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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study is to explore the effect of mobile learning on writing achievement using tablet PCs. It 
used a pretest-posttest control group design to assess the effect at a private university in Türkiye. The study involved 55 
students and two instructors who volunteered to participate. A 16-week tablet-assisted language learning (TALL) mate-
rial was used for the treatment group while the control group was instructed in a regular way of using a coursebook pack 
and a notebook. A validated writing achievement test was used to collect data. To reveal a potential difference between 
the pretest and posttest results of the groups, a non-parametric equivalent to the t-test for dependent samples, Wilcoxon 
Signed-Ranks test was employed.  To reveal a potential difference between posttest results of the groups, a non-paramet-
ric equivalent to the t-test for independent samples, Mann-Whitney U test was employed.  In addition, some descriptive 
statistics were calculated to support the results. The findings revealed that TALL made a significant change in students’ 
achievement scores in EFL writing; however, the treatment group scores were not statistically and significantly higher 
than the control group scores based on comparison of both groups’ posttest scores. The findings show that TALL can 
impact educational practices by replacing traditional classroom practice if need be. 
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1. Introduction

As mobile devices become more affordable overtime, 
device ownership has been growing for the last two dec-
ades [1]. Educational institutions have been increasingly 
eager to integrate mobile technologies into their teaching 
practices, a trend that has spiked further during Covid 
pandemic [2]. While some institutions adopted this trend by 
providing their students with mobile devices, others opted 
for BYOD (bring your own device), described as “explic-
itly implementing a policy of relying on student-owned 
technology, and providing the necessary support, infra-
structure and evaluation to measure its efficacy” [3]. The 
most effective ones of these mobile devices are laptops, 
tablets and smartphones, but particularly tablets and tab-
let-assisted learning because tablets are not only portable 
and more accessible, but also provide more practicality in 
learning as they can provide eBooks, endless e-practice, 
and communication tools without a limit of location and 
with more space to make notes and read more comforta-
bly.

As mobile technologies continue to evolve at a fast 
pace, mobile learning attracts the attention of researchers 
who are tracking the trends in educational technology 
in an effort to identify benefits provided and challenges 
posed by the use of mobile technologies in education. Re-
searchers pay specific attention to aspects like increased 
time and effort in management; improved academic suc-
cess; increased access to digital resources; transforming 
the quality of teaching; increase in independent study, mo-
tivation, and participation; and providing more effective 
and efficient learning; and differences in student success 
level [4–14]. As evidenced by a considerable number of re-
search topics, mobile learning in higher education remains 
a growing field of research, and mobile learning tools and 
applications have been indicated to be effective improving 
the learning experience of students [15,16].

1.1. Mobile learning and TALL

Mobile learning can be defined as e-learning through 
and with the support or delivery by using mobile technol-
ogies such as portable application tools [17,18]. It is basically 

the use of mobile phones, tablets, and laptops to learn. 
The emergence of the use of mobile technologies has been 
considerably bringing out new ways of teaching and learn-
ing. As new ways come out, mobile technologies’ potential 
positive impact on teaching and learning has been in the 
center of attention [18–21].

Considering research at different levels of education, 
the tendency to adapt mobile technologies can be seen 
without any hassle. The numerous uses and direct impacts 
on student learning are seen as more learner-centered with 
teaching practices and outcomes following a constructivist 
approach [22–24]. 

The primary interest of researchers has mostly been 
on the aspects that mobile learning has been providing 
such as flexibility, engagement, accessibility, motiva-
tion, and interactivity [25]. Mobile devices such as mobile 
phones and tablets provide flexible learning anytime and 
anywhere, in and out of the classroom [26,27]. They have 
become part of the daily routine of students because of 
their practical, portable, affordable, and interactive charac-
teristics of usability. This paved the way to an encouraging 
demand for tablet use in educational environments that has 
grown pretty fast, more so in the pandemic [2]. Tablet-as-
sisted teaching and learning plays an active role as tablets 
are more than a mobile phone and a notebook computer 
in a variety of ways. They combine the flexible use of a 
standard notebook computer with a stylus and a keyboard, 
and they allow easy input by typing, writing, noting, or 
drawing on the screen [28] with a wider screen than a mo-
bile phone as studies report a meaningful screen size effect 
on efficiency and effectiveness [29]. Reference [28] also states 
that an easy and flexible environment can be provided in 
teaching and learning process by the ability to use tablets 
in different modes such as notebook computer and/or tab-
let, to carry and move around in the classroom in groups 
or individually, and to use with a long battery life that can 
enable students work for the entire class day. This might 
lead to a larger amount of research on this matter [30].

