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NMoHATUMHO-KaTeropuarsribHbIN annapaTt MMKPOOOy4eHus
B acrnekre npenogaBaHUA NHOCTPAHHbIX A3bIKOB

K. B. JIbIKOBA, H. X. CABEJIbEBA

AHHOTALUA

BeedeHue. deHOMEH MHOPMALMOHHON Meperpy>KeHHOCTN, KOTOpbIA cTan Haubornee akTyaneH B 3MoXy
COBPEMEHHbIX LIGPOBbIX TEXHOMOIMIN, CO34aET OCTPYI0 MOTPEOHOCTL B HOBLIX 0Opa3oBaTefibHbIX MoAXo4ax,
cpenu KOTopbIX MUKPOOOYyYeHMe BbICTYNAET OOHMM U3 KMoYeBbIX. HacTosiLlee nccnenoBaHme paccmaTpuBaeT
MUKPOOOYY€eHMe B KOHTEKCTE NpenogaBaHns MHOCTPaHHbIX S3bIKOB C TOYKM 3PEHUS ero oyHKLMOHNMPOBaHNS
Kak caMOCTOSITENBHOrO y4ebHOro MeToaa, OTBEYaloLLEro 3anpocam COBPEMEHHOTO obLLecTBa.

Llenbto uccrnedosgaHuss SABNSIETCS aHanuM3 MNOHATUAHO-KaTeropnanbHON coctaBnsawwen geHoMeHa K
onpepgeneHne mecta MMKpooOy4YeHUsl B CUCTEME MOAXOAOB Y METOAOB MHOSA3LIYHOIO 06pa3oBaHuMS.

Mamepuanbl u MemoOhbl. B xofoe nccnegoBaHusi aBTopbl 06paLLalOTCa K TakMM TEOPETUYECKUM MeToAaM,
KaK aHanu3 HayyHou nutepaTtypbl C MOCreayloLlen cuctematnsaumen U aHanmsom MosyYeHHbIX AaHHbIX.
K maTtepuanam uccnegoBaHus otHocAtcs pekomeHpauum KOHECKO, Hay4HoO-meTtoguyeckue craTbu M3
nepuoanyecknx M3gaHvuini, MeToanyeckne mnocobus M PyKomMCUM POCCUMCKUX M 3apybexHbIX aBTOPOB MO
AaHHoVM NpobnemaTuke. Bropas dasa nccnemoBaHuns npegnonaraeT paboTy ¢ 6a3om AaHHbIX PELLEH3MPYEMOM
Hay4YHON nuTepaTypbl Scopus, a Takke npuMmeHeHue wmetogornormn PRISMA gna otbopa HayuyHbIX
nyénvkauuin, HeobxogumbIx AN NPOBEAEHNS Ka4eCTBEHHOIo aHanm3aa.

Pe3ynbomamsbi. B xoge npoBedeHHOro uccrnenoBaHus ObiNo onpegeneHo, YTo MUKPOOByveHue MOoXeT
KnaccuumumpoBaTbCs Kak CaMOCTOATENbHbIN y4ebHbIn MeTod. Takke, MUKpooOyyeHwe obnagaet
AOCTaTOYHbIM METOOO0MOMMYECKMM WHCTPYMEHTapueM, KoTopbi obecneymBaeT a(pdeKTMBHOCTb €ro
NPUMEHEHUS Ha YypoOKax MO MHOCTPAHHOMY $3blKy. KayeCTBEHHbI aHanwma HayYHbIX WCCrefoBaHumn
rnokasarn, YTo MMKPOOOyYeHMe aKTMBHO MPUMEHSETCS B paMKax y4ebHbIX KypCOB B YUYPEXOEHUSIX BbICLLErO
npodeccrmoHanbHoro ob6pa3oBaHNs Kak BCTIOMOraTeflbHbI MHCTPYMEHT, MOBbILLAIOLNA YPOBEHb YCBOEHUS
y4ebHOro matepuarna v ycnewHo agantmpyoLwmi LmdpoBble TEXHONOrMM NOA Hy>Aabl y4ebHOoro npotecca.

