Cullen, 2014). In conclusidigital games can be used as an effective
tool to motivate learners, enhance their enthusiasaonease and check their comprehension
(Kim, 2015; Simdes, Diaz Redondo, & Fernandez Vib4d 3).

Currently, many digital games are applied in classrs at all educational levels, and
Kahoot is one of the best-known games used by instruator3hailand. TheKahoot
application is easily accessible via smartphond3@s. Once instructors create their account,
they can either formulate questions or quizzesey imay borrow those already created by
others. Kahoot was first introduced to all teaching staff at thenguage Institute in a
technology-related workshop after the universityd Haunched a policy of technology
integration into learning. LateKahoot was embedded in a fundamental English course to
reinforce certain behaviors such as attention aigada@ement of the first-year students. It was
noticed thatkahoot made learning more enjoyable through competitidns year,Kahoot

was used in the course taken by the second-yederssi
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The current study aimed to investigate the effe€tsahoot on students’ performance
and motivation. The performance focused on tharn|g development in grammar and
vocabulary knowledge while motivation demonstragethusiasm in learning. In addition,
their attitudes towards application of digital ganveere examined to gain more details. It is

hoped that the results will provide insights irfie tise oKahoot in language learning.

2. Literature review

2.1. Gamification and the theory of gamified learmg

According to Deterding (2011, p. 1), incorporatiggmes in other activities apart from non-
game settings to boost engagement and motivatiorthef participants is defined as
“gamification”. In this regard, games are also applied in the fiéléducation to facilitate
learning and adjust students’ behavigince the kind of engagement that students experien
with games is based on an educational context; kmaiwledge increases. Gamification in
education offers many benefits such as increasgdnfiore relaxed atmosphere, more visible
learning progress, and greater ownership of legr(iileaning, 2015). According to the theory
of gamified learning, two major psychological preses in which games can affect learning
include a more direct mediating process and adesst moderating process (Landers, 2015).
Since learning occurs through an intermediaryuatétor behavior, games should be designed
to vary in context. For example, the use of morecsft rules or goals in games can raise
motivation to learn (an attitude) whilelearner cognitive strategies (behavior) will be

enhanced by adaptation of a game to learner afilfiisonet al., 2009)

2.2.Kahoot: digital game in the 2£' century

Digital games have already taken place of trad#iones due to the significant role of
technology in language education. Among thd&shoot is an example of a popular game-
based Classroom Response System (Fies & MarsiBéi6)2Introduced in 201¥ahoot has
become a well-known online game used by instruasran intriguing tool to check learners’
knowledge and increase their involvement in leagni€ahoot adopts gamification as a way
to motivate and involve learners. With the applmaiof Kahoot, an otherwise sleepy, insipid
class can turn into an active and highly chargedigof students eager to absorb and excel
(Thomas, 2014). It can increase students’ enthesiisd motivation to learn. In terms of

quizzes,Kahoot’s gamification makes it fun for learners attemgtio get the answers right
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so that their names show on the leader board. &ree it was first introducedkahoot has

benefited classes of different levels.

iWebs X W& Koot GosgieBrve IR [ Kahoot! - Kshoot details

€ C Y | @ Secure | https//create.kahoot.it/#qu

@ NewK! & My Kahoots (1 @ Public Kahoots (13 31 @rAQ @ Support [l seovapawichadee~ Kﬂht‘ —

Questions e snow ALL answer

Kah-:\ (‘t‘ 1. If you want to look taller, wear clothes with vertical ? ® show answers

Kah'-’ t‘ 2. These outfits don't look good on me. They aren't - ® Show answers
¢!

Kah~? (‘t‘ 3 well is important. When you look good, you feel more confident. @ snow answers

Kahwt‘ 4. Your pants are torn. Cut them off to make a pair of . ® Show answers

5. People should choose the styles that are to their lifestyle. @ snow answers

Kahoct)

Figure 1.Kahoot interface of vocabulary quiz

Before the game starts, students need to registettpes://kahoot.it In this regard,

they will be given a game pin number to participatthe game. Then they type in usernames
of their choice and the names will appear on tlaggis’ list. Since the activities dfahoot

are real-time, questions and quizzes can be shaowsceen using an overhead projector.
Students can check their progress or points rifjat the game is finished. The total scores
for each question are 1,000 points. The scoresdgbhaywill be based on their time usage and
correctness of answering the questions (Byrne, ROlig total number of gained scores of
each player can be shown on screen at the ene ojuilz (see Figure 2).

CORRECT INCORRECT look taller, wear don't lock good on  important. When torn. Cutthem off choose the styles
ANSWERS ANSWERS SCORE clothes with me. They aren't you look good, you to make a pair of _ that are.

1

2

3

4 [Tin boonlieng
5 |warapat

& |Phatpitcha

7 |Intat-A-

8 |Pacharaphoom
9 |Tanawat

10 |Nutchapol

11 |Apisitc

12 |Nattapon

13 |narit

14 |Apibordin

15 [RUJEERAT
16 [Pongpanot

17 |Apisit Inwza
18 |Krittapas

19 [kittisak

20 |Kullasatri

21 |netipong

22 ljutamas 756
23 [Papichaya

24 [Thanakorn

25 |Kongphop RUJ
26 |Rattanakorn

W 4 ¥ W] Overview  Ratings , Q1 , Q2 Q3 Q4

o s om = 0N Wm0 R S N

Average: 8449275362 Count:92 Sum: 58300

Figure 2. The scores shown in order from mostastle
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2.3 Related research

Many studies indicate that games help motivateesttedto learn (Connolly, Stansfield, &
Hainey, 2011; Ebrahimzadeh & Alavi, 2017; Hanus@&F2015). In addition, the application
of digital games further enhances learners’ endfsmsito get involved in learning (Hakulinen,
Auvinen & Korhonen, 2015; Lee & Hammer, 2011; Muwamge 2011; Poonde] &
Lerdpornkulrat, 2016). Students’ active participatplays a vital role in enhancing learning
effectiveness. It has been found that learner esrgagt contributes to successful learning
performance (Carini, Kuh, & Klein, 2006; Klem & Cosll, 2004; McMahon & Portelli,
2004). That is, the more students become involagtie learning process, the more progress
they make in their learning.

