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Abstract 

The issue of using technology-enhanced environment for improving students’ speaking skills has been 

explored by a number of practitioners, and methodologist (Baniabdelrahman, 2013, p.84;  Juana & Palak, 

2011, p.7; Kim, 2014, p. 28 and others). The following paper gives an account of the pilot study 

conducted in the course of one term at a selected higher-education institution. The study aimed at finding 

out the impact of technology-enhanced environment, namely students’ audio-recordings their self-

assessment, and teacher’s feedback, on students’ speaking skills was used to test the feasibility of a 

planned research project. The paper gives the rationale for the investigation and goes on by providing 

the description of the study and methods used to collect data; specifically, pretest and posttest 

assessment, a questionnaire, an indirect, unstructured observation and an interview. Statistically 

processed data led to findings that have not shown statistically significant improvement in students’ oral 

proficiency due to the treatment. However, data obtained from the questionnaire and the interview 

indicated that students’ confidence in speaking English increased and students reported on the 

improvement of their vocabulary, pronunciation and fluency. The study identified problematic areas 

related to the administration of pretest and posttest as well as self- and peer- assessment that need to be 

dealt with in the following research.   
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Abstrakt  

Problematika využívania technológiou podporovaného prostredia na rozvoj jazykových zručností 

rozprávania je skúmaná mnohými odborníkmi z praxe a metodológmi (Baniabdelrahman, 2013, p.84;  

Juana & Palak, 2011, p.7; Kim, 2014, p. 28). Nasledujúci príspevok opisuje pilotáž, ktorá bol 

zrealizovaná v priebehu jedného semester na vybranej vysokej škole.  Cieľom pilotáže, zameranej na 

zistenie vplyvu technológiou podporovaného prostredia, konkrétne využitia audio nahrávok študentov, 

ich sebahodnotenie a spätnú väzbu poskytnutú vyučujúcim, na rozvoj jazykových zručností rozprávania, 

bolo overenie uskutočniteľnosti plánového výskumného projektu. Príspevok v úvode zdôvodňuje 

motiváciu k danému výskumu. V nasledujúcej časti podrobne opisuje pilotáž a metódy využité na zber 

dát, konkrétne pretest a posttest hodnotenie, dotazník, nepriame a neštruktúrované pozorovanie a 

rozhovor. Štatisticky spracované údaje viedli k výsledkom, ktoré nepotvrdili štatisticky významný vplyv 

intervencie na rozvoj orálnej zručnosti študentov. Avšak údaje, získané z dotazníka a rozhovoru 

naznačili, že u študentov sa zlepšilo sebavedomie čo sa týka zručnosti rozprávanie v anglickom jazyku. 

A taktiež študenti potvrdili zlepšenie slovnej zásoby, plynulosti rozprávania a výslovnosti. Testovacia 

pilotáž identifikovala problematické oblasti, spojené s administráciou pretestu a posttestu ako aj so 

sebahodnotením a hodnotením spolužiakov, ktoré je potrebné odstrániť.  
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Introduction 

Teaching English in the 21st century is without a doubt connected with technology affecting 

our everyday lives.   It is being implemented into English language lessons and it is gradually 

transforming the way we teach (Cimermanová, 2017). Although, it is not the technology itself, as 

Ketsman  (2012, p. 3) says, ‘it is pedagogy behind it that makes it effective.’  

Technology-enhanced environment has also been widely used to help students develop their 

speaking skills and it has proven to be beneficial to them (see Baniabdelrahman, 2013, p.84; Juana 

& Palak, 2011, p.7; Kim, 2014, p. 28 and others).  Slovakia is following the trend and technology 

seems to be more or less integrated as a natural part into various educational contexts. I have been 

inspired to examine the issue of improving speaking skills in a technology-enhanced environment 

by research studies reporting a positive impact on students’ oral proficiency (see Baniabdelrahman, 

2013, p.84; Juana & Palak, 2011, p.7; Kim, 2014, p. 28 and others).  The rationale for focusing on 

the speaking skills includes the fact that speaking seems to be the most neglected skill in our 

classrooms and it appears to be the skill students struggle with most often.  Large classes with over 

20 students per group considerably decrease students’ chance for speaking practice with 

individualized teacher’s feedback and it is here where technology might provide solutions.   

