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Abstract

This study reports the results of an action-basedlysconducted in an EFL class to examine
whether digital video recordings would contributethe enhancement of EFL learners’ oral
fluency skills. It also investigates the learnepgrceptions of the use of digital video
recordings in a speaking class. 10 Turkish EFLnegr participated in this study. To
determine the impact of digital video recording BRL learners’ oral performance, the
speaking module of IELTS was modified as pre- aost{est. In addition to the analysis of
the scores assigned to the learners by two ratsirgy lan analytic scale, an analysis of
learners’ discourse in pre- and post-test was tiakien to determine whether measures of
fluency in learners’ output differ as a result bé tvideo recording. The results suggest that
the incorporation of digital video recordings irgpeaking classes improved the learners’
overall speaking proficiency; however, it did n&adl to a significant improvement in
learners’ oral fluency. Yet, the analysis of thaliative data showed that the utilization of
digital video recordings may not only bolster thearhers’ self-confidence, but also
encourage them to take risks with the target laggua
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1. Introduction

With the increasing importance attached to speakmgart of one’s language competence
within the Communicative Language Teaching paraditira teaching of speaking skills in
second language learning has become a burgeone® @r research over the past two
decades. Speaking is a vital, yet difficult, skillbe acquired in a language class as it poses a
great number of challenges to second languagedesafor a few reasons (Luoma, 2004;
Bozatli, 2003; Feng, 2007). First, it encompassesmaplex cognitive processing task that is
difficult for L2 learners to accomplish (Bygate,) 2009; Saint-Leger, 2009). As such, it
requires learners to employ linguistic, non-lingigisand contextual parameters such as body

language, mimics, and gestures in an effective weayonstruct meaning by producing
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utterances. Second, there are some psychologictréathat come into play during L2
learners’ oral performance such as anxiety andcegifidence (Aydin, 2001; Cheng, 2005;
Wilson, 2006). As there is an inverse relationgiepveen anxiety and self-confidence, it is of
paramount importance for practitioners to emplogasing tasks that can reduce learners’
anxiety levels and foster a sense of achievemehichw in turn, increases their self-
confidence (Saint-Léger, 2009; Graham, 2004). iitawh to the cognitive demand and other
psychological factors, another challenge with spepls that in the context where English is
taught as a foreign language (EFL), learners hdiraiied number of opportunities to use the
language outside of the class, if not any at dlusl language educators need to find ways to
extend the speaking practice out of class to expiese learners to the target language more,
rather than merely rely on in-class activities (@lMy & Pierce, 1996).

Although several studies have explored the utibrabf digital video recordings in
foreign language speaking classes as a way ofasicrg learners’ exposure to the target
language, the majority of these studies either dotpised on learners’ perceptions of the
incorporation of digital video recordings into skieg classes, or were conducted in an ESL
context, where learners might have had many otlpgorunities to practice the target
language. Besides, few attempts, if any at all,ehbeen taken to research the relative
contribution of digital video recordings to learsiasral performance, in particular fluency, in
an EFL speaking class.

On the grounds of these reasons, the present sagks to examine the effectiveness
of digital video recordings on EFL learners’ ora@rformance, in particular, on fluency. The
study will offer insights into the implementatiof digital video recordings in EFL speaking

classes.

2. Background to the study

In order to increase the amount of extensive praati speaking skills out of class, to foster
self-reflection, and to enhance learners’ oral legg skills, a number of multimedia
technologies have been recently employed in langudgsses (Lynch, 2001, 2007; Hsu,
Wang & Comac, 2008; Christianson, Hoskins, & Waken@009). Out of these, digital audio
and video recordings have received considerabdatain from educators and researchers, in
particular those interested in promoting learndf-reflection (Pop, Tomuletiu, & David,
2011; Mennim, 2003, 2012; Cooke, 2013). Hencealigecordings have been used not only
in teaching, but also the assessment of speakiilig sl a component of oral speaking
portfolios (Brooks, 1999; Cheng & Chau, 2009).
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Though informative, the research on the inclusibrdigital recordings in speaking
classes has yielded inconclusive results with rEsjoethe effectiveness of digital recordings
on the improvement of oral language proficiencyridaHuang & Alan Hung, 2010; Akef &
Nossratpour, 2010; Sun, 2009, 2012). To illustthét, Danny Huang and Alan Hung (2010)
conducted a study to explore the EFL learners’qurons towards the use of e-portfolios as
an alternative way of assessing their oral proficieat a university in Taiwan. In the study,
fifty-one EFL learners were asked to upload an adite in which they conveyed their ideas
and thoughts on the topic discussed in the clagbdin e-portfolios on a bi-weekly basis.
Moreover, the learners were required to give feekilba their classmates’ audios each week.
The analysis of the data the obtained from e-plogpattitude questionnaires and interviews
revealed that EFL learners generally favored thelementation of e-portfolios as they
provide them with an opportunity to identify theweaknesses in speaking, to practice
speaking out of class, and to reduce their speakimgety. However, the learners also
reported that they had doubts about the effects®éthe audio recordings in e-portfolios in
cultivating their oral skills due to the absencefafe-to-face interaction feature and the
presence of rehearsal opportunities, which mask thes oral language proficiency. On the
grounds of those findings, the researchers propdbed employment of audios as a
supplementary oral assessment measure that wouldsdxk to keep track of the learners’
learning progress to capture a more accurate picuthe learner’s oral proficiency.

