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Abstract
New teaching and learning practices related to gamified tools in online learning environments have become even more impor-
tant during the pandemic and will continue to reshape educational processes, including higher education institutions, in the
post-pandemic period. In line with this, the present study aimed to investigate the effects of gamification with Web 2.0 tools
including Kahoot!, Socrative, Quizizz, and Mentimeter on EFL learners’ motivation and academic achievement levels in online
learning environments through a quasi-experimental research method and was based on a mixed-method sequential explana-
tory research design. The participants of the study are 60 freshman learners studying at a state university in T€urkiye. The data
were obtained through a scale, an Achievement Test, and a semi-structured interview. The quantitative data were analyzed
via statistical measures, and the qualitative data were analyzed through content analysis. The findings indicated that the treat-
ment via gamified Web 2.0 tools had a statistically significant difference in favor of the experimental group in terms of the par-
ticipants’ motivation/course interest levels and the experimental group scored higher on the Achievement Test compared to
the control group.

Plain language summary

The study aims to investigate the effects of gamification with Web 2.0 tools including Kahoot!, Socrative, Quizizz, and
Mentimeter on EFL learners’ motivation and academic achievement levels in online learning environments. The
participants of the study are 60 freshman learners studying at a state university in T€urkiye. The data were obtained
through two scales, an achievement test, and a semi-structured interview. The findings indicated that the treatment via
gamification tools has a statistically significant difference in favor of the experimental group in terms of participants’
motivation / course interest levels. The experimental group had higher scores in the achievement test when compared
to the control group as well. As a limitation, the findings may not be generalizable to other students of different
contexts and different settings as the data were collected from only 60 learners. Despite the limitations, the current
study has several implications in today’s digital world. Each level of educational institution needs to provide its learners
with interactive learning settings which arouse interest in the course and motivate them for more dynamic participation
/ engagement process. The current study is believed to reveal an alternative way in that the instruction with the help of
Web 2.0 tools in online learning environments contributes to increase learner course interest/motivation and academic
achievement levels that possibly decrease course dropouts in those settings.
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Introduction

The spread of coronavirus (Covid-19) has affected peo-
ple’s lives and education in many ways. According to
UNESCO’s report, on April 1, 2020, educational institu-
tions, including schools and universities, were closed in
185 countries, affecting 1,542,412,000 students, 89.4% of
total enrollment (Marinoni et al., 2020). Within this
regard, educational practices have undergone digital
transformation, especially during the pandemic crisis,
when online learning was considered a panacea
(Dhawan, 2020). As the traditional classroom teaching
and learning process has been replaced by online learn-
ing environments, educational institutions are recom-
mended to conduct more flexible teaching and learning
practices through online platforms. Similarly, since the
digital generation provides easy access to information
and technology, students have demands for the use of
technology, and therefore, instructors should prioritize
activities and learning environments in which students
can take part more actively in order to achieve perma-
nent learning while creating instructional design
(G€und€uz & Akkoyunlu, 2020). Although online learning
dates to the 1980s and the number of learners engaged in
online learning platforms is constantly increasing, some
challenges with student motivation arise in these settings,
leading to high levels of dropout (Park & Choi, 2009).
The difficulties or challenges are mostly related to tech-
nological issues such as download/installation errors,
login issues, and problems with audio and video files,
etc., leading students to find online teaching and learning
both boring and uninteresting. Furthermore, it is indi-
cated that distance and personalized instructional pro-
cesses refer to the biggest challenges of online teaching
as students desire two-way interaction, but occasionally
online course content is purely theoretical, which can be
a barrier for learners to practice and learn in an effective
way (Dhawan, 2020). Similarly, it is revealed that the
lack of opportunity to interact and compete with other
students, as in classrooms, makes students feel isolated
in distance learning or online learning platforms, leading
to a decrease in motivation levels (Balaban-Sali, 2008;
Kamal et al., 2021; X. Zhang & Cui, 2010). Therefore,
motivation is regarded to be essential for online learning
(Akhasbi et al., 2021; Hashemian & Soureshjani, 2011)
and it is stated that gamification is highly associated with
motivation especially since it attracts more and more
attention every day due to its potential to motivate stu-
dents (Dichev & Dicheva, 2017) and with reference to

language learning, it is argued that sharing information
with others through Web 2.0 technologies also increases
learners’ motivation to learn a language (Cephe &
Balcxıkanlı, 2012), as creating Web-based gamified envir-
onments encourages learners to acquire an online iden-
tity and interact with their peers in a foreign language
(Stevenson & Liu, 2010).

Objectives of the Study

Regarding the importance of motivation and students’
achievement levels, it is noted that poor motivation is
likely to result in less satisfaction and less achievement in
online learning environments, indicating a need for con-
sideration by both researchers and teachers to improve
students’ motivation levels for online learning (Berestova
et al., 2022; Yu, 2022). Therefore, various practices
regarding teaching and learning strategies, cooperation
between teacher and learner, computer applications, and
gamification could perform as facilitators for promoting
students’ online learning achievements (Yu, 2022).
However, gamification is not adequately presented in
ELT research, particularly in the context of English as a
foreign language (EFL) (Cárdenas-Moncada et al., 2020;
Phuong, 2020) and it is also a nascent field of research
regarding empirical evidence in Second Language
Acquisition (SLA) (Boudadi & Gutiérrez-Colón, 2020).
Furthermore, it is indicated that only a few of the previ-
ous research studies addressed gamification in online
learning environments (Huang et al., 2019). While it is
recognized that motivation is an important aspect of the
teaching and learning process, contemporary studies
investigating its impact on online learning environments
are limited and address the need to reassess motivational
factors in these platforms (Hartnett, 2016). Within this
respect, the purpose of the present study is to investigate
the effects of gamification with Web 2.0 tools including
Kahoot!, Socrative, Quizizz, and Mentimeter on EFL
learners’ motivation, and academic achievement levels in
online learning environments through a quasi-
experimental research method and mixed method
sequential explanatory research design as it is indicated
that most of the research studies within EFL world focus
on the investigation of the effects of several specific
games or game platforms based on quantitative data,
but qualitative research is also needed and is believed to
add valuable insights into the field (Phuong, 2020).
Besides, this study is considered timely as it aims to
reveal various online practices for instructors, teaching
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practitioners, or any stakeholders to utilize in online
learning environments both during and after the time of
the global pandemic as it is stated that the practices,
methods, and techniques used during the pandemic
period and the widespread use of digital technologies
may lead to the evolution of live online education and
training to the new normal in the coming period (Tang
et al., 2021).

It is historically recognized that gender differences
influence how and in what ways students learn and prog-
ress in classroom learning, but gender-specific discus-
sions in online learning are somewhat contradictory,
making it necessary to seek a clearer explanation of
whether or how students’ perceptions vary by gender in
online learning environments (Harvey et al., 2017). Thus,
in this study, gender was considered an important vari-
able to search for whether it has an impact on partici-
pants’ perceptions of gamification with Web 2.0 tools,
their academic achievement, and their motivation in
online learning environments.

Defining Gamification and Game Elements

Gamification is defined as ‘‘a new technology that incor-
porates elements of gameplay in nongame situations’’
(Prince, 2013, p. 162) and has been widely adopted in
educational settings over the years since it has become a
trend (Toda et al., 2019). The interest in gamification in
recent years appeals to the idea that it also has an impact
on behavior (Buckley & Doyle, 2016).

To design a game-based teaching and learning process
with a positive impact, it should have the necessary ele-
ments namely components, mechanics, and dynamics and
all of them should be combined to promote a needs-
oriented procedure of learning (Bicen & Kocakoyun,
2018). The aforementioned game elements within the
hierarchical order could be illustrated in Figure 1 (Costa
et al., 2017, p. 6):

As shown in Figure 1, among the game elements,
game components relate to achievements, avatars, badges
(visual representations of achievements), boss fights
(hard challenges), collections, combat (short-lived bat-
tle), content unlocking, gifting, leaderboards, levels,
points, quests, social graphs, virtual goods (game assets),
and teams; game mechanics include challenges (puzzles),
chance, competition (win and lose), cooperation (work-
ing together for a shared goal), feedback, resource acqui-
sition (getting useful items), rewards (benefits),
transactions (trading), turns, win states, and game
dynamics come at the top and refer to constraints (limita-
tions), emotions, narrative (the storyline), progression
(participant’s development), and relationships (interac-
tions) (Werbach & Hunter, 2012, pp. 78–80). These cate-
gories that make up the hierarchy are defined and
classified according to their level of abstractness. Each
component is linked to one or more game mechanics,
and each mechanic can be linked to one or more game
dynamics. In other words, every element has a connec-
tion with its higher levels, except for the dynamic, which
represents the top level in the hierarchical order
(Werbach & Hunter, 2012).

Since this study aims to investigate the effects of gami-
fication through Web 2.0 tools in online learning envir-
onments, the game elements included in the selected Web
2.0 applications and discussed in the literature can be
seen in Table 1.

As shown in Table 1, four Web 2.0 applications were
selected for use in this study as there are various game
elements in each application with some similar and dif-
ferentiating components.

