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ABSTRACT 
Aim/Purpose This study investigated the effect of using Flipgrid, an application through which 

teachers gather learners in virtual classrooms to allow interaction through video 
and audio sharing, on Jordanian EFL seventh-grade students’ speaking perfor-
mance (along with the features of fluency, pronunciation, grammar, and vocabu-
lary).   

Background Speaking is a fundamental skill in language acquisition, yet it constitutes a challenge 
to many EFL learners due to limited opportunities for practice. With the integra-
tion of digital tools in language teaching and learning, platforms, of which Flipgrid 
is one, have emerged as innovative conduits for self-paced learning, active engage-
ment, personalized feedback, and a low-pressure environment for practice. 

Methodology A quasi-experimental design was used, as two intact seventh-grade sections of 25 
students each were drawn from Al Morooj Secondary School for Girls (Amman, 
Jordan) in the first semester of the academic year 2023/2024. The speaking activi-
ties of Modules 1, 2, and 3 of the prescribed textbook, Action Pack 7, were rede-
signed into a 10-week Flipgrid-based instructional program to teach the experi-
mental group, whereas the control group was taught following the guidelines of 
the Teacher’s Book of Action Pack 7. The instrument used was a speaking pre-/ 
post-test. 

Contribution The study provides empirical evidence that Flipgrid significantly improves EFL 
learners’ speaking performance in terms of fluency, vocabulary, pronunciation, and 
grammar. By providing evidence for the effectiveness of a structured, technology-
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based instructional program, this study demonstrates how digital tools can trans-
form traditional language instruction into more interactive, engaging, and learner-
centered. 

Findings The results revealed that the Flipgrid-instructed group outperformed the control 
group in speaking overall and along the features of fluency, pronunciation, gram-
mar, and vocabulary. 

Recommendations 
for Practitioners 

 

Language instructors should consider integrating Flipgrid (and similar digital plat-
forms) into their instruction to create an environment conducive to engaging 
speaking practice. Flipgrid can also be used to conduct formative self- and peer-
assessment, which fosters both autonomy and a sense of community. Curriculum 
designers are called upon to integrate digital platforms into language materials to 
develop speaking in an interactive and student-centered manner and promote re-
flective practice and ownership among learners. Policymakers are also called 
upon to allocate resources to ensure equitable access to digital tools in classrooms 
to address infrastructure challenges and reduce the digital divide, not to mention 
support technology-based teacher training initiatives for innovative teaching prac-
tice. 

Recommendations 
for Researchers 

Researchers may compare the effectiveness of Flipgrid with other digital tools 
(e.g., Padlet, Edmodo, Seesaw, Voki, Loom, Kahoot!) in speaking and other lan-
guage skills (viz., listening, reading, and writing). 

Impact on Society This research underscores the transformative potential of integrating digital tools 
into language education, allowing for more effective and equitable learning expe-
riences that benefit both the individual learner and the community at large. 

Future Research  Future research may investigate the long-term effects of Flipgrid on learners’ 
speaking performance or its effectiveness across diverse age groups, proficiency 
levels, or cultural contexts. 

Keywords EFL, Flipgrid, fluency, grammar, Jordan, pronunciation, speaking, vocabulary 

INTRODUCTION 
Picture a classroom where students no longer shy away from speaking English, where they confi-
dently share their thoughts, practice pronunciation, and refine grammar without the fear of judgment. 
This vision is no longer a distant ideal, thanks to the integration of digital tools. As technology con-
tinues to shape education, the quest to improve speaking skills – a cornerstone of effective communi-
cation in a globalized world – has found a promising ally in interactive, student-centered platforms, 
one of which is Flipgrid.  

Technology has become an essential component of education since it affects both how teachers 
teach and how students learn (Wells et al., 2008). Since students are the next generation of digital na-
tives, technology integration enables teachers to build a more dynamic and engaging learning envi-
ronment for them to engage in rich learning experiences (Basal, 2015).  

By providing users with creative, self-paced learning opportunities, technology promotes learning 
(Fisher et al., 2006). In response to the present revolution in educational technology, creative models, 
strategies, and instructional techniques have evolved (Baniabdelrahman et al., 2007; Bataineh & 
Baniabdelrahman, 2006; Fisher et al., 2006; Harris et al., 2009). However, although technology facili-
tates online self-learning, it does not guarantee skill integration. For instance, students can learn a lan-
guage more easily online than in a traditional classroom, but they still need to interact with others to 
learn how to speak (Días et al., 2021). 
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Language is a tool for oral communication, which mostly takes place during talk-exchange interac-
tions in which meaningful messages are sent, received, and processed. Nonetheless, mastery of the 
four language skills (speaking, listening, reading, and writing) is fundamental for effective communi-
cation. While the receptive skills of reading and listening are required to comprehend language input, 
the productive skills of speaking and writing allow learners to produce language (Harmer, 2007). 
Hence, as speaking is one of the key goals of teaching/learning a foreign language, finding creative 
and interesting ways to support students in communicating in English is essential (Brown, 2000; 
Burns & Hill, 2013; Srivastava, 2014). 

