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Abstract

The study sought to determine the effects of the afsWordle and lecture method in teaching Curtioul
Studies 1 EDU: 222 on students’ performance. 1Q@estts were purposively selected and to ensure
homogeneity and consistency, the WRub was givetihacl00 students and they were then grouped based o
their performance above average, average and below average. Chastom sampling technique was used in
assigning the three groups into the two experintegrtaups A and B using numbered papers. Each ghaubp
equal number of above average, average and belerage. The WRub used was a teacher and student made
test. It comprises 20-item objective test in ER2Q2 requiring students to provide answers and wastoucted

by the teacher in collaboration with the studentsnfthe topics selected through differentiatioractt correctly
answered item attracted 5, 4, 3, 2, 1 based orctiteria set and a maximum of 100%. The WRub was
administered before (pretest) and after (posttesdtment for data collection. Pretest has theesfature as the
posttest items. The only difference is that pestteems were reshuffled and the colour of papemgkd to
avoid test wiseness. The findings of the studyatda significant difference in the mean scorethefstudents
and a significant difference was noted between raatk female students taught using Wordle. Basethese
some recommendations were made among which araethe to include the use of social media as tools in
teaching and the need to build the capacity ofhteiscin the use of technologies in teaching anchieg.
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1. Introduction

In any classroom what teachers do have impact @nwell-disposed students are to learning. The nwtho
and/ or resources used by teachers determine whethmers will be active or passive. In our teytia
institutions, teacher use mainly the lecture metivbéth is a teacher centred method and the imjbicas that
learners are passive and learning tend to be scipgr{Obanya, 2004 and Durosaro & Adgoke, 20 Ryt
when the teacher uses active or collaborative egfies, students think as they learn, activate thair
knowledge and link new concepts to related oneth@ir schema; hence they tend to be more effedtive
developing deeper understanding than peers who taaght using the teacher centred strategies, ({2b2004
& Abanikanda, 2011). In other words, learning oppoities do not happen without a teacher’s delitgera
pedagogical actions. Active or collaborative sae when used in teaching and learning create ropptes
and spaces for interaction, negotiation, collabonatind thinking to occur in diverse ways. Thisniby the
extent to which the learners interact in the cla@sr is closely linked to the kinds of pedagogiesduby the
teacher to support learning. The use of collabegatirategies includes all activities designedhzyteacher to
enhance group interaction and make the concept iapsible. It also includes resources designebeto
manipulated in order to facilitate negotiation aadnmunication so as to enhance learning. Amongebeurces
used in teaching and learning in the®2X2entury are digital communication tools. The néedoperate in
accordance with global standards makes the usigitdldools indispensable in teaching and learnmbligeria.
Though evidence abound that suggest that teacheisigeria are yet to cue in, (Abanikanda, 2011 and
Nwokeocha, 2013). However, it is obvious that tesistand teacher educators can no longer credibiheio
jobs without becoming leaders in the use of teatal especially, as the world is driven by thesmplex set
of digital devices and telecommunication netwoda,pled with the fact that learners are even miuenf in
the use of these tools, (Prensky, 2001 and Nwolked®13). These trends emphasize that learningasming
more social and informal and less structured irtresh to the character of formal lecture halls atasrooms
that teachers and teacher educators are at homeAgita matter of fact, modern learning spaces kvban be
physical or virtual are not as restrictive as traitional learning space as they seek to providedom of
access and interaction between learners and wétsnd /or teachers within and outside the lgcalihis is
because teaching and learning today is no longateld to the four walls of the classroom rathecah take
place anywhere and anytime, the classroom is gqdi@kible and collapsible. This increases the rafe
interaction and collaboration in learning.
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However, it is important to note that introducingw technology does not radically change the &m=th
pedagogic practice neither does it affect teach#esision to adopt innovative methods of teachiog
improving student learning processes and outcoHesr{essy, Deaney, Ruthven, & Winterbottom, 2007).
Research has shown that teachers adopt technatogyding to their pedagogical beliefs and theirasgiions
about teaching and learning. This is why in mosesasome teachers use technology to facilitatergintbrce
the traditional teaching approaches rather thamgusito facilitate learner participation and awory. Precisely,
it has been discovered that some teachers whdageotver point do not use it interactively ratheyt use it to
reinforce the traditional mode of teaching and bibwr students talking all through the lesson qbas they
project the slides. The same is applicable to tise of the interactive white Board by most teaghbftoss
Jewitt, Levaai¢, Armstrong, Cardini, & Castle 2080d Somekh, Underwood, Convery, Dillon, Jarvisying
Mavers, Saxon, Sing, Steadman, Twining, & Woedr2007). These scholars also add that the Irtigeac
White Board in itself can neither transform teashestablished practices nor alter normal pattefridassroom
interaction, because it integrates easily with tisgcher’s existing practices and reinforces his8tgle of
teaching. In order words, it is the extent to whist teacher is prepared and willing to alter lisfedagogical
practices to suit students’ learning needs ancstiiat determine the extent to which some of #seurces
introduced into teaching and learning can stimukdener interaction and deep learning.