The multimedia capabilities of the tablets also allow 
students to access materials of multimedia, and they moti-
vate students to learn and improve learning with different 
levels of processing [31]. They facilitate equal opportunity 
as distance is not an issue for the learner. They are small 
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enough to be portable, and they allow learners to interact 
with other students or instructors anywhere and anytime 
to exchange information, complete a task, or work in a 
collaborative way synchronously or asynchronously on a 
project.

Another study utilized a quasi-experimental ap-
proach to assess how the use of tablets has an influence 
on children’s learning in classrooms. Information was 
gathered from classrooms that used and did not use tablets 
for learning [32]. The results collected from 255 students 
indicated that children who used tablets demonstrated im-
proved learning outcomes. 

Another study focused on performance of college 
students in grammar using an experimental design. They 
also compared proficiency outcomes and reported no sig-
nificant difference in students’ performances at the end of 
the process. However, they stated a motivational impact 
of tablet use as tablets increased student engagement in 
language learning studies, made classes more interactive, 
and gave more possibilities to the instructors for using 
a variety of learning tools for studying in and out of the 
classroom [33].

In one-to-one programs, positive effects on student 
writing have been observed because of the frequent use 
of computers. A study, for 8th grade science students in 
nine schools of an experimental laptop program revealed a 
positive effect size on a large-scale test when 214 schools 
were assigned as the control group [34]. 

Researchers similarly studied the engagement of 
students with mobile devices and found the motivational 
impact and interactivity tablets brought up in classroom 
activities [35–38].

Research studies show that mobile learning offers 
flexibility and engagement with learning by its practicality 
and accessibility for educational tools and content. The 
studies also suggest that it can improve motivation, inter-
action, and learning outcomes. Still, some studies report it 
does not make a significant change in students’ behaviour 
although it can replace traditional methods [33,35]. A closer 
look at the existing research supports the idea of flexible, 
interactive, motivating, and engaging aspects of mobile 
learning use; however, its impact on performance remains 
under researched. 

1.2. Mobile Learning and Writing Instruction

EFL writing instruction in digital environments and 
mobile learning has become an increasing trend with the 
developments mentioned. Technology-related topics, use 
of blogs and writing software, online writing courses at 
institutional level, or massive open online courses, class-
room-based, school-based, and large-scale tests, AI-pow-
ered digital writing assistants are now used for improving 
writing quality and achievement in writing. 

Additionally, with these aspects of mobile learning, 
the nature of literacy, reading and writing, has also been 
evolving. Students are usually expected to deal with in-
formation online in the learning process. Considering the 
enormous input provided by Internet and the teaching and 
learning environments such as schools and universities, 
students should be able to access and process information 
online, use a variety of resources of media, organize their 
ideas, and communicate through receiving and sending 
messages, composing information, and establishing infor-
mation exchange with their teachers and/or instructors [39]. 
These abilities have become an indicator of literacy and 
created a tendency to read and write in digital environ-
ments, changing the way that the students at all levels of 
education communicate and process information for learn-
ing and taking part in social life in today’s world. 

In a tablet PC study, held in a higher education set-
ting, researchers studied student assessment outcomes 
using an experimental design. They compared classroom 
assessment scores for students studying with tablet PCs 
to the scores of students studying without a tablet PC in 
five different courses, which are Algebra, Composition, 
Information Systems, US History, and World Civilization. 
Among the courses, Algebra was the only one to show 
a significant difference in favor of tablet PC use [40]. In 
another study, positive effects were observed when the ef-
fects of mobile computing on state achievement test scores 
in writing were examined [41].

In a Canadian study, researchers investigated the im-
pact of digital writing tools on college students’ quality of 
writing in English as a foreign language (EFL) [42]. They 
found that these tools could improve writing skills, but not 
significantly improve the quality of writing. The study also 
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highlighted the importance of classroom instruction where 
teachers can directly guide students on writing strategies.

