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Abstract 

The present study aims to examine if Saudi university students have exposure to Extramural 

English (EE) activities and whether the activities affect their vocabulary performance. Students 

completed a survey asking about their exposure to EE activities. Furthermore, they performed 

two vocabulary tests, an old Swedish national test from “Skolverket” named Small Talk and 

“Vocabulary Levels Test VLT”, issued by Webb, Sasao and Ballance (2017). The data collected 

were analyzed in SPSS using ANOVA and correlation analysis. The findings were that EE 

activities showed to correlate positively with the students’ performance on both VLT and Small 

Talk, but stronger with Small Talk. The study also showed that certain activities such as 

reading, gaming and oral communication correlated more strongly with the students’ 

vocabulary performance than other activities such as YouTube, movies/series and extra 

activities. 

Keywords: Saudi Arabia, university students, Extramural English, L2, vocabulary 
performance. 

Sammanfattning på svenska 

Den nuvarande studie syftar till att examinera ifall Saudiska studenter har en exponering till 

Extramural engelska (EE) aktiviteter och huruvida aktiviteterna har en effekt på deras 

ordförråd. Studenterna utförde en enkät som frågade om deras exponering till EE aktiviteter. 

Dessutom gjorde de två ordförrådstest, ett gammalt svenskt nationellt prov från skolverket 

som heter Small Talk och ett ”ordförråds nivåtest VLT” utfärdad av Webb, S., Sasao, Y., & 

Ballance, O. (2017). Den insamlade datan analyserades i SPSS där ANOVA och korrelation 

analys användes. Resultaten visade att EE aktiviteter korrelerar positivt med studenternas 

prestation på både VLT och Small Talk, men starkare med Small Talk. Studien visade även att 

vissa aktiviteter så som läsning, spela och muntlig kommunikation korrelerade starkare med 

elevernas ordförråd än andra aktiviteter som YouTube, filmer/serier och extra aktiviteter. 

Nyckelord: Saudiarabien, universitetsstudenter, Extramural engelska, andraspråk, 
ordförråd.  
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1. Introduction and aims 

According to Alrashidi and Phan (2015), English is of great importance in Saudi Arabia and 

taught as the only foreign language in schools. The Kingdom made it compulsory for 

students to learn English because of the important role it possesses in the country 

(Alrashidi & Phan, 2015). The students have to be able to “interact with people of other 

cultures for the purposes of contributing to the message of Islam and serving humanity” 

(Al-Seghayer, 2014, p. 143). Furthermore, English is a world-wide lingua franca and the 

dominant language in information technology, research, education economy, business and 

science worldwide (Alrashidi & Phan, 2015; Alrabai, 2018). Therefore, Saudi students are 

encouraged to learn English to benefit from the above-mentioned areas and contribute to 

the development of the country, especially in economy and business (Alrashidi & Phan, 

2015).  

Despite the importance being put on English learning in the Kingdom, not many students 

master the language. Several researchers (Alrabai, 2018; Al-Nasser, 2015; Alrashidi & Phan 

2015; Aljohany, 2016) have investigated English learning amongst students in Saudi Arabia 

and concluded that many of them lack in their language skills (see section 2.3).  

Regarding Saudi students’ exposure to English, there is no existing literature exploring 

their exposure to Extramural English (EE) activities. There are merely two studies 

(Bensalem, 2018; Fageeh, 2013) which examined the impact of WhatsApp on Saudi 

student’s vocabulary performance. They found that the use of WhatsApp has a positive 

effect on students’ vocabulary development and that many of the students using WhatsApp 

achieved high scores in vocabulary tests.  

In order to gain a better understanding of Saudi students’ vocabulary development, this 

study is the first one to investigate the exposure university students have to several EE 

activities and its potential impact on vocabulary knowledge.  

To this end, I address four main research questions:  

1) What exposure to EE activities do Saudi university students have outside the 

classroom? That is, which types of activities are Saudi students exposed to and with 

which frequency? 

2) Does exposure to EE activities correlate with university students’ vocabulary 

performance? 

3) Does frequency of exposure correlate with the students’ vocabulary scores? 

4) Does EE activity type correlate with the students’ vocabulary scores? 
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In order to answer these questions, a questionnaire and two vocabulary tests were 

administered to students enrolled in a Saudi university. 

2. Background 

To contextualise the current study, this section briefly describes and summarizes literature 

on second language acquisition (section 2.1), the process of learning English in Saudi 

Arabia (section 2.2), and Extramural English (section 2.3).  

     2.1 Second language acquisition  
Second language acquisition (SLA) is defined as the “learning of another language (second, 

third, foreign) after the acquisition of one’s mother tongue is complete” (Ellis & 

Barkhuizen, 2005, p. 3). There are two ways to achieve this, either by acquisition or by 

learning (Sundqvist, 2009). Acquisition refers to a subconscious process, implicit learning, 

and a process that is similar to the way children develop their L1. Learning, on the other 

hand, refers to explicit formal instruction, having knowledge of rules and being conscious 

about them (Sundqvist, 2009; see also Krashen, 2009).  

Krashen (2009) developed a theory of second language acquisition that consists of five 

main hypotheses. The input hypothesis is the most relevant to this study since it addresses 

questions of how language is learned and comprises solutions for problems occurring in 

second language instruction (Krashen, 2009). According to the input hypothesis, second 

language learning takes place when learners have exposure to comprehensible input (i+1). 

This occurs when the learners progress along the acquisition order and are exposed to input 

“which is one step beyond (+1) the learner’s current stage of linguistic competence (i)” 

(Sundqvist, 2009, p. 13). This means that if the learners are at stage i which is their current 

level of language competence, then i+1 is one stage above the learner’s current level 

(Krashen and Terrell, 1983, pp. 32-33).  

Several factors play an important role in the acquisition of a second language, such as 

learning environment, L2 exposure, exposure to activities outside the classroom, 

motivation, and access to technology (Al Nasser, 2015; Alrabai, 2018; Krashen, 2002; 

Sundqvist, 2009). These factors are also important for Saudi students when learning a 

second language, but as Saudi students face some specific difficulties in learning English 

(see section 2.2), certain extra factors must be taken into account in order for Saudi 

students to master English according to Al Nasser (2015). He conducted a study in Saudi 

Arabia investigating Saudi students’ English learning difficulties and found that the 

students had difficulties to master English due to problems with the learning environment 

and lack of modern technology. He concludes that textbooks and teaching materials have 
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to meet the learners’ needs, that the students have to use and practise English in their daily 

lives both inside and outside the classroom, and that English must be introduced from an 

early age (Al Nasser, 2015, pp. 1614-1617). In order to provide more background on the 

Saudi situation, the next section outlines the learning of English in Saudi Arabia.  

2.2 Process of learning English in Saudi Arabia 
English is the only foreign language taught in Saudi Arabian schools. The reason for this is 

to enable speakers to spread the message of Islam globally, the status of English as an 

international lingua franca, and the important role it has for the Saudi economy, business, 

society and politics (Alrashidi & Phan, 2015; Alharbi, 2019). The remainder of this section 

will discuss Saudi students’ process of learning English and the factors affecting it.  

The educational system in Saudi Arabia is deeply anchored in Islamic rules and values. The 

definition of Islam is “submitting one’s face, purpose, resolve and intention to God” 

(Fawzaan, 2013, p. 1). Therefore, Saudi Arabia puts priority to follow and implement Islam 

in all locations and situations. The schools, for example, are gender-segregated where 

males and females are completely separated (Alrashidi & Phan, 2015). Furthermore, 

Islamic subjects constitute the largest part of the students’ curriculum (Aljohani, 2016).  

According to Alrabai (2018) and Alzahrani (2016), learners of English in Saudi Arabia face 

difficulties because of the impact of Arabic both in and outside of the classroom, deployed 

teaching methods, students’ learning strategies, a lack of learning facilities, a lack of 

technology, and overcrowded classes. Also, English is not taught in elementary schools 

until the fourth grade which may affect students’ language achievement (Al-Nasser, 2015; 

Alrabai, 2018). After years of studying English in elementary school, most of the students 

graduate with low proficiency which affects further studies in English when entering 

university (Alrashidi & Phan, 2015). 

Arabic, the learners’ first language (L1), is shown to be used 60-70% by teachers in English 

classrooms to clarify instructions, terms, concepts, and grammatical rules in order for the 

students to understand better (Alrabai 2018, p. 103). Alrabai (2018) argues that the usage 

of Arabic in the classrooms instead of English has a negative effect on the students’ English 

learning since they do not get the chance to practise their English, which undermines their 

communicative competence. The lessons should be a chance for the students to practise 

their English as they do not have this opportunity outside the classroom in their daily lives 

(Alrabai, 2018; Alrashidi & Phan, 2015).  

Furthermore, English is not commonly used by Saudi residents since it is regarded as an 

‘academic subject’ taught in schools. English is only used by foreign students and workers, 

but most of them learn Arabic to be able to communicate with Saudis. Arabic, in contrast, 
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is the dominant language in the Kingdom and is used in most places and by families, 

workers, friends, and classmates, which results in “few opportunities for students to speak 

English through daily interactions” (Alrabai, 2018, p. 103). Alrabai (2018) states that the 

lack of a target language environment contributes to students’ low language skills.  

Another factor that affects the students’ progress in learning English is the lack of modern 

technologies and English learning facilities, such as computers, language labs, educational 

films, projectors, tape recorders, wall charts, flash cards and posters (Alrabai, 2018). 

