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Abstract

This paper proposes a model for sustainable remote English-speaking practice by incorporating

two elements, namely, self-regulation and gamification. Six Japanese-speaking university students

participated in this research for approximately five weeks, and the results were analysed quantitatively

and qualitatively. The TOEIC Speaking Test was adapted as the pre- and post-test for the quantitative

analysis. As a result, significant differences were obtained by t-tests. As for the qualitative analysis, text-

based and oral interviews were conducted, and the results were analysed using qualitative data analysis
(QDA) software MAXQDA 2020. The results of the qualitative study showed that incorporating the

above-mentioned two elements into remote English-speaking classes increased the motivation of the

participants and their willingness to attend the next session.
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1. Introduction

Foreign language education has a history of
adopting the new technologies of the time, and recent
years have seen significant changes in Japan as the
ICT environment develops. Mobile devices, including
tablets in the classroom, allow the consumption of
online media and easy real-time connection with
people elsewhere (for example, connecting the main
school in an urban area with a branch school, or a
class with an English instructor overseas). After 2020,
with the spread of the COVID-19 pandemic, the
use of such “distance” or “remote” learning formats
rapidly extended to other areas, including subjects
which involve physical practice and training and
where face-to-face teaching was the norm. However,
in this rapidly expanding current form of remote
learning, the construction of an autonomous and
sustainable methodology that is highly effective, easy
to implement and has a wide range of applications has

not yet been seen.

2. Background

2.1 Remote classes and social presence

Many educational institutions now offer various
remote classes and distribute content via the Internet,
attracting attention as a new form of education
and learning. Remote learning has the potential to
expand the ‘time’ and ‘place’ of education, but in
recent years, some remote learning methods have
revealed its effectiveness and some weaknesses.
According to Sugihara (2005), remote classes would
reduce social presence and offer fewer (and slightly
mistimed) visual clues, and technical difficulties could
impair the spontaneity, diversity, and smoothness
of conversations. According to Short, Williams, &
Christie (1976, p. 65), social presence means “the
degree of salience of the other person in the interaction
and the consequent salience of the interpersonal
relationships.” The term ‘social presence’ was begun
to be used in the 1990s, together with research on
distance education. In addition, as Kubota (2000)
mentioned, learners are isolated in distance learning,

so self-control and motivation are more important than
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ever to keep them on task and learning.

On the other hand, there is some research that
indicates the advantages of remote learning. For
example, according to Richmond & McCroskey
(2004), “some students, such as those with a high level
of communication apprehension, prefer the relative
anonymity of a lecture format.” Additionally, Katori
(2019) claims that “although anonymity diminishes
social presence or social identity, this, in turn, can
lead to the elicitation of more utterances during
conversations.”

The universities that the participants belonged to
did not have English-related departments, and judging
from the results of standardised English language
tests (TOEIC, G-TELP) taken by the participants,
and from daily practical classroom observations, it
was expected that participants would have concerns
about communicating in English. In fact, in the
questionnaire conducted during the study, some
participants answered that they “would not like to
be laughed at or made fun of by others in the class.”
When the respondents were asked to confirm this,
their responses reflected their anxiety that they had not
actually experienced such things, but that they would
not like it if it happened. Summarising the results of
the questionnaire showed that Japanese university
students participating in this study were anxious about
speaking English in public, so it was anticipated that
the low social presence in the distance classes would

have a positive effect on the participants in this study.

2.2 Self-regulation

The concept of ‘Self-Regulation Learning,” which
has attracted attention in recent years as a motivational
factor in second language learning, was proposed
by Zimmermann (2000). According to Schunk &
Zimmermann (2008), “Self-regulation learning (or
self-regulation) refers to the process by which learners
are personally active and sustain cognitions, affects,
and behaviours that are systematically oriented toward
the attainment of learning goals.” Likewise, Nakata