An interventionist literature review also stated that 
digital writing assistants can boost English language pro-
ficiency in vocabulary growth, input, and writing, but only 
if they’re part of a well-designed learning program [43]. 
Still, existing studies haven’t explored whether these im-
provements last in the long term.

In another study involving 80 EFL students, they 
found that the students who were comfortable using digital 
writing assistants showed greater improvement in their 
written English compared to students who weren’t familiar 
with the tools’ features [44].

A large survey involving approximately 2500 teach-
ers studied the impact of digital writing tools on student 
texts. The teachers found that modern digital writing tools 
like Google Docs, with all their bells and whistles, can 
have a positive impact on student writing [45].

Another study investigated the impact of using an 
AI writing tool called Wordtune [46]. Experimental group 
students who used Wordtune consistently scored higher 
on writing tests compared to the ones in the control group 
who didn’t. The study also found qualitative improve-
ments in the experimental group’s writing. They used a 
wider range of vocabulary growing lexical resourcefulness 
and constructed sentences with more variety in sentence 
structure after using Wordtune regularly. Notably, these 
improvements showed no inconsistency for different gen-
ders, and all participants improved in vocabulary and sen-
tence structure on tests and in their writing samples.

Language learning has been experiencing the same 
shift, and institutions of higher education have been in-
tensely using mobile learning for all kinds of activities, 
mostly in language teaching and learning. Still, a need for 
experimental studies to reveal the effects of mobile learn-
ing on student success exists, especially in language learn-
ing and writing.   

In this sense, the current study investigates the effect 
of tablet-assisted language learning (TALL) in develop-
ment of writing skill. TALL here refers to the use of ed-
ucational tablets facilitating language learning with tools 
and materials such as Internet access, a keyboard, a stylus, 
a word processor, an English-English dictionary, a note 

pad, a search engine, a learning management system, and 
the publisher’s e-book package providing the coursebook, 
workbook, and synchronous and asynchronous supple-
mentary activities. 

The main purpose of the study at this point is to re-
veal the potential significance of TALL in writing achieve-
ment in college EFL classes using a true experimental de-
sign employing an experimental group, from now on EG, 
and a control group, from now on CG. For this reason, the 
study asks the following research questions:

Does TALL influence student success in EFL writing?
Do EG students’ writing scores in the pre- and post-

tests differ significantly?
Do CG students’ writing scores in the pre-and 

posttest differ significantly?
Do the posttest writing scores of EG and CG differ 

significantly?

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Research Design

A true experimental design was employed for the 
study. Two groups of study were assigned from a subject 
pool randomly. One of these groups was randomly as-
signed as control group (CG), and the other group was also 
randomly assigned as experimental group (EG) [47,48]. 
The design is presented in Table 1 below:

Table 1. Pretest-Posttest Control Group Design.

Groups Pretest Intervention (16 
Weeks) Posttest

Experimental 
Group Writing 

Achievement
Test

TALL Writing 
Achievement 
TestControl 

Group
Regular classroom
practice

Table 1 above shows EG used educational tablets as 
the main course material for daily practice and CG were 
not exposed to TALL or mobile learning in daily class-
room practice for 16 weeks within the same course content 
and calendar.

2.2. Participants

A selected sample of students and two voluntary 
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instructors in an English Foundation program at a foun-
dation university in Türkiye participated in the study. A 
convenience sampling method was employed to select the 
participants considering both the students’ and the instruc-
tors’ convenient accessibility and ease to reach [49]. The 
students’ English levels in writing subtest of the entrance 
test were also taken into consideration in the selection pro-
cess. Later, the pretest and posttest results were collected 
from the participants of 55 students; 28 of them were in 
EG, and 27 of them were in CG. Although the number of 
participants is limited to two EFL classes because of the 
convenience of the procedure, the sample size is appro-
priate for nonparametric tests. This can still be taken as a 
potential limitation of this study.  

The participants of the experiment are given in Table 
2 below.