Textbooks such as English for Saudi Arabia (Ministry of Education, 1998) are the only 

materials the students have access to and have become a foundational tool in the 

implementation of the English curriculum. The textbooks specifically focus on having the 

students reflect on and learn the Saudi traditions, values and beliefs; this content is 

integrated with the teaching of vocabulary and grammar and the practice of all macro-

skills: reading, writing, listening, and speaking (Alrabai, 2018). According to Al- Seghayer 

(2014), the students are mostly instructed to focus on grammar, vocabulary and reading 

passages in the textbooks, which gives them few opportunities to practice their speaking 

skills in the classroom. Additionally, the large number of students in the classrooms has 

led the teachers being limited to complete teaching the textbooks in time. Due to lack of 

time, the teachers find it difficult to follow their daily schedule, which has resulted in 

ineffective teaching methods where the main focus is to “rapidly” cover all parts of the 

textbooks (Al-Saghayer, 2014). As a consequence, the students are not given their full rights 

because of the reduced opportunities to implement and practise what is taught (Al-

Saghayer, 2014, p.20).  

Furthermore, Alrabai (2018) mentions that the English activities in the classrooms are 

limited to only those included in the curriculum, i.e. the textbooks. Alrabai (2018) argues 

that “neither teachers nor students can choose to engage in any activities beyond the ones 

specified in the curriculum” (p.104). Researchers such as Al-Nasser (2015) claim that 

learners can impossibly learn English only through studying textbooks, they have to 

“watch, hear and imitate the language through short films, stories, dramas, poetry-

recitations and discussions” in order for them to master it (p. 1617). However, the absence 

of essential materials such as technological aids have undermined the students’ motivation 

and caused them to lose interest in learning English (Alrabai, 2018, p. 107)  

The teachers’ use of Arabic and the lack of aids have resulted in learners’ development of 

inappropriate methods for learning such as memorisation. According to Alrabai (2018) and 

Alrashidi and Phan (2015), English students memorise almost everything taught in the 

classroom such as paragraphs, texts, grammar rules, sentences and vocabulary, without 

understanding the content. Furthermore, the students have not been taught to be creative 
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and to use imagination when taking their exams; instead, the teachers encourage the 

students to memorise what they have learned in order to prepare for the exams. Al- Misnad 

(1985) condemns this and mentions that such students lack the skills of obtaining 

knowledge on their own. Even if memorization helps students to pass exams and achieve 

high grades, it leads to issues with their English learning outcomes since it leads to lacks in 

both language skills and understanding.  

To summarize, the learners’ English proficiency is affected by several factors; their use of 

memorisation strategies, their limitations in practising English both in and outside the 

classroom, a lack of learning facilities, and the teachers’ teaching methods such as using 

Arabic and textbooks in the English classrooms. If English were more used in Saudi Arabia, 

it would be much easier for the students to learn it and use it in their everyday lives 

(Aljohany, 2016).  

This section has provided an overview of how English is learned in Saudi Arabia, and 

included some discussion on why Saudi students’ English proficiency is not advanced. A 

number of factors have been presented that might account for this. Based on these 

observations, the vocabulary tests used in the present study have been carefully chosen, to 

ensure that they fits student’s proficiency levels. Section 3.1.2 discusses this in more detail. 

Furthermore, no previous research has investigated Saudi students’ access to EE activities 

and how it affects their learning. Therefore, I have not been able to include this in the 

literature overview, but discuss Extramural English more generally in the next section. The 

present study aims to fill that research gap.  

2.3 Extramural English  
Sundqvist (2009) is the first researcher to introduce the term ‘Extramural English’ (EE). 

She defines it as “linguistic activities in English that learners do or are involved in outside 

the classroom in their spare time” (p.190). Sundqvist (2009) mentions that this contact with 

English can be intentional such as when learners “intent to create situations for learning 

English” (p. 25). It might be unintentional as well, such as when learners’ contact with 

English outside the classroom happens due to another reason or sometimes for no reason at 

all, such as when a spontaneous conversation between a learner and a lingua Franca speaker 

takes place (Sundqvist, 2009).  

Other examples of EE activities are playing games, using the internet, watching TV, 

listening to music, etc. (Sundqvist, 2009). In a review of research conducted in this field, 

Sundqvist (2009) shows that exposure to EE activities is beneficial for language proficiecy. 

For example, a study (Skolverket, 2004a:53-55) showed that countries where students have 
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high exposure to EE activities achieved high scores on exams while other countries where 

students had less exposure to EE activities received low scores. Another study (Nunan, 

1991) showed that 44 English learners developed their language skills after getting involved 

in EE activities, especially listening to the radio, watching TV and reading newspapers. 

Furthermore, the study conducted by Sundqvist (2009) shows that EE activities have an 

impact on Swedish student’s vocabulary and oral proficiency. Therefore, these studies point 

out that EE activities contribute positively to second language acquisition.  

 

As the present study is only conducted on female students (see section 3.1.1), it is relevant 

to mention that exposure to EE activities may differ between the sexes and this may have 

an impact on second language acquisition. Specifically, Sundqvist (2009) found that girls 

tend to use more individual games (e.g., the sims and Burnout 3) whereas boys use more 

interactive games (e.g., World of Warcraft and Counterstrike). Interactive games were 

found to be more beneficial than games that are played individually. Sundqvist’s (2009) 

study also shows that active/productive EE activities (e.g., playing video games, surfing the 

internet, reading books etc.) have greater impact on L2 acquisition than passive/receptive 

EE activities (e.g., watching TV, watching films etc.). Since boys had more exposure to 

active/productive EE activities, engagement in EE activities had greater effect on their oral 

proficiency and vocabulary performance than it had on the girls’. In conclusion, according 

to Sundqvist’s (2009) findings, boys and girls seem to favor different types of games/EE 

activities, while interactive games and active/productive EE activities are considered to be 

more beneficial for L2 acquisition. 
 

Sundqvist’s (2009) study is somehow similar to the present study as both investigate 

whether EE activities have an impact on students’ vocabulary performance. The difference 

is however that Sundqvist (2009) conducted her study on Swedish nine graders while this 

study focuses on Saudi university students. Furthermore, her study focuses on gender 

differences with regard to EE activities while this study examines female students’ exposure 

to EE activities. Even though both studies use questionnaires as materials, Sundqvist (2009) 

additionally uses language diaries to measure the EE activities.  

 

In contrast to Sundqvist’s (2009) study on EE, there are no existing studies on EE conducted 

in Saudi Arabia. There are, however, two studies (Bensalem, 2018; Fageeh, 2013) that 

introduce a typical EE activity as a teaching tool and measure its effects. Bensalem (2018) 
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conducted a study in Saudi Arabia that examined the impact of WhatsApp on EFL 

university students’ vocabulary development, in comparison with the traditional method of 

teaching vocabulary using paper and pencil. Nearly 50 percent of the participants were 

assigned to a group that created sentences through using new words and then submitted 

them through WhatsApp. The other half was assigned the same task, but had to submit the 

assignment traditionally on paper. Furthermore, the participants completed a questionnaire 

that aimed to investigate their perceptions of learning new words through WhatsApp. The 

results showed that the WhatsApp group achieved higher scores on the vocabulary test than 

the traditional group. Furthermore, most of the participants thought that using WhatsApp 

was an excellent method when learning vocabulary. In a similar Saudian study, Fageeh 

(2013) investigated the effect of WhatsApp on ESL university students’ vocabulary 

learning. He found that the WhatsApp group got higher vocabulary scores than the 

traditional group, which is similar to Bensalem’s (2018) results. 

 

These earlier studies (Bensalem, 2018; Fageeh, 2013) use a teaching tool that is one of the 

possible EE activities, in order to facilitate vocabulary acquisition, which makes it relevant 

to my study. WhatsApp in these studies is, however, not an EE activity, as it is part of the 

teaching strategy and instruction. This study is actually the first one investigating the impact 

of several EE activities on Saudi students’ vocabulary performance.  

The research on the effect of exposure to EE English has often measured the benefits of 

such exposure by examining vocabulary knowledge. Vocabulary knowledge is indeed the 

core of L2 acquisition (Sundqvist, 2009). Furthermore, some researchers such as Nation 

(1990) and Read (1988) claim that the amount of words an individual knows is an essential 

factor when learning a second language. At the same time, Cameron (2001) states that 

“vocabulary has been seen as a major resource for language use” (p. 94). The perceived 

importance of vocabulary knowledge has led to vocabulary becoming a priority in foreign 

language teaching (Cameron, 2001). For all these reasons, this study focuses on vocabulary. 

    3. Methods  
In this section, I first describe the data collection (section 3.1). Then I outline procedures 

(section 3.2) and data analysis (section 3.3). It is worth mentioning that I have been 

inspired by Qvarfordt’s work (2019) regarding the data collection section and data analysis 

section.  
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     3.1 Data collection  
To answer the research questions of this study, I chose quantitative methods 

(questionnaire and vocabulary tests). In this section, I provide an overview of the data 

collection process, first presenting the respondents (section 3.1.1), then the ethical 

considerations (section 3.1.2) and lasly data collection tools (section 3.1.3).  

      3.1.1 Respondents  

The respondents of this study, all females, are English students of a Saudi Arabian female 

university consisting of several faculties with different orientations. They were sourced 

through personal contact to a teacher of English at the university. In total, 36 out of 60 

students chose to participate in the study. At the time of data collection, the students were 

between 18 and 20 years old and were studying at 1st year Bachelor level. The students were 

classmates and therefore had the same teacher. Furthermore, according to the answers 

given in the questionnaire, they all have Arabic as their native language, many of them 

learned English mostly outside of school/university and many of them began to speak 

English before starting school.  

3.1.2 Ethical considerations  

This study considered the national guidelines for research ethics in Saudi Arabia and 

Sweden. The participants of the study signed a consent form in Arabic before they 

completed the questionnaire and the tests (see appendices 1 and 2 for the English and 

Arabic versions of the consent form). The consent form comprised information about the 

study and it was made clear that participation was entirely voluntary and that they could 

withdraw their participation at any time. It was also made clear that the students’ identity 

would be safe-guarded and no risks and benefits to participants were anticipated. As the 

students were at the age 18 and older, their guardians’ signature was not needed and they 

signed the consent form themselves. 

