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Mobile Devices for Literary Education
in Teacher Training:
An Innovative Experience with M-Learning

Maria del Rosario Neira-Pifieiro,' University of Oviedo, Spain

Abstract: The emergence of mobile devices has piqued researchers’ interest in the educational possibilities of these
electronic tools. This work, using a case-study methodology, presents an innovative project with m-learning focused on
literary education in higher education. The project—creating a video review of a children’s book—was carried out with
sixty-eight students majoring in early childhood education. To evaluate the effectiveness of this project, the final tasks
were considered together with the instructor’s and students’ perception. An instrument was designed to analyse the
videos, and two questionnaires were distributed to elicit students’ and instructor’s perceptions. Findings reveal the
flexibility of m-learning and its adequacy for literary education in teacher training. The students learned to select and
evaluate children’s books and acquired some knowledge of children’s literature. The task involved searching for
information, critical thinking, analysis and synthesis, decision-making, autonomy, development of communicative
competence, creativity, and teamwork skills and helped to familiarise students with m-learning. Finally, weaknesses
detected suggest that more taught sessions are required and that more attention should be paid to oral skills. Besides, it
is necessary to incentivize the use of the task blog and to foster social interaction.

Keywords: E-Learning, M-Learning, Higher Education, Teacher Training, Children’s Literature

Introduction

he growing popularity and technological development of mobile devices has generated

considerable interest in the potential uses of such technology in education, leading to the

appearance of mobile learning (Crescente and Lee 2011; Gros 2013; Sevillano 2013;
Sevillano and Vazquez-Cano 2015; Wu et al. 2012). From a technocentric perspective (Castafio
and Cabero 2013), this can be understood as learning supported by mobile devices while, from an
educational point of view, more emphasis is placed on characteristics such as mobility and
ubiquity. The educational interest of mobile devices lies in some of its characteristics (Brazuelo
and Gallego 2011; Castafio and Cabero 2013; Crescente and Lee 2011; Gros 2013; Luque-Agulld
and Martos-Vallejo 2015; Miangah and Nezarat 2012; Ramos, Herrera, and Ramirez 2010;
Sevillano 2013; Wu et al. 2012). Firstly, affordability, wireless connectivity and multiple
performance features and applications make them accessible and suitable for searching for
information, listening to music, taking photographs and videos, communicating, accessing social
networks, etc.

In addition, mobility and portability allow for both ubiquitous and asynchronous learning,
that is, learning which takes place wherever and whenever. This affords freedom to the student,
thereby fostering self-regulated learning. Mobile devices also support a more personalised,
student-centred learning (Crescente and Lee 2011), which proves particularly suitable for
informal learning. A further strength lies in connectivity and social interaction, which facilitates
communicative activities and collaborative tasks, without requiring the physical presence of all
participants. Thus, m-learning combines the advantages associated with e-learning with the
flexibility afforded by mobile devices (Fombona and Pascual 2013). Furthermore, the
generalisation of such devices together with their widespread use among young people justifies
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their introduction in the classroom, which cannot turn its back on reality (Brazuelo and Gallego
2011; Trujillo 2015; Castaiio and Cabero 2013; Gros 2013). The positive attitude of young
people toward mobile devices should also be considered, since this favours motivation (Atwel et
al. 2009, quoted in Brazuelo and Gallego 2011; Ireri, Wario, and Mwingirwa 2018; Ramos,
Herrera, and Ramirez 2010).

However, there are certain drawbacks and obstacles that make it difficult to fully implement
m-learning. Brazuelo and Gallego (2011) find that its integration in the classroom is constrained
by strict regulations, lack of student awareness, and insufficient teacher training. Moreover,
mobile devices have certain disadvantages (small display screen, awkward keypad, limited
battery life) and can also lead to lack of concentration and poor writing habits. Furthermore, there
may also be certain risks stemming from inappropriate uses such as cyberbullying, sexting,
addiction or the disclosure of personal information on the internet (Brazuelo and Gallego 2011;
Miangah and Nezarat 2012).

Nevertheless, the benefits outweigh both the dangers and disadvantages, which might be
addressed through appropriate strategies. It is essential to choose an appropriate instructional
model and select technological resources that support the teaching-learning process. Instructors
also should provide students with modelling, coaching, and scaffolding (Ireri, Wario, and
Mwingirwa 2018).