However, technology has the potential to overcoimitdtions learners face in the traditional classns as it
provides them with the opportunities to exploregateate and communicate with others. By so doihgytnot
only bring their prior knowledge to bear on thektathey share their understanding and construct new
knowledge. Synchronous solutions like video-confeireg and face-to-face interaction through onlimgual
worlds (Wright, 2010) are becoming increasingly wlap as vehicles to promote language learning. &ide
conferencing is being used to bring learners tagretiver distance so that they can communicatedonamon
language and share cultural experiences. Oliverikolstatos (2009) affirm that when these technasgare
used to support learning, they offer learners fhgoctunity to engage in activities that produce poghensible
output. Therefore, these pedagogic processes défarders the possibility of collaboratively dev@lny content
and interacting with peers through virtual expet&n Asynchronous tools like email, SMS, Yahoo mail
facebook, blog and the collaborative developmentwikis enable the teacher and learners to colldbora
asynchronously.

In the last two decades a lot of works have beere dm the use of social media in teaching becdeseurrent
generation of learners are flexible in the use imaltlia tools and are motivated to learn when itised in
teaching. Prensky (2001) supports this and refennitas “digital natives” because they have beenersed in a
variety of technologies such as computers, therdete instant messaging, social networking sites eell
phones from their childhood. This feature of th& Z&ntury learners makes them easily bored wherettere
method is used in teaching (Prensky, 2001) and d¢ail the integration of technology as object, as@and
medium in order to adequately keep them on tasistam their interest and prepare them for the kaedge
driven market. Tafazoli (2011) supports this anduas that when technology is effectively integrabed
classrooms learners perceive learning as fun bué mngportant is that the role of a teacher charfigaa being
an authority or dispenser of knowledge to a faatilit. He concludes that education without technglog one
hand is, : (1) passive, (2) formal, (3) instructenter, and (4) time dependent, while on the otbducation
with technology is: (1) active, (2) informal, (3udent center, and (4) time independent.

As a matter of fact, social media technologies Ha®me ubiquitous, connecting learners to eacér @thd to
information and leading to a worldwide shift on hdwowledge is created, stored and shared. Kaplan an
Haenlein (2010) argue that social media are soévaard web-based technologies that facilitate iotam
dialogues and connectivity using the capabilitiegveb2.0 technology that allow for the creation axdhange
of user-generated content. Examples include vithaoirsg platforms (e.g., You Tube), photo sharirigssie.g.,
Flickr) and social networking sites (e.g., Facehdokitter, blog, Wordle). Of interest to these @msders is the
Wordle. www.wordle.net is a free Web 2.0 tool thatkes it easy to create word clouds. Wordle waatedeby
IBM developer Jonathan Feinberg in 2009 and itnie of the most popular tools in the internet fonggating
word clouds, Www.wikipedia.com2014). Wordle is one of the fruitful visual teaafpiand learning tool that
graphical represents or captures words in a giggtipassage. It is a visual representation of virguency.
The size of each word in a cloud depends on howyrtiares it appears throughout the text. The impuagaof a
word in the text is reflected in its font size. Rlifferently, the frequency of the word in a passawcreases the
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font size of the word in the cloud. Wordle is ait#e tool for learning any subject in the currigod and can be
easily used by students. Learners are fascinatetthdyayout of the wordle and it stimulates visledrners
more. Wordle offers 34 fonts, ranging from clasfaces to more entertaining and whimsical choices.
Ubiquitous fonts such as Lucida Sans live sideitg with less well-known, quirky options like Boapd.oved

by the King, and Alphabet Fridge Magnets All Capsyw.wikipedia.com?014).

Moos and Azevedo (2009), in their work on compltased learning environments and self-efficacy, tiwaé
students can use wordle as metacognitive stratbgy i€, inactivating their prior knowledge), aneliderately
enhancing or facilitating their deep learning ofwneconcepts. Tafazoli (2013) adds that Wordle
(www.wordle.net) is a good example of a web-based that can help cement the interface betweeningad
writing and the significance of visual literacyar21st century world.