I suggested to the teacher that each student should be provided with a number so that the 

different components could be matched without having to record the student’s name, but 

the teacher preferred that students used their university ID number instead. The university 

teacher would be able to match completed questionnaire and test results to the individual 

students, but not the researcher (i.e. me). 

3.1.3 Data collection tools 

The data collection tools used in the study consist of a questionnaire and vocabulary tests 

(see appendices 1 and 2 for the questionnaire in English and Arabic, respectively, and 

appendices 3 and 4 for the vocabulary tests used in this study). Most of the questions in the 
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student questionnaire aim to investigate the EE activities in which the students are 

involved and they were taken from the ones used by Sundqvist (2009) and Qvarfordt 

(2019) in their studies. Their questions were relevant to my study as they were designed to 

provide information about the students’ relationship with English and their exposure to EE 

activities. Receiving this kind of information is important for the study, specifically for the 

results and methods section to give an overview of how Saudi students relate to EE 

activities and English in general.  

There were some questions I did not include in the questionnaire as they were not relevant 

to the research aims of the current study. For example, the questionnaire used by Sundqvist 

(2009) included questions about countries that students had visited, how they get to 

school, their parents’ educational background etc. At the same time, since the study was 

conducted in Saudi Arabia, the questionnaire had to be adapted to the Saudi context. Saudi 

students have a lifestyle and exposure to EE activities that differ from Swedish students’. 

For example, Qvardfordt’s (2019) questionnaire asked about the students’ exposure to 

comic papers and chronicles. However, Saudi students usually do not spend time on these 

kinds of EE activities. I got this confirmed when discussing with some individuals living in 

Saudi Arabia about Saudi students’ exposure to EE activities. Therefore, I changed some 

questions regarding EE activities in order for them to fit the Saudi context. For example, I 

asked about the students’ exposure to religious books.  

In general, the questionnaire contained questions about when the students began to speak 

English, their main subject in school, other languages they speak, how often they 

communicate in English out of university, how they learned English, their view of English, 

their access to and usage of electronic devices and their exposure to EE activities. The 

questions were tapping into different aspects of EE activities: reading, social media, 

YouTube, movies/series, gaming, oral communication and other activities (for a 

clarification see section 4.1). 

Most of the questions in the questionnaire were closed questions where the answers were 

limited to certain alternatives while some questions were open with the possibility to add 

more information. The open questions were added to give the students a chance to further 

motivate and develop their answers. Furthermore, the questionnaire was translated into 

Arabic in order for the students to understand the questions properly.  

The vocabulary tests used in this study are an old Swedish national test called Small Talk 

designed by Skolverket (the Swedish National Agency for Education) aimed at year 9 

students (Skolverket, 2011/2012), and a Vocabulary Levels Test (VLT) at the 1000-words 

level (Webb, Sasao, & Ballance, 2017). VLT is a matching task, where paraphrases have to 
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be matched to vocabulary items, and Small Talk is a cloze test in which test-takers have to 

fill out some blanks. The spelling problems in Small Talk were treated in such a way that 

half a point was subtracted from each spelling mistake.   

The tests I have chosen for this study were created outside of Saudi Arabia (Sweden and 

United Kingdom). The underlying reason for this is that Saudi English students often 

memorise what is taught in classrooms as discussed in section 2.2. Using Saudi vocabulary 

tests could have meant that students’ actual vocabulary knowledge could not have been 

tested appropriately. Furthermore, the tests have shown to be useful and they have several 

benefits. VLT gives a measure of the learners’ receptive vocabulary (Nation & Chung, 

2009). It contains thousands of the most frequent words in English that are divided into 

several frequency levels. The main idea of the test is for learners to learn the most frequent 

words first and to grow their vocabulary in a “scalable” order which means that “knowledge 

of words in particular band implies knowledge of words in all lower bands, but not those in 

any higher band” (Catalan & Gallego, 2005/2008, p. 175). Several researchers such as 

Sundqvist (2009) and Laufer (1998) have used VLT in their studies, which indicates that 

the test is considered valid. 

Regarding Small Talk, it aims for general language proficiency, but specifically focuses on 

vocabulary and grammar (Nation & Macalister, 2009). The test measures the learners’ 

language level and has been used worldwide with English learners (Catalan & Gallego, 

2005/2008). Furthermore, the test has received great attention from English teachers 

since 1970 and several researchers that have studies cloze tests have found that the tests 

contribute to language learning (Darwesh, 2010). Darwesh (2010) claims that “filling in a 

gap in a cloze exercise is not just a matter of perceiving local redundancy but rather involves 

an awareness of the flow of discourse across sentences” (p. 109). Several researchers have 

also used cloze tests in their L2 experimental studies such as Ionin, Montrul, and Crivos  

(2013).Another advantage of using both tests in this study is that they complement each 

other since they tap into different kind of vocabulary knowledge. VLT is a multiple choice 

tests that focuses on nouns, verbs and adjectives (Webb, Sasao, & Balance, 2017). Small 

Talk in contrast is a “fill in the gap” test and taps into production. It focuses mostly on 

adverbs and pronouns. Furthermore, to ensure that the tests were pitched at the students’ 

proficiency level, the teacher kindly helped in selecting the Swedish national test and the 

VLT from among a number of other tests.  
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According to the teacher, the levels of the students’ English proficiency varied. Therefore, 

to vary the degree of difficulty in the tests, questions of a harder degree were added to the 

already existing test. I replaced questions 2 and 4 in VLT with more difficult questions 

with questions 4 and 5 from the VLT  at the 3000-words level and question 9 with 8 from 

the VLT at  the 4000-words level (Webb, Sasao, & Ballance, 2017). I also replaced 

questions 4, 6 and 7 in Small Talk with questions 1, 8 and 10 from Find the right word 

(Skolverket, 2016). This was done to determine the level of those most proficient in the 

class and the difference in skill levels in the class. Furthermore, harder questions were 

added so that the tests would not be too easy for the proficient students; in fact, if the 

questions are too easy, it would be hard to know how EE activities actually affect their 

vocabulary performance and it would not be meaningful to run statistical tests.  

 

     3.2 Procedure  
The idea was to first distribute the questionnaire and the vocabulary tests in the classroom 

where the students would use a pen to complete them. However, after discussing this with 

the teacher, the computers were used, since it was easier for her and the students that way. 

Therefore, all the respondents completed both the questionnaire and the vocabulary tests 

through typing their answers on computers with supervision from the teacher. I was not 

present at all during the data collection process since the teacher wanted to do it by herself. 

This was not a problem for me at all since the teacher is trustworthy and very experienced. 

Section 2.2 describes that students are used to learning English from textbooks. 

Nevertheless, they are still familiar with using a computer. In fact, 97% of the students 

answered that they used computers in their spare time.  

I placed the questionnaire first; it was followed by VLT and lastly Small Talk. The 

advantage of doing the questionnaire first is that they are eased into the task – both in 

terms of them participating in the study, and in that their native language Arabic was used 

first. The disadvantage is that they might lose their concentration when they come to the 

vocabulary tests, but as both questionnaire and vocabulary tests were kept brief this was 

not deemed as a major risk. The teacher was instructed not to assist the students if they 

needed help, since clear written instructions were already included in both the 

questionnaire and the vocabulary tests. Also, the questionnaire was administered in Arabic, 

the student’s native language, therefore, no assistance was needed. It took nearly 15 

minutes for the students to complete the questionnaire and 15-20 minutes for the 

vocabulary tests 
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     3.3 Data analysis   
According to Sundqvist (2009), the statistical analyses used in a study depend on two 

factors: the type of research question(s) and the data collection. As the present study aims 

to investigate whether EE activities have an impact on Saudi students’ vocabulary 

performance, two important aspects have to be examined: (a) whether there is a correlation 

between students’ scores on vocabulary tests, type of EE activities and frequency of 

exposure, and (b) whether potential differences between frequency groups are statistically 

significant. To this end, the respondents were divided into four frequency groups: daily 

(high frequency group), at least once a week (medium frequency group), at least once a 

month (low-medium frequency group) and never or almost never (low frequency group).  

The data were then analysed in SPSS using analysis of variance (ANOVA) and correlation 

analysis. These two tests are discussed below.  

ANOVA is a “hypothesis-testing procedure that is used to evaluate mean differences 

between two or more treatments (or populations)” (Gravetter & Wallnau, 2012, p. 387). To 

make it possible to evaluate the mean differences between the groups, value of significance 

(p) is used to indicate whether the tests are statistically significant or not (Gravetter & 

Wallnau, 2012). A P-value is numbered from 0 to 1 and can be interpreted in the following 

way: the smaller p-value i.e. a value close to 0 indicate that it is unlikely that the results are 

an outcome of pure chance while the bigger p-value means that the results likely are due to 

a chance (Aron, Aron& Coups, 2005). For this study, p<.05 is considered statistically 

significant. The results being statistically significant means that the null hypothesis is 

rejected and the chance for results being caused by chance is less than 5% (Gravetter & 

Wallnau, 2012; see also Aron et al., 2015). According to Sundqvist (2009), significance in 

tables is often written with the values *p<.05, **p<.01 where P < .01 indicates that the 

chance for results being due to chance is less than 1%.  

