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Abstract

This paper presented the results of an experimstudly investigating the impact of clicker
use through a smart phone application callatioot. Despite positive results of clicker use
in the existing General English literature, the amipof clicker use has not been examined in
the field of ESP. To address this issue, this stodgstigated the effectiveness of clickers by
comparing pre-test and post-test scores of a damtidban experimental group and the scores
of male and female participants in the experimemgadup. The results of a 10-week
implementation of clicker use with the studentdaefrism and hospitality department in the
experimental group indicated that while post-tegiras were significantly higher for the
experimental group than for the control group, ¢heras not a statistically significant
difference between the post-test scores of malefamdle participants in the experimental
group. Implications for teaching ESP with the hefgechnology and suggestions for further
research were also provided.
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1. Introduction and background to the study

English for specific purposes (hereafter ESP) i3sitered as an approach to teaching and
learning of English as a foreign language (Hutahin& Waters, 1987). However, in contrast
to other pedagogical approaches, the entire coiissepntent and objectives are based on the
specific needs of target learners (Lesiak-Bielaw&kd5). ESP emerged as a subcomponent
of language teaching with the need of an intermalitanguage due to the unstoppable rise of
technology and commerce. In adition, the shifaimguage teaching from grammar to actual
use of language in specific situations was alsmuaifgcant factor for the emergence of ESP
(Hutchinson & Waters, 1987). Especially these faetbed forth the need of a language for
real communication in ESP, which conforms with t@nstructivist learning perspective
supporting the idea that language learners shawgdge in activities fostering real life use of

language rather than memorizing rules (Hart, 2003).
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Due to considerably changing nature of language fome context to another, i.e. tourism,
commerce, engineering, medical, so and so foreh,atttivities employed and the materials
used in ESP classes in these specific fields shd@dmeticulously chosen through
considering learners’ needs and wants. Becausleeoftallenge in doing this, ESP teachers
tried to integrate technology in their classes emehtually ESP pedagogy was affected by the
use of technology (Lesiak-Bielawska, 2015). Whdrspheres of life are either positively or
negatively affected by technology, language leay@ind ESP have not been spared from the
significant changes. This process was inevitable tduthe advancements in technology and
language teachers’ wish to fully integrate compatedt mobile phone technology in language
learning process (Warschauer & Healey, 1998) becthesdevelopment of new technologies
and language learning have always kept abreasti¢8uk-bordevi¢, 2015). Specifically,
integrating technology in ESP curriculum providemidents with a lot of learning
opportunities and advantages ranging from providugractive and communicative activities
related to their professions to tools for givingdback and self-evaluation on that specific
context (Butler-Pascoe & Wiburg, 2003).

These advantages include the use of benefitschhtdogy through computer-assisted
language learning in ESP instruction, developmérE®P materials, and the design of ESP
courses (Butler-Pascoe, 2009; Dashtestani & Stojkd®015). With the development of
technology use in ESP classes, practitioners of &8Red using several tools, multimedia
packages, and internet sources to promote ESRelsanith the real use of target language in
situations (Arné-Macia, 2012). In addition, comnuative and interactive activities specific
to several professions and specific input for sttslanterests in the related field are among
the merits of technology use in the field of ESRcHAnhology use in ESP also provides
students with the strategies to learn languages sfuecific purposes, task-based and
collaborative learning activities, content-basedhantic materials, and tailored learning
environments to students’ own needs (DashtestaSitd@kovic, 2015). However, teachers’
way of teaching is another factor determining bmeff technology use in language classes
mentioned above, in that an authoritarian way efcléng and strict control of students’
behavior may not contribute to students’ use ofrsteahnologies (Hovhannisyan, 2016).

At the same time, practitioners’ use of technolbgg provided researchers in the field
of language learning and teaching with opportusit@ be more aware of the language used
in professional and academic communication andéarimplications of technology in ESP

classes (Arno-Macia, 2012). Moreover, technologgcsically mobile learning and related
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devices, made it possible for the students witfedeht learning styles to actively participate
in the learning process in today’s classrooms (&ilb2016).