Theories for Gamification

When the literature is examined, it is seen that there are
various theories associated with gamification. These
include Motivation Theory, Self-Determination Theory,
Achievement Goal Theory, Social Learning Theory, and

Figure 1. Game elements hierarchy.
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Situated Learning Theory (S. Kim et al., 2018). This
study focuses on Motivation Theory, which assumes that
motivation is one of the most important factors that can
influence the success of gamification along with gamifi-
cation mechanics and elements (Bovermann & Bastiaens,
2020). Regarding the theory, it is argued that gamifica-
tion fosters a combination of two types of motivation,
intrinsic and extrinsic motivation, to increase learner
motivation and engagement (Muntean, 2011). In this
regard, game elements are highly adaptable to the L2
teaching and learning process, since an intrinsically moti-
vated person performs a task or an activity for pleasure
and challenge, which can be demonstrated by issues such
as achievement, cooperation, and sense of belonging,
while an extrinsically motivated one acts based on some
extrinsic goals such as badges, points, rewards, and levels
(Flores, 2015).

With reference to motivational design models, one of
the widely used is Keller’s attention, relevance, confidence,
and satisfaction (ARCS) model (K. Li & Keller, 2018)
which assumes that students will be motivated if they feel
they can succeed and that their learning is valuable
(Hodges, 2004). The model has been used in many disci-
plines as ARCS makes it easy for course designers and
teaching practitioners to follow by providing very detailed
recommendations for key teaching components/content in
enhancing student motivation (Song & Kao, 2023).

Gamification and Motivation

To have a better insight into the concept of motivation,
it needs to be defined first in that if someone is character-
ized as motivated for anything, then s/he is enthusiastic
and moved to perform it while one with no impulse is
regarded to be unmotivated. In line with this perspective,
those people who play and work with others are

associated with the issue of motivation (Ryan & Deci,
2000). Therefore, gamification and motivation are inter-
related, as gamification refers not only to a technological
application but also to a methodology that many organi-
zations use to increase motivation (Dichev & Dicheva,
2017), as gamification is seen as an innovative approach
to increase motivation (Sailer et al., 2014). Furthermore,
from a pedagogical perspective, gamification is consid-
ered an evolving approach to have more motivated and
engaged learners with the help of using various game ele-
ments in educational environments (Dichev & Dicheva,
2017) that include points, leaderboards, badges, achieve-
ments, and levels (Nicholson, 2013). Besides, it is indi-
cated that gamification is differentiated from traditional
approaches in that it utilizes competition explicitly as a
kind of motivational tool (Buckley & Doyle, 2016; Sailer
et al., 2014).

Gamification and Student Achievement

It is known that online learning is not a new trend, and
with the number of online learners growing every day, it
is becoming increasingly important to identify and
explore the learning strategies or practices they need to
achieve academic success in online learning environments
(Peechapol et al., 2018). Within this regard, it is sug-
gested that gamification arouses students’ interest in the
academic subject matter (Alsadoon et al., 2022) and both
motivation and learning achievement are important fac-
tors supporting optimal gamification learning (Q. Zhang
et al., 2021).

The relationship between gamification and achieve-
ment was discussed in the literature. In a study with
3.202 participants, Bai et al. (2020) investigated the
effects of gamification on learners’ academic perfor-
mance in several educational settings and the data
resulted in an overall statistically significant medium
effect size in favor of the treatment group. Turan et al.
(2016) examined the effects of gamification strategies on
learners’ achievements, cognitive load levels, and percep-
tions with a mixed-method, and based on the results a
significant difference emerged between the two groups
with higher achievement in favor of the experimental
group and the experimental group also outperformed the
control group in terms of the cognitive load levels.
Besides, it was revealed that learners had positive percep-
tions regarding gamification. Zhan et al. (2022) aimed to
construct a systematic framework and explore the effects
of gamification on learners’ academic achievement levels,
motivation, cognitive load, and thinking skills in pro-
gramming education through a meta-analysis, and based
on the results, it was revealed that gamification has the
greatest effect on learners’ motivation, followed by their
academic achievement levels.

Table 1. Game Elements in Selected Web 2.0 Tools.

Points, a leader board, instant
feedback, and a reward
(Zarzycka-Piskorz, 2016)

timelines, sound effects, and
nicknames (Kapsalis et al., 2020)
Live results, and immediate

feedback (Flores, 2015)

Points, test report, leader
board, time restriction, profile,
and meme (Pitoyo et al., 2019)

level of difficulty, reward, and
avatar (N. Razali et al., 2020)
Immediate feedback,

entertainment, interaction
(Gokbulut, 2020) cooperation
(Mohammadi et al., 2021)
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Motivation and Academic Achievement

Student motivation plays a role as one of the key factors
in both participation in the learning process and a high
level of academic performance (Cxakıroğlu et al., 2017).
When the literature is examined, it is seen that there are
some motivation components related to the relationship
between motivation and academic achievement, and
some of these components, such as extrinsic goal orienta-
tion, intrinsic goal orientation, and the value of the sub-
ject, are directly related to the academic achievement of
individuals (Orhan Özen, 2017). Similarly, it has been
observed that students’ motivation towards digital learn-
ing is affected by both internal and external aspects, as
the global pandemic has led to a rapid transition from
traditional practices to online learning platforms
(Gustiani, 2020). The relationship between motivation
and academic achievement has been investigated in the
literature. In a study, Ayub (2010) explored the relation-
ship between students’ intrinsic and extrinsic motivation
on their academic performance, and based on the find-
ings they concluded that there was a significant correla-
tion. Similarly, Sikhwari (2014) investigated the
relationship between motivation, self-concept, and aca-
demic achievement levels of learners studying at a uni-
versity in South Africa via quantitative cross-sectional
survey design and concluded that there were significant
correlations between the variables. Furthermore, the
findings confirmed the importance of self-concept and
motivation in learners’ academic achievement.

Previous Studies on Gamification

Gamification has been the focus of research in different
disciplines since it became a trend in various fields. In this
direction, various studies have been conducted for educa-
tional purposes. A study aiming to analyze whether
game-based vocabulary learning affects Chinese EFL
learners’ self-confidence, motivation, and vocabulary
achievement found that the treatment significantly bene-
fited the experimental group in terms of motivation to
learn vocabulary and self-confidence but did not affect
their vocabulary learning achievement (R. Li, 2021). In
another research study Hassan et al. (2021) aimed to
investigate the challenges and benefits of using Web 2.0
tools among ESL (English as a Second Language
Learners) learners studying at the Eastern Mediterranean
University in North Cyprus at the time of the global
Covid-19 pandemic and based on the results they con-
cluded that via Web 2.0 tools, it is possible to help lear-
ners promote collaborative, flexible and independent
learning as well as increase competency for technology to
fulfill learning aims. Furthermore, G€und€uz and
Akkoyunlu (2020) aimed to explore the effects of gamifi-
cation in a flipped online learning environment and

whether it increases participation, interaction data, and
achievement through a mixed-method sequential expla-
natory research design, and based on the findings, it was
indicated that the experimental group had higher scores
compared to the control group regarding all the three
variables.

Abusa’aleek and Baniabdelrahman (2020) aimed to
analyze the effects of gamification on sixth-grade EFL
students’ reading comprehension levels in a public school
in Jordan with experimental and control groups and
based on the results, they concluded that there was a sta-
tistically significant difference in favor of the post-test
scores of the experimental group in three levels of read-
ing comprehension including literal, critical and inferen-
tial. In another study, Arunsirot (2021) investigated
whether integrating the gamification approach in English
language classroom was effective on English-majored
students’ syntactic knowledge, and based on the results,
it was revealed that the gamification approach has a sig-
nificant impact and could be used to improve students’
English syntactic knowledge.

Various research studies have been conducted with
selected Web 2.0 tools up to now. Since Kahoot! is uti-
lized in many areas, it has been a focus of research for
years in several contexts. Chiang (2020) aimed to under-
stand Chinese EFL learners’ attitudes toward Kahoot! in
reading class and indicated that the participants had pos-
itive attitudes towards using it but some negative feelings
in terms of its use as a testing tool. Since Socrative has
features of immediate feedback and real-time teaching
and learning procedures, its effects have been investi-
gated in the literature. Concerning ESL classrooms, El
Shaban (2017) designed a qualitative study using
Socrative to explore learners’ perceptions and through
the results, it was revealed that the use of Socrative along
with active learning activities increased learners’ engage-
ment and collaboration and enhanced their critical
thinking abilities. There have been various studies
regarding the use of the Quizizz platform for educational
purposes. Zuhriyah and Pratolo (2020) investigated EFL
learners’ views on the use of Quizizz as an assessment
tool and the results showed that students thought it was
an interesting tool and contributed to their motivation,
confidence, and reading skills. Through another research
study, Dewi et al. (2020) aimed to explore the effects of
mobile-assisted language learning (MALL) using Quizizz
on higher education learners’ grammar mastery through
a quasi-experimental research design and it was revealed
that Quizizz is a useful tool to teach grammar specifically
in higher education level. Last but not least; Gokbulut
(2020) investigated the effects of Kahoot! and Mentimeter
word cloud activity on prospective teachers of the
Department of Primary School Education at a state uni-
versity in T€urkiye, and the findings indicated that both
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Kahoot! and Mentimeter applications are beneficial for e-
learning environments.

