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INTEGRATION OF THE WORDWALL SERVICE INTO THE
EDUCATIONAL PROCESS: WAYS TO IMPROVE STUDENTS' GRAMMAR,
VOCABULARY AND ORAL SPEECH

Annotation. Digital platforms have become firmly embedded in school Ne7
practice, yet rigorous comparative evidence on their impact on adolescents’ language
outcomes remains limited. This article presents a quasi-experimental study examining the
effects of short interactive Wordwall micro-sessions on eighth-grade students’ mastery
of grammar and vocabulary and the development of speaking skills. Fifty students
(experimental group, EG = 25; control group, CG = 25) participated over eight weeks;
both groups followed the same syllabus, while the experimental group systematically
used Wordwall activities 3 times, 8—12 minutes per week. Assessment included pre-,
post-, and delayed (retention) tests; speaking was rated using the CAF rubric (complexity,
accuracy, fluency). By median Post—Pre gains, the experimental group outperformed the
control: grammar—gain of +14 points (Post—Pre) versus +9 (out of 100); vocabulary—
gain of +9 (out of 40) versus +6; speaking—gain of +5.0 (out of 30) versus +3.5. The
share of students who surpassed the predefined thresholds of meaningful progress was
also higher in the EG (grammar 76% vs. 40%; vocabulary 72% vs. 44%; speaking 64%
vs. 36%). The paper discusses mechanisms of action (retrieval practice, gamification,
ICAP), design limitations, and practical recommendations for integrating Wordwall into
lessons.

Keywords: Wordwall; digital pedagogy; retrieval practice; gamification; quasi-
experiment; learning gains; delayed retention; feedback; CAF rubric; speaking skills;
spaced practice; EFL context; motivation; student engagement.

Introduction

The rapid development of digital technologies has significantly changed the way
students learn languages, making interactive tools such as Wordwall an essential part of
the modern classroom. According to Nurbekova Zh. et al, the adaptation of higher and
postgraduate education to the needs of the digital era is essential, with technology serving
as a tool to support student-centered approaches without diminishing the teacher’s pivotal
role [1]. In recent years, interactive micro-tasks have taken a firm place in language
education because they enable frequent, short cycles of «question — answer —
immediate feedback», in which well-established learning mechanisms—retrieval practice
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(testing effect), spaced practice, desirable difficulties, formative feedback, and
gamification—work together; in this format, the Wordwall platform is useful not as a
«toy», but as a carrier of these approaches as ready-made templates, rapid checking,
printable versions, and therefore integrates well into lessons targeting grammar,
vocabulary, and speaking [2]. As D.E. Sheriyazdanova highlights, Wordwall is an
interactive platform for creating quizzes, matching games, and board games that activate
prior knowledge, develop vocabulary, and enhance grammar skills [3]. Building on this
idea, Bolatbek S., Aliakbarova A.T., and Tankibayeva M.Kh. note that the majority of
studies on the use of mobile technologies in education are mainly theoretical in nature,
emphasizing their didactic features, classifications, and theoretical justification for their
use in various learning contexts, as well as describing successful examples of integrating
mobile applications into the educational process [4]. In my research, I focus on the
practical implementation of these technologies, demonstrating how Wordwall can
effectively improve students’ grammar, vocabulary, and speaking skills through
interactive and engaging learning activities. A large body of research on retrieval
practice shows that practice tests reliably outperform rereading and other study modes
for long-term memory and even support transfer to novel tasks, which Wordwall can
easily approximate through quizzes, typed-response items, and matching activities [5].
The benefit of spaced practice is confirmed in meta-analytic and experimental work,
which suggests scheduling short Wordwall sessions that revisit the same targets [6].

The notion of desirable difficulties explains why tasks that require generation,
variation of conditions, and the use of mild time constraints make learning more durable
and transferable. According to Shute V. J., syntheses on formative feedback show that
elaborated feedback — including explanations and cues — is more effective than simple
right/wrong signals, and in a digital environment like Wordwall, such feedback can be
embedded directly into tasks to provide learners with immediate and meaningful guidance

[7].