On the other hand, Castafieda and Rodriguez-Gan{Z0é1) investigated the effect
of self-evaluation through video portfolios on Sisainoral performance of nine undergraduate
learners in an intermediate speaking class. Thades were asked to submit multiple drafts
of digital video recordings on a given topic andradlect on their individual speaking
performances using a retrospective self-evaluattoom. Based on the emerged common
themes in the self-evaluation forms, a traininginéntion was administered to the learners.
The findings drawn from the self-evaluations anel gfuestionnaires indicated that the use of
video portfolio could improve the learners’ peragvspeaking abilities and their motivation.

Cheng and Chau (2009) also explored the poterdfadggital video for fostering self-
reflection in an e-portfolio mediated learning eonment. The results showed that learners
found creating digital video for reflection relevaio their learning needs, particularly for
cultivating their listening and speaking skills. Asich, they participated in video-based
reflection willingly over a 14-week semester thouigtiid not contribute to their grades in the

course.



Teaching English with Technologh6(2), 71-96 http://www.tewtjournal.org 74

Similarly, Sun (2009) conducted an exploratory gttt the use of voice blogs as
extensive speaking practice in two oral communicatlasses as a part of a large-scale study.
Forty-six college learners were required to upl@ voice blog entries and 10 voice
responses to their classmates’ blog entries byetitk of the term. A survey of students’
attitudes toward the use of voice blogs and re&oye interviews with students were used
as data collection tools. The findings suggesteat thoice blogging enhanced student
learning, self-representation, information exchaage social networking. In addition, the
learners reported that they perceived an improvemnetheir speaking skills, in particular in
fluency, rather than accuracy. The researcher stiggehat this might be due to the authentic
nature of blogging since it promotes purposefuylaage use, with form playing a secondary
role (Skehan, 1996).

With the purpose of investigating the effectivene$ extensive speaking practice via
voice blogs on EFL learners’ speaking performamutlaarners’ perceived gains in extensive
speaking practice through voice blogs, in Sun’sL@Gstudy, the participants’ first three and
last three voice blog entries were evaluated by taters. In addition, learners’ perceived
gains in speaking skills were collected through sgjoenaires. Although no significant
difference was found between students’ first thaee last three blog entries in terms of
accuracy, fluency, pronunciation, and complexityasfguage based on the scores assigned to
the learners’ performances by two raters, learreperted that they generally perceived gains
in their overall speaking proficiency. As indicatedSun’s (2009) study, these results might
result from the authentic nature of blogging, whioay have led the learners to focus on
content, rather than accuracy or language complekiirthermore, the learners’ flagging
interest in blogging and increasing demands of rotweirsework towards the end of the
semester might have caused them to invest lessitit@gging, which, in turn, affected the
quality and quantity of the postings. Thus, ondhaf limitations of this study appears to be
the lack of a speaking test which would be adnmeénést to the learners both prior to their
experiences of voice blogging and at the end ofstmaester to measure the impact of voice
blogging on their true oral proficiency since tlwenparison of the learners’ first three and last
three blog entries does not seem to give an aapretiure of the learners’ oral proficiency.

Though several studies have been conducted onutiheation of digital video
recording in foreign language speaking classes, rttegority of these studies, albeit
explanatory, have focused not on the actual impr&re of oral proficiency as a result of the
digital video recording, but the learners’ perceps of the incorporation of digital video

recording into speaking classes. Furthermore, féamgts have been taken on researching
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the impact of digital video recordings on learnensil performance, in particular fluency, in
an EFL speaking class. In light of these reasohs $tudy aims to investigate the
effectiveness of digital video recordings on EFlarteers’ oral performance, specifically
fluency. By relying on in-depth analyses of theuattperformance discourse and scores
assigned to the learners’ performances throughy@matating, this study will offer

implications for the use of digital video recordsng EFL speaking classes.

3. The study
The following research questions guided the presejuiiry:
1. To what extent does digital video recording affégtkish adult EFL learners’ fluency
in oral performance?
2. What are the learners’ perceptions of the incorpameof digital video recording into

speaking classes as an extensive speaking practice?

3.1. Description of the context of the study

This study was carried out in Oral Communicatiaass| which was a one-semester (14 week)
elective course offered to the undergraduate learmeth intermediate level of English
proficiency at Hacettepe University. The class itieee hours per week. The course was
designed to enhance the learners’ English speaddiits by providing them with ample
opportunities to practice their speaking skills. dddition, it aimed to help the learners
develop confidence in speaking in L2 in a varidtgituations, both prepared and impromptu,
for everyday and academic purposes. To that enkiciided lectures on public speaking
skills, video demonstrations of speech delivergspntations, impromptu speeches on a vast
array of topics, in-class discussions and collafbgratasks where learners are required to
exchange information with their peers on a paréicsubject. Recording digital videos as an
extensive speaking practice was a required assighmaecounting for %30 of the final grade.
Other requirements were regular attendance andcipation in the class activities, two
speaking exams, the first accounting for the hélthe grade in midterm, and the second
accounting for the final exam, and a 7-minute quedsentation on one of the current

interesting events accounting for the other hathefgrade in midterm (Figure-1).
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eSpeaking Exam: %50 *Video Assignments: %30
*7-minute Presentation: %50 eSpeaking Exam: %50
¢ Attendance: %10
#In-class participation: %10

