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Abstract
Socrative SRS-based Assessment was used to deveamading
comprehension and learning engagement of EFL stsid€he study
IS a quasi-experimental one following the two gr®dpsign. A group
of EFL students (n=80) at Faculty of Education, Sumiversity,
participated in the study. They were divided intootequivalent
groups (a control group n=40, and an experimemtalro=40). During
the study, Socrative SRS-based assessment was waiedthe
experimental group while the control group was kdugsing the
conventional way. A researcher-devised pre/post dinga
comprehension test as well as a learning engagescate were the
main instruments of the study. Independent santptiest revealed a
significant difference in the mean scores of thetiad group and that
of the experimental one on the post test of thdingecomprehension
and engagement scale in favor of the experimentaupy A
statistically significant difference was found retmean scores of the
experimental group on the pre and posttest of ngacdomprehension
and engagement scale in favor of the posttest ymirgd samples t-
test. Thus, it was concluded that using SocratiikS-Based
assessment enhanced EFL students’ reading compgieheand
increased their learning engagement.
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Introduction

Reading in general and reading comprehension ticpkar
are essential skills for success in school as aglife. Reading
comprehension and its related sub skills form thenflation for
most of the academic work EFL students encountsectatol and
behind. Therefore, students are required to havedgo
understanding and comprehension capabilities. Thus,
understanding, using, evaluating, reflecting on@mgiaging with
the reading texts is necessary for developing Eftldents’
sustainable knowledge and personality so as tovelgti
participate in the development of society.

As the world evolves and EFL students’ diten spans
change, engaging them in the learning processd@sie a new
paradigm for teaching and one of the many goalsatiacators
try to achieve in order to meet the changing neétwir students
(Ahlfeldta, Mehta and Sellnowb, 2005). Engagemmsnia
prerequisite component of learning (Sani and Hasli616)
influencing both the learning process and studestademic
performance. Thus, student engagement is fundameata
success in life in general and at higher educaitioparticular
(Burgess, 2012). Consequently, engaging EFL uniyers
students in educationally productive performancédbuthe
foundation and the dispositions of their skillstthalp them live
a productive, satisfying life after college (Kulgd®). Engaged
students show behavioral involvement in learnind positive
emotional tone; they persevere in the face of ehgkt (Connell
and Wellborn as cited in Fredricks, et al., 20110 that is exactly
what Egypt vision 2030 aims to achieve in the etanal
systems. Therefore, higher educational institutiongst be
diligent in enhancing and monitoring learning ereyagnt.

Enhancing reading comprehension and legmemgagement
are major objectives of university education (Viegbulos &
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Makri, 2017). Both reading comprehension skills dearning

engagement help students to develop habits of the amd affect
that enhance their ability for life-long learningnca personal
improvement (Zhoc, Webster, King, Li, and Chungl 20 That

IS why many researchers, educators, and policymmat@nsider
learning engagement the key solution to most ofiestts’

problems: e.g., low achievement, boredom, alienatmd high

dropout rates (Fredricks et al.,, 2011). Therefateyeloping

reading comprehension skills and increasing engagerhas
become crucial to improving university studentsarlang

experiences, well-being and it returns in the itwent of higher
education (Christenson & Reschly, 2010, Maroco, ddar

Campos and Fredricks, 2016). Additionally, studemistive

involvement and sustainable engagement are edsentia
transforming higher education institutions into tausable

enterprises.

Despite their importance, enhancing EFLdstus’
reading comprehension and learning engagementranaq
the many challenges that face university staff eisiig EFL
staff because of the changing needs of EFL studants
particular and the Egyptian society in general.ibgiteaching
EFL methodology to'8 year English majors at Suez Faculty
of Education, the researcher noticed students’ peading
comprehension skills and their disengagement. diadsbn the
reasons of these problems, the researcher heldtisted
interviews with a group of students to decide thabjematic
areas that affect their reading comprehensioneofrthterial as
well as their learning engagement. The studentsaled that
they lost interest in the material after a whiled atineir
engagement decreased because there was a lack of an
interesting instructional framework and continuaumsgoing
support. They informed also that playing games danhg
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chats or even accessing their facebook played adkgin

disengaging them. On the part of the researchernskiced
that the practical problem for the class teachehass to

monitor the individualized reading comprehensiorwadl as

the learning engagement of all the students withenclass at
the same time to check their comprehension anddiithte

pedagogical intervention to shape it towards effecess.

The researcher noticed that EFL studerdd tsbring their
electronic devices, especially mobiles and tabgp ithe
classroom and most of the times this situation gunmto
classroom conflicts because these devices disstatents’
attention and teachers try to avoid this througbhitmtion. On
the other hand, evolving technologies have rapitilgnged the
ways in which students read and exchange informaboth at
home and schools. Recently, there has been incraatseest in
Electronic Students Response System (SRS) totihe atollege
level to better reach mobile-savvy students andesmse their
learning engagement (Lister, 2015). Thus, the rebkea
assumed that reading assessment for formative pesdmended
with a Student Response System (SRS) tool likeedioercould
be a promising intervention for addressing the lehgkes EFL
students face in reading comprehension and leagmgggement
and at the same time meets mobile-savvy studehenging
needs and expectations.

The researcher suggested Socrative SRS-based Assdss
as a solution for students’ poor reading comprebearass well as
disengagement. The researcher assumed that addint ¢
mechanics provided with socrative to classroomsassent with
the support of technology may increase studentsprehension
of the material and their engagement while progdimem with
a sense of enjoying active participation. As Saeeatan SRS
tool, is a relatively new web-based software, redean its use
in the English language classroom is limited amaiehsa lack of
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clear empirical evidence on this issue. Furthermaoeguidelines
or formal policy framework are currently recommeadey
governments or educational ministries and insotgi on the
integration of SRS in English language educatiohusl our
responsibility as EFL university staff is to progicempirical
evidence on how to integrate SRS-like elementsdincational
contexts, especially in universitie€onsequently, this study is
assumed to fill this gap by demonstrating the imp&&ocrative-
SRS based assessment integration in the EFL ctamsro

ll. Statement of the problem

EFL students at Faculty of EducatjcBuez University
face many challenges in their reading comprehensiod
learning engagement. Therefore, this study aimednttance
their reading comprehension skills and promoter tiezrning
engagement through Socrative SRS-based Assessment.

The problem of the study will be investigatkebugh
answering the following main question:

Can Socrative SRS-based assessment contribute to

enhancing EFL students’ reading comprehension and

learning engagement?

This main question leads to the following sub gioest

1. What is the current level of reading comprehamskills
and learning engagement of EFL students?

2. What is Socrative SRS-based assessment inteymmdat
enhancing the reading comprehension and learning
engagement of EFL students?

3. To what extent is Socrative SRS-based assessment
effective in developing EFL reading comprehensiad a
learning engagement?

I T
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Significance

The present study is significanttfog following:

1. It adds to the knowledge about the importance d5-SR
based assessment and its empirical effects on dbngli
education in general.

2. It provides -curriculum designers with a practical
implementation scheme to blend SRS — based assassme
using Socrative tool in teaching and assessing EFL
courses in order to enhance reading comprehensits s
of EFL students.

3. It provides English teachers and staff with emgiric
evidence on the significant importance of SocraiiRS-
based assessment in enhancing students’ reading
comprehension and learning engagement.

4. It provides tech-savvy EFL students with more
interesting and engaging way of assessing their
comprehension and meeting their technological passi
in the classrooms to break up the dullness of ticadil
EFL classroom settings while learning English.

