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Personal Learning Environment (PLE) is a relatively new learner-centered
pedagogical approach using technology for learning. However, empirical research on
PLEs remains in its infancy, especially in EFL contexts. This study, therefore, has four
purposes. The first purpose was to investigate the effects of a PLE proposed by the
researcher on Vietnamese EFL undergraduate students’ speaking skills. The second
purpose was to explore the impacts of the PLE on students’ self-regulated learning
(SRL). The third one was to examine the effects of the PLE on students’ interaction.
Finally, this research aimed to probe into students’ perceptions of using the PLE to
enhance speaking skills, self-regulated learning, and interaction.

This study adopted a mixed-method approach with a quasi-experimental
design. The participants were forty first-year non-English major students at a university
in Vietnam. Within eight weeks, they were supposed to learn speaking skills with the
PLE lessons. The quantitative data were collected from pre-and post-speaking tests,
pre-and post-SRL questionnaires, interaction frequency counts, and perception
questionnaire. Meanwhile, the qualitative data were gathered from semi-structured
interviews and reflective journals. In order to analyze the quantitative data, both
descriptive statistics (mean, standard deviation) and inferential statistics (paired
samples t-test, one-way ANOVA, repeated measures ANOVA) were conducted using
SPSS 27. In the meantime, thematic analysis was employed to analyze qualitative data.

The results show that the PLE significantly enhanced students’ speaking skills,
and the effects varied across different groups of speaking performance levels.
Specifically, the medium-level group was the most enhanced, followed by the low-
level and high-level groups. In terms of students’ SRL, the results reveal a considerable
improvement in all aspects (i.e. goal setting, environment structuring, task strategies
and time management, help-seeking, and self-evaluation). Particularly, the largest
progress was observed in task strategies and time management, whereas self-
evaluation witnessed the least impressive improvement. Regarding students’

interaction, the findings demonstrate that the PLE could considerably increase



Y

students’ interaction frequency. Moreover, among the three types of interaction,
student-content was seen as the most common. Last but not least, the results from
semi-structured interviews and reflective journals indicate that the majority of students
had positive perceptions towards the PLE. Apart from speaking skills, SRL, and
interaction, students perceived an improvement in digital literacy after learning with
the PLE lessons.

Overall, the findings of this study sugeest the potential of the PLE-based
approach in promoting language learning, SRL, and interaction among EFL learners. In
addition, this research contributes to the existing literature on technology-enhanced
language learning by providing empirical evidence of the benefits and challenges of
PLE interventions. Furthermore, based on the findings, some implications related to

pedagogy, policy, and future research were proposed.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

The present study aimed to investigcate the effects of a Personal Learning
Environment (henceforth PLE) on Vietnamese EFL undergraduate students’ speaking
skills, self-regulated learning, and interaction. This chapter provides a brief introduction
to the study. It starts with the background of the study followed by the statement of
the problems, and the rationale of the study. Then research purposes, research
questions, and significance of the study are introduced. After that, the definitions of
key terms of the study will be explained. Finally, there will be a summary to conclude

this chapter.

1.1 Background of the Study

Nowadays, English is considered an indispensable and commonly used medium
for international commmunication. It has become a global language and the lingua franca
in a wide range of fields such as business, science, education, art, politics, and
technology, to name a few (Crystal, 2003; Hodges & Seawright, 2023). Lingua franca is
considered to be a language that is utilized by numerous worldwide people for
communication (Rao, 2019). According to Rohmah (2005), a language becomes a global
language only when various people recognize its role in communication and desire to
master it.

In the Vietnamese context, the importance of English has been increasing since
Vietnam became a member of the World Trade Organization (WTO) in 2006. In light of
globalization, the government is aware of an urgent need to equip citizens with high
proficiency in English to serve the community. To enhance the foreign language ability
of students, on 30 September 2008, the Ministry of Education and Training (MOET)
issued Decision No. 1400/Qb-TTg with the National Foreign Languages Project for the
period of 2008-2020. This project aimed to make a comprehensive change in teaching
and learning foreign languages in Vietnamese universities. Specifically, the primary goal
of this project was “by the year 2020, most Vietnamese youths who graduate from
vocational schools, colleges, and universities gain the capacity to use a foreign
language independently. This will enable them to be more confident in
communication, and further their chance to study and work in an integrated and

multi-cultural environment with a variety of languages. This ¢oal also makes language
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advantage for Vietnamese people, serving the cause of industrialization and
modernization for the country” (MOET, 2008, p.1). Based on the Common European
Framework of Reference (CEFR), curriculums, practices in teaching and learning as well
as assessment were modified with the belief that this would improve students’ foreign
language proficiency. However, on November 16, 2016, Mr. Phung Xuan Nha - the
Minister of Education and Training admitted that this project had failed, and it has been
adjusted by extension for the next period 2017-2025 (Nguyen, 2017).

As to English in tertiary education in Vietnam, English has been included in the
programs of colleges and universities as a discipline and a compulsory course in the
curricula. Non-English major students are required to study English for a few hours
every single week, which accounts for 10-12% of their total credit hours (Hoang, 2013).
According to the National Foreign Languages Project 2020, non-English major students
must achieve a minimum level of 3/6 (according to the 6-level Foreign Language
Competency Framework for Vietnam issued by the Ministry of Education and Training
in the Circular 01/2014), equivalent to level B1 - intermediate level (according to the
CEFR). On this basis, many universities are applying English output standards in different
ways, but the goal is still B1 level or higher (Nguyen, 2024). Despite  the  great
efforts of MOET in developing the quality of English language education in Vietnam,
Vietnamese undergraduate and graduate students’ English proficiency is still low and
cannot meet the requirements of the job market (Vu & Pham, 2023; Doan, 2021; Tien
et al,, 2020; Hien & Loan, 2018; Le Hung, 2013). Students’ weaknesses are shown in
their poor vocabulary and grammar, inaccurate pronunciation, and deficient listening
and speaking skills (Vu & Pham, 2023; Le Hung, 2013). According to the EF English
Proficiency Index (2021), Vietnam is ranked in the group of countries that have low
English proficiency. 98% of Vietnamese students cannot communicate in English at a
basic level even though they have been studying English for an average of 7 years
(Tran, 2013; Huong, 2022). They seem to shy away when encountering foreign people
because they think their English is not good enough to communicate (Sundkvist &
Nguyen, 2020). A survey conducted by Nguyen et al. (2021) with 2.500 students from
eight famous universities in Vietnam showed that most Vietnamese students got below
5.0 when taking the IELTS test. This means that undergraduate students’ abilities to
use English are deficient and poor (Nguyen et al,, 2021). There have been studies
analyzing the underlying reasons for the failure of this project. Tran (2013) revealed
that university students were not satisfied with English programs due to large class
sizes, mixed levels, boring teaching materials, form-focus instruction, and limited time

for study. They complained that they only learned English in the first two years of
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university with only several hours a week and after that, they did not know how to
keep learning by themselves. They also emphasized the fact that they had to study
tedious textbooks with irrelevant content. In addition to these problems, Nguyen,
Fehring, and Warren (2015) mentioned the lack of students’ motivation as well as
teachers and students’ independence in teaching and learning. They had to comply
with the fixed syllabus to complete the programs and exams. Moreover, Nguyen (2017)
emphasized the shortage of qualified teachers with innovative pedagosgical
approaches. These factors lead to the low English proficiency of Vietnamese students
despite the huge investment in this project.

Speaking is regarded as one of the most crucial skills for communicative purposes
in both first and second languages (Nunan, 1991; Rao, 2019; Ganiyevna & Muhsin, 2019;
Iman, 2017). According to Nunan (1991), the success of a foreign language learner is
determined by one’s capacity to have a conversation in that particular language.
Richards and Renandya (2002) also note that acquiring competency in speaking is the
primary objective of a huge majority of language learners thanks to many practical
tasks of speaking such as describing things and people; complaining; and making polite
requests, etc. Similarly, according to Akhter et al. (2020), the purpose of learning to
speak is to communicate successfully in various contexts. As a result, speaking seems
to be the most pivotal skill that should be prioritized in the process of teaching and
learning English. However, Vietnamese non-English major students’ English speaking
skills are relatively weak (Do, 2021; Tran & Tran, 2020; Hoa et al, 2022; Van & Lan,
2022). Despite having studied English for an extended period, many learners still
struggle to speak English proficiently. They have plenty of problems and difficulties
related to linguistic and psychological aspects in learning to speak English (Trinh &
Pham, 2021; Cao et al., 2021; Tram, 2020; Su et al., 2021; Duong, 2014; Do, 2021; Thao
& Trung, 2022). When it comes to linguistic facet, the common issues that most
students encounter are (1) thinking in their mother tongue before presenting a topic,
(2) lack of vocabulary, (3) poor pronunciation, (4) lack of thematic knowledge, (5) lack
of grammar knowledge, and (6) having troubles putting their thoughts into complete
sentences. Regarding the psychological facet, studies show that students struggle with
speaking English because they are frequently: (1) afraid of making mistakes in class; (2)
shy and unconfident to speak in front of a crowd; (3) anxious to communicate in
English, especially with foreign teachers; (4) demotivated by other students’ superior
performance in class; and (5) unable to find opportunities to practice speaking outside
of the classroom. Do (2021) lists several factors leading to poor speaking performance

of Vietnamese students such as lack of exposure to the language, low participation in
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large class sizes, lack of motivation, feedback during speaking tasks, and tedious topics.
Ly (2021) also identifies external factors impacting Vietnamese students’ speaking
performance, which consists of insufficiency of practice time in the classroom, the
topics’ content, IELTS-focused speaking tests, and lack of support from lecturers. Tram
(2020) mentions the following instructional factors that affect students’ interests and
progress in speaking: lecturers (1) do not provide interesting topics for discussion, (2)
use traditional teaching methods and do not organize interesting class activities, (3)
place less emphasis on idiomatic expressions or collocations to present ideas, (4) do
not instruct students when they are unable to find the appropriate words, structures
during their speaking, and (5) provide harsh error correction.

To improve English proficiency in general and speaking skills in particular, learners
are supposed to know how to self-regulate their learning. The idea of self-regulated
learning (SRL) has grown in favor in educational circles as the notions of lifelong
learning and individualized learning have grown in popularity (Lewis & Vialleton, 2011).
SRL is a proactive, constructive process by which learners set goals for their learning,
and monitor, regulate, and control their motivations and behavior based on their goals
and contextual features in the environment (Pintrich, 2000; Schunk & Usher, 2011). At
school, learners cannot be provided with all the knowledge that they can use for a
lifetime. Therefore, they need to be equipped with the necessary skills for lifelong self-
learning (Nafukho & Muyia, 2021). This process requires scaffolding and explicit
instruction when the self-regulated activities of an individual take place. Zimmerman
(2002) suggests that self-regulated learners are more likely to be successful in their
studies, as well as more optimistic about their future, emphasizing the importance of
SRL for lifelong learning. In the East Asian context, there is still debate about the
appropriateness of SRL. According to Gholami (2016), since the origin of SRL is from
Western cultures, this kind of self-access and autonomy tends to be more suitable in
Western countries’” education. Asian language learners are stereotyped as those who
are passive and highly dependent on their teachers (Young, 1987; Gu, 2002, cited in
Gan, 2004). Benson, Chik, and Lim (2003) state that the learning styles and preferences
of Asian students are much derived from the values of “collectivism, conformity, and
respect for authority”. Littlewood (1999) adds that Asian learners have high levels of
reactive autonomy in which they have difficulties in taking charge of their learning,
setting learning objectives, choosing methods, and evaluating results. In the
Vietnamese context, EFL students are labeled as “passive, obedient, and
reproductive” and get used to “rote learning” (Tran, 2013, p75; Dang, 2010, p3). This

could be explained by the fact that Confucian values have affected the conventional
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belief of relational hierarchy (Nguyen et al.,, 2014). According to Canh (2000), the
Vietnamese formal classroom is seen as a cultural island in which the power distance
between teachers and students is very distinctive. In addition, it is the teaching and
learning style that makes it difficult to change students’ passiveness. Language
classrooms in Vietnam have still been teacher-centered, paying much attention to
grammar (Thi & Thuy, 2021). In addition, even though SRL is crucial to the improvement
of language learning, Vietnamese students are not fully aware of such importance of
SRL in English language learning. Tran and Nguyen (2020) surveyed to explore
Vietnamese EFL students’ perceptions towards SRL. They found that students lacked
knowledge of how to use SRL strategies even though they had a positive attitude
towards SRL.

Apart from SRL, social interaction which pertains to the communication of two or
more people is regarded as a cornerstone of language acquisition (Opdenakker & Van
Damme, 2006; Nugroho, 2020). According to Vygotsky’s (1978) social constructivism
theory, social interaction is a critical component of cognitive development, and
language learning is no exception. Interaction, in an educational context, involves the
communicative process between teachers and students, and among the students
themselves (Ananga, 2020). In EFL education, interaction is essential since it forms the
basis of communicative language teaching, which emphasizes the functional use of
language in authentic contexts (Nunan, 1989). Through interaction, learners have the
opportunity to use English meaningfully, supporting their language skills development
and building their confidence to use English outside of the classroom. Despite its
recognized importance, achieving fruitful interaction in EFL classrooms, particularly in
Vietnam, can be challenging. Vietnamese students do not have many chances to
interact with their peers in the English classroom (Nguyen, 2017; Dao & McDonough,
2018). Several issues can impede meaningful interaction. For instance, the large class
sizes common in many Vietnamese institutions can limit individual speaking
opportunities (Lan, 2023). Traditional didactic teaching methods and restricted class
time can also constrain interactions (Oanh, 2021). In addition, learners’ reticence,
stemming from fear of making mistakes or negative peer judgment, often inhibits active
participation (Dat, 2007). Another significant challenge is the lack of exposure to
authentic English speaking environments, which restricts opportunities for Vietnamese
learners to practice their speaking skills (Duong & Pham, 2022). It is the paucity of
practice opportunities outside the classroom that leads to insufficient fluency

development, a common issue among Vietnamese EFL learners.
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In addition to social interaction, it is indisputable that learning input plays a crucial
role in language learning in general and speaking skills in particular (Alahmadi, 2019;
Bahrani & Nekoueizadeh, 2014). It serves as an essential gateway that greatly influences
the success of learning a language (Blanco, 2002; Nugroho, 2020; Bulain & Linuwih,
2023). Therefore, providing students with adequate and appropriate learning materials
and engaging them with the learning content is very important. English language
education in Vietnam has still very much relied on available textbooks (Huong, 2010;
Nguyen et al,, 2015). Also, there is a lack of diverse learning resources in EFL teaching
and learning, especially for students’ self-study (Nguyen et al, 2023; Thao & Mai, 2022;
Hien & Loan, 2018). In addition, these textbooks do not satisfy teachers and students
since they can not provide a variety of activities, tasks, and interesting topics that can
enhance their communicative competence (Nguyen & Le, 2020; Do, 2021, Tram, 2020,
Le, 2022). Hence, it is necessary to enhance students’ interaction with the learning
content in the English courses. All in all, the abovementioned problems give rise to
the need for an alternative teaching and learning approach to enhance Vietnamese
EFL undergraduate students’ speaking skills, SRL, and interaction.

With the advancement of technology, especially the Internet, online learning has
arisen as an alternative teaching and learning method to supplement the conventional
approach to education (Dewi et al., 2021). With online learning, learners engage with
digital learning materials provided via computer devices (Cahyani et al, 2021). This
modern approach to education, often referred to as e-learning, is facilitated by the
development of Learning Management Systems (LMS) (Koh & Kan, 2021). LMS supports
educational institutions in organizing, accessing, and distributing course content, as well
as managing, updating, and reporting students’ academic records (Bradley, 2021).
However, LMS faces issues such as lack of transparency, resistance to change,
insufficient consideration of learners, and poor integration with informal learning
contexts. They are primarily driven by the needs of the institution and offer limited
customization opportunities for students (Guettat & Farhat, 2013). The generation of
students nowadays is called “net generation students” or “digital students” (Trang,
2018). They can more easily access available resources from multiple reliable
resources apart from materials given by their home institutions than the previous
generations of students (Utami et al, 2020; Lian, 2011). According to Tapscott and
Williams (2007), the young generation is not satisfied with being mere passive
consumers; rather, they are inclined to actively meet their needs for variety,
convenience, personalization, and autonomy by taking on the roles of designers,

creators, and distributors of their products. That is to say, LMS can not meet these
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characteristics of net geners. In addition, online learning using LMS offers minimal
opportunities for interaction and collaboration with peers or instructors, which is crucial
for effective learning (Garcia-Penalvo et al., 2011).

To maximize the benefits of technology in learning and promote personalization
and collaboration in education, the concept of a Personal Learning Environment (PLE)
is created. PLE is based on the principal philosophy of the learner-centered approach
and is primarily aligned with connectivism theory which was offered by George Siemens
and Stephen Downes (Bell, 2009). According to this theory, learning takes place when
a learner makes a connection among the ideas generated from the personal learning
networks consisting of multiple information resources and technology tools (Dunaway,
2011). From a technological viewpoint, PLEs are designed as software platforms to
prioritize students by providing substantial flexibility in learning (Ebner & Taraghi, 2010).
Pedagosgically, a PLE is a teaching approach using technologies for learning. It represents
a personalized area where students can develop and share their ideas through learning
environments that link resources and contexts (Attwell, 2007). It is a concept that refers
to making use of Web 2.0 technology to foster lifelong learning, informal learning, and
SRL. In brief, a PLE is an environment furnished with tools, information resources,
connections to others, and activities, facilitating ongoing interactions for learning
objectives and utilizing available technology (Garcia-Martinez, 2021).

In language learning, according to Kupchyk and Litvinchuk (2021), learners need
to develop learning strategies, create connections for the most resources chosen and
organized by themselves, and construct PLEs for language acquisition according to their
personal needs and preferences. PLEs make students more responsible and actively
participate in deciding what, how, and where to search to achieve the learning
objectives (Drexler, 2010). Baran (2019) sees PLEs as networked learning enhancing
learner autonomy. and self-regulation by using technology to make connections with
peers, teachers, community, and resources during the learning process. Tochon,
Karaman, and Okten (2014) claim that PLEs can foster deep language and culture
learning by offering unlimited authentic and updated resources. One of the most
important values of PLEs lies in the perspective that language acquisition stems from
social collaboration which leads to language awareness (Tochon et al., 2014). PLEs can
extend interaction beyond the walls of the traditional classroom, fostering a more
communicative, student-centered learning experience (Dabbagh & Kitsantas, 2012).
With various digital tools and resources, PLEs can facilitate meaningful interaction and
communication, creating opportunities for learners to practice English in an authentic,

flexible, and personalizable environment (Dabbagh & Kitsantas, 2012). PLEs also have
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a cognitive benefit in enabling learners to reflect on their language learning process by
taking advantage of the support and data from other people, having a sense of data
ownership, and aggregating various resources (Carter, 2003).

Another advantage of PLEs in language learning is that they facilitate text-based
and task-based learning approaches in which students can experientially respond to
the language as well as have time and space to understand language features and text
structures (Carter, 2003). Teachers play a paramount role in guiding students to
integrate Web 2.0 tools and services into their learning environment (Kupchyk &
Litvinchuk, 2021). PLEs should be co-organized by both students and teachers so that
teachers can help support them in searching for digital resources, provide them with
appropriate materials, give them advice to solve problems and observe their progress
in the learning process. They add that rewards can be used to create a positive
language learning environment and promote students’ motivation. According to
Castafieda and Soto (2010), teachers are responsible for explicitly explaining to
students how they can make use of resources efficiently in both formal and informal
learning processes. Students, on the other hand, should be able to take advantage of
assistance from their language teachers to create their catalog of tools and services to
better their language skills.

In brief, PLEs bring plenty of potential merits to foreign language education in
terms of language acquisition, SRL, and interaction. However, there needs to be a
guideline for teachers and students to maximize the benefits of PLEs (Kupchyk &
Litvinchuk, 2021). In addition, despite the advantages of PLEs in language learning,
there have not been many empirical research studies investigating the influence of
PLEs on learners’ performance, especially in speaking skills. Therefore, the researcher
conducted this research study to shed light on its effects on speaking skills, SRL, and
the interaction of EFL undergraduate students in the Vietnamese context.

1.2 Statement of the Problems

As mentioned in the former section, previous studies revealed that Vietnamese
EFL students have problems with both linguistic and psychological aspects in learning
English speaking skills (Trinh and Pham, 2021; Cao et al,, 2021; Tram, 2020; Su et al,,
2021; Duong, 2014; Do, 2021; Thao & Trung, 2022). Linguistically, some common
problems include limited vocabulary, difficulties with pronunciation and intonation,
grammatical errors, and lack of fluency. Psychologically, Vietnamese students
experience issues such as anxiety and lack of confidence when speaking in English.

Fear of making mistakes, being judged, or not being understood hinders their
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willingness to engage in oral communication. This can result in a reluctance to speak
up in class or participate in oral activities, leading to limited opportunities for practice
and improvement. The cultural value of saving face in Vietnamese society also
contributes to the psychological barrier, as students may be hesitant to take risks or
make themselves vulnerable in a foreign language setting.

In addition, English language instruction in Vietnam has been dominated by a
teacher-centered approach, with the teacher being the primary active participant in
the students’ language education. This approach was said to lead to a lack of initiative
on the part of the students, thereby impeding their ability to acquire the language. In
addition, the prevalence of conventional teaching methods like the audiolingual and
grammar-translation techniques in many Vietnamese settings failed to offer students
the chance to improve their communicative skills (Trinh, 2005). Specifically, students
focused on English study through rote memorization of vocabulary, reading English
passages, and remembering grammar rules. Additionally, Trinh (2005) notes that such
methods are directed more towards helping students excel in examinations rather than
equipping them with the necessary skills for effective communication. As a result, there
has been a push for educators to adopt more learner-centered approaches to teaching
(Nguyen & Hall, 2016) where students are encouraged to independently explore and
understand concepts, taking ownership of their educational journey. In such a setup,
a teacher’s direct control over the learning process is reduced both within and outside
the classroom environment. Under this paradigm, teachers are envisioned to act as
facilitators of knowledge and promoters of creative thought (Tran et al., 2014), moving
away from the traditional role of being the sole source of information (Keiler, 2018).
Nonetheless, transitioning from teacher-led to student-led language learning is a
challenging task, deeply rooted in conventional teaching habits. Furthermore,
Vietnamese educational policy has shifted to ensure that students develop skills
suitable for the twenty-first century, including the ability to learn autonomously
(Nguyen, 2016). However, the assumption that students naturally possess self-
regulated learning skills has been proven incorrect, with a noticeable lack in many
Vietnamese students, including those in higher education.

Furthermore, various scholars have demonstrated a link between student
independence and their interactions with classmates (Stevens, 2007). This suggests that
students can benefit from each other’s knowledge when they engage in group work,
as each individual brings their unique approach and methods to the learning process
(Blidi, 2017). Beyond working together, a self-regulated learner is expected to establish

their learning objectives, devise a learning plan, select appropriate resources and
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techniques, evaluate their progress, and actively seek assistance from peers and/or
instructors when necessary (Little, 2001). In particular, Little (1991) argued that students
are capable of organizing their learning when given the chance to do so. Interacting
with each other in the EFL classroom is challenging in the Vietnamese context. As
mentioned in the previous section, there are some reasons leading to the lack of
interaction. Firstly, traditional Vietnamese classrooms tend to be teacher-centered.
Teachers often dominate the class time, leaving little room for student interaction.
This approach emphasizes the teacher’s role as the knowledge provider while students
passively receive information (Oanh, 2021). Secondly, many classrooms in Vietnam are
overcrowded, which makes it challenging for teachers to manage interactive activities.
It also limits opportunities for students to participate in discussions or group work (Lan,
2023). Thirdly, Vietnamese culture typically values authority and hierarchy, which can
discourage students from speaking up and interacting with the teacher and each other.
Students may hesitate to share their thoughts for fear of making mistakes in front of
their peers or questioning the teacher's authority (Dat, 2007). In addition to social
interaction, students’ engagement of students with learning content is a concern in
EFL classes in the Vietnamese context. A study by Le (2022) showed that despite the
apparent objectives of the textbooks, it was challenging to reach these aims due to
insufficient learning opportunities provided, its inconsistent level of difficulty for
students, and its failure to align with the students’ interests and requirements.

Additionally, since the present study was supposed to be carried out at the
University of Economics and Finance in Ho Chi Minh City (UEF), the researcher
conducted a survey with teachers and students at UEF to probe into their problems
and needs in the current situation of teaching and learning English speaking skills in
this context. Two open-ended questionnaires were designed via Google Forms. The
former was administered to 76 freshmen to survey their difficulties and needs in
learning English speaking skills (Appendix A). The latter was administered to 22 teachers
to investigate their challenges and needs in teaching English speaking skills (Appendix
B). The items in the questionnaires were adapted from Vy (2020) and were piloted with
5 teachers and 10 students. Qualitative data analysis was carried out to explore the
results which are as follows.

When it comes to teacher’s perspectives, the results showed that the most
tremendous challenge was the limited time in the classroom. In the classroom, the
teachers had to cover many things such as grammar, vocabulary, reading, and listening
resulting in the lack of time to organize activities for the students to practice

communication skills. The second problem was the large class size which disabled
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them to observe and support every single student. Students in a class with such a
large number of students (typically between 35 and 40) had very limited opportunities
to speak since only one student spoke at a time while the others strived to hear him
or her. Some students dominated the whole speaking class while others spoke seldom
or never at all. The third problem was that students tended to be nervous or stressed
when they were asked to speak in class. Most students struggled to come up with
ideas for unusual or unappealing speaking topics. When learners were unsure if what
they were about to say was right, they chose silence or limited engagement. Learners
often preferred to generate ideas in their first language before translating them into
the target language by using Google Translate. In other words, it normally took time
for the students to prepare the speech in any activities or tasks. Most importantly, all
the teacher participants stated that students’ self-study in learning English in general
and speaking, in particular, was very poor. They lacked the motivation and skills to
learn independently outside the classroom. To solve these problems, most of the
teachers said that first of all, it was essential to raise students’ awareness of the
importance of self-learning and train them how to self-regulate their learning.
Secondly, due to limited time in the classroom, teachers needed to design further
interactive activities to encourage students to practice speaking both inside and outside
the classroom and to interact more. Another concern revealed from the teachers was
the teaching resources which were limited, and textbooks were the main materials
they had been using for teaching. The topics in these textbooks might have been out
of date, which influenced students’ engagement. They suggested taking advantage of
technology and social networks so that students could make a connection with
appropriate resources for their learning needs as well as seek assistance from their
peers or teachers.

From the students’ perspectives, the findings revealed that the most common
problem in their speaking skills was the shortage of vocabulary, followed by
pronunciation, srammar, and ideas. Concerning learning to speak in the classroom, they
expressed the fear of speaking English or interacting with teachers and peers in English
because they were afraid of losing face. Some of them disclosed that they did not
receive sufficient feedback from the teacher, especially when working in groups. The
others complained about the insufficient opportunities to speak in the classroom due
to the large number of students and time constraints. Finally, even though teachers
encouraged them to practice speaking outside the classroom by using technological
tools, they were not motivated and confident to study by themselves. Therefore, they

expressed the need to have more chances to practice speaking. They were willing to
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practice more outside the classroom by making use of digital tools. However, they still
needed guidance and assistance in terms of SRL so that they could leamn
independently in the future. They also mentioned the lack of learning materials, the
inappropriateness, and the tediousness of the textbooks. Some of them stated that
the topics in the textbooks were boring and the content was so easy for them. They
expected to get access to more exciting and updated materials for learning.

To sum up, there are problems in terms of teaching and learning English speaking
skills, SRL, and interaction in the Vietnamese context generally and at UEF specifically.
Consequently, there is an urgent need to employ an alternative teaching approach to
alleviate the reality of teaching and learning English speaking skills as well as to foster
students’ SRL and interaction in the Vietnamese context. As a result, a PLE for speaking
skills, SRL, and interaction was proposed to assist both teachers and students at UEF

in particular; and potentially benefit EFL learners in general.

1.3 Rationale of the Study

The present research study is conducted for the following reasons:

First of all, as discussed in the background of the study and statement of the
problems sections, despite great efforts from the MOET in promoting English teaching
and learning in the Vietnamese context, the English proficiency of Vietnamese students
has still been low compared to other countries in the area. Regarding speaking skills,
Vietnamese EFL students still encounter problems related to linguistics and
psychology. There are numerous factors stemming from learners, teachers, syllabi, and
the environment. To be more specific, the opportunities are not ample for students
to practice speaking and interact in the classroom. Additionally, students lack SRL,
which is extremely important for students in the 21°" century. They are not fully
prepared for self-study and still rely excessively on teachers. What is more, learning
resources do not sufficiently engage students. Similar problems were also found in the
survey carried out by the researcher at UEF where the research would be taking place.
This research therefore presented an alternative method for instructing English
speaking skills, aiming to assist Vietnamese learners in overcoming problems related to
speaking skills, SRL, and interaction.

Secondly, since the concept of PLEs is relatively new and is constantly developing
(Serhan & Yahaya, 2022), empirical research on PLEs remains in its infancy and needs
to be further studied (Torres-Kompten, 2015; Xu et al.,, 2024). Previous research on
PLEs has primarily focused on broader educational contexts or subjects other than in

EFL. In the Vietnamese context, to the best knowledge of the researcher, there is only
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one study conducted by Trang (2020) proposing a framework using a rhizomatic PLE to
enhance students’ academic listening comprehension. However, the experiment has
not been done in a real classroom. This study hence explored more about PLEs in EFL
by investigating the effects of PLEs on students’ speaking skills. In addition, even
though the PLE approach respects individual differences and stresses personalization
in learning, most previous empirical studies have tended to treat learner populations
as completely homogeneous groups (EL & Magd, 2015; Parnkul, 2018; Ospina Villabona,
2019; Drajati & Handayani, 2020). In other words, there is a paucity of research that
explicitly examines how these benefits of PLEs vary for each student. Therefore, the
present research aimed to explore the variations of a proposed PLE on different
speaking performance levels (high, medium, low).

Thirdly, despite the recognition of SRL as a crucial skill for language learners, there
is a gap in the literature regarding the effective integration and application of SRL
strategies specifically in enhancing speaking skills among EFL students (Chen et al,
2022). Furthermore, the literature highlights the need to tailor SRL strategies to the
specific needs and preferences of learners, but very few studies have explored how to
effectively customize these strategies within the framework of a PLE (Siswanto &
Mbato, 2020). Additionally, even though PLEs are claimed to be an encouragement
and a solution for SRL in the literature (Haworth, 2016; Conradie, 2014; Yen et al., 2019;
Nan Cenka, 2022), the evidence from empirical research, especially in language
education, is insufficient (Ferrer & Ramirez, 2012; Dabbagh et al., 2015; Goksel et al,,
2018). Hence this study was carried out with the hope of filling these gaps.

Fourthly, interaction is a fundamental aspect of effective learning environments,
shaping the exchange of knowledge, peer collaboration, and the development of
critical thinking skills (Maor, 2003). Despite the growing adoption of PLEs in educational
settings, there are notable research gaps in understanding the specific effects of these
environments on interaction. This study sought to address these gaps by investigating
how the PLE impacts the nature and dynamics of interaction in the context of learning
English speaking skills.

In sum, the present study was worth being conducted for the aforementioned
reasons. This study predominantly attempted to investigate the effects of the PLE on

EFL students’ speaking skills, SRL, and interaction in the Vietnamese context.
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1.4 Purposes of the Study

The ultimate goal of this study was to improve Vietnamese EFL undergraduate
students’ speaking skills, SRL, and interaction. Specifically, the purposes were as
follows:

1. To examine the effects of a Personal Learning Environment (PLE) on the
speaking skills of Vietnamese EFL undergraduate students and how the effects vary
across different speaking performance levels (high, medium, low).

2. To examine the effects of the PLE on the self-regulated learning of Vietnamese
EFL undergraduate students.

3. To examine the effects of the PLE on the interaction of Vietnamese EFL
undergraduate students.

4. To investigate the perceptions of Vietnamese EFL undergraduate students
towards using the PLE to enhance speaking skills, self-regulated learning, and

interaction.

1.5 Research Questions

To achieve the purposes proposed above, this study purported to answer the
following questions:

1. What are the effects of a PLE on the speaking skills of Vietnamese EFL
undergraduate students? How do the effects vary across different speaking
performance levels (high, medium, low)?

2. What are the effects of the PLE on the self-resulated learning of Vietnamese
EFL undergraduate students?

3. What are the effects of the PLE on the interaction of Vietnamese EFL
undergraduate students?

4. What are the perceptions of Vietnamese EFL undergraduate students towards
using the PLE to enhance speaking skills, self-regulated learning, and interaction?

To be more specific, questions 1, 2, and 3 aimed to investigate the effects of the
PLE on three aspects: speaking skills, SRL, and interaction. After that, the purpose of
question 4 was to get further insights into students’ perceptions as well as to confirm

the quantitative results from the previous questions.
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1.6 Significance of the Study

This study is expected to make several significant contributions to the field of
technology-enhanced language learning. The significance of this study can be
summarized as follows:

First of all, the concept of PLE is relatively new in Vietnamese education in general
and in the Vietnamese EFL context in particular. Very few studies, to the researcher’s
knowledge, have developed a PLE-based teaching approach to enhance students’
language learning in the Vietnamese context. This study is pioneering to construct a
PLE to promote students’ speaking skills, SRL, and interaction. The findings of this study
therefore will increase the awareness of Vietnamese EFL teachers in employing the
PLE approach to enhance students’ speaking skills, SRL, and interaction.

Secondly, this study is supposed to provide a guideline that EFL instructors can
adapt to their teaching context. It will be appropriate for not only teaching and learning
speaking skills but also the other skills in any courses to foster EFL students’ English
proficiency, SRL, and interaction.

Thirdly, the findings of this study will encourage the integration of technology in
teaching and learning English in the Vietnamese context. It is noteworthy that despite
the benefits of technological tools, EFL instructors and learners have not been
completely taking advantage of them in their teaching and learning.

Fourthly, EFL undergraduate students are expected to be able to ameliorate their
speaking skills, SRL, and interaction by practicing speaking through the PLE. They are
able to set their own goals, plan, monitor, and reflect during the learning process. In
other words, students are encouraged to learn English not only in the formal
environment but also in the informal environment.

Fifthly, it is expected that novice researchers can adopt and adapt the instruments
as well as the materials developed in this study for their research projects and

teaching.

1.7 Operational Definitions of Key Terms

Speaking Skills: In this research, speaking skills refer to the ability of learners to
effectively communicate in spoken English. These skills encompass fluency,
coherence, vocabulary usage, grammatical accuracy, and pronunciation clarity.
Proficiency in English speaking involves the capacity to engage in fluid conversations,
express opinions, provide detailed explanations, and interact with others in English

while comprehending and responding appropriately to various accents and speech
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patterns. These skills are evaluated based on the I[ELTS (International English Language
Testing System) band descriptors for speaking proficiency (IELTS, n.d.).

Personal Learning Environment: In the context of this research, a PLE is defined
as a learner-centered approach that integrates various digital tools, resources,
collaborative activities, and support allowing students to control and manage their
learning processes. It is an online space using Facebook and Zalo as the main and
supplementary platforms, developed by the researcher to facilitate students’
personalization and collaboration. Students can set their goals, customize available
tools, resources, and activities, and connect with the community to achieve their
learning goals.

Self-regulated Learning: While many studies consider SRL as learner autonomy,
others differentiate them in which self-regulated learning is a narrower concept than
learner autonomy (Murray, 2014). The definition of SRL is operationalized in this study
based on Zimmerman (2002), referring to the process by which learners take control
of their own learning experiences within the PLE. To be more specific, students can
set goals, structure their learning environment, utilize available resources, manage their
time, adjust strategies, seek assistance when needed, and reflect upon their learning
experiences to achieve desired learning outcomes.

Interaction: In the context of this research, interaction refers to three types of
interaction from Moore’s (1989) online interactions model, namely student-student,
student-teacher, and student-content. In this study, student-student and student-
teacher interactions indicate the dynamic and collaborative exchange of ideas,
information, and communication between students and their peers and the teacher
within the PLE, particularly on Facebook and Zalo. Meanwhile, student-content
interaction refers to the engagement between a student and the materials and tools
shared in the PLE which they use for learning.

Vietnamese EFL undergraduate students: Vietnamese EFL undergraduate
students in this study refer to Vietnamese first-year students who are non-English
majors coming from various disciplines such as Economics, Public Relations and
Communication, Law, Tourism and Hospitality Management, and so on at the
University of Economics and Finance, Ho Chi Minh City, Vietnam. They are supposed
to be at pre-intermediate level and have been learning English for at least 7 years.

Perceptions: Perceptions in this research refer to the subjective understanding,
perspectives, and experiences of EFL undergraduate students about the

implementation of the PLE for the enhancement of their speaking skills, SRL, and
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interaction in the Vietnamese educational setting. It encompasses students’ opinions,

experiences, and perceived challenges or benefits associated with the use of the PLE.

1.8 Summary

To sum up, this chapter has presented an overview of the background of the
study, followed by a statement of the problems and rationale of the study. After that,
research purposes and research questions were presented. Finally, the significance of
the study and the definitions of key terms were explained. In the next chapter, related

theories and previous studies will be reviewed.



CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter will provide a theoretical background for this study by reviewing the
relevant literature regarding related learning theories, Personal Learning Environments,
English speaking skills, self-regulated learning, and interaction. In addition, previous
studies are reviewed. Firstly, the theoretical framework will be explained. Secondly,
the concept of Personal Learning Environments is described. Thirdly, the concept of
speaking skills will be presented. Fourthly, self-regulated learning is reviewed. Fifthly,
interaction is presented. After that, a conceptual framework is explained. Finally, there

will be a summary to conclude this chapter.

2.1 Theoretical Framework

This section will review all related learning theories as the foundation to develop
the PLE for English speaking skills, SRL, and interaction in this research. According to
Kop (2010), Kompen (2016), Rahimi (2015), and Ayala Nevado (2016), the PLE approach
is under the principles of several learning theories including Connectivism, Social
Constructivism, and Self-regulated Learning. The theoretical framework of the study is

illustrated in Figure 2.1.

Connectivism

\ PLE for English Speaking

Social Constructivism | % Skills, SRL, and Interaction

Self-regulated Leaming /

Figure 2.1 Theoretical Framework of the Study

2.1.1 Connectivism
Connectivism is a learning theory generated by George Siemens and Stephen
Downes (Bell, 2009). It is a theoretical framework viewing learning as a network

phenomenon affected by technology and socialization (Siemens, 2005). This theory
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claims that learning occurs when the learner makes a connection among ideas
constructed throughout the personal learning networks involving a variety of
information resources and technology tools (Dunaway, 2011). Connectivism is
considered the learning theory of the digital age preceded by behaviorism, cognitivism,
and constructivism (Siemens, 2005). According to him, these three theories obtain
several limitations in terms of their intrapersonal learning perspective, their failure to
address learning taking place within technology and organizations, and their shortage
of focus on value judgments needed in knowledge-rich environments. Connectivism
promotes a viewpoint akin to Vygotsky’s activity theory, in which knowledge is held
inside systems and accessed through the active engagement of learners. Learning, on
the other hand, according to connectivism, is the process of making connections and
forming networks. In contrast to traditional learning paradigms’ “know-how” and
“know-what” foci, this allows for the development of the concept of “know-where”
(where information can be obtained). Siemens (2005) describes connectivism's
principles as follows:

1. Learning and knowledge rest in various opinions.

2. Learning is the connecting process of specialized nodes or sources of

information.

3. Learning may reside in non-human appliances.

4. The capacity to know is more important than what is currently known.

5. Nurturing and maintaining connections is essential to facilitate continual

learning.

6. The ability to identify connections between fields, ideas, and concepts is

a core skill.

7. Accurate, updated knowledge is the target of all connectivist learning

activities.

8. Decision-making itself is a learning process.

In connectivism, ‘learning will start from the learner’s activation of
knowledge through connecting and taking part in a learning community described by
Siemens (2005) as a node which is an integral part of a network. Nodes may include
websites, libraries, organizations, or other information sources. Two or more than two
nodes can be combined to make networks. According to Downes (2007), there are four
characteristics that constitute successful networks: diversity of opinions, the autonomy
of learners, openness, and connectivity. Knowledge and learning knowledge in
connectivism do not exist in a particular place but consist of networks of connections

developed from the interactions among people, societies, organizations, and
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technologies (Siemens, 2005). Knowledge, which is deemed to be a process, dynamic,
and fluid, can be occupied in multiple digital formats.

In terms of neural perspective, Goldie (2016) states that connectivism is a
novel theory of mind. The patterns of input phenomenon lead to the patterns of
connections that are allocated in neural networks in the brain. These connections are
associated and naturally made when two neurons are concurrently active. According
to Downes (2007), the difference between connectivism and cognitive theory lies in
their views towards knowledge. In cognitive theory, knowledge is viewed as schema or
symbolic mental constructions while in connectivism, knowledge is believed to be
sub-symbolic and meaning-making derives from the interaction of a series of
connections.

Connectivist theory necessitates an abundance in which course material is
developed and shared with others, conversation and negotiation take place, and
experience is broadened via dialogue as a consequence of sharing and exchange with
the set of connections (Bell, 2009). The importance of practicing in real-world settings
cannot be overstated for the developmental process where social and communication
environments for cooperation and conversation are factors that need to be created.
In foreign language learning, supplementary materials that encourage collaboration,
dialogue, and negotiation with peers enhance motivation and social communication
through the interaction of individuals and networks, as they integrate learning and
social communication skills (Tschofen & Mackness, 2012). The literature review
highlights the importance of the online course and additional resources for foreign
language learning. In addition, literature indicates that online communication and
social networking technologies foster cooperation and communication, hence
enhancing language learning. Additionally, discussing and sharing ideas and experiences
on an online platform boosts the confidence of learners and assists them in
constructing connectivist knowledge via social relationships.

Despite criticism towards connectivism, Kop and Hill (2008) state that
connectivism offers an emergent pedagogy in which a teacher-centered approach is
increasingly shifted to a student-centered approach. Ally (2008) also supports this
theory by claiming that the previous theories were created before networked learning

was broadly employed and these theories are not relevant to the digital age.
2.1.2 Social Constructivism

Social constructivism, a theory of social learning created by Russian
psychologist Lev Vygotsky in 1978, states that people are active creators of their
knowledge (Schreiber & Valle, 2013). Vygotsky thought that learning takes place largely
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in social and cultural contexts, rather than merely in the individual. According to this
perspective, language and culture serve as the frameworks through which people
experience, communicate, and understand reality. This implies that ideas are
transferred via language and understood through experience and interactions in a
cultural context (Akpan et al,, 2020). Since it requires a community of individuals to
form cognitive structures via language and culture, knowledge is not only socially built
but also co-constructed. Dyads and small groups are extensively emphasized in the
social constructivism theory (Johnson & Bradbury, 2015). For example, students learn
mostly via interactions with their classmates, instructors, and parents while teachers
promote and facilitate conversation by harnessing the natural flow of talk in the
classroom (Kalina & Powell, 2009). In other words, social constructivism is a subset of
cognitive constructivism that stresses collaborative learning, whether under the
supervision of a facilitator or in cooperation with other students.

Social constructivism acknowledges the social aspect of learning and the use
of conversation, interaction with others, and knowledge application as a vital
component of learning and a means to reaching learning goals. The zone of proximal
development (ZPD), a key concept in Vygotsky’s theory of social constructivism,
highlights the role of the teacher in a student's learning (Davis et al., 2017). The ZPD
distinguishes between tasks that a student can do alone and those that need the
assistance of an instructor. The ZPD contends that students may learn and master
knowledge and skills that they would not be able to do on their own with the help of
a teacher (Schreiber & Valle, 2013). After mastering a specific skill, students can do it
independently. Under this approach, the teacher is an active participant in the
students' knowledge acquisition, rather than a passive figure.

There are five major characteristics of social constructivism (Saleem et al,,
2021). First of all, knowledge is constructed by learners themselves. Education is a
process that involves active participation rather than passive lecturing. Information,
ideas, and knowledge ¢leaned from others are transformed rather than absorbed in
their present state. Secondly, knowledge can be gained through experience. Instructors
provide learners with theoretical and conceptual knowledge, while individuals gain
knowledge through their life experiences. Learners, particularly adult learners, gain
academic knowledge by employing earlier experiences to augment their learning
experiences, comprehending and interpreting the importance of learned knowledge.
Thirdly, learning is considered as a social activity. Social connection, interpersonal
interaction, and contact with community members all contribute to the development

of learning in individuals. Cultures, languages, and other social norms and beliefs all
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contribute to individuals” capacity for learning. Fourthly, all components of a learner
are interdependent. While social connection is essential for learning, attitudes,
emotions, values, and actions are all significant in social constructivism. Last but not
least, learning communities that are both inclusive and egalitarian. The need for
knowledge, information, and awareness among individuals as well as the understanding
of the social nature of learning indicates the necessity for inclusive and equitable
learning communities.
2.1.3 Self-regulated Learning

Various researchers have defined SRL in different ways. According to
Zimmerman (1986), SRL describes how engaged students are in their learning on a
metacognitive, motivational, and behavioral level. Lindner and Harris (1993) posit that
SRL is a coordinated process that involves the incorporation of suitable beliefs and the
use of cognitive, metacognitive, motivational, perceptual, and environmental
components in completing academic tasks. Butler and Winnie (1995) defined SRL as a
purposeful, critical, and flexible process in which the learner consistently chooses how
to allocate resources, practice relevant skills, choose effective strategies, and evaluate
his or her own effectiveness. SRL is described by Pintrich (1999) as the tactics that
students use to govern their cognition as well as the resource management strategies
that students employ to control their learning. Ross et al. (2003) state that SRL is an
engaged, constructive process by which students set objectives, keep track of their
progress and manage their cognition, motivation, and behavior while taking into
account the pertinent elements of their learning context and environment. According
to Dabbagh and Kitsantas (2012), SRL is considered a skill in which students need to
understand how to set objectives, what is required to reach those objectives, and how
to actually accomplish these goals. As a result, in order for students to self-regulate
their own behaviors, they must also be motivated or driven to achieve objectives.

Despite various definitions, it is generally agreed that SRL refers to the effort
made by students to systematically manage and control their own learning processes
in order to accomplish certain educational objectives (Pintrich, 2004; Zimmerman &
Schunk, 2011). In addition, there is widespread agreement that SRL is a
multidimensional construct that includes cognitive, metacognitive, behavioral, and
self-motivational components (Zimmerman & Schunk, 2011). According to Pintrich
(1999), cognitive strategies are the abilities that learners use to process information and
knowledge while performing a task. They facilitate the construction, transformation,
and application of second language (L2) knowledge. Metacognitive strategies are the

skills students use to govern and regulate their cognition and cognitive resources, which
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aid in goal setting, planning, monitoring, and assessing their learning results (Winne,
2011). As a crucial component of self-regulation, social-behavioral strategies
incorporate students’ control over their learning behavior while being influenced by
contextual factors (Zimmerman, 2008). Lastly, motivational strategies are actions or
thoughts that students use on purpose to keep or increase their interest in a task.
There have been several models of SRL developed by scholars but one of
the most widely used ones is Zimmerman’s (Panadero, 2017). The SRL model
proposed by Zimmerman (2000) is divided into three phases: forethought,
performance, and self-reflection (see Figure 2.2). In the phase of forethought, students
examine the task, establish objectives, and plan how to achieve them, while a variety
of motivating beliefs energizes the process and impacts the activation of learning
strategies. During the performance phase, students execute the task while monitoring
their progress and using a variety of self-control tactics to remain cognitively engaged
and motivated to complete the assicnment. In the last step of self-reflection, students
evaluate how they have accomplished the assisnment, attributing their success or
failure. These attributions produce self-reactions that may have a good or negative
effect on how students approach the assignment in subsequent performances. This
model was used as one of the guidelines to design the lessons in this study as well as
to assess students’ SRL since it is widely employed in previous research. In addition,
in this study, the definition of SRL would be based on this cycle, which refers to
students’ abilities to set their own learning goals, plan for a task, monitor their

performance, and reflect on the learning outcome.

Performance Phase
Self-Control
Task strategies
Attention Focusing
Self-Instruction

Self-Observation
Metacognitive Monitoring

Self-Recording

Forethought Phase Self-Reflection Phase
Task-Analysis Self-Judgement
Goal Setting Self-Evaluation
Strategic Planning Causal Attribution
Self-Motivational Beliefs « Self-Reaction
Self-Efficacy Self-Satisfaction/Affect
Outcome Expectations Adaptive/Defensive
Task Value/Interest

Figure 2.2 Cyclical Phases Model (Zimmerman, 2000)
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To conclude, the PLE for speaking skills, SRL, and interaction in this research
was developed based on these three learning theories. In other words, learning through
the proposed PLE occurred under the principles of these theories. To be more specific,
students were supposed to connect with both technology and humans, take part in
interactive activities, learn how to set learning goals, and monitor and reflect on their

learning process.

2.2 Personal Learning Environments

This section will introduce the definition of the PLEs concept, characteristics, and
components of the PLEs. It will also describe the roles of PLEs within language

education.
2.2.1 Definitions of PLEs

Personal Learning Environments (PLEs) are a relatively novel concept that
first appeared at JISC/CETIS Conference with the theme “The Personal Learning
Environment Session” in 2004 (Schaffert & Hilzensauer, 2008). The initial effort in
developing a PLE was noticed in 1998 with the Future Learning Environment (Fle3).
After that, some projects were carried out in the 2000s such as Colloquia, NIML, ROMA,
etc. Some social networking sites like Elgg and 43Things were created to be a model
for PLEs. It is difficult to define PLEs accurately and therefore a variety of definitions
are provided by various scholars. Since the middle of the 2000s, there have been two
different perspectives on PLEs. The first one explains PLEs from a technological view
when seeing them as an object, a platform, or infrastructure while the other considers
PLEs as a methodology or concept, which is much more about pedagogy.

When it comes to the first viewpoint of PLEs, a PLE is defined by Martindale
and Dowdy (2010) as a particular tool or a collection of tools by learners for organizing
and controlling their learning. Siemens (2007) defines a PLE as a collection of tools;
brought together under the conceptual notion of openness, interoperability, and
learner control. Similarly, Chatti et al. (2011) explain that PLEs are a method to
generate new learning applications by gathering current data and services from a
variety of sources. More specifically, it is “a collection of free, distributed, web-based
tools” linked together on a blog, and content is aggregated by utilizing RSS (Really
Simple Syndication) feeds and HTML scripts (FitzGerald, 2006). Adell & Cataneda (2010)
also defined a PLE as an array of tools, informational resources, networks, and learning
activities tailored to an individual’s needs.

The aforementioned definitions stem from the technolosgical points of view

of the scholars meanwhile there is another group perceiving PLEs as a pedagogical
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approach. Attwell (2007) emphasizes that PLEs should be considered as a new
approach using new technologies for learning rather than a software application.
According to Van Harmelen (2006), a PLE is a system that enables students to control
their learning by assisting them in setting their goals, managing content and process,
and communicating with other people during the learning process. Also, Aviram et al.
(2008) believe that a PLE is a pedagogical model facilitating students’ SRL in which
they make their own choice, direct and plan their learning thoughtfully and
strategically as well as adjust the learning process on their own needs, interests, and
preferences. It is a concept employing Web 2.0 technology to enhance lifelong
learning, informal learning, and self-directed learning (Mcloughlin & Lee, 2010).
Meanwhile, Baran (2010) considers PLEs as a network learning in which the connections
among learners, teachers, community, and resources are promoted by using
technology, which improves learner autonomy and self-regulation.

In general, there are two different approaches towards PLEs: 1) a
technological platform to collect pedagogical tools; and 2) a catalyst to develop
personal learning. Even though PLEs should not be technical but philosophical, ethical,
and pedagogic, most of the studies regarding PLE take the technological perspective
and only a few researchers have evaluated the development of personalized learning
(Fiedler and Valjataga, 2013). This study follows both approaches since according to
Garcia-Martinez and Gonzalez- Sanmamed (2017, 2019), in the digital age, it is
acknowledged that learning approaches are strongly impacted by technology, and the
integration of technology with pedagogy is critical in all educational processes. As a
result, the PLE of the present study was operationalized as a techno-pedagogical
approach enhancing students’ speaking skills, self-regulated learning, and interaction
by enabling them to set their goals, customize available tools, resources, activities, and
connect with the community to achieve their learning goals.

2.2.2 Characteristics of PLEs

According to Rahimi (2015), the characteristics of PLEs can be identified

according to four dimensions, namely organizational dimension, learner dimension,

learning dimension, and environmental dimension (Figure 2.3).
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Figure 2.3 The Characteristics of PLEs (Rahimi, 2015)

With regard to the organizational dimension, there are three characteristics
of a PLE. First of all, PLEs are seen as a means to transfer adaptive personalization
from customized personalization to dynamic personalization (Rahimi, 2015). According
to Fraser (2007), adaptive personalization refers to tracking students’ preferences
through activities and taking control of what is ready for them. Customized
personalization aims to make students engage with what the institution provides.
Meanwhile, dynamic personalization is a student-led personalization in which students
can determine the choice of learning resources supported by the system. According to
Leadbeater (2004), personalization should mean empowering users by not only
supplying them with services but also encouraging them to design services. This is

aligned with the PLE purpose of giving students choices and letting them design their
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learning environment by making use of these choices to satisfy their needs. Secondly,
PLEs are considered to be the means to shift the learning responsibility from the
institution to the students (Rahimi, 2015). Students, not the institution, should be the
ones who create, own, and customize their learning environment. Green et al. (2005)
state that there should be a change in the direction of the educational system from
making students follow a predetermined system to conforming to the students. The
last characteristic of PLEs in this dimension is that PLEs are a means to replace or
supplement instructional VLEs (Rahimi, 2015). There are two different viewpoints about
the relationship between PLEs and VLEs. The first one leans towards the idea that PLEs
replace learning management systems (LMS) and provide students with tools and
practices to satisfy their needs (Valtonen et al., 2012). In VLEs, the purpose is to convey
the knowledge from the instructor to the students, the learning process and
assessment are controlled by the instructor (Wang et al,, 2011). On the contrary, in
PLEs, students take an active role in building and implementing their learning
environment according to their needs and preferences (Atwell, 2007). However, some
scholars argue that PLEs can not completely replace VLEs. The development of
technology, especially Web 2.0 technologies has brought ample opportunities for
students to generate their own learning environment (Wang et al., 2011). Also, social
interaction and knowledge sharing are enhanced through the integration of these
technologies with other workplace e-learning applications. Nevertheless, these learning
systems are not able to meet the needs of employees and achieve the goals of the
organization systematically. Therefore, PLEs should be a supplement rather than a
replacement for VLEs.

In terms of the learner dimension, the first characteristic is that PLEs are a
means to promote students’ sense of control and ownership (Rahimi, 2015). The focus
of PLEs on students’ control is in conformity with several learning theories including
constructivism, social constructivism, and connectivism. Accordingly, a PLE plays an
important role in assisting students to set their goals, self-manage their learning
content and process, and interact with other people to reach their learning goals
(Attwell, 2007). Meanwhile, according to Buchem, Attwell and Torres (2011), learner’s
ownership refers to students’ responsibility for the aggregation and configuration of
tools and services, their ownership of the content and psychology. Learners’ control
is related to “personalization”, “adaptation” and “negotiation” while learners’
ownership is about “personal responsibility” and “autonomy”. The second
characteristic in this dimension is the importance of PLE in fostering learner agency

which is the human ability to make a choice and impose it on the world (Buchem et
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al, 2011). PLEs enable students to create their online social identity providing them
with the prompt regarding what and whom to share and how to combine formal and
informal learning in an effective way.

For the learning dimension, there are three characteristics. The first one is
the role of PLEs in support of informal learming. PLEs are the combination of formal
and informal learning in an organization (Attwell, 2007). By using PLEs, formal learning
will be supplemented and supported by informal learning with the utilization of social
networking and networking protocols to access a wide range of resources. The second
characteristic refers to PLEs as a means to foster self-regulated learning. Drexler (2010)
lists two characteristics of PLEs which are learner autonomy and self-regulation or self-
direction. Constructing PLEs as a learner-centered activity will enhance learners’
metacognition and promote their self-regulated ability leading to meaningful learning
experiences (Mott, 2010). Dabbagh and Kitsantas (2012) proposed a framework for
utilizing social media to build PLEs supporting self-regulated learning at three levels:
personal information management, social interaction and collaboration, and
information aggregation and management. Haworth (2016) stated that PLEs can make
students become self-directed by “tracking, organizing, and accounting for their
learning”. The third characteristic is that PLEs are a means to facilitate collaborative
learning. According to Boyd (2008), one of the benefits of Web 2.0 technologies and
social media which are the major components of PLEs lies in the aspect of sociability.
It is PLEs that can boost interaction and collaboration among students. Social software
enables them to actively cooperate, support each other, and share their resources as
well as their knowledge and so on.

Last but not least, the fourth dimension is the environment with three
characteristics of PLEs. First of all, PLEs are seen as a collection of Web 2.0 tools and
services administered by students (Rahimi, 2015). This characteristic is derived from the
technological perspective in which students are allowed to choose the tools to
construct their learning environments to support their learning process. As defined by
Attwell (2007), a PLE is a learning space where students collect Web 2.0 tools and
communicate with their peers and experts. Downes (2007) mentions three
components of a PLE in terms of technology, which include tools to manage a personal
profile, edit and publish materials, tools to learn, communicate, scaffold, and connect,
and tools to observe students’ habits to guide them to relevant resources and
activities. Dohn (2009) emphasizes the importance of integrating Web 2.0 into the
educational environment by presenting four reasons: (1) students are familiar and
skillful with Web 2.0, (2) it can promote self-directed life-long learning, (3) Web 2.0
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tools have user-centered features and (4) Web 2.0 tool competencies are required for
their future jobs. Next, PLEs are a means for students to co-design/co-develop their
learning environment. According to Drexler (2010), constructing a learning environment
itself is a crucial learning process which is created by both students and teachers thanks
to various technologies and resources. It is hence necessary to provide students with
different genres of technology so that they can develop their own learning
environment according to their needs. Finally, PLEs are seen as a means to assist
students in creating content. Weller (2011) posits that with PLEs, learners can access
content from different resources such as articles, videos, podcasts, wikis, blog posts,
and so on. In addition, they can have opportunities to discuss content with others.

In conclusion, PLEs are deemed to include the following characteristics. They
(1) are learner-controlled, (2) encompass a variety of digital resources, (3) aggregate
resources into a single interface, (4) support and enable lifelong learning, (5) develop
and expand over time, (6) enable collaborative and reflective practices, (7) foster the
development of multiple learning skills and literacies in one place, and (8) bridge
formal and informal learning (Guettat & Farhat, 2015). Therefore, a PLE-based approach
not only offers personalized spaces owned and controlled by the user but also
necessitates a social context by providing a means to connect with other personal
spaces for efficient sharing of knowledge and collaborative knowledge generation
(Martindale, & Dowdy, 2010). All the characteristics of PLEs were shown in the PLE of
this study which aimed to enhance students’ speaking skills, SRL, and interaction.

2.2.3 Components of PLEs

According to Castanieda and Adell (2013), there are three components of a
PLE. These include reading, doing/reflecting while doing, and sharing (see Figure 2.4).

The first component of the PLE refers to documentary sources, platforms,
and mechanisms from which students learn and regularly extract information. The
tools in this part might include newsletters, blogs, video channels, RSS lists, and so on.
These are places where students can access information, join in conferences, read
texts, review headlines, and make use of audiovisual resources. Pedagogically, this
component includes attitudes and aptitudes in searching for curiosity, initiative, and
independence when students make attempts to search for information in a persistent
way to meet their needs. In other words, this component highlights the opportunity
for students to develop their own PLEs through the utilization of the huge, readily
accessible information on the Internet in multiple formats, personalizing them with
different tools according to their unique needs and contexts (Kompen et al., 2019). For

this purpose, students need to have comprehension skills, strategies, and
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competencies that empower them to effectively search, filter, assess, and interpret
information in a secure manner (Coiro & Dobler, 2007).

The second component of a PLE is related to modifying the information and
integrating tools and platforms where students undertake things with the obtained
information. This also consists of platforms students use to restore knowledge after
reflecting on the information. The mechanisms involved in this component are
reflecting, reorganizing, prioritizing, editing, and publishing information. As a result, the
tools will be online platforms such as a blog, a website to upload videos, a profile
wall on social media, or a notebook. The activities could be creating a daily report,
elaborating a mind map, or publishing a video. In other words, this component delves
into how students, through synthesizing, reflecting on, and structuring the information
they gather, are enabled to either create new content or modify existing ones by
employing certain tools (Castaneda & Adell, 2013). Effective time management plays a
pivotal role in content generation. The knowledge and utilization of available resources
as well as setting personal learning goals are also important (Kop, 2011). In addition,
fostering critical thinking, the ability to collaborate, and creative skills are key individual
factors that must be developed in students to boost their personal growth (Meza et
al., 2016), especially to facilitate autonomous learning (Alharbi, 2018; Boza & Conde,
2015).
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Last but not least, the third component is sharing which is based on the
perspective that the PLE is not necessarily restricted to an individual environment
constructed by every single student but might refer to a social learning environment.
In other words, students will create a Personal Learning Network (PLN) where sources
and relationships are connected. Therefore, Castaneda and Adell (2013, p.9) state that
the term PLE is considered to be associated with the PLN, which is “the tools, mental

processes and activities which allow people to share, reflect, debate and reconstruct
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knowledge and doubts collectively, as well as the attitudes promoting and nourishing
that exchange”. They add that the PLN is developed through activities on social tools
such as publishing on social media, sharing experiences using monitoring tools, or
communicating directly on social media. Meetings, forums, discussions, or conferences
are some opportunities for social exchange to boost the PLN. These exchanges also
require students to carry out some mental processes like decision-making capacity,
assertiveness, and so on. What is more, it is essential that students possess certain
competencies regarding personal identity in the networked environment (Castafieda &
Camacho, 2012). In other words, in addition to building, extending, and managing the
PLN, students need to enhance their awareness of personal and professional identity.
This is because, in order to strengthen a network for learning, a reliable identity is a
must.

With regard to language learning, Reinders (2014) proposes common tools
to create a PLE (Figure 2.5). According to Reinders (2014), all of these tools help
students manage their learning process. Firstly, a portfolio or e-portfolio is where
students can collect all evidence of their work and formal achievements such as
grades, test scores, etc. Students can decide whether or not to publish this information
and share it with other people. Secondly, collaboration tools enable students to
connect with their teachers, peers, or other experts. These tools assist students in
working together on a project like wiki. Some other examples could be social
networking sites such as Facebook, and Google+, or social bookmarking tools in which
students can share bookmarks of fascinating sites for learning. Students can also
communicate in real time via some programs like Skype. Thirdly, in order to manage
learning, numerous tools can be used to help students plan and monitor the process.
For instance, students can set goals, create to-do lists, and check the progress of a
short-term plan through Evernote. They can also utilize mind-mapping tools to
brainstorm and categorize aspects for enhancement. Fourthly, students are able to
record and reflect on their performance by writing journals through a blog, a text
document, or any other related apps. Finally, students need a content repository to
store language-learning content. For example, they can store videos by subscribing to
YouTube channels, store websites by subscribing to those with RSS feeds, store

documents or files on Google Drive, etc.
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Figure 2.5 Common tools used to create a PLE (Reinders, 2014)

In terms of English speaking skills, Oxford Learner’s Dictionary and Google
Translate are often used as online dictionaries and translators to facilitate students’
language learning (O’Neill, 2019). O’Neill (2019) proposes that online dictionaries can
improve vocabulary by offering learners precise and easily accessible word definitions.
Similarly, Clifford, Merschel, and Munné (2013) assert that online translators aid in
vocabulary expansion, improve grammatical accuracy, and boost confidence. In
addition, ELSA, Duolingo, and BBC Learning English are common learning tools that can
support students’ speaking skills (Khoa et al.,, 2021). ELSA (English Language Speech
Assistant) is a pronunciation app created to assist learners in enhancing their English
pronunciation. Utilizing speech recognition technology, it analyzes users’ pronunciation
and offers personalized feedback and practice exercises. ELSA provides pronunciation
lessons, interactive exercises, and progress tracking, making it a valuable tool for
learners seeking to improve their spoken English skills (Aswaty & Indari, 2022). Duolingo
is a popular language-learning app that offers courses in multiple languages, including
English and Vietnamese. It features interactive exercises, vocabulary practice, and
speaking practice for learners at different levels. As a result, Duolingo can enhance
students' vocabulary acquisition and speaking skills (Ajisoko, 2020). Finally, BBC
Learning English provides a variety of materials and resources to aid in English language
learning. Learners can access authentic content, pronunciation practice, speaking tips,
and interactive activities to support their English speaking development (Khashan &
AbuSeileek, 2023).

