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ABSTRACT 
    
           Active learning (AL) has been widely recognized as an effective pedagogical 
approach in higher education; however, limited research has examined how 
language proficiency shapes students’ perception of AL in Thai as a foreign language 
(TFL) conversation courses, particularly in international contexts such as Taiwan. 
This mixed-methods comparative study investigated undergraduate students’ 
perceptions of AL implementation in Intermediate Thai Conversation 2 (ITC2) and 
Advanced Thai Conversation 2 (ATC2) at a public university in Taiwan, with particular 
attention to proficiency-related differences. Quantitative data were collected through 
an online questionnaire completed by 30 students (17 from ITC2 and 13 from ATC2) 
and analyzed using non-parametric procedures, including descriptive statistics 
(median and interquartile range), the Mann-Whitney U test, and rank-biserial 
correlation. Qualitative insights were obtained from semi-structured interviews and 
examined through thematic analysis. The findings indicate that students in both 
courses reported consistently high to very high levels of positive perceptions across 
all instructional steps and key dimensions of the instruction. Yet, statistically 
significant differences emerged in the instructional steps of Experiencing by 
Observing, Experiencing by Doing, and Reflection, as well as in the key dimension of 
collaboration and interaction, with advanced learners demonstrating higher 
positive perceptions. Qualitative evidence suggests that higher-proficiency students 
were better equipped to engage with cognitively demanding and interaction-
intensive tasks, whereas intermediate learners experienced greater linguistic strain, 
task-related anxiety, and reliance on scaffolding. These findings suggest that 
language proficiency functions as a mediating factor in learners’ cognitive and 
affective responses to AL structures in conversation classrooms. 
    

Keywords: Thai as a foreign language (TFL); active learning (AL); students’ perceptions 
and experiences; conversation instruction; language proficiency levels  
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1. INTRODUCTION  
 

In recent years, the teaching of Thai as a foreign language (TFL) has gained increasing attention due to 
the growing demand for Thai language proficiency in various academic and professional fields. In many 
countries, including Taiwan, this has been further fueled by the popularity of Thai cultural products—such as 
television dramas, especially Boy Love (BL) series (Formosa Television, 2023), which have captivated a broad 
base of young learners. As an essential component of language acquisition, conversation classes play a crucial 
role in developing learners’ communicative competence. However, traditional teacher-centered approaches 
often limit student’ opportunities for meaningful engagement in the learning process (Caine, 2020).  

In response, active learning (AL) strategies have been widely endorsed in higher education as a means 
to enhance learning outcomes, foster learning engagement, and promote deeper, more meaningful learning 
experiences (Doolittle et al., 2023), including in second and foreign language instruction (Seemanath & 
Watanapokakul, 2024; Yusuk, 2021). Chickering and Gamson (1987) advocate AL as a key principle for 
effective education, emphasizing its potential to shift learners from passive recipients of knowledge to active 
participants in the learning process. Building on this perspective, Fink (2003) proposes that effective AL 
integrates three essential components: Getting Information and Ideas, Experiencing by Doing and Observing, 
and Reflecting. These elements collectively form a foundation for AL environments that are student-centered 
and interactive. Apart from this, AL is characterized by the integration of technology, multimodal resources, 
and the promotion of higher-order thinking skills, all of which contribute to enhanced student engagement, 
language proficiency, and more positive attitudes toward learning (Prince, 2004; Seemanath & Watanapokakul, 
2024; Watanapokakul, 2024; Yusuk, 2021). 

While outcome-based studies have often investigated the impacts of AL on measurable academic 
achievement (Freeman et al., 2014; Prince, 2004; Seemanath & Watanapokakul, 2024), less attention has been 
paid to how learners in under-researched language contexts, like TFL, experience and interpret AL practices in 
authentic classroom settings. Perception-based research has the potential to provide complementary insights 
into pedagogical feasibility and learner engagement (Fredricks et al., 2004; Kuh, 2009). In language classrooms, 
students’ perceptions often influence motivation, participation, and sustained engagement (Dörnyei, 2001; 
Noels et al., 1999), and thus serve as indicators of the cognitive, affective, and social viability of instructional 
innovations. Particularly in emerging or less-explored instructional environments, understanding learners’ 
perceptions constitutes an important preliminary step before conducting large-scale experimental or outcome-
based investigations (Fullan, 2007; Rogers, 2003).    

Despite the widely acknowledged benefits of AL in higher education, limited research has explored 
students’ perceptions of its implementation in Thai conversation courses, particularly in international contexts 
such as Taiwan. Furthermore, it remains unclear whether learners at different proficiency levels experience 
and interpret AL practices in comparable ways. Comparing learners in intermediate and advanced 
conversation courses may shed light on how proficiency mediates engagement with communicative tasks, 
scaffolding, and reflective activities, thereby contributing to discussions of differentiated instruction in 
communicative language teaching (Ellis, 2003; Vygotsky, 1978).  

Accordingly, following the integration of AL instruction in Intermediate Thai Conversation 2 (ITC2) 
and Advanced Thai Conversation 2 (ATC2) at a public university in Taiwan, this exploratory study investigates 
undergraduate students’ perceptions of AL practices in these two courses. Rather than assessing the causal 
effects on measurable learning outcomes, the study examines how AL is experienced in situ and whether 
perceptual differences emerge across proficiency levels. By providing context-specific insights into the 
implementation and sustainability of AL in TFL conversation courses, this study contributes to the expanding 
literature on AL in foreign language education.   
 
 

2. LITERATURE REVIEW  
 

The review is organized into three sections: teaching Thai as a foreign language, active learning, and 
students’ perceptions.  

2.1 Teaching Thai as a foreign language 
Studies on teaching TFL have expanded in recent decades, reflecting growing global interest. Despite 

this, the research has been uneven. Pornumpaisakul and Yenbutra (2018), reviewing 156 studies from 1975–2015, 
found that 62% focused on technology and innovation, while only 12% examined teaching methodologies. This 
imbalance suggests that while technology is well studied, pedagogical approaches—especially those promoting 
communicative competence—remain underexplored. 
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  Within conversation instruction, Sriputthatham (2005) and Liang (2013) emphasized the importance 
of context-specific materials tailored to Chinese-speaking learners, highlighting the role of instructional design 
in supporting oral proficiency. At the same time, linguistic challenges continue to constrain communicative 
development. Learners with limited vocabulary often rely on non-verbal communication, reducing 
comprehension and interaction (Na-prang, 2011). Structural differences between Chinese and Thai—
especially in consonants, vowels, tones, and word order—further complicate listening and speaking skills, 
leading to frequent errors (Hannok et al., 2024). 
  Beyond linguistic factors, classroom interaction patterns also shape communicative opportunities. 
Zhao and Boonyaprakob (2022) reported that teacher talk occupied 77.6% of class time, while students spoke 
only 6.2%, with silence making up 16.3%. This imbalance limits practice opportunities, highlighting the urgent 
need for more active, student-centered approaches in TFL classrooms. 

2.2 Active learning 
 Traditional teacher-centered instruction often fosters a passive learning environment, in which 
students receive rather than actively engage with information. Recognizing these limitations, educators 
increasingly advocate student-centered methods (Goodwin, 2024). Among them, AL has gained widespread 
attention. 
  Bonwell and Eison (1991) define AL as “instructional activities involving students in doing things and 
thinking about what they are doing” (p. 5). Fink (2003) further identifies three components: (1) Getting 
Information and Ideas, (2) Experiencing by Doing and Observing, and (3) Reflecting. When integrated 
systematically, these components enable instructors to design learning environments that promote 
interaction, critical thinking, and meaningful knowledge construction. 
 Empirical studies across disciplines—including Accounting (Guttikonda & Coco, 2013), Agriculture 
(Ghezzi-Haeft & Dowling, 2019), Economics (Nguyen & Trimarchi, 2010), and English (Seemanath & 
Watanapokakul, 2024; Yusuk, 2021)—show the adaptability of AL across diverse instructional settings. Still, 
foreign language classrooms present distinctive interactional demands, where communicative competence, 
peer negotiation, and effective engagement are central. 
 To address inconsistencies in AL implementation, Lu and Watanapokakul (2025) proposed a 
comprehensive framework (Figure 1) comprising three concentric layers: Fink’s (2003) core components; the 
five characteristics of effective implementation (student-centeredness, higher-order thinking skills, multimodality, 
interactivity, technology integration); and four engagement dimensions (intellectual, social, physical, and 
emotional). This framework conceptualizes AL as a systematically structured instructional model capable of 
influencing achievement, engagement, and learning perceptions.  
 

 
 

Figure 1: Comprehensive active learning framework (Lu & Watanapokakul, 2025, p. 602) 
 

 2.3 Students’ perceptions 
 In language learning, students’ perceptions play a crucial role in shaping how instructional experiences 
are understood and internalized. They reflect learners’ interpretations of classroom practices and knowledge 
construction (Yunita & Maisarah, 2020) and influence motivation and engagement (Dörnyei, 2001; Fredricks 
et al., 2004). Examining perceptions therefore provides insights into how learners cognitively and affectively 
experience instructional practices. 

Consistent with this perspective, Noels et al. (1999) investigated the link between perceptions of 
teachers’ communicative style and students’ intrinsic and extrinsic motivation. Their study revealed that the 
more controlling and the less informative students perceived the teacher to be, the lower students’ intrinsic 
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motivation was. In Tse’s (2000) study, foreign language autobiographies were used to examine the effects of 
language courses and teaching methods on students’ perceptions of their classroom’s language study and on 
their views of their own ability to acquire a foreign language. Her research participants reported both favorable 
and unfavorable reactions to methods and activities in their foreign language classes. Their progress and 
interest in learning the language were mainly due to teacher attention and sympathy. They appreciated having 
opportunities to speak the language and to participate in discussions. Regarding non-beneficial interactions 
and activities, the lack of focus on communication and oral language development and the impracticality of the 
language presented in class were the two most often mentioned by the participants. In contrast, Brown (2009) 
used questionnaires in his study and reported that the students seemed to favor a grammar-based approach, 
whereas their teachers preferred a more communicative classroom. This might be because the students 
experienced a disconnect between teaching and testing. Their exercises or assignments might be graded for 
grammatical accuracy rather than communicative effectiveness.  

Regarding teaching TFL, Wiboolyasarin et al. (2018) revealed that TFL learners had positive attitudes 
regarding oral corrective feedback given by their teacher. Recently, Ho et al. (2023) conducted research on 
English as a foreign language (EFL) teachers’ perceptions of implementing AL techniques in teaching speaking 
skills, and their findings indicated that teachers had positive perceptions about the implementation of AL 
techniques in their speaking classes. The teachers found that AL techniques gave their students more 
opportunities to express their ideas and construct new knowledge both meaningfully and critically. 

Although research on TFL has examined technological tools, linguistic challenges, and classroom 
interaction patterns, relatively little attention has been given to instructional methodologies. In particular, 
studies investigating students’ perceptions of AL in TFL contexts are scarce, leaving important questions about 
how learners experience and evaluate such pedagogical approaches.  
  