M-learning is particularly applicable to a flexible model of teaching that is student-centred
and can be easily integrated into either face-to-face or hybrid teaching or be combined with other
on-line learning activities (Delgado 2014). Although best suited to distance learning, it can also
be used to carry out collaborative tasks in the classroom, as it offers more mobility and
possibilities of interaction than computer-based learning (Miangah and Nezarat 2012). Thanks to
multiple functionalities and applications, mobile devices can be used to produce educational
materials (Johnson, Smith, and Stone 2010), to communicate or to carry out learning activities
(Trujillo 2015). In face-to-face learning, the aim is to make use of students’ own devices,
following the BYOD (“bring your own device”) trend, thereby making students feel relaxed and
encouraging them to take ownership of their learning (Johnson et al. 2016). There is current
evidence of a variety of innovating experiences involving m-learning that have been carried out
in various fields of knowledge, especially in language learning (Kukulska-Hulme 2009; Luque-
Agullé and Martos-Vallejo 2015; Shohel and Power 2010), and at diverse levels of education
from pre-primary to university (Brazuelo and Gallego 2011; Castafio and Cabero 2013; Giraldez
2015; Johnson, Smith, and Stone 2010; Nguyen, Barton, and Ngugyen 2015; Vazquez-Cano
2014).

M-learning is well suited to the characteristics of university students, who make intensive
use of technology, multitask, know how to generate content, are permanently connected, enjoy
active and creative tasks, are used to real-time communication, and feel comfortable when
interacting on the internet (Sevillano 2013). In such a context, m-learning is more student-
centred; gives greater accessibility to, and creation of, content, whenever and wherever; is more
suitable for out-of-class work; opens channels of communication and interaction; offers the
possibility of cooperative work and contributes to learning through competences; etc. It also
facilitates teamwork and provides support for students with disabilities. Finally, it affords an
opportunity for updating teaching methodology in line with the European Higher Education Area
(EHEA) framework (Al-Emran, Elsherif, and Shaalan 2016; Ally and Prieto-Bldzquez 2014;
Sevillano and Vazquez-Cano 2015). In this context, m-learning is particularly relevant for
teacher training, as shown by some research on this topic (Ekanayake and Wishart 2015; Garcia
and Iglesias 2016; Herrington and Herrington 2006). However, teacher training regarding the use
of m-learning requires further research, as investigations concerning this issue are limited (Sung,
Chang and Liu 2016). Mobile technology is becoming increasingly important in universities
around the world (Al-Emran, Elsherif, and Shaalan 2016). However, in some countries m-
learning is still little used in university classrooms, requiring greater institutional support,
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resources, teacher training, positive teacher and learner attitudes, and student awareness if it is to
become generalised (Burden and Hopkins 2016; Igbal and Bhatti 2017; Chen et al. 2015;
Sevillano and Vazquez-Cano 2015).

In the teaching of literature, there is growing interest in the opportunities offered by
technological resources. Thus, researchers strongly recommend digital-based activities, which
reproduce real reader practices such as discussing books on blogs or internet forums, sharing
book reviews on YouTube, publishing literary texts on the internet, etc. (Caro-Valverde 2015;
Margallo and Mata 2015; Lluch and Zayas 2015; Rovira-Collado 2017). However, although
there are experiences and research focused on the use of ICT in teaching literature, m-learning in
literary education has been scarcely explored. Therefore, this paper aims to link two relevant
areas of study. The first is m-learning in higher education, which still needs further research
(Ally and Prieto-Blazquez 2014)>—above all, about its application to teacher training (Baran
2014; Burden and Hopkins 2016). The second is the use of m-learning in the teaching of
literature, which is the focus of the current research.

Objectives of the Research

This paper focuses on the application of mobile technologies to literary education. More
specifically, it aims to analyse a project based on the use of mobile learning (m-learning) in
higher education and to reflect on the potential of mobile devices in the literary training of pre-
service early childhood teachers. Finally, this study hopes to answer the following research
questions by means of analysing one particular case:

e Can m-learning be successfully adapted to the context of teacher training in higher

education?
e  What possibilities does it offer for the literary education of future teachers?
e  What are the main advantages and disadvantages of m-learning in this case?