Figure 1.The distribution of the course requireraent

3.2. Participants

The participants of the study were 10 Turkish-spegakdult L2 learners of English attending
the Oral Communication course at Hacettepe Unitye®iof them were male while 9 of them
were female with an age range of 19 to 22. Oneestias a freshman, 5 were sophomores,
and 4 were juniors. They had an intermediate |®fgbroficiency in English. They were
enrolled in the departments where the medium dfdngon was partially (30%) English. The
departments of the learners were Computer, MinimdyEectronic Engineering, International
Relations, and Business Administration. The numbefrsthe learners enrolled in the
departments of Computer, Mining and Electronic Begring, International Relations, and
Business Administration was respectively 1, 3, 2ald 1. They had similar backgrounds
concerning the type of language instruction theg peeviously received. All of them had
been learning English as a foreign language foragmately 8 years and none of them had
studied abroad in an English-speaking country.

3.3. Instruments

In order to determine the impact of digital videcarding on EFL learners’ oral performance,
the speaking module of IELTS was modified as prel jpost-test (Appendix 1). Accordingly,
the speaking exam consisted of three parts: aonduattion, an individual long turn, and a
two-way discussion. In the introduction part, tearhers were asked to talk about general
topics, while in the second part they were giveiitam task cards as prompt and asked to talk
about the task on the card. In the third part, theye required to discuss more abstract issues
and concepts which were thematically linked tottc of the talk in the second part.

To ensure the content validity of the test, a groftipxpert judges, namely the head of
testing unit of the department and two coordinatamese asked to evaluate the speaking test.
Thanks to the researcher’s and experts’ judgmémtscontent validity of the test was tried to
be secured. With regard to the reliability of thestt as Underhill (1987) suggests, “the
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classical measures of test reliability have litttdevance for oral tests because they are
designed for rigid, pre-planned tests consistinga dixed number of individual questions”
(p.106). As such, more useful information coulddahered by comparing each marker’s
scores with her/his own scores or with the scofesttter markers. Based on this, the inter-
rater rater reliability of the scores assignedh learners by two raters was examined in this
study.

As for the rating scale used for the assessmei¢ashers’ oral performances, the
public version of IELTS speaking scale was adapfexdthe main focus of the study was to
investigate the impact of the digital video recagd on learners’ fluency, the criterion of (a)
Fluency and Coherencm the IELTS scale was divided into two separatéeca as (a)
Fluencyand (b) Content DevelopmentA concise definition ofContent Developmerds a
criterion was given as follows: “the degree to whibe test-taker is conveying relevant and
well-elaborated/developed ideas on given topicsitdS2012:226). Besides, brief descriptors
for each level were developed based on the critesfdask Fulfillmentn the IELTS writing
scale to achieve high inter-rater reliability (Apjléx 2).

Eight speaking tasks on personal experiences designed by the teacher-researcher
to elicit monologue type of discourse (i.e., namgt from learners through digital video
recordings on a par with their proficiency levedamegular activities in class (Appendix 3).
With the purpose of increasing the likelihood oAsdmates watching and interacting with
each other (Bloch, 2007), the teacher-researchaecto set up a private Facebook group as a
platform to which the learners could upload thetteo recordings. The reason of choosing a
private Facebook group as a video-hosting platfevas that the learners were already
familiar with Facebook and used it frequently ireithdaily lives. Besides, a significant
advantage of Facebook as a video-hosting platferthat it is compatible with various types
of videos, which means that all videos can be mlaga any computer with Internet
connection.

In addition to the speaking exam and tasks, thepted scale, and the private
Facebook group, a focus group interview was comdudb investigate the learners’
perceptions of the incorporation of digital videxording into speaking classes. Focus group
interview was chosen as a method of data collectanit elicits rich qualitative data
efficiently (Doérnyei, 2007). As the researcher’s imaim was to create a supportive
atmosphere in which discussion was promoted byngithe participants a chance to explain
their points of views, she asked more general guessuch as “What do you think about the

digital video recording as an extensive speakiragte?”, “Do you find it useful to identify
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your strengths and weaknesses?”, and “How did mitrdmute to your speaking skills?”.
According to Marshall and Rossman (1999), focusignmterviewing generally includes 7 to
10 participants, but the size of the group can ghain this study 7 learners participated in

the focus group interview.

3.4. Procedure

Before and after the completion of eight video rdotg assignments, the speaking module of
IELTS was administered to the learners as pre- post-test to evaluate their oral
performance in English and to provide useful fee#ban the learning process. In the first
and third parts of the exam, the learners werggivein any planning time before they started
conveying their ideas on the given topics, yethe second part of the exam, where the
learners were given written task cards as promp;minute planning time was given to the
learners before they started to talk about thectogiven. The speaking exam was conducted
individually and each learner was allocated 8 nesufhe conversations were recorded on a
MacBook Pro for transcription and analysis.

In order to ensure valid and reliable scoringeeosd rater with two years’ experience
in both teaching and assessing speaking skills maslved in the assessment procedure
together with the teacher researcher. The secdedaiso worked as an instructor in the same
school with the researcher and both raters hadaifmeal training on the use of the IELTS
speaking scale.