 

3. RESEARCH QUESTIONS  
  

1. What are students’ perceptions of the implementation of AL instruction in ITC2 and ATC2? 
2. Are there any differences in students’ perceptions of AL instruction between ITC2 and ATC2?  

  
 

4. METHODOLOGY  
 

This study used a mixed-methods comparative cross-sectional design to comprehensively analyze 
students’ perceptions and experiences of AL instruction by combining quantitative questionnaire data with 
qualitative insights obtained from semi-structured interviews. The primary objective was to explore how 
students experienced and interpreted AL practices within a specific instructional context, rather than evaluate 
causal effects on measurable learning outcomes.  

4.1 Participants 
           There were 18 students enrolled in ITC2 and 13 students enrolled in ATC2 at a public university in 
Taiwan during the second semester of the 2024 academic year. Thai was either their single major or one of 
their double majors. 

Thirty completed online questionnaires were returned by 17 students in ITC2 and 13 in ATC2. Out of 
17 students, the first group was mostly female (88.24%) and Taiwanese (94.12%), with the majority aged 20 
years old (70.59%). Most (88.24%) had Thai as the single major, and 13 students (76.47%) had earned grades 
of A- or higher in ITC1. Over half rated their Thai (52.94%) and English (58.82%) proficiency as intermediate. 
Only 29.41% had studied Thai before entering university. 

Out of 13 students in ATC2, 61.54% of whom were female, and all but one were Taiwanese (92.31%). 
Most were 21 years old (76.92%), and for most of them, Thai was their single major (76.92%). Nine students 
(69.23%) had earned an A+ in ATC1 in the previous semester, with the majority rating themselves as 
intermediate (53.85%) in both Thai and English. Prior exposure to Thai before university was reported by 
30.77% of the group.  

Although each group included one non-Taiwanese student, all participants, including these two 
students, reported Mandarin as their native language and were non-native speakers of Thai. 

4.2 Research settings 
    The study was conducted at the only public university in Taiwan offering the Thai language as a major. 
The program is housed within the Department of Southeast Asian Languages and Cultures. Students who 
choose Thai as their single major or one of their double majors are required to enroll in Thai Conversation 
courses. The program offered six Thai conversation courses at three proficiency levels—elementary, 
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intermediate, and advanced—with two courses at each level. These courses focus on listening and speaking in 
Thai, with content ranging from everyday conversations on familiar topics to discussions on academic and 
unfamiliar subjects. Each course has 14 lessons. In each week, there are two 100-minute sessions of instruction. 

4.3 Instruction 
   Drawing upon the comprehensive AL framework developed by Lu and Watanapokakul (2025) (see 
Figure 1), the instructional design for the ITC2 and ATC2 courses was developed to operationalize AL principles 
in TFL conversation instruction. Table 1 summarizes the core instructional sequence and its alignment with 
key characteristics of effective AL implementation and AL engagement dimensions. 
   

Table 1: AL instructional design of the courses 
 

Sessions Instructional steps 

Characteristics of effective 
AL implementation 

AL engagement 
dimensions 
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Session 1 
(100 minutes) 

 1.1 Lecture (50 minutes)          

1.1.1 Warm-up  ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓   ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 
1.1.2 Learning vocabulary     ✓   ✓ ✓    

1.1.3 Reviewing vocabulary ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓   ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 
 1.2 Experiencing by Observing (40 minutes)           

       1.2.1 Pre-view questions    ✓  ✓ ✓ ✓   

       1.2.2 Watching a video clip  ✓ ✓   ✓ ✓    

       1.2.3 Post-view discussion (pair work) ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓  ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 
1.3 Reflection (10 minutes) ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓  ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 

Session 2 
(100 minutes) 

2.1 Vocabulary Quiz (5 minutes)       ✓ ✓  ✓  

2.2 Experiencing by Doing (85 minutes)          

       2.2.1 Researching information for the prompt ✓ ✓ ✓   ✓ ✓  ✓ ✓ 
       2.2.2 Creating a dialogue (pair work) ✓ ✓  ✓  ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 
       2.2.3 Presenting the dialogue ✓   ✓  ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 
2.3 Reflection (10 minutes) ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓  ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 

 

    In Session 1, instruction began with a lecture presented using Google Slides. The teacher started with 
a warm-up activity by showing some pictures or a short video and asking students a few questions related to 
the lesson topic. The lesson’s vocabulary was then introduced and discussed with the students, followed by a 
review through a paper-based exercise or an online or onsite game-based educational exercise. After a short 
break, the focus shifted to Experiencing by Observing, where students were first presented with pre-view 
questions through Google Slides to ensure that students understand them before watching the video clip, which 
was related to the lesson’s topic, on YouTube. Students were allowed to watch the video clip 2–3 times, 
depending on the length of the video, before being randomly paired using a free website for randomly selecting 
names or items, called Wheel of Names (https://wheelofnames.com/), to discuss and respond to the pre-view 
questions. The link to the video was provided to the students for further review if needed. The session 
concluded with a Reflection period where the teacher led a discussion and provided feedback to the students. 
    In Session 2, students began by completing an online vocabulary quiz on the meanings of Thai words 
learned in Session 1. The quiz, created using Google Forms, consisted of multiple-choice and/or matching 
questions. Next, the class moved into Experiencing by Doing. Students were first given a prompt and asked to 
research information for the prompt individually. Afterward, students were randomly paired using the Wheel 
of Names application and tasked with creating a dialogue (approximately 6–8 turns) based on the information 
they gathered. They were encouraged to incorporate vocabulary from the previous session into their dialogue. 
Students then took a few minutes to practice before presenting or role-playing their dialogues in front of the 
class. The session concluded with reflection, where the teacher provided feedback and encouraged students to 
reflect on what and how they had learned.  
    Thai served as the primary medium of instruction, while English was used as a supplementary 
language to clarify complex content. 
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4.4 Research instruments 
   The study employed two instruments: an online questionnaire and semi-structured interview 
questions, both in English. The questionnaire, based on Lu and Watanapokakul’s (2025) active learning 
framework (Figure 1), was used to capture students’ perceptions after AL instruction. It consisted of three 
parts: Part One (10 multiple-choice demographic questions), Part Two (29 five-point Likert scale items on 
instructional steps), and Part Three (21 five-point Likert scale items on overall perceptions of the key 
instructional dimensions). The five-point Likert scale ranges from 1 to 5, where 1 = very low agreement, 
2 = low agreement, 3 = moderate agreement, 4 = high agreement, and 5 = very high agreement. In the 
questionnaire, each item was accompanied by the five-point response scale and its corresponding descriptors. 
Seventeen semi-structured interview questions were developed to align with the questionnaire in order to 
elicit more in-depth insights into students’ learning experiences. 

Both instruments were validated by three experts in education and TFL using the Index of Item-
Objective Congruence (IOC; Rovinelli & Hambleton, 1977). IOC values were 0.96 for the questionnaire and 0.80 
for the interview questions, both exceeding the recommended threshold of 0.67 (Turner & Carlson, 2003). 

The questionnaire was piloted with ten students and the interviews with five. Based on feedback, 
questionnaire formatting in Google Forms was refined for usability, interview questions were revised for 
clarity, and three new items were added, resulting in a final set of 20 interview questions. 

4.5 Data collection 
   Starting in late May 2025, students were informed about the study, and volunteers signed consent forms 
before completing an online questionnaire via Google Forms (10–15 minutes). The questionnaire showed high 
internal consistency reliability (Cronbach’s α = 0.965), exceeding the 0.70 threshold recommended by Cronbach 
(1957). Although very high alpha values may suggest potential redundancy among items, the questionnaire 
items were intentionally developed to represent conceptually distinct aspects of AL and were reviewed by 
experts to ensure content validity.  

Following questionnaire completion, participants were randomly selected from the volunteers for 
semi-structured interviews until data saturation was reached: six from ITC2 and four from ATC2. Data 
saturation was defined as the point at which successive interviews no longer generated new codes, themes, or 
meaningful insights relevant to the research questions. One additional student from each group was 
subsequently interviewed to confirm that no new information emerged. Each individual interview lasted 
approximately 20–30 minutes and was conducted by a researcher in English and/or Thai, depending on the 
participant’s preference. All interviews were audio-recorded for further analysis.  

To ensure that participants were capable of understanding the English-language questionnaire and 
interview questions, their English proficiency was examined using national entrance examination scores (see 
Appendix). The average English score of ITC2 students was 12.94 out of 15 (ranging from 11 to 15), while the 
average score for ATC2 students was 13 out of 15 (ranging from 11 to 14). These results indicate that 
participants generally had high English proficiency, supporting their ability to understand the questionnaire 
and articulate their perspectives effectively in the interviews. 

4.6 Data analysis 
The quantitative data from the online questionnaire were analyzed using the Statistical Package for 

the Social Sciences (SPSS). Prior to inferential testing, assumption diagnostics were conducted using the 
Shapiro-Wilk test to assess the normality of the data distribution and Levene’s test to examine homogeneity of 
variances between groups. Results revealed that the data for all items significantly deviated from normal 
distribution (p < .05), while the assumption of equal variances was generally met (p > .05). Given the consistent 
violation of the normality assumption, the relatively small sample size (n = 30), and the ordinal nature of the 
5-point Likert scale data, non-parametric statistical procedures were utilized. 

a. Descriptive Statistics: Medians (Mdn) and Interquartile Ranges (IQR) were calculated to summarize 
the central tendency and dispersion of students’ perceptions. Since all questionnaire items were positively 
worded, reverse coding was not required. Higher median scores directly indicate higher levels of students’ 
positive perceptions toward the instruction (see Table 2). 

 
Table 2: Descriptions, medians, and interpretations of the five-point Likert scale 

 
Description Median Interpretation 

5 = Very high agreement 5 Very high level of positive perception 

4 = High agreement 4 High level of positive perception 

3 = Moderate agreement 3 Moderate level of positive perception 

2 = Low agreement 2 Low level of positive perception 

1 = Very low agreement 1 Very low level of positive perception 
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b. Inferential Statistics: The Mann-Whitney U test was conducted to determine if there were statistically 
significant differences in perceptions between the two independent groups. Results are reported using the U 
statistic, the Z score, and the asymptotic significance (p-value). 

c. Effect Size: To assess the magnitude of group differences, the rank-biserial correlation (r) was 
calculated. The interpretation of r followed Cohen’s (1988) guidelines, where 0.1 is a small effect, 0.3 is a 
medium effect, and 0.5 is a large effect (Fiel Peres, 2026). 

The qualitative data obtained from the semi-structured interviews were analyzed using the six steps 
of thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006): familiarizing oneself with the data, generating initial codes, 
searching for themes, reviewing themes, defining and naming themes, and producing the report. To enhance 
analytic reliability, a Code-Recode process (Anfara et al., 2002) was applied to ensure systematic refinement 
and consistency in coding across multiple iterations. 
 