Methodology

This work uses case-study methodology, adopting a mixed methodological qualitative and
quantitative approach. According to Hitchcock and Hughes, “case studies are distinguished less
by the methodologies that they employ than by the subjects/objects of their enquiries” (Hitchcock
and Hughes 1995, quoted in Cohen, Manion, and Morrison 2005, 181). Case-study methodology
is characterised by focusing on the study of a particular case (Denzin and Lincoln 1994),
commonly addressing “a problem or an intervention of interest to the researcher’s professional
practice” (Harland 2014, 1116). It is widely used in social sciences, as it provides an exceptional
way to understand educational phenomena (Bisquerra 2004). Case studies present several
advantages that justify the selection of this method. As Nisbet and Watts point out (1984, quoted
in Cohen, Manion, and Morrison 2005, 184), “the results are more easily understood by a wide
audience,” “they catch unique features that may otherwise be lost in larger scale data,” and “they
provide insights into other similar situations and cases.” According to Adelman et al. (1990,
quoted in Cohen, Manion, and Morrison 2005, 184), they are “strong on reality,” allow for the
complexity of social phenomena, and enable generalizations departing from the particular
situation. In addition, case study “provides a unique example of real people in real situations,
enabling readers to understand ideas more clearly than simply presenting them with abstract
theories or principles. Indeed, a case study can enable readers to understand how ideas and
abstract principles can fit together” (Cohen, Manion, and Morrison 2005, 181).

This work was undertaken as a case study because of the intrinsic interest of the experience
due to the lack of both research and innovative experiences related to m-learning in
undergraduate teachers’ literary education. It was also considered that the analysis of this
experience could provide some insightful arguments for innovation with m-learning in other
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similar contexts, namely the literary education of future teachers in higher education. To describe
and analyse the experience and to evaluate its effectiveness, as well as to draw some educational
implications, several tools were combined to collect the data: direct observation, a specific tool to
analyse the final products, and two final questionnaires.

Case studies commonly provide a narrative description of the relevant events (Cohen,
Manion, and Morrison 2005), so direct observation was used to provide a detailed description of
the experience. The description of the experience is necessary to properly understand how it was
organised and to provide a model that could be applied in other similar contexts. Secondly, the
analysis of the final products created by the students was considered a crucial element, as it
provided information on task achievement and the skills and knowledge involved. To carry out
the analysis, an ad hoc instrument was designed assessing technical data, dissemination of videos
on the internet, expressive techniques used, and content of the videos. Finally, as case study
“focuses on individual actors or groups of actors and seeks to understand their perception of
events” (Cohen, Manion, and Morrison 2005, 181), it was considered necessary to collect data
about participants’ (students and instructor) perceptions at the end of the experience. To discover
students’ perception, a ten-item questionnaire was designed and posted on the online campus to
be completed by students once the experience was finished. Items related to difficulties
encountered, learning outcomes, diffusion of videos and personal critique, using a variety of
question types (multiple choice, a Likert-type scale with five options, and open-ended questions).
A seven-item questionnaire elicited the instructor’s perception. This second questionnaire
included items related to student learning outcomes, student involvement, instructor’s degree of
satisfaction, and positive and negative aspects and suggestions for improving the experience. As
in the students’ questionnaire, several kinds of question types were used, including a Likert-type
scale and open-ended questions.

Sample

The sample was composed of sixty-eight undergraduate students (sixty-five women and three
men) studying early childhood education at the Faculty of Education of the University of Oviedo
(Spain). All of them were taking the third-year course “Teaching Children’s Literature,” a
mandatory course in this degree. The sample shows a predominance of woman, as usually
happens in early childhood education programs in Spanish universities. As is common in future
preschool teachers, these were vocational students who value practical instructional activities and
are motivated by tasks they consider meaningful and applicable to their future profession
(Fernandez-Molina, Gonzalez, and Del-Molino 2011). All the students involved had their own
mobile devices, which they usually brought to the class and used for multiple purposes. It is also
worth mentioning that they had all received prior training in educational technology during the
first year of the degree.

Context of the Study

This experience was part of a broader project on m-learning, supported by the University of
Oviedo and intended to promote methodological innovation in the degree of teacher training. It
was noticeable that even though the students make frequent use of mobile devices, m-learning
was not commonly used in the context of this study and was applied for the first time in the
course on children’s literature. The project was designed as a blended-learning collaborative task
involving the creation of a video review of a work of children’s literature and then sharing this on
a blog set up on the Moodle platform. The audiovisual product was meant for other adult literary
mediators and involved recommending a work that would stimulate interest in reading and
encourage an initial contact with literature in early-years education.

