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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

After one thematic issue devoted to technology-atedi task-based language learning, a
highly successful and important one, we are happgrovide our readership with another
regular issue of our Journal. Before | make an \oeer of the particular articles we have
managed to collect, | would like to make a few régmaon the current state dEwT. Most
notably, | would like to express my apologies ta authors for sometimes relatively long
period to get the reviewing outcome. We do haveumber of articles in our publication
queue, thematic issues such as the last one glidistiupt the standard publishing timeline,
and it may be the case that prospective autholdshedr from us not earlier than after six
months from the article’s submission. TEwT’'s eddbassistant, Ms. Kamila Buragka, is
doing a tremendous job to make sure submissionpraygerly tracked and dispatched for
review. In any case, however, prospective authmeskendly encouraged to send a reminder
either to Kamila or to myself, and we will be happyprovide them with the update on the
submission.

At the same time, we are doing great efforts tekseew reviewers, encourage
submissions and improve the Journal’s quality eveme. It is my pleasure to welcome Mr
Hussein Meihami as a social media assistant amtk tHassein for the work already done on
LinkedIn. Constantly increasing number of followereew applications for reviewers, all
indicate great need for promotionTeaching English with Technology using the social media
channels.

The current issue of the Journal opens up witiseudsion of the effect of corrective
feedback modes on developing students’ writing ipigricy, undertaken by Sabah lbrahim
Al-Olimat and Ali Farhan AbuSeileek from Jordan.eTluthors reveal that there were
significant differences between the mean scoreth@fcontrol group and the experimental
groups due to the method of teaching in favor ef éxperimental groups which received
corrective feedback. Furthermore, the findings aéee that there was a significant effect for
the mean scores between teachers’ feedback, ssudeatlback or both, in favor of both

where students received corrective feedback franm geers and the teacher.
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Seyed Abdollah Shahrokni and Leila Sadeqgjooldhair article entitled “Iranian EFL
teachers’ perception, familiarity and use of We0 tols in TEFL”, attempt to assess the
extent to which Web 2.0 tools have become norndilisghe EFL teachers’ practice. Quite
surprisingly, even though most respondents considierputerized tools to be effective in the
teaching-learning process, theyxhibited low degrees of familiarity and use tovgarthe
technologies under investigation.

“Skype-based English activities: A case for compgllinput? Correlational changes
before and after Skype exchanges” by David Ocké&apdn) reports upon an attempt to
investigate the impact of a series of Skype excaadivities with students in Australia on
Japanese elementary school students’ affectivaias toward EFL. As it turned out, Skype-
based language activities did provide input than@t only comprehensible, but, more
importantly, compelling as well.

In the next contribution, Krzysztof Michalak (Potgndescribes the way in which
online translation platforms can facilitate the qass of training translators, taking
Zooniverse, a website hosting a variety of citizen scienagqmts in which everyone can take
part, as an example. Apart from the discussiondebatages and drawbacksZwouniverse,
the article contains also ideas for practical impatation of the platform in translator
education.

The present issue concludes with two book revieMahmoud Abdi Tabari (USA)
reviewsCrafting Digital Writing Composing Texts Across Media and Genres written by Troy
Hicks and published by Heinemann, while Kamila Buiiska (Poland) makes an overview of
Devel oping Online Language Teaching. Research-Based Pedagogies and Reflective Practices,
edited by Regine Hampel and Ursula Stickler andiglued by Palgrave Macmillan.

We wish you good reading!
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USING COMPUTER-MEDIATED CORRECTIVE FEEDBACK MODES

IN DEVELOPING STUDENTS' WRITING PERFORMANCE
by Sabah Ibrahim Al-Olimat
Al al-Bayt University
Mafraqg, Jordan
olimatsabah @ yahoo.com
andAli Farhan AbuSeileek
Al al-Bayt University
Mafraqg, Jordan

alifarhan66 @ gmail.com

Abstract

This study explored the effect of computer-mediatedective feedback on the 10th grade
EFL students’ performance in the writing skill. 8aty-two 10th grade female students at Al

Hammra secondary school for girls situated in Mgftdordan) were selected as the study
sample. They were randomly assigned into four gsptipree experimental groups (18 in

each) and one control group (18 students). Thesthrperimental groups were taught using
the computer-mediated corrective feedback modelidimg teachers’ feedback (students

who received feedback only from the teacher), sitgldeedback (students who provided

and received feedback from their peers), and bsthdénts who received and provided

feedback from students and teacher). The contmlmwas taught using computer-mediated
communication. However, it neither provided noreiged corrective feedback.

Findings of the study reveal that there were §icant differences between the mean
scores of the control group and the experimentalgs due to the method of teaching in
favor of the experimental groups which receivedrective feedback. Furthermore, the
findings revealed that there was a significantaffer the mean scores between teachers’
feedback, students’ feedback or both, in favor ethbwhere students received corrective

feedback from their peers and the teacher.

1. Introduction

Recently, there has been an orientation towardgusamputer programs in the teaching and
learning process. Therefore, there is an expandseg of CALL programs in educational
institutions. In other words, technological edusativas one of the most developed areas in
the world. Computers which have entered the schtmlin the late 1950s in developed
countries are increasingly developing throughoetwlorld. Moreover, as computers become

more powerful, faster, easier to use, more conwenand cheaper, they can also process and
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store much more data (Gunduz, 2005). Furthermbegetis an extremely fast development of
computer-assisted tools such as proofing modes taal$, which enriches the role of
computer in language learning and gives it moreoirtgmce (Rahimpour, 2011).

The computer may give individual attention e tanguage learner. It acts as a tutor,
assesses the learner’s reply, records it, poirttsnestakes and gives explanations, guides the
learner towards the correct answer, offers interadearning, assess the learner’s response,
and repeats an activity without any of the errarsirag from repetition by humans, handles a
very large volume of interaction and deliver to thieident feedback and accommodate
different speeds of learning, and imposes limitslentime available for answering questions
(for testing purposes) (AbuSeileek & AbuSeileekl 20

As the issue of computer-mediated corrective feekllim controversial (AbuSeileek
and Abu-al-Sha'r, 2014), there is a need for comagianore studies in this area. Therefore,
this study is based on introducing different modesomputer-mediated corrective feedback.
It may help students benefit from corrective feeattb improve their writing performance
through using the computer tool and the Microsofirth\2010 techniques, draw EFL teachers’
attention to provide their students with correctieedback in the writing skill to improve
their performance through the assistance of compated present a practical model for
curricula designers in designing computer-mediatedcula, specifically the writing tasks. It
aimed at finding the effect of computer-mediatedrextive feedback on EFL students’
performance in writing. It also explored the effedft the mode of providing feedback
(teachers’ feedback, students’ feedback, or bathgtadents' performance in the writing skill.
Moreover, it investigated the effect of computerdmged corrective feedback on different
writing aspects (spelling, punctuation, organizaticontent, grammar, and vocabulary).

More specifically, this study solicited to answiee following three research questions:

1) Are there any significant differences between tlemmscores of the experimental
and control groups due to the presence/absencermctive feedback on EFL
students' performance in writing?

2) Are there any significant differences between tleamscores of the experimental
groups due to the mode of providing corrective beatt (teachers’ feedback,
students’ feedback, and both) on students' perfocea writing?

3) Which writing aspects (spelling, punctuation, ofigation, content, grammar, and
vocabulary) are mainly developed by computer-mediabrrective feedback?

Furthermore, the revision of the related literatteeiew revealed that there are very

few studies in the Jordanian school context reladezbmputer-mediated corrective feedback.
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Consequently, there is a need to investigate tfectedf feedback on the students' writing
performance through using the computer as a tograwide corrective feedback for the

students, a goal to be achieved in the preseny.stud

2. Background to the study

2.1. Corrective feedback

Corrective feedback is about providing learner wdtita about his/her responses whether
these responses positive or negative. In other syards the process of supplying the learner
with knowledge about performance progressivelyrioamce the students' right responses and
correct the wrong ones. According to Soori, KafipduSoury (2011), corrective feedback
takes the form of responses to learner sentencemiomg an error. The responses can
consist of (1) an indication that an error has beemmitted, (2) provision of the correct
target language form, (3) metalinguistic informat@bout the nature of the error, or (4) any
combination of the above. In fact, CF occurs fredlyein instructional settings, but much
less frequently in naturalistic settings. Petchertag2012) confirmed that feedback should
provide information specifically related to the feiag process so as to assist learners in
understanding what they are learning and what tiae just learned. In conclusion, the term
‘corrective feedback’ is generally used for cormagterrors of form not of content. However,
in this study it refers to both feedback on linggisorms and content.

Ellis (2009) demonstrated that the role of feedbhak a place in most theories of
second/foreign language (L2) learning and langupgdagogy. In both behaviorist and
cognitive theories of L2 learning, feedback is sasncontributing to language learning. In
both structural and communicative approaches tguage teaching, feedback is viewed as a
means of fostering learner motivation and ensulimguistic accuracy. Ellis points out that
feedback can be either positive or negative. Rasigedback affirms that a learner’s response
to an activity is correct. It may signal the acayraf the content of a learner utterance or the
linguistic correctness of the utterance. In theggedical theory, positive feedback is viewed
as important because it provides affective suppmithe learner and fosters motivation to
continue learning (Ellis, 2009).

In conclusion, the concept of corrective femdbis used to refer to supplying the
students with information in the computer-basedemive form about their performance and
correcting their wrong responses. In this studyisiused to refer to providing corrective

feedback about both content and form.
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There are different types of corrective featdbalyster & Ranta (1997: 46)
categorized them into the following seven types:
1. Explicit error correction: Explicit provision diie target like the teacher provides the
correct form (e.gYou should say writgs
2. Clarification requests: An utterance indicatingroblem in comprehension, accuracy,
or both.
3. Recast: Implicit reformulation of all or part thfe learner's utterance (ekde always
writes an essaygndHe writes an essay every day
4. Metalinguistic feedback: Comments, informatioor question but without
reformulation of the error (e.@here is a mistake. It is present tense. Do youhese
present tens®
5. Repetition: Repetition of the whole or part loé utterance containing the error, often
accompanied by a change in intonation (Elg@writes an essay every day
6. Elicitation: A prompt for the learner to reforfate (e.g.Try that again. How do we
say that? Every day he.
7. Translation: Target language translation of tiosed use of the L1
This study focuses on a combination of correctaedback types. They are presented
by the teacher and students. They included explieitast, metalinguistic feedback, and

repetition.

2.2. Corrective feedback and language learning

There are many studies which confirmed the impadanf corrective feedback in language
learning and assured its effectiveness in the laggulearning process. According to
Vanderbeek (2007), feedback positively affects etisl and teachers' attitude toward
independent practice work resulting in improved liquaf solutions produced by students.
Hyland & Hyland (2006) confirmed that feedback bagn seen as a key element of students'
growing control over writing skill. They added thégedback is important in providing
students with the linguistic choices as a way aisdifg students in conveying through new
knowledge and practices. Sheen, Wright & Moldaw@0@ assert that focused CF may
enhance learning by helping learners to (1) ndtieg errors in their written work, (2) engage
in hypotheses testing in a systematic way, andn@pitor the accuracy of their writing by
tapping into their existing explicit grammaticaldwledge. This draws students’ and teachers’

attention to the ways of improving the teaching raining process.
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AbuSeileek (2012) confirmed that correctivediegck is one of the major tools used for
enhancing English language learning and teachimgugiih helping students to correct their
errors. Petchprasert (2012) claimed that corredieelback is an essential part of language
learning and teaching that influences studentshieg and achievement. He added that the
corrective feedback helps both the teachers andgh&lents meet the instructional goals in
learning and teaching. Evans, Hartshorn, &Tuio®1@) suggested that written corrective
feedback is commonly practiced in L2 pedagogy lpeeence.

In conclusion, corrective feedback is regarded agrg effective tool in language
teaching and learning. Teachers should pay moeataih to this tool in order to achieve their
goals in teaching. It is one of the major goalstlié study to investigate the effect of

computer-mediated corrective feedback on EFL stisdparformance in writing.

2.3. Modes of corrective feedback

Some researchers revealed that teacher and stiegeiitack is helpful to enhance language
learning. According to Pan (2010), teacher andestudrror feedback may facilitate students’
language learning. Rabiee (2010) assured thatdteborative feedback model (teacher and
students' feedback) had a significant effect ordestts’ writing. According to Marboyeh
(2011), teacher written corrective feedback andr pgetten corrective feedback had a
significant effect on the writing performance oé thubjects. Jodaie, Farrokhi, & Zoghi (2011)
reported that there are some important differermsesvell as similarities between teachers’
and students’ perceptions of written correctivedbeek on grammatical errors. Other
researchers confirmed that peer feedback is mdeetee. AbuSeileek and Abu-al-sha'r
(2013) demonstrated that the students who usedokrand electronic dictionary could
improve their writing performance.

On other hand, Adams, Nuevo & Egi (2011) assdnat there was limited evidence
for the effectiveness of feedback in learner-leamgractions in promoting learning and for
a role of modified output in supporting explicit dmledge. However, other researchers
confirmed that teacher’s feedback is a very eféectiool to enhance the self-correction
ability, for instance, Alghazo, Abdelrahman & Qla¢it(2009) claimed that the students who
received feedback did better than those who didrective it. Furthermore, Rabiee (2010)
confirmed that students benefited from teacher&dlbi@ck more than peers’ feedback. As

Srichanyachon (2012 : 7) points it out,
no matter what method is used, it is important teachers in ESL and EFL settings to give

students a crystal clear explanation. Also, teactsould include comments of praise and
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encouragement in their written feedback becausgiym$eedback can boost student motivation

to improve their writing skills.

Moreover, some researchers suggest that correfgedback or error correction is
not helpful in developing learners' linguistic perhance. Krashen (1982) points out that
error correction is not of use for language actjoisi He adds that teacher corrections will
not produce results that will live up to the exp#icns of many instructors. In conclusion,
there is no conformity about the general effectegsnof modes of feedback in language

learning process.

2.4. Writing aspects and types of errors

According to Tarawneh (2011), writing in a foreign second language is a courageous
experience especially for students whose nativguage is not of the same origin as the
target language. Arabic-speaking students learkimglish are a good example here. These
students are faced with the school curriculum iheltides the four main skills of the English
language. Among these skills, they find the writgkyjl the most difficult one and face many
problems while composing simple short paragraphsdedts generally face many problems
to be acquainted with the writing skill becauses ilike the container of the three other skills,
namely listening, speaking, and reading. TarawrZdil]) also argued that the problems
students face while writing could be as a resulthef lack of knowledge of how to write
words, phrases and sentences. They also may fatefanative language interference or lack
motivation. She added that the problem springs ftbenteachers themselves being second
language learners of English, who face similar donts toward writing as students do.
Therefore, some teachers only focus on errors gnoré the strategies of how to compose
simple short paragraphs as a result of the lagnoivledge of the second language.

Some researchers (AbuSeileek, 2012; Jdetawy, Z0drBwneh, 2011; Verhoef &
Tomic, 1996) confirm that the writing skill is agmitive process, which is the most difficult
skill to teach or to learn so that teachers, learend curricula designers should give writing
more attention. They should focus on the usefulhodt and strategies to teach and learn
writing. The present study focuses on computer-atedi corrective feedback including a
word processor, which may be a useful program wieidehing writing. On the other hand,
there are many problems that both students andhdéeadace while using computers in
teaching and learning English language skills, $igatly the writing skill.

As the main aim of teaching writing is to enable@dsnts to “write English to
communicate information and ideas clearly and otiydor specific purposes and audiences
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in various simple authentic contexts” (Ministry®ducation, 2006: 54), more focus should be
placed on the writing skill. Despite the fact thaachers use corrective feedback in the
English language classrooms in Jordanian schoolspaervable weakness is still marked in
students' English language skills, specifically thgting skill. This may be due to the
traditional teaching method of providing correctifeedback (written or oral corrective
feedback) that students receive only by the teadbdficulties that are faced by EFL
Jordanian learners in different writing aspectsjuding spelling, punctuation, organization,
content and grammar, could be as a result of tblentques that are used by the teacher
himself when he provides corrective feedback, sashusing the red pen which may affect
students negatively. Therefore, the computer maydsful in enhancing students' writing
through providing corrective feedback.