(2010, p. 2) mentioned that “The best-case scenario

in this respect is for learners to enjoy what they
do, to feel in control of their own learning (e.g., by
setting their own goals), and to be able to take steps to
manage or regulate the tasks they undertake to learn.”
In this study, I adapted two kinds of self-regulation
phases in the session of the remote class (see next
chapter). One was in the second phase in the flow of
a session, and the other was in the final phase of a
session. In the second phase, when the participants
check their transcription with the instructor, “six
corrective feedback strategies” by Lyster & Ranta
(1997) were adopted to encourage students to notice
mistakes. According to Lyster & Ranta, there are six
types of corrective feedback that are essential for
bringing about learners’ own ‘noticing.” Those are
(1) recast, (2) clarification request, (3) elicitation,
(4) repetition, (5) explicit correction, and (6)
metalinguistic feedback. Then, at the last stage of
one session, the learner should create and send a
‘self-regulation sheet’ for self-feedback, comprising
three sections, such as, “About this session”, “What I
noticed”, and “What I want to do next time (goals)” to

encourage intrinsic self-motivation and autonomy.

2.3 Gamification elements

The idea of gamification has recently been
incorporated into various learning situations and is
attracting interest as an element of ICT-enhanced class
development. In this study, I decided to incorporate
game elements into a remote English-speaking class
from the viewpoint of ‘learning for fun’ (Hung, Young,
Hwang, Chu, & Wang, 2018), and the view that scores
(rewards) are effective in motivating students to learn
(Hayamizu, 1993; Kage, 1995; Ichikawa, 2001).

According to Werbach & Hunter (2020),
gamification is defined as the “use of game design
elements in a non-game context.” Also, as Nemoto,
Takahashi, Hayashi, Mizutani, Horita, Inoue (2014)
mentioned, “Gamification means the use of game
thinking and game mechanics in a non-game context,
and is getting more attention as a means of self-

motivation and sustained behavioral change.”



Moreover, Khalil, Ebner, & Admiraal (2017) insist
that “the gamification approach relies on weekly
feedback to drive students’ intrinsic and extrinsic
motivation.” As the recent study by Peterson, White,
Mirzaei & Wang (2020) suggests, “learning foreign
language words through simulation games is not only
fun and motivating for students, but also helps foreign
language learners to retain their vocabulary.” However,
some disadvantages of game-based education are
also pointed out, such as being “unnecessarily time
consuming” or that it “makes it difficult for teachers to
take control of the class” (Squire, 2005).

There are many definitions regarding games;
however, in this research four defining traits of games
by McGonigal (2011) were applied because they
are simple and seem to be easy to adapt for remote

learning classes. They are as follows:

1. Goal: “is the specific outcome that players will
work to achieve. It focuses their attention
and continually orients their participation
throughout the game. The goal provides players
with a sense of purpose.”

2. Rules: “place limitations on how players can
achieve the goal. By removing or limiting the
obvious ways of getting to the goal, the rules
push players to explore previously uncharted
possibility spaces. They unleash creativity and
foster strategic thinking.”

3. Feedback system: “tells players how close they are
to achieving the goal. It can take the form of
points, levels, a score, or a progress bar. Or, in
its most basic form, the feedback system can
be as simple as the players’ knowledge of an
objective outcome: ‘The game is over when...’
Real-time feedback serves as a promise to the
players that the goal is definitely achievable,
and it provides motivation to keep playing.”

4. Voluntary participation: “requires that everyone
who is playing the game knowingly and
willingly accepts the goal, the rules, and the

feedback. Knowingness establishes common

ground for multiple people to play together.
And the freedom to enter or leave a game at
will ensures that intentionally stressful and
challenging work is experienced as safe and

pleasurable activity.”

3. Method of remote English-speaking practice

3.1 The remote English-speaking practice
The following are details of the remote English-

speaking practice in this research.

Period: July to September, 2021 (during the
summer holidays)

Type: optional and non-credit bearing

Participants: 6 Japanese University students
(undergraduates in 3rd and 4th year,
L1 Japanese),

Session duration: 30-minute sessions conducted
once a week

Number of sessions per student: 4 to 5 times

Pre/Post test: TOEIC Speaking Test

Session content: easy conversation on everyday
topics (small talk, experiences that week,
what I read/ate/watched/did etc.)