According to Good and Brophy (2000), highly motedtearners had a higher level
of academic accomplishments than their unmotivatednterparts did. However, some
studies revealed games might not be useful in t&isarning achievement. For instance,
Dominguez, de Navarrete, de Marcos, Fernandez-, Pages, and Martinez-Herraiz (2013)
conducted a study in which gamification was intégptanto the course in order to gauge its
impact on university students. It was found tha students became more motivated and
involved in their learning, however, their levelsachievement remained unchanged. Thus, it
is crucial for instructors to find ways to incredmszh motivation and achievement.

It has also been found that using digital game$enlearning process brings benefits
for learners as regards developing their problelvisp skills as they spend time practicing
the skills in games (Gee, 2003). They also becoetiethprepared to meet challenges such as
chaos and frustration since game participants ale to deal with their curiosity and
disappointment (Lazzaro, 2004). According to Haneard Koivisto (2013), most studies
about gamification reveal its favorable aspectswveicer, the levels of success greatly depend
on the people who use it and the environment irclviiti is used. They also found that the

same features of gamification might be favoreddoye but frowned upon by others.

3. The current study

This study aimed to determine how game-based Iegrraffects students’ learning
performance and motivation as well as investightgrtviews on gamification. The study
adopted a quasi-experimental design. To this emel,following research questions were
addressed as follows:

1. Does gamification affect students’ learning perfance?
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2. How does the learning motivation of students in élperimental group differ from
that of students in the control group?
3. What are students’ attitudes towards applicationddajital games in language

learning?

3.1. Population and samples

The population included 2,645 students (67 secliot® registered for ENO13 (3 credits) in
semester 1 of the academic year 2017 at a privavensity in Thailand. Two sections of the
students were sampled based on cluster sampliraubedhey all had already been grouped
in their own sections. There were 31 males andeffafes. One section comprising 38
students was selected to be the experimental gndule the other was chosen to be the
control group (39 students). They were the secaat-gtudents from School of Humanities
and Tourism Management, majoring in Hotel Managdamaged between 18 and 24. Both

groups were required to attend 3 hours a week4avdeks.

3.2. Procedure

Ten vocabulary quizzes and five grammar quizzes wweepared to engage the students in
both groups in reviewing the lessons taught eank.tHowever, while the control group was
given a revision by means of doing paper quizzal; the experimental group was treated
with Kahoot. Students could see how many points they earnd¢deaénd. Meanwhile, the
control group did the same quizzes, but on pamet,veere told about their earned scores in
the following week. For both groups, the purposealoihg quizzes was to investigate how
well students understood grammar and vocabulargy Twere informed that the scores
gained from those quizzes would not affect theadgs, but the scores they earned from the
post-test (30 points) would be calculated for gngdn this course. The post-test was done on

paper after the course had finished.

3.3. Data collection tools

This study employed three tools to evaluate laloot affected learners. The first tool was

English proficiency tests which were used to find the effect of digital game, Kahoot on

learners’ language performance. The pre-test amgdist-test, 30 points each, were written
tests designed to test the students’ grammar acdbutary in ENO13. Students in both

groups were required to take these tests. Thewestsset and their validity was approved by

three experts from the English Department, Bandlokrersity, who reviewed and modified
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the test items. The researcher created an evatuédion so that each test item was also
examined to ascertain that it was in keeping withdbjective. In order to calculate the Item-
Objective Congruence (I0OC) Index, three types afngrs were given the following scores: 1
was congruent, 0 was questionable and -1 was imaeng All the items in this study were
congruent because they scored higher than 0.5 @dCf Index. Some language changes
were made in two items. Then 30 students who wetghe participants in this study were
assigned for the pilot test.

The second tool was a questionnaire modified froefle's Course Interest Survey
(Keller, 1987). It comprised ten items and examitegtners’ motivation after 12 lessons
were completed. Then it was distributed to bottugsoon week 14 which was the last week.
For each item, learners gave their feedback byctete one out of five levels of their
agreement from “mostly agree” to “mostly disagrehie validity of the questionnaire was
achieved by obtaining three experts’ approval. Thestionnaire items were read and
answered by 30 students; they were the same grbophad been asked to do the pilot test.
To gauge the readability, the coefficient alphdegue was applied. Its reliability coefficient
being .86, thus, the questionnaire was found teelable.

The last tool was a questionnaire investigatingdestis’ points of view on
gamification. Only students in the experimental ugrowere required to complete this
guestionnaire after the intervention. The sevemsten the questionnaire had been created
based on literature review and examined for contelidity. As evaluated by three
instructors, it was higher than 0.5. The initiatsien of the questionnaire was piloted before
real use. 30 students from the same pilot grougevassigned to do this questionnaire. The
reason for choosing this group was because theg tesgoin in theKahoot activity in
previous semester. The comments from the studerabled the researcher to adjust the
language. This was done to ensure that the quesitere easy to understand and could elicit

the required information.

3.4. Data analysis

The data was analyzed using SPSS (version 16t@ynhal consistency of pre-test scores was
assured for homogeneity and normality. An analgessilt of the pre-tests of both the control
and experimental groups through an independent Isamptest revealed a significant
difference. Therefore, one-way analysis of co-varéawas conducted with the post-test
scores using the pre-test scores as a covariategharresult yielded a significant difference.