Speaking enables students to express their thoughts, sentiments, and emotions (Richards, 2008). To 
communicate appropriately and get past communication breakdowns, fluency, which enables learners 
to interact successfully in a foreign language, is essential (Nematovna, 2016). Fluent speakers who 
make fewer errors in vocabulary, grammar, cohesion, and coherence are most likely successful for-
eign language learners (Brown, 2000; Kumar, 2013). Some foreign language learners acquire excep-
tional proficiency, accuracy, and fluency in a foreign language (Nishanthi, 2018). 

When learners of English as a foreign language (henceforth, EFL) attempt to speak, they face 
obstacles, both linguistically (in vocabulary, grammar, and pronunciation) and psychologically (in self-
assurance and anxiety), as English becomes more a tool than a goal of communication (Fitriani et al., 
2015). Due to the learners’ lack of participation in the EFL classroom, where linguistic competence 
rather than communicative competence is prioritized, teachers and students are unhappy with the 
methods of instruction used (Al-Jamal, 2007).  

To effectively teach speaking, EFL teachers must foster a fun, cooperative learning environment and 
give students opportunities to practice speaking in personally relevant, real-world settings (Leong & 
Ahmadi, 2017; Nematovna, 2016). Students have been reported to “motivate themselves and inter-
nalize their learning goals when teachers create climates in their schools that support autonomy” 
(Dincer et al., 2012, p. 104). 

One strategy for encouraging speaking and fostering students’ engagement and interest in the EFL-
speaking classroom is meaningful interactions in communicative activities (Oradee, 2012). Role-
playing, games, conversations, simulations, and group projects, to name a few, help learners not only 
engage but also speak more effectively (Kayi, 2006; Klippel, 1984). 

Flipgrid, a free learning application that offers interaction through video and audio sharing, enables 
teachers to share videotaped materials with their students in virtual classrooms and allows these stu-
dents to videotape responses to questions raised by the teacher (MacIsaac, 2020a, 2020b). Teachers 
create and publish themes and questions in online class groups, called grids, for students to join ses-
sions or submit text, drawings, and subtitles to videos from an Apple or Android smartphone. 
Teachers can create lesson plans, compile student responses, assist participants via video chat, and 
work together with students (Merrill, 2018).  

Flipgrid may be beneficial for learners who find it difficult to practice speaking in class or in front of 
others, particularly if it helps them overcome feelings of shyness, insecurity, or fear of making mis-
takes (Tan, 2019). Flipgrid also offers a platform where students may share knowledge and be heard. 
Some students may become anxious when put ‘on the spot,’ and shy students may publish their work 
after gaining little experience from reading what their peers have uploaded (Khang & Tuyet, 2020).  

Flipgrid is also reported to make learners feel self-assured and more at ease (Mango, 2019). Learners 
are offered opportunities to practice oral presentations, automatically accessing their video scripts 
and recording and checking their presentations before submitting them (Ahmad & Lidadun, 2017). 
Flipgrid, and its asynchronous videos, may constitute an effective tool that potentially helps students 
move from the back row to the front of the class and gives each a voice in a safe, non-threatening 
environment (McLain, 2018; Sun, 2009). Flipgrid further enables the teacher to conduct formative 
assessments and peers to give timely feedback (Difilippantonio-Pen, 2020), making language learning 
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more engaging and fun while helping keep students on-task and quickly resolving any emergent 
problems.  

PROBLEM, PURPOSE, AND SIGNIFICANCE 
As EFL practitioners, the researchers have either faced or observed fellow teachers face challenges in 
teaching speaking. Regardless of the level of their linguistic competence, Jordanian EFL learners gen-
erally find it difficult to communicate orally in the target language. As they are exposed to English 
only in the classroom, albeit from the first grade, they prefer to communicate in their native Arabic. 
Previous research has pointed out problems related to lack of practice opportunities, inadequate vo-
cabulary, and fear of making errors in English (e.g., Al-Masadeh & Al-Omari, 2014; Bataineh et al., 
2020). 

The researchers, in their attempt to improve student communication in English, have opted for 
Flipgrid, which promises to work on not only students’ speaking skills but also their confidence and 
motivation (e.g., Al-Mallahi, 2023; Coello Vásquez et al., 2024; Rosita & Halimi, 2023). Probably one 
of the first in Jordan, the study examines the effect of using Flipgrid on Jordanian EFL seventh-grade 
students’ speaking performance in terms of fluency, grammar, vocabulary, and pronunciation on questions 
along the literal, inferential, and critical levels. More specifically, the study attempts to answer the fol-
lowing questions: 

1. Are there any statistically significant differences (at α = 0.05) in Jordanian EFL students’ 
overall speaking performance in response to literal, inferential, and critical questions, which 
can be attributed to the instructional modality (conventional vs. Flipgrid-based)?  

2. Are there any statistically significant differences (at α = 0.05) in Jordanian EFL students’ 
speaking performance in the features of grammar, pronunciation, fluency, and vocabulary in re-
sponse to literal, inferential, and critical questions, which can be attributed to the instruc-
tional modality (conventional vs. Flipgrid-based)?  

The study hopes to lend insights into teaching speaking in Jordan and similar contexts and encourage 
EFL teachers to use innovative instructional tools in speaking lessons. It may also provide valuable 
insights to curriculum designers and decision-makers to plan and develop additional learner-centered 
activities, exercises, and assignments to improve speaking performance.  