To examine the effect of the technology-enhanced environment on students’ speaking 

skills, a pilot study was carried out to test the feasibility of planned research, administration of 

instruments as well as an intervention strategy (Phakiti, 2014, p.120). The following part of the 

paper gives an account of the study piloted at the beginning of this year.   

 

1 The pilot study description   

The pilot study was motivated by the planned research aimed at exploring the impact of the 

technology-enhanced environment of development of students’ speaking skills. Carried out in the 

course of one term, from 13 February to 12 May 2017, it was designed to test the research 

instruments on a small sample of participants, specifically 12 students studying Applied Foreign 

Language 3 – English at a selected faculty. The students in the second year of their bachelor’s study 

had traditional classes once a week aimed at development of their business English skills.  Face-

to-face 90-minute long lessons were complemented by an online part of the course managed in 

Moodle, the learning management system employed by the given faculty. The Moodle part of the 

course focused on asynchronous speaking tasks, their assessment by speakers themselves and their 

peers, as well as on the provision of teacher’s feedback and guidance.  

At the beginning of the course, a learner’s self-observation sheet proposed by Goh and 

Burns (2012, p. 155) was administered to help students think about their speaking skills and about 

learning to speak a foreign language. The students were asked to complete the questionnaire in 
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writing anonymously. The responses were analysed to observe participants’ attitudes towards 

speaking and learning to speak in general.  

Over the term, the students were assigned to submit six speaking tasks in the form of audio 

recordings based on the teacher’s instructions. The tasks chosen in line with the course objectives 

had the form of monologues as well as one dialogue. Alongside audio recordings, the students were 

asked to submit self-assessment forms evaluating their own speaking performance or peer-

assessment sheets evaluating their classmates’ speaking performance. After their submission, the 

teacher provided individual students with feedback and guidance if needed.  

To record their speaking tasks students used Vocaroo (http://vocaroo.com/), a simple online 

tool. The assignments, i.e. audio recordings as well as self- or peer-assessment sheets with teacher’s 

feedback were collected in the Moodle platform and they were used for qualitative unstructured 

observation aimed at observing students’ reactions to feedback provided by the teacher and peers.  

Students’ overall speaking proficiency at the beginning of the course was assessed based 

on the first submitted recording (Recording 1) providing pretest data. Posttest data were provided 

by assessing students’ speaking performance based on the recording number 4 (Recording 4).  

To assess students’ performance, speaking assessment scales developed by renowned 

examination body, Cambridge Assessment (2017), which is an international exam group designing 

and delivering assessments to over 8 million learners all over the world, were employed. I opted 

for the Cambridge exam assessment because it is based on years of ‘leading-edge academic and 

operational research on assessment in education.’ (Cambridge Assessment, 2017), thus it ensures 

fair and high-quality assessment. To assess students’ speaking skills I employed assessment scales 

suggested by Cambridge English Language Assessment (2017). 

Students’ speaking skills were assessed based on set criteria and both holistic and analytic 

scoring methods were applied (Luoma, 2004; Keegan, P.; Brown, G. and J. MacBeath 2017; 

Brown, D. 2007). The analytic score was awarded based on detailed scales evaluating the following 

features of oral proficiency: grammar and vocabulary, discourse management, and pronunciation 

(Cambridge English: Advanced Handbook for teachers, 2017). Interactive communication was not 

taken into consideration as the tasks were recorded monologues.  The teacher awarded scores 

against a detailed assessment scale ranging from 0 to 5 and gave the performing student a global 

achievement mark on the scale from 0 to 5. The maximum score awarded for student’s speaking 

was 20 points.  

Finally, a guided  interview was given to find out what influence voice recordings, self-

assessments as well as teacher’s and peers’ feedback had on students’ speaking skills. The 

recordings were transcribed and the data were analysed and interpreted.  

The results obtained from the analytical procedures are described in the next section divided 

into three parts: the analysis of self-observation questionnaire, pretest and posttest results, and 

group interview results.  