Writing aspects are the features of the writingllskncluding content, structural
organization (text level), structural organizati¢gentence level), grammatical accuracy,
punctuation, lexicon, and spelling (AbuSeileek, 20IThere are different types of writing
error. Burt (1975) classified them into two typéE) global errors that significantly hinder
communication and that affect sentence organizagioch as missing words, wrong word
order, wrong or misplaced sentence connectors, (Ahdocal errors which affect single
elements in a sentence but do not usually hindemoanication significantly (errors in noun
and verb inflections, articles, and auxiliariesgpuBingen (2010: 11) claimed that focused
corrective feedback “targets a (number of) spediriiguistic feature(s) only” while unfocused
corrective feedback “involves correction of allas in a learner’s text, irrespective of their
error category.” Touchie (1986) mentioned two tymd#serrors: performance errors and
competence errors. The student makes performamoes evhen they are tired or hurried.
Ordinarily, this type of error can be overcome wiittie effort by the learner. However,
competence errors are more serious than performamees since competence errors reflect
insufficient learning. Cherrington (2000) pointedt ¢hat learner errors are not just mistakes
due to interference or transfer from the first laage but evidence of underlying universal
learner strategies. Errors were to be seen asrpadteand the task was to collect error data
and identify the main types. The results drawn fritra data could provide feedback for
language learning theory and teaching.

According to Touchie (1986), the entire langgiadomponents were involved in the
language learning errors (morphological, lexicahd asyntactic). An example of a
morphological error is the production of errorswvaamans, sheepand furnitures. A lexical

error involves inappropriate direct translationnfréhe learner's native language or the use of
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wrong lexical items in the second language. Finakamples of syntactic errors are errors in
word order, subject-verb agreement, and the usthefpresumptive pronoun in English
relative clauses produced by Arab ESL learnerdlastrated in:The boy that | saw him is
called Al Al-Khasawneh (2010) claimed that EFL students facetlems in relation to
vocabulary register, organization of ideas, gramrspelling, and referencing. However, the
present study focuses on exploring the effect ohmater-mediated corrective feedback
modes on different global and local writing aspedtxcluding spelling, punctuation,

organization, content, grammar, and vocabulary.

2.5. Computer-mediated corrective feedback

As Rezaee & Ahmadzadeh (2012:346) demonstrate, gatens have become an inseparable
part of everybody's life. By far, their roles inueation, especially in language learning and
teaching, have expanded so drastically that noulage instruction can ignore them in its
curriculum.” Computer-mediated corrective feedbaska vital tool to improve language
learning. There are many researchers who assueedntportance of CMC in language
learning. Computer-mediated instruction plays anifigant role in foreign language
education. The incorporation of computer technolaglyp the classroom has also been
accompanied by an increasing number of studentsexperience anxiety when interacting
with computers (Matsumura & Hann, 2004). Recerligre is a very common trend toward
developing collaborative language learning acegitusing CMC. Language teachers orient to
use CMC to foster communicative competence amaogig students.

According to Sotilo (2005), error correctiopisodes are available in an instant
messaging context, in which more indirect correctfeedback that focuses primarily on
grammatical and lexical errors is provided to Larters. Furthermore, simple moves
characterize these error correction episodes, laeck tis evidence about successful learner
uptake. Furthermore, Salomon, Kozminsky & Asaf @0@ssured that collaborative-based
writing tools, both synchronous and asynchronouserwembedded in meaningful learning
environments, provide another dimension of knowéedgnstruction. In these environments,
writing becomes an important mediation channel togrewith additional supporting “mind
tools”, such as outliners. These mind tools candpce not just sequential essays but
hypertexts that provide additional means of coms$itng and presenting knowledge.

Loewen & Erlam (2006) claimed that while most oé tlesearch that has focused on
interaction has taken place in the language classréhere is increasing recognition of the

importance of the computer in providing opportwestifor learner interaction such as
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synchronous communication in online chat rooms.yTleported that the effectiveness of
CMC on promoting interaction is encouraging, sutjggsit may indeed be superior to the
face-to-face interaction in a language classrooterims of the opportunities it affords.

The major goal of CMC is to help learners toifreolved in interactive language
learning activities. Abrams (2003) assured that ldeners who were exposed to CMC
produced more language than their counterpartsarctassroom. As CMC provides learners
with an opportunity to communicate with one anagthttiey provide one another with
corrective feedback at the level of lexis, grammarspelling, and increase their linguistic
input and output (AbuSeileek &Rabab'ah, 2013). Adowy to AbuSeileek (2012), computer-
mediated corrective feedback methods and technimassupport students when receiving
corrective feedback in a manner that may aid thesrerm the development of their writing
performance.

The major goal of the present study is to stigate the effect of providing corrective
feedback via using Microsoft Word 20%®rd processor. The word processor may be helpful
when providing correction by putting the mouse pairon the problematic words, choosing
from New Comment, suggesting corrective feedbadutli. Therefore, the word processor
may be helpful for learners in giving correctivedback based on providing the target-like
reformulation directly (AbuSeileek, 2012).

2.6. Presence/absence of corrective feedback in CM@vironments
Some studies investigated the effect of computetiated corrective feedback types in
English as a foreign language (EFL) intact classravme. For example, AbuSeileek (2014)
conducted a study on 64 English majors who wergmesd randomly into three treatment
conditions that gave and received computer-mediedectctive feedback while writing (track
changes, word processor, and track changes andprocegssor), and one control group that
neither gave nor received writing corrective feadbaStudents sat a pre-test (week 1),
immediate post-test (week 8) and delayed postitestk 12) in writing. The results show that
there was a significant effect of the computer-raetl corrective feedback. Moreover, in
another study comparing the effect of using compuediated corrective feedback and no
feedback on EFL learners' performance in writingu8eileek (2013) reported that students
who received computer-mediated corrective feedlvdule writing achieved better results in
their overall test scores than students in therobobndition who did not receive feedback.
Other studies focused on the mode of synchronititysseini (2013) explored the

effectiveness of asynchronous computer-mediatecciore feedback - explicit and implicit,
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on increasing the correct use of prepositions. filngings supported the current view on
feedback through technology and suggested a neeitber investigation into computer-
mediated corrective feedback. On the other handhétanezhad & Mohammadnejad (2012)
investigated the effect of the types of feedbadke( vs. indirect) given to EFL students
during a 16-week study. The study found that comwecfeedback often facilitates the
student’s ability to identify the existence of amoe Furthermore, the results also revealed
that error feedback on form delivered as direcdlieek is more beneficial than indirect
feedback especially for proficient learners. Ineststudies focused on implicit and explicit
feedback, Razagifard & Razzaghifard (2011) invedééd the impact of two types of
corrective feedback in computer-mediated commuiveatontext on the development of
learners’ second language (L2) knowledge: (1) inipleedback in the form of recast, and (2)
explicit feedback in the form of metalinguistic fack. The results showed that the
experimental groups who received computer-mediateckctive feedback outperformed the
control group which did not receive any feedback.

Finally, some studies focused on error reformutati6or instance, Sauro (2009)
investigated the impact of two types of computediaed corrective feedback on the
development of adult learners’ L2 knowledge: (ljrective feedback that reformulates the
error in the form of recasts, and (2) correctivedigack that supplied the learner with
metalinguistic information about the nature of theor. The results revealed that the
experimental groups which received computer-mediaterrective feedback outperformed
the control group which did not receive any feedb&n the other hand, Matsumura & Hann
(2004) examined the effects of computer anxietgtoidents’ choice of feedback methods and
academic performance in English as foreign languagéng. The results of multiple
regression analysis revealed that the students mgheived online corrective feedback

outperformed the students who received face-tofieegback.

2.7. Modes of corrective feedback in CMC

Some studies compared the effect of providing cderpmediated corrective feedback by
peers and the no feedback condition. AbuSeileekR3p@xamined the effect of using peer
computer-mediated corrective feedback on EFL lgarperformance in writing. The results

revealed that students who received computer-nestiiedrrective feedback from their peers
outperformed the students who did not receivedectifre feedback. However, in another
study which investigated the effect of online ptsdback through blogs on EFL students’
writing performance and their perceptions Ciftck&coglu (2012) reported that the students
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who received peer feedback showed higher perforenancevised drafts than those who did
not receive corrective feedback. Lin and Yang (204pplied wiki technology and peer
review to an English as a foreign language writthass. The results indicated that learning
from others’ work and receiving feedback may allstudents to enhance their spelling,
grammar, style and quality of expression remarkabtkin a relatively short time. Moreover,
Motallebzadeh & Amirabadi (2011) investigated thieat of e-collaboration and e-tutoring
on students' writing proficiency. The results rdedahat there were statistically significant
differences between e-partnering and e-tutoringigeqp < 0.05). The findings also showed
that through both e-partnering and e-tutoring wgtproficiency was enhanced and learners
in the e-partnering group outperformed these inghatoring group. Finally, studies show
that students who received summative feedback shewarger decrease in their self-efficacy
than those who received formative feedback, andrstmrenced feedback was more

beneficial to students’ self-efficacy than normereinced feedback.

2.8. Writing aspects in CMC
Some studies focused on examining the effect ofptmer-mediated corrective feedback
types in EFL on error type. In AbuSeileek’s (20%4)dy, for example, students received and
provided computer-mediated corrective feedback evivtiting on measures of the 11 major
writing aspects including 1) capitalization, 2)gnaents and run-ons, 3) misused words, 4)
negation, 5) noun phrases, 6) possessives andspldjgpunctuation, 8) questions, 9) relative
clauses, 10) subject—verb agreement, and 11) yedsgs. The findings of this study affirmed
that students who had received computer-mediateceattve feedback while writing on
measures of these major writing aspects perfornwgufisantly better than those who did not
receive corrective feedback. Furthermore, providocwrective feedback while writing
enhances students’ ability to find out errors, ecrrthem, and develop their writing
performance related to 11 major writing error types

Moreover, another study examined writing aspectsooitent, structural organization
(text level), structural organization (sentence elgv grammatical accuracy, lexical
appropriateness, punctuation, and spelling. Abe8kil (2013) found that there was a
significant effect for all writing aspects exceptot (lexical appropriateness and spelling) on
the post-test. This finding may be attributed te ttature of errors related to these writing
aspects that students had to find and correct. pladtably, these error types are not focused.
That is, students learn to use certain lexical $tebut this does not ensure that they learn to

use other items because they are different and dhéfeeent lexical usages. Similarly, spelling
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errors are generally unfocused (untreatable). ¢haaints might learn the spelling of a number
of words. However, this does not necessarily shwat they learn the spelling of other new
words like learning focused (treatable) grammatasgdects such as the definite or indefinite
article. The findings indicated that there was alijuimprovement in all students’ mean
scores on the writing post-test in lexical appratamess and spelling. However, this does not
show an established level of significant effect amdhe three groups for these writing
aspects. Other studies (Bitchener, East, & Cart2@10) investigated the effectiveness of
providing advanced learners with feedback on tfrelquent error categories. The findings
revealed that the CF helped learners reduce their &ate in using singular/plural nouns over
time, subject-verb agreements over time, and yofadmbination of singular/plural noun and

subject-verb usage) over time.

3. The study

Most of the related research focused on investigéatie effectiveness of providing corrective
feedback about grammatical aspects which is orieeoifvriting aspects. Studies also focused
on investigating the effect of computer-mediatedrextive feedback types. None of these
studies focused on investigating the effect of nsodd computer-mediated corrective
feedback (teacher’'s feedback, student's feedbackbaih) on EFL students’ writing
performance in the CMC environment. Thus, the preseidy is an attempt to investigate the
effect of computer-mediated corrective feedbackhenlearners’ writing performance. It also
investigates which mode (teachers' feedback, stadeedback, both, and no feedback) is the
most effective in providing computer-mediated cotikee feedback. Moreover, it explores the
effect of computer-mediated corrective feedback diffierent writing aspects (spelling,

punctuation, organization, content, grammar, archkialary).

3.1. Participants and design of the study

The participants of this study consisted of 72 1fthde (16 years old) female students in
their second semester of the scholastic year 2013/at Al Hammra Secondary School for
Girls, Mafraq, Jordan. Al Hammra Secondary SchoolGirls was intentionally selected for
logistic purposes (e.g., it has enough number ofi@es to conduct this study, there were
computer laboratories, and it is near to the rebeais residence). The tenth grade was
selected as a sample of the study because thesudable for the study. On the one hand,
participants do not need to be distributed intocational branches. On the other hand, they

are familiar with using computers. However, thetipgrants in this study were assigned
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randomly into four groups, with three experimergaés which received teachers’ feedback.
In this case, the teacher provided corrective faekiifor the students, drew the students’
attention to their errors, and clarified these exr&tudents provided and received corrective
feedback from their peers’ feedback. In this ctise teacher’s role was to be a supervisor on
the students’ work, since students received angiged corrective feedback from both the
teacher and students. Students who neither recemegdrovided corrective feedback formed
one control group. Participants of the experimegtalups were exposed to the computer-
mediated written corrective feedback for ten weékise control group was exposed to
computer-mediated instruction; however, it neitlmeceived nor provided feedback for
teaching English writing. All participants studi¢ide same instructional material which is
based on the second semester of the tenth gratib®oéx and they were taught by the same
teacher.

In this study, the quasi-experimental design waslug pre-test was given before the
application of the treatment to the four groupsniake sure they were equivalent. The same
test was administered as a post-test after applyiegtreatment to see whether providing
corrective feedback through computer had any infteeon the experimental groups, and
which method of instruction had more influence lo@ $ubjects.

The study had one independent and one depewdeable. The independent variable
of the study was computer-mediated corrective faekllon four levels: students’ corrective
feedback, teachers’ corrective feedback, both,ranféedback. The dependent variable of the
study was students' performance in the total meares and every writing aspect on the post-
test, including spelling, punctuation, organizatioontent, grammar, and vocabulary.

In order to achieve the objectives of the studyprertest was administered to the
participants in this study to make sure that thvegee no significant differences in the writing
performance test between the experimental and aomroups. After conducting the
experiment, a writing performance post-test wasdooted. Table 1 shows the results of
ANOVA, means, and standard deviation of studengsfgymance on the pre-test in the

writing skill.
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Table 1. Results of one-way ANOVA of students’ pest scores by computer-mediated corrective feddbac

modes.

Group N | *Mean | Std. Deviation| F Sig
Teachers’ feedback 18  10.00 463 | 43| .73*
Students’ feedback 18 10.06 4.53

Both 18| 9.17 2.38

No feedback 14 8.89 3.27

Total 72| 9.53 3.77

* Out of 36

** The results are significant at the.05 level.

The findings revealed that students’ meanescof the writing skill were almost
equivalent on the pre-test before applying the erpnt. The table above also shows that
there were no statistically significant differendestween the modes of computer-mediated
corrective feedback (teachers’ feedback, studdeesiback, both, and no feedback) on the
pre-test, suggesting that groups in different inegit conditions were equivalent in the
writing performance before the experiment. To foud whether the experimental groups were
equivalent in the total error feedback they reagivBable 2 shows the total errors, mean

errors, and standard deviation of computer-mediedecective feedback modes.

Table 2. Results of one-way ANOVA of total errorslanean errors by computer-mediated correctivebfeek

modes.
Modes No| Total Error | Mean Error | Std. Deviation | F | dg.
Teachers’ Feedback 18 428 23.78 3.06 .
Students’ Feedback 1B 425 23.61 3a | |7
Both 18 437 24.28 2.16
Total 54 1290 23.89 2.88

* The results are significant at the<.05 level.

The findings revealed that mean error scores innttiing skill were almost equivalent after
applying the experiment. The table above also shtved there were no statistically
significant differences between the total mean rewbd modes of computer-mediated
corrective feedback (teachers’ feedback, studdeesiback, and both) during the treatment,
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suggesting that groups in different treatment ciords were equivalent in the total errors
they received feedback about the writing skill aftpplying the experiment.

To show the number of computer-mediated ctimedeedback comments students in
the experimental groups received about each wrasygect, total errors and mean errors for

the writing aspects were calculated (Table 3).

Table 3. Results of one-way ANOVA of total error&lanean errors by the six writing aspects.

Writing Aspects No | Total Errors | Mean Errors | Std. Deviation F Sig.
Spelling 54 216 4.09 1.06
Punctuation 54 220 4.04 0.97
Organization 54 214 3.96 1.09
Content 54 212 3.93 1.18 .25 78*
Grammar 54 215 3.91 1.2
Vocabulary 54 213 3.96 1.02
Total 54 1290 23.89 2.88

* The results are significant at the<.05 level.

The findings revealed that the mean error scoresvritfing aspects were almost
equivalent after applying the experiment. To findt avhether these differences were
significant, the ANOVA analysis was implementedsaated in Table 3. It also shows that
there were no statistically significant differende=tween the total errors of the six writing
aspects during the experiment, suggesting thatestadin different treatment conditions
received almost equal number of corrective feedlmamrhments related to their errors about

the six writing aspects in after applying the expent.