OVERVIEW OF EXISTING RESEARCH 
This section synthesizes key studies on the effect of Flipgrid on speaking skill development. Interna-
tionally, a plethora of research highlights the positive effect of Flipgrid on learners’ speaking skills 
across various levels and contexts. Flipgrid has been identified as an effective tool for helping stu-
dents develop public speaking skills in a low-pressure environment (McClure & McAndrews, 2016).  

Flipgrid was reported to foster engagement and communication skills (Petersen et al., 2020), facilitate 
verbal interactions (Flanagan, 2019), improve pronunciation (Hanh & Huong, 2021), and reduce pro-
nunciation errors (Coello Vásquez et al., 2024). It was found to significantly improve vocabulary, 
grammar, overall speaking abilities (Rosita & Halimi, 2023), both fundamental and advanced speak-
ing skills (Coello Vásquez et al., 2024; Rosita & Halimi, 2023), overall English proficiency (Flanagan, 
2019; Putri et al., 2022), and create a sense of class community (Flanagan, 2019). 

Research also suggests that Flipgrid potentially helps learners overcome psychological barriers (e.g., 
anxiety, lack of confidence). For example, Flipgrid was reported to improve confidence in speaking 
(McLain, 2018) and motivation (Rosita & Halimi, 2023), as it provides a non-threatening environ-
ment in which learners practice speaking without apprehension (Pham & Duong, 2024) or fear of be-
ing judged (Tan, 2019), which potentially reduces speaking-related anxiety and increase self-assurance 
(Septianawati, 2024). 
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Research in the Arab region, albeit much less than that done internationally, supports similar find-
ings. For example, Abu Eid (2022) reported that Flipgrid improved fluency, accuracy, and confidence 
among adolescent Palestinian learners. Similarly, Al-Mallahi (2023) found that it improved Jordanian 
adolescent learners’ vocabulary, grammar, and overall speaking abilities.  

This literature review underscores the effectiveness of Flipgrid in fostering speaking skills. The re-
ported effectiveness of Flipgrid in diverse contexts highlights its potential to revolutionize EFL in-
struction by making speaking practice more accessible, engaging, and effective. However, the limited 
research in Arab contexts presents an opportunity for this study to contribute to the growing body of 
knowledge and provide localized insights into the use of Flipgrid as an instructional tool. 

METHOD AND PROCEDURES 
DESIGN, VARIABLES, AND PARTICIPANTS 
This study adopted a quasi-experimental design (Campbell et al., 1963) with one experimental and 
one control group. The independent variable of the study was the use of Flipgrid, and the dependent 
variable comprised speaking, both overall and along the features of pronunciation, vocabulary, grammar, 
and fluency. 

The participants, two intact seventh-grade sections of 25 students each, were randomly chosen from 
the three sections of the purposefully selected Al-Murooj Secondary School for Girls, a public school 
in the Second Directorate of Education, Amman (Jordan). They were randomly assigned to one con-
trol and one experimental group. The former was taught conventionally using the guidelines of the 
prescribed Teacher’s Book and the latter through Flipgrid during the first semester of the academic 
year 2023/ 2024. One teacher, who was trained to implement the treatment by the first researcher, 
taught both the experimental and the control groups.  

INSTRUMENTS 
To achieve the purpose of the study, a speaking pre-/post-test was designed. The test consists of 
four sections, instructions, and three different tasks (viz., talk about a job, describe a place, and discuss 
global warming). The three tasks, involving a set of questions at the literal, inferential, and/or critical 
levels, were allotted 15 minutes each. A scoring rubric was used to assess students’ overall speaking 
performance along the four features of grammar, pronunciation, vocabulary, and fluency.  

To establish the validity of the instructional treatment and pre-/post-test, a jury of experts in curricu-
lum and instruction and linguistics assessed them for content, procedural, and linguistic appropriate-
ness. The jury’s feedback was used to prepare the final version of the treatment and pre-/post-test. 
The test was also piloted on 20 students, excluded from the sample pool at a two-week interval. Pear-
son correlation coefficients were calculated and deemed appropriate for the purpose of the research 
(Leach et al., 2008).  

TEACHING THE TWO GROUPS 
Throughout the Flipgrid-based instructional treatment, the experimental group participants were 
taught how to use Flipgrid at the onset of the treatment. In every session, the teacher introduced the 
lesson and invited students to join a grid to work on the topic of the lesson. The participants 
watched the videos posted by the teacher and responded in their own videos. They watched their 
classmates’ videos and offered feedback. At the end of each lesson, the teacher gave feedback on the 
uploaded student videos discussing the four speaking features of grammar, pronunciation, vocabulary, and 
fluency. The teacher modeled reflection for the participants to reflect on their experience using 
Flipgrid and the challenges they faced after each lesson.  

The control group, on the other hand, was taught using the guidelines of the Teacher’s Book of the 
Ministry prescribed textbook, Action Pack 7. The teacher usually began with a warm-up activity to 
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check the students’ background knowledge on the topic. The Before You Start activity in the textbook 
drew the students’ attention to the topic of the lesson and started the discussion (often in pairs or 
groups) under the watchful eye of the teacher. The teacher focused on accurate pronunciation, cor-
rect grammar, and active participation per the outcomes outlined in the Teacher’s Book. 

RESULTS 
To answer the first research question, are there any statistically significant differences (at α = 0.05) in 
Jordanian EFL students’ overall speaking performance in response to literal, inferential, and critical 
questions, which can be attributed to the instructional modality (conventional vs. Flipgrid-based), the 
means and standard deviations of the control and experimental groups’ performance on the pre-/ 
post-test were calculated, as shown in Table 1. 