Present Study

Despite its use in different settings and contexts along
with revealed positive effects on the learning process and
motivation for years, gamification does not seem to be
handled much from an empirical aspect which leads to
the need for a theoretical basis concerning its motiva-
tional effects (Sailer et al., 2014). In line with this,
Dichev and Dicheva (2017) suggest that although online
learning needs stronger motivation and provides a more
promising area to apply gamification, there is a lack of
studies regarding gamified online learning. Unlike the
previous studies that are mostly descriptive or make a
comparison between traditional classrooms and online
learning settings (Paul & Jefferson, 2019; Singh et al.,
2020), the current study which is based on a quasi-
experimental research design and whose control and
experimental group participants are all online learners is
regarded to give insights into the literature regarding the
effects of gamified Web 2.0 tools including Kahoot!,
Quizizz, Socrative and Mentimeter on EFL learners’
motivation, and academic achievement levels in online
learning environments.

Gamification with Web 2.0 Tools

Web 2.0 tools are indicated to be good practices of gami-
fication activities for educational purposes as gamified
Web 2.0 tools refer to Web-based applications along
which instructors prepare various types of interactive
questions about the course content and present them to
their students (Öden et al., 2021). However, Bilgin (2022)
emphasizes that benefiting from Web 2.0 technologies in
both foreign and second-language learning environments
seems to be an unexplored field of study, although it has
great potential and importance. Since gamification pro-
vides learners with several opportunities through the
games played with Web 2.0 tools, it is seen that students
seem to be more engaged and motivated when they are
given the chance to challenge each other during the
games and obtain rewards at the end (Cxınar et al., 2022).
Furthermore, Web 2.0 tools provide both learners and
instructors with the opportunity to have more interactive
and user-developed content and may create ‘‘real-world’’
situations for learners to be able to enhance their listen-
ing and speaking skills which are not provided by Web
1.0 tools (Stevenson & Liu, 2010). Similarly, it is indi-
cated that Web 2.0 applications including Kahoot!,
Quizizz, Duolingo, or several classroom games could be
used in the foreign language teaching and learning pro-
cess (Cxınar et al., 2022). Cephe and Balcxıkanlı (2012),

based on their research findings on pre-service teachers,
argue that the use of Web 2.0 tools in the process of lan-
guage teaching and learning enables students to develop
an awareness of digital literacy and computer technolo-
gies in today’s digital world, as they are given the oppor-
tunity to experience learner autonomy for their own
learning at the programming, monitoring, and finally
evaluation stages in terms of online activities.

Selected Web 2. 0 Tools in the Study. Kahoot! is an online
game-based platform consisting of questionnaires and
quizzes and is considered one of the best online applica-
tions for educational purposes due to its potential to pro-
vide learners with a problem-solving process, critical
thinking skills, and a meaningful and fun learning envi-
ronment (Dellos, 2015) and encourages learners to
engage in the learning process and improve their lan-
guage skills (Muhridza et al., 2018).

Among student response programs, Socrative is used
for both formative and summative procedures and is con-
sidered a great tool for L2 learners, with several features
that allow participants to answer questions through trial
and error, helping them to reduce anxiety levels through
gamified strategies such as live results and immediate
feedback (Flores, 2015).

Quizizz is an online student response system that pro-
vides fun multiplayer activities that participants can
engage in at their own pace. Along with other fields,
Quizizz is acknowledged to be effective and plays a cru-
cial role in the English language teaching and learning
process (Degirmenci, 2021).

Mentimeter is an online program that enables instruc-
tors to create interactive and real-time presentations
(Pichardo et al., 2021). In the word cloud feature of
Mentimeter, repetitive words by the users are situated
larger in the center while the other ones are settled
smaller at the edges.

Gamification and EFL Learning

Gamification is considered to be useful in teaching con-
texts and is especially popular in EFL/ESL settings today
(S. Zhang & Hasim, 2022). Redjeki and Muhajir (2021)
state that gamification can be used by teaching practi-
tioners to improve students’ English language skills as it
offers students an innovative and captivating learning
experience. Since games have been part of foreign lan-
guage pedagogy for many years, the use of gamification
practices seems to be more relevant in language teaching
than in other educational fields (Phuong, 2020).

Regarding gamification, it is suggested that creating
web-based gamified environments encourages learners to
assume an online identity and interact with their peers in
a foreign language (Stevenson & Liu, 2010; Wang
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&Vásquez, 2012). Besides, Web 2.0 technologies also
increase their motivation to learn languages because most
of today’s learners spend most of their time doing online
activities (Cephe & Balcxıkanlı, 2012). Furthermore, gami-
fication fits well into a globalized and multicultural
English language classroom mainly in higher education,
and a more culturally diverse and technologically
oriented learning environment (Redjeki & Muhajir,
2021).

Like other fields, gamification is utilized by many in
L2 teaching and learning to improve linguistic skills con-
sisting of reading, speaking, listening, and writing and to
foster both an interactive and collaborative atmosphere
along with gamified instruments that also enable instruc-
tors to provide their learners with meaningful experiences
(Flores, 2015). Furthermore, Ahmed et al. (2022) indi-
cate that gamification could also be used to develop and
improve EFL learners’ idiomatic knowledge.

Research Questions

In the light of the reviewed literature, the research ques-
tions of the study are as follows:

1. Does gamification with Web 2.0 tools have an
impact on EFL learners’ motivation levels in
online learning environments?
1.1. What are EFL learners’ views of the effects

of gamification with Web 2.0 tools on their
motivation levels in online learning
environments?

1.2. Do learners’ perception changes differ by
their gender?

2. Does gamification with Web 2.0 tools have an
impact on EFL learners’ academic achievement
levels in online learning environments?
2.1. What are EFL learners’ views of the effects

of gamification with Web 2.0 tools on their
academic achievement levels in online
learning environments?

2.1. Do learners’ perception changes differ by
their gender?

Methodology

Design of the Study

It is acknowledged that the mixed-method approach is
getting more interest over time regarding gamification
and its effects (Alsawaier, 2019) across online platforms
(Alhalafawy & Zaki, 2022). In line with this, the current
study was conducted through a mixed-method sequential
explanatory research design that regards collecting and
analyzing the quantitative, and then qualitative data in

consecutive order. From the qualitative perspective, a
semi-structured interview was held with participants to
explain the quantitative results broadly (Ivankova et al.,
2006).

Participants

The participants of the study who were intact groups
included 60 freshman EFL learners studying at a state
university in T€urkiye in different departments including
Turkish Language and Literature, Biology, Physics,
Chemistry, Geography, History, and Mathematics. The
course which formed the focus of the study is
Compulsory Foreign Language acknowledged by the
Council of Higher Education (CoHE) in T€urkiye. A
Demographic Information Form was created by the
researchers including participants’ gender, departments,
periods of learning English, previous experiences with
online learning environments and Web 2.0 tools, mobile
device preferences, perceived computer, and motivation
levels that are presented in Table 2.

As shown in Table 2 different parameters were
included in the form in order to ensure that both experi-
mental (N=30) and (N=30) control group participants
share similar features or backgrounds. Furthermore, 10
volunteer participants took part in the semi-structured
interview process.

Instruments

Two instruments were used in order to collect quantita-
tive data for the purposes of the study. Firstly, the
Course Interest Survey (Keller, 2010) is a situation-
specific and self-report scale that can be used to assess
students’ motivational attitudes in the context of both
traditional face-to-face classroom teaching and
instructor-facilitated synchronous/asynchronous online
applications. Keller’s (1983, as cited in K. J. Kim &
Frick, 2011) so-called ARCS (Attention, Relevance,
Confidence, and Satisfaction) model has been applied in
many educational institutions and also emphasizes that
instruction becomes more motivating when it (a) pro-
vides higher learner attention (task engagement), (b) con-
sists of activities and course content that students find
more relevant, (c) expands learner confidence (self-effi-
cacy), and (d) creates more satisfaction among students
with what they have learned.

It is formed of 34 items in total and has a suggested
level of Cronbach Alpha values for each subscale namely
attention (.84), relevance (.84), confidence (.81), satisfac-
tion (.88), and .95 for the total scale (Keller, 2010, p.
281). Regarding the current study, the Cronbach alpha
values were also calculated, and based on the results of
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the Course Interest Survey (CIS), it was calculated as .90
for the pre-test and .91 for the post-test scores.

Another instrument that was used for the quantitative
data is the Achievement Test which was developed by
the researchers and included 25 multiple-choice ques-
tions. In terms of the development of the test, a literature
review was held, and an item pool was generated. Then,
a pilot test form was created and sent to the English
Language instructors who have been working at a uni-
versity for over 10 years. Based on the feedback on the
Expert Evaluation Form, a question and some of the
answers were revised. Then, a final version of the test

was formed on the Google Forms platform and was sent
to the instructors at the School of Foreign Languages in
order to apply it to their learners on a voluntary basis.
One hundred and two volunteer freshman students took
part in the pilot study and a Test Analysis Program
(TAP, version 19.1.4) was conducted to ensure the relia-
bility and validity of the test, and the KR-20 reliability
coefficient scores of 25 items were calculated as 0.87.
Kuder Richardson formula ranges between 0 or 1 and
the closer the value is to 1, the stronger the correlation,
for example, if a KR-20 test result indicates between .70
and .89, there is a strong correlation (Schober et al.,
2018). Since the KR-20 value was calculated as .87 it
refers to a strong correlation in the test. As a result of
the analyses, item difficulty indices were found to be
between 0.41 and 0.82, and item distinctiveness indices
were calculated as between 0.34 and 0.75. Furthermore,
the mean discrimination index was valued at 0.52 and
the mean item difficulty was revealed as 0.64 in the test.
With reference to item difficulty, it is suggested that p
values below .20 refer to difficult items and need to be
reviewed for any confusing language or content, and p
values above .90 indicate very easy items. Besides, the
item discrimination value varies between 0.0 and 1.00
and the higher the value, the more distinctive the item is
(Boopathiraj & Chellamani, 2013). Thus, both the item
difficulty values, and item distinctiveness indices seem to
be between the referenced values in the test.