Regarding gamification, meta-analytic evidence indicates small-to-moderate but
robust effects on cognitive, motivational, and behavioral outcomes, with recent reviews
confirming benefits in EFL/ESL contexts—so game elements function as an «amplifier»
of regular practice rather than a goal in themselves [8]. For speaking assessment, we
adopt the CAF framework (Complexity—Accuracy—Fluency), elaborated in work by
Housen, Kuiken, Vedder and further linked to functional adequacy in newer studies,
which provides transparent metrics for short post-Wordwall monologues [9]. Finally,
empirical studies specifically on Wordwall are accumulating: quasi-experiments and
surveys report vocabulary gains and positive learner attitudes toward regular micro-
activities, albeit with varying study quality—patterns that align with the broader
literatures on practice testing and gamified learning. Taken together, this defines the
theoretical frame of the present work: we treat Wordwall as an operational container for
high-evidence mechanisms and, in what follows, show how to connect work on form
(grammar), expansion of meaning (lexis), and transition to productive speaking,
accompanied by transparent metrics of gain and retention.
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Research Questions:

1. Do Wordwall micro-sessions produce larger Post—Pre gains in grammar and
vocabulary than traditional practice?

2. Does the share of students who cross predefined thresholds of meaningful
progress increase?

3. Is the effect sustained at delayed testing?

Materials and Methods of research

We conducted the experiment at School Ne7 in Uralsk with 8th-grade classes:
two intact parallel classes of 25 students each. The design was quasi-experimental with
two parallel groups: Control and Wordwall. Both groups studied the same module with
the same teacher, equal lesson time, and identical homework load; the only difference
was the practice format. The Control group used familiar paper-based and oral exercises
without the platform, whereas the Wordwall group completed 8—12-minute micro-
sessions on the platform three times per week (quizzes, typed response, matching, random
wheel) with immediate elaborated feedback and light gamified elements. The
instructional cycle lasted 4 weeks, followed by a delayed check two weeks later.

Measurement points and instruments

Testing was conducted at three points: Pre (before instruction), Post (immediately
after the instructional phase), and Retention (two weeks after Post). Vocabulary was
assessed with a thematic test combining recognition, recall, and collocation tasks
(maximum 40 points). Grammar was measured with productive tasks - sentence
transformations and open gap-fill (maximum 100 points). Speaking was elicited by a 60—
120 second monologue based on a visual prompt and rated with an analytic CAF rubric
(complexity, accuracy, fluency; maximum 30 points). Two trained raters scored speaking
independently; if their totals differed by more than 2 points (out of 30), a brief calibration
on anchor samples was performed and the responses were rescored. Parallel
Pre/Post/Retention forms, prepared in advance and equated for difficulty through piloting
and expert review, were used.

Table 1 — Comprehensive Rubric for Assessing Students’ Performance and

Engagement

Criteria Excellent (90- | Good (75-89) | Satisfactory Needs
100) (50-74) Improvement
(less than 50)
Participation Actively Participates Participates Rarely
and engages regularly and | occasionally; participates or
Engagement throughout the | responds needs shows interest;
lesson; when encouragement | remains
contributes prompted; to stay | disengaged
ideas, asks | demonstrates | involved. during lessons.
questions, and | clear interest
supports in learning.
classroom
discussions.
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Group and Pair | Works Collaborates | Participates in | Avoids
Collaboration productively effectively; group work | collaboration;
with peers; | completes when struggles to
demonstrates shared tasks | instructed; cooperate  or
leadership, responsibly. | limited complete group
cooperation, interaction with | tasks.
and respect for peers.
others’ ideas.
Task Completes all | Completes Completes Rarely
Completion and | assignments on | most some tasks; | completes
Accuracy time with high | assignments | frequent errors | assignments;
accuracy and | with or partial | quality and
attention to | acceptable submissions. accuracy  are
detail;  work | accuracy; consistently
often exceeds | minor errors poor.
expectations. or delays.
Language and | Communicates | Expresses Communicates | Has difficulty
Communication | ideas clearly | ideas meaning with | expressing
Skills and fluently; | coherently noticeable ideas; frequent
uses accurate | with  minor | errors; limited | grammatical
grammar and | errors; vocabulary or | mistakes
rich vocabulary is | structure. hinder
vocabulary. adequate. understanding.
Self-Motivation | Consistently Usually Motivation Lacks
and demonstrates motivated fluctuates; initiative;
Independence initiative, and requires depends
curiosity, and | independent; | teacher entirely on
responsibility | needs reminders  or | teacher
for own | minimal support. direction.
learning. guidance.

Week-by-week procedure.
Week 1. Diagnostics + 2-3 templates for each objective. Focus on the weakest

arca.

Week 2. Retrieval sessions (Mon/Wed/Fri, 8—12 minutes) + one timed mini-

monologue.

Week 3. More productive input (typed response), collocation tasks; expand
speaking practice and peer assessment.
Week 4. Mixed-format checkpoint (Quiz) + pair/group mini-projects; collect

analytics.