Table 2. Participants in each group.
Groups Experimental Group Control Group Total

Pretest 28 27 55

Posttest 28 27 55

Pretest results of the students were examined to es-
tablish the equality of the groups prior to the process. The 
writing achievement scores did not yield any significant 
difference between the groups (Z= -1.307, p= .167 > .05). 
This result gives evidence of the equality of the groups.

2.3. Procedure

Starting at an A2 level (on the Common European 
Framework Reference-CEFR scale), the students work to-
wards becoming comfortable using English independently 
for writing tasks. By the end of the program, they should 
be at a B2 level in writing skills. The CEFR objectives are 
in the following [50]: 

Independent user … can produce clear, detailed text 
on a wide range of subjects and explain a viewpoint on a 
topical issue giving the advantages and disadvantages of 
various options.

At B2 level achievement standard in writing, stu-
dents, considering the objectives above, write for a wide 
range of purposes demonstrating an understanding and 
developing knowledge with the use of specific vocabulary, 

structures, and features within a 16-week course calendar 
in the scope of this study. 

EG used educational tablets as the leading material 
and tool in the teaching and learning process. The control 
group, on the other hand, followed the same course con-
tent and calendar without the educational tablet practice. 
Through collaboration with the instructors, the research-
ers, and the IT department, each tablet was provided by 
the management and preloaded with specific programs and 
applications. Each tablet had the same tools and materials 
such as a learning management system, Internet access, a 
keyboard, a stylus, a word processor, a note pad, an Eng-
lish-English dictionary, a search engine, and the publish-
er’s e-book package providing the coursebook, workbook, 
supplementary activities. Students were provided with 
services such as the course syllabus, the course calendar, 
an emailing platform, a forum, and instant messaging 
in the learning management system. It also came with a 
functional course page for the instructor to build quizzes, 
supplementary materials, and labels for announcements 
beside the tools of synchronous and asynchronous com-
munication such as email, instant messaging, and chatting/
foruming to contact the students individually or in groups. 
Based on the course calendar and the content, the instruc-
tors facilitated necessary teaching content and material 
they are supposed to cover using tablets and applications 
and tools provided with the tablets.  

In the meantime, as the EG students were required 
to use tablets in the process, they enjoyed the freedom to 
learn on their own terms. They could access all course ma-
terials (syllabus, calendar, course slides, assignments, and 
homework) anytime, anywhere thanks to their tablets. This 
“anytime, anywhere” learning (as described by Geddes, 
2004) was further enhanced by constant communication 
options [51]. Students could receive feedback from teachers 
and peers through email, forums, and instant messaging, 
regardless of location or time.

Unlike EG students, CG students received hard 
copies of the course book and workbook, and they were 
expected to take notes by hand. While they had access to 
a learning management system (LMS) on their computers 
outside of class, they couldn’t use it during class time. 
This LMS offered the syllabus, calendar, email, forums, 
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instant messaging, quizzes, assignments, additional ma-
terials, and communication tools. They were able to use 
their own computers outside the classroom or the library 
computers during certain times to access the learning man-
agement system.

The EG instructor used the provided tablet for all 
aspects of teaching. This included presenting lessons, con-
ducting activities, creating quizzes and assignments, com-
municating with students, grading work, providing feed-
back, and making announcements while the CG instructor 
relied on traditional methods, utilizing physical course 
materials like textbooks, workbooks, and worksheets in 
class.

The teaching and learning process is given in Table 3 
below:

Table 3. The Teaching and Learning (TL) Process.

Groups Pretest Intervention
(16 Weeks) Posttest

Experimental
Writing 
Achievement 
Test

TALL
Writing 
Achievement 
TestControl

Regular class-
room
practice

2.4. Data Collection

A writing achievement test, validated by the foun-
dation program’s testing committee and two language 
teaching and testing experts, was employed for the pre-
test-posttest design. These experts examined the objec-
tives, the test, and the instruction and the language used 
in the test. After validation with expert judgments, the 
test included an essay question in 140–190 words. The 
question required a written response in the form of an 
opinion essay. The students are required to demonstrate 
their understanding of the topic, critical thinking skills, 
and ability to construct a well-organized and coherent es-
say giving their opinions with reasons. The students were 
given two keywords and asked to add of their own for the 
third one. They were also asked to give reasons for their 
opinion. The instructors used Cambridge English writing 
assessment scale [52], and they assessed the essays in terms 
of content, communicative achievement, organization, and 
language use. The band descriptors are detailed in Table 4 
below:

Table 4. Band descriptors of the writing test.
B2 Content Communicative Achievement Organization Language 

5

All content is relevant 
to the task. 
Target reader is fully 
informed.