The creation of video reviews is a kind of activity according to the current trends in literary
education, which pays attention to creative tasks as a way of expressing the response to literature.
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Activities based on sharing books are also recommended, as they provide a social dimension to
the reading practices (Margallo and Mata 2015). Moreover, the creation of video reviews, also
known as bookTubers, and book trailers (videos clips promoting books) is considered an
appropriate activity for literary education and to foster reading, as it combines reading and
writing, contributes to digital and audiovisual competence, and is well-suited to collaborative
work and project-based learning (Lluch and Zayas 2015; Rovira-Collado 2017). In this case, the
process of audiovisual creation was designed on the model of the experience carried out by
Ambros (2014) but adapted to the m-learning approach and to the context of the course on
children’s literature.

In consonance with Ozdamli’s (2012) pedagogical considerations, a constructivist approach
was adopted and priority was given to collaborative work and the acceptance of responsibilities,
with an active role being assigned to students. Face-to-face and online tasks were combined.
Mobile technology was used to seek and transmit information as a means of creation and
expression and as a tool for communication on a digital channel, using students’ own devices,
following the BYOD trend. The photographic, video, and audio recorder and player together with
the web browser were used in addition to free applications for audio and video editing. We also
set up a Moodle platform providing support materials and a blog on which to share the videos.
The main teaching aims were to become familiar with m-learning in the context of literary
education, apply knowledge of the course to the selection and evaluation of a literary work for
children, and develop various competences through collaborative work supported by mobile

technologies (Figure 1).

= Instrumental: analysis and synthesis, organization and planning, communication
in the mother tongue, IT knowledge, use of information resources, problem-
solving, decision-taking.

=  Personal: team work, critical thinking.

\- Systemic: creativity. J

SPECIFIC COMPETENCES (UNDERGRADUATE DEGREE IN EARLY YEARS EDUCATION)

GENERAL COMPETENCES

= Using and incorporating ICT in the teaching-learning activities.

=  Selecting teaching materials.

=  Being familiar with children’s literature and developing strategies to engage
children in the literary text.

o J

Figure 1: Competences Developed in the Project
Sources: Adapted from ANECA, National Agency for Quality Assessment and Accreditation of Spain 2005

Five phases were established (Figure 2), including two face-to-face sessions and out-of-class
work. Throughout the process, the students were supported by the teacher either directly in class
or on-line via the Moodle platform.
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PHASE I: selection of PHASE IV: editing

the text the video %
(in class and off site) (in class and off site)

PHASE V: publishing
online: blog and

(optional) YouTube

. (off site)
PHASE II: preparing PHASE llI: recording

the script the video

(in-class) (off site)

Figure 2: Phases
Source: Neira-Pifieiro 2018

Prior to starting work, the task was explained, support materials were uploaded to the
Moodle platform, and students were shown several video reviews from the blog entitled
“Kuentalibros.” The students were asked to search for children’s books they considered suitable
for early-years education and bring in to the next session (Phase I). At the first in-class session,
students were organised into twelve collaborative teams, each of which chose a literary work and
wrote the script for their video review (end of Phase I). At the end of the class session, each team
uploaded the script onto the Moodle platform so that the instructor could provide feedback with
suggestions for improving the text (Phase II). The video was filmed out of class (Phase III) and
was edited during the second in-class session using a video editing application for mobile devices
(Phase 1V). This phase was time-consuming, with the result that most teams finished editing out
of class. Finally, each team shared their video review (Figure 3) on the blog created for the
purpose on the Moodle platform (Phase V). In addition, students were encouraged to publish
their videos on YouTube, although this was voluntary.

Figure 3. Three Examples of the Video Reviews™
Source: Videos created by the students. Images reproduced with the permission of the publishers.

? This blog can be accessed through http:/kuentalibros.blogspot.com/.

* From top to down and left to right, these video reviews refer to the books: Nick Denchield and Ant Parker, El pollo
Pepe [Charlie Chick] (Madrid: SM, 2014); Xosé Ballesteros and Oscar Villan, El pequeiio conejo blanco [The Little
White Rabbit] (Pontevedra: Kalandraka, 2006); Beatrix Potter, £/ gran libro de Perico, el conejo travieso [The Big Book
of Peter, the Naughty Rabbit] (Barcelona: Debate, 1992).
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Results
Final Products

The students produced twelve short video reviews (Table 1) mostly made with smartphones
using Android operating systems (58.3%), although they also used iPads (33%) and one team
combined two different devices (iPhone to record the video and iPad to edit it). The application
that most students chose was VivaVideo (41.7% of the video reviews), followed by iMovie
(33.3%), while two teams opted for Windows Live Movie Maker for Android and Video Show,
respectively. One team encountered technical difficulties with the applications and as a result
carried out the editing online. Of these, 41.7 percent shared their review on YouTube, while 58.3
percent chose not to do so, uploading their video reviews to the subject blog where it was only
visible to their classmates and the lecturer.