As for the video assignments, once a week, witllaice exceptions, learners were
asked to upload their videos speaking in Englisla given topic for about three minutes. The
exceptions were the first week, the mid-term, dmel final exam weeks, as well as other
weeks in which the learners had to deal with tieioassignments in their coursework. Thus,
for the practical purposes of the class, eight widecordings in the semester fully met the
requirements. Although the learners were alloweckwise and redo their video recordings as
many times as they desired before the deadling,weee instructed not to memorize or read
from a script while recording their speeches. Femttore, they were required to shoot their
video in only one shot without taking any breakspobd the completion of the video
recording, they uploaded their videos to the pavaacebook group and one week later they
received brief written feedback from the instruateth regard to their overall performance in
the video. As such, the teacher was able keep todcthe learners’ learning progress

throughout the research period.
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One week after the completion of all video assignts, 7 learners were interviewed
together by using focus group methods, through lwiihe researcher aimed to explore the
learners’ perceptions of the use of digital videcarding in speaking classes.

The pre- and post-test scores assigned to theelsahy two raters using an analytic
scale were statistically analyzed through SPSS. Zat6t, Pearson correlation efficient was
computed between two sets of composite scoresreskitp the learners by two raters to
confirm inter-rater reliability. Next, to determirnvehether there was a significant difference
between the learners’ scores in pre- and post-tasterms of their composite scores and
scores obtained from the fluency criterion in thels, a paired sample t-test was performed
on the data. This analysis was aimed at finding thet relative impact of digital video
recording on EFL learners’ oral performance, irtipalar fluency.

Apart from the statistical tests used in the studyanalysis of learners’ discourse in
pre- and post-tests was undertaken to determingheheneasures of fluency in learners’
output differ as a result of the video recordingigisments. In order to obtain precise
temporal measures, the learners’ speech samplestresscribed through a software called

Transcriber [ittp://trans.sourceforge.net/en/presentation.pBg means of the software, each

silent pause was detected and measured in milhsiscoln line with the guidelines
recommended by Freed (1995), Freed (2000), Morl&yscott (2006), and Iwashita (2010)
for the measurement of fluency in oral performartbe,temporal features of speech such as
filled pausesymsanders) unfilled pauses, disfluencies, total pausing ti@@& a percentage
of total speaking time), speech rate, and meantheafjrun were examined in this study
(Figure-2).

The number of filled pauses was calculated by aogrihe pauses such abm er, or
mmthat occurred in the speech. The number of udfilauses was calculated by counting the
number of pauses of 1 second or more in speechr(deh998). The number of disfluencies
was calculated counting repetitions, restarts apdirs that occurred in speech (Freed, 2000).
In order to enable comparisons, instances of fijadses, unfilled pauses, and disfluencies
were counted per 60 seconds of speech since agaaking time of each learner differed.
Total pausing time was calculated by adding uptlal unfilled pauses. Speech rate was
calculated by dividing the total number of syllabf@oduced in a given speech sample by the
amount of total time expressed in seconds (Kormd@x&es, 2004).

Following Riggenbach’s (1991) suggestion, unfilfgalises longer than three seconds
were excluded in the calculation of speech rataufdilled pauses shorter than three seconds

are widely regarded as articulation pauses, natdtiesm markers. Mean length of run, which



Teaching English with Technologh6(2), 71-96 http://www.tewtjournal.org 80

Is a manifestation of how lengthy the language pced between two pause boundaries, was
calculated as an average number of syllables pesbiurc utterances between pauses of 1
second and above (Mehnert, 1998). To see if thex® avsignificant difference between the
learners’ performance in pre- and post-tests ims$eof the measures of fluency, a paired

sample t-test was run on the data.

-
|
—
|
-
|
I_ Total Pausing Time (As a percentage of total speaking time)
|
-
|
—
|

Figure 2. The measurements of fluency analyzeHtismstudy.

Last but not least, data collected through theigogroup interview pertaining to the
learners’ perceptions of the integration of digialeo recording into speaking classes was
categorized qualitatively after the researcher geniuthe transcriptions to get a sense of the
data (Creswell, 2007). Descriptive coding was catell to explore the patterns in the data
(Saldana, 2011). Based on the emerging themesdheers’ perceptions on the utilization of

digital video recording in a speaking class weespnted.

3.5. Results

3.5.1. Inter-rater reliability

For the study utilizes a test of production as med post-tests, in which raters’ judgments
affect the decision to be made about the perforemo€ learners, the reliability of the scores
assigned to the learners by two raters using doaghle was examined by calculating the

correlation coefficient of the scores.
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Table 1. The correlation coefficient of ratersimgs.

81

First Rater Second Rater
Pearson 1 .937**
Correlation
First Rater Sig. (2 tailed) .000
N 10 10
Pearson .937** 1
Correlation
Second Rater| Sig. (2 tailed) .000
N 10 10
**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 leveH&iled).

As demonstrated in Table 1, the correlation coificobtained for two raters is .937, which
indicates a quite high inter-rater reliability. &ddition, it was found that the correlation
coefficient for first and second rater was stataty significant with ap-value smaller than
.05, which means that the test scores assigndutiearners by two raters are reliable.

3.5.2. Comparison of the learners’ scores in prena post-tests

The focus of this paper is to empirically examihe éffectiveness of digital video recordings
on enhancing the EFL learners’ oral performancegarticular fluency. Hence, this analysis
was intended to find out whether digital video melogs contributed to the improvement of
learners’ oral skills, especially fluency, or nbable-2 presents the descriptive statistics of the

scores assigned to the learners (out of 9) by &ters in pre- and post-tests.