3aknroyeHue. TllonyyeHHble B XOAe WCCMEefoBaHUS [aHHble MO3BOMST Monyy4nte Gonee norHoe
npeacraBneHve O TOM, KakuM oOpasom MCronb3yeTcs OCHOBHAasi METOAONorMyeckas TEPMUHOMOMUS B
obrnact MHOsI3bIYHOTO 0Opa3oBaHUst (MOHATWUS: METOAMKA, NOAXOAd, MeTod, TeXHWKa, negarornyeckasi
TexHonorus) B Poccun n 3a pybexxom; 4To, B NpeacTaBneHn COBPEMEHHbIX YYEHbIX U MearoroB-npakTUKOB,
npeacTaBnsetr cobor MMkpoobydeHue; a Takke, Kakoe MeCTo MUKPOODByyYeHVe 3aHMMaeT B COBPEMEHHON
METOL0SOrMYECKON Hayke.
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Microlearning in language education:
conceptual framework

K. V. LYKOVA, N. KH. SAVELYEVA

ABSTRACT

Introduction. Microlearning, a new educational method gaining traction in the foreign language teaching
field, remains a subject of ongoing research and study. While the concept of “micro” in pedagogy has grown
in popularity, its methodological component requires a more comprehensive investigation.

Aim. In light of this gap in the existing body of research, the aim of this particular study was to explore the
conceptual and categorical components of microlearning, and determine its place within the system of
approaches and methods in foreign language education. By analyzing various perspectives on microlearning,
the authors aim to determine if microlearning can be conceived of as a distinct method within the framework
of other foreign language education approaches.

Research methods. The authors employ theoretical methods such as the analysis of scholarly literature,
followed by the systematic organization and analysis of the acquired data. The research materials encompass
UNESCO recommendations, articles from academic journals, methodical books, and other works by both
Russian and international authors on the subject. During the second phase, the researchers utilize the Scopus
database, supplemented by the PRISAM methodology to deliberately select research papers essential for
conducting a qualitative analysis.

Results. Through the course of the research, it has been determined that microlearning can be classified
as an independent educational method. Furthermore, it has been found that microlearning incorporates
a sufficient methodological foundation that guarantees its effectiveness in foreign language teaching. A
thorough examination of academic research has revealed that microlearning is frequently employed within
higher education institutions as an auxiliary teaching method, enhancing the level of student comprehension
and successfully integrating digital technologies to meet the requirements of contemporary educational
processes.

Conclusion. The results of the study enable us to gain a more thorough understanding of the key
methodological terms used in the sphere of foreign language teaching (concepts such as methodology,
approach, method, technique, and pedagogical technology) within both Russian and international educational
environments. The research also seeks to elucidate the perspective of modern scholars and practicing
teachers regarding microlearning, and explore its position within current methodological science.

KEYWORDS

microlearning, foreign language teaching, teaching methods, teaching approaches, language education,
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INTRODUCTION

Microlearning has grown increasingly popular in recent years, becoming one of the most effective
and widely used teaching methods in various fields of education. This surge in popularity can be
attributed to the method's ability to address current educational trends, which are spurred by the
evolving landscape of the learning environment marked by an abundance of information. As K.

Leong and colleagues point out, the era of information overload has forced us to face the problem

of insufficient attention span [28], as evidenced by various studies, in particular a study conducted

in 2022 by King's College London among adults [24]. According to UNESCO, the development

of innovative foreign language teaching approaches in the digital era is crucial to enhancing the
efficiency of language education [54]. Likewise, according to R. Florida [17] and H. Ogata and Y. Yano
[35], microlearning represents a growing research area designed to explore novel methodologies for
catering to the burgeoning need for lifelong learning or learning demands among knowledge workers.
To this end, as prescribed by the federal law “About Education” in Russia, lifelong learning constitutes
one of the primary avenues for the advancement of education.