 

5. FINDINGS  
 

 Following the research questions, findings are presented using the weaving approach (Fetters & 
Freshwater, 2015), integrating quantitative data from questionnaire Parts 2 and 3 with qualitative interview 
data and organizing them by theme. 

5.1 Students’ perceptions of the instructional steps 
  Part 2 of the questionnaire assessed students’ agreement with statements on the instructional steps, 
with results shown in Tables 3–8. 
 

Table 3: Findings on Lecture 
 

Item 

Intermediate 
(n = 17) 

Advanced 
(n = 13) U Z p Interpretation r 

Mdn IQR Mdn IQR 

1.1 The warm-up activity helped me 
engage with the lesson. 
 

4 1 4 1 112 0.069 .964 No significant difference -.014 

1.2 I liked the warm-up activity. 
 

4 2 4 1 104 -0.290 .789 No significant difference .059 

1.3 The lecture on the lesson’s 
vocabulary was useful and necessary 
for watching the video clip. 
 

4 1 4 0 136 1.207 .237 No significant difference -.231 

1.4 I liked the lecture on vocabulary. 
 

4 1 4 1 153 1.918 .058 No significant difference -.385 

1.5 The vocabulary review activity 
(onsite and online) helped me 
remember the vocabulary better. 
 

5 2 4 1 110.5 0 1 No significant difference 0 

1.6 I liked the vocabulary review 
activities. 
 

5 2 4 0 125 0.645 .534 No significant difference -.131 

Overall 4 1 4 1 4406.5 1.323 .186 No significant difference -.108 

 

Table 3 presents findings for the Lecture step. Students in ITC2 reported high levels of agreement that 
both warm-up activities and vocabulary lectures were useful and students liked them, with the median score 
of 4 across Items 1.1–1.4 (IQR = 1–2) and very high levels of agreement that the vocabulary review activities 
were useful and students liked them, with the median score at 5 (IQR = 2). Overall, the median score for this 
group was 4 (IQR = 1), indicating a high level of positive perception toward the Lecture step. The following is a 
comment from a student: 

 
“The lecture provided me with an understanding of Thai vocabulary, but in some units, there were almost 
one hundred words in the lecture, which were too many for us.” (S-4, ITC2) 
 

A suggestion was made to support vocabulary retention: 
 
“I would like to ask the teacher to add the meaning of vocabulary in Mandarin as well. This can help us 
memorize the meaning of the words more easily than memorizing both Thai words and their English 
explanations.” (S-3, ITC2) 
 

Moreover, another student shared ideas about vocabulary review activities: 
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“I didn’t have time to review the words I had just learned, and there were too many of them. But, I liked 
the online games the teachers provided for reviewing the vocabulary. Although I couldn’t perform well in 
class after the vocabulary lecture, I could play the games anytime and anywhere to review the words 
later.” (S-5, ITC2) 

 

Students in ATC2 also reported high levels of agreement across all Lecture-related items (Mdn = 4, 
IQR = 0–1), resulting in an overall median score of 4 (IQR = 1), indicating a high level of the overall positive 
perception. One student shared: 

 
“I like the warm-up activity because it helps me know the topic I am studying in each class. Specifically, 
I liked the short video clips and pictures that the teacher used to draw students into the lesson. It was fun, 
and some were funny.” (S-8, ATC2) 

 

 An ATC2 student also commented on vocabulary review activities: 
 

“The word-guessing game (Charades) that the teacher let us play in class was very fun. It helped us review 
the vocabulary we had learned and motivated every student to participate. But, the game was time-
consuming and affected the time available for the subsequent activities.” (S-7, ATC2) 

 

Across both groups, no statistically significant differences were found in any items (all p > .05). An 
analysis of the overall score confirmed that there were no statistically significant differences in students’ 
perceptions of the Lecture step between the two groups (U = 4406.5, Z = 1.323, p = .186, r = -.108), with a small 
effect size. Taken together, both quantitative and qualitative findings suggest that students in both groups 
perceived the Lecture step positively, while also identifying areas for improvement, particularly in terms of 
vocabulary quantity, perceived workload, and time allocation. 

 
Table 4: Findings on Experiencing by Observing 

 

Item 

Intermediate 
(n = 17) 

Advanced 
(n = 13) U Z p Interpretation r 

Mdn IQR Mdn IQR 

2.1 The pre-view questions helped me 
prepare for the video clip. 

5 1 4 1 104 -0.299 .782 No significant difference .059 

2.2 I liked the pre-view questions 
activity. 

4 2 4 1 87 -1.056 .301 No significant difference .213 

2.3 Watching the video clip was an 
effective way to learn Thai conversation. 

4 2 4 2 99.5 -0.483 .645 No significant difference .100 

2.4 The video clip helped me 
understand how Thai conversation is 
used in real-life situations. 

4 2 4 1 118 0.334 .755 No significant difference -.068 

2.5 I liked the activity of watching a 
video clip. 

4 1 4 1 120.5 0.447 .671 No significant difference -.090 

2.6 The post-view discussion helped me 
better understand the video content. 

4 1 5 1 96 -0.671 .517 No significant difference .131 

2.7 The post-view discussion allowed 
me to use Thai with my partner. 

4 2 5 1 72 -1.735 .087 No significant difference .348 

2.8 I liked the post-view discussion 
activity. 

4 2 5 1 67 -1.964 .052 No significant difference .394 

Overall 4 2 4 1 6079.5 -1.986 .047* Significant difference .140 
*p < .05 

 

 Table 4 presents findings for the Experiencing by Observing step. Students in ITC2 reported high levels 
of agreement across all items (Mdn = 4, IQR = 1–2), except for Item 2.1, which was rated very high (Mdn = 5, 
IQR = 1). The overall median score for this group was 4 (IQR = 2), indicating a high level of positive perception 
toward this step. Some students commented: 
 

“The questions teacher showed on the screen before we watched the VDO clips helped me know what to 
focus on while watching them. They helped me watch with a clear purpose.” (S-1, ITC2) 

 
 “After watching a video clip, the teacher asked us to discuss the content using the questions presented 
before watching it. Discussion with a partner helped me better understand the video, as we shared ideas 
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and learned from each other. But, because of our limited Thai vocabulary, some of my friends and I were 
not able to fully discuss it in Thai, so we switched to our L1 during the discussion.” (S-4, ITC2) 

 

Students in ATC2 reported high levels of agreement on every item regarding the pre-view questions 
and video-watching activities (Mdn = 4, IQR = 1–2). Very high levels of agreement were also observed for Items 
2.6–2.8 concerning post-view discussion activities (Mdn = 5, IQR = 1). The overall median score for this group 
was 4 (IQR = 1), indicating a high level of positive perception toward this step. Some students shared: 

 
“Pre-view questions helped us know what to focus on in the video. When the teacher explained and 
checked our understanding of the questions beforehand, it ensured that we understood them and knew 
what to focus on while watching. The discussion after the video allowed us to use Thai for communication 
and idea-sharing. It was fun listening to my partner’s ideas too.” (S-10, ATC2) 

 
“I learned how Thai people speak by watching the video clips, but some of the clips were monologues, like 
news reports. They were a bit tedious. I prefer more dialogues where I can see how Thai people verbally 
interact in real-life or everyday situations.” (S-7, ATC2) 

 

Across both groups, no statistically significant differences were found for any item (all p > .05). 
Nevertheless, an analysis of overall perceptions, based on all response instances revealed a statistically 
significant difference between the two groups (U = 6079.5, Z = -1.986, p = .047). The effect size was small 
(r = .140) with ATC2 students exhibiting significantly higher overall positive perception than ITC2 students. 
 

Table 5: Findings on Vocabulary Quiz 

 

 
Item 

     

Intermediate 
(n = 17) 

Advanced 
(n = 13) U Z p Interpretation r 

Mdn IQR Mdn IQR 

3.1 The vocabulary quiz motivated me 
to review the vocabulary I learned in 
the previous class. 

5 1 5 1 103.5 -0.331 .759 No significant difference .063 

3.2 I liked the vocabulary quizzes. 3 2 4 2 59.5 -2.195 .03* Significant difference .462 

Overall 4 2 4 1 327 -1.806 .072 No significant difference .260 
*p < .05 

 

Table 5 presents findings for the Vocabulary Quiz step. Students in ITC2 reported a very high 
agreement that the quiz motivated them to review vocabulary learned in the previous class (Mdn = 5, IQR = 1). 
However, only moderate agreement regarding liking vocabulary quizzes (Mdn = 3, IQR = 2) was reported. The 
overall median score for this group was 4 (IQR = 2), indicating a high level of positive perception. One student 
reflected: 

 
“I know that vocabulary is very important for learning languages, including Thai, but in each week I had 
only a few days to review and memorize a lot of words for the quiz. It was stressful.” (S-2, ITC2) 

 

In contrast, another student shared a more positive view, along with suggestions for improvement: 
 
“I like vocabulary quizzes. They forced me to review the vocabulary learned after class. I think one of the 
learning drives for Taiwanese students is stress. Taiwanese students tend to pay more attention to courses 
that assign quizzes, tasks, and homework. I suggest that the teacher select about 40–50 essential words 
from each lesson’s word list learned to reduce the burden on students and let the students prepare those 
selected words for the weekly quiz.” (S-4, ITC2) 

 

A further suggestion focused on enhancing quiz design: 
 
“For the quiz, is it possible to provide pictures along with the English meanings or let us match Thai words 
with their Mandarin meanings? This could help reduce students’ burden.” (S-1, ITC2) 

 

Similarly, the students in ATC2 also reported a very high agreement that the quizzes motivated them 
to review vocabulary learned (Mdn = 5, IQR = 1). There was also a high agreement with liking vocabulary 
quizzes (Mdn = 4.00, IQR = 2). The overall median score for this group was 4 (IQR = 1), indicating a high level 
of positive perception toward this instructional step. One student shared: 
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“I don’t mind having a quiz every week. I think the quizzes pushed me to review the vocabulary learned in 
every lesson.” (S-7, ATC2) 

 

A comparison between groups revealed a statistically significant difference for Item 3.2 ( U = 59.9, 
Z = -2.195, p = .03, r = .462), indicating that ATC2 students reported significantly higher agreement than ITC2 
students in their preference of vocabulary quizzes. The effect size suggests a moderate practical difference. Yet, 
the overall comparison was not statistically significant (U = 327, Z = -1.806, p = .072, r = .260). Although the 
effect size approached a moderate magnitude, the difference between groups in their overall perceptions of 
the Vocabulary Quiz step was not statistically significant. 
 