1.1 How to Use Wordlein Teaching

The process for creating Wordle is very easy. Haeher or learners will first identify the passageise, they
will copy the passage and opens the web pagex.wordle.net Once this page is open, they paste the text or
passage in the box provided, after which they glitk on ‘create’. Other facilities are available ¢thange the
colour, structure or pattern of the wordle.

Word cloud as a visualization tools have recendigagated increased interest in multiple disciplishes to their
ability to present and summarize data in ways #pgteal to different types of learners (Baralt, rfestri &

Selvandin, 2011). Research shows that it can bé ts¢each different subjects in the curriculumafé@zoli,

2013). A teacher of social studies can use womiadvision. He/she can use wordle to summagsh ¢opic
taught in the term and project them in the clasking the students to work in groups to analyseheeordle

identifying the main ideas and issues discussezhah of the lessons after which they (the studgmegent the
summaries of their discussion to the whole clasactiRioners can also use Wordle to help learnershée

secondary schools or tertiary to compare texts fdifferent genres e.g. a poem and a prose passagd.| It

can be used to teach vocabulary or summary leg¢€mthrane, 2006). Learners can be asked to praithaoe
own Wordles or encouraged to play around with shapleur and styling in order to consider the intpafctheir

work on different audiences (Tafazoli, 2013).

Tafazoli (2013) discussed elaborately how wordle ba used in teaching different aspects of the iEmg|
language curriculum. In teaching the listening eading skills, the teachers can use Wordle in istering or
pre-reading activities. Using it at this stage bd&marners by focusing their attention on the toaativating their
prior knowledge about the topic and providing cle@w of learners about what they are going to read
(Cochrane, 2006). In order words, it can be usdatramstorming before learners listen to or readphssage or
text. In teaching speaking skill to second langubsgeners, Wordle can help the teacher activateritjie
vocabularies the learners need for interactionad@f (2013) suggests the use of wordle to teactearshing
speaking skills to second language learners beaaastlearners do not remember the exact wordsdauring
group discussing, so they may stop and pause ingpeeches. In order to prevent these pausestapd, she
teacher can provide them with word clouds beford daring the task and this will make speaking task
beneficial and less stressful. In this case, learaee benefits from vocabularies in the wordleclhare relevant

to the topic they are discussing.

In addition, wordle is very useful in teaching \wig skills especially when the teacher is using phecess
approach. At the pre-writing stage when the learae developing the outline, word clouds can ke us
brainstorm. This provides them with the relevantallary that triggers writing. Viégas, Wattenbeg
Feinberg (2009) confirm that educators are a cooepof Wordle users and gave examples of how trsey
Wordle to communicate ideas or concepts; as ary gudint into discussion, asking students to explaia
prominence of certain words, or to guess what algaof a text would look like. Others use it todkapelling
by creating Wordles of new vocabulary words, arghthuizzing students on various aspects of thdadisp
Learning can be fun when wordle is used for ingtanchildren can be asked to create a Wordle GiftHeir

mother on a Mothering Sunday or for a friend ortt@s birthday using details of their friend (Coaea2006)..

1.2 Theor etical Framework

The use of wordle which is a Web 2.0 tool in téaghstems from the constructivist teaching and rieey
theory. The constructivist theory is the brain ¢hof John Dewey, Jean Piaget, Vygotsky and Bruamnerthe
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underlying premise is that knowledge is not givan bonstructed based on the learners’ prior knogéded
(www.wikipedia.com 2014). Therefore children learn best when they allewed to construct a personal
understanding based on their experience of thimgk raflection on those experiences. In the constist
classroom, students work primarily in groups aratieng is interactive and dynamic using resourcesghv
engage all their senses and using multiple ineiags. This forms the basis for the use of wordkeaching as
it is manipulative and appeals to all the sensé& donstructivist approaches emphasis social ictieraand
communication skills, as well as collaboration axdhange of ideas and these have been given apgretaty
the use of digital communication tools in teachamgl learning. Another related theory that suppitiesuse of
wordle is the Situated learning theory by Lave, &Mjer, (1991), which reinforces the social consivists
theory by Brunner but holds that learning occurgmvhtudents participate in activities that arellglesdtuated in
authentic contexts, or those that approximate @set} as possible to the contexts in which the kedge will
later be required. The use of wordle in teachingivates, fascinates, stimulates interest, appeadd the senses
and facilitates interaction and critical thinkingnang learners. Apart from this, wordle provides teah for
authentic learning which facilitates deep learning.