  

http://vocaroo.com/
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1. 1 The self-observation questionnaire– analysis 

For the purpose of the analysis, the questions were categorised into three major parts (Table 

1). The first section dealt with participants’ educational background. The second one with their 

attitudes towards speaking and the last one was related to metacognitive awareness i.e., thinking 

about learning to speak.  

Table 1: Self-Observation Sheet  Categories 

Educational 

background: 1 When and how did you learn to speak English?    

 2 What is your main reason for learning to speak English?   

 

3 What did you like most about learning to speak English? Was there anything you did 

not like? 

Attitudes towards 

speaking: 4 Do you feel nervous or anxious when you speak English?   

 9 How would you describe your speaking ability right now?   

 10 Can you list three things about your speaking that you would like to improve?  

Learning to speak: 5 What kind of learning activities do you like for your speaking lessons?  

 6 What would you like your teacher to do to help you speak better English? 

 7 What do you think you can do by yourself to improve your speaking ability? 

 8 If you are usually quiet in class, what can you do to participate more actively? 

Source: adapted from Goh & Burns, 2012, p. 155  

 

The participants, 12 students of whom 83% (n=10) were females and 17 % males, were 

asked to answer open-ended questions. There was one Ukrainian student; all the other participants 

were Slovaks.  

 Responses regarding students’ educational background showed that their motivation for 

studying English differed. While 75 % (n=9) of them considered English to be an important 

international language essential for travelling, 25 % of them did not feel motivated to study English 

and considered it to be a duty.  

With regards to participants’ attitudes towards speaking, the majority of them felt either 

very nervous or nervous when speaking English (83%). Only one participant reported that s/he did 

not feel nervous and one participant felt nervous when using English with Slovaks.   

Concerning participants’ opinion on their speaking ability, half of them thought their 

speaking skills in English were good and half of them thought it was not good. 75 % (n=9) of the 

participants would like to improve their grammar, fluency, vocabulary and pronunciation. Two of 

them (17%) reported that they would like to improve their understanding first and one student said 

that s/he would like to overcome fear of talking to people.  

As far as students’ metacognitive awareness of developing their speaking skills, the poor 

response rate indicated that students needed some prompting and guidance with regard to that.  
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Overall these results indicate that the group was heterogeneous with highly and poorly 

motivated students of diverse educational backgrounds and levels of speaking proficiency. 

Furthermore, they showed that most participants felt nervous about speaking English and half of 

them did not consider their speaking skills to be good. 

 

1. 2 Student’s speaking proficiency – pretest-posttest results analysis  

As mentioned above, the pilot research sample was highly heterogeneous formed by 12 

participants.  The input data that is scores given to the participants in pretest -Recording 1 were 

compared to the output data, i.e., posttest scores - Recording 4 to evaluate if there was a significant 

gain after the intervention (Phakiti, 2014, p. 203). The data were analysed using a non-parametric 

Wilcoxon signed ranks test employed for repeated measurement and not normally distributed data 

(Phakiti, 2014, p. 304).   Its advantage is great efficiency in detecting small differences between 

the two measurements. The test works with ranges of absolute values of the differences between 

the two scores. Zero differences are excluded from mathematical calculations (Berg, 2016).  The 

data were processed using an SPSS statistical programme.    

A hypothesis to be verified by this analysis was as follows: The difference between pretest 

and posttest scores is not statistically significant in the examined group.  

 

The results of the statistical analysis are presented in Table 2.  

 

Table 2 : Wilcoxon signed test – pilot study  

 

Wilcoxon signed ranks test                                   

Tested at the level of significance α = 0,05 

Number 

(n) 
T Z –score 

p-

value 

Pre-test & Post-

test 
9 17,00 

0,65158

4 

0,514

670 

 

As can be seen from the table above, although there were 12 participants in the study, the 

number of participants indicated in the table is 9, due to the fact that there was no difference 

between pretest and posttest scores of 3 participants and the zero differences were excluded from 

mathematical calculations.  