Table 2. The descriptive statistics of the scossigamed to the learners.

Pre-Test Post-Test
N Mean SD Mean SD
Fluency 10 4.72 1.15 5.30 .97
Content Elaboration 10 5.10 1.10 6.10 1.17
Composite Score 10 4.99 1.21 5.52 91

To determine whether there was a significant diffiee between the means of the learners’
both composite scores and scores obtained frorfiuiecy, and content elaboration criteria

in the scale in pre- and post-tests, a paired satdjgst was conducted. The results revealed
that there was no significant difference betweenl¢arners’ scores obtained from the fluency
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criterion in the scale in preM=4.72,SD=1.15) and postM=5.30,SD=.97) tests; t(9)=-2.20,
p=0.055. Yet, it was found out there was a sigaificdifference between the learners’ scores
obtained from the content elaboration criteriorthe scale in pre-M=5.10,SD=1.10) and
post- M=6.10, SD=1.17) tests; t(9)=-3.13, p=0.012. In addition, ttesults indicated a
significant difference between the learners’ coneascores in pre-M=4.99,SD=1.21) and
post- M=5.52,SD=.91) tests; t(9)=-2.88, p=0.018. Taken togethersé results show that the
incorporation of the digital video recordings iiE&L speaking classes improved the learners’
overall oral communication skills, though it didtriwave any statistically significant impact

on learners’ fluency, a component of the oral mieficy.

3.5.3. The analysis of learners’ performance discose

With the purpose of determining whether determisaftfluency in participants’ output differ
between pre and post-tests the learners’ actuébrpgance discourse was further analyzed.
For the measurement of fluency in learners’ orafqpmance data, the temporal variables of
speech such as filled pauses, unfilled pauseduyeisfies were counted per 60 seconds. Next,
total pausing time (as a percentage of total spgatine), speech rate, and mean length of
run were calculated. In order to examine if them@sva significant difference between the
learners’ performance in pre- and post-tests vapect to the means of the determinants of
fluency, a paired sample t-test was performed.éelr8tllustrates the descriptive statistics and
paired sample t-test results of the aforementianedsurements of fluency in learners’ oral

performance in both pre- and post-tests.

Table 3. The descriptive statistics and paired $afest results of the measurements of fluendganners’ oral

performance.

Pre-Test Post-Test t df p 95% ClI for
Mean Difference

N Mean SD Mean SD

Filled Pauses 1d 10.83| 517 11.460 587 -64 9 53279 1.55
Unfilled Pauses| 1d 7.36 3.30| 4.95 369  1.7¢ 9o .10m3 5.45
Disfluencies 10| 2.64 133 1.92 114 179 |9 .1be 8-1 | 1.63
#r;ae' Speech 16 | 21353 | 48.18| 254.30 6320 219 9 056 -82.85 32 1.
I?;\ae' Pausing 1 | 2087 | 11.89| 1411 | 1452 158 o .147 -2.89 16l41
Speech Rate 10 2.14 061 227 055 -190 |9 .p89s -2] .02
'\R"Sr?” Length off 15 | 2340 | 20.02| 4399 | 5254 -172 b 119 -47.63  6.46
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As demonstrated in Table 3, the results of theeplasample t-test indicated that there
was no statistically significant difference betwettre measurements of fluency in the
learners’ oral performance data in pre- and pagtid hese results suggest that the utilization
of digital video technology in EFL speaking classssan extensive speaking practice did
have any significant impact on learners’ fluenagviding a partially negative answer to the

first research question.

3.5.4. Learners’ perceptions on the effectivenessf aligital video recording on the
improvement of their oral skills

In order to find out the learners’ perceptions be éffectiveness of digital video recordings
on their speaking skills, which is the locus of gecond research question, a focus group
interview with seven learners was carried out. Upmading the data descriptively, the
emerged themes were “Contributions of the Digitatled Recordings to the Learners’
Speaking Skills” and “Limitations of the Digital 80 Recordings”.

3.5.4.1. Contributions of the digital video recordngs to the learners’ speaking skills

The codes under this theme were “improving fluencglaborating ideas”, “learning new
vocabulary items”, and “boosting self-confidencEitst of all, the learners pointed out that
the video assignments enhanced their fluency, igiaithem an opportunity to practice the
language outside of the classroom. Besides, thatedstthat the digital video recordings
helped them to realize the prevalent use of pailleesf and hesitation markers in their own
speeches and how those disfluency markers in $peeches irritated them as listeners. One
of the participants expressed how being irritatgchér own disfluency markers affected the

way she spoke up:
... was so irritated by those 11im, 1iih, and ewunds in my speech that while | was shooting
videos, | commanded my brain to not produce any kiffillers in my speech. | remember,
once | had to shoot the same video 10 times touyéo my own expectations. (Tilbe, Focus
Group Interview)