Table 1: Technical Specifications and Publication on the Internet

Video |Length Device Application On YouTube
Vi 2’ 157 Smartphone Windows Live Movie Maker Yes
V2 2’527 Smartphone Viva Video Yes
V3 1’ 58”7 iPhone, iPad iMovie No
V4 1’48’ iPad iMovie No
V5 2’ 45> iPad (recording) Online editing Yes
V6 1’21 Smartphone VideoShow No
V7 2’ Smartphone VivaVideo Yes
V8 1’3 Smartphone VivaVideo No
V9 1’18 iPad iMovie No
vVio |2°02” iPad iMovie Yes
Vil |17 18” Smartphone VivaVideo No
Vi2 |2°20” Smartphone VivaVideo No

Source: Neira-Pifieiro 2018

Regarding the expressive techniques used (Table 2), video image and the spoken word were
given priority. All reviews showed images of the book recommended and used oral discourse to
provide information about the work. Of these, 75 percent used voiceover, while 58 percent were
created by the students themselves talking on camera; 83.3 percent of the videos made use of
written language (captions) to indicate the reference, add the credits, or include titles or section
headings. More than half (66.7%) used music to open, close, or develop the review.

Interestingly, 83.3 percent chose interior settings, of which 41.7 percent corresponded to the
Faculty of Education itself, in some cases adding props such as a desk with children’s books, etc.
Additionally, 25 percent were located in neutral settings in which there was hardly any
description of the spatial context, and 16.7 percent used exterior settings located in green areas in
consonance with the natural space in which the chosen stories were framed. Lastly, visual and
sound effects were used as were still images, choreography, dramatisation, puppets and dolls,
always in line with the content of the review.
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Table 2: Expressive Elements
Pictures Camera
Video |from the | Voiceover . Music | Captions | Setting Others
book presentation
Vi Yes Yes Yes No Yes Neutral Photogr aphy, soft
toy, visual effects
V2 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Class.room Text on blackboard
Interior
V3 Yes Yes No Yes Yes Campus garden | Camera movement
Dramatization,
V4 Yes No Yes No Yes Park masks, still image,
visual effects
Dramatization,
puppets,
V5 Yes Yes No Yes Yes .Clasgroom b!ackboard, .
interior dialogues, video
introduction, visual
effects
V6 Yes Yes No No Yes Neutral Visual effects
Classroom Video introduction,
V7 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes o visual effects, set
interior .
design
House Visual and sound
Vs Yes No Yes No Yes interior
effects, soft toys
V9 Yes Yes No Yes Yes Neutral
V10 |Yes Yes No Yes Yes Classroom Videos, mt.roductlon
nterior and transition
Vil |Yes Yes Yes Yes No Faculty interior Visual effects,
dance
Vi2 |Yes No Yes Yes No Faculty interior | Mural

Source: Neira-Pifieiro 2018

Finally (Table 3), students selected a variety of works, most of which were picture books,
covering topics such as animals, family, love, fear, death, etc. All the reviews gave information
on the content of the book regarding the storyline, theme, and characters; the author and
illustrator; and other details (awards, dissemination and sales, etc.). Some videos included an
analysis of the illustrations and/or their relationship with the verbal language. All of them
justified the work’s educational interest from the point of view of the characteristics of the
images, features of the verbal discourse, theme, the book’s ludic dimension, or its learning
potential. As a final detail, 33.3 percent included a reading of an extract from the book.
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Table 3: Content of the Videos

Video

Type of work

Topic

Information

Extract

Vi

Picture book

Family, adventure, movement,
space

Content

Origin of text
Image analysis
Author / illustrator
Educational interest

V2

Picture book

Dangers, traditional story
characters

Content

Text-image relationship
Author / illustrator
Additional details
Educational interest

Yes

V3

Pop-up book

Animals

Book characteristics
Author
Educational interest

V4

Picture book

Animals, survival, grit, family

Content

Image analysis
Additional details
Author / illustrator
Educational interest

Vs

Educational
story

Toilet training

Content
Educational interest

14

Picture book

Diversity, tolerance

Content

Visual influences
Author

Educational interest

V7

Pop-up book

Mother-child bond, animals,
nutrition, body

Content

Author / illustrator
Additional details
Educational interest

Yes

14

Picture book

Expression of affection

Content
Author / illustrator
Educational interest

V9

Picture book

Death, grief

Content

Author

Additional details
Educational interest

Vio

Picture book

Animals, fear, courage

Content

Origin of text
Author

Additional details
Educational interest

Yes

Vil

Picture book

Affection, friendship

Content

[llustration technique
Author / illustrator
Educational interest

No

viz

Picture book /
Interactive
book

Colours, art, and craft

Content
Author / illustrator
Educational interest

Yes

Source: Neira-Pifieiro 2018
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Students’ Perception