The motivation data from both groups collectechateénd of the course were calculated. The
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P values of the motivation scores of the two growpgsen compared with an independéent
test, were statistically significant (lower tha@%). The feedback on the gamification method
from the experimental group was treated with meahsdandard deviation and interpreted as

various levels as follows:

1.00-1.50 meant a very low level of approval .5112.50 meant a low level of approval
2.51-3.50 meant a moderate level of approval .51-3.50 meant a high level of approval
4.51-5.00 meant a very high level of approval

4. Findings

Research Question 1: Does gamification affect studes’ learning performance?

Prior to the use of the gamification technique, tbst mean score of the students in the
control group was 14.15 with standard deviatior2 @3 and that of the experimental group
was 12.63 with a higher standard deviation of 3Af.independent samples t-test was
employed to examine any significant difference. Tihding showed that a difference existed
at a significance level of .0p< .05). This means that both groups were not equal.

Table 1. Independent sample t-test results of gsesicores

Group n Mean SD df t p d
Control Group 39 14.15 2.23 75 2.330 .023 .681
Experimental Group 38 12.63 3.37

Therefore, the one-way ANCOVA was instead appliedhe comparison of the post-test
mean scores. For data analysis, the covariate veagre-test score, the independent variable
was the instruction methods, and the dependenablas were the post-test and motivation
scores. Homogeneity was validated through the fest homogeneity of regression
coefficients and ANCOVA was used for analysis. As be seen from Table 2, the outcome
revealed that the mean scores of both the contonlpgand the experimental group carried a
significant differenceK = 25.039p = .000). The assumption then was substantiateat. i$h
students in the experimental group achieved hitgstrscores than those in the control group.

The mean scores were 22.74 and 19.91 accordingly.
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Table 2. ANCOVA test result of learning performance

Source SS df MS F Sig.
Corrected Model 566.674a 2 283.337 49.468 .000
Intercept 255.395 1 255.395 44,590 .000
Pre-test 528.359 1 528.359 92.247 .000
Group 143.415 1 143.415 25.039 .000
Error 423.846 74 5.728

Total 35963.000 77

Corrected Total 990.519 76

a. R Squared = .572 (Adjusted R Squared = .561)

Table 3. Mean scores result of learning performance

Group Mean Std. Error 95% Confidence Interval
Lower Bound Upper Bound
1. control 19.91% .390 19.139 20.693
2. experimental 22.744 .395 21.956 23.532

a. Covariates appearing in the model are evaluwstdte following values: pre-test = 13.40

Research Question 2: How does the learning motivatn of students in the experimental
group differ from that of students in the control goup?

To examine their motivation to learn, the questarwas distributed to both groups at the
end of the course. The result indicated that tlezamye score of motivation of students in the
experimental group (Mean = 3.42, SD = .44) was mhigher than that of the control group
(Mean = 3.02, SD = .66). It interestingly revedbstt greater motivation is found in the
experimental group for all items on the questioredt is also found that the highest mean
score of both groups was the same item (‘I am gatisfied with the course’) even though
the mean scores were rather different (Mean = 338). However, the second mean scores
of two groups were different. The experimental grindicated item no. 1 (‘I enjoy studying
English’, Mean = 3.58) while the control group caatem no.3 (‘I think the given tasks are
not too difficult’, Mean = 3.28).

Table 4. Comparisons of mean scores of learningvatain

Motivation Control Experimental
Mean SD Mean SD
1. I enjoy studying English. 2.92 .84 3.58 .92
2. | actively participate in the activities of thdeurse. 2.85 .81 3.32 74

3. I think the given tasks are not too difficult. .28 1.02 3.32 .66
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4. | am very satisfied with the course. 3.38 .99 793. .66
5. | feel confident that | will do well in this coae. 3.10 .85 3.50 .80
6. The content of this course is useful to me. 3.00 .89 3.26 72
7. The content in this course motivates me to learn 2.87 1.00 3.50 .65
8. The activities in the course capture my attentio 2.87 .95 3.42 .76
9. This course can develop my language proficiency. 3.03 1.01 3.26 .64
10. The amount of work in the course is suitable. 872 .95 3.21 .81
Average 3.02 .66 3.42 44

To find out whether there was a statistically digant difference between the two groups,
the mean scores were compared by using an indepesal@ples t-test. The result revealed a
statistically significant difference in the motiiat at the level of .05 as shown in Tablep5 (
=.003).

Table 5. Independent sample t-test results of isgnmotivation

Group n Mean SD df t p d
Control Group 39 3.02 .66 75 -3.11 .003 .606
Experimental Group 38 3.42 44

Research Question 3: What are students’ attitudestvards application of digital games

in language learning?

Based on the findings, students in the experimegtaup accepted the gamification
technique at a high level, the average mean bebf§) & shown in Table 6. That is, overall,
the students accepted the gamification techniqubegsexpressed positive views towards it.
Students seemed to faviahoot as a learning tool. Item No. 1 (‘This techniquededhe
course more fun’) had the highest mean (Mean =)3a8W item No. 2 (‘I like a competition
in this technique’) had the second highest meana(Ve 3.76). Item No. 4 (‘This technique
increased my interest in the lessons’) came thitd & 3.53 mean score. Item No. 5 (‘This
technique enabled me to learn better’) had the $bweean score (Mean = 3.45). It was at a

moderate level.
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Table 6. Students’ attitudes towards the gamificatechnique

Statement Mean SD
1. This technique made the course more fun. 3.87 8 5
2. | like competition in this technique. 3.76 .67
3. This technique increased engagement with thescla 3.50 .69
4. This technique increased my interest in theoless 3.53 .56
5. This technique enabled me to learn better. 3.45 .55
6. This technique is suitable for the languagesclas 3.50 .56
7. 1 want this technique to be used in other caurse 3.46 .50
Average 3.58 .35