Debrief: followed by questionnaire (MCQ and

open-ended questions)

The remote English-speaking practice administrated
in this research was conducted one-to-one between an
instructor (the author) and the learner using Skype.
Skype is a free telephone service, and it does not
require an appointment. In addition, it is compatible
with FaceRig, the free face recognition software,
so that it was decided to use it in these speaking
practices. The instructor used a PC for each class and
informed the learners that they could use any devices
that were convenient for them, but during the 2021
observation survey, the participants also used a PC.
The time of day was decided by discussion with the

participants each time.



3.2 Flow and phases in the session remote English-speaking class in this study. As Figure

In this study, a cyclic class was designed to support 1 shows, the class has five phases and an overview of
sustainable learning. Figure 1 shows the flow of the each phase is given below.
Figure 1
The flow of the remote English-speaking class
@ @ @ @ &
Learner
. Checking Owerall
Warm-up transcription Check the feedback creates &
chat and . together score . {check goals / ‘ !mﬂ::t;]:-
leng furm (corrective together graph of sh":tul' nu.
speaking feedback) scores so far) cet o sefl-
feedback
Opportunities for ~ Game-like element ~ Game-like element Oppommiti_:ﬂ for
self-regulation self-regulation
[15 min] [10 min] [3 min] [2 min] After each session
3.2.1 Phase @ elicits slightly longer utterances. After the ‘small talk’
Speaking practice with an instructor (approximately as a warm-up, the learner’s speech is transcribed using

15 minutes). This phase begins with ‘small talk’ and the Google Speech Recognition system.

Figure 2

Speech recognition scenes using ‘Google Speech Recognition’
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3.2.2 Phase @ corrective feedback strategies below:

Peer reflection is conducted between the learner 1. recast (Learner; “I go to school yesterday.” /
and the instructor while sharing learner’s utterances Instructor; “Oh, you went ...”
transcribed by the Google Speech Recognition System 2. clarification request (Instructor; “What do you
(approx. 10 minutes). In this review, corrective mean by ...?”)
feedback is given, referring to Lyster & Ranta (1997), 3. elicitation: (Instructor; “You ... (pause)”
to encourage learner awareness and spontaneous 4. repetition: (Instructor; “You ...go 7 ?”
correction. I illustrate the details of the adapted six 5. explicit correction: (Instructor; “You should say



‘went’, not ‘go’.”)
6. metalinguistic feedback: (Learner; “I go
yesterday...” / Instructor; “Go? You are talking

about yesterday, aren’t you?”)

In Phase 2, the above strategies were used while

modifying the content of the textualised utterances.

3.3.3 Phase ®

The revised transcription is evaluated using the
original speech evaluation system, and the content and
scores are presented to the learners as one of the game-
like elements (approx. 3 mins). First, the corrected
transcript is ‘copy-pasted’ into Excel. Next, an Excel
macro (Visual Basic) is used to score the transcript
using a ‘lemma list’ adapted from the ‘New JACET
8000 word list’ or New JACET 8000 List of Basic
Words, edited by the Japan Association of College
English Teachers (JACET). The New JACET 8000 is
known as the ‘Educational Vocabulary for Japanese
Learners of English’ and is a corpus frequently used
in the field of English language teaching and research
in Japan. The British Natural Corpus (NBC) and The
Corpus of Contemporary American English (COCA)

been made to reflect the process and goals of English
language learning experienced by Japanese learners
of English in elementary school, junior high school,
high school and university. JACET 8000 selects 8,000
English words that can or should be used by learners
of English educated in Japan and classifies them from
easy level 1 to more difficult English words (level 8).
Now, some explanation of the ‘lemma list” will
be given here. Depending on the language, words
can have different conjugations of the same word.
Examples are conjugations such as ‘table/tables’ or
‘have/had.” These conjugated forms are usually called
‘entries.’ If there are multiple entries in the same
‘lemma,’ they are represented by the highest lemma
(e.g. am, is, are, was, and were are all represented
by ‘be’). As an example, during the remote class,
if the participants use ‘am’, ‘is’, ‘are’, ‘were’, and
‘was’ in their utterances, then, the participant would
be calculated to have used ‘be’ five times in one
utterance. Another concrete example is when ‘big’ and
its comparative class are used in the same utterance,
as in ‘big’, ‘bigger’. The word ‘big’ is processed
and calculated as having been used twice as the total