A semi-structured interview which relates to a verbal
interchange between the interviewer and the interviewee
through asking questions in order to overcome the lim-
itations of the pre-determined questions in the scales
(Longhurst, 2003) was conducted to collect qualitative
data and it was analyzed via content analysis. Field
expert opinions were held, and a pilot test was run with
two volunteer students to find out any problematic or
unambiguous questions. As the participants were not
sure about the meaning of the term, academic achieve-
ment, it was first explained and then interviewed. After
making sure that there were no problems, the interview
participants were selected voluntarily and they were
informed about the purpose of the interview, how it
would be conducted, and how long it would take. The
interview process was held on the Microsoft Teams plat-
form and analyzed via content analysis. There were eight
questions in the interview and the questions asked the
participants whether, in which direction, and in what
ways web 2.0-supported gamification activities affected
their motivation and academic achievement in online
learning.

As in other studies involving human subjects, ethical
considerations issues were considered. After obtaining
official permission from the original developer of the
scale, and the ethical approval report approved by the

Table 2. Demographic Information of Participants (in Number).

Demographics Experimental Control

Gender
Female 20 18
Male 10 12

Department
Biology 8
Physics 4
Chemistry 2
Turkish Lang. and literature 16
Geography 16
Mathematics 14

Period of learning English
0–2 Years 1 2
3–5 Years 4 4
6–8 Years 11 4
9–11 Years 12 18
12–15 Years 2 2

Mobile device preferences for online courses
Computer 21 19
Mobile phone 8 11
Tablet 1 0

Previous experience with online learning environment
Yes 9 11
No 21 19

Frequency of using technology for learning English
Never 1 2
Occasionally 3 2
Sometimes 15 16
Often 6 7
Always 5 3

Playing games to learn English
Yes 20 15
No 10 15

Perceived computer proficiency levels
Low 2 5
Medium 25 16
High 3 9

Previous experiences with Web 2.0 tools
Yes 6 10
No 24 20

Perceived motivation levels
Low 5 6
Medium 17 13
High 8 11
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ethics committee of their university, the researchers
informed the participants about the aims and procedures
of the study and assured them that participation was vol-
untary, and their identities would be kept confidential.

Validity and Trustworthiness of the Study

It is well acknowledged that validity which refers to the
meaningfulness of research elements (Drost, 2011), and
reliability which relates to the consistency of research
measurements (Knapp & Mueller, 2010) ‘‘lie at the heart
of competent and effective study’’ (Thanasegaran, 2009,
p. 35). Therefore, they need to be ensured before con-
ducting research. Within this regard, threats to internal
validity suggested by Fraenkel et al. (2011) in terms of
the quantitative data and the trustworthiness criteria
regarding the qualitative data suggested by Lynch (1996)
and how they were overcome for the study are discussed
as follows:

Threats to Internal Validity for Quantitative Data. Several
measurements were taken to ensure the validity and
reliability of the study. To overcome the threat regarding
subject characteristics, a Demographic Information
Form was created by the researchers, and it included
information on various variables such as participants’
gender, departments, age, previous experiences with
online learning environments, and Web 2.0 tools to
ensure that the groups have similar backgrounds.
Concerning the participants, the threat regarding the loss
of subjects/mortality is believed to be handled as the cur-
rent study is run on online platforms and requires volun-
tary participation. Furthermore, participants were
informed that the intervention was not an experiment
but a regular part of the course training, as participants’
opinions about a research study can affect internal valid-
ity, known as the Hawthorne effect. Similarly, since the
participants of the current study are graduate learners
and it ensures the required time, the maturation threat is
thought to be avoided. Furthermore, as they do not have
extremely high/low levels of pre-intervention perfor-
mance and there is a control group, the regression threat
is also ensured.

Some specific locations such as better-equipped class-
rooms or conditions may lead to obtaining alternative
explanations for research results (Fraenkel et al., 2011).

Since the current study was conducted on online plat-
forms, there is no location threat, and since all data tools
were created on Google Forms, an online platform, it is
believed that the instrumentation threat is met. To over-
come the testing threat, the study was designed on a
quasi-experimental research method with a comparison
group, and similar instruments were administered to the
groups as pre-test and post-test to ensure that any
improvement was due to the treatment. Otherwise, a sig-
nificant difference could be expected for the control
group participants in the study. Since the treatment was
carried out on online platforms and based on the princi-
ples acknowledged in the New Normalization Guide by
CoHE in T€urkiye at the time of the Covid-19 pandemic
all over the world, there did not occur any unplanned/
unexpected cases during the data collection procedure
and because the researchers were the only ones who con-
ducted the implementation/treatment for both groups in
online learning environments, the implementation threat
is believed to be overcome accordingly.

Trustworthiness Principle for Qualitative Data. Various
techniques to ensure the trustworthiness criteria (Guba &
Lincoln, 1989 as cited in Lynch, 1996) were also applied.
As one of the researchers was also a lecturer in the
research setting and was the one conducting the interven-
tion, the criterion of prolonged engagement and, as a nat-
ural consequence, persistent observation was established
to ensure credibility and a deeper understanding of the
context of the study. Furthermore, it needs to be indi-
cated that throughout the research study, an ongoing
process was run via getting the opinions of unbiased
peers to ensure peer debriefing, and the whole process
was checked by field professionals reiteratively in line
with the member checks criterion. With reference to the
negative case analysis, research hypotheses were reformu-
lated based on the research process, and ‘‘why’’ questions
were added to the yes/no questions to get further expla-
nation of the semi-structured interview. Similarly, since
progressive subjectivity suggests a continuing recording
or archiving process for changing or emerging construc-
tions and making comparisons among them, partici-
pants’ opinions were taken throughout the research
study accordingly. To ensure transferability; an in-depth
description of qualitative data was revealed comprehen-
sively to provide a thick description and with reference to

Table 3. Mann Whitney U Test Results Regarding Participants’ Pre-Test Scores in CIS.

Group N Mean Mean rank Sum of ranks M-Whitney U p

Experimental 30 125.87 29.97 899.00 434.000 .813
Control 30 123.87 31.03 931.00
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the dependability, each step in terms of the evaluations
was documented by the researchers in detail. Since the
qualitative data gathering was recorded on the online
platform, it is possible to evaluate the process by an out-
side reviewer in the following period. Therefore, the cri-
terion for confirmability was also ensured in this way.

Data Collection Procedures

Considering the pre-test scores showing that the experi-
mental and control group participants had similar charac-
teristics in terms of motivation and academic achievement,
the treatment including gamification activities through
Web 2.0 tools was started to be carried out with the
experimental group, while the control group was simulta-
neously taught the course topics on the Microsoft Teams
platform through traditional PowerPoint presentations.

Since a pilot study was run before the main applica-
tion, several arrangements were made accordingly. Thus,
two different activity links, one for virtual classrooms
and one for self-paced learning for those who followed
the online course on their mobile phones and needed
another device as clickers were shared with the partici-
pants for Kahoot! activity and two different leaderboards
were shown via the researchers’ screen sharing.

As there were no problems during the pilot study of
the Quizizz activity, the experimental group participants
were informed about the general framework, including
the rules, the various power-ups, and the redemption
question where participants could have a second chance
for three questions they had previously answered incor-
rectly. Then, a live test was initiated by the researchers
and participants answered at their own pace. The whole
process and leaderboard were presented as a real-time
event through the researchers’ screen sharing. Unlike the
previous activity, participants did not need another
device to take part in the Quizizz platform.

The participants were informed about the gamifica-
tion activity on the Socrative platform as there were no
problems during the pilot study. Unlike a kind of game
code as in other applications, a room name was created
by the researchers and the participants joined the activity
by logging in, and a live quiz was started. The whole pro-
cess and instant feedback were shared with the partici-
pants through the researchers’ screen sharing.

The following week, the participants were given brief
information on another online learning program,
Mentimeter, and how to take part in a word cloud activ-
ity. Since the previous course topic was on ‘‘verbs used
in the classroom,’’ they were asked what kind of verbs
they remembered. Then, a game code was shared with
them, and they were asked to go to menti.com to type
their answers. Each participant had a chance to type
three entries and submit for multiple times.

Data Analysis

Several statistical measurements and analyses were run
in the study. Before applying a parametric or non-
parametric test, a Test of Normality was conducted first
as it is suggested that the normality assumption needs to
be ensured (Ghasemi & Zahediasl, 2012) because it is
regarded to be a prerequisite (Mishra et al., 2019; N. M.
Razali & Wah, 2011). Furthermore, an independent sam-
ples t-test was utilized in order to analyze any statisti-
cally significant difference regarding two types of data
that are not influenced by one another (Nunan & Bailey,
2009) and a Mann-Whitney U test, which also functions
as the non-parametric alternative to the independent
samples t-test, was run when the normality assumption is
violated and asymmetrical (Nachar, 2008). Besides, an
analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) which aims to assess
the effect of a treatment on some post-test scores while
adjusting for baseline pretest scores (Oakes & Feldman,
2001) was also used in the study for the purpose of con-
trolling potential confounding variables.