Regarding learning outcomes (Figure 4), most students considered that they had learned how to
make a book review and to select and evaluate suitable texts for early-years education (77%), as
well as to use mobile video editing applications (76%). A slightly smaller number thought that
the activity enabled them to apply the knowledge they had acquired in the course about
children’s literature and/or encouraging children to read (69%) and to get to know new literary
texts suitable for early-years education (61%). Sixty-two percent noticed a considerable or
satisfactory improvement in digital competence, while 61 percent considered that they had
discovered some educational applications for mobile devices and acquired some training in m-
learning. Slightly more than half (54%) claimed to have developed their creative skills and
teamwork considerably or satisfactorily. In contrast, only a small number believed that they had
made considerable or satisfactory progress in oral expression (31%) or written expression (38%),
although other students did admit to a slight improvement (54% and 38% respectively).

Learning Outcomes

A
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. (\%‘O ¢ &0 & &P < <& && <€ 7§° -x.""
8 ";\C&‘ & o o % R ) < £& o
& @ 0 @ @& & o & &
&% W & & X & &
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Q

B Considerably B Satisfactorily

Figure 4: Learning to Which the Project Contributed Considerably or Satisfactorily According to Students’ Perception
Source: Neira-Pifieiro 2018

Regarding difficulties encountered, the most complex aspect was the oral presentation,
which was found to be quite difficult by 38 percent of participants. This was followed by
technical considerations (very or quite difficult for 23%). The simplest activities were deemed to
be the writing of the review and the choice of book. Even so, writing the text was perceived as
moderately difficult by 31 percent.
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Table 4: Degree of Difficulty

Aspects involved Difficulty

None Little Some Quite a lot A lot
Choice of book 46% 38% 15% 0% 0%
Writing the review 0% 62% 31% 8% 0%
Oral presentation 15% 23% 23% 38% 0%
Technical aspects 15% 23% 38% 15% 8%

Source: Neira-Pifieiro 2018

Regarding the blog, 54 percent watched at least half of the videos published, 23 percent
watched all or nearly all, and a further 23 percent watched only a few or none. Concerning the
decision not to share videos on YouTube, the main reasons offered were the fact that it was not
mandatory (33%) or reluctance to appear on the internet (33%). When evaluating the videos, the
majority (69%) claimed that they were quite or very pleased with their work, 23 percent were
fairly satisfied, and only 8 percent were critical of their own work.

Bearing in mind the level of interest raised and the learning outcomes, the project scored 3.8
out of 5 and was evaluated as good or very good by 61 percent and average by the remaining 38
percent. Sixty-nine percent stated that they had enjoyed making the video review a lot or quite a
lot and had found it interesting to watch those of their peers. Sixty-one percent reported that they
had discovered new applications for mobile devices and slightly more than half (54%) stated that
they had found educational potential with mobile devices. To a lesser extent, a limited number of
individuals were more critical, complaining about the time and effort involved in the out of class
work. However, the general attitude toward m-learning was quite positive in the majority of
those taking part in the survey, as 77 percent considered that the mobile resources used could be
applied in a variety of ways to the early years classroom and 76 percent were in near or total
agreement with carrying out this kind of task in university education.

Instructor’s Perception

According to the instructor’s own perception, the project contributed to a high degree to learning
how to select and evaluate children’s books, to be able to make a book review, and to apply the
knowledge acquired during the course. It also familiarised students with some of the educational
applications for mobile devices—including some video apps—and fostered creativity,
collaborative learning skills, and written expression. To a lesser extent, students increased their
oral communicative skills, their knowledge of children’s literature and their digital competence
in general.

More generally speaking, the instructor described herself as being quite satisfied with the
project and perceived that students evidenced a good degree of engagement, as most showed
interest and effort in doing the tasks required. However, a few did show some stress deriving
from certain technical problems and the volume of work required to accomplish the task. From
the point of view of the lecturer, the main strengths of the project were the advantages of BYOD,
the opportunity to put into practice the learning acquired during the course, the development of
communicative competence (oral and written) in a real context, and the contribution to fostering
teamwork skills, creativity, autonomy, decision-making, and digital competence. The instructor
also pointed out that students became familiar with the use of m-learning in literary education in
a practical way, experiencing for themselves both the advantages and disadvantages of mobile
resources.