Literature Review

The relationship between teaching, learniagd
assessment has long been recognized (Black, 2009).
Assessment plays an important role in the developrog
both teaching and learning (Black, 2009) as itetatie gap
between learners' performance and the target peafuce.

For teachers, assessment in classroom, espeasaihafive
assessment, serves to gather evidence of students
comprehension and engagement in learning and tedae
are used by teachers to inform their pedagogicakubams
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(Dakka, 2015). On the part of students, it gaudesrt
learning engagement and understanding of the rahteri
along the clas&volving Ed 2018).

In the information age, technological desicare
becoming an integral part of English language ctasss
(Alzaid & Alkarzae, 2019), and this rapid change of
technology reached the assessment community by
developing new and different ways of assessmera&k®)
2015). A new innovative trend appeared in the mehlz
aimed to enhance students’ active participatioclassroom
tasks and promote specific behaviors of them, lkeda
gamified Student Response System (SRS) tools (Eaceh
Kocakoyun, 2018).

SRS tools are considered a useful addibamiversity
classrooms because they (a) increase studentgipation
(Aljaloud, Gromik, Billingsley, Kwan2015 Blasco-Arcas,
Buil, Hernandez-Ortega, and Sese,2013 Han and
Finkelstein, 2013, (b) add interactivity to the learning
environment (Abdel Fattah, Abd El Haq, Ali, 2020; Aljaloud,
Gromik, Billingsley, Kwan, 2015 Caldwell, 2007, (c)
increase students’ level of engagement with coaosgent
(Aljaloud et al.,2015, and finally (d) enhance students’
comprehension of the reading texts (HU2@1 7, Lee and Oh,
2014 Yu and Yu,201). SRS use prompts instructional
design change (Han and Finkelstei®Q1l3 and boost
collaborative learning (Blasco-Arcas et @013, both of
which in turn have led to improved academic pertmmoe.

As for reading comprehension, several aedeers
(e.g., Hung2017 Lee and OI2014 Yu and Yu,2017 have
reported the positive impact of integrating SRS EifL
reading classrooms. SRS can help readers (a)efctiv
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participate in the reading task, (b) strengthenr thetical

thinking skills, (c) collaborate with their peerkraugh
discussion, and (d) receive more accurate guidaooethe
instructor due to the immediate feedback (Boyle Hiabl,

2003 Draper,2009 El Shaban2017 Sprague2016. In

short, SRS creates a learning community where reate
engaged with a text and receive immediate feedbhak
reveals gaps in their knowledge or comprehensiothef
subject at hand (Drap&t009.

The specific SRS technological software thes paper
investigates is called Socrative. Socrative ia,fgamified,
and user-friendly online Student Response Sys{&RS)
that empowers students to answer questions posed by
instructors using devices connected to the intefedd.,
laptop or smartphone) (Tirlea, Muir, Huynh andttfstone,
2018). It is a free feedback and assessment tabighvery
simple to access and navigate. This tool was erdeng2010
by Boston-based graduate students to enhance gdven
response formative assessment (El Shaban, 2017).

Socrative adds game like elements to taskd
activities so as to encourage active participatiemd
engagement (Amin, Quora, El Sheikh, 2017, and &aen
2018), and to create a game-like environment inragame
context (de-Marcos et al.,, 2014, Dominguez et 2013,
Hanus and Fox, 2015). Game elements in Socratigk to
represent the inclusion of rewards, badges, leadedis,
levels and immediate feedback in a task (Flore$520
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Theoretical Perspectives of Socrative SRS- based

Assessment .

Three main theories put the bases for Saera@@RS-based
Assessment: behaviorism, cognitivism and constrisct
(Margarida, Veloso, Papastergiou and Kordaki, 2010)

Firstly, as for behaviorism, Socrative SBR&Sed

assessment provides EFL students with stimuluss{ounes) and
positive or negative reinforcement (teacher or deedback)
(Pitarch, 2018). Here, the learning process happédren there
IS a change of reaction between the stimulus (cqu@sand the
reinforcement (feedback). Socrative SRS-based siveed
provides the classrooms with the stimuli that inmeastudents in
an environment in which they do not care aboutakiss, risks
or prevention to participate or to make part ofrtbg/n learning
process. In most cases, Socrative SRS-based mesddselps
EFL students live simulated learning experiencest tnake
learning more contextual leading them to experidmmaviedge,
not just describe it (Rivas, 2017).

Secondly, cognitivism refers to the cogmiti active
participation of the students in the learning pssceSocrative
SRS tool requires the students’ active engagenoeletarn, this
involves both memorization and problem solving.

thirdly, Socrative SRS-based assessmegonhvas learning
by doing, which implies structuring and interprgtiknowledge
and using it in the virtual world according to thearner’'s
knowledge and experiences (Pitarch, 2018). In coaistism,
learners try to be active in constructing knowleddp!st trying
to understand their learning experiences (Perkif91). The
constructivist approach highlights the importantéhe context
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of learning (Duffy & Jonassen, 1991), and emphasiiteat
knowledge acquisition can be achieved through tbevea
participation in meaningful activities. Integratitgchnology in
the EFL classroom can help create optimum learoamglitions
from a constructivist perspective (Kaya, 2015).tlms vein,
Ghasemi and Hashemi (2011) claim that, through gusin
technology, language learners can assess, seldcintarpret
information, evaluate their work, improve theirieftncy, gain
confidence and become independent.

Rationale

Socrative SRS-based assessment is aimedpfmor and
monitor EFL students’ reading comprehension andnleg
engagement. Socrative provides mechanisms that leenab
students to read and review content, while comgeiiith their
peers or teams to solve quizzes. Thus, it fattadeeper
understanding through processes which are freegsaiole by
the students, consequently, increasing reading osmepsion
and learning engagement with the subject mattem{van,
2017 Hung,2017).

Socrative SRS-based assessment maintainsaemdves
continued interest in reading comprehension aitiges room
for EFL students involvement in meaningful tasksd an
competitive quizzes. The game elements used wittraBuee
such as points, leaderboards, and badges (BarataaGlorge
and Goncalves, 2013), immediate feedback, ranksld,
competition, and time pressuréBeterding Dixon, Khaled, and
Nacke, 2011) motivate and engage students within an
educational setting and thus providing the mosemdl| for
effectiveness (Lister, 2011). Such effectivenesshiswn in a
wide variety of tasks such as completing quizzetending
lectures, taking part in class exercises, solvuggfes, creativity




Journal of Faculty of Education No (123) july, Part (3), 2020

in assignments (Charles et al., 2011; O’Donovan, Gain, &
Marais, 2013). For example, badges or achievemants
symbolic awards presented to learners when coyrectl
completing any type of activity, task or achieveinen
(Abramovich, Schunn, and Higashi, 2013) to leeathsuch as
peers, parents, or outside world know of their ec@iment
(Abramovich, Schunn, and Higashi, 2013). Studeat®laccess
to review the badges they have earned and to revimw
requirements to obtain new badges (Hanus and Fd§)2

Thus, contemporary EFL students, who Haeen tagged
as EFL digital natives, the people born irf'2&ntury who have
grown using digital technology (Prensky, 2001), assumed to
be taught and motivated by Socrative SRS-basedssnsat
pedagogical practices and quizes. It improves tlay the
assessment is conducted, involving students inmgadsks that
improves EFL students’ reading comprehension aathieg
engagement (Menezes and De Bortolli, 2016).