Findings

Findings Regarding the First Research Question

A Test of Normality was run for the Course Interest
Survey and the results for the experimental and control
groups indicated that the pre-test scores were not distrib-
uted normally (p=.008) which suggested running a non-
parametric test. Therefore, a Mann-Whitney U test was
conducted, and the results were indicated in Table 3.

Based on the results shown in Table 3, it was revealed
that there is not a statistically significant difference
between experimental and control group participants’
pre-test scores in CIS (U=434.0, p. .05). Besides, tak-
ing the mean values into account, it is possible to indi-
cate that the groups are similar to each other before the
treatment. The Cohen’s d was calculated as 0.10 and
within the framework of these results, ANCOVA analy-
sis was performed to determine the significant difference
between the post-test scores of the experimental and con-
trol groups corrected according to the pre-test scores in
terms of post-tests within the framework of What Works
Clearinghouse (WWC) standards and the findings
obtained are presented in Table 4.

The gamification with Web 2.0 tools was the indepen-
dent variable and the dependent variable was the scores
on the CIS test; students’ scores on the pretest of the CIS
test served as the covariate in this analysis. Before
ANCOVA analysis, it was checked that the conditions
for normality, linearity, homogeneity of variances, homo-
geneity of regression slopes, and reliable measurement of
covariates were met. According to Table 4, as a result of
ANCOVA analysis of post-test scores corrected according
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to pre-tests, it was concluded that there was a statistically
significant difference between the post-test scores of the
experimental and control groups, F(1,57)=19.48, p=.000,
h2=0.25. Therefore, it could be indicated that the treat-
ment with Web 2.0 tools has a positive impact on partici-
pants’ course interest and motivation levels.

Since the survey was created to investigate learners’
course interests; namely, motivation levels (Keller, 2010),
participants’ views of the effects of gamification via Web
2.0 tools on their motivation were also obtained through
semi-structured interview results, and the qualitative
findings regarding the first sub-question were indicated
as follows:

Of course. To be honest, I was more motivated to see if the
activity would be repeated every week and I thought that if
there was an activity, I would attend the class to participate
in it. (Interviewee 6)
It encourages learning as our names are ranked 1st and 2nd
on the leaderboard. It provides competition to answer ear-
lier. It is nice to have our names on the list and this
encourages us. In terms of motivation, I would like these
gamification activities to continue. I think Kahoot! is the

most useful app among them because I felt more comforta-
ble as we all answered the same question at the same time.
(Interviewee 5).

The findings obtained from both quantitative and
qualitative data indicate that the treatment positively
affects learners’ course interest or motivation levels.

With reference to the second sub-question on gender
differences, a Kolmogorov-Smirnov test was run to ana-
lyze the homogeneity level of experimental group partici-
pants’ pre-test and post-test scores in CIS. Based on the

results, it was revealed that there is a normal distribution
in their pre-test and post-test scores which addressed
running a parametric test, and the results were shown in
Table 5.

As shown in Table 5, it was revealed that there is not
a statistically significant difference between pre-test
scores of male and female participants (Mfemale=125.60,
SD=14.05; Mmale=126.40 SD=15.45, d=0.05),
t(28)=20.142, p=.602. Similarly, the p-value of the
findings indicated that there is not a statistically signifi-
cant difference between their post-test scores (Mfemale=
134.20, SD=14.58; Mmale=140.20, SD=8.43),
t(28)=21.198, p=.241 as well.

The findings are also in line with qualitative research
data that are indicated as follows:

Of course. When there is a subject that I do not know, I go
to research it directly and this increases my motivation.
(Interviewee 10—Male)
From my point of view, I think gamification activities defi-
nitely increase motivation. (Interviewee 8—Female)
When you associate something with your own need, you
learn it more quickly. If what we associate with ourselves
while learning a language is passing the exam, even if it has
a quantitative effect, it is short-lived, but if it is approached
within the framework of a general vital purpose such as I
need to live this language in my life, I think it also increases
motivation. It motivates me because I like to study English.
(Interviewee 7—Male)

Findings Regarding the Second Research Question

A Test of Normality was also run for each analysis of
the pre-test and post-test scores of the groups in the
Achievement Test and the homogeneity level indicated

Table 4. ANCOVA Results of Groups’ Post-Test Scores in CIS Adjusted for Pre-Test Scores.

Source Type III sum of squares df M square F Significance Partial h2

Corrected model 15,861.219 2 7,930.610 64.308 .000 0.693
Intercept 1,317.995 1 1,317.995 10.687 .002 0.158
Pretest CIS 12,822.403 1 12,822.403 103.975 .000 0.646
Group 2,401.834 1 2,401.834 19.476 .000 0.255
Error 7,029.364 57 123.322
Total 1,022,641.000 60
Corrected total 22,890.583 59

Table 5. Independent Samples t-Test Results of the Experimental Group Participants’ Scores Concerning Gender in CIS.

Experimental N X SD df t p

Female pre-test 20 125.60 14.05 28 20.142 .602
Male pre-test 10 126.40 15.45
Female post-test 20 134.20 14.58 28 21.198 .241
Male post-test 10 140.20 8.43

Temel and Cesur 11



that the scores were not distributed normally, leading to
the implementation of a non-parametric test and the
findings were revealed in Table 6.

The findings revealed that there was no statistically sig-
nificant difference between the pre-test scores of both
groups in the Achievement Test (U=404.5, p. .05). In
addition, the Cohen’s d effect size value for Achievement
pretest was calculated as 0.16. Concerning participants’
post-test scores in the test, a Mann-Whitney U test was
also conducted, and the findings indicated that there was
no statistically significant difference between the two
groups’ post-test scores (U=348.00, p. .05). However,
the mean scores showed that the experimental group parti-
cipants had higher scores compared to the control group.

The quantitative findings were also supported by qua-
litative data findings with reference to the first sub-
question obtained through the semi-structured interview
process and the results were indicated as follows:

I find gamification activities beneficial for success because
games, entertainment, and competition are parts of life. I
think follow-up activities have a reinforcing effect. To give
an example, there are people I know who don’t know
English at all but only learn English by playing games. I
believe that the most important thing while learning a lan-
guage is to keep it alive in daily life. I think it is effective
because games are also related to current life. (Interviewee 7)
Gamification activities enable the subject and words to take
more place in our memory and reinforce the subjects and
words. I think it helps a lot in this respect. (Interviewee 8)

. Gamification activities help us remember words and spel-
lings, make them memorable, and make the lesson more
efficient. (Interviewee 5)
When I saw my name at the bottom of the list on the leader-
board, there was a need to look at my mistakes. I saw that it
was beneficial in that way. (Interviewee 10)

Participants’ responses to semi-structured interview
questions also supported the idea that the selected Web
2.0 tools could be beneficial for students’ academic
achievement levels.

Tests of Normality were also run to analyze the homo-
geneity level of experimental group participants’ scores
concerning gender in the Achievement Test and the find-
ings suggested that there was a normal distribution in
their pre-test scores. Therefore, an independent samples
t-test was run, and the findings were revealed in Table 7.

The results indicated that there was no statistically sig-
nificant difference between the pre-test scores of females
and males (Mfemale=76.30, SD=17.51; Mmale=82.00,
SD=16.46, d=0.16) in the Achievement Test
t(28)=20.857, p=.595. Nevertheless, taking the p-
value scores in the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test into
account, a non-parametric test was run for their post-test
scores whose results were illustrated in Table 8.

As shown in Table 8, it was revealed that there was
no statistically significant difference between females and
males in terms of their post-test scores in the
Achievement Test (U=72.50, p. .05). Similar findings
were also revealed in the qualitative data that were indi-
cated as follows:

When I saw my name at the bottom of the list on the leader-
board, there was a need to look at my mistakes. I saw that it
was beneficial in that way. (Interviewee 10—Male)
It creates a competitive environment. We could see that our
friends whom we had never heard of were participating in
the activities and I think it’s nice. If one can do it, I feel like
I can too. One day, people can try harder so that their names
will appear on that leaderboard, and in this way, they can
start to show more interest in the lesson. (Interviewee 8—
Female).

Table 6. Mann Whitney U Test Results of Participants’ Pre-Test and Post-Test Scores in the Achievement Test.

Group Test N Mean Mean rank Sum of ranks M-Whitney U p

Experimental Pre-test 30 78.20 28.98 869.50 404.500 .498
Control Pre-test 30 80.93 32.02 960.50
Experimental Post-test 30 84.66 33.90 1,017.0 348.000 .129
Control Post-test 30 79.60 27.10 813.0

Table 7. Independent Samples t-Test Results of the Experimental Group Participants’ Pre-Test Scores Concerning Gender in the
Achievement Test.