5. Discussion

In this experimentKahoot was introduced in class and its effects on studdaarning
performance were studied. In addition, their leagnmotivation and attitudes towards the
gamification technique were analyzed based on these feedback survey. Many findings
should be brought to discuss as follows:

The first issue to be discussed is the effectKahoot on students’ language
proficiency. Based on the finding, there was a ificant difference in post-test scores
between the two groups of students. This implieat thamified learning generated more
achievement. This is probably due to the fact thatstudents in the experimental group had
an opportunity to revise what they had learnedughocompetition (Kim, 2015). They had
more fun playingKkahoot games while gaining knowledge. MoreovKghoot allowed for
more engagement in the learning process, and steuators were able to check student
involvement in the activities very easily. The réssi consistent with the study conducted by
Goehle (2013), who indicated that digital games i only create a good learning
environment, but they also provide more engageniémt is, the competition nature of the
games encourages learners to join, enhancing easinusand involvement in learning
(Hakulinenet al., 2015; Lee & Hammer, 2011; Muntean, 2011). The ntloeg participated in
the games, the more they gained knowledge. As giestithey obtained better performance
than those in the control group. The finding carubed to support the claim th&ahoot can
stimulate learning and language improvement canrdoca fun learning environment.

The second issue is the increase of the studemsVvation. One of the interesting
results of this study is that the usek@hoot games had an impact on learner motivation. That
is, the experimental group showed much higher mattw than the control group. This is

probably because students’ learning effort can lbgeved using<ahoot games (Attali &
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Arieli-Attali, 2015). In other words, providing itent feedback has a great effect on their
motivation. Kahoot makes the lessons more interesting, giving atlestts an opportunity to
participate and get feedback or results at onceiléAdtaying the game, they can see the
tentative winner on the screen. In the past, dpayger-based exercises was the only one way
to check if students understood the lessons or amat, they might not be informed of the
feedback immediately. The use of digital gamesdimng exercises or quizzes is, therefore,
better than the traditional way. Moreover, sincedshts are in the digital age, they are
immersed in technology in daily life. As such, apply technology in the classroom
motivates them to learn more when compared to thditional style of learning. The
atmosphere in the experimental class is competdive fun. They compete in game-like
quizzes with enjoyment. The current study proves karning can come with enjoyment as
the students in the experimental group had highaivation than the control group (Mean =
3.58, 2.92). The finding is in accordance with lasel Hammer (2011), who asserted that
digital games can be used to stimulate learningesithey influence mental and social
conditions.

The finding also revealed that students viewedude of digital games in language
learning positively. Three reasons can be usedptam this result. First of all, students are
accustomed to using a variety of technologies iilydde. A mobile phone is the best
equipment for playing games in class because adlestts have it. Secondlgahoot allows
them to compete with their friends through appi@aton mobile phone. They paid more
attention during the lessons since they neededaleese of knowledge in the competition.
This interest led to improved learning performam@seshown in previous studies (Hidi &
Renninger, 2006; Oblinger, 2004). Lastly, the congiis ofKahoot games are suitable for
educational purposes. That isahoot’s features (e.g. screen, music) are well-desigioed
draw the players’ attention, and the quizzes aoiged based on their ability. The finding is
in accordance with Kiil’'s (2005) research, accogdito which using appropriately
challenging activities relative to students’ congmetes could boost students’ interest and help
enhance students’ learning performariagsarning with fun can create good atmosphere. That
is why students highly agreed that gamified leagmmade the course more fun. It can be
concluded thaKahoot is a good digital game that can be used to inersaglents’ interest in

language learning and to make learning more fun.
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6. Conclusions and directions for future research

The findings reveal that the gamification techniauo¢ only increased students’ motivation,
but also enhanced their learning outcomes. Thisabels that the application of digital games
can transform any contents that are boring orailiffilike aspects of grammar or vocabulary
to be interesting and easier to understand. Gaaremake students enjoy attending the class.
Since the game concerns winning and losing, ingiracneed to inform them of the real
purpose of gamifying language activities. Thatwbat they can gain more than competition
and enjoyment is learning something new such aswgax and vocabulary knowledge. As
such, when a correct answer is shown, instructioosild explain and give details about it.
This is in accordance with what Marklund and Alkli{2016) recommend in that tasks for
teachers should be clear from the start when wganges in class.

Although gamification proves to be a highly usekaly of teaching English, there are
many questions to be addressed. First, after exgdsitheKahoot games, it is crucial to find
out at what point the students will become borexta8dly, future studies may be conducted
to compare other free digital games in relatiofattguage performance; the results can be
useful for selecting suitable games for the futtoerses. It is possible to study if the number
of games have an impact on their learning perfon@am this regard, it is important to find
out which game is the most appropriate to the cardestudy. Next, to gather more extensive
data and statistics, future studies should invavearger number of students which is a
limitation of this study. Then the feedback mayleef what students think and how the
gamification technique affects them more clearlinaly, other research tools such as
interviews should also be employed in order to nthkestudies more comprehensive.
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1. Introduction
In today’s world, technology is changing the larafse of education and this includes second
language (L2) learning and teaching too (Chap2d@,7; Otto, 2017, Stanley, 2013; Wang &
Winstead, 2016). Technology helps students in &tyaof ways: it helps them visualize
concepts better, communicate with each other atid tive teacher more effectively, makes
them more motivated, and learn a lot on their o®aléghizadeh, 2015). Teachers can also
utilize technological innovations to provide leasevith multimodal feedback (Elola &
Oskoz, 2016), help integrate assessment with ictsbru (Jamieson & Musumeci, 2017),
encourage learner autonomy (Al-Jarf, 2012), anceldgvhigher order thinking and meet the
needs of low performing learners with learning heaps (Roblyer & Doering, 2010).