number of words and once as the number of word

are used as basic resources, but corrections have types used.
Figure 3
Speech content evaluation screen
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The participants’ utterances modified in phase 2
are evaluated using the original evaluation system
and presented to the learners. Figure 3 shows the first
screen of the evaluation system. When the ‘Paste’
button (D is clicked, the participant’s modified
utterance is pasted into the window. Next, click on
the ‘Evaluate’ button @ to present the details of the

utterance (see Figure 3).

When the ‘Evaluate’ button in Figure 3 is clicked,
the sharing screen changes to Figure 4. Here, the
participants’ revised speech is evaluated using the
original speech evaluation system, and the content and

score are presented (approximately 3 minutes).

Figure 4
Detailed speech content evaluation screen
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Figure 4 consists of four parts. The part denoted
as ‘@D’ shows ‘total words used’, ‘different words
used’, ‘average level of words used’, ‘highest level’,
and score (a figure calculated by combining all these
factors). ‘The total number of words used’ is the total
number of all words used, while ‘different words
used’ is the number of ‘words’ used, even if a word
is used more than once. For example, the word ‘and’
is counted as one word even if it is used more than
once. In this case, although ‘and’ was used seven
times it is calculated as ‘one word.” The word-level
assessment used the ‘New JACET 8000.” The details
of the JACET 8000 was mentioned above. Figure 4
shows that the participant had a total of 163 words,

96 different words, the highest word level used was 8,

and the score was 70,900. An explanation of how the
scores were calculated is given in the next section.

The part marked @ in Figure 4 shows how many
words of which level were used. It shows that the
participant used 144 level 1 words, 7 level 2 words, 5
level 3 words, and the same applies hereafter.

The part marked ® shows the words actually used
by the participants, the number of times the words
are used, the word level and the score calculated from
them. In the list, the words are displayed in order of
frequency of use. ‘@’ describes that ‘i (I)’ was the
most frequent word used by the participant in this
session. The second most frequent word was ‘be’,
which was used 8 times.

The part marked @ in Figure 4 indicates the use



of idiomatic phrases. It shows the idioms actually
used in the speech, the number of times they are
used, the level of the idiom and the score calculated
from this. For the notation of the idiom levels, Akao
(2018) was referred to. Finally, the resulting score/
frequency profile is screen-shared with the student
and briefly discussed. Participants were aware of their
score in each session and seemed to enjoy the game-
like increase in their score. In fact, some participants
answered in the questionnaire that they wanted to

improve their scores even more.

3.3.4 Phase @

In the next phase, the evaluation made in Phase 3
is presented to the participants as tables and graphs.
It is intended to be the ‘progress bar’ by McGonigal
(2011). Then learners are given the opportunity to
check whether goals were reached, with changes from
previous sessions, to encourage learners to reflect
(self-regulation) (approx. 2 mins). Table 1, and Figures

5 and 6 are examples to share as ‘progress bars’.

Table 1
Progress table
Participant 1 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th

Total number of words used 80 179 134 163 180
MNumber of different words used 54 104 76 a1 104
Median of words used 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Average of words used 1.35 1.37 1.3 1.28 1.38
The highest level of words used 4 6 4 4 7
Score 16,400 68,700 45,600 57,000 78,200

Figure 5

Change of ‘Total number of words & Number of different words used’ by a participant
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Figure 6

Change of ‘Total score’ by a participant
Score
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3.3.5 Phase ®

After each session, the instructor sends the learner’s
speech transcription made in Phase @, the list of
words and phrases created in Phase @, and the
feedback table and graph presented in Phase @ to
the learner. Then learners are asked to send a ‘self-

regulation sheet’ intended to encourage intrinsic self-

Figure 7
Example self-regulation sheet

87,100
55,300
486,800

3rd 4th 5th

motivation and autonomy. Participants are required to
describe “About this session”, “What I noticed”, and
“What I want to do next time (goals)” on the sheet.
In this research, this process was considered a part
of the gamification — rules by McGonigal — of this
English-speaking practice. Figure 7 shows an example

of the self-regulation sheet.