Success metrics: % correct in quizzes; gain on the target wordlist (> +20%);
improvement on the speaking rubric (> +3 points out of 30 over four weeks); share of
students at levels 3—4 on the vocabulary-mastery scale.
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Results

Short Wordwall micro-sessions produced bigger and more durable gains than the
regular routine. You can see this from three simple signals: more students crossed a pre-
declared improvement bar, the typical (median) gain was larger, and more learners stayed
“green” two weeks later.

The conducted experiment clearly demonstrated that the integration of Wordwall
micro-sessions into the learning process had a significant positive impact on students’
progress in grammar, vocabulary, and speaking. Despite both groups following the same
syllabus and spending an equal amount of instructional time, the experimental group
achieved notably better results at every stage of assessment.

At the pre-experiment stage, both groups started from comparable levels, which
ensured the reliability of the results obtained. However, after four weeks of instruction,
distinct differences became visible.

Quantitative Results

The proportion of students who demonstrated meaningful progress was
considerably higher in the experimental group. In grammar, 76% of students in the
Wordwall group reached the improvement threshold, compared to only 40% in the control
group. For vocabulary, the figures were 72% versus 44%, and for speaking — 64% versus
36%. This means that with identical lesson time and materials, from 20 to 36 percent
more students achieved notable improvement when digital tools were integrated into the
learning process.

100+ Percentage of Students Showing Meaningful Progress

Experimental group
Control group

80|

60|

40 |

Students with Meaningful Progress (%)

20

Granlwmar Vocak;ulary Spea;king
Skills
Figs 1 - Percentage of Students Showing Meaningful Progress
The median Post—Pre gains clearly demonstrate the advantage of the experimental
group.
Students who participated in Wordwall-based lessons showed a stronger and more
consistent improvement across all skill areas. Their grammar scores increased by an
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average of 14 points out of 100, compared to 9 points in the control group, indicating a
more confident use of grammatical structures. In vocabulary, the experimental group
improved by 9 points out of 40, while the control group achieved only 6, reflecting a
broader and more stable lexical repertoire. As for speaking, the difference was also
evident: +5.0 points versus +3.5, meaning that learners in the Wordwall group developed
greater fluency, accuracy, and confidence in oral performance. These results indicate that
the average learner in the experimental group progressed further across all assessed skills.

Two weeks later, at the retention stage, the Wordwall group showed more stable
results and less performance decline. Vocabulary scores decreased by only —0.9
compared to —1.7 in the control group; grammar — by —1.1 compared to —2.6; and
speaking — by —0.3 compared to —1.0. This suggests that the integration of interactive
tools contributes to longer-lasting retention of knowledge and skills.

Discussion

The obtained data fully confirm the hypothesis of the study: short, interactive
Wordwall micro-sessions lead to higher learning outcomes and better retention than
traditional methods. The success of the experimental group can be explained by several
key mechanisms: retrieval practice, spaced repetition, and elaborated feedback, all of
which are naturally embedded in the Wordwall platform.

The use of short, gamified tasks three times a week allowed students to review
material regularly, receive instant feedback, and correct their mistakes in real time. This
approach not only improved academic performance but also increased learners’
motivation, concentration, and confidence in using the language.

Pedagogical Implications

These findings have direct implications for classroom practice. Incorporating brief
Wordwall activities does not require additional lesson time, yet significantly improves
the efficiency of instruction. The combination of digital and traditional methods creates
a dynamic, student-centered learning environment where engagement, motivation, and
progress mutually reinforce each other.

In general, the results of this experiment show that digital technologies can serve
not as a substitute for traditional teaching, but as an effective complement that strengthens
the learning process and helps students achieve more sustainable and meaningful
progress.

What this means for practice. Keeping the same topics and lesson time, adding 8—
12-minute Wordwall micro-sessions three times a week with immediate, explanatory
feedback and a short productive output leads to more students crossing the bar, larger
typical gains, and better retention.