It is based on the foregoing that the researcletrsig to examine the effects of the use of woedlid lecture
method in teaching Curriculum Studies 1 EDU: 22Ztlents’ performance.

1.3 Resear ch Question

1. What is the mean response scores in teacher/stodate WRub of students taught using wordle andethos
taught using lecture method in Curriculum StudidEDU222).

2. What is the mean response score of male and feshadents’ performance taught using wordle and those
taught using lecture method?

1.3.1. Hypothesis
There is no significant difference in the meanrsoaf male and female students’ performance taught

using wordle and those taught using lecture method.

1.3.2. M ethodology
This is a quasi-experimental study using pretedt@osttest design. There are two groups thaivete

treatment and post-test was administered. (Seswpel

Group Pretest Treatment Posttest
A o} w o
B o L o
Where A/B = Experimental Groups
o1 = Pretest (Wordle rubrics WRub)
02 = Posttest (WRub)
W = Treatment (Wordle)
L = Lecture method

Population of the study comprises all second ye@ENtudents of Alvan lkoku Federal College of
Education offering Curriculum Studies 1 EDU 222tlwie 2013/2014 academic session totaling 808.Twacint
classes out of eight comprising 100 students werpgsively selected for the experimental study. ehsure
homogeneity and consistency, the WRub was givetihaécl00 students and they were then grouped based o
their performance above average, average and below average. Chastom sampling technique was used in
assigning the three groups into the two experintegrtaups A and B using numbered papers. Each ghaup
equal number of above average, average and belerage.

The WRub used was a teacher and student made Iltesbmprises 20- item in EDU: 222 requiring
students to provide answers. The test was conestiuny the teacher in collaboration with the stasiérom the
topics selected through differentiation. Each ecily answered item attracted 5, 4, 3, 2, 1 basethe criteria
set and a maximum of 100%. The WRub was adminiteedore (pretest) and after (posttest) treatmandéta
collection. Pretest has the same feature as thttegbitems. The only difference is that postieshs were
reshuffled and the colour of paper changed to atestiwiseness.

The instrument was validated by two Curriculum almd$truction experts and two experts in
measurement and evaluation. Their corrections veffiected in the final draft. The test was subjdcte
reliability testing using 20 students outside thedg population. The result of test -retest orsR@ents yielded
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a reliability coefficient of 0.73 when data werebmcted to Kuder Richardson formula 20. This resids
judged to be reliable

Data collection started after the administratiéthe WRub in the first session that helped in ging
the students into two homogeneous groups as wealktablishing the baseline of the study. The sesskion
was conducting the actual experiment. The two gso and B were taught for four — six weeks with rdle
created by teacher and students. Within thesediauwveeks, group A were taught with differentiak&tbrdles
while group B were taught with the lecture methitreby acting as control. In the third sessiastiest was
administered, corrected and marked with the marktgeme as shown by the WRub to ensure uniformidy a
elimination of bias. The data collected were asedly using ANOVA at 0.05 level of significance. The
researchers ensured that extraneous variablesomatmlled by using one teacher and equal lengttinod for
all groups. Personality variables such as acadtawa, interest and individual differences wer@sidered by
introducing differentiated instruction. The tesistruments were structured and secured and resgarch
emphasized the need to attend lectures reguladyeanh group had above average, average and betvage
students. The pretest also ensured group equalen
2.1 Result
The results are presented in the tables below uedearch question and hypothesis.
2.1.1Research Question 1
What is the mean response scores in teacher madd \6fstudents taught using wordle and those tauging
lecture method in Curriculum Studies 1 (EDU 222)?
Table 1: t-test analysis of data on post testudestts taught using wordle and those taught witute method.

Group N X SD Df t-cal t-critical Decision
Wordle 50 65.66 8.12 98 3.8 1.987 Significant
Lecture method 50 41.1 4.28

The table above shows that those taught with wasttained a mean of 65.66, and a standard deviafi8l2
while those taught with lecture method obtainedeamof 41.1 and a standard deviation of 4.28. ffest
comparison of the mean scores of the two grougddedea t- calculated value of 3.8 and t-value 8Blat 0.05
level of significance with df 98. This shows thabse taught with wordle performed better on WRntthose
taught with lecture method (control). Hence thisrsignificant difference between the performansteslents
taught with wordle and those taught with lecturdghuod.