The Main Features/Characteristics of Socrative SRS-

based Assessment

Socrative SRS-based Assessment has manyrdeathat
help enhance the reading comprehension and learning
engagement of EFL students. Meaningful feedbadkesfirst
feature. For feedback to be meaningful it has toobeious,
individualized, comes at the right time, motivastadents to
continue with the activity, and gives studentsahance to revisit
their mistakes (Jurenec, 2018), just like in Soeeatbased
assessment. The quick, clear and relevant feedivasknted by
Socrative tool helps students adopt this feedbatk learned
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knowledge, correct the knowledge, and fully underdtwhat
they are reading (Freeman and Tashner, 2015).

A second feature is its availability. Sonratavailability as
a free tool for teachers and students facilitaiesncorporation
into EFL classroom assessment, especially in Hiuercation
settings (Harrison and Martin, 2019). It providetueational
support through a real-time question/answer systach other
educational exercises that can guide the focusefréading
tasks as well as generate discussions with stu@Eintisa, Muir,
Huynh and Elphinstone, 2019) to facilitate comgredion and
engagement.

Why Socrative?

Among several free, cloud-based, currentiilable tools,
Socrative [ittp://www.socrative.coinwas chosen for this study
as it is broadly recommended in higher educatiatings (Rae
and O’Malley, 2017). It is related to the two degent variables
of the study; reading comprehension and learnirgagement.
The researcher chose Socrative because it hasltiamtage of
engaging students with the reading text and endige gauge
her participants’ level of comprehension (TirleayiM Huynh
and Elphinstone, 2019) and that is exactly wiattudy aimed
to.

Its availability as a free tool for both tresearcher and the
participants facilitates its incorporation into EFdlassroom
practices, especially in Higher Education setti(igarrison and
Martin, 2019). Also, Socrative is an effective tool EFL
classroom settings because it gauges classrooradgtitens with
the opportunity to gather students’ feedback anansty (Kim,
2019). It provides instructors with a flexible swétre to involve
students in classroom activities using any avaslédthnological
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tool such as mobile phones, laptops, or tabletSKBban, 2017).
Also, students do not need to create an accoumrder to

participate. All they need is to get an acceshé&imnstructor’s
classroom code (El Shaban, 2017). It is cost-affecnd does
not require administrators’ decisions to use thé&ih3haban,
2017).

Socrative as an SRS tool can be used assassasent tool
inside and outside the classroom confines. The evpoipose of
Socrative is to track comprehension and engagerieatchers
can use it to monitor the performance of the céssa whole not
only those who put their hands up. As a platforracr&tive
worked wonders with students who feared confergneand
provide the teacher with everyday evaluation (Edl&in, 2017).

Additional benefit of Socrative, the tookdsin the present
study, is its versatility regarding the types ogsftions that can
be generated. Various types of questions can bstrcmted
using socrative: (a) multiple choice, (b) shortvaseis and (c)
True/False. Moreover, there is no limit for the roen of
guestions per activity or quiz.

Learning Engagement

Engagement has become an important issaduoational
circles over the last decades (Kahu, 2013). fillkithe main
objectives of Egypt's vision 2030 that calls fbetsustained
interaction and continued practice, which can tieve an
impact on student learning/achievement (lrvin, Dykand
Meltzer, 2007).

Engagement refers back to the participatiemtification
model (Finn, 1989). This model defines engagemenmtaa
construct that have both a behavioral componenliecca
participation and an emotional component, named identification
(Finn and Voelkl, 1993). It refers to studentsiaeinvolvement
during learning (Keene, 2018).
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Learning engagement is defined as studeadsive
participation in routine school activities, such agending
classes, submitting required assignment, and faligweachers’
directions in class (Nystrand and Gamoran 1992rdiore,
learning Engagement is Actually fulfilled when stnts are
actively engaged in their learning as tested byméiive
assessment.

In the present study, learning engagememperationally
defined as the quality of cognitive, behavioral ardotional
effort students devote to educationally purposathding
comprehension activities that contribute direatlghhance their
reading comprehension skills.

Dimensions of Learning Engagement

Reviewing the literature on Learning engageimthere are
three interrelated aspects/dimensions of studegagement:
cognitive, behavioral, and affective (Fredricksumkenfeld and
Paris 2004, Handelsman, Briggs, Sullivan, and Tgw205).
Cognitive engagement represents the necessary Inedfad
provided by students in the learning tasks for cahnending and
mastering complex ideas and difficult skills. Beioasl
engagement indexes student’s involvement in classrtasks,
conduct, and school-based extracurricular actwiiearter et al.
2012 and Sheppard, 2011). As for affective enge, it is the
level of students’ investment in, and their emadioreactions to
the learning tasks reflecting both the positive arejjative
reactions to teachers’ instructions, and classmpégseptions of
school belonging, and beliefs about the value dfosting
(Mandernach, 2015).
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In view of above, learning engagement ismftonceived as
a three- component construct that has a behaworaponent
(e.g., positive conduct, participation, and effany an affective
component (e.g., interest, identification, beloggirpositive
considerations about learning) (Marks, 2000 andriigil 2003)
and a cognitive component (e.g., self-regulatiearning goals,
investment in learning) (Fredricks, Blumenfeld, &ri3. 2004).

Recent Research

The following studies are found to brated to the effect
of using Socrative as an SRS tool in developinfgeht English
language skills.

Faya Cerqueiro and Martin-Macho (20&8hducted a
study where Socrative was used with a group oft-yiear
university students to aid collaborative readirgk$a The results
showed that first-year university students had tp@siattitude
towards the use of clickers tools. Results proved Socrative
was an effective means of providing feedback awhg time
during lessons.

Kent (2019) conducted a quasi-experiaestudy to
investigate the effectiveness of integrating Stadeasponse
System (SRS) with formative assessment providedebgher
and peers on Korean EFL students’ engagement aalthgein
EFL reading classrooms. Results revealed that SRg#ated
intervention can create a digitally interactive rieag
environment that can support the improvement ofdirep
comprehension skills. This study show also how &b is an
effective means of providing formative feedback arah
perfectly save time during lessons. Participantsebed that
Socrative has a positive impact on engagement aritipation
in class, and they felt that Socrative facilitakearning.
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El Shaban (2017) describes the benefftsSRS in
supporting ESL students' active learning. It innggded the
effect of integrating Socrative as an SRS tool aittive learning
activities on second language learners' (ESL) peéimes of the
use of this tool. The results revealed that integgaSRS with
active learning increased the level of studentgjagement,
enhanced their critical thinking, and promoted trthei
collaboration. It was concluded that the studespoase system
(SRS) is an effective technological tool that canriiegrated in
English language classrooms to enhance studentsie ac
participation.

In 2015, Dakka conducted a study aboatithpact of
using Socrative SRS technology in teaching andniegrfor
engineering modules in higher education contextee BRS
using Socrative software was used to get an imregtadent
feedback on short quizzes. The questions vary fronttiple
choice, true or false, and short answer questitms experiment
of the study was implemented through the secondestan of
yearlong engineering module. The results indicéted] student
paced assessment using Socrative enhanced students’
performance. Results indicated positive impact ifis t
technology in teaching and learning for engineermgpules in
higher education.

In Lee and Oh’s (2014) quasi-experimerttadg, the effect
of using clickers (ARS systems that allow instasgponses to
guestions) on EFL reading was investigated. 87 #&more
undergraduates were assigned either to a cliclsstad reading
and writing course or a traditional reading andtingi course.
Results revealed that students in the clicker-eskislass had
better class performance than those in the traditiclass. They
demonstrated increased engagement and satisfaction.