Correlation analysis is a numerical value used to describe the relationship between to 

variables (Gravetter & Wallnau, 2012). The correlation analysis gives a measure 

(correlation coefficient r) that shows the strength of a linear relationship between two 

variables, -1 and 1. Dörnyei (2007) claims that a high r- value indicates a strong correlation 

while r- value of 0 indicates no correlation at all. Despite the correlation coefficient showing 

linear relationship between two variables, it does not show a direction of causality 

(Sundqvist, 2009). In contrast to Sundqvist (2009), I will discuss the r- values in terms of 

strong and weak instead of negative and positive, thereby following Dörnyei (2007), in 

order to facilitate for the readers to understand the values. Taking an example from table 

9 (see below), social media (-.420) has a “negative” R-value which means that it shows 

strong correlation with how the students performed on Small Talk. Sundqvist (2009) 
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mentions that the r- values between .3 and .5 (or-.3 and -.5) are considered meaningful 

(i.e., they are considered strong). 

    4. Results 

The participants of this study performed two different vocabulary tests, Small Talk and 

VLT that included additional questions (see section 3.1.2). In this section, results of both 

tests will be presented in form of statistical analyses. A description of these analyses can be 

found in section 3.3.   

This section is divided into four main sections. Section 4.1 answers the first research 

question, i.e. “What exposure to EE activities do Saudi university students have outside the 

classroom?”. Section 4.2 discusses whether EE activities have an effect on the scores 

obtained in the Small Talk test and section 4.3 discusses the impact of EE activities on the 

VLT scores. Section 4 summarizes and brings together the results from sections 4.2 and 

4.3.  

     4.1 EE activities undertaken by Saudi university students  
The results are presented in charts. Chart 1 shows how many and which percentage out of 

total 36 respondents is engaged in which EE activity (absolute numbers are provided in 

brackets following each EE activity name). Charts 2-8 show the percentages for the 

different frequency groups for each EE activity (oral communication, reading, social media, 

YouTube, movies/series, gaming and extra activities). The absolute figures give an idea of 

the numbers with which the means were calculated and the statistics tests were run. The 

relative percentage figures provide an insight into how EE activities relate to one another.  

It is worth mentioning that the category “extra activities” has been used to classify other 

activities the students are involved in outside of the classroom beyond the EE activities 

mentioned in the study. The reason for including extra activities in the questionnaire is to 

know if the students have exposure to other EE activities than those mentioned in the 

questionnaire. It would not be fair to limit the EE activities to only those included in the 

questionnaire, and this is what I wanted to know. i.e. if extra activities had an impact on 

the student’s vocabulary performance. In fact, all respondents in this study had exposure 

to Extra activities (see chart 8). According to the answers given in the questionnaire, extra 

activities include activities such as dancing, playing football, painting etc. Sundqvist (2009) 

included “other activities” in her questionnaire and she mentions that much time spent on 

these activities might be a reason for certain students performing well on the vocabulary 

test (p.152). 
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It is also worth explaining what gaming and social media involve in order to get a proper 

understanding of the results. Regarding gaming, most of the participants answered that 

they play multiplayer games, such as Fortnight, Call of duty and Overwatch that in most 

cases require oral communication between the players. Furthermore, the use of social 

media involves communication, in the form of writing and reading, but the majority of the 

participants were involved in reading posts.  

Chart 1. Percentages for respondents engaged in each EE activity.  
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Chart 2. Percentages for the different frequency groups engaged in oral communication. 

 

Chart 3. Percentages for the different frequency groups engaged in reading. 
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Chart 4. Percentages for the different frequency groups engaged in social media. 

 

Chart 5. Percentages for the different frequency groups engaged in YouTube. 
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Chart 6. Percentages for the different frequency groups engaged in movies/series. 

 

Chart 7. Percentages for the different frequency groups engaged in gaming. 
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Chart 8. Percentages for the different frequency groups engaged in extra activities. 
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Table 1 shows strong and significant correlation for the following EE activities: social 

media (r= -.420*, p=.011), reading (r= -.393*, p=.018), oral communication (r= -.362*, 

p=.030) and gaming (r= -.333*, p= .048).  

Table 1. Correlation analysis of Small Talk and EE activity.  

EE activity Correlation coefficient (r)                         Significance (p) 
Reading            -.393*                                  .018 

YouTube            -.154                                   .371 

Movies/Series                                          -.165                                                                                     .336 

Gaming                                                           -.333*                                                                                      .048 

Extra activities                                        -.114                                                                                    .510 
Social media                                                -.420*                                   .011 

Oral communication                                  -.362*                                                                                 .030 

      *p<.05, **p<.01                                                                                                                           

Table 1 also shows that extra activities (r= -.114) and watching YouTube (r= -.154) had the 

weakest correlation results followed by movies/series (r=-.165), all of them not statically 

significant. This is strengthened by the ANOVA analysis (see figure 1).  

 

     Figure 1. ANOVA descriptives for Small Talk (p<.05)  
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In figure 1, ANOVA descriptives for Small Talk are presented and show the mean score for 

each frequency group and the calculated significance value between the frequency groups 

in relation to the EE activities. The ANOVA results show that the differences between the 

groups are only statistically significant for reading (p=.028) and social media (p=.032).  

Furthermore, the medium frequency group of reading showed to have the highest mean 

score of 4.5, followed by the high frequency group of social media and oral communication 

that had a mean score of 4.08, all higher than the overall mean but lower than the passing 

score of 5. When analysing the ANOVA results, it is seen that all EE activities low frequency 

groups had the lowest mean score on the test. Surprisingly, the low frequency group of 

reading and social media had the lowest, with 1.45 and 1.5, respectively.  

      4.3 Extramural English and the adapted VLT 
In contrast to Small Talk, all the respondents performed very well on the matching test 

VLT. All frequency groups in each EE activity received a higher score than the passing 

score and the overall mean. The maximum result for the test was 30, and the passing score 

was 15, according to my assessment. The overall mean was 26.42. Some EE activities 

showed strong significant results while others did not, as discussed below.  

Table 2 below shows strong and significant results for oral communication (r= -.439**, 

p=.007), gaming (r=-.366*, p=.028) and reading (r=-.351*, p=.036).  

Table 2. Correlation analysis of VLT and EE activity.  

EE activity Correlation coefficient (r)                  Significance (p) 
Reading             -.351*                       .036 

YouTube            -.073                       .673 

Movies/Series                                          -.160                                                                         .353 

Gaming                                                           -.366*                                                                          .028 

Extra activities                                        -.182                                                                        .289 
Social media                                                -.313                       .063 

Oral communication                                  -.439**                                                                     .007 

      *p<.05, **p<.01 

Furthermore, YouTube (r= -.073) and movies/series (r= -.160) had the weakest 

correlation results. The ANOVA analysis (see figure 2) shows that the medium frequency 

group of gaming showed to have a mean score of 28.58 which is the highest score achieved 

on the test. Furthermore, the high frequency reading group received a mean score of 28 

and the high frequency group of oral communication had a mean score of 28.25, all not 

statistically significant, but over the passing score and overall mean. As noted in the 
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ANOVA, YouTube does not have a low frequency group since all the students were engaged 

in watching YouTube (see chart 5).  

 

Figure 2. ANOVA descriptives for VLT. (p<.05)  
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comprehension (i.e., YouTube, reading, movies/series and social media) had higher 

frequency of exposure (see chart 1, section 4.1). 

YouTube was the only activity in which all 36 students were engaged; yet neither the 

correlation analysis nor the ANOVA showed statistical significance for it (see table 1, table 

2, figure 1 and figure 2 in sections 4.2 and 4.3). The other activities to follow in terms of 

exposure were social media (33 students), reading (32 students), and extra activities (32 

students). Oral communication had the least exposure of 21 students but showed to have 

strong significant correlation for Small talk and even stronger for VLT.  

Reading, gaming and oral communication were the only EE activities that showed strong 

significant correlation results for how the students performed in both Small Talk and VLT. 

Also, the correlation analyses show that these activities correlate more strongly with Small 

Talk than with VLT. Furthermore, social media showed significant ANOVA results and the 

strongest correlation results for Small Talk in contrast to VLT where it did not show a 

strong correlation with how the students performed and where significant results were 

missing.  

Extra activities (r= -.114) had the weakest correlation for Small Talk and there were no 

important differences between the mean scores of the four frequency groups. In contrast, 

movies/series (r= -.160) showed to have the weakest correlation for VLT. YouTube was the 

only EE activity that showed weak correlations for both Small Talk and VLT, but seemed 

to correlate less strongly and not significantly for VLT. Anyway, all these three activities 

had a minimal impact on how the students performed in both Small Talk and VLT.   

Neither frequency of exposure or EE activity type seems to correlate with the vocabulary 

scores on Small Talk. Most of the frequency groups had a lower mean score than the overall 

mean and no frequeny groups achieved a score over the passing score (see figure 1). The 

medium frequency group of reading and the high frequency groups of social media and oral 

communication had the highest mean score on the test, but it was still lower than the 

passing score. In contrast, the scores achieved on VLT indicate a correlation with frequency 

of exposure and type of EE activitity. All frequency groups had a higher mean score than 

the overall mean and the passing score; the medium frequency group of gaming showed 

the highest mean score of 28.57 followed by the high frequency groups of social media and 

oral communication (see figure 2).  

The results show that a minority of EE activities indeed correlate with how students 

performed in both vocabulary tests, but the results indicate that EE activities seem to 

correlate more strongly with the scores obtained in Small Talk. A possible explanation for 

this finding might be that completing Small Talk requires implicit knowledge while VLT 
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does not. Implicit learning is defined as “acquisition of knowledge by a process which takes 

place naturally, simply and without conscious operation” and implicit knowledge is 

defined as “intuitive, procedural, systematically variable, automatic” (Nezhad, Moghali, & 

Soori, 2015, pp. 18-21). Implicit learning occurs when vocabulary is learned unconsciously 

through activities, for example through reading or listening (Nezhad, Moghali, & Soori, 

2015). The majority of linguistic scholars agree that second language vocabulary is mostly 

acquired implicitly (Nezhad, Moghali, & Soori, 2015). As Small Talk taps into production, 

it requires the transfer of knowledge/skills and cannot be mastered with memorization. 