Therefore, several researchers conducted stunliegpiore the effects of technology
use in both general language and ESP classesasutie use of wikis (Hadjiconstantinou &
Yerou, 2012), blended learning in listening (Kazalkiene, 2011), Twitter mobile
application as a source of authentic and commume#tarning (Albadi, 2016), multimedia
use (Dayag, 2016), and the effects of slideshovplempented lecture and virtual learning
environment (Have & Corcoran, 2008). Apart fromsieChliaras (2014) also mentioned
interactive whiteboards, document cameras, studesponse systems, lecture capture
systems, digital projectors, and wireless and ptme keyboards as the new tech devices
used in ESP classes especially in higher educeatintext.

One of these technologies, student response syglsmknown as clickers, audience
response system, and personal response systemjggostudents with opportunities to
answer questions in class through handheld dedialbsd as ‘clickers’ or ‘key pads’ in the
USA and ‘*handsets’ or ‘zappers’ in the UK (Laxma@11). Though mostly preferred in large
classes and educational settings, small institatiand classes also employ these systems
(Caldwell, 2007). Despite popular use of clickersGeneral English classes (e.g. Akbatogun,
2014; Celik, 2015; Laxman, 2011) and in many ottisciplines, such as economy (Elliott,
2003), chemistry (Chen & Lan, 2013), engineering] aomputer science (d’Inverno, Davis
& White, 2003), there is a paucity in the liter&woncerning the investigation of the use of
this technology in ESP context. This fact is thistfimpetus behind this research.

Additionally, the need for ESP is increasing day day due to international
exchanges, interaction, globalization, and the rdeplialified employees. Therefore, this has
led to the fact that more and more people are metml&now not only General English but
also extensive vocabulary and communicative usbéetfanguage on various specific fields,
such as politics, science, tourism, etc. (Besh@i,52 This need is even more urgent and
critical in tourism sector in Turkey, where, withetrapid growth of international tourism
since the 1980s, tourism industry has had seriooisigm of well-educated and well-trained
work-force (Kusluvan & Kusluvan, 2000). Knowing t@nguage in the relevant area of
expertise is crucial for the employees to be retkms ‘qualified employee’ in international
context. Especially in the field of tourism, a figre language speaker would be more
comfortable in his/her position if he/she has adyoontrol of the specific language used.
However, despite the growing number of English kpes still a noticeable deficiency in

employees’ English for tourism can easily be obsein Turkey.
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In order to train students to make them attainrthégure goals in tourism field,
students receive ESP classes at hotel managemdntoarism vocational high schools,
tourism and hospitality services programs at 2-yeamational schools (short-cycle associate
degree), and tourism faculties in Turkey. Howev&tydents especially at tourism and
hospitality services programs at 2-year vocatis@lools are mostly disinterested in ESP
classes due to several reasons, such as low Iév8kweral English proficiency, lack of
suitable materials and books, and lack of motivatiad desire to learn. One way to address
this issue and recapture learners’ attention isréate a game-like educational atmosphere
(Fotaris, Mastoras, Leinfellner & Rosunally, 201Bhe reason behind this idea is that despite
optimum attention span for learners is around 1ffutess in the classroom (Hartley & Davies,
1978), people’s attention can be kept at high kevet hours by video games (Green &
Bavelier, 2007). Therefore, concepts, such as ‘g@ic and ‘instant gratification’ in video
games are claimed to be the key factors in learsacgess (Fotaris et al., 2016).