3.2. The instrument of the study and materials used

The researcher designed a performance test to meestsidents’ performance in the writing

skill before and after participating in the stuttyconsisted of two questions, with eighteen
grades allocated to each of them. The first questionsisted of two parts, and students
should choose one of them. In the first part, edadent was required to write a composition
in a 30-minute time limit. It was about how thedsnt spends her day, in the morning, at
noon, and in the evening. The second part was alotihg a short story about a problem

that happened with her and how she solved it. Thesegarts were designed to measure the
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students’ ability in writing a composition includirthe ability to generate, organize, and
develop ideas. The second question focused on mémoyof writing aspects. They included
spelling, punctuation, organization, content, graanmand vocabulary. The marking scale by

AbuSeileek (2012) was used in this study, modif@eduit the present purposes (see Table 4).

Table 4. Marking scale for the first question.

Writing Aspects Grade *
Spelling 1-3
Punctuation 1-3
Organization 1-3
Content 1-3
Grammar 1-3
Vocabulary 1-3
Total 1-18

* Grades: 1= low; 2= medium; 3 = high

The table below contains the operational defingiortroduced by AbuSeileek (2013:
6-7) and Vyatkina (2011: 73) related to each of #ine writing aspects, with examples,

feedback, and reformulation of the error.

Table 5. Writing aspects on which corrective featthia provided.

No. Writing Aspect Definition Example Feedback Refamulation

1 Spelling It is related to usingYou hav to dg Wrong spelling| You have to dd
wrong  spelling  of| your of "have". your homework.
words. homework

2 Content It includes irrelevangeShe should Redundancy She should write &
content, illogical| write a letter letter  to the
information, and| to the company and give
redundancy. company and her apology.

she should

give her
apology.
3 Vocabulary It refers to usingFatty food is| Use the wrong Healthy food is
inappropriate use of important for| meaning. important for
vocabulary. growing our growing our

bodies. bodies.
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4 Organization Ideas follow each otheAlthough Wrong use off Ahmad pass the
in a logical order tq Ahmad connection. exam, because he
make sense to thestudied hard, studied hard.

reader. Errors includebut he pass

the wrong wuse of the exam.

transitions, ang
connection between
ideas.
5 Grammar It includes incorrectThey was at Subject-verb They were at home
form or word order. home agreement. yesterday.
yesterday.
6 Punctuation It refers to the wrondde had a cug Use a comma He had a cup o

use of punctuation of tea and a after accounting tea, a piece o

marks. piece of meat things. meat, and rice o
and rice on the lunch.
the lunch.

The test was given to four TEFL professorsEaglish language supervisor, and two
English language teachers who teach the 10th gilads to evaluate it in relation to clarity of
instructions, difficulty level and suitability ofootent. The test was modified according to
their comments such as adding a question abougatorg writing errors and clarifying the
instructions of the test. The test-retest techniyas used to determine the reliability of the
test. The test was given to 16 students who wetenutuded in the sample of the study
within a two-week period between the test and sé-t€he reliability coefficient of the test
was found to be 0.89, which is statistically acabf#. Students’ papers were assessed by two
raters. The inter-rater reliability between thenmsvga89, which is statistically acceptable for
the purpose of this study.

The material that was used in the study was basdtleosecond semester of the 10th
grade textbook. The 12 writing lessons were digtat in four modules in the Student’s Book
and Activity Book of Action Pack IIX. They were altodifferent issues, and each unit of the
instructional material included different writingigres: a magazine article, an advertisement,
an opinion composition, an informal letter, notesl anessages, and a story. The researcher
used Microsoft Word 2010 for editing texts basedome technique, comment. From the
Review menu, the student / the teacher chose the@tenment option and then she provided

corrective feedback about the problematic form {Sgare 1 and 2).
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Car accident

Comment [A12]: Subject-verb agreement ]

-1 Comment [A13]: Subject-verb agreement ]

.~| Comment [A14]: . 17 yearsolg. ]

Once upon a time, he was driving his father's car while| -

Comment [A16]; Past tense. ]

| Comment [AL7]: Organizingermar. st bt ]

{
{
{
,{Comment [A15]; 2 itlegin ]
{
{
{

| Comment [A18]: peling mictzke, stoppet ]

fime.

Figure 1. Sample comments (unedited example)

3.3. Procedure

Before the experiment, the teacher took the stgdenthe computer laboratory. Then she
explained the nature of the study and its goathécstudents in all groups. They were given a
chance to ask questions about the course/technigumes methods to be used in
learning/teaching the writing skill. The studenedho write a composition about specific
topics that are related to the writing tasks. Téacher familiarized the participants in all
groups with the target writing aspects. One instonal treatment was included in the present
study, namely, New Comment. Each student in themxgntal groups used a computer. The
program was installed on the computers.

Students were first instructed about error gaties. The table below contains the
types of corrective feedback students receivedaich egroup, operational definitions, and
examples. The definitions proposed by Lyster & Rgi©97: 46) and AbuSeileek (2013: 3)
were adopted.

Table 6. Types of corrective feedback studentsiveden each group.

No. Corrective Feedback Definition Example Responses for the
Types feedback

1 Explicit Providing the correct formS: he write a letter| Error is identified

directly for his friend. and reformulated.
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T: you should say
he writes a letter

for his friend.

2 Recast Reorganizing of all or part |[06: until now || Repetition of the
the students' utterances haven't  finished error with correct
my work. form
T: I haven't

finished my work

yet.
3 Metalinguistic feedback Comments, information, |@: you have tq Identification of
question but without apologize to her. | the error without
reformulation of the error T: this is an| reformulation

advice, what dd

you think ...
4 Repetition Repetition of all or part of thes: she help hef Repetition of the
utterance containing the error.| mum always. error with

T: she helps her reformulation

mum every day.

In the first treatment the teacher provided theetis with corrective feedback. In this
case, students received corrective feedback framtehcher. At the end of each unit, the
students had to write a composition on the computard they saved them in a folder on the
desktop of the computers. Then the teacher cotldbiese drafts on a USB device. In the next
period, she showed the drafts on the data showaeitlective feedback and explained errors
to the students. After that, the drafts were brouggck to the students with corrective
feedback.

In the second treatment, students provided therspeith corrective feedback about
the errors. In this case, students provided aneived corrective feedback from their peers.
From the Review menu, the students used the ofNi®w Comment, which allowed the
learner to write their comments. The teacher dvidiidents into peer groups. Each student
wrote her assignment, then they exchanged theweplto provide corrective feedback about
peers’ errors. After that, drafts were brought btcthe students.

In the third treatment, both the teacher and stisdprovided corrective feedback:
students first received and provided correctivadlbeek from their peers. Then the teacher
provided them with corrective feedback about theirors. In this group, there was a
combination between the first and second grougsuctsonal treatment procedures.

The fourth treatment was the control group which gamputer-mediated instruction,
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however, no corrective feedback was provided. #dl writing tasks which included providing
the corrective feedback were conducted in the coenpaboratory using Microsoft Word

2010 under the supervision of the researcher.

3.4. Results and findings

Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSSyvamdt was used to conduct the required
statistical analysis to accomplish the objectivethe study. The means, standard deviations
along the one-way ANOVA and the Scheffe test wenedacted to find the differences that
may arise as a result of the applied treatmentisarstudy which included method (computer-
mediated corrective feedback vs. computer-mediatgduction with no feedback) and modes
(teacher corrective feedback, student correctiedlfack, both, or no feedback) on the writing
aspects (spelling, punctuation, organization, aantgrammar, and vocabulary) post-test.

The first question focused on whether the presabsehce of corrective feedback
affects EFL students' performance in writing. Tewer the question, descriptive statistics
related to the method of teaching on EFL studemtsing skill were calculated as shown in
Table 7.

Table 7. Results of one-way ANOVA on the post—fesimethod.

Group N | Mean | Std. Deviation| F Sig.
Experimental 54 | 21.31 4.18 26.12| .00*

Control
18| 16.06 2.10

* The results are significant at 9..05.

It is obvious that the mean scores of the arpartal group on the post-test were higher
than those of the control group. The differencéhia finding may be attributed to the method
of teaching, suggesting that students in the coempuediated corrective feedback groups
significantly outperformed their peers who neitheceived nor provided computer-mediated
corrective feedback. This also suggests that stadeho received and provided computer-
mediated corrective feedback got the highest soant mean scores, and their performance
was the best in computer-mediated corrective feddba

The second question was concerned with whethemiba@e of providing corrective
feedback (teacher feedback, student feedback, atig) laffects students' performance in

writing. To answer this question, descriptive stits related to the computer-mediated



Teaching English with Technologh5(3), 3-30,http://www.tewtjournal.org 23

corrective feedback modes (teachers’ feedbackestatfeedback , and both) on writing skill
were calculated as shown in Table 8.

Table 8. Means and Standard Deviations of studpetédrmance on post-test for computer-mediatecective

feedback modes.

Mode N Mean Std. Deviation F. Sig
Teachers' feedback 18 20.16 4.23 6.64 .00*
Students' feedback 18 19.44 4,71
Both 18 23.89 1.78
Total 54 21.31 4.18

* The results are significant at §..05.

As evidenced by the findings in Table 8, the grthgt received corrective feedback
delivered by both teacher and students receivedfisigntly higher mean scores on the post-
test than other groups that were provided with emiive feedback either by the teacher or
students alone. Whenever ANOVA is used to examimedifferences among more than 2
groups, the post-hoc procedure is used to compfeeethces between all pairs of means. The
Scheffe test was used to conduct this comparidurs, tthe Scheffe post-hoc comparison
showed that means were significantly different ijwpt< .05), as shown in Table 9.

Table 9. Results of Scheffe Test for the computediated corrective feedback modes.

Modes Modes Mean Difference (I- Std. Sig
J) Error
Teachers' feedback Students' feedback 1.17 1.27 .66
Both -3.28* 1.27 .04
Students' feedback Both -4.44* 1.27 .00

* The mean difference is significant at the .0%lev

As shown in Table 9, there were significarftedences between teacher feedback and
both teacher and student feedback in favor of dteer] with the value of significances for

equality of means for the two modes being .04, Wisdess than 0.05. Moreover, the Scheffe
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test revealed significant differences between theammscores of students' feedback and
teacher+student feedback in favor of the latter enofl feedback. This suggests that the
combination of teachers’ feedback and studentsifeek improved the students’ writing skill
more than one of those modes alone.

The third question focused on which writing aspgepelling, punctuation,
organization, content, grammar, and vocabularyhasnly developed by computer-mediated
corrective feedback. In order to examine the efféaomputer-mediated corrective feedback
on students’ performance in the six writing aspedescriptive statistics related to the six

writing aspects were calculated as shown in TaBle 1

Table 10. One-way ANOVA of students’ post-test ssany writing aspects.

Writing Aspects | N | Mean | Std. Deviation| F Sig.
Spelling 18 | 4.33 1.09
Punctuation 18 | 4.83 .92
Organization 18 | 3.44 1.04
Content 18 | 2.67 .59 13.15 .00*
Grammar 18 | 4.22 .94
Vocabulary 18 | 4.39 .85
Total 108| 3.98 1.15

* The results are significant at 9..05 level.

Table 10 reveals that there were statisticgitipificant differences between the mean
scores of the writing aspects of the experimentalugs. This indicates that computer-
mediated corrective feedback developed the sixingriaspects differently. The Scheffe test

was used in post-hoc procedure to compare diffesebetween all pairs of means (Table 11).

Table 11. Results of the Scheffe Test for the ngitaspects.

Writing Aspects Writing Aspects Mean Difference (I-J) | Std. Error Sig.
Spelling Content 1.67(*) .307 .00
Vocabulary -.06 .307 1.00

Organization .89 .307 .15

Grammar A1 .307 1.00

Punctuation -.50 .307 .75

Punctuation Content 2.17(% .307 .00
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Vocabulary A4 .307 .83

Organization 1.39(*) .307 .00

Grammar 61 307 57

Organization Content .78 .307 .28
Vocabulary -.94 .307 .10

Grammar -.78 .307 .28

Content Vocabulary -1.72(%) .307 .00
Grammar -1.56(%) .307 .00

Grammar Vocabulary -17 .307 1.00

* The mean difference is significant at the .0%lev

As shown in Table 11, there were significarffecences betweerspelling and
punctuationin favor ofthe latter. Moreover, the Scheffe test revealedisognt differences
between the mean scoresmfnctuationand contentin favor of punctuation Furthermore,
there were significant differences between the nsames ofcontentand organization,in
favor of content.Additionally, the Scheffe test revealed signifitafferences between the
mean scores ofocabularyand punctuation,in favor of punctuation Moreover, there were
significant differences between the mean scoresrgdnizationand grammar,in favor of
grammar In addition, there were significant differencetvibeen the mean scoresgghmmar
and punctuation,in favor of punctuation Furthermore, there were significant differences
between the mean scoresgpAmmarandvocabulary,n favor ofgrammar.This suggests that
students developed the aspectpoinctuationto a greater extent than the remaining five
writing aspects. Howeverontentwas the least improved aspect by computer-mediated
corrective feedback.

3.5. Discussion
The first question investigated if there are amgydicant differences between the mean scores
of the experimental and control groups due to tresgnce/absence of computer-mediated
corrective feedback on EFL students' performanaeriting. According to the findings of this
study, computer-mediated corrective feedback isdoto offer a great opportunity while
teaching the writing skill. Students achieved brattsults on the writing performance test in a
CMC environment in comparison to the group whiatereed no feedback.

The ANOVA results revealed that there were sigaiiicdifferences between the mean
score for both the experimental groups and cogtr@lip in favor of the experimental groups.

The differences between the experimental and cogitoaips may be attributed to the fact that
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each group was subjected to a different methodeathing; the experimental group was
subjected to the computer-mediated corrective faekllvhile the control group to computer-
mediated communication with no feedback. Studemtthé experimental group seemed to
have improved their writing through computer-meeliatorrective feedback more than the
control group. Therefore, computer-mediated coiecfeedback may be regarded as an
effective tool in facilitating the learning proceasd increasing students' performance in
writing. This finding is in line with that of Hashmezhad and Mohammadnejad (2012), who
reported that corrective feedback often facilitatess student’s ability to identify the existence
of an error.

The findings of this study affirm that students whexeived corrective feedback
significantly outperformed those who did not reeeicorrective feedback. Providing
corrective feedback may enhance students' writexopmance. These findings are in line
with the suggestion that written corrective feedbaoes lead to improved accuracy in
subsequent pieces of writing (Ellis, Sheen, Takaah& Murakami, 2008). These findings are
also in agreement with what is reported by Abu®&il(2012) and Hossaini (2012), namely
that learners who received computer-mediated civeedeedback performed significantly
better than those who did not receive correctivegliback in terms of writing performance.
Hyland & Hyland (2006) confirmed that feedback bagn seen as a key element of students'
growing control over writing skill. The result ofiis study also corroborates the claim of
Sheen, Wright and Moldawa (2009) that correctiveglfeack may enhance learning by helping
learners to notice their errors in their written rluoThe results show that learners who
received corrective feedback can develop theirgperé&nce in writing skill.

The second question posited whether there weresigmficant differences between
the mean scores of the experimental groups dugetanbde of providing corrective feedback
(teachers’ feedback, students’ feedback, and bmthtudents' performance in writing. The
findings of the study revealed that the most effecmode in developing students’ writing
skill was teacher+student feedback with a meanesab23.89 (Table 5). The ANOVA post-
test revealed that there are significant differenoetween the mean scores of the students in
the experimental groups according to the mode @figing corrective feedback via computer
in favor of the ‘both’ mode (teachers’ feedback astddents’ feedback). This may be
attributed to the fact that students in the ‘baffdup received corrective feedback from two
sources, their peers and the teacher.

These findings agree with Rabiee (2010) that thkalworative feedback model
(teacher and students' feedback) had a signifeféett on students’ writing. Also the claim of



Teaching English with Technologh5(3), 3-30,http://www.tewtjournal.org 27

Marboyeh (2011) that teacher written correctivedisek and peer written corrective
feedback had a significant effect on the writingf@enance was confirmed in the current
study.

The third question sought to determine which wgtespect (spelling, punctuation,
organization, content, grammar, and vocabularyhasnly developed by computer-mediated
corrective feedback. Students in the teacher+studeedback group significantly
outperformed participants in other conditions instnariting aspects related to punctuation,
grammar, and vocabulary on the writing post-tedtisTmay be due to the fact that
punctuation is easier to master than the remaisirgwriting aspects. Some studies lend
support to this finding. For example, VWatkina (2Dand AbuSeileek (2012) found that most
respondents provide feedback to intermediate-ldgatners on certain writing aspects,
including spelling, punctuation, organization, @ grammar, and vocabulary.
Teacher+student feedback might give students amrappty for finding their errors and
correcting them while writing. In such conditiorfudents are provided with information
about their errors from more than one resource lware peers and teacher. This finding is in
line with the study of AbuSeileek (2013), who repdrthat the students who had received
computer-mediated corrective feedback while writiog measures of 11 major writing
aspects (capitalization, noun phrases, misusedsyprthctuation, questions, relative clauses,
subject—verb agreement, fragments and run-ons, plendises, negation, and possessives and
plurals) performed significantly better than thagko did not receive corrective feedback

while writing on measures of the 11 major writingoes.