To sum up, common features of PLEs consist of a diversity of digital

resources, personalization, and collaboration. However, even though PLE is a learner-
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centered approach in which students take control of their learning, not many students
know how to use their PLEs effectively in their learning (Dabbagh & Fake, 2017). As a
result, they need guidance and support from other people (Valtonen et al,, 2012;
Korhonen, 2020). In addition, research literature highlights the importance of
scaffolding in triggering the development of learning skills within the PLE (McLoughlin
& Lee, 2008; Guettat et al.,, 2015; Korhonen, 2020). This study, therefore, aimed to fill
this cap by developing a comprehensive PLE to enhance Vietnamese EFL
undergraduates’ speaking skills, self-regulated learning, and interaction.
2.2.4 PLEs in Foreign Language Education

According to Kupchyk and Litvinchuk (2021), in the foreign language teaching
and learning context, the focal point is to assist students in developing learning
strategies and provide structured connections with relevant resources so that they can
select and organize by themselves. In addition, it is pivotal to construct a learning
environment that can facilitate foreign language acquisition through the customization
of students’ individual needs and interests.

CEFR is supposed to be able to facilitate learning profiling since it provides
learners with a self-assessment tool in order that they can identify their language levels
of four major skills: listening, speaking, reading, and writing (CEFR, 2001). CEFR describes
language proficiency based on a scale of six levels and offers specific descriptors of
each skill. Tons of available e-learning resources have been built in which learners can
realize their language proficiency by taking online tests and accordingly can practice
on these tools. Nevertheless, in formal education, students also have to gain language
learning outcomes set by the institution. PLEs hence would be a perfect solution for
this issue, which combine formal and informal learning (Sclater, 2008).

PLEs provide learners with ample opportunities to create their own learning
process, determine their learning strategies, and learn at their own pace (Dabbagh &
Kitsantas, 2012). Tochon, Karaman, and Okten (2014) claim that PLEs can foster deep
language and culture learning by offering unlimited authentic and updated resources.
One of the most important values of PLEs lies in the perspective that language
acquisition stems from social collaboration which leads to language awareness
(Tochon et al., 2014). PLEs also have a cognitive benefit in enabling learners to reflect
on their language learning process by taking advantage of the support and data from
other people, having a sense of data ownership, and aggregating various resources
(Carter, 2003). Another advantage of PLEs in language learning is that they facilitate

text-based and task-based learning approaches in which students can experientially
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respond to the language as well as have time and space to understand language
features and text structures (Carter, 2003).

In fact, teachers play a paramount role in guiding students to integrate Web
2.0 tools and services into their learning environment (Kupchyk and Litvinchuk, 2021).
PLEs should be co-organized by both students and teachers so that teachers can help
support them in searching, provide them with appropriate materials, give them advice
to solve problems and observe their progress in the learning process. They add that
rewards can be used to create a positive language learning environment and promote
students’ motivation. According to Castaneda and Soto (2010), teachers are
responsible for explicitly explaining to students how they can make use of resources
efficiently in both formal and informal learning processes. Students, on the other hand,
should be able to take advantage of assistance from their language teachers to create
their own catalog of tools and services to better their language skills.

In brief, PLEs bring plenty of merits to foreign language education in terms
of language learning. However, there needs to be a guideline for teachers to maximize
the benefit of PLEs. The development of the PLE for English speaking skills in this

research was expected to be able to address these issues.

2.3 Speaking Skills

This section explains the definition, functions, and components of speaking skills.
In addition, teaching speaking approaches and speaking activities are reviewed. After
that, how technology can be used in teaching speaking skills is also presented. Finally,
related studies in terms of PLEs and English language learning are reviewed.

2.3.1 Definition of the Speaking Skills

Speaking, one of the four language skills (listening, reading, writing, and
speaking), seems to be the most significant and often utilized skill in any situation. The
definition of speaking varies among educators and is divided into two approaches:
bottom-up and top-down.

Under the bottom-up perspective, Bygate (1987) states that speaking is
considered as the generation of auditory signals. Speaking skills are defined as the
ability to produce and combine sounds systematically to create meaningful utterances.
In other words, this approach holds that the speaking process begins with the tiniest
sounds and progresses to mastering words, phrases, and sentences. This approach,
however, ignores the social and interactive aspects of the speaking process (Harroug,
2022).
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On the other hand, with the top-down approach, according to Howarth
(2001), speaking is a two-way process in which ideas, facts, and emotions are
communicated. This point of view asserts that spoken texts are the result of
collaborations between two or more speakers at a certain time and context. It is a
two-way process between speakers and listeners that requires both productive and
receptive understanding abilities (Byrne, 1984). Likewise, according to Nazara (2011),
speaking is a distinct spoken discourse that is largely social and is participated in for
social reasons and in social circumstances. This indicates that speaking is a process that
involves both the speakers who give the speech and the listeners who listen to it. To
be more specific, it is seen as how humans communicate, express their thoughts,
emotions, hopes, and goals, and sustain social connections. According to Chaney and
Burk (1998), speaking is the act of making meaning via the use of verbal and non-verbal
symbols in various circumstances. Similarly, Cora and Knight (2000) posit that speaking
is the ability to execute and generate oral language used in the appropriate context
and diverse situations with other speakers of the same language. Overall, speaking is
seen as an open-ended interaction in which people in a given environment provide
and receive information.

Harmer (2001) and Gower et al. (1983) find that speaking includes two
primary aspects, namely accuracy and fluency. Accuracy entails the appropriate use of
vocabulary, grammar, jargon, punctuation, and articulation practiced via controlled and
supervised activities. Fluency is defined as the capacity to finish speech with few
pauses, which is to say that speaking is the use of the proper words in the appropriate
context with few pauses since these characteristics of a learner's speech output might
disclose his/her speaking proficiency.

Cora and Knight (2000) add that spoken language comprises special aspects
that distinguish it from the other skills; these components are tone of voice, stress,
intonation, pace of speech, and the speaker's facial expression, which they may utilize
with reiterations and stops. Ur (2012) further demonstrates the need for the speaker
to be proficient in grammar, vocabulary, and pronunciation. At the time of speaking,
the speaker should be an active listener since what they say is a response to something
else.

In light of the aforementioned theoretical definitions, it can be said that
speaking is one of the productive skills. Speaking is the ability to use language orally
through sound to present information, generate ideas, and express meaning for

interacting with another community member. This involves many different skills, such
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as pronunciation, vocabulary, listening, and grammar in both verbal and non-verbal
forms.

In this study, speaking refers to students’ capacity to orally produce the
language and share their ideas with other people through interactions. In language
learning and teaching, students are supposed to be able to communicate with other
people via speaking activities which allow them to obtain the functions of speaking.

2.3.2 Functions of Speaking

Numerous efforts have been made to categorize the functions of speaking
in human communication. According to Richards (2008), there are three functions of
speaking, namely speaking as interaction, speaking as transaction, and speaking as
performance.

2.3.2.1 Speaking as Interaction

This relates to what we often mean when we say "conversation" and
denotes interaction that mainly serves a social purpose. When two or more individuals
meet in a public setting, they will undoubtedly engage in small chats, exchange
pleasantries, share recent experiences, and so on. This is an obvious example of
interactional speaking. Participants engage in interactional discourse because they
would like to build a friendly rapport and a comfortable environment for interaction.
Interaction occurs when two individuals interact in a conversation or actively
participate in the process (Richards, 2008). Mastering the skill of speaking as an
interaction is challenging and may not be a goal for many students. They have
difficulties presenting a positive picture of themselves and may avoid situations that
need this kind of speaking.

2.3.2.2 Speaking as Transaction

A transaction is seen as an interaction in which the focus is on the
completion of a task rather than the maintenance of social interaction. According to
Brown and Yule (1983), there are two types of speaking as the transaction. One
category consists of circumstances where the emphasis is on exchanging and receiving
information, and where the participants are mainly focused on what is said and
received. As long as the information is effectively delivered or comprehended,
accuracy is not a concern. The second sort of transaction focuses on getting products
or services. Speaking as a transaction involves stating a need or goal, describing
something, asking questions, verifying facts, defending a viewpoint, giving
recommendations, clarifying comprehension, drawing comparisons, agreeing, and

disagreeing.
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2.3.2.3 Speaking as Performance

This pertains to public speaking, which is defined as speaking that
conveys information to an audience, such as a morning discussion, public
announcements, or a speech (Richards, 2008). Performance speaking is often
conducted as a monologue rather than dialogue. Several examples of speaking as
performance are delivering a class report on a field trip, leading a class debate,
delivering a speech of welcome, delivering a sales presentation, and delivering a
lecture. The key characteristics of speaking as performance consist of an emphasis on
both message and listeners, it reflects structure and sequencing, form and precision
are crucial, and language is more similar to written language. Some of the skills required
to use speaking as a performance include using the proper format, presenting
information in the proper consequences, keeping audiences interested, using the
appropriate grammar or pronunciation, and vocabulary, and using the proper opening
and closing.

This study aimed to assist students in mastering all these functions
in the context of learning English speaking skills through the PLE. In order to
successfully accomplish the functions of speaking, students need to be competent in
all the components of speaking skills.

2.3.3 Components of Speaking Skills
There are four components of speaking skills, which are grammar,
vocabulary, pronunciation, and fluency (Derakhshan et al., 2016; Putri et al., 2020).
Mastery of these components enables students to express ideas coherently, convey
meaning accurately, engage in dynamic exchanges, and adapt their language use to
different contexts and interlocutors.
2.3.3.1 Grammar

According to (Purpura, 2004), grammar is a systematic means of
creating all well-formed or grammatical utterances in the language using a set of rules
or principles. The purpose of grammar is to enable the connection between form and
meaning - between the limits formed over words or phrases and their connotations in
the world model of the system.

Grammatical knowledge is crucial for language learning (Refat, 2020).
To communicate successfully, speakers must construct the proper sentence
depending on the speaking situation. When a spoken or written statement is
constructed correctly, one feels encouraged. This will also aid in effective
communication, preventing any misunderstandings that may result from grammatical

faults or improper punctuation. However, grammar is always a hindrance to genuine
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speaking performances. While speaking, the speaker may have anxiety over making
grammatical errors since the words in a sentence are not always arranged in the same
order, even in simple sentence structures.

2.3.3.2 Vocabulary

Students with a limited vocabulary are unable to communicate
effectively or convey their ideas, feelings, and thoughts in both spoken and written
form (Alharthi, 2020). Speakers cannot communicate in an intelligible manner unless
they have a large vocabulary. Students must understand the meanings, spelling, and
pronunciation of vocabulary to talk effectively. Taslim (2019) claims that vocabulary is
the most essential thing to acquire for individuals who want to become proficient
speakers. Harley and Blanco (2013) assert that words have two aspects: word
recognition and word meaning. Finding out if a word is familiar and whether all the
information related to it is accessible are both necessary for determining whether
something is familiar. Word recognition encompasses all the skills that students utilize
to decode words, such as phonemic analysis, analogies, syllable analysis, sight word
mastery, and morpheme analysis.

Building a student's vocabulary is crucial for learning any foreign
language, not only because it closely correlates with students' intellectual
development, but also because it helps students become more proficient in all four
language skills. Grammar is essential for communication, but without vocabulary,
nothing can be conveyed (Ismatullayeva, 2020). Therefore, vocabulary should be of
primary importance to both students and instructors while studying English. English
instructors need to focus on this element as their initial language-related consideration.

2.3.3.3 Pronunciation

According to Thornbury (2005), pronunciation refers to a student's
capacity to generate comprehensible utterances to complete a task. In its broadest
definition, pronunciation is the act of making meaningful and proper sounds.
Pronunciation is an important part of every linguistic code since it allows us to
comprehend and detect distinctions across languages. Pronunciation is also required
to achieve meaning in a given scenario. As a consequence, utterances and proper
pronunciation are inextricably linked. Cook (1994) claims that learing to speak a
second language entails the acquisition of new pronunciation habits as well as the
eradication of bias from the original language. Good pronunciation and intonation may
contribute to the clarity of a speaker's message. Also, proper pronunciation facilitates
successful communication (Kline, 2001). According to Harmer (2001), learning a

language includes not just an awareness of pronunciation but also the capacity to
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transfer meanings. Poor pronunciation makes the conversation difficult and undesirable
for both the speaker and the listener.

2.3.3.4 Fluency

Fluency, according to Farahani and Kouhpaeenejad (2017), is the
fluidity or flow with which sounds, syllables, words, and sentences are joined together.
Zhang (2009) states that fluency means speaking at a regular pace without pausing
over words or sounds and utilizing outstanding English to express the speaker's
message in a straightforward, clear, and understandable way. Brown (1996) also posits
that indicators of fluency consist of a decent pace of speech and just a small number
of pauses and “ums” or “ers”. These indicators imply that the speaker does not have
to spend much time searching for the language pieces required to convey the message.

Overall, the speaking process consists of four important components
which help speakers communicate clearly and help listeners grasp what they are trying
to say. In this research, the PLE was developed to enhance all of these elements of
speaking since accuracy (grammar, vocabulary, pronunciation) and fluency are the key
to effective speaking skills (Derakhshan et al., 2016; Rahnama et al, 2016; Wang, 2014).
In order to enhance students’ speaking skills, speaking instruction plays a pivotal role.

2.3.4 Teaching Approaches for Speaking Skills

When looking back at the development of language learning methodology,
it is noted that attempts to teach speaking skills have followed prevailing ideas and
approaches to language teaching and learning, which have not always prioritized
speaking such as grammar-translation, cognitive approaches, and comprehension
approaches. Thornbury (2005) emphasizes the behaviorist, cognitivist, and sociocultural
theories of language learning concerning theories of second language acquisition and
learning that are pertinent to the teaching of speaking.

Behaviorist theory holds that language is taught through developing positive
habits via reinforcement (Thornbury, 2005). Speaking skills are developed by using the
aspects of learning, labeled presentation, practice, and controlled production. This
relates to a behaviorist view of the mind, which according to Thornbury (2005) views
the brain as malleable.

Concerning cognitivist theory, the brains of language learners are seen as
black boxes with the ability to process information, and it is thought that a complicated
skill like speaking develops in phases ranging from controlled to automatic (Thornbury,
2005). Learning begins by increasing awareness of certain steps of a process, then

progresses to integrating newly learned information with previously learned knowledge
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(proceduralization) via practice, and finally culminates with autonomy, the stage in
which new language is immediately usable.

Sociocultural theory, on the other hand, asserts that learning is mediated by
social contact with other learners and emphasizes the sociocultural environment in
learning. Learners need other regulations, as well as the mediation of someone with
more expertise who can give a supporting context (scaffold). They communicate with
classmates, instructors, and others, and this contact helps children to co-create new
information until they appropriate it - make it their own - and are able to operate
independently (self-regulation) (Thornbury, 2005).

Currently, the development of speaking abilities as a productive talent is
heavily emphasized, and communicative language competencies are seen as crucial
competencies in the development of engaged persons who are actively involved in
social life and the development of one's community and society. In addition, English
teaching and learning approaches range from direct to indirect ones (Brown, 2007;
Richards, 2008).

Direct approach proponents believe that speaking abilities should be
explicitly taught via awareness-raising activities (Hedge, 2001; Richards, 1990;
Thornbury, 2005). For instance, Richards (1990) emphasizes the need to give students
chances to engage in discourse. The direct method, according to him, involves
structuring a conversation program around the exact micro-skills, tactics, and processes
that are involved in fluent communication.

The indirect approach is an approach in which conversational competence
is considered as the outcome of engaging learners in conversational interaction. In
other words, learners may improve their spoken language skills by participating in
communicative activities. The indirect technique also presumes that learners may gain
conversational competence just by doing it (Thornbury & Slade, 2006). According to
Ellis (2005), indirect intervention is “likely to result in linguistic information that is
deployable (i.e., that learners can actually access when requested to participate in
real-life communication)” because it places a strong focus on learning via conversation.

Apart from teaching approaches, speaking activities play an important role
in enhancing students’ English speaking skills. Teachers must use a variety of activities
to maximize opportunities for students to practice speaking.

2.3.5 English Speaking Activities

Incorporating a variety of activities in teaching speaking skills enables learners

to regularly practice and develop their oral proficiency. There are numerous classroom

activities available that can effectively assist learners in enhancing their speaking skills.
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2.3.5.1 Discussion
Discussion and debate serve as frequently employed activities in oral
classes for teaching speaking skills as they enable students to express and justify their
perspectives, and exchange interests, opinions, and personal experiences (Saadane,
2023). Engaging in discussions prompts students to express agreement or disagreement
on a given topic, present supporting evidence, and construct arguments. The selected
topic must be captivating, familiar to the students, and connected to their everyday
lives. Students should be encouraged to actively participate and contribute with their
unique ideas while being mindful that everyone involved in the discussion should be
actively engaged (Putri & Hamzah, 2023).
2.3.5.2 Role Play
Role-play is a teaching technique relevant in the 21st century.
According to Umam (2011), role-play refers to a simulation or imitation of a character
where students take on the role of someone else in real-world scenarios. Suryani
(2015) highlights that role-play serves as a technique that encourages students to
participate in classroom speaking activities. It involves assigning specific roles to
students, requiring them to speak and behave accordingly. There are numerous
advantages associated with incorporating role-play activities in the language classroom.
Utilizing role-play in an EFL classroom has been identified as an effective method for
enhancing learners' discourse. According to Dorathy and Mahalakshmi (2011), role-play
is highly significant in English language teaching as it offers students the opportunity to
practice communication skills within various social contexts and diverse social roles.
This not only encourages creativity but also allows students to temporarily assume
the perspectives of others. Through role-play activities, learners engage in practice
within the second language, thereby promoting the development of their
communicative competence. Additionally, Huang and Shan (2008) suggest that role-
play enriches learners’ vocabulary knowledge, which plays a crucial role in effective
communication in the target language. As communicative competence relies on
grammar and vocabulary skills, engaging in role-play activities equips learners with the
necessary language knowledge to enhance their overall proficiency.
2.3.5.3 Information gap
Information gap activities have gained popularity and are increasingly
recommended as an effective approach to English language teaching. According to
Harmer (2003), an information gap refers to the difference in the information possessed
by two individuals, and engaging in a conversation helps bridge this gap so that both

speakers have the same information. Additionally, Raptou (2002) highlights that in
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information gap activities, one individual possesses specific information that needs to
be shared with others to solve a problem, gather information, or make decisions. This
concept reflects the reality that in authentic communication, people often engage in
conversations to obtain information that they do not currently have. Kayi (2006) further
supports the utilization of information gap activities in the language classroom.
According to Kayi, information gap activities involve students working in pairs, with one
student possessing information that the other partner lacks. The purpose of these
activities can vary, including problem-solving or information collection. Through such
collaborative tasks, students engage in sharing and exchanging information, fostering
communication and interactive learning experiences.
2.3.5.4 Storytelling

Storytelling is recognized as an effective method in language
classrooms for learning a new language. This activity involves introducing the
vocabulary of the new language by constructing them into a story. Dujmovic (2006)
emphasizes that storytelling is a powerful activity that demonstrates the impact of
words. Through storytelling, words are used to stimulate the listener's imagination,
enhance verbal expression, improve comprehension, and create mental imasgery.
Importantly, storytelling enables learners to connect their imagination with the events
in the story and relate them to their own experiences. Wang and Lee (2007) further
highlight that storytelling is a valuable activity for learners as it helps them imagine
and create plots. It encourages learners to develop details, predict plot progression,
and draw conclusions. Al-Mansour and Al-Shorman (2011) also support the notion that
stories have a significant impact on improving learners' motivation to speak. Stories
enable learners to understand their real-life situations and connect them with the
events portrayed in the story. Interestingly, learners possess the ability to combine
their real experiences with imagination to create new stories. Furthermore, learners
can easily share these stories with people around them, promoting social interaction
and communication.

2.3.5.5 Presentation

A presentation is when the presenter shares their expertise on a
particular topic with an audience. It occurs within a structured setting and has time
limitations. According to Chivers and Shooldbred (2007), delivering presentations is a
valuable learning opportunity. Al Issa and AL Qubtan (2010) state that presentations
are an activity that can enhance student motivation to take initiative, think beyond
what is covered in textbooks, and utilize language engagingly and creatively.

Presentations provide students with the opportunity to explore ways to enhance their
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imagination, specifically in developing their speaking skills. Presentations involve

presenting ideas and information to an audience, making it a distinct activity compared

to delivering a report. According to Solmaz (2019), presentations have an advantage

over reports in that they allow the speaker’s personality to shine through and facilitate

a direct connection between presenters and audiences. EFL teachers often utilize

presentations as a means to enhance their students’ speaking abilities (King, 2002).
2.3.5.6 Vlogging

The process of vlogging involves setting up a tripod, positioning a
video camera to face oneself, speaking into the camera, saving the video, converting
it to a computer-readable format, and subsequently posting it on an internet platform
to host the footage (Watkins, 2012). In this process, the viogger speaks directly into a
web camera for a specific duration, subsequently reviewing and assessing their
recorded statements, making edits if necessary, and deciding whether to publish the
video online. The vlogger then watches and listens to their recorded performance
(Watkins & Wilkins, 2011). Vlogging can be done using a smartphone or a computer
connected to a video camera with an internet connection. Baran (2007) suggests that
vlogging has the potential to cater to the learning needs of Generation Z students,
who are immersed in a highly dynamic and interactive technological environment.
Vlogging is recognized as an emerging tool and a popular trend on the internet, offering
numerous benefits for educational settings. Moreover, vlogging has the capability to
redefine classroom boundaries by extending learning experiences beyond the
traditional school environment. According to Watkins (2012) and Anil (2016), vlogs assist
language learners in self-monitoring their performance before sharing them with the
audience. Learners have the opportunity to listen to their recordings, assess their level
of understanding, and make any necessary modifications. If learners feel the need to
enhance their presentation, they can try again, receiving feedback and comments to
further improve their skills.

With the development of technology, these activities can be
enhanced and supported through modern technologies. Such kinds of technologies
have revolutionized the way speaking skills are practiced and assessed, providing
learners with engaging environments to refine their oral communication abilities.

2.3.6 Technology and Speaking Skills
Technology may encourage learners’ playfulness and immerse them in a
range of settings. Technology allows learners to participate in self-directed activities,
self-paced interactions, privacy, and a safe environment in which mistakes are
remedied and detailed feedback is provided (Bahadorfar & Omidvar, 2014). A
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machine’s feedback has an added benefit since it can monitor faults and direct
students to activities that specifically target those flaws. The usefulness of technology
is further increased when links are offered to discover explanations, extra assistance,
and references. Some modern technologies nowadays might include communication
labs, speech recognition software, the Internet, and TELL (Technology Enhanced
Language Learning).

In terms of communication labs, there are programs available to improve
your speaking abilities. The students will play the appropriate software on computers
with their interest and strive to enhance their speaking abilities, which are crucial in
today’s advanced IT environment. The use of headphones in the lab encourages
students to be interested in the material and encourages them to repeat it rather than
becoming bored (Bahadorfar, Omidvar, 2014).

By turning spoken words into machine-readable input, speech recognition
software also aids in enhancing students' speaking. Also, this program assesses and
delivers scores for grammar, pronunciation, and understanding, and presents the proper
forms. For instance, if a student pronounces a word incorrectly, the learning tool may
quickly identify it and assist in correction. For distance learners, who lack an instructor
to correct their speech and who may benefit from this device’s ability to help them
become more fluent speakers, it can be a very helpful tool (Bahadorfar, Omidvar,
2014).

The word “Internet” is well-known and frequently used by people all
around the globe. Nowadays, students utilize the Internet in class to practice their
English. Online teaching seems to be engaging and encourages students to look for the
best resources for them. Students may get information for any lesson over the Internet
from a variety of sources. Students can use Skype, MSM Messenger, Google Talk (used
for online conferences), and other applications to practice speaking. These methods
of learning have been shown to improve oral proficiency in students and compensate
for the lack of native speakers in the areas where students live. What is more, online
conferences also improve intercultural awareness, motivation, and awareness of other
cultures (Bahadorfar & Omidvar, 2014).

TELL refers to the use of computer technology, including hardware,
software, and the Internet, to improve language teaching and learning. It provides
students with access to all accessible technology for improving English study. Students
are permitted to utilize online dictionaries, communicate, and watch current events

around the world.
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This study made an effort to employ TELL to enhance students’ speaking
skills by using a PLE. By integrating contemporary digital tools, interactive multimedia
resources, and social networking platforms into the language learning process, students
were provided with a versatile and dynamic environment that encouraged active
participation, self-regulation, and meaningful interaction, fostering more effective
speaking skill development.

2.3.7 Previous Studies Related to PLEs and English Language Learning

PLEs have considerably been researched in multiple disciplines but not
many studies related to PLEs in the field of ELT have been done. This section sets out
to review experimental as well as descriptive research concerning the implementation
of PLEs in ELT.

Saks and Leijen (2014) conducted a research study which developed
assignments in the PLE to enhance advanced language learning strategies (LLS). The
participants were 28 freshmen studying Tourism English. The instruments used to
collect data were a pre-test, a post-test, and focus group interviews. The results
indicated that this intervention significantly improved students’ compensation and
social strategies. Also, there was a significant relationship between compensation and
content knowledge.

A study by Harwood (2014) purported to examine how a PLE platform
SymbalooEDU could support students of English for Academic Purposes (EAP). The
participants included 613 undergraduates and postgraduate students who joined EAP
programs. Two questionnaires comprising a need analysis and a survey of students’
perceptions and experiences were undertaken. The findings indicated that students
expressed positive perceptions of the benefits of the software for EAP but there was a
restriction in using social learning with the way the teachers established and executed
the social media.

Ruengkul and Sukavatee (2015) attempted to examine the PLE tools that
Thai EFL undergraduate students used for ‘their English language learning. A
questionnaire was employed to collect data from 150 students who were freshmen
registering for the English course. The results indicated that Google and YouTube were
the most frequently used tools to enhance all English skills while Facebook was mainly
utilized for learning reading and writing skills.

El-Magd and Mohammad (2015) conducted a study to investigate the effects
of a task-based personal learning environment on the listening comprehension skills
of English major students. This study focused on two target listening comprehension

skills which were guessing the meaning of unknown words and understanding implicit
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and explicit details. There were 30 English major freshmen at Suez Canal University
taking part in this research. Regarding the research design, one group of experimental
research with pre-test and post-test was employed. They found that a task-based
personal learning environment significantly improved students’ target listening
comprehension skills.

Parnkul (2018) undertook a research thesis to explore the effects of PLEs
through implementing the MacroSIM program on autonomous students’ English
proficiency. The participants were 62 third-year students registering for a Business
English course. The researcher employed a pretest and posttest, a learning autonomy
questionnaire, an evaluation questionnaire, video clips, and a student diary to collect
the data. The findings indicated that students in the experimental group could perform
better after experiencing learning English in the virtual world of the MacroSIM program.
In addition, there was a significant difference concerning their autonomy after
implementing the program.

Wisudawati (2019) also had a study related to PLEs in writing. The purpose
of this study was to examine the influence of students’ engagement in PLEs on learning
Scientific Writing. This research employed a narrative inquiry design. Research
instruments included observation, questionnaire, and in-depth interviews, collecting
data from one participant who was an English major graduate student. The findings
showed that the combination of both digital and non-digital tools was beneficial but
the use of digital tools seemed to be more supportive of the learning process.

Another study was conducted by Satriani (2019) to figure out the influence
of employing PLEs on English education in UNESA, Indonesia. Three aspects explored
in this study were whether students owned any PLEs to improve their English skills,
what kinds of PLEs they were, and how PLEs could benefit students. The participants
of this research were 34 English Literature and English Education major students. The
researcher used open-ended. questionnaires and interviews to collect data. The
findings were that all students had their PLEs. Although the concept of a “Personal
Learning Environment” was not familiar to them, they all had their PLEs to study
English. The most commonly used PLE was video-watching. The results also revealed
that some of the students did not think that their PLEs had assisted them enough.

A thesis by Ospina Villabona (2019) with the purpose of figuring out the
effectiveness of implementing PLEs in ELT to improve students’ listening
comprehension skills was carried out. The participants were 35 students enrolling in
evening classes at Centro Colombo Americano de Bucaramanga. A customizable PLE

was developed by using a blog and a padlet and students were required to complete
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active listening tasks through PLEs within 17 weeks. A pre-test and a post-test were
administered to measure students’ performance. The results revealed that students
significantly enhanced their listening comprehension skills through the autonomous
construction of resource collection.

Drajati and Handayani (2020) carried out a research study to advocate the
PLE serving academic writing for publication which is a part of the curriculum of
Indonesian higher education. This was a qualitative study using an action research
design. The participants were 28 first-year graduate students in Indonesia. They were
asked to work independently in a personal learning environment on blogs within 16
weeks. The data collected from the blogs, the questionnaires, and the in-depth
interviews were then qualitatively analyzed based on a narrative inquiry design. The
findings revealed that implementing PLEs facilitated the development of students’
ability in academic writing since they had a lot of time, space, and resources.

Recently Suppasetseree, Kumdee, and Minh (2023) carried out a research
study to explore students’ engagement and opinions on an online PLE for listening
comprehension through extensive listening activities. 30 Thai students took part in a 2-
week research project. Questionnaires and semi-structured interviews were used to
collect data. The findings indicated that students exhibited significant levels of
engagement in all three aspects: behavioral, cognitive, and emotional. The students
held favorable views towards the online PLE, perceiving it as enjoyable. The
combination of self-regulated and customized leaming approaches contributed to
enhancing vocabulary and pronunciation skills, despite encountering specific
challenges related to time management and Internet connectivity throughout the
project.

In the Vietnamese context, only one study by Trang (2020) was found by
the researcher. This study aimed to develop an online Personal Learning Environment
model (PLERN) to enhance students’ academic listening comprehension skills and
investigate students’ opinions towards online " learning through this model.
Unfortunately, he just proposed the research design, research settings, participants,
and instruments, but has not yet implemented it in the real context.

After a comprehensive review of previous research studies related to PLEs
and their impact on language learning, several key findings have emerged. Notable
strengths of these studies include their diverse range of participants, ranging from
undergraduates to graduate students, and the utilization of a variety of instruments for
data collection. They have employed pre-tests and post-tests, questionnaires,

interviews, and observations, offering a comprehensive understanding of the effects of
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PLEs on language learning. These studies have shown that PLEs can significantly
enhance language skills, such as listening comprehension and writing. Additionally,
they have highlighted the importance of engagement and autonomy in the learning
process. However, weak points were identified such as limited sample sizes and
context-specific settings restricting generalizability, and some students felt that their
PLEs lacked sufficient support to be more beneficial. In addition, not many of the
studies explored the effects of PLEs on other skills such as speaking or reading. These
findings emphasize the importance of careful design and execution of PLEs,
consideration of the combination of digital and non-digital tools, and the need for
further research to validate proposed PLEs and explore PLEs in diverse contexts. While
most of these studies have been conducted in international settings, a noticeable
research gap exists within the Vietnamese context, with only one study by Trang (2020)
proposing a research design for online PLEs but not yet implementing it. Therefore,
the present research aims to contribute to the existing body of knowledge by assessing
the impact of PLEs on students’ speaking skills in the specific context of Vietnam.
Furthermore, as can be seen, while the PLE approach highlights individual differences,
most prior empirical investigations have approached learner populations as if they
were entirely homogeneous (El Magd & Mohammad, 2015; Parnkul, 2018; Ospina
Villabona, 2019; Drajati & Handayani, 2020). That is to say, there is a noticeable lack of
studies specifically focusing on how PLE effects differ across individual learners.
Consequently, this research aimed to examine how a proposed PLE affected learners
at varying levels (high, medium, and low). In addition, to maximize the benefits of the
PLE in which learning occurs in the online learning environment, students are required

to have self-regulated learning skills.

2.4 Self-regulated Learning in Online Learning Environments

This section aims to provide readers with a brief introduction to SRL in online
learning environments by discussing the components of online SRL, factors influencing
online SRL, and assessment of online SRL. Additionally, the relationship between PLEs
and SRL is also explained. Finally, studies related to PLEs and SRL are reviewed.

2.4.1 Components of SRL in Online Learning Environments

Students’ self-regulatory processes in online or blended learning
environments may differ from those in traditional classroom settings, as highlighted by
Barnard et al. (2009) and Zheng et al. (2016). In their study, Barnard et al. (2009)
identified six factors grounded on Zimmerman’s (2002) model that contribute to

learners’ online self-regulation: goal setting, time management, environment
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structuring, help-seeking, task strategies, and self-evaluation. The researchers found a
close relationship between learners’ online self-regulation and their academic success
in computer-based learning environments (Winters et al., 2008). Additionally, Tseng et
al. (2006) discovered that online self-regulation plays a crucial role in students’ web-
based information-searching strategies, enabling them to effectively organize and
integrate information into meaningful mental models while learning online (Azevedo
& Cromley, 2004).

Goal Setting

Goal setting or goal orientation involves establishing a specific objective and
taking actionable measures to attain the intended outcomes. According to Pintrich et
al. (1991), goal setting involves the level to which students actively engage and
participate in preparing for their activities like assignments, studying, or other tasks
motivated by their desire to accomplish their learning goals. Goals function as
benchmarks for individuals to assess their progress in an achievement situation and aid
in determining whether they should maintain their current approach or make
adjustments to regulate their activity (Wigfield et al,, 2015). In the PLE, students are
supposed to be able to set their learning goals based on the objectives of the lessons
and make use of available technological and human networks to achieve their goals.

Environment Structuring

Environment structuring entails creating an optimal learning environment
that is calm and free from distractions to enhance concentration during the learning
process (Pintrich et al., 1991). It refers to the proactive actions of students in selecting
or finding an appropriate learning space and utilizing instructional tools such as
computers, laptops, and other resources that facilitate the learning process. With
online learning, students often dedicate significant time to studying at home, but many
still struggle with discomfort and a lack of concentration due to various disturbances
like crowds, noise, or poor signal issues. To address these challenges, it becomes
crucial to implement self-regulatory environmental structuring, enabling students to
effectively manage their learning environment, whether it be at home or in other
comfortable locations. This aims to help students maintain focus on their studies and
facilitate their learning activities (Lynch et al., 2004).

Task Strategies and Time Management

Self-regulated learners take responsibility for not only determining their
learning environment but also establishing task strategies and effectively managing
their learning time. The process of task strategy within self-regulation involves analyzing

and selecting the most suitable resources or methods for successful learning



64

(Zimmerman, 2011). Time management, on the other hand, entails planning and
scheduling activities to maximize effectiveness, efficiency, and productivity
(Zimmerman, 2011). Effective time management in studying goes beyond merely
creating a study schedule; it also involves skillfully managing the allocated time for
studying or completing tasks, prioritizing crucial aspects that contribute to fluency and
success in learning. Students who are proficient in time management exhibit superior
academic performance and achieve better results compared to those who struggle to
organize their study time (Lynch et al,, 2004). Learners with time management skills
possess the ability to effectively allocate and prioritize their time, understanding the
deadlines associated with each activity and recognizing the time requirements for their
tasks (Zimmerman, 2011). They are mindful of how they utilize their time and are
aware of the importance of managing it efficiently.

Help-seeking

Another essential component of self-regulation is help-seeking, which
involves the capability to seek academic assistance or support from others to enhance
academic success (Lynch et al., 2004). Zimmerman (2011) suggests that help-seeking
within the self-regulation process entails selecting instructors, teachers, or individuals
with extensive knowledge, as well as choosing relevant resources to aid in the learning
process. This aspect emphasizes the importance of actively seeking guidance and
utilizing available resources to foster effective learning. Multiple studies have
demonstrated that help-seeking plays a pivotal role in facilitating a smooth learning
process. Lynch et al. (2004) specifically examined help-seeking within the context of
online learning. In online learning environments, students have the opportunity to seek
help from peers or instructors through various means such as WhatsApp, email, or
other digital platforms when encountering difficulties or having questions. Despite the
absence of face-to-face interaction, the availability of advanced technology allows for
remote communication, eliminating concerns regarding obstacles to learning. This form
of interaction also enhances the development of students’ self-regulation skills.
According to Gonida et al. (2019), students who utilize self-regulated learning strategies
are proficient in seeking assistance when they encounter learning difficulties. They
actively seek help from peers, teachers, or resources to overcome such challenges.
Interestingly, the study found that students with high-performance goals tend to
perceive the costs associated with help-seeking more prominently. On the other hand,
students with low goal orientations are less likely to recognize the benefits of help-

seeking and consequently exhibit reduced motivation to seek instrumental assistance.
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Self-evaluation

Self-evaluation is the process of assessing and evaluating one’s own
performance regarding learning activities (Kirmizi, 2014). It involves measuring the
effectiveness and quality of one’s work (Zimmerman, 2011). Independent learners
engage in self-evaluation by carefully reviewing their completed tasks, identifying any
errors, and determining areas that need improvement. This proactive examination of
their work allows them to take responsibility for their learning and make necessary
corrections to enhance their performance. Engaging in self-evaluation and actively
identifying and correcting mistakes can significantly enhance self-regulation skills
(Kitsantas et al,, 2004). By independently recognizing and evaluating their errors,
students develop a deeper understanding of their performance and areas in need of
improvement. Providing students with opportunities to see and reflect upon the results
of their performance and evaluation has a positive impact, as it motivates them to be
more proactive in their efforts to enhance and refine their performance (Horner &
Shwery, 2002). This process of self-reflection and self-improvement fosters a sense of
ownership and empowers students to take charge of their learning journey.

2.4.2 Factors Influencing Students’ SRL in Online Learning Environments

According to Dong et al, 2023, there are seven factors which impact
students’ SRL in an online learning environment.

2.4.2.1 Cognitive Quality

Cognitive quality pertains to how well-defined the structure of the

learning task is and the extent to which the task can intellectually stimulate the learner
(Cordova and Lepper, 1996). As the volume of tasks increased, there was a greater
utilization of strategies for seeking assistance and managing time (Hensley et al., 2022;
Mahmud & German, 2021). In addition, clarity of materials plays a critical role in
enhancing self-regulated learning (SRL) and implementing data visualization techniques
can enhance the clarity of these materials, thereby potentially aiding students in
bettering their SRL practices (Albelbisi and Yusop, 2019; Mahmud and German, 2021;
Sun et al., 2023). Whipp and Chiarelli (2004) also state that the availability of learing
resources can affect help-seeking strategies.

2.4.2.2 Motivation Quality

Motivational quality refers to the variety of explicit and implicit

information that learners receive from the teacher and classmates (Frenzel et al,
2009). Students who have an intrinsic interest in the learning material are more likely
to develop effective time management strategies. On the other hand, a lack of intrinsic

motivation often leads to less engagement in classroom activities. Additionally, the
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motivational qualities that come from external rewards are connected to the
development of communication and interaction abilities (Hashemyolia et al., 2015;
Hensley et al,, 2022; Hwa, 2020). In addition, an interactive learning atmosphere
positively correlates with the advancement of self-regulated learning in students within
online education contexts (Hensley et al., 2022; Zhou et al., 2021). Last but not least,
positive associations exist between communicative abilities in online learning contexts
and self-regulated learning aspects, including strategies related to managing time and
seeking assistance (Broadbent and Lodge, 2021; Chen & Lin, 2018).
2.4.2.3 Autonomy Support
Autonomy  support encompasses tasks and the learning
environment, which upholds and encourages independent learner control (Tsai et al,,
2008). The environment of encouragement created by peers, teachers, and the learning
environment contributes to the support of learner autonomy. In other words, social
support from peers and teachers can lead to the improvement of SRL levels (Whipp
& Chiarelli, 2004; Xu et al,, 2017; Karaoglan Yilmaz et al., 2018; Yu & Zhou, 2022;
Albelbisi & Yusop, 2019).
2.4.2.4 Goal Structures
Goal structures are composed of mastery, competitive, or
cooperative objectives (Johnson & Johnson, 1974). Studies show that mastery goals
significantly correlate SRL (Adesope et al,, 2015; Cho & Kim, 2013; Littlejohn et al,,
2016). Conversely, learners who scored lower in SRL tended to orient their goals
towards performance metrics.
2.4.2.5 Feedback and Considerations of Achievement on SRL
Within the framework of control value theory, feedback and
considerations of achievement are related to how teachers respond to students’
learning outcomes and the students’ own perceptions of their learning success (Pekrun
& Perry, 2014). Supportive .comments from teachers are linked to notable
enhancement in the quality of students’ self-regulated learning (Roelle et al., 2011;
Sun et al,, 2023; Zheng et al., 2023). In addition, research has indicated that there is a
significant relationship between learners’ perceptions of their own achievements and
their SRL (Littlejohn et al., 2016; Zheng et al.,, 2023). Learners with higher academic
achievement displayed more advanced SRL abilities.
2.4.2.6 Perceived Control on SRL
Perceived control involves how students assess their ability to
manage their learning activities and outcomes. This sense of control can result from

their own actions or outside influences (Pekrun & Perry, 2014). Learning environments
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and technology in online education are significant external elements that influence
students’ control over their learning. Regarding the impact of technology and network
aspects, studies found that modules designed with technology in mind played a role
in fostering the enhancement of students' strategies for managing time and seeking
assistance (Lin & Dai, 2022; Viberg & Andersson, 2019).

2.4.2.7 Perceived Value on SRL

Perceived value encompasses the extent and nature of importance
that is attributed, covering both the inherent worth of the activity and its results
(intrinsic value) and the practical benefits derived from achieving the intended result
(extrinsic value) (Pekrun & Perry, 2014). A review of the research categorizes the
components of perceived value in online learning environments into two significant
areas: the learners’ perceived importance of online learning and their attitudes towards
it. Findings from studies indicate that perceived value affects self-regulated learning
(SRL) levels, which is evident in the learners’ perceived importance of communication
with teachers and peers (Cho and Kim, 2013), and the perceived value they assign to
the content being learned (Edelbring & Wahlstrom, 2016; Chen & Lin, 2018).

Furthermore, studies showed that learners with positive attitudes
towards online learning are more likely to enhance their SRL skills (Albelbisi and Yusop,
2019; Stegers-Jager et al,, 2012). Research also suggests that prior experience with
online learning can influence learners’ attitudes towards it, noting that those with more
experience in online learning settings exhibit higher levels of SRL (Cho and Kim, 2013;
Xu et al., 2017; Zheng et al., 2018).

In summary, there are factors influencing students’ SRL in an online
learning environment. Therefore, when designing the online learning environment,
these factors should be considered to maximize learners’ SRL.

2.4.3 Self-regulated Learning Assessment

With regard to measuring SRL, there are several methods mentioned by
scholars. In general, SRL measures may be classified as offline or online (Schraw, 2010).
Self-report surveys and interviews are two examples of offline tools that aim to
examine self-regulation before or after the learning process. Such evaluations are
susceptible to social desirability bias and students’ incapacity to use higher-order
cognitive functions when learning as a result of memory issues, distortions, or
interpretative reconstruction.

On the other hand, online assessments make an effort to record self-
regulation in real time while learning is taking place. Some of the online assessments

are inconspicuous and do not hinder students’ learning, like the traces that software
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collects while they are studying. These traces may be used to draw conclusions about
how students check their comprehension and update it as well as how much effort
they put into studying. Though it may be challenging for students to utilize and is
inappropriate for research involving whole classes, the think-aloud approach can reveal
students' cognitive, metacognitive, and motivational processes (Veenman, 2011).

In this study, self-reported questionnaires were used to measure SRL. In
terms of online assessments, it is difficult to conduct so reflective journals will be the
substitution. In order to support students’ self-regulated learning, a Personal Learning
Environment (PLE) could be a solution (Tu et al,, 2015; Dabbagh & Kitsantas, 2012;
Goksel et al, 2018, Haworth, 2016; Nan Cenka, 2022).

2.4.4 Personal Learning Environment and Self-regulated Learning

Dabbagh and Kitsantas (2012) state that the pedagogical capabilities of Web
2.0 might assist and encourage self-regulated learning by facilitating the building of
PLEs. Also, they claim that self-regulated learning and PLE development are
interdependent and synergistic. In addition, constructing PLEs is regarded as a crucial
skill for developing personal knowledge management strategies and forming a self-
regulated learning model (Vazquez-Cano et al.,2016). Self-regulation is one of the
indicators of student success in both conventional and digital personal learning
contexts, according to Delen and Liew (2016). It has been stated numerous times that
an effective, personalized, and satisfying PLE is a positive factor that aids individuals in
setting their learning objectives, searching for and organizing content, communicating
with others, and evaluating their own learning actions (Archee, 2012; Chaves et al,,
2016; Dabbagh & Kitsantas, 2012; Ebner & Taraghi, 2010; Johnson & Sherlock, 2014).

According to Bandura (1986) and Schunk (2001) when looking at PLEs from
a social-cognitive viewpoint, the development of self-regulated learning abilities and
strategies is a product of the bidirectional interplay of a person’s psychological,
behavioral, and environmental elements. Personal, behavioral, and contextual
variables influence the development and process of self-regulated learning skills and
strategies, allowing learners to change, modify, organize, and control their learning. As
a result, it is necessary for students to employ a personal, customized portal in order
to organize various digital tools in a central location. In the building of a Web 2.0 PLE,
the incorporation of a personal component enables students to modify and
personalize PLEs by controlling digital widgets, mobile applications, and feeds inside
personal Web portals. Students must take control of their PLE constructions,
organizations, and management in order for PLEs to be developed effectively. Since

PLE creation encourages learners to take the initiative and control, PLEs concentrate
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learners’ attention by letting them create their own learning environments and
highlighting the self-regulated nature of the learning (Valtonen et al., 2012).

Building good PLEs requires having strong goal setting, time management,
and task strategy abilities (Tu et al,, 2012). They came to the conclusion that self-
regulated learning’s goal setting, time management, and task strategies might predict
the degree of initiative in PLE management, while goal setting and task strategies may
predict the sense of control in PLE management. Furthermore, in order to build
successful PLEs, the management of PLE widgets and tools (i.e., search, evaluate,
choose, add, remove, or move) is influenced by the level of initiative in the PLE. The
level of initiative is clearly tied to the initial network learning preparations, but the
perception of control is obtained from the succeeding learning activities. As a
consequence, assuming that self-regulated learning would result in improved self-
related learning abilities and successful PLE development is unrealistic.

According to Yen et al. (2016), positive learning outcomes cannot be
achieved without effective modeling, comprehending, and training in the integration of
PLEs into digital learning. This is also based on the academic achievement of the
students, the interactions among the students, and their social communication
(Casquero et al., 2016).

2.4.5 Previous Studies Related to PLEs and SRL

In terms of research studies regarding self-regulated learning in PLEs, there
have been studies conducted by the researchers. These studies focused on examining
the relationship between PLEs and self-regulated learning.

Dabbagh and Kitsantas (2013) conducted a research study to explore how
learners utilized social media to develop a PLE that enhanced their educational
experience and investicate if these learners had employed self-regulated learning
strategies during the creation of this PLE. 87 participants completed a questionnaire
and answered open-ended questions. The results showed that the use of social media
to construct PLEs was found to particularly support goal setting, self-monitoring, help-
seeking, motivation, and task strategies, whereas self-evaluation and time management
were perceived as receiving less support.

Dabbagh et al. (2015) carried out a research study to investicate how
students developed PLEs using social media and the degree to which they engaged in
self-regulated learning (SRL) throughout the process. Five participants, consisting of two
males and three females, took part in the research. Adopting a case study approach,
these participants were interviewed to uncover which SRL processes they employed

when constructing their PLEs and whether social media served as effective learning
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and developmental tools. The findings revealed that developing PLEs involved
students in SRL, especially regarding goal setting, applying task strategies, self-
monitoring, and self-evaluation. However, time management and help-seeking were
not perceived to be supported during the time they constructed their PLEs via social
media. Additionally, the findings showed that the participants reported being
intrinsically motivated to utilize social media for creating their PLEs.

Yen et al. (2016) explored how all aspects of SRL predicted the sense of
control, initiative level, and self-reflection in PLE management. The predictor variables
consisted of goal setting, environment structuring, task strategies, time management,
help-seeking, and self-evaluation. In addition, the variables included the level of
initiative, sense of control, and self-reflection. The participants were 104 graduate
students who took online courses at a university in the United States. By using online
surveys for data collection, the results demonstrated that PLE management could be
predicted by all six characteristics of SRL.

A study by Chaves-Barboza et al. (2017) purported to examine the process
of self-regulated learning within PLEs among students enrolled in the Graduate
Program for Preschool Education at the University of Granada in Spain. The study
specifically focused on the self-regulatory actions carried out by students and their
achievements in self-regulated learning during the action and reflection phases of this
process. A Likert scale questionnaire was administered to a randomly selected cluster
sample from the population. The collected data underwent descriptive and inferential
statistical analyses, including non-parametric correlation and analysis of variance tests.
The findings affirmed the significance of individual learning within the self-regulated
process and highlighted the crucial role of digital tools in all three phases of self-
regulation. Additionally, the results demonstrated the association between teachers'
recommendations and the use of digital tools, as well as the documentation of
reflections on the learning process. Moreover, the study established relationships
between learning management tools and cognitive and metacognitive processes.

Perera and Gardner (2018) carried out a research study with the purpose of
investigating the interrelationship between students’ digital literacy and SRL skills
through using and creating their PLEs. They employed exploratory, longitudinal mixed
methods and collected data from 202 participants via online surveys. The results
revealed that PLEs supported SRL skills and digital literacy skills impacted SRL
strategies.

Boonrasamee, Buripakdi, and Lian (2019) conducted a study to explore the

decision-making mechanisms of English major students within their PLEs. To be more
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specific, the research aimed at analyzing the learning process of Thai EFL learners when
they used the Internet to seek other resources for learning. Also, it investicated the
factors that influenced students’ decision-making processes during the process. The
researchers administered an online questionnaire to 65 students and carried out semi-
structured interviews with 10 of them. The findings revealed that students made use
of five strategies related to decision-making mechanisms, namely reading for main
ideas, trial-error, problem-solving, purposeful thinking, and evaluation. In addition,
qualitative data uncovered that research-based activities, knowledgeable persons,
academic mindsets, and freedom to learn were four factors affecting such decision-
making mechanisms.

Overall, the reviewed studies on PLEs and SRL provide valuable insights into
the relationship between these constructs. While there are some limitations, such as
small sample sizes and reliance on self-reported data, these studies contribute
valuable knowledge to the field, informing educators and researchers about the factors
influencing the successful integration of SRL within PLEs. Though there is a close
connection between SRL and PLEs, the empirical studies investigating the effects of
PLEs on students’ SRL are insufficient. Therefore, this study aimed to figure out whether
the PLE developed by the researcher could enhance students’” SRL. In addition to SRL,

the PLE can potentially enhance the interaction.

2.5 Interaction in Online Learning Environments

This section purports to review the definition of online interaction. After that, the
types of interaction and modes of interaction are explained. Finally, previous studies
related to interaction in online learning environments will be reviewed.

2.5.1 Definition of Online Interaction

Many of the current definitions of interaction in the context of online
learning are taken from communication theories and tend to be quite vague. Wagner
(1994, p8) defines interaction as “reciprocal events that require at least two objects
and two actions”. Interaction happens when there is a natural impact of these objects
and events. As a result, interactions do not occur just from one side; there must be
mutual influence via the exchange of messages in order to reach communication.

Using a communication-based framework, Moore’s (1989) definition of
interaction establishes the sender and recipient of three different forms of interactions:
learner-content, learner-instructor, and learner-learner. Learner-content interaction is
described as the interaction between the learner and the subject matter (e.g., readings,

and practice problems). Learner-instructor interaction is the interaction between the
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student and experts such as the teacher. Learner-learner interaction is the interaction
between a student and his or her classmates (e.g., through spoken or written dialogue).
Similarly, according to McLaren (2010), in order to learn, there must be two different
kinds of interactions: the first involves students and the course content, and the
second involves individuals which means students and the teacher. Northrup (2001)
also identifies five interaction purposes: engagement with content, collaboration,
conversation, monitoring and regulating learning (intrapersonal interaction), and
performance support. Muirhead and Juwah (2004) define interaction as a form of
communication or event involving two or more people happening either
asynchronously and/or synchronously and conducted through technology with the
exchange of responses or feedback.

Other definitions of interaction come from different learning theories. To be
more specific, behaviorists would highlight the arrangements of inputs, responses, and
rewards that underpin interaction, while social constructivists would attempt to
optimize the extent to which learning interactions increase meaning-making (Gergen,
1999). Based on a social constructivist viewpoint, Vrasidas and Mclsaac (1999) propose
the definition of meaningful interaction. According to them, meaningful interaction is
an intellectually engaging exchange of ideas. Meaningful interaction is not confined to
sharing personal opinions but stimulating students’ intellectual curiosity and hence
affects their learning. Whether or not they are online, when students have engaging
opportunities to interact with one another and their instructor, they can analyze,
synthesize, and evaluate the course material and use their new knowledge to create
shared meaning, solve illogical problems, and gain a better understanding of their own
knowledge (Lave & Wenger, 1991).

In this study, learning occurred in the PLE which meant an online learning
environment where students connected with digital resources, their counterparts, and
instructors. Therefore, the definition of interaction was adopted from Moore (1989) in
which the online interaction included student-content, student-student, and student-
teacher interaction.

2.5.2 Types of Online Interaction

According to Moore (1989)’s online learning interaction model (Figure 2.6),

there are three main types of interaction in an online learning environment, namely

student-content, student-teacher, and student-student.
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Figure 2.6 Moore's Online Learning Interactions Model (1989)

2.5.2.1 Student-content Interaction

Students interact with online course materials to support their
studies. These materials can be presented in various ways and need to be complete,
relevant, and accurate (Marzban, 2011). Apart from the study materials, online courses
also offer activities and homework to help students reach their learning targets
(Dwijuliani et al., 2021).

Assessing the quality of learners’ engagement with course content is
a challenging yet crucial task (Sari, 2020). Various methodologies have been developed
to evaluate student outcomes that go beyond traditional grades or surveys to capture
actual knowledge acquisition. Indeed, appraising the quality of an online course is
multifaceted, requiring consideration of both the materials provided online and the
effectiveness of the interactive tools within learning management systems (Levy &
Stockwell, 2013).

A significant topic related to course content is the balance between
how much (quantity) and how well (quality) learners engage with the material. Various
studies have explored this subject. Some have found that there is a positive link
between how often students access content and their grades (Bergdahl et al., 2020).
Conversely, others argue that it is the depth of the interaction, rather than the amount,
that truly matters (Garrison & Cleveland-Innes, 2005; Lee, 2012). To promote a high
level of engagement, some institutions of higher learning have mandated that students
regularly interact with the course content.

To sum up, engaging deeply with content is essential to the online
educational experience. The material in an online course must be thoughtfully crafted
to enable learners to reach high-quality results, achievable by encouraging thorough

and significant learner-content engagement during the course (Lee, 2012). In the
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context of foreign language education, utilizing cutting-edge technology to offer
tailored, in-depth feedback on linguistic exercises can be particularly effective.
However, it’s important to note that the interaction with the content is interwoven
with communication with instructors, classmates, and the user interface.

2.5.2.2 Student-teacher Interaction

In the realm of online education, the interaction between students
and instructors is pivotal in guiding student engagement with both the content and
their peers (Pan et al, 2024). The way students behave in an online course is
significantly influenced by both the presence of the instructor and the quality of their
guidance and responses. When it comes to the amount of interaction, students often
respond well to instructors who are actively involved. An instructor’s visible
participation can enhance student satisfaction within the online educational setting
(Kang & Im, 2013). However, research also indicates that an excessive number of
contributions from instructors might actually be counterproductive (Dennen, Darabi, &
Smith, 2007). Notably, a study by Mazzolini and Maddison (2007) found that a high
volume of messages from instructors did not lead to an increase in the number of
student posts.

Son (2006) noted that students had varying views on the instructor’s
role in their interactions. Furthermore, Huang and Nakazawa (2010) observed that in a
wiki-based setting, students tended to interact more with their peers than with the
instructors. Some scholars have also suggested that the level of student engagement
may not be directly influenced by the contributions of tutors (Dubey, 2023). While
interactions between students and instructors can offer academic advantages, they
require careful maintenance and need to be structured to support the aims and
learning outcomes of the course (Zhu, 2006).

Students appear to place greater emphasis on the substance of
instructors’ communications rather than the frequency. Swan’s (2002) research on
what contributes to successful asynchronous online learning indicated that the
significance of interactions with instructors lies more in their quality than in their
volume. Instructors’” messages should foster a state of cognitive engagement for
students. By evenly distributing messages throughout the course and thoughtfully
organizing online discussion threads, instructors have the potential to deeply involve
students in knowledge-building activities (Zhu, 2006).

To teach effectively online, instructors need to take on a more varied
role than they do in traditional in-person classes (Zhang & Lin, 2020). They need to be

skilled not only in teaching and assessing but also in using technology (Sailor, 2021). A
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big part of an online instructor’s job is giving students feedback on their work. This
feedback is not just about correcting mistakes; it is also about praising efforts and
helping students talk to each other. According to Zhang (2022), instructors should give
feedback that includes both suggestions and questions or corrections. They need to
be able to look at the content, organization, and style of the writing, all while using
technology, like the track changes feature, to help them with these tasks.

2.5.2.3 Student-student Interaction

Student interaction, the third form of online interaction, occurs
between students either in pairs or in groups. Peer interaction energizes students,
driving them to achieve through cooperative learning (Saglamel & Cetinkaya, 2022).
This interactive dynamic is fundamental to establishing a learning community, which
plays a vital role in enhancing educational results, promoting higher-level thinking, and
increasing engagement (Blake, 2009; Rourke et al., 2007). Research indicates that when
learners interact with each other, it boosts their contentment and independence in
web-based learning settings (Mamun, 2022). The use of technology and cooperative
efforts among learners are key factors in initiating and sustaining this online interaction.

As for the technology that facilitates peer interaction, web-based
technologies are becoming increasingly common for educational interactions. Students
have the option to communicate with each other asynchronously through tools such
as email or discussion forums, or in real-time using conferencing and messaging apps.
Using modern networks and video communication helps boost emotional connection,
group cohesion, and a sense of immediacy in interactions, which can also help alleviate
feelings of isolation (Smyth, 2011). More recently, there’s been a trend towards
incorporating various social media platforms into higher education settings, with
Facebook being a notable example (Wu & Marek, 2013).

Determining the most critical type of interaction among the three
previously mentioned has been the focus of some studies, yet there is no clear
agreement on which is paramount (Chen et al, 2010). More investigations have
attempted to discern the relationship between interactions among students and
between students and teachers, examining outcomes such as student satisfaction with
online courses (Sher, 2009) and the rate at which courses are completed (Grandzol &
Grandzol, 2010). In the study by Grandzol & Grandzol (2010), there was a significant
correlation between student-student interactions and the rate of course completion,
whereas student-teacher interactions did not show the same effect. Conversely, Sher’s

(2009) research found a positive connection between both types of interactions and
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the students’ satisfaction levels. This study focused on all of these three types of
interaction and explored how the PLE could enhance them.
2.5.3 Modes of Interaction

In online platforms, students interact with their classmates and teachers in
two major modes: synchronously, meaning all parties exchange information at the
same moment, and asynchronously, allowing individuals to contribute at different
times. Both styles of interaction offer their unique pros and cons.

2.5.3.1 Asynchronous interaction

Asynchronous interaction involves individuals using computer
networks to engage in text-based communication, where they can share thoughts,
insights, and personal experiences with each other, despite not being online at the
same time (Ing et al.,, 2020). Popular technologies for asynchronous learning include
email, group discussion forums, e-boards, shared applications, simulated or virtual lab
environments, online libraries, resource access, immediate assessments, and
evaluations, as well as streaming video and audio. These tools provide a wide range
of benefits for students to communicate with fellow learners, instructors, and the
course material.

Research indicates that asynchronous interaction provides an
advantageous setting for introverted or hesitant learners (Bassett, 2011). This approach
allows students additional time to contemplate and elaborate on their thoughts.
Participants in various studies on asynchronous interaction have highlighted other
benefits, including flexibility, a positive experience, and effectiveness (Kilag et al., 2023;
Dahlstrom-Hakk et al., 2020; Yang & Wu, 2011). Asynchronous learning environments
are designed to foster the development of both thinking and practical skills, as well as
to enhance the use of more diverse techniques when crafting questions (AbuSeileek &
Qatawneh, 2013).

There are challenges with asynchronous interaction as well. One
issue is that learners may prioritize recent comments at the top of discussion threads,
potentially overlooking more meaningful contributions (Gao et al., 2013). The top-
down structure of these threads can also complicate the process for instructors trying
to facilitate engaging dialogues. Furthermore, the delay in responses can lead to a
feeling of isolation for learners who are waiting for follow-up in the discussion
(Andresen, 2009). Additionally, it can be difficult for both instructors and student
moderators to integrate the many viewpoints presented in threaded discussions (Gao
et al.,, 2013).
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2.5.3.2 Synchronous interaction

Synchronous interaction involves live, immediate communication in
an online setting, either between students and teachers or among students, often via
text chat (Budiardi & Anggraeni, 2013). As communication technology has evolved, this
type of interaction has expanded to incorporate advanced tools like virtual classrooms,
video conferences, and interactive whiteboards. Proponents of synchronous
interaction argue that it facilitates ongoing, convenient communication, enabling
dynamic discussions and a strong sense of community and connection (Alagoz, 2013).

Some research on synchronous interaction has identified various
drawbacks to this approach. Concerns include a lack of flexibility and efficiency (Pan &
Sullivan, 2005), student anxiety during real-time interactions (Khan, 2022),
complications arising from different time zones, individual scheduling conflicts, and the
potential for technical glitches (Ernest et al., 2013). Additionally, a major limiting factor
is the necessity for students to have access to both high-speed, dependable internet
and advanced computer technology (Othman, 2021).

In summary, both synchronous and asynchronous modes of
interaction come with their own sets of benefits and drawbacks. Thus, using a mix of
both asynchronous and synchronous interactions, with the occasional in-person
meeting, can address the varied requirements of learners and encourage more active
participation in online learning (Oztok et al., 2012). In this study, students interacted
with each other through Facebook as the main learning community and Zalo as the
supplementary tool. The interaction could occur in both synchronous and
asynchronous modes as well as under text-based or voice chat. Within the scope of
this study, text-based interaction of the students through the Facebook group (posts)
and Zalo chat (messages) was tracked to figure out the enhancement of students’
level of interaction.