One of the methods that trigger these feelinggHerstudents in the class is clickers.
Studies measuring the impact of clickers on stgleleiarning and involvement in the
classroom activities have already provided positesults (e.g. Akbatogun, 2014; Barnett,
2006; Fotaris et al., 2016; Siau, Sheng & Nah, 2006&es & Jackson, 2007; Yourstone,
Kraye & Albaum, 2008). However, despite increaguagularity and use of gamification of
education through several techniques includingaisdickers in different disciplines, it has
not been integrated into ESP classes. Hence, thent@experimental study aims to contribute
to the field of gamification in language educattbrough investigating the impact of clickers
on students’ language development studying tourema hospitality management by
involving a control and an experimental group wite and post-tests. This study will
therefore address the following research questions:

* To what extent and how does the use of clickersaghgtudents’ learning in ESP
classes?
« How do male and female participants differ in bétie§ from the clicker use in the

experimental group?

2. Literature review on gamification and clickers n language education

In today’s education, the problems that students,fssuch as underachievement and
behavioral as well as emotional difficulties, havever been so serious and they eventually
lead to dropouts for many students (Battin-Peardtewcomb, Abbott, Hill, Catalano &
Hawkins, 2000). This dramatic end is a process taflent disengagement, alienation,
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tardiness, absenteeism, and failure in classes ,(E®B89). This fact is in connection with the
basic tenets of constructivism, which claims thabwledge cannot be translated to a passive
receiver (Bunce, VandenPlas & Havanki, 2006). e hvith this fact, if the students are kept
passive in the class with the implementation oflitranal teaching methods, students get
bored, they do not come to classes, and finally thiep out.

However, the situation is not the same for altnéay conditions. Despite the current
abundance of the distracters for the students, sgcthe Internet, mobile phones, social
media, and many other activities, if appropriatetanals and technology are employed,
students do not experience alienation in theimiegr conditions and especially some of them
promote excitement, stimulation, and engagementhe process of learning leading to
meaningful learning (Admiraal, Huizenga, AkkermanCfam, 2011). Moreover, students’
active participation and engagement in this progasstively influences their academic
performance (Emerson & Taylor, 2004). Gamificatminthe target topic and the teaching
method mostly through technology is one of the m@$hto make students active and to
extent their normal attention span in classes. Keéntiverwhelming impact of complex and
traditional learning, successful gaming environmesreated in the classes provide students
with instant gratification and short-term wins (&a$ et al., 2016).

One of the key actors of gamification techniques dstablishing the active
participation of learners in classes is clickerjolhis a system allowing students to respond
to multiple-choice questions using a remote contelice (Kay & LeSage, 2009). The
devices used are mostly small transmitters studesgsto transmit their choices by pressing
appropriate buttons (Simpson & Oliver, 2006). Instkystem, students answer multiple
choice or similar-formatted questions, which arepared before by the instructor and
projected on a screen, by pressing on a clicketlagid responses are transmitted to a receiver
attached to a computer (Bergtrom, 2006; Fies & Kalis2006). Clickers make it possible
for the instructors to assemble or dissemble bsodjlects into component structural elements
and ideas. Therefore, use of clickers promotesdntive and contextual learning (Bergtrom,
2006). They are mostly effective in the redesigrthaf larger classes through changing the
teachers’ teaching styles and learners’ learniyigsiBergtrom, 2006).

This system helps teachers not only to keep stadactive in the class but also to
easily assess students’ understanding of topicredvm the class and to provide remedial
instructions to correct students’ misunderstandiigaxman, 2011). Besides, with the
provision of students’ responses’ immediate dispitiydents also have the chance to receive

immediate feedback on their responses (Laxman,)2@Espite its so-called complex nature,
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most clicker systems are easy to use with the wéexhly a computer, a projector for the
teacher’s use, and clickers which can be replaaéd mobile phones with the applications
developed for classroom use for students especiallyhigher education institutions.
Therefore, this easy use frees instructors froormgidhe technical works and allowing
concentration on the topic (Parsons, 2005). Acogrdo the nature of this system, when the
students click in their response for the questidhg results are mostly anonymously
displayed in many formats according to the prefegenf the instructor (Kay & LeSage,
2009). However, it may also be linked to specifiedents. Moreover, some applications like
Kahoot allow students to join the system with their greéd nicknames.