4. Conclusions and recommendations
Computer-mediated corrective feedback activitiesiccdoe highly supportive to the learning
of the writing skill. The educational environmenits which computer-mediated corrective
feedback are implemented are highly motivatingléarning to write in English. Computer-
mediated corrective feedback modes, and, spedyfida@acher+student feedback, helps
develop students’ writing by combining the chardstes of the two modes of providing
corrective feedback. Providing computer-mediatedemtive feedback modes via a word
processor could help to improve writing aspectgluding spelling, content, grammar,
punctuation, organization, and vocabulary.

It is advisable to use computer-mediated corredieelback in the English language
curricula. A computer-mediated corrective feedbaigram that is related to the writing skill

of Action Pack XlI. Computer-mediated corrective dieack can be utilized for different
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scholastic levels and stages to improve writindipiency. However, attention should be paid
to the integration of computer-mediated correctasdback modes into learning and teaching
environments. Computer-mediated corrective feedishduld be used as active tools in the
educational process of language learning and tegchi
At the same time, more research is needed in tka af teaching writing via

computer-mediated corrective feedback, includinggiglifferent techniques, methods, and
software packages. Researchers may conduct sishildies for other classes, bigger samples,
different computer-mediated corrective feedback @sodnd techniques, and about different

writing aspects.
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“The literate of the twenty-first century must bieleato download, upload, rip, burn, chat,
save, blog, Skype, IM, and share.”
- Mullen and Wedwick (2008)

Abstract
Following social-constructivist approaches in ediaca there has been a growing interest in
employing Web 2.0 technologies in language cladaésle the effectiveness of these digital
teaching crafts has been corroborated in manyestudee Crook et al., 2008, for a survey),
there is always doubt if they have reached a naredistate in L2 classes (Bax, 2003). This
study, therefore, attempts to investigate theuaktitof a group of language teachers towards
the effectiveness of these emerging technologié inlasses. There were 53 participants in
the study affiliated with universities, Ministry &ducation, and language schools in Dezful.
A questionnaire based on Son (2011) was designedhich Likert-scaled items were used to
assess the factors of familiarity, perception, asel of online technologies in the classroom.
The results suggested thatost of the respondents exhibited low degrees of
familiarity and use towards the technologies underestigation despite considering
computerized tools as effective in the teachingrie process. Besides, further
explanations in semi-structured interview sessimscated that most of the participants
expected policy makers to incorporate supplementaigrmation Technology (IT) courses
and facilities into teacher education and in-seryoograms as well as educational settings.

Keywords: Web 2.0 tools; Normalization; Teachers’ Familigritacher education

1. Introduction

Using information technology tools in foreign laage education is making a new trend
worldwide (Liu, 2009; Mouza, 2002). Related to tlisnd is the creation and use of many
online tools and websites in an attempt to enhainegorocess of second language learning
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and teaching (Chapelle & Jamieson, 2008; Chun, 260dwin-Jones, 2009; Hubbard, 2008;
Shin & Son 2007; Son, 2011; Wellington, 2005). Heere the excitement for blending new
technologies into the teaching-learning processhieas compromised by a lack of suitable
conceptual frameworks on the one hand (Warschauke&, 2000; Neumeier, 2005), and,
more importantly, the poor adoption of such toojsldanguage teachers (Bush, 2008; Daly,
2003; Garrett, 2009) on the other.

Recent developments at the conceptual levet fiarly solved the first shortcoming.
First, social approaches to learning, especiallgiab@onstructivist, ecological, and socio-
cultural frameworks, which generally place colleetknowledge through interaction with the
environment (Atkinson, 2002; Duffy & Cunningham,989 Lantolf & Thorne, 2007) at the
forefront of education, have offered a more dynacootext for the cultivation of both
cognitive and social demands of language learnm@ icommunity of practice (Lave &
Wenger, 1991). Second, with the emergence of themruversion of the Internet (Web 2.0),
which provides users with the ability to upload asldare information via networked
computers (Crook et al., 2008), an array of soafglications have materialized under the
notion of, according to Son (2004), Internet-badadguage instruction (IBLI). The
combination of these developments has been sotwergat Mullen and Wedwick (2008),
for instance, argue that “being literate no longely involves being able to read and write.
The literate of the twenty-first century must béeatio download, upload, rip, burn, chat, save,
blog, Skype, IM, and share” (p. 66).

As regards the second issue, namely teaghenseption and implementation of online
tools in the teaching-learning process, the residtge been mixed, though. Part of this
complexity has arisen from human-related issue$ sscbeliefs, attitudes and confidence
level. Research suggests that teachers with pestitudes and higher confidence levels are
more inclined to take advantage of computer teaygie$ in their classrooms (e.g. Atkins &
Vasu, 2000; Can, 2009; Kessler & Plakans, 2@081, 2002 Lam, 2000; Park & Son, 2009;
Rakes & Casey, 2000; Son, Robb, & Charismiadji,120However, there have been cases
where highly motivated teachers have expressedililgain using online tools in the
classroom due to logistical factors which haveinmefdly influenced their performance. For
instance, in a study into Indonesian EFL teachpes’ception towards use of online
technologies in the classroom, Son et al. (201ahdothat, despite having positive attitudes
towards the aids coming from computer-assisteduagg learning (CALL), the participants
were not competent enough to employ computer tdobies in the classroom. Furthermore,

Park and Son (2009entifiedsuch external factors as time constraints, scaofigpmputer-
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based facilities, and dominant traditional textb®aid curricula as important obstacles in
using computer technologies.
In the Iranian context, some studies have invesshe EFL teachers' perceptions
and use of online technologies in the classroonwels (e.g. Atai & Dashtestani, 2013;
Dashtestani, 201Dashtestani & Sharifi, 2012; Golchinpour, 2013; Mayasna & Tahririan,
2008; Mohagheghzadeh & Abdolahi, 2002; Taghva, 200he results of these studies
converge on the positive attitudes of language hiexac towards the implementation of
computer-based technologies in foreign languageatdun while considering similar external
factors as obstacles in the empowerment of langtesghers and normalization of computer
and information technology tools in EFL classroombBe present study adopted a similar
approach in assessing the current state of affamse of the southern cities of Iran—Dezful,
Khuzestan. However, since the positive attitudedanfjuage teachers towards the use of
technologies in the classroom had been corroboratpcevious studies, this study attempted
to investigate the state of familiarity, perceptiand use of Web 2.0 technologies in the
classroom. Accordingly, the study addressed tHeviahg research questions:
1. How familiar are the EFL teachers with emerging VZeébtechnologies?
2. What are their perceptions towards effectivenessuafh technologies in foreign
language education?
3. What is the frequency by which they adopt theséstwoforeign language education?

2. Methodology

2.1. Design

The study relied upon a survey design, comprisiath lzlose- and open-ended items and
follow-up semi-structured interview sessions. Tlgtosurveys, researchers can obtain a large
amount of data on attitudes and perceptions ofge laumber of participants while interviews

can further uncover qualitative aspects of theuatéis (Mackey & Gass, 2005).

2.2. Participants

There were 53 EFL teachers (49 female and 6 maie)weluntarily agreed to participate in
the study. They ranged in age from 20 to 40 ancevedfiliated to Ministry of Education
(N=7), university (N=5), or worked independently Enguage schools (N=41). The
participants held M.A. (N=5) and B.A. (N=48) degeeand had an average teaching

experience of 7.6 years.
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2.3. Instrumentation
A questionnaire was designed based on the catagjonizof Online Tools for Language
Teaching (OTLT) proposed by Son (2011). This corensive list includes twelve
categories, nameljearning/content management system (LMS/GM8nmunication live
and virtual worlds social networking and bookmarkindglogs and wikis presentation
resource sharing website creation, website exercise creationeb search engings
dictionaries and concordanceand utilities under which individual tools for personal, group
and organizational learning have been collecte@ @MLT constituted the building block of
our questionnaire, which was then aggregated vpghiapriate Likert-scaled questions for the
assessment of the participants' familiarity, petioepand use of Web 2.0 technologies in the
classroom. Along with each superordinate categhinge instances of the most frequently
used tools under the respective category were ass@dompts. The decision on the three most
frequently used applications in each category waslenbased on Internet searches and
application reviews. Each section was concludett wiblank space left intentionally for the
respondents’ viewpoints.

A semi-structured interview protocol was anotmastriument used to further probe into
the attitudes of participants. With a fixed ordexdanumber of items (Appendix 1), the
protocol was used to elicit more details on theiggants’ familiarity, perception, and use of

web 2.0 technologies in the classroom.

2.4. Procedure

Since the study was concerned with uncovering Eékchers’ attitudes regarding the OTLT,

we were required to recruit participants by entgriesearch sites—language schools. Overall,
we referred to 12 language schools, asking teadbeparticipate in the study. Having been

briefed on the content of the questionnaire, theigiants attempted the items with the

accompaniment of one of the authors. When faceld avitbiguities, the participants asked for

clarifications. These points were then consideneivising the instrument for its consecutive

administrations.

Having administrated the questionnaire and analy#esl data, we asked the
participants to further attend interview sessiamd$ @@mment on their choices. The interviews
were recorded and further transcribed word for wior@rrive at constituent themes (Kvale,
2007). The interviews were conducted over the plamtkin Persian, the mother tongue, to let
the participants express themselves freely.

Overall, the data-collection phase of redeéasted for almost three months.
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3. Results
Descriptive statistics were used to quantify théamted data using the software SPSS for
Windows ver. 19. The current subchapter presemtsdbults of the three foci of instrument,

namelyfamiliarity, perception anduseof web 2.0 technologies in the classroom.

3.1. Familiarity with OTLT

The results (see Appendix 2) suggested that mateafespondents had relatively low levels
of familiarity with the technologies under investigpn. The overall mean for the percentages
recorded under every scale showed that the resptsmdessessed 14.15% complete, 14.49%
good, 10.88% fair, 18.95% poor, and 33.66% no faniy with the technologies under
investigation, that is almost 39.52% possessed stegece of familiarity and 52.64%, less
or no expertise. Moreover, performing the sameamyalthat is combining the percentages
recorded under the three columcampletely familiar good and fair, the results suggested
that emails (92.4%), chats (90.6%), web searchnessg(77.4%), dictionaries (75.5%), and
social (73.6%) and information networking (47.3%)pls were considered as familiar
technologies. The following chart presents a visdedcription of the familiarity level of
participants with the technologies under invesigyat

100 924

Figure 1. Teachers’ familiarity with the OTLT
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3.2 Frequency of using OTLT in the classroom

The results (see Appendix C) suggested that alrhalt of the respondents had never

(54.36%) or seldom (5.83%) used the tools in tlasstbom, with 24.35% being undecided.

The overall mean on the respondent choices expgessime degree of use was 15.86%. The
value of standard deviation of collective scores a0 relatively smaller for this section of

guestionnaire, indicating that respondents formetbst a homogeneous sample. The most
frequently used tools in the classroom were dictis (41.5%), web search engines

(37.8%), and emails (33.9%). The following grappresents the findings visually:
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Figure 2. Frequency of using OTLT in the Classroom

3.3 Perceptions of using OTLT in the classroom

The results (see Appendix D) showed that almost ¢fathe participants were undecided
(54.11%) about the effectiveness of OTLT, althoogly marginally (3.36%) regarding them
as ineffective. The combination of other remairscgles and choices suggested that the other
half of participants regarded the OTLT tools assessing some degrees of effectiveness, with
such technologies as web search engines (69.9%iordiries (69.7%), chats (64.1%), and
emails (62.3%) as being considered the most efieciihe following chart illustrates the

results:
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Figure 3. Perceptions of participants regardingatifeness of OTLT

3.4 Interview
When asked to comment on the statistics and grdapagarticipants confirmed the overall
trends, providing some justifications for the enesrigpatterns. They further suggested some
strategies to bypass the situation. The resultéirooed that, despite EFL teachers’ positive
attitudes towards CALL, certain external factorev@nted the normalization of computerized
tools in foreign language education. The recurteaines emerged from both the open-ended
sections of the questionnaire and further intervemgsions seemed to converge on lack of
appropriate equipment and training in the teacldeication programs, Internet connectivity
problems in Iran, students’ lack of computer litgteand dean/managers’ reluctance to invest
in new technologies—issues already referred toha literature (e.g. Atai & Dashtestani,
2013; Dashtestani, 2012Dashtestani & Sharifi, 2012; Golchinpour, 2013; Mayasna &
Tahririan, 2008; Mohagheghzadeh & Abdolahi, 200&fiva, 2001).

The participants expected the policy makerfatilitate the normalization process of
CALL through providing language teachers with neeeg soft’/hardware equipment and
training in the teacher development and in-seryicegrams. Likewise, they called for the
incorporation of IT courses in the school currictdeenhance the students’ computer literacy.
Regarding the technical difficulties, such as loweftnet connectivity issues, they expected
the policy makers, governmental and private bodieeslleviate the problems. That, they

believed, would encourage the normalization ofr@liechnologies whose adoption is solely
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possible in the presence of faster Internet sesvids a final point, it was deemed necessary
that language school managers make provisionshéinclusion IT technologies in foreign

language education.

4. Discussion

Information technology (IT) advances have led t® ¢imergence of many pedagogical tools.
In foreign language education, the abundance ofpctenized tools has revolutionized the
field although incorporating available technologieshe classroom is neither structurally nor
practically possible. According to Son (2011), #dreswer to the 5W1H (who, when, where,
what, why and how) questions regarding the blertdrdenes if we have made proper use of
this potential. Indeed, the results of the prestudy indicated that not all of the technologies
listed under OTLT were incorporated in the foreigmguage education with the same
frequency. The results showed that emails, chagb, search engines, dictionaries, and social
and information networking tools were among the imfasniliar, frequently used, and
effective technologies in foreign language educatiés this is a relatively recurrent trend
(e.g. Crook, et al., 2008; Shahrokni & Talaeizad),3), we may conclude that the potential
Web 2.0 technologies have not reached a normalsate in Iranian language classes.
Although the OTLT has been devised for languagecaiion, this trend suggests that only a
limited number of online tools are used in the pescof second language teaching, with most
of the respondents being undecided about the Bféeess of such tools.

Blended learning, which constitutes an imgatrtbuilding block in today’s education
(Rovai & Jordan, 2004), offers the promise of a eneifective learning experience (Dziuban
& Moskal, 2001; Lapadat, 2002; Voos, 2003). Blegdifeb 2.0 technologies into face-to-
face language classes, hence, seems to be douptytant as the social nature of such
technologies is compatible with that of second legge acquisition, as the Internet has the
potential of supporting virtual spaces where comitres1can form, maintain, and revitalize
(Kendall, 2002).

The present study, which was an attempt tberstand the normalization process in
Iran, proved that despite the availability of mat@chnological tools language teachers
seemed to be less familiar with Web 2.0 technokgad even if they were, they used them
rarely in the classroom, largely due to logisticehsons. Studies on the normalization of
Internet tools in the Iranian EFL context are rmrse, with most of the studies highlighting
the effectiveness of computerized technologies amei§n language education while

attributing the shortcomings to certain frequertityed factors. As online technologies have
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entered our lives in many forms nowadays, we walldepriving our students of the more
dynamic learning experience they deserve if we failexploit such technologies for

educational purposes. As such, it is imperative pnaper actions be taken in alleviating the
problems hindering the normalization process. @frse, care should be exercised in creating
the blend, as sound theoretical and practical densiions need to inform the decisions

made.

5. Suggestions for further research

Obviously, this study is far from complete. As umeong the factors influencing the pace of
normalization requires both quantitative and gatlie inquiries, it is suggested that a study
aiming at unifying the scattered findings emerdiram the Iranian context investigations be
carried out so that a roadmap can be set for iyergi and handling the challenges in the
normalization process systematically. Likewise, theld can benefit from qualitative
investigations to shed more light on socio-cult@aspects of the trends.

6. Conclusion

The present study aimed at uncovering the currents in familiarity, perception and use of
online technologies in the foreign language clamsroThe results suggested that CALL has
not reached a normalized state in the foreign lagguclassrooms, as the participants
expressed low degrees of familiarity and use towaWleb 2.0 technologies under
investigation. This trend was further shown to ltikauted to such external factors as
unavailability of CALL training and equipment inghieacher education programs, problems
in the Iranian Internet services, and student lac suitable computer and Internet skills.
This study, hence, calls for the inclusion of CAtdurses in the teaching education programs

as well as spread of CALL soft/hardware technolegieforeign language education.
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Appendix 1. Semi-structured interview protocol

1. How familiar are you with the technologies listedthe questionnaire? Which do you consider more
popular? Which do consider more popular among lagguearners/teachers? Which do you use more
frequently?