Table 6: Findings on Experiencing by Doing 

 

 
Item 

     

Intermediate 
(n = 17) 

Advanced 
(n = 13) U Z p Interpretation r 

Mdn IQR Mdn IQR 

4.1 Researching information for the 
prompt helped me engage with the 
lesson. 

4 1 4 0 105.5 -0.228 .838 No significant difference .045 

4.2 I liked the activity of researching 
information before creating a 
dialogue. 

4 1 4 1 78.5 -1.419 .163 No significant difference .290 

4.3 Creating a dialogue with a partner 
helped me use vocabulary in context. 

4 2 4 1 74.5 -1.639 .106 No significant difference .326 

4.4 Creating a dialogue with a partner 
helped me improve my Thai 
conversation skills. 

4 1 5 1 75.5 -1.62 .110 No significant difference .317 

4.5 I liked the activity of creating a 
dialogue with my partner. 

3 1 5 1 67 -1.89 .062 No significant difference .394 

4.6 Presenting (or role-playing) our 
pair’s dialogue to the class helped 
improve my speaking skills in Thai. 

4 1 5 1 70.5 -1.833 .070 No significant difference .362 

4.7 I liked the activity of presenting 
(or role-playing) our pair’s dialogue. 

3 1 4 1 61 -2.155 .033* Significant difference .448 

Overall 4 1 4 1 3716.5 -4.118 <.001* Significant difference .314 
*p < .05 

 

Table 6 presents findings for the Experiencing by Doing step. Students in ITC2 reported a high level of 
agreement across most items (Mdn = 4, IQR = 1–2), indicating high positive perceptions of activities involving 
researching information, creating dialogues, and presenting or role-playing. Still, moderate agreement was 
observed for preferences related to dialogue creation and presentation activities (Items 4.5 and 4.7; Mdn = 3, 
IQR = 1). The overall median score for this group was 4 (IQR = 1), indicating a high level of positive perception 
toward this step. Two students provided the following comments and suggestions: 
 

“Role-playing made me nervous and stressed. Some topics were difficult and time-consuming to create a 
dialogue for, so I didn’t have enough time to practice before role-playing.” (S-2, ITC2) 

 
“For each role-play, I think creating a dialogue of 8–10 turns is a bit time-consuming for us. I suggest 6–8 
turns instead.” (S-3, ITC2) 

 

  Students in ATC2 also reported a high level of agreement for research, dialogue-creation, and dialogue 
presentation activities (Items 4.1–4.3, 4.7) (Mdn = 4, IQR = 0–1), while a very high agreement was observed for 
items related to collaborative dialogue production and presentation (Items 4.4–4.6) (Mdn = 5, IQR = 1). The 
overall median score for this group was 4 (IQR = 1), indicating a high level of positive perception. One student 
reflected on their progress: 
 

“After the midterm, I noticed that my classmates and I didn’t need to prepare full scripts for the dialogues. 
While discussing with our partners, we noted down the key points, and during the role-play, we created 
the dialogue from those notes. It felt very natural.” (S-7, ATC2) 

 

Comparisons between groups revealed no statistically significant differences for most items (p > .05). 
However, one statistically significant difference was found for Item 4.7 (U = 61, Z = -2.155, p = .033, r = .448), 
indicating that ATC2 students reported significantly higher agreement than ITC2 students in their preference 
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for presenting or role-playing dialogues. The effect size suggests a moderate practical difference. Analysis of 
the overall score indicated that the difference between ITC2 and ATC2 was statistically significant (U = 3716.5, 
Z = -4.118, p = < .001, r = .314), with the effect size reaching a moderate magnitude. While both groups perceived 
the Experiencing by Doing step positively, ATC2 students demonstrated significantly higher overall 
perceptions, whereas ITC2 students expressed concerns related to anxiety, workload, and preparation time. 
 

Table 7: Findings on Reflection 

 

 
Item 

   

Intermediate 
(n = 17) 

Advanced 
(n = 13) U   Z p Interpretation r 

Mdn IQR Mdn IQR 

5.1 The reflection activity helped me 
review my learning. 

4 0 4 1 78.5 -1.549 .127 No significant difference .290 

5.2 The reflection activity helped me 
identify areas for improvement. 

5 1 5 1 110 -0.024 1 No significant difference .005 

5.3 I liked the reflection activity. 4 1 5 1 56.5 -2.408 .017* Significant difference .489 

5.4 The teacher’s feedback was 
helpful. 

5 0 5 0 93 -1.134 .271 No significant difference .158 

5.5 The teacher’s feedback helped me 
understand my strengths and 
weaknesses in speaking Thai. 

5 1 5 1 103.5 -0.356 .741 No significant difference .063 

5.6 I liked when the teacher gave 
immediate feedback after we 
responded to discussions. 

5 0 5 0 107 -0.226 .846 No significant difference .032 

Overall 5 1 5 1 3325.5 -2.169 .030* Significant difference .164 
*p < .05 

 

Table 7 presents findings on the Reflection step. Students in ITC2 reported a very high level of 
agreement (Mdn = 5, IQR = 0–1) on most items, especially those regarding students receiving feedback from 
the teacher. One student shared: 

 
“I liked when the teacher gave us individual feedback after role-playing. Although I didn’t perform well in 
some role-plays, the teacher’s positive feedback motivated me to do better in the next one.” (S-1, ITC2) 

 

Yet, two items were rated at only a high level of agreement: the benefit of the reflection activity in 
helping them review their learning (Mdn = 4, IQR = 0), and their preference for the reflection activity (Mdn = 4, 
IQR = 1). Two students explained their perspectives: 

 
“The reflection activity was at the end of the class. I felt less motivated to do it after doing it so many times 
throughout the course.” (S-3, ITC2) 

 
“I realized that reflections help students think about what and how we learned, but sometimes the 
reflection activity took place after class had finished. I think the teacher could skip this activity if the class 
is already over.” (S-5, ITC2) 

 

Nevertheless, the overall median score for the Reflection step among students in ITC2 was still 5 (IQR = 1), 
indicating a very high level of positive perception. 

Students in ATC2 also reported a very high level of agreement (Mdn = 5, IQR = 0–1) with all items, 
except Item 5.1 (Mdn = 4, IQR = 1) where students expressed: 

 
“The reflection activity helped me understand what and how I learned in the class.” (S-10, ATC2) 

 
“The reflection activity helped me review the lesson learned, but it shouldn’t be too long.” (S-9, ATC2) 

 

With that said, the overall median score for ATC2 students was still 5 (IQR = 1), indicating a very high 
level of positive perception toward this step. 

Comparisons between groups revealed no statistically significant differences for most items (p > .05). 
Nonetheless, a statistically significant difference was found for Item 5.3 (U = 56.5, Z = -2.408, p = .017, r = .489), 
indicating that ATC2 students reported a significantly higher positive perception than ITC2 students in their 
preference for the reflection activity. The effect size suggests a moderate practical difference. Analysis of the 
overall score indicated that the difference between ITC2 and ATC2 was statistically significant (U = 3325.5, 
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Z = -2.169, p = .030, r = .164), suggesting a small practical difference between groups. These findings suggest 
that both groups perceived the Reflection step positively, with ATC2 students demonstrating a slightly greater 
positive perception than ITC2 students. 

 
Table 8: Findings on overall perceptions for the instructional steps 

 

Steps 

Intermediate 
(n = 17) 

Advanced 
(n = 13) U Z p Interpretation r 

Mdn IQR Mdn IQR 

Lecture 4 1 4 1 4406.5 1.323 .186 No significant difference -.108 

Experiencing by Observing 4 2 4 1 6079.5 -1.986 .047* Significant difference .140 

Vocabulary Quiz 4 2 4 1 327 -1.806 .072 No significant difference .260 

Experiencing by Doing 4 1 4 1 3716.5 -4.118 <.001* Significant difference .314 

Reflection 5 1 5 1 3325.5 -2.169 .030* Significant difference .164 

Grand Overall (Part 2) 4 1 4 1 84532 -2.453 .014* Significant difference .083 

*p < .05 

 

Table 8 presents a summary of students’ overall perceptions for each instructional step and the grand 
overall scores for Part 2 of the questionnaire. Results indicate that while both groups maintained high positive 
perceptions across all steps, significant differences in perception level emerged in three of the five steps: 
Experiencing by Observing, Experiencing by Doing, and Reflection. In each of these instances, ATC2 students 
demonstrated higher levels of positive perception than ITC2 students.  

Although the grand overall median scores for ITC2 and ATC2 students were identical (Mdn = 4, IQR = 1), 
representing a high level of positive perception, the analysis revealed a statistically significant difference 
between the groups (U = 84532, Z = -2.453, p = .014, r = .083), with a very small effect size, indicating that while 
the difference is statistically significant, the practical gap between the groups’ perceptions is minimal. Taken 
together, these findings suggest that while both groups perceived the AL instructional steps positively, ATC2 
students demonstrated a slightly higher and more consistent positive perception than ITC2 students. 

5.2 Students’ overall perception of the key instructional dimensions 
Part 3 of the questionnaire contained five sub-parts about students’ overall perception of the key 

instructional dimensions, with findings shown in Tables 9–14. 
 

Table 9: Findings on engagement and motivation 
 

 
Item 

   

Intermediate 
(n = 17) 

Advanced 
(n = 13) U Z p Interpretation r 

Mdn IQR Mdn IQR 

1.1 I felt engaged in the activities 
during this class. 

5 1 5 1 100.5 -0.468 .656 No significant difference .090 

1.2 I was motivated to participate in the 
class activities throughout the course. 

5 1 5 1 91 -0.918 .371 No significant difference .176 

1.3 The variety of activities in this 
class kept me interested. 

4 1 4 1 96 -0.658 .525 No significant difference .131 

1.4 I enjoyed the learning experience 
in this conversation class. 

4 1 5 1 84 -1.277 .21 No significant difference .24 

Overall 4 1 5 1 1491.5 -1.632 .103 No significant difference .156 

 

Table 9 presents findings on engagement and motivation. ITC2 students reported a very high level of 
agreement that they felt engaged and motivated in the class activities (Mdn = 5, IQR = 1; Items 1.1 and 1.2), 
while they reported only a high level of agreement that the variety of activities maintained their interest and 
that they enjoyed the learning experience (Mdn = 4, IQR =1; Items 1.3 and 1.4). The overall median score was 
4 (IQR = 1), indicating a high level of positive perception toward engagement and motivation. Some students 
reflected: 
 

“The class was engaging. There were activities for students to do. This was different from other courses, 
where I just sat in the classroom listening to the lecture and taking notes.” (S-5, ITC2) 
 
“Some activities were fun and made me want to join in, like playing games and watching short videos, but 
some were too intimidating. For example, when the teacher asked for volunteers to answer questions, 
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I felt hesitant to speak, especially when I wasn’t sure if my answer was correct, so I just kept silent.” (S-6, 
ITC2) 

 
“I enjoyed this class, and I looked forward to attending it every week.” (S-1, ITC2) 

 

In addition, one student offered a suggestion to enhance classroom engagement: 
 
“Taiwanese students are often afraid of giving wrong answers, even when they have ideas to share, so 
they tend to avoid volunteering and remain silent. But, when the teacher calls on students by name, they 
are more likely to speak out.” (S-4, ITC2) 

 

Meanwhile, ATC2 students reported a very high level of agreement (Mdn = 5, IQR = 1) across most 
items (Items 1.1, 1.2, and 1.4), and only a high level of agreement (Mdn = 4, IQR = 1) with Item 1.3. The overall 
median score was 5 (IQR = 1), suggesting a very high level of positive perception. A student remarked: 

 
“I felt motivated to learn in this class, and the class instruction was very engaging.” (S-8, ATC2) 

 

Comparisons between groups revealed no statistically significant differences for all items (p > .05). For 
the analysis of the overall scores, there was no statistically significant difference between the two groups 
(U = 1491.5, Z = -1.632, p = .103, r = .156), reaching a small effect size. This indicates that students in both 
groups similarly and positively perceived the instruction as fostering engagement and motivation.  