I tried to speak without preparing in Japanese. [ think I could do well because I could
speak a lot of what I wanted to say in English without Japanese. I couldn’t explain at all
about how to cook in English. I can now use the causative verb “make” properly.

2. What I noticed by myself.

I feel like I have more drawers in my brain. When [ try to speak in English two or three
words come to my mind now. For example, “dish™, “cuisine”, “food™, etc. Inthe
beginning, I was nervous and thought I had to speak quickly, but now I feel I can relax

and speak slowly and carefully.

3. What I want to do next time (objective).

Can deliver an accurate sentence with correct grammar. Can communicate accurately

what [ want to say.

10



3.3.6 How to calculate scores

As I mentioned above, in this research, as one of the
features of this speech evaluation system, I decided
to add a ‘score display’ as a gamification element,
referring to the definition of a game by McGonigal
(2011). Participants’ scores were calculated based on
the number of words, the word level used, and the
idioms and levels used in the session of the day. The
calculation method was based on interviews with
university students who played the game on a daily

basis, and was as follows:

* Word scores: square of the word level used x
number of times used x 100

* Idiom scores: square of the idiom level used x
number of times used x 100

* Bonus points: if the total number of words used
is 100 or more, the total number of words divided
by 50 and rounded down to the nearest whole
number x 10,000.

* Total points: word score + idiom score + bonus

score.

Figure 8

Total number of words used
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4. Findings

4.1.1 Quantitative results by speech content
evaluation

Although 6 university students participated in this
research, in this section, ‘participant 6’ is excluded.
He asked for the macro and did some sessions by
himself, but I was not able to grasp the exact periods
he experienced. Therefore, ‘participant 6’ is literally
off these charts. However, he responded positively
to the post-class questionnaire and sent in his
answers; therefore, ‘participant 6’ will be added to the
qualitative results.

According to Figures 8 to 11, after the participation
in the remote English-speaking practice during the
summer holiday in 2021, participants’ ‘total number of
words used’, ‘total number of different words used’,
and ‘total score’ have generally increased with each

successive class session.

Total number of words used

*8
e

Ird 4th 5th

# participant 2

* participant 5

11



12

Figure 9

Total number of different words used
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Figure 11
Total score
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However, as Figure 10 shows, the ‘average level of
words used’ only changed slightly. This is presumably
because the ‘Level 1 words’ in the new JACET 8000
contain many function words. Generally, as the total
number of words used increases, the use of function
words (conjunctions, articles, pronouns, prepositions,
etc.) increases accordingly. As an example, in the @
section of ‘Figure 4’ above, 16 words are found (i
(D), be, to, and, the, like, up, of, not, my, because, at,

a, want, usually, try), and 12 of these words can be

3rd 4th Sth

classified as function words, depending on the context

of the utterance, and all are in the Level 1 category.

4.1.2 Quantitative results (pre-post test)

Five of the six learners who participated in this
research took the TOEIC Speaking Test IP (on-demand
method) before and after the class. The results are
shown below. The maximum score for the TOEIC

Speaking Test is 200 points.

Table 2
TOEIC Speaking pre-post test (T-TEST)
pre post
90 110
110 130
120 120
100 110
80 100
t =35
p = .0249,
Two tailed

Significance Level is 5%

The result is significant at p<.05.

13



Table 2 shows that there was a significant difference
between the TOEIC Speaking IP Test results of the
learners who participated in this research. For the five
participants in this observational study, this indicates
that there was a change in TOEIC Speaking Test
scores before and after participation in the speaking
class. Strictly speaking, it cannot be concluded with
certainty that an increase in the results of one English
standardised test necessarily corresponds directly to
an improvement in the speaking ability of individual
participants. However, taking into account the results
of Figures 8 to 11 above as well, the remote speaking
classes organized in this study was found to have
brought some quantitative change in speaking ability

for the five participants.