The characteristics of the new generation studewtth the technological
advancements, who are savvy in using technologgeet their needs, and the inadequacy of
traditional passive learning, constitute the plufdscal underpinnings of this system
(Laxman, 2011). One of the advantages of the usdiakers is that it does not require the
radical alteration of the physical classroom féedi (Gan, 2011). These advantages of
clickers brought out abundance of studies conductelifferent settings and disciplines (e.qg.
Chen & Lan, 2013; d’Inverno et al., 2003; Ellic203). Language teaching and learning as a
field requiring active participation of the learsaalso benefited from the use of clickers in
General English classes (e.g. Akbatogun, 2014;kC2015; Laxman, 2011; Prieto, 2014;
Schmid, 2007; Schmid, 2008). Akbatogun (2014) pdotlee positive impact of clickers in
English as a second language class when compat&dtive classic lecturing style. Celik
(2015) also provided positive results for the ugeclickers in developing vocabulary
acquisition of the learners as well as increaseghg@ament and concentration of students,
better quality feedback for both instructors anddehts, and increased cooperation and
competition among students. Schmid (2007) alsoddhbat this voting system worked well as
a pedagogical tool for students and teachers tokctteeir performance, to develop closer
social relations in class, and to check their peegrwithout getting embarrassed. Schmid
(2008) also emphasized the interactivity appeased eesult of the use of voting system. On
the other hand, Prieto (2014) was the only reseansho found out negative results in terms
of the effect of clickers through comparing it tassic method of teaching in investigating
reading ability of Spanish as a second language.

Despite the positive results that appeared as saltreof most of the studies
investigating the use of clickers in language teaghsome researchers’ perspectives were
different (e.g. Anthis, 2011; Beaty, Gerace, Ledn& Dufresne, 2006). Firstly, Anthis
(2011) claimed that it was not the clicker but thuestions provided within this system that
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created the main impact on students’ learning. fStied out that the students who answered
the same questions asked with the classic methddrped better. In a similar vein, Beaty
and others (2006) supported the idea that the ignegpreferred in this system should have a
specific pedagogic purpose and should differ framdlassic questions.

The overall agreement is that the integration obite applications likeKahoot is
regarded as a phenomenal success through comgbpisitively to foreign language
learning (Albadi, 2016). Even though the use otkdrs has already been investigated in
General English classes, it has not been examm&SEP classes so far. Particularly, how it
affects students’ learning in ESP classes in tb&l fof tourism and potential differences
between genders were among the issues investigatiee present research.

3. Methodology

This experimental study employed a pre-test and-tgs$ design with two intact classes
(control and experimental). To assess the effeatliokers on students’ learning of ESP,
despite the lack of random selection, intact clasgere the most ecologically sound setting

for this research in the case of implementing a désier technique (Mackey & Gass, 2005).

3.1. Setting and participants

This research was conducted at a state universityurkey with the participation of students
enrolled in the department of tourism and hospytadervices. Students are admitted to this
program either by their scores obtained at a natientrance exam or by the placement of the
Student Selection and Placement Center withoutwiegeany scores at this national exam in
Turkey. This university offers a 4-hour General Esigclass in the first year and another 4-
hour class of English for Specific Purposes infiblkel of tourism in the second year at this 2-
year vocational school where graduates received-skicle associate degree at the end of the
program.