Uses the conventions of the 
communicative task effectively 
to hold the target reader’s atten-
tion and communicate straight-
forward and complex ideas, as 
appropriate.

Text is well organised and 
coherent, using a variety 
of cohesive devices and 
organisational patterns to 
generally good effect.

Uses a range of vocabulary, including less 
common lexis, appropriately.
Uses a range of simple and complex gram-
matical forms with control and flexibility.
Occasional errors may be present but do not 
impede communication.

4 Performance shares features of Bands 3 and 5.

3

Minor irrelevances 
and/or omissions may 
be present. 
Target reader is on the 
whole informed.

Uses the conventions of the 
communicative task to hold the 
target reader’s attention and 
communicate straightforward 
ideas.

Text is generally well 
organised and coherent, 
using a variety of linking 
words and cohesive devic-
es.

Uses a range of everyday vocabulary appro-
priately, with occasional inappropriate use of 
less common lexis.
Uses a range of simple and some complex 
grammatical forms with a good degree of 
control.
Errors do not impede communication.

2 Performance shares features of Bands 1 and 3.

1

Irrelevances and misin-
terpretation of task 
may be present. 
Target reader is mini-
mally informed. 

Uses the conventions of the 
communicative task in generally 
appropriate ways to communi-
cate straightforward ideas.

Text is connected and co-
herent, using basic linking 
words and a limited num-
ber of cohesive devices.

Uses everyday vocabulary generally appro-
priately, while occasionally overusing certain 
lexis.
Uses simple grammatical forms with a good 
degree of control.
While errors are noticeable, meaning can 
still be determined.

0

Content is totally irrel-
evant.
Target reader is not 
informed.

Performance below Band 1.
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For ensuring validation and rater reliability of scor-
ing, the instructors took a workshop session on scoring 
using the scale and did blind marking on the same samples 
from the students’ work (3 from each section, 6 in total) 
before they scored the essays. There was a slight differ-
ence (99% agreement) in the bands and total scores they 
assigned for the sample essays. 

2.5. Data Analysis

To examine a potential difference between the pre-
test-posttest results of EG and CG individually, a Wilcox-
on Signed-Ranks test, the non-parametric analogue of the 
t-test for dependent samples, was employed considering 
the limited number of participants.  To reveal a potential 
difference between posttest results of the EG and CG, a 
Mann-Whitney U test, the non-parametric analogue of the 
t-test for independent samples, was employed.  Besides, 
some descriptive statistics were computed to support the 
analyses results. The analyses were made with the use of 
SPSS.  

3. Results

The results are presented in this section focusing on 
some descriptive statistics and a potential difference in 
pretest-posttest scores of EG and CG students as individ-
ual groups. Next, posttest scores of both groups are exam-
ined to find out a potential effect of TALL in students’ per-
formance in EFL writing compared to regular classroom 
practice. 

The Effect of TALL on Student Success in EFL Writ-
ing

To examine the effect of TALL on student success 
in EFL writing during the process, EG and CG students’ 
pre-post test results were studied in the first place. Later, 
EG and CG students post test results are examined. The 
posttest results of the groups are compared to see the po-
tential difference that TALL made compared to regular 
classroom practice. 

First, the descriptive statistics for EG are given in 
Table 5 below.

Table 5. EG Descriptive Statistics.
N Mean SD Min Max Median

EG pre 28 11.800 2.044 8.400 15.200 12.000

EG post 28 15.684 2.963 10.750 18.500 15.700

The group has 28 students. The mean score is 11.8 
for pretest results and 15.684 for posttest results. The 
standard deviation is 2.044 for pretest results and 2.963 
for posttest results. The standard deviation for the posttest 
results (2.963) and the pretest results (2.044) suggests that 
the scores were more heterogenous among the students’ 
posttest scores than their pretest scores. The minimum 
score in the pretest results is 8.40 while it is 10.75 in the 
posttest results. The maximum score is 15.5 in the pretest 
results, and it is 18.5 in the posttest results. Median is 12.0 
in the pretest results and 15.7 in the posttest results. A Wil-
coxon Signed-Ranks test for dependent groups gives the 
results to see if the difference is significant statistically as 
in Table 6 below.