Experimental N X SD df t p

Female 20 76.30 17.51 28 20.857 .595
Male 10 82.00 16.46
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Discussion

The findings of the study regarding the first research
question indicated that the treatment through selected
Web 2.0 tools including Kahoot!, Socrative, Quizizz, and
Mentimeter has a positive impact on participants’ post-
test scores of course interest or motivation levels in favor
of the experimental group and the quantitative findings
were supported through the qualitative findings on the
semi-structured interview. Furthermore, the results of
the study are in line with several other research studies
cited in the literature. In a research study that investi-
gated whether the implementation of Kahoot! has an
impact on the improvement of learner engagement
through a mixed-method design along with 96 under-
graduates, it was indicated that learners’ engagement and
course performance enhanced with the help of Kahoot!
activities (Bawa, 2019). Through another research study
which was run at a research-intensive higher education
institution in New Zealand, it was revealed that the
incorporation of Kahoot! promoted a better engagement
process and contributed to enhancing participants’ learn-
ing experiences, motivation, and classroom dynamics
(Licorish et al., 2017).

It is discussed in several research studies that gender
variable seems to be controversial with reference to
online learning outcomes (Yu, 2021), and the present
study also aimed at investigating learners’ perceptions
regarding gender differences in their course interest or
motivation levels on the second sub-question. As a result
of the findings, it was concluded that there is not a statis-
tically significant difference between male and female
participants of the experimental group regarding their
pre-test and post-test scores in CIS. In a similar vein,
Kaya and Balta (2016) aimed to investigate university
prep school students’ attitudes towards Socrative as a
response system and the findings indicated that it is a
beneficial tool that increases learners’ engagement with-
out differences regarding gender and it promotes an
interactive atmosphere in English language classes.
However, Lim and Kim (2003) concluded that in terms
of learner characteristics, gender had a statistically signif-
icant impact in favor of female learners compared to
male participants in online learning. Furthermore, Tsay
et al. (2018) investigated the effects of learner back-
ground and revealed that females participate in activities

in online learning environments significantly more than
males.

Concerning the findings on the second research ques-
tion regarding the effects of Web 2.0 tools on learners’
academic achievement in online learning environments,
it was revealed that there is no statistically significant dif-
ference between the experimental and control group par-
ticipants. However, the findings indicated higher mean
scores in favor of the experimental group which
addressed the idea that the treatment has a positive
impact on learners’ academic achievement in terms of
their post-test scores. Furthermore, the qualitative find-
ings on the first sub-question revealed that the partici-
pants had positive perceptions of the treatment with
Web 2.0 tools during their studies in online learning
environments. Similar findings were also suggested in the
literature. In a research study by Baig (2011), the effec-
tiveness of online learning on 10th-grade level learners
was investigated. Based on the results, it was indicated
that the experimental group had higher scores than the
control group in the achievement test. Denny et al.
(2018) examined whether student activity involving game
elements mediated the relationship between students’ test
scores and gamification, and the results showed that the
experimental group had higher scores. On the contrary,
it turned out that many of the control group students
had lower test scores. Similarly, Yildirim (2017) designed
a true experimental research study along with 97 univer-
sity students in T€urkiye during the 2014-2015 academic
year. Based on the results through participants’ pre-test
and post-test scores, it was indicated that the treatment
via gamified teaching practices has a positive impact on
student achievement and their attitudes towards the
course. Maesaroh et al. (2020) aimed to explore the
effects of Kahoot! and Socrative activities on grammar
achievement of learners with high and low-interest levels
based on an experimental research study with a 2x2 fac-
torial design and the results showed that both applica-
tions are effective on grammar mastery of learners with
different interests and Kahoot! got higher mean score
than Socrative. Alsadoon et al. (2022) conducted a
research study during the time of Covid-19 pandemic
and investigated whether a gamified e-learning environ-
ment had an impact on the improvement of eighth-grade
learners’ achievement, satisfaction, and motivation along

Table 8. Mann Whitney U Test Results of the Experimental Group Participants’ Post-Test Scores Concerning Gender in the Achievement
Test.

Experimental N Mean Mean rank Sum of ranks M-Whitney U p

Female 20 83.40 14.13 282.50 72.50 .221
Male 10 87.20 18.25 182.50
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with a quasi-experimental method and the results indi-
cated that the treatment increased learners’ motivation
and satisfaction but not a statistically significant impact
on their achievement levels. However, Domı́nguez et al.
(2013) conducted a research study with higher education
learners and revealed that although learners who com-
pleted their tasks with gamified experience had higher
scores in practical assignments and in their overall
scores, they performed lower scores in written assign-
ments. It is thought that this differentiation may be due
to differences in study design and content related to the
gamification process (Turan et al., 2016). Groening and
Binnewies (2019) also argue that digital achievements,
which are the cornerstones of gamification, increase the
motivation and performance of learners only if they are
designed correctly.

The current study also aimed to analyze whether par-
ticipants’ gender differences affect their perceptions of
academic achievement levels through the second sub-
question and based on the findings, it was revealed that
there is not a statistically significant difference between
experimental group participants’ pre-test and post-test
scores in the Achievement Test in terms of gender.
Similarly, in a study, Nistor (2013) found that gender
differences did not have a significant impact on partici-
pants’ learning outcomes, with women outperforming
men in engagement, while men were more stable in terms
of attitudes. Furthermore, Yu (2021) aimed to investi-
gate the effects of education levels, personality traits,
and gender on students’ online learning outcomes with a
mixed design and found no statistically significant differ-
ence regarding participants’ gender.

Conclusion and Implications

Unlike previous research studies which mainly focus on a
comparison of the effects of instruction between tradi-
tional and online learning platforms, the present study
aimed to investigate the effects of gamification with web
2.0 tools on EFL learners’ motivation and academic
achievements in online learning environments in two
groups as experimental and control who are both online
learners that were instructed through online applications
following the period of the sudden outbreak of the global
Covid-19 pandemic. Since it is acknowledged that the
rapid transformation from traditional classroom teach-
ing to online learning platforms during the pandemic has
affected learners’ motivation toward digital learning both
intrinsically and extrinsically (Gustiani, 2020), it has
become more important to provide learners with new
approaches or applications to overcome the threat of
course drop-outs. Since it is suggested that resources that
may support both teaching and learning practices are cri-
tically important now, they will continue to reshape the

educational processes even after the Covid-19 pandemic
(Adams, 2020; Pichardo et al., 2021). From this perspec-
tive, Web 2.0 tools are seen to increase online collabora-
tive learning and generally support student learning
(Chou & Chen, 2008).

The study has some limitations in that the data were
collected from 60 freshman university students studying
at a state university in T€urkiye. Therefore, the findings
may not be generalizable to other students of different
contexts and different settings and a large-scale online
learning experience via Web 2.0 tools could be created.
Since the present study investigated the effects of gamifi-
cation in online learning environments via Web 2.0 tools
along with gender differences, other variables that were
included in the demographic information form such as
participants’ previous experience with online learning,
mobile device preferences, perceived computer self-
efficacy levels may be the other sources of future research
studies. Due to the development of technology day by
day and the fact that this study is based on the effects of
gamification with selected Web 2.0 tools in online learn-
ing environments and was conducted in a certain period
of the pandemic, different findings may emerge at other
times or in different geographies. Therefore, further stud-
ies can be conducted in this direction. The data were col-
lected through selected Web 2.0 tools such as Kahoot!,
Quizizz, Socrative, and Mentimeter. Therefore, other
Web 2.0 tools can be conducted in other studies with dif-
ferent participants in different settings. Lastly, since the
current study was based on a mixed method sequential
explanatory research design, other types of research
methods or designs may also be used in other research
studies.

Despite the limitations, the current study has several
implications in today’s digital world where information
can be reached from everywhere and individuals are
required to be accustomed to the changing and emerging
constructions every day. Therefore, all levels of the edu-
cational institution should provide interactive learning
environments that arouse interest in their students and
motivate them for a more dynamic participation or
engagement process, and it is believed that the current
study will reveal an alternative path. The use of Web 2.0
tools in online learning environments contributes to the
increase of learners’ interest, motivation, and academic
achievement levels, while at the same time reducing
drop-outs in these environments.

It is believed that the practices, applications, or meth-
ods used in online learning environments during the pan-
demic will continue to reshape educational practices in
the post-pandemic period (Robson et al., 2022;
Tartavulea et al., 2020). In line with this, based on the
decision by the CoHE in T€urkiye entitled ‘‘Procedures
and Principles Regarding Distance Education in Higher

14 SAGE Open



Education Institutions,’’ a maximum of 40% of the
courses in the programs and the courses specified in
Article 5-i including Compulsory Foreign Language at
Turkish universities can be delivered through both for-
mal and online instruction. The present study was con-
ducted in online learning environments to give insights
and reveal online practices as compulsory courses includ-
ing Foreign Language have been decided to be instructed
through online platforms in a synchronous way in many
higher education institutions in T€urkiye and will con-
tinue to be instructed in online learning environments in
the following years.