2.5.4 Previous Studies Related to Interaction and Online Learning Environments

To the best knowledge of the researcher, no previous studies investigated
interaction in a PLE. Instead, most previous studies were conducted to examine
interaction in online learning environments in general.

Al-Dheleai and Tasir (2017) examined how students perceived the use of
Facebook for online interactions related to their coursework and how it impacted their
academic performance. The data for this study were collected through a survey
method, and the quantitative data analysis was carried out using SPSS statistics
software. The results indicated that students generally held positive views regarding

the use of Facebook for online interactions with their peers. Furthermore, the findings
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demonstrated a correlation between students’ perceptions of online interaction
through Facebook and their academic performance.

Havwini (2019) conducted a study to examine the interaction patterns
between teachers and students in a synchronous e-learning system. Specifically, the
study focused on the initiation actions carried out by both the teacher and the
students. Three class sessions of an English as a Foreign Language (EFL) virtual
classroom were recorded and subsequently transcribed. The findings indicated that
the teacher initiated more actions, with the most prevalent type being the elicitation
of genuine questions aimed at gathering information from the students. Similarly, the
students also frequently initiated actions by posing genuine questions to gather
information from the teacher.

A study performed by Alahmadi and Muslim Alraddadi (2020) aimed to
examine the influence of the virtual classroom on interaction in second/foreign
language (L2) learning. The study involved a group of 90 female undergraduate
students from Saudi Arabia. A questionnaire consisting of 19 statements was designed
for this purpose. The questionnaire aimed to assess the effectiveness of virtual classes
in promoting language interaction and L2 learning, as well as to gauge the participants’
attitudes towards interaction and learning through virtual platforms. The findings of the
study indicated that Saudi students demonstrated a satisfactory level of
communication and interaction in virtual classes. Additionally, the participants
displayed a favorable attitude towards utilizing online classes for L2 learning.

Amekhlafy and Algahtani (2022) carried out a study to explore the
connection between the utilization of text interaction in English as a Foreign Language
(EFL) virtual classes (VC) and its influence on the perception of a virtual community
(SOVQ). The study aimed to examine the relationship between text interaction usage
and the sense of community within the online learning environment for EFL students.
The researchers collected data from nine existing courses, including the Reading
course, Listening and Speaking course, and Writing course, conducted via virtual classes
(VO) using the Schullo model. Additionally, the Sense of Virtual Community (SOVC)
questionnaire, adapted from Koh and Kim, was employed. To gain further insights into
the text interaction occurring during VC, individual interviews were conducted with nine
instructors. The findings revealed that text interaction in EFL virtual classrooms
positively impacted students’ sense of virtual community. This supported the notion
that text interaction carried both academic and social significance.

To investigate the online interaction behaviors of students, a study by Chen

and Teh (2022) utilized the analytics provided by the learning management system
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(LMS) and analyzed interactions within a social messaging app and virtual live classes.
The main focus was on three types of interactions: student-content, student-instructor,
and student-student interactions. Additionally, interviews and a survey were
conducted to gain a deeper understanding of students’ experiences in online learning.
Through the analysis and reflection of the derived online interaction behaviors and
experiences, it was discovered that students required conducive learning environments
that promoted engagement and active participation. Regular check-ins on their
progress and social-emotional well-being were also found to be important.
Furthermore, students expressed a preference for the flexibility offered by
asynchronous learning, allowing them to learn at their own pace and schedule.

Miao et al. (2022) conducted a study to analyze the influence of teacher-
student interaction, student-student interaction, and social presence on learning
engagement. A survey was completed by 354 undergraduate students who were
enrolled full-time in a large public university in China. The findings of the research
demonstrated that both teacher-student and student-student interaction had a direct
impact on social presence and learning engagement in online environments.
Additionally, social presence directly influenced learning engagement. Furthermore,
the relationship between teacher-student interaction and learning engagement, as well
as student-student interaction and learning engagement, was mediated by social
presence.

Quadir et al. (2022) examined how different types of interactions impacted
learning outcomes in an interactive learning environment based on blogs. A group of
26 learners joined in the blog-based interactive learning environment and later
completed a questionnaire. The findings of the study revealed a significant impact of
learner-learner interaction, learner-teacher interaction, and learner-content interaction
on subjective learning outcomes. However, learner-teacher interaction did not have a
significant influence on objective learning outcomes. On the other hand, both learner-
learner interaction and learner-content interaction were found to significantly affect
objective learning outcomes.

After reviewing these studies, it can be concluded that interaction plays an
important role in online learning engagement as well as learning outcomes. However,
most of the studies aimed to explore students’ patterns in online learning
environments and the effects of interaction on their learning through the use of
questionnaires as the main instruments. There is a need to maximize their interaction

and a PLE can be a solution since interaction is one of its characteristics (Rahimi, 2015).
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This study investigated its effects on students’ interaction by using frequency counts
as the instrument.

To conclude, only a few studies have shown the effects of PLEs on EFL
students’ performance, especially in the Vietnamese context. In addition, even though
PLEs are recommended to be a solution for self-regulated learning (Tu et al.,, 2015;
Dabbagh & Kitsantas, 2012; Goksel et al, 2018, Haworth, 2016), there has been little
previous evidence for the correlation between the two concepts in general and in
English language education in particular. Regarding PLEs in language learning in the
Vietnamese context, to the best of the researcher’s knowledge, there is only one study
carried out by Trang (2020) to develop a framework to improve students’ academic
listening. However, such a framework has not been experimented with in a real setting.
Regarding interaction, no research studies have been conducted to explore the
influence of PLEs on students’ level of interaction. Therefore, to illuminate this
uncharted area in the Vietnamese context, this research aimed to investigate the
effects of a PLE on Vietnamese undergraduates’ speaking skills, self-regulated learning,

and interaction.

2.6 Conceptual Framework of the Study

The conceptual framework of this study is illustrated in Figure 2.7. There are three
primary learning theories as the foundation for the construction of the PLE including
Connectivism, Social Constructivism, and Self-regulated Learning. The PLE for
enhancing English speaking skills, SRL, and interaction consisted of four major
components: diverse digital resources, personalization, collaboration, and scaffolding.
Subsequently, the experiment was carried out to examine the effects of the PLE on
students’ speaking skills, SRL, and interaction which were also the expected outcomes
of this study.
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Figure 2.7 Conceptual Framework of the Study

The first component of the PLE was diverse digital resources which aligns with the
theory of connectivism (Siemens, 2005). Learning and knowledge extend beyond the
individual and are distributed across a network of connections. Connectivist theory
emphasizes the importance of abundant learning resources which are seen as nodes
within a vast knowledge network. By engaging with a wide range of digital resources,
learners can access and connect with various information sources and enrich their
learning process (Siemens, 2005). The abundance of multimedia learning materials
provides students with rich input for students to learn speaking skills. According to
Zuhri (2021), implementing diverse digital learning materials allows learners to access
a wide range of updated resources, leading to enhanced English learning achievements.
Learning with a variety of multimedia materials also improves students’ motivation
which is an important factor for learning outcomes (Gilakjani, 2012). Furthermore, the
availability of diverse digital resources empowers students to take control of their
learning process, a key aspect of SRL (Kintu & Zhu, 2016). These resources allow
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learners to set personal goals, choose materials that align with their learning objectives,
and engage with content at their own pace. According to Wong et al. (2020), using
open educational resources and technologies can promote students’ SRL in three
aspects: learning motivation, planning and management, and self-monitoring. Finally,
employing various digital resources also plays a pivotal role in enhancing interaction
among learners, teachers, and content. Using social media platforms facilitates
communication and collaboration, allowing students to participate in discussions,
share insights, and seek feedback from peers and instructors (Nguyen et al, 2022). These
interactions promote a sense of community and encourage active engagement in the
learning process. The use of diverse digital resources enables students to interact with
content, thereby deepening their understanding and enhancing their overall learning
experience (Belawati et al. 2020).

The second component of the PLE for speaking skills, SRL, and interaction was
personalization. This component is closely linked with self-regulated learning theory
and is also a crucial element of a PLE (Houchens et al., 2014). Personalization
empowers students to take control of their own learning processes, which is a core
principle of self-regulated learning (Zimmerman, 2002). Personalization in a PLE allows
students to engage with materials and activities that are directly relevant to their
interests and proficiency levels. By choosing resources that they find engaging, students
are more motivated to participate in speaking activities. This increased motivation leads
to more practice and, consequently, improved speaking skills (Agustina, 2022). In
addition, using metacognitive strategies such as self-assessment and self-reflection can
help them recognize their weaknesses and strengths and improve speaking skills
(Herrera, 2022). Personalization also supports the enhancement of SRL by allowing
students to set personal learning goals, monitor their progress, and reflect on their
performance (Ingkavara et al., 2022). Students practice setting goals, planning their
learning strategies, and adjusting their approaches based on their self-assessments.
What is more, personalization enhances students’ engagement in taking part in
collaborative activities since these activities are their preferences. When they can
choose their favorite activities, they are more likely to participate actively and
meaningfully in interactions with their peers and instructors (Vygotsky, 1978).

The third component in the PLE for speaking, SRL, and interaction was
collaboration. It is deeply aligned with social constructivism theory, which underscores
the importance of social interactions in the learning process. According to Vygotsky’s
(1978) social constructivism theory, learning is fundamentally a social process, and

knowledge is constructed through interaction with others. In addition, collaboration is
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closely related to connectivism theory. This theory highlights the importance of
building networks and collaboration to foster communication and interaction (Siemens,
2005). Collaborative activities provide authentic contexts for language use, promoting
fluency and encouraging the practical application of grammatical and lexical
knowledge (Pattanpichet, 2011; Ayyub et al, 2021). In addition, through peer
interaction, students receive constructive criticism and suggestions, which help refine
their speaking skills (Chekol, 2020; Yeh et al,, 2019; Yu & Wu, 2013). In addition, by
engaging in peer feedback and collaborative tasks, students develop metacognitive
skills necessary for self-regulation (De Backer et al., 2015). They learn to reflect on their
performance, identify areas for improvement, and adjust their learning strategies
accordingly. This active involvement in the learning process enhances their ability to
self-regulate and fosters a sense of responsibility and ownership over their education
(Zimmerman, 2008). Furthermore, the collaborative nature of the PLE promisingly
enhances interaction, which is a critical component of effective learning environments
(Garcia-Penalvo et al,, 2011). Online interactive activities foster student-student and
student-teacher interactions, enriching the learning experience (Libre, 2021). These
activities also promote student-content interaction by engaging students with the
materials in a meaningful way since they need to get access to learning resources to
complete the tasks.

The last component was scaffolding which is closely aligned with Vygotsky’s
(1978) social constructivism theory. According to this theory, learning is a social process,
and knowledge is constructed through interactions with others. Scaffolding is a concept
derived from this theory, where more knowledgeable people support learners until
they can perform tasks independently (Vygotsky, 1978). Scaffolding within the PLE
directly contributes to the improvement of speaking skills by offering structured
support and feedback. Teacher instructions and feedback provide learners with clear
expectations and guidance on how to improve their speaking skills (Sari, 2021). Peer
feedback and support enable learners to engage in meaningful interactions, receive
constructive criticism, and practice their speaking skills in a supportive environment
(Azir, 2019). This iterative process of guided practice and feedback helps learners refine
their pronunciation, grammar, fluency, and coherence in speaking. Additionally,
scaffolding is essential for developing self-regulated learning skills. Learners have a
chance to set specific, measurable goals, monitor their progress, and adjust their
learning strategies accordingly (Wong et al., 2019; Luzon, 2006). Teacher and peer
support provide the necessary guidance and encouragement to help learners stay on
track and overcome obstacles (Yu & Zhou, 2022; Albelbisi & Yusop, 2019; Sun et al,
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2023; Zheng et al,, 2023). As learners become more proficient in using these self-
regulatory strategies, they develop greater autonomy and confidence in managing their
learning process. Scaffolding also plays a crucial role in enhancing interaction within
the PLE. Personalized feedback from the teacher creates a structured environment
where learners feel supported and encouraged to participate in interactive activities
(Grant & Basye, 2014). Peer feedback and support foster a collaborative learning
atmosphere where learners can engage in meaningful dialogues, share ideas, and learn
from each other (Espitia & Cruz Corzo, 2013).

Each of the components in the PLE contributed to the enhancement of speaking
skills, SRL, and interaction. In addition, they were interconnected and support each
other in some ways. First of all, diverse digital resources form the foundation of the
PLE, providing students with a variety of tools and materials to support their learning.
Digital resources are essential for facilitating personalized learning experiences. By
offering a wide range of materials, students can select those that best align with their
individual learning goals and interests, thereby enhancing their motivation and
engagement. This selection process supports the development of self-regulated
learning skills as students take ownership of their learning pathways (Zimmerman,
2008). Moreover, digital resources support collaboration by providing platforms and
tools for communication and interaction. Online discussion, role-playing, and vlogging
activities enable students to collaborate with peers and engage in meaningful
exchanges. These interactions are further enriched by the diverse content and tools
available, promoting deeper understanding and critical thinking (Vygotsky, 1978).
Secondly, personalization in the PLE allows learners to set personal goals, monitor
their progress, and evaluate their performance. By giving students the freedom to
choose their preferred tools, materials, and activities, personalization fosters a learner-
centered approach that accommodates individual needs and. learning paces (Lee et
al., 2018). Personalization also enhances collaboration by enabling students to engage
in activities and discussions that are relevant and meaningful to them (McLoughlin &
Lee, 2008). Furthermore, personalization supports scaffolding by allowing teachers to
tailor their instruction and feedback to individual students’ needs (Abdala, & Hamdan,
2021). By understanding each learner’s goals and progress, teachers can provide
targeted support and guidance, helping students overcome challenges and achieve
their objectives. Thirdly, collaboration is a critical component of the PLE, emphasizing
the importance of social interactions in learning (Vygotsky, 1978). Collaboration is
linked to diverse digital resources since these tools and materials provide the platforms

and content for communication and interactive activities. The availability of various
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resources facilitates different forms of collaboration, catering to diverse learning
preferences and promoting inclusive participation. Collaboration also supports
personalization by allowing students to connect with other people to achieve their
personal learning goals (Al Abri et al., 2020). Personalized collaborative activities
increase engagement and motivation, as learners are more invested in tasks that are
relevant to their aspirations (Kucherenko et al., 2023). Fourthly, scaffolding in the PLE
involves providing support to students through teacher and peer assistance. Scaffolding
is closely connected to diverse digital resources, as these tools and materials offer
various means of support. Online resources such as instructional videos, tutorials, and
interactive quizzes provide additional scaffolding, helping students understand and
apply new knowledge (Hsieh, 2017). Teachers and peers can also take advantage of
digital tools such as social media to offer timely and targeted feedback and support,
enhancing the scaffolding process (Kang, 2018). Collaboration and scaffolding are also
related by creating opportunities for peer support and feedback. Through collaborative
activities, students can help each other solve problems, share strategies, and provide
constructive feedback (Nguyen, 2013).

Allin all, the PLE for speaking skills, SRL, and interaction was developed based on
connectivism, social constructivism, self-regsulated learning theories as well as
principles of a common PLE. Four major components were generated including diverse
digital resources, personalization, collaboration, and scaffolding. These components
were interconnected, creating a holistic personal learning environment to support

students’ speaking skills, SRL, and interaction.

2.7 Summary

In summary, this chapter has reviewed and discussed the related literature. First
of all, the theoretical framework has been explained followed by the description of
Personal Learning Environments. After that, the other aspects including English
speaking skills, SRL, and interaction have been reviewed. In the next chapter, the

research methodology will be presented.



CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY

This chapter aims to describe the research methodology employed to achieve the
objectives of the present study. The methodology for this research encompasses
various aspects including the study’s research design, research setting, participants,

variables, instruments, data analysis, and pilot study.

3.1 Research Design

This study was conducted employing a mixed-method approach. According to
Creswell (2014), the collection and analysis of both quantitative and qualitative data
will build a stronger study. The combination of quantitative and qualitative approaches
can help better understand the research findings (Gay & Airasian, 2000; Tashakkori &
Teddlie, 2003). Creswell and Creswell (2005) also state that using both forms of data
can enable researchers to simultaneously generalize the results from a sample to a
population. In this study, the triangulation constructed by the merging of both methods
could serve to clarify the effects of the PLE on students’ speaking skills, SRL, and
interaction. Specifically, quantitative data from pre- and post-speaking tests, pre- and
post-SRL questionnaires, interaction frequency counts, and perception questionnaires
were utilized to measure the effects of the PLE while qualitative data from semi-
structured interviews and reflective journals helped confirm the results and get further
insights into students’ perceptions towards the PLE.

Since it is challenging to have completely random samples in the natural setting
of a university, the researcher employed a one-group pretest-posttest design to
investigate the effects of the PLE on students’ speaking skills, SRL, interaction, and
explore their perceptions towards learning English speaking through the PLE. There was
no control group in this study since the researcher did not completely deny the effects
of the traditional method. The primary purpose was to introduce an innovative
teaching approach which is potentially able to enhance students’ speaking skills, self-
regulated learning, and interaction.

In addition, in this study, balancing the roles of being both a teacher and a
researcher was a challenging task that required attention. As the teacher, the purpose
was to create positive learning experiences through the PLE while also meeting the

requirements of the curriculum. At the same time, as a researcher, it was important to
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stay objective and fair to keep the study’s standards high. As a result, there was a
conflict of interest: as a teacher, the researcher expected to design a learning
environment to provide the best educational outcomes, yet these adjustments had
the potential to influence the study’s findings. Alternatively, from the researcher’s
viewpoint, maintaining objectivity was key, but this commitment to neutrality could
sometimes contrast with the immediate educational needs of the students. To manage
this balance, it was important to be clear about how the study would be conducted,
be thorough in analyzing data, and be aware of any personal biases that could affect
the study. This study carefully considered these factors to maintain the quality and
reliability of both the teaching and the research.

The research design encompassing 8 steps is illustrated in Figure 3.1. First of all, a
preliminary study was carried out to grasp students’ needs and preferences in terms
of tools, materials, activities, and content included for learning English speaking skills.
This information would be the basis for the researcher to develop the PLE and design
the PLE lessons.

Second, all instruments were designed based on the results of the preliminary
study and literature review. These instruments included the PLE, lesson plans, pre-
and post-speaking tests, pre- and post-SRL questionnaires, interaction frequency
counts, perception questionnaires, semi-structured interviews, and reflective journals.
After being developed, these instruments were sent to three experts for validation.
There were three criteria for selecting qualified experts. Firstly, all of them are in the
field of English language teaching. Secondly, they all possess a Ph.D degree and have
more than ten years of experience in using technology in teaching English. Thirdly, they
are familiar with validating instruments through the Index of Item-Objective
Congruence (I0C). Following that, the researcher modified the instruments based on
the feedback provided by the experts.

In the third step, a pilot study was conducted to ensure the validity and reliability
of all instruments before being implemented in the main study. The pilot study took
place within 4 weeks with 18 students who owned the same characteristics as
participants in the main study. The participants learned English speaking skills with the
PLE lessons during the pilot study and gave comments on entire instructional and
research instruments.

Next, to avoid ethical issues, students were informed about the experiment before
its implementation. A consent form (see Appendix P) was provided to participants,
ensuring their voluntary participation and awareness of the experiment’s procedures

and potential difficulties. After that, all participants participated in the pre-speaking
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test with the examiners. The pre-speaking test was based on the IELTS speaking format
and lasted around 7-10 minutes for each student. Then they were asked to fill in the
pre-SRL questionnaire, which took around 3 minutes. This was an important step to
know whether there were any significant differences in terms of speaking skills and SRL.

Once everything was ready, the experiment would be carried out. All participants
were supposed to learn English speaking skills with the PLE lessons during the 8 weeks
of the intervention. During this time, the researcher conducted frequency counts of
students’ interaction on the Facebook group using a prepared spreadsheet every two
topics. Also, students were required to write reflective journals every two lessons after
they had finished one speaking topic.

After the experiment finished in week 8, the participants were asked to take the
post-speaking test and fill in the post-SRL questionnaire. Additionally, the perception
questionnaire was administered to the students for completion. The semi-structured
interviews were undertaken after that based on the information from the post-speaking
test, post-SRL questionnaire, and perception questionnaire.

After collecting all essential data, the following step was analyzing them. This step
involved the metadata analysis of quantitative data from the pre-and post-speaking
test scores, pre- and post-SRL questionnaires, perception questionnaire, and
interaction frequency counts, and qualitative data from semi-structured interviews and
reflective journals. Finally, the researcher wrote up the other sections including results,

discussion, implications, recommendations, and conclusion.



89

Preliminary Study

v

Instrumental Design

v

Pilot Study

v

Consent Form
Pre-speaking Test
Pre-SRL Questionnaire

(Week 1)
-

Experiment (Week 1-8)
Interaction Frequency Count
Reflective Journals

v

Post-speaking Test
Post-SRL Questionnaire
Perception Questionnaire

Semi-structured Interviews

(Week 8)

.

Data Analysis

.

Results
Discussion
Implications
Recommendations
Conclusion

N - § o | . I H B B B

Figure 3.1 Research Procedure

3.2 Research Setting

This study was conducted at the Faculty of English of the University of Economics
and Finance (UEF) which is a private university located in Ho Chi Minh City, Vietnam.
UEF was established in 2007 and has a total of ten academic faculties. Twenty-nine
undergraduate programs and five post-graduate programs have been offered. Initially,
UEF primarily focused on training disciplines regarding economics and finance.
However, due to the increasing demand of society, other disciplines related to social
sciences such as foreign languages, tourism and hospitality, public relations, and
communication have also been developed.

UEF Faculty of English was formed in 2015 with the mission of training human

resources with foreign language skills to meet the increasing requirements of a
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multicultural and multilingual working environment in the current trend of
international integration. There are four full-time PhD lecturers and thirty MA lecturers
teaching both the undergraduate English major and non-English major programs. In
terms of the English major program, students can select one of the four options,
namely TESOL Methodology, Business English, Translation & Interpretation, and English
for Communication. Concerning the General English program, there are seven General
English courses that students are required to complete. The first six courses focus on
developing their communicative skills and the last course provides them with the
foundation of IELTS. In order to graduate, students are required to achieve an IELTS
5.5 certificate. There is a total of eight weeks of each course and students will study
English with the teacher for around 4.5 hours a week. The course book used in the
English program of this university is Four Corners, 2nd edition by Jack C. Richards and
David Bohlke. All units are designed under integrated skills according to different topics,
focusing on enhancing students’ communicative skills. The average number of
students in each class is around 35 to 40. In addition to limited time in the classroom,
students can take self-regulated learning in the library or self-study rooms which are

equipped with computers, online resources, databases, and high-speed Internet.

3.3 Participants

The population of the study was the first-year undergraduates who took the
English 2 course (Semester 2 of the year 2023-2024) at the University of Economics
and Finance (UEF). The reason for selecting first-year students as participants in the
research was based on the practical understanding that they would require greater
instructional assistance during their initial year of study compared to senior students.
In terms of the rationale for choosing the English 2 course, students in this course were
supposed to be at the pre-intermediate level according to the curriculum developed
by the institution. This was appropriate for the focus of the present study. The primary
objective of this course is to improve students’ ability to communicate effectively at
the pre-intermediate level. It aims to equip students with vocabulary related to familiar
subjects, grammar patterns, phonetics knowledge, and exercises in listening and
reading to establish a strong foundation for speaking skills.

Convenience sampling was employed to select the participants for this study.
According to Doryei (2007), convenience sampling is a sort of nonprobability or
nonrandom sampling in which the selection of participants from the target
demographic is predicated on their accessibility, geographical proximity, temporal

availability, or expressed willingness to take part in the research. To ensure ethical
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issues, 40 voluntary students who registered for the English 2 course were recruited
based on their willingness to finish this course by learning with the PLE. They were
provided with information via email, and they would confirm their agreement by
replying to the email.

All students have been learning English for at least seven years according to the
English language system in Vietnam. When it comes to the General English program at
UEF, students are required to take a placement test before they start the program and
then are assigned to the classes appropriate to their levels. They are non-English major
students who come from different departments and also from various regions in
Vietnam.

Twelve participants after that were selected for the semi-structured interviews,
using purposive sampling. Purposive sampling is a nonrandom technique that does not
require any underlying assumptions or a predetermined number of participants. Simply
said, the researcher determines what information is required and then seeks out
persons who can and will supply it based on their knowledge or experience (Bernard,
2017). Purposive sampling is a frequently employed technique in qualitative research
to selectively choose the most informative and resource-rich examples for optimal
utilization of available resources (Patton, 2002). As for the purposes of this study, 12
out of 40 students were purposely chosen based on three criteria. Firstly, based on
the post-test result, the researcher would like to interview four students who achieved
high scores, four with medium scores, and four with low scores. This allowed the
researcher to collect diverse opinions from a range of students. Secondly, their
responses to the perception questionnaire should have been reliable and informative.
Thirdly, they were willing to take part in the interview by ticking “Yes” on the last
question in the perception questionnaire, which is “Are you willing to take part in an
interview?”. Regarding the number of participants, there are two reasons why twelve
students were recruited for the semi-structured interviews. Firstly, the sample size to
collect qualitative data from interviews depends on the time the researcher can reach
the saturation (Marshall et al, 2013) and according to Guest et al. (2006), a saturation
point can be reached by conducting just 12 interviews with a homogeneous group.
This might be the reason why most previous studies with similar objectives conducted
semi-structured interviews with around twelve participants such as Boonrasamee et al.
(2019), Saks and Leijen (2014), Ospina Villabona (2019). Secondly, with a sample size
of 40 participants for the experiment, 12 semi-structured interviews are appropriate
since the researcher would like to delve deeply into participants’ experiences,

perceptions, and insights. With a smaller sample size, the researcher can dedicate more
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time and attention to each interview, ensuring thorough exploration and detailed
understanding.

3.4 Variables

There were two genres of variables which the researcher aimed to explore in this
study. The independent variable was the teaching method using the PLE lessons
developed based on connectivism, social constructivism, and self-regulated learning
theories. The dependent variables were comprised of students’ speaking skills (pre-
test and post-test scores), students’ SRL (pre- and post-SRL questionnaires), interaction
(interaction frequency counts), and students’ perceptions (perception questionnaire,

semi-structured interviews, reflective journals).

3.5 Instruments

To ecather both quantitative and qualitative data and to achieve the study’s
objectives, two primary types of instruments were used. The following subsections
discuss the two main categories of instruments.

3.5.1 Instructional Instruments
The instructional instruments in this study consisted of the PLE for English
speaking skills, SRL, and interaction developed by the researcher; and lesson plans.
3.5.1.1 Personal Learning Environment (PLE) for English Speaking Skills,
SRL, and Interaction
The first instructional instrument was the PLE constructed by the
researcher. This PLE was considered a starting point for the students to customize and
develop their PLEs. To be more specific, this pre-formed PLE enabled students to
select and organize their networks of learning resources, applications, and tools
following their interests and objectives; and to communicate with individuals
participating in specific learning activities (Adell & Castafeda, 2010; Anderson, 2006;
Attwell, 2007; Downes, 2007; Martindale & Dowdy, 2010; van Harmelen, 2008).
According to Castaneda and Soto (2010), learners may not be able to construct
effective PLEs without a solid understanding of the concept and effective guidance
and support.
3.5.1.1.1 The Construction of the PLE for Speaking Skills, SRL,
and Interaction
The construction of the PLE for Speaking Skills, SRL, and

Interaction (Figure 3.2) is as follows.
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First of all, the researcher conducted a preliminary study
which was a survey using a “Preference Questionnaire” (Appendix C) with the
participation of 437 students to gather information on students’ needs and preferences
in learning English speaking skills. In addition, the survey was about to identify students’
preferences in terms of tools, platforms, materials, and speaking activities. The survey
was sent to the experts for validation and was piloted before being administered to
the participants.

The second step was designing the PLE in which the
researcher established clear learning objectives and outcomes for the PLE as well as
created a PLE framework that incorporated relevant resources, activities, tools, and
features for improving speaking skills, SRL, and interaction based on the survey’s
results.

In the third step which was developing the PLE, the
researcher selected the main and supplementary platforms for the PLE based on
students’ preferences revealed in the survey. The researcher also compiled a variety
of materials, tools, and activities to support English speaking skills, SRL, and interaction.
In addition, guidelines and instructions for students on how to use and navigate the
PLE effectively were created.

After developing the PLE, the validation was carried out
using 10C analysis to delete or modify inappropriate components. IOC is a statistical
measure used in educational measurement and test development to evaluate the
alisnment between individual test items and the intended learning objectives or
constructs being assessed (Phu-ampai, 2017; Fouzul Kareema & Bt Zubairi, 2021). Each
item is scored as follows.

1 = The expert completely agrees that the item'is appropriate and
valid.

0 = The expert is unsure as to whether or not the item is
appropriate and valid.

-1 = The expert completely disagrees that the item is appropriate
and valid.

The calculation of I0C is done using the equation presented below.

Total score
I0C =

Total number of experts

Specifically, the researcher sought feedback from the

experts to ensure the PLE was well-designed and appropriate for the target group of



94

students. The validation form and the result of the IOC analysis are shown in Appendix
D. Based on the analysis results of IOC, the PLE obtained a score of 8.66, corresponding
to a percentage of 86.60%. This percentage exceeded the required threshold of 80%,
indicating that PLE was highly suitable for adoption in the main study. Based on
experts’ suggestions, some modifications were made. Firstly, in the description of the
PLE, more citations were added in the “Scaffolding” section. Secondly, in the diagram,
the word “online” was added before “Learning Materials”. Thirdly, types of online
learning materials were categorized into “Video-based” and “Text-based”. Lastly, the
word “Freedom” was used to be parallel with “Choice” in the “Personalization”
component.

Next, the PLE was piloted with a group of 18 participants to
evaluate its effects and identify any issues or areas for improvement. The researcher
after that gathered feedback from the students about their experiences using the PLE
and made modifications if any. Finally, the modified PLE was integrated into the lesson

plans to be used in the main study.

Step 1: Conduct the preliminary study

JJ-

Step 2: Design the PLE

1

Step 3: Develop the PLE

Y

Step 4: Validate the PLE

{

Step 5: Revise the PLE based on feedback from the experts

s

Step 6: Try out the PLE with the pilot group

U

Step 7: Modify the PLE based on observation from the pilot
study

L

Step 8: Implement the PLE in the main study

Figure 3.2 Procedure for Constructing the PLE for Speaking Skills, SRL,

and Interaction
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3.5.1.1.2 The PLE for Speaking Skills, SRL, and Interaction
As mentioned in section 2.7 (conceptual framework), the
PLE for enhancing English speaking skills, SRL, and interaction consisted of four major
components: diverse digital resources, personalization, collaboration, and scaffolding
(Figure 3.3).

DIVERSE DIGITAL PERSONALIZATION

RESOURCES
¢ Online Leamning Tools

(Facebook, Zalo, Dictionary,

Translator,...)
e Online LearningMaterials
(Video-based, Text-based)

I

COLLABORATION
e Online Interactive Activities
(Online Discussion, Role-
playing, Vlogging)

o Setting personalgoals, self-
mormitoring, self-evaluating

o Choice of preferred tools,
leaming materials and activities

o Freedom of leaming anywhere,
anytime at theirown pace

|

| SCAFFOLDING
[ ® Teacher (training, SRL template,
self-assessment rubric, feedback,
support)
e Peer (feedback, support)

A —

)
)

Figure 3.3 A Proposed PLE for English Speaking Skills, SRL, and Interaction

Component 1: Diverse Digital Resources

The first component of the PLE was diverse digital resources
which included a variety of necessary online learning tools and materials identified
from the results of the survey as well as related literature review.

Online Learning Tools

In this PLE, the online learning tools included Facebook and
Zalo used as the main and supplementary learning platforms. Furthermore, other
learning tools supporting learning English speaking skills were also involved.

Facebook as the main learning platform for the PLE

According to the survey’s results, Facebook was the
platform that all students selected as the main learning community. This could be
explained by the fact that it is the most commonly used social media platform in
Vietnam (Statista, 2023). Facebook is also being widely utilized as a learning
management system for English language teaching and learning in the Vietnamese
context (Thao, 2021; Mai et al., 2020; Duong & Tran, 2023). Furthermore, according to
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Deshmukh (2019), a Facebook group can be used as a PLE since it offers a platform
where the students can be both creators and consumers of resources and knowledge.
Students can post any queries, share important notifications, and interact with their
counterparts when necessary. In this research, a Facebook group was created, which
served as the main hub for communication, collaboration, and sharing of resources
(Figure 3.4).
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Figure 3.4 Screenshot of the Facebook Group

Zalo as the supplementary platform for the PLE

Apart from Facebook as the main platform for collaborative
knowledge construction, quick and real-time messaging is crucial to progressing and
maintaining collaborative educational activities in the PLEs (Korhonen et al., 2019).
Zalo was the favorite selection of the students in the survey for a supplementary tool
of communication and therefore it was added to this PLE. This could be explained by

the reason that Zalo ranks as the second most favored platform in Vietnam, only
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surpassed by Facebook and marginally exceeding Instagram regarding social networks
(Tran et al,, 2023). It was launched as Vietnam’s first local messaging platform in 2012
and has established a strong presence in the market, with an estimated user base of
about 64 million (Le et al., 2022). Therefore, a variety of Vietnamese teachers create
Zalo groups to facilitate the interaction of the students (Le et al., 2022; Nguyen, 2022,
Nguyen et al., 2022). A Zalo chat group was also created to support students’ learning
(Figure 3.5).

ENGLISH 2-A102 & Q

41 thanh vién

Hi everyone! This is the Zalo group
for English 2 course. You can send
your messages here if you need
instant replies for your concerns
during your learning process from
your peers or teacher.

- l w Y40 @

Figure 3.5 Screenshot of the Zalo Chat Group

Other Online Learning Tools

Additionally, other learning tools were incorporated into
the PLE (Figure 3.6). These tools supported students in learing English speaking skills
and were placed on the Facebook group so that students could use them anytime
they needed.

First of all, Oxford Learner’s Dictionary and Google
Translate were included in the PLE as the online dictionary and translator to facilitate
students’ language learning (O’Neill, 2019). Online dictionaries "such as Oxford
Learner’s Dictionaries offer comprehensive definitions, example sentences, and audio
pronunciations for a wide range of words. O’Neill (2019) suggests that using online
dictionaries can enhance vocabulary learning by providing learners with accurate and
accessible word meanings. According to Clifford, Merschel, & Munné (2013), the
utilization of online translators contributes to expanding vocabulary, enhancing
grammatical accuracy, and instilling confidence. Google Translate as an example
proves to be an effective, user-friendly, enjoyable, and non-intimidating tool for
students to communicate in the target language (Bahri & Mahadi, 2016). Google
Translate provides translations and audio pronunciations for words, phrases, and

sentences in multiple languages. While it is important to be cautious with its accuracy,
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research by Ahmadi and Reza (2018) shows that Google Translate can be a helpful tool
for language learners when used strategically and in combination with other resources.

In addition, the three most prevalent learning apps in
learning English speaking skills for Vietnamese students which are ELSA, Duolingo, and
BBC Learning English were integrated into the PLE (Nguyen & Vo, 2021; Khoa et al,,
2021). ELSA (English Language Speech Assistant) is a pronunciation app designed to
help learners improve their English pronunciation. It uses speech recognition
technology to analyze users’ pronunciation and provides personalized feedback and
practice exercises. ELSA offers pronunciation lessons, interactive exercises, and
progress tracking, making it an effective tool for learners aiming to enhance their
spoken English skills (Aswaty & Indari, 2022, Kholis, 2021, Anggraini, 2022). In addition,
Duolingo is a well-known language-learning app that offers courses in various
languages, including English, Vietnamese, and more. It provides interactive exercises,
vocabulary practice, and speaking practice for language learners at different levels and
hence can improve students’ vocabulary learning as well as speaking skills (Ajisoko,
2020; Jiang et al., 2021). When it comes to BBC Learning English, it offers a wide range
of materials and resources to support English language learning. Students have the
opportunity to utilize authentic resources, engage in pronunciation exercises, receive
advice on speaking, and participate in interactive tasks that aid in their advancement
in English speaking skills (Khashan & AbuSeileek, 2023).
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Online Learning Materials

The survey’s results indicated that students preferred to
learn with multimedia resources. To be more detailed, they favored learning with both
text-based and video-based materials. In other words, the topics and content of the
PLE lessons were not confined to the course book but came from a variety of sources
based on students’ preferences.

Video-based Materials

Video-based materials contained YouTube lecture videos
about grammar, vocabulary, or pronunciation points. They could also demonstrate
conversations or talks connected to the topics. According to Perez (2022), videos
provide visual and auditory input, making learning more engaging and facilitating
comprehension through context and nonverbal cues. Video-based learning offers a
dynamic, engaging, and immersive learning experience (Thomas & Schneider, 2020). It
provides learners with exposure to authentic spoken English, opportunities to practice
listening and speaking skills, cultural insights, and visual support for comprehension
and pronunciation improvement (Chaimaa & Wiam, 2023; Castro Castafieda & Diaz
Zapata, 2023).

Text-based Materials

Another type of learning material in the PLE was text-based
which was one of students’ preferences according to the survey. These entailed
lecture slides or web-based explanations of the content of the lessons such as
grammar and vocabulary points. They could also be authentic online reading articles
which are linked to the topics of the lessons. Online articles in the PLE for speaking
skills bring a wealth of benefits such as vocabulary expansion, exposure to language
patterns and structures, development of comprehension skills, acquisition of content
knowledge, exposure to authentic language usage, cultural understanding, and
cultivation of critical thinking and discussion skills. These advantages contribute to a
comprehensive and well-rounded approach to developing speaking abilities (Mart,
2012). All in all, the teacher posted a variety of materials to the Facebook group and
students could learn based on their needs and preferences. In addition to materials
provided by the teacher, students were encouraged to use search engines such as
Google to search, select, and share the materials with their peers.

Component 2: Personalization

The second component of the PLE for speaking skills, SRL,
and interaction was personalization. In this PLE, students set their personal learning

goals, made their plans, selected appropriate learning resources and strategies to
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achieve these goals, monitored their progress, and self-evaluated their learning
process. Students had the freedom to choose tools, learning resources, and activities
that cater to their interests and learning styles. For example, some students might
have preferred watching videos, while others might have preferred reading articles or
PowerPoint slides. In addition, personalization allowed students to learn at their own
pace. They could spend more time on difficult points and move more quickly through
areas they understood well. This flexibility helps to reduce frustration and increase
motivation (Alamri et al., 2020). They could also learn anywhere and anytime outside
the classroom, which makes them feel comfortable.

Component 3: Collaboration

The third component in the PLE for speaking, SRL, and
interaction was collaboration. In this PLE, online interactive activities were employed
to facilitate collaborative learning. The findings of the survey revealed that students’
favorite activities included online discussion, role-playing, and vlogging.

Online Discussion

These could be thought-provoking questions, controversial
statements, or current news articles posted on the Facebook group. Students were
encouraged to express their thoughts and opinions and respond to their peers.
Promoting an open discussion on various topics not only enhances communication
skills (albeit in written form) but also fosters critical thinking and interaction (Gikandi et
al., 2011).

Role Playing

With this activity, students were given different roles and
were required to prepare and perform a dialogue, which could then be recorded and
shared on the Facebook group. This provided a great opportunity for speaking practice
and peer feedback. Role-play has been recognized as an effective strategy for
developing speaking skills and enhancing learner interaction (Idham et al., 2022; Van,
2022). By simulating real-life situations, students were offered a safe platform to
practice their language skills.

Vlogging

Students were asked to create short vlogs on specific topics
relevant to the course content. This allowed students to practice speaking in a creative,
authentic context. After students shared their vlogs on the Facebook group, they could
provide feedback to each other. This could be structured by providing specific criteria for
feedback, such as fluency and coherence, pronunciation, vocabulary, and grammar. This

activity fosters speaking skills, creativity, critical listening, interaction, and SRL (Pop et al.,, 2011).
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Component 4: Scaffolding

In this PLE, the scaffolding stemmed from both the teacher
and peers.

Teacher Scaffolding

The teacher plays an important role in providing students
with scaffolding during students’ learning process in the PLE (Korhonen et al.,, 2019).
First of all, a training session was necessary to guide students to make use of the PLE
effectively. For example, they need to know how to select and organize learning tools
and materials for their learning based on their needs (Luzon, 2006). They are also
expected to be able to use the PLE to engage in collaboration and discussion (Dabbagh
& Fake 2017). In addition, to facilitate students’ SRL when learning with the PLE, a
template designed on Google Docs (see Appendix M) was shared with students via
Facebook. Google Docs is appropriate for this context since it is a familiar tool for
students to create and update content as well as share it with their peers. The
template for SRL illustrates the core process of SRL which are setting goals, creating a
study plan, monitoring and reflecting (Zimmerman, 2000). It provides students with
prompts and samples so that students can practice SRL strategies (Wong et al., 2019).
What is more, to support students’ self-evaluation, students were trained to self-assess
their speaking skills based on the IELTS speaking descriptor. They were also encouraged
to employ available tools such as ELSA, Duolingo, or quizzes to self-check their
pronunciation, grammar, and vocabulary. By reflecting on their learning process and
outcomes, students can identify their own strengths and weaknesses and make
necessary adjustments to their learning strategies (Panadero et al., 2019). Another
scaffolding came from teacher feedback in which teachers offered personalized
feedback to individual students based on their performance in activities, tasks, or
assessments, which could be done through comments on students’ posts. This can
provide insights into students’ strengths and areas for improvement, helping them
adjust their learning strategies (Winstone & Carless, 2019).

Peer Scaffolding

In addition to scaffolding from the teacher, peers can also
significantly contribute to the learning process in an online learning environment by
offering feedback and support (Luzon, 2006; AL Mamun et al, 2020). In this PLE, when
students collaborated in groups and collectively assessed their learning journey, they
could engage in discussions about their ideas and address any challenges encountered.
Utilizing communication tools, learners could cooperate to accomplish tasks, offer

commentary on their peers’ work, provide feedback, and respond to each other’s
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inquiries. This PLE, especially when integrated with social media platforms like
Facebook and Zalo, fostered a collaborative learning environment where students
could ask for support and give feedback.
3.5.1.2 Lesson Plans

The second instructional instrument of the study was the lesson
plans which played an important role in guiding teachers to teach English speaking
skills by using the PLE to enhance students’ speaking skills, SRL, and interaction.

3.5.1.2.1 The Procedure for Constructing the Lesson Plans

The procedure for constructing the lesson plans is shown
in Figure 3.7. Before developing the lesson plans, the researcher conducted a literature
review related to relevant theories and principles.

After that, the researcher studied the nature of the English
2 course regarding course description and course objectives. According to the
description, this course was designed to mainly enhance students’ communicative
skills. They were provided with vocabulary related to familiar topics, srammar patterns,
phonetics knowledge, and listening and reading exercises as a foundation for speaking
skills. After finishing this course, students were expected to be able to grasp necessary
linguistic knowledge as well as make use of it in common speaking activities. The topics
and content included in the PLE lessons were based on students’ preferences in the
survey as well as the outcome of the curriculum. To be more specific, the PLE lessons
covered six topics: (1) Shopping, (2) City, (3) People, (4) Restaurant, (5) Entertainment,
and (6) Change. There were two lessons for each topic and each lesson lasted 135
minutes.

Once the lesson plans were developed, they were sent to
the experts for validation before being revised according to their suggestions. The
validation form and the result can be seen in Appendix F. The analysis findings
indicated a score of 6.67, which corresponded to a percentage of 83.33%. This
percentage surpassed the minimum threshold of 80%, suggesting that the lesson plans
were well-suited for implementation in the main study. Some revisions were made
based on the experts’ suggestions. Firstly, the phrase “in pairs” was added in “pair
work” activities. Secondly, “Interaction” and “Listening” were combined into one and
the activities were re-designed to avoid repetition. Thirdly, one more column which
was “Learning Materials” was added to the lesson plans. After that, the PLE lessons
were piloted with a group of 18 participants. After the pilot, the time allotment for

each activity was reallocated to increase the time for speaking activities.
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Step 1: Review related literature

i

Step 2: Review the course description and objectives of English 2

U

Step 3: Construct the lesson plans based on the related literature

U

Step 4: Validate the lesson plans by the experts

Ar

Step 5: Revise the lesson plans based on experts’ feedback

{

Step 6: Try out the lesson plans by the teacher with the pilot

s

Step 7: Modify the lesson plans based on observation from the
pilot study

Ly

Step 8: Implement the lesson plans in the main study

Figure 3.7 The Procedure for Constructing the Lesson Plans

3.5.1.2.2 The PLE Lessons

The PLE lessons which were developed based on
connectivism, social constructivism, self-regulated learning theories, and components
of the proposed PLE are illustrated in Figure 3.8. Firstly, connectivism posits that
learning is not just an individual process but learning and knowledge are distributed
across human and technological networks (Siemens, 2005). In the PLE lessons,
connectivism was applied by fostering a networked learning environment. The lessons
were designed to encourage students to actively seek, create, and share knowledge
through online tools and materials. Online discussions, collaborative tasks, and
interactions on Facebook as the main platform were integrated to stimulate
meaningful connections and knowledge exchange among learners. This aligns with the
connectivist idea that learning is not confined to the traditional classroom but extends
into the digital realm where learners can tap into diverse sources and perspectives.
With the PLE lessons, students had opportunities to get access to numerous learning
resources from the Internet rather than be confined to only the course book in the
traditional classroom. Secondly, social constructivism emphasizes the importance of
social interactions in the learning process in which knowledge is constructed through
human activity and individuals create meaning through social interactions (Vygotsky,

1978). In the PLE lessons, this theory was manifested through collaborative activities
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and shared learning experiences. Pairwork, online discussions, and peer feedback
mechanisms were integrated into the lessons to promote a sense of community and
collective knowledge construction. Learners were encouraged to engage with each
other, share their insights, and collaboratively build understanding. Thirdly, SRL theory
places learners at the center of their educational journey, emphasizing their ability to
set goals, monitor progress, and reflect on their learning (Zimmerman, 2000). PLE
lessons were designed to empower students to take control of their learning
experience. Features such as personalized learning paths, goal-setting, and reflective
activities were incorporated to cultivate SRL skills. The PLE provided tools and
resources such as an SRL template, and a speaking descriptor for students to plan their
learning, assess their performance, and adapt their strategies based on feedback and
self-reflection. This aligns with the SRL theory, acknowledging that learners are not

passive recipients but active participants in their learning process.

Self-regulated Learning (Zimmerman, 2000)
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Figure 3.8 The PLE Lessons
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To be more detailed, there were three phases in each
lesson: before lesson, during lesson, and after lesson (see Appendix E).

Before lesson

In the first phase, students studied the lessons’ objectives
posted on the Facebook group which was the main learning community of the course
(Figure 3.9). Based on the objectives, students set their own learning goals and made
study plans by using a template as a guideline. These activities purported to make

students familiar with SRL strategies under SRL theory.

"%‘T Hoang Hién
Quan tri vién @ Ngudi déng gop ndi bat =]
Hello everyone, these are learning objectives of the two lessons of Week 1.
After these two lessons, students are able to:
e use opposites to describe products
e use comparatives to compare products
e role play bargaining at the shop
e use adjectives to describe how clothing looks and fits

e use “"enough” "too” to talk about things they don't like wearing and things
they never wear.

e create a vlog talking about a good place to shop.

You are encouraged to set your own learning goals, make a study plan, and
share yours in the comment part. You can follow this template as a guideline.

https://docs.google.com/.../120cuQl2tm8ppulpnrhE8.../edit...

If you have any questions, please comment below.”

oD 33 38 binh ludn 34 ngudi da xem

dY Thich Q) Binhluan ¢ Gt
Xem thém binh luan

9 Thanh Thu % Ngudi dong gép dang lén
https://docs.google.com/.../1-e2RNzDRiINfZkrHHvKnxo11.../edit

22tuan  Thich Phan hai

f, Pham Xuan Hong Hai
https://docs.google.com/.../120cuOI2tm8ppulpnrhES8.../edit...

22tudn Thich Phan hai

Q" Viét binh luan... © @)

Figure 3.9 Screenshot of a FB Post Informing the Objectives of the Lessons

In addition, students explored the materials related to the
lessons which had been posted on the FB group by the teacher (Figure 3.10). Students

were also encouraged to search for more relevant materials using search engines and
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share them on the post. This activity was in line with connectivism theory in which

they connected with technology and humans for learning and constructing knowledge.

“F Hoang Hién
“ Quan tri vién @ Ngudi déng gép néi bat (=]
LEARNING MATERIALS FOR LESSON 5

Hi everyone, these are learning materials for lesson 5 which is the first lesson
of the People topic. You can explore or search for more and share them by
commenting below.

1. Vocabulary: Career
Video-based
https://youtu.be/x8tF2aQoukY

Xem thém

Yo eah

00 32 31binh luédn 36 ngudi da xem

dY Thich Q) Binh luan < G
Xem thém binh luan

GiaHan % Ngudi déng gép dang lén
i would share this link about vocabulary
https://www.slideshare.net/franhe.../jobs-vocabulary-5895677
21tuén  Thich | Phan hdi

e Nguyét Vy
i would to share this link about grammar
https://www.youtube.com/watch...
20 tudn Thich  Phan héi

-

@® Viétbinh luan.. & 00 ®®

Figure 3.10 Screenshot of a Post Sharing Learning Materials

During lesson

At this stage, under the SRL theory, the role of the teacher

was just the facilitator, students had more control in terms of choosing preferred

materials and strategies to achieve the learning goals. Students spent most of their

time learning online via the Facebook and Zalo groups by interacting with a variety of

materials as well as their peers. This was the time for them to share their ideas, practice

speaking, and give feedback through interactive activities such as discussion, vlogs, or

role-play.
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“™ Hoang Hién
“ Quan tri vién @ Ngudi déng gop ndi bat )

Which celebrity would you like to meet and why?

00 32 57 binh ludn Moi ngudi d3 xem

dYH Thich Q) Binhluan ¢ G
Xem thém cau tra I6i

Gia Han % Ngudi déng gép dang 1én
| want to meet MT because | love her

21tuan  Yéuthich Phan hdi

6 Nguyét Vy
| want to meet Song Kang, an actor of Korea. Because he is very
handsome and talented

V)

20tuan Yéuthich Phan hdi

-

v Viét binh luan...

@)
©
©
&

<

Figure 3.11 Screenshot of an Online Discussion

To be more specific, at the beginning of the lesson,
students took part in a quick discussion related to the topic as a warm-up activity
(Figure 3.11). After that, students connected with the materials provided by the teacher
beforehand on the Facebook group. These materials covered all elements of English
speaking skills such as vocabulary, grammar, pronunciation, listening, and reading. They
could be lecturing videos, PowerPoint slides, or articles. Students therefore had the
right to select the types of materials they preferred and use their strategies to learn
from this. After accessing the materials, they shared what they had learned with each
other on the post (Figure 3.12). These activities are aligned with connectivism, social
constructivism, and SRL theory since students learn and get knowledge by connecting
information sources, making decisions based on their needs, and interacting with their
peers. For example, students explored the vocabulary materials related to opposite
adjectives to describe clothes. Some students preferred watching lecturing videos, the
others were into reading PowerPoint slides or articles. Then some of them might have
taken notes by listing out vocabulary while the rest use vocabulary apps like Quizlet
to record the new words. Following that, they shared what they had known with their

peers.
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00 32 28 @ 354
d5 Thich Q) Binh luan ¢ G

Xem thém binh luédn

? Lé Ngoc Bich Tram

With some 2-syllable adjectives, we can use "-er" OR
"more™:

quiet = quieter/more quiet... Xem thém

26tuan Thich Phanhéi Xem ban dich

@ Tudng Vy

If a two-syllable adjective ends in a consonant and -y, we
change -y to -i and add -er:

noisy - noisier... Xem thém

Figure 3.12 Screenshot of Students Sharing Knowledge

In addition, students could make a video recording of their
talks or conversations and post them on Facebook and get feedback from their teacher
and peers (Figure 3.13). This activity maximizes opportunities for students to practice
speaking as well as enhance the interaction which is difficult to happen in the
traditional face-to-face classroom. For instance, after learning some opposites to
describe products, students made a video describing things they owned and shared it

with the class on the Facebook group.

“* Hoang Hién
Quan tri vien @ Ngudi déng gép ndi bat (2]

1. Work in pairs and practice suggesting places people can see if they plan to
visit your hometown or city for only one day, using "should" and "can"

2. Make a video recording and post it on the FB group.

3. Give feedback or ask questions about the videos.

00 2 38 binh ludn Moi ngudi da xem

dY Thich Q) Binhludn /) Gui
Xem thém binh luén

Gia Han % Ngudi dong gép dang |én

Figure 3.13 Screenshot of a Speaking Activity
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After lesson

After the lesson, students continued to learn English
speaking skills through online interactive activities in the PLE. They made Vlogs talking
about the topics or created online role-plays to practice conversations. To complete
these tasks, they were supposed to access the materials and tools provided on the
Facebook group or find more relevant ones by themselves. They could also ask their
peers via the Facebook group or Zalo chat group if there were any questions or
problems (Figure 3.14). In addition, they managed their time to improve the areas they
were weak in by using learning apps or websites. This is associated with connectivism
theory since they find knowledge by nurturing and maintaining connections with

technological and human resources.

ENGLISH 2-A102 S g ENGLISH 2-A102
<5 thanh vién & Q i < 41 thanh vién
AT Tudn
Anybody tell me what app | can use , | want to make Viog about a beach
to edit video? Guys, can anyone explain city. Anyone suggest me some
homework again? | don't cities?
understand.
Trac Linh et
| ||e
. Khang
am ‘
capcut A Trudng Tudn Tai i ik i e oo
, can anyone
A Truong Tu: you and your
” partner make a role play about ‘
Tric Linh shopping at the store, then make a ey
video and post it on FB ‘ "9
iMovie 0 K da nang
. X Nhat Tam ’
| Tric Linh on §i . l Khang
Nhat Tam thanks bro
h Beecut Hai Phong

ENGLISH 2-A102 G ¢ ENGLISH 2-A102 g = ENGLISH 2-A102 :
vién 3 2 n ¥ Q\:= 41 thanh vidn & Q
O @ .o «
" Vung Tau and Nha Trang, which is This sentence is right or wrong
PSULS, | want to share with you more beautiful everyone? guys “The people in Da Nang is
this video about shopping at the more friendly'than Da Lat"
store fittps youtube ) y
vatehi?v=108wbh@YkOM 0
L& Dién € .
b I Nhu ¥
t @L& Dien | think Vung Tau is more
beautiful, the beach is great ANhu Y | think it is wrong.
e d ~ Friendlier not more friendly
m v: @
L& Dién
[0, @
S e L& Dién | prefer Nha Trang, | love | Nuey
2 ; @L& Dign
Shopping: Grocery Shopping the wealhe:)lhere 9
ISSofBC ESI @Nhu Y friendly ends with “y*->
friendlier
©
N ® . w3 @
‘ . @Lé Dién Nha Trang, you can enjoy
. Vinpearl land a 3n N
3 Nguyén Hiu Pat -
| i M
@Nguyén Hitu Dat It is helpful. L @Nhu ¥ than those in Da Lat
Thanks | Lé Dién
v - i i v2 v

Figure 3.14 Screenshots of Students’ Communication on Zalo Chat Group
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Additionally, students posted their products on the
Facebook group to get feedback for their performance from the teacher and peers
(Figure 3.15). For example, students made a vlog to talk about a city they would like

to visit in the future and shared with the class for feedback.

"9: Hoang Hién
“ Quan tri vien @ Ngudi déng gop noi bat e
HOMEWORK 4
* Make a vlog talking about a city they would like to visit in the future.

In order to do it, you are supposed to use resources provided by the teacher
or search by yourselves. You can also ask the teacher or peers for support by
posting questions on the FB group.

» Share the videos on the FB group for feedback from the teacher and
their peers.

O 25 39 binh ludn Moi ngudi da xem

dYH Thich Q) Binhluan ¢ Gti

N
6ngay Thich Phanhdi 20

BUi Thanh Phudng o

Hoang Anh Nguyen - Grammar: your grammar is good but there are some
mistakes: "have/has", “was/were’, invite, not invitation

- Vocabulary: you use many good words: lanscape, ...

- Pronunciation: very clear

- Fluency: not too fast, not too slow

Figure 3.15 Screenshot of the Vlog Activity

Last but not least, apart from feedback and assessment
from the teacher and peers, self-evaluation plays a crucial role in the learning process
of the students, which is also an important SRL strategy according to SRL theory. Hence
another activity at this phase was self-reflection in which students practiced writing
reflection using the template and the speaking descriptor provided. They would talk
about what they had achieved, the difficulties they had faced, and what they would
do to make it better the following week (Figure 3.16). After accomplishing the
reflection, they shared it with everyone on the Facebook group so that others could

have comments.
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”9: Hoang Hién
" Quan tri vién @ Ngudi déng gép noi bat 2]
REFLECTION 1

Please write a self-reflection on the Google docs file based on the prompts
and sample on the template and share it here. Remember to follow the
prompts.

1. What did you do during the learning process? (What activity did you do?
What learning materials/tools did you use? How long did you spend learning
on the PLE this week?) (Ban da lam gi trong subt qua trinh hoc? Hoat déng
da lam? Tai liéu/ cong cu ban da st dung? Ban danh bao lau dé hoc trén
PLE?)

2. How did you... Xem thém
00 31 24 binh ludn Moi ngudi da xem
dY Thich Q) Binhluan ¢/ Gl

Xem thém binh luan

f\ Pham Xuan Hong Hai
https://docs.google.com/.../1-e2RNzDRiNfZkrHHvKnxo11... /edit

Figure 3.16 Screenshot of a Post for Reflection Activity

3.5.2 Research Instruments

Apart from the instructional instruments, some research instruments were
utilized to answer the research questions of the study. These instruments were
composed of pre- and post-speaking tests; pre- and post-SRL questionnaires;
interaction frequency counts; perception questionnaire, semi-structured interviews;
and reflective journals. The detailed explanation of these research instruments is as
follows.

3.5.2.1 Pre- and Post-speaking Tests

To answer the first research question which is “What are the effects
of a PLE on the speaking skills of Vietnamese EFL undergraduate students? How do
the effects vary across different speaking performance levels (high, medium, low)?”,
the speaking section of the International English Language Testing System (IELTS) was
adapted as the pre-and post-speaking tests. The purpose of using pre- and post-
speaking tests was to find out whether there were any significant differences in
students’ speaking skills before and after the treatment.

There are several reasons why the IELTS speaking test was chosen.
Firstly, it provides a comprehensive evaluation of a test taker’s speaking ability. It
assesses a wide range of speaking skills, including pronunciation, grammatical range
and accuracy, lexical resource, and coherence, which could allow researchers to

understand various aspects of students' speaking performance (IELTS, n.d.). Secondly,
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it is a widely recognized and standardized English proficiency test, which ensures
consistency in scoring and interpretation of results. Using such a test could provide
reliable and valid measurements of the students' speaking ability (Bakri, 2022). Thirdly,
it is designed to evaluate language proficiency from a beginner level to an expert level.
This wide range of proficiency levels might allow researchers to identify even small
improvements in students' speaking skills (Nakatsuhara et al., 2021). Finally, the IELTS
certificate is a compulsory requirement for graduation from not only UEF university but
also many universities in Vietnam. Therefore, the speaking tests of most English courses
at UEF are designed under the IELTS format so that students are able to get familiar
with it.

The pre-speaking test was administered before the implementation
of the PLE lessons. It served as a baseline measure of the students’ speaking
proficiency. Meanwhile, the post-speaking test was carried out after the experiment
had been completed. The same IELTS speaking test format was used, enabling a direct
comparison between the students’ performance before and after the intervention. The
post-speaking test aimed to evaluate the effects of the intervention by measuring any
significant differences in the students’ IELTS speaking test scores.

Both the pre- and post-speaking tests were conducted in a one-on-
one interview format with the examiners. There were three parts of the test, namely
Introduction and Interview, Individual Long Turn, and Two-way Discussion (Appendix
G). In part 1 of the test, the examiners asked the students general questions regarding
common topics. In part 2, the students were given a cue card and were asked to talk
about a topic. They had 1 minute to prepare and 1-2 minutes to talk. Last but not
least, in part 3 of the test, the examiners asked students some questions related to
the topic in part 2 for discussion.

The test items were carefully selected so that they were relevant to
the topics of the course. However, due to time limitations, the length of the test was
shortened leading to a reduction in the number of items in Part 1 and Part 3. The test
lasted approximately 7-10 minutes for each student. In addition, to ensure consistency
and reliability in scoring, there were two examiners marking students’ speaking
performances. The first one was the researcher, and the other was an expert who
achieved IELTS 8.5 and had experience of ten years in teaching and testing the [ELTS
exam. Even though the other rater was experienced in marking the IELTS speaking test,
a training session was done to ensure that the rater grasped the modifications in the

rubric as well as the nature of this study.
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The speaking rubric employed for marking was adapted from the
IELTS speaking band descriptor (public version) which consisted of 9 bands (Appendix
H). The speaking rubric covered 4 components which were fluency and coherence;
lexical resources; grammatical range and accuracy; and pronunciation. The adapted
rubric closely resembled the original one; the researcher made specific adjustments
to the points allocation to facilitate easier grading for the examiners. Specifically, 25
points were allocated to each dimension, resulting in a total of 100 points for the pre-
test and post-test assessment.

Both pre-and post-speaking tests as well as the speaking rubric were
validated by the experts (Appendix I). According to the analysis findings of I0C, both
the pre-and post-speaking tests and rubric achieved a score of 5.33, which
corresponded to a percentage of 88.89%. This percentage surpassed the minimum
threshold of 80%, indicating that the pre-and post-speaking tests and the speaking
rubric were highly appropriate for inclusion in the main study. However, the description
for the rubric was added to make it easier for the examiners to mark. In addition, they
were evaluated by 18 students in the pilot study. With a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient
of 0.80, the tests demonstrated a high degree of reliability, indicating their suitability
for utilization in the main study.

The oral production of the students was recorded for the rating
procedure after that. The ratings for the test recordings were conducted by the raters
independently, with the names of the test-takers kept anonymous. After the ratings
were finalized, the researcher employed the Intraclass Correlation Coefficient (ICC) to
determine the inter-rater reliability between the two raters. The results from SPSS
indicated that the ICC for single measures was 0.955 when comparing the pre-test
scores evaluated by Rater A and Rater B. Similarly, for the post-test scores rated by
both raters, the ICC for single measures was 0.936. In the field of social sciences, an
ICC greater than 0.72 is deemed to represent acceptable reliability, whereas an ICC
greater than 0.80 is interpreted as good reliability (Vaz et al., 2013). Consequently, the
reliability of the scores administered by two raters had been evaluated in single
measures. The final scores of students’ speaking performance were the average of the
two raters’ scores.

3.5.2.2 Pre- and Post- SRL Questionnaires

A questionnaire is a commonly used research tool in quantitative
marketing research and social science studies (Dzwigol, 2020). It serves as an effective
means to gather information on aspects that may not be easily observed, such as

opinions, attitudes, beliefs, and motivations (Patten, 2016). The questionnaire
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comprises a series of well-structured questions designed to collect data from
respondents.