The T value calculated for this test is 17. The critical value for Wilcoxon signed rank test 

is W0,05 
(9) = 5,  i.e., the critical interval of the test is (-∞, 5).  The calculated T score = 17 does not 

fall into the interval of critical values, which means it is statistically insignificant.    

Statistical significance of Z score is p-value, p = 0,5146 that is higher than a fixed 

significance value α (0,05), thus we can accept the hypothesis:  The difference between pretest and 

posttest scores is not statistically significant in the examined group. 
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For a clearer illustration, a box plot indicating the actual values of the test scores and making 

use of the median, the 25th a 75th percentile and extreme values (Phakiti, 2014, p. 189)  is shown in 

Figure 1.  

 

Figure 1: A box plot – pretest and posttest scores  

Pilot study

 Median 

 25%-75% 

 Min-Max 

Pre-test recording 1

Post-test recording 4

2

4

6

8

10

12

14

16

18

20

22

9,5

11

 
 

From Figure 1, we can see that the pretest had a larger distribution of scores than the 

posttest. Median (mid-point of the data) had the value 9,5 in pretest, which is  less than the median 

of posttest, 11. Based on this, it can be reported that the overall test scores within the group were 

improved.  The level of upper and lower quartile expresses where the 50 % of scores lie. 

Concerning the pretest, the score range was 6,5 – 14,5 points and in the posttest, 8,5 – 14 points. 

The minimum score in the pretest was 3 and the maximum 20. In the posttest, the minimum score 

was 6 and the maximum 16 points. These results indicate that although the minimum score was 

higher in the posttest the maximum one was lower than in the pretest.  

The above findings indicate that technology-enhanced instruction did not help students 

develop their speaking skills. A possible explanation for this might be that the recordings 1 and 4 

used for assessment of students’ speaking skills were not standardised speaking test tasks and they 

differed in their complexity. While in task 1 the students were asked to talk about a familiar topic 

related to their everyday life, in task 4 they had to deliver a short talk on a business topic. In the 

following research study, a standardised speaking test will be applied at the beginning and at the 

end of the course.  
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1. 3 The interview at the end of the course – recorded and transcribed  

A group interview at the end of the course was divided into two main sections: Process, and 

Tools and Speaking. The first section was aimed at the process of making audio recordings and the 

second one focused on participants’ attitudes towards and opinions about using technology for the 

development of their speaking skills, the role of self-assessment, peer-assessment and teachers’ 

feedback.  

The first five questions comprising the first section are analysed below. 

Graph 1: Did you use Vocaroo to make audio recordings? If not, what other tool did you use? 

 

 As Graph 1 shows, 91,7%  (n = 11) of participants used Vocaroo for making their audio 

recordings. Only one participant used another tool, due to technical problems with a laptop.  

 

Graph 2: How easy was it for you to use Vocaroo or another tool? 

 

 Graph 2 illustrates that 75 % (n = 9) participants considered Vocaroo to be a very easy tool 

to use. No one thought it was difficult to work with it. 
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Graph 3: When making audio recordings, how much time approximately did you spend on the task? 

 

 

 It is apparent from Graph 3 that almost 59 % (n = 7) of students spent from 5 to 10 minutes 

on audio recording, 25 % (n = 3) of them more than 10 minutes and 17 % up to 5 minutes.  The 

results show that the majority of  students need more than 5 minutes for the audio-recording task.   

 

Graph 4: How many times did you do your recording before sharing it? 

 

 

The fourth question sought to answer how many times students rehearsed the recording 

before sharing it. As Graph 4 reports, 33% (n = 4) recorded it twice. The highest number of 

rehearsals, over 6 was done by one participant. It is assumed that the rehearsal involved general 

evaluation of the recording before a more detailed assessment was done by the participants. 
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Graph 5: Did you write down useful vocabulary or language to help you do the task? 

 

 From the graph above, we can see that 92 % (n = 11) of the participants wrote down useful 

vocabulary or language to help them do the task. One participant did it only sometimes. This 

indicates that students were pushed to use newly learnt language more times which reinforces 

learning.  

The second part, Tools and Speaking, is analysed and interpreted in the section that follows.  