Secondly, over half of the learners expressed iffieulty they had at the initial stages
of the video recordings since they were unabledaivey all of their ideas in a precise and
brief way within the allotted amount of time. Indhiibn, some of the learners stated that not
until they watched their own videos over and owgaia did they realize that they could not
develop topics satisfactorily in their speecheseylltlaimed that the video assignments

assisted them in elaborating the content of theeshes with supporting ideas, and examples
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in such a manner that their ideas would be claaalysmitted to the audience at the end of the
video. One of the learners pointed out how he betkfrom video assignments giving an

example from one of his classes in the followingywa
In my novel classes, we discuss about the plotraciers, and setting of a novel. At the
beginning of the semester, | thought | was elalgaty ideas satisfactorily about the book;
however, for some reason, | could not obtain a lgigtde in the class. Yet, upon watching my
first video, | realized that | had a lot of repietits in my speech, and that, in fact, | was talking
about the same stuff without a full stop. Thertalted to have a few ideas on my mind prior to
my talk and | think last week | was quite succelssifoce | talked for about 3 minutes and got 9

out of 10. (Eralp, Focus Group Interview)

Thirdly, learning new vocabulary items was a peredi gain of the digital video
recordings. Three of the learners stated that sle@yetimes got stuck in their speeches due to
lack of some topic-related vocabulary items atrtdesposal, and they had to shoot the videos
one more time after they looked up the unknown woFrthermore, they pointed out that
they could easily recall the words that they usedng their video recordings after two or
three weeks, which indicates that digital videocordings created a learning opportunity for
them and helped them to access new vocabulary gesiky.

Last but not least, learners stated that watchivmselves speaking English and
comparing their performance in the first and lddew assignments helped them regain self-
confidence and increased their motivation to spgeadlish since they were offered a chance
to observe the leap of improvement in their spegchaich, in turn, gave them a sense of
accomplishment. Furthermore, they pointed out #hering their videos with their friends,
though initially seemingly daunting, gave them apartunity to be involved in a real task
that required the use of English. Thus, they hathance to watch others’ performance and
learn from one another. For instance, one of thmkrs expressed how she started to feel less
embarrassed while speaking English in front of peers thanks to the digital video

recordings:
| used to feel so embarrassed about the way | sBogésh and my mistakes, and thought that
everybody is just better than me in speaking Ehgli$at’'s why in our first video assignment,
| waited for everybody’s post before | uploaded enirlowever, when | watched my friends’
videos on Facebook, | saw that everybody did somstakes. So, | felt less embarrassed about

my mistakes. (Amina, Focus Group Interview)

Besides, they stated that they were not as exeisethey were in the first speaking
exam since they already knew what they were capztdeing, and even if they had no idea

about the topic, they could sustain the conversatith some examples.
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3.5.4.2. Limitations of the digital video recording

The codes under this theme were “No Impact on Aaylt and “Technical Problems”. To
start with, the learners pointed out that the digitideo recordings did not help them to
improve their accuracy in actual conversation. éligh they stated that they sometimes had
to shoot a video more than three times to haveriam-gee sample, they did not feel that it
contributed to their actual oral performance. Ohehe participants stated that he found it
quite difficult to transfer what he had producedhe video to his real conversation with the

other people in terms of grammatical accuracy:

Although | noticed that | misused the “if clausés”my speech even at the initial stages of
recording, | still have some difficulty in produgithem correctly in my actual speech. | think
we need more weeks to shoot more videos. Maybewbatd help... (Can, Focus Group

Interview)

As stated by the learner, some of the studentsagqa that eight weeks were not
enough to improve their oral accuracy, and havirggenweeks to shoot videos might be of
help for they would have more opportunities to pcacthe patterns that pose challenge to
them in their oral production.

Next, the learners made the point that the time thed to spend uploading their
videos to Facebook was sometimes much more thgntbeld expect due to the large size of
the videos. Thus, they suggested that it would kectigal to have an online learning
environment where they can shoot their videos withwaving to upload them from their

computers or mobile phones.

4. Discussion
The primary objective of this study was to examigether digital video recordings as an
extensive speaking practice would contribute toethkancement of EFL learners’ oral skills,
in particular fluency. The results of the statistiand discourse analyses suggest that the
incorporation of digital video recording into speak classes as an extensive practice
improved the EFL learners’ overall oral proficienagd content elaboration at a significant
level, however, it did not have any statisticallgnsficant impact on the improvement of
learners’ fluency, which accords with previous #8dSutude nama & Ramazanzadeh, 2011,
Baniabdelrahman, 2013), which reported that théization of digital video recordings
considerably enhances the EFL learners’ speakiitig.sk

On the other hand, the findings do not confirm éhot Akef and Nossratpour (2010)

in that recording digital videos on a weekly basi®s not lead to a significant improvement
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in EFL learners’ oral performance with respectliteefcy. One probable explanation for the
lack of significant improvement in learners’ flugnmight be that sharing their personal
experiences through digital video recordings onebaock acted as a spur for learners to
express themselves freely and without feeling tlesgure that they might have experienced
in class. Thus, they were encouraged to take ngkis the target language focusing on
content at the expense of form, which resultedgnicant improvement not in fluency, but
in content elaboration. As Skehan (1996) as welNdls and Willis (2001) argue, the tasks
in which learners have a real purpose and audiégmceommunicate with lead them to
emphasize content over form since the focus idheratcomplishment of the task. Hence, the
learners in this study might be motivated by the fexpression of meaning, leaving form to
play a secondary role (Sun, 2012).