To answer the second research question which is “What are the
effects of the PLE on the self-regsulated learning of Viethamese EFL undergraduate
students?”, pre- and post-SRL questionnaires were used. This aimed to figure out
whether students’ SRL levels before and after the experiment were significantly
different. The SRL questionnaires in this study were adapted from Online Self-regulated
English Learning (OSEL) by Zheng (2016) and Technology-assisted Self-regulated
Language Learning by An et al. (2021) (see Appendix J). There were three reasons for
the adaptation of these questionnaires. Firstly, they measured SRL in the field of
English language learning. Secondly, they were relevant to the context of this study
since they were designed specifically for online learning environments. Thirdly, they
have been used and adapted in numerous studies and have demonstrated good
reliability and validity (Zheng, 2016; Redjeki, 2022; Yossatorn et al., 2023; Zheng, 2023,
An, 2021). However, the researcher made some modifications regarding the word use
to be more appropriate to the objectives of this study. To be more specific, the phrase
“English learning” was replaced by “English 2 course”.

There were two parts to the SRL questionnaire. Part 1 aimed at
collecting students’ demographic information while Part 2 focused on students’ SRL
in learning English speaking skills. Part 2 encompassed 21 closed-ended items designed
under a five-point Likert scale (1 - Strongly Disagree, 2 - Disagree, 3 - Neutral, 4 - Agree,
5 - Strongly Agree). The items covered five aspects of self-regulated learning, which
were goal setting, environment structuring, task strategies and time management, help-
seeking, and self-evaluation in the context of learning English speaking skills through
the PLE. This questionnaire was given to the experts for validation. The I0C analysis
results indicated a score of 17, which corresponded to a percentage of 80.95%. This
percentage exceeded the required threshold of 80%, suggesting that the questionnaire
was well-suited for incorporation into the main study.

After validation, item 7 was deleted owing to its ambiguous meaning,
and item 10 was also removed because it was similar to item 9. As a result, there were
19 items left. After that, it was translated into Vietnamese so that students could easily
understand all the items. The researcher after that had an EFL Vietnamese teacher
whose expertise was in translation and interpretation to cross-check the accuracy of
the Vietnamese version. In addition, before being utilized in the main study, it was

tested in the pilot study and Cronbach’s alpha was employed to measure the
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reliability. The results showed that the reliability was .80, which means it was
appropriate for the major study.
3.5.2.3 Interaction Frequency Counts

For research question 3 “What are the effects of the PLE on the
interaction of Vietnamese EFL undergraduate students?”, interaction frequency counts
were carried out. The purpose was to identify whether there were significant
differences in terms of students’ interaction before and after the treatment. This
involved a careful examination of students’ activities on the designated Facebook
group, an integral part of the PLE, and Zalo chat group throughout the study.

Specific metrics tracked included the number of posts made by each
student, the frequency of their comments, and replies, and their overall participation
in group discussions (Kajan et al., 2020). Both individual and collective metrics were
monitored to provide a comprehensive picture of student interaction levels. Students’
interaction was categorized into student-content, student-student, and student-
teacher, based on the online learning interaction model of Moore (1989).

The interaction frequency counts were conducted manually after
every two topics, with data organized in a structured spreadsheet for ease of
interpretation and further statistical analysis. A spreadsheet (See Appendix O) was
designed to record interaction data. It consisted of important information such as
dates, participants, types of interaction (student-content, student-student, student-
teacher), and activities (post, comment, reply). The spreadsheet was validated by the
experts (See Appendix N). The analysis revealed a score of 4.00, corresponding to a
100% percentage. This exceeded the minimum threshold of 80%, suggesting that the
spreadsheet was appropriate for integration into the main study. In addition, the results
of interaction frequency counts were validated by the experts.

3.5.2.4 Questionnaire for Students’ Perceptions towards the PLE

To answer research question 4 “What are the perceptions of
Vietnamese EFL undergraduate students towards using the PLE to enhance speaking
skills, self-regulated learning, and interaction?”, three research instruments were used.
The first one was a perception questionnaire developed by the researcher. This was
to investigate students’ perceptions after learning with PLE lessons.

This questionnaire included 2 parts which were Learning Information
and Perception (Appendix K). The first part explored students’ information regarding
devices and time students used for learning on the PLE while the latter examined

students’ perceptions towards learning English speaking skills through the PLE. Part 2
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consisted of 15 five-point Likert scale items which were allocated in four categories:
Speaking Skills, Self-regulated Learning, Interaction, and PLE lessons.

To ensure the validity and reliability of this questionnaire, it was
checked by the experts before being translated into Vietnamese. The analysis findings
indicated a score of 14.67, which corresponded to a percentage of 97.78%. This
percentage surpassed the minimum threshold of 80%, suggesting that the
questionnaire was well-suited for implementation in the main study. There was only a
small modification after the validation. To be more specific, number 13 “I prefer
learning English speaking skills with the traditional lessons” was changed to “I prefer
learning English speaking skills with the PLE lessons” to avoid participants’ confusion,
according to the experts. Additionally, it was piloted with Cronbach’s alpha coefficient
of .87, demonstrating a high level of reliability, thus confirming its appropriateness for
the main study.

3.5.2.5 Semi-structured Interviews

The second instrument to answer research question 4 was semi-
structured interviews. This was to explore in-depth information about participants’
perceptions. According to DiCicco-Bloom and Crabtree (2006), interviews are one of
the most common strategies used to collect qualitative data. A semi-structured
interview is defined as a research instrument in which the researcher will ask the
interviewees the same questions within the researcher’s intention. This instrument is
employed to gather comprehensive and detailed data regarding students' perceptions.
In addition, the researcher can exploit further information through follow-up questions
(Dahlberg & McCaig, 2010).

The interviews were conducted after the experiment had ended
when the data from the other instruments such as the post-speaking test, post-SRL
questionnaire, “interaction frequency counts, and perception questionnaire were
collected. There were ten interview questions (See Appendix L) which were utilized in
this research. These questions were developed based on the perception questionnaire
asking students about four categories: Speaking Skills, Self-regulated Learning,
Interaction, and PLE Lessons. The primary purpose would be creating triangulation to
enrich the data. Twelve respondents were purposely selected to participate in the
interviews.

Similar to other instruments, the interview questions were checked
by the experts using IOC and tested in the pilot study (Appendix L). Based on the
analysis results, a score of 8.67 was obtained, corresponding to a percentage of 86.67%.

This percentage exceeded the minimum threshold of 80%, indicating that the interview
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questions were highly suitable for incorporation into the main study. Based on the
experts’ suggestions, the word “feel” in question 1 was deleted since they thought
only the word “think” was enough. Each interview lasted around 15 minutes and was
recorded so that the interview procedure was smooth, and it would be easier to review
and analyze. Additionally, to collect as much information as possible, Vietnamese was
used in the interviews. This enabled students to be able to entirely understand the
questions and express themselves more comfortably.
3.5.2.6 Reflective Journals

The next research instrument to answer research question 4 was
reflective journals. The aim of using this instrument was to help with tracking students’
learning process and exploring further regarding students’ perceptions. Reflection is
considered an indispensable part of transforming experiences into learning. According
to Yancey (1998), reflection can mean “revision, self-assessment, and an analysis of
learning”. Through reflection prompts, participants were able to critically self-perceive
what they had experienced.

In the present study, writing reflection was a compulsory task
students needed to complete every two lessons after they had finished one speaking
topic. In addition, at the end of the course, they were required to write a final one. As
a result, there were a total of 7 reflective journals. Participants had opportunities to
share their reflections with the teacher and their peers on the Facebook group. This
benefited them in receiving aid from the teacher and counterparts timely during the
course.

Since reflection was a part of the SRL process, reflection prompts
were given to students on the SRL template as a guideline so that the students could
know how to write reflections. These prompts were developed based on Gibb
reflective cycle (1988), which facilitated learning through reflection by offering a
framework. This framework (Figure 3.17) consists of six stages, namely Description,
Feelings, Evaluation, Analysis, Conclusion, and Action Plan (Gibbs, 1988). This model
was chosen owing to evidence from past research indicating its effectiveness in
revealing the link between individual experiences and professional values, as well as
in sustaining ongoing reflective habits (Ashby, 2006; Walmsley & Birkbeck 2006; Quinton
& Smallbone, 2010; Adeani et al., 2020; Markkanen et al., 2020). The prompts for

reflective journals are illustrated in Table 3.1.
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Figure 3.17 Gibbs Reflective Cycle (1988)

Table 3.1 Prompts for Reflective Journals

Description 1. What did you do during the learning process? (What activity did you do?
What learning materials/tools did you use? How long did you spend
learning on the PLE?)

Feelings 2. How did you feel during the lesson?

Evaluation 3. What was good or bad about the experience?

Analysis 4. What might have been the reasons for the good and bad experiences?
Conclusion 5. What can you learn from this?

Action Plan 6. What will you do differently next time?

The prompts were also validated by the experts (See Appendix N).
The results of the analysis revealed a score of 5.33, equivalent to 89%. This percentage
exceeded the minimum requirement of 80%, indicating that the prompts designed for
reflective journals were suitable for integration into the primary study. However, after
the pilot study, three sub-questions were added to the “Description” part so that the
researcher could collect further information regarding participants’ learning process on
the PLE in the main study.

3.6 Data Analysis

The research instruments for each research question and tools to analyze data
are summarized in Table 3.2. There were two categories of data in this study, namely
quantitative data and qualitative data. The quantitative data were collected from the
pre-and post-speaking tests for research question 1, pre- and post-SRL questionnaires
for research question 2, interaction frequency counts for question 3, and perception
questionnaire for question 4. Meanwhile, the qualitative data stemmed from reflective

journals and semi-structured interviews for question 4.
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Table 3.2 Summary of Research Instruments and Analytical Tools

Research Questions Research Instruments Analytical Tools
1. What are the effects of a PLE on the - Pre-speaking Test -Paired-samples t-test
speaking skills of Vietnamese EFL - Post-speaking Test -One-way ANOVA
undergraduate students? How do the -Descriptive statistics

effects vary across different speaking
performance levels (high, medium, low)?
2. What are the effects of the PLE on the self- - Pre-SRL Questionnaire -Paired-samples t-test

regulated learning of Vietnamese EFL - Post-SRL Questionnaire -Descriptive statistics

undergraduate students?

3. What are the effects of the PLE on the - Interaction Frequency -Repeated measures
interaction of Vietnamese EFL Counts ANOVA
undergraduate students? -Descriptive statistics

4. What are the perceptions of Vietnamese EFL - Perception Questionnaire  -Descriptive statistics
undergraduate students towards using the - Reflective Journals -Thematic analysis
PLE to enhance speaking skills, self- - Semi-structured Interviews

regulated learning, and interaction?

3.6.1 Quantitative Data Analysis
Concerning quantitative data, the researcher used Statistical Package for
Social Science (SPSS) version 27.0 as a tool to analyze. According to Verma (2012), SPSS
is one of the most powerful statistical software which assists researchers in analyzing
complex data.
3.6.1.1 Paired-samples T-test

For the data from pre-and post-speaking tests, pre- and post- SRL
questionnaires, paired-samples t-test was used for the analysis to explore the effects
of the PLE on students’ speaking skills and SRL. According to Abdi (2023), paired-
samples t-test, also known as a dependent t-test, is a statistical test used to compare
the means of two related groups or conditions that are measured on the same
participants.

In this study, using paired-samples t-test could show whether there
were any significant differences in students’ speaking skills, and SRL at the beginning
and the end of the experiment. The researcher therefore could see whether the
participants had an improvement after the treatment.

3.6.1.2 One-way ANOVA

For the second point of research question 1, to see how the effects
of the PLE varied among three different groups of proficiency, one-way ANOVA was
utilized. According to Ntumi (2021), one-way ANOVA is normally used to compare the

mean scores of more than two groups. In this study, it was employed to compare the
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means in the change scores of the three groups. This helped the researcher see
whether there were significant differences among the enhancement of the three
groups or not.
3.6.1.3 Repeated Measures ANOVA

To analyze the data from interaction frequency counts, repeated
measures ANOVA was employed. According to Verma (2015), repeated measures
ANOVA is specifically designed for analyzing data with repeated measures or within-
subjects designs, where there are multiple measurements taken within the same
individuals over time or under different conditions. It can effectively test for differences
in means across multiple timepoints. Repeated measures ANOVA was appropriate in
this case since this research aimed to figure out whether there were any significant
differences in participants’ interaction across multiple timepoints. In this study, the
frequency counts were conducted three times (after every two topics).

3.6.1.4 Descriptive Statistics

In terms of the data from the perception questionnaire, descriptive
statistics was used to analyze. This was to identify the proportion of the participants
who agreed or disagreed with the items in the questionnaire. Descriptive statistics is
employed to present a comprehensive overview of the data, encompassing measures
such as mean score, standard deviation, and frequency distribution (Cooksey &
Cooksey, 2020). The results of the five-point Likert scale questionnaires were
interpreted based on Sullivan and Artino (2013) (Table 3.3).

In addition, descriptive statistics was run after conducting paired-
samples t-test, one-way ANOVA, and repeated measures ANOVA. The purpose was to
get further information in terms of mean and standard deviation of pre-and post-

speaking tests, pre-and post-SRL questionnaires, and interaction.

Table 3.3 Interpretation of the five-point Likert scale Questionnaires

Mean Scale Interpretation
4.51 to 5.00 Strongly agree Very high
3.51 to 4.50 Agree High
2.51 10 3.50 Unsure Moderate
1.51 to 2.50 Disagree Low
1.00 to 1.50 Strongly Disagree Very low

3.6.2 Qualitative Data Analysis

Concerning data collected from the interviews and reflective journals,

thematic analysis was used to analyze them. Thematic analysis is a technique used to
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detect, examine, and understand themes, or patterns of meaning, that emerge from
qualitative data (Clarke & Braun, 2017).

Braun & Clarke (2006) provide a framework to analyze qualitative data using
thematic analysis (Table 3.4). The first step is reading and re-reading the transcripts,
followed by organizing the data in a systematic way to generate initial codes. Next, the
codes are examined and put into themes. In step 4, the preliminary themes identified
in step 3 will be reviewed, modified, and developed. The fifth step entails the ultimate
refinement of themes, intending to discern the fundamental “essence” of what each

theme encompasses. The last step is writing up the report.

Table 3.4 Six-phase framework for doing a thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006)

Step 1 Become familiar with the data
Step 2 Generate initial codes

Step 3 Search for themes

Step 4 Review themes

Step 5 Define themes

Step 6 Write-up

In this study, the research followed this framework for analyzing qualitative
data. First of all, the researcher transcribed them and gave the transcription to the
respondents for member checking. Next, the transcription was translated into English.
Finally, coding and de-coding were conducted by the researcher and a further invited
researcher to ensure the reliability of identifying themes. The results of qualitative data
analysis were given to the experts for validation. The findings were deemed to provide
insights into the achievement of the participants in terms of speaking skills, SRL, and
interaction. More than that, further information related to students’ perceptions
towards implementing the treatment might have been found to support quantitative

results.

3.7 Pilot Study

A pilot study, alternatively referred to as a feasibility study, is an initial and small-
scale investigation conducted to collect preliminary data or information before
initiating the main study (Smith, 2015). It plays a crucial role in enhancing the reliability,
validity, and practicality of research instruments (Oppenheim, 1999; Seliger & Shohamy,
1989). This section will report the procedure and results of the pilot study.
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3.7.1 Setting and Participants
The pilot study was conducted within four weeks from 11" September to
7™ October 2023. It took place at the University of Economics and Finance (UEF), Ho
Chi Minh City. At first, 20 participants voluntarily participated in the study, however,
two of them withdrew due to their hectic schedules. There were 10 male and 8 female
students who had already finished the English 1 course but for some reason, they had
not yet registered for the English 2 course. In other words, these participants were
relevant to the study since they shared the same characteristics as those who would
be in the main study. To be more specific, they were at the pre-intermediate level and
had been learning English for over 7 years. Connelly (2008) states that existing literature
indicates that a pilot study sample size should typically be around 10% of the projected
sample size for the larger main study. This means that 18 participants were acceptable
for the pilot study since the number of participants in the main study was 40.
3.7.2 Data Collection and Data Analysis
The data collection procedure and data analysis were similar to the ones
described in sections 3.1 Research Design and 3.6 Data Analysis. The only difference
lay in the time duration and the number of participants which were supposed to be
half of the main study’s. To be more specific, this 4-week pilot study covered 3 topics

within 8 lessons, which can be shown in Table 3.5.

Table 3.5 Summary of the Pilot Procedure

Week Lesson Content

1 1 Introduction

Pre-speaking test

Pre-SRL questionnaire

Shopping

Shopping (cont) + Reflective Journal 1
City

City (cont) + Reflective Journal 2
People

People (cont) + Reflective Journal 3

(6N
0o N O U A WN

Review

Post-Speaking test
Post-SRL questionnaire
Reflective Journal 4

Interviews
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3.7.3 Summary of Preliminary Results
3.7.3.1 English Speaking Skills

To answer the first research question which is “What are the effects
of a PLE on the speaking skills of Viethamese EFL undergraduate students?”, the
results of students’ English speaking skills are illustrated in Table 3.6. As can be seen,
the mean score of the pre-test was 59.167 (SD=7.123) while the figure for the post-test
was 68.333 (SD=7.071). This indicated that the mean score of the post-speaking test
was higher than that of the pre-test (MD=9.166).

In addition, there was a significant difference between the pre-test
and post-test [t(17)= -8.422, p=0.000]. Overall, students’ English speaking skills

witnessed a considerable enhancement after they studied through the PLE lessons.

Table 3.6 Results of Students’ Speaking Skills in Pre-test and Post-test

Speaking Performance N M SD MD t daf p
Pre-test 18 59.167 7.123

9.166 -8.422 17 .000
Post-test 18  68.333 7.071

*0<.05 (2-tailed)

3.7.3.2 Self-regulated Learning

Concerning research question 2 “What are the effects of the PLE on
the self-regulated learning of Vietnamese EFL undergraduate students?”, as can be
seen in Table 3.7, there was a significant difference between students’ SRL after and
before taking part in the experiment in all five aspects of the SRL. This is because the
p-values of all items as well as aspects were 0.000 which is smaller than .05 (i.e., level
of significance).

In terms of mean scores, students achieved remarkably higher mean
scores in all five aspects after the pilot (M=4.18, M=4.03, M=4.06, M=4.07, M=4.23,
respectively) rather than before the pilot (M=2.86, M=3.02, M=3.01, M=3.15, M=2.83,
respectively). In addition, the highest mean scores obtained from the participants after
the pilot were goal setting (M=4.18).

All in all, the overall results of the five aspects indicated that there
was an improvement in students’ SRL before and after the experiment. This means
that the PLE is likely to enhance students’ SRL levels.
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No. Statement Pre- SD Post-  SD p
SRL SRL
Goal setting
1 | set short-term (daily or weekly) goals as well as long-term (monthly 2.83  0.618 4.17 0.618 .000
or for the semester) goals in English 2 course.
| set standards for my assignments in English 2 course. 278  0.647 4.06 0.639 .000
| set goals to help me manage study time in English 2 course. 300 0767 4.22 0.808 .000
I properly make plans to combat my problems in learning in English  2.83  0.707 4.28 0.669 .000
2 course.
MEAN 286 0.481 4.18 0.466 .000
Environment Structuring
5 | choose a good location when learning to avoid too much distraction. 2.89  0.583 4.22 0.647 .000
6 | know where | can learn most efficiently. 311  0.758 3.89 0.583 .000
7 | choose a time with few distractions when studying. 306 0.725 4.00 0.767 .000
MEAN 302 0615 4.03 0.568 .000
Task strategies and time management
8 | prepare my questions before learning instructional materials online. 2.89  0.676 4.17 0.618 .000
9  Iselect and use appropriate technological tools to improve the areas 2.89  0.676 3.94 0.639 .000
I’m weak in.
10 | search for more related online materials in addition to the 311 0832 4.11 0.676 .000
suggested ones to master the course content.
11 I allocate extra study time to learning English speaking skills because 3.06  0.802 4.17 0.707 .000
I know it is time-consuming.
12 | try to schedule the same time every day or every week to learn 311 0676 394 0.639 .000
English speaking skills, and | observe the schedule.
MEAN 3.01 0.713 4.06 0.617 .000
Help-seeking
13 | search related materials online when | have difficulties in the 317 0514 428 0.575 .000
learning process.
14 | ask my teacher for help through technological tools when | have 3.00 0686 394 0.639 .000
problems.
15 | share my problems with my classmates online so we can solve our 3.28  0.752 *4.00 0.767 .000
problems together.
MEAN 3.15  0.641 4.07 0.681 .000
Self-evaluation
16 | ask myself a lot of questions about the course materials. 283  0.639 4.06 0.539 .000
17 | often self-assess my English speaking progress. 300 0.767 4.03 0.583 .000
18 I reflect on my learning English speaking and think the ways | did was 2.83 ~ 0.857 4.13 0.686 .000
good or not.
19 | adjust my plans to make my learing more effective. 267 0485 4.02 0.548 .000
MEAN 2.83  0.634 4.06 0.527 .000

3.7.3.3 Interaction

In terms of the third question which is “What are the effects of the

PLE on the interaction of Vietnamese EFL undergraduate students?”, the result from
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Repeated measures ANOVA (Table 3.8) revealed that there was a significant difference
among students’ interaction from Week 1 to Week 4 (p=0.000). This can be interpreted

that the PLE lessons enhanced students’ interaction remarkably.

Table 3.8 Repeated Measures ANOVA of Students’ Interaction

Interaction Frequency M SD df p
Week 1 36.28 3.478
Week 2 43.78 3.782
5 .000
Week 3 52.17 5.148
Week 4 58.33 6.297

3.7.3.4 Perceptions

The fourth research question “What are the perceptions of
Vietnamese EFL undergraduate students towards using the PLE to enhance speaking
skills, self-regulated learning, and interaction?” was answered through the perception
questionnaire, semi-structured interviews, and reflective journals.

Questionnaire

Table 3.9 demonstrates that students had positive perceptions of
the PLE lessons with a total mean score of M=4.35 and SD=0.323. The highest mean
score was 4.78 (item 13) and the lowest one was 3.72 (item 11).

In terms of speaking skills, most students agreed that the PLE lessons
helped them improve their speaking skills by providing them with practice
opportunities. This can be seen in the high mean scores of item 1 (M=4.61), item 2
(M=4.56), item 3 (M=4.28). The lowest mean score in this aspect was related to the
usefulness of the feedback (M=3.83). For the self-regulated learning construct (items
5-9), all the items got high agreement from the participants with a mean score of more
than 4.00. Regarding the third aspect which is interaction, students also showed their
positive opinions on the effects of the PLE on their interaction. To be more specific,
the mean scores for items 10,11,12 were 4.33, 3.72, and 4.50, respectively. The lowest
one in this group belongs to item 12 (M=3.72). Last but not least, all students revealed
their interest in the PLE lessons (item 13, M=4.78). They were also ready to recommend
such lessons to others (item 15, M=4.56).
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Table 3.9 Students’ Perceptions of the PLE Lessons

No. Statement N M SD
Speaking skills
1 The PLE helped me improve my English speaking skills. 18 4.61 0.502
2 | feel more confident in my English speaking skills after participating in the PLE lessons. 18 4.56 0.511
3 The PLE provided opportunities for me to practice my speaking skills anytime and 18 4.28 0.575
anywhere.
4 The feedback | received during the PLE was helpful for improving my speaking skills. 18 3.83 0.786
Self-regulated Learning
5 The PLE has helped me set clear learning goals for myself. 18 4.44 0.705
6 | was able to structure my learning environment more effectively. 18 4.44 0.511
7 | feel more confident in managing my time and study strategies since using the PLE. 18 4.33 0.485
8 | knew how to seek for help when | got difficulties. 18 4.61 0.502
9 The PLE has improved my ability to self-evaluate my learning. 18 4.35 0.607
Interaction
10 The PLE increased my interaction with the learning materials. 18 4.33 0.485
11 The PLE helped me interact more effectively with my peers. 18 3.72 0.752
12 My communication with teachers has improved because of the PLE. 18 4.50 0.514
PLE Lessons
13 | prefer learning English speaking skills with the PLE lessons. 18 4.78 0.428
14 | found the PLE lessons engaging and interesting. 18 3.78 0.647
15 | would recommend PLE lessons to other students learning English speaking skills. 18 4.56 0.616
TOTAL 18 4.35 0.323

Semi-structured Interviews

Concerning their perceptions, six students were chosen to participate
in semi-structured interviews based on the criteria described in section 3.3. The
outcomes of the semi-structured interviews were categorized into three main themes:
perceptions, problems, and suggestions for improvement. The majority of the
participants showed their positive perceptions of the PLE in fostering their English
speaking skills, self-regulated learning, and interactions. All of them posited that they
had a variety of opportunities to learn English speaking skills, self-study, and interact
with the teacher and peers. Since Facebook was chosen as the main platform for
learning, participants universally praised the PLE’s user-friendly interface. They found

it easy to navigate through the various components of the environment.

“I liked how everything was neatly organized. It was simple to
find what | needed, and | could learn anytime, anywhere.” (S3)

In addition, participants expressed a high level of satisfaction with
the interactive features of the PLE. They particularly enjoyed the interactive activities,

which allowed them to engage in meaningful conversations with peers.
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“I felt more connected to my classmates, even in the classroom
or outside the classroom.” (S1)

“Interactive activities helped boost my confidence in speaking.” (S5)

“I felt | could be more fluent in speaking English through the
activities” (S6)

What is more, most participants found the learning resources were

relevant and helpful.

“I' loved the materials that were shared by the teacher and my
friends, they helped me improve the speaking areas that | am weak
in such as vocabulary, grammar, or pronunciation.” (S6)

“Videos were fantastic for practicing English.” (S3)

In terms of self-regulated learning, participants valued the self-
regulated learning support and activities integrated into the PLE. The templates and

feedback were cited as helpful in managing their learning.

“Setting weekly goals kept me on track. | could see my progress,
which motivated me to stay engaged.” (S2)

“I didn’t know how to reflect on my learning until | took part in this

class, it helped me adjust myself to learn better”. (S4)

In terms of problems, a common concern raised by participants was
occasional technical glitches. These issues, such as slow loading times and occasional

downtime, were reported to have disrupted their learning experience.

“Sometimes, it took me a lot of time to upload the videos onto
the platform, which was frustrating.” (S4)

Another problem was related to learning materials, some participants
complained about the lack of bilingual learning resources and interactive quizzes or

exercises.

“Because most of the learning materials were in English,

sometimes | could not understand 100%.” (S2)

“Sometimes | needed to do more exercises to strengthen my

knowledge, but | could not find many of them.”. (S1)
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Last but not least, participants found it relatively difficult to give
feedback on their peers’ performance.

“Though | think peer feedback is helpful, it was challenging for me

to give comments on their performance”. (S5)

Finally, participants provided valuable suggestions for improving the
PLE. Firstly, some suggested a wider variety of learning materials to cater to different

learning preferences and needs.

“I loved the videos, but it would be great to have more quizzes or

interactive exercises for further practice”. (S1)

“I really hope there are more learning materials with Viethnamese

subtitles or translation so that | can understand more”. (S2)
Secondly, they suggested further training for peer feedback activity.

“I think there should be more training about giving feedback so

that we can provide more meaningful comments”. (S5)

Reflective Journals

In this pilot, each participant wrote 4 reflections: 3 of which were
written after finishing 3 topics and 1 was done at the end of the pilot. The analysis of
the participants’ written reflections revealed several key findings. Firstly, the
participants demonstrated awareness of their progress in speaking skills, self-regulated
learning, and interaction after each lesson. The journals highlishted the most common
benefits of using the PLE, as indicated in Table 3.10 which includes excerpts from the
students’ journals. The students acknowledged that the PLE provided them with
ample opportunities for learning speaking skills at their own pace using a variety of
materials without being confined to only the course book in traditional classes. The
students praised the user-friendly nature of the Facebook group, allowing them to
easily get access to learning resources and communicate with other people at any
time and location. Additionally, students mentioned the merits of self-regulated
learning support and activities in the PLE. They had a chance to practice SRL strategies
which they had never implemented before. Also, they expressed their interest in
interactive activities occurring in the PLE lessons. They felt more comfortable and

confident in communicating with the teacher and their peers. The feedback they
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received helped them a lot to improve their speaking skills, which never happened in
the normal class.

However, there were some negative comments regarding the
materials as well as the tasks. A few students posited that sometimes they could not
catch up with the class since they found it difficult to choose appropriate materials for
themselves and manage their time to go over all the resources as well as to complete
assignments. In addition, some of them found it challenging to learn via the PLE lessons

at first but then tried to get acquainted with it later.

Table 3.10 Sample Excerpts from Students’ Reflective Journals

No. Reflection

S7 | found the PLE activities engaging. Numerous online learning resources and interactive
activities made learning enjoyable.

S1  Reflecting on my learning journey, | see a boost in my confidence. The PLE lessons were
motivating.

S12 My speaking fluency has improved considerably. The PLE activities were effective.

S4  Reflecting on my early recordings, | noticed better pronunciation in recent sessions.

S9  Collaborating with peers in group activities was enlightening. We learned from each other.

S2  The PLE lessons encouraged me to set clearer goals. | realized the importance of self-
assessment.

S16  Flexibility was great, but | sometimes struggled to manage my time effectively. | took a lot
of time to discover all the learning materials.

S8 At first, | found it difficult to learn this way but later | tried, and it is quite ok.

3.7.4 Modifications after the Pilot Study

After conducting the pilot study and collecting valuable feedback from
participants, several modifications and improvements were incorporated into the
research design for the main study. These modifications aimed to enhance the overall
effectiveness of the study and address the insights gained from the pilot study. The
summary of the modification is illustrated in Table 3.11.

Firstly, in response to feedback from participants in the pilot study, an
important modification was the inclusion of a one-day training session for students.
This training session would cover how to effectively utilize the PLE and guidelines for
providing feedback. This additional step ensured that all participants were well-
prepared and understood the tools and procedures involved. Therefore, the first
lesson would only be for the pre-speaking test.

Secondly, when reading students’ reflections, the researcher could not grasp

the learning procedure of each student. Consequently, the reflective journals were



130

expanded with more specific sub-questions. This expansion encouraged participants to
provide more detailed and insightful reflections on their experiences throughout the
study. To be more specific, students were required to report what learning materials
they had used and how they overcame their difficulties.

Thirdly, more bilingual learning materials (English-Vietnamese) were included
in the PLE. This modification acknowledged the importance of accommodating various
language proficiencies and facilitating a smoother learning experience.

Fourthly, to strengthen students’ language knowledge in terms of grammar,
vocabulary, and pronunciation, more online self-check quizzes and exercises were
added to the PLE. Instead of doing some during the lessons, students would be able
to practice more if needed at any time.

Fifthly, to streamline the data collection process and save valuable time,
participants were given the option to complete the questionnaires online at their
convenience with deadlines, rather than during class sessions. This modification
provided flexibility for participants and minimized disruptions to the regular course

schedule.

Table 3.11 Summary of Modifications after the Pilot Study

No. Before the pilot After the pilot

1 Introducing PLE and conducting pre-test A training session for PLE introduction and
in the first lesson feedback before the experiment

2 Only three guiding questions for Further sub-questions to collect insights of
reflective journals learning process

3 Very few bilingual learning materials Additional bilingual learning materials
Not many online quizzes Further online quizzes

Filling questionnaires on the first and the  Filling questionnaires at their convenience

last day of the experiment

3.8 Summary

In this chapter, the research design, conceptual framework, research setting, and
participants were introduced. Subsequently, the instruments used in the study, along
with data analysis methods were discussed. Following that, the results of the pilot
study were reported. The next chapter will focus on presenting the results of four

research questions.



CHAPTER 4
RESULTS

This chapter aims to present the results of the present study in response to the
four main research questions. The first section presents the results of the students’
pre- and post-speaking test scores after learning with the PLE lessons. The second
section will show the findings of the pre-and post-SRL questionnaires. Next, the results
recarding students’ levels of interaction will be presented in the third section. The
fourth section will be the findings of students’ perceptions towards using PLE to
enhance English speaking skills, SRL, and interaction. Finally, there will be a summary
in the fifth section.

4.1 Answer to Research Question 1

Concerning research question 1 “What are the effects of a PLE on the speaking
skills of Vietnamese EFL undergraduate students? How do the effects vary across
different speaking performance levels (high, medium, low)?”, the answer is that
students’ speaking skills significantly enhanced after the experiment. The
enhancements varied among different speaking performance levels. These findings are
from the results of paired samples t-tests and one-way ANOVA with the aid of SPSS 27
to compare the mean of the pre-and post-speaking test scores.

4.1.1 The Significant Enhancement of Students’ Speaking Skills

Students’ speaking skills witnessed a significant enhancement in all aspects:
Fluency and Coherence, Lexical Resource, Grammar Range and Accuracy, and
Pronunciation. The results of the paired-samples t-test are as follows.
4.1.1.1 Normality Test
Before conducting parametric tests, normality tests were carried out.
The aim was to gain an overview of the pre-test and post-test scores and determine
the normal distribution of these scores. The results are shown in Table 4.1 and Table

4.2 as follows.

Table 4.1 Test of Normality for Pre-test Scores

Kolmogorov-Smirnov® Shapiro-Wilk
Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig.

*

Pre-test 072 a0 .200 .987 40 913




" This is a lower bound of the true significance.

a. Lilliefors Significance Correction

Table 4.2 Test of Normality for Post-test Scores

132

Kolmogorov-Smirnov® Shapiro-Wilk
Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig.
Post-test .087 40 200" .980 40 .688

", This is a lower bound of the true significance.

a. Lilliefors Significance Correction

As can be seen from Table 4.1 and Table 4.2, Shapiro-Wilk’s test for
the pre-test scores (p=0.913) and post-test scores (p=0.688) were both larger than 0.05.
This shows that both pre-test and post-test scores are approximately normally
distributed. In addition, Figure 4.1 and Figure 4.2 demonstrate normal Q-Q plots of the

pre-test and post-test scores.

Normal Q-Q Plot of Pretest

Expected Normal

20 40 60

&0 100

Observed Value

Figure 4.1 Normal Q-Q Plot of Pre-test Scores
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Normal Q-Q Plot of Pretest

Expected Normal

20 40 60 &0 100

Observed Value

Figure 4.2 Normal Q-Q Plot of Post-test Scores

It is evident from Figure 4.1 and Figure 4.2 that the dots on both
plots visibly align well with the straight line. This indicates a normal distribution of the
data.

In short, the results of the normality tests suggest that the pre-test
and post-test scores are normally distributed. Hence, using paired samples t-test is
appropriate to compare the pre-test and post-test scores in this study.

4.1.1.2 Paired Samples T-test

After the normality tests, a two-tailed paired samples t-test was
executed to determine if a statistically significant difference existed between the post-
test scores and the pre-test scores. Table 4.3 shows the results for the paired samples

t-test of the pre-and post-tests.

Table 4.3 Paired Samples T-test of Pre-test and Post-test

Paired Differences

95% Confidence Interval of

the Difference Sig.(2-
Tests Mean SD Lower Upper t df  tailed)
Pre-test- -3.625 1.371 -4.063 -3.186 -16.715 39 .000

Post-test
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It is clearly observable from Table 4.3 that there was an increase of
3.62 in the mean scores of students’ speaking skills when comparing the results of the
pre-test and post-test. Additionally, there was a statistically significant difference
between pre-test and post-test scores with t(39)=-16.715 and p=0.000 (<0.05). This
indicates that the PLE noticeably enhanced students’ English speaking skills. To be
more specific, Table 4.4 illustrates the findings of paired samples t-test for four aspects

of speaking skills in the pre-test and post-test.

Table 4.4 Paired Samples T-test of Specific Aspects of Speaking Skills

Aspects Tests Paired Differences t df Sig. (2-
Mean SD tailed)
Fluency and Pre-test- -1.15 0.622 -11.689 39 .000
Coherence Post-test
Lexical Pre-test- -1.12 0.757 -9.394 39 .000
Resource Post-test
Grammar Range  Pre-test- -0.77 0.697 -7.027 39 .000
and Accuracy Post-test
Pronunciation Pre-test- -0.57 0.635 -5.718 39 .000
Post-test

It could be seen clearly from Table 4.4 that there were significant
differences in all four aspects of speaking skills (Fluency and Coherence, Lexical
Resource, Grammar Range and Accuracy, and Pronunciation) with p-values of 0.000
which is less than 0.05. Of these four aspects, Fluency and Coherence witnessed the
most considerable increase with a mean difference of 1.15. Following that, Lexical
Resource marked the second most notable area of progress of 1.12. Grammar and
Pronunciation were subsequent with the mean difference of 0.77 and 0.57,
respectively. These results indicate that the PLE enhanced all aspects of English
speaking skills. In addition, Fluency and Coherence, and Lexical Resource are the two
aspects that students improved the most significantly.

In summary, for the first point of the first research question, students’
speaking skills were promoted after learning with the PLE. The development was
witnessed in all aspects of speaking skills (i.e. Fluency and Coherence, Lexical
Resource, Grammar Range and Accuracy, and Pronunciation). What is more, the two
most significantly enhanced aspects of speaking skills belonged to Fluency and

Coherence, and Lexical Resources.
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4.1.2 Differential Improvements in Speaking Skills Across Speaking

Performance Levels

There were variations in the effects of the PLE among different speaking
performance levels. To be more specific, the students in the medium-level group
enhanced the most significantly, followed by those in the low-level and high-level
groups. This finding is explained by results from one-way ANOVA.

4.1.2.1 Group Classification

To answer the second point of the first research question which is

“How do the effects vary across different performance levels (high, medium, low)?”,
the first thing to do was to classify students into three different groups of three
different performance levels, namely high, medium, and low based on pre-test scores.
Since the pre-test scores were normally distributed, the classification was carried out
using standard deviations from the mean (Field, 2013). Table 4.5 shows the descriptive

statistics of pre-test scores.

Table 4.5 Descriptive Statistics of Pre-test scores

N Minimum Maximum Mean SD
Pretest 40 30.00 87.00 59.6750 10.05919
Valid N (listwise) 40

As can be seen from Table 4.5, the mean score (M) of the pre-test
was 59.67 which is rounded to 60. With the standard deviation (SD) of around 10, the
levels would be classified as follows.

® High Proficiency: Scores > M + 1SD (greater than 70)

® Medium Proficiency: Scores within M + 1SD (between 50 and 70)

® | ow Proficiency: Scores < M - 1SD (less than 50)

With this classification, there were 10 students at the high level, 19
students at the medium level, and 11 students at the low level, respectively. In order
to see the differences in the development of these three groups, one-way ANOVA
would be employed.

4.1.2.2 One-way ANOVA

After dividing participants into three different groups, the change
scores of each participant were calculated using the Transform function in SPSS. Once
the calculation of change scores was completed, one-way ANOVA was conducted to
compare the change scores of each group. Table 4.6 illustrates the results of one-way
ANOVA of the change scores.



Table 4.6 One-way ANOVA of the Change Scores
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Sum of Squares df  Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 34.311 2 17.155 16.249 .000
Within Groups 39.064 37 1.056
Total 73.375 39

It is obvious from Table 4.6 that there was a significant difference in

the improvement of the three groups (p=0.000). This can be interpreted as the effects

of the PLE varied across different performance levels. In addition, Test of Homogeneity

of Variances was carried out and the results are shown in Table 4.7.

Table 4.7 Results of Tests of Homogeneity of Variances

Levene Statistic dfl df2 Sig.

ChangeScore Based on Mean 1.915 2 37 162
Based on Median 946 2 37 397

Based on Median and with adjusted df .946 2 18.993 .406

Based on trimmed mean 1.359 2 37 269

From Table 4.7, it shows that there was no significant difference in

variances across the groups. In other words, the assumption of equal variances

(homogeneity of variances) is not violated. Post-Hoc comparisons were carried out

using Tukey's HSD to identify which groups’ enhancement significantly differed from

each other. Tables 4.8 and 4.9 demonstrate the findings of the Post-Hoc tests and

descriptive statistics of the change scores.

Table 4.8 Results of Post-Hoc Tests

Multiple Comparisons

Dependent Variable: ChangeScore
Turkey HSD

95% Confidence Interval

(1) Proficiency  (J) Proficiency ~Mean Difference (I-J) Std. Error  Sig.  Lower Bound Upper Bound
High Medium -2.27368" 40143 .000 -3.2538 -1.2936
Low -1.25455" 44895 022 -2.3507 -.1584
Medium High 2.27368" 40143 .000 1.2936 3.2538
Low 1.01914" .38929 .033 .0687 1.9696
Low High 1.25455" .44895 .022 .1584 2.3507
Medium -1.01914" .38929 .033 -1.9696 -.0687

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
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Table 4. 9 Descriptive Statistics of Change Scores

95% Confidence Interval for Mean

N Mean SD Std. Error  Lower Bound Upper Bound Min  Max

High 10 2200 421 133 1.898 2.501 2.00 3.00
Medium 19 4.473 841 192 4.068 4.879 3.00 6.00
Low 11 3454 1572 474 2.398 4.511 2.00 8.00
Total 40 3.625 1371 216 3.186 4.063 2.00 8.00

As can be seen from Table 4.8 and Table 4.9, there were significant
differences between high-level and medium-level groups (p=0.000), between high-
level and low-level groups (p=0.022), and between medium-level and low-level
groups (p=0.033). The descriptive statistics show that the medium-level group
improved the most with the mean in the change scores of 4.47, followed by the low-
level group (M=3.45), and high-level group (M=2.20).

To conclude, the paired samples t-test reveals that there was a
significant difference between pre-speaking test and post-speaking test scores
(p=0.000). The differences were also seen in all aspects of speaking skills, including
Fluency and Coherence (p=0.000), Grammar (p=0.000), Lexical Resources (p=0.000),
and Pronunciation (p=0.000). This indicates that the PLE considerably promoted
students’ English speaking skills after 8 weeks of the experiment. The improvement
occurred in all four aspects of speaking skills, especially Fluency and Coherence, and
Lexical Resources. In addition, the results from one-way ANOVA found that the
enhancement of three groups of performance levels (high, medium, low) differed from
each other (p=0.000). This demonstrates the variation in the effects of the PLE on
different speaking performance levels. The descriptive statistics provided further
information that the largest development belonged to the medium-level group,

followed by the low- and high-level groups.

4.2 Answer to Research Question 2

Regarding research question 2 “What are the effects of the PLE on the self-
regulated learning of Vietnamese EFL undergraduate students?”, the answer is that
students’ self-regulated learning level significantly enhanced in all aspects after the
experiment. This could be seen from the results of the paired samples t-test employed
to compare the mean in the scores of the pre-and post-SRL questionnaires. As
described in the Methodology section, there were two parts to the SRL questionnaires,

namely Demographic Information and Students’ Levels of SRL.
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Part 1 of the questionnaire was comprised of 4 items investigating

participants’ demographic information. Table 4.10 illustrates the results of students’

demographic information before and after the experiment.

Table 4.10 Results of Students’ Demographic Information

Items Results

1. Gender °

Male: 17 (42.5%)
Female: 23 (57.5%)
Other: - (0%)

2. Age e 18 years old: 36 (90%)
e 19 years old: 4 (10%)
® 20 years old: - (0%)
e Other: - (0%)
3. Years of learning ® |ess than 1 year: - (0%)
English e 1-3 years: - (0%)

3-7 years: - (0%)
More than 7 years: 40 (100%)

4. Knowledge about
self-regulated learning o

Before the experiment

not at all: 28 (70%) °
a little: 9 (22.5%) .
average: 3 (7.5%) °
a lot: - (0%) °

very much: - (0%) °

After the experiment
not at all: - (0%)

a little: - (0%)

average: 14 (35%)

a lot: 21 (52.5%)

very much: 5 (12.5%)

As can be seen from Table 4.10, 42.5% of the participants were male and

the rest (57.5%) were female. In terms of age, the majority of participants (90%) were

18 years old, and only 10% were 19 years old. Regarding years of learning English, all

students (100%) revealed that they had been learning English for more than 7 years.

Concerning how much they know about self-regulated learning, there was a

difference before and after the treatment. Before the experiment, 70% of participants

were completely unfamiliar with SRL. Merely 9% possessed minimal knowledge about

SRL, and another 7.5% had an average understanding of the concept. In contrast, after

the experiment, the proportion of participants with average knowledge of SRL rose to

35%. Most notably, 52.5% reported having considerable knowledge about SRL, while
12.5% revealed they had gained a profound understanding of SRL. This indicated that

there was an enhancement in participants’ knowledge about SRL after the experiment.
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4.2.2 The Considerable Enhancement of Students’ Self-regulated Learning

Levels

Students’ SRL levels saw a significant enhancement in all aspects (i.e. goal
setting, environment structuring, task strategies and time management, help-seeking,
and self-evaluation) after they learnt with the PLE. This result came from the analysis
of the difference in the mean scores of part 2 of the questionnaire which was
comprised of 19 5-point Likert-scale questions to gauge the degree of students’
agreement with each statement about their sense of SRL levels. To compare the mean
scores of students’ levels of SRL before and after the experiment, paired samples t-
test was utilized. In addition, descriptive statistics analysis provided further information

for the results. The results are displayed in Table 4.11.

Table 4.11 Results of Paired Samples T-test of Pre-and Post SRL Questionnaires

Pre- Post-
No. Statement SD SD Sig.
SRL SRL
Goal setting
1 | set short-term (daily or weekly) goals as well as long-term 277 0.619 4.12 0.686 .000
(monthly or for the semester) goals in English 2 course.
| set standards for my assignments in English 2 course. 2.70 0.516  4.05 0.638 .000

| set goals to help me manage study time in English 2 course.  3.12 0.647  4.05 0.714  .000
| properly make plans to combat my problems in learning in ~ 2.80 0.607  3.95 0.749  .000

English 2 course.

MEAN 2.84 0.603 4.04 0.675 .001
Environment Structuring
5 | choose a good location when learning to avoid too much 3.02 0.659  4.02 0.697  .000
distraction.
I know where | can learn most efficiently. 2.95 0.597 4.10 0.632  .000
I choose a time with few distractions when studying. 2.92 0572 4.12 0.607  .000
MEAN 2.96 0.583 4.08 0.641 .003
Task strategies and time management
8 | prepare my questions before learning instructional materials  2.75 0.543 4.32 0.572  .000
online.
9 | select and use appropriate technological tools to improve 2.85 0.579  4.45 0.503 .000

the areas I'm weak in.

10 | search for more related online materials in addition to the 2.87 0.563 4.42 0.594  .000
suggested ones to master the course content.

11 I allocate extra study time to learning English speaking skills 2.85 0.622 4.20 0.563 .000
because | know it is time-consuming.

12 | try to schedule the same time every day or every week to 3.07 0572 430 0.686 .000
learn English speaking skills, and | observe the schedule.

MEAN 2.87 0.559 4.33 0.568 .000
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Table 4.11 Results of Paired Samples T-test of Pre-and Post SRL Questionnaires (Cont.)

Pre- Post-
No. Statement SD SD Sig.
SRL SRL

Help-seeking

13 | search related materials online when | have difficulties in ~ 3.10 0.590 4.17 0.549  .000
the learning process.

14 | ask my teacher for help through technological tools when — 2.85 0.533 3.82 0.594  .000
I have problems.

15 | share my problems with my classmates online so we can 2.75 0.588  4.05 0.552  .000
solve our problems together.
MEAN 2.90 0.547 4.01 0.561 .008
Self-evaluation
16 | ask myself a lot of questions about the course materials. 2.67 0.525 4.05 0.597  .000
17 | often self-assess my English speaking progress. 2,77 0.576 3.72 0.640 .000
18 I reflect on my learning English speaking and think the ways  2.75 0.543  3.65 0.579  .000
| did was good or not.
19 Il adjust my plans to make my learning more effective. 2.80 0.516 3.70 0.648 .000
MEAN 2.74 0.535 3.78 0.603 .003
TOTAL 2.86 0.574 4.04 0.632 .000

Generally, from Table 4.11, there was a significant difference between the
mean scores of students’ SRL before and after the experiment from 2.86 to 4.04
(p=0.000). Specifically, the p-values of the five aspects of SRL (Goal Setting,
Environment Structuring, Task Strategies and Time Management, Help-seeking, and
Self-evaluation) were less than 0.05. [t means that students’ levels of SRL considerably
enhanced after 8 weeks of learning with the PLE lessons.

To be more specific, in terms of Goal Setting dimension, profound increases
were noted from 2.84 to 4.04 (p = 0.001). Particularly, Item 1 saw mean scores rise
from 2.77 to 4.12, showing the improvement in the students’ ability to set both
immediate and long-term learning objectives. Similar significant enhancement was
noted in setting standards for assicnments and manasging study time, where mean
scores increased from 2.70 to 4.05 and from 3.12 to 4.05, respectively. Planning to deal
with learning problems (Item 4) also showed considerable progress, with mean scores
moving from 2.80 to 3.95. These statistical improvements underline the PLE’s impact
on students’ ability to set goals for their learning.

Significant enhancements in Environment Structuring were also reported (p
= 0.003), in selecting efficient study locations (Items 5 and 6) and choosing times with
minimal distractions (Iltem 7). Students’ mean scores ascended from 3.02 to 4.02 (Item
5) and 2.95 to 4.10 (Item 6) for the ability to choose optimal study locations, and from

2.92 to 4.12 for selecting study times, underlining the adaptation to beneficial learning
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environments. These results suggest that students became better at structuring the
learning environment to enhance focus and academic performance.

Regarding Task Strategies and Time Management domain, the results
revealed the most significant advancements with the increase from 2.87 to 4.33 (p =
0.000). To be more specific, the preparation of questions before learning sessions (ltem
8) saw a mean score increase from 2.75 to 4.32. Additional efforts in using technological
tools for improvement (Item 9) and seeking supplementary materials (Item 10) were
substantially higher, moving from means of 2.85 and 2.87 to 4.45 and 4.42, respectively.
A growth from 2.85 to 4.20 was also witnessed in the allocation of extra time to learn
(Iltem 11). These improvements reflect a strategic enhancement in both the planning
and execution of study tasks.

Help-seeking aspect also significantly improved from 2.90 to 4.01 (p=0.008).
Specifically, Item 13 illustrated the notable shift as students’” mean scores moved from
3.10 to 4.17, indicating a strong tendency towards seeking help from online materials.
In addition, collaborative problem-solving with peers (ltem 15) was improved from 2.75
to 4.05. This inclination, alongside improvements from 2.85 to 3.82 in seeking assistance
from instructors (Item 14) points to a nurtured educational ecosystem fostered by the
PLE. This significant enhancement emphasized the role of the PLE as a supportive and
interconnected learning community, where students feel empowered to seek and offer
assistance, fostering an environment rich in collaboration and mutual improvement.

Lastly, the Self-evaluation dimension showed the least impressive change
from 2.74 to 3.78 (p=0.003), particularly in reflecting on learning strategies (Item 18)
where mean scores rose from 2.75 to 3.65. A similar trend was seen in self-assessing
learning progress (Iltem 17) and modifying plans (Iltem 19), increasing from 2.77 and 2.80
to 3.72 and 3.70, respectively. The most noticeable enhancement in this aspect
belongs to Item 16 in terms of continuous questioning of course materials, moving
from a mean of 2.67 to 4.05. These results show that although there was a significant
difference in the self-evaluation, it was still a challenge for students in this aspect,
especially in metacognitive activities.

In short, the results from the paired-sample t-test show that in general, there
was a significant difference in the SRL levels of the students before and after the
treatment (p<0.05). The difference was seen in all dimensions which are goal settings,
environment structuring, task strategies and time management, help-seeking, and self-
evaluation. This indicates that all aspects of SRL of the students were enhanced after
the time learning with the PLE lessons. In addition, the descriptive statistics reveal that

of five aspects, Task strategies and Time management experienced the most significant
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improvement (from 2.87 to 4.33). Meanwhile, Self-evaluation saw the least impressive
development compared to the other facets (2.74 to 3.78). In other words, students’

self-evaluation is the most challenging SRL strategy.

4.3 Answer to Research Question 3

In terms of research question 3 “What are the effects of the PLE on the interaction
of Vietnamese EFL undergraduate students?”, the answer is that students’ interaction
enhanced considerably after the experiment. This finding was found through repeated
measures ANOVA which was utilized to compare the mean in the frequency of
interaction within the Facebook group and Zalo chat sessions among three times of
counting (Week 3, Week 5, Week 8). The counting focused on different online activities
such as posting, commenting, and replying to capture a holistic view of student-
content, student-student, and student-teacher interaction within the PLE.

First of all, Mauchly’s test was conducted to assess sphericity. Table 4.12

illustrates the results of Mauchly’s test.

Table 4.12 Mauchly’s Test of Sphericity®

Within Subjects  Mauchly’s Approx. Chi- df Sig. Greenhouse- Epsilon® Lower-
Effect W Square Geisser Huynh-Feldt bound
Time .642 16.858 2 .000 .736 758 .500

Tests the null hypothesis that the error covariance matrix of the orthonormalized transformed dependent variables
is proportional to an identity matrix.
a. Design: Intercept
Within Subjects Design: Time
b. May be used to adjust the degrees of freedom for the averaged tests of significance. Corrected tests are displayed
in the Tests of Within-Subjects Effects table.

As can be seen from Table 4.12, the p-value was less than 0.05, which means that
sphericity -was violated (X2(2)=16.85; p=.000). As a result, Greenhouse-Geisser
correction would be applied. The repeated measures of ANOVA under Greenhouse-

Geisser generated the results shown in Table 4.13.

Table 4.13 Tests of Within-Subjects Effects

Type Il Sum
Source df Mean Square F Sig.
of Squares
Time Sphericity Assumed 1002.867 2 501.433 906.765 .000
Greenhouse-Geisser 1002.867 1.472 681.099 906.765 .000
Huynh-Feldt 1002.867 1.516 661.461 906.765 .000
Lower-bound 1002.867 1.000 1002.867 906.765 .000
Error Sphericity Assumed 43.133 78 .553
(Time) Greenhouse-Geisser 43.133 57.425 751
Huynh-Feldt 43.133 59.129 729

Lower-bound 43,133 39.000 1.106
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From Table 4.13, it is found that the differences in interaction among the three
observed timepoints were statistically significant (F(1.472)=906.76; p<0.05). Further
analysis was carried out through post-hoc comparisons employing the Bonferroni

correction (Table 4.14) to pinpoint where the significant changes lie.

Table 4.14 Post-hoc Tests for Pair-wise Comparisons

Std. 95% Confidence Interval for Difference®
() Time () Time Mean Difference (I-J)) Error Sig.p Lower Bound Upper Bound
1 2 -5.950" 129 .000 -6.272 -5.628
3 -6.300" 209 .000 -6.824 -5.776
2 1 5.950" 129 .000 5.628 272
3 -.350 150  .075 -.125 .025
3 1 6.300" 209 .000 5.776 6.824
2 .350 150 .075 -.025 125

Based on estimated marginal means
*. The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.
b. Adjustment for multiple comparisons: Bonferroni.

The findings from Table 4.14 indicate a notable statistical difference between the
first and second timepoints (mean difference= 5.950; p=0.000), and similarly, a
significant difference was observed between the first and third timepoints (mean
difference=6.300; p=0.000). Although a mean difference of .350 was seen between the
second and third timepoints, this did not achieve statistical significance at the .05 level
(p=0.075). In summary, the finding revealed that there was a significant increase in
student interaction throughout the study period. In order to know more about the
differences among the three types of interaction, descriptive statistics was run. The

findings are illustrated in Table 4.15.

Table 4.15 Descriptive Statistics of Students’ Interactions

Interaction Frequency Time 1 Time 2 Time 3

M SD M SD M SD
Student-content 29.85 3.71 32.10 3.79 32.35 4.05
Student-student 25.40 a.64 27.30 5.12 27.42 5.31
Student-teacher 14.15 3.53 16.02 3.24 16.07 3.42
Total 69.50 11.69 75.45 11.79 75.80 11.98

It is apparent from Table 4.15 that student-content interaction was the most
common type of interaction occurring within the PLE with mean scores of 29.85, 32.10,
and 32.35 in time 1, time 2, and time 3, respectively. Following that, student-student
interaction stood at the second position (M1=25.50; M2=27.30; M3=27.42). Student-

teacher came last with the mean scores of 14.15, 16.02, and 16.07 in three timepoints.
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In general, the repeated measures ANOVA found that there was a significant
difference in the interaction of students three times (p<0.05). To be more specific,
considerable differences were found between time 1, time 2 (p<0.05) and time 1, time
3 (p<0.05) but not between time 2 and time 3 (p>0.05). This indicates that students’
interaction was enhanced after the intervention and their interaction was steady from
timepoint 2. Additionally, according to descriptive statistics, among the three types of
interaction, student-content was the most popular in all three timepoints (M=29.85,
32.10, 32.35). This means that the PLE could enhance students’ interaction with the

content the most.

4.4 Answer to Research Question 4

In respect of the research question 4 “What are the perceptions of Vietnamese
EFL undergraduate students towards using the PLE to enhance speaking skills, self-
resulated learning, and interaction?”, the answer is that students had a positive
perception of the use of the PLE to improve their speaking skills, SRL, and interaction.
This finding comes from the analysis of the three research instruments including a
perception questionnaire, reflective journals, and semi-structured interviews. The

results of each research instrument are presented below.
4.4.1 Results of the Perception Questionnaire

There are two parts of the questionnaire, namely Learning English
Information and Perception of Learning with the PLE. The first part investigated some
of the students’ information related to their learning English while the second part
explored students’ perceptions towards using the PLE to enhance English speaking
skills, SRL, and interaction.

4.4.1.1 Results of Students’ Learning English Information

Regarding Part 1 of the questionnaire, the results from Descriptive

Statistics are shown in Table 4.16.

Table 4.16 Results of Part 1 of the Perception Questionnaire
Items Results
Mobile phone: 40 (100%)
Laptop: 40 (100%)
PC: 12 (30%)
Other: Ipad (9) (22.5%)
Less than 1 hour: - (0%)
1-5 hours: - (0%)
5-10 hours: 12 (30%)
More than 10 hours: 28 (70%)

1.Technological devices to learn English

2. Hours of learning English on the PLE per week
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It is found from Table 4.16 that 100% of the students had both

mobile phones and laptops to learn English while 12% and 9% owned PCs and Ipads,

respectively. In addition, when being asked how many hours per week they had spent

learning or practicing English speaking skills on the PLE, the majority of them (70%)

disclosed that they had used more than 10 hours per week to learn. The rest of them
(30%) spent 5-10 hours studying on the PLE.

4.4.1.2 Results of Students’ Perceptions of Learning with the PLE

In terms of students’ perceptions towards using the PLE to enhance

their speaking skills, SRL, and interaction, Table 4.17 displays the results.

Table 4.17 Results of Students’ Perceptions

No. Statement N M SD
Speaking Skills
1 The PLE helped me improve my English speaking skills. 40 422 0.659
2 | feel more confident in my English speaking skills after participating in the PLE. 40 4.17 0594
3 The PLE provided opportunities for me to practice my speaking skills anytime and a0 437 0.627
anywhere.
4 The feedback | received during the PLE lessons was helpful for improving my 40 4.00 0.679
speaking skills.
MEAN 40 4.19 0.621
Self-regulated Learning
5 The PLE has helped me set clear learning goals for myself. 40 412 0.686
6 I was able to structure my learning environment more effectively. 40 4.15 0.622
7 | feel more confident in managing my time and study strategies since using the PLE. 40 4.42  0.607
8 I knew how to seek help when | got difficulties. 40 420 0.607
9 The PLE improved my ability to self-evaluate my learning. 40 390 0.590
MEAN 40 4.15 0.614
Interaction
10 The PLE increased my interaction with the learning materials. a0 420 0.757
11 The PLE helped me interact more effectively with my peers. 40 4.10 0.744
12 My communication with teachers has improved because of the PLE. 40 4.07 0.655
MEAN 40 4.12 0.713
PLE Lessons
13 | prefer learning English speaking skills with the PLE lessons. 40 4.17  0.747
14 | found the PLE lessons engaging and interesting for speaking English. 40 4.10 0.744
15 | would recommend PLE lessons to other students learning English speaking skills. 40 427 .0750
MEAN 40 4.18 0.738
TOTAL 40 4.16 0.642

Overall, students had a positive perception towards using the PLE to

enhance their English speaking skills, self-regulated learning, and interaction (M=4.16,

SD=0.64). Specifically, the mean scores of all aspects of the questionnaire, including
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speaking skills, SRL, interaction, and PLE lessons were more than 4.00, which means
they agreed with all statements.

In respect of Speaking Skills, responses indicated a generally positive
perception of the PLE’s impact (M=4.19, SD=0.62). Notably, the highest mean score
was for item 3 “The PLE lessons provided opportunities for me to practice my speaking
skills anytime and anywhere” with a mean of 4.37 (SD = 0.62), highlighting the PLE’s
flexibility and accessibility. In contrast, the lowest mean score was observed for “The
feedback | received during the PLE lessons was helpful for improving my speaking
skills”, which recorded a mean of 4.00 (SD = 0.67).

In the matter of Self-regulated Learning, participants indicated that
the PLE effectively encouraged self-regulation in learning (M=4.15, SD=0.61). The ability
to manage time and study strategies achieved the highest score with a mean of 4.42
(SD = 0.60). Meanwhile, the lowest score was attributed to the statement “The PLE
improved my ability to self-evaluate my learning.” with a mean of 3.90 (SD = 0.59).

As regards Interaction, strong positive responses were recorded
(M=4.12, SD=0.71), particularly for using learning tools and materials. The highest mean
score was for item 10 relating to the effects of the PLE on their interaction with learning
tools and materials (M=4.20, SD=0.75). indicating that the PLE excels in engaging
students with educational resources. However, the lowest rated area in this aspect
belonged to item 12 which is about the interaction with the teacher, scoring a mean
of 4.07 (SD = 0.65).

Positive results were also seen in the PLE Lessons section (M=4.18,
SD=0.73). To be more specific, the respondents’ willingness to recommend the PLE to
others stood out with the highest mean score of 4.27 (SD = 0.75), indicating their
satisfaction with the learning experience. The preference for learning English speaking
skills via the PLE came second, achieving a mean score of 4.17 (SD = 0.74). The last
one was students’ feelings towards the engagement of the PLE lessons (M=4.10,
SD=0.74).

In conclusion, the findings revealed that students had positive
perceptions towards using the PLE to enhance their speaking skills, SRL, and interaction
(M=4.16). To be more specific, the mean scores of speaking skills, SRL, and interaction
were 4.19, 4.15, and 4.12, respectively. The results from the questionnaire help confirm

the findings from the research questions 1, 2, and 3.
4.4.2 Results of the Semi-structured Interviews and Reflective Journals

In order to get further insights into the students’ perceptions of the use of

the PLE to enhance speaking skills, SRL, and interaction, semi-structured interviews and
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reflective journals were employed in this study. 12 participants were selected based
on their post-test scores and willingness to take part in the interviews. In addition,
students were required to write reflective journals after finishing each topic and one
journal at the end of the course. The data were analyzed utilizing thematic analysis.
Since there were similarities in the themes identified in the reflective journals and
semi-structured interviews, this section will report the results of these two instruments
together. Specifically, there were four main themes generated after the coding and
decoding process (Figure 4.3). The four themes include: (1) students’ satisfaction, (2)
skill development, (3) challenges, and (4) suggestions. These themes will be explained

as follows:

: . - Engaging
Satisfaction - Helpful

- Convenient

- Speaking Skills
- Self-regulated
Learning
Students’ - Interaction

Perceptions - Digital Literacy
towards the PLE

Skill Development

- Technical Issues
Challenges - Self-evaluation
- Distraction

- Self-organization

- Further online
| games

"| - Further support
and practices for
self-evaluation

Suggestions

Figure 4.1 Students’ Perceptions towards the PLE

Theme 1: Students’ Satisfaction towards the PLE

The first part of the interview and the final reflective journal asked students
to express their satisfaction towards the PLE. The responses revealed that most
students were satisfied with learning through the PLE since it is engaging, helpful, and

convenient.