2. In your opinion, how effective is using online teckogies in the foreign language education? How
prevalent is using online technologies in the e¢laesns? How often do you use them in your classes?

3. Is there any problem in the implementation of omltechnologies in the classroom? In your opinion,
what strategies could be adopted to bypass thécsimings, if any?

Appendix 2. Familiarity with the OTLT

A. How familiar are you with

Ry 3 ST <0 3 )
the following > 93; § > g < 2. < g S § S g
technologies? = % e g' %
1) = D
< 2 =
=1
2

Learning Management Systems 1.9 18.9 13.2 24.5 30.2 11.3
(e.g. MOODLE, Blackboard,
Desire2learn, etc.)
Content Management Systems 1.9 13.2 1.9 30.2 43.4 9.4
(e.g. Drupal, Joomla, Xoops, etc.)
Emails (e.g. Yahoo! Mail, Gmail, 45.3 37.7 9.4 0 3.8 3.8
Hotmail, etc.)
Chats (e.g. Yahoo! Messenger,45.3 34.0 11.3 3.8 1.9 3.8
Windows Live Messenger, Skype,
etc.)
Chatbots (e.g. Verbot, Cleverbot, 7.5 7.5 13.2 22.6 45.3 3.8
Jabberwacky, etc.)
Forums (e.g. MyBB, phpBB, 5.7 3.8 17.0 18.9 50.9 3.8
Tangler, etc.)
Audio discussions (e.g. Voxopop, 5.7 11.3 13.2 22.6 41.5 5.7
VoiceThread, KVR audio, etc.)
Virtual Worlds (e.g. Active Worlds, 3.8 3.8 15.1 18.9 54.7 3.8
Second Life, Twinity, etc.)
Social Networking (e.g. Facebook, 30.2 24.5 18.9 11.3 9.4 5.7
Google +, MySpace, etc.)
Information  Networking (e.g. 17.0 11.3 18.9 24.5 22.6 5.7
Twitter, Evernote, Friendfeed, etc.)
Professional Networking (e.g. 11.3 11.3 11.3 28.3 32.1 5.7
Linkedin, Viadeo, XING, etc. )
Social Bookmarking (e.g. 5.7 5.7 15.1 18.9 43.4 11.3
Delicious, Diigo, Google
bookmarks, etc.)
Blogs (e.g. Blogger, Wordpress,9.4 11.3 9.4 22.6 39.6 7.5
Edublogs, etc.)
Wikis (e.g. PBWorks, Wikispaces,3.8 13.2 13.2 17.0 37.7 15.1

Edmodo, etc.)

Presentation (e.g. 280 Slides, 1.9 7.5 7.5 24.5 50.9 7.5
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Animoto, SlideRocket, etc.)
Resource Sharing (e.g. Google 11.3 17.0 7.5 24.5 28.3 11.3
Docs, Youtube, MyPodcast , etc.)
Website Creation (e.g. Google 11.3 15.1 7.5 18.9 37.7 9.4
sites, Movable type, KompoZe
etc.)
Web Exercise Creation (e.g. 9.4 7.5 11.3 20.8 43.4 7.5
ContentGenerator, Hot Potatoes,
SMILE, etc.)
Web Search Engines(e.g. Google, 43.4 28.3 5.7 7.5 9.4 5.7
Yahoo!, Ask.com, etc.)
Dictionaries (e.g. Dictionary.com, 34.0 30.2 11.3 5.7 11.3 7.5
OnelLook.com, Forvo, etc.)
Concordancers (e.g. VLC Web 1.9 1.9 3.8 24.5 52.8 15.1
Concordancer, Wordsmith,
AntConc, etc.)
Utilities (e.g. Voki, Storybird, 3.8 3.8 3.8 26.4 50.9 11.3
Wallwisher, etc.)
Mean 14.15 14.49 10.88 18.95 33.69 7.80
SD 14.96 10.35 4.73 8.23 16.89 3.53
Appendix 3. Frequency of Using OTLT in the Classrom
A. How often- have you uged 2 > 3 9. 290 20 2 z 3 C
the following technologies = g - B — 3 - g - < -~ a
. . . < =] o o) @ @
in your teaching practice? P = 3 2.
You may skip this (or any) part % @
if you indicated unfamiliarity ¢
in part D.
Learning Management Systems 5.7 7.5 3.8 3.8 54.7 24.5
(e.g. MOODLE, Blackboard,
Desire2learn, etc.)
Content Management Systemg¢e.g. 0 3.8 5.7 3.8 64.2 22.6
Drupal, Joomla, Xoops, etc.)
Emails (e.g. Yahoo! Mail, Gmail, 11.3 15.1 7.5 11.3 37.7 17
Hotmail, etc.)48
Chats (e.g. Yahoo! Messenger,9.4 9.4 5.7 13.2 43.4 18.9
Windows Live Messenger, Skype,
etc.)
Chatbots (e.g. Verbot, Cleverbot, O 1.9 3.8 3.8 64.2 26.4
Jabberwacky, etc.)
Forums (e.g. MyBB, phpBB, 0 1.9 3.8 7.5 58.2 28.3
Tangler, etc.)
Audio discussions (e.g. Voxopop, 1.9 9.4 5.7 7.5 52.8 22.6
VoiceThread, KVR audio, etc.)
Virtual Worlds (e.g. Active Worlds, 1.9 5.7 9.4 3.8 54.7 24.5
Second Life, Twinity, etc.)
Social Networking (e.g. Facebook, 9.4 11.3 9.4 5.7 43.4 20.8
Google +, MySpace, etc.)
Information  Networking (e.g. 7.5 1.9 3.8 3.8 56.6 26.4

Twitter, Evernote, Friendfeed, etc.)
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Professional Networking (e.g. 3.8 1.9 5.7 7.5 54.7 26.4
Linkedin, Viadeo, XING, etc. )
Social Bookmarking (e.g. 1.9 1.9 5.7 3.8 60.4 26.4
Delicious, Diigo, Google bookmarks,
etc.)
Blogs (e.g. Blogger, Wordpress,7.5 3.8 1.9 7.5 52.8 26.4
Edublogs, etc.)
Wikis (e.g. PBWorks, Wikispaces,3.8 1.9 1.9 3.8 62.3 26.4
Edmodo, etc.)
Presentation (e.g. 280 Slides, 0 1.9 1.9 3.8 64.2 28.3
Animoto, SlideRocket, etc.)
Resource Sharing (e.g. Google 1.9 5.7 9.4 5.7 52.8 24.5
Docs, Youtube, MyPodcast , etc.)
Website Creation(e.g. Google sites, 0 3.8 7.5 5.7 58.5 24.5
Movable type, KompoZer, etc.)
Web Exercise Creation (e.g. 1.9 0 7.5 7.5 56.6 26.4
ContentGenerator, Hot Potatoes,
SMILE, etc.)
Web Search Engines(e.g. Google, 15.1 5.7 17.0 1.9 41.5 18.9
Yahoo!, Ask.com, etg.
Dictionaries (e.g. Dictionary.com, 22.6 15.1 3.8 5.7 34.0 18.9
OnelLook.com, Forvo, etc.)
Concordancers (e.g. VLC Web 1.9 1.9 0 3.8 62.3 30.2
Concordancer, Wordsmith, AntConc,
etc.)
Utilities (e.g. Voki, Storybird, 0 0 0 7.5 66.0 26.4
Wallwisher, etc.)
Mean 4.88 5.49 5.49 5.83 54.36 24.35
SD 5.82 3.8 2.70 2.70 9.09 3.52
Appendix 4. Perceptions of Participants regardinghe OTLT Effectiveness
A. In your opinion, how = < =0 ~ T =S o S = S c
. . S @ S S o S = S 8 S5
effective are the following -2 = =3 =g = =2
technologies in _language o, @ ® = o %
teaching? 3 @ ? o . o
You may skip this (or any) part if s = < 8 F
you indicated unfamiliarity in ® ® S 2
part D. ®
Learning Management Systemgqe.g. 17.0 13.2 7.5 5.7 3.8 52.8
MOODLE, Blackboard, Desire2learn,
etc.)
Content Management Systemge.g. 5.7 5.7 13.2 3.8 5.7 66.0
Drupal, Joomla, Xoops, etc.)
Emails (e.g. Yahoo! Mail, Gmail, 17.0 18.9 15.1 11.3 1.9 35.8
Hotmail, etc.)
Chats (e.g. Yahoo! Messenger,28.3 17.0 11.3 7.5 1.9 34.0
Windows Live Messenger, Skype, etc.)
Chatbots (e.g. Verbot, Cleverbot, 7.5 15.1 1.9 9.4 3.8 62.3




Teaching English with Technologh5(3), 31-46 http://www.tewtjournal.org 46
Jabberwacky, etc.)
Forums (e.g. MyBB, phpBB, Tangler, 9.4 5.7 3.8 9.4 3.8 67.9
etc.)
Audio discussions (e.g. Voxopop, 26.4 7.5 13.2 3.8 1.9 47.2
VoiceThread, KVR audio, etc.)
Virtual Worlds (e.g. Active Worlds, 13.2 9.4 13.2 9.4 1.9 52.8
Second Life, Twinity, etc.)
Social Networking (e.g. Facebook, 15.1 18.9 13.2 7.5 3.8 41.5
Google +, MySpace, etc.)
Information Networking (e.g. 17.0 9.4 13.2 11.3 1.9 47.2
Twitter, Evernote, Friendfeed, etc.)
Professional  Networking (e.g. 75 11.3 11.3 5.7 1.9 62.3
Linkedin, Viadeo, XING, etc. )
Social Bookmarking (e.g. Delicious, 7.5 3.8 1.3 9.4 3.8 64.2
Diigo, Google bookmarks, etc.)
Blogs (e.g. Blogger, Wordpress,7.5 11.3 11.3 9.4 1.9 58.5
Edublogs, etc.)
Wikis (e.g. PBWorks, Wikispaces,3.8 9.4 9.4 9.4 1.9 66.0
Edmodo, etc.)
Presentation (e.g. 280 Slides, 15.1 7.5 7.5 7.5 3.8 58.5
Animoto, SlideRocket, etc.)
Resource Sharing(e.g. Google Docs, 9.4 13.2 7.5 7.5 5.7 56.6
Youtube, MyPodcast , etc.)
Website Creation (e.g. Google sites, 13.2 9.4 5.7 11.3 5.7 54.7
Movable type, KompoZer, etc.)
Web  Exercise Creation (e.g. 5.7 5.7 11.3 7.5 5.7 64.2
ContentGenerator, Hot  Potatoes,
SMILE, etc.)
Web Search Engines(e.g. Google, 28.3 20.8 17.0 3.8 1.9 28.3
Yahoo!, Ask.com, etc.)
Dictionaries (e.g. Dictionary.com, 39.6 11.3 11.3 7.5 3.8 26.4
OnelLook.com, Forvo, etc.)
Concordancers (e.g. VLC Web 7.5 1.9 9.4 5.7 3.8 71.7
Concordancer, Wordsmith, AntCon |,
etc.)
Utilities  (e.g. Voki, Storybird, 7.5 1.9 9.4 5.7 3.8 71.7
Wallwisher, etc.)
Mean 14.05 10.37 9.90 7.70 3.36 54.11
SD 9.22 5.39 4.09 2.37 1.42 13.63




Teaching English with Technology, 15(3), 47-60 http://www.tewtjournal.org 47

SKYPE-BASED ENGLISH ACTIVITIES:
A CASE FOR COMPELLING INPUT?
CORRELATIONAL CHANGESBEFORE AND AFTER SKYPE

EXCHANGES
by David Ockert

Toyo University,
5-28-20 Hakusan, Bunkyo, Tokyo 112-8606, Japan
ockert @ toyo.jp

Abstract

This paper reports the results of a small, longitaildstudy involving a group of Japanese
elementary school studentd £ 29) involved in exploratory research using forelgnguage
activities, including two Skype exchanges betwdessé students and students in Australia.
The purpose of the research was to test for thadtnpf a series of Skype exchange activities
with students in Australia on Japanese elementdrgd students’ affective variables toward
EFL.

The results show that the students had statistisagnificant increases in foreign
language activities, international posture, andivatibn. This tech-based language activity
arguably supplied compelling comprehensible inplihe student participation in the
preparations leading up to the exchanges would kageuraged them to work diligently to
be able to speak so as to be understood. Thegeseltdiscussed regarding future directions
in this line of research.

Keywords: EFL, Skype, Japan, affect, motivation, internadiloposture

1. Introduction

The purpose of this paper is to report the chamgeke correlations amongst six affective
variables of Japanese English as foreign langu3gEL( elementary school students (ESSs;
N = 29) after a voice-over-internet-protocol (VOiIRyBe language exchange compared with
the correlations before the exchanges. The studmrmgaged in two Skype in-class foreign
language activities (FLAS) designed to increasé tfeect toward EFL (Richards, 2012). The
affective variables include motivation, internatdmposture (IP; Yashima, 2002), willingness
to communicate (WTC; McCroskey & Baer, 1985), almdnmunicative confidence toward
using English. Two other items on the survey insgat were FLAs and desire to travel
overseas. The activities used Skype to communicdtie a class of elementary school
students in Australia. It is believed by the authod his colleagues that these technologies
bring the real world into the classroom, and thgrielfluence students’ affect as a result of
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exposing them to native speakers of English (NSEsjthermore, this method authentically
involves the students themselves in the learnimggss, increasing autonomy and intrinsic
motivation (Reeve & Halusic, 2009). It is specuthtbat technology-based FL exchanges
create real-world encounters, provide compellingutn(Krashen, 2011) leading to increased
motivation, confidence, and FL WTC.

The paper begins with a review of the shift in Efelucation motivation research from
an integrative motivational orientation for EFL eers to an IP regarding English cultures
and toward EFL learning; students' WTC; their gelfeeived communicative competence /
self-confidence; students desire to travel to fprecountries; and technology based FLAS
with NSE which provide compelling input (Krashe®12). The results reported in this paper
build on previous research results provided elsesvfsee Ockert, in press; Ockert & Tagami,
2014) and add to the literature by including tharges corroborated by Pearson’s correlation

coefficients as a result of the Skype intervention.

2. Literaturereview

2.1. EFL motivation and international posture

Gardner and Lambert (1972) define the integratiedive as “a sincere and personal interest
in the people and culture represented by the atarp” (p. 132). They have explained that
the integrative concept derives from a parallelythdrew with processes of social
identification underpinning first language acquasit(in Dérnyei & Ushioda, 2009).

Recently, the debate surrounding the integratwmecept has grown. As a result, the
concept has been re-thought, mainly prompted bytbeing discussions of its applicability
in applied linguistics due to the spread of Engleh a global language (aka ‘World
Englishes’). Given the recent curricular inclusafrEnglish as a basic skill to be taught from
the primary school level in Japan (Dornyei & Uslap@009; MEXT, 2003), the questions
arise whether the concept of integrative orientatian be applied in situations where there is
no specific target reference group of speakers ahdther the idea of an integrative
motivational orientation for learning English haslrmeaning anymore.

For many learners, English symbolizes the worlduado Japan, something that
connects them to foreign countries and foreignetls whom they can communicate by using
English (Gudykunst & Kim, 1984). In the JEFL cortteix which daily contact with native
speakers of English remains infrequent if at alirhers are not likely to have a clear affective

reaction to the specific L2 language group (Ushjo2d06). However, student attitudes
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toward American and other English-speaking cultues surely created through education
and exposure to foreign culture via various media.

To sum up, this identity with ‘foreignness’ posssan international outlook and the
attendant attitudes to different cultures and fymers that are non-Japanese (Yashima, Zenuk-
Nishide, & Shimizu, 2004). Furthermore, Carreir@d@) identified five factors influencing
elementary age students’ affect regarding Engliwhjch included interest in foreign
countries, intrinsic and extrinsic (instrumentalptivation, and anxiety. The results revealed
“a rather steady developmental decline in intrinaied extrinsic motivation” (p. 135).
Carreira’s study suggests that the area of motimatian shed light on how the teaching
methods for elementary school students in the higteeles can be improved.

2.2. Communicative confidence

Macintyre and his associates (Macintyre, 1994; Migté & MacDonald, 1998; Macintyre &
Charos, 1996) have identified a concept which thaye labeled ‘perceived communicative
competence’. They emphasize that it is the learpatception of their own communicative
competence that influences their WTC (see Cléeniaker, & Macintyre, 2003).

In her study on Japanese in an ESL learningtstuyaHashimoto (2002) argued that
self-perceived competence and self-confidence inL2rare, in fact, the same construct
(“perceived competence or self-confidence in an,L2” 57). In her research involving
Japanese university students studying in Hawad, sed the same item statements as those
used by Macintyre and Charos (1996). Therefore, titmvreader chooses to interpret these
terms remains relative as the latent constructaledeas a result of the investigation is the
same in both studies.