Students participate in both General English a8& Elasses for 14 weeks in both first
and second semesters with a total of 28 weeksaftin elass in an academic year (112 hours
of General English and 112 hours of ESP classeiis receive General English class at the
elementary level in the first year. A pre-internagdi level ESP book calledravel and
Tourismis followed in ESP classes in the second years €hurse book is designed in line
with the specific needs of students studying is thepartment and it is also accompanied by
sixty minutes of video that contains all the dialeg filmed in actual locations. The ESP

course content mainly deals with various areasarkwn tourism field, such as travel agency,
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the airport, the hotel, the bar, the restaurard,tha tour guide. A written mid-term and a final
exam are conducted for the assessment in both @eBeaglish and ESP class for each
semester.

When this research was conducted, there were ristowand hospitality department
classes in this institution. One group includings2ddents with equal numbers of male and
female participants was regarded as the contralgrehilst the other group with 19 students
including 6 females and 13 males was regardedeasxperimental group. Participants’ ages
in both group ranged from 19 to 22. Both classeeewiaught and assessed with the same
materials and examinations by the same instructadh n General English and in ESP
classes.

3.2. Design of the study and clicker use in the egpmental group

First of all, a pre-test including a total of 76egtions prepared in line with the first 10 units
of the ESP book was conducted in both control aqeemental classes. The questions were
in the multiple-choice format. The topics coveradhiese units were all related to the first 10
units of the ESP book as illustrated in Table leskhtopics were taught in each week
separately in both classes. The flow of the courdmth classes involved watching the video
of the core dialogue several times, which was ¥odld by the teaching of new words/lexical
items for each unit. Open-ended questions abouditlegue, grammar topics for each week
that students would need in their work place, saglkexpressing wants politely, responding to
a complaint, or tag questions, identification o fhroblem regarding the topic of each week
in the short videos, and guided role play actisitieere the main elements of ESP courses in
both classes.

Secondly, though both classes were taught indheesvay, a different procedure was
implemented in the experimental class. Studenthénexperimental class were required to
download theKahoot application to use as the clicker in this stuttyis one of the most
popular clicker applications running on any dewaéh a web browser. It also has a smart
phone applicationKahoot provides instructors with the detailed report thie overall
performance of the students for each week andwésth involves percentages of the total
correct and incorrect answers, feedback of theesiisdin a Likert style, and individual
analysis of each participant’s correct and incdrestswers as well as their answer time in
seconds.

All students had smart phones equipped to work whis program. Following the

same procedure in experimental class in each wsaekents were provided with the pin
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number that allowed them to join the game. Normakers are free to choose their own
nicknames in usinglahoot; however, the students were instructed to logvith their own

names in order to specify the points of each studed declare the winner of the day to
celebrate. While usinglahoot, students needed to watch the screen reflectenigh the

projector for questions because the questions didappear on their phones. They chose
answers by clicking on the colorful figures on thenart phones’ screen. After each question,
students could see whether they answered rightrongvon both their device and on the

screen (see Figure 1).

PIN: 7872938 PINI 7072038
zol10 1of10

+ 506

Figure 1. Screenshots of students’ mobile phone

Students were also scored according to the time phavided the answer, in that the faster
correct responses received higher scores. The gmogiso provided a list of the students
according to their scores after each question an dbreen, which made them more
enthusiastic about the next question. The questiars supported with pictures (see Figure

2) or with videos from YouTube (Figure 3).

e 13 looking for a hotel. Can you tell me 3bout your E)

Figure 2. Screenshots of teacher’s screen forggiend filling-in the gaps questions
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What is the problem with the check in here?

. =

o

Answers

20

A The flight Is cancelled . The passenger doesnt have passport
) The flight ) ‘ - The passenger doesnt have a valid ID card

Figure 3. Screenshots of teachers’ screen for vigestions

Kahoot allows instructors to use the videos from YouTudyestarting and ending up at any
second they wish. After the students watched theoyithe time allocated to answer started,
which was 20 seconds for each question in thisystlilis system also provides instructors
with the total correct and incorrect answers whk students’ individual and overall class
percentages as well as each student’s responseadbrquestion. The topics taught through

the weeks were provided in the list below in Tahle

Table 1.The distribution of topics for each week and thenhar of questions answered via clickers