Sub-theme 1: Engaging with Content
Participants stated that the learning content in the PLE was engaging, which

made them feel interested and motivated to learn. They showed their appreciation
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for the diverse range of multimedia materials, interactive activities, and real-life

scenarios integrated into the PLE lessons. Here are some examples of their answers.

“I found the videos and articles very interesting. They made learning
English feel less boring and more like an enjoyable experience.” (S3, Semi-
structured Interviews)

“I found the role-play scenarios in the PLE particularly interesting. They
allowed me to apply what | have learned in real-life situations, which made
the learning process more enjoyable and meaningful” (S11, Semi-structured
Interviews)

“The topics covered in the PLE were quite interesting and relevant to our
lives. It kept me engaged and wanting to learn more.” (S16, Reflective
Journals)

Sub-theme 2: Helpful for Learning

In addition, students posited that the PLE is helpful in which they could get
access to a variety of learning tools and resources that supported their language
learning journey. They also mentioned the value of the PLE in facilitating
communication with their teacher and peers. Some examples of their responses are

as follows.

“The grammar tutorials in the PLE were invaluable. They provided clear
explanations and examples that helped me g¢rasp difficult concepts and
improve my speaking accuracy.” (526, Reflective Journals)

“I love the vocabulary quizzes in the PLE. They helped me expand my
word bank and express myself more confidently in English.” (S2, Semi-
structured Interviews)

“In the PLE, | could communicate with the teacher and peers any time.
This helped me a lot whenever | had any difficulties in the learning process.”
(510, Semi-structured Interviews)

Sub-theme 3: Convenient for Learning

Finally, the convenience of the PLE was disclosed since they could learn
anytime and anywhere with any tools. Another thing they mentioned was that learning
through familiar social networks (Facebook and Zalo) was literally handy for them. In
addition, the availability of the resources facilitated their learning. The following

excerpts demonstrate this point.
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“The PLE was really convenient for me because | could learn anytime
and anywhere | like.” (534, Reflective Journals)

“The thing | liked about the PLE was that | could easily use Zalo and
Facebook for learning instead of using LMS.” (53, Semi-structured Interviews)

“What | appreciate most about the PLE is the ability to tailor it to my
learning needs. If I’'m struggling with a topic, | can easily find additional
resources. It’s like having a personalized tutor that’s available 24/7.” (S8,
Semi-structured Interviews)

Theme 2: Skill Development from the PLE

The second theme generated from semi-structured interviews and reflective
journals is Skill Development. This theme includes four sub-themes, namely
Improvement in Speaking Skills, Improvement in SRL, Improvement in Interaction, and

Improvement in Digital Literacy.

Sub-theme 1: Improvement in Speaking Skills

Participants revealed that they experienced a notable enhancement in their
speaking skills after learning through the PLE lessons. To be more specific, most
students reported that they could improve their grammar, vocabulary, pronunciation,
fluency, and confidence in speaking English. Some factors leading to these

improvements were also disclosed through the answers.

Increased Speaking Opportunities
Firstly, the majority of them emphasized the increased speaking
opportunities that the PLE provided to them. To illustrate, here are some excerpts

from the transcripts.

“One of the most noticeable improvements | experienced was my
speaking skills. The PLE provided me with ample opportunities to practice
speaking English through interactive tasks, role-plays, and online discussions.
This consistent practice helped me become more fluent and articulate in
expressing myself orally.” (S7, Semi-structured Interviews)

“The PLE’s emphasis on speaking practice was invaluable for me. |
appreciated the diverse range of speaking activities available. By practicing
regularly, | eradually became more confident in my ability to communicate
effectively in English.” (S34, Reflective Journals)

“One of the key benefits of the PLE was the opportunities it provided for
consistent speaking practice through the interactive activities. Through
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regular practice and feedback, | felt more confident and proficient in my
spoken English.” (S9, Semi-structured Interviews)

Personalized Feedback
Secondly, students stated that it was personalized feedback from the

teacher and peers that could improve their speaking skills. Here are some examples.

“One aspect of the PLE that greatly contributed to my improvement in
speaking skills was the personalized feedback provided by the teacher and
peers. After completing speaking tasks, | received detailed feedback on my
vocabulary, pronunciation, grammar, and fluency, which helped me identify
areas for improvement and track my progress over time.” (S2, Semi-
structured Interviews)

“The feedback | received from the teacher and my friends on my
speaking tasks was really helpful for my learning journey. | could know my
strengths and weaknesses, enabling me to focus on specific aspects of my
speaking skills that needed improvement.” (521, Reflective Journals)

“I didn’t know | mispronounced the word “preparation” until | got the
feedback from my peers. Through the PLE, | received more feedback from
many people for my speaking performance than before, which helped me
improve my speaking skills.” (S36, Reflective Journals)

Confidence-building Opportunities
Thirdly, participants mentioned the confidence-building opportunities from
the PLE, which could lead to the improvement in their speaking skills. Some

illustrations are as follows.

“One of the most significant benefits of the PLE was the improvement in
my confidence. The speaking activities and supportive learning environment
provided by the platform encouraged me to step out of my comfort zone
and actively participate in speaking tasks. Over time, | felt more confident in
expressing myself fluently and articulately in English.” (S7, Semi-structured
Interviews)

“The PLE provided me with a lot of opportunities to practice speaking
English in a safe and supportive environment. As | engaged with the speaking
tasks and interacted with peers, my confidence in my speaking abilities grew
significantly. The positive feedback and encouragement from the teacher
and classmates further enhanced my confidence and motivated me to strive
for improvement.” (S12, Reflective Journals)
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“I used to be scared of speaking English since | am afraid of making
mistakes and people won’t understand me but learning English in the PLE
reduced my fear and | felt more comfortable to express ideas in English.”
(S30, Reflective Journals)

Qualified Learning Materials and Tools
Last but not least, all students uncovered that qualified learning materials
and tools played an important role in enhancing their speaking skills. Here are some

comments about learning materials.

“One aspect of the PLE that significantly contributed to my improvement
in speaking skills was the quality of learning materials and tools provided.
The video resources were engaging and relevant, exposing me to authentic
language use in various contexts. These materials enhanced not only my
speaking skills but also my listening comprehension, pronunciation and
intonation.” (S4, Semi-structured Interviews)

“The learning materials shared in the PLE were really beneficial. The
variety of video resources, articles, and apps offered many opportunities for
language practice and reinforcement. Access to high-quality materials and
tools enriched my learning experience and facilitated my progress in
speaking English in terms of fluency and accuracy.” (S15, Reflective Journals)

“Instead of learning fixed and boring content in the textbook, | had a
chance to learn with authentic materials from the videos and articles shared
on the Facebook group. This motivated me a lot to learn English speaking
skills.” (S9, Semi-structured Interviews)

Sub-theme 2: Improvement in Self-regulated Learning

The second sub-theme that emerges from the interviews and reflective
journals is the significant improvement in SRL. Participants reported that the PLE
supported their SRL for goal setting, environment structuring, time management and

task strategies, and self-evaluation.

Goal Setting
To start with, many students reported a noticeable change in their ability to
articulate clear, specific, and achievable learning objectives thanks to goal-setting

practices and support through the PLE lessons. The explanations for this are as follows.

“I hadn’t known how to set a learning goal until | studied with the PLE
lessons. The template provided in the PLE helped me get familiar with this
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and you know gradually | could do it myself.” (S8, Semi-structured
Interviews)

“The feedback from the teacher for my learning plans helped me know
how | could set an achievable learning goal and make clear plans.” (S1,
Semi-structured Interviews)

“My ability to set learning goals and make study plans has been
cradually better because it became my habit before any lessons. Also,
learning from my peers’ g¢oals and plans could help me set clearer and
achievable goals.” (525, Reflective Journals)

Environment Structuring
Next, students identified notable improvement in their ability to organize
the learning environments to better support their learning objectives. Here are some

reasons for this enhancement.

“The flexibility to access the PLE from anywhere, at any time not only
made me aware of choosing conducive environments for studying, but
actually helped me in creating them.” (S5, Semi-structured Interviews)

“Learning with the PLE has made me realize the importance of the
learning environment to my studying. | found that a simple arrangement
helped me concentrate better, so | made changes to create such an
environment for myself.” (S22, Reflective Journals)

“Normally we just study in the classroom but with the PLE, we could
choose where to learn. This made me know that a café was an ideal place
for me to better concentrate on my learning.” (S6, Semi-structured
Interviews)

Task Strategies and Time Management

Remarkably, a lot of students experienced substantial improvements in
managing their time and organizing their study more effectively after learning with the
PLE. To be more specific, personalized learning allowed them to adopt and benefit
from strategic practices to achieve their learning goals. This included deliberate
preparation before accessing materials, the tactical use of technology to address
learning gaps, and the proactive extension of learning resources beyond the provided
materials. In addition, they knew how to allocate time and establish regular routines
for skill development by setting goals and plans for each lesson. Here are some

excerpts for this.
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“I started the habit of questioning myself about my needs before diving
into any online materials or tools shared in the PLE. This made the learning
more effective.” (S9, Semi-structured Interview

“I found the materials and tools in the PLE very useful but | also searched
for additional resources according to my needs to complete the tasks.” (S1,
Semi-structured Interviews)

“Based on the template and the support from the teacher and peers, |
practiced planning my study, setting the schedules for each activity and
sticking to it. This helped me achieve my learning goals.” (S31, Reflective
Journals)

Help-seeking

In addition, they stated that the PLE improved their ability to seek academic
help effectively. Their responses highlight several important features of the PLE that
led to this positive change, including peer collaboration forums, easy communication,
and supportive feedback. These features created a supportive learning environment
where they felt more empowered to actively seek assistance when faced with

challenges. The following excerpts demonstrate this.

“The forums on the Facebook group made me much more open to asking
for help.” (S6, Semi-structured Interviews)

“I found it convenient to communicate with the teacher and peers via
Zalo or Facebook compared to LMS like before. | could receive immediate
support rather than have to wait so long.” (S10, Semi-structured Interviews)

“It was supportive and useful feedback from the teacher and peers that
encouraged me to ask for their help any time | ¢ot any problems.” (S39,
Reflective Journals)

Self-evaluation

Last but not least, the majority of participants perceived the benefits of the
PLE in enhancing their self-evaluation skills. They mentioned the usefulness of the
reflection task using rubrics or tools in promoting metacognitive awareness and the
ability to monitor their learning progress. They reported that reflecting practice helped
them realize their strengths and weaknesses, enabling them to adjust their learning
strategies. What is more, because of the richness of learning tools and materials, they
got used to self-evaluating their relevance before using them to achieve their learning

goals. The excerpts below explain this point.
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“I found reflecting practices based on the template helped me a lot in
knowing my strengths and weaknesses after each lesson. Therefore, | could
make changes for the next lesson.” (S5, Semi-structured Interviews)

“Thanks to the speaking rubrics and also the personalized feedback in
the learning tools such as ELSA or Duolingo, | could self-evaluate and
monitor my progress.” (S3, Semi-structured Interviews)

“With so many learning materials and tools shared on the PLE, | need to
self-evaluate the relevance of them to meet my learning goals.” (528,
Reflective Journals)

Sub-theme 4: Improvement in Interaction
The analysis from semi-structured interviews and reflective journals also
uncovered that students perceived improvement in three main types of interaction:

student-student, student-teacher, and student-content.

Student-student Interaction
Firstly, most of them reported that it was collaborative tools and online
interactive activities in the PLE that engaged them to communicate with their peers

during the learning process. They explained as follows.

“The discussion forums on the Facebook group made me closer to my
peers. We shared resources, provided feedback, and solved problems
together much more than before.” (S10, Semi-structured Interviews)

“I like learning through Facebook and Zalo because it was easy for me
to communicate with my classmates whenever | needed immediate
support.” (S2, Semi-structured Interviews)

“Interactive speaking activities within the PLE had improved how |/
collaborated with classmates. It felt like we were learning from each other
in a more meaningful way.” (S29, Reflective Journals)

Student-teacher Interaction
Secondly, participants mentioned the improvement in the access to the
teacher thanks to features such as direct messaging on social networks, and

personalized feedback. The following excerpts explain this point.

“Being able to directly message the teacher via Zalo with questions
made me feel more comfortable to communicate with the teacher. The
responses were quick and incredibly helpful.” (S5, Semi-structured
Interviews)
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“It was personalized feedback from the teacher in speaking activities that
motivated me to ask the teacher for more details”. (S7, Reflective Journals)

“I felt the distance between me and the teacher was shortened since we
communicated with each other on social networks rather than emails or
LMS.” (S4, Semi-structured Interviews)

Student-content Interaction

Thirdly, all of the participants posited that they felt engaged with the
learning tools and materials. They explained that personalized learning paths in the
PLE enabled them to select their favorite ones to learn. In addition, the diversity of
qualified materials and interactive quizzes made their learning more engaging, allowing

for a deeper connection with the study materials. Here are some examples.

“Before we only learnt through one textbook but in this course we could
access a lot of materials and choose the ones we liked to learn.” (S4, Semi-
structured Interviews)

“The thing I liked about the materials in this course was that most of
them were interesting and suitable for my level, especially videos and
quizzes.” (S7, Semi-structured Interviews)

“I loved learning through the videos shared on the Facebook groups. They
were authentic and less boring than learning with the textbook.” (S17,
Reflective Journals)

Sub-theme 5: Improvement in Digital Literacy
The development in digital literacy is a surprising result unveiled in

interviews and reflective journals. Their opinions are as follows:

Increased Confidence and Ability in Digital Navigation
Most students expressed their confidence in navigating digital interfaces,
accessing online resources, and utilizing digital tools to support their learning journey

after the course.

“I used to feel overwhelmed by all the online resources available, but
now | feel much more confident navigating through different platforms and
finding what | need for my studlies.” (S8, Semi-structured Interviews)

“The PLE helped me become more comfortable using various online
tools and platforms. Now, | can easily navigate through different websites
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and access the resources | need for my assignments.” (516, Reflective
Journals)

“I used to be scared of using technology for learning but then using the
PLE boosted my confidence significantly. I'm no longer intimidated by a
variety of digital resources; instead, I'm eager to explore and utilize them for
my studies. (S34, Reflective Journals)

Improved Ability to Search for and Evaluate Online Resources
In addition, many participants noted a significant enhancement in their
ability to effectively search for, evaluate, and integrate digital learning materials into

their study routines.

“Before, | struggled to find reliable information online, but now [’'ve
learned how to conduct effective online searches and critically evaluate the
credibility of sources.” (S6, Semi-structured Interviews)

“Through the PLE, I’'ve become better at finding relevant online resources
and discerning which ones are trustworthy and relevant to my studies.” (522,
Reflective Journals)

“Engaging with diverse online resources within the PLE has expanded my
ability to search for, access, and critically evaluate information. | now feel
more confident in my research skills and can discern high-quality sources to
support my learning objectives.” (53, Semi-structured Interviews)

Enhanced Digital Communication
Participants also revealed their digital commmunication was enhanced since
they knew how to communicate more effectively in the digital environment, using

social networking sites. They mentioned:

“Communicating effectively in_a digital era is crucial. Through the
discussion forums and collaborative activities in the PLE, I’'ve improved my
digital communication skills, learning the ways of conveying ideas clearly
and professionally online.” (S9, Semi-structured Interviews)

“Usually | just use Facebook and Zalo for informal purposes but now |
know how to use them more effectively to communicate with my friends
and teacher for learning purposes.” (523, Reflective Journals)

“The collaborative nature of the PLE has provided numerous
opportunities for digital communication and collaboration. Engaging in
online discussions, group projects, and peer feedback activities has
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enhanced my ability to communicate effectively in digital environments.”
(S12, Semi-structured Interviews)

Raised Awareness of the Importance of Digital Literacy

Moreover, a lot of students mentioned their awareness of the importance
of digital literacy in today’s interconnected world and expressed gratitude for the
opportunities provided by the PLE to develop these essential skills. They expressed
that:

“l used to take the ability to use technology for granted, but now I realize
how essential it is for academic success and lifelong learning in today’s
digital world.” (S6, Semi-structured Interviews)

“The PLE has helped me recognize the importance of technology skills
and has motivated me to continue improving in this to assist my academic
pursuits.” (S13, Reflective Journals)

“Through my experiences with the PLE, I’ve realized the important role
of digital literacy in lifelong learning and career success.” (540, Reflective
Journals)

Theme 3: Challenges of Learning with the PLE

Despite the various benefits highlichted by the participants, the semi-
structured interviews and reflective journals also uncovered several challenges that
affected their learning experience. These include technical issues, self-evaluation,

distraction, and organization.

Sub-theme 1: Technical Issues
Firstly, some participants expressed their frustration with technical issues
such as internet connections or compatibility issues with certain devices, which

hindered their learning experience. The excerpts below demonstrate this point.

“Sometimes | felt frustrated because the Internet was so slow that |
couldn’t upload the videos or download the materials.” (S4, Semi-
structured Interviews)

“There were some materials | couldn’t see with my laptop.” (517,
Reflective Journals)

“Sometimes | was fed up with the Internet connection, which hindered
me from accessing the materials.” (S6, Semi-structured Interviews)
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Sub-theme 2: Difficulties in Self-evaluation
The second problem mentioned by a few participants is related to self-
evaluation. They said that they found it difficult to self-evaluate their learning process.

What they mentioned is as follows.

“I tried a lot but still found it difficult to self-assess my speaking because
I am not confident about my speaking skills.” (S5, Semi-structured Interviews)

“So far | just got an assessment from my teacher, | am not familiar with
self-erading my speaking skills.” (528, Reflective Journals)

“One area where | struggled during the PLE experience was in self-
evaluation. While | understood the importance of assessing my own progress
and identifying areas for improvement, | found it challenging to objectively
evaluate my own performance and determine the effectiveness of my
learning strategies.” (S33, Reflective Journals)

Sub-theme 3: Distraction When Learning

Next, several participants raised the issue of distraction due to learning
through social media. The distractions might be from the news, messages, or
notifications. Below are student’s mentions of this problem.

“It was difficult for me to focus 100% when learning on Facebook and
Zalo due to the messages and notifications.” (S9, Semi-structured Interviews)

“Sometimes | was distracted by my friends’ messages during the learning
time.” (519, Reflective Journals)

“Staying focused and avoiding distractions was a big¢ challenge for me
within the PLE. The constant notifications, social media updates, and other
online distractions made it difficult to maintain attention.” (S11, Semi-
structured Interviews)

Sub-theme 4: Difficulties in Self-organization

Finally, some participants reported that they could not self-organize their
learning effectively with such a vast amount of information in the PLE. Here are their
expressions.

“I felt stressed to select appropriate learning materials since it took me
a lot of time.” (S1, Semi-structured Interviews)
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“I felt overwhelmed by such a lot of resources and actually | couldn’t
manage my time well to make use of them to complete the assienments.”
(S38, Reflective Journals)

“I thought managing my studies in a PLE would be straightforward, but
the freedom to learn at my own pace sometimes leads to procrastination.”
(S7, Semi-structured Interviews)

Theme 4: Suggestions
The last theme constructed from the interviews and reflective journals is
suggestions. There are two main recommendations revealed by the participants related

to learning materials, and self-evaluation.

Sub-theme 1: Further Online Games
Firstly, participants mentioned the provision of more online games in the
PLE lessons. They thought it could make learning even more engaging and fun. Here

are some excerpts demonstrating this.

“I think there should be more online games provided in the PLE, it will
make it even more fun to learn.” (S7, Semi-structured Interviews)

“I loved the online games to review knowledge. | could learn and play
at the same time. So | suggest providing more online games for each topic.”
(S12, Semi-structured Interviews)

“In - my opinion, we can practice more about grammar, vocabulary, or
pronunciation through online games on websites or apps. It will make us
feel even more motivated.” (S9, Reflective Journals)

Sub-theme 2: Further Support and Practices for Self-evaluation

Secondly, after mentioning the difficulties in self-evaluation, students
suggested that more scaffolding and support would be needed for those who struggled
with this activity. In addition, they thought that there should be more opportunities to

practice self-assessment or self-reflection.

“I think | need more help in self-evaluation because it was the first time
I had done it.” (S5, Semi-structured Interviews)

“I think further feedback from the teacher for our reflection shared on
the Facebook group is needed so that we can know in more detail where
we should improve in writing reflection.” (S5, Semi-structured Interviews)
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“Actually, I think activities such as self-assessment or self-reflection are
really challenging. We need further practice to better it. For example, we
can write a reflection after every lesson” (528, Reflective Journals)

In summary, the results from the interviews and reflective journals disclosed
that students who were subjected to the PLE had positive perceptions towards the
PLE. They were satisfied with the PLE which was engaging, helpful, and convenient. In
addition, they perceived their skill improvement in terms of speaking skills, SRL,
interaction, and digital literacy. They also revealed some challenges they faced such
as technical issues, distraction, self-evaluation, and self-organization. Last but not least,
some recommendations were made by the students including further online games

and further support and practice for self-evaluation.

4.5 Summary

This chapter reported the findings of this study by describing the data and analysis
responding to the four research questions. Firstly, the results revealed that students’
speaking skills significantly improved after learning with the PLE. Secondly, students’
self-regulated learning is considerably enhanced. Thirdly, a noticeable development in
students’ interaction was also witnessed after the treatment. Finally, the results from
the questionnaire, semi-structured interviews, and reflective journals showed that

students had positive perceptions towards using the PLE in their learning.



CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION

This chapter aims to discuss the results presented in Chapter 4. The discussion is
structured according to the research questions in the study. The first two sections are
related to the effects of the PLE on students’ speaking skills and self-regulated
learning. The next section deals with the effects of the PLE on students’ interaction.
After that, students’ perceptions towards using the PLE to enhance speaking skills, self-
regulated learning, and interaction are discussed. The final section will summarize this

chapter.

5.1 The Effects of the PLE on Students’ Speaking Skills

The first purpose of this study was to explore the effects of PLE on Vietnamese
EFL students’ English speaking skills. The findings showed that there was a statistically
significant difference between the pre-test and post-test scores. Specifically, an
increase in the mean scores of students’ speaking skills was seen when comparing the
results of the pre-test and post-test scores. Therefore, it can be concluded that
students’ English speaking skills considerably improved after 8 weeks of learning with
the PLE. In addition, there was a significant difference in the change scores among
three groups of students. What is more, the medium-level group improved the most
compared to the other ones. Several reasons could explain this enhancement and
differences.
5.1.1 The Significant Enhancement of Students’ Speaking Skills
The first factor contributing to the significant enhancement in English
speaking skills seen in this study could be the personalized learning experience
facilitated by the PLE. Since personalization is one of the components of the PLE (see
3.5.1.1.2), this feature was integrated into all lessons. Specifically, students had the
freedom to choose their favorite learning tools and materials according to their needs.
Also, they could learn anytime and anywhere at their own pace. Personalized learning
approaches have a profound impact on student motivation, comprehension, and
overall learning outcomes (Pontual Falcao et al., 2018). According to Pane et al. (2015),
by enabling students to customize their learning pathways, pace, and preferences,
personalized learning empowers learners to take ownership of their language learning
journey, fostering a sense of autonomy and intrinsic motivation. This allows instructors

to cater to the individual needs and learning styles of students, ensuring that
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instructional materials and activities are relevant, engaging, and accessible (Thomas,
2023). As a result, students benefit from the opportunity to explore topics of personal
interest, receive targeted feedback, and progress at their own pace, leading to greater
confidence and proficiency in spoken English (Pontual Falcéo et al., 2018). In this study,
all the speaking topics, learning materials, and activities were selected based on
students’ needs and preferences. Students therefore could customize or search for
more appropriate learning content and share it with other people. Previous studies
such as Zakaria et al. (2024), and Eom (2024) showed the positive effects of
personalized learning on students’ intrinsic motivation, and language skills, particularly
speaking skills. In addition, students disclosed in the semi-structured interviews and
reflective journals that the personalization in the PLE engaged them in learning
speaking skills since they could learn at their own pace by accessing materials at any
time and anywhere (see excerpts in 4.4.2).

The second possible factor leading to the development of students’
speaking skills is the quality of learning materials integrated into the PLE. The quality
of the materials in this study can be seen in the aspects of relevance. In terms of
relevance, Zhao (2014) states that materials that align with students’ needs and
interests are more likely to arouse their attention and sustain their engagement in
foreign language learning. In this research, students’ needs and preferences were
identified through a preliminary survey. After that, relevant topics and materials were
selected based on the results. Apart from the relevance, the authenticity of the
materials was considered when choosing the materials. Authenticity refers to the
degree to which materials reflect real-world language use and contexts, allowing
students to develop practical speaking skills applicable to authentic communication
situations (Brown, 2014; Garajayev, 2018; Hartatik, 2016; Ali, 2019). For those reasons,
in this study, relevant authentic videos, and reading materials such as articles and
news, were integrated into the PLE, enabling students to get access to and learn from
them. In order to ensure the quality of the materials, they were validated by the three
experts in ELT. In addition, the materials were piloted by 18 participants. After that,
necessary modifications were made to make sure the materials were appropriate for
being used for the course. Alserhan and Yahaya (2021), Guzman and Vega (2021), and
Vazquez-Cano (2017) emphasize the role of learning resources embedded in PLEs on
students’ interests and outcomes. The results from the semi-structured interviews and
reflective journals also confirmed the role of high quality in the improvement of their
speaking skills. Participants stated that relevant and authentic materials were beneficial

for their speaking skills (see excerpts in 4.4.2).
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The third factor for the improvement of students’ speaking skills could stem
from the feedback and assessment component in the proposed PLE, which provided
students with personalized and constructive guidance on their speaking performances.
The provision of timely and relevant feedback allows students to identify their
strengths and weaknesses, thereby facilitating targeted improvements in their speaking
skills (Kusumayanthi & Lestari, 2022). The feedback from the teacher provides learmners
with expert guidance and evaluation, highlighting areas for improvement and offering
specific suggestions for enhancement (Au & Bardakgi, 2020). Moreover, peer feedback
fosters collaborative learning environments where students can learn from one
another’s experiences and perspectives, thereby enriching their speaking practice
(Gikandi & Morrow, 2016). Apart from teacher and peer feedback, self-assessment is a
useful way to evaluate students’ speaking skills in which students have opportunities
to discover, know, and improve their speaking skills (Alek et al., 2020; Mendoza, 2022;
Ariafar & Fatemipour, 2013). In the present study, students posted their speaking
performances such as vlogs or video recordings of online role plays on the Facebook
group. After that, they would receive feedback from the teacher and their peers.
Regarding peer feedback, all students were trained to give constructive feedback based
on the marking criteria of the IELTS speaking test at the beginning of the course. For
the self-assessment, students assessed their English speaking skills through the
speaking rubric as well as through learning tools such as ELSA and Duolingo which
could provide them with personalized feedback in terms of grammar, vocabulary, and
pronunciation. Previous studies in PLEs including Ehiyazaryan-White (2012), and Ross &
Welsh (2007) highlighted the roles of formative feedback and assessment in enhancing
the learning outcomes of the students. In addition, the results of the perception
questionnaire showed that the majority of the students agreed that the feedback they
received during the PLE helped improve their speaking skills. Most students also
revealed in the interviews and reflective journals that their speaking skills were
developed from personalized feedback in terms of vocabulary, pronunciation,
grammar, and fluency. The feedback helped them identify what areas they needed to
improve (see excerpts in 4.4.2).

Another notable factor that could trigger the improvement in English
speaking skills is the opportunities for speaking skills coming from interactive learning
activities within the PLE. In this study, students took part in online interactive activities
such as online discussion, role plays, and vlogging. Through these collaborative
activities, students had the chance to practice speaking English in authentic

communicative contexts, interact with peers from diverse linguistic and cultural
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backgrounds, and receive constructive feedback on their performances. Collaborative
learning promotes language development by providing opportunities for negotiation
of meaning, scaffolding of language learning, and development of social and cognitive
skills (Oxford, 1997; Salma, 2020). The effects of speaking opportunities are confirmed
in the perception questionnaire in which many students agreed that the PLE provided
opportunities for them to practice their speaking skills anytime and anywhere. They
also mentioned in the interviews and reflective journals that they had ample
opportunities to practice speaking more than before. Regular practice in a less
intimidating environment like the PLE made them feel more confident and proficient
in their spoken English (see excerpts in 4.4.2).

The final factor contributing to students’ speaking skills enhancement may
come from social constructivism and connectivism theories. Social constructivism
emphasizes the importance of social interactions and collaborative learning in
constructing knowledge. Vygotsky (1978) highlights that learning is a social process
where students construct knowledge through interactions with peers and instructors.
In addition, connectivism underscores the role of digital networks and the ability to
connect with diverse information sources (Siemens, 2005). The present study
corresponds well with the principles of these theories in which students learnt by
connecting with a variety of learning materials and tools and interacting with their
counterparts and teachers via social networking sites through speaking activities. The
confirmation came from the results of the perception questionnaire as well as semi-
structured interviews and reflective journals. To be more specific, most of the students
reported that the PLE enhanced their interaction with the learning materials and
communication with their peers and teachers. The opportunities to get access to a lot
of learning resources and to connect with friends and teachers via Facebook and Zalo
could improve their speaking skills (see excerpts in 4.4.2).

This finding of the study is consistent with what has been found in previous
studies with similar purposes such as El-Magd and Mohammad (2015), Parnkul (2018),
Ospina Villabona (2019), Drajati and Handayani (2020). Even though these studies
investigated the impacts of the PLE on different language skills including listening
comprehension, writing, and English proficiency in general, the results showed an
improvement in students’ performances after learning with PLEs. The result of this
research, therefore, confirmed the positive effects of PLEs on students’ English

proficiency.
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5.1.2 Differential Improvements in Speaking Skills across Speaking
Performance Levels

Another point worth discussing is the varied degree of development in
speaking skills across three distinct groups of participants, categorized as low, medium,
and high performance levels according to the pre-speaking test scores. The findings
from ANOVA analysis indicated that there was a significant difference in the speaking
improvement of the students among the three groups. To be more specific, according
to the mean of the change scores, while all proficiency groups showed improvement,
the medium-level group exhibited the most considerable growth, followed by the low-
level group, and the high-level group demonstrated the least enhancement. The
significant differences in the improvement among low, medium, and high-performance
level groups can be attributed to several factors.

Firstly, cognitive and linguistic foundations could be one of the factors
leading to this result. The medium-level group may benefit from a phenomenon
known as the “Zone of Proximal Development” (ZPD) which is a key concept in social
constructivism theory proposed by Vygotsky (1978). Within this zone, medium-level
students can successfully handle learning challenges and grasp new concepts with
appropriate assistance, thus experiencing optimal cognitive growth. In the context of
this study, students in the medium performance level group may find themselves
comfortably navigating through the PLE resources and activities, leveraging their
existing language knowledge to enhance their speaking skills while simultaneously
being challenged to stretch beyond their current linguistic boundaries. In contrast,
students in the high-performance level group may find fewer opportunities that
expand their capabilities within the ZPD, while low-performance level students might
probably need further foundational support to reach the lower bounds of their ZPD
through PLE activities. The qualitative data collected from semi-structured interviews
and reflective journals support this point. Specifically, participants in the medium-level
group unveiled that they were satisfied with all learning materials, activities, and
support in the PLE. Meanwhile, those who are in the high-level group expressed that
even though the PLE was helpful for them in which it provided them with a variety of
learning materials for all levels, they expected to get access to further advanced
learning materials. The low-level group disclosed that they needed more scaffolding
and detailed feedback for their learning. In this case, one of the implications would be
that when implementing the PLE, it is necessary to frequently update based on their

reflection. Another consideration is to encourage them to search for further materials
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that they are interested in and share them with their counterparts. By doing so, their
personalization will be facilitated during the learning process.

Another possible demonstration of this interesting finding is that students
with higher levels might need longer practice time compared to lower levels (Vu, 2021).
Cambridge University Press states that for an adult beginner to attain an Al level
according to the CEFR, they need to invest between 90 and 100 hours. To progress
from a B2 to a C1 level, an individual must spend 200 to 300 hours on their studies,
and an extra 300 to 400 hours are required to reach the C2 level (Knight, 2018). This
can explain why a less impressive improvement in speaking skills was seen in the high-
level group in comparison with medium and low-level groups. Since this course only
lasted 8 weeks, a longer time may be needed so that high level students can have
more remarkable enhancement. To the best knowledge of the researcher, no previous
studies probed into the variations in the effects of PLE on different performance levels.
Hence, this study is the first one to figure out how the effects of PLE vary across
individuals with different speaking performance levels.

In conclusion, the enhancement of the students’ speaking skills after
learning with the proposed PLE could be explained by several factors including
personalized learning experience, quality of learning materials, feedback and
assessment, and interactive learning activities of the PLE. In addition, the variations in
the effects of the PLE on students’ speaking skills improvement among the three level
groups could be from cognitive and linguistic foundations, and differences in the

required time for proficiency development.

5.2 The Effects of the PLE on Students’ Self-regulated Learning

The second purpose of this study was to investigate the effects of the PLE on
students’ SRL levels. Overall, the findings uncovered that students’ SRL significantly
enhanced after 8 weeks. Additionally, among the five facets of SRL, task strategies and
time management, and self-evaluation were the most and the least enhanced,
respectively. This section, hence, aims to discuss these results.

5.2.1 The Considerable Enhancement of Students’ Self-regulated Learning
Levels

The result from the data analysis indicated that there was a statistically
significant difference in the mean scores of the pre-SRL questionnaire and post-SRL
questionnaire. To be more specific, the mean scores of the five SRL aspects in the
post-SRL questionnaire were higher than those in the pre-SRL questionnaire. This

means that after the treatment, the PLE could significantly enhance students’ SRL in
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all aspects: Goal Setting, Environment Structuring, Task Strategies and Time
Management, Help-seeking, and Self-evaluation. The comprehensive enhancement of
students’ SRL was also confirmed by the results from the Perception questionnaire.
There are several factors leading to this result.

The first possible factor contributing to the enhancement of SRL levels
within the PLE is the ability to give students greater autonomy and control over their
learning process (Dabbagh & Kitsantas, 2012). By allowing students to set their own
goals, monitor their progress, and select materials that match their individual needs
and interests, the PLE empowered students to take control of their learning journeys.
They could also have the right to learn anywhere at their convenience, which
facilitated environmental structuring skills. This autonomy likely increased their
motivation and engagement, which are essential components of effective SRL
(Zimmerman, 2002). It also fosters a sense of ownership and responsibility for learning,
empowering students to take charge of their academic development and cultivate
important SRL skills such as setting goals, planning, managing the learning contents,
and communicating with others to achieve their learning goals (Van Harmelen, 2008).
This factor was also mentioned in the semi-structured interviews in which participants
emphasized the flexibility of the PLE in raising awareness of all the aspects of SRL (see
excerpts in 4.4.2).

The second noticeable factor leading to the SRL levels enhancement is the
PLE’s capacity to facilitate metacognitive reflection and self-assessment. Through the
PLE, students were provided with opportunities for regular reflection on their learning
progress, strategies, and outcomes. To be more specific, they were required to write
reflective journals after every two lessons via Google Docs and share their reflection
on the Facebook group. They also self-assessed their progress using the rubric and
available interactive tools shared on the PLE. The inclusion of reflective prompts and
self-assessment tools within the PLE encouraged students to monitor their learning,
identify areas for improvement, and set goals for future learning endeavors. In other
words, this metacognitive awareness enabled students to develop a deeper
understanding of their learning strengths and weaknesses, leading to more effective
self-regulation (Pintrich, 2002; Cera, 2013).

The third reason for the development of students’ SRL might be from
scaffolding which is one of the components of the proposed PLE. Since learning
through PLEs requires SRL, students need to be scaffolded by other people in terms
of this skill (Dabbagh & Kitsantas, 2012). In the very first lessons of the course, students
practiced SRL strategies with the support of the teacher. This is considered to be the
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scaffolding for the students to get accustomed to SRL. When they were familiar with
this process, they could do it by themselves after that (Wong, 2019). According to
Azevedo and Hadwin (2005), and Devolder et al. (2012), scaffolding students’ SRL
during learning within a digital learning environment is indispensable for their SRL
improvement. By practicing the SRL process, they became better at managing time and
adjusting strategies to complete the tasks. In addition, teachers and peers’ support and
feedback through the learning process facilitated their SRL (Dong, 2023). As disclosed
in the semi-structured interviews and reflective journals, students valued the SRL
template provided in the PLE which helped them practice SRL strategies. What is more,
a supportive learning environment encouraged them to seek help (see excerpts in
4.4.2).

Since there is a lack of empirical research investigating the effects of PLE on
students’ SRL, a comparison is made between the results of this study and the
previous studies regarding the connection between PLEs and SRL. Dabbagh and
Kitsantas (2013) and Dabbagh et al. (2015) explored students’ SRL process when
developing their PLEs and found that PLEs and SRL are closely related in which PLEs
can support students” SRL. The findings of this study confirm their results but provide
more comprehensive evidence of the PLE support in all SRL aspects including goal
setting, environment structuring, time management and task strategies, help-seeking,
and self-evaluation. For instance, in Dabbagh and Kitsantas (2013)’s study, they found
that time management and self-evaluation were not really supported during the PLE
development process. The reason was explained by the participants in which they
were not trained on how to carry out these strategies in effective ways. The students
in the present study were scaffolded and supported before and during the experiment
to practice these strategies. Similarly, Dabbagh et al. (2015) also only revealed the
support of PLEs in goal setting, self-monitoring, task strategies, and self-evaluation.
Time management and help-seeking were not perceived to be supported during the
PLE development in these studies. The reason for this is that these studies used only
interviews as the instrument to collect the data and the questions posed during the
interviews did not directly inquire about the SRL aspects of time management and
help-seeking. Instead, the concentration was on exploring how participants viewed the
extent to which developing PLE facilitated goal setting, task strategies, motivation, self-
monitoring, and self-evaluation. This study’s results are also not aligned with Barnard-
Brak et al. (2010) since their findings showed that there was no significant difference in
students’ SRL in online learning over time. The reason for this, as explained in their

research, is the lack of scaffolding in terms of SRL. In the present study, SRL support
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from the teacher is an important aspect of the PLE, which could boost students’ SRL
after the period.

5.2.2 Task Strategies and Time Management, and Self-evaluation: the Most
Developed and the Most Challenging Skills

In addition to the development of all SRL aspects in general, the results
found that Task Strategies and Time Management witnessed the highest improvement.
Meanwhile, self-evaluation obtained the least improvement when comparing the
mean score before and after the treatment.

On the one hand, the remarkable improvement in Task Strategies and Time
Management highlights the positive effects of the PLE in boosting students’ ability to
effectively organize, manage, and strategize their learning activities. To be more
specific, the findings showed students’ enhancement in the preparation of questions
before studying online materials, selection and usage of technological tools, active
searching for additional content, and scheduling for English speaking skills mastery.
This enhancement could be attributed to the direct support of the PLE in setting goals,
planning, scheduling, and executing tasks. The PLE’s rich resources, including
technological tools and online materials, likely empowered students to refine their
study strategies, thereby facilitating a more structured and time-efficient learning
process. Moreover, the emphasis on preparing questions and scheduling regular study
sessions, particularly for English speaking skills, suggests that the PLE offered an
engaging environment within which students could actively interact with the learning
content before the lessons. When comparing to the previous studies related to SRL in
an online learning context, it must be pointed out that this result is not in line with
their findings. Redjeki and Hapsari (2022), Zheng et al. (2016), and Kirmizi (2014) found
that Task Strategies and Time Management are the least used strategies by students
when learning English in an online learning environment. A possible reason for it could
be from the nature of the PLE. Even though the learning process with the PLE is
supposed to occur in an online learning environment, students have more control over
their learning, which requires them to plan, organize, adjust, and prepare themselves
to achieve their learning goals.

On the other hand, the findings revealed a less noticeable improvement in
the facet of self-evaluation compared to the other aspects, particularly in self-assessing
progress, reflecting on learning experiences, and adjusting learning plans. The only high
improvement was witnessed in the aspect of self-questioning about learning materials.
The comparatively impressive improvement in terms of self-questioning about learning

materials indicates that students became increasingly proficient in engaging critically
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with content. This ability to scrutinize and question learning materials directly might
prove the PLE’s effect in making resources available and accessible in a manner that
stimulates learners’ curiosity and analytical skills. This can be because the learning
materials were selected based on the survey’s results that had identified their needs
and preferences. In addition, this could imply that when the PLE provides diverse and
rich learning materials, it can prompt students to actively think about and engage with
these materials at a critical level. Despite the improvement of self-questioning learning
materials, the overall enhancement in the self-evaluation aspect remains modest. This
indicates that students might have encountered challenges in reflective practices and
self-assessing their learning progress effectively. Tham (2015), Curry et al. (2017), and
Dabbagh and Kitsantas (2013) found similar results in which self-evaluation is the most
challenging skill for students. In this study, students were required to write reflective
journals after every two lessons. In addition, they were provided with rubrics so that
they could self-assess their speaking progress. However, in the interviews, some
participants admitted that it was rather difficult for them to self-assess their speaking
progress since they were not confident about their speaking skills and were not familiar
with self-grading (see excerpts in 4.4.2). This is in line with the previous studies (Gottlieb,
2006; Sakai et al, 2005; Yildirim, 2012). They found that EFL learners are not used to
self-assessment and that they felt skeptical about their self-assessment ability when
they had a chance to do it. In addition, a possible factor leading to these results is the
duration of the course, which might not be long enough for them. The responses from
the interviews revealed that despite the guidance and support, they needed more
time to be better in self-reflection and self-assessment practice (see excerpts in 4.4.2).
Tham (2015) and Gottlieb (2006) suggest that there should be a gradual scaffolding
and it takes time before students can conduct self-reflection and self-assessment
independently.

Altogether, some factors contributing to the enhancement of students’ SRL
levels consist of the PLE’s ability to provide students with autonomy and control, the
facilitation of metacognitive reflection and self-assessment; and scaffolding.
Furthermore, the personalized nature of the PLE and the regular SRL practice led to
the remarkable improvement of task strategies and time management. Meanwhile, the
least noticeable enhancement of self-evaluation is attributed to students’ lack of

confidence in self-assessing and unfamiliarity with self-reflection.
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5.3 The Effects of the PLE on Students’ Interaction

The third purpose of this study was to examine the effects of the PLE on students’
interaction. Generally, the results from interaction frequency counts found that
students’ interaction significantly enhanced after the treatment. There was a significant
difference in the interaction of time 1, time 2, and time 1, time 3 but no significant
difference was seen between time 2 and time 3. Furthermore, student content was
the most frequent among the three types of interaction. The enhancement of
students’ interaction was also shown in the findings of the perception questionnaire.
This section will discuss these results.

5.3.1 The Substantial Enhancement of Students’ Interaction

The results revealed that a substantial increase was witnessed in the
interaction frequencies of all types of interaction after 8 weeks of the experiment. This
can be interpreted as the PLE could improve students’ level of interaction with their
teacher, peers, and content.

The first factor contributing to the enhancement of interaction is the use of
social media platforms for the learning process in this PLE. In this study, the two most
prevalent social media tools in Vietnam including Facebook and Zalo were employed
as the main and supplementary platforms for students’ learning based on the results
of the survey. According to Bozkurt et al. (2017), Cardona-Divale (2012), and Dabbagh
and Kitsantas (2012), using social networking sites in PLEs can support students’
communication, collaboration, and interaction. Participants also uncovered in the
interviews that learning through Facebook made them feel closer to their peers,
encouraging them to share resources, provide feedback, and solve problems. They
also stressed the convenience when communicating with the teacher and classmates
via Facebook and Zalo since they could get support immediately (see excerpts in
4.4.2).

Secondly, it might be because of the interaction opportunities that the PLE
created for students. The PLE provided students with chances for communication
through collaborative activities. What is more, peer feedback activity encouraged
students to interact more with each other. The PLE therefore created a supportive and
interactive learning environment where students could engage in meaningful
interactions with their peers. Through collaborative discussions, group projects, and
peer-to-peer interactions, students can exchange ideas, share perspectives, and co-
construct knowledge collaboratively, thereby deepening their understanding of the
learning content (Vygotsky, 1978; Asterhan & Bouton, 2017).
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Thirdly, the diversity of learning materials and tools in the PLE facilitated
their interaction with the learning content. Through multimedia resources such as
Youtube videos, articles, and online quizzes, the PLE provided students with access to
a variety of learning materials that catered to diverse learning preferences and styles
(Dhivya et al, 2023; Ampa et al,, 2013). In the present study, students got access to the
materials provided on the Facebook group before the lesson. After that, they shared
what they learned from the materials on the Facebook posts. In addition, students
could actively search for more related materials and share them with their peers. This
aligns with the principles of connectivism, which underline the importance of
interacting with various resources and constructing connections with different nodes
of information (Siemens, 2005).

Fourthly, the student-teacher interaction could also be enhanced through
the comfortable atmosphere of learning via the PLE. The teacher could provide
personalized support and suidance, and facilitate meaningful learning experiences
(Gikandi et al, 2011). By creating a supportive learning environment, students become
more comfortable interacting with their teacher and hence the teacher also can build
rapport with students (Ali et al., 2020). The flexibility of the PLE could also encourage
them to interact with the teacher at any time and from anywhere with Internet access
through Facebook or Zalo, thereby overcoming communication barriers which is
normally seen in traditional face-to-face settings. This point is also demonstrated in
students’ responses in the semi-structured interviews and reflective journals. They
revealed that personalized feedback and support from the teacher through
communication via Facebook and Zalo made them feel the distance between them
reduced (see excerpts in 4.4.2).

Since there have not been any research studies investigating the interaction
in a PLE, these findings are compared to the previous ones related to interaction in
technology-enhanced language learning environments. The studies by Mompean
(2010), Omar et al. (2012), and Wozniak and Silveira (2004) showed similar positive
impacts of technology-based learning on students’ interaction frequency and student
engagement. Overall, the interactive and personalized features of the PLE in this study
provided students with the flexibility and autonomy to engage with course content,
collaborate with peers, and communicate with the teacher in ways that suited their

individual learning preferences and needs.
5.3.2 The Steadiness of Interaction Development

As reported in the results section, when comparing the mean of the

interaction in three timepoints, there was a significant difference between time 1 and
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time 2, time 1 and time 3. However, no significant difference was seen between time
2 and time 3. This indicates that there was a steadiness of the interaction development
of the students.

The remarkable increase in interactions from time 1 to time 2 suggests that
the treatment was effective in enhancing the level of interaction. Such an increase
could be attributed to several factors mentioned in section 5.3.1. Likewise, the
noticeable increase from time 1 to time 3 highlights the lasting effects of the initial
changes. This underscores the long-lasting engagement of the PLE in encouraging
students’ interaction. However, the lack of a significant difference between time 2 and
time 3, despite a mean difference in interaction frequencies, is an interesting result.
One possible explanation could be that the students reached a saturation point in
their interaction by time 2, leading to a plateau in interaction levels thereafter. This
might be because when they became familiar with the environment and engaged
enthusiastically with the learning materials and activities, further significant increases
in interaction were no longer observed in the latter time. In other words, the level of
interaction was stabilized from time 2 to time 3 when students got accustomed to the
environment. This was found in the students’ answers in the semi-structured interviews
and reflective journals in which students posited that at first, they had trouble in
connecting with the resources and other people for learning but with the support from
them, they were gradually familiar with learning through the PLE.

5.3.3 Student-content and Student-teacher: The Most and the Least
Common Interactions

Another point worth discussing is the difference in the frequency of three
types of interaction within the PLE. To be more detailed, student-content interaction
witnessed the most frequency in three timepoints, followed by student-student
interaction and student-teacher interaction. This difference shows the variation in the
impact of the PLE on different types of interaction.

The dominance of student-content interaction could be explained by the
fact that the primary feature of a PLE is the richness of learning tools and resources in
which students select to create, organize, and package learning content to facilitate
effective and efficient learning (Rubin, 2010; McGloughlin & Lee, 2010; Dowdy, 2010;
Siemens, 2007; Rahimi, 2015). The PLE’s emphasis on personalized learning
experiences lets students navigate, select, and customize learning materials based on
their individual preferences, interests, and learning goals. This autonomy and control
over their learning journey encouraged students to explore content at their own pace

and depth, leading to more meaningful interactions with the materials. In addition, the
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PLE offered flexibility in terms of when and where students could access learning
materials at their convenience. In other words, students could engage with content in
a manner that suited their schedules and preferences, fostering a beneficial
environment for prolonged interaction with course materials.

On the other hand, among the three types of interaction, student-teacher
interaction was the least common one. This is simply because PLE is a learner-centered
approach using technology for learning (Haworth, 2016; Attwell, 2007). Within the PLE,
students take control of their learning by getting knowledge from different information
resources. In the PLE, the role of the teacher is just a facilitator who supports students
and facilitates their communication (Shaikh & Khoja, 2012). This is in line with previous
studies in which they showed that in an online collaborative learning environment,
students tend to interact with their peers rather than the teacher (Huang & Nakazawa,
2010; Quadir, 2022, Al-Dheleai & Tasir, 2017).

It can be seen that the results of this study underscore the importance of
student-content interaction in the digital learning environment. The abundance of
learning materials and personalization facilitate the interaction of the students with
the content, leading to the enhancement of learning outcomes. When comparing
these results to those of previous studies in digital learning environments, it must be
pointed out that these findings are not in accordance with findings reported by Al-
Dheleai and Tasir (2017), and Havwini (2019). Specifically, these studies showed
students’ perceived enhancement in student-student and student-teacher interaction.
This could be explained by the fact that the nature of the PLE is different from a
normal online learning environment. These studies only focused on the interaction in
an online platform with less flexibility in terms of selecting tools and materials.
Therefore, there was not much space for student-content interaction, which is also
crucial for students’ learning process.

To sum up, students’ enhancement in interaction could stem from the use
of social media in the PLE, the diversity of learning materials and tools, interaction
opportunities, and the comfortable atmosphere. Additionally, the gradual familiarity of
the students with the environment might lead to the steadiness of interaction
development. Finally, student-content interaction was recorded as the most common

interaction due to the abundance of learning materials and tools in the PLE.

5.4 Students’ Perceptions towards Learning with the PLE

The fourth purpose of the current study is to explore students’ perceptions

towards learning through the PLE lessons. In general, data analysis from the perception
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questionnaire, semi-structured interviews, and reflective journals disclosed that
students had positive views about the PLE. This section will discuss these results
including students’ satisfaction, students’ skill development (speaking skills, SRL,
interaction, digital literacy), and challenges of learning with the PLE.

5.4.1 Satisfaction with the PLE

The results from the questionnaire, interviews, and reflective journals
showed that all participants liked learning English speaking skills through the PLE. This
is because it was engaging, helpful, and convenient.

First of all, the PLE lessons were engaging since they had the opportunity to
get access to a variety of multimedia materials, take part in interactive activities, and
personalize their learning. According to Dhivya et al. (2023), Makhmudova (2019), and
Ampa et al. (2013), the use of multimedia in English education, especially in teaching
speaking skills has become essential for engaging and inspiring students, consistent
with the principles of Education 4.0. This result also corresponded well with Ullah and
Anwar (2020) in which they found that employing technology, along with group-based
collaborative and interactive tasks, can have a positive effect on engaging students. In
terms of personalized learning experience, Chen et al. (2021), Suppasetseree et al.
(2023), Wisudawati (2019), and Sabrina (2020) revealed the positive impacts of
personalized learning on EFL students’ engagement. Students in the present study had
a chance to customize the learning materials in the PLE to meet their needs and
preferences and to complete collaborative activities.

Additionally, the PLE lessons were helpful since the learning tools and
materials could support their learning journey. Students could communicate with their
peers and teachers, who provided them with help and feedback during the learning
process. The reason is that the tools and materials included in the PLE were selected
based on students’ needs and preferences. In addition, they were in line with their
English levels. All the materials were validated by the three experts in ELT and piloted
with 18 students before being used in the main study. The validation and the pilot will
help researchers ensure the effectiveness of the materials for the main experiment
(Fraser et al. 2018; Each & Suppasetseree, 2021). In addition, students in this study
received feedback and support from their peers and the teacher about their speaking
performances through the Facebook group and Zalo chat group. According to social
constructivism theory, students construct new knowledge from social interaction with
other people (Vygotsky, 1978).

Last but not least, the PLE was convenient since they could access the PLE

by using any kind of personal computer, laptop, or mobile phone anytime and
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anywhere at their convenience. Instead of going to the classroom, they could learn at
home or go to the café where they felt comfortable in their learning. This convenience
could be partially explained by the usefulness and handiness of Facebook and Zalo,
which are the two most commonly used social networking sites in Vietnam (Statista,
2023; Le, 2022). The flexibility also comes from the personalized feature of the PLE,

which provides students with freedom and choice in their learning process.
5.4.2 Skill Development

As reported by the participants through the questionnaire, interviews, and
reflective journals, improvement was seen in terms of their speaking skills, SRL, and
interaction. In addition, digital literacy was an unexpected outcome revealed by the
participants.

Firstly, the PLE lessons helped them enhance their speaking skills through
speaking opportunities, personalized feedback, and confidence-constructing chances
from the PLE. In addition, the quality of the learning materials and tools was considered
to be a factor contributing to their speaking improvement. The positive perception of
the students towards the impacts of PLEs on academic achievement in ELT was also
reported by Harwood (2014), Parnkul (2018), and Suppasetseree et al. (2023). The
participants in these studies perceived improvement in their learning achievements
such as communication skills, writing, vocabulary, and pronunciation after experiencing
learning English through the PLEs.

Secondly, in terms of SRL, goal-setting practices through the PLE lessons
familiarized them with setting their learning goals. In addition, the flexibility feature of
the PLE raised their awareness of structuring effective learning environments.
Personalized learning also benefited them in implementing task strategies to achieve
their learning goals. Their time management skills were improved through planning
practices. What is more, a supportive and collaborative learning environment using
Facebook and Zalo as communication tools encouraged them to conveniently seek
assistance whenever they needed help. Regarding self-evaluation, they emphasized
the merits of the reflection task with the guide from the template and the rubric
provided by the teacher. This finding corresponds well with previous studies such as
Dabbagh et al. (2015), Boonrasamee et al. (2019), and Parnkul (2018) in which
participants perceived that there was an enhancement in their SRL skills during their
learning process with PLEs.

Thirdly, the positive perceptions of students towards using the PLE to
enhance their interaction with content, their peers, and their teachers could be from

some reasons. The first reason was the richness of materials in which they could be
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free to discover and learn (Ampa et al., 2013). In addition, the convenience of Facebook
and Zalo motivated them to communicate and collaborate with their peers during
interactive activities. Additionally, the encouragement to interact with their teacher is
thanks to direct messaging and personalized feedback. This study pioneered to provide
insights into students’ perceptions of interaction improvement through the PLE.

Fourthly, an unexpected outcome disclosed after the qualitative data
analysis is that students perceived development in their digital literacy. Learning with
the PLE improved their confidence in navigating digital interfaces, getting access to
online resources, and employing digital tools for their learning. Additionally, they could
be better at searching for, evaluating, and integrating digital learning materials into their
study routines. They also enhanced the ability to communicate in the digital context,
by utilizing social networking sites. Last but not least, learning through the PLE raised
their awareness of the significance of digital literacy in today’s world. This is in line with
the definition of digital literacy from Gilster (1997, p.220). He defined digital literacy as
“a set of skills to access the Internet, find, manage and edit digital information; join
in communications, and otherwise engage with an online information and
communication network. It is the ability to properly use and evaluate digital resources,
tools, and services, and apply it to lifelong learning processes”. These findings could
be explained by the fact that when learning with the PLE lessons, students in this
study were supposed to immerse themselves in the self-regulated digital learning
environment where they connected with technological and human tools and
resources to achieve their learning goals. This required them to effectively identify and
select appropriate ones. These findings also support the enhancement of the student-
content interaction in this study, which is the most noticeable among the three types
of interaction. Similar results were found in the study of Chatwattana (2021), Perera
and Gardner (2018), and Hongthong and Temdee (2018). They uncovered that
personalized learning in the technology-mediated learning environment could boost
their digital literacy skills.

5.4.3 Challenges of Learning with the PLE

Despite positive perceptions of students towards learning with the PLE, some
challenges were revealed in the interviews and reflective journals. Firstly, some of the
participants raised concerns about technical issues which affected their learning
process. In this study, the learning process occurred mainly in the online environment
where students used the Internet to get access to the materials, upload videos on the
Facebook group, and communicate with other people through Facebook and Zalo.

The inconsistency of the Internet, therefore, negatively impacted the learning
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procedure. This issue has been mentioned in studies in the area of technology-
enhanced language learning such as Each and Suppasetseree (2021), Suppasetseree et
al. (2023), and Bunjan (2016). Participants in these studies all raised concerns about
poor Internet connection which disabled them from getting access to the materials
and practice exercises. Therefore, students must choose appropriate locations with
strong Internet connections for learning. Secondly, a small number of the participants
mentioned the difficulties in self-evaluation. Tham (2015) and Curry et al. (2017) found
similar results when exploring students’ SRL after the experiments. The thing is
students are not confident about their capacity to be able to self-assess their
performance. In addition, the lack of self-reflection practice makes it difficult to self-
reflect on their learning process. Hence, Tham (2015) and Curry et al. (2017)
recommended that students need much practice and support to be able to perform
successful self-evaluation. Thorough training before the course is also crucial to make
sure students know how to self-assess and self-reflect on their learning. Thirdly,
distraction is another problem mentioned by the participants, which hindered their
complete attention. This is one of the disadvantages of learning through social media
(Sabeeh, 2019; Bobkina, & Romero, 2020; Jayarathna, 2021). Since the main purpose of
social media is connection and communication, when learning through social
networking sites, it is easy for learners to be distracted from notifications of messages,
newsfeeds, and updated information. This highlights the importance of setting clear
goals and plans to minimize distractions during the learning time. Last but not least,
the overwhelming number of tools and materials challenged some students in
organizing their learning. To succeed in learning through the PLE, students are
supposed to be able to control their learning, which requires them to make decisions
and effectively deal with such vast amounts of information. This challenge is analyzed
by Ebner et al. (2011) and Martindale and Dowdy (2016) in which PLE users commonly
suffer from an overwhelming influence from a large amount of information gathered
in a short time. Learning via PLEs requires students to be able to organize and filter
the flow of information otherwise it will be challenging to grasp an overview of the
available content and select the most appropriate items for specific tasks (Hummel et
al., 2007). That is why Ebner et al. (2011) suggest that educators can pre-select the
information so that students can find necessary information faster when they need it.

In short, students’ positive perceptions towards the PLE were explained by
the benefits of the PLE in this study in terms of their satisfaction and skill development.
Apart from the merits of the PLE, students uncovered the challenges they faced in the

learning process such as technical issues, distraction, self-organizing, and self-
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evaluation. These problems should be solved to maximize students’ progress and

positive experiences when learning with the PLE.

5.5 Summary

This chapter discussed the results of the study in response to research questions.
It started with the effects of the PLE on students’ speaking skills, followed by a
discussion on the influence of the PLE on students’ self-regulated learning. After that,
the impacts of the PLE on students’ interaction were interpreted. Finally, the
perceptions of the students towards using the PLE to enhance their speaking skills,

self-regulated learning, and interaction were discussed.



CHAPTER 6
IMPLICATIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND CONCLUSION

This chapter aims to wrap up the thesis, structured into four sections. The first
section provides a summary of the present study, consisting of the purposes, the
procedures, and the main findings. The second section delves into the pedagogical
implications of the study. The third section discusses some limitations and
recommends promising directions for future research. The final section is the

conclusion of the study.

6.1 Summary of the Study

This study first aimed to explore the effects of a proposed Personal Learning
Environment (PLE) on Vietnamese EFL undergraduate students’ speaking skills. The
second purpose was to examine the effects of the PLE on students’ self-regulated
learning (SRL). The third goal was to investigate the effects of the PLE on students’
interaction. Finally, another aim of this study was to probe into students’ perceptions
towards using the PLE to enhance speaking skills, SRL, and interaction. In order to
achieve these goals, the present study employed a mixed-method approach. The
quantitative method was utilized to ficure out the effects of the PLE on students’
speaking skills, SRL, and interaction as well as to understand students’ perceptions
throughout the survey questionnaire. Meanwhile, the qualitative method was aimed
to explore further insights into students’ perceptions via semi-structured interviews
and reflective journals.

A group of forty non-English major freshmen at the University of Economics and
Finance, Ho Chi Minh City, Vietnam took part in the research project. The experiment
lasted eight weeks in Semester 2. In the beginning, students were required to do a pre-
speaking test and fill out a pre-SRL questionnaire. Within 8 weeks of learning with the
PLE lessons, they wrote reflective journals after finishing every two lessons. Interaction
frequency counts were conducted by the researcher after completing every two topics.
At the end of the experiment, students took a post-speaking test, filled out a post-SRL
questionnaire, and wrote the final reflective journal. In addition, 12 participants took
part in the semi-structured interviews. The quantitative data were analyzed using

paired-sample t-test, one-way ANOVA, repeated-measures ANOVA, and descriptive
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statistics on SPSS. Meanwhile, the qualitative data were analyzed employing a thematic
approach.

The major findings of the study can be summarized as follows:

Firstly, a significant difference was observed in the mean scores of the pre-
speaking test and post-speaking. There were also differences between the mean scores
of all facets of speaking skills (i.e. Fluency and Coherence, Grammar, Lexical Resources,
and Pronunciation). This suggests that the PLE significantly boosted students’ speaking
skills over eight weeks. Furthermore, the degree of enhancement varied among three
groups (high, medium, low), indicating differing impacts of the PLE on distinct speaking
performance levels. Specifically, the most substantial progress was observed in the
medium-level group, followed by the low- and high-level groups.

Secondly, a notable difference was witnessed in the SRL levels of the students
before and after the intervention. This difference was evident across all dimensions
comprised of goal setting, environment structuring, task strategies and time
management, help-seeking, and self-evaluation. This demonstrates that the
implementation of PLE lessons led to enhancements in all aspects of students’ SRL.
Furthermore, the most significant development was in task strategies and time
management while self-evaluation showed comparatively modest progress in
comparison to the other dimensions.

Thirdly, in terms of students’ interaction, the results found that there was a
considerable difference in the interaction frequency of students across three
timepoints of counting. Specifically, significant differences were noted between time 1
and time 2, as well as between time 1 and time 3, but not between time 2 and time
3. In other words, the PLE noticeably developed students’ interaction, and the
stabilization of the interaction was seen from time 2. In addition, student-content
interaction was recorded as the most prevalent in all three times. This indicates that
the PLE was able to improve the interaction between the students and content the
most compared to the other types of interaction.

Finally, the participants expressed satisfaction with the PLE, finding it engaging,
helpful, and convenient. Furthermore, they noted enhancements in their speaking
skills, self-regulated learning, interaction, and digital literacy. Challenges such as
technical problems, distractions, difficulties with self-assessment, and organizing
themselves were also reported. Lastly, the students suggested additions such as more

online games and increased support and opportunities for practicing self-evaluation.
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6.2 Pedagogical Implications

The findings of the present study provide considerable implications for the
stakeholders including teachers, and policymakers in English language teaching and
learning in general and speaking skills in particular. The specific implications will be
described as follows.