Table 1. Means and standard deviations of the two groups on the pre-/post-test 

Group 
Pre-test Post-test 

*Mean SD *Mean SD 
Experimental 25.52 6.64 47.40 9.07 
Control 26.44 7.10 34.16 10.25 

*Maximum score is 60 

Table 1 shows that the experimental group’s performance on the post-test (mean = 47.40) was better 
than that of the control group (mean = 34.16). To examine whether there was a statistically 
significant effect for the instructional modality (conventional vs. Flipgrid) on speaking (after 
controlling the effect of the pre-test scores), a one-way analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) was used, 
as shown in Table 2. 

Table 2. One-way ANCOVA for the effect of the instructional modality on speaking 

Source Type III 
sum of squares Df Mean 

square F Sig. η2 

Pre-test (Covariate) 670.84 1 670.84 8.24 0.006 0.15 
Instructional Modality 2349.06 1 2349.06 28.87 0.000 0.38 
Error 3824.52 47 81.37    
Total 89837.00 50     
Corrected Total 6686.58 49     

Table 2 shows a statistically significant difference between the two groups in overall speaking (after 
controlling the effect of the pre-test), in favor of the experimental group. The partial eta squared 
value of 0.38 shows that the instructional modality explained 38% of the variance in speaking. The 
means, standard errors, and standard deviations of the two groups before and after controlling the 
overall pre-test scores were also calculated, as shown in Table 3. 

Table 3. Unadjusted and adjusted means of the two groups in overall speaking 

Group 
Unadjusted mean Adjusted mean 

Mean SD Mean SE 
Experimental 47.40 9.07 47.65 1.806 
Control 34.16 10.25 33.91 1.806 

Table 3 shows statistically significant differences between the two groups in overall speaking on the 
post-test after controlling the difference in pre-test scores. As such, using Flipgrid positively affected 
the experimental group’s overall speaking performance on the post-test. 
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To answer the second research question, are there any statistically significant differences (at α = 0.05) 
in Jordanian EFL students’ speaking performance in the features of grammar, pronunciation, fluency, and 
vocabulary in response to literal, inferential, and critical questions, which can be attributed to the in-
structional modality (conventional vs. Flipgrid-based), the means and standard deviations of the two 
groups’ performance on the pre-/post-test per the three types of speaking questions (i.e., literal, in-
ferential, and critical) were calculated, as shown in Table 4. 

Table 4. Means and standard deviations of the two groups’ 
performance on the pre-/post-test per speaking question type 

Type of questions Group 
Pre-test Post-test 

Mean SD Mean SD 

Literal Experimental 8.24 2.18 15.04 4.18 
Control 8.96 2.79 11.56 4.24 

Inferential Experimental 8.64 2.25 16.08 4.58 
Control 8.12 2.73 11.20 4.30 

Critical Experimental 8.64 3.11 16.28 3.46 
Control 9.36 2.61 11.40 3.45 

Maximum score = 20 

Table 4 shows that the experimental group outperformed the control group on the post-test in all 
three types of speaking questions. To examine the effect of the instructional modality (conventional 
vs. Flipgrid) on the linear combination of the three types of speaking questions (after controlling the 
effect of the pre-test), a one-way multivariate analysis of covariance (MANCOVA) through Hotel-
ing’s Trace multivariate test (Rencher, 2005) was used, as shown in Table 5. 

Table 5. One-way MANCOVA for the effect of the 
instructional modality on the linear combination of the speaking questions 

Effect Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig. η2 
Instructional Modality 0.65 9.30 3.00 43.00 0.00 0.39 

Table 5 shows that the effect of the instructional modality (conventional vs. Flipgrid) was statistically 
significant, indicating that the participants’ performance on the combination of the three types of 
questions on the post-test differed across the two groups. The partial eta square value of 0.39 indi-
cates that 39% of the variance can be attributed to the instructional modality. Since the effect of the 
instructional modality was significant, a follow-up ANCOVA was used to establish the direction of 
this significance, as shown in Table 6. 

Table 6. The effect of the instructional modality on the 
three types of questions (after controlling the effect of pre-test scores) 

Source Dependent 
variable 

Type III sum 
of squares df Mean 

square F Sig. η2 

Covariate-1 Literal 0.71 1 0.71 0.04 0.835 0.001 
Covariate-2 Inferential 12.83 1 12.83 0.69 0.411 0.015 
Covariate-3 Critical 22.09 1 22.09 1.86 0.179 0.040 

Instructional 
Modality 

Literal 152.55 1 152.55 9.41 0.004 0.173 
Inferential 285.37 1 285.37 15.32 0.000 0.254 
Critical 278.36 1 278.36 23.46 0.000 0.343 

Error 
Literal 729.53 45 16.21    
Inferential 838.02 45 18.62    
Critical 534.02 45 11.87    
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Source Dependent 
variable 

Type III sum 
of squares df Mean 

square F Sig. η2 

Corrected 
Total 

Literal 1002.50 49     
Inferential 1245.52 49     
Critical 870.72 49     

Table 6 shows statistically significant differences between the two groups’ performance on the post-
test in the three types of speaking questions in favor of the experimental group. The partial eta 
squared values of 0.173, 0.254, and 0.343 indicate that the instructional modality explained a little 
more than 17%, 25%, and 34% of the variance in literal, inferential, and critical questions, respec-
tively. As such, the highest effect size of the instructional modality was in critical questions, followed 
by inferential and literal ones. Additionally, the means, standard errors, and standard deviations of 
the two groups’ performance on the post-test in the three types of questions (before and after con-
trolling the pre-test scores) were calculated, as shown in Table 7. 