2.1.2. Research Question 2

What is the mean response score of male and feshadents’ performance taught using wordle and thasght
using lecture method?

Table 2: t-test analysis of data on post test oenaad female students taught using wordle andetiasght
using lecture method.

Group N X SD df  t-cal t-crit Decisio
Male 25 69.8 2.58 23 4.1 2.069 sigrafice
Female 25 61.4 2.42

The above table shows that male students taught) wgordle obtained a mean score of 69.8 and a atdnd
deviation of 2.58, while female students obtainedemn of 61.4 and a standard of 2.42. The t-teapaoison of
the mean scores of the two groups yielded a t-tatedi 4.1 at 0.05 level of significance and degrefreedom
23. This shows that male students performed bettelWVRub than their female counterpart hence there i
significant difference between the performance afenand female student

2.1.3. Hypothesis1

There is no significant difference in the mean scof male and female students’ performance taughrtgu
wordle and those taught using lecture method.
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Table 2: Analysis of variance of data on post ¢éshale and female students’ performance of thasgtit using
wordle and those taught using lecture method

Sour ces of Sum of Mean Df F-cal F-critical Decision

variance squar es squares

Between (group) 15987.08 532902 3 44.02 2.699 fiogunit
P<0.05

Within (group) 11621.48 121.05 96

Total 27608.56 99

The above table shows F calculated of 44.02 at @@& of significance and F05, 3, 96 = 2.699. c8ithe F
calculated is much larger than the critical valwe, reject the null hypothesis of equal populatiogans and
conclude that there is significant difference amenglents’ performance of those taught using woadk those
taught using lecture method.
3.1. Discussion
The result of this study shows that the experimegtaup obtained a greater mean than the contialigion
students’ performance on WRub. The difference betwtheir mean scores was significant at 0.05 lefel
significance. The t-cal value yielded 3.8 anditieal 1.987 with df 95 at 0.05 level of significza (see table 1),
while the analysis of variance (ANOVA) showed acoédted F value of 44.02 and F critical 2.699 @60evel
of significance (see table 2). These findings @oorate each other showing significant difference do
treatment; which implies that the use of wordlédgaching Curriculum Studies 1 (EDU 222) producegesior
performance in the learners than the use of thiileanethod. The findings of this study is consistaith
findings of other scholars such as Tafazoli (20P&nestri & Selvandin (2011), Kaplan & Hainlein {20 and
Viegas, Wattenberg & Feinberg, (2009) who posit tthe use of Wordle in teaching, enhances learning
facilitates deep learning of new concepts andifiases the learners. Consequently, its use in begdh capable
of keeping learners longer on the task, engagedmaaidng them more productive. This also supporengky
(2001) and Nwokeocha, (2013) who argue that teacared teacher educators can no longer credibhheio t
jobs without becoming leaders in the use of teabml especially, as the world is driven by thesmplex set
of digital devices and telecommunication networkpeeially as learners are more fluent in the usthe$e
tools.
In table 2, the data revealed a significant diffeebetween male and female students taught Clunmc8tudies
1 (EDU 222) using wordle and lecture method. Th# hypothesis which states that there is no sigaift
difference in the mean scores of male and femaldesits’ was rejected and replaced with alternaothesis.
This means that there is a significant differencetie mean scores of male and female students fend t
difference is in favour of male students. This fivgb extends the work of Baralt, Pennestri & Setinar{2011)
though they found that the use of wordle appealifferent types of learners but they did not immathat it
discriminates between sexes. This implies thathie@c should vary methods and resources to take afare
differences in sex, needs, and interests, leastylgs, readiness and environment.
3.2Conclusion
This study sought to examine the effects of theafid&/ordle and lecture method in teaching Curriaul8tudies
1 EDU: 222 on students’ performance. The findinfshe study revealed a significant difference ie thean
scores of the students taught using Wordle andideanethod. This difference was attributed to tieatment
given as both groups were equivalent at the beggnioif the treatment. A significant difference wasted
between male and female students taught using Wondilich implies that, its use discriminate betwsexes.
3.2.1. Recommendation
Based on the foregoing the researchers make tlesvfo recommendations:

1. The inclusion of the social media as teaching tawmlteaching and learning in the teacher education

curriculum
2. The need to build the capacity of teachers on sieeafi Wordle and other Web 2,0 tools in teaching
3. Technologies should be integrated as aspect, objetmedium in all levels of education to adeqyatel
prepare learners for the knowledge driven market
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