4.2 Qualitative results

I would say it is difficult to find a common structure
when analyzing the process by which each individual
acquires their own learning methods through specific
experiences over a certain period. For this reason,
this study adopted a qualitative analysis method
based on case studies as well as the quantitative

results above mentioned, and analyses are carried

Figure 12
An example of ‘self-regulation’ sheet

[4 %&739Y: $E1 Self-regulation (15377 7)

out rooted in individual contexts and situations. For
the analysis of the qualitative data, qualitative data
analysis (QDA) software MAXQDA 2020 was used.
However, the results of a detailed qualitative analysis
using MAXQDA will be presented in another research
paper.

In this observational study, the ‘rule’ was that
after each class, the learners sent a simple reflection
sheet as part of the ‘look back’ process. The content
of the sheet consisted of three items: “About this
(that) class”, “What I noticed” and “What I want to
do next time (goal).” Here, I qualitatively analysed
the contents of the 24 sheets (number of participants
x number of times = 24 sheets). A QDA (Qualitative
Data Analysis) software was used for the analysis.
According to Ota (2015), MAXQDA is a qualitative
data analysis software that is currently used in various
research fields such as psychology, education, social

sciences, nursing and linguistics.

4.2.1 Self-regulation sheets
Figure 12 describes an example of ‘self-regulation

sheets’ by a participant.
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In this sheet, the participant mentioned “The word
level I am using is low...” after the first session.
Then, after the second session, he said, “I want to
raise the average word level I use.” However, after the
final session, he showed confidence and mentioned,
“I could speak more confidently than before”, and
additionally, “The new semester starts soon and [ want
to continue practicing with seminar mates.”

Across all participants, there was a tendency to give
negative self-evaluations to their performances after

sessions 1-2. The following are examples:

» It was difficult to speak English.

* I didn’t have or use any idioms this time.

* My vocabulary was not enough, and the grammar
was not correct.

* I made a lot of grammatical mistakes.

* I could only use simple words.

* I noticed that I could not pronounce the words
properly.

* I could not use the past tense.

* I did not find the words I wanted to use.

* I forgot to put verbs in the past tense.

On the other hand, positive self-evaluations were
more common after later sessions. The following are

examples:

* My total number of words, the number of word
types increased a little from the last time.

* First, I had to think in Japanese and then in
English, but now I am able to think in English.

* I was able to practice a lot of speaking in English
without using Japanese.

* [ can now use the causative verb ‘make’ properly.

* I can now speak without fear of making mistakes.

* I think I am getting better at speaking what |
want to say, albeit slowly.

* I think I did better than last week.

In addition, towards the end of the session, some

students came to express their own ideas, methods,

beliefs, and attitudes about learning. Examples are

given below:

* I learned that it is necessary to be aware of
consonants.

* I have learned that it is not easy to communicate
if I translate Japanese as it is.

* I think it is important to try to speak what you

want to say in English anyway.

4.2.2 Final questionnaire

In this section, the results of the descriptive
questionnaire administered after the completion of this
observation survey are analysed. The questionnaire
used in this study was partly based on Araki (2014).
The questions can be divided into four categories (see

Appendix for the actual questionnaire sample):

1. about their previous experiences of learning English
(questions 1, 2 and 8)

2. about their emotions and orientation towards
learning English (Questions 3, 4, 5, 6 and 7)

3. about the remote English-speaking classes held in
this study (Questions 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14)

4. the participants’ thoughts on their future English
language learning (Questions 15, 16, 17, 18, 19).

The analysis of the questionnaire results in this part
include the answers of ‘participant 6.’ Participant 6
was not included in the quantitative survey results,
but he voluntarily answered the questionnaire. During
the period when other learners were participating in
this remote learning, he continued to use the speech
evaluation system designed for this research on their
own and practiced.