Among the technological innovations, mobile and diaeld devices such as smart
phones, tablet computers, laptops, MP3 and MPZ4ptayPads are particularly helpful due to
their practicality and popularity. In fact, Mobilassisted Language Learning (MALL), a

subset of M(mobile)-learning, is a rapidly growifigld with important implications for
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language learning and teaching (Pachler, Cook, &hBwir, 2010; Thornton & Houser,
2005; see also Burston, 2013 for a review of MALtudées). Commenting on the
contributions of MALL to L2 learning, Jalalifarahisand Ghovehnodoushan (2011) write that
“among the most noted affordances for MALL is uliiqus access to learning anytime at any
place that the user has reception” (p. 527). Tka w@f learning a language anytime, anywhere
with the use of mobile devices can motivate leanand encourage them to take the
responsibility of their own learning process, whiohturn can make them feel that they have
the authority over the process (Thornton & Hou2605).

The current passion towards MALL, however, showdtimake us forget that many of
the mobile applications for language learning agathing “have been developed by people
outside of the field of second language pedagoglythair effectiveness cannot and should
not be taken for granted,” (Nushi & Jenabzadeh62@1 30). Cowan (2015) also points out
the recent shift towards MALL “lacks a focus on treefulness of language-learning apps and
how to integrate them into lessons,” (p. 3). SimylaKim and Kwon (2012) add “the
widespread use of smartphones has brought numerobige applications to second language
(L2) learners but discussion about its effectiveness not been settled yet within the field,”
(p. 31). The necessity for critical research on dkailable language learning applications,
therefore, is essential to make language learnedsteachers alike aware of the advantages
and disadvantages of working with such softwarédams&nd outside of the classroom. The
present article aims to review one mobile languagening application nameaDlanguages

and explore its potential for L2 learning.

2. Description

To use the app, learners must first download mfféoogle Play/App Store so they could run

the app on their Android/IOS deviceés0languagesoffers more than 50 languages, and is
available in about 3,000 combination of languadesrners can choose what language they
speak and from there, they are presented witht aid can choose what language they want
to learn.

Because of the system of storing its database dbis has utilized, very rare
combination of languages has become available. e&s $n Figure 1, a learner speaking
Polish can learn Farsi through her native languadgeall of the languages, two native
speakers, a man and a woman, are recorded saymigrswords, phrases, and sentences.
Moreover, all 50 languages can be learned throagh ether since the app simply changes

the place of the first language with the targeglsage.
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Figure 1. Many combinations of languages offere&@anguages

After the learners have chosen the language they wealearn and the one they
already know, they are presented with a list of ynsatures of the app. They range from
learningAlphabet Numbersto Phrase bookThe Phrase book is mainly the place the learners
go to learn new materials, and it is the place ehal the recorded audios are presented.
Every Phrase book in every language offers 100kes#n bunches of tens (see Figure 2),

with each lesson focusing on a specific subjed (sgure 3).
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Figure 2. Inside a Phrase book Figudaside a lesson
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091-100

Figure 4 shows that every lesson contains fouspart

1. Word List

2. Flash Card

3. Take Test

4. Did you know? (This one simply provides fun faebout languages. They are all in
English.)

Each section has an empty star placed next tositth& learner explores each one,
once he/she is learning the new materials and girayithe correct answers whenever
questions are asked, the star gradually fills upceOthe star is completely full, the learner
knows he/she does not need to go back to thaibseatain, although he/she can if desired.
No recommendations are given by the app and tlmedeaan proceed as he/she wants.
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Figure 4. Different sections of a lesson

In the Word List, learners find a list of words,rabes and complete sentences with
the translation in their chosen language. The fiesson in every language is under the
category ofPeople It starts with the wor@®neand ends with the complete sentembey are
all here with a number of other words, phrases and seaseincbetween these twioearners
are exposed to these in both written and spoken.féis mentioned earlier, the spoken form
is provided twice, once said by a male and andihex by a female. Learners can go about
exploring the lesson, tapping on each part to treapronunciation, looking at the translation
provided, and even recording their own voice anahgaring it with that of a native speaker
(see Figure 5).
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Ma famille est ici.

Figure 5. Inside Word List

Once the learner is done with the new materials,cstm go back one step to explore
other sections of the lesson. No hint is given &atwo do to next. The second pa&lash
Card, is placed next. Inside this section, the wordsapes and sentences learnt in the Word
List are presented again, but in a flash card mafsee Figure 6). A word, phrase or sentence
from the first language appears at the top of sceeel the learner is expected to remember its
target language counterpart, both in written armakep form. The written and spoken forms
are provided at the bottom of the screen, in dasdearner fails to remember them. It is also

possible to mark a specific text for future leaghgessions.
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Figure 6. Inside a flash card

Once all the materials in this section have beemi&al, the learner can press ‘Back’
and continue to the next section which tests trewkedge of the learner (see Figure 7). The
app does not suggest any recommended time as 1o iivisebetter to test your knowledge of
the materials, but it seems these sections shaulcbbered one after anoth&0languages
provides a variety of tests. They include writigtening, reading tests, but no speaking tests.
The tests, except foword Order directly or indirectly test the learners’ vocabylgsee
Figures 8, 9 & 10).



Teaching English with Technologhg8(1), 93-104 http://www.tewtjournal.org 100

v = % al 20% 2 2:00 e = il .l 19% 2 2:05

Take Test m

__f mille estici.

My family is here.

Y

Written Test

)4
Choice

O
| *|
°

Word Order

Bubble Game

*
Fill in the blank

Figure 7. Types of tests iguFe 8. Written Test

W0k = %l .l 19% 1 2:05 0 = il Lal 19% L 2:06

Lesson 001-005 1/10 m Lesson 001-005 Bubble Game
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Figure 9. Word Order Figure 1@bBle Game

Other interesting sections of the app include #aehing of the alphabet, the numbers
of the target language. There are also some va@abghmes, crossword puzzles, cloze tests,
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and even radio stationsOlanguage®ffers a wide range of games and fun, most of whie
in the app and some are on its website.