Therefore, it does not seem surprising that implicit learning that takes place in EE 

activities often correlates more strongly with implicit knowledge.  

Even though Small Talk showed stronger correlations, all frequency groups achieved very 

low mean scores on the test and none of them passed the passing score. In contrast, all 

frequency groups performed better on VLT where all achieved high mean scores. This 

could be due to the learning and teaching approaches in Saudi Arabia where the students 

happen to memorize more explicit knowledge, which does help them in VLT but not in 

Small Talk. Explicit knowledge is defined as “conscious, declarative, anomalous and 

inconsistent” (Nezhad& Moghali& Soori, 2015:18). It refers to memorizing lot of words 

including their meaning and spelling and it also refers to vocabulary being learned 

consciously. As VLT is a multiple choice test, it is done with explicit knowledge and does 

not need transferability.  

Another possible explanation for the students having harder time with Small Talk is that 

it differs from VLT. Small Talk taps into production, since the students have to find out 

the right word to fill in the gaps. Most of the items are contextualized in small dialogues . 

In addition, this test does not just focus on content words, but also on pronouns. In 

contrast, VLT is a multiple choice test and focuses on content words. It is therefore not 

surprising that the students scored better on VLT, because it is not as difficult as Small 

Talk.  

In terms of activity type, the data are consistent in that they show the same three activities 

(reading, gaming and oral communication) correlating with both tests. Within this, oral 

production components (present in both gaming and oral communication) appear to be 

quite important as does having exposure to written material (reading and social media).  

An explanation for gaming and oral communication showing strong correlations might 

come from the Interaction Hypothesis. This hypothesis refers to language learning that is 

“stimulated by communicative pressure and examines the relationship between 

communication and acquisition” (Gass & Selinker, 2008, p. 317). According to the 



24 
 

Interaction Hypothesis, interaction is crucial to language learning as it may lead to intake 

of new lexical items (Thu, 2009). Gaming and oral communication in this study entailed 

interaction with other people, which might have led to a greater intake of vocabulary 

amongst the participants; this in turn led these activities to correlate stronger with the 

tests.  

With regard to Krashen’s (2009) Input Hypothesis (see section 2.1), an explanation for 

reading and social media having strong correlations might be that they provide 

comprehensible input (i+1), which is beneficial for the students’ vocabulary acquisition. 

Krashen (1989) argues that vocabulay is best learned through comprehensible input “in 

form of reading” (p. 440). He further states that the learners who are engaged in free 

reading out of the school have a more developed vocabulary. If one considers that the 

learners of English in Saudi Arabia dedicate a lot of time to reading in the classrooms, it is 

not surprising that both reading and social media had an impact on the tests.  

Overall, the results of this study are in line with previous studies which have found an 

impact of EE activities on Swedish students’ vocabulary performance. Sundqvist (2009) 

showed that Swedish nine graders’s engagement in EE activities correlated with their 

vocabulary performance. Sylvén and Sundqvist (2012) found that playing digital games 

had an impact on vocabulary test scores obtained by learners in grades 4-6. Furthermore, 

Sundqvist and Wikström (2015) showed that out-of-school gameplay had an impact on 

English vocabulary.  

This study indeed contributes to SLA literature on EE as it shows how beneficial it is for 

the students to learn English more implicitly (i.e., having exposure to English outside the 

classroom) instead of learning English more explicitly. This is because implicit learning 

seems to have a positive effect on students’ vocabulary performance as discussed above. 

According to Al-Nasser (2015), activities involving English help learners to improve their 

English learning. He claims that “if children are exposed to the L2 in the same way as they 

are exposed to the L1, greater success will be achieved” (p.1614). Therefore, learners of 

English, specifically in Saudi Arabia, should strive to be engaged in EE activities as it 

contributes to their English learning. This study also confirms Al-Nasser’s (2015) 

statement that there are many activities involving English in the kingdom such as English 

newspapers, TV programmes, radio programmes etc. This study further shows the 

importance of engaging in reading, gaming and oral communication as they contribute to 

English learning. They were the only activities showing strong significant correlations for 

both tests, which indicates how beneficial they are for L2 vocabulary acquisition.  



25 
 

Even though oral communication showed to have a strong correlation with the tests, the 

students lack in practising their English speech both inside and outside the classroom (see 

section 2.2 and chart 1). Saudi teachers of English should therefore focus more on speaking 

in order to foster their students’ learning. Furthermore, exposure to YouTube and 

movies/series showed to have weak correlation results, which is not suprising even though 

a great number of the students had exposure to these activities (see chart 1). An 

explanation for this is that most of the respondents answered in the questionnaire that 

they wacth movies/series with subtitles in their L1 (i.e., the students do not have to try to 

understand the content of these videos in English, since they can simply rely on subtitles, 

and therefore on translations to understand the content). Teachers should address this 

problem and start encouraging the students to watch films/series and videoclips without 

subtitles in their L1. Furthermore, as English classrooms in Saudi Arabia lack modern 

technologies (see section 2.2), teachers should start using educational films/clips without 

subtitles in the classrooms in order for the students to improve their English skills, 

specially vocabulary. 

Finally, the limitations of the study should be mentioned. Many of the previous studies 

such as Sundqvist (2009) have participants from both genders, which is not the case in 

this study. All the participants of this study are female. The reason for this is that schools 

and universities in Saudi Arabia are gender segregated and I only had access to a university 

where females study. One cannot make generalisations across the two genders in the Saudi 

context, i.e. the results found here for females might not hold at all for males, for example 

when it comes to the exposure that Saudi students have to EE activities.  

This study has several further limitations. First, only a small number of students 

participated (36 out of 60, i.e. only 60% of the cohort), which makes a reliable statistical 

analysis difficult. Second, the EE activities are self-reported through responses to a 

questionnaire; that is, there were no observations and diaries that could give more reliable 

information on what students actually do outside of class. Third, it was only the students’ 

vocabulary knowledge which was investigated, but other areas of linguistic knowledge were 

not assessed, such as syntatic knowledge. Lastly, the statistically significant results in the 

study do not show causality (but only correlations), and even if causality were present, its 

direction would be unclear. 

Considering these limitations, suggestions for further studies are to use methods showing 

the reason for the students’ different performance. The students struggled immensely with 

the cloze test, but not with the matching test, which is interesting. Possible explanations 

for this have been discussed above, but further methods are needed to show the actual 

causality. Furthermore, in this study, the EE activities were self-reported, which does not 
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give a reliable picture of the students’ actual exposure outside the classroom; therefore, 

observations and diaries would be needed to get a more precise picture of their EE habits.  

Oral communication i.e. speaking macro-skill seems to be lacking not only for in classroom 

exposure, but also for outside classroom EE exposure (see section 2.2); therefore, a further 

research question could be whether the in-classroom lack might be related/generate an 

outside-classroom hesitation to engage in speaking activities. Also, as there were few 

students participating in the study (only 36 students), more research with larger 

participant groups would be needed to get a more reliable statistical analysis. An 

important aspect to raise regarding this study is that the results only apply to females, 

which makes it difficult to know whether EE activities have an impact on male students’ 

vocabulary knowledge in Saudi Arabia. Therefore, a balanced gender study would give a 

better overview of the results.  

Another suggestion is to make the data collection more detailed, asking the students how 

many hours they spend on each activity instead of asking their daily/weekly/monthly 

exposure. This would give a better understanding of how EE activities impact the 

vocabulary performance. A student who has daily exposure to EE might spend 1 hour a 

day on the activities while another student who has weekly exposure might spend 10-14 

hours on the activities. Also, the students’ mixed proficiency level is not controlled for. A 

suggestion would be to treat it as an independent variable to see whether current levels of 

proficiency might play a role in the correlation between EE and results in the vocabulary 

tests. Lastly, it would be meaningful to investigate other areas of linguistic knowledge to 

know if there are several areas that impact the students English.   

However, this study has been interesting and beneficial to conduct. It  has given an insight 

into Saudi female students’ exposure to EE activities, the correlation of such exposure with 

the students’ vocabulary performance, and the correlation of frequency of exposure/type 

of EE activity with the students’ vocabulary scores.  
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Appendix 1 Consent form (English version)  

 

                                               

INFORMATION SHEET and CONSENT FORM 

My name is Kadija Kassir and I am currently studying at Karlstad University in Sweden. The 

study “Extramural English in Saudi Arabia” I am conducting throughout 2019 and 2020 is 

part of my candidate essay in English investigating participants’ experiences with English.  

You will receive a questionnaire with some questions regarding your activities outside of 

university as well as your experiences in English. After this, you will participate in an exercise 

in which you will use your English skills. 

Your responses will be processed anonymously, and your identity will be safe-guarded. No 

audio or video recordings will be carried out. Your participation is entirely voluntary and you 

may withdraw your consent to participate at any time, without penalties. As I am merely 

interested in your experiences and language use of English, neither risks nor benefits are 

anticipated for you, and your participation in the study will take less than one hour. 

I would thus be very grateful if you decided to support my studies and participated. For 

further questions or issues you would like to raise, please contact me on 

khadijaah_k@hotmail.se or my supervisor, Professor Andrea Schalley, on 

andrea.schalley@kau.se.  

By ticking "Yes" and signing this paper you give your consent to participate in 

this research study. A “No” and a signature means that you decided not to 

participate.  

 YES, I want to participate in the study.  

 NO, I do not want to participate in the study. 