As the rapid transition from traditional applications
to online platforms, mostly during the time of global
pandemic, has led to major changes in our daily lives and
accordingly our educational practices, many instructors
have turned to using direct transfer for their online les-
sons without making significant changes in their teaching
due to limited knowledge in online learning environments
(Basxal & Eryılmaz, 2021). Nevertheless, Köksal (2004)
emphasizes that it is very important for language teachers
to be aware of the latest and greatest equipment and
what is appropriate and applicable in each teaching situa-
tion. In this regard, Cesur (2021) states that if the techno-
logical tools used in online foreign language teaching are
easier, more meaningful, and fun, they will have a posi-
tive effect on the process. Therefore, elective courses
regarding different methods and applications to use in
online learning environments can be provided for pro-
spective teachers within English Language Teacher
Education Programs. Furthermore, various seminars and
in-service training programs can be organized for faculty
members, EFL instructors, teachers, educators, and
other stakeholders in the field of education to increase
participants’ motivation and course interest levels in
online learning environments and technology teaching
courses can also be designed for educators of various
teaching levels. Besides, in relation to the CIS question-
naire used in the study and based on the sub-headings of
attention, confidence, relevance, and satisfaction, Izmirli
and Izmirli (2015) state that if the relevant dimensions
are taken into consideration when designing courses in
online learning environments, learners’ motivation and
performance will increase.

Moreover, because of the advances in today’s techno-
logical world, Web 2.0 tools can also be used in the
assessment and evaluation process in foreign language
teaching and learning environments and necessary up-to-
date changes can be made in the curricular contents in
terms of the use of technology and decision makers can
consider best practices to implement the tools for neces-
sary adjustments (Orava & Worrall, 2011). Furthermore,
Tasir and Al-Dheleai (2019) suggest that since partici-
pants feel disconnected from others in online learning

environments, their social presence can be fostered
through more interactive and collaborative learning
opportunities supported by Web 2.0 tools in online
learning environments.

Author’s Note

This paper was produced from the doctoral thesis written by
the first author under the supervision of the second author.

Declaration of Conflicting Interests

The author declared no potential conflicts of interest with
respect to the research, authorship, and/or publication of this
article.

Funding

The author received no financial support for the research,
authorship, and/or publication of this article.

ORCID iDs

Tuba Temel https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4438-060X
K€ursxat Cesur https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5091-9793

Data Availability Statement

The dataset supporting the conclusions of this article is included
within the article and for more details can also be kindly
requested from the corresponding author whenever necessary.

References

Abusa’aleek, R. A., & Baniabdelrahman, A. A. (2020). The

effect of gamification on Jordanian EFL sixth grade stu-

dents’ reading comprehension. International Journal of Edu-

cation and Training (InjET), 6(1), 1–11.
Adams, A. L. (2020). Online teaching resources. Public Services

Quarterly, 16(3), 172–178. https://doi.org/10.1080/15228959.

2020.1778598
Ahmed, A. A. A., Widodo, M., Komariah, A., Hassan, I., Suk-

mana, N., Ali, M. H., Abbas, A. K., & Rohi, A. (2022).

Assessing the effects of gamification on developing EFL

learners’ idiomatic knowledge: Do attitudinal factors con-

tribute to the learning of the idioms with the game? Educa-

tion Research International, 2022, 1–10. https://doi.org/10.

1155/2022/2482570
Akhasbi, H., Belghini, N., & Riyami, B. (2021). Self-determined

learner motivation evaluation in distance learning context

using Web 2.0 tools, during the covıd-19 pandemic period

[Conference session]. INTED2021 Proceedings (pp. 2143–

2151). IATED.
Alhalafawy, W. S., & Zaki, M. Z. T. (2022). How has gamifica-

tion within digital platforms affected self-regulated learning

skills during the COVID-19 pandemic? Mixed-methods

research. International Journal of Emerging Technologies in

Learning (Online), 17(6), 123–151. https://doi.org/10.3991/

ijet.v17i06.28885

Temel and Cesur 15

https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4438-060X
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5091-9793
https://doi.org/10.1080/15228959.2020.1778598
https://doi.org/10.1080/15228959.2020.1778598
https://doi.org/10.1155/2022/2482570
https://doi.org/10.1155/2022/2482570
https://doi.org/10.3991/ijet.v17i06.28885
https://doi.org/10.3991/ijet.v17i06.28885


Alsadoon, E., Alkhawajah, A., & Suhaim, A. B. (2022). Effects

of a gamified learning environment on students’ achieve-

ment, motivations, and satisfaction. Heliyon, 8(8), e10249.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2022.e10249
Alsawaier, R. S. (2019). Research trends in the study of gamifi-

cation. International Journal of Information and Learning

Technology, 36(5), 373–380. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJILT-

12-2017-0119
Arunsirot, N. (2021). Integration of gamification approach in

EFL classroom context. Journal of Education Naresuan Uni-

versity, 23(4), 30–45.
Ayub, N. (2010). Effect of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation on

academic performance. Pakistan Business Review, 8(1),

363–372.
Bai, S., Hew, K. F., & Huang, B. (2020). Does gamification

improve student learning outcome? Evidence from a meta-

analysis and synthesis of qualitative data in educational con-

texts. Educational Research Review, 30, 100322. https://doi.

org/10.1016/j.edurev.2020.100322
Baig, M. A. (2011). A critical study of the effectiveness of online

learning on students’ achievement. i-Manager’s Journal of

Educational Technology, 7(4), 28–34.

Balaban-Sali, J. (2008). Designing motivational learning systems

in distance education. Online Submission, 9(3), 149–161.
Basxal, A., & Eryılmaz, A. (2021). Engagement and affection of

pre-service teachers in online learning in the context of

COVID 19: Engagement-based instruction with web 2.0

technologies vs direct transmission instruction. Journal of

Education for Teaching, 47(1), 131–133. https://doi.org/10.

1080/02607476.2020.1841555
Bawa, P. (2019). Using Kahoot to inspire. Journal of Educa-

tional Technology Systems, 47(3), 373–390. https://doi.org/

10.1177/0047239518804173
Berestova, A., Burdina, G., Lobuteva, L., & Lobuteva, A.

(2022). Academic motivation of university students and the

factors that influence it in an e-learning environment. Elec-

tronic Journal of e-Learning, 20(2), 201–210.
Bicen, H., & Kocakoyun, S. (2018). Perceptions of students for

gamification approach: Kahoot as a case study. International

Journal of Emerging Technologies in Learning, 13(2), 72–93.

https://doi.org/10.3991/ijet.v13i02.7467
Bilgin, E. (2022). Pedagogical uses of Web 2.0 tools in foreign

language teaching: A study to define best practices [Unpub-

lished PhD thesis, Canakkale Onsekiz Mart University].
Boopathiraj, C., & Chellamani, K. (2013). Analysis of test items

on difficulty level and discrimination index in the test for

research in education. International Journal of Social Science

& Interdisciplinary Research, 2(2), 189–193.
Boudadi, N. A., & Gutiérrez-Colón, M. (2020). Effect of gami-

fication on students’ motivation and learning achievement

in second language acquisition within higher education: A

literature review 2011-2019. The EuroCALL Review, 28(1),

57–69.
Bovermann, K., & Bastiaens, T. J. (2020). Towards a motiva-

tional design? Connecting gamification user types and online

learning activities. Research and Practice in Technology

Enhanced Learning, 15(1), 1–18. https://doi.org/10.1186/

s41039-019-0121-4

Buckley, P., & Doyle, E. (2016). Gamification and student

motivation. Interactive Learning Environments, 24(6),

1162–1175. https://doi.org/10.1080/10494820.2014.964263
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Orhan Özen, S. (2017). The effect of motivation on student

achievement. In E. Karadağ (Ed.), The factors effecting stu-

dent achievement: Meta-analysis of empirical studies (pp. 35–

56). Springer.
Park, J. H., & Choi, H. J. (2009). Factors influencing adult lear-

ners’ decision to drop out or persist in online learning. Jour-

nal of Educational Technology & Society, 12(4), 207–217.
Paul, J., & Jefferson, F. (2019). A comparative analysis of

student performance in an online vs. face-to-face environ-

mental science course from 2009 to 2016. Frontiers in

Computer Science, 1, 1–9. https://doi.org/10.3389/fcomp.

2019.00007
Peechapol, C., Na-Songkhla, J., Sujiva, S., & Luangsodsai, A.

(2018). An exploration of factors influencing self-efficacy in

online learning: A systematic review. International Journal of

Emerging Technologies in Learning, 13(9), 64–86. https://doi.

org/10.3991/ijet.v13i09.8351
Phuong, H. (2020). Gamified learning: Are Vietnamese EFL

learners ready yet? International Journal of Emerging Tech-

nologies in Learning (iJET), 15(24), 242–251. https://doi.

org/10.3991/ijet.v15i24.16667
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González-Enrı́quez, I., Hernández-Melián, A., Blázquez-

Rodrı́guez, M., & Ramos-Toro, M. (2021). Students and

teachers using Mentimeter: Technological innovation to face

the challenges of the covid-19 pandemic and post-pandemic

in higher education. Education Sciences, 11(667), 1–18.

https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci11110667
Pitoyo, M. D., Sumardi, S., & Asib, A. (2019). Gamification

based assessment: A test anxiety reduction through game

elements in Quizizz platform. IJER (Indonesian Journal of

Educational Research), 4(1), 22–32. https://doi.org/10.1080/

15424065.2013.820539
Prince, J. D. (2013). Gamification. Journal of Electronic

Resources in Medical Libraries, 10(3), 162–169. https://doi.

org/10.1080/15424065.2013.820539
Razali, N., Nasir, N. A., Ismail, M. E., Sari, N. M., & Salleh,

K. M. (2020, September). Gamification elements in Quizizz

applications: Evaluating the impact on intrinsic and extrinsic

student’s motivation [Conference session]. IOP Conference

Series: Materials Science and Engineering (Vol. 917, No. 1,

p. 012024). IOP Publishing.
Razali, N. M., & Wah, Y. B. (2011). Power comparisons of

Shapiro-wilk, Kolmogorov Smirnov, Lilliefors and Ander-

son-darling tests. Journal of Statistical Modeling and Analy-

tics, 2(1), 21–33.
Redjeki, I. S., & Muhajir, R. (2021). Gamification in EFL class-

room to support teaching and learning in 21st century. JEES

(Journal of English Educators Society), 6(1), 68–78. https://

doi.org/10.21070/jees.v6i1.792
Robson, L., Gardner, B., & Dommett, E. J. (2022). The post-

pandemic lecture: Views from academic staff across the UK.