 
Table 10: Findings on collaboration and interaction 

 

 
Item 

    

Intermediate 
(n = 17) 

Advanced 
(n = 13) U Z p Interpretation r 

Mdn IQR Mdn IQR 

2.1 Working with different classmates in 
pair or group activities was beneficial 
to my learning. 

4 1 5 1 66 -1.966 .052 No significant difference .403 

2.2 Collaborating with my classmates 
during class activities helped me 
improve my Thai listening and 
speaking skills. 

4 1 5 1 79 -1.443 .155 No significant difference .285 

2.3 Working with classmates in pair or 
group activities helped me build 
stronger relationships with my peers. 

4 1 4 2 105 -0.245 .824 No significant difference .050 

Overall 4 1 5 1 746 -2.164 .031* Significant difference .250 
*p < .05 
 

  Table 10 presents findings on collaboration and interaction. Students in ITC2 rated all items at a high 
level of agreement (Mdn = 4, IQR = 1). The overall median score was 4 (IQR = 1), indicating a high level of 
positive perception. Some students elaborated on their experiences: 
 

“Working with a partner is good, but when the partner didn’t collaborate, it was an uncomfortable 
experience. When I was paired with friends or high-ability students, it was fun and productive—we had 
great discussions and created enjoyable dialogues. I was once paired with an introverted student. It felt 
very awkward. We barely talked and ended up working separately on our parts. Luckily, the teacher 
graded our role-play individually.” (S-3, ITC2) 

 
“I noticed that the teacher tried to change our partners every week using an online tool to randomly assign 
pairs. However, would it be possible to occasionally let us choose our own partners?” (S-6, ITC2) 

 

 In addition, one student reflected on student-teacher interactions as follows: 
 

“Apart from being afraid of losing face when orally responding to the teacher’s questions, many students, 
including myself, had a limited Thai vocabulary to express our ideas, so we chose to remain silent.” (S-2, 
ITC2) 
 

For ATC2, students reported a very high level of agreement (Mdn = 5, IQR = 1), and that working with 
classmates benefited their learning (Item 2.1) and improved their Thai listening and speaking skills (Item 2.2). 
Students shared: 
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“Discussing with friends and the teacher, and creating dialogues with a partner, gave me opportunities to 
use Thai for communication every week. I noticed that by the end of the semester, I felt more confident, 
and I spoke and listened to Thai more fluently.” (S-9, ATC2) 

 
“Working in pairs allowed me to learn from my partner, while my partner sometimes learns from me.” 
(S-10, ATC2) 

 

 Regarding student-teacher interactions, one student noted: 
 

“Taiwanese students are used to listening to lectures and taking notes, so we rarely participate voluntarily 
in discussions with teachers in class although we may have ideas to share. However, if the teacher is kind, 
open-minded, and supportive, and classmates are friendly, we feel more comfortable and confident about 
speaking.” (S-8, ATC2) 

 

Notwithstanding this, students reported only a high level of agreement with Item 2.3 (Mdn = 4, IQR = 2), 
concerning building relationships with peers. One student reflected on the challenges of pair work: 

 
“I was once paired with a partner who had low motivation and didn’t really collaborate. I tried my best 
to encourage and help my partner, but it didn’t work. In the end, I ended up doing more than 80% of the 
pair work. It was okay because the teacher graded the role-play based on individual performance. I believe 
that having a helpful partner fosters a positive learning atmosphere and builds good relationships. 
However, being paired with an unmotivated partner can negatively affect the learning experience and 
diminish the effectiveness of pair work.” (S-7, ATC2) 

 

Nevertheless, the overall median score for ATC2 was still 5 (IQR = 1), indicating a very high level of 
positive perception toward collaboration and interaction. 

Comparisons between groups also revealed no statistically significant differences for all items (p > .05). 
Still, analysis of the overall scores showed a statistically significant difference between the two groups 
(U = 746, Z = -2.164, p = .031, r = .250), approaching a moderate effect size. These findings suggest that while 
both groups perceived the instruction to be promoting collaboration and interaction, ATC2 students 
demonstrated a significantly higher positive perception than ITC2 students. 
 

Table 11: Findings on intellectual engagement 
 

 
Item 

   

Intermediate 
(n = 17) 

Advanced 
(n = 13) U Z p Interpretation r 

Mdn IQR Mdn IQR 

3.1 The class activities encouraged me 
to think critically about the content. 

4 1 4 1 101 -0.44 .677 No significant difference .086 

3.2 The instruction helped me apply my 
Thai language skills thoughtfully. 

4 1 4 1 96.5 -0.637 .539 No significant difference .127 

3.3 The class activities challenged me to 
think creatively. 

5 1 5 1 96 -0.692 .504 No significant difference .131 

Overall 4 1 4 1 882.5 -1.006 .317 No significant difference .113 

 

Table 11 presents findings on intellectual engagement. Students in ITC2 reported a very high level of 
agreement (Mdn = 5, IQR = 1) that the class activities challenged them to think creatively (Item 3.3). They also 
reported a high level of agreement (Mdn = 4, IQR = 1) that the class activities encouraged them to think critically 
(Item 3.1) and the instruction helped them apply Thai language skills thoughtfully (Item 3.2). The overall 
median score was 4 (IQR = 1), suggesting a high level of positive perception that the instruction effectively 
stimulated cognitive engagement. One student shared: 

 
“I liked the questions the teacher asked us in class. Some questions didn’t have right or wrong answers. 
The teacher told us to say whatever we thought.” (S-5, ITC2) 

 

However, another student commented on the difficulty of certain classroom challenges: 
 
“Some lesson topics were a bit difficult. Since we were in the Intermediate course, our abilities were still 
limited, especially when it came to vocabulary and creating dialogues. I admit that for some difficult 
topics, I used AI to help translate my dialogue from Mandarin into Thai.” (S-3, ITC2) 

 

 In response, another student offered a practical suggestion: 
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“During the first few weeks, creating a dialogue can be time-consuming and too difficult. I suggest the 
teacher give a model dialogue related to the weekly lesson topic. Then, students can create their own 
dialogues using the model as a guideline and use the vocabulary learned in the class to replace some 
words in the dialogue.” (S-4, ITC2) 

 

Similarly, students in ATC2 reported identical median scores for Items 3.1–3.3 (Mdn = 4–5, IQR = 1) 
and had the same overall median score (Mdn = 4, IQR =1). One ATC2 student explained how the challenges 
enhanced their intellectual engagement:   

 
“It was fun and challenging when we had to create our own dialogues or do role-plays based on a specific 
situation. This process pushed me to think more creatively, and I found that during role-playing, whenever 
new ideas came to mind, I always added them rather than strictly following the script.” (S-8, ATC2) 

 

When comparing groups, there were no statistically significant differences across all items (all p > .05). 
For the analysis of the overall scores, no statistically significant differences were found between them 
(U = 882.5, Z = -1.006, p = .317, r = .113), with a small effect size. This suggests that students in both groups 
perceived the instruction as intellectually engaging—promoting critical and creative thinking as well as 
thoughtful language use—with no meaningful differences between groups. 

 
Table 12: Findings on learning effectiveness 

 

 
Item 

    

Intermediate 
(n = 17) 

Advanced 
(n = 13) U Z p Interpretation r 

Mdn IQR Mdn IQR 

4.1 The instruction helped me 
understand the lessons better. 

4 1 4 1 120.5 0.47 .655 No significant difference -.09 

4.2 The instruction helped me improve 
my Thai listening skills. 

4 1 4 1 117 0.295 .785 No significant difference -.059 

4.3 The instruction helped me improve 
my Thai speaking skills. 

4 1 4 1 124 0.627 .546 No significant difference -.122 

4.4 The instruction enabled me to use 
learned vocabulary into my 
conversations. 

4 1 4 1 97 -0.625 .547 No significant difference .122 

4.5 The instruction encouraged me to 
communicate in Thai more naturally. 

4 1 4 1 122 0.53 .612 No significant difference -.104 

4.6 I feel more confident using Thai in 
conversations after completing this class. 

4 1 4 1 124.5 0.65 .531 No significant difference -.127 

Overall 4 1 4 1 4235 .818 .414 No significant difference -.065 

 

Table 12 presents findings on students’ perceptions of learning effectiveness. For ITC2, median scores 
were consistently 4 (IQR = 1) for all six items, indicating high levels of agreement. The overall median score for 
ITC2 was also 4 (IQR = 1), suggesting a high level of positive perception toward the learning effectiveness of 
the instruction. One student reflected: 

 
“The instruction provided opportunities to listen and speak Thai. For listening outside the class, I could 
find materials in Thai—such as dramas, songs, news, and advertisements—on the Internet for practice. 
But for speaking, this class was my only real opportunity. I could speak Thai with the teacher and my 
classmates during the instruction.” (S-2, ITC2) 

 

 However, one student noted challenges regarding vocabulary integration: 
 

“Creating a dialogue was challenging and time-consuming. It was harder to integrate the vocabulary we 
had just learned into our dialogue. If the teacher provided a sample dialogue and allowed us to replace 
certain words with new vocabulary from the lesson, it could help us and save time.” (S-5, ITC2) 
 

Similarly, students in ATC2 reported identical median scores of 4 (IQR = 1) across all items. The overall 
median score for ATC2 was 4 (IQR = 1), suggesting a high level of positive perception. One student described 
their experience:  

 
“We learned new Thai vocabulary in every lesson, listened to Thai video clips, and spoke a lot in Thai. The 
teacher always initiated questions for us to respond to.” (S-10, ATC2) 
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Another student reflected on the need for authentic interaction: 
 
“We are not native Thai speakers, so when we talk to each other, we are not exposed to authentic Thai 
input. We can learn everyday Thai from the video clips the teacher presents, but I’d prefer more 
opportunities to interact with native Thai speakers. The teacher is the only native Thai speaker in our 
class. Since there are many native Thai teaching assistants (TAs) and students at the university, I suggest 
that instead of having extra tutorial classes by Thai TAs, the teacher invite some of them to join our class 
during dialogue creation and role-playing activities, so we can listen to and speak with native Thai 
speakers. Also, organizing Thai language gatherings between Thai learners and native Thai students—
or assigning a native Thai buddy for each of us—could be a great way to give us more opportunities to 
use Thai in real-life conversations.” (S-9, ATC2) 

 

Comparisons between groups revealed no statistically significant differences across all items (all 
p > .05). An analysis of the overall scores also indicated no statistically significant difference between the 
groups (U = 4235, Z = 0.818, p = .414, r = -.065), with a very small effect size. This suggests that students in both 
groups perceived the instruction as effective in enhancing their Thai conversation skills, vocabulary use, and 
communicative confidence, with no meaningful differences between groups.  