However, the lecturer perceived some weaknesses; namely, in terms of the time and effort
required to carry out the task and the technical problems experienced by some students. The
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project also involved a large amount of work for the instructor, as it was necessary to devote out-
of-class time to carefully planning the task, revising the scripts, providing feedback to the
students, and, finally, to accessing the blog to watch students’ videos. Furthermore, the instructor
was not completely satisfied with the final stage, as greater use of and participation in the blog
were needed. She suggested that the project could be improved by allowing more time to explore
the video apps and paying more attention to the oral dimension of the task—for instance, by
practicing and improving oral discourse in class before the final recording. The instructor also
suggested that the educational possibilities offered by m-learning should be highlighted to
students, making the application of this educational technology to the students’ future
professional activity more visible, particularly in the field of literary education.

Discussion and Conclusions

In the light of these results, the project was successful in adapting m-learning to literary
education in the context of preservice early years teacher training. From a general perspective,
the project helped to initiate students in m-learning, making them familiar with the use of video
editing applications and with some of the educational possibilities of mobile technologies. Given
that these are part of their daily lives, students had no qualms in making use of their own devices.
Thus, m-learning combined with the BYOD (Bring Your Own Device) model enabled a task to
be carried out easily which would otherwise have required the mobilization of a large number of
technological resources not readily available in our context. Most students were favourably
disposed toward the use of mobile devices in university education and showed both interest and
effort during the process. Furthermore, we observed certain benefits indicated by other authors;
primarily, the presentation of mobile pedagogy as a model, the creation of personalized learning
experiences, social interaction and collaborative knowledge construction (Baran 2014), and the
relevance of m-learning when carrying out collaborative tasks in the classroom (Miangah and
Nezarat 2012). The task also allowed for the development of multiple skills: critical thinking,
analysis and synthesis, the ability to work in teams, autonomy, decision-taking, creativity, and
information retrieval skills, which form part of the transversal competences of this degree and
which are key to students’ future profession.

General findings are in consonance with the literature regarding the positive attitude of
students toward the use of mobile devices (Ramos, Herrera, and Ramirez 2010); the adequacy of
this educational technology for hybrid teaching when combining both in class and out-of-class
activities as in this case (Delgado 2014); the suitability of m-learning for a student-centered
teaching methodology (Delgado 2014), as well as for social and cooperative learning (Brazuelo
and Gallego 2011); and the development of creative tasks (Sevillano 2013). The project also
confirmed the flexibility of m-learning (Fombona and Pascual 2013; Igbal and Bhatti 2017); in
this case, it proved to be a versatile educational technology, easily adaptable to the context of
literary education in an undergraduate teacher training degree.

However, the original contribution of this project refers to the application of m-learning to
the literary education of future teachers. From this point of view, the audiovisual product was
aimed at training in the teaching of literature, in the context of the teacher’s role as literary
mediator and expert in children’s literature. Analysis of the videos revealed that the students had
searched the internet for information about the authors and chosen works and carried out a
reasoned analysis and evaluation of the literary texts selected, justifying the relevance of their
choice. Therefore, the task provided an opportunity to apply the knowledge they had acquired in
the course on children’s literature regarding appropriate works for early-years education,
illustration analysis, criteria for selecting reading material, and analysis of children’s
picturebooks and story books. In their evaluations, students coincided in highlighting the literary
knowledge acquired concerning how to make a review, how to select and assess reading
materials, knowledge of children’s literature, and, in general, the connection with the content of
the course. The instructor also highlighted learning results that were more directly related to the
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course on children’s literature, so it is clear that m-learning was specifically adapted to the
literary education of future teachers.

Furthermore, mobile technology combined with the internet enabled students to carry out an
authentic communicative task that was meaningful and also required adaptation to purpose and
audience, as recommended in the communicative approach in language teaching (Littlewood
2010). The creation of content was in line with constructivism whilst publication of the message
created (Phase V) was related to the social dimension of m-learning (Low 2006). It was also
consistent with the current approach for teaching literature and promoting reading, which adopts
the communicative model and includes sharing and recommending books amongst peers
(Margallo and Mata 2015; Munita 2017). If compared with more traditional ways of reviewing or
analyzing books (such as discussing these in class or writing an in-paper-review), internet media
and m-learning provided a wide and authentic audience and reproduced real activities that young
readers do on the web, using their mobile devices.