Socrative proved to be effective for otterguage areas

such as phrasal verbs (Vurdien, 2020). Vurdien @202xplored
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how the use of Socrative as a Student Responsersysiuld

arouse students’ interest in learning phrasal vefbe study
examined to what extent students were motivatedduire that
lexicon through quizzes. The findings indicated tha general
attitude of the students was positive. Thus, it e@scluded that
Socrative could be seen as a reliable educationhtd enhance
phrasal verbs’ learning.

Maesaroh et al. (2020)'s study aimed at inveshgathe

effectiveness of socrative and kahoot to teach gramto

students with different interest. The results of gtudy revealed
that socrative is effective for students with hagid low interest
(79.17 and 57.50) and kahoot is also effectivettdents with

high and low interest (85.50 and 62.86).

Adding to the above, Socrative provefgaiveness in
other subjects such as engineering (Mishra, Chestroska,
and Wong, 2020), physiology (Al Sunni and Latif2B), clinical
pharmacy (Guarascio, Nemecet, and Zimmerman, 2017).

Hypotheses of the Study

1. There would be a statistically significant diffecen
between the mean scores of the control group aed th
experimental one on the post test of EFL reading
comprehension.

2. There would be a statistically significant diffecenin the
mean scores of the experimental group on the pieast
test of EFL reading comprehension.

3. There would be a statistically significant diffecen
between the mean scores of the control group aed th
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experimental one on the post administration of ey
engagement scale.

4. There would be a statistically significant diffecenin the
mean scores of the experimental group on the pieast
administration of learning engagement scale.

Methods
Design

The current study is a quasi-experimental éolggwing the
two groups (control and experimental) pre-post design. The
experiment lasted for 3 months during the firstrtesf 2019-
2020 academic year. In this design, the dependanabte
(reading comprehension as well as engagement) &sumed
before and after the experiment for both groupserdtore,
before the experiment, all the participants weretgsted in
reading comprehension skills as well as learningagement.
During the experiment the participants in the expental group
were exposed to Socrative SRS-based assessmeit, thvéi
control group were taught using the traditionallmoet After the
experiment, all the participants were post-testedraading
comprehension skills and learning engagement.

Participants

Eighty EFL students, chosen on purpose fromEhglish
language department, Faculty of Education, Suezdisity,
during the first term of the 2019-2020 academic ryea
participated in the study. They were divided i@ tequivalent
groups: a control group (N=40) and an experimeorial (N=40).
All participants spent at least 12 years learniid) .E
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Instruments

A pre-post EFL reading comprehensi@st twas
designed by the researcher to measure the partisigavel of
reading comprehension before and after the expatirie test
was designed to measure ten reading comprehensgeskdls:
finding the main idea, previewing (using prior krledge),
Predicting (setting up expectations based on thpior
knowledge), locating specific details, asking gioest about the
text, guessing meaning from context, inferring ifation from
context, drawing conclusion, suggesting a titlecaling
information. To achieve test validity, a jury of TEFL experts
validated the test's components. Their suggesti@ams
recommendations were put into consideration,

Assessing learning engagement in higheuca&itbn
contexts is still a challenge because of the latkumfied
definitions to define the scope, intent and paransetof
engagement (Bowen, 2005). After reviewing many gegant
scales (e.g., the University Student Engagemenentory
(USEI) (Maroco, Maroco, Campos, and Fredricks,&0The
National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE), The
Community College Survey of Student engagement @E)}S
the researcher adapted a dynamic scale that manaateulti-
faceted approach to learning engagement assesameérnhat
captures the interactive nature of the behaviaiéctive and
cognitive dimensions of learning engagement

Establishing Validity of Students Engagement Scale
To ascertain face validity of the scale, tleeni$ were given to

a jury of faculty members to check whether the geapresented
the construct of engagement with its three comptnen
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cognitive, affective, and behavioral. The facultgmbers were
also requested to comment on the readability oftémes. Based

on their suggestions, 12 items were deleted beadusgetition
thus, the final items were reduced from 42 to &b ({tems for
each dimension). Each item was rated on a 5-pakdrttype
scale varying from1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (SglgnAgree).

In order to examine test-retest reliability, thestrament was
administered on a group of 25 respondents (outetample of
the study). The test-retest reliability scores afhdwioral,
cognitive and behavioral engagement were 0.83, &®{10.79,
respectively. These findings showed high test-tatelgability

for different sub-components of engagement.

Table 1. Means, Standard Deviations and Cronbach Alphas of
Different Scales

Scale Mean | SD | N.of Cronbach
items Alphas
Cognitive | 25.4¢ 45 |1C 0.8¢
Behaviora | 35.8¢ 5.€ |1C 0.81
emotiona | 38.22 5¢ |1C 0.7¢

Table 2 Correlation of Various Items of Cognitive Engagsmn
with Its Total Score

No. | Cognitive Engagement Mean | S.D.| correlation
ltems
1 || exert the necessary efforts.9 0.91 .77*
for the comprehension of
complex ideas during

learning

2 | I self monitor my reading and.8 0.92 .79*
learning

3 |1 seek help from externgb.l 0.95 .76*
resource!
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No. | Cognitive Engagement Mean | S.D.| correlation
ltems
4 || respond passively with little4.9 0.88 .87*
mental investment to difficult
learningtasks

5 |l self-regulate my learnin | 5.€ 0.9¢|.67*

6 |l can make choices when 6.0 0.78 .79*
encounter a difficulty

7 | desire personal efficienc |5.€ 0.9%].78*

8 |1 go beyond the requireme | 4.€ 0.94)|.79*

9 |l relishchallenge 5.3 0.91].87*

10 | | exert the necessary efforts6 0.94 .77*

for mastering difficult skills
*P<.005

Table 3 Correlation of Various Items of Behavioral
Engagement with Its Total Score

No. | Behavioral Engagement Mean | S.D. | correlation

ltems
1 | I attend class regularly. 6.9 0.055*
2 || participate in classroonb.9 0.82 .71*
tasks

3 | | participate in school-relate®.1 0.91 .86*
extracurricular activitie

4 || focus my attention while in6.9 0.78 .77*
class

5 | do my homework 5.¢ 0.7¢|.87*
6 |l prepare for clas 6.C 0.7¢|.89*
7 |l adhere to classroom rule |6.S 0.8%].79*
8 |l am late for classe 6.8 0.9z |.79*
9 |l volunteer for class activitie | 6.2 0.9t | .87*
1C | | drop out from classe 6.€ 0.94].87*
*P<.005
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Table 4: Correlation of Various Items of Emotional Engagsin
with Its Total Score

No. | Emotional Engagement Mean | S.D.| correlation
ltems

1 || react positively towards$.9 0.95 .75*
class activities

2 |1 show interest in clas®.9 0.82 .71*
activities

3 | I feel belonginc 6.1 0.91].86*

4 || have positive reactions 6.9 0.78 .77*

teachers’ instructiot
5 || have positive reactions (6.9 0.78 .87*

classmate
6 || have positive reactions (6.0 0.78 .89*
class
7 |1 value schoo 6.¢ 0.8%].79*
8 | | feel boredom while being a6.8 0.92 .79*
class
9 |l am proud of my succe: 6.3 0.9t | .87*
1C | | feel anxious at clas 6.€ 0.94].87*
*P<.005

It is observed from the previous tables thatre is a
significant and positive correlation between ak tindividual
items of engagement and its total score
Materials

The material used for reading was EFL Methodologyital
book and was offered over the first semester oDZZ20. This
course was intended for students to achieve comgietin the
subject of EFL teaching methods.
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The Intervention

The intervention was implemented in Faculty of Eatiom,
Suez University, during the first term of 2019-20&fademic
year.