 
Table 13: Findings on overall satisfaction with active learning 

 

 
Item 

    

Intermediate 
(n = 17) 

Advanced 
(n = 13) U Z p Interpretation r 

Mdn IQR Mdn IQR 

5.1 I am satisfied with the overall 
instruction in this class. 

5 1 4 1 114.5 0.19 .868 No significant difference -.036 

5.2 The teaching methods used in 
this class are effective for learning 
Thai conversation for foreigners. 

4 2 4 1 87.5 -1.043 .307 No significant difference .208 

5.3 I would prefer to have more 
classes with this instruction in the 
future. 

4 1 4 1 107 -0.16 .891 No significant difference .032 

5.4 I would recommend this class 
to other foreign students learning 
Thai conversation. 

4 1 5 1 87.5 -1.069 .296 No significant difference .208 

5.5 I experienced active learning 
during class instruction. 

4 1 5 0 71 -1.925 .057 No significant difference .357 

Overall 4 1 5 1 2359.5 -1.703 .089 No significant difference .146 

 

Table 13 presents findings on students’ overall satisfaction with AL. The students in ITC2 reported 
high levels of agreement (Mdn = 4, IQR = 1–2) across nearly all items (Items 5.2–5.5). One student shared: 

 
“I think it worked for our class, but I’m not sure if it would work for other Thai conversation classes.” (S-2, 
ITC2) 

 

However, ITC2 students reported a very high level of agreement (Mdn = 5, IQR = 1) regarding overall 
satisfaction with the instruction. A student reflected: 

 
“The instruction pushed me to be active in class. Sometimes I wasn’t in the mood, but the activities made 
me think and get involved. I’d be happy to have this kind of instruction in my next conversation course.” 
(S-4, ITC2) 

 

  The overall median score of ITC2 was 4 (IQR = 1), suggesting a high level of positive perception 
regarding their overall satisfaction with AL.  
  ATC2 students, on the other hand, reported median scores of 5 (IQR = 0–1) on Items 5.4–5.5, reflecting 
a very high level of agreement, and 4 (IQR = 1) on Items 5.1–5.3, reflecting a high level of agreement. The overall 
median score for ATC2 was 5 (IQR = 1), suggesting a very high level of positive perception. One student shared: 
 

“I really enjoyed our class. My classmates and I sometimes talked after class, and we all agreed that our 
class was active and fun. Studying in this class was never stressful, and we looked forward to attending it 
every week.” (S-10, ATC2) 
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Comparisons between groups revealed no statistically significant differences between any items (all 
p > .05). An analysis of the overall scores also indicated no statistically significant difference between ITC2 and 
ATC2 (U = 2359.5, Z = -1.703, p = .089, r = .146), with a small effect size. This suggests that students in both 
groups expressed positive overall satisfaction with the AL instruction, with no meaningful differences between 
groups. 
 

Table 14: Findings on students’ overall perceptions of the instruction 
 

Steps 

Intermediate 
(n = 17) 

Advanced 
(n = 13) U Z p Interpretation r 

Mdn IQR Mdn IQR 

Engagement and motivation 4 1 5 1 1491.5 -1.632 .103 No significant difference .156 

Collaboration and interaction 4 1 5 1 746 -2.164 .031* Significant difference .250 

Intellectual engagement 4 1 4 1 882.5 -1.006 .317 No significant difference .113 

Learning effectiveness 4 1 4 1 4235 .818 .414 No significant difference -.065 

Overall satisfaction with active 
learning 

4 1 5 1 2359.5 -1.703 .089 No significant difference .146 

Grand Overall (Part 3) 4 1 4 1 48918 0.091 .928 No significant difference -.004 
*p < .05 

 

Table 14 presents a summary of students’ overall perceptions of the AL instruction and the grand 
overall scores for Part 3 of the questionnaire. Results indicate that while both groups maintained high positive 
perceptions across all key dimensions of the instruction, a significant difference in perception levels emerged 
only in the dimension of collaboration and interaction. Regarding this dimension, ATC2 students demonstrated 
a higher level of positive perception than ITC2 students.  

The grand overall median scores for ITC2 and ATC2 students were identical (Mdn = 4, IQR = 1), 
representing a high level of positive perception. The analysis revealed no statistically significant difference 
between the groups (U = 48918, Z = 0.091, p = .928, r = -.004), with a very small effect size. These findings 
indicate that students in both groups perceived the AL instruction almost identically and very positively across 
its various dimensions, regardless of their proficiency levels. 

In summary, findings indicate that both groups perceived the AL instruction positively. However, 
statistically significant differences between the two groups were identified in overall perceptions across the 
three instructional steps—Experiencing by Observing, Experiencing by Doing, and Reflection—as well as in 
evaluations of the instruction as a whole. Regarding instructional dimensions, only collaboration and 
interaction showed a significant difference. In all such cases, ATC2 students reported higher positive 
perceptions than ITC2 students. 

 
 

6. DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS, LIMITATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS  
  

Drawing upon the quantitative and qualitative findings, pedagogical and research implications, along 
with the study’s limitations, and recommendations for future research, are discussed as follows: 

 6.1 Pedagogical implications 
According to Fink (2003), Experiencing by Observing and Doing, and Reflection are the key steps for 

AL. The results suggest that students with higher language proficiency and more linguistic resources 
demonstrate a greater affinity for the AL instruction than those at the lower level. This aligns with the findings 
of Cheng (2000) and Jones (1999), who argue that high-proficiency students are more responsive to AL because 
they possess the requisite language knowledge to navigate complex activities. This linguistic foundation 
enables them to participate with greater confidence, fully engaging in interactive and cognitively demanding 
tasks. In contrast, lower-proficiency students may struggle with complex, open-ended activities without 
sufficient scaffolding. This finding echoes Vygotsky’s (1978) Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD) and 
emphasizes the importance of instructional support (Wood et al., 1976). While ATC2 students—as they had 
sufficient vocabulary and higher proficiency—benefited from peer-led discussions in creating dialogues and 
role-plays with unpredictable elements, which promote deeper communicative competence (Ellis, 2003), ITC2 
students required more structured interventions. Therefore, teachers should differentiate task design. For the 
Intermediate group, scaffolding is essential. For instance, in vocabulary lectures, meaning should be presented 
in students’ L1 (Mandarin) to facilitate comprehension and retention (Latsanyphone & Bouangeune, 2009), 
with a limited set of approximately 40–60 words per lesson to prepare for weekly quizzes. When creating a 
dialogue, students should be provided with model sentences or dialogues and then asked to adapt them by 
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replacing certain words with newly learned vocabulary. Over time, scaffolding can be gradually reduced, 
allowing students to produce original sentences and dialogues more confidently. Additionally, rather than 
relying on monologues or reports, authentic video clips depicting everyday Thai conversations can further 
support learning by exposing students to real-life contexts. For the Advanced group, more intellectually 
challenging tasks are recommended to sustain motivation and prevent stagnation. 

Regarding cultural and learning style considerations, Taiwanese students, like many Asian students, 
shaped by Confucian heritage traditions, are often accustomed to teacher authority and lecture-based 
instruction (Cheng, 2000; Cortazzi & Jin, 1996). Their reluctance to volunteer answers or participate actively 
may be attributed to a language barrier, lack of confidence, fear of making mistakes, and concerns about losing 
face. These findings align with a study by Chang (2011), which examined Taiwanese students’ reticence and 
passivity in EFL classrooms, as well as Jackson (2002), who investigated the reticence of Chinese students in 
English-medium business classes at a university in Hong Kong. To address this issue, teachers should provide 
supportive feedback, cultivate rapport, and explicitly create a safe classroom environment that normalizes 
error-making as part of the learning process (Donaldson, 2023; Monteiro et al., 2021). The findings of this study 
further suggest that, despite their initial hesitancy, students responded positively to collaborative and 
interactive tasks when carefully structured. This demonstrates a gradual cultural shift: students who are 
initially reluctant to adopt active roles may adapt when they perceive their teachers as supportive and open-
minded (Shaddad & Jember, 2024), and when their classmates are cooperative and encouraging (Liu & Carless, 
2006; Shaddad & Jember, 2024). With these conditions, classrooms become more inclusive, and students feel 
safer and more confident to participate (Jackson, 2002).  

In terms of collaborative work and pair forming, the findings show that pair work offered valuable 
opportunities for practicing Thai, improving speaking and listening skills, and building confidence. This is 
consistent with the Interaction Hypothesis (Long, 1996), which posits that language acquisition is facilitated 
through conversational interaction. Peer work activities, like pair or group work, provide opportunities for 
students to engage in authentic conversations, exposing them to various language styles, vocabulary, and 
communicative situations (Ellis, 2015). Yet, students’ experiences also revealed challenges; mismatched 
motivation or personality sometimes led to discomfort or unequal workload, particularly in the Intermediate 
group, echoing concerns raised by Dörnyei and Murphey (2003) regarding group dynamics in language 
classrooms. Although random partner assignment promoted fairness and diversity of interaction, it was not 
always welcomed. Some students expressed a preference for occasional choice of partners. Prior studies 
suggest that a balance between random and strategic grouping (considering proficiency, motivation, and 
learner preferences) can optimize collaboration (Gillies, 2016; Webb, 2009). Students in ATC2 reported more 
positive outcomes overall, reflecting how higher proficiency and confidence reduce barriers in interaction. 
Nevertheless, challenges with unmotivated peers persisted, underscoring the need for clear accountability 
structures in collaborative tasks, not only within academic contexts but also in preparation for future 
professional environments (Pfaff & Huddleston, 2003; Slavin, 2014). Effective assessment of collaborative 
work should include both individual and team performance (Johnson & Johnson, 1999; Rosen et al., 2008). 
Taken together, these results suggest that group formation in TFL classrooms should be flexible, combining 
random assignment with selective grouping and occasional student choice. Such practices, when supported by 
teacher scaffolding and a safe classroom environment (Cortazzi & Jin, 1996; Jackson, 2002), can maximize the 
benefits of collaborative learning while minimizing risks of unequal participation. 
 In addition, instead of having additional tutorial classes run by Thai teaching assistants (TAs), the teacher 
might consider inviting TAs to attend the second session of each week to support students during dialogue-
creation activities. In this way, TAs can serve as authentic linguistic and cultural resources, complementing the 
teacher’s role and ensuring students receive timely support during the tasks. Research on native speaker 
assistants in foreign language classrooms indicates that they can assist by reducing the teacher-student ratio, 
offering more individual support, and contributing authentic communicative context (Moloney & Ross, 2010). 