Table 6. Results for EG pretest and posttest scores.
N Mean Rank Sum of Ranks

Posttest – 
Pretest

Negative Ranks 0 0.00 0.00

Positive Ranks 28b 14.50 406.00

Ties 0

Total 28

a  Posttest < Pretest 
b  Posttest > Pretest 
c  Posttest = Pretest 

The ranks table presents the comparison of EG pre-
test-posttest scores. The legend indicates EG students 
clearly had higher scores at the end of the process. To ex-
amine, Table 7 presents the test statistics.

Table 7. EG test statistics (b).
 Posttest – Pretest
Z -4.623
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000

a  Based on negative ranks.
b  Wilcoxon Signed Ranks Test

The table shows that TALL made a change in stu-
dents’ achievement scores in EFL writing, and a Wilcoxon 
signed-rank test indicates a 16-week TALL process re-
vealed a statistically significant change in EG’s achieve-
ment scores (Z=-4.623, p= 0 .000). Moreover, the control 
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group (CG) results are given in Table 8 below.

Table 8. CG Descriptive Statistics.
N Mean SD Min Max Median

CG pre 27 12.474 2.224 7.200 16.000 12.400

CG post 27 15.000 2.841 10.500 20.000 14.600

As seen in the table, there are 27 students in the 
group. The mean score is almost 12.5 for pretest results, 
and it is 15.000 for posttest results. There is an increase in 
the mean score, and the standard deviation for the posttest 
results (2.841) and the pretest results (2.224) suggests a 
slight heterogeneity among the students’ posttest scores 
than their pretest scores as it is slightly higher. The min-
imum score in the pretest results is 7.20 while it is 10.50 
in the posttest results. The maximum score is 16 in the 
pretest results, and it is 20 in the posttest results. Median 
is 12.4 in the pretest results and 14.6 in the posttest results. 
To see if the difference is significant statistically, a Wil-
coxon Signed-Ranks test for dependent groups gives the 
results in Table 9 below.

Table 9. Results for CG pretest and posttest scores.
N Mean Rank Sum of Ranks

Posttest – 
Pretest

Negative Ranks 0a .00 .00

Positive Ranks 27b 14.00 378.00

Ties 0c

Total 27

a  Posttest < Pretest 
b  Posttest > Pretest 
c  Posttest = Pretest 

The ranks table presents the comparison of CG pre-
test and posttest scores. The legend indicates CG students 
had a higher score at the end of the process. The test statis-
tics of the group are given in Table10 below.

Table 10. CG test statistics (b).
 Posttest – Pretest

Z -4.542a

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000

a  Based on negative ranks.
b  Wilcoxon Signed Ranks Test

The table shows that regular classroom practice 
paved the way to a change in students’ achievement scores 
in EFL writing, and a Wilcoxon signed-rank test indicates 

a 16-week process with regular classroom practice elicited 
a significant change in CG’s achievement scores statisti-
cally (Z=-4.542, p= .000). 

The results of the Mann Whitney U test analysis are 
presented in Table 11 in the following.

Table 11. Posttest results for EG and CG.

N Mean 
Rank

Sum of 
Ranks

Posttest 
EG– 

Posttest CG.

TALL 28 31.41 879.50

Regular Practice 27 24.46 660.50

Total                       55

The ranks table provides evidence for the comparison 
of EG and CG students’ EFL writing achievement scores. 
It shows that EG students have higher scores at the end of 
the process. The final posttest statistics can be seen in Ta-
ble 12 below.

Table 12. Posttest statistics (a).
 Posttest 

Mann Whitney U
Wilcoxon
Z

282.500

660.500

-1.610

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) 0.107

a  Grouping variable

The final posttest statistics in the table shows that EG 
scores are not statistically and significantly higher than the 
CG scores (U=282.500, p=0.107).