6.2.1 For Teachers

Firstly, the present study demonstrates that students significantly enhanced
their speaking skills through learning with the PLE, and they also expressed a favorable
perception towards this approach. These findings indicate the potential of employing
the PLE approach in speaking instruction and advocate for its recommendation among
teachers in EFL/ESL settings. To be more specific, teachers are encouraged to employ
a student-centered approach to design instruction and integrate personalized learning
experiences within language courses. Based on the principles of the PLE approach,
teachers can tailor instruction to meet the diverse needs, interests, and preferences of
individual learners by taking advantage of technology. This includes providing students
with a variety of learning resources, tools, and activities. After that, students have the
choice, freedom, and flexibility to customize them for their studies. This will further
engage students in their learning and foster their ownership of the learning process. In
addition, the variation in the effects of the PLE on students with different English
proficiency emphasizes the importance of recognizing and addressing the varying needs
and proficiency levels of students when designing and delivering PLE lessons. For
example, in this study, even though students were supposed to be at pre-intermediate
levels, there were differences in proficiency among them. Some had higher levels of
proficiency than the others in the group. Therefore, a survey is absolutely needed to
identify as diverse as possible the materials, activities, and even assessments to suit
the linguistic abilities and learning styles of each group. In addition, during the time of
implementing PLEs, teachers need to update the materials according to their
reflections as well as encourage them to search for more appropriate materials to
satisfy their needs.

Secondly, the considerable enhancement in students’ SRL levels,
particularly in task strategies and time management after learning with the PLE,
highlights the importance of creating a digital learning environment so that students
can exercise SRL strategies. In such environments, students take control of their
learning by connecting with a variety of learning materials, communicating with other
people, and self-evaluating their learning process to achieve their learning goals.

However, teachers still play a crucial role in scaffolding students” development of SRL
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skills within the PLE framework. Teachers can provide students with support, gsuidance,
and feedback to help students become more effective and independent learners. This
might involve explicitly instructing students to set learning goals, plan, monitor, and
reflect on their learning. Since self-evaluation is the most challenging for students,
teachers should spend more time training students and creating more opportunities
for them to practice this skill. Overall, by equipping students with SRL strategies,
students can be empowered to take greater control of their learning and develop
lifelong learning skills that are pivotal for their academic success.

Thirdly, the significant effect of the PLE on students’ interaction, especially
student-content interaction implies that teachers can utilize the PLE in EFL courses in
general, and in English speaking courses in particular to enhance student-student,
student-teacher, and student-content interaction. In the digital age, the most
important thing is to integrate a variety of multimedia materials and tools to encourage
them to interact with the course content rather than depend on only the textbook. In
addition, teachers can design collaborative learning activities, facilitate online
discussions, and promote peer interaction and feedback to encourage knowledge
construction and social learning. Collaborative interaction within the PLE fosters a
sense of community, belonging, and responsibility for learning outcomes. Another
implication is when designing PLEs for their courses, teachers should pay more
attention to student-content interaction since it is the key to the learning outcomes
within the PLEs. By providing a wide range of learning materials and tools, student-
content interaction will be optimized.

Fourthly, as students reported in the qualitative data that they perceived
improvements in digital literacy after learning with the PLE, it is important to include
such skills in language instruction. To be more detailed, teachers should create
opportunities for students to develop necessary digital skills, such as navigating online
resources, evaluating information credibility, and effectively communicating in digital
formats. It is obvious that integrating technology-enhanced language learning tools and
activities into the lessons not only improves students’ language proficiency but also
enhances students’ essential 21°' century skills to be successful in the digital age.

Fifthly, the challenges of students should be taken into consideration when
implementing the PLE in ELT. Since learning with the PLE is supposed to occur in an
online environment, technical issues such as Internet connection should be considered
whether it is doable or not. In addition, equipping students with the necessary skills
such as self-evaluation and self-organization is literally important to ensure that

students can learn effectively with the PLE.
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In short, the pedagosical implications for teachers from this study underline
the necessity of using a student-centered approach, incorporating SRL, creating
interactive learning environments, and developing students’ digital literacy. In order to
implement these pedagogical strategies, teachers are encouraged to optimize
students’ language learning experiences through the PLE, which can boost students’
engagement, autonomy, and language proficiency.

6.2.2 For Policymakers

In the first place, students’ improvements in English speaking skills, SRL,
interaction, and even digital literacy stress the effects of PLEs in facilitating learner-
centered and personalized learning experiences. Therefore, policymakers are
encouraged to integrate the PLEs into the curricula of English language education as
well as instructional practices. Instructional approaches that boost students’ active
engagement, collaboration, and SRL, in accordance with the principles of PLEs such as
project-based learning should be advocated.

In the second place, constructing a PLE needs scaffoldings, training programs
are necessary for teachers and students to be able to develop and implement PLEs in
teaching and learning. Teachers should be trained in how to incorporate PLEs in their
teaching practices through workshops or seminars. Students should be equipped with
SRL skills, especially digital literacy. This can be explicitly instructed regularly,
especially before starting courses. By doing so, gradually they will be able to construct
their PLEs for their lifelong learning.

To sum up, from the findings of this study, policymakers can make some
changes in terms of curricula, encouraging teachers and students to teach and learn
through PLEs. In addition, training is indispensable for teachers and students to be able

to construct and use PLEs effectively.

6.3 Limitations and Recommendations for Future Research

Even though this study has indicated the positive effects of the PLE on students’
English speaking skills, SRL, and interaction, there are several limitations. These
limitations can be further investigated in future research.

Firstly, there are concerns about the sample size and generalization. This study
might be limited to the relatively small sample size of only 40 first-year university
students as the participants. Also, the context of this study was only in a specific
university in Vietnam. These may affect the generalizability of the findings to other
populations. As a result, future research is encouraged to conduct studies with a larger

sample size in other EFL contexts to enhance the generalizability of the results.
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Secondly, it is related to the duration of the intervention. Since the experiment
only lasted 8 weeks due to the policy of the institution, it might have constrained the
depth and sustainability of the effects. Other researchers can conduct longitudinal
research to examine the long-term effects of PLEs on language learning achievements.

Thirdly, in terms of investigating students’ interaction in this study, the researcher
mainly focused on the quantity of the interaction frequency supported by the
qualitative data from semi-structured interviews and reflective journals. Subsequent
research can explore students’ interaction patterns during the time they learn with the
PLE.

Fourthly, students’ improvement in their digital literacy was an unpredicted result
in this study, which was revealed through qualitative data analysis. Further research is
needed to confirm this enhancement by using other research instruments such as pre-

and post-questionnaires and so on.

6.4 Conclusion

In conclusion, this thesis has been carried out to explore the potential of
implementing the PLE approach in English teaching and learning. A PLE for speaking
skills, SRL, and interaction was proposed by the researcher based on the theories
and principles. The results were positive in which students’ speaking skills, SRL, and
interaction witnessed significant enhancement after an 8-week intervention. This
demonstrates that the development and implementation of the PLE in English
language teaching and learning are really encouraging. There should be changes in
the teaching and learning practices of teachers and students to adapt to the
advancement of technology. Policymakers also need to make modifications to the
curricula as well as teacher training. In other words, the success of this study points
out that PLE is a potential and promising approach in ELT that all stakeholders
should pay more attention to. Further work is still needed to confirm the results of
this study as well as examine more about other aspects of PLEs. This is also the end
of the thesis.



REFERENCES

Abdala, A., & Hamdan, A. H. E. (2021). Scaffolding strategy and customized instruction
efficiency in teaching English as a foreign language in the context of Saudi
Arabia. Journal of Literature, Languages and Linguistics, 77, 1-10.

Abdi, S. J. (2023). A comprehensive guide for selecting appropriate statistical tests:
Understanding when to use parametric and nonparametric tests. Open Journal
of Statistics, 13(4), 464-474.

AbuSeileek, A. F., & Qatawneh, K. (2013). Effects of synchronous and asynchronous
computer-mediated communication (CMC) oral conversations on English
language learners' discourse functions. Computers & Education, 62, 181-190.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2012.10.016

Adeani, I. S., Febriani, R. B., & Syafryadin, S. (2020). Using GIBBS’ reflective cycle in
making reflections of literary analysis. Indonesian EFL Journal, 6(2), 139-148.

Adell, J., & Castaneda, Q. L. J. (2010). Los Entornos Personales de Aprendizaje (PLEs):
una nueva manera de entender el aprendizaje.

Adesope, O. O., Zhou, M., & Nesbit, J. C. (2015). Achievement goal orientations and
self-reported study strategies as predictors of online studying activities. Journal
of Educational Computing Research, 53(3), 436-458. https://doi.org/10.1177
/0735633115603997

Agustina, A., Prihantoro, P., & Gusmuliana, P. (2022). The correlation between students’
self-regulated learning and their speaking skill (A correlational study at English
Tadris program of IAIN Curup) (Doctoral dissertation, IAIN Curup).

Ahmadi, D., & Reza, M. (2018). The use of technology in English language learning: A
literature review. International Journal of Research in English Education, 3,
115-125. https://doi.org/10.29252/ijree.3.2.115

Ajisoko, P. (2020). The use of Duolingo apps to improve English vocabulary learning.
International Journal of Emerging Technologies in Learning (iJET), 15(7), 149-
155. https://doi.org/10.3991/ijet.v15i07.13229

Akhter, S., Haidov, R., Rana, A. M., & Qureshi, A. H. (2020). Exploring the significance of
speaking skill for EFL learners. PalArch's Journal of Archaeology of
Egypt/Egyptology, 17(9), 6019-6030.

Akpan, V. I, lgwe, U. A,, Mpamah, I. B. |., & Okoro, C. O. (2020). Social constructivism:

Implications on teaching and learning. British Journal of Education, 8(8), 49-56.



187

Al Abri, A., Jamoussi, Y., AlKhanjari, Z., & Kraiem, N. (2020). PerLCol: A framework for
personalized e-learning with social collaboration support. International
Journal of Computing and Digital Systems, 9(3), 537-548. https://doi.org/
10.12785/ijcds/090306

AlMamun, M. A, Lawrie, G., & Wright, T. (2020). Instructional design of scaffolded online
learning modules for self-directed and inquiry-based learning environments.
Computers & Education, 144, 103695. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu
.2019.103695

Al-Dheleai, Y. M., & Tasir, Z. (2017). Using Facebook for the purpose of students'
interaction and its correlation with students' academic performance. Turkish
Online Journal of Educational Technology-TOJET, 16(4), 170-178.

Al-Mansour, N. S. (2011). The effect of teacher’s storytelling aloud on the reading
comprehension of Saudi elementary stage students. Journal of King Saud
University-Languages and Translation, 23(2), 69-76. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.jksult.2011.04.001

Al-lssa, A. S., & Al-Qubtan, R. E. D. H. A. (2010). Taking the floor: Oral presentations in
EFL classrooms. TESOL Journal, 1(2), 227-246. [https://doi.org/10.5054/t].
2010.219

Alagoz, E. (2013). Social argumentation in online synchronous communication.
International Journal of Computer-Supported Collaborative Learning, 8, 399-
426.

Alahmadi, N. S. (2019). The role of input in second language acquisition: An overview
of four theories. Bulletin of Advanced English Studies, 3(2), 70-80.

Alahmadi, N., & Muslim Alraddadi, B. (2020). The impact of virtual classes on second
language interaction in the Saudi EFL context: A case study of Saudi
undergraduate students. Arab  World English  Journal, 11(3), 77-90.
https://doi.org/10.24093/awej/vol11no3.6

Alamri, H., Lowell, V., Watson, W., & Watson, S. L. (2020). Using personalized learning
as an instructional approach to motivate learners in online higher education:
Learner self-determination and intrinsic motivation. Journal of Research on
Technology in Education, 52(3), 322-352.

Albelbisi, N. A, & Yusop, F. D. (2019). Factors influencing learners’ self-regulated
learning skills in @ massive open online course (MOOC) environment. Turkish
Online Journal of Distance Education, 20(3), 1-16.

Alek, A., Marzuki, A. G., Farkhan, M., & Deni, R. (2020). Self-assessment in exploring EFL
students’ speaking skill. Al-Ta lim Journal, 27(2), 208-214.



188

Alharbi, H. A. (2018). Readiness for self-directed learning: How bridging and traditional
nursing  students differs? Nurse Education Today, 61, 231-234.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nedt.2017.12.002

Alharthi, T. (2020). Investigating the relationship between vocabulary knowledge and
FL speaking performance. International Journal of English Linguistics, 10(1), 37-
a6.

Ali, L. N., & Celik, S. (2019). Effectiveness of authentic videos in improving speaking
skills: An exploration of teachers' perspectives. Researchers World, 10(1), 22-
32.

Ali, Z., Masroor, F., & Khan, T. (2020). Creating positive classroom environment for
learners’ motivation towards communicative competence in the English
language. Journal of the Research Society of Pakistan, 57(1), 317-333.

Ally, M. (2008). Foundations of educational theory for online learning. In T. Anderson
(Ed.), The theory and practice of online learning (2nd ed., pp. 15-44).
Athabasca University Press.

Alserhan, S., & Yahaya, N. (2021). Teachers' perspective on personal learning
environments via learning management systems platform. International
Journal of Emerging Technologies in Learning (iJET), 16(24), 57-73.

Amekhlafy, S. S. A., & Algahtani, A. A. J. (2022, August). "Text" interaction in EFL virtual
classroom during the COVID-19 era: Actual use and sense of virtual
community. In Frontiers in Education (Vol. 7, p. 946120). Frontiers.
https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2022.946120

Ampa, A. T., Rasyid, M. A., Rahman, M. A, Haryanto, H., & Muhammad Basri, D. (2013).
The implementation of multimedia learning materials in teaching English
speaking skills. International Journal of English Language Education, 1(3), 293-
304.

An, Z.,Wang, C., Li, S., Gan, Z., &Li, H. (2021). Technology-assisted self-regulated English
language learning: Associations with English language self-efficacy, English
enjoyment, and learning outcomes. Frontiers in Psychology, 11, 558466.

Ananga, P. (2020). Pedagogical considerations of e-learning in education for
development in the face of COVID-19. International Journal of Technology in
Education and Science, 4(4), 310-321.

Anderson, T. (2006, June 8). PLEs versus LMS: Are PLEs ready for prime time? Terry
Anderson's Blog. http://terrya.edublogs.org/2006/01/09/ples-versus-LMS-are-

ples-ready-for-prime-time/



189

Anggraini, A. (2022). Improving students’ pronunciation skill using ELSA Speak application.
Journey: Journal of English Language and Pedagogy, 5(1), 135-141.

Anil, B. (2016). Top-up students' second language talk time through vlogs. Indonesian
Journal of EFL and Linguistics, 1(2), 129-143.

Archee, R. (2012). Reflections on personal learning environments: Theory and practice.
Procedia-Social and Behavioral Sciences, 55, 419-428.

Ariafar, M., & Fatemipour, H. R. (2013). The effect of self-assessment on Iranian EFL
learners’ speaking skill. International Journal of Applied Linguistics and English
Literature, 2(4), 7-13.

Ashby, C. (2006). Models for reflective practice. Practice Nurse, 32(10), 28-32.

Asterhan, C. S., & Bouton, E. (2017). Teenage peer-to-peer knowledge sharing through
social network sites in secondary schools. Computers & Education, 110, 16-34.

Aswaty, P., & Indari, A. (2022). The effect of using ELSA (English Language Speech
Assistant) speak application on students’ speaking ability for the eleventh
grade of Mas Darul Al Muhajirin in the academic year 2021/2022. Serunai:
Jurnal llmiah Ilmu Pendidikan, 8(1), 18-23.

Attwell, G. (2007). E-portfolio: The DNA of the personal learning environment? Journal
of E-learning and Knowledge Society, 3(2), 39-61.

Attwell, G. (2007). Personal learning environments-the future of elearning. Elearning
Papers, 2(1), 1-8.

Au, H. Y. C., & Bardakgi, M. (2020). An analysis of the effect of peer and teacher feedback
on EFL learners' oral performances and speaking self-efficacy levels.
International Online Journal of Education and Teaching, 7(4), 1453-1468.

Aviram, A., Ronen, Y., Somekh, S., Winer, A, & Sarid, A. (2008). Self-regulated
personalized learning (SRPL): Developing iClass’s pedagogical model.
elLearning Papers, 9(9), 1-17.

Ayala Nevado, L. (2016). How a personal learning environment can help primary English
teachers to increase their knowledge (Master's thesis, Universitat de Vic-
Universitat Central de Catalunya).

Ayyub, B., Akib, E., & Amin, B. (2021). Promoting the students' speaking skill by
implementing collaborative learning method in teaching speaking skill. /DEAS:
Journal on English Language Teaching and Learning, Linguistics and
Literature, 9(1), 10-22. https://doi.org/10.24256/ideas.v9i1.1234

Azevedo, R., & Cromley, J. G. (2004). Does training on self-regulated learning facilitate
students’ learning with hypermedia? Journal of Educational Psychology, 96(3),
523-535.



190

Azevedo, R, & Hadwin, A. F. (2005). Scaffolding self-regulated learning and
metacognition-Implications for the design of computer-based scaffolds.
Instructional Science, 33(5/6), 367-379.

Azir, I. D. A. (2019). Applying peer scaffolding to enhance the EFL vocational students’
speaking skills. Ethical Lingua: Journal of Language Teaching and Literature,
6(2), 149-157.

Bahadorfar, M., & Omidvar, R. (2014). Technology in teaching speaking skill. Acme
International Journal of Multidisciplinary Research, 2(4), 9-13.

Bahrani, T., & Nekoueizadeh, M. (2014). The role of input in second language acquisition.
Journal of Advances in Linguistics, 1(1), 1-6.

Bahri, H., & Mahadi, T. S. T. (2016). Google translate as a supplementary tool for learning
Malay: A case study at Universiti Sains Malaysia. Advances in Language and
Literary Studies, 7(3), 161-167.

Bakri, H. (2022). Evaluating and testing English language skills: Benchmarking the TOEFL
and IELTS tests. International Journal of English Linguistics, 12(3), 45-58.
https://doi.org/10.5539/ijel.v12n3pd5

Bandura, A. (1986). Fearful expectations and avoidant actions as coeffects of perceived
self-inefficacy. American Psychologist, 41(12), 1389-1391. https://doi.org/10.10
37/0003-066X.41.12.1389

Baran, B. (2010). Facebook as a formal instructional environment. British Journal of
Educational Technology, 41(6), E146-E149. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-
8535.2010.01115.x

Baran, E. (2007). The promises of videoblogging in education. In 2007 Annual
Proceedings. Selected Papers On the Practice of Educational Communications
and Technology Presented at The Annual Convention of the Association for
Educational Communications and Technology Sponsored by the Research
and Theory Division (Vol. 2, No. 30, pp. 10-18).

Baran, E. (2019). Drexler, “The networked student model for construction of personal
learning environments: Balancing teacher control and student autonomy”.
Online Learning Toolbox.

Barnard-Brak, L., Paton, V. O., & Lan, W. Y. (2010). Self-regulation across time of first-
generation online learners. ALT-J, 18(1), 61-70.

Barnard, L., Lan, W. Y., To, Y. M., Paton, V. O., & Lai, S. L. (2009). Measuring self-regulation
in online and blended learning environments. Internet & Higher Education,
12(1), 1-6.



191

Bassett, P. (2011). How do students view asynchronous online discussions as a learning
experience?. Interdisciplinary Journal of E-Learning and Learning Objects, 7(1),
69-79.

Belawati, T., Padmo, D. A, & Prasetyo, D. (2020). Exploration of learner-content
interaction using interactive digital materials. In EDULEARNZ20 Proceedings (pp.
8939-8948). IATED. https://doi.org/10.21125/edulearn.2020.2140

Bell, F. (2009). Connectivism: a network theory for teaching and learning in a connected
world. Educational Developments: The Magazine of the Staff and Educational
Development Association, 10(3), 14-16.

Benson, P., Chik, A., & Lim, H. Y. (2003). Becoming autonomous in an Asian context:
Autonomy as a sociocultural process. In Learner autonomy across cultures:
Language education perspectives (pp. 23-40). London: Palgrave Macmillan UK.

Bergdahl, N., Nouri, J., Fors, U., & Knutsson, O. (2020). Engagement, disengagement and
performance when learning with technologies in upper secondary school.
Computers & Education, 149, 103783.

Bernard, H. R. (2017). Research methods in anthropology: Qualitative and quantitative
approaches. Rowman & Littlefield.

Blake, C. (2009). Potential of text-based internet chats for improving oral fluency in a
second language. The Modern Language Journal, 93(2), 227-240.

Blanco, B. G. (2002). The role of linguistic input in language acquisition: A listening
comprehension-based study considering the input limitations of the EFL
environment (Doctoral dissertation). Indiana University.

Blidi, S. (2017). Collaborative learner autonomy. Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-
981-10-2104-6

Bobkina, J., & Romero, E. D. (2020). Benefits and drawbacks of using social networking
sites in higher education: The case of Facebook as a transmedia English-
language teaching tool. In C. Herrero & I. Vanderschelden (Eds.), Teaching
languages with screen media: Pedagogical reflections (pp. 179-195).
Bloomsbury Academic.

Boonrasamee, N., Buripakdi, A., & Lian, A. (2019). Personal learning environments
enhance language learners to organize self-regulated learning. Veridian E-
Journal, Silpakorn University (Humanities, Social Sciences and Arts), 12(6), 604-
621.

Boyd, D. (2008). Why youth (heart) social network sites: The role of networked publics
in teenage social life. In D. Buckingham (Ed.), Youth, identity, and digital media
(pp. 119-142). The MIT Press.



192

Boza, A., & Conde, S. (2015). Web 2.0 in higher education: Attitude, training, use, impact,
challenges and tools of web 2.0. Digital Education Review, 28, 45-58.

Bozkurt, A., Karadeniz, A., & Kocdar, S. (2017). Social networking sites as communication,
interaction, and learning environments: Perceptions and preferences of
distance education students. Journal of Learning for Development, 4(3), 348-
365.

Bradley, V. M. (2021). Learning Management System (LMS) use with online instruction.
International Journal of Technology in Education, 4(1), 68-92.

Braun, V., & Clarke, V. (2006). Using thematic analysis in psychology. Qualitative
Research in Psychology, 3(2), 77-101.

Broadbent, J., & Lodge, J. (2021). Use of live chat in higher education to support self-
regulated help seeking behaviours: A comparison of online and blended
learner perspectives. International Journal of Educational Technology in
Higher Education, 18(1), 1-20.

Brown, G., & Yule, G. (1983). Discourse analysis. Cambridge University Press.

Brown, H. D. (2007). Principles of language learning and teaching (5th ed.). Pearson
Education.

Brown, H. D. (2014). Principles of language learning and teaching: A course in second
language acquisition. Pearson.

Brown, J. D. (1996). Fluency development. In G. van Troyer (Ed.), JALT '95: Curriculum
and evaluation (pp. 174-179). Japan Association for Language Teaching.

Buchem, I, Attwell, G., & Torres, R. (2011). Understanding personal learning
environments: Literature review and synthesis through the activity theory lens.

Budiardi, A. C., & Anggraeni, B. (2013, January). Facebook-based writing learning for
teaching English as a foreign language. In International Conference on
Education and Language (ICEL) (Vol. 1).

Bulain, M., & Linuwih, E. R. (2023). Language input, learning environment, and
motivation of successful Indonesian EFL. IALLTEACH (/ssues in Applied
Linguistics & Language Teaching), 5(1), 1-6.

Bunjan, A. (2016). Video blog-based role play instructional model to enhance English
oral communication skills of tourism students (Doctoral dissertation). School
of Foreign Languages, Institute of Social Technology, Suranaree University of
Technology.

Butler, D. L., & Winne, P. H. (1995). Feedback and self-regulated learning: A theoretical
synthesis. Review of Educational Research, 65(3), 245-281. https://doi.org/
10.3102/00346543065003245



193

Bygate, M. (1987). Speaking. Oxford University Press.

Byrnes, H. (1984). Grammar, communicative competence, functions/notions: Implications
for and from a proficiency orientation. Die Unterrichtspraxis/Teaching German,
17(2), 194-206. https://doi.org/10. 2307/3531488

Cahyani, N. M. W. S, Suwastini, N. K. A,, Dantes, G. R, Jayantini, . G. A. S. R., & Susanthi, I.
G. AL A D. (2021). Blended online learning: Combining the strengths of
synchronous and asynchronous online learning in EFL context. Jurnal Pendidikan
Teknologi Dan Kejuruan, 18(2), 174-184. https://doi.org/10.23887/jptk.v18i2.33927

Canh, L. V. (2000). Language and Vietnamese pedagogical contexts. In J. Shaw, D.
Lubeska, & M. Noullet (Eds.), Language and development: Partnership and
interaction (pp. 73-79). Asian Institute of Technology.

Cao, C. M. K, Dan, T. C, Thanh, C. V,, Da, T. C,, & Chau, P. T. H. (2021, January). ELF
students’ speaking skills: Difficulties and solutions: A case at Can Tho
University, Vietnam. In Proceeding of the First International Conference on
Government Education Management and Tourism (Vol. 1, No. 1, pp. 402-412).

Cardona-Divale, M. V. (2012). Student interaction and community building: An
evaluation of social networking in online learning environments (Doctoral
dissertation). Capella University.

Carter, R. (2003). Language awareness. ELT Journal, 57(1), 64-65.

Casquero, O., Ovelar, R., Romo, J., Benito, M., & Alberdi, M. (2016). Students' personal
networks in virtual and personal learning environments: A case study in higher
education using learning analytics approach. Interactive Learning
Environments, 24(1), 49-67.

Castaneda, L., & Adell, J. (2013). La anatomia de los PLEs. In L. Castafeda & J. Adell
(Eds.), Entornos personales de aprendizaje: Claves para el ecosistema
educativo en red (pp. 11-27). Marfil.

Castaneda, L., & Camacho, M. (2012). Desvelando nuestra identidad digital. £l
Profesional de la Informacion, 21(4), 354-360.

Castaneda, L., & Soto, J. (2010). Building personal learning environments by using and
mixing ICT tools in a professional way. Digital Education Review, 18, 9-25.

Castro Castaneda, J., & Diaz Zapata, S. M. (2023). Promoting intercultural
communicative competence, listening and speaking skills through videos in a
Colombian EFL context. Retrieved from https://repositorioslatinoamericanos
.uchile.cl/handle/2250/8443063?show=full

CEFR. (2001). Common European Framework of Reference for Languages: Learning,

teaching, assessment. Cambridge University Press.



194

Cera, R., Mancini, M., & Antonietti, A. (2013). Relationships between metacognition, self-
efficacy and self-regulation in learning. Journal of Educational, Cultural and
Psychological Studies (ECPS Journal, 4(7), 115-141.

Chaimaa, R. A. I, & Wiam, K. (2023). The role of using authentic videos on learners’
pronunciation (Doctoral dissertation). University Center of Abdalhafid
Boussouf-MILA.

Chaney, A. L., & Burk, T. L. (1998). Teaching oral communication in grades K-8. Allyn
and Bacon.

Chatti, M. A., Jarke, M., Specht, M., Schroeder, U., & Dahl, D. (2011). Model-driven
mashup personal learning environments. International Journal of Technology
Enhanced Learning, 3(1), 21-39. https://doi.org/10.1504/1JTEL.2011.039395

Chatwattana, P. (2021). Massive open online courses model with self-directed learning
to enhance digital literacy skills. International Journal of Engineering
Pedagogy, 11(5), 122-137.

Chaves Barboza, E., Trujillo Torres, J. M., & Lopez Nunez, J. A. (2016). Acciones para la
autorregulacion del aprendizaje en entornos personales. Pixel-Bit, 48, 49-63.
https://doi.org/10.12795/pixelbit.2016.i48.03

Chaves-Barboza, E., Trujillo-Torres, J., Lopez-Nunez, J., & Sola-Martinez, T. (2017).
Actions and achievements of self-regulated learning in personal environments:
Research on students participating in the Graduate Program in Preschool
Education at the University of Granada. Journal of New Approaches in
Educational Research (NAER Journal, 6(2), 135-143. https://doi.org/10.7821/
naer.2017.7.237

Chekol, A. D. (2020). Investigating the influence of using peer feedback on EFL students’
speaking achievement and their perceptions towards peer feedback. Arabic
Language, Literature & Culture, 5(3), 23-34. https://doi.org/10.11648/
j.allc.20200503.11

Chen, C. J., & Teh, C. S. (2022). Exploring students’ online learning interaction behaviors
and experiences: A case study. Teaching and Learning Inquiry, 10, 1-16.
https://doi.org/10.20343/teachlearninqu.2022.10

Chen, J.,, Zhang, L. J., & Chen, X. (2022). L2 learners’ self-regulated learning strategies
and self-efficacy for writing achievement: A latent profile analysis. Language
Teaching Research. Advance online publication. https://doi.org/10.1177/
13621688221134967

Chen, P. S. D., Lambert, A. D., & Guidry, K. R. (2010). Engaging online learners: The

impact of web-based learning technology on college student engagement.



195

Computers & Education, 54(4), 1222-1232. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.
2009.11.008

Chen, X., Zou, D., Xie, H., & Cheng, G. (2021). Twenty years of personalized language
learning. Educational Technology & Society, 24(1), 205-222.

Chen, Y. H.,, & Lin, Y. J. (2018). Validation of the short self-regulation questionnaire for
Taiwanese college students (TSSRQ). Frontiers in Psychology, 9, 1-12.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsy.2018.00323

Chivers, B., & Shoolbred, M. (2007). A student’s gcuide to presentations: Making your
presentation count. Sage.

Cho, M. H., & Kim, B. J. (2013). Students' self-regulation for interaction with others in
online learning environments. The Internet and Higher Education, 17, 69-75.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2012.11.001

Clarke, V., & Braun, V. (2017). Thematic analysis. The Journal of Positive Psychology,
12(3), 297-298. https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760.2016.1262613

Clifford, J., Merschel, L., & Munné, J. (2013). Surveying the landscape: What is the role
of machine translation in language learning? @tic.revista d'innovacio
educativa, 10, 108-121.

Coiro, J., & Dobler, E. (2007). Exploring the online reading comprehension strategies
used by sixth-grade skilled readers to search for and locate information on the
internet. Reading Research Quarterly, 42(2), 214-257. http://dx.doi.org/
10.1598/RRQ.42.2.2

Connelly, L. M. (2008). Pilot studies. Medsurg Nursing, 17(6), 411-412.

Conradie, P. W. (2014). Supporting self-directed learning by connectivism and personal
learning environments. International Journal of Information and Education
Technology, 4(3), 254-259. https://doi.org/10.7763/1JIET.2014.V4.415

Cook, R. D. (1994). Modeling for stress analysis. Wiley.

Cooksey, R. W., & Cooksey, R. W. (2020). Descriptive statistics for summarizing data. In
Illustrating statistical procedures: Finding meaning in quantitative data (pp.
61-139). Springer.

Cora, L., & Knight, P. (2000). Learning and teaching English: A course for teachers.

Cordova, D. I, & Lepper, M. R. (1996). Intrinsic motivation and the process of learning:
Beneficial effects of contextualization, personalization, and choice. Journal of
Educational  Psychology, 88(4), 715-730. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-
0663.88.4.715

Creswell, J. W. (2014). A concise introduction to mixed methods research. SAGE

Publications.



196

Creswell, J. W., & Creswell, J. D. (2005). Mixed methods research: Developments,
debates, and dilemmas. In V. Plano Clark & J. W. Creswell (Eds.), The SAGE
handbook of mixed methods in social & behavioral research (pp. 315-326).
SAGE Publications.

Crystal, D. (2003). English as a global language (2nd ed.). Cambridge University Press.

Curry, N., Mynard, J., Noguchi, J., & Watkins, S. (2017). Evaluating a self-directed language
learning course in a Japanese university. International Journal of Self-Directed
Learning, 14(1), 17-36.

Dabbagh, N., & Fake, H. (2017). College students’ perceptions of personal learning
environments through the lens of digital tools, processes, and spaces. Journal
of New Approaches in Educational Research (NAER Journal), 6(1), 28-36.
https://doi.org/10.7821/naer.2017.1.127

Dabbagh, N., & Kitsantas, A. (2012). Personal learning environments, social media, and
self-regulated learning: A natural formula for connecting formal and informal
learning.  The  Internet  and  Higher  Education,  15(1),  3-8.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2011.06.002

Dabbagh, N., & Kitsantas, A. (2013). The role of social media in self-regulated learning.
International  Journal of Web Based Communities, 9(2), 256-273.
https://doi.org/10.1504/1JWBC.2013.053248

Dabbagh, N., Kitsantas, A., Al-Freih, M., & Fake, H. (2015). Using social media to develop
personal learning environments and self-regulated learning skills: A case study.
International Journal of Social Media and Interactive Learning Environments,
3(3), 163-183. https://doi.org/10.1504/1JSMILE.2015.072281

Dahlberg, L., & McCaig, C. (2010). Practical research and evaluation: A start-to-finish
guide for practitioners. SAGE Publications.

Dahlstrom-Hakki, I., Alstad, Z., & Banerjee, M. (2020). Comparing synchronous and
asynchronous online discussions for students with disabilities: The impact of
social presence. Computers & Education, 150, 103842.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2020.103842

Dang, T. T. (2010). Learner autonomy in EFL studies in Vietnam: A discussion from
sociocultural  perspective.  English  Language  Teaching,  3(2), 3-9.
https://doi.org/10.5539/elt.v3n2p3

Dao, P., & McDonough, K. (2018). Effect of proficiency on Vietnamese EFL learners’
engagement in peer interaction. International Journal of Educational
Research, 88, 60-72. https://doi.org/10.1016/}.ijer.2018.01.002



197

Dat, B. (2007). Enhancing the language learning process for reticent learners of
Vietnamese and of English in Vietnam. In J. Philp, R. Oliver, & A. Mackey (Eds.),
Language acquisition and development: Studies of learners of first and other
languages (pp. 205-228). Continuum.

Davis, M. L., Witcraft, S. M., Baird, S. O., & Smits, J. A. (2017). Learning principles in CBT.
In S. G. Hofmann & G. J. G. Asmundson (Eds.), The science of cognitive
behavioral therapy (pp. 51-76). Academic Press. https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-
0-12-803457-6.00003-6

De Backer, L., Van Keer, H., & Valcke, M. (2015). Promoting university students’
metacognitive regulation through peer learning: The potential of reciprocal
peer tutoring. Higher Education, 70, 469-486. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-
014-9849-3

Delen, E., & Liew, J. (2016). The use of interactive environments to promote self-regulation
in online leamning: A literature review. European Journal of Contemporary
Education, 15(1), 24-33. https://doi.org/10.13187/ejced.2016.15.24

Dennen, V. P., Aubteen Darabi, A., & Smith, L. J. (2007). Instructor—learner interaction in
online courses: The relative perceived importance of particular instructor
actions on performance and satisfaction. Distance Education, 28(1), 65-79.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01587910701305319

Derakhshan, A., Khalili, A. N., & Beheshti, F. (2016). Developing EFL learners’ speaking
ability, accuracy and fluency. English Language and Literature Studies, 6(2),
177-186. https://doi.org/10.5539/ells.vén2p177

Deshmukh, A. (2019). Facebook as a personalized learning environment. Think India
Journal, 22(28), 51-55.

Devolder, A., van Braak, J., & Tondeur, J. (2012). Supporting self-regulated learning in
computer-based learning environments: Systematic review of effects of
scaffolding in the domain of science education. Journal of Computer Assisted
Learning, 28(6), 557-573. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2729.2011.00476.x

Dewi, R. R. V. K., Muslimat, A., Yuangga, K. D., Sunarsi, D., Khoiri, A., Suryadi, S., & Iswadi,
U. (2021). E-learing as education media innovation in the Industrial Revolution
and Education 4.0 era. The Journal of Contemporary Issues in Business and
Government, 27(1), 2868-2880. https://doi.org/10.47750/cibg.2021.27.01.307

Dhivya, D. S., Hariharasudan, A., & Nawaz, N. (2023). Unleashing potential: Multimedia
learning and Education 4.0 in learning professional English communication.
Cogent Social Sciences, 9(2), 2248751. https://doi.org/10.1080/23311886
.2023.2248751



198

DiCicco-Bloom, B., & Crabtree, B. F. (2006). The qualitative research interview. Medical
Education, 40(4), 314-321. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2929.2006.02418.x

Do, T. H. (2021). Factors influencing learners’ English speaking skill at a Vietnamese
university and suggestions for improvement. Social Science Learning
Education Journal, 6(06), 455-465. https://doi.org/10.15520/sslej.v6i06.2824

Doan, L. D., & Hamid, M. O. (2021). Economics of English: Examining the demand for
English proficiency in the Vietnamese job market. RELC Journal, 52(3), 618-634.
https://doi.org/10.1177/00336882211026443

Dohn, N. B. (2009). Web 2.0: Inherent tensions and evident challenges for education.
International Journal of Computer-Supported Collaborative Learning, 4, 343-
363. https://doi.org/10.1007/511412-009-9066-8

Dong, X. Q., Yuan, H., Xue, H., Li, Y., Jia, L. Y., Chen, J. L., & Zhang, X. Y. (2023). Factors
influencing college students' self-regulated learning in online learning
environment: A systematic review. Nurse Education Today, 106, 106071.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nedt.2023.10607 1

Dorathy, A. A., & Mahalakshmi, S. N. (2011). Second language acquisition through task-
based approach-role-play in English language teaching. English for Specific
Purposes World, 11(33), 1-7.

Dornyei, Z. (2007). Research methods in applied linguistics. Oxford University Press.

Downes, S. (2007). Learning networks in practice. Emerging Technologies for Learning,
2(4), 20-28.

Drajati, N. A., & Handayani, A. (2020). Promoting personal learning environment for
emerging academic writing for publication for higher education students.
Register Journal, 13(2), 293-314. https://doi.org/10.18326/rgt.v13i2.293-314

Drexler, W.(2010). The networked student model for construction of personal learning
environments: Balancing teacher control and student autonomy. Australasian
Journal of Educational Technology, 26(3), 369-385. https://doi.org/10.14742/
ajet.1081

Dubey, P., Pradhan, R. L., & Sahu, K. K. (2023). Underlying factors of student engagement
to e-learning. Journal of Research in Innovative Teaching & Learning, 16(1),
17-36. https://doi.org/10.1108/JRIT-06-2022-0022

Dujmovi¢, M. (2006). Storytelling as a method of EFL teaching. Metodicki obzori: ¢asopis
za odgojno-obrazovnu teoriju i praksu, 1(1), 75-87.

Dunaway, M. K. (2011). Connectivism: Learning theory and pedagogical practice for
networked information landscapes. Reference Services Review, 39(4), 675-685.
https://doi.org/10.1108/00907321111186686



199

Duong, Q. P., & Pham, T. N. (2022). Moving beyond four walls and forming a learning
community for speaking practice under the auspices of Facebook. E-Learning
and Digital Media, 19(1), 1-18. https://doi.org/10.1177/20427530211067133

Duong, T. M. (2014). An investigation into effects of role-play in an EFL speaking course.
Global Journal of Foreign Language Teaching, 4(2), 81-91.

Duong, T. M., & Tran, T. Q. (2023). Facebook-based language learning: Vietnamese
university EFL students' attitudes and practices. In B. B. Doyle & S. M. Cumming
(Eds.), Multidisciplinary Applications of Computer-Mediated Communication
(pp. 110-132). IGI Global. https://doi.org/10.4018/978-1-7998-9624-3.ch007

Dwijuliani, R., Rijanto, T., Nurlaela, L., & Basuki, I. (2021, March). Increasing student
achievement motivation during online learning activities. In Journal of Physics:
Conference Series (Vol. 1810, No. 1, p. 012072). 0P Publishing.
https://doi.org/10.1088/1742-6596/1810/1/012072

Dzwigol, H. (2020). Innovation in marketing research: Quantitative and qualitative
analysis. Marketing of Scientific and Research Organizations, 35(1), 63-82.
https://doi.org/10.2478/minib-2020-0004

Fach, N., & Suppasetseree, S. (2021). The effects of mobile-blended cooperative learning
on EFL students' listening comprehension in Cambodian context. LEARN
Journal: Language Education and Acquisition Research Network, 14(2), 143-170.

Ebner, M., & Taraghi, B. (2010, June). Personal learning environment for higher
education-a first prototype. In EdMedia+ Innovate Learning (pp. 1158-1166).
Association for the Advancement of Computing in Education (AACE).

Ebner, M., Schon, S., Taraghi, B., Drachsler, H., & Tsang, P. (2011). First steps towards an
integrated personal learning environment at the university level. In T. Bastiaens
& M. Ebner (Eds.), Enhancing Learning Through Technology. Education
Unplugged: Mobile Technologies and Web 2.0: 6th International Conference,
ITC 2011, Hong Kong, China, July 11-13, 2011. Proceedings (pp. 22-36). Springer.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-22383-9. 3

Edelbring, S., & Wahlstrom, R. (2016). Dynamics of study strategies and teacher
regulation in virtual patient learning activities: A cross-sectional survey. BMC
Medical Education, 16(1), 1-8. https://doi.org/10.1186/512909-016-0659-2

EF Education First. (2021). EF EPI: EF English Proficiency Index. Retrieved from
https://www.ef.com/epi/

Ehiyazaryan-White, E. (2012). The dialogic potential of ePortfolios: Formative feedback
and communities of learning within a personal learning environment.
International Journal of ePortfolio, 2(2), 173-185.



200

El-Magd, A, & Mohammad, M. A. E. M. (2015). A task-based personal learning
environment for developing the English majors’ listening comprehension skills.
ouodll 3ok malidl (A& il A (Journal of Studies in Curriculum and
Teaching Methods), 3, 103-122. https://doi.org/10.21608/mjat.2015.103465

Ellis, R. (2005). Measuring implicit and explicit knowledge of a second language: A
psychometric study. Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 27(2), 141-172.
https://doi.org/10.1017/50272263105050096

Eom, M. (2024). Empowering English speaking skills through personalized exploration
and application of 'YouGlish'. &7} 24, 236-256.

Ernest, P., Heiser, S., & Murphy, L. (2013). Developing teacher skills to support
collaborative online language learning. The Language Learning Journal, 41(1),
37-54. https://doi.org/10.1080/09571736.2011.625096

Espitia, M. I., & Cruz Corzo, C. (2013). Peer-feedback and online interaction: A case
study. /kala, revista de lenguaje y cultura, 18(2), 131-151.

Farahani, A, & Kouhpaeenejad, M. (2017). The relationship between temporal
measures of oral fluency and ratings of fluency: A case of Iranian advanced
EFL learners. International Journal of English Language & Translation Studies,
5(03), 65-74.

Ferrer, G. T., & Ramirez, S. U. (2012). PLE-based ePortfolios: Towards empowering
student teachers’ PLEs through ePortfolio processes. In The PLE Conference
Proceedings (p. 122).

Fiedler, S., & Valjataga, T. (2013). Personal learning environments: A conceptual
landscape revisited. E-Learning Papers, 35, 1-16.

Field, A. (2013). Discovering statistics using IBM SPSS statistics (4th ed.). SAGE
Publications.

FitzGerald, S. (2006). Creating your personal learning environment. Retrieved from
http://seanfitz.wikispaces.com/creatingyourple

Fouzul Kareema, M. I., & Bt Zubairi, A. M. (2021). Item objective congruence analysis
for multidimensional items content validation of a reading test in Sri Lankan
university.

Fraser, ~J.  (2007).  Open complimenting  closed? Retrieved  from:
http://www.eduspaces.net/josifraser/weblog/169960.html

Fraser, J., Fahlman, D. W., Arscott, J., & Guillot, I. (2018). Pilot testing for feasibility in a
study of student retention and attrition in online undergraduate programs.
International Review of Research in Open and Distributed Learning, 19(1), 260-
278. https://doi.org/10.19173/irrodl.v19i1.3326



201

Frenzel, A. C, Goetz, T., Ludtke, O., Pekrun, R., & Sutton, R. E. (2009). Emotional
transmission in the classroom: Exploring the relationship between teacher and
student enjoyment. Journal of Educational Psychology, 101(3), 705-716.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0014695

Gan, Z. (2004). Attitudes and strategies as predictors of self-directed language learning
in an EFL context. International Journal of Applied Linguistics, 14(3), 389-411.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1473-4192.2004.00070.x

Ganiyevna, K. N., & Muhsin, M. (2019). The importance of speaking skills for EFL learners.
LocmuxeHusa Hayku u obpazoeaHus, 1(42), 60-61.

Gao, F., Zhang, T., & Franklin, T. (2013). Designing asynchronous online discussion
environments: Recent progress and possible future directions. British Journal
of Educational Technology, 44(3), 469-483. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-
8535.2012.01330.x

Garajayev, A., Rochsantiningsih, D., & Siswantoro, S. (2018). Improving students’ speaking
competence using authentic materials. English Education, 6(2), 201-209.

Garcia Penalvo, F. J., Conde Garcia, M. A., Alier Forment, M., & Casany Guerrero, M. J.
(2011). Opening learning management systems to personal learning
environments. Journal of Universal Computer Science: J. UCS, 17(9), 1222-
1240. https://doi.org/10.3217/jucs-017-09-1222

Garcia-Martinez, J. A, & Gonzalez-Sanmamed, M. (2017). Personal learning
environments of Costa Rican education students: Analysis of information
search tools. Revista de Investicacion Educativa, 35(2), 389-407.
https://doi.org/10.6018/rie.35.2.253101

Garcia-Martinez, J. A., & Gonzalez-Sanmamed, M. (2019). How do Costa Rican education
students generate and manage content: A contribution to the study of their
personal learning environment. Digital Education Review, 36, 15-35.

Garcia-Martinez, J. A., Gonzalez-Sanmamed, M., & Munioz-Carril, P. C. (2021). Validation
of the activities’ scale in higher education students’ personal learning
environments. Psicothema, 33(2), 320-327. https://doi.org/10.7334/psicothe
ma2020.294

Garrison, D. R., & Cleveland-Innes, M. (2005). Facilitating cognitive presence in online
learning: Interaction is not enough. The American Journal of Distance
Education, 19(3), 133-148. https://doi.org/10.1207/515389286ajde1903 2

Gay, L. R., & Airasian, P. (2000). Educational research: Competencies for analysis and

application. Merrill Prentice Hall.



202

Gergen, K. J. (1999). Agency: Social construction and relational action. Theory &
Psychology, 9(1), 113-115. https://doi.org/10.1177/0959354399091006
Gholami, H. (2016). Self-assessment and learner autonomy. Theory and Practice in
Language Studies, 6(1), 46-51. https://doi.org/10.17507/tpls.0601.06
Gibbs, G. (1988). Learning by doing: A guide to teaching and learning methods. Further

Education Unit.

Gikandi, J. W., & Morrow, D. (2016). Designing and implementing peer formative
feedback within online learning environments. Technology, Pedagogy and
Education, 25(2), 153-170. https://doi.org/10.1080/1475939X.2015.1058853

Gikandi, J. W., Morrow, D., & Davis, N. E. (2011). Online formative assessment in higher
education: A review of the literature. Computers & Education, 57(4), 2333-
2351. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2011.06.004

Gilakjani, A. P. (2012). The significant role of multimedia in motivating EFL learners'
interest in English language learning. International Journal of Modern
Education and Computer Science, 4(4), 57-66. https://doi.org/10.5815/ijmecs.
2012.04.08

Gilster, P. (1997). Digital literacy. Wiley Computer Publications.

Goksel, N., Hargis, J., & Mutlu, M. E. (2018). Help yourself and design your own personal
learning environment. In EDULEARN18 Proceedings (pp. 5915-5920). IATED.
https://doi.org/10.21125/edulearn.2018.1404

Goldie, J. G. S. (2016). Connectivism: A knowledge learning theory for the digital age?
Medical Teacher, 38(10), 1064-1069. https://doi.org/10.3109/0142159X.
2016.1173661

Gonida, E. N., Karabenick, S. A., Stamovlasis, D., & Metallidou, P. (2019). Help seeking as
a self-regulated learning strategy and achievement goals: The case of
academically talented adolescents. High Ability Studies, 30(1-2), 147-166.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13598139.2019.1582581

Gottlieb, M. (2006). Assessing English language learners: Bridges from language
proficiency to academic achievement. Corwin Press.

Gower, R., Walters, S., & Phillips, D. (1983). Teaching practice handbook. Heinemann.

Grandzol, C. J., & Grandzol, J. R. (2010). Interaction in online courses: More is not always
better. Online Journal of Distance Learning Administration, 13(2), 1-18.

Grant, P., & Basye, D. (2014). Personalized learning: A euide for engaging students with
technology. International Society for Technology in Education.

Green, H., Facer, K., Rudd, T., Dillon, P., & Humphreys, P. (2005). Personalisation and

digital technologies. Futurelab.



203

Guest, G., Bunce, A, & Johnson, L. (2006). How many interviews are enough? An
experiment with data saturation and variability. Field Methods, 18(1), 59-82.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1525822X05279903

Guettat, B., & Farhat, R. (2013, October). An approach to compose personal curriculums.
In Fourth International Conference on Information and Communication
Technology and Accessibility (ICTA) (pp. 1-6). IEEE. https://doi.org/10.1109/
ICTA.2013.6815296

Guettat, B., & Farhat, R. (2015). An approach to assist learners to identify their learning
objectives in personal learning environment (PLE). In 2015 International
Conference on Information and Communication Technology and Accessibility
(ICTA) (pp. 1-5). IEEE. https://doi.org/10.1109/ICTA.2015.7426934

Guzman, T. O., & Vega, A. I. A. (2021). Assessment of digital tools in Personal Learning
Environments in Higher Education students. Sinergias Educativas, 6(4), 41-56.
https://doi.org/10.37954/se.v6i4.195

Harley, H., & Blanco, M. T. (2013). Cycles, vocabulary items, and stem forms in Hiaki. In
O. Matushansky & A. Marantz (Eds.), Distributed Morphology Today:
Morphemes for Morris Halle (pp. 117-134). MIT Press.

Harmer, J. (2001). The practice of English language teaching (3rd ed.). Longman.

Harmer, J. (2003). How to teach English. Longman.

Harroug, D. (2022). Developing the speaking skill in English as a foreign language through
project-based learning: The case of second-year students of English language
at Batna 2 University (Doctoral dissertation, Université de Batna 2).

Hartatik, S. F., & Rahmah, T. H. (2016). Investigating the students’ views on the authentic
materials used in basic speaking class. JELTAL (Indonesian Journal of English
Language Teaching and Applied Linguistics, 1(1), 1-10. https://doi.org/
10.21093/jjeltal.v1il.14

Harwood, N. (2014). Content, consumption, and production: Three levels of textbook
research. In N. Harwood (Ed.), English language teaching textbooks: Content,
consumption, production (pp. 1-41). Palgrave Macmillan. https://doi.org/
10.1057/9781137276285 1

Hashemyolia, S., Asmuni, A., Ayub, A. F. M., & Daud, S. M. (2015). Perceived learning
management quality predictors to motivation and use of self-regulated
learning strategies. Medliterranean Journal of Social Sciences, 6(3 S1), 428.
https://doi.org/10.5901/mjss.2015.v6n3s1pd28

Havwini, T. (2019). Investigating the interaction patterns in EFL virtual classroom: A case

study. In Ist International Conference on Applied Economics and Social



204

Science (ICAESS 2019) (pp. 166-170). Atlantis Press. https://doi.org/10.2991/
icaess-19.2019.38

Haworth, R. (2016). Personal learning environments: A solution for self-directed
learners. TechTrends, 60(4), 359-364. https://doi.org/10.1007/511528-016-
0074-z

Hedge, T. (2001). Teaching and learning in the language classroom (Vol. 106). Oxford
University Press.

Hensley, L. C., laconelli, R., & Wolters, C. A. (2022). “This weird time we’re in”: How a
sudden change to remote education impacted college students’ self-
regulated learning. Journal of Research on Technology in Education, 54(sup1),
$203-5S218. https://doi.org/10.1080/15391523.2021.1916414

Herrera, L., Melo, C. H. C., & Zambrano, M. A. L. (2022). The influence of self-assessment
on the English language learning process. Colombian Applied Linguistics
Journal, 24(1), 89-104. https://doi.org/10.14483/22487085.17800

Hien, T. T. T., & Loan, M. T. (2018). Current challenges in the teaching of tertiary English
in Vietnam. In J. Albright (Ed.), English tertiary education in Vietnam (pp. 40-
53). Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315772326

Hoa, L. H., Huy, D. T. N., & Hung, T. N. (2022). Common errors made by non-English
majored students in speaking skills: A case study at a university in Vietnam.
International Journal of Early Childhood Special Education, 14(1).
https://doi.org/10.9756/INT-JECSE/V1411.151

Hoang, V. V. (2013). The current situation and issues of the teaching of English in
Vietnam. Retrieved from http://r-cube.ritsumei.ac.jp/bitstream/10367/4129/
1/LCS 22 1pp7-18 HOANG.pdf

Hodges, A., & Seawright, L. (2023). Transnational technical communication: English as a
business lingua franca in engineering workplaces. Business and Professional
Communication. Quarterly, 86(4), 498-513. https://doi.org/10.1177/2329490
623115625

Hongthong, T., & Temdee, P. (2018, January). Personalized mobile learning for digital
literacy enhancement of Thai youth. In 2018 International Workshop on
Advanced Image Technology (IWAIT) (pp. 1-4). IEEE. https://doi.org/10.1109/
IWAIT.2018.8369724

Horner, S. L., & Shwery, C. S. (2002). Becoming an engaged, self-regulated reader. Theory
Into Practice, 41(2), 102-109. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15430421tipd102_6

Houchens, G. W., Crossbourne, T. A., Zhang, J., Norman, A. D., Chon, K., Fisher, L., &

Schraeder, M. (2014, November). Personalized learning: A theoretical review



205

and implications for assessing kid-FRIENDLy student outcomes. In MSERA
Annual Conference, Knoxville, TN.

Howarth, P. (2001). Process speaking 1. Preparing to repeat yourself. Modern English
Teacher, 10(1), 39-44.

Hsieh, Y. C. (2017). A case study of the dynamics of scaffolding among ESL learners and
online resources in collaborative learning. Computer Assisted Language
Learning, 30(1-2), 115-132. https://doi.org/10.1080/09588221.2016.1273243

Huang, I. Y., & Shan, J. (2008). Role play for ESL/EFL children in the English classroom.
The Internet TESL Journal, 14(2), 1-10.

Huang, W. H. D., & Nakazawa, K. (2010). An empirical analysis on how learners interact
in wiki in a graduate level online course. Interactive Learning Environments,
18(3), 233-244. https://doi.org/10.1080/10494820903298692

Hummel, H. G., Van Den Berg, B., Berlanga, A. J., Drachsler, H., Janssen, J., Nadolski, R.,
& Koper, R. (2007). Combining social-based and information-based approaches
for personalised recommendation on sequencing learning activities.
International Journal of Learning Technology, 3(2), 152-168. https://doi.org/
10.1504/1JLT.2007.012171

Huong, T. L. K. (2022). EFL Vietnamese student engagement in face-to-face learning
environment. European Journal of Education Studies, 9(12), 123-136.
https://doi.org/10.46827/ejes.v9i12.4607

Huong, T. T. (2010). Insights from VIETNAM. Learning through English: Policies,
challenges and prospects. In R. B. Kaplan (Ed.), Insights from East Asia (pp. 96-
114). Cambridge University Press.

Hwa, K. Y. (2020). The relationship between motivation and self-regulation strategies in
online learning. £/=*6/a/=3977% 34(3), 229-248. https://doi.org/10.15858/
fle.2020.34.3.229

Idham, S. Y., Subramaniam, ., Khan, A., & Mugair, S. K. (2022). The effect of role-playing
techniques on the speaking skills of students at university. Theory and Practice
in Language Studies, 12(8), 1622-1629. https://doi.org/10.17507/tpls.1208.08

Iman, J. N. (2017). Debate instruction in EFL classroom: Impacts on the critical thinking
and speaking skill. International Journal of Instruction, 10(4), 87-108.
https://doi.org/10.12973/iji.2017.1045a

Ing, H. C., Yahaya, N., Laxman, K, & Al-Rahmi, W. M. (2020). Examining learners’
interaction pattern in asynchronous text-based online learning. i-manager’s
Journal of Educational Technology, 16(4), 9-19.



206

Ingkavara, T., Panjaburee, P., Srisawasdi, N., & Sajjapanroj, S. (2022). The use of a
personalized learning approach to implementing self-regulated online
learning. Computers and Education: Atrtificial Intelligence, 3, 100086.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.caeai.2022.100086

Ismatullayeva, I. I. (2020). Some ways of teaching vocabulary through interaction at the
English lesson. Theoretical & Applied Science, (1), 563-566. https://doi.org/
10.15863/TAS.2020.01.81.109

Jayarathna, D. (2021). Facebook as a venue for learning writing skills in English: A survey
based on an ELT experiment. Journal of Social Sciences and Humanities
Review, 6(1), 55-67.

Jiang, X., Rollinson, J., Plonsky, L., Gustafson, E., & Pajak, B. (2021). Evaluating the
reading and listening outcomes of beginning-level Duolingo courses. Foreign
Language Annals, 54(4), 974-1002. https://doi.org/10.1111/flan.12535

Johnson, D. W., & Johnson, R. T. (1974). Instructional goal structure: Cooperative,
competitive, or individualistic. Review of Educational Research, 44(2), 213-240.
https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543044002213

Johnson, M. D., & Bradbury, T. N. (2015). Contributions of social learning theory to the
promotion of healthy relationships: Asset or liability? Journal of Family Theory
& Review, 7(1), 13-27. https://doi.org/10.1111/jftr.12059

Johnson, M. W., & Sherlock, D. (2014). Beyond the personal learning environment:
Attachment and control in the classroom of the future. Interactive Learning
Environments, 22(2), 146-164. https://doi.org/10.1080/10494820.2012.745434

Kajan, E., Faci, N., Maamar, Z., Sellami, M., Ugljanin, E., Kheddouci, H., ... & Benslimane,
D. (2020). Real-time tracking and mining of users’ actions over social media.
Computer Science and Information Systems, 17(2), 403-421. https://doi.org/
10.2298/CSIS190207008K

Kalina, C., & Powell, K. C. (2009). Cognitive and social constructivism: Developing tools
for an effective classroom. Education, 130(2), 241-250.

Kang, G. V. (2018). Playing with digital tools with explicit scaffolding. The Reading
Teacher, 71(6), 735-741. https://doi.org/10.1002/trtr.1700

Kang, M., & Im, T. (2013). Factors of learner—instructor interaction which predict
perceived learning outcomes in online learning environment. Journal of
Computer Assisted Learning, 29(3), 292-301. https://doi.org/10.1111/jcal.12005

Karaoglan Yilmaz, F. G, Olpak, Y. Z., & Yilmaz, R. (2018). The effect of the metacognitive
support via pedagogical agent on self-regulation skills. Journal of Educational
Computing Research, 56(2), 159-180. https://doi.org/10.1177/0735633117707695



207

Kayi, H. (2006). Teaching speaking: Activities to promote speaking in a second language.
The Internet TESL Journal, 12(11), 1-6.

Keiler, L. S. (2018). Teachers’ roles and identities in student-centered classrooms.
International Journal of STEM Education, 5(34), 1-20. https://doi.org/10.1186/
s40594-018-0131-6

Khan, R. A, Atta, K, Sajjad, M., & Jawaid, M. (2022). Twelve tips to enhance student
engagement in synchronous online teaching and learning. Medical Teacher,
44(6), 601-606. https://doi.org/10.1080/0142159X.2021.1998723

Khashan, H. S., & AbuSeileek, A. F. (2023). The effect of using British Council BBC
Learning English application on the tenth grade EFL students' listening and
speaking skills and their attitudes toward it. Journal of Applied Linguistics and
Language Research, 10(2), 39-62.

Khoa, B. T., Khoa, S. D., Oanh, L. T. K, & Kien, D. T. (2021, November). The role of
pronunciation English learning applications in Vietnam: An experimental study.
In 2021 1st Conference on Online Teaching for Mobile Education (OTAME) (pp.
50-57). IEEE. https://doi.org/10.1109/0T4ME53684.2021.970108

Kholis, A. (2021). Elsa speak app: Automatic speech recognition (ASR) for supplementing
Enslish pronunciation skills. Pedagogy: Journal of English Language Teaching,
9(1), 1-14. https://doi.org/10.32332/pedagogy.v9i1.3166

Kilag, O. K. T., Del Socorro, A. S., Largo, J. L., Peras, C. C,, Book, J. F. P., & Abendan, C.
F. K. (2023). Perspectives and experiences in online teaching and leaming.
Science and Education, 4(6), 561-571.

King, J. (2002). Preparing EFL learners for oral presentations. Dong Hwa Journal of
Humanistic Studies, 4, 401-418.

Kintu, M. J, & Zhu, C. (2016). Student characteristics and learning outcomes in a
blended learning environment intervention in a Ugandan university. Electronic
Journal of e-Learning, 14(3), 181-195.

Kirmizi, O. (2014). Self-regulated learning strategies employed by regular, evening, and
distance education English language and literature students. The Anthropologist,
18(2), 447-460. https://doi.org/10.1080/09720073.2014.11891568

Kitsantas, A., Robert, A. R., & Doster, J. (2004). Developing self-regulated learmers: Goal
setting, self-evaluation, and organizational signals during acquisition of
procedural skills. The Journal of Experimental Education, 72(4), 269-287.
https://doi.org/10.3200/JEXE.72.4.269-287

Kline, J. A. (2001). Effective public speaking essentials. Research & Education

Association.



208

Knight, B. (2018). How long does it take to learn a foreign language. In Experience Better
Learning (Issue January 2018). Cambridge University Press.

Koh, J. H. L., & Kan, R. Y. P. (2021). Students’ use of learning management systems and
desired e-learning experiences: Are they ready for next generation digital
learning environments? Higher Education Research & Development, 40(5), 995-
1010. https://doi.org/10.1080/07294360.2020.1842543

Kompen, R. T. (2016). Personal learning environments based on WEB 2.0 services in
secondary and higher education (Doctoral dissertation, Universitat Politécnica
de Catalunya (UPQ)).

Kompen, R., Edirisingha, P., Canaleta, X., Alsina, M., & Monguet, J. M. (2019). Personal
learning environments based on Web 2.0 services in higher education. Telematics
and Informatics, 38, 194-206. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tele.2018.10.003

Kop, R. (2010). The design and development of a personal learning environment:
Researching the learning experience. European Distance and E-Learning
Network, Valencia, Spain.

Kop, R. (2011). The challenges to connectivist learning on open online networks:
Learning experiences during a Massive Open Online Course. The International
Review of Research in Open and Distributed Learning, 12(3), 19-38.
https://doi.org/10.19173/irrodl.v12i3.882

Kop, R., & Hill, A. (2008). Connectivism: Learning theory of the future or vestige of the
past? International Review of Research in Open and Distributed Learning, 9(3),
1-13. https://doi.org/10.19173/irrodl.v9i3.523

Korhonen, A. M., Ruhalahti, S., & Veermans, M. (2019). The online learning process and
scaffolding in student teachers’ personal learning environments. Education
and Information Technologies, 24(1), 755-779. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-
018-9793-4

Korhonen, A.-M. (2020). Designing scaffolding for personal learning environments:
Continuous learning perspective in vocational teacher education context
(Doctoral dissertation). University of Turku, Turku, Finland.

Kucherenko, N., Alexeytseva, T., Miretina, M., & Voicou, O. (2023). Incorporating informal
e-learning into  foreign  language teaching through  collaborative
personalization. In Literature, Language and Computing: Russian Contribution
(pp. 173-184). Springer Nature Singapore. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-16-
7524-3 16

Kupchyk, L., & Litvinchuk, A. (2021, March). Constructing personal learning

environments through ICT-mediated foreign language instruction. In Journal of



209

Physics: Conference Series (Vol. 1840, No. 1, p. 012045). IOP Publishing.
https://doi.org/10.1088/1742-6596/1840/1/012045

Kusumayanthi, S., & Lestari, I. (2022). The effect of peer feedbacks on students' speech.
English Journal Literacy UTama, 7(1), 603-611.