It must be noted that this app only works througimglation and does not provide any
grammatical instruction in any stage. It only workish vocabulary and grammar, which are
to be learned inductively by the learner. When akiss are madeéhOlanguagesdoes not
provide any explanations as to why the mistakergstake; it only lets the learner know that
a mistake has been made. It does not have a conymairiearners, teachers or any human

interaction of any kind either — the app itselftie learner’'s only companion.

3. Evaluation

50languagess a free mobile and web-based app, offering afatontent for its users. The
lessons are divided into different subjects, teagtihe basic vocabulary for each language.
The learners are not expected to be able to tabnfly or be experts in the target language,
rather50languagedries to get to the ‘point’ of every subject a®is@s possible and equips
the learner with the basics needed for communigatiithin that particular subject in that
language. If we consider this as the app’s maieailje and not learning the new language
fully and completely, the app has been more ordessessful. If not, there are many aspects
in which the app fails to deliver, at the leastphd assistance.

First, the contents do not seem to be backed bypamycular scientific method or
approach, at least none is claimed by the developeits website. In the initial stage of
learning a language, some very random and dispbimerds appear for the learner to learn;
for example, the equivalent of “child”, “my family@nd “My family is not small” is given to
the learner. Although they are all categorized dase themes, there is not any meaningful
context to these new materials, except for the ofl the theme. This can prove to be very
confusing sometimes. Imagine that the learner dussknow the Chinese alphabet and
suddenly the first lesson presents a sentence ime€# The only resort for the learner is to
memorize the shapes of the letters, pronunciaéiod,the meaning of the sentence but no real
meaningful communication is happening.

Second,50languagegelies heavily on the learner's native language #ryou take
that away from the app, it practically loses itdigbto teach and present new materials. The
app developers’ lack of attention to teaching mal®in appropriate context makes it very
dependent on its Translation Tool — Google Traeslathich takes the learner out of the app
and into the chaos of the Internet. This, partidylacould be a problem for beginners. But

again, if we consider the app as only a means damileg the basics of the language, its
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translation tool actually comes in very handy. Famg-term learning, however, the goal
should be to depend less on the speaker’s natiggiéagge and more on the target language.

Third, the lack of human interaction fi®languagess something to be cautious about
when using this app. In fact, the failure to suppgynchronous speaking and listening
activities and promote collaborative learning ameag the main problems of many language
learning apps (Kukulska-Hulme & Lesley, 2008). Tduless this issue, some language apps
(e.g.,Busuy Duolingo have tried to bring about a community of learrtersogether to they
could help each other out, using forums or evenmaenting on the materials presented by the
app.50languagesioes not provide any feedback on learners’ ustheflanguage; the only
time they are provided with any feedback is whesyttake different tests at the end of each
lesson.

On the positive note, the app’s Pronunciation Taaoi be very useful and effective;
50language$as a built-in voice recorder with which the leamscan check and double-check
their pronunciations with that of a native speak&hout having to exit the app or even move
from page to page. In the case of a language likgligh, the app opts to use the American
accent for all its English content. Another grearinof the app is the range of languages it
covers. As mentioned earlier, this app claims teecdhe basics of more than 50 languages
and provides more than 2,500 combination of langaabat can be learned by each other, a
feature which is simply amazing. For instaribeplinga the most popular app on the market
does not even come closgllanguagess a great language learning app for polyglots and
anybody who wants to learn the basics of a languagekly. We recommend the app as a
useful supplement when learning a second langudge rot a substitute.

4. Conclusion

As a free language learning app assistaftanguagesenjoys many great features. The
variety of languages, built-in Pronunciation Tomhd ‘to-the-point’ teaching process makes
the app a value learning tool for many learnerswvéier, as mentioned earli&Qlanguages

is not a tool on which one should not be solelyahejent; its over-reliance on the learners’
native language, lack of contextualization of thevnmaterials and coverage of only the
basics of the languages do not make the app a gmoganion for more determined learners
of a language and for those who want to achieventty. Nonetheles§0languageswill
surely be of great assistance to polyglots andetmple who want to learn the basics of a

specific language. This might have been the deeetpriginal aim. Polyglots can easily



Teaching English with Technologhg8(1), 93-104 http://www.tewtjournal.org 103

switch between languages as they wish, learn neterias in the language of their choice
and move on to the next language once done witpridanaous one.
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1. Introduction

Educational videos are among the most influential authentic tools in foreign language
education (Choi & Johnson, 2007; Erbaggio, Gopahkan, Hobbs, & Liu, 2012; Hafner,
2014; Mackey & Ho, 2008; Mirvan, 2013; Shih, 20M&ang, 2014). The reason that videos
are particularly popular in foreign language edwrais that they are multimodal, that is,
even in their basic form, they provide studentshvauditory, visual, contextual, verbal, and
non-verbal sources of input, which can enhance cengmsion Gernsbacher2015; Hoven,
1999; Seo, 2002) by providing comprehensible ir{guashen, 1981, 1985). Moreover, some
researchers (e.g. Borras & Lafayette, 1994; Dap@d4; Davey & Parkhill, 2012; Hsu, 1994;
Hsu, Hwang, Chang, & Chang, 2013; Markham & PeP®03; Montero Perez, Peters,
Clarebout, & Desmet, 2014; Plass, Chun, Mayer, &ther, 1998Vanderplank, 2016have
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attempted to make videos more educationally pufpbgérough captions (texts in the
original language) and/or subtitles (texts in tlegét language), supporting listening
comprehension and vocabulary development.