Week Topic Number of questions
1% Advising on itineraries 15
2" Helping with flights and reservations 18
3 Assisting with hotel reservations 10
4 Checking in 14

5 Providing landing information 10
6" Dealing with lost luggage inquiries 10
7 Taking and turning down reservations 10
gn Checking in at reception 10
g Explaining a room’s facilities 11
10" Dealing with complaints and problems 10

The ESP class in the control group included theestpics as well with the same teaching
method except for the implementation of the cliclsgtstem. The words, grammatical
structures and pictures used in the experimenw@lpywere also available either in the
activities on the book or the worksheets providedhe instructor in the control group, which
means the same questions answered by the expeainggoup through clicker use were
answered by the control group as well. The sameoddised in the experimental group were
watched by the control group. However, they respdnt the questions orally. The pictures

reflected on the board through projector in the eexpental group were printed out on
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worksheets for the control group to name them byosing right one among the multiple
choices.

There were three types of questions. The firsé tyeluded questions with pictures.
The main aim was to make students choose the nghibn among four alternatives.
Depending on the topic of each unit, several paguwere provided, such as escalator,
luggage claim area, fithess center, different hetaff and departments, etc. Students were
required to choose the item among four alternatitaas reflected the picture in 20 seconds.
The second type of questions were video-based.eStsidvatched a video about each topic.
After they watch the video, they were required nsveer questions about the dialogue that
took place in a specific scene, such as the proldeourred during check-in procedure,
customers’ complaint to the manager, or the helphefofficer for the lost luggage. Four
alternative responses were provided in the forentences and students chose among them.
The last and the most common type of questions wkssic multiple-choice questions
without a visual element. A sample question fos ttyjpe of question is: ‘I cannot find my

jewellery box. It is .............. . The options were: xX&d, repaired, missing, looked'.
Students were required to choose the right wordngniour alternatives for these questions.
As mentioned earlier, these questions were resgbtimteughKahoot by the students in the
experimental group. However, the students in thrgrobgroup responded the same questions
either orally or on worksheets.

Finally, a post-test, which had the same questaiis the pre-test, was conducted at
the end of the 10-week implementation of clickee us both experimental and control

groups.

3.3. Data analysis

Due to the small sample size and lack of randompsag) which were not suitable
conditions for usind-test, non-parametric tests were employed for ttayaes in this study
(Tailor, 2005). Therefore, in order to compare pine-test and the post-test scores of control
and experimental groups and to find out whetherethvgas a significant difference between
them, the Mann-Whitney U test was run. The samewas also employed for the analysis
between the two genders in the experimental grauppmparing their pre-test and post-test
scores as well. In order to find out the differebeéween the pre-test and post-test scores of
the experimental group and the difference for thmes tests between the genders in the
experimental group, Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test wapleyed, which “instead of comparing

the means, in order to rank and compare, turngghmes into two different time periods (time
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1 and time 2) and compares whether there is ardife® between them or not” (Kalayci,
2010, p. 104).

4. Findings
First of all, a pre-test was administered in theyveeginning of the study to find out the
current knowledge of the two groups regarding thgics provided in Table 1. The mean

scores are presented below in Table 2.

Table 2. Mean scores of the pre-test showing exparial and control groups’ performance

Test Groups

Experimental (n=19) Control (n=24)
Pre-test 48.95 42.70

Despite the slight difference between the expertaleand the control groups in terms of pre-
test mean scores, the Mann-Whitney U test wasralsoThe results indicated no significant
difference between the experimental (Mdn = 50) #oredcontrol group (Mdn = 42.10), U =
161.500, p = .103. Hence, both groups were stzistiequally knowledgeable about the pre-
test questions, which was also used as the pdstttdse end of a 10-week implementation of
clickers with the experimental group.