Regarding the development of communicative abilities, the students tried to seek a variety of
expressive elements with which to transmit and enhance the message. Although the task required
expression through different languages (verbal, visual, musical), this aspect was not emphasized
and students only perceived moderate progress in their communicative skills. More attention was
given to written communication, whereas oral skills were not specifically trained, even though
they were involved in the video production. Furthermore, students had more difficulty with the
oral presentation than with script writing, so it is evident that more attention and scaffolding are
required in guiding the oral part of the task. In contrast, attention was drawn to development in
creativity, fostered by the degree of freedom given to the teams in the design of their video
review and teamwork.

However, certain weaknesses were detected. Firstly, time was an issue, most significantly
regarding the recording and editing process, which entailed a large amount of out-of-class work.
Secondly, some groups had technical problems with applications, which did not prevent task
achievement. Moreover, difficulties were also encountered in the production of oral discourse.
Finally, although the Moodle platform allowed the videos to be shared, not all students viewed
their classmates’ reviews, which caused the final stage of the project to be less than satisfactory
according to the instructor’s perception.

Regarding the first issue mentioned, tasks such as this have proved to be extremely time-
consuming when carried out adequately. Furthermore, despite the appropriateness of m-learning
for off-site learning, students appeared to prefer to carry out the collaborative tasks in class and
were reluctant to engage in a disproportionate amount of out-of-class work. While the project had
been carried out according to a model of hybrid learning, we recommend allowing more in-class
time to enable students to become familiar with the applications, receive teacher support and
finish editing in class time, and reducing the number of out-of-class activities to finding a
suitable book, recording and publishing online. Due to the difficulties encountered by students
with oral discourse, a specific session to prepare and practise this under instructor supervision is
strongly recommended. Indeed, we deemed it important to provide guidelines for the control of
oral discourse, focusing on paralinguistic codes of the voice and non-verbal language. Finally, to
make better use of the social dimension of mobile learning (Low 2006; Torres, Infante, and Torre
2015), it is essential to find ways to incentivize interaction and consolidate the communicative
dimension of the task, as social interaction commonly linked to mobile devices does not come
automatically when carrying out a m-learning experience. In this respect, Gallardo, Marqués, and
Bullen (2015) suggest that university students prefer to communicate with their peers via
WhatsApp and Facebook rather than using Moodle, which is more closely linked to academic
work and communication with the teacher, in the light of which we might consider the use of
another medium for the dissemination of videos. Alternatively, accessing the blog could be made
mandatory and mechanisms could be put into force such as the obligation to evaluate
participation in the blog, by, for example, posting comments.
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To conclude, regarding the research questions, it appears that m-learning combined with
BYOD can be successfully adapted to higher education. Creating a video review with mobile
devices is a powerful activity for the literary training of undergraduate teachers, in line with
current approaches in literature teaching, and involves the application of multiple knowledges
and abilities related to literary education, communicative skills, decision-making, critical
reasoning, teamwork skills, creativity, digital competence, etc., which are essential for future
teachers. In the context of literary education of future teachers, it allows the development of
creative tasks, which foster the critical analysis of children’s books, promote the acquisition of
skills and knowledge related to children’s literature and its use in the classroom, and allows
students to express and share their response to literature. Although m-learning based projects
require time and effort, as well as instructor support and guidance, they offer multiple
advantages, particularly versatility and adequacy for carrying out creative and collaborative
tasks, as well as their contribution to the development of multiple skills.

Limitations and Further Work

This research project is constrained by the inherent limitations of a case study. However, due to
the scarcity of research on m-learning projects in the literary education of undergraduate
teachers, the analysis of this case can help to understand the main advantages and disadvantages
of such educational technology as well as to suggest new ways to implement mobile learning in
higher education. Furthermore, the conclusions drawn from the analysis of results could support
further innovation in this field.

In the future, further research is needed into m-learning in literary education to gain a deeper
insight into the benefits, affordances and impediments. Similarly, repeating the project while
addressing the weak points mentioned above would allow changes to be made in methodology
and observation of the effectivity of such changes. Thus, this research could be extended by
means of a comparison with other similar cases. To conclude, we propose that other audiovisual
activities using m-learning should be explored, in which the emphasis should be on creativity
(adaptation or creation of children’s stories), oral communication (oral narration), or the
audiovisual exploration of diverse literary genres (video poems or children’s theatre).
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