As regards the learners’ perceptions on the effestiss of digital video recording on
their oral communication skills, the findings relezh that, interestingly, the learners
perceived an improvement in their fluency for thesre provided with a chance to extend the
speaking practice outside of the class and to iiyethie weaknesses in their speeches, which
is consistent with the results obtained in Sun 220Danny Huang and Alan Hung (2010) and
Castafieda and Rodriguez-Gonzalez (2011). Theserautgued that this result might stem
from the fact that learners can alleviate theirespeanxiety over time and become more
confident in speaking a foreign language througltesdlogs or digital video recordings,
which, in turn, increases their perceived speakkills.

Next, the findings indicated that the digital videscordings helped the learners to
satisfactorily elaborate the content of their spesc which is tune with that of Kim (2014),
who explored how ESL learners’ oral proficiency rmpped through online recording tools and
receiving feedback from their instructor outsidettté classroom, in that the learners started
to speak up more confidently and making longeresergs after they used recording tools. Put
it differently, learners elaborated upon the conhtntheir speeches by providing examples
since they had a chance to express themselvey fteedugh digital video recordings.
Besides, having their peers as audience might hbseecontributed to the learners’ content
elaboration for their primary emphasis is on thpregsion of meaning, rather than on form.
The findings also showed that the digital videoordags provided the learners with an
opportunity to learn and use new vocabulary itemiheir speeches. A similar result was also
reported by Kirkgéz (2011), who concluded that widecordings helped the learners to

expand their theme-related vocabulary.
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Another benefit that was noted by the learnersrbgg the use of the digital video
recordings was that it helped them to build up axtnénd confidence, and increased their
motivation for speaking the target language. Onesiiabe explanation for this might be that
the majority of learners viewed the digital videzording assignments as a positive language
learning experience, rather than as a componahieacissessment. The accumulation of those
videos gave them a sense of achievement and dtmregt a sense of ownership of their own
learning, which may elevate their level of motieatiHo, 2003). In a similar vein, Hsu et al.
(2008) suggest that having an individual blog spaaking portfolio gives the learners a great
sense of achievement and facilitates their langleagaing.

Concerning the limitations of the digital video oedings as an extensive practice, the
findings showed that some learners did not findititerporation of digital video recordings
into speaking classes useful since it does notidechny genuine interaction as is the case in
face-to-face communication. This result corrobargtesvious studies (Hung, 2009; Danny
Huang & Alan Hung, 2010) in that some learners tente cautious about the effectiveness
of the digital video recordings on the improvemehtheir actual speaking performance due
to the presence of rehearsal opportunities andatiieof genuine interaction. That is to say,
learners seldom need to employ communication sfiegesuch as paraphrasing and
circumlocution in digital video recordings. Henes, pointed out by Ho (2003), the activities
that would provide the learners with a chance &xfice communication strategies, which are
not frequently used in digital video recordingse & be emphasized in the classroom to

enhance learners’ oral communication skills.

5. Limitations of the present study

One self-evident methodological limitation of therrent study is the absence of a control
group, which would help us to gain a better undeding of how much the utilization of

digital video recordings contributed to the orabfpiency gain as compared to what the
classroom would have offered alone. Besides, dueotwstraints of time, the digital video

recording assignments lasted for eight weeks, whmky not be sufficient to improve

learners’ fluency. Thus, a longitudinal study magl¢y more informative and contributing

results with respect to both short-term and longiteffects of digital video recordings as
extensive speaking practice. Finally, having masigipants, perhaps with different levels of

proficiency, would provide more precise results.
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6. Conclusion

This study investigated whether digital vide re@ogd would enhance the EFL learners’ oral
performance in terms of fluency. It also examinkd tearners’ perceptions of the use of
digital video recordings in a speaking class. Tésults obtained from the analysis of the
scores assigned to the learners by two raters umm@nalytic scale indicated that the
integration of digital video recordings into speakiclasses contributed to the improvement of
the learners’ overall speaking proficiency; howevdr did not lead to a significant
improvement in learners’ oral fluency skills. Ydte analysis of the qualitative data showed
that the utilization of digital video recordings ynaot only bolster the learners’ self-
confidence, but also encourage them to take rigits thve target language. The results have
implications for both the assessment of speakirits sknd the design of speaking courses in

EFL contexts.
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Appendix 1. A sample of modified version of Speakim Module of IELTS

Part 1:

Entertainment
» Do you prefer relaxing at home or going out in ¢élvening? Why?
» When you go out for an evening, what do you likelo@
» How popular is this with other people in your cayft

Part 2:

Describe one of your friends.

/ You should say: \

-how you met

-how long you have known each other
-how you spend time together

And explain why you like this person.