4. Discussion

The study looked at the effect of tablet-assisted lan-
guage learning using a true experimental design. It is lim-
ited to TALL and EFL writing achievement in a 16-week 
semester of a foundation program, and some interesting 
results were reached out when the data were analyzed. 

First, EG students’ pre-post test results were studied 
to examine the effect of TALL on student success in EFL 
writing during the process. The descriptive statistics com-
puted at this phase of the study gave evidence of an in-
crease in the mean score, but with a higher deviation than 
the pretest scores. This might mean that the scores were 
more heterogeneous at the end of the process although 
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they were higher than the pretest scores.  The results also 
indicated a significant difference with the use of TALL in 
the process statistically. This was evidenced by a Wilcox-
on signed-rank test (Z = -4.623, p = 0.000). The positive 
results suggest that TALL interventions can be effective 
for enhancing writing skills, even when all coursework is 
conducted using tablets. This might lead the way to the 
use of TALL even when the teaching and learning process 
require particular conditions like in a pandemic or so.      

Next, CG students’ pre-post test results were stud-
ied to examine the effect of TALL on student success in 
EFL writing during the process. The descriptive statistics 
computed at this phase of the study also gave evidence of 
an increase in the mean score, but again with a higher de-
viation than the pretest scores. The mean scores this time 
were a bit lower than the mean score of EG, but there is 
still a similar progress. Additionally, the maximum score 
this time is the top score of the test (20/20). The results, in 
the meantime, elicited a significant change with the use of 
regular class material in the process. This was statistically 
confirmed by a Wilcoxon signed-rank test (Z = -4.542, p 
= 0.000). These findings suggest that using regular course 
materials is also effective in enhancing writing skills. This 
result gave evidence that regular class practice with regu-
lar class material such as hard copies of the course book, 
workbook, and notebook in EFL writing classes can and 
do reveal positive outcomes as well. Progress can also be 
expected even if all the classwork is done without TALL. 
This might mean that both processes worked well and 
made a positive change in students’ performance in EFL 
writing class. 

At this point, the posttest scores of both groups were 
examined to see if there is a significant difference between 
the posttest scores in favor of one of the groups. The final 
posttest statistics gave evidence that a Mann Whitney U 
test did not reveal a significant difference between the 
scores of both groups although EG mean ranks and the 
sum of ranks were higher than the CG mean and sum of 
ranks (U=282.500, p=0.107). This result provides evi-
dence and suggests that TALL contributes to EFL writing 
achievement and satisfactory outcomes just like regular 
class practice with regular class material, but it does not 
improve the outcomes significantly. There was no sta-

tistically significant difference between the scores when 
they are examined although TALL use was able to lead to 
slightly higher scores after the teaching and learning pro-
cess. 

At primary and secondary school levels, research 
findings showed that using tablets boosted online com-
munication skills of students, enhanced the support for 
learning among others [53], enhanced social interactions 
[54,55], and expanded their overall awareness and audience 
perception [56]. Additionally, the studies indicated that 
students’ ability to perceive compositions and create new 
meanings improved with multimodal composition instruc-
tion [57,58], leading to changes in traditional writing process-
es and writing knowledge [40,59,60]. 

Some other studies report that mobile learning has 
a positive effect on students’ performance [20,61–64]. Mobile 
learning here refers to the use of smart phones, computers, 
and some applications, but not tablets. Some prior research 
also supports these results. Consistent with some previous 
research on TALL use and students’ achievement, it seems 
tablet use does not make a significant effect specifically 
on EFL students’ writing achievement either [65–70], when 
compared to traditional methods. 

The results of this study may have occurred because 
of some reasons. One of the reasons might be the integra-
tion of tablets into an ongoing system. Although tablet use 
might have been considered to make a significant effect, it 
may not have significantly enhanced learning because of 
some uncontrollable factors such as passive consumption 
of content or misuse of digital material by the instructors 
or students. Instructors might have needed more training 
to effectively utilize tablets as instructional tools. Besides, 
the students might have lacked basic digital literacy skill, 
so they might not have been able to utilize the potential of 
tablets completely. Also, technical issues might have hin-
dered the learning experience such as battery or Internet 
connectivity issues. These factors might be taken into con-
sideration by the institutions.