Signature: ____________________________ 

Date:________________________________ 
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Appendix 2 Consent form (Arabic version) 

 

                                            

 ورقة املعلومات وموافقة النموذج                                                              

اليت   ”Extramural English in Saudi Arabia“امسي خدجية قصري وأ� أدرس حاليا يف جامعة كارلستاد يف السويد. الدراسة 
 .جتارب املشاركني يف اللغة اإلجنليزيةاليت تدرس  جزء من رساليت البكالوريوس ابإلجنليزية 2020و 2019 أجريها طوال

تخدم فيه سوف تتلقى استبيا� مع بعض األسئلة املتعلقة أبنشطتك خارج اجلامعة وكذلك خرباتك يف اللغة اإلجنليزية. بعد ذلك، ستشارك يف مترين تس
 مهاراتك يف اللغة اإلجنليزية.

تم إجراء تسجيالت صوتية أو فيديو. مشاركتك اختيارية متاًما، وميكنك سحب ستتم معاجلة إجاابتك بشكل جمهول، وستتم محاية هويتك. لن ي 
بنسبة  فوائد او موافقتك على املشاركة يف أي وقت، وبدون عقوابت. كما ا� مهتم بتجاربك واستخدامك للغة اإلجنليزية، فال يُتوقع حدوث أي أخطار

 وستستغرق مشاركتك يف الدراسة أقل من ساعة واحدة. .لكم

: سأكون ممتنا جدا إذا قررت دعم دراسيت وشاركت. إذا كان لديك أسئلة أو القضا� اليت تود طرحها، يرجى االتصال يب على بريدي اإللكرتوينو 
khadijaah_k@hotmail.se الربوفيسورة أندر� شايل على بريدها اإللكرتوين: ,أو املشرف اخلاص يب 

andrea.schalley@kau.se 

 

نك بوضع عالمة "نعم" وتوقيع هذه الورقة، فإنك تعطي إذنك على املشاركة يف هذه الدراسة البحثية. بوضع عالمة "ال" وتوقيع هذه الورقة، فإ
 قررت عدم املشاركة. 

 ،أريد أن أشارك يف الدراسة. نعم 
 ،ال أريد املشاركة يف الدراسة. ال 

 التوقيع: _________________________________

 اتريخ:_______________________

 

 

 

 

mailto:khadijaah_k@hotmail.se
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Appendix 3 Questionnaire (English version) 

 

 

                                          Questionnaire  

 
Dear Students, 

Thank you for taking the time to fill out this questionnaire that forms part of the study I’m 

conducting for my bachelor’s thesis. This questionnaire is not intended to test your English – 

I am interested in your usage of English outside the classroom. Your answers will be analysed 

anonymously.  

 

Number:  _________________________________ 

Semester: ______________________________ 

University: _____________________________ 

Year of birth: ___________________________ 

 

1. a) What is your native language? ________________ 

b)  If your native language is a language other than Arabic, when did you start 

speaking Arabic? (Tick one option) 

 Before I started school. 

 When I went to 1st-6th grade. 

 When I went to 6th- 9th grade.  

 When I went to 9th -12th grade.  

2. Is English your main subject? 

 Yes 

 No 

3. a) Do you speak any other languages?  

 Yes 

 No 

 

                                       Questionnaire 
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           b) If yes, write down which languages you speak and mark with a tick how proficient 

you are in the languages, using a scale from 1 (not proficient) to 6 (very proficient).  

Scale:                                         1               2               3             4               5               6                                                                                                                           

Languages:        

1: ___________________                                                

2: ___________________ 

3: ___________________ 

 

 

4. a) Do you regularly speak English outside of university? 

 Yes 

 No 

            b) If yes, on which occasions do you speak English? 

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

______________________ 

              c) If yes, mark with a tick how often you speak English outside of university. 

 Daily  

 Once or more a week. 

 Once or more a month. 

 Once or more a year.  

 

5. How did you learn English? 

 Exclusively at university 

 Exclusively at school 

 Mostly at university 

 Mostly at school 

 Exclusively outside of university/school 

 Mostly outside of university/school 

 

 

6.  Tick everything that applies to you! 
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 Agree Strongly agree Disagree Strongly 

disagree 

The English 

language 

interests me.  

    

I think it is 

important to 

have good 

knowledge of 

English.  

    

The adults I live 

with think 

English is 

important. 

    

I only study 

English at 

university to pass 

the tests.  

    

I will need 

English to pass 

my further 

studies. 

    

I will need 

English for my 

future jobs. 

    

I am often absent 

from the English 

lessons. 

    

Too little time is 

spent on the 

university 

subject English. 

    

English is a 

difficult subject. 
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I think it is fun to 

speak in English. 

    

I think it is 

difficult to speak 

in English. 

    

I think it is 

difficult to read 

in English.  

    

I think it is 

difficult to write 

in English. 

    

I think it is 

difficult to 

understand 

when someone 

speaks English. 

    

 

 

7.  Do you read in English in your spare time (excluding homework)? Remember that 

reading news / articles / blogs etc. on both computer and mobile phone do count, too. 

  Yes 

 No 

8.  What do you read and to what extend? Tick everything that applies to you! 

I read… Daily  At least once a 

week 

At least once a 

month 

Never or 

almost never 

 Books in my 

native language. 

    

Newspapers in 

my native 

language. 

    

Religious books 

in my native 

language. 
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Online texts in 

my native 

language. 

    

Books in 

English. 

    

Newspapers in 

English. 

    

Religious books 

in English. 

    

Online texts in 

English. 

    

 

9. Do you have access to these services at home: TV, tablet, computer, telephone?  

 Yes 

 No 

10. a) Do you have any favourite series/movies in English? 

 Yes  

 No 

           b) If yes, which one(s) 

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

_______________ 

11.   Do you use digital devices in your spare time? (computer, mobile, iPad etc) 

 Yes  

 No 

12. Which of below activities do you perform on the digital devices? (Tick everything that 

applies for you!) 

 Homework 

 Play games (single player) 

 Play games (multi player) 

 Read online texts 

 Watch YouTube 

 Watch movies/series  

 Surf the internet 

 Other (please describe) ________________________ 
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13. a) Do you play digital games? (on the computer, phone etc.) 

 Yes  

 No 

          b) If yes, which ones do you play?  

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

______________________ 

 

14. a) Do you use social media?  

 Yes  

 No 

             b) If yes, which social media (s) do you use at least once a week? 

 Twitter  

 Facebook  

 Instagram  

 Snapchat  

 WhatsApp 

 Other (please specify) ____________________________________ 

 

15. a)  Do you spend time on any other activities in your spare time?  

 Yes 

 No 

            b) If yes, does any of those activities involve English? Please elaborate. 

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

______________________ 

 

16. Tick everything that applies:  

I… Daily At least once 

a week 

At least once 

a month 

Never or 

almost 

never 
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Read posts on 

social media 

written in my 

native language. 

    

Read posts on 

social media 

written in 

English. 

    

Write posts / 

communicate in 

my native 

language via 

social media. 

    

Write posts / 

communicate in 

English via 

social media 

    

Watch YouTube 

in my native 

language. 

    

Watch YouTube 

in English 

    

Watch English 

movies / series 

with subtitles in 

my native 

language. 

    

Watch English 

movies / series 

with English 

subtitles. 

    

Watch English 

movies / series 

without 

subtitles. 

    

Play computer 

games / mobile 
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games in my 

native language. 

Play computer 

games / mobile 

games in 

English 

    

Spend time on 

other extra 

activities in my 

native language. 

    

Spend time on 

other extra 

activities in 

English. 

    

 

                                                     Thank you for your participation!
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Appendix 4 Questionnaire (Arabic version) 

 

 

 

البات، الط عزيزايت  

 يهدف ال .البكالوريوس يف مرحلة الدراسة مهماً من جزًءا يشكل الذي االستبانة هذا ملء يف ممشاركتك علىلكم  شكرًا
اإلجنليزية لغتك اختبار إىل االستبانة هذا .  بشكل  إجاابتك حتليل  سيتمالدراسة.  خارج اإلجنليزية للغة ابستخدامك هتمإمنا ي 

.جمهول  

 

 ___________________: رقم

 ________________: دراسي فصل

 ___________________: جامعة

 ._________________سنة امليالد

 

 __________________ األم؟ لغتك هي ماا)  .١
 واحد) خيار عالمة العربية؟ (وضع لغةابل حدثتت بدأت مىت العربية، غري أخرى لغة هي األم لغتك كانت  ب) إذا    

 دراسة الرمسية.ال بدء قبل 
 السادس إىل األول الصف من. 
 التاسع إىل السادس الصف من. 
 عشر الثاين اىل التاسع الصف من. 

 ؟اجلامعة ا يف بك اخلاص الرئيسي املوضوع اإلجنليزية اللغة هل .٢
 نعم 
 ال 

 ؟اإلجنليزية غري أخرى لغاتب تتكلم هلا)  .٣
  نعم 
 ال 

(غري متقن) إىل  ١وضح بعالمة مدى كفاءتك يف اللغات ، ابستخدام مقياس تقييم من  مث هبا تتحدث اليت اللغات اكتب نعم، اإلجابة كانت  إذاب) 
 (متقن جًدا). ٦

                        

 االستبانة      منوذج                             
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                                           1              2               3               4               5                 6          :مقياس

 

                                                                                                                                                                                                             :اللغات
١ :_                   ________________ 

٢ :_________________ 

٣ :_________________  

                 

 ؟بشكل مستمر اجلامعة خارج إلجنليزيةاب تتحدث هلا)  .٤
 نعم 
 ال 

 إلجنليزية؟اب تتحدث مناسبة أي يف نعم، اإلجابة كانت  إذاب)    
___________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________ 

 .اجلامعة خارج إلجنليزيةاب تتحدث اليت املرات عدد بتحديد فقم نعم، اإلجابة كانت  إذات)   

 يوميا 
 األسبوع يف أكثر أو واحدة مرة. 
 الشهر يف أكثر أو واحدة مرة. 
 السنة يف أكثر أو واحدة مرة. 