Before initiating the experiment all the gp@pants in the
control and the experimental groups had taken #sling
comprehension pre test and the engagement scale.

Socrative-SRS based Assessment

Socrative SRS-based assessment consistediffefent
sessions where Socrative SRS-tool could be implesdeto
enhance EFL students’ reading comprehension anahimhea
engagement in a course on EFL methodology. Thdassc
Socrative SRS-based assessment was divided Ime®e t
subsequent steps:

A. Providing Students with the reading Input

The book provided the reading content far plarticipants,
consisting of from 4 to six paragraphs per topiopwt 30
multiple choice questions as well as 10 short angwestions
for each reading topic. The reading content used made
available to students in print form in additionkteing digitally
displayed in the classroom alongside the quespoasented by
Socrative platform. The textbook and the digitapdiay of the
EFL reading material were used to present and clheokent
being read by participants. Before the participaotsld initiate
Socrative-based activities, they received a reddersamount of
suitable reading. Consequently, the main aim ohsastep is
providing participants with the reading input. Thesearcher
asked participants to read the allocated parteféhson and try
to use the suitable reading strategies to bet@enstand as much
as possible to be ready for the second step.
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B. Processing the reading input using Socrative SRS based
assessment

The main aim of this step was to asses9drticipants’
comprehension of the material read using Socrative.
Participants’ reading comprehension was assesssaligin
student responses to the multiple-choice type tuests well
as short answer gquestions coming from the clagbdek. All
the participants’ responses were recorded utilisimgrative in a
digitally interactive manner. After receiving theading input,
the researcher provided the participants with tloelec of
Socrative-based quiz to answer it. Some quizzes merformed
individually, and other quizzes were performed iroups
according to the nature of the quiz. This step éetlparticipants
to monitor their reading comprehension and consatue
interiorize the new information. The researcher sal
participants’ answers immediately after they answernd their
answers were projected on the data show.
C. Feedback and Reinforcement

This last step aimed at identifying regdoomprehension
problems and then addressing them with the paatintgto help
them read better and use reading strategies apgiepr to
comprehend the material. At this step, Socrativipdtk the
researcher as well as the participants to monitoeirt
comprehension of the material read and thus impgo¥heir
reading comprehension. Participants knew their rerrand
mistakes in comprehending the reading material laadhed
from them. They also became more engaged with ¢hdimg
material.

After finishing they started another reading angdeeded the
previous steps till they finished the whole session
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Post Testing

After finishing all the sessions, all thertpapants in the
control group and the experimental one took thdingp
comprehension post test as well as the engageroalet 9he
difference between the participants’ pre and pestst mean
scores on the reading comprehension and learmgagement
was calculated.

Results of the Study
Results for Reading Comprehension

The independent samples t-test was usedstothe first
hypothesis of the study stating that “There would &
statistically significant difference between theamecores of the
control group and the experimental one on thefgssof reading
comprehension.”

Table 5. Comparing the performance of the control and
experimental group on the post test of EFL Reading
comprehension

Group N Mean St.deviation DF t- Sig.

Control 40 value

Experimental 40 0.949 1.829 39 21.599.000
7.182 1.667 39

As shown in Table 5, there is a statisticallgnificant
difference in the mean scores of the control angeamental
group on the post test of reading comprehensidavar of the
experimental group (t=21.595<p.05). Also, the effect size of
that difference, using Cohen’s formula (1988) & #ifect size
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for independent samples, was large in favour oetpeerimental
group (d=2.53, d>0.8) as shown in the followingeab

Table 6. The Level of Effect Size of the Socrative SRbased
assessment on the Reading Comprehension of the
Experimental Group

N
Group Mean Gain Scor¢ SD 0paea d  Level

Control 40 5.8102 3.2216
Experimental 40 16.800 5.484

1.84 2.53 large

Therefore, it was concluded that Socrative SRSébase
assessment significantly improved the reading cehlmgsion of
the experimental group. In light of this statisticssult, the first
hypothesis was accepted.

The second hypothesis of the study wastkieme would be
a statistically significant difference in the meseores of the
experimental group exposed to Socrative SRS-basssbament
on the pre and post test of reading comprehensiBaired
samples T-test was used to test this hypothesis.

Table 7. Comparing the performance of the Experimental
Group on the Pre and Post Test of EFL Reading
Comprehension

Test Mean St.Deviation DF t-value Sig
Pre 9.682 1.762 39 27.525 0.000
Post 19.860 3.120

As depicted in the previous table, Paired damp-test
revealed a statistically significant differencetl® mean scores
of the experimental group between the pre andtpesbf reading
comprehension in favour of the post test (t=27.528).05).
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Through using Eita Square, the practical effectseduby
Socrative SRS-based assessment was calculatexk found that
Socrative SRS-based assessment yielded a largsuastantial
effect size (d=7.7, d>0.8) as shown in the follogviable:

Table 8. The Level of Effect Size of the Socrative SRbased
assessment on the reading comprehension of the
Experimental Group

Independent Dependent t- df 2 Effect
variable variable value g size level
Socrative SRS- Reading

based assessment  Comprehension 27525 39 2:957 7.7 large

This result suggested that the participahtise experimental
group achieved significant improvement in their dieg
comprehension skills during the period of the study
Consequently, it was concluded that Socrative S&db
assessment was effective in developing the reading
comprehension of EFL students at Faculty of Edooatbuez
University. Therefore, the second hypothesis was@ted.

Results for Learning Engagement

To investigate the third hypothesis of thadgtstating that "
There would be a statistically significant diffecenbetween the
mean scores of the control group and the experahent on the
post administration of learning engagement scalée t
independent samples t-test was used as shown ifoltbeing
table:
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Table & Comparing the performance of the Control and Expental
Group on the Post Administration of Engagement Scale

Group N Mean St.deviation DF T-value Sig.
Control 40 394 232 39 25.220 0.000
Experimental 40 7.18 4.66 39

As shown in Table 9, there is a statishcaignificant
difference in the mean scores of the control angeamental
group on the post administration of the engagensmate
(t=25.220, 0.05) in favour of the experimental group. Als@ th
effect size of that difference, using Cohen’s folan(1988) of
the effect size for independent samples, was liartgvor of the
experimental group (d=3.13, d>0.8) as depictealntet 10.

Table 10. The Level of Effect Size of the SocraBRS-based Assessment on the
Learning Engagement of the Experimental Group

Group N Mean Gain Score SD O d  Level

Control 40 5.810: 3.221¢
Experimental 40 16.80( 5.48¢

3.80 3.13 large

Therefore, it was concluded that Socrative SRS+base
assessment significantly promoted the learning gamgant of
the experimental group. In light of this statistiezsult, the third
hypothesis was accepted.

Table 11. Comparing the performance of the experaigroup
on the pre and post administrations of engagenuate s

Learning N Mean St.deviation DF T- Sig.
Engagement 4q value

pre 40 3.94 2.32 39 21.5090.000
post 7.18 4.66 39
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In table 11, the paired samples t-test yield statistically
significant difference in the experimental groupamescores on
the pre and post administration of engagement ¢tal@1.509,
p<0.05), in favor of the post administration. THere, it was
concluded that Socrative SRS-based assessmend rtige
experimental group students’ learning engagement.

From the previously shown tables, it wasabated that
Socrative SRS-based assessment was significamihianeing
EFL students’ reading comprehension and learnigggament.