Graph 6: Do you think that using Vocaroo or another tool was useful for developing your speaking skills? 

 

 The participants’ responses related to the usefulness of online recording tool for the 

development of speaking skills were diverse. For better transparency we grouped intervals 1 and 2 

into category „not helpful“ and intervals 4 and 5 into category „very helpful“.  Almost 59 % (n = 

7 ) of participants agreed with the statement that using Vocaroo or other online tool is helpful for 

developing speaking skills. However, 41% (n = 5) reported that those tools were not helpful.  

In response to question 7 How do you feel about using Moodle to complement English 

lessons?  (Did you like it or not etc.), the majority of the students (n= 8) argued that they liked 

using Moodle, two of them considered it to be useful because it had everything in one place. While 

nearly half of the participants (n=4) did not like using Moodle due to the fact that they do not like 

working with technology at all or they just felt it was not good for them.  
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Graph 7: Did you feel motivated and excited to use the tools – Vocaroo for making audio recordings and 

Moodle for storing and managing them? 

 

 

 Participants’ responses concerning their motivation and excitement differed too. As Graph 

7 presents, 33 % (n = 4) of participants felt motivated and excited to use the tools, whereas the 

same number of respondents were not excited or motivated to use Moodle and Vocaroo.  

Concerning participants’ opinion about self-assessment (9 How do you feel about self-

assessing your speaking?), half of the participants felt good about it and thought it was useful and 

half of them made negative comments about self-assessment. They found it difficult and one 

student pointed out that is was totally useless as s/he did not know what was or was not said 

correctly.  

On the question of peer-assessment (10 How do you feel about peer-assessment?), it is 

necessary to point out that the participants chose their own peers to evaluate their recordings. The 

majority of the participants (n=8) said that it was fine to evaluate their classmates and to hear from 

their peers.  Less than half of them (n=3) argued it was interesting, but hard to assess others, as 

they did not have sufficient level of English to do that.  Only one participant thought it was useless, 

as she did not consider her peer to be a competent assessor.  

 As for participants’ awareness of their strengths and weaknesses in speaking (11 Do you 

think that you have become more aware of your strengths and weaknesses in speaking?), nearly all 

of them (n=10) expressed that they became more aware of their strengths and weakness. Only one 

participant was not sure whether her awareness was raised and one participant reported just a small 

increase in the awareness of her strengths and weaknesses.  
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Graph 8: 12  Do you think self-assessment and peer-assessment were useful for improving your speaking 

skills? 

 

 

As illustrated in Graph 8, the participants expressed both positive and negative view of self- 

and peer-assessment for the development of their speaking skills. Over half of them (59 %) argued 

that self- and peer-assessment were very useful for improving their speaking skills. While 5 

participants reported this was not useful for them.  

 

Graph 9: How important did you find teacher’s feedback on your speaking performance? 

 

 It can be seen from Graph 9, that over 80 % (n = 10) of the participants considered teacher’s 

feedback to be very important, one student considered it to be important and only one of them does 

not consider it to be important. Regarding the content of teacher’s feedback, nearly all participants 

(n=9) did not miss anything in the feedback. Two participants were not sure about whether they 

missed anything or not.  
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Graph 10: Do you think teacher’s feedback was useful for improving your speaking skills? 

 

 

 As shown in Graph 10, 75 % (n = 9) of the participants considered teacher’s feedback to be 

useful for improving their speaking skills, which is in line with modern pedagogy (Goh and Burns, 

2012; Brown, 2007; Straková, 2014 and others). Whereas, 2 participants reported it was not useful, 

and 1 participant took a neutral stand.   

Regarding participants’ personal view of their speaking skills at the end of the term in 

comparison to the beginning (16 Do you think you have improved your speaking skills during this 

term?), more than half of them (n=7) thought that they improved their speaking skills. Three 

participants were not sure about their improvement and two of them did not think they improved.  

Negative comments were not surprising taking into consideration results of the posttest; 

however, in relation to the following question, all participants named parts of speaking skills they 

improved.  