However, although captions and subtitles douate to the comprehensibility of input
by adding an extra layer of cognitive processingdB: Williams, 2002) to videos, asking
comprehension questions both during and after itheovis also important. Comprehension
questions help students attend to the materiatamad and allow educators to decide if they
are progressing effectively through the materialst only is asking comprehension questions
encouraged in foreign language classes, but alscatols are advised to ask effective
guestions — those engaging higher order thinkintissfHOTS) — so that students develop
critical thinking skills (Egbert, 2007, 2009). Acdingly, using instructional videos in the
teaching-learning process, augmented with effeatov@prehension questions, can be where

Playpositcan support learning in language classrooms.

2. Features

Playposit (formerly known asduCanoiy is an application used to make interactive vigeos
known asbulbs The videos can be extracted from one of manyuresesharing websites or
from a repository of pre-made bulbs. Having chosesuitable video, educators can play and
edit it based on their educational objectives. 8gbently, the educators can add
interactivities (e.g., multiple-choice items) toesfgic frames of the video, and then share it
with the students. As the students are watchingitheo, they will be prompted to respond to
the interactivities as the player slider passesutpn the linked frames. The teacher can then
check the students’ responses through the analgéipability of the application. The main
features oPlaypositare:

1. A free basic plan allowing educators to create mitéid bulbs, monitor students’
progress, have access to a repository of videas tlan capability to share contents
with colleagues.

2. A variety of assessment measures, incluagmgtiple-choice free responseeflective
pause discussion forunpolling surveycheck all (that applyfill blank, website and
web embed

3. Easy, intuitive interface.

4. Compatibility with all platforms.
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3. Evaluation

Access (clarity, instructions, usability, navigation, safety)

Working with the website is relatively straightfaaml. Users can easily locate videos online
through two sourcegqre-made bulbsindvideo channelsHaving found a suitable video, the

educators can easily select and transfer it ta tdbum and start editing it based on their
educational goals.

pasi mues  wowror  peson Q. @ ()

VIDEO GHANNELS

e O =
[{ ~reramaropolis - N

¥ REVI P
o Monica Lewinsky: The price of shame o Why Happy Couples Cheat | Esther Perel | TED Tal o Inside the mind of s master procrastinator | Tim U, o Amanda Palmer The art of asking

Figure 1. Video channels

The intuitive video playback and editing tools ¢ecan even greater ease of access for users.
Users can play the video via the simple built-iteiface, and attempt to edit, and add
guestions to it wherever necessary. As can be iseigure 2, a series of interactivities, that
is, questions (multiple-choice, free response, kingcthe correct answer, and filling in the

blanks) have been attached to the twenty-firstrsg@od the sample video.
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New Bulb 2017-12-0507:39:29 2/2 PREVIEW  SHARE  MONITOR

What type of village can you see in the video?

O Mountain Peak.

River

cC @0

Hightand

Forest

The central building in a medieval castle (shown in the video) is called the ........... .

Keep

O Church

O Theater

O Troubadours arbor

= Fill Blark

A highland village provides a good mix of resources. The main limitation, though, is

Figure 2. Editing the video and adding questions

Likewise, the student view is unobtrusive, thattie technology does not interfere in the
learning process, or, simply said, it does notig¢he way. When the video slider reaches the
position of keyframe (the starting frame of theemactivity), the application divides the screen
into two halves, one containing the interactivapd the other containing the paused video.

After the students respond to the prompt, the viglagback will resume.

O reoeouesnion

What type of village can you
see in the video?

O Forest
O Highisnd

O River

Figure 3. Student view
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As can be seen in Figure 3, the slider has reatiheedeyframe and, hence, the video has
stopped and the students have been prompted vethrgt question (multiple-choice) in the
series (see Figure 2). Once the students answeyuenion, the video will resume and they
will be prompted with subsequent questions (frepoese, checking the correct answer, and
filling in the blanks).

Additionally, Playposit conforms to the norms of TESOL Technology Standards
Framework (2008) in observing the learners’ safetyle browsing the Internet. Although,
according to Standard 3, learners should geneealtycise caution while working online, the
application does not pose a threat to their sdfgtyresenting them with unwanted pop-ups or

redirections to third-party websites and appliaadio

A variety of interactivity types
Playpositprovides users with eight interactivity types ® d&dded to the videos. These (see
Figure 4) include the following:

1. Multiple-choice: Traditional multiple-choice questions consistaoproblem, a set of
alternatives, and one correct response.

2. Freeresponse: Essay questions help assess the learners’ opiaiomst a particular
topic and, hence, encourage their higher-ordekihg

3. Réflective pause: Pre-organizers and/or guided instruction allowlézners to reflect
upon key ideas before or while watching the video.

4. Discussion forum: As the name suggests, this interactivity allows educators to
create a discussion forum for students to engaghalogues and debates based on
what they watched, encouraging their critical timgk peer-feedback, analysis,
synthesis, and evaluation.

5. Poalling survey: Through this item, the educators solicit studeidlisas about a topic
related to the video.

6. Check all: These items help assess the students’ breadithoefledge by having them
choose more than one correct answer among a aeoifatives.

7. Fill blank: Auto-graded fill-in-the-blank items allow the edors to examine the
students on their knowledge of the topic, vocalllgrammar, etc. by having them
provide the missing words which have been intemtigrieft out in a phrase, sentence,
paragraph, and/or text.