Table 7. Unadjusted and adjusted means of the three types 
of questions (before and after controlling the pre-test scores) 

Type of questions Group 
Unadjusted mean Adjusted mean 
Mean SD Mean SE 

Literal 
Experimental 15.04 4.18 15.13 0.82 
Control 11.56 4.24 11.47 0.82 

Inferential 
Experimental 16.08 4.58 16.14 0.88 
Control 11.20 4.30 11.14 0.88 

Critical 
Experimental 16.28 3.46 16.31 0.71 
Control 11.40 3.45 11.37 0.71 

Table 7 shows that there were statistically significant differences between the performance of the two 
groups on the post-test in the three types of speaking questions after controlling the differences in 
pre-test scores. Using the instructional modality improved students’ performance in the three types 
of questions. The means and standard deviations of the experimental and control groups’ pre-/post-
test scores in literal questions were calculated in combination with grammar, pronunciation, vocabulary, 
and fluency, as shown in Table 8. 

Table 8. Means and standard deviations of the 
two groups’ responses to literal questions per the four features 

Literal questions Group 
Pre-test* Post-test* 

Mean SD Mean SD 

Grammar Experimental 1.92 0.70 3.92 1.04 
Control 1.96 0.79 2.96 1.59 

Pronunciation 
Experimental 2.28 1.02 3.80 1.12 
Control 2.40 0.91 3.08 1.04 

Fluency 
Experimental 1.96 0.79 3.60 1.29 
Control 2.24 0.93 2.72 1.24 

Vocabulary 
Experimental 2.08 0.70 3.72 1.31 
Control 2.36 0.99 2.80 1.32 

Maximum score = 5 

Table 8 shows that the post-test scores of the experimental group in literal questions are higher than 
those of the control group in grammar, pronunciation, vocabulary, and fluency. To determine the effect of 
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the instructional modality on the linear combination of literal questions and the grammar, pronunciation, 
vocabulary, and fluency (after controlling the effect of pre-test scores), one-way multivariate analysis of 
covariance (MANCOVA) using Hoteling’s Trace multivariate test was used, as shown in Table 9. 

Table 9. Hoteling’s trace multivariate test for the effect of 
instructional modality on students’ responses to literal questions 

Effect Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig. η2 
Instructional Modality 0.26 2.62 4.00 41.00 0.05 0.20 

Table 9 shows that the effect of the instructional modality was statistically significant, which indicates 
that the participants’ performance in response to literal questions differed across the two groups. The 
partial eta square value of 0.20 indicates that 20% of the variance is attributed to the instructional 
modality.  

Since the effect of the instructional modality on participants’ responses to literal questions was statis-
tically significant, a follow-up univariate analysis (ANCOVA) was used, as shown in Table 10 

Table 10. Effect of the instructional modality on literal questions 
(after controlling the effect of pre-test scores) 

Source Dependent  
variable 

Type III sum 
of squares Df Mean 

square F Sig. η2 

Covariate- S1 Grammar 1.21 1 1.21 0.64 0.43 0.01 
Covariate- S2 Pronunciation 3.81 1 3.81 3.28 0.08 0.07 
Covariate- S4 Fluency 0.55 1 0.55 0.37 0.55 0.01 
Covariate-S5 Vocabulary 8.14 1 8.14 5.44 0.02 0.11 

Instructional 
Modality 

Grammar 11.30 1 11.30 5.97 0.02 0.12 
Pronunciation 6.93 1 6.93 5.96 0.02 0.12 
Fluency 12.43 1 12.43 8.28 0.01 0.16 
Vocabulary 15.11 1 15.11 10.09 0.00 0.19 

Error 

Grammar 83.22 44 1.89    
Pronunciation 51.12 44 1.16    
Fluency 66.05 44 1.50    
Vocabulary 65.89 44 1.49    

Corrected Total 

Grammar 98.32 49     
Pronunciation 62.32 49     
Fluency 86.72 49     
Vocabulary 93.62 49     

Table 10 shows statistically significant differences between the two groups’ responses to literal ques-
tions in favor of the experimental group. The partial eta squared values of 0.12, 0.12, 0.16, and 0.19 
indicate that the instructional modality explained 12%, 12%, 16%, and 19% of the variance in gram-
mar, pronunciation, fluency, and vocabulary, respectively. Thus, the highest effect size of the instructional 
modality was in vocabulary, followed by fluency, pronunciation, and grammar, respectively. 