 6.2 Research implications 
This study explored students’ perceptions of their learning experiences during AL instruction. Since 

the findings are based solely on students’ subjective perceptions, future research should incorporate measures 
of actual learning outcomes in addition to perceived learning (Bacon, 2016). Subsequent research may adopt a 
quasi-experimental design to evaluate instructional effectiveness more rigorously after refining each stage of 
the instruction. Moreover, the inclusion of systematic classroom observations is recommended to assess 
students’ behavioural engagement during AL instruction, thereby triangulating self-reported perceptions with 
observable participation patterns (Lu & Watanapokakul, 2025). 

Also, as the current study was limited to the ITC2 and ATC2 courses, a replication study involving 
students from Elementary Thai conversation courses is recommended. Comparative analyses across the three 
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proficiency levels would offer a more comprehensive understanding of how learners at different developmental 
stages experience and respond to AL instruction. 

In addition, the instructional framework developed in this study may be applied to conversation 
courses in other Southeast Asian languages, such as Vietnamese and Indonesian, which are offered within the 
same departmental context. Investigating the effectiveness of this instruction across different language courses 
would contribute to a broader understanding of its applicability and adaptability. A comparative analysis of the 
results across Thai, Vietnamese, and Indonesian would further enhance the understanding of AL in multilingual 
instructional settings. 

Finally, the instructional model may be implemented in Thai conversation courses for foreign learners 
in other national contexts. A cross-cultural comparative study examining how students in different educational 
and cultural environments perceive and respond to the same AL framework would provide valuable insights 
into its transferability, contextual sensitivity, and potential for broader international application. 
  
 

7. CONCLUSION  
  

This study explored undergraduate students’ perceptions of the implementation of AL instruction in 
Intermediate and Advanced Thai Conversation courses at a public university in Taiwan. Findings show that 
students across both proficiency levels reported consistently high to very high levels of positive perceptions of 
all instructional steps—Lecture, Experiencing by Observing, Vocabulary Quiz, Experiencing by Doing, and 
Reflection—and key dimensions of the overall instruction—including engagement, collaboration, intellectual 
engagement, learning effectiveness, and overall satisfaction. However, several statistically significant 
differences emerged. In particular, ATC2 students demonstrated higher positive perceptions in the 
instructional steps of Experiencing by Observing, Experiencing by Doing, and Reflection, as well as in the key 
instructional dimension of collaboration and interaction. These differences suggest that students with higher 
Thai language proficiency benefit more readily from interactive and cognitively demanding AL activities, while 
intermediate-level learners are likely to require additional scaffolding to fully engage in such tasks. Overall, the 
findings highlight the potential of AL as a pedagogical approach for TFL conversation courses while 
underscoring the importance of supportive instructional design, culturally responsive teaching practices, and 
collaborative learning opportunities that encourage active participation. 
 
 

DECLARATION  
  

1. Conflict of interest  
The authors declare no conflict of interest.  

2. Generative AI and AI-assisted technologies in the writing process 
ChatGPT 5.4 and Grammarly were used for language proofreading to improve the readability of the 
manuscript. After using this tool, the authors carefully reviewed and edited the content as needed and 
take full responsibility for the content of the published article.  

3. Data availability statement 
All data supporting the findings of this study are included within the article. 

4. Ethics statement 
This study was approved by the Institutional Review Board (IRB) of the university in Taiwan where 
the data were collected. Participation was entirely voluntary, and all participants were informed that 
they could withdraw from the study at any time without any impact on their academic grades. 

5. Funding 
This research received no external funding. 

6. Contributor Role Taxonomy (CRediT) 
Yuwadee Tirataradol: Conceptualization, Data curation, Formal analysis, Investigation, Methodology, 
Resources, Validation, Visualization, Writing – original draft, Writing – review & editing. 

Suriya Sriphrom: Investigation, Resources, Validation, Visualization, Writing – review & editing. 

Sasa Watanapokakul: Conceptualization, Formal analysis, Data curation, Investigation, Methodology, 
Project administration, Resources, Supervision, Validation, Visualization, Writing – original draft, 
Writing – review & editing. 

 



Active learning across proficiency levels in TFL conversation courses: Undergraduate students’ perceptions and experiences in Taiwan 

   359 

ORCID 

  
Yuwadee Tirataradol: https://orcid.org/0009-0006-7791-1277 

Suriya Sriphrom: https://orcid.org/0009-0002-1602-3832 
Sasa Watanapokakul: https://orcid.org/0009-0003-5586-6573 
 
 

REFERENCES  
  

Anfara, V. A., Jr., Brown, K. M., & Mangione, T. L. (2002). Qualitative analysis on stage: Making the research 
process more public. Educational Researcher, 31(7), 28–38. https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X 
031007028 

Bacon, D. R. (2016). Reporting actual and perceived student learning in education research. Journal of 
Marketing Education, 38(1), 3–6. https://doi.org/10.1177/0273475316636732 

Bonwell, C. C., & Eison, J. A. (1991). Active learning: Creating excitement in the classroom. School of Education 
and Human Development, The George Washington University. 

Braun, V., & Clarke, V. (2006). Using thematic analysis in psychology. Qualitative Research in Psychology, 3(2), 
77–101. https://doi.org/10.1191/1478088706qp063oa 

Brown, A. V. (2009). Students’ and teachers’ perceptions of effective language teaching: A comparison of ideals. 
The Modern Language Journal, 93(1), 46–60. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4781.2009.00827.x 

Caine, N. A. (2020). Integrating active learning into EFL course design: A case study. Nagasaki University 
Repository, 53(4), 23–39. 

Chang, F. (2011). The causes of learners’ reticence and passivity in English classrooms in Taiwan. The Journal 
of Asia TEFL, 8(1), 1–22.  

Cheng, X. (2000). Asian students’ reticence revisited. System, 28(3), 435–446. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0346-
251X(00)00015-4 

Chickering, A. W., & Gamson, Z. F. (1987). Seven principles for good practice in undergraduate education. The 
Wingspread Journal, 9, 1–10. 

Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences (2nd ed.). Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 
Cortazzi, M., & Jin, L. (1996). Cultures of learning: Language classrooms in China. In H. Coleman (Ed.), Society 

and the language classroom (pp. 169–206). Cambridge University Press. 
Cronbach, L. J. (1957). The two disciplines of scientific psychology. American Psychologist, 12(11), 671–684. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/h0043943 
Donaldson, M. (2023). Student mistakes in elite school classrooms: Teacher reflections and reported instructional 

strategies. Journal of Educational Research & Practice, 13(1), 203–218. https://doi.org/10.5590/JERAP. 
2023.13.1.15 

Doolittle, P., Wojdak, K., & Walters, A. (2023). Defining active learning: A restricted systematic review. Teaching 
and Learning Inquiry, 11. https://doi.org/10.20343/teachlearninqu.11.25 

Dörnyei, Z. (2001). Motivational strategies in the language classroom. Cambridge University Press. 
Dörnyei, Z., & Murphey, T. (2003). Group dynamics in the language classroom. Cambridge University Press. 
Ellis, R. (2003). Task-based language learning and teaching. Oxford University Press. 
Ellis, R. (2015). Understanding second language acquisition (2nd ed.). Oxford University Press. 
Fetters, M. D., & Freshwater, D. (2015). Publishing a methodological mixed methods research article. Journal of 

Mixed Methods Research, 9(3), 203–213. https://doi.org/10.1177/1558689815594687 
Fiel Peres, F. (2026). Effect sizes for nonparametric tests. Biochemia Medica, 36(1), Article 010101. 

https://doi.org/10.11613/BM.2026.010101 
Fink, L. D. (2003). Creating significant learning experiences: An integrated approach to designing college courses. 

Jossey-Bass. 
Formosa Television. (2023, September 14). Thai language teacher attracts students fascinated by Thai movies 

and TV. Formosa News. https://english.ftvnews.com.tw/news/2023914W02EA 
Fredricks, J. A., Blumenfeld, P. C., & Paris, A. H. (2004). School engagement: Potential of the concept, state of the 

evidence. Review of Educational Research, 74(1), 59–109. https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543074001059 
Freeman, S., Eddy, S. L., McDonough, M., Smith, M. K., Okoroafor, N., Jordt, H., & Wenderoth, M. P. (2014). Active 

learning increases student performance in science, engineering, and mathematics. Proceedings of the 
National Academy of Sciences, 111(23), 8410–8415. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1319030111 

Fullan, M. (2007). The new meaning of educational change (4th ed.). Teachers College Press. 
Ghezzi-Haeft, J. L., & Dowling, C. B. (2019). Debates: Incorporating active learning into an agricultural course. 

North American Colleges and Teachers of Agriculture Journal, 64, 436–447. https://www.jstor.org/ 
stable/27157818 

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0346-
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0346-


Tirataradol, Y., et al. 

 
360 

Gillies, R. M. (2016). Cooperative learning: Review of research and practice. Australian Journal of Teacher 
Education, 41(3), Article 3. https://doi.org/10.14221/ajte.2016v41n3.3 

Goodwin, J. R. (2024). What’s the difference? A comparison of student-centered teaching methods. Education 
Sciences, 14(7), Article 736. https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci14070736  

Guttikonda, R. R., & Coco, C. M. (2013). Incorporating Fink’s significant learning experience model in the 
re-designing of the flagship accounting course. Journal of Accounting and Finance, 13(5), 116–124. 

Hannok, S., Khunmathurot, S., Pansri, O., & Ketpan, J. (2024). Obstacles to success: Problems in Thai language 
communication in speaking and listening of Chinese students studying Thai as a foreign language. 
Journal of Humanities and Social Sciences Nakhon Phanom University, 14(3), 360–369. https://so03.tci-
thaijo.org/index.php/npuj/article/view/280407 [in Thai] 

Ho, H. X., Nguyen, C. T., & Dinh, D. T. (2023). EFL teachers’ perceptions about implementing active learning 
techniques in teaching speaking. European Journal of Education Studies, 10(5), 40–55. https://doi.org/ 
10.46827/ejes.v10i5.4773  

Jackson, J. (2002). Reticence in second language case discussions: Anxiety and aspirations. System, 30(1), 65–84. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0346-251X(01)00051-3 

Johnson, D. W., & Johnson, R. T. (1999). Making cooperative learning work. Theory into Practice, 38(2), 67–73. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/00405849909543834 

Jones, J. (1999). From silence to talk: Cross-cultural ideas on students’ participation in academic group 
discussion. English for Specific Purposes, 18(3), 243–259. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0889-4906(97) 
00059-8 

Kuh, G. D. (2009). What student affairs professionals need to know about student engagement. Journal of 
College Student Development, 50(6), 683–706. https://doi.org/10.1353/csd.0.0099 

Latsanyphone, S., & Bouangeune, S. (2009). Using L1 in teaching vocabulary to low English proficiency level 
students: A case study at the National University of Laos. English Language Teaching, 2(3), 186–193.  