Education sciences, 12(2), 1–16. https://doi.org/10.3390/

educsci12020123
Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E. L. (2000). Intrinsic and extrinsic motiva-

tions: Classic definitions and new directions. Contemporary

18 SAGE Open

https://doi.org/10.15294/EEJ.V10I1.36696
https://doi.org/10.4103/aca.ACA_157_18
https://doi.org/10.22061/tej.2021.7996.2606
https://doi.org/10.22061/tej.2021.7996.2606
https://doi.org/10.11113/lspi.v5n2.77
http://doi.org/10.20982/tqmp.04.1.p013
https://core.ac.uk/download/pdf/10202074.pdf
https://core.ac.uk/download/pdf/10202074.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2013.05.016
https://doi.org/10.1177/0193841X0102500101
https://doi.org/10.18009/jcer.924882
https://doi.org/10.18009/jcer.924882
https://doi.org/10.4018/jvple.2011010103
https://doi.org/10.4018/jvple.2011010103
https://doi.org/10.3389/fcomp.2019.00007
https://doi.org/10.3389/fcomp.2019.00007
https://doi.org/10.3991/ijet.v13i09.8351
https://doi.org/10.3991/ijet.v13i09.8351
https://doi.org/10.3991/ijet.v15i24.16667
https://doi.org/10.3991/ijet.v15i24.16667
https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci11110667
https://doi.org/10.1080/15424065.2013.820539
https://doi.org/10.1080/15424065.2013.820539
https://doi.org/10.1080/15424065.2013.820539
https://doi.org/10.1080/15424065.2013.820539
https://doi.org/10.21070/jees.v6i1.792
https://doi.org/10.21070/jees.v6i1.792
https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci12020123
https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci12020123


Educational Psychology, 25(1), 54–67. https://doi.org/10.1006/
ceps.1999.1020

Sailer, M., Hense, J., Mandl, J., & Klevers, M. (2014). Psycho-
logical perspectives on motivation through gamification.
Interaction Design and Architecture Journal, 19, 28–37.

Schober, P., Boer, C., & Schwarte, L. A. (2018). Correlation
coefficients: Appropriate use and interpretation. Anesthesia
& Analgesia, 126(5), 1763–1768.

Sikhwari, T. D. (2014) A study of the relationship between
motivation, self-concept and academic achievement of stu-
dents at a university in Limpopo province, South Africa.
International Journal of Educational Sciences, 6(1), 19–25.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09751122.2014.11890113

Singh, G., Bhatnagar, V., Gupta, R., & Kumar, G. (2020).
Exploration of e-learning vs traditional learning in India.
Humanities & Social Sciences Reviews, 8(2), 69–76. https://
doi.org/10.18510/hssr.2020.829

Song, C., & Kao, Q. (2023). Enhancing learner motivation by
adapting strategies from the ARCS model: Experience from
Chinese online course design and teaching. Journal of China
Computer-Assisted Language Learning, 3(1), 168–187.
https://doi.org/10.1515/jccall-2023-0014

Stevenson, M. P., & Liu, M. (2010). Learning a language with
Web 2.0: Exploring the use of social networking features of
foreign language learning websites. CALICO Journal, 27(2),
233–259.

Tang, Y. M., Chen, P. C., Law, K. M., Wu, C. H., Lau, Y. Y.,

Guan, J., He, D., & Ho, G. T. (2021). Comparative analysis
of student’s live online learning readiness during the corona-
virus (COVID-19) pandemic in the higher education sector.
Computers & Education, 168, 1–17. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
compedu.2021.104211

Tartavulea, C. V., Albu, C. N., Albu, N., Dieaconescu, R. I., &
Petre, S. (2020). Online teaching practices and the effective-
ness of the educational process in the wake of the COVID-
19 pandemic. Amfiteatru Economic, 22(55), 920–936. https://
doi.org/10.24818/EA/2020/55/920

Tasir, Z., & Al-Dheleai, Y. (2019). Web 2.0 for fostering stu-
dents’ social presence in online learning-based interaction.
JOTSE: Journal of Technology and Science Education, 9(1),
13–19. https://doi.org/10.3926/jotse.552

Thanasegaran, G. (2009). Reliability and validity issues in
research. Integration & Dissemination, 4, 35–40.

Toda, A. M., Klock, A. C., Oliveira, W., Palomino, P. T.,
Rodrigues, L., Shi, L., Bittencourt, I., Gasparini, I., Isotani,
S., & Cristea, A. I. (2019). Analysing gamification elements
in educational environments using an existing gamification
taxonomy. Smart Learning Environments, 6(16), 1–14.
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40561-019-0106-1

Tsay, C. H. H., Kofinas, A., & Luo, J. (2018). Enhancing stu-
dent learning experience with technology-mediated

gamification: An empirical study. Computers & Education,
121, 1–17. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2018.01.009

Turan, Z., Avinc, Z., Kara, K., & Goktas, Y. (2016). Gamifica-
tion and education: Achievements, cognitive loads, and
views of students. International Journal of Emerging Tech-

nologies in Learning, 11(7), 64–69. https://doi.org/10.3991/
ijet.v11i07.5455

Wang, S., & Vásquez, C. (2012). Web 2.0 and second language
learning: What does the research tell us? CALICO Journal,
29(3), 412–430.

Werbach, K., & Hunter, D. (2012). For the win: How game

thinking can revolutionize your business. Wharton Digital
Press.

Yildirim, I. (2017). The effects of gamification-based teaching
practices on student achievement and students’ attitudes
toward lessons. The Internet and Higher Education, 33,
86–92. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2017.02.002

Yu, Z. (2021). The effects of gender, educational level, and per-
sonality on online learning outcomes during the COVID-19
pandemic. International Journal of Educational Technology

in Higher Education, 18(14), 1–17. https://doi.org/10.1186/
s41239-021-00252-3

Yu, Z. (2022). Sustaining student roles, digital literacy, learning
achievements, and motivation in online learning environ-
ments during the COVID-19 pandemic. Sustainability, 14(8),
4388. https://doi.org/10.3390/su14084388

Zarzycka-Piskorz, E. (2016). Kahoot it or not? Can games be

motivating in learning grammar? Teaching English with

Technology, 16(3), 17–36.
Zhan, Z., He, L., Tong, Y., Liang, X., Guo, S., & Lan, X.

(2022). The effectiveness of gamification in programming
education: Evidence from a meta-analysis. Computers and

Education: Artificial Intelligence, 3, 100096. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.caeai.2022.100096

Zhang, Q., Yu, L., & Yu, Z. (2021). A content analysis and
meta-analysis on the effects of classcraft on gamification
learning experiences in terms of learning achievement and
motivation. Education Research International, 2021, 1–21.
https://doi.org/10.1155/2021/9429112

Zhang, S., & Hasim, Z. (2022). Gamification in EFL/ESL
instruction: A systematic review of empirical research. Fron-
tiers in Psychology, 13, 1030790. https://doi.org/10.3389/
fpsyg.2022.1030790

Zhang, X., & Cui, G. (2010). Learning beliefs of distance for-
eign language learners in China: A survey study. System,
38(1), 30–40. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2009.12.003

Zuhriyah, S., & Pratolo, B. W. (2020). Exploring students’
views in the use of Quizizz as an assessment tool in English
as a foreign language (EFL) class. Universal Journal of Edu-

cational Research, 8(11), 5312–5317. https://doi.org/10.
13189/ujer.2020.081132

Temel and Cesur 19

https://doi.org/10.1006/ceps.1999.1020
https://doi.org/10.1006/ceps.1999.1020
https://doi.org/10.1080/09751122.2014.11890113
https://doi.org/10.18510/hssr.2020.829
https://doi.org/10.18510/hssr.2020.829
https://doi.org/10.1515/jccall-2023-0014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2021.104211
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2021.104211
https://doi.org/10.24818/EA/2020/55/920
https://doi.org/10.24818/EA/2020/55/920
https://doi.org/10.3926/jotse.552
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40561-019-0106-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2018.01.009
https://doi.org/10.3991/ijet.v11i07.5455
https://doi.org/10.3991/ijet.v11i07.5455
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2017.02.002
https://doi.org/10.1186/s41239-021-00252-3
https://doi.org/10.1186/s41239-021-00252-3
https://doi.org/10.3390/su14084388
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.caeai.2022.100096
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.caeai.2022.100096
https://doi.org/10.1155/2021/9429112
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.1030790
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.1030790
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2009.12.003
https://doi.org/10.13189/ujer.2020.081132
https://doi.org/10.13189/ujer.2020.081132