Before providing the results of the statisticahlgses, in order to offer insight about
the overall performance of the participants in &xperimental group during the 10-week
implementation of the clicker, students’ correctl amcorrect answers as well as the average

time they used to answer the questions are illiestren Table 3.

Table 3. The details of the students’ performanddé experimental group

Average time taken to

answer
The implementation Total correct Total incorrect Average score Correct Incorrect
answer (%) answer (%) (according to answers answers

Kahoot! scoring) (seconds) (seconds)

1% week 78.35 21.65 7896 5.01 6.05

2" week 80.37 19.63 7562 4.36 5.59

3" week 80.37 19.63 7413 4.62 5.13

4™ week 78 22 6578 421 4.87

5" week 58 42 5211 5.68 6.06

6" week 80.37 19.63 7413 4.62 5.13

7" week 75.47 24.53 8281 4.05 6.23

8" week 75.86 24.14 7802 3.11 3.39

9" week 71.82 28.18 8685 3.01 3.17

10™ week 67.95 32.05 6892 3.26 3.99

Averages of the 10 74.61 25.39 7555.5 4.00 5.16

week
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It becomes apparent with Table 3 that studentstage time to answer the questions
decreased both for the correct and incorrect arsswiile their responses’ accuracy was
almost stable. It is also an interesting findingttistudents’ average time to answer was
always higher in incorrect answers, which meansnwéieidents spent more time on the
guestions that they answered incorrectly.

Following the overall performance of the studentthe experimental group, in order
to answer the first research question regardingdifference between the control and the
experimental group in terms of the post-test s¢dhes Mann-Whitney U test was employed
and the results showed the post-test scores wgndfisantly higher for the experimental
group (Mdn = 63.15) than for the control group (Mdmi46.05), U = 142.000, p = .035.
Although the average score of the control group leagr than the experimental group in the
beginning of the study, the Mann-Whitney U tesuhssindicated no significant difference
between them. Considering the two groups’ sta@iégyuality in the beginning, results also
indicated that use of clickers in the experimergadup for a 10-week period elicited a
statistically significant change in students’ pemfiance in ESP classes according to Wilcoxon
Signed Rank Test results comparing the potentiéérénces between pre-test and post-test
scores of the experimental group, Z = -3.66, p 60.00f 19 students in the experimental
group, 17 students performed better in the post-Téee average mean score was 61.35 for
the experimental group. This score was 44.45 ferciintrol group. The low post-test scores
of the students in the control group did not exhébstatistically significant difference when
compared with their pre-test scores, Z = -1.707,.(88.

The second research question of this study wasetnad with the potential
differences between male and female students irfitiemg from the clicker use in the
experimental group. The same methodology was fatbfer the analysis, which started with
a pre-test indicating the difference between thentedge of the male and female students in

the very beginning.

Table 4. Mean scores of the pre-test showing madefemale students’ performance in the experimegrtaip

Test Experimental Group
Male (n=13) Female (n=6)
Pre-test 50.29 46.57

The Mann-Whitney U test results did not indicaatistically significant difference between
the male (Mdn = 50) and the female (Mdn = 46.71)dshts, U = 27.500, p = .622.
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Considering the equal levels of male and femaléiggaants in the experimental group, the
same test was run one more time to find out thierdiice between the scores of these two
genders in post-test scores. The results revehkdtiere was not a statistically significant
difference between the male and the female studenite experimental group, U = 23.500, p
= .373. The medians of the male (63.15) and fer(&8e94) students were slightly different
from one another.

The results of the Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test catetli to find out the difference
between the pre-test and the post-test scorestbfrbale and female participants indicated
that while male participants’ median post-test ssowere statistically significantly higher
than their median pre-test scores (Z = -3.110,.902), those of female participants were not
statistically significantly higher than their medigre-test scores (Z = -1.625, p = .104).
Although only one student in each group could netfggrm better in the post-test, males

showed much better performance with a median stfo#8.15 compared to females (53.94).