The means, standard errors, and standard deviations of the responses of the two groups to literal 
questions (before and after controlling the pre-test scores) were calculated, as shown in Table 11. 
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Table 11. Unadjusted and adjusted means of the two groups’ responses to literal questions 

Literal questions Group 
Unadjusted mean Adjusted mean 
Mean SD Mean SE 

Grammar 
Experimental 3.92 1.04 3.92 0.28 
Control 2.96 1.59 2.96 0.28 

Pronunciation 
Experimental 3.80 1.12 3.82 0.22 
Control 3.08 1.04 3.06 0.22 

Fluency 
Experimental 3.60 1.29 3.67 0.25 
Control 2.72 1.24 2.65 0.25 

Vocabulary 
Experimental 3.72 1.31 3.82 0.25 
Control 2.80 1.32 2.70 0.25 

Table 11 shows statistically significant differences between the two groups’ responses to literal ques-
tions on the post-test (after controlling the differences in pre-test scores). As such, using Flipgrid im-
proved students’ performance in literal questions. The means and standard deviations of the partici-
pants’ responses to inferential questions on the pre-/post-test per the four features of speaking were 
calculated, as shown in Table 12. 

Table 12. Means and standard deviations of the two groups’ 
responses to inferential questions per the four features of speaking 

Inferential 
questions Group Maximum 

score 
Pre-test Post-test 

Mean SD Mean SD 

Grammar 
Experimental 

5 
2.00 0.65 4.08 1.12 

Control 1.67 0.64 2.79 1.28 

Pronunciation 
Experimental 5 2.28 0.84 4.00 1.15 

Control 2.13 0.74 3.00 1.02 

Fluency 
Experimental 5 2.12 0.78 3.92 1.38 

Control 2.08 0.93 2.67 1.24 

Vocabulary 
Experimental 5 2.24 0.88 4.08 1.29 

Control 2.13 0.99 2.71 1.33 

Table 12 shows that the experimental groups’ post-test scores in inferential questions per the four 
features of grammar, pronunciation, vocabulary, and fluency were higher than those of the control group. 

To determine the effect of the instructional modality on the linear combination of inferential ques-
tions and grammar, pronunciation, vocabulary, and fluency (after controlling the effects of pre-test scores), a 
one-way multivariate analysis of covariance (MANCOVA) using Hoteling’s Trace multivariate test 
was used, as shown in Table 13. 

Table 13. Hoteling’s trace multivariate test for the effect of 
instructional modality on students’ responses to inferential questions 

Effect Value F Hypothesis 
df Error df Sig. Partial eta 

Squared 
Instructional modality 0.36 3.56 4.00 40.00 0.01 0.26 
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Table 13 shows that the effect of the instructional modality was statistically significant. This indicates 
that the students’ performance in the linear combination of inferential questions with the four fea-
tures differed in favor of the experimental group. The partial eta square value of 0.262 indicates that 
26.2% of the variance is attributed to the instructional modality. Once the effect of the instructional 
modality was significant, a follow-up univariate analysis (ANCOVA) was used, as shown in Table 14. 

Table 14. The effect of the instructional modality on 
inferential questions after controlling the effect of pre-test scores 

Source Dependent 
variable 

Type III sum 
of squares Df Mean 

square F Sig. η2 

Covariate- S1 Grammar 1.18 1 1.19 0.81 0.372 0.02 
Covariate- S2 Pronunciation 0.13 1 0.13 0.11 0.744 0.00 
Covariate- S4 Fluency 8.35 1 8.35 5.37 0.025 0.11 
Covariate-S5 Vocabulary 0.01 1 0.01 0.01 0.927 0.00 

Instructional  
Modality 

Grammar 16.10 1 16.10 11.07 0.002 0.21 
Pronunciation 11.01 1 11.01 9.17 0.004 0.18 
Fluency 18.61 1 18.61 11.97 0.001 0.22 
Vocabulary 21.03 1 21.03 14.83 0.000 0.26 

Error 

Grammar 62.55 43 1.46    
Pronunciation 51.62 43 1.20    
Fluency 66.86 43 1.56    
Vocabulary 60.97 43 1.42    

Corrected Total 

Grammar 88.12 48     
Pronunciation 68.25 48     
Fluency 100.41 48     
Vocabulary 103.84 48     

Table 14 reveals statistically significant differences between the two groups in their responses to in-
ferential questions in favor of the experimental group. The partial eta squared values of 0.21, 0.18, 
0.22, and 0.26 showed that the instructional modality explained 21%, 18%, 22%, and 26% of the var-
iance in grammar, pronunciation, fluency, and vocabulary, respectively. The highest effect size of the in-
structional modality was in vocabulary, followed by fluency, grammar, and pronunciation.  

The means, standard errors, and standard deviations of the two groups’ responses to inferential ques-
tions in the post-test (before and after controlling the pre-test scores) were calculated, as shown in 
Table 15. 

Table 15. Unadjusted and adjusted means 
of the two groups’ responses to inferential questions 

Inferential questions Group 
Unadjusted mean Adjusted mean 
Mean SD Mean SE 

Grammar 
Experimental 4.08 1.12 4.03 0.25 
Control 2.79 1.28 2.84 0.25 

Pronunciation 
Experimental 4.00 1.15 3.99 0.22 
Control 3.00 1.02 3.01 0.23 

Fluency 
Experimental 3.92 1.38 3.94 0.26 
Control 2.67 1.24 2.65 0.26 

Vocabulary Experimental 4.08 1.29 4.08 0.24 
Control 2.71 1.33 2.71 0.25 
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Table 15 indicates that, after controlling the differences in pre-test scores, the two groups’ responses 
to the inferential questions in the post-test differed in favor of the experimental group. As such, us-
ing Flipgrid improved students’ responses to inferential questions. The means and standard devia-
tions of the scores of the two groups’ responses to the critical questions on the pre-/post-test were 
also calculated, as shown in Table 16. 