Discussion

The quizzing nature of Socrative SRS-bassgssment is
one of the main explanations of the previously noeetd results.
Socrative SRS-based quizzes was used as a meansntote
participants’ engagement and to assess activeihgarasults in
an EFL reading classroom while undertaking textbbaged
formative assessment activities. A digitally intg#nze learning
environment was established using Socrative quitzesllect
participants’ responses through an active learmieghod. The
motivating factor of participating in the quizzasceuraged the
participants to strive hard to read and re-reachtloeated texts
and try to comprehend it very well. Socrative-basgizzes
fostered the participants’ comprehension by foauseaders’
attention on the allocated texts and fosteringrticegnitive
engagement with meaning and metacognitive mongarfrtheir
understanding. Socrative enables teachers to cjeaees and
other educational exercises that guide the paamntgtafocus on
a particular reading text as well as to improvedh@prehension
of such reading text. Moreover, participants hadhtbthe live
on-line quizzes based on the reading texts enjeyatid
entertaining, particularly because they were ablecampete
against themselves and their peers via the ‘Space’Rption
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on Socrative. This explanation is consistent wifimding in the
study of Chan, Wan and Ko (2019).

Another explanation is related to the emgg@nd funny
feature of Socrative that turned the reading proa&® a funny
and an engaging process. Reading was no longeatixabus
and apprehending activity. Participants practicedding in
order to join the user-friendly, available, and g#d learning
environment provided by Socrative. For example, esom
activities ask participants to read an allocatedimom text then
join a race about answering a Socrative quiz askingut the
reading strategies that helped them understandettiebetter.
Participants were eager to compete not only wigmtbelves, but
also their peers, which boosted their reading cefmgmsion as
well as learning engagement. Moreover, the gantiindeature
of Socrative tool make participants more ambitioasd
motivated to read and engage in the learning tasilsactivities
(Bicen And Kocakoyun, 2018). The game-like enviremmn
provided by Socrative SRS-based assessment craatease of
novelty and helped to engage the participants wéteghnology
savvy as it catered to their needs and interesiis. éxplanation
concurs with the study of Faya Cerqueiro and Méavtacho
(2019) where the use of Socrative had an impacstodents’
motivation to complete the learning tasks and abfiparticipate
in the classroom activities.

Turning the reading class into a collabortikearning
environment by using Socrative SRS-based assesament
additional explanation. The teacher interaction agpeer-
interaction techniques provided the participantthwhe chance
to discuss their responses as well as peer resptmsgiestions
with the teacher and the classmates before prayidirationale
for the correct response. This leads to increasacher-student
and student—student engagement and discussion.e thes
techniques had made the reading class more interaatd, in
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turn, improved participants engagement. Peer-fatwsading
had also promoted reading achievement. The teasusdeam
competition feature of Socrative promoted readingd a
engagement as teammates helped each other rectdkts upon
which the Socrative SRS-quizzes were based (laremgal?).
The meaningful, immediate, individualizddedback

provided by Socrative on the reading exercises vatad

participants to continue and persisted with théadikt tasks for

more comprehension and engagement of the readitgriaia
Real-time responses ensured an interactive atmospleéveen
participants and with the teacher. Socrative gheeptrticipants
the opportunity to revisit their mistakes, and timusnitor their

comprehension. Consequently, the participants edefrom

the advantages of immediate formative feedback hwwvas one
of the main assets of this tool. This explanat®miagreement
with the study of Vurdien (2020) where Socrativeswparceived
as a valuable platform as it guarantees immediatendtive

feedback, which helps both the teacher to monitadents’

learning engagement and the students to assess dwei

knowledge.

Using Socrative-SRS based assessment encoumgn
those hesitant participants to respond and paatieipithout the
fear of embarrassment or intimidation in case thegwers were
not right with the feature of setting up studentssponses as
anonymous. So, the non-prohibiting atmosphere pealiby
Socrative SRS-based assessment was also an expianiathe
results of the study.
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Conclusion and Educational Implications

Within the delimitations of the study aslvas the results
reached, the researcher concluded that Socrative-iaRed
assessment was effective in developing the reading
comprehension of EFL students and enhanced thainife
engagement. Consequently, the results of this shgidya new
dimension to the growing body of research regar&R&-based
assessment. It adds to the literature on how tty&iRS-based
assessment using Socrative in university contestsa anew
platform for language teaching and assessmentoltiges an
empirical evidence on the implementation of SoveatbRS-
based assessment for educators to reference ssuaae. It can
be helpful for educational developers and policykena to
reorient existing assessment tools to develop mngadi
comprehension and to enhance learning engagenteatsd
encourages EFL teachers to apply Socrative as agpgdaal
SRS assessment tool to increase learning engageméiiilL
classrooms. It provides tech-savvy learners withnaovative
tool to enhance their reading comprehension anerast in
reading, and raise their learning engagement. llgin@bcrative
can be seen as a reliable educational tool to eeh&mglish
language learning (Vurdien, 2020).

Suggestions for Further Research

Further research about the impact of other SRS twth as kahoot,
quizzlet,--- etc on the speaking performance of Bk&idents becomes
apparent.

1. The impact of gamified SRS tools in fulfilling thvsion of English
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language learning in 2030 agenda should be oveestud

2. The impact of Socrative integrated flipped classramn the listening
comprehension of secondary EFL students shoulddearched.

3. A study on the effect of Kahoot on the speakindipiency of EFL
university students should be investigated.

REFERENCES

Abdel Fattah, S.; Abd El Haq, E.; Ali, A. (2020). Using Kahoot
platform for developing EFL pronounciation skills
among faculty of education students. Journal of
Faculty of Education, Benha University, 121 (4), pp
1-24.

Abramovich, S., Schunn, C., & Higashi, R., (201®e badges
useful in education?: It depends upon the typeadfle
and expertise of learneEducational Technology
Research  and Development 61(2). DOI:
10.1007/s11423-013-9289-2.

Ahlfeldta, S., Mehtab, S., and Sellnow, T. (2008¢asurement
and analysis of student engagement in university
classes where varying levels of PBL methods of
instruction are in useHigher Education Research &
Development, 24). pp. 5-20 DOI:
10.1080/0729436052000318541.

Aljaloud, A., Gromik, M, Billingsley, W., Kwan, P(2015.
Research trends in student response systems: a
literature reviewInt. J. Learning Technology, 1@),
pp. 313-325.

Al Sunni, A., & Latif, R. (2020). Determining treffectiveness
of a cell-phone based student response systemmalour
of Taibah University Medical Sciences, 15 (1), ®.5
65.




Journal of Faculty of Education No (123) july, Part (3), 2020

Alzaid, F. & Alkarzae, N. (2019). The Effects ofdea, Web,
and Game Based Formative Assessment on Motivation
and Learning: A Literature Review. Corpus ID:
198594998.
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/The-Effects-
of Paper%2C-Web%2C-and-Game-Based-Formative-
Alzaid-
Alkarzae/5ce7386f8af0f1d04f62e05a61dc3fef39358b
4c

Amin, O.; Quora, A.; Al Sheikh, (2017). Using student Response
system to enhance listening and speaking skills for
EFL Saudi Secondary school students. Journal of
Research Curriculum, Instruction and Educational
Technology, 3 (3), pp.69-103.