5. Discussion

The results of this study indicated that the stiglesing clickers in ESP classes in the field of
tourism performed better than the ones who respgbride same questions without using
clickers. Despite the lack of evidence in the fiefdESP, the results of this study lend support
to the findings of several studies in the existiibgrature in the field of General English in
terms of clickers’ positive contribution to langeagerformance of the learners (e.g.
Akbatogun, 2014; Celik, 2015; Laxman, 2011; Priét014; Schmid, 2007; Schmid, 2008).
Although the in-depth data were not gathered frbm éxperimental group regarding their
views of using clickers, it may be possible to lahat game-like atmosphere in the class, the
feeling of winning and instant gratification proel by clickers may be significant factors
increasing learners’ participation and successSR Elasses.

Despite the lack of studies specifically investigg the effect of use of clickers on the
foreign language performance of males and femal&sSP classes, some studies focusing on
the attitude and tendency of both genders to uskect in the classes were in line with the
results of the present study (Gok, 2011; Stav, 9¢iel Hansen-Nygéard & Thorseth, 2010).
The results indicated that male students had moséiye attitudes toward the use of clickers
(Gok, 2011) and that they had a higher tendendgdbthat clickers stimulated them in the
class (Stav et al., 2010). The results in the carstudy showed that, despite the lack of
significant difference in the post-test results westn the genders, males performed

significantly better in the post-test comparedheirt pre-test scores. This may be due to male
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students’ interest in technology and technologgaines or their enthusiasm to win in the
games. Depending on the existing literature, thiEeshancreased performance in the post-test
may be linked to their positive attitude toward tis® of clickers or the stimulating effect of

clickers for the males in the class.

Although it may not be quite right to relate stot¥ success in the experimental group
completely to the use of clickers, students perfanoch better due to its impact on learners
to be fully engaged with the topic and the methddteaching. The results indicating
overperforming of the experimental group providéwrsy support for the use of clickers in
ESP classes as a tool to enhance their learniregifglly, the case of students studying ESP
at tourism and hospitality services programs ae&rwocational schools in Turkey mostly
poorly perform in ESP classes due to their low Ehgproficiency and lack of convenient
materials. Therefore, the use of clickers may leyafactor in increasing their performance
by eliminating these debilitating aspects.

Students regularly use their smartphones arouaatdmpus for several reasons, such
as communication and entertainment. This deviae @sys the role of a significant distractor
for the students’ learning in the classes as Wli.this reason, in order to turn this negative
factor into a pedagogical todkahoot may take the stage as students have comfortdéo us
technology for their learning. Although the resuttannot be generalized to the entire
population of students studying in tourism and Iitasify department due to the diverse
nature of these students, the experimental gropgr®rmance offer significant insights into

the effectiveness of using clickers, specific&bhoot.

6. Limitations of the study and final conclusion

This study presented some limitations which nedoetaddressed in further research. First of
all, the participants of this study were composetivo intact classes regarded as control and
experimental groups. Thus, larger sampled and rahdassigned groups may be employed
with the inclusion of a delayed post-test in furtresearch. Moreover, the results of this study
were limited with the overall language performarafethe ESP students in the field of
tourism. However, the data regarding the average tio answer the questions, students’
attitude and motivation as well as their willingee® take part in communication and
activities in ESP classes may provide significaduits for the researchers in this field. In
addition, longitudinal effects of the use of clickend students’ as well as instructors’ views

may also be investigated in order to offer a betigight.
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As a final remark, clickers may be used as a supehtary tool to enhance
performance of ESP learners in the field of touramd hospitality. Taking the results of the
present study into account, course designers attbrguresponsible for creating ESP books
may benefit from clicker use in the iTools setstttg books by allocating more clicker use
instead of providing just videos of the relatedi¢sp Considering the effectiveness of using
clickers in the results of this and many other EslIdESP teachers may be urged to use them

in their classes.
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