In the Japanese JEFL context, Yashima (2002)dfaumpositive, causal relationship
between motivation and communication confidencanfmised of communication anxiety
(aka nervousness) and perceived communication demge) in the L2, which led to WTC.
In addition, Yashima (2004) found that “self-comiite in communication in an L2 is crucial
for a person to be willing to communicate in th&” (p. 141). Therefore, activities that
promote self-confidence are essential to L2 devaeb. Yashima and her colleagues have
more recently conducted research on the relatipgsamong motivation, psychological
needs, FL WTC, and Can-Do statements of Englispuage learning of non-English-major
junior college students in Japan (Nakahira, Yashénslaekawa, 2010). The results show

“that L2 learning motivation leads to confidence 2 communication which is a
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combination of anxiety and competence” (p. 46).réfare, as stated above, (self-perceived)
competence plus (low) anxiety equals confidence.

2.3. Willingness to communicate

McCroskey and Baer (1985) were the first to redearad report on a construct that they have
identified and named ‘willingness to communicat&®/TC). WTC captures the major
implications that affective variables such as amymcommunication apprehension,
introversion, reticence, self-esteem and shynes& ha regards to their influence on
communicative behavior (McCroskey & Richmond, 1991)

In his research, Macintyre (1994) speculated t2a¥VTC is based on a combination
of perceived communicative competence and a lowlle? communication anxiety. Other
studies have shown that WTC was a predictor ofuieeqy of communication in the L2.
Motivation was a predictor of WTC and frequencycommunication (Macintyre & Charos,
1996).

Yashima and her associates have conducted rasearaffect in the JEFL context on
WTC (Yashima, 2002); the influence of attitudes afféct on WTC and L2 communication
(Yashima et al., 2004); and the interplay of claser anxiety and intrinsic motivation
(Yashima et al., 2009). Yashima et al. (2004) healked for “Studies...to be carried out with
programs that offer students increased opportgnitieL2 communication” (p. 126). The
research project results reported in this papeaarexample of the type of intervention that
offers an authentic opportunity to communicatehese students’ L2.

In her 2002 study, Yashima found a positive, ahuslationship between a latent
variable, motivation (which was comprised of twaligator variables, desire and intensity),
and the latent variable communication confidenaamfarised of two indicator variables -
communication anxiety, aka nervousness, and pexdetommunication competence) in the
L2, which led to WTC. In addition, Yashima (20049uhd that “self-confidence in
communication in an L2 is crucial for a person &wualling to communicate in that L2” (p.
141). The role of confidence as a predictor vadafdr WTC has also been found by
Hashimoto (2002) as well as by Yashima et al. (2004

2.4. CMC and thedesireto travel overseas

Research on L2 language learners’ desire to trawelad was first reported by Clément and
his associates (see Clément & Krudenier, 1983; éipDornyei, & Noels, 1994; Noels,
Pelletier, Clément, & Vallerand, 2000). In theisearch, they have reported on the desire to



Teaching English with Technology, 15(3), 47-60 http://www.tewtjournal.org 51

travel overseas and the desire to make friends megmbers of an L2 target community as
motives to study EFL. For example, Clément and #anier (1983) investigated the reasons
for learning second and foreign languages by vargnoups of learners based on the degree
of multiculturalism of their environments. Based @i&ment and Kruidenier's work, Dérnyei
(1990) contended that L2 learning in a classrodoason could not actually involve attitudes
toward an L2 community, as the learners have ldtleno contact with members of an L2
community. In addition, students’ desire to spentketabroad has been shown to be related to
instrumental motives (e.g. future employment) amcicscultural motives (such as a desire to
make friends — Clément, Dérnyei, & Noels, 1994).

In CMC studies, Kramsch and Andersen (1999) levemented that computers and
the Internet seem to realize the dream of everguage teacher — to bring the language and
culture as close and as authentically as possibsgutdents in the classroom. Guarda (2012)
has written that “what distinguishes telecollabratfrom other NBLT activities is the
specificity of its purposes: although language tlwaent remains at the core,
telecollaboration is oriented towards intercultuesdrning, with the specific goal of helping
participants develop and manifest intercultural oamicative competence” (p. 20). She
reports that “scholars and practitioners have ggitéd how CMC can foster authenticity by
bringing learners into contact with an authentidiance and by empowering them to interact
on topics that are relevant to their own lives (&gmsch et al., 2000; Hanna & De Nooy,
2003)” (in Guarda, 2012, p. 21).

2.5. Technology-based FL As

Motivation research demonstrates that young peejled especially children - are inherently
motivated to be active in almost any situation angby hands-on activities (see Amibile,
1989). In addition, “research results demonstiadt students are more interested in living the
language than merely using it in a classroom ggttif©ckert, 2006, p. 336) such as
traditional, teacher-fronted lessons in which thieguage is merely translated, listened to or
repeated. These results are in line with Willis,owtlescribes task-based activities as
“activities where the target language is used lgyl&arner for a communicative purpose in
order to achieve an outcome” (Willis, 1996, p. Z3gcognizing the significance of tasks in
shaping learners’ interest and enthusiasm coinciddsteachers’ perceptions: the quality of
the activities used and the way they are presemi@kes a difference in students’ attitudes
toward learning. AdNoels et al. (1999) have noteflw]ith its potential to be developed and

maintained by the social environment, motivatiommne element that educators can develop
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to improve their students' L2 outcomes” (p. 31).eT$ocial environment of the foreign
language classroom can be developed to enhawteation and, therefore, improve self-
confidence (Clément, Dornyei, & Noels, 1994), whettould lead to an increase in WTC.

Research conducted in EFL environments has shio&ira combination of a learner’s
personality (trait motivation) and situation-specifctors (state motivation) contribute to FL
motivation (Julkenen, 2001). These, in turn, inflce the learner’s perception of a specific
task. In other words, task motivation depends am dgeneral motivation of the learner
combined with how they perceive the task. Julku(@®01) has written that four factors
influence task motivation: interest, relevance, estancy, and outcome. Furthermore,
Robinson and Gilabert (2007) have reported on tignitive underpinnings of task-based
learning. Their survey of the research shows that gsychology of the learner and the
perceived complexity of the task influence the dtigm demands placed on the learner.

In the Japanese EFL context, Takiguchi (2002)daoted a research project which
tested for changes in affective variables of Japareementary students. The results show
that real-time, in-class communication with studentforeign countries using VoIP software
(Skype or Gizmo) improved student interest, concemd desire (motivation) to study
English. Tagami (2011) used Skype for real-time wamication exchanges with elementary
students in Australia. His research results led tonbelieve that the exchanges helped his
students realize that English is a necessary meammmunicate with members of a
different culture. In addition, the activities wedesigned to allow the students a structured,
yet autonomous, experience (Jang, Reeve, & De&)2@vhich helped improve their WTC
and motivation (Tagami, 2011).

2.6. Compélling input

Krashen (2011) has stated that "[i]t is by now vesflablished that input must be
comprehensible to have an effect on language atiquisind literacy development. To make
sure that language acquirers pay attention to mipaitj it should be interesting” (p. 1).
However, he also argues that interest alone isuiicient for optimal language acquisition.
Perhaps this is because the input “needs to bpisiointeresting but compelling. Compelling
means that the input is so interesting you forpat it is in another language” (p. 1). This
would require that the learner be in what Csiksnémlyi (1990) has called a stateflaw. In
flow, the concerns of everyday life and even the sehself disappear - our sense of time is
altered and nothing but the activity itself seemmatter. Can the same be said for being "lost

in the moment" for verbal communication?
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Compelling input appears to eliminate the neednfiotivation, a conscious desire to
improve. When you get compelling input, you acquamguage whether you are interested in
improving or not. The evidence for the Compellimput Hypothesis includes improvement
as an unexpected result, the many cases of thasé&hno conscious intention of improving
in another language or increasing their literaay, $mply got very interested in reading. In
fact, they were sometimes surprised that they mguiaved (Krashen, 2011).

It may be argued that this technology-based conwation exchange provided
compelling comprehensible input (Krashen, 2011jcesithe participants are, in a way,
“watching compelling movies and having conversatianth truly fascinating people” (p. 1).
Research results (Tagami, 2011; Takiguchi, 2002)e hahown statistically significant
increases in affect amongst experimental group neesntwyho engaged in Skype exchange
FLAs. Furthermore, Tagami (2010) and Takiguchi @0Bave conducted research on ESSs
affect toward EFL. Their results show that they, tbave a strong desire to travel overseas.
Furthermore, after these students were exposeéliovia a video exchange (Tagami, 2011b),
the students expressed a strong desire to go abraader to make friends as a result of the
intervention.

However, none of the previously mentioned studias examined changes in the
correlation matrix amongst affective variables. fEfiere, by comparing the affective variable
correlation matrices before and after the Skypehamges, we can examine circumstances
where the correlations were either strengthenedeakened. As a result of any positive
changes, it may be argued that the Skype exchanggde a source ‘compelling input’ for

the students.

3. The study
The affective variables examined in this study afesire to engage in foreign language
activities, IP, motivation, communicative confidencWTC, and desire to visit foreign
countries. The specific objectives of this study as follows:
1.To determine the level of the six affective vareblM and SD) among Japanese
elementary EFL students and the correlations betweevariables.
2.To examine the changes among the six varialblear(d D) and the changes among
the correlations after the Skype exchange actsuitie

3.1. Research questions and hypotheses
The study attempts to answer the following reseguestions:
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1. What is the level of the six affective variables caigp Japanese elementary
students toward EFL?

2. What are the changes, if any, on the level of itkeaffective variablesNl and
D) among these Japanese elementary students towafd E

3. What are the changes, if any, among the correstamong the six affective
variables of these Japanese elementary studentwdolFL after the Skype
exchanges?

4. What can be hypothesized regarding any changesi@Mtand SD, and the
correlations after the Skype exchanges?

The two hypotheses tested specifically in theesurstudy were as follows:

1. The students will show a desire to learn Englistot{wation) and interest in

foreign language activities. The mean scores cawanthis hypothesis.

2. There will be strong correlations between WTCHEPAs, and motivation.

3.2. Participants

Twenty-nine &' grade elementary school students participatechénstudy K = 29). The
students were all either ten or eleven years of @gey were all native Japanese in the same
school in Nagano prefecture, Japan.

3.3. Instrumentation and procedure
The research project used a self-report measurenatened in Japanese. The instrument
used a six-point Likert-type scale from Cofnpletely Disagree) to 6 Completely Agree).
There were six questions, one each on foreign Egeactivities; foreign countries / different
cultures; desire to communicate in English; confaeto communicate in English; desire to
communicate with foreigners in English; and, travgl abroad (see Appendix). The
Cronbach’salpha reliability estimate is .88.

The survey was administered in class to the sitisdieefore the Skype exchanges in
April and again in December after the Skype excban®uring the intervening months, the
students patrticipated in three technology-based S-wih students living abroad. The first
took place on July 21. At this time the studentsenable to introduce themselves. The second
and third MCMC exchanges took place for approxityati@rty minutes each on November
1% and 2 respectively. The November 1st, 2010 exchangefovampproximately 30 minutes.
Activities included the “Hokey-Pokey”, “Duck, Duckzoose” and “Indian and Tipi”. The

students used photos and video to explain thak€&risecame the basis of baseball. Also, the
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Australian students explained Australian footbfdhd such as meat pies, and the different
character names from the Pokemon series. The Naarehbxchange also lasted for about 30
minutes. After an initially greeting of the studgnthere was a greeting by the entire class.
Then the students sang songs together. A finatytminute exchange took place on
December %' for about 30 minutes. From the Australian sides tlime, there was a
presentation of a Japanese greeting song to tleedlufAre you sleeping?” This time, there
was also a simple Yes / No Q&A session. Examplestijmies such a®o you like school?
were answered immediatelygs, |1 do. Do you have pets? And answered\o, | do not. Also,
Do you have pets? received the answ¥es, | have a dog.

The survey was in paper form and in Japanese.d&te was put to a correlation
analysis using the SPSS (v20) statistical softwhhne. significance level was set to .05 for all

of the items. Significance levels pk .05 andp < .01 are indicated in the tables.

3.4. Results and discussion

The descriptive statistics of the students befomd after the Skype exchange are shown in
Table 1. There are several large and statisticgitipificant differences. In particular, the
increases for FLAs and motivation are statisticalbnificant at p < .01) and very close to a
full point increase. For IP, the results show amease greater than a full point (1.p% .01).
This indicates that the impact of the Skype exckbangay strengthen IP in Japanese

elementary age students.

Table 1. The Pre-Intervention Descriptive Statssiind Correlation MatriX\ = 29).

Com.
M S D) FLAs P Mot. Conf. WTC

FL Activities 3.14 1.70

International Posture 331 184 0.395*

Motivation 3.17 1.70 0.767* 0.753*

Comm. Confidence 3.45 140 0.524* 0.213 0.357*

WTC 3.34 1.86 0.695* 0.643* 0.829* 0.389*

Desire to Travel Overseas 4.45 1.77 0.449* 0.496* 0.659* 0.238 0.653*
Note. *p < .01

The correlation analysis results for the prefigation data are presented in Table 1.

As can be seen, there are a number of rather higtelations between several of the
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variables. First, the correlation between the Flafsd motivation is .77, indicating a strong
relationship. This means that any FLA should haymositive influence on motivation and

vice versa. The same can be said for the relatiprisgiween motivation and IP, since the
correlation between them is .75. Furthermore, igbdst correlation between motivation and
WTC (0.83) is much higher than that reported inesal of the previous research studies
reviewed for this paper (e.g. Yashima et al., 2004)

The correlations for the post-intervention dat@ gresented in Table 2. The
correlations between FLAs and IP, communicativefidence, and desire to travel overseas
increased. Also, an unexpected result is the igserea the correlations between
communicative confidence and all five of the otldiective variables. This is interesting

since communicative confidence showed a slightedese after the Skype exchange.

Table 2. The Post-Intervention Descriptive Stattstind Correlation MatriXN= 29).

Com.
M D FLAs IP Mot. Conf. WTC
FL Activities 4.10 1.16
International Posture 448 110  0.448*
Motivation 4.10 1.16 0.742* 0.340*
Comm. Confidence 3.41 1.38 0.537* 0.368* 0.450*
WTC 3.90 1.24 0.633* 0.566* 0.609* 0.469*
Desire to Travel Overseas 5.07 1.14 0.491* 0.466* .596* 0.289 0.564*
Note. *p< .01

There are several positive and statistically digamt differences between thd
scores before and after the interventions. For @@nthe FLA increase by .96 poings €
.01); IP increased by 1.1 € .01); Motivation had an increase of .98<.01); and Desire to
Travel Overseas by .69 € .05); WTC had an increase of .56, although tidsndt reach the
threshold of statistical significance. An interegtiresult was the slight decrease of 0.04 for
Communicative Confidence.

4. Conclusions
These results support previous research which sh@iveng correlations between affective
variables (Ockert & Tagami, 2014; Tagami, 2011)eJdresults are of interest to not only

elementary school teachers but teachers of seemgidges in general. In essence, the use of
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classroom time to prepare for and participate 8kgpe exchange with students of the target
language who are living abroad will in itself m@tie students to practice the target language
S0 as to be understood. Second, and perhaps mosttantly, the desire to comprehend what
is being said during the exchange is almost cdytairsource of compelling input (Krashen,
2011). In other words, the anticipation leadingtoghe event and the actual participation in
the exchange may provide compelling input (Kras2€i1).

Therefore, the statistically significant incremsim affect are likely due to the
anticipation of communicating with significant otee(the students living abroad) and the
uniqueness of the experience, which combined cputdide compelling comprehensible
input (Krashen, 2011). The uses of recent techimcdbgdvances such as the Internet provide
an interesting alternative to traditional educadiompproaches. The use of technology-based
FLAs would help maintain student interest and ethusaare encouraged to include them in
their curricula. As MEXT (2003) desires, “[tjo ddop students’ basic communication
abilities such as listening, speaking, reading amiding, deepening their understanding of
language and culture and fostering a positiveualtittoward communication through foreign
languages” (p. 1).

The research results presented herein may helpagats better understand the impact
of tech-based language exchange activities on stsidaffect and attitudes toward English
language learnindt is by no means any attempt to replace classrma@ohers with any sort
of technology-based program. On the contrary, tkgp& exchanges occurred during class
time with the presence of their teacher, not io b class time with a teach&uture studies
which explore, specifically, the amount of compwllicomprehensible input (Krashen, 2011)
received via the exchange(s) would add considertblthis line of research. An area of
research could be the desire of the students tareontate in English. This desire may be
comprised of both anticipation of the event / mateaind interest in the activity itself, be it
verbal or written input, such as in a letter exg®ariTagami, 2010). A future paper will
examine the student interest in the Skype exchahgemnalyzing qualitatively the student

responses regarding their attitudes toward anéhfgehbout the Skype exchanges.
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Appendix
English translation of the questionnaire items gigirsix-point Likert-type scale fromC¢mpletely Disagree) to
6 (Completely Agree).