Limitations, Validity Threats, and Quality Assurance

The present classroom trial is quasi-experimental, which means baseline
equivalence cannot be guaranteed; even when initial means and medians look comparable
by eye, residual selection effects may remain. Teacher effects can also confound
outcomes, because the same instructor might unconsciously channel more energy into
one routine; standardizing lesson time and using identical targets mitigates, but does not
eliminate, this risk. Instrumentation threats are possible if post or retention tasks are easier
than pre, so parallel forms must be genuinely equivalent in difficulty and coverage.
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Testing and novelty effects can inflate early gains, especially with a new platform,;
spacing the practice over four weeks and including a delayed check reduces, but does not
erase, this concern. Regression to the mean can exaggerate improvements for lower
starters; the pairwise “who wins more often” readout, matched by pre-level, helps counter
that interpretation. Rater variability in speaking persists despite calibration; using two
raters and revisiting disagreements that exceed two points on the 30-point rubric narrows
the band but cannot make it vanish. Missingness is another threat: if absent students
cluster in one group or at one timepoint, comparisons skew; explicitly marking missing
data and avoiding imputation guesses preserves integrity even when it lowers sample size.
Conclusion

In practical terms, Wordwall functions as an operational container for high-
evidence mechanisms-retrieval practice, spacing, and elaborated feedback-delivered in
brief, low-stakes cycles that are easy to sustain week after week. Under a deliberately
simple analytic lens, three signals converge across vocabulary, grammar, and speaking:
more learners cross a pre-declared improvement bar, the typical learner’s gain (median)
is larger, and more students stay “green” at delay. The pairwise “who wins more often”
check, matched by pre-level, adds an intuitively persuasive layer without statistical
jargon. Because the method relies on thresholds, medians, retention categories, pairwise
tallies, and dot-plot visuals, any teacher can run it with a spreadsheet and a one-page
tracker, turning progress monitoring into a routine habit rather than a specialized analysis.
The implication is straightforward: keep the micro-dose tight, keep the cadence steady,
embed explanations in feedback, and always end with a small piece of production tied to
CAF. Replicating the same routine across two or three consecutive modules will show
whether the advantage stabilizes—at which point the “who crossed the bar, who held the
gain, and what we recycle next” conversation becomes a durable feature of the course
rather than an isolated experiment.
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Kucmerona I'.H., AruusizoBa A. K.

WORDWALL CEPBHUCIH BIJIIM BEPY INPOLECIHE UHTEI'PALIUSIJIAY:
OKYUIBLJIAPJBIH TPAMMATHUKA, JEKCUKA )KOHE AYBI3IIIA COUJIEY
JAFABIJIAPBIH ) KETUIAIPY KOJJAPBI

Angarna. Iudpasik matpopmanap Ne7 MekrenTiH ToxipubeciHe Oepik
€HI'CHIMEH, OJapJblH KacecHipiMAEpAIH TUIAIK HOTHXKeJepiHe acepl Typajbl
CaNBICTBIPMAIIbI HAKTHI IepeKTep a3. by Makanama ceri3iHI CHIHBIN OKYIIbIIAPBIHBIH
rpaMMaTHKa MEH JICKCHKaHbl MEHIepyi JKOHE COiJiey MarAbUIapblH JTaMBITYbIHA KbICKa
uHTepakTuBTI Wordwall MuUKpoceccHsIapbIHbIH dCepiH 3epPTTeTeH KBAa3HIKCIIEPUMEHT
HOTHKeNepl yChIHbUIFaH. 3eprreyre 50 oKymibl (3KCHEpUMEHTTIK Tom — 25, Oakpuiay
TOOBI — 25) ceri3 anTa 60#bl KaThICTBL. Exi Tom Ta Oip Oarmapiama OOMBIHIIA OKBIIBI,
0ipak skcriepuMeHTTIK Tonm Wordwall Tanceipmanapbia Kyieni Typle antacbiHa 3 per,
8—12 wmwuHYTTaH OpbIHIAAbl. baranay anablH ana, KOPBITBIHIBI JKOHE KeiiHre
KaJIJIBIPBUTFaH (PETEHIINS ) TECTTEPACH TYP/bI; aybiziia coiniey CAF (kypaeniiik, Tomik,
epKiHAIK) KpuTepuiliepi OoibiHIa Oarananasl. Post—Pre mMenuanablk eciM OONBIHIIA
AKCIIEPUMEHTTIK TOI 0aKbUIay TOOBIHAH KOFapbl HOTH)KE KOPCETTI: rpamMmmaTika — +14
6amn (100-gen) kapeol +9; nekcuka — +9 (40-TaH) Kapcebl +6; ceitney — +5,0 (30-n1an)
Kapcbl +3,5. MaHbI3ABI IPOrpecc KOPCETKeH OKyIIbLIapablH yieci ae DT-me xorapsl
6onabl (rpammatuka 76% xapebl 40%; nexcuka 72% kapcer 44%; ceiiney 64% Kapcel
36%). Makanana ocep ety TeTikrepi (retrieval practice, reiimuduxanus, ICAP), zeprrey
mekreyepi xone Wordwall mmatdopmacein cabakrapra eHrisy OOMbIHIIA TPAKTUKAIBIK
YCBIHBICTAp TaJIKbUIAHAIBI.