Barata, G., Gama, S., Jorge, J., & Goncalves, A2013).
Improving participation and learning with
gamification. Publication._Proceedings of the First
| nternational _Conference on__Gameful Design,
Research, and Applications, ppl0-17.
https://doi.org/10.1145/2583008.2583010

Bicen, H. & Kocakoyun, S. (2018Perceptions of Students for
Gamification Approach: Kahoot as a Case StudiyT,
13 (2), pp.72-93.

Black, P. (2009). Formative assessment issues sctios
curriculum: The theory and the practicEESOL
Quarterly, 433), 519-524.

Blasco-Arcas, L., Buil, I., Hernandez-Ortega, Bd &ese, F.J.
(2013) ‘Using clickers in class: the role of intetraity,
active collaborative learning and engagement in



Journal of Faculty of Education No (123) july, Part (3), 2020

learning performanceComputers and Educatiof2,
pp.102-110.

Bowen, G. (2005).Preparing a Qualitative Research-Based
Dissertation: Lessons LearnedThe Qualitative
Report  10(2), 208-222. Retrieved  from
https://nsuworks.nova.edu/tqr/vol10/iss2/2

Boyle, J. T., & Nicol, D. J. (2003). Using classnoo
communication systems to support interaction and
discussion in large class setting&.T-J, 113), 43-57.

Burgess, J. (2012). The impact of teaching thinkskdls as
habits of mind to young children with challenging
behaviors Emotional and Behavioral Difficulties, 17
(1), pp.47-63. DOI: 10.1080/1362752.2012.652426.

Caldwell, J.E. (2007). Clickers in the large classn: current
research and best-practice tipd.ife Sciences
Education 6 (1), pp.9-20.

Carter, C.P., Reschly, A.L., Lovelace, M.D., Applet J.J.,
Thompson, D. (2012). Measuring student engagement
among elementary students: pilot of the student
engagement instrument—elementary versigohool
Psychol Quart., 2(2), 61-73. doi:10.1037/a0029229.

Chan, S., Wan, C. & Ko, S. (2019). Interactivitystiae
collaborative learning, and learning performandee T
moderating role of perceived fun by using personal
response systemsThe International Journal of
Management Education, (1), pp.94-102.

Charles, D., Charles, T., McNelill, M., Bustard, R.Black, M.

(2011). Gamébased feedback for educational multi
user virtual environments.British Journal of



Journal of Faculty of Education No (123) july, Part (3), 2020

Educational Technology, {2), 638-654.
doi:10.1111/;.1467-8535.2010.01068.x

Christenson, S. L., & Reschly, A. L. (2010). Chéckonnect:
Enhancing school 611 completion through student
engagement. In B. Doll, W. Pfohl, & J. Yoon (Eds.),
Handbook of youth prevention science (pp. 327 5.334
New York, NY, USA: 613 Routledge.

Dakka, S. (2015). Using Socrative to enhance asscktudents
engagement and collaboratiohnternational Journal
on Integrating Technology in Education (IJITE)X3),
13-19.

de-Marcos, L., Dominguez, A., Saenz-de-Navarrej& Pages,
C. (2014). An empirical study comparing gamificatio
and social networking on e-learninGomputers &
Education, 7582-91.

Deterding, S., Dixon, D., Khaled, R., Nacke, L. (2011). From
Game Design Elements to Gamefulness: Defining
Gamification. Proceedings of the 15th International
Academic MindTrek Conference: Envisioning
Future Media Environments. DOI:
10.1145/2181037.2181040

Dominguez, A., Saenz-de-Navarrete, J., de-Marcos, L
Fernandez-Sanz, L., Pages, C., Martinez-Herraiz, J.
(2013). Gamifying learning experiences. Practical

implications and outcome€omputers & Education,
63, 380 - 392.

Donovan, K. C. (2017)he Effect of the Video Game Quizlet on
the Acquisiton of Science Vocabulary for Childretinw
Learning DisabilitiesRowan University.



Journal of Faculty of Education No (123) july, Part (3), 2020

Draper, S. W. (2009). Catalytic assessment: Unaledstg how
MCQs and EVS can foster deep learnifgyitish
Journal of Educational Technology, (&), 285—-293.

Duffy, T.M., & Jonassen, D.H. (1991). ConstructiisNew
Implications for instructional technolog¥#iucational
Technology, 3(b), 7-11.

El Shaban, A. (2017). The use of Socrative in ElBlssrooms:
Towards active learning.Teaching English with
Technology,1@), 64-77.

Evolving Ed (2018, January). Formative Assessments and Their
Role in the Data-Driven Classroom.

Faya Cerqueiro, F. & Martin-Macho Harrison A. (2019
Socrative in Higher Education: Games vs Other Uses.
Multimodal Technologies and Interactior{43), 1-19.

Finn, J. D. (1989). Withdrawing From SchodReview of
Educational Research  59(2), 117-142.
https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543059002117

Finn, J., & Voelkl, K. (1993). School CharactewstiRelated to
Student Engagemerithe Journal of Negro Education,
62(3), 249-268. d0i:10.2307/2295464

Flores, J. F. F. (2015). Using gamification to &mte second
language learnindigital Education Review(27), 32-
54.

Fredricks, J. A., Blumenfeld, P. C., & Paris, A. 2004).
School engagement: Potential of the concept, stfate
the evidence. Review of Educational Research, 74(1)
59-109. doi: 10.3102/00346543074001059.

Fredricks, J.; Meli, J.; Montrosse, B.; Mordicaadd Mooney,
k. (2011). Measuring student engagement in upper
elementary through high school: a description of 21



Journal of Faculty of Education No (123) july, Part (3), 2020

instruments. National Center for Education Evatrati
and Regional Assisstance.

Freeman, C., Tashner, J. (201%echnologies for Formative
Assessment. Can Web-based Applications Transform
the Allied Health Science Classroom and Improve
Summative  Assessment  Outcomes$Ebook].
Appalachian State University.
https.//www.candicelfreeman.com/uploads/3/7/9/2/37
925553/technologiesforformativeassessment.pdf

Ghasemi, B. & Hashemi, M. (2011). ICT: New waveEimglish
language learning/teachingProcedia Social and
Behavioral Sciences, 183098-3102.

Goehle, G. (2013). Gamification and web-based haoonew
PRIMUS: Problems, Resources, and Issues in

Mathematics Undergraduate Studies(323 234-246.
doi:10.1080/10511970.2012.736451

Guarascio, A., Nemecet, B., Zimmerman, D. (201 ¥al&ation
of Students’ perceptions of the Socrative applocati
versus a traditional student response system and it
impact on classroom engagement. Current in
Pharmacy Teaching and Lecturing, 9 (b).
Do0i:10.1016lj.cptl.2017.05.011

Handelsman, M., Briggs, W., Sullivan, N., & Towlér, (2005).

A measure of college student engagement. The Journa
of Educational Research, 98(3), 184-191. doi:
10.3200/JOER.98.3.184-192,

Han, J. & Finkelstein, A. (2013). Understanding #ftects of
professors’ pedagogical development with clicker
assessment and feedback technologies and the impact
on students’ engagement and learning in higher
educationComputers and Educatio5, pp.64—76.



Journal of Faculty of Education No (123) july, Part (3), 2020

Hanus, M. & Fox, J. (2015). Assessing the effects o
gamification in the classroom: A longitudinal stualy
Intrinsic motivation, social comparison, satisfaati
effort, and academic performanc€omputers &
Education, 8(0), 152 - 161.

Harrison , M. & Martin, A. (2019)Multimodal Technologies
Interact, 3(3), 49.https://doi.org/10.3390/mti3030049

Hu, S., & Kuh, G. D. (2002). Being (dis)engaged in
educationally purposeful activities: The influenads
student and institutional characteristi€&esearch in
Higher Education, 4®), 555-575.