Lan, T. T. T. (2023). How can students' English speech skill be improved? European
Journal of Theoretical and Applied Sciences, 1(3), 523-527.

Lave, J., & Wenger, E. (1991). Situated learning: Legitimate peripheral participation.
Cambridge University Press.

Le Hung, T.(2013). ELT in Vietnam general and tertiary education from second language
education perspectives. VNU Journal of Foreign Studlies, 29(1), 65-71.

Le, N. M. T. (2022). The reception of new language materials: A case study evaluation
of an EFL textbook in Vietnamese high schools (Doctoral dissertation).
Macquarie University.

Le, T. T. K, & Tran, B. T. (2022, June). Using Zalo application as a learning management
system. In Proceedings of the 8th International Conference on Frontiers of
Educational Technologies (pp. 1-6).

Le, X. C. (2022). Charting sustained usage toward mobile social media application: The
criticality of expected benefits and emotional motivations. Asia Pacific Journal
of Marketing and Logistics, 34(3), 576-593. https://doi.org/10.1108/APJML-04-
2021-0258

Leadbeater, C. (2004). Personalisation through participation: A new script for public
services. Demos

Lee, D., Huh, Y. Lin, C. Y., & Reigeluth, C. M. (2018). Technology functions for
personalized learning in learner-centered schools. Educational Technology
Research and Development, 66, 1269-1302. https://doi.org/10.1007/511423-
018-9591-8

Lee, J. (2012). Pattemns of interaction and participation in a large online course:
Strategies for fostering sustainable discussion. Journal of Educational
Technology & Society, 15(1), 260-272.

Levy, M., & Stockwell, G. (2013). CALL dimensions: Options and issues in computer-
assisted language learning. Routledge.

Lewis, T., & Vialleton, E. (2011). The notions of control and consciousness in learner
autonomy and self-regulated learning: A comparison and critique. /nnovation
in Language Learning and Teaching, 5(2), 205-219. https://doi.org/10.1080/
17501229.2011.577530



210

Lian, A. P. (2011). Reflections on language-learning in the 21st century: The rhizome at
work. Rangsit Journal of Arts and Sciences, 1(1), 5-17.

Libre, N. A. (2021). A discussion platform for enhancing students interaction in the
online education. Journal of Online Engineering Education, 12(2), 7-12.

Lin, X., & Dai, Y. (2022). An exploratory study of the effect of online learning readiness
on self-regulated learning. International Journal of Chinese Education, 11(2),
2212585X221111938. https://doi.org/10.1177/2212585X221111938

Lindner, R. W., & Harris, B. R. (1993, January). Teaching self-regulated learning strategies.
In M. R. Simonson & K. AbuOmar (Eds.), Proceedings of selected research and
development presentations at the Convention of the Association for
Educational Communications and Technology (pp. 15). ERIC. ED362182.

Little, D. (1991). Learner autonomy. Dublin, 86(11), 15-22.

Little, D. (2001). Learner autonomy and the challenge of tandem language learning via
the Internet. In A. Chambers & G. Davis (Eds.), ICT and language learning: A
European perspective (pp. 29-38). Amsterdam: Swets & Zeitlinger Publishers.

Littlejohn, A., Hood, N., Milligan, C., & Mustain, P. (2016). Learning in MOOCs: Motivations
and self-regulated learning in MOOCs. The Internet and Higher Education, 29,
40-48. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2015.12.003

Littlewood, W. (1999). Defining and developing autonomy in East Asian contexts.
Applied Linguistics, 20(1), 71-94. https://doi.org/10.1093/applin/20.1.71

Luzon, M. J. (2006). Providing scaffolding and feedback in online learning environments.
Les Melanges CRAPEL, 28, 113-122.

Ly, K. C. (2021). Factors influencing English-majored freshmen’s speaking performance
at Ho Chi Minh City University of Food Industry. Journal of English Language
Teaching and Applied Linguistics, 3(6), 107-112. https://doi.org/10.32996/jeltal

Lynch, R., Korea, S., & Dembo, M. (2004). The relationship between self-regulation and
online learning in a blended learning context. International Review of Research
in Open and Distance Learning, 5(2). https://doi.org/10.19173/irrodl.v5i2.189

Mahmud, Y. S., & German, E. (2021). Online self-regulated learning strategies amid a global
pandemic: Insights from Indonesian university students. Malaysian Journal of
Learning and Instruction, 18(2), 45-68. https://doi.org/10.32890/mjli2021.18.2.3

Mai, T. M., Nguyen, L. T., Tran, T. L., & Le, T. V. (2020). EFL teachers’ Facebook groups
as online communities of practice: Toward configurations for engagement and
sustainability. CALL-EJ, 21(3), 140-158.

Makhmudova, N. R. (2019). The use of multimedia learning tools in the English
language. Muposas Hayka, 9(30), 44-46.



211

Mamun, M. A. A. (2022). Fostering self-regulation and engaged exploration during the
learner-content interaction process: The role of scaffolding in the online
inquiry-based learning environment. Interactive Technology and Smart
Education, 19(4), 482-509. https://doi.org/10.1108/ITSE-07-2021-0100

Maor, D. (2003). The teacher's role in developing interaction and reflection in an online
learning community. Educational Media International, 40(1-2), 127-138.
https://doi.org/10.1080/0952398032000092170

Markkanen, P., Valimaki, M., Anttila, M., & Kuuskorpi, M. (2020). A reflective cycle:
Understanding challenging situations in a school setting. Educational Research,
62(1), 46-62. https://doi.org/10.1080/00131881.2020.1711781

Marshall, B., Cardon, P., Poddar, A., & Fontenot, R. (2013). Does sample size matter in
qualitative research?: A review of qualitative interviews in IS research. Journal
of Computer Information Systems, 54(1), 11-22. https://doi.org/10.1080/
08874417.2013.11645667

Mart, C. T. (2012). Developing speaking skills through reading. /nternational Journal of
English Linguistics, 2(6), 91. https://doi.org/10.5539/ijel.v2n6p91

Martindale, T., & Dowdy, M. (2010). Personal learning environments. In G. Veletsianos
(Ed.), Emerging technologies in distance education (pp. 177-193). Athabasca
University Press.

Martindale, T., & Dowdy, M. (2016). Issues in research, design, and development of
personal learning environments: Foundations and applications. Athabasca
University Press.

Mazzolini, M., & Maddison, S. (2007). When to jump in: The role of the instructor in
online discussion forums. Computers & Education, 49(2), 193-213.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2005.06.011

McCartney, R., Boustedt, J., Eckerdal, A., Sanders, K., Thomas, L., & Zander, C. (2016).
Why computing students learn on their own: Motivation for self-directed
learning of computing. ACM Transactions on Computing Education (TOCE),
16(1), 1-18. https://doi.org/10.1145/2747008

McLaren, A. C. (2010). The effects of instructor-learner interactions on learner
satisfaction in online masters courses (Doctoral dissertation). Wayne State
University.

McLoughlin, C., & Lee, M. J. (2008). The three p's of pedagogy for the networked society:
Personalization, participation, and productivity. International Journal of

Teaching and Learning in Higher Education, 20(1), 10-27.



212

McLoughlin, C., & Lee, M. J. (2010). Personalised and self-regulated learning in the Web
2.0 era: International exemplars of innovative pedagogy using social software.
Australasian  Journal — of  Educational — Technology, 26(1), 28-43.
https://doi.org/10.14742/ajet.1100

Mendoza, M. P. M., & Avila, M. R. R. (2022). Self-assessment to improve speaking skills:
A brief action research. Sapienza: International Journal of Interdisciplinary
Studies, 3(4), 351-362. https://doi.org/10.51714/sijis.v3i4.125

Meza, J. M., Morales, M. E., & Flores, R. D. C. (2016). Individual variables related to
instruction in the use of Personal Learning Environments. Educacion, 25(48),
87-106.

Miao, J., Chang, J., & Ma, L. (2022). Teacher—student interaction, student-student
interaction and social presence: Their impacts on learning engagement in
online learning environments. The Journal of Genetic Psychology, 183(6), 514-
526. https://doi.org/10.1080/00221325.2022.2059131

MOET. (2008). Decision No. 1400/QBb-TTg: Teaching and Learning Foreign Languages in
the National Education System, Period 2008 to 2020. Retrieved from
http://www.chinhphu.vn/portal/page/portal/chinhphu/hethongvanban?class
id=1& page=18&mode=detail&document id=78437

Mompean, A. R. (2010). The development of meaningful interactions on a blog used
for the learning of English as a Foreign Language. ReCALL, 22(3), 376-395.
https://doi.org/10.1017/50958344010000200

Moore, M. G. (1989). Three types of interaction. The American Journal of Distance
Education, 3(2), 1-6. https://doi.org/10.1080/08923648909526659

Mott, J. (2010). Envisioning the post-LMS era: The open learning network. Educause
Quarterly, 33(1), 1-9.

Murray, G. (2014). The social dimensions of learner autonomy and self-regulated
learning. Studies in Self-Access Learning Journal, 5(4).

Nafukho, F. M., & Muyia, M. H. (2021). Lifelong learning and quality education for
sustainable development in Africa. In V. Wang (Ed.), Handbook of research on
nurturing industrial economy for Africa’s development (pp. 17-37). IGI Global.
https://doi.org/10.4018/978-1-7998-6736-4.ch002

Nakatsuhara, F., Inoue, C., & Khabbazbashi, N. (2021). Measuring L2 speaking. In P. Winke
& T. Brunfaut (Eds.), The Routledge handbook of second language acquisition
and language testing (pp. 285-294). Routledge.

Nan Cenka, B. A, Santoso, H. B., & Junus, K. (2022). Using the personal learning

environment to support self-regulated learning strategies: A systematic



213

literature review. Interactive Learning Environments, 1-17. https://doi.org/
10.1080/10494820.2022.2086582

Nazara, S. (2011). Students’ perception on EFL speaking skill development. Journal of
English Teaching, 1(1), 28-43. https://doi.org/10.33541/jet.v1i1.50

Neguyen, C. T., & Le, D. T. K. (2020). Communicative language teaching: Do tasks and
activities in school textbooks facilitate learners’ development of
communicative competence? Journal of Language Teaching & Research,
11(5), 721-728. https://doi.org/10.17507/jltr.1105.04

Nguyen, H. T., Fehring, H., & Warren, W. (2015). EFL teaching and learning at a
Vietnamese university: What do teachers say? English Language Teaching, 8(1),
31-43. https://doi.org/10.5539/elt.v8n1p31

Nguyen, L. T. N., Tran, N. T. T., Neguyen, H. T., & Le, M. Q. (2021, March). An empirical
study of factors influencing the language proficiency of Vietnamese students.
In 17th International Conference of the Asia Association of Computer-Assisted
Language Learning (AsiaCALL 2021) (pp. 211-220). Atlantis Press.
https://doi.org/10.2991/assehr.k.210226.026

Nguyen, M. H. (2013). EFL students' reflections on peer scaffolding in making a
collaborative oral presentation. English Language Teaching, 6(4), 64-73.
https://doi.org/10.5539/elt.v6ndp64

Nguyen, N. H., Tran, T. L. N., Nguyen, L. T., Nguyen, T. A, & Nguyen, M. T. (2022). The
interaction patterns of pandemic-initiated online teaching: How teachers
adapted. System, 105, 102755. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2022.102755

Nguyen, N. N. (2022). The vital role of student social interaction outside class in the
university environment. CEMJP, 30(4), 461-468.

Nguyen, N. T., Tangen, D., & Beutel, D. (2014). Exploring the concept of learner
autonomy in cross-cultural research. Studies in Self-Access Learning Journal,
5, 202-216.

Nguyen, P. H. (2024). Challenges Vietnamese EFL students faced when learning and
meeting the requirements of B1 English language proficiency. Journal of
Language Teaching and Research, 15(3), 893-901.

Nguyen, T. (2017). Vietnam’s National Foreign Language 2020 Project after 9 years: A
difficult stage. The IAFOR Research Archive.

Neuyen, T. A, Le, T. T.,, Vang, M. D., Phuong, Y. H., Huynh, T. T. A,, Nguyen, T. H., &
Pham, T. T. (2023, September). Vietnamese EFL high school teachers’

perceptions of difficulties when implementing competency-based English



214

teaching curriculum and their proposed solutions. In Forum for Linguistic
Studies (Vol. 5, No. 2, p. 1863). https://doi.org/10.54103/fls.v5i2.1863

Nguyen, T. H. (2017). EFL Vietnamese learners’ engagement with English language
during oral classroom peer interaction.

Nguyen, T. H., Fehring, H.,, & Warren, W. (2015). EFL teaching and learning at a
Vietnamese university: What do teachers say? English Language Teaching, 8(1),
31-43. https://doi.org/10.5539/elt.v8n1p31

Nguyen, T. M. H., & Hall, C. (2016). Changing views of teachers and teaching in Vietnam.
Teaching Education, 28(3), 244-256. https://doi.org/10.1080/10476210.
2016.1237014

Nguyen, T. N. Q., & Vo, N. T. T. (2021). The need of applying English learning apps to
help Van Lang University students improve their spoken English performance.
AsiaCALL Online Journal, 12(2), 72-86.

Nguyen, V. L. (2016). Learner autonomy in Vietnam: Insights from English language
teachers’ beliefs and practices. In P. Penh (Ed.), Language learner autonomy:
Teachers’ beliefs and practices in Asian contexts (pp. 1-22). IDP Education
Cambodia Ltd.

Northrup, P. (2001). A framework for designing interactivity into web-based instruction.
Educational Technology, 41(2), 31-39.

Ntumi, S. (2021). Reporting and interpreting One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) using
a data-driven example: A practical guide for social science researchers. Journal
of Research in Educational Sciences (JRES), 12(14), 38-47.

Nugroho, A., Zamzami, M. R. A., & Ukhrowiyah, N. F. (2020). Language input, learning
environment, and motivation of a successful EFL learner. Journal on English
as a Foreign Language, 10(1), 45-67. https://doi.org/10.23971/jefl.v10i1.1699

Nunan, D. (1989). Designing tasks for the communicative classroom. Cambridge
University Press.

Nunan, D. (1991). Language teaching methodology: A textbook for teachers. Upper
Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall.

O’Neill, E. M. (2019). Online translator, dictionary, and search engine use among L2
students. CALL-EJ: Computer-Assisted Language Learning—Electronic Journal,
20(1), 154-177.

Oanh, H. T. K. (2021). Influences of Confucian heritage culture on Vietnamese students’
English language learning style — A case study. International Journal of
Education and Pedagogy, 3(4), 71-79.



215

Omar, H., Embi, M. A., & Yunus, M. M. (2012). ESL learners' interaction in an online
discussion via Facebook. Asian Social Science, 8(11), 67-74. https://doi.org/
10.5539/ass.v8n11p67

Opdenakker, M.-C., & Van Damme, J. (2006). Teacher characteristics and teaching styles
as effectiveness enhancing factors of classroom practice. Teaching and
Teacher Education, 22(1), 1-21. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2005.07.008

Oppenheim, A. N. (1999). Questionnaire design, interviewing and attitude
measurement. New York: Cassell.

Ospina Villabona, M. T. (2019). PLEs as catalysts for boosting listening comprehension
skills [Unpublished doctoral dissertation]. Universidad Nacional Abierta y a
Distancia.

Othman, R., Mukherjee, D., Mostofa, S. M., & Kamrul Hasan, K. (2021). Synchronous web-
based learning during COVID-19 pandemic: A survey on library and information
science students of Bansgladesh. Journal of Information Technology
Management, 13(2), 93-112. https://doi.org/10.22059/jitm.2021.314419.2433

Oxford, R. L. (1997). Cooperative learning, collaborative learning, and interaction: Three
communicative strands in the language classroom. The Modern Language
Journal, 81(4), 443-456. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4781.1997.tb05510.x

Oztok, M., Zingaro, D., Brett, C,, & Hewitt, J. (2013). Exploring asynchronous and
synchronous tool use in online courses. Computers & Education, 60(1), 87-94.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2012.08.007

Pan, C. C, & Sullivan, M. (2005). Promoting synchronous interaction in an elLearning
environment. The Journal, 33(2), 27-30.

Pan, J, Ishak, N. A, & Qin, Y. (2024). The application of Moore's online learning
interactions model in learning outcomes: The SOR  (stimulus-organism-
response) paradigm perspective. Heliyon, 10(7).

Panadero, E. (2017). A review of self-regulated learning: Six models and four directions
for research. Frontiers in Psychology, 8, 422. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsys.
2017.00422

Panadero, E., Lipnevich, A., & Broadbent, J. (2019). Turning self-assessment into self-
feedback. In J. H. McMillan (Ed.), The impact of feedback in higher education:
Improving assessment outcomes for learners (pp. 147-163). Routledge.

Pane, J. F.,, Steiner, E. D., Baird, M. D., & Hamilton, L. S. (2015). Continued progress:
Promising evidence on personalized learning. RAND Corporation.

Parnkul, K. (2018). An investigation of rhizomatic personal learning environments for

autonomous language learners: The case of macrosimulation in a virtual world



216

[Doctoral dissertation, School of Foreign Languages Institute of Social
Technology Suranaree University of Technology].

Pattanpichet, F. (2011). The effects of using collaborative learning to enhance students'
English speaking achievement. Journal of College Teaching & Learning
(Online), 8(11), 1-10.

Patten, M. (2016). Questionnaire research: A practical guide. Routledge.

Patton, M. Q. (2002). Qualitative research and evaluation methods (3rd ed.). Thousand
Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

Pekrun, R., & Perry, R. P. (2014). Control-value theory of achievement emotions. In R.
Pekrun & L. Linnenbrink-Garcia (Eds.), International handbook of emotions in
education (pp. 120-141). Routledge.

Perera Muthupoltotage, U., & Gardner, L. (2018). Analyzing the relationships between digital
literacy and self-regulated learning of undergraduates-a preliminary investigation.
In H. Linger, J. Fisher, A. Barroca, & K. Barry (Eds.), Advances in information systems
development: Methods, tools and management (pp. 1-16). Springer International
Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-96779-9 1

Perez, M. M. (2022). Second or foreign language learning through watching audio-visual
input and the role of on-screen text. Language Teaching, 55(2), 163-192.
https://doi.org/10.1017/50261444821000451

Phu-ampai, S. (2017). The effects of using rubrics on the learning achievement in
educational assessment and evaluation of students in Bhutanese University
[Doctoral dissertation, Rangsit University].

Pintrich, P. R. (1999). The role of motivation in promoting and sustaining self-regulated
learning. International Journal of Educational Research, 31(6), 459-470.
https://doi.org/10.1016/50883-0355(99)00015-4

Pintrich, P. R. (2000). Multiple goals, multiple pathways: The role of goal orientation in
learning and achievement. Journal of Educational Psychology, 92(3), 544-555.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.92.3.544

Pintrich, P. R. (2002). The role of metacognitive knowledge in learning, teaching, and
assessing. Theory into Practice, 41(4), 219-225. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15
430421tipd104 3

Pintrich, P. R. (2004). A conceptual framework for assessing motivation and self-
regulated learning in college students. Educational Psychology Review, 16,
385-407. https://doi.org/10.1007/510648-004-0006-x

Pontual Falcéo, T., de Andrade e Peres, A. M., Sales de Morais, D. C., & da Silva Oliveira,

G. (2018). Participatory methodologies to promote student engagement in the



217

development of educational digital games. Computers & Education, 116, 161-
175. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2017.09.002

Pop, A, Tomuletiu, E. A, & David, D. (2011). EFL speaking communication with
asynchronous voice tools for adult students. Procedia Social and Behavioral
Sciences, 15, 1199-1203. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2011.03.261

Purpura, J. E. (2004). Assessing grammar (Vol. 8). Cambridge University Press.
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511733087

Putri, N. I. P, & Hamzah, H. (2023). Students' perception on the implementation of
small group discussion in English speaking activity (A study at SMP N 1
Palembayan). Journal of English Language Teaching, 11(4), 659-668.
https://doi.org/10.24036/jelt.v11i4.121234

Putri, S. A,, Amri, S., & Ahmad, A. (2020). The students’ difficulties factors in speaking.
J-Shelves of Indragiri (JSI), 1(2), 115-129.

Quadir, B, Yang, J. C,, & Chen, N. S. (2022). The effects of interaction types on learning
outcomes in a blog-based interactive learning environment. Interactive
Learning Environments, 30(2), 293-306. https://doi.org/10.1080/10494820.
2020.1721406

Quinton, S., & Smallbone, T. (2010). Feeding forward: Using feedback to promote
student reflection and learning—A teaching model. /nnovations in Education
and Teaching International, 47(1), 125-135. https://doi.org/10.1080/14703
290903525911

Rahimi, E. (2015). A design framework for personal learning environments [Doctoral
dissertation, Delft University of Technology].

Rahnama, M., Fatehi Rad, N., & Bagheri, H. (2016). Developing EFL learners’ speaking
ability, accuracy, and fluency. ELT Voices, 6(1), 1-7.

Rao, P. S. (2019). The importance of speaking skills in English classrooms. Alford Council
of International English & Literature Journal (ACIELJ), 2(2), 6-18.

Raptou, V. (2002). Using information gap activities in the second language classroom.
Retrieved from http://www.caslt.org. Accessed on September, 4, 2012.

Redjeki, G. P. D. (2022). EFL undergraduate students’ online self-regulated learning
strategies during COVID-19 pandemic [Doctoral dissertation].

Redjeki, G. P. D., & Hapsari, A. (2022). EFL graduate students’ online self-regulated
learning strategies during COVID-19 pandemic. Celtic: A Journal of Culture,
English Language Teaching, Literature and Linguistics, 9(1), 82-96.
https://doi.org/10.22219/celtic.v9i1.21066



218

Refat, N., Kassim, H., Rahman, M. A., & Razali, R. B. (2020). Measuring student motivation
on the use of a mobile assisted grammar learning tool. PloS ONE, 15(8),
e0236862. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0236862

Reinders, H. (2014). Personal learning environments for supporting out-of-class
language learning. In English Teaching Forum (Vol. 52, No. 4, p. 14). US
Department of State. Bureau of Educational and Cultural Affairs, Office of
English Language Programs.

Richards, J. C. (1990). The language teaching matrix. Cambridge University Press.

Richards, J. C. (2008). Second language teacher education today. RELC Journal, 39(2),
158-177. https://doi.org/10.1177/0033688208092182

Richards, J. C., & Renandya, W. A. (Eds.). (2002). Methodology in language teaching: An
anthology of current practice. Cambridge University Press.

Roelle, J., Berthold, K., & Fries, S. (2012). Effects of feedback on learning strategies in
learning journals: Learner-expertise matters. In Virtual learning environments:
Concepts, methodologies, tools and applications (pp. 710-725). 1GI Global.

Rohmah, Z. (2005). English as a global language: Its historical past and its future. Jurnal
Bahasa & Seni, 33(1), 106-117.

Ross, M. E., Salisbury-Glennon, J. D., Guarino, A., Reed, C. J., & Marshall, M. (2003). Situated
self-regulation: Modeling the interrelationships among instruction, assessment,
learning strategies and academic performance. Educational Research and
Evaluation, 9(2), 189-209. https://doi.org/10.1076/edre.9.2.189.14209

Ross, M., & Welsh, M. (2007). Formative feedback to improve learning on a teacher
education degree using a personal learning environment. International Journal
of Emerging Technologies in Learning (JET), 2(3). https://doi.org/10.3991/
ijet.v2i3.90

Rourke, L., Anderson, T., Garrison, D. R., & Archer, W. (1999). Assessing social presence
in asynchronous text-based computer conferencing. The Journal of Distance
Education/Revue de '‘éducation a Distance, 14(2), 50-71.

Rubin, N. (2010). Creating a user-centric learning environment with Campus Pack
personal learning spaces. PLS Webinar, Learning Objects Community.
Ruengkul, A., & Sukavatee, P. (2015). A survey study of personal learning environment
tools for English language learning of Thai EFL undergraduate students.
PEOPLE: International  Journal of Social Sciences, 1(1), 91-101.

https://doi.org/10.20319/pijss.2015.11.91101



219

Saadane, S. (2023). Investigating the effectiveness of using classroom debate in
enhancing EFL learners’ speaking skill [Unpublished master's thesis]. Mohamed
Kheider University of Biskra.

Sabeeh, A. I. A. (2019). Facebook as a means for learning English: The pros and cons
from the perspective of Iragi EFL students. Journal of the College of Basic
Education, 25(105), 1-19.

Sabrina, R. E. Z. L. I. (2020). The influence of implementing the personalized learning
approach on improving EFL learners' engagement [Doctoral dissertation].
Ministry of Higher Education.

Saglamel, H., & Cetinkaya, S. E. (2022). Students' perceptions towards technology-
supported collaborative peer feedback. Indonesian Journal of English
Language  Teaching  and  Applied  Linguistics,  6(2),  189-206.
https://doi.org/10.21093/ijeltal.v6i2.1102

Sailer, M., Stadler, M., Schultz-Pernice, F., Franke, U., Schoffmann, C., Paniotova, V., ...
& Fischer, F. (2021). Technology-related teaching skills and attitudes: Validation
of a scenario-based self-assessment instrument for teachers. Computers in
Human Behavior, 115, 106625. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2020.106625

Sakai, S., Takagi, A., & Chu, M. (2005). Promoting learner autonomy: Student perceptions
of responsibilities in a language classroom in East Asia. Educational
Perspectives, 43(1&2), 12-27.

Saks, K., & Leijen, A. (2014). Developing language learning strategies in a personal
learning environment: Pilot study. In Advances in Web-Based Learning-ICWL
2014: 13th International Conference, Tallinn, Estonia, August 14-17, 2014.
Proceedings (pp. 66-76). Springer International Publishing. https://doi.org/10.
1007/978-3-319-09635-2 7

Saleem, A., Kausar, H., & Deeba, F. (2021). Social constructivism: A new paradigm in
teaching and learning environment. Perennial Journal of History, 2(2), 403-421.

Salma, N. (2020). Collaborative learing: An effective approach to promote language
development. International Journal of Social Sciences & Educational Studies,
7(2), 57-61. https://doi.org/10.23918/ijsses.v7i2p57

Sari, D. K, & Rozimela, Y. (2021, March). The implementation of scaffolding strategies
at speaking English course in Kampung Inggris Pare East Java. In Ninth
International Conference on Language and Arts (ICLA 2020) (pp. 51-56).
Atlantis Press. https://doi.org/10.2991/assehr.k.210325.010



220

Sari, F. M. (2020). Exploring English learners’ engagement and their roles in the online
language course. Journal of English Language Teaching and Linguistics, 5(3),
349-361. https://doi.org/10.21462/jeltl.v5i3.427

Satriani, N. E. (2019). English language personal learning environment among English
department students of UNESA. RETAIN, 7(1).

Schaffert, S., & Hilzensauer, W. (2008). On the way towards personal learning
environments: Seven crucial aspects. Elearning Papers, 9(2), 1-11.

Schraw, G. (2010). Measuring self-regulation in computer-based learning environments.
Educational Psychologist, 45(4), 258-266. https://doi.org/10.1080/00461520.20
10.515936

Schreiber, L. M., & Valle, B. E. (2013). Social constructivist teaching strategies in the
small group classroom. Small Group Research, 44(4), 395-411.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1046496413488422

Schunk, D. H. (2001). Self-regulation through goal setting. ERIC/CASS Digest. ED462671.
Retrieved from https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED462671

Schunk, D. H., & Usher, E. L. (2011). Assessing self-efficacy for self-regulated learning. In
B. J. Zimmerman & D. H. Schunk (Eds.), Handbook of self-regulation of learning
and performance (pp. 282-297). Routledge.

Sclater, N. (2008). Web 2.0, personal learning environments, and the future of learning
management systems. Research Bulletin, 13(13), 1-13.

Seliger, H. W., & Shohamy, E. (1989). Second language research methods. Oxford
University Press.

Serhan, S. A, & Yahaya, N. (2022). A systematic review and trend analysis of personal
learning environments research. Contexts, 7, 8.

Shaikh, Z. A., & Khoja, S. A. (2012). Role of teacher in personal learning environments.
Digital Education Review, 21, 23-32.

Sher, A. (2009). Assessing the relationship of student-instructor and student-student
interaction to student learning and satisfaction in web-based online learning
environment. Journal of Interactive Online Learning, 8(2).

Siemens, G. (2005). Connectivism: Learning as network-creation. ASTD Learning News,
10(1), 1-28.

Siemens, G. (2007). Connectivism: Creating a learning ecology in distributed
environments. In T. Hug (Ed.), Didactics of microlearning: Concepts, discourses
and examples (pp. 53-68). Waxmann Verlag.

Siswanto, I. L., & Mbato, C. L. (2020). Investigating Indonesian senior high school

students’ implementation of self-regulated learning towards the English



221

subject. Journal of English Education and Teaching, 4(4), 483-498.
https://doi.org/10.33369/jeet.4.4.483-498

Smith, P. G., Morrow, R. H., & Ross, D. A. (2015). Preliminary studies and pilot testing. In
Field Trials of Health Interventions: A Toolbox (3rd ed.). OUP Oxford.

Smyth, R. (2011). Enhancing learner—learner interaction using video communications in
higher education: Implications from theorising about a new model. British
Journal of Educational Technology, 42(1), 113-127. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1
467-8535.2009.00990.x

Solmaz, O. (2019). Developing EFL leamers’ speaking and oral presentation skills
through Pecha Kucha presentation technique. Turkish Online Journal of
Qualitative Inquiry, 10(4), 542-565. https://doi.org/10.17569/t0jqi.538042

Son, J. B. (2006). Using online discussion groups in a CALL teacher training course. RELC
Journal, 37(1), 123-135. https://doi.org/10.1177/0033688206063477

Statista. (2023). Leading active social media apps among internet users in Vietnam as
of 3rd quarter of 2023, by generation. Retrieved = from
https://www.statista.com/statistics/1229529/vietnam-leading-social-media-
platforms-by-generation/

Stegers-Jager, K. M., Cohen-Schotanus, J., & Themmen, A. P. (2012). Motivation,
learning strategies, participation and medical school performance. Medical
Education, 46(7), 678-688. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2923.2012.04284.x

Stevens, R. J. (2007). Cooperative learning and literacy instruction in middle level
education. In R. M. Gillies, A. Ashman, & J. Terwel (Eds.), The teacher’s role in
implementing cooperative learning in the classroom (pp. 92-109). Springer.

Su, A. A. T., Cao, T. X. T., & Nguyen, T. L. A. (2021). Improving English speaking ability
through E-learning. AsiaCALL Online Journal, 12(2), 58-71.

Sullivan, G. M., & Artino Jr, A. R. (2013). Analyzing and interpreting data from Likert-type
scales. Journal of  Graduate — Medical - Education, 5(4), 541-542.
https://doi.org/10.4300/JGME-5-4-18

Sun, J. C. Y., Tsai, H. E., & Cheng, W. K. R. (2023). Effects of integrating an open learner
model with Al-enabled visualization on students' self-regulation strategies
usage and behavioral patterns in an online research ethics course. Computers
and Education: Artificial Intelligence, 4, 100120. https://doi.org/10.1016/].
caeai.2023.100120

Sundkvist, P., & Nguyen, X. N. C. M. (2020). English in Vietnam. In D. Denison, B.
Kortmann, & A. Lenz (Eds.), The handbook of Asian Englishes (pp. 683-703).
Wiley-Blackwell.



222

Suppasetseree, S., Kumdee, S., & Minh, T. H. (2023). Supporting student engagement
with technology: Findings from a study of an online personal learning
environment for extensive listening. LEARN Journal: Language Education and
Acquisition Research Network, 16(2), 220-240.

Suryani, L. (2015). The effectiveness of role play in teaching speaking. Eltin Journal:
Journal of English Language Teaching in Indonesia, 3(2), 1-8.

Swan, K. (2002). Building learning communities in online courses: The importance of
interaction.  Education, Communication & Information, 2(1), 23-49.
https://doi.org/10.1080/1463631022000005016

Tapscott, D., & Williams, A. D. (2007). Wikinomics: How mass collaboration changes
everything. Atlantic.

Tashakkori, A., & Teddlie, C. (2003). Issues and dilemmas in teaching research methods
courses in social and behavioural sciences: US perspective. International
Journal of Social Research Methodology, 6(1), 61-77. https://doi.org/10.1080/
13645570305055

Taslim, T., Asrifan, A., Chen, Y., & Nurdania, N. R. (2019). Correlation between student’s
vocabulary mastery and speaking skill. Journal of Advanced English Studies,
2(2), 65-76. https://doi.org/10.47354/jaes v2i2.86

Tham, D. M. (2015). A portfolio-based learner autonomy development model in an EFL
writing course (Doctoral dissertation). Suranaree University of Technology.

Thao, L. T., & Mai, L. X. (2022). English language teaching reforms in Vietnam: EFL
teachers’ perceptions of their responses and the influential factors. Innovation
in Language Learning and Teaching, 16(1), 29-40. https://doi.org/10.1080/
17501229.2020.1825447

Thao, P. T. K. (2021, March). Vietnamese undergraduates’ attitudes towards the use of
Facebook for English language teaching and learning. In 17th International
Conference of the Asia Association of Computer-Assisted Language Learning
(AsiaCALL 2021) (pp. 181-195). Atlantis Press. https://doi.org/10.2991/assehr.
k.210226.023

Thao, T. T., & Trung, V. T. (2022). Difficulties encountered by students at a university in
Vietnam in speaking English. International Journal of Social Science and
Humanities Research, 5(3), 39-50.

Thi, T. V., & Thuy, D. D. (2021, March). A study on interaction patterns in language learning
online classes—Adaptation and efficiency. In 17th International Conference of
the Asia Association of Computer-Assisted Language Learning (AsiaCALL 2021)
(pp. 54-63). Atlantis Press. https://doi.org/10.2991/assehr.k.210226.020



223

Thomas, J. (2023). Evaluation of personalized learning (Paper 7). Education Theses and
Dissertations.

Thomas, M., & Schneider, C. (2020). Language teaching with video-based technologies:
Creativity and CALL teacher education. Routledge.

Thornbury, S. (2005). How to teach speaking. Pearson Educational Limited.

Thornbury, S., & Slade, D. (2006). Conversation: From description to pedagogy.
Cambridge University Press.

Tien, N. H., Jose, R. J. S., Mai, N. P,, Long, N. T., & Hai, T. V. (2020). Current state of
human resource in international universities of Vietnam. International Journal
of Multidisciplinary Research and Development, 7(7), 22-27.

Tochon, F. V., Karaman, A. C., & Okten, C. E. (2014). Online instructional personal
environment for deep language learning. International Online Journal of
Education and Teaching, 1(2), 71-100.

Torres-Kompten, R. (2015). Personal learning environments based on Web 2.0 services
in secondary and in higher education. Universitat Ramon Llull.

Tram, H. T. A. (2020). Problems of learning speaking skills encountered by English major
students at Ba Ria-Vung Tau university, Vietnam. European Journal of English
Language Teaching, 5(4).

Tran, H. T. T., Nguyen, N. T., & Tang, T. T. (2023). Influences of subjective norms on
teachers’ intention to use social media in working. Contemporary Educational
Technology, 15(1), ep4d00.

Tran, L., Marginson, S., Do, H., Le, T., Neguyen, N., Vu, T., & Pham, T. (2014). Higher
education in Vietnam: Flexibility, mobility and practicality in the global
knowledge economy. Springer.

Tran, Q. T.,; & Neuyen, C. H. L. (2020). The use of self-regulated language learning
strategies among Vietnamese English-majored freshmen: A case study. VNU
Journal of Science: Education Research, 36(1).

Tran, T. Q., & Tran, D. N. T. (2020). Non-English majors’” English speaking difficulties: A case
study. In Proceedings of the 8th OpenTESOL Conference 2020 (pp. 242-262).

Tran, T. T. (2013a). Factors affecting teaching and learning English in Vietnamese
universities. The Internet Journal of Language, Culture and Society, 38(1), 138-
145.

Tran, T. T. (2013b). The causes of passiveness in learning of Vietnamese students. VNU
Journal of Science: Education Research, 29(2).

Trang, N. M. (2018). Constructing a rhizomatic personal learning environment. EFL

Magazine.



224

Trang, N. M. (2020). Designing a rhizomatic online personal learning environment model
to improve university students’ academic listening skills. International Journal
of English Language and Literature Studies, 9(4), 286-304.

Trinh, N. B., & Pham, D. T. T. (2021). Challenges in speaking classrooms among Non-
English Majors. Vietham Journal of Education, 5(2), 37-42.

Trinh, Q. L. (2005). Stimulating learner autonomy in English language education: A
curriculum innovation study in a Vietnamese context [Unpublished doctoral
dissertation]. University of Amsterdam.

Tsai, Y. M., Kunter, M., Ludtke, O., Trautwein, U., & Ryan, R. M. (2008). What makes
lessons interesting? The role of situational and individual factors in three
school subjects. Journal of Educational Psychology, 100(2), 460.

Tschofen, C., & Mackness, J. (2012). Connectivism and dimensions of individual
experience. International Review of Research in Open and Distributed
Learning, 13(1), 124-143.

Tseng, W. T., Dornyei, Z., & Schmitt, N. (2006). A new approach to assessing strategic
learning: The case of self-regulation in vocabulary acquisition. Applied
Linguistics, 27(1), 78-102.

Tu, C. H.,, Yen, C. J., & Sujo-Montes, L. E. (2015). Personal learning environments and
self-regulated learning. In M. S. Khine & I. M. Saleh (Eds.), Media rich instruction:
Connecting curriculum to all learners (pp. 35-48). Information Age Publishing.

Tu, C.-H., Sujo-Montes, L., Yen, C.-J., & Chan, J.-Y. (2012). The integrations of personal
learning environments & open network learning environments. TechTrends,
56(3), 13-19.

Ullah, A, & Anwar, S. (2020). The effective use of information technology and
interactive activities to improve learner engagsement. Education Sciences,
10(12), 349.

Umam, C. (2011). Improving the students’ speaking “ability through role-playing
technique. Jurnal Inovasi, 19, 347-364.

Ur, P. (2012). A course in English language teaching. Cambridge University Press.

Utami, A. R.,, Aminatun, D., & Fatriana, N. (2020). Student workbook use: Does it still
matter to the effectiveness of students’ learning? Journal of English Language
Teaching and Learning, 1(1), 7-12.

Valtonen, T., Hacklin, S., Dillon, P., Vesisenaho, M., Kukkonen, J., & Hietanen, A. (2012).
Perspectives on personal learning environments held by vocational students.
Computers & Education, 58(2), 732-739.



225

Van Harmelen, M. (2006, July). Personal learning environments. In Sixth international
conference on advanced learning technologies (pp. 815-816). IEEE Computer
Society.

Van Harmelen, M. (2008). Design trajectories: Four experiments in PLE implementation.
Interactive Learning Environments, 16(1), 35-46.

Van, D. T., & Lan, D. T. H. (2022). Challenging factors affecting non-English majored
students’ speaking performance. International Journal of All Research
Writings, 9(3), 52-55.

Van, P. T. T., Tién, C. T. C,, & Khang, N. D. (2022). The effectiveness of role-play
techniques in improving English as a foreign language learners’ speaking skills.
Specialusis Ugdymas, 1(43), 2522-2534.

Vaz, S., Falkmer, T., Passmore, A. E., Parsons, R., & Andreou, P. (2013). The case for using
the repeatability coefficient when calculating test-retest reliability. PloS One,
8(9), e73990.

Vazquez-Cano, E. (2017). Personal leaming environments and open educational
resources in higher education. Notandum, 44, 45.

Vazquez-Cano, E., Martin-Monje, E., & Castrillo de Larreta-Azelain, M. D. (2016). Analysis
of PLEs" implementation under OER design as a productive teaching-learning
strategy in higher education: A case study at Universidad Nacional de
Educacion a Distancia. Digital Education Review, 29, 62-85.

Veenman, M. V. (2011). Alternative assessment of strategy use with self-report
instruments: A discussion. Metacognition and Learning, 6(3), 205-211.

Verma, J. P. (2012). Data analysis in management with SPSS software. Springer Science
& Business Media.

Verma, J. P.(2015). Repeated measures design for empirical researchers. John Wiley &
Sons.

Viberg, O., & Andersson, A. (2019). The role of self-regulation and structuration in
mobile learning. International Journal of Mobile and Blended Learning
(UMBL), 11(4), 42-58.

Vrasidas, C., & Mclsaac, M. S. (1999). Factors influencing interaction in an online course.
American Journal of Distance Education, 13(3), 22-36.

Vu, C. D. (2021). Developing an Al-powered, personalized learning system for EFL/ESL
listening comprehension (Doctoral dissertation). School of Foreign Languages,
Institute of Social Technology, Suranaree University of Technology.

Vu, T. T. H., & Pham, H. T. H. (2023). An investigation into Vietnamese EFL teachers'

beliefs and practices. Issues in Educational Research, 33(1).



226

Viygotsky, L. S., & Cole, M. (1978). Mind in society: Development of higher psychological
processes. Harvard University Press.

Wagner, E. D. (1994). In support of a functional definition of interaction. American
Journal of Distance Education, 8(2), 6-29.

Walmsley, C., & Birkbeck, J. (2006). Personal narrative writing: A method of values
reflection for BSW students. Journal of Teaching in Social Work, 26(1-2), 199-
218.

Wang, F., & Lee, S. (2007). Storytelling is the bridge. International Journal of Foreign
Language Teaching, 3(2), 30-35.

Wang, M., Vogel, D., & Ran, W. (2011). Creating a performance-oriented e-learning
environment: A design science approach. Information & Management, 48(7),
260-269.

Wang, Y. C. (2014). Using wikis to facilitate interaction and collaboration among EFL
learners: A social constructivist approach to language teaching. System, 42,
383-390.

Wang, Z. (2014). Developing accuracy and fluency in spoken English of Chinese EFL
learners. English Language Teaching, 7(2), 110-118.

Watkins, J. (2012). Increasing student talk time through vlogging. Language Education
in Asia, 3(2), 196-203. https://doi.org/10.5746/LEiA/12/V3/12/A04/Watkins

Watkins, J., & Wilkins, M. (2011). Using YouTube in the EFL classroom. Language
Education in Asia, 2(1), 113-119. https://doi.org/10.5746/LEIA/11/NV2/11/A09/
Watkins_Wilkins

Weller, M. (2011). A pedagogy of abundance. Revista Espariola de Pedagogia, 223-235.

Whipp, J. L., & Chiarelli, S. (2004). Self-regulation in a web-based course: A case study.
Educational Technology Research and Development, 52(4), 5-21.
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02504716

Wigfield, A., Klauda, S. L., & Cambria, J. (2015). Influences on the development of
academic self-regulatory processes. In" Handbook of Self-Regulation of
Learning and Performance. Routledge.

Winne, P. H. (2011). A cognitive and metacognitive analysis of self-regulated learning.
In Handbook of Self-Regulation of Learning and Performance (pp. 15-32).
Routledge.

Winstone, N., & Carless, D. (2019). Designing effective feedback processes in higher
education: A learning-focused approach. Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324
/9781351115940



227

Winters, F. I, Greene, J. A, & Costich, C. M. (2008). Self-regulation of learning within
computer-based learning environments: A critical analysis. Educational
Psychology Review, 20(4), 429-444. https://doi.org/10.1007/510648-008-9080-9

Wisudawati, A. F. (2019). Advocating personal learning environment (PLE) in scientific
writing: Is digital tool more powerful? ELS Journal on Interdisciplinary Studies
in Humanities, 2(1), 72-80. https://doi.org/10.34050/els-jish.v2i1.4055

Wong, J., Baars, M., Davis, D., Van Der Zee, T., Houben, G. J., & Paas, F. (2019). Supporting
self-regulated learning in online learning environments and MOOCs: A
systematic review. International Journal of Human-Computer Interaction,
35(4-5), 356-373. https://doi.org/10.1080/10447318.2018.1543084

Wong, T. L., Xie, H., Zou, D., Wang, F. L., Tang, J. K. T., Kong, A., & Kwan, R. (2020). How
to facilitate self-regulated learning? A case study on open educational
resources. Journal of Computers in Education, 7, 51-77.
https://doi.org/10.1007/540692-019-00151-2

Wozniak, H., & Silveira, S. (2004, December). Online discussions: Promoting effective
student to student interaction. In Beyond the Comfort Zone: Proceedings of
the 21st ASCILITE Conference (pp. 956-960). https://www.ascilite.org/
conferences/perth04/procs/pdf/wozniak.pdf

Wu, P. H. N., & Marek, M. W. (2013). Helping second language literature learners
overcome e-learning difficulties: LET-NET team teaching with online peer
interaction.  Journal of Education and Learning, 2(4), 87-101.
https://doi.org/10.5539/jel.v2n4p87

Xu, J., Du, J, & Fan, X. (2017). What influences Chinese undergraduates’ time
management in online groupwork? An empirical investigation. Educational
Psychology, 37(6), 757-771. https://doi.org/10.1080/01443410.2017.1328488

Xu, X., Liu, J., Zhang, Y., & Zhang, H. (2024). Development and implementation of
personal  learning environment-based writing for publication scaffolding
platform for Ph.. D. Students. Humanities and Social Sciences
Communications, 11(1), 1-12. https://doi.org/10.1057/541599-023-01502-6

Yancey, K. B. (1998). Reflection in the writing classroom. Logan: Utah State University
Press.

Yang, Y. F., & Wu, S. P. (2011). A collective case study of online interaction patterns in
text revisions. Journal of Educational Technology & Society, 14(2), 1-15.

Yeh, H. C, Tseng, S. S., & Chen, Y. S. (2019). Using online peer feedback through blogs
to promote speaking performance. Journal of Educational Technology &
Society, 22(1), 1-14.



228

Yen, C. J,, Tu, C. H., Sujo-Montes, L. E., Harati, H., & Rodas, C. R. (2019). Using personal
learning environment (PLE) management to support digital lifelong learning.
International Journal of Online Pedagogy and Course Design (IJOPCD), 9(3),
13-31. https://doi.org/10.4018/1JOPCD.2019070102

Yen, C. J,, Tu, C. H., Sujo-Montes, L., & Sealander, K. (2016). A predictor for PLE
management: Impacts of self-regulated online learning on student's learning
skills. Journal of Educational Technology Development & Exchange, 9(1).
https://doi.org/10.18785/jetde.0901.02

Yildirim, O. (2012). A study on a group of Indian English as a second language learners’
perceptions of autonomous learning. Turkish Online Journal of Qualitative
Inquiry, 3(2), 18-29.

Yossatorn, Y., Binali, T., Weng, C., & Awuor, N. O. (2023). Relating university students’
online self-regulated English learning to motivational beliefs: a structural
equation modelling analysis. Behaviour & Information Technology, 42(7), 888-
903. https://doi.org/10.1080/0144929X.2021.2023790

Yu, F. Y., & Wu, C. P. (2013). Predictive effects of online peer feedback types on
performance quality. Journal of Educational Technology & Society, 16(1), 332-
341.

Yu, H., & Zhou, J. (2022). Social support and online self-regulated learning during the
COVID-19  pandemic. Asia  Pacific  Journal of Education, 1-15.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02188791.2021.1970111

Zakaria, N., Lim, G. F., Jalil, N. A, Anuar, N. N. A. N., & Aziz, A. A. (2024). The
implementation of personalised learning to teach English in Malaysian low-
enrolment schools. In SHS Web of Conferences (Vol. 182, p. 01011). EDP
Sciences. https://doi.org/10.1051/shsconf/202318201011

Zhang, S. (2009). The role of input, interaction and output in the development of oral
fluency. English Language Teaching, 2(4), 91-100. https://doi.org/10.5539/
elt.v2ndp91

Zhang, Y., & Lin, C. H. (2020). Student interaction and the role of the teacher in a state
virtual high school: What predicts online learning satisfaction? Technology,
Pedagogy and Education, 29(1), 57-71. https://doi.org/10.1080/1475939X.
2020.1711723

Zhang, Z.(2022). Promoting student engagement with feedback: Insights from collaborative
pedagogy and teacher feedback. Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education,
47(4), 540-555. https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2021.1986477



229

Zhao, Y. (2014, June). On how to arouse the students’ learning interest in foreign
language teaching. In 2014 International Conference on Education,
Management and Computing Technology (ICEMCT-14) (pp. 308-312). Atlantis
Press. https://doi.org/10.2991/icemct-14.2014.74

Zheng, C.,, Liang, J. C, Chai, C. S., Chen, X., & Liu, H. (2023). Comparing high school
students’ online self-regulation and engagement in English language learning.
System, 115, 103037. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2023.103037

Zheng, C,, Liang, J. C., Yang, Y. F., & Tsai, C. C. (2016). The relationship between Chinese
university students’ conceptions of language learning and their online self-
regulation. System, 57, 66-78. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2016.01.005

Zhou, X., Chai, C. S,, Jong, M. S. Y., & Xiong, X. B. (2021). Does relatedness matter for
online self-regulated learning to promote perceived learning gains and
satisfaction? The Asia-Pacific Education Researcher, 30(3), 205-215.
https://doi.org/10.1007/540299-020-00522-6

Zhu, E. (2006). Interaction and cognitive engagement: An analysis of four asynchronous
online discussions. Instructional Science, 34, 451-480. https://doi.org/10.1007/
$11251-006-0004-0

Zimmerman, B. J. (1986). Becoming a self-regulated learner: Which are the key
subprocesses? Contemporary Educational Psychology, 11(4), 307-313.
https://doi.org/10.1016/0361-476X(86)90027-5

Zimmerman, B. J. (2000). Attaining self-regulation: A social cognitive perspective. In
Handbook of self-regulation (pp. 13-39). Academic Press. https://doi.org/
10.1016/B978-012109890-2/50031-7

Zimmerman, B. J. (2002). Becoming a self-regulated learner: An overview. Theory into
Practice, 41(2), 64-70. https://doi.org/10.1207/515430421tip4102_2

Zimmerman, B. J. (2008). Investigating self-regulation and motivation: Historical
background, methodological developments, and future prospects. American
Educational Research Journal, 45(1), 166-183. https://doi.org/10.3102/00028
31207312909

Zimmerman, B. J., & Schunk, D. H. (Eds.). (2011). Handbook of self-regulation of learning
and performance. Routledge/Taylor & Francis Group. https://doi.org/10.4324/
9780203839010

Zuhri, F. (2021, April). English Learning Achievement of Multilingual Learners Through
Digital Literacy Practices. In Thirteenth Conference on Applied Linguistics
(CONAPLIN 2020) (pp. 168-172). Atlantis Press. https://doi.org/10.2991/assehr.
k.210421.024






231

APPENDIX A
A SURVEY ON DIFFICULTIES AND NEEDS IN LEARNING ENGLISH SPEAKING SKILLS

KHAO SAT KHO KHAN VA NHU CAU
TRONG VIEC HOC KY NANG NOI TIENG
ANH (A SURVEY ON DIFFICULTIES AND
NEEDS IN LEARNING ENGLISH
SPEAKING SKILLS)

Xin céc ban,

Thay tén la Hoang Viét Hién, gidng vién khoa tiéng Anh - UEF. Hién tai Thay dang la
nghién clru sinh tai Dai hoc Céng Nghé Suranaree Thdi Lan. Bang khao sat nay la mot
phén trong nghién ctru cla Thay, véi muc dich tim ra khé khan va nhu cdu cla ban trong
viéc hoc ki ndng Néi ti€ng Anh. Mong céc ban danh chdt thai gian dién bang khao sat
nay.

Cam on cac ban nhé!
Dear all,

My name is Hoang Viet Hien, an English lecturer at UEF. Currently, | am a PhD student at
Suranaree University of Technology in Thailand. This survey is a part of my research,
aiming to identify the difficulties and needs you have in learning English speaking skills. |
kindly request you to spare some time to complete this survey.

Thank you very much!

Best regards,
Hoang Viet Hien

Déng nhap vao Google d& lwu tién trinh cda ban. Tim hiéu thém

* Bi&u thj cau héi bat buéc
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N&m sinh (Year of birth)? *

Cau tra 16i clia ban

S6 nam hoc tiéng Anh? (Years of learning English) *

Cau tra 1&i clia ban

Ban cé gap khé khan gi khi hoc kj nang N6i tiéng Anh khong? Néu c6 xin vui long *
liét ké chi tiét. (Do you have any difficulties in learning English speaking skills? If
yes, please clarify)

Cau trad 16i clia ban

Ban c6 nhu cau gi trong viéc phat trién ky nang Néi tiéng Anh khéng? (Do you ®
have any needs in improving English speaking skills?)

Cau tra 16i clia ban
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APPENDIX B
A SURVEY ON DIFFICULTIES AND NEEDS IN TEACHING ENGLISH SPEAKING SKILLS

KHAO SAT VE KHO KHAN VA NHU CAU
GIANG DAY KY NANG NOI TIENG ANH (A
SURVEY ON DIFFICULTIES AND NEEDS IN
TEACHING ENGLISH SPEAKING SKILLS)

Xin kinh chao quy Thay/C5b,

Em tén la Hoang Viét Hién, giang vién khoa ti€éng Anh - UEF. Hién tai em dang la nghién
ctru sinh tai Dai hoc Cong Nghé Suranaree Thai Lan. Bang khao sét nay la mot phan
trong nghién ciru ctia em, véi muc dich tim ra khé khan va nhu cau ctia Thay/Cé trong
viéc giang day k¥ nang Noi ti€ng Anh. Kinh mong quy Thay/ Cé danh chut thai gian dién
bang khdo séat nay.

Em xin cam on Thay/Co
Deal all,

My name is Hoang Viet Hien, lecturer in English department - UEF. Currently, | am a PhD
student at Suranaree University of Technology, Thailand. This survey is part of my
research, with the purpose of finding out the difficulties and needs of teachers in
teaching English Speaking skills. We hope you will take some time to fill out this survey.
Thank you very much!

Best regards,
Hoang Viet Hien

Dang nhap vao Google d& luu tién trinh cda ban. Tim hiéu thém

* Biéu thi cau hdi bét bude
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Nam sinh (Year of birth)? *

Cau tra 16i cha ban

S& ndm giang day? (Years of teaching) *

C4u tra 1&i cda ban

DGi tugng giang day? (Subjects of teaching) *

Cau tré 16i cha ban

Thay/Cé c6 gap van dé gi khi giang day ki ndng Noi ti€ng Anh khéng? Néu c6 xin  *
vui long liét ké chi tiét. (Do you have any problems in teaching English speaking
skills? If yes, please clarify)

C4u tra loi cla ban

Thay/Co co giai phap gi gitp sinh vién phat trién ki nang Noi tiéng Anh khong?  *
(Do you have any suggestions to improve students' English speaking skills?)

Cau tra 16i cha ban
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APPENDIX C

A SURVEY ON STUDENTS’ PREFERENCES IN LEARNING ENGLISH SPEAKING SKLLS

Part

No.

Part 1: Personal

information

1. What is your gender?
O male O Female O other

2. How old are you?

O 150 19
O 20 O other: co.........

3. What year are you in?
O 1 year OJ 2 year O 3° year

4. What is your major? ........ccccoceeveernennnnn.

5. How long have you been learning English?
O Less than 5 years O 510 years
O 11-15 years [ More than 15 years

6. How would you rate your overall English speaking skills on a scale of
1 to 5 (1 being the lowest and 5 being the highest)?

O Very poor [ 2- Poor

O s- Average O 4- Good

[ 5 - Excellent

Part 2: Speaking
Skill Needs

7. Which aspect of speaking skills do you find most challenging? (You
can choose more than 1 option)

[ Pronunciation and accent

O Vocabulary and expressions

[ Grammar and sentence structure

O Fluency and coherence

[ confidence and overcoming anxiety

O other (please specify) ..

8. In which of the following situations do you feel you need to
improve your English speaking skills the most? (You can choose more
than 1 option)

[ casual conversations

O Giving presentations or speeches

O Participating in group discussions

O Debating or arguing a point

O Describing experiences and telling stories

O other (please specify) ..
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Part

No.

9. Which type of speaking skill do you think is most important for you
to develop further? (You can choose more than 1 option)

O Accuracy (correct grammar, pronunciation, and vocabulary)

O Fluency (speaking smoothly and without hesitation)

[ Clarity (speaking clearly and understandably)

[ Coherence (organizing ideas logically and cohesively)

[ confidence (speaking assertively and overcoming anxiety)

O other (please specify) ...

Part 3: Learning
Speaking
Preferences

10. What type of speaking activities do you enjoy the most? (You can
choose more than 1 option)

O role plays

[ piscussions

[ pebates

[ presentations

O Vlogs

[ Other (please Specify) .......ocvr.....

11. Which of the following topics interest you the most when
practicing speaking? (You can choose more than 1 option)

O Shopping

[ Restaurant

O city

O People

|:| Entertainment (movies, music, etc.)

[ Other (please specify) ...

12. How do you prefer to practice speaking? (You can choose more
than 1 option)

[J one-on-one with a partner

[ small group discussions

[ whole class activities

O Speaking with a teacher

[J other (please specify) ..revcc....

13. What type of feedback do you find most helpful when improving
your speaking skills? (You can choose more than 1 option)

O immediate corrections during speaking

O written feedback after speaking

O Audiovideo recordings of yourself for self-evaluation

[ peer feedback from classmates

O other (please specify) ...oveerecce...
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Part No.

14. Which of the following types of online interactions do you find
very helpful for improving your speaking skills? (You can choose more
than 1 option)

[ Text-based chats with peers or teacher

[ video calls with peers or native speakers

O Participating in online discussion groups or forums

O Sharing audio or video recordings of yourself speaking

O Receiving written or recorded feedback on your speaking

[ Other (please specify).......o......

Part 4. 15. How often do you use technology tools to support your English
Technological speaking practice?
Tools and O Daily
Materials O Weekly
O Monthly
O Rarely
[ Never

16. Which platform(s) do you want to use as a main learning
community to learn English speaking skills? (You can choose more
than 1 option)

O Facebook

O Microsoft Teams

O Google Classroom

[ university E-learning (Moodle)

[ Others: (please specify) ...

17. What types of online tools or materials do you prefer to practice
or improve your English speaking skills? (You can choose more than 1
option)

O Language learning apps (e.g., Duolingo, Babbel)

[ video conferencing tools (e.g., Zoom, Skype)

[ social media (e.g., Facebook, Zalo)

[ online forums or discussion boards

[ podcasts or audio resources

O YouTube or video resources

[ online dictionaries or translators

O other (please specify)...........
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VALIDATION FORM OF THE PERSONAL LEARNING ENVIRONMENT (PLE)

The objective of this validation form is to assess the appropriateness of the PLE for

English speaking skills which is used for the study.

Instructions: Please go over the PLE description and put a tick (V) in front of the

statement ‘Yes’ = 1, ‘No’ = -1, or ‘Not Sure’ = 0. If your answer is ‘No’ or ‘Not Sure’

please kindly give comments for improvement.

No. Statement Score Comment
1 | The PLE can facilitate students’
personalization.
2 | The PLE can shift the responsibility of
learning from institution to learner.
The PLE can replace traditional LMS.
The PLE can support learner as co-designer
of learning environment.
5 | The PLE can enhance learner sense of
control and ownership.
6 | The PLE can increase learner agency in
learning process.
The PLE can support collaborative learning.
8 | The PLE can be as a dynamic output of the
learning process.
9 | The PLE can foster self-regulated learning.
10 | The PLE can support learners’ role as
prosumer of content
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IOC Analysis of PLE

ltem Experts IOC Value Interpretation
1 2 3
1 +1 +1 +1 1.00 Good
2 0 +1 +1 0.67 Acceptable
3 +1 +1 0 0.67 Acceptable
4 +1 +1 +1 1.00 Good
5 +1 +1 +1 1.00 Good
6 +1 +1 +1 1.00 Good
7 +1 +1 +1 1.00 Good
8 +1 0 +1 0.67 Acceptable
9 +1 +1 +1 1.00 Good
10 +1 +1 0 0.67 Acceptable

The result of I0C: (IOC = ZR/ N)

Number of items: 10

R = 9+9+8 = 26 (Scores from the experts)

N = 3 (Number of experts)

IOC = 26/3 = 8.66 Percentage: 8.66/10 x 100% = 86.60%

Based on the analysis results of I0C, the PLE obtained a score of 8.66, corresponding to a
percentage of 86.60%. This percentage exceeds the required threshold of 80%, indicating that PLE
is highly suitable for adoption in the main study.
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APPENDIX E
A SAMPLE OF THE LESSON PLAN
Session 2
. Course: English 2
. Proficiency Level: Pre-Intermediate
. Topic/ Lesson: Shopping
. Periods: 3 (135 minutes)

. Objectives:

o B~ W DN =

After this lesson, students will be able to:
- use opposites to describe products
- use comparatives to compare products
- role play bargaining at the shop

6. Materials: Various online resources in the PLE

7. Learning Procedure

Learning Activities Materials Learning|Duration
Phase Mode
. Ss read the objectives of the Online
two lessons covering the topic

—

“Shopping” shared on the FB

group.

2. Ss set their own goals, make a
plan based on a template on
FB.

. Ss explore materials related to
the lesson shared by the

Before lesson

teacher.

4. Ss are encouraged to search
for more related resources,
share them on the FB group.

Setting goals, Planning, Exploring Resources
(SN

—

. Ss go to a post on the FB Online | 10ms
group and share their shopping
experiences and preferences.