Kint ce3nep: Wordwall; mudpnsik mnegaroruka; akmaparTbl €CKe TYCIpy
MPaKTUKAChl; TeWMH(UKAIMS; KBa3UIKCIIEPUMEHT; OKY JKETICTIKTEpi; KeWiHre
KaJ/IBIpBUIFaH ecTe cakTay; kepi Oaiimaneic; CAF pyOpukacel; ceiiey Jar[blIaphl;
apanbIK KaTTeiry; EFL KOoHTeKC1; MOTHBAIUS; OKYIIBIIAPIBIH OCIICSH ITITI.
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Kucmerona I'.H., ArnusizoBa A. K.

HUHTET'PAIIASI CEPBUCA WORDWALL B OBPA3OBATEJBHBIN
MPOLECC: ITYTU HOBBILLWEHWS YPOBHS BJIAJJEHUSA
TPAMMATHUKOM, IEKCUKOHN U YCTHOM PEUBIO YUAIIIUXCS

AnHoTtanus. [{udpossie mnaThopMbl MPOYHO BOLUIA B MPAKTUKY HIKOJIBI N7,
OJTHAKO CTPOTHE CPAaBHUTENIbHBIC TaHHbIE 00 WX BIMSHUM HA S3BIKOBBIC PE3YJIBTATHI
MOJPOCTKOB  OCTAIOTCSI  OrpAaHMYECHHBIMH. B 1maHHOW  cTaThe  MpeacTaBieH
KBa3UAKCIIEPUMEHT, H3y4YalOIUi BIHUSAHUE KOPOTKUX HHTEPAKTUBHBIX MUKPOCECCUH
Wordwall Ha oBnaneHnue rpaMMaTUKOM, JEKCUKON U pa3BUTHE HABBIKOB YCTHOW peyH y
ydalxcs BOCBMBIX KiaccoB. B wuccnenoBanuu mnpuHsuin ydactue 50 y4eHHUKOB
(3KCniepUMeHTaNbHasI Tpynna — 25, KOHTpOoJbHas — 25) B TeueHHe BOChbMU Hefenb. O6e
rpynnbsl  o0yyanuch IO OJHOM IporpaMMe, HO JKCIIEpUMEHTajbHas TIpymmna
CHCTEMaTHUYECKH UCTIoNb30Bana ynpaxuenuss Wordwall 3 pasa B Henento no 8—12 MUHYT.
OneHnBaHue BKIOYAJIO MPEBAPUTEIbHbIE, UTOTOBBIE U OTCPOUYEHHBIE (PETEHIIUOHHBIE)
TECTbI; yCTHAs pedb oleHuBanach no kpurepusiMm CAF (c10KHOCTb, TOYHOCTb, OETIIOCTB).
[Io MenmanHbIM mOKazaTensM mpupocta Post—Pre skcrnepumeHTanpHas rpymnmna
MIPEB301LIa KOHTPOJIbHYIO: rpaMMaTika — +14 6amnos npotus +9 (u3 100); nexcuka —
+9 mpotuB +6 (u3 40); yctHas peup — +5,0 mpotuB +3,5 (u3 30). [Jons y4eHUKOB,
MOKa3aBIIMX 3HAYMMBIH Iporpecc, Takxke Oblaa Bbime B O (rpammatuka 76% mpoTuB
40%; nexcuxka 72% mnpotuB 44%; ycrtHas peub 64% mporuB 36%). B craTthe
oOcyXJalTcs MexaHU3Mbl Bo3aeicTBus (retrieval practice, relimuduxamnus, ICAP),
OTrpaHHYEHUs] Tu3aliHa W MpaKTU4YeCKHe peKoMeHJanuu no uHrerpanuu Wordwall B
YPOKH.

Kurouesbie ciaoBa: Wordwall; mudpoBas nmemaroruka; npakTUKa W3BICUYCHHUS;
reiiMuuKanus; KBa3UIKCIEPUMEHT; yueOHbIe JOCTIKEHHS; OTCPOUYCHHOE YAep KaHUe,
oOpatHast cBsa3b; pyOpuka CAF; HaBbIKM TOBOpEHMs; pachlpeieséHHas MpPaKTUKa;
koHTeKCT EFL; MOoTHBaLKs; BOBIIEUEHHOCTD YUYaLIUXCA.
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