Hung, H. T. (2017). The integration of a studespanse system
in flipped classrooms.Language Learning &
Technology, 211), 16-27

laremenko, N.V. (2017). Enhancing English langulegeners’
motivation through online gameslinformation
Technology and Training Tools,%3), 126-133.

Irvin, J., Dukes, M., & Meltzer, J. (2007).aking Action on
Adolescent Literacy: An Implementation Guide for
School Leaders Alexandria, Va.: Association for
Supervision and Curriculum Development.

Jurenec, s. (2018). Learning English through gamMgster

thesis. University of Zagreb, Faculty of Teacher
Education.
https://repozitorij.ufzg.unizg.hr/islandora/objedrg:
500

Kahu, E. R. (2013). Framing student engagementigynen
education Studies in Higher Educatioi$8, 758-773.
doi:10.1080/03075079.2011.598505 R30



Journal of Faculty of Education No (123) july, Part (3), 2020

Kaya, H. (2015). Blending technology with constrasm:
Implications for an ELT classrooniteaching English
with Technology, 18), 3-13.

Keene, E. O. (2018Engaging Children: Igniting a Drive for
Deeper Learning, K-8Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann.

Kim, K. (2019). Enhancing students’ active learningand self-
efficacy using mobile technology in medical English
classes. Korean J Med Educ, 31 (1), 51-
60doi: 10.3946/kime.2019.118

Kuh, G. D. (2009). The national survey of studemjagement:
Conceptual and empirical foundatiohlew Directions
for Institutional Research, 145;-20.

Lee, C., & Oh, E. (2014). Exploring the effects aflearner

response system on EFL readiMyultimedia Assisted
Language Learning, 12), 130-151

Lister, M. (2015). Gamification: The effect on stund
motivation and performance at the post-secondary
level. Issues and Trends in Educational Technology, 3
(2), pp. 1-22. DOI10.2458/azu_itet v3i2_Lister

Maesaroh, M., Abdurrachman, F. & Dwi Anggani, L.(B020).
The effectiveness of Socrative and Kahoot to teach
grammar to students with different interedEsglish
Education Journal, 1(3), pp. 366-373.

Mandernach, J. (2015). Assessment of Student Engagein
Higher Education: A Synthesis of Literature and
Assessment Toolsénternational Journal of Learning,
Teaching and Educational Research, 12 (2), pp..1-14

Margarida, R., Veloso, A., Papastergiou, M., & Kakd M.
(2010). Design of a Computer Game for an
Information Technology Class. Proceedings of




Journal of Faculty of Education No (123) july, Part (3), 2020

Videojogos (pp. 51-60). Lisboa: Universidade Téanic
de Lisboa.

Marks, H. M. (2000). Student engagement in instounet
activity: Patterns in the elementary, middle anghhi
school years. American Educational Research
Journal, 37,153-184.

Maroco, J., Maroco, A., Campos, J., and Fredridk¢2016).
University student’s engagement: development of the
University Student Engagement Inventory (USEI).
Psicologia: Reflexdo e CriticaDOI 10.1186/s41155-
016-0042-8

Mays, B.R., Yeh, HC. & Chen, NS. The Effects of tgpi
Audience Response Systems Incorporating Student-
Generated Questions on EFL Students’ Reading
ComprehensionAsia-Pacific Edu Res29, 553-566.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40299-020-00506-0

Menezes, C. C. N., & De Bortolli, R. (2016). Potahtof
Gamification as Assessment ToGleative Education,
7,561-566.http://dx.doi.org/10.4236/ce.2016.74058

Mishra, D.; Chew, E.; Ostrovska, S.; and Wong, J. (2020).
Personal Response Systems through the prism of
students’ experiences. Computer Applications in
Engineering Education, 28 (5), pp.1232-1246.

Nystrand, M., Gamoran, A. (1992). Instructionalctigrse and
student engagemei. Schunk, D. H., Meece, J., (eds).
Student perceptions in the classroom (pp. 149-79).
Hillsdale:Lawrence Erlbaum.

O’Donovan, S., Gain, J., & Marais, P. (2013). Aeatudy in
the gamification of a university-level games
development cours@roceedings of the South African
Institute for Computer Scientists and Information



Journal of Faculty of Education No (123) july, Part (3), 2020

Technologists Conference, (SAICSIT 1342 - 251.
doi: 10.1145/2513456.2513469
Perkins, D.N. (1991). What constructivism demandsth
learnerZEducational Technology, 89), pp.9-21.
Pitarch, R. (2018). An approach to digital gamedablearning:

Video-games principles and applications in foreign
language learninglournal of Language Teaching and
Research, 9 (6), pp. 1147-1159, DOIl:
http://dx.doi.org/10.17507/jitr.0906.04F

Prensky, M.(2001). Digital Natives, Digital Immigrants “Part
1". On_ the Horizon 9 (5), pp. 1-6.
https://doi.org/10.1108/10748120110424816

Rae M. G. , O'Malley D. (2017). Using an onlinaicnt
response system, Socrative, to facilitate actiaeni@g
of physiology by first year graduate entry to matkc
students: a feasibility studiled Ed Publish, @):4.
doi: 10.15694/mep.2017.000004.

Rivas, W. (2017). Gamification-based tasks: A wayimpact
speaking skill in an EFL classroom. A Master thesis
Caldas University, Fculty of Arts and Humanities.

Sani, A. & Hashim, C. (2016). Evaluating the stnidtlevel of
cognitive engagement to achieve English language
curriculum objectives at International Islamic Scho
Gombak.Advances in Research(Z3, pp.1-16 DOI:
10.9734/AIR/2016/29456.

Sheppard, S. L. (2011). School engagement: a ‘Dislasabre’?
J Philo Educ, 48l), pp.111-123.

Sprague, A. (2016). Improving the ESL graduate imgit
classroom using Socrative:(Re) considering exit
tickets. TESOL Journal, (&), 989-998.



Journal of Faculty of Education No (123) july, Part (3), 2020

Tirlea, L.; Muirl, S.; Huynh, M. and Elphinstone, B. (2018). The
Use of Socrative in promoting classroom engagement
A qualitative investigation. In M. A. Sorto, A. Whi
& L. Guyot (Eds.),Looking back, looking forward.
Proceedings of th&enth International Conference on
Teaching Statistics (ICOTS10, July, 2018), Kyoto,
Japan. Voorburg, The Netherlands: International
Statistical Institute. iase-web.org

Vlachopoulos, D. & Makri, A. (2017). The effect ofgames
and simulations on higher education: a systematic
literature review. International Journal of
Educational Technology in Higher Education,
pp.14-22. DOI:10.1186/s41239-017-0062-1

Vurdien, R. (2021). Using Socrative Student Resp@\stem
to LearnPhrasal Verbs. Journal of Foreign Language
Education and Technology, 6(1), pp.1-30.

Yu, Z.,& Yu, L. (2016). Correlations between leasianitial
EFL proficiency and variables of clicker-aided figd
EFL class.Education and Information Technologies,
22(4),1587-1603.

Wichadee, S., & Pattanapichet, F. (2018). Enhannenoé
performance and motivation through application of
digital games in an English language classaching
English with Technology,8(1), 77-92.

Zhoc, K., Webster, B., King, R., Li, J., Chung,(Z019). Higher
Education Student Engagement Scale (HESES):
Development and psychometric evidenBes High
Edu, 6Q pp. 219-244. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11162-
018-9510-6