8. Web embed: This interactivity allows the incorporation ofhetr third-party media in
the form of a web address.
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®

Figure 4. Interactivity types

These measures allow the teacher to pose quespomdde resources, create discussions,
and elicit opinions while the students are engagedatching the video. These assessment
tools can potentially address diversity by targgtskill levels, providing a more realistic

picture of the students’ progress. For instancefea-response writing task can more
appropriately be used to tap into an advanced stigsderiting skill, while a multiple-choice

item may be used for lower-proficiency levels, & tpsycholinguistic processes and
micro/macro writing skills involved in tackling a utiple-choice item are comparatively

more limited (Brown, 2004; Farhady, Jafarpur, &j&8mndi, 1994). Therefore, these measures,
if used effectively, can provide a more realistictyre of the students’ skills, encouraging the
development of HOTS (Egbert, 2007, 2009). Finalhe teacher can access the detailed

reports of the students’ performance and proviéentvith feedback ifiwhen necessary.

Feedback
The application offers simple yet informative arigky on the students’ interaction with the

videos. These statistics can be viewed by hovetiregmouse pointer over thenalytics
section of the interface accessible to the edusaldris feature grants the educators access to
the students’ answers. Based on the analytics,ethecators can provide students with

feedback on their performance.
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Stronghold Kingdoms Game-play

Interaction in writing

Stronghold Kingdoms Ga

Answer Distribution

Figure 5. Analytics

Engagement
Engagement is usually defined as “absorption iadivity and implies motivation to do the
activity” (Egbert, 2007, p. 4). An engaging tasls ltlae following features:

1. Authenticity: It is authentic to students, that is, the stusldetl that they can
learn from it.

2. Connectiong/interest: It is interesting to students because it is cotetto their
lives, making the students feel that performingaih have an important effect on
their lives both in and out of the class.

3. Social interaction: It provides students with opportunities to intgravith each
other throughout the learning process. Resear¢kegs Lantolf & Thorne, 2007;
Vygotsky, 1978; Wertsch, 1985) have found that aotiteraction is a key to
learning, as it leads to a deeper sense of atteatid focus on task.

4. Feedback: It provides students with sufficient feedback gbhis given right when
the students need it rather than later.

5. Challenge/skills balance. It has a good balance of challenge and skilstadents
to solve it. Research (e.g., Csikszentmihalyi, 199@bert, 2004) suggests that
when a task is too challenging, the students feedtfated and demotivated to
tackle it. Furthermore, when a task is too eashgatls to boredom. Therefore, an

engaging task needs a balance of challenge and skil
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Accordingly, as videos are authentic, multimodal @otentially interesting and connected
to the students’ lives, they can be considered gingamaterials (if chosen properly).
Playposit uses these potentially engaging materials and addsus interactivities (see
Figure 4) to them, allowing for HOTS, social intelian, and feedback. The responsibility of
realizing the final requirement of an engaging fakkt is, a balance between challenge and
skill level, is upon the teacher to create for thedel to work. ThereforeRlaypositcan be

considered a potentially engaging tool which cgmpsut students’ learning.

User plans

Playpositis offered under three plansasic premium teacherandblended schoolThe basic
plan is fairly limited, but it provides users withasic affordances they need to create
educational activities. For instance, they can teramlimited bulbs and see analytics on
unlimited students’ performances. With other pldwsjyever, the educators have access to all
interactivity types (see Figure 4). In additione taducators can grant students privileges to
create their own bulbs and use a more advancedaogeto edit videos. Under thdended
school plan, the application has all the other previousigntioned features along with

professional development capabilities, providingeadors with training.

pasH  Bues Mommor DEseN Q@

BASIC PREMIUM TEACHER BLENDED SCHOOL
S S S
Olyea{ 8 glyear 9 9 O/year*
No Payments, No Surprises Auto-renewed Annually *Base rate for 15 staff
Create Unlimited Bulbs Auto-graded Fill-in-the-Blank Administrator View
Monitor Unlimited Students Web & Check-All Q Types Professional Development
Public Copy/Edit Limited Advanced Video Crop On-going Training
Share with Colleagues Copy/Edit 200K+ Public Bulbs LTI Integration
Students Can Create Bulbs Questions? Reach us at 443-821-7776
-
Print Worksheets & Export Grades
AT

Figure 6. User plans

4. Conclusions
Allowing educators to integrate videos as authemtterials in the teaching-learning process,

Playpositis an application with many useful capabilitieBstty, the software allows users to
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easily locate, edit, and share educationally appatgp videos in a safe environment. The
educators can search video-sharing websites, dadrda appropriate video, trim it based on
the teaching-learning objectives, and share it witidents. Likewise, the students’ access to
the video occurs in the same safe environment whbee materials are provided
unobtrusively. Furthermore, as the application m&guonly an active Internet connection to
operate, it can run on all system platforms.

Secondly, through a variety of interactivitypés, the educators can manage the
learning process more effectively, assessing theests on their comprehension of the
materials and, at the same time, providing thenh wainstructive feedback. For instance, an
educator can start Rlayposittask with a reflective pause interactivity to leétstudents set
goals and understand what the purpose of the s&sknd, on a broader sense, how it can
connect to their lives. Then, as the video rolig, ¢ducator can engage the students’ HOTS by
asking effective questions — those asking the siisd® analyze, synthesize, and evaluate
(Bloom,1956; Egbert, 2009) — and have them intenaitt their peers through the discussion
forum. The combination of appropriate videos, dffecquestions, and interactivity types can
potentially result in the development of studertgative and critical thinking skills, and an
engaging learning experience. Besides, the edwcator monitor the students’ progress and
provide them with feedback using the analyticsusabf the application.

Finally, even under a basic plan, the edusatauld still have access to useful tools to
create an engaging learning task for the stud@iisse toolsmultiple-choicefree response
and reflective pausealong with other characteristics of this plane(s#bove) can be used
effectively to support the teaching-learning precedgth technology. However, the social
aspect of the application, which is available terpium and blended-school users, is locked
for basic-plan users, with the teaching-learningadyics following a one-on-one educator-
student pattern. Therefore, depending on the uggrals and budgetPlayposit can be

employed in each capacity to support the teacheagring process.
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