 
 اإلجنليزية؟ اللغة تعلمت كيف .٥

 �اجلامعة يف حصر  
 �املدرسة  يف حصر 
 اجلامعة يف الغالب   
 املدرسة يف الغالب 
  ً�املدرسة /اجلامعة خارج حصر 
 ملدرسة /اجلامعة خارج الغالب 

 
 !عليك ينطبق ما كل  على عالمة ضع .٦

أوافق بشدة ال أوافق ال  بشدة أوافق    أوافق 
.هتمين اإلجنليزية اللغة      
 أن املهم من أن أعتقد    

 جيدة معرفة لدي يكون
.اإلجنليزية ابللغة  
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 الذين الكبار يعتقد    
 اللغة أن معهم أعيش

.مهمة اإلجنليزية  
 اإلجنليزية اللغة أدرس أ�    

 الجتياز فقط اجلامعة يف
.االختبارات  

 اللغة إىل سأحتاج    
اإلجنليزية الجتياز 

املستقبلية دراسايت  
 اإلجنليزية إىل سأحتاج    

.املستقبلية لوظائفي  
 عن أغيب أ� غالًبا    

اإلجنليزية اللغة دروس  
اجلامعة ا يف . 

من  يقضى القليل     
دراسية  الوقت يف مادة

.اإلجنليزية  
.ةصعب مادة اإلجنليزية      
 التحدث أن أعتقد    

.ممتع اإلجنليزية ابللغة  
 التحدث أن أعتقد    

.اإلجنليزية صعب ابللغة  
   

 
 ابللغة ةالقراء أن أعتقد 

.اإلجنليزية صعب  
   

 
 ابللغة الكتابة أن أعتقد 

.اإلجنليزية صعب  
فهم أن أعتقد      

يتحدث  عندما شخص
  .إلجنليزية صعباب

 
 ؟)املنزيل الواجب ابستثناء( فراغك وقت يف اإلجنليزية ابللغة تقرأ هل  .٧

 نعم 
 ال 

  !عليك ينطبق ما كل  على عالمة ضع  مدى؟ أي وإىل تقرأ ماذا  .٨
أبدا تقريبا أو أبدا  على واحدة مرة 

   الشهر يف األقل
 على واحدة مرة
األسبوع يف األقل  

...أقرا أ� يوميا  

.األم لغيت يف كتب      
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 ؟واهلاتف, الكمبيوتر، ابد اى، التلفزيون :املنزل يف اخلدمات هذه إىل الوصول حق لديك هل .٩
 نعم 
 ال 

 اإلجنليزية؟ ابللغة مفضلة أفالم/  مسلسالت لديك هل) ا .١٠
 نعم 
 ال 
 ما هي السلسلة / األفالم املفضلة لديك؟, نعم اإلجابة كانت  إذا) ب

___________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________ 

 .إخل اى ابد ,جوال ,حاسوب (فراغك؟ وقت يف األجهزة الرقمية تستخدم هل .١١
 نعم 
 ال 

 !)عليك ينطبق ما كل  على عالمة ضع(؟  ألجهزة الرقميةاب تصنع أي من األنشطة أد�ه .١٢
 منزيل واجب 
 واحد العب( األلعاب للعب( 
 الالعبني متعددة( األلعاب للعب( 
 االنرتنت على النصوص قراءة. 
 يوتيوب مشاهدة 
 سلسلة/  األفالم مشاهدة 
 اإلنرتنت تصفح 
 التوضيح يرجى( ذلك غري( _____________________________________ 

 لغيت يف الصحف    
.األم  

 يف الدينية الكتب    
.األم لغيت  

 على نصوص    
 لغيت يف االنرتنت

.األم  
 ابللغة كتب    

.اإلجنليزية  
 ابللغة الصحف    

.اإلجنليزية  
 الدينية الكتب    

.اإلجنليزية ابللغة  
 على نصوص    

 ابللغة اإلنرتنت
.اإلجنليزية  
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 هل تلعب ألعاب رقمية؟ (على الكمبيوتر ، اهلاتف ، إخل.)ا)  .١٣
 نعم 
 ال 

 أي منها تلعب؟ نعم، اإلجابة كانت  إذاب) 
___________________________________________________________________

 _______________________________________________________ 

 االجتماعي؟ التواصل وسائل تستخدم هل.  ا) 14

 نعم 
 ال 

 األسبوع؟ يف األقل على واحدة مرة تستخدمها اليت االجتماعي التواصل وسائل هي ما نعم، اإلجابة كانت  إذاب) 

 تويرت 
 فيسبوك 
 إينستاجرام 
 شات سناب 
 واتساب 
 التحديد) يرجى( ذلك غري _______________________________ 

 

 فراغك؟ وقت يف أخرى أنشطة يف الوقت تقضي ا) هل15. 

 نعم 
 ال 

. توضيح يرجى اإلجنليزية؟ اللغة األنشطة هذه يشمل فهل نعم، اإلجابة كانت  إذاب)         
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________ 

 

 عليك! ينطبق ما كل  على عالمة ضع16. 

أبدا تقريبا أو أبدا  األقل على واحدة مرة 
  .الشهر يف

 األقل على واحدة مرة
األسبوع يف  

 أ�... يوميا

 على املشاركات أقرا    
 التواصل وسائل

 مكتوبة االجتماعي
.األم بلغيت  

 على املشاركات أقرا    
 التواصل وسائل
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 مكتوبة االجتماعي
.اإلجنليزية ابللغة  

املنشورات  اكتب    
 عرب األم بلغيت وأتواصل

 التواصل وسائل
.االجتماعي  

املنشورات  اكتب    
 اإلجنليزية ابللغة وأتواصل
 التواصل وسائل عرب

.االجتماعي  
 بلغيت يوتيوب أشاهد    

.األم  
 ابللغة يوتيوب أشاهد    

. اإلجنليزية  
/  األفالم أشاهد    

 اإلجنليزية ابللغة مسلسل
.األم لغيت يف ترمجة مع  

/  األفالم أشاهد     
 اإلجنليزية ابللغة مسلسل

 اللغة يف ترمجة مع
.اإلجنليزية  

/  األفالم أشاهد    
 اإلجنليزية ابللغة مسلسل

ة.ترمج بدون  
 الكمبيوتر ألعاب ألعب    

 هلاتفاب األلعاب /
.األم بلغيت  

 الكمبيوتر ألعاب ألعب    
 ابهلاتف األلعاب /

.اإلجنليزية ابللغة  
 أنشطة يف الوقت أقضي    

 بلغيت أخرى إضافية
.األم  

 أنشطة يف الوقت أقضي    
 ابللغة أخرى إضافية

.اإلجنليزية  
 

 !مشاركتكم على شكرا                                               
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Appendix 5 Adapted VLT 

English vocabulary 

Number: 

Part 1 

Put a check under the word that goes with each meaning. 

 

Here is an example:  

 game island mouth movie song yard 

Land with water all around it        

Part of your body used for eating and talking        

Piece of music        

 

1.  

 choice computer garden photograph price week 

cost       

picture       

place where things grow outside       

 

2.  

 center note state tomorrow uncle winter 

brother of your mother or father       

middle       

short piece of writing       

 

3.  

 asset heritage novel poverty prosecution suburb 

having little money       

history       

useful thing       
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4.  

 animal bath crime grass law shoulder 

green leaves that cover the ground       

place to wash       

top end of your arm       

 

5.  

 drink educate forget laugh prepare suit 

get ready       

make a happy sound       

not remember       

 

6.  

 audience crystal intelligence outcome pit welfare 

ability to learn       

deep place       

people who watch and listen       

 

7.  

 bring can  reply stare understand wish 

say or write an answer to somebody       

carry to another place       

look at for a long time       

 

8.  

 awful definite  exciting general mad sweet 
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certain       

usual       

very bad       

 

9.  

 check fight  return tell work write 

do things to get money       

go back again       

make sure       

 

10.  

 diminish exaggerate explode penetrate transplant  

verify 

break into pieces violently       

get smaller       

move something to another place       
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Appendix 6 Adapted Small Talk 

Part 2 

In each of the following sentences, one word is missing. You have to decide what the 
missing word is. Sometimes there is more than one possible answer.  

Remember: only ONE word per gap. Be careful with your spelling and grammar! 

 

 Example: 

• Excuse me. Could you tell me the ______way_____ to the station?  
• Sorry. I’ve no idea. I don’t live here.  

 

1.  
• Can I have some more pancakes, please?  
•  Sorry, there’s a queue. You’ll have to wait until it’s your _______________ .  

 

2.  
• Do you think I should buy this book?  
•  No, I think the other one is much_____________ interesting. 

 

3. We should not take our legal rights for ______________. We never know what the 
future holds in store. 

 

  
4.  
• Did you get any help at all?  
•  No, I did it all by________________ . 

 

5.  
• What did you have________ lunch today?  
• Fish and chips. 

 
6. The government is at a crossroads now, having to decide _____________ or not to 

raise taxes on fuel. 
 

7.  
• How could you do a stupid thing like that?  
•  It wasn’t my fault. Cathy_____________ me do it although I didn’t want to. 

 

8.  
• How long will it take to get to the airport?  
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•  It’s difficult to tell. It all depends on how heavy the_____________ is through 
Croydon this morning. 

 

9.  
• Will you need help?  
• No, thank you. I’ll manage__________ way or the other. 

 

10. The USA’s improved relations with Cuba meant most of the more than 50-year-old 
sanctions could be __________________ .  
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Appendix 7 ANOVA tables with results for Small Talk 

 
Table 1 

Reading 

ANOVA 
Results   

 
Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Square F Sig. 