This might mean that more research on tablet-as-
sisted learning, especially on performance assessment in 
language learning and higher education, is needed at this 
point. It can be considered interesting that students do 
welcome innovative approaches, especially those ones 
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that involve technology. Some research show that students 
demonstrate a positive attitude on the usefulness of tab-
lets, and they accept it quickly as it creates and improves 
a positive environment, motivation, autonomy, and in-
dependence, but this does not mean that there will be an 
increase in their performance in time [28]. From a pedagog-
ical perspective, TALL may require a special curriculum 
developed based on the objectives and the needs of the 
students. At this point, it remains as an effective tool that 
can replace traditional methods. Here, considering the va-
riety of results in this study and other research, apparently, 
the need continues for a scrutinized look at the implemen-
tation of mobile learning and tablet use. Like this study, 
empirical and experimental studies with specific variables 
and larger groups of learners under specific conditions, 
possibly in a larger time frame, should be implemented in 
a well-planned manner and grown in number. 

Even though, when compared to regular class prac-
tice, the analyses did not elicit significant results in favor 
of TALL statistically, they did not elicit statistically signif-
icant results in favor of regular classroom practice, either. 
In brief, considering the results here, the idea of using 
TALL in EFL writing classes might be considered as an 
alternative for potential extraordinary circumstances or 
some other conditions the institutions see necessary. 

5. Conclusions

TALL can offer new ways and methods in the lan-
guage classroom. It helps instructors and students in differ-
ent ways. Students can use a variety of online resources in 
no time and place, do research, and communicate instantly 
whenever and wherever possible. For more practical use 
in language learning, online applications can provide valu-
able number of interactive exercises, quizzes, worksheets, 
and games to reinforce not only writing but also different 
language skills such as reading, listening, and speaking. 
Students can also experience real time interactions with 
their peers and instructors. They can collaborate on pro-
jects, share documents and presentations, and facilitate 
discussions.

Additionally, instructors can deliver a high number 
of materials easily and fast, synchronously and/or asyn-

chronously. Still, TALL can create distraction, too. Using 
TALL in the classroom should be carefully and elaborate-
ly planned. Technical specifications, operating systems, 
bandwidth, multitasking, battery life, technical support, 
carbon emission despite no paperwork, and some other 
technicalities should be studied and wisely selected. 

Instructors’ readiness and awareness are also im-
portant factors in such a process. Their core beliefs about 
teaching and learning make an impact on their teaching 
approach and practices with additional factors such as en-
gaging students and managing classrooms [71–75]. The TALL 
approach should lead teachers to believe TALL practice is 
useful and effective. 

Institutions also can provide multi-media content 
such as videos, ebooks, and/or textbooks and virtual class-
rooms for real-time interactions and collaborative learning 
in a synchronous or asynchronous way. In this way, they 
can offer effective and flexible learning experiences that 
empower students to learn languages more independently 
and collaboratively, without any limits of time and loca-
tion.

Apart from institutions, the developers of teaching 
applications and learning management systems that can 
be used in tablets present these tools claiming they have 
real educational value; however, researchers, profession-
als, and educators may have limited knowledge on their 
content for promoting learning as there is limited research 
evidence on this matter [76,77]. Institutions and educators 
can be more sceptical about these tools to deliver an ideal 
experience of education [78].    

More importantly, pedagogical and theoretical frame-
works should also be carefully founded if a TALL initia-
tive is to be implemented. The goals and objectives should 
be developed based on a TALL system. The supplementary 
materials, online resources, interactive eBooks, test devel-
opment process, accessibility of content, teacher training 
and development are of high significance. Any initiative 
should focus on the educational goals and objectives of 
the designed curriculum instead of motivational tenden-
cies against TALL as a new and technological change with 
high publicity on the surface structure. For this reason, 
educators, curriculum planners and developers should see 
into ways of TALL use in the language classroom. In this 
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way, TALL can add value to traditional ways of teaching, 
integrate, and replace when need be. The study has its own 
limitations such as sample size and homogenous demo-
graphical features. For this reason, it might be difficult to 
generalize the results of this study. Further research can 
be done on larger and/or more diverse samples for future 
research.      
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