Table 16. Means and standard deviations of the two groups’ 
responses to critical questions per the four features of speaking 

Critical questions Group Maximum 
score 

Pre-test Post-test 
Mean SD Mean SD 

Grammar 
Experimental 

5 
2.12 0.78 4.04 0.98 

Control 2.04 0.73 2.76 1.05 

Pronunciation 
Experimental 

5 
2.20 1.00 4.20 0.87 

Control 2.40 0.87 3.12 0.83 

Fluency 
Experimental 

5 
2.08 1.00 3.96 1.02 

Control 2.40 0.87 2.76 0.97 

Vocabulary 
Experimental 

5 
2.24 0.93 4.08 0.95 

Control 2.52 0.92 2.76 1.05 

Table 16 indicates that the post-test scores of the experimental group are higher than those of the 
control group when it comes to their responses to critical questions in terms of grammar, pronunciation, 
vocabulary, and fluency. 

To investigate the effect of the instructional modality on the linear combination of critical questions 
and the four features of grammar, pronunciation, vocabulary, and fluency, a one-way multivariate analysis of 
covariance (one-way MANCOVA) was used through Hoteling’s Trace multivariate test after control-
ling the effects of pre-test scores, as shown in Table 17. 

Table 17. Results of the multivariate test (hoteling’s trace) for the 
effect of instructional modality on students’ responses to critical questions 

Effect Value F Hypothesis 
df Error df Sig. η2 

Instructional Modality 0.675 6.915 4.000 41.000 0.00 0.40 

Table 17 indicates that the instructional modality significantly affected the students’ responses to crit-
ical questions. The partial eta square value of 0.40 indicates that 40% of the variance in the linear 
combination of the critical questions across the four features can be attributed to the instructional 
modality.  

Since the effect of the instructional modality is significant, a follow-up ANCOVA univariate analysis 
was used, as shown in Table 18. 

Table 18. Effect of the instructional modality on 
critical questions after controlling the effect of pre-test scores 

Source Dependent 
variable 

Type III 
sum of squares df Mean 

square F Sig. η2 

Covariate- S1 Grammar 5.92 1 5.92 6.42 0.02 0.13 
Covariate- S2 Pronunciation 1.16 1 1.16 1.58 0.22 0.04 
Covariate- S4 Fluency 0.57 1 0.57 0.65 0.42 0.02 
Covariate-S5 Vocabulary 5.19 1 5.19 6.52 0.01 0.13 
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Source Dependent 
variable 

Type III 
sum of squares df Mean 

square F Sig. η2 

Instructional 
Modality 

Grammar 17.93 1 17.93 19.46 0.00 0.31 
Pronunciation 13.82 1 13.82 18.87 0.00 0.30 
Fluency 17.67 1 17.67 20.25 0.00 0.32 
Vocabulary 21.95 1 21.95 27.56 0.00 0.39 

Error 

Grammar 40.55 44 0.92    
Pronunciation 32.23 44 0.73    
Fluency 38.40 44 0.87    
Vocabulary 35.04 44 0.80    

Corrected Total 

Grammar 70.00 49     
Pronunciation 49.22 49     
Fluency 65.52 49     
Vocabulary 70.18 49     

Table 18 shows statistically significant differences between the two groups in their responses to criti-
cal questions in favor of the experimental group. The partial eta squared values of 0.31, 0.30, 0.32, 
and 0.39 indicated that the instructional modality explained 31%, 30%, 32%, and 39% of the variance 
in grammar, pronunciation, fluency, and vocabulary, respectively. This means that the highest effect size of 
the instructional modality was in vocabulary, followed by fluency, grammar, and pronunciation. 

Furthermore, Table 19 presents the means, standard deviations, and standard errors of the two 
groups in their responses to critical questions both before and after controlling the pre-test scores.  

Table 19. Unadjusted and adjusted means 
of the two groups’ responses to critical questions 

Critical questions Group 
Unadjusted mean Adjusted mean 
Mean SD Mean SE 

Grammar 
Experimental 4.04 0.98 4.02 0.20 
Control 2.76 1.05 2.78 0.20 

Pronunciation 
Experimental 4.20 0.87 4.20 0.17 
Control 3.12 0.83 3.12 0.17 

Fluency 
Experimental 3.96 1.02 3.97 0.19 
Control 2.76 0.97 2.75 0.19 

Vocabulary 
Experimental 4.08 0.95 4.10 0.18 
Control 2.76 1.05 2.74 0.18 

Table 19 indicates that even after controlling the differences in the pre-test scores, there were differ-
ences between the two groups’ responses to critical questions on the post-test. Therefore, the stu-
dents’ performance in the four features of grammar, pronunciation, fluency, and vocabulary while answering 
critical questions improved with Flipgrid.  

DISCUSSION 
The findings revealed that the experimental group outperformed the control group in overall speak-
ing and along the four features of fluency, vocabulary, pronunciation, and grammar across literal, inferential, 
and critical questions. These findings highlight the potential of Flipgrid as an effective instructional 
modality for improving speaking performance. The findings are consistent with those of previous 
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research on the effect of the Flipgrid on speaking. More specifically, the current findings intersect 
with those of Petersen et al. (2020), Hanh and Huong (2021), and Abu Eid (2022), who attested to 
the positive effect of Flipgrid on students’ oral communication.  