Between 
Groups 

45.566 3 15.189 3.456 .028 

Within Groups 140.656 32 4.395   

Total 186.222 35    
 

                                                  Descriptives 

Groups Mean N 
Std. 

Deviation 
Minimu

m 
Maximu

m 
Std. Error of 

Mean 

Daily 3.29 7 2.289 0 7 .865 
Once a week 4.50 8 2.619 1 8 .926 
Once a 
month 

2.50 10 2.014 0 7 .637 

Never 1.45 11 1.572 0 4 .474 
Total 2.78 36 2.307 0 8 .384 

95% Confidence Interval for Mean. 

 

Table 2 

YouTube 

ANOVA 
Results   

 
Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Square F Sig. 

Between 
Groups 

8.608 2 4.304 .794 .461 

Within Groups 178.947 33 5.423   

Total 187.556 35    
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                                                               Descriptives 

Groups Mean N 
Std. 

Deviation 
Minimu

m 
Maximu

m 
Std. Error of 

Mean 

Daily 3.05 19 2.345 0 8 .538 
Once a week 3.33 9 2.828 0 7 .943 
Once a 
month 

2.00 8 1.512 0 4 .535 

Total 2.89 36 2.315 0 8 .386 
95% Confidence Interval for Mean. 

 

Table 3 

Movies/series 

 

ANOVA 
Results   

 
Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Square F Sig. 

Between 
Groups 

10.656 3 3.552 .650 .589 

Within Groups 174.900 32 5.466   

Total 185.556 35    

 
 

 
                                                                          Descriptives 

Groups Mean N 
Std. 

Deviation 
Minimu

m 
Maximu

m 
Std. Error of 

Mean 

Daily 3.00 11 2.720 0 8 .820 
Once a week 3.60 10 2.319 0 7 .733 
once a 
month 

2.50 10 2.068 0 7 .654 

Never 2.00 5 1.871 0 4 .837 
Total 2.89 36 2.303 0 8 .384 

95% Confidence Interval for Mean. 
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Table 4  

Gaming 

 

ANOVA 
Results   

 
Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Square F Sig. 

Between 
Groups 

21.904 3 7.301 1.393 .263 

Within Groups 167.735 32 5.242   

Total 189.639 35    
 

                                                                     Descriptives 

Groups Mean N 
Std. 

Deviation 
Std. Error of 

Mean 
Minimu

m 
Maximu

m 

Daily 3.64 11 2.803 .845 0 8 
once a week 3.43 7 1.902 .719 1 6 
once a 
month 

2.38 8 2.264 .800 0 7 

Never 1.80 10 1.874 .593 0 5 
Total 2.81 36 2.328 .388 0 8 

95% Confidence Interval for Mean. 

 

Table 5 

Extra activities 

ANOVA 
Results   

 
Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Square F Sig. 

Between 
Groups 

3.260 3 1.087 .204 .893 

Within Groups 170.379 32 5.324   

Total 173.639 35    
 

                                                                         Descriptives 

Groups Mean N 
Std. 

Deviation 
Minimu

m 
Maximu

m 
Std. Error of 

Mean 

Daily 3.13 16 2.778 0 8 .694 
Once a week 2.50 8 1.414 1 5 .500 



54 
 

Once a 
month 

2.71 7 2.430 0 7 .918 

Never 2.40 5 1.140 1 4 .510 
Total 2.81 36 2.227 0 8 .371 

95% Confidence Interval for Mean. 

 

Table 6 

Social media  

ANOVA 
Results   

 
Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Square F Sig. 

Between 
Groups 

40.785 3 13.595 3.325 .032 

Within Groups 130.854 32 4.089   

Total 171.639 35    
 

                                                                         Descriptives 

Groups Mean N 
Std. 

Deviation 
Std. Error of 

Mean 
Minimu

m 
Maximu

m 

Daily 4.08 13 2.431 .674 0 8 
Once a week 1.88 8 1.246 .441 0 4 
Once a 
month 

2.22 9 2.108 .703 0 7 

Never 1.50 6 1.643 .671 0 4 
Total 2.69 36 2.214 .369 0 8 

95% Confidence Interval for Mean. 

 

Table 7 

Oral communication  

ANOVA 
Results   

 
Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Square F Sig. 

Between 
Groups 

28.079 3 9.360 2.048 .127 

Within Groups 146.226 32 4.570   

Total 174.306 35    
 



55 
 

                                                           Descriptives             

Groups Mean N 
Std. 

Deviation 
Std. Error of 

Mean 
Minimu

m 
Maximu

m 

Daily 4.08 12 2.539 .733 0 8 
Once a week 2.43 7 2.070 .782 0 6 
once a 
month 

2.67 3 .577 .333 2 3 

never 2.07 14 1.940 .518 0 7 
Total 2.86 36 2.232 .372 0 8 

95% Confidence Interval for Mean. 
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Appendix 8 ANOVA tables with results for VLT 

 

Table 1 

Reading  

ANOVA 
Results   

 
Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Square F Sig. 

Between 
Groups 

84.248 3 28.083 1.700 .187 

Within Groups 528.502 32 16.516   

Total 612.750 35    
 

                                                                   Descriptives    

Groups Mean N 
Std. 

Deviation 
Std. Error of 

Mean 
Maximu

m 
Minimu

m 

Daily 28.00 7 1.915 .724 30 25 
Once a week 28.13 8 1.553 .549 30 26 
once a 
month 

26.10 10 4.932 1.560 30 13 

Never 24.45 11 5.203 1.569 29 11 
Total 26.42 36 4.184 .697 30 11 

95% Confidence Interval for Mean. 

 

Table 2 

YouTube 

ANOVA 
Results   

 
Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Square F Sig. 

Between 
Groups 

32.787 2 16.394 .923 .407 

Within Groups 586.185 33 17.763   

Total 618.972 35    
          

                                                                   Descriptives    



57 
 

Groups Mean N 
Std. 

Deviation 
Minimu

m 
Maximu

m Sum 

Daily 26.3684 19 4.09892 13.00 30.00 501.00 
once a week 27.8889 9 2.20479 23.00 30.00 251.00 
once a 
month 

25.1250 8 5.91457 11.00 29.00 201.00 

Total 26.4722 36 4.20534 11.00 30.00 953.00 
95% Confidence Interval for Mean. 

Table 3 

Movies/series  

 

ANOVA 
Results   

 
Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Square F Sig. 

Between 
Groups 

33.814 3 11.271 .615 .611 

Within Groups 586.936 32 18.342   

Total 620.750 35    
 

                                                                      Descriptives    

Groups Mean N 
Std. 

Deviation 
Minimu

m 
Maximu

m 
Std. Error of 

Mean 

Daily 27.82 11 1.940 25 30 .585 
Once a week 25.80 10 5.940 11 30 1.879 
Once a 
month 

25.50 10 4.950 13 29 1.565 

Never 26.40 5 1.673 25 29 .748 
Total 26.42 36 4.211 11 30 .702 

95% Confidence Interval for Mean. 

 

Table 4 

Social media  

ANOVA 
Results   

 
Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Square F Sig. 

Between 
Groups 

89.014 3 29.671 1.747 .177 
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Within Groups 543.542 32 16.986   

Total 632.556 35    
 

                                                                        Descriptives   

Groups Mean N 
Std. 

Deviation 
Minimu

m 
Maximu

m 
Std. Error of 

Mean 

Daily 28.46 13 1.450 25 30 .402 
Once a week 25.44 9 5.812 11 30 1.937 
Once a 
month 

24.89 9 5.255 13 29 1.752 

Never 25.40 5 2.608 23 29 1.166 
Total 26.39 36 4.251 11 30 .709 

95% Confidence Interval for Mean. 

Table 5 

Oral communication  

ANOVA 
Results   

 
Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Square F Sig. 

Between 
Groups 

160.575 3 53.525 2.866 .052 

Within Groups 597.647 32 18.676   

Total 758.222 35    
 

                                                                        Descriptives   

Groups Mean N 
Std. 

Deviation 
Std. Error of 

Mean 
Minimu

m 
Maximu

m 

Daily 28.25 12 1.658 .479 25 30 
Once a week 27.25 8 2.435 .861 23 30 
Once a 
month 

27.33 3 2.082 1.202 25 29 

Never 23.46 13 6.565 1.821 11 29 
Total 26.22 36 4.654 .776 11 30 

95% Confidence Interval for Mean. 
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Table 6 

Gaming  

ANOVA 
Results   

 
Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Square F Sig. 

Between 
Groups 

120.849 3 40.283 2.577 .071 

Within Groups 500.123 32 15.629   

Total 620.972 35    
 

                                                                        Descriptives   
 

Groups Mean N 
Std. 

Deviation 
Minimu

m Sum 
Std. Error of 

Mean 

Daily 28.09 11 1.758 25 309 .530 
Once a week 28.57 7 1.618 25 200 .612 
Once a 
month 

24.25 8 6.296 11 194 2.226 

Never 25.00 10 4.422 13 250 1.398 
Total 26.47 36 4.212 11 953 .702 

95% Confidence Interval for Mean. 

Table 7 

Extra activities  

 

ANOVA 
Results   

 
Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Square F Sig. 

Between 
Groups 

38.634 3 12.878 .684 .568 

Within Groups 602.588 32 18.831   

Total 641.222 35    
 

                                                                    Descriptives   

Groups Mean N 
Std. 

Deviation 
Maximu

m 
Minimu

m 
Std. Error of 

Mean 

Daily 27.06 16 4.057 30 13 1.014 
Once a week 26.56 9 3.206 30 20 1.069 
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Once a 
month 

24.29 7 6.291 29 11 2.378 

Never 26.00 4 3.464 29 23 1.732 
Total 26.28 36 4.280 30 11 .713 

95% Confidence Interval for Mean. 
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