1. I like foreign language (English) activities.

2. 1 want to know more about foreign countriesfédi#nt cultures).
3. To communicate in English, | want to study more.

4. | have confidence to communicate using simplgligh.

5. For myself, | want to communicate with foreignar English.

6. | want to go overseas at some time.



Teaching English with Technology, 15(3), 61-70 http://www.tewtjournal.org 61

ONLINE LOCALIZATION
OF ZOONIVERSE CITIZEN SCIENCE PROJECTS —
ON THE USE OF TRANSLATION PLATFORMS

AS TOOLS FOR TRANSLATOR EDUCATION

by Krzysztof Michalak
Center for Theoretical Physics PAS
Al. Lotnikéw 32/46, 02-668 Warsaw, Poland
krzysztof.michalak1l6 @ gmail.com

Abstract

This paper aims at describing the way in whichranliranslation platforms can facilitate the
process of training translatorZooniverse, a website hosting a variety of citizen science
projects in which everyone can take part, was aseah example of such a concept. The first
section of this paper is focused on the historgaidnd general description of the website. In
section two the online translation platform, whishconnected witlZooniverse, has been
presented in detail with emphasis put on advantagelsweak points. Ideas for practical
application ofZooniverse's localization platform have been outlined in satthree.

Results have shown that localization platformsdhalgreat potential in terms of
providing training for trainee translators. Thisni®stly because they offer basic experience
in terms of simple computer assisted translatiahrielogies and access to translations into
other languages that have been already submittesly &re also characterized by simplicity
and accessibility, as the platform can be used faosnplace all over the worl@ooniverse
can, therefore, be the basis for further reseanchaw the potential of such websites can be

harnessed for more effective translator training.

1. Introduction

In the 21st century the Internet is the most papolfaall media and the variety of its
applications is simply incredible. It is, therefpneot surprising that the Internet is an
extremely useful tool for scientific research addaation. This can be illustrated perfectly by
the example of th&ooniverse website. It is the mother of a great array of iitile projects
focusing on biology, genetics, ecology, history amast of all astronomy and astrophysics. In
this article | am going to present the idea behiredcitizen science and tEeoniverse family

of projects, as well as the whole website fromtdahnical perspective. Also, | will describe
the way theZooniverse translation platform, which works with evezponiverse project, can

be applied for the purpose of training future ttats's.
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1.1.Zooniverse in general

Zooniverse was created in July 2007 together with the ondetthe first Zooniverse
crowdsourcing project called Galaxy Zoo. Sincdatshching, many more projects have been
created, with the majority of them enjoying uncegsand incredible success and popularity.
The Zooniverse family of websites has been developed and maiedialny the Citizen Science
Alliance (CSA), which is run by seven different anggations and institutions from the UK
and the USA, with the Center for Theoretical PhydRAS and New Science Foundation
being CSA partners in Poland.

The Zooniverse citizen science projects are devoted to varioeasaof science. The
website is composed of many webpages, each adimgseparate science project in which
everyone can participate. All science teams invibhegjuire hundreds of thousands of images
classified and categorized in order to make theefullsThose images come from different
surveys and research carried out by the aforenteadiecience teams. The amount of visual
data collected in every case is so large thatakk of analyzing it tends to be impossible for
those teams alone. Unfortunately, computers arecaodble of classifying those images on
their own either and due to this the human inteieentends to be unavoidable and much
more accurate. This is where volunteers — grouppewaiple who populate the Internet in

abundance — come in!

Figure 1. Galaxy Zoo homepage (sounggiw.galaxyzoo.ory
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1.2. The idea behind citizen science

Citizen science is a new term which describes thecept of engaging the public in real
scientific research and giving the researchersnd I analyzing their enormous datasets so
they can devote their precious time to more prgssiatters. In order to become a citizen
scientist one does not have to be a professionahynfield. In fact, it is mainly addressed to
people who have little to do with professional aceon a daily basis.

The citizen science comes in a wide variety ofmf®r The most popular ones focus on
providing support in data collection and in the Igsia of the data already collected.
Zooniverse takes advantage of the latter and gathers as n@ogteers as possible with the
aim of using their potential to enhance scientifiarks. It is a website with a global impact,
so virtually anyone can sign in and help the s@&ntBy going through a short tutorial and
then classifying just a couple of images, one agp make a real difference.

Furthermore, in order to increase the number opleemvolved in classifying and
submitting the results a special translation ptatfavas created for all projects. As a result,
volunteering translators from all over the worldhaoose a project matching their interests
or areas of expertise and translate it; consequétidoing so they expand the number of

those taking part in advancing scientific research.

1.3. Operation and results
The way all theZooniverse projects work is very simple. Signing up is notndatory, but
when an account is created by a potential usdetstthem see the classifications to be
submitted, discuss the images with other voluntaatsmembers of the science teams, share
the results and take advantage of some other additieatures. The first thing one visiting
any Zooniverse website should do is to go through the brief taloand see the “about”
section of the page in order to understand whatimes of the specific project are. Tutorials
are created in a very user-friendly manner so tieere doubt what is expected from those
who intend to join in the cooperation. The facttitiee majority of the websites are translated
into other languages makes them even more acoesAilbér completing the tutorial, a user is
ready to classify the visual data available onvilebsite and submit the results directly to the
science team.

As every project requires volunteers to perforffedent tasks, th&ooniverse projects
pose a wide range of opportunities for cooperatitiject types include annotation, decision

tree, pattern matching, ranking, filtering and seniption.
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Annotation requires volunteers to use a specidl tmalraw shapes on the image in
order to mark specific features visible on theymet In a decision tree project participants are
asked a series of questions and are supposed dsehtiee answer which best reflects what the
image shows. Pattern matching is based on categgprihe sounds or features of images
according to specific examples, while in the ragkproject one has to decide which image
fulfills some requirements to a greater extentteFihg projects are based on a gradual
description of the visual data by analyzing the ges and answering questions. Finally,
transcription involves the process of deciphering tharacters from an image in order to

present them, as a result, in a typed form.

Figure 2. Galaxy Zoo classification applet (soutd&://www.galaxyzoo.org

All the data gathered from the projects are fs&ired and then analyzed by the
researchers. It is quite plausible that the vera dalunteers are helping to collect now will
help scientists teach computers how to do the gaimen the future, thanks to extensive
sample data which can be used to feed computeffsitier analysis. Some of the data, like
in the case of th&ooniverse Galaxy Zoo project, are published and can be accessed Wrtual
by practically anyone all over the world. Moreovas, there are many volunteers classifying
the images and each image is analyzed several byndgferent participants, very interesting
discoveries tend to be made as a result of suctlttamgle approach. For example, thanks to
the countless classifications collected by the Bakoo, scientists were able to discover such
objects as “green peas”, being intensely star-foghgalaxies or “Hanny's Voorwerp”, which

IS a very rare astronomical object.
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1.4. Polish versions

A great majority ofZooniverse citizen science projects have been translated mnémy
languages, including Polish. This paper was prepare the basis of the translation work
carried out for the sake of creating Polish versiohavailable projects in order to make them
more accessible to non-English speaking Polishemaei.

Volunteers from Poland managed to make a moddsstiiuvaluable contribution to
the operation of Zooniverse projects like for ims&@ Galaxy Zoo, Radio Galaxy Zoo, Disk
Detective and Milky Way Project. At the turn of thear 2014 Polish version of Galaxy Zoo
took the &' place, Radio Galaxy Zoo and Disk Detective wétebd Milky Way Project was
7"among all other language versions according totimaber of sessions. Some of the Polish
versions have been around only for a few monthgheg are still gaining their popularity.
The data presented show that translatioZamniverse projects was not in vain and helped

make a difference.

2. Description of the translation platform

Having outlined whatZooniverse is and what it aims at, | will describe the tratisin
platform itself together with all its features. $tid will go through the technicalities of the
site, briefly describing how the platform works antiat it offers. Then | will delve deeper

into what advantages and disadvantages of thislaton platform for its potential users.

2.1. Technical aspects

As | have previously mentioned, evefgoniverse citizen science project is connected to a
special translation platform which supports alljects collectively. In order to use it one has
to create an account by registering via any ofatreglable projects and then be granted access
to the platform by one of th&ooniverse crew members. After choosing a specific projed an
being assigned to it, one can begin the processuadlation into a language that is at the time
unavailable for a given project. The whole procassures that only selected, authorized users
have access to the translated material; this pqgtisgvents any translation from being

submitted, deleted or even modified accidentally.
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Figure 3. An excerpt from th&ooniverse translation platform (sourcéttp://translations.zooniverse.9rg

The platform offers a few options for the usereTthxt of a website is divided into
many windows, each of which represents single wootsinks of words, sentences or
sometimes multiple paragraphs. Next to every windmmtaining the text in the source
language (SL) there is a blank window where thé itexhe target language (TL) should be
typed. When the text from a window is translatédan be saved by simply clicking a button.
Of course the already translated and submitted rmahtis still available for any further
modification or proofreading. When the text fromegvwindow is translated and checked,
the translator can contact one of the memberseoZdbniverse team in order to publish the
translated version of the site for public use.

Further on, this paper aims at describing the thaytranslation platforms, as the one
described above, can be used to train translakbesefore, | will now try to explain what are
the advantages and disadvantages of such tramsfaatforms based on the example of the

one created b¥ooniverse.

2.2. Advantages

The first advantage | would like to mention is ttarity of the platform. The fact that each

paragraph and sometimes single words or sentemegw@sented in a separate window is a
feature that translators may welcome as a veryeament option. As a result, a limited chunk

of the source text is clearly presented for thediaion process. What is more, after the
translation the text in the SL and in the TL arghtinext to each other and are clearly

available for any possible editing processes. Husounts for the ease of translation and
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prevents chaos. This is also a perfect introdudbiotne concept of treating a text as an entity
divided into segments for the translation purpedach is a well-known concept of the CAT
technology. Moreover, the already translated texdaved in different tabs, including “Up to
date”, “Out of date”, “Missing”, “To do™ or “All’ As a result, the translator can easily
navigate between the translated and non-transhaéerial.

Secondly, the platform is equipped with a veryfuistunction that can be of great
advantage for both aspiring and professional tedosd. Namely, it allows generating a trial
test version of the website with the translatedieointhat is available only to the translator.
This makes proofreading much easier and more caoaftfie; as one can see the site exactly
the way it would look like with the currently trdated text. Thanks to that, a translator can
see whether he or she has committed any mistakesnms of paragraph division, spelling
and transfer or detect any errors in the HTML codliéer spotting a mistake, one simply
needs to find the respective window on the platfdype the corrected text or code, save the
window and redeploy the whole site.

Another advantage is the fact that any translata particular language pair that has
access to a given project can browse through ddinguage versions of the same project. As
most of theZooniverse projects are translated into several languages,ishan incredibly
useful feature, especially for translators who knawvore than one foreign language.
Whenever one encounters a translation problem dabgeinsufficient context, unclear,
ambiguous and possibly completely unknown vocalguwassignificant mistakes in the source
text, it is possible for the translator to make agéhe translations submitted by translators of
other languages. These translations show how dtfagislators solved the problem or
translated a particular item into their first lange. Sometimes the translation submitted by
one translator can be a combination of translatmnstrategies that were adopted by more
than one translator; therefore, it is a very uséfulctionality, as it can offer the translator
various translation solutions.

There is also one advantage that is of lesseffisignce for the translator than those
listed above; however, it is still worth mentioningecause the content of the website is
presented to the translator as a lengthy list oidews with corresponding pieces of text, the
platform has a counter that shows the percentageirafows already completed. Although
this feature is a bit imperfect, as it does nottako account the length of the segments but
their number only, it enables the translator tongan overall impression of how much work

there is left and potentially how the translatisogess can be made more efficient.
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2.3. Disadvantages

The Zooniverse translation platform also has some disadvantagbhgh are present due to
the fact that it is actually a simple tool, not fgssional translation online software. The flaws
that can be encountered while performing trangtatiasks on the platform are not too
frequent. However, whenever the translator facemtte or she is bound to spend more time
than necessary in order to solve the problem.iebelsome of the issues can be easily fixed
or patched, but it is possible that in order to §ieme of the other problems, serious
restructuring of the whole translation platformregjuired. 1 am going to go through only
some of the problems, those that are most common.

One of the problems a translator working on sutfamslation platform is surely going
to encounter is the presence of incredibly lengbigces of text represented by a single
window. In such a case one has to copy the wholeiteo some other text processing
program, as this long text is very inconvenienttggented. What is more, the text is often
interwoven with the HTML code, which makes the aiton even more complicated (the issue
of the HTML code will be addressed in the next gemph). This problem can be eliminated
by the technical staff of the website whose tagk igroperly divide the content into windows
representing specific pieces of text on the platidPresenting the SL material in such a form
is highly undesirable for the translator and siigaifitly extends the time it takes to complete
the translation process making it a significantlgren challenging task. Consequently, this
increases the number of translation errors, corethitin particular by inexperienced
translators.

Another significant drawback of this translatiotatfporm is the aforementioned
problem of the HTML code being interwoven with ttext itself. Therefore, a translator
taking up the translation has to be familiar atsteaith the most basic HTML tags. As
sometimes lines of code are an integral part otelkg they have to be copied exactly in the
same form from the SL text into the TL text. Anysspelling of the tags may result in errors
in the display of a particular fragment of texttbe website, which may result in it becoming
completely incomprehensible. Therefore, it is natyoproblematic, but also highly time-
consuming. What makes things even worse is thetlfiattthere is no way to input these tags
by other means than typing, or copying and pasiihg. platform, unfortunately, lacks a panel
with basic HTML tags, so whenever they appear etdxt, they need to be typed, or copied
and pasted by the translator from the source 8othetimes one can get lost in the abundance
of tags and symbols which can lead to unpredictabteomes.

There are also a few other problems which, howeaes far from being a great
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inconvenience. One of them is the lack of the opbb any basic text statistics, like a word
count for example. Of course, it is regarded asadyantage only from the translator's point
of view, since the purpose of this paper is to @at to what extent this platform may
facilitate and simplify the translation process. tAs form of translation could be used as a
code of good practice, even for academic purpdbespossibility to quickly count words of
the translated text is highly desirable, althoulis feature shall only be valued from the
translation process perspective. However, the tfadt the information about the progress in
translation (the percentage of text translated rifeesat in section 2.2) is very general might
turn out to be slightly misleading for the transtatt is because the counter does not take the
window size into account. Lastly, one can sometigr@ounter a bug while generating a test
version of the site. This bug prevents some papdgrdrom being exported and as a result
they still appear in English, not in the TL, evaonugh they have been properly translated and
saved. In such a case, the only option the trasiatleft with to solve such problems is to
contact the technical support team.

3. Practical applications

The very purpose of this paper is to show thatsledgion platforms, such as tl@®oniverse
platform described above, hold educational poteasaa practical activity for in-training and
aspiring translators. The fact that translationsedwia such platforms are online and can be
performed from any location makes it very easyge for education. | will now outline how
translation platforms could be utilized by teacharsl lecturers for providing translation
practice to their students and what are the aspsfctsuch platforms that emphasize its
educational potential.

Translations done via the platform could easilgdme an assignment for students to
complete either individually, in pairs or in larg@roject-based groups. The platform
facilitates collective translation by showing whiglarticular translator is responsible for
translating specific parts of the website. Therefafter the assigned translation is completed
and submitted for review and grading, the pers@pagsible for evaluation can see which
segments have been translated by particular stsidextgrade them accordingly.

The teacher can access the translation platfodmrenew the segments together with
their corresponding windows. Each segment is sigmilal the username of each particular
translator who has submitted the latest versiotheftranslation, which aids the process of
grading performed by the reviewer. Moreover, thacher responsible for assessing the
translation can use the export function in orderiéov the test version of the site and see how
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the proper text is composed.

A great training potential also lies in the featuand possibilities the platform has to
offer, as described above. The ability to confrong's translation with those submitted in
different foreign languages can point at a var@tyther strategies and solutions that can be
applied in the translation process. It is alsogaificant advantage when it comes to providing
more contexts for the purpose of decoding the §penformation hidden in the text. Also, as
mentioned before, such assignments introduce agpiranslators to the concept of dividing
texts into segments for translation purposes, wigckery similar to the concept offered by
any CAT tool.