2. T reads their comments and

asks some students to talk

During lesson
Warm-up

more about their comments
and tells Ss that they are going
to learn about Shopping.
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Learning Activities Materials Learning|Duration
Phase Mode
1. Ss access the materials shared |- Video-based Online | 15ms
on the FB group and learn https.//www.youtube.com/watch?v=wMp2cXCYVus
about opposites. https.//www.youtube.com/watch?v=dd8xTzYHglw Online
2. Ss list out opposites they have |https.//www.youtube.com/watch?v=lvHsZKDIc7M

g‘ learnt on the FB post. - Text-based

E https://slideplayer.com/slide/13626749

S https://www.englishlessonviaskype.com/adjectives-

S to../
https.//www.ucan.vr/../adjectives-describing-
clothes...
https://www.englishlearnsite.com/.../describing-
clothes../

1. Ss practice describing things Online | 20ms
they own by using opposites in

&1 pairs. Online

§ 2. Ss make a video recording and

& | post it on the FB group. Online

3. Ss give feedback or ask
questions about the videos.
1. Ss access the materials shared |- Video-based Online | 25ms
on the FB group and learn https//Awww.youtube.com/watch?v=wXiDOFdONT7k
about comparatives. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=HqueToxC4dd | Online
2. Ss comment what they have  |https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=vj3SbCwQd9l Online
learnt on the FB post. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ewMvilHsbiw
3. Ss do a quiz posted on FB. - Text-based
https://gamesdesl.com/comparative-adjectives-ppt,

E https://slideplayer.com/slide/16567979

g https://www.slideserve.com/../using-comparative...

o] https://leamenglish.britishcouncil.org/../comparative..
https://dictionary.cambridge.org/.../comparison...
https://www.englishclub.com/../adjectives-
comparative.php
- Ouiz
https://quizizz.com/admin/quiz/5bd63ada784210001
af0a6b6

o 1. Ss look at 3 pairs of products Online | 15ms

'% posted on FB, work in pairs

§_ and practlcg comparing '

products using comparatives.



https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=wMp2cXCYVus&fbclid=IwAR0InQkgoVwzLMDf4kAEHkcTx3DKbz2CounmzoUnqYaGvAFTH1qdn_8tWPA
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=dd8xTzYHg1w&fbclid=IwAR1rkhAueh4FGdMyMAbz0Ntmy72cHC_UBnyobx58FOKIzKWESHV5mAn1bpY
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=lvHsZKDlc7M&fbclid=IwAR1TH1Cmiuz2x8qUKoTh0J3732dwd8buRkFzc25KCVGgmwFh_TEUHrs2c5Q
https://slideplayer.com/slide/13626749/?fbclid=IwAR2PYLn7cGDGbfV3x5yk9WHF_XjTrQHCp0aE60ullm_l4zxl1TA9P_y_qgc
https://www.englishlessonviaskype.com/adjectives-to-describe-clothes-in-english/?fbclid=IwAR1dnla-WYk_AF3b0CN5092lPyKjHoXoq1gXOku1dIOsA7C6zPRLzdoJP0U
https://www.englishlessonviaskype.com/adjectives-to-describe-clothes-in-english/?fbclid=IwAR1dnla-WYk_AF3b0CN5092lPyKjHoXoq1gXOku1dIOsA7C6zPRLzdoJP0U
https://www.ucan.vn/thu-vien/adjectives-describing-clothes-part-2-1417.html?fbclid=IwAR3vbCoI5zLsJJT_QPbaocJT3jdy8k7X-k44KTMfMt6J0BvgJ3Zb80hheJw
https://www.ucan.vn/thu-vien/adjectives-describing-clothes-part-2-1417.html?fbclid=IwAR3vbCoI5zLsJJT_QPbaocJT3jdy8k7X-k44KTMfMt6J0BvgJ3Zb80hheJw
https://www.englishlearnsite.com/vocabulary/describing-clothes-visual-method/?fbclid=IwAR06YWAR9yLHc6sWttAuwTtX4svHJhqt6RbgcJRFDivOdCsAJeLhn8QivD0
https://www.englishlearnsite.com/vocabulary/describing-clothes-visual-method/?fbclid=IwAR06YWAR9yLHc6sWttAuwTtX4svHJhqt6RbgcJRFDivOdCsAJeLhn8QivD0
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=wXiD0FdON7k&fbclid=IwAR04zOKrmgohntd1wuwn9I1qvgBDrz4iY5DDw2ncFe4vMePdUpCrd6Nz8Ps
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=HqueToxC4d4&fbclid=IwAR1SfhVkcB7r91lY9pfEciTz1v3BftkL0Ty4eQtqcJMtHVnqyO3eYooZRNA
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=vj3SbCwQd9I&fbclid=IwAR2QOLJVqRRK_cGi9-yNsre07RbK_NaZklOwej7WxYPmDa1xBd0d6mpRBvM
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ewMviIHsbiw&fbclid=IwAR0a29yJyJ-Ijvtat6WkBk8IF202PRs_G7SNlroUydsngoF39ijQl6bnH8o
https://games4esl.com/comparative-adjectives-ppt/?fbclid=IwAR3-4bd_rHujo6WWaEQbaH6SbFtL0afUBsz2w2FSYoMOBl657SuIOZv3xLo
https://slideplayer.com/slide/16567979/?fbclid=IwAR02cRPu7VJE1K3bH9FQ7_oMSVZSqICrw6ymkO_QYxCJsDg6IG6q3GBd9Ow
https://www.slideserve.com/lesleyjy/using-comparative-adjectives-in-english-powerpoint-ppt-presentation?fbclid=IwAR0zEES7SG7wgAdRsqfQoi8PGZiVQ3iIZBC7A2z3t79jpisYkTfl591pk2k
https://learnenglish.britishcouncil.org/grammar/a1-a2-grammar/comparative-adjectives?fbclid=IwAR39xLQsc2Abej973gjgTWGPA31ksGeQza-xQwfu_uzetq72uy078qAo1Xc
https://learnenglish.britishcouncil.org/grammar/a1-a2-grammar/comparative-adjectives?fbclid=IwAR39xLQsc2Abej973gjgTWGPA31ksGeQza-xQwfu_uzetq72uy078qAo1Xc
https://dictionary.cambridge.org/grammar/british-grammar/comparison-adjectives-bigger-biggest-more-interesting?fbclid=IwAR2rH4pwuj6JjVO9yRbvWcFtxvbXFJEtXu9Vjws8kj0GyyKoG7UJBHuuh50
https://www.englishclub.com/grammar/adjectives-comparative.php?fbclid=IwAR2QOLJVqRRK_cGi9-yNsre07RbK_NaZklOwej7WxYPmDa1xBd0d6mpRBvM
https://www.englishclub.com/grammar/adjectives-comparative.php?fbclid=IwAR2QOLJVqRRK_cGi9-yNsre07RbK_NaZklOwej7WxYPmDa1xBd0d6mpRBvM
https://quizizz.com/admin/quiz/5bd63ada784210001af0a6b6
https://quizizz.com/admin/quiz/5bd63ada784210001af0a6b6
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Learning Activities Materials Learning|Duration
Phase Mode
1. Ss access the materials shared |- Video-based Online | 10ms
on the FB group and learn https://youtu.be/nbnRm_3 QKU
about how to link sounds in https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=pXxAlGzSEOw Online
English. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=0QGfOAVpEHIE
c 2. Ss comment what they have |- Text-based
L | learnt on the FB post. https.//slideplayer.com/slide/13194892/
'8 3. Ss work in pairs to practice https://www.slideshare.net/chang.../dlinking-sounds-
§ saying the words provided on 14818782
g the post. https://www.slideserve.com/tyne/linking-sounds-and-
letters
https://www.ensglishclub.com/pronunciation/linking.p
hp
https://pronuncian.com/introduction-to-linking
https://gosga.ai/link-sounds-in-english
1. Ss watch videos shared on the |https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=xfeZ4ledjFg Online | 35ms
FB group. Online
2. Ss summarize the key https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=E7y955(850M
information and share it on the Online
E’ post.
§ 3. Ss share common expressions
3| for bargaining which they have
learnt on the post.
4. Ss practice the conversation in
pairs using the transcript
provided on the post.
q |1+ Ss go to a post on FB and Online 5ms
3 comment what they have
§ learnt today.
2. T summarizes the content.
1. Ss read the homework Online

After lesson
Speaking Practice Monitoring

assignment posted on FB and
ask questions if any.

. Ss work in pairs to create a
role play bargaining at the
shop.

Student A is a seller and student

B is a buyer.

In order to do it, they are
supposed to use resources
provided by the teacher or
search by themselves. They
can also ask the teacher or
peers for support by posting
questions on the FB group.

3. Ss practice the role play,
record it, and share it on the
FB group for feedback from the
teacher and their peers.

4. Ss are also asked to monitor
their learning process.



https://youtu.be/nbnRm_3_QKU?fbclid=IwAR1RGnccv2ipXt0KJ9IclVcM33S_SVOzJCxpaJANcPPLx6znIK-kLWecCTo
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=pXxAIGzSEOw&fbclid=IwAR2xeFnY4Bqs1mw4L21TCa5cTHpqiR8iC2lqkc40pFGVdoNsrk7xPmJFBbA
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=QGfOAVpEHIE&fbclid=IwAR0fchZ34Vh1WLtAaQNw2NoTKEYMdvHZ-mqeQlXUHjpjrHr3NepX-W1Doco
https://slideplayer.com/slide/13194892/?fbclid=IwAR3M6qtQovhLDNhu0O09GnRAERXL0SUxoovFtbpYp1LYGnAaUjd_L2tcrKI
https://www.slideshare.net/changdinh/4linking-sounds-14818782?fbclid=IwAR0fMXE65YkFf4Ijl06IiP20hYamIFOmUIg5lRmbYwhbz1J-aJeR7e4BpfE
https://www.slideshare.net/changdinh/4linking-sounds-14818782?fbclid=IwAR0fMXE65YkFf4Ijl06IiP20hYamIFOmUIg5lRmbYwhbz1J-aJeR7e4BpfE
https://www.slideserve.com/tyne/linking-sounds-and-letters?fbclid=IwAR2D3Ae-cfROiFUoqUw7-fO6RG41Fsq7Ccz__NrUd8WQkkGrs1A0bLxc7Ks
https://www.slideserve.com/tyne/linking-sounds-and-letters?fbclid=IwAR2D3Ae-cfROiFUoqUw7-fO6RG41Fsq7Ccz__NrUd8WQkkGrs1A0bLxc7Ks
https://www.englishclub.com/pronunciation/linking.php?fbclid=IwAR0PvOpdqPGHkqw5p_kDpc8xG7EDlgG9maeJZDn5x7xj26110p74RugHeiw
https://www.englishclub.com/pronunciation/linking.php?fbclid=IwAR0PvOpdqPGHkqw5p_kDpc8xG7EDlgG9maeJZDn5x7xj26110p74RugHeiw
https://pronuncian.com/introduction-to-linking?fbclid=IwAR2wzigc7HzDmcC5jP-AYNXd4vHOq87RFntWS7S4Sgqx5xwuKSjGEhRPi_Y
https://goga.ai/link-sounds-in-english/?fbclid=IwAR2-dLJY_M2oX43Y4T3sdnWCpU5jObmGd-eLOWqdu4w6_y4NGhcgQRmGEuQ
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=xfeZ4ledjFg
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=E7y955l8SoM
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. Course: English 2
. Topic/ Lesson: Shopping (cont)

. Periods: 3 (135 minutes)

. Objectives:

they never wear.

7. Learning Procedure

Session 3

. Proficiency Level: Pre-Intermediate

After this lesson, students will be able to:

- use adjectives to describe how clothing looks and fits

- create a vlog talking about a good place to shop.

. Materials: Various online resources in the PLE
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- use “enough”, “too” to talk about things they don’t like wearing and things

: .
© o]
= =S
2 Activities Materials 2| ®
< c 3
g g
L L
o [1.5s explore resources related to the Online
5 § lesson shared by the teacher.
05’; § 2. Ss are encouraged to search for more
= | @
o > related resources, share them on the
o| &
| 8| FB group.
o -~
&
W
. Ss do a quiz posted on FB to review  |https://quizizz.com/admin/quiz/5bd0667c0a3c000 |Online|5ms
E) previous knowledge. 01b9eb5f3/comparatives
8
. Ss join a discussion on the FB to share Online|10ms
q| their clothing preferences and
E shopping experiences.
§ g . T reads their comments and asks some Online
ﬂ,V} students to talk more about their
?_:" comments.
8 . Ss access the materials shared on the [Video-based Onlinel25ms
FB group and learn about adjectives to|https://youtu.be/chnKaUTbBo0
| describe clothing. https.//youtu.be/flduxVapY7s
S
3 . Ss list out adjectives they have learnt  |https:.//youtu.be/wMp2cXCYVus Online
S| on the FB post. Text-based
s
> https://slideplayer.com/slide/13626749,
https://www.englishlessonviaskype.com/adjectives
-to-describe-clothes-in-english,



https://quizizz.com/admin/quiz/5bd0667c0a3c00001b9eb5f3/comparatives
https://quizizz.com/admin/quiz/5bd0667c0a3c00001b9eb5f3/comparatives
https://youtu.be/chnKaUTbBo0
https://youtu.be/fIduxVapY7s
https://youtu.be/wMp2cXCYVus
https://slideplayer.com/slide/13626749/
https://www.englishlessonviaskype.com/adjectives-to-describe-clothes-in-english/
https://www.englishlessonviaskype.com/adjectives-to-describe-clothes-in-english/
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2
& 218
Z Activities Materials 2| ®
& £ |3
g K
1. Ss work in pairs and practice describing 10ms
E things they own, using adjectives they
:é) have learnt.
&
1. Ss access the materials shared on the |Video-based Online[25ms
FB group and learn about “enough”  |https://youtu.be/ke0PEye3dkO
and “too”. https://youtu.be/qdxfTdojGEM Online
2. Ss comment what they have learnt on |https://youtu.be/_llUe-sHgWQ
the FB post. Text-based Online
3. Ss do a quiz posted on FB. https://www.slideshare.net/joseanis/too-vs-not
5 https://www.slideshare.net/yolyordam/too-
1S enough-presentation-864604
g https://res.edu.vn/cau-truc-enough-to-va-too-to
© https://efc.edu.vn/va-enough-cach-dung-cau-truc-
bai-tap
https://langgo.edu.vn/chi-tiet-ve-enough-vs-too-
cach-dung-va-bai-tap-thuc-hanh
Quiz
https://quizizz.com/admin/quiz/5bf518adae792a0
01bb097ad/too-enough
1. Ss practice talking about things they Online|25ms
don’t like wearing and things they
_5;—” never wear using “enough” and “too”. Online
§ 2. Ss make a video recording and post it Online
&| onthers group.
3. Ss give feedback or ask questions
about the videos.
1. Ss go to the FB group and read an https://www.thailandmagazine.com/chatuchak-  |Online|30ms
2| article about a famous weekend weekend-market/?lang=en
§ market in Bangkok, Thailand.
< 2. Ss share what they have learnt from Online
the article on the FB post.
a 1. Ss go to a post on FB and comment Online|5ms
3 what they have learnt today.
§ 2. T summarizes the content.



https://youtu.be/ke0PEye3dkQ
https://youtu.be/q4xfTdojGEM
https://youtu.be/_IIUe-sHqWQ
https://www.slideshare.net/joseanis/too-vs-not
https://www.slideshare.net/yolyordam/too-enough-presentation-864604
https://www.slideshare.net/yolyordam/too-enough-presentation-864604
https://res.edu.vn/cau-truc-enough-to-va-too-to/
https://efc.edu.vn/va-enough-cach-dung-cau-truc-bai-tap
https://efc.edu.vn/va-enough-cach-dung-cau-truc-bai-tap
https://langgo.edu.vn/chi-tiet-ve-enough-vs-too-cach-dung-va-bai-tap-thuc-hanh
https://langgo.edu.vn/chi-tiet-ve-enough-vs-too-cach-dung-va-bai-tap-thuc-hanh
https://quizizz.com/admin/quiz/5bf518a4ae792a001bb097ad/too-enough
https://quizizz.com/admin/quiz/5bf518a4ae792a001bb097ad/too-enough
https://www.thailandmagazine.com/chatuchak-weekend-market/?lang=en
https://www.thailandmagazine.com/chatuchak-weekend-market/?lang=en
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After lesson

Speaking Practice Reflection

posted on FB and ask questions if any.

2. Ss will make a vlog talking about a
good place to shop.

In order to do it, they are supposed to
use resources provided by the teacher
or search by themselves. They can
also ask the teacher or peers for
support by posting questions on the
FB group.

3. Ss share the videos on the FB group
for feedback from the teacher and
their peers.

4. Ss are asked to reflect their learning
after finishing the topic Shopping. They
can share the reflection on the FB

group.

3 3
©
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o ey . +
iy Activities Materials & ©
£ £ 5
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Q (0]
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1. Ss read the homework assignment Online
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APPENDIX F
VALIDATION FORM OF THE PLE LESSON PLAN

The objective of this validation form is to assess the appropriateness of the PLE

lesson plan for English speaking skills which is used for the study.

Instructions: Please read the lesson plan and put a tick (V') in front of the statement
‘Yes’ = 1, ‘No’ = -1, or ‘Not Sure’ = 0. If your answer is ‘No”’ or ‘Not Sure’ please

kindly give comments for improvement.

No. Statement Score Comment

1 | The objectives of each lesson are clear and

easy to understand.

2 | The lesson plan aligns well with the stated

learning objectives for each session.

3 | The ways in which the PLE is integrated into

each lesson plan are clear and effective.

4 | The lesson plan incorporates engaging
activities that encourage student interaction

and participation.

5 | The topics are appropriate to the level of
the students.

6 | The learning materials are relevant to the
level of the students.

7 | The instructions of learning and teaching
activities listed in the lesson plans are clear

and comprehensible.

8 | The allotted time for each lesson plan is
appropriate for learners to learn speaking
skills.
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IOC Analysis of Lesson Plan

ltem Experts IOC Value Interpretation
1 2 3
1 0 +1 +1 0.67 Acceptable
2 +1 +1 +1 1.00 Good
3 +1 +1 +1 1.00 Good
4 +1 +1 +1 1.00 Good
5 +1 +1 +1 1.00 Good
6 +1 +1 0 0.67 Good
7 0 +1 +1 1.00 Acceptable
8 +1 0 +1 0.67 Good

The result of I0C: (I0C = 2R/ N)

Number of items: 8

R = 6+7+7 = 20 (Scores from the experts)

N = 3 (Number of experts)

IOC = 20/3 = 6.67 Percentage: 6.67/8 x 100% = 83.33%

The analysis findings indicate a score of 6.67, which corresponds to a percentage of 83.33%. This
percentage surpasses the minimum threshold of 80%, suggesting that the lesson plans are well-
suited for implementation in the main study.
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APPENDIX G
PRE-SPEAKING TEST

Descriptions:
This test is adapted from the format of IELTS speaking section which is one-to-one
interaction between the examiner and the test taker. All test items were purposely
selected from real tests so that they are appropriate with the topics of the course.
However, the number of items were shortened due to time limitation. This test,
therefore, includes three parts and lasts around 7 to 10 minutes.
Part 1: Introduction and Interview.
In this part of the test, the examiner will ask the students general questions on
familiar topics. This part lasts around 2-3 minutes.

Let’s talk about Shopping.

1. Do you enjoy shopping?

2. How often do you go shopping?

Let’s talk about City.

1. Do you like the city you are living in now?

2. Do you prefer the city or the countryside?

Part 2: Individual long turn.

In this part of the test, the students will be given a task card to talk about a specific
topic. They have 1 minute to prepare and 1-2 minutes to talk. The examiner may ask
one or two further questions on the same topic. This part lasts around 1-2 minutes.
Topic: Describe a famous person who you admire.

You should say:

who the person is

why he/she is famous

why you admire this person

- what you would do if you met this person.

Part 3: Two-way discussion.

In this part of the test, the examiner will ask students further questions related to the
topic in Part 2. These questions give students an opportunity to discuss more issues.
This part lasts around 2-3 minutes.

1. How to become famous?

2. Are there any differences between famous people now and in the past?
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POST-SPEAKING TEST

Descriptions:
This test is adapted from the format of IELTS speaking section which is one-to-one
interaction between the examiner and the test taker. All test items were purposely
selected from real tests so that they are appropriate with the topics of the course.
However, the number of items were shortened due to time limitation. This test,
therefore, includes three parts and lasts around 7 to 10 minutes.
Part 1: Introduction and Interview.
In this part of the test, the examiner will ask the students general questions on
familiar topics. This part lasts around 2-3 minutes.

Let’s talk about Entertainment.

1. What kind of music do you like?

2. How often do you go to the cinema to watch a movie?

Let’s talk about Changes.

1. Do you like the changes?

2. What do you plan to change next year?

Part 2: Individual long turn.
In this part of the test, the students will be given a task card to talk about a specific
topic. They have 1 minute to prepare and 1-2 minutes to talk. The examiner may ask
one or two further questions on the same topic. This part lasts around 1-2 minutes.
Topic: Describe a restaurant that you enjoyed going to.
You should say:

- where the restaurant was

- who you went with

- what type of food you ate in that restaurant

- and explain why you thought the restaurant was good.

Part 3: Two-way discussion.

In this part of the test, the examiner will ask students further questions related to

the topic in Part 2. These questions give students an opportunity to discuss more

issues. This part lasts around 2-3 minutes.

1. What do you think are the advantages and disadvantages of eating at home
compared to eating out?

2. Do you think bigger restaurants tend to be better than small ones?
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APPENDIX H
SPEAKING RUBRIC

Description: This speaking rubric is adapted from IELTS speaking descriptor. Four
criteria of the speaking test will be evaluated, which includes Fluency and Coherence,
Lexical Resource, Grammatical Range and Accuracy, and Pronunciation. The total

point is 100 and therefore, each criterion takes up 25 points.

Grammatical Range and

Score|Fluency and Coherence |Lexical Resource Pronunciation
Accuracy
« speaks fluently with » uses vocabulary with [ uses a full range of - uses a full range of
only rare repetition or | full flexibility and structures naturally and | pronunciation features
self- correction; any precision in appropriately with precision and
hesitation is content- |- uses idiomatic languagels produces consistently subtlety
related rather than to naturally and accurate structures apart |+ sustains flexible use of
find words or grammar | accurately all topics from ‘slips’ characteristic| features throughout
23-25|» speaks coherently with of native speaker speech
fully appropriate « is effortless to
cohesive than to find understand

words or grammar

features

develops topics fully
and appropriately

» speaks fluently with » uses a wide vocabulary [ uses a wide range of - uses a wide range of
only occasional resource readily and structures flexibly pronunciation features
repetition or self- flexibly to convey « produces a majority of |+ sustains flexible use of
correction; hesitation is | precise meaning error- free sentences features, with only

20-22 usually content- related|s uses less common and | with only very occasional lapses
and only rarely to idiomatic vocabulary occasional - is easy to understand
search for language skillfully, with inappropriacies or throughout; L1 accent has

- develops topics occasional inaccuracies | basic/non- systematic minimal effect on
coherently and - uses paraphrase errors intelligibility
appropriately effectively as required

- speaks at length - uses vocabulary - uses a range of complex [ shows all the positive
without noticeable resource flexibly to structures with some features of 13-15 and
effort or loss of discuss a variety of flexibility some, but not all, of the
coherence topics - frequently produces positive features of 19-21

» may demonstrate * uses some less error-free sentences,

17-19| language-related common and idiomatic| though some

hesitation at times, or vocabulary and shows | grammatical mistakes

some repetition and/or | some awareness of persist
self-correction style and collocation,
- uses a range of with some

connectives and inappropriate choices
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Grammatical Range and

Score|Fluency and Coherence |Lexical Resource Pronunciation
Accuracy
discourse markers with |s uses paraphrase
some flexibility effectively
« is willing to speak at - Has a wide enough . uses a mix of simple and [+ uses a range of
length, though may vocabulary to discuss | complex structures, but | pronunciation features
lose coherence at times| topics at length and with limited flexibility with mixed control
due to occasional make meaning clear in |+ may make frequent - shows some effective use
repetition, self- spite of inappropriacies| mistakes with complex of features but this is not
correction or hesitation |+ generally paraphrases | structures, though these | sustained
14-16|s uses a range of successfully rarely cause - can generally be
connectives and comprehension understood throughout,
discourse markers but problems though mispronunciation
not always of individual words or
appropriately sounds not sustained
control reduces clarity at
times
» usually maintains flow |+ manages to talk about |- produces basic sentence [ shows all the positive
of speech but uses familiar and unfamiliar | forms uith reasonable features of 8-10 and
repetition, self- topics but uses accuracy some, but not all, of the
correction and/or slow | vocabulary with - uses a limited range of positive features of 14-16
speech to keep going limited flexibility more complex
* May over-use certain » attempts to use structures, but these
1113 connectives and paraphrase but with usually contain errors
discourse markers mixed success and may cause some
» produces simple speech comprehension
fluently, but more problems
complex
communication causes
fluency problems
- cannot respond without |+ is able to talk about |+ produces basic sentence [+ uses a limited range of
noticeable pauses and | familiar topics but can | forms and some correct | pronunciation features
may speak slowly, with | only convey basic simple sentences but [+ attempts to control
frequent repetition and | meaning on unfamiliar | subordinate structures features but lapses are
8-10 self- correction topics and makes are rare frequent
- links basic sentences frequent errors in word s errors are frequent and
but with repetitious use | choice may lead to * mispronunciations are
of simple connectives | rarely attempts misunderstanding frequent and cause some
and some breakdowns | paraphrase difficulty for the listener
in coherence
» speaks with long pauses|s uses simple vocabulary | attempts basic sentence [+ shows some of the
« has limited ability to | to convey personal forms but with limited features of Band 2 and
57 link simple sentences information success, or relies on some, but not all, of the

gives only simple

responses and is

has insufficient

vocabulary for less

familiar topics

apparently memorized

utterances

» makes numerous errors

positive features of Band 4
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Score

Fluency and Coherence

Lexical Resource

Grammatical Range and

Accuracy

Pronunciation

frequently unable to

convey basic message

except in memorized

expressions

» pauses lengthily before

- only produces isolated

- cannot produce basic

. speech is often

4 most words words or memorized sentence forms unintelligible
- little communication utterances
possible

1 - no communication possible

» no rateable language

» does not attend
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APPENDIX |
VALIDATION FORM OF THE PRE- AND POST-SPEAKING TESTS, AND THE SPEAKING
RUBRIC

The objective of this validation form is to assess the appropriateness of the pre-and

post- speaking tests, and the speaking rubric.

Instructions: Please go over the tests and rubric and put a tick (V) in front of the
statement ‘Yes’ = 1, ‘No’ = -1, or ‘Not Sure’ = 0. If your answer is ‘No’ or ‘Not Sure’

please kindly give comments for improvement.

No. Statement Score Comment

1 | The instructions for the pre-and post-
speaking tests are clear and easy to
understand.

2 | The pre-and post-speaking tests covers a

wide range of speaking skills.

3 The test items are relevant to the content

of the course.

4 | The speaking rubric provides clear and

specific criteria for assessing speaking skills.

5 | The speaking rubric is easy to understand

and use for evaluating speaking skills.

6 | The speaking rubric adequately covers
various aspects of speaking, such as
pronunciation, vocabulary, grammar, and

fluency.




IOC Analysis of Pre-and post- speaking Tests, and the Speaking Rubric.
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ltem Experts IOC Value Interpretation
1 2 3
1 0 +1 +1 0.67 Acceptable
2 +1 +1 +1 1.00 Good
3 +1 +1 +1 1.00 Good
4 +1 +1 +1 1.00 Good
5 +1 +1 0 0.67 Good
6 +1 +1 +1 1.00 Good

The result of I0C: (I0C = 2R/ N)

Number of items: 6
R = 5+6+5 = 16 (Scores from the experts)
N = 3 (Number of experts)

IOC = 16/3 = 5.33 Percentage: 5.33/6 x 100% = 88.89%

Based on the analysis results of IOC, the pre-and post-speaking tests and rubric obtained a score

of 5.33, corresponding to a percentage of 88.89%. This percentage exceeds the required threshold

of 809%, indicating that the pre-and post-speaking tests and the speaking rubric are highly suitable

for adoption in the main study.
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APPENDIX J
SRL QUESTIONNAIRE

Dear participants,

This questionnaire is a part of a study entitled “The Effects of a Personal Learning
Environment on Vietnamese EFL Undergraduate Students’ Speaking Skills, Self-
regulated Learning, and Interaction”.

This questionnaire aims to investigate EFL learners’ perceptions of the enhancement
of their self-regulated learning using the PLE in learning English speaking skills.

We would highly appreciate it if you could give your responses for the following
questions. The data collected are used in the research paper only, not for any other

purposes. Thank you very much for your help.

Part 1: Personal information

Direction: Please provide the information by ticking ( V) in the box.

1. Gender: O Male O Female O Other:

2. Age: O 18 years old O 19 years old O 20 years old O Other:

3. How long have you been learning English?

O less than 1 year O 1-3 years O 3-7 years O More than 7 years

4. How much do you know about “self-regulated learning” before this course?

O not at all O a little O average O a lot O very much

Part 2: Self-regulated learning in learning English speaking skills.

Direction: Please give your opinion about the statements below by ticking ( V) ONE
answer for each.
The numbers 1 to 5 stand for the following responses:

1=Strongly Disagree 2=Disagree 3=Neutral 4=Agree 5=Strongly Agree

No. Statement 1 ‘ 2 ‘ 3 ‘ q | 5

Goal setting

1 | set short-term (daily or weekly) goals as well as long-
term (monthly or for the semester) goals in English 2

course.

2 | set standards for my assignments in English 2 course.

| set goals to help me manage study time in English 2

course.

4 | properly make plans to combat my problems in

learning in English 2 course.




No. Statement 1 ‘ 2 ‘ 3 ‘ 4 | 5
Environment Structuring

5 | choose a good location when learning to avoid too
much distraction.

6 | know where | can learn most efficiently.

7 | choose a time with few distractions when studyine.

Task strategies and time management

8 | prepare my questions before learning instructional
materials online.

9 | select and use appropriate technological tools to
improve the areas I’'m weak in.

10 | search for more related online materials in addition to
the suggested ones to master the course content.

11 | allocate extra study time to learning English speaking
skills because | know it is time-consuming.

12 | try to schedule the same time every day or every week
to learn English speaking skills, and | observe the
schedule.

Help-seeking

13 | search related materials online when | have difficulties
in the learning process.

14 | ask my teacher for help through technological tools
when | have problems.

15 | share my problems with my classmates online so we
can solve our problems together.

Self-evaluation

16 | ask myself a lot of questions about the course
materials and tools.

17 | often self-assess my English speaking progress.

18 | reflect on my learning English speaking and think the
ways | did was good or not.

19 | adjust my plans to make my learning more effective.
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IOC Analysis of SRL Questionnaire

ltem Experts IOC Value Interpretation
1 2 3

1 +1 +1 +1 1.00 Good

2 0 +1 +1 0.67 Acceptable
3 +1 +1 0 0.67 Acceptable
4 +1 +1 +1 1.00 Good

5 0 +1 +1 0.67 Acceptable
6 +1 +1 0 0.67 Acceptable
7 0 0 -1 -0.33 Deleted

8 +1 +1 +1 1.00 Good

9 +1 +1 +1 1.00 Good

10 -1 0 0 -0.33 Deleted
11 +1 +1 +1 1.00 Good

12 +1 +1 +1 1.00 Good

13 +1 +1 +1 1.00 Good

14 +1 +1 +1 1.00 Good

15 +1 +1 +1 1.00 Good

16 +1 +1 +1 1.00 Good

17 +1 +1 +1 1.00 Good

18 +1 +1 +1 1.00 Good

19 +1 +1 +1 1.00 Good

20 +1 +1 +1 1.00 Good

21 +1 +1 +1 1.00 Good

Notes:

1. +1= the item is congruent with the objective

2. -1= the item is not congruent with the objective

3. O=uncertain about this item

The result of 10C: (I0C = 2R/ N)

Number of items: 21

R = 16+19+16 = 51 (Scores from the experts)

N = 3 (Number of experts)

IOC = 51/3 = 17 Percentage: 17/21 x 100% = 80.95%

The analysis findings indicate a score of 17, which corresponds to a percentage of 80.95%. This
percentage surpasses the minimum threshold of 80%, suggesting that the questionnaire is well-
suited for implementation in the main study. In addition, item 7 and 10 will be deleted since they

are not appropriate.
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SRL QUESTIONNAIRE (VIETNAMESE VERSION)

Xin chao cac ban,

Bang cau hai nay la mét phan trong nghién ciu mang tua dé "Anh hudng clia mot Méi trusng Hoc
tap Ca nhan déi véi Ky nang Noi, Hoc tap Tu chinh va Tuong tac cla Sinh vién Bai hoc trong nelr
canh Viét Nam".

Bang cau hdi nay nham muc dich diéu tra nhan thic cla cac ban vé viéc nang cao viéc hoc tu
chinh bang cach sir dung Méi trudng Hoc tap Ca nhan trong viéc hoc ki nang noi tiéng Anh.

Thay rat tran trong néu ban cé thé trd loi nhiing cau hdi sau day. DU liéu dugc thu thap chi dung
cho bai bdo nghién ctu, khong dugc st dung cho bat ky muc dich khac. Rat cam on su gitp d& cla
ban.

Phan 1: Théng tin ca nhan

Hu6ng dén: Vui long cung cap théng tin béng cdch dénh déu (V) vao 6 tuong img.
1. Gigi tinh: O Nam O N

2. Tudi: O 18 tudi O 19 tudi O 20 tudi O Khac:

3. Trudc khoa hoc nay, ban biét vé "hoc tu chinh" bao nhiéu?

O Hoan toan khong biét O Biét mét it O Trung binh O Biét nhiéu O Rat nhiéu

Phan 2: Hoc tu chinh trong viéc hoc ky ndng noi tiéng Anh.

Hubng ddn: Vui 6ng cho y kién clia ban vé nhing cdu sau bdng cdch dénh déu (V) vao
MOT céu trd (6i duy nhdt.

Cac s6 tlr 1 dén 5 tuong ung vai cac phan hoi sau day:

1=Hoan toan khong déng y 2=Khong déng v 3=Trung lap 4=Déng y 5=Hoan toan déng y

TT Phat bidu 1| 2]3]a]s

Pat muc tiéu

1 Toi dat ra muc tiéu ngén han (hang ngay hoac hang tuan)
va muc tiéu dai han (hang thang hoac cho ca hoc ky) khi

hoc tiéng Anh giao tiép truc tuyén.

2 Toi dat ra tiéu chuan cho bai tap vé nha clia minh khi

hoc tiéng Anh giao tiép truc tuyén.

3 Toi dat ra muc tiéu dé giup quan ly thdi gian hoc tiéng

Anh giao tiép truc tuyén cla minh.

4 Toi ap ké hoach phu hop dé khac phuc van dé hoc

tiéng Anh clia minh théng qua cong nghé.

Tao moéi trudng hoc tap

5 Toi chon mot dia diém t&t d€ hoc tiéng Anh giao tiép
truc tuyén dé tranh qua nhiéu su xao lang.

6 T6i biét noi téi co thé hoc tiéng Anh giao tiép truc tuyén

hiéu qud nhat.

7 Toi chon mot thdi gian it xao l@ng khi hoc tiéng Anh

giao tiép truc tuyén.




TT Phat bidu 1|23 ]a]s
Chién lugc nhiém vu va qudn ly thai gian

8 T6i chuan bi cau héi trusc khi hoc tai lieu hudng dan
truc tuyén.

9 Toéi chon va st dung nhing cong cu cong nghé phu hgp
dé cai thién nhing khia canh Noi con yéu.

10 Toi tim thém cac tai liéu truc tuyén ngoai nhimg tai liéu
dugc giao dé ndm ving ndi dung bai hoc.

11 Toi danh thém thdi gian hoc tiéng Anh giao tiép truc
tuyén ngoai gicy dé biét rang diéu do tén nhiéu thdi gian.

12 Toi ¢ gang lén lich hoc vao cung mét thai gian hang
ngay hoac hang tuan va tuan thu lich trinh.

Tim kiém sy giup d&

13 Toi tim ngudi cd kién thuc vé viéc hoc tiéng Anh truc
tuyén dé co thé tu van khi can giup de.

14 To6i hoi giao vien dé dugc gilp dé qua cac cong cu cong
nghé khi gap van dé trong viéc hoc tiéng Anh.

15 Toi chia sé nhiing van dé clia minh vai ban cung l6p truc
tuyén dé chung ta cung nhau giai quyét.

Ty danh gia

16 Toi dat cho minh nhiéu cau héi vé tai lieu va cong cu
trong khoa hoc.

17 Toi thuong xuyén theo doéi tién dd hoc tiéng Anh vai su
ho trg clia cong nghé.

18 Toi suy ngdm vé viéc hoc ky nang N6i truc tuyén cla
minh.

19 Té6i diéu chinh ké hoach hoc tiéng Anh clia minh dé lam

viéc hoc hiéu qua hon.
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APPENDIX K
PERCEPTION QUESTIONNAIRE

Dear participants,

This questionnaire is a part of a study entitled “The Effects of a Personal Learning Environment on
Vietnamese EFL Undergraduate Students’ Speaking Skills, Self-regulated Learning, and Interaction”.
This questionnaire aims to investigate EFL learners’ perceptions towards learning English speaking
skills through PLE lessons.

We would highly appreciate it if you could give your responses for the following questions. The
data collected are used in the research paper only, not for any other purposes. Thank you very
much for your help.

Part 1: Personal information

Direction: Please provide the information by ticking ( V) in the box.

1. What technological device(s) do you have for learning?

O Mobile Phone O Laptop O PC O Other

2. What is the average time per week you spent learning/practicing English speaking
on the PLE?

O Less than 1 hour O 1-5 hours O 5-10 hours O More than 10 hours

Part 2: Perception

Direction: Please give your opinion about the statements below by ticking ( v/) ONE
answer for each.
The numbers 1 to 5 stand for the following responses:

1=Strongly Disagree 2=Disagree 3=Neutral 4=Agree 5=Strongly Agree

No. Statement ‘ 1 ’ 2 ‘ 3 ‘ q | 5

Speaking skills

1 The PLE helped me improve my English speaking skills.

2 | feel more confident in my English speaking skills after
participating in the PLE.

3 The PLE provided opportunities for me to practice my
speaking skills anytime and anywhere.

4 The feedback | received during the PLE lessons was

helpful for improving my speaking skills.

Self-regulated Learning

5 The PLE has helped me set clear learning goals for

myself.
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No. Statement 5

6 | was able to structure my learning environment more
effectively.

7 | feel more confident in managing my time and study
strategies since using the PLE.
| knew how to seek help when | got difficulties.

9 The PLE improved my ability to self-evaluate my
learning.

Interaction

10 | The PLE increased my interaction with the learning
materials.

11 The PLE helped me interact more effectively with my
peers.

12 | My communication with teachers has improved because
of the PLE.

PLE Lessons

13 | I prefer learning English speaking skills with the PLE
lessons.

14 | | found the PLE lessons engaging and interesting for
speaking English.

15 | I would recommend PLE lessons to other students

learning English speaking skills.




IOC Analysis of Perception Questionnaire
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ltem Experts IOC Value Interpretation
1 2 3
1 +1 +1 +1 1.00 Good
2 +1 +1 +1 1.00 Good
3 +1 +1 +1 1.00 Good
4 +1 +1 +1 1.00 Good
5 +1 +1 +1 1.00 Good
6 +1 +1 +1 1.00 Good
7 +1 +1 +1 1.00 Good
8 +1 +1 +1 1.00 Good
9 +1 +1 +1 1.00 Good
10 +1 +1 +1 1.00 Good
11 +1 +1 +1 1.00 Good
12 +1 +1 +1 1.00 Good
13 0 +1 +1 0.67 Acceptable
14 +1 +1 +1 1.00 Good
15 +1 +1 +1 1.00 Good
Notes:

1. +1= the item is congruent with the objective

2. -1= the item is not congruent with the objective

3. O=uncertain about this item
The result of 10C: (I0C = 2R/ N)

Number of items: 15
R = 14+15+15 = 44 (Scores from the experts)

N = 3 (Number of experts)
IOC = 44/3 = 14.67 Percentage: 14.67/15 x 100% = 97.78%

The analysis findings indicate a score of 14.67, which corresponds to a percentage of 97.78%. This

percentage surpasses the minimum threshold of 80%, suggesting that the questionnaire is well-

suited for implementation in the main study.
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PERCEPTION QUESTIONNAIRE (VIETNAMESE VERSION)

Xin chao cac ban,

Bang cau hadi nay la mot phan clia mét nghién ciu ¢od tua dé "Tac dong clia Méi trudng Hoc tap
Ca nhan ddi vai Ky nang Néi Tiéng Anh, Hoc tap Tu diéu chinh va Tuong tac cla Sinh vién Dai
hoc Tiéng Anh trong nglr canh Viét Nam".

Bang cau hdi nay nham muc dich diéu tra nhan thdc clia ngudi hoc Tiéng Anh vé viéc hoc ky
nang ndi thong qua cac bai hoc trong Méi trucng Hoc tap Ca nhan.

Thay rat tran trong néu ban cé thé tra l&i nhiing cau hdi sau day. DI liéu thu thap sé chi dugc
s dung cho bai bao nghién ciu, khéng dugce st dung cho bat ky muc dich khac. Rat cam on su

giup d& cla ban.

Phan 1: Théng tin ca nhan

Hubng dén: Vui [6ng cung cdp théng tin bdng cdch danh déu (V) vao é tuong im.

1. Ban dung thiét bi cong nghé nao dé hoc?

O bién thoai di dong O May tinh xach tay O May tinh ban O Khac

2. Trung binh hang tuan, ban danh bao nhiéu thdi gian st dung Méi trudng Hoc tap Ca nhan truc
tuyén dé hoc ky nang noi tiéng Anh?

O Dusi 1 gis O 1-5 gio O 5-10 gics O Hon 10 gics

Phan 2: Nhan thic

Huéng dén: Vui long cho y kién clia ban vé nhing cdu sau bdng cdch dénh ddu (V) vao
MOT céu trd (6i duy nhét.

Cac s6 tu 1 dén 5 tuong Ung vdi cac phan hoi sau day:

1=Hoan toan khong déng y 2=Khong déng v 3=Trung lap 4=bDong y 5=Hoan toan déng y

T Phat bigu ENEEEERE

Ky nang néi

1 Moi trudng Hoc tap Ca nhan da giup toi cai thién ky nang

noéi tiéng Anh clia minh.

2 Sau khi tham gia Méi truong Hoc tap Ca nhan, toi cam
thdy tu tin hon trong ki nang noi tiéng Anh clia minh.

3 Mbi trudng Hoc tap Ca nhan cung cdp co hoi cho toi dé

luyén tap k¥ nang ndi clia minh moi e moi nai.

4 Phan héi ma téi nhan dugc trong cac bai hoc Méi trudng
Hoc tap Ca nhan da hau ich cho viéc cdi thién ky nang

noéi clia toi.

Hoc Tu diéu chinh

5 Moi truong hoc tap ca nhan da giup téi dat ra muc tiéu

hoc tap ré rang cho ban than.

6 To6i da co thé t8 chic méi trusng hoc tap clia minh mot

cach hiéu qud hon.
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TT Phat biéu 1 5

7 Toi cdm thay tu tin hon trong viéc quan ly thdi gian va
cac chién lugc hoc tap ké ti khi str dung méi trusng hoc
tap ca nhan.

8 Toi biét cach tim kiém su gitp dd khi gdp khd khan.
Ma&i truong hoc tap ca nhan da cai thién kha nadng tu
danh ¢id qua trinh hoc cua toi.

Tuong tac

10 | Mai truong Hoc tap Ca nhan da tang cucng su tuong tac
clia téi vai cac tai liéu hoc tap.

11 Ma&i trucng Hoc tap Ca nhan da siup toi tuong tac hiéu
qud hon vdi cac ban hoc.

12 Giao tiép cla toi véi gido vien da dugc cai thién nha Moi
truong Hoc tap Ca nhan.

Cac bai hoc Méi Truong Hoc Tap Ca Nhan

13 | Téi thich viéc hoc ky nang néi tiéng Anh trong Mai trudng
Hoc tap Ca nhan hon theo cach truyén théng va cac bai
hoc théng thudns.

14 | Toéi thay cac bai hoc Méi trudng Hoc tap Ca nhan hap
dan va thu vi.

15 Toi sé gidi thiéu cac bai hoc Méi trudng Hoc tap Ca nhan
cho cac sinh vién khac dang hoc ky nang noi tiéng Anh.
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APPENDIX L
QUESTIONS FOR SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEWS ON STUDENTS’ PERCEPTIONS
TOWARDS THE PLE
Introductory Questions
1. After 8 weeks learning with the PLE, what do you think?
Questions about English Speaking Skills
2. Did the PLE improve your English speaking skills? If yes, how?
3. Were there any activities or materials you found it the most beneficial for your
learning English skills? If yes, what are they?
Questions about Self-regulated Learning
4. Did the PLE enhance your self-regulated learning? If yes, how?
5. How did the PLE encourage you to set goals, plan, and assess your own
performance in speaking English?
Questions about Interaction
6. Did the PLE affect your interaction with learning content, your teacher and peers
in learning English speaking skills? If yes, how?
7. Did you receive feedback and support during these interactions? How did this
feedback help you?
Questions about the PLE lessons
8. Did you have any difficulties when you learnt with the PLE lessons? If yes, what
are they?
9. Do you have any suggestions for the PLE lessons?
10. Would you recommend the PLE lessons to other English language learners?

Why or why not?
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ltem Experts IOC Value Interpretation
1 2 3
1 0 +1 +1 0.67 Acceptable
2 +1 +1 +1 1.00 Good
3 +1 +1 +1 1.00 Good
a4 +1 +1 +1 1.00 Good
5 +1 +1 +1 1.00 Good
6 +1 +1 0 0.67 Acceptable
7 +1 +1 +1 1.00 Good
8 +1 +1 0.67 Acceptable
9 +1 +1 0.67 Acceptable
10 +1 +1 +1 1.00 Good
Notes:

1. +1= the item is congruent with the objective

2. -1=the item is not congruent with the objective

3. O=uncertain about this item
The result of I0C: (1I0C = 2R/ N)

Number of items: 10
R = 9+8+9 = 26 (Scores from the experts)
N = 3 (Number of experts)

IOC = 26/3 = 8.67 Percentage: 8.67/10 x 100% = 86.67%

The analysis findings indicate a score of 8.67, which corresponds to a percentage of 86.67%. This

percentage surpasses the minimum threshold of 80%, suggesting that the interview questions are

well-suited for implementation in the main study.
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QUESTIONS FOR SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEWS ON STUDENTS’ PERCEPTIONS
TOWARDS THE PLE (VIETNAMESE VERSION)
Cac Cau hai Gidi thiéu
1. Sau 8 tuan hoc véi cac bai hoc Méi trudng Hoc tap Ca nhan, ban nghi sao?
Cau hdi vé Ky nang Noi tiéng Anh

2. Cac bai hoc Méi trudng Hoc tap Ca nhan co cai thién ky nang noi tiéng Anh cla
ban khéng? Néu co, cach nao?

3. Co hoat déng hodc tai liéu nao ma ban cho la hitu ich nhat déi véi viéc hoc ky
nang noi ti€ng Anh khong? Néu cod, nhing hoat déng hoac tai liéu do la gi?

Cau héi vé Hoc Tu diéu chinh

4. Cac bai hoc Méi trudng Hoc tap Ca nhan co cung cap su cdi thién cho viéc hoc
tu diéu chinh cla ban khéng? Néu co, cach nao?

5. Cac bai hoc Méi truding Hoc tap Ca nhan da khuyén khich ban dat muc tiéu, lap
ké hoach va danh ¢ia hiéu suat cla ban than trong viéc noi ti€éng Anh nhu thé
nao?

Cau hdi vé Tuong tac

6. Cac bai hoc Méi trusng Hoc tap Ca nhan cd anh hudng dén viéc tuong tac vdi
tai liéu hoc tap, gido vién va ban be trong viéc hoc ki ndng noi tiéng Anh khong?
NEu c6, anh hudng do nhu thé nao?

7. Ban da nhan dugc phdn hoéi vé ky ndng néi tiéng Anh clia minh trong qua trinh
tuong tac nay khéng? Phan héi nay da citp ban nhu thé nao?

Cau hdi vé cac bai hoc Méi Trudng Hoc Tap Ca Nhan

8. Ban c6 ¢dp bat ky kho khan nao khi hoc véi cac bai hoc Méi trudng Hoc tap Ca
nhan khong? Néu co, kho khan do (a ¢i?

9. Ban c6 nhimg ¢dp vy gi cho cac bai hoc Moi trudng Hoc tap Ca nhan khong?

10. Ban ¢o6 qidi thiéu cac bai hoc Mdéi truong Hoc tap Ca nhan cho nhing ngudi

hoc tiéng Anh khac khong? Tai sao hodc tai sao khéng?



Name: Nguyen Viet Phuong
Class: A102
Lecturer: Hoang Viet Hien
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APPENDIX M

A SAMPLE OF A LEARNING PLAN & REFLECTIVE JOURNAL
LEARNING PLAN

WEEK 1 (19/2-25/2)
TOPIC: SHOPPING

Weekly Date How much time How can I achieve my Self-reflection (Ty suy ngim)
goals (ngay) will I spend? (Minh | goal?
(Myc tiéu hang danh bao nhiéu (Ciich ti & 1am dé dat
tulin) thoi gian) dwge muyc titu)
Vocabulary 19/2-25/2 | 45 phut/ngay -Tiép cin tai li¢u trén 1. What did you do during the learning process? (What activity did you do? What learnir. Y
- Hoc duge 15 tinh nhom Facebook materials/tools did you use? How long did you spend learning on the PLE this week?)
tir déi ngugc mo - Hoi thém tir gido vién (Ban da lim gi trong sudt qud trinh hoc? Hoat dpng da lam? Tai ligw/ cong cu ban da s
ta sén phim hoiic ban bé dung? Ban dnh bao ldu dé hoc trén PLE?)
- Hoe duge 15 tinh - Thye hanh thém tir cic | - Téi dé st dung céc tai ligu va cong cu duge chia sé trén nhom Facebook aé hoc. B(“mg
tir md ta quén do coing cu trén nhom FB. tho t3i két ndi voi gido vién va ban bé théng qua Facebook va Zalo trong sudt qué trinh
hoc.
Ggamma_r 19/2-25/2 | 30 phut/ngdy - Xem che bai gidng trén | - Cy thé t6i d sir dung céc tai liu va cong cu sau:l
- On lai cau tric Youtube duge chia sé trén | > Vocabulary:
so sanh hon FB hitps//www.youtube. comfwatch'?v—wM_p?:cXCYVus
- On lai cach sir - Nha gido vién hodc ban . lishl ] Jdes
dyng “enough”, bé chi thém néy cin hitps//voutnbe/flduxVapYTs
“too" - Lam bai tap guizziz trén | https://slideplayer.com/slide/13626749/
FB htps://vi.duolingo.com/
https://www.bbe.co.uk/leamingenglish/
Pronunciation 19/2-25/2 | 30 phit/ngdy - Xem céc bai giang ttén | > Grammar:
- Biét céch ni &m Youtube duge chia sé trén o
trong tiéng Anh FB https.//www.youtube.com/watch?v=ewMvilHsbiw
- Thue hanh thém trén https://gamesdesl.com/comparative-adjectives-ppt/
ELSA https://youtu.be/ IIUe-sHqWOQ
https://res.edu.vn/cau-truc-enough-to-va-too-to/
Speaking 19/2-25/2 | 30 phit/ngay - Xem cAc doan hoi thoai | hitps://quizizz.com/admin/quiz/Shd63ada784210001af0a6b6
Nhé duge cdc trén dugc chia sé trén FB | https:/quizizz.com/admin/quiz/Shi518adae792a001bb097ad/too-enough
cum tir ding dé tra - Sir dung google dich
gid - Nho sy gitp dd cia gido | -> Pronunciation
- Mo ta dugc noi vién hogc ban bé néu cin | https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=pXxAIGzSEQw

mua sam tot

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=QGIOAVpEHIE
https://pronuncian.com/introduction-to-linking
https://goga.ai/link-sounds-in-english/

https://vn elsaspeak.com/

https://www.ox fordlearnersdictionaries.com/

-> Speaking
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=wAOmQqRkqWM
hitps://youtu be/chnKaUTbBo0

https://translate.google. com/
- Toi thwong dan tim 7 lleng dé hoe théng qua PLESSI

2. How did you feel during the lesson? (Ban cdm rhay thé ndo trong s sudt bai hoc?)
Téi cam thay chua bit nhip dugc véi cach hoe ny trong tuan hoc déu tlen niy.
3. What was good or bad about the experience? (Nhitng irdi nghiém 10f vd xdu ?)

- Trong tudn qua toi duoe trai nghiém phuong phép hoc moi, diéu i thich nhat I dugc ty
do chun ta1 Liéu minh thich, va cd the hoc o bit el khi uao noi diu.

- Piéu kho khin nhit 13 viée phai chon tai liéu phit hgp dé hoc, diéu d6 chiém kha nhiéu
thari gian.
4. What might have been the reasons for the good and bad experience? (Nhimg Iy do cd thé
déin 16 nhitng trai nghiém 16t hodc xdu do?) oo
- L do 1a téi chura quen véi phuong phap hoc nay, ki ning quan I théi gian chua tot dan
td viée bi qua tai.
5. What can you learn ffom this?(Bgn co thé _hpr: g1t nhitng trdi nghiém d‘c’l?)
Qua nhimg trai nghiém nay t6i méi nhdn ra tam quan trong ciia ky nang quan ly thor gian.
6. What will you do differently next nme?(Lan 16i ban € lam khdc nhur rhe ndo?)
Lin t6i toi s¢ c6 ké hoach hoc tap cy thé hon dé c6 thé quan 1y thoi gian 6t hon.
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APPENDIX N
Guiding Questions for Reflective Journals
1. What did you do during the learning process? (What activity did you do? What
learning materials/tools did you use? How long did you spend learning on the PLE?
. How did you feel during the lesson?
. What was good or bad about the experience?
. What might have been the reasons for the good and bad experience?

. What can you learn from this?

AN L A W N

. What will you do differently next time?

IOC Analysis of Guiding Questions for Reflective Journals

ltem Experts IOC Value Interpretation
1 2 3
1 0 +1 +1 0.67 Acceptable
2 +1 +1 +1 1.00 Good
3 +1 +1 +1 1.00 Good
4 0 +1 +1 0.67 Acceptable
5 +1 +1 +1 1.00 Good
6 +1 +1 +1 1.00 Good
Notes:

1. +1= the item is congruent with the objective

2. -1= the item is not congruent with the objective

3. O=uncertain about this item

The result of I0C: (I0C = 2R/ N)

Number of items: 6

R = 4+6+6 = 16 (Scores from the experts)

N = 3 (Number of experts)

IOC = 16/3 = 5.33 Percentage: 5.33/6 x 100% = 89%

The results of the analysis reveal a score of 5.33, equivalent to 89%. This percentage exceeds the
minimum requirement of 80%, indicating that the guiding questions designed for reflective journals

are suitable for integration into the primary study.
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Guiding Questions for Reflective Journals (Vietnamese Version)
1. Ban da lam ¢i trong qud trinh hoc? (Ban thuc hién hoat déng nao? Ban da st dung
tai liéu/cong cu hoc tap nao? Ban da danh bao (Gu dé hoc trén PLE?)
2. Ban cdm thdy nhu thé nao trong suét bai hoc?
3. biéu ¢i tét hodc khong tét trong trdi nehiém nay?
4. Nhiing ly do nao coé thé la nguyén nhdn cua trdi nghiém tét va khong tét?
5. Ban c6 thé hoc duoc ¢i tu diéu nay?

6. Ban sé lam ¢i khdc di trong lan tiép theo?
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APPENDIX O
VALIDATION FORM FOR THE SPREADSHEET TO TRACK STUDENTS’ INTERACTION

A sample of a spreadsheet to track students’ interaction

Date: 25/3-6/4/2024 Student-content | Student-student | Student-teacher
No. Name Post | Comm{ Reply (s'l'ital) Post | Comn| Reply (S'l'ital) Post | Comn| Reply (S'I'.I;)tal) TOTAL
1 |PoanHiénThuc  Anh 5| 18| 12| 35| 6| 15| 8| 29| 2| 7| 9| 18 82
2 Hoang Thi Phrong  Anh 8| 17| 13| 38| 3| 5| 16| 24| 1| 8| 6 15 77
3 |Nguyén Quynh Anh 7| 12| 14| 33| 4| 17| 9| 30/ 0f 8| 8| 16 79
4 Nguyén Thi Mai Anh 51 20f 9| 34| 5| 9| 12 261 0| 5 7 12 72
S |V Minh Diing 6| 17| 10| 33| 6| 13| 11 30| 2| 6 9| 17 80
6 |TranVin bs 6| 18| 12| 36| 4| 12| 10| 26 1| 7| 8| 16 78
7 |Pham XudnHb6ng  Hai 2| 19| 10| 31| 6| 9| 12| 27| 3| 9 2| 14 72

Validation form for the spreadsheet
The objective of this validation form is to assess the appropriateness of the

spreadsheet to track students’ interaction.
Instructions: Please go over the sample of the spreadsheet and put a tick /) in front
of the statement ‘Yes’ = 1, ‘No’” = -1, or ‘Not Sure’ = 0. If your answer is ‘No’ or ‘Not

Sure’ please kindly give comments for improvement.

No. Statement Score Comment

1 The spreadsheet aligns with the research
objectives and the study’s focus on tracking

interaction.

2 It effectively captures the interaction

activities of the students.

The spreadsheet is easy to follow.

The spreadsheet includes clear headings

and labels.
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IOC Analysis of Spreadsheet for Tracking Interaction

Experts
ltem IOC Value Interpretation
1 2 3
1 +1 +1 +1 1.00 Good
2 +1 +1 +1 1.00 Good
3 +1 +1 +1 1.00 Good
4 +1 +1 +1 1.00 Good

Notes:

1. +1= the item is congruent with the objective

2. -1= the item is not congruent with the objective

3. O=uncertain about this item

The result of I0C: (I0C = ZR/ N)

Number of items: 4

R = 4+4+4 = 12 (Scores from the experts)

N = 3 (Number of experts)

IOC = 12/3 = 4 Percentage: 4/4 x 100% = 100%

The analysis reveals a score of 4.00, corresponding to a 100% percentage. This exceeds the
minimum threshold of 80%, suggesting that the spreadsheet is suitable for integration into the
primary study.
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APPENDIX P
INFORMED CONSENT FORM
Suranaree University of Technology Information Sheet for Participants and
E‘ li Institutional Ethics Committee Informed consent Form
e’y

Informed Consent Form for students at University of Economics and Finance, Ho Chi Minh city, who are invited
to participate in the research, titled “The Effects of a Personal Learning Environment on Vietnamese EFL
Undergraduate Students’ Speaking Skills, Self-regulated Learning, and Interaction”.

Name of Principle Investigator: Hoang Viet Hien

Name of Organization: Institute of Social Technology

Name of Sponsor:

Name of Project and Version: The Effects of a Personal Learning Environment on Vietnamese EFL Undergraduate
Students’ Speaking Skills, Self-regulated Learning, and Interaction

This Informed Consent Form has two parts:
* Information Sheet (to share information about the study with you)
* Certificate of Consent (for signatures if you choose to participate)

You will be given a copy of the full Informed Consent Form
Part I: Information Sheet

1. Introduction

I am Hoang Viet Hien, English lecturer at University of Economic and Finance (UEF). I am doing research on the
effects of a Personal Learning Environment on Vietnamese EFL undergraduate students’ speaking skills, self-regulated
learning, and interaction. | am going to give you information and invite you to be part of this research. You do not have
to decide today whether you will participate in the research. Before you decide, you can talk to anyone you feel
comfortable with about the research. This consent form may contain words that you do not understand. Please ask me
to stop as we go through the information, and I will take time to explain. If you have questions later, you can ask them
of me or of another researcher.

2. Purpose of the research

A Personal Learning Environment is a pedagogical approach in which learners connect with technological tools and
human for learning. The present study mainly aims at exploring the effects of a Personal Learning Environment on EFL
undergraduate students’ speaking skills. Furthermore, this study intends to examine the effects of the PLE on students’
SRL, and interaction as well as investigate students’ perceptions towards the PLE lessons.

3. Type of Research Intervention

You are going to study English 2 course in 8 weeks through PLE lessons, using online platforms/ materials and
participating in interactive activities. You are supposed to take pre-and post-speaking tests, complete pre-and post-SRL
questionnaires, and perception questionnaire. In addition, you need to write reflective journals during the learning
process and might take part in semi-structured interviews after the course.

4, Participant Selection
You are being invited to take part in this research since your characteristics are appropriate with the objectives of the
study and we expect to get fruitful data from you.

5. Voluntary Participation
Your participation in this research is entirely voluntary. It is your choice whether to participate or not. If you choose not
to participate, you will continue to study English 2 course as usual and nothing will change.
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6. Procedures

A. Brief introduction to the format of the research study.

We are asking you to help us learn more about the effects of Personal Learning Environment on English speaking skills,
self-regulated learning, and interaction. We are inviting you to take part in this research project. If you accept, these are
things you are asked to do:

Week 1

1. Take a pre-test

2. Fill out the pre-SRL questionnaire

Week 1-Week 8

1. Learn English speaking skills through the PLE lessons.

2. Write reflective journals after finishing every two lessons (1 topic) with guiding questions.

3. Interaction frequency counts in which your interaction on the learning platforms will be counted by the researcher
after every two lessons.

Week 8

1. Take a post-test

2. Fill out the post-SRL questionnaire

3. Fill out the perception questionnaire designed on Google Form

4. 12 selected volunteers will take part in semi-structured interviews.

B. Types of questions

Pre- and post-Speaking tests

- Three parts (Introduction and Interview, Individual Long Turn, and Two-way Discussion).

- Take place in the classroom and will be recorded

- The recordings will be kept on a password-protected personal laptop and will be destroyed after 5 years.
Pre- and post-SRL questionnaires

-Two parts (Personal Information, a five-point Likert scale SRL)

- You can do it online at your convenience. The information collected is confidential.

Perception Questionnaire

-Two parts (Personal Information, a five-point Likert scale Perception)

- You can do it online at your convenience. The information collected is confidential.

Reflective Journals

-Write reflective journals during the learning process with guiding questions.

-The information will be kept confidentially and anonymously and will be used for this study only.
Semi-structured Interviews

-Ten interview questions

-The interview can take place where you feel comfortable and will be recorded.

- The recordings will be kept on a password-protected personal laptop and will be destroyed after 5 years.
Interaction Frequency Counts

- Will be done by the researcher using a spreadsheet to track your interaction

7. Duration

The research takes place over 8 weeks (2 months) in total. During that time, you are going to study English speaking
skills with the PLE lessons.

Pre- and post-Speaking tests

- Week 1 and Week 8 (7-10 minutes/ student)

Pre- and post-SRL questionnaires

- Week 1 and Week 8 (3-5 minutes)

Perception Questionnaire

- Week 8 (3-5 minutes)

Reflective Journals

- Every two lessons (15 minutes/each journal)
Semi-structured Interviews

-Week 8 (15 minutes/ each interview)

Interaction Frequency Counts

- This will be done by the researcher after every two weeks.



275

8. Risks

Participating in this research project does not pose any known risks. If you experience any feelings of threat or
discomfort during your involvement in the study, you have the option to withdraw at any time without facing any
consequences.

9. Benefits

Taking part in this study offers the following advantages. Firstly, there is the potential for improvement in your English-
speaking proficiency, self-regulated learning and interaction by learning with an innovative teaching approach (PLE).
Secondly, you will gain knowledge and skills in utilizing technology tools to enhance your independent learning.

10. Reimbursements
As a participant of this study, in addition to the benefits gained from the study, you will be given a present. I hope this
present can help you more in your English learning journey.

11. Confidentiality
To ensure the utmost confidentiality, all data collected from research participants in this study will be handled with
strict confidentiality and solely used for research purposes. Participant responses will be treated as anonymous. The
researchers will take the following measures to protect confidentiality:
e  Participants in the research will be assigned code names or pseudonyms in all research notes and documents.
e All student reflections, interview transcriptions, and any other participant-provided information will be stored in
a locked file cabinet accessible only to the researchers. Upon the completion of the research, audio recorded
interviews will be securely destroyed.
e  Electronic data will be stored on a password-protected personal laptop, accessible exclusively to the researchers.
All saved files will be securely disposed of upon the completion of the research.

12. Sharing the Results

No data collected in this study will be shared with anybody outside the research team, and nothing will be attributed to
you by name. The knowledge that we get from this research will be shared with you and your community before it is
made widely available to the public. Each participant will receive a summary of the results. There will also be small
meetings in the community, and these will be announced. Following the meetings, we will publish the results so that
other interested people may learn from the research.

13. Right to Refuse or Withdraw
The choice to participate in this study is completely voluntary and entirely yours to make. You have the option to decline
participation without facing any negative consequences or missing out on any potential benefits.

14. Who to Contact

If you have any questions, you can ask them now or later. If you wish to ask questions later, you may contact any of the
following:

Name: Hoang Viet Hien

Department: Institute of Social Technology

Address: Faculty of English, University of Economics and Finance, Ho Chi Minh city

Phone: 0973405580

Email: hoanghien148@gmail.com

This proposal has been reviewed and approved by Ethics Committee for Researches Involving Human Subjects,
Suranaree University of Technology, which is a committee whose task it is to make sure that research participants
are protected from harm. If you wish to find about more about the EC, contact Ethics Committee Officer,
Institute of Research and Development, Suranaree University of Technology Tel. 044-224757.
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