Part 3:

Quialities of friends
» What do you think are the most important qualife@sfriends to have?
» Which are more important to people, their familytlogir friends? Why?
» What do you think causes friendship to break up?
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Appendix 2. Adapted version of the IELTS speakingale

93

Band Fluency Content Lexical resource | Grammatical range Pronunciation
Development/ and accuracy
Elaboration

9 * speaks * presents fully « uses vocabulary| ¢ uses a full range of « uses a full range of
fluently with extended and wel| with full structures naturally | pronunciation
only rare supported ideas | flexibility and and features with
repetition or | using clear and | precision in appropriately precision and
self- appropriate all topics * produces subtlety
correction; statements * uses idiomatic | consistently accurate « sustains flexible
any hesitation language naturally structures apart use of features
is content- and accurately from ‘slips’ throughout
related rather characteristic of « is effortless to
than to find native speaker understand
words or speech
grammar
* speaks
coherently
with fully
appropriate
cohesive
features

8 * speaks =presents a * uses a wide * uses a wide range| ¢ uses a wide range
fluently with sufficiently vocabulary of structures flexibly| of pronunciation
only _ developed and resource readily | pr.odluces a feature§ .
occasl_onal extended respons and. majority of error- . « sustains flexible .
repetition or . flexibly to convey | free sentences with | use of features, with
self- to the question | recise meaning | only very occasional only
correction; with relevant and | « yses less inappropriacies or | occasional lapses
hesitation is | supported ideas | common and basic/non-systemati¢ « is easy to
usually idiomatic errors understand
content-relateg vocabulary throughout; L1
and only skilfully, with accent has
rarely to occasional minimal effect on
search for inaccuracies intelligibility
language * uses paraphrase

effectively as
required

7 e speaks at [mpresents and * uses vocabulary| ¢ uses a range of « shows all the
length without | extends relevant | resource flexibly | complex structures | positive features of
noticeable main ideas to discuss a with some Band 6 and
effort or loss although some variety of topics | flexibility some, pqt not all, of
of . . * uses some less | « frequently the positive features
coherence ideas or points common and produces error-free | of Band 8
* may may not be fully | jdiomatic sentences, though
demonstrate | developed vocabulary some grammatical
language- and shows some | mistakes persist
related awareness of style

hesitation at
times, or some
repetition
and/or self-
correction
 uses a range
of connectives

and discourse

and

collocation, with
some
inappropriate
choices

* uses paraphrase

effectively
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markers with
some

flexibility

«iswillingto [mpresents relevant| ¢ has a wide * uses a mix of * uses a range of
speak at main ideas enough simple and complex| pronunciation
length, though although vpcabulary to structures, but features with mixed
may lose conclusions may discuss topics at W|th I[m|ted control

coherence at length and make | flexibility » shows some
times due to become. L_mclear meaning clear in | « may make frequeni effective use of
occasional or repetitive spite of mistakes with features but this is
repetition, inappropriacies | complex not sustained
self-correction * generally structures, though | « can generally be
or hesitation paraphrases these rarely cause | understood

* uses a range
of connectives
and discourse
markers but

successfully

comprehension
problems

throughout, though

mispronunciation of
individual words or

sounds

not always reduces clarity at
appropriately times
« usually = presents some » manages to talk| ¢ produces basic « shows all the

maintains flow
of speech but
uses
repetition,
self-correction
and/or slow
speech to
keep going

* may over-use
certain

main ideas but
these are not
sufficiently
developed

about familiar and

unfamiliar

topics but uses
vocabulary with
limited flexibility

* attempts to use

paraphrase but
with mixed
success

sentence forms with
reasonable
accuracy

* uses a limited
range of more
complex structures,
but these usually
contain errors and
may cause

some comprehensio

positive features of
Band 4 and

some, but not all, of
the positive features
of Band 6

]

connectives problems

and discourse

markers

* produces

simple speech

fluently, but

more

complex

communicatio

n causes

fluency

problems

* cannot =presents afew | ¢is able to talk * produces basic * uses a limited
respond ideas, which are | about familiar sentence forms and| range of

without largely repetitive topics but can some correct pronunciation
noticeable and undeveloped only _ simple sentences bJt features

pauses and convey basic subordinate « attempts to control
may speak meaning on structures are features but lapses
slowly, with unfamiliar topics | rare are

frequent and « errors are frequent| frequent

repetition and
self-correction
* links basic
sentences but
with
repetitious use|
of

simple
connectives

makes frequent
errors in word
choice

* rarely attempts
paraphrase

and may lead to
misunderstanding

* mispronunciations
are frequent and
cause some
difficulty for the
listener
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and some
breakdowns in
coherence

* speaks with
long pauses
* has limited
ability to link
simple
sentences

* gives only
simple
responses and
is frequently
unable to
convey basic
message

= may attempt to
present a few
ideas, but there ig
no content
development

* uses simple
vocabulary to
convey personal
information

* has insufficient
vocabulary for
less familiar
topics

« attempts basic

sentence forms but

with limited

success, or relies on

apparently
memorised
utterances

* makes numerous

errors except in
memorised
expressions

* shows some of the
features of Band 2
and some,

but not all, of the
positive features of
Band 4

* pauses
lengthily
before most
words

« little
communicatio
n possible

=answer is
completely
unrelated to the
task

* only produces
isolated words or
memorised
utterances

« cannot produce
basic sentence form

* speech is often
5 unintelligible

* N0 communication possible
* no rateable language

« does not attend
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Appendix 3. Sample video assignment

VIDEO ASSIGNMENT-5

1. You are expected to record a video of yourself narrating the last
book/movie you have read fwatched in English.

. The length of your video should not exceed 3 minutes.

. You should shoot your video in only one shotwithout taking any breaks.

Any kind of memorization or reading from a script will be subjected to the
penalty of cheating which is a grade of zero on the entire assignment.

. You are required to submit your videos on the Facebook Page of the class.
You do nothave to choose Public for your post. You may adjust the
privacy settings so that only I can see your post.

. The Deadline for this assignment is May 11, Monday (by midnight).

GOOD LUCK! ©