After the text-based answers to the participants’
questionnaires, I conducted additional oral or email
interviews at a later date for those answers whose
meanings and contents we wanted to confirm further.
Questions 1 to 7 were based on Araki (2014) and were
in MCQ format, and the others were in open-ended
question format. In this section, MAXQDA 2020
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was also used. In this paper, some part of the post-

questionnaire will be analysed and the rest will be

Figure 13

presented in another article. Figure 13 illustrates some

example answers in terms of category 2.

Category 2: Emotions and orientation towards learning English
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According to responses, such as “I am not good at
public speaking”, it can be seen that the participants in
this observational study had communication anxiety.
Questions 10 and 11 of category 3 were about the
‘corrective feedback’ conducted between the learner
and the instructor (see Figure 1, Phase 2). As a result,
the following responses were received as examples:
can notice grammar mistakes”, “I think it is efficient
because I can find out immediately”, “I have reduced
the risk of repeating the same mistake by having them
pointed out on the spot”, “Looking back is better
than doing it once and it helps to consolidate the
expressions and grammar learnt at that time.”

The following Q12 and Q13 were questions
about game-like elements in this English-speaking
practices, and generally, they responded favorably to
the gamification element, such as “those elements are
motivating (interesting/useful) to see and makes me

want to score more next time”, and “I love games, so
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it was nice to see graphed scores (like the progress
bar).”

Next, Question 14 asked about the ‘self-regulation
sheet’ requested for each session. All respondents
answered that the ‘self-regulation sheet’ was effective;
for example, “It’s good because I can look back
immediately”, “What I write down each time didn’t
change so much, but it was good because I can try
the next lesson after remembering”, “I think it’s an
important initiative”, “By reflecting on it each time,
I can check how well I’'m doing”, “It motivates me
to set goals for the next lesson”, “I thought it would
make it harder to drop out”, “I thought it would be
better to have a space where I could enter my long-
term goals for the system or for learning English, in
addition to my short-term goals”, etc. It may be said
that these responses indicate some participants came to
express their own ideas, beliefs and attitudes towards

language learning through self-regulations.



The final example is about Question 16 and that
is a question to ask if they want to continue studying
English, and all answers were “Yes, I want to

continue.”

5. Discussion

In this observational study, a remote English-
speaking class was conducted with 6 Japanese
university students who were expected to have high
‘communication anxiety’ because they were “not good
at public speaking.” Although it has been pointed
out that speaking through a screen reduces the sense
of social presence, this seemed to have reduced
the pressure of being ‘watched by others’ for the
participants with high communication anxiety of this
research.

In this research, two elements, namely self-
regulation and gamification, were incorporated
into the remote English-speaking class. From the
results of the questionnaire survey, it can be seen
that self-regulation twice during one session elicited
participants’ ‘awareness’ and encouraged their active
participation in the next session. In addition, by
reflecting on their own performance, the participants
were able to come up with their own strategies for
language learning somehow. In general, in speaking
classes, it is difficult for learners to review all of their
speech on the spot, but this time, by transcribing their
speech, the participants were given the opportunity to
review their own speech, and furthermore, by having
them reflect on their overall performance and set goals
for the next session at the end, it is expected to have
led to an improvement in their ability.

Finally, participants in this study showed
quantitative growth after approximately five weeks of
remote English conversation lessons. As to qualitative
aspects, participants initially commented negatively on
their performance, but gradually began to express their
performance in a positive manner. Participants also

enjoyed scoring their speech and game-like gaining

points in their sessions, and this seemed to increase
their motivation to participate in the lesson. In the end,
all participants expressed their wish to continue their
English-speaking practices, suggesting the emergence

of a sustainable autonomous learning cycle.

6.Conclusion

The aim of this study was to propose a sustainable
model of remote English-speaking practice by
incorporating elements of self-regulation and
gamification. After about five weeks of individual
remote English-speaking practice for 30 minutes per
session, which included self-reflection and a game-like
clement, the participants showed quantitative changes
before and after the class participation. In terms of
qualitative results, the possibility of the emergence of
sustainable class participation was also indicated. As
a result, I would say, the model of a remote English-
speaking class consisting of five phases, shown in
Figure 1, was effective for the participants in this
research, both quantitatively and qualitatively.