Liang, F. (2013). Construction of basic Thai language conversation handbook for Chinese students learning Thai 
as a foreign language [Master’s thesis, Chiang Mai University]. Chiang Mai University Digital Collection 
(CMUDC). https://cmudc.library.cmu.ac.th/frontend/Info/item/dc:120659 [in Thai] 

Liu, N., & Carless, D. (2006). Peer feedback: The learning element of peer assessment. Teaching in Higher 
Education, 11(3), 279–290. https://doi.org/10.1080/13562510600680582 

Long, M. H. (1996). The role of the linguistic environment in second language acquisition. In W. C. Ritchie & 
T. K. Bhatia (Eds.), Handbook of second language acquisition (pp. 413–468). Academic Press. 

Lu, B. D., & Watanapokakul, S. (2025). How active is ‘active’? Overcoming misconceptions and optimizing 
pedagogical practices of active learning in EFL classrooms. rEFLections, 32(1), 595–612. https://doi.org/ 
10.61508/refl.v32i1.280462 

Moloney, R., & Ross, S. (2010, November 28–December 2). Native speaker assistants in the foreign language 
classrooms: A study of seven schools [Paper Presentation]. AARE Annual Conference 2010, Melbourne, 
Australia. https://www.aare.edu.au/publications/aare-conference-papers/show/6068/the-native-
speaker-assistant-as-a-resource-in-language-classrooms-a-study-of-seven-schools 

Monteiro, V., Carvalho, C., & Santos, N. N. (2021). Creating a supportive classroom environment through 
effective feedback: Effects on students’ school identification and behavioural engagement. Frontiers in 
Education, 6, Article 661736. https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2021.661736 

Na-prang, Y. (2011). The interaction strategies in teaching and learning Thai language between Thai language 
teachers and Chinese students at the center of Thai language training for foreigners, Chiang Rai Rajabhat 
University [Unpublished master’s thesis]. Chiang Rai Rajabhat University. [in Thai]  

Nguyen, T. T., & Trimarchi, A. (2010). Active learning in introductory economics: Do MyEconLab and Aplia make 
any difference? International Journal for the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning, 4(1), Article 10. 
https://doi.org/10.20429/ijsotl.2010.040110  

Noels, K. A., Clément, R., & Pelletier, L. G. (1999). Perceptions of teachers’ communicative style and students’ 
intrinsic and extrinsic motivation. The Modern Language Journal, 83(1), 23–34. http://dx.doi.org/ 
10.1111/0026-7902.00003 

Pfaff, E., & Huddleston, P. (2003). Does it matter if I hate teamwork? What impacts student attitudes toward 
teamwork. Journal of Marketing Education, 25(1), 37–45. https://doi.org/10.1177/0273475302250571 

Pornumpaisakul, N., & Yenbutra, P. (2018). Synthesis of researches in teaching Thai as a foreign language. KKU 
International Journal of Humanities and Social Sciences, 8(2), 109–151. https://so04.tci-thaijo.org/index. 
php/KKUIJ/article/view/106651 [in Thai]  

Prince, M. (2004). Does active learning work? A review of the research. Journal of Engineering Education, 93(3), 
223–231. https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2168-9830.2004.tb00809.x 

Rogers, E. M. (2003). Diffusion of innovations (5th ed.). Free Press. 



Active learning across proficiency levels in TFL conversation courses: Undergraduate students’ perceptions and experiences in Taiwan 

   361 

Rosen, M. A., Salas, E., Wilson, K. A., King, H. B., Salisbury, M., Augenstein, J. S., Robinson, D. W., & Birnbach, D. J. 
(2008). Measuring team performance in simulation-based training: Adopting best practices for 
healthcare. Society for Simulation in Healthcare, 3(1), 33–41. http://doi.org/10.1097/SIH.0b013 
e3181626276 

Rovinelli, R. J., & Hambleton, R. K. (1977). On the use of content specialists in the assessment of criterion-
referenced test item validity. Tijdschrift Voor Onderwijs Research, 2, 49–60. 

Seemanath, P., & Watanapokakul, S. (2024). Active learning in English at work: Assessing effectiveness and EFL 
undergraduate student attitudes. LEARN Journal: Language Education and Acquisition Research 
Network, 17(1), 538–571. https://so04.tci-thaijo.org/index.php/LEARN/article/view/270426 

Shaddad, A. R. E., & Jember, B. (2024). A step toward effective language learning: An insight into the impacts of 
feedback‑supported tasks and peer‑work activities on learners’ engagement, self‑esteem, and 
language growth. Asian-Pacific Journal of Second and Foreign Language Education, 9, Article 39. 
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40862-024-00261-5 

Slavin, R. E. (2014). Cooperative learning and academic achievement: Why does groupwork work? Anales de 
Psicología, 30(3), 785–791. https://doi.org/10.6018/analesps.30.3.201201 

Sriputthatham, C. (2005). A development of Thai language lessons for Chinese students by using cromonym 
technique [Master’s thesis, Silpakorn University]. Silpakorn University Repository. https://sure.su. 
ac.th/xmlui/handle/123456789/8432 [in Thai] 

Tse, L. (2000). Student perceptions of foreign language study: A qualitative analysis of foreign language 
autobiographies. The Modern Language Journal, 84(1), 69–84. https://www.jstor.org/stable/330450 

Turner, R. C., & Carlson, L. (2003). Indexes of item-objective congruence for multidimensional items. 
International Journal of Testing, 3(2), 163–171. https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327574IJT0302_5 

Vygotsky, L. S. (1978). Mind in society: The development of higher psychological processes. Harvard University 
Press. 

Watanapokakul, S. (2024). Enhancing active grammar learning in a synchronous online EFL undergraduate 
classroom: Development and assessment of the LPCR online instructional model. rEFLections, 31(3), 
990–1022. https://doi.org/10.61508/refl.v31i3.276044 

Webb, N. M. (2009). The teacher’s role in promoting collaborative dialogue in the classroom. British Journal of 
Educational Psychology, 79(1), 1–28. https://doi.org/10.1348/000709908X380772 

Wiboolyasarin, W., Kamolsawad, R., & Wiboolyasarin, K. (2018). Enhancing listening and speaking skills to 
foreign learners: Using the blended TFL instructional model. Journal of Educational System, 2(1), 9–19. 
https://doi.org/10.22259/2637-5877.0201002 

Wood, D., Bruner, J. S., & Ross, G. (1976). The role of tutoring in problem solving. Journal of Child Psychiatry and 
Psychology, 17(2), 89–100. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7610.1976.tb00381.x 

Yunita, W., & Maisarah, I. (2020). Students’ perception on learning language at the graduate program of English 
education amids the COVID 19 pandemic. Linguists: Journal of Linguistics and Language Teaching, 6(2), 
107–120. https://doi.org/10.54855/ijte.222110 

Yusuk, S. (2021). An implementation of active learning in Thai university students’ English language classroom. 
Journal of Liberal Arts, Maejo University, 9(1), 112–135. http://so03.tci-thaijo.org/index.php/liberalart 
sjournal/article/view/242806 

Zhao, K., & Boonyaprakob, K. (2022). A case study of Chinese students learning Thai as a foreign language: 
Flanders interaction analysis category system. International Journal of TESOL & Education, 2(1), 
145–169. https://doi.org/10.54855/ijte.222110 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Tirataradol, Y., et al. 

 
362 

APPENDIX 
  

Participants’ Demographic Information 

 

Items 

Intermediate 
(n = 17) 

Advanced 
(n = 13) 

Total 
(n = 30) 

Frequency % Frequency % Frequency % 

Gender 
      Male 
      Female 

  
2 

15 

  
11.76 
88.24 

  
5 
8 

  
38.46 
61.54 

  
7 

23 

  
23.33 
76.67 

Nationality 
      Taiwanese 
      Non-Taiwanese     

  
16 
1 

  
94.12 
5.88 

  
12 
1 

  
92.31 
7.69 

  
28 
2 

  
93.33 
6.67 

Current course enrollment 
      Intermediate Thai Conversation II 
      Advanced Thai Conversation II 

  
17 
0 

  
100 
0.00 

  
0 

13 

  
0.00 
100 

  
17 
13 

  
56.67 
43.33 

Age 
      19 
      20 
      21 
      22 
      23 
      24 

  
1 

12 
2 
2 
0 
0 

  
5.88 

70.59 
11.76 
11.76 
0.00 
0.00 

  
0 
1 

10 
0 
1 
1 

  
0.00 
7.69 

76.92 
0.00 
7.69 
7.69 

  
1 

13 
12 
2 
1 
1 

  
3.33 

43.33 
40.00 
6.67 
3.33 
3.33 

Thai as a single major 
      Yes 
      No 

  
15 
2 

  
88.24 
11.76 

  
10 
3 

  
76.92 
23.08 

  
25 
5 

  
83.33 
16.67 

Grade in the Thai Conversation Course in 
the previous semester (Semester 1/2024) 
      A+ 
      A 
      A- 
      B 
      B- 
      N/A 

  
  

4 
5 
4 
2 
1 
1 

  
 

23.53 
29.41 
23.53 
11.76 
5.88 
5.88 

  
  

9 
1 
1 
1 
0 
1 

  
  

69.23 
7.69 
7.69 
7.69 
0.00 
7.69 

  
 

13 
6 
5 
3 
1 
2 

  
  
43.33 
20.00 
16.67 
10.00 
3.33 
6.67 

Score on the English section of the National 
Entrance Examination 
      11 
      12 
      13 
      14 
      15 
      N/A 

  
  

1 
3 
9 
2 
1 
1 

  
  

5.88 
17.65 
52.94 
11.76 
5.88 
5.88 

  
  

1 
2 
3 
4 
0 
3 

  
  

7.69 
15.38 
23.08 
30.77 
0.00 

23.08 

  
  

2 
5 

12 
6 
1 
4 

  
  

6.67 
16.67 
40.00 
20.00 
3.33 

13.33 

Self-rated Thai proficiency 
      Beginner 
      Intermediate 
      Advanced 

  
7 
9 
1 

  
41.18 
52.94 
5.88 

  
3 
7 
3 

  
23.08 
53.85 
23.08 

  
10 
16 
4 

  
33.33 
53.33 
13.33 

Self-rated English proficiency 
      Beginner 
      Intermediate 
      Advanced 

  
3 

10 
4 

  
17.65 
58.82 
23.53 

  
0 
7 
6 

  
0.00 

53.85 
46.15 

  
3 

17 
10 

  
10.00 
56.67 
33.33 

Studied Thai before university 
      Yes 
      No 

  
5 

12 

  
29.41 
70.59 

  
4 
9 

  
30.77 
69.23 

  
9 

21 

  
30.00 
70.00 

Note: N/A = Not Available 
 