The researchers attribute the improvement in the participants’ overall speaking performance and the 
features of fluency, vocabulary, pronunciation, and grammar in response to literal, inferential, and critical 
questions to several factors, most important amongst which are the meticulous design of the instruc-
tional treatment, the conducive learning environment, and the collaborative and reflective practice 
provided in the study. 

The Flipgrid-based instructional program was carefully designed to address specific speaking objec-
tives, targeting fluency, vocabulary, pronunciation, and grammar across the literal, inferential, and critical 
levels. Activities such as responding to prompts, watching and commenting on videos, and reflecting on challenges 
were strategically implemented to promote comprehensive skill development. 

Responding to prompts encouraged students to practice linguistic structures and critical thinking, 
progressing through literal, inferential, and critical question types. Watching and commenting on vid-
eos fostered active listening, collaborative learning, and constructive peer feedback. Reflection activi-
ties, guided by the teacher, helped students identify challenges, set goals, and monitor their progress. 

Furthermore, the iterative process of recording, receiving feedback, and revising responses allowed 
students to both refine their speaking skills and build confidence. Pronunciation, fluency, grammar, and 
vocabulary were seamlessly integrated into tasks, ensuring a holistic approach to language improve-
ment. Furthermore, the adaptability of the program to students’ needs enhanced its effectiveness, 
creating an engaging and supportive environment for meaningful speaking practice. 

The Flipgrid-based treatment encouraged learner-centeredness, active participation and reduced stu-
dent anxiety. The interactive nature of Flipgrid allowed students to express themselves without the 
pressure of speaking in front of a live audience, promoting confidence and reducing apprehension. 
Collaborative activities fostered peer support and mutual encouragement, encouraged both curiosity 
and engagement with the material, and fostered a sense of community. 

The peer and teacher feedback, coupled with self-assessment, enabled students to identify areas for 
improvement and refine their speaking skills. The collaborative tasks promoted confidence and en-
couraged the use of accurate language. Students engaged in peer discussions, group activities, and 
shared reflections, fostering a sense of teamwork and mutual support, which further encouraged par-
ticipants to exchange ideas, provide constructive feedback, and learn from one another. 

IMPLICATIONS 
Language instructors should consider integrating Flipgrid (and similar digital platforms) into their in-
struction to create an environment conducive to engaging speaking practice. Flipgrid can also be used 
to conduct formative self- and peer-assessment, which fosters both autonomy and a sense of com-
munity. Curriculum designers are called upon to integrate digital platforms into language materials to 
develop speaking in an interactive and student-centered manner and promote reflective practice and 
ownership among learners. Policymakers are also called upon to allocate resources to ensure equita-
ble access to digital tools in classrooms to address infrastructure challenges and reduce the digital di-
vide, not to mention support technology-based teacher training initiatives for innovative teaching 
practice. 

This research underscores the transformative potential of integrating digital tools into language edu-
cation, allowing for more effective and equitable learning experiences that benefit both the individual 
learner and the community at large. 
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CONCLUSIONS, LIMITATIONS, AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS 
The purpose of this study was to examine the effect of using Flipgrid on Jordanian EFL seventh-
grade students’ speaking performance. Flipgrid improved the participants’ speaking performance 
when answering literal, inferential, and critical questions in the four features of vocabulary, grammar, flu-
ency, and pronunciation. It also motivated the students to actively participate, express themselves confi-
dently, and adopt multiple roles (e.g., observers, problem solvers, thinkers, decision-makers, and 
communicators with Flipgrid). As they uploaded their videos, they became more engaged and self-
reliant in their endeavor to develop their speaking skills. 

However, even though the research is sound in method and design, it has several limitations that may 
affect the generalizability and scope of its findings. To begin with, the small sample size from a single 
public school in Jordan may limit applicability to broader populations. Second, the relatively short 
duration of the study may not have captured the potential long-term effects of Flipgrid use. Third, 
the focus on the four speaking features potentially overlooks other features (e.g., intonation, sponta-
neity). Finally, the exclusive focus on speaking, without integrating other language skills, and Flipgrid 
as the sole intervention may further narrow the scope of research. 

The current findings highlighted the positive effect of Flipgrid on EFL speaking skills, including vo-
cabulary, grammar, fluency, and pronunciation, and emphasized the value of integrating technology to fos-
ter skill development and learner autonomy in foreign language education. To maximize these bene-
fits, teachers are encouraged to incorporate Flipgrid into their teaching practices. By designing activi-
ties suited to students’ proficiency levels, providing constructive feedback, and fostering a supportive 
environment, educators can help students gain confidence and refine their speaking abilities.  

Future research may explore the long-term effects of Flipgrid on speaking skills across different age 
groups and proficiency levels. Comparative studies with other digital tools might provide insights 
into the most effective platforms for language learning. Furthermore, examining the potential effect 
of Flipgrid on other language skills (e.g., listening, writing) could broaden its pedagogical applications. 

In practice, educators should experiment with integrating Flipgrid into broader curricula, focusing on 
interdisciplinary tasks and real-world applications. Exploring its potential for fostering collaboration 
among diverse student groups can further enrich its role in language education. 
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