4. Summary

The advantages and various aspects of translalafoqmns, such as the one Aboniverse,
prove their educational potential in providing hsiwh translation training for beginner
translators. They are confronted with a wide raafypossibilities in terms of comparative
analysis of translations submitted by them andovellvolunteers. The platform is
characterized by its high transparency and relaase of operation. Although it is not free of
flaws and disadvantages, | believe it is possiblantprove and reprogram it to suit the
translators' needs in order to raise the qualityrarislations. Lastly, it is worth taking into
account that the translation platform has not beeated for any educational purposes in
particular. If the platform had been created fraaratch to meet such objectives, it would,
undoubtedly, have even higher training potentiis Buggests, therefore, the need for further

research into this matter.
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Introduction

This bookopens up a discussion about multiple ways in wiédhnology can help teach
writing and provides guidelines for teachers wlaxkestudents the craft of digital writing in a
classroom. Indeed, Hicks believes that it is teexheesponsibility to incorporate digital
writing into their class curriculum and emphasizbe importance of the digital writing
process. Hicks tries to familiarize teachers with principles of digital writing and gives a
list of ideas for those who are willing to use teclogy, particularly digital texts. He
investigates how teachers can use digital toolhénclassroom and how students produce
textual output, through the digital writing procesaddition, he goes further and analytically
focuses on the writing practices which are goingwath different projects, and later on
develops those ideas and perspectives into liteiahyactivities. Hicks provides a general
picture of digital writing for teachers on how tonsider and evaluate students’ digital written
output. Through this reflection and evaluation dndents’ digital writings, teachers can
provide better guidance for their writing practicei® focuses on the importance of writing in
the technology age, and explores teaching prirgifde students who create digital writings

in this era.
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Overview

The book puts a lens on potential advantages dintdogy and media in interacting with
others, telling a story through different mediad anaking information available to local or
global readers. It consists of eight chapters, egling various topics about digital writing.

Chapter One, “Overview of the Book,” discusses mpldtstrategies and techniques
through which teachers can teach writing with tetbgy. Hicks believes that schools have to
analyze how teachers are currently employing digials and technology in their classrooms
so that the focus remains on literacy-rich acwgtiand not simply using technology for its
own sake. In addition, he suggests that teacheke raa inventory of the ways students do
digital activities and identify how they speak, deand write during digitally-infused tasks
whether inside or outside school. Hicks tries isgdeachers’ knowledge of the effectiveness
of digital writing tools in classrooms and also em@ages students to actively work with
digital media.

Chapter Two, “Author’s Craft, Genre Study, and EabiWriting,” addresses an
important issue— of what it means to compose pie€ehbgital writing—and then persuades
both teacher and student to gradually recognizedmwvelop the elements of digital writing
that move beyond merely copying, pasting, and ghbig texts on websites or blogs. Hicks’
argument is not solely restricted to digital writirHe goes further and explicates different
texts that students can use such as narration,margation, and description, and
meaningfully makes a connection to the Common €olre addition, he highlights the
challenges students are grappling with, whethepgrmand paper or digital texts.

Chapter Three, “Crafting Web Texts,” presents uagiotypes of web-based
compositions that students are able to create dighal tools such as computers, tablets,
phones, and digital cameras, which are very exiilay and exciting. Hicks states that
students should be granted opportunities to keefuch with the world through digital
media. He highlights a few digital samples suchdagtal essays and science journals,
through which students can produce web-based Higiitings. However, he cautions that
teachers must ensure that their students writeetlests according to their own critical,
creative thinking rather than copy others’ workse HIso mentions that web-based texts
require rich linguistic resources, and digital ers# have to carefully attend to content,

language, and organization.

1 The Common Coreis a set of high-quality acadentandards in mathematics and English language
arts/literacy (ELA). These learning goals outlinkatva student should know and be able to do atrnbdeof each
grade.
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Chapter Four, “Crafting Presentations,” opens gptacal discussion about why some
teachers stand behind the use of the old standiifoph of PowerPoint for presentations in
their instruction. It even becomes worse when sttglbave to watch other students’ long
PowerPoint presentations on a specific topic. in,tilicks provides novel alternatives such
as using multimedia websites, infographics, an@estrasting. Through these digital tools,
not only are students keeping up with new technglbgt they will also take an active role
and be more cooperative in the classroom. Moredweradds that it is necessary to teach
students how to start collaborating with peers @edte interesting, interactive presentations.

“Crafting Audio Texts,” Chapter Five, addresses thsue of teachers providing
general support for their students in learning psses, particularly when they are using oral
language. In doing so, teachers should raise stsidawareness of the power of their words
and communication. Hicks also encourages both eand non-native teachers to have their
students record themselves and listen to their pramunciation and overall tone through
podcasting. He introduces podcasting to studentnasffective way in which to reflect on
and monitor their performance, and highlights thhagas received less attention in comparison
to other forms of digital writing such as creatprgsentations, websites, or videos.

“Crafting Video Texts,” Chapter Six, starts by askithis question, “Is video
production really a craft under the purview of \wgft teachers?”, to which Hicks’ answer is
“yes.” He points out that while it is a demandiagh for students to produce reflective, high-
quality video products that appear to be far awaynftheir real work of writing instruction,
the connections between composing words and videatec unique possibilities. In writing
courses, teachers typically prepare the writingiculum that requires students to produce
sentences, paragraphs, and essays and develop sheiarly, with video, students must
learn how to use various images, video clips, anthds to develop a coherent message. To
employ digital media in writing courses, he suggésachers use heuristic “MAPS,” through
which readers are invited to look at Mode, Mediaidience, Purpose and Situation. Hicks
reiterates this issue in this chapter and he isengoncerned that teachers have students so
tied to a checklist or rubric that it completelYikitheir creative capabilities. Additionally, he
urges students to attend to the craft of digitaitimg and focus on their own writing
processes. Through using MAPS, students wear dadearflect on digital writing.

“Crafting Social Media,” Chapter Seven, discussew o actively engage students in
digital writing and help them share their clearc@nct writings through social media. Hicks

states that students keep in close touch with kpwalia these days, and they constantly use
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digital tools on a daily basis. Hicks believes thstcial media is the telephone for this
generation of teens (and, increasingly, adults)’140). It means that teenagers spend more
time posting on social media than talking on therghwith their friends. Therefore, it is the
teacher’s responsibility to teach students howdmmunicate properly when they employ
these digital tools. In the end, Hicks provides esommplications for how to use
microblogging, group text messaging, and sociakbwarks.

“Modeling and Mentoring the Digital Writing ProcessChapter Eight, closely
investigates a number of digital writing samplesrira specific student and uses them as the
basis for teachers to know how to teach purposefaifid creatively. He also introduces
teachers to some digital tools such as applica@masquick guides to websites and provides
them with guidelines about how to design digitaltwg tasks. He asserts that the teachers
should not neglect the importance of traditioni@rlicies by encouraging students to produce
digital writings, but they have to motivate studetd produce more writings. He persuades
teachers to have their students do purposefulpelaie work with both print and digital

writing.

Recommendation
This book is a worthy read because it opens ugferent perspective for both teachers and
students. It ushers the way for teachers to urmlwistheir students’ writings in various
formats, certainly not substantiated by educati®yastems. Hicks encourages students to
keep thinking, do more deliberate work, be risketak recognize their mistakes, and learn
from them. Additionally, he discusses differenhds of writing through the processes of
learning and creativity, and raises teachers’ ames® of how they can actively involve their
students with meaningful, creative, and reflectiwiting. In the end, he urges composition
teachers to develop their notions of writing and omultiple strategies and techniques to teach
them.

For more information about the book, includingst 6f links and resources, visit the
companion wiki page at

http://digitalwritingworkshop.wikispaces.com/Craffi Digital Writing
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Introduction

Developing Online Language Teaching. Research-BReeldgogies and Reflective Practices
by Regine Hampel and Ursula Stickler is the lapesdtlication fromNew Language Learning
and Teaching Environments Seriedited by Hayo Reinders. The book was released by
Palgrave Macmillan in 2015. In the introductiong thditors promise “a journey towards
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successful integration of ICT elements into theimmland blended teaching” (Hampel &
Stickler, 2015: 6) and they seem to have kept thense.

The spectrum of the book’s addressees seems bsaadracompasses: pre-service and
in-service teachers interested in developing a &etICT skills and pedagogically
transformative practices and also researchers whelsleof study relates to online teaching
and learning. It was designed with the aim of ggttihe readers to reflect over their current
instructional practices and further developmengioms. The authors of eleven chapters truly
believe in adaptive teaching, where educators beléime needs and abilities of learners with
the affordances of the tools used in class and #isodemands of accreditation and
assessment. In a very approachable way, they pgrasendiscuss the ways to become not
only digitally competent but most importantly pedggally aware of why and how to use
ICT tools to facilitate learning. In line with threassumptions over an outstanding role of
collaboration in learning, they recommend scrutigza number of options and tools the
Internet offers for practitioners who are seekingport in their professional development,
e.g. Free Online Training Spaces, Open Educati®esdources, Online Communities of

Practice or the DOTS projects’ websites.

Presentation

The structure of the book, as the editors emphasighapter 1, is modular, not linear. This
undeniably is an advantage of the book, espeaidilgn one considers using some parts of it
relevant in their pre-service teachers’ classrooms.

In Chapter 2, entitted “European Language Teachams ICT: Experiences,
Expectations and Training Needs”, Aline Germainteutord and Pauline Ernest present the
results of 3 DOTS (Developing Online Teaching SkiBurveys (2008, 2011 and 2013) and
the qualitative data gathered from participantsmmire than 20 workshops on DOTS. The
results reveal the learners’ willingness to take patechnology-enhanced lessons and the
teachers’ need for high quality and ongoing formerdine training. It appears that educators
want to know how and why the use of the latestrietdgies can contribute to learning apart
from requesting to be trained on which tools to. use

Chapter 3 by Ursula Stickler and Martina Emke, vehdsle is “Part-time and
Freelance Language Teachers and their ICT Traihiegds”, enables the reader to learn
about the whole scale of teaching contexts whexenaiderable number of teachers are part-

time and freelance practitioners. They often asfrehange their professional situation in
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order to get a full-time job by patrticipating inri@us Continuous Professional Development
forms. This is not an easy goal to achieve sinassutally requires applying logistical skills,

devoting one’s time and money to be able to takeipaCPDs or even struggling to cater for
the possible conflicting demands of various insititus they are employed at. When it comes
to what these professionals appeal for, it seemdr#ining formats that involve learning by

doing, collaboration and reflection are the mostjfrently mentioned on the wish list. The
teachers do not find cognitive approaches withtiohireflection tasks sufficient and fully

meeting their needs.

Chapter 4, entitled “Online Language Teaching: Tlarner's Perspective”, was
written by Linda Murphy. The author presents theadgathered in 2008 and 2011 from two
questionnaires filled in by 850 students who lookdertain skills and qualities with regard to
their teachers. It turns out the learners yearrtershift to a greater use of online elements.
As opposed to what some prophets of doom usedaim it the dawn of online language
teaching, students still find the teacher indispéles in the classrooms where instructors
incorporate technological tools into their pracic&ubsequently, the expected teacher’s
functions in the aforementioned context, namelysteyic, affective as well as cognitive
ones, are presented in the chapter, too.

Part 5 by Ursula Stickler and Regine Hampel, exttitiTransforming Teaching: New
Skills for Online Language Learning Spaces”, encassps the discussion over the skills that
are needed for OLLS. The authors propose the dkdlmework, where the skills on level 1
involve: matching pedagogies and technologies,eoell2: developing social cohesion and
fostering communication, on level 3: enhancing tveg online.

Chapter 6 (by Joseph Hopkins, “Free Online TrainiBgaces for Language
Teachers”), Chapter 7 (by Anna Comas-Quinn and Katethwick, “Sharing: Open
Educational Resources for Language Teachers”) ahdpt€r 8 (by Aline Germain-
Rutherford, “Online Communities of Practice: A FRsdional Development Tool for
Language Educators”) are successful attempts ttersyze the available tools for CPD
development. The authors provide the reader withotligh analyses of the tools, they present
the opportunities the options allow but also disciiie barriers and challenges involved. The
readers will certainly find the typology and exaegbf the OERs extremely useful. What is
more, some recommendations for a self-developmiant, tips on setting one’s own library
of free online training spaces or designing a comitywof practice may appear precious as

well. Those who need specific examples illustratimgv all these tools, repositories and
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communities work in practice will be directed torgde websites where they can read, learn,
share their practices, and as a consequence, ewolueeir professional identity and
knowledge.

Chapter 9, “Theoretical Approaches and Researclkeddedagogies for Online
Teaching”, is an overview of theoretical approachdsch may be useful for both novice and
experienced researchers. The author, Regine Hamppdents a number of methods and
research tools to be utilised when conducting studegarding different aspects of OLT. In
fact, there are several hints over the areas amedtdins of research marked throughout the
whole book. One may find them inspirational wheakiag for one’s own potential area of
expertise.

The last two chapters — entitled “Developing Onlifeaching Skills: The DOTS
Project” and “Using DOTS Materials for the Professl Development of English Teachers
in Turkey: Teachers’ Views”, are the accounts & grojects which can perfectly serve as
proofs to successful application and utilisationD&dTS materials. Apart from describing a
sample DOTS project’'s details (2008-2010) aroundiviies, tools and approaches
undertaken, Mateusz-Milan StanojeviChapter 10) recommends a number of practical
suggestions for reflection, which seem invaluableemw teachers want to apply the DOTS
approach for their own benefits. Suleymansdan, Emrah Cinkara and $¢e Cabarglu
(Chapter 11) conclude with the discussion over lm@roDOTS project’s results, which show
participants’ positive views about DOTS materidd)TS modules’ application and the
project’'s impact on the participating teachersitadies being it surprisingly significant. The
investigation into the benefits and drawbacks ita@ed, however, and presented in an
unbiased way. The chapters may be treated as #heation of the approach promoted by the
book, which reveals the great potential of OLT @&ngphasizes the continuous need for it to

be tested and broadly researched, too.

Evaluation

The book is a kind of an awakener for one’s profesd development inspiring to reflect
upon one’s teaching and further development. Sdgpitds a source of stimulating ideas for
research and research tools. Furthermore, itsbildyiregarding the target readers needs to
be appreciated. Everyone interested in the appradtfind something for oneself no matter

if they are pre-service, novice or in-service teastand more or less experienced researchers.

Furthermore, the sensitivity towards the whole sp@c of potential addressees of the book
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ought to be emphasized. The reader-friendly languasg can be sensed from the very start of
the publication. What is more, reflective tasks heathapter finishes with are highly
advantageous for mentors or lecturers providingruetion to pre-service teachers. They are
relevant, ready-made tasks designed for immedsganuand outside the classroom. Finally,
the organisation of the book deserves appreciatmm, It is the well-thought-out order of
articles that ensures the flow and coherence otédméent, due to which one can “digest” the
book easily.

At the end of the introductory chapter, the edifgexed a word about the medium — a
traditional book — they decided to use in ordesdnutinize Online Language Teaching. They
wish to explain the decision which may seem at adills the approach they are trying to
advocate in the book. As they pointed out, theytviameach the readers who make their first
steps in using technology in their classroom. Mweeepthe authors hope for the book to be a
source of knowledge and ideas that will be usefuhie educational context in the future as
well, not only at this particular moment in timetbe development of ICT in teaching. Thus,
a fixed format may be more easily approached akdntadvantage of in school contexts
farther along. There is one more point that shdaélchdded to the ideas above. Some people
are still slightly conservative when it comes te tthoice of a medium and the experience of
reading itself. According to the research commisstbfor Publishing Perspectives Designing
Books for Millennial$ conference, which took place in March 2015, yopegple in Britain
and the USA prefer buying print books to e-booksm8 studies in other countries, e.g. in
Poland, reveal similar resultsThat is why, a great number of readers are pigbatry
grateful to the authors for publishing the bookhe paper version.

Recommendation

To sum up, Developing Online Language Teaching. Research-BaBedagogies and
Reflective Practices worth recommending. When one decides to takeip#he journey the
authors invite him or her to, they will not regietThere is a high chance of ending up as an

! Gleed, A. (2013)Booktrust Reading Habits Survey 2013. A nationatesy of reading habits and attitudes to
books amongst adults in England Retrieved from
http://www.booktrust.org.uk/usr/library/documentsim’1576-booktrust-reading-habits-report-final. pdf

Zickuhr, K. & Rainie L. (2014). A Snapshot of Reading in America in 201Betrieved from
http://www.pewinternet.orq/2014/01/16/a-snapshete@ding-in-america-in-2013/

2 Wasylewicz M. (2014)Ksigzka papierowa czy elektroniczna — preferencje caigeé dzieci i rodzicéw w
dobie ekspansji nowych technologii  Last accessed May 10, 2015.
http://www.ktime.up.krakow.pl/symp2014/referaty 2010/wasylewicz.pdf
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inspired and ready to act teacher, and most impitytaas a pedagogically aware educator,

ready to evolve in one’s professional identity.
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