Graph 11: What parts of your speaking skills have you improved?  - grammar, vocabulary, pronunciation, 

fluency, discourse structure 

 

 As Graph 11 illustrates, participants reported improvement in pronunciation, fluency and 

vocabulary, while one participant argued she improved her grammar.  
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Graph 12: 18 How confident do you feel about speaking English after this course? 

 

 With regard to participants’ confidence in speaking English, it can be seen from Graph 12 

that 59 % (n = 7) of the participants reported that they were somewhat confident, selecting a middle 

position on the scale ranging from 1 not very confident to 5 very confident, which indicated 

improvement of students’ perception of their speaking skills in comparison with the initial stage at 

which half of them did not consider their speaking ability to be good.  

In the last question (19 What do you think about this method of learning? Do you think that 

making your audio-recordings their self- and peer- assessment and teacher’s feedback have helped 

you become better at speaking?), the participants were asked to evaluate the introduced method in 

general. Opinions of the participants differed and the majority of them (n=8) considered this 

method to be good, helpful and beneficial to the development of their speaking skills. Whereas, 

four participants did not think it was a good method. 

 

2 Discussion and conclusion  

 The pilot study that was conducted to test the feasibility of planned research, instruments 

as well as the intervention strategy yielded the results that were rather disappointing. However, 

with a small sample size, caution must be applied when interpreting the data. On the other hand, 

the study enabled me to discover problematic areas and to plan strategies for dealing with them.  

  As the pretest-posttest analysis indicated, technology-enhanced instruction does not seem 

to help students develop their speaking skills. A possible explanation for this negative outcome 

might be inappropriately used testing method and a broad focus of the instruction.  

Results yielded by the analysis of the interview were more encouraging although 

contradicting at times. In the first part of the interview, I sought to find out the participants’ 

perspective on working with an online recording tool, Vocaroo. The participants found the tool 

very easy to use. The whole process was not time-consuming, but it provided participants with 

extra time and space for speaking, allowed them to rehearse their speaking performance in a safe 

and secure environment (Walker and White, 2013) and provided space for evaluation which all 

reinforce foreign language learning. (Lighbown and Spada 2016; Dörneyi 1991).   
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 The second part aimed at finding out participants’ attitudes towards and opinions on using 

technology for developing speaking skills. As the results showed, some students considered 

technology to be helpful, although they were not very motivated to use it, while others did not think 

it was useful. These mixed views have been reported by other studies (Lefever and Currant, 2010 

and others).   

Contradicting opinions were reported also in relation to teacher’s feedback. While the 

majority found it to be important and very useful for the development of their speaking skills, a 

few participants did not consider it to be helpful.  Contradicting views emerged in relation to self- 

and peer- assessment. Diverse and contradicting comments reported by these results together with 

the interpretation of the findings in the indirect observation suggest there is a need to re-evaluate 

the process of self-assessment and peer-assessment and to make it more specific and focused on 

specific micro-skills with concrete examples of language structures students should concentrate on. 

Moreover, initial training in self- and peer-assessment might equip students with skills necessary 

for critical evaluation of their speaking performance. It stands to reason that the various levels of 

language proficiency play their role here too.  

Regarding participants’ attitudes towards speaking, the participants reported on the positive 

influence of the instruction on the awareness of their strengths and weaknesses in speaking.   

Additionally, all of them commented on the improvement of either vocabulary, fluency or 

pronunciation. These findings were in some cases confirmed by the indirect observation. With 

respect to their confidence in speaking, the majority of the participants said that they were 

somewhat confident and none of them considered themselves not to be very confident. These 

observations were encouraging taking into account students’ attitude towards speaking at the 

beginning of the course when the majority of them reported feeling nervous about speaking 

English. 

All in all, this pilot study identified a few problematic areas to be dealt with. The issues 

emerging from the findings were related to pretest and posttest administration, the concept of self- 

and peer-evaluation, as well as the focus of the provided instruction. These issues will be worked 

on and changes will be made in the major study that is to follow.  

I believe that the major research might help us understand and determine the efficacy of 

technology-enhanced instruction on the development of student’s speaking skills more.   
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