After 2020, with the spread of the COVID-19
pandemic, “distance” or “remote” learning formats
were rapidly extended to language learning areas as
well. The construction of sustainable and effective
methodology that is easy to implement and has a wide
range of applications has not yet been seen. While
further research and practice is certainly needed to
establish generalisable, effective and sustainable
remote language learning strategies, I hope that the
inclusion of self-reflection and gamification elements
will be one of the hints for sustainable remote
language learning.

(2023 £ 1 A 31 HZAY)
This article is based on a part of the author’s
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Appendix : Questionnaire (extract)

1. JEEEZEMR UIAD TRIEIZ/RD 97 92
(H6~104F (2)10~204F (3)204FLLE
2EELELSHETHNDS TELHEIIMTT

M (BEEEEDD )

(1) EEEDIE 720 5

Q) WFEFHET Z M EiZaLinn S (8
WRAITY ZHO I2ninb)

Q) BEHMETREENS

@ NEOLED =05

CONEDANE EARHHRLSIZI 22—
aryERDZWMS

(6) TEENNEN ERBEFICHMIEEE S NS

(7) Z Dt (BRI )

KB AHRED S B, b AU E B S g

TTH

(1) listening ~ (2)reading (3) speaking

(4) writing

CHEFRATREON, ENMHFE - /BETIMN?

1 & - BERIECI~40F5% ()
DOHIZEEALTLZE .
( ) listening  (
( ) speaking  (

)reading

) writing

- OB [# T speaking 78 4 & H (1 FH4F & T

B - H/E) EEEFLRES.

speaking /3 4 ZBH/Z > ZHBIZMTI N ? (#E

BEEHD)

(W) NEFETORETFENS

(2) ANFICRET DA TN L WA S

Q) WFEDOHEZICHEN BN S

@) ESFHFITHFITRL 2000 5B0WHh 5

) FEEN EF Tl NWED, HEICEDNE
D, BEIZINZOLEWNERLZENS

(6) T (BRI :

. HWFED Y T ARTARIBZE - W2 L3 dH

DEITM?

) HEFEMEBITEIND &

Q) EEMEBFTIEINSZ &

B) ARITHT &

@ 7T ADMDNIZEDLNZD, BEICIN
0952 &

6) RBO SN EN &

61T AN VIRHRBIRENRILEET
binzo, BEcshEZDTLZE
ZOft (BARRYIC

L EEOTTAH, RN E, LTIELN

ZERBOETH?
() REEZHEIITELTINSZ L
Q) EZHEICITEL T<NS I &
B) NRiCaEd 2 &

19



@I IADMD NIz oEREZE 5D &
G B TahwREKZEZLL I L
O 1AMV INHEENRILEZESRD

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

20

FHEDd5H L
ZOft (BRRYIC
INETORBRT, B DORFEOII 2 27—
a AR RIS EBbN S fR
HFREDELSIBBDOTLEN?

(B

REEV T A CHELIZNENE FHRFIC XD,
NFEMENDZEITDONT, EDLDITE
Mo ERWETM?
ERREO% AN E—FEIT
biobllLAEXEDIARER, EDERD
BNSGELTSZERFESIBNELEN?
i BEE D REE, HEL XU SRA 2 b
NETHINDZEZESEVE LM
5[5 O i FFB S A BEE L N,

GIN N
=Y

14.

15.

17.

18.

20.

BRRBEEREBICT I 7 TASNS Z LT
ESHWELEN?

fBEE [IRDRD— K] 2ENTHE-5T
WETH, TOZEIZDNWT, ES5BVE
L7zinp?
SRIOERFEHE S AT LEHS THHEMH
IEADELEBHEHL THIZNTTN?
WEOMBRZ BRI T ELWERNE
L7z ?
WEFEOMBERIZ-WEERSH, £k
R TITERnwEBbnEdT N BER
W77 3h0ETH?

SEIOVE— MNEFEAE—F 2 THEKT
%, BB ANICHEITTNWS (FEiEREIM
LDEDIZ) TENBODELELHATE
W,

(L)

(Bm&)