For the present moment microlearning is being actively implemented in different fields. For
example, the applications of microlearning have been widely studied in textiles [8], health
professional education [12; 13], engineering [43], college physical education [56] and language
learning [16]. As an example, in the field of language education, research has been conducted to
analyse the effectiveness of microlearning in teaching English speaking skills [39], as well as using
microlearning tools for language skill development with peers [18].

Despite its increasing recognition, microlearning remains understudied in language education, with
a lack of a methodology-theoretical basis of the concept. The understanding of a new phenomenon
begins with identifying its role and position within the overall system. Language teaching
methodology comprises multiple components, and every pedagogical concept must be categorised
as a method, approach, or technique, among other things. In this article, the goal is to delve into
the conceptual framework of microlearning with respect to language education to determine which
category it falls into. Based on the above, the research questions for this study are:

RQ1: How is microlearning perceived among different scholars, and which terminology is most
frequently applied to it?

RQ2: Does microlearning meet the criteria in its design and procedural aspects to be considered
an independent method of learning?

By addressing these questions, it is hoped that this study will contribute to a better understanding
of the functions microlearning should carry out within the learning process, and ultimately simplify
the process of developing microlearning teaching models suitable for use in language education.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

This study includes a systematic literature review as well as two stages of database searches.
1. Systematic literature review

We conducted a systematic literature review of academic literature to identify the terminological
framework used in foreign language teaching methodology. Specifically, we focused on the concepts
of "methodology”, “approach”, “method”, “technique”, and “pedagogical technology”. We sought to
clarify the definitions of these concepts to avoid confusion in our study. To undertake the analysis,
we conducted an in-depth review of works by both Russian and foreign scholars. This allowed us
to take a cross-cultural approach and compare how different researchers approached the topic of

language pedagogy.

In our study, we reviewed a diverse array of sources, including fundamental documents such as
recommendations issued by UNESCO, federal laws like Russia's "About Education”, as well as scientific
and methodological articles from periodicals dedicated to language education research (Research in
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Learning Technology, Journal of Education and e-Learning Research, Journal of Research in Innovative
Teaching & Learning, Journal of Learning for Development, Asian Journal of University Education,
Perspectives of Science and Education, International Journal of Learning, Teaching and Educational
Research, TechTrends, etc.). To gain a comprehensive understanding of the terminology used in
foreign language teaching methodology, we turned to handbooks written by prominent methodologists,
including Bespalko, Harmer, Mirolyubov, Richards, Rodgers, Selevko, Shchukin, and Slastenin, as well
as manuscripts on the research problem written by Hug, Kapp, Langreiter, Bolka, and Souza.

2. Database search
2.1 First phase

To gauge the implementation of the investigated terminological units in real research, we
performed an electronic database search using Scopus. Our search scope was limited to articles
related to language education published between 2019 and 2024, with headlines including the
primary keywords: ‘methodology,’ ‘approach,’ ‘method,” ‘technique,” and ‘pedagogical technology.’
We conducted the search query between March and April 2024. Our search retrieved a total of 224
publications in English. We conducted the database research in four stages:

1. Keyword search: We counted the number of publications in the Scopus database containing the
specified keywords in their headlines (methodology, approach, method, technique, and pedagogical
technology) for the entire period and the last five years.

2. Comparison and ranking: We compared and ranked the keywords according to the number of
publications containing each of them, with a focus on understanding the trends and patterns of usage
over time.

3. Analysis of the popularity of terminology by country: We analysed the number of publications
containing each of the keywords by country, in order to gain insights into the distribution and usage
of terminology in different language education research communities.

4. Screening: We conducted a screening process to identify the collocations of the keywords with
other relevant terms in the research headlines.

2.2 Second phase

We used the PRISMA (Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Review and Meta-Analysis)
methodology to select publications for the further qualitative analysis. At the first stage, we identified
279 articles with the keyword ‘microlearning’ and ‘micro-learning’. We put the articles within the 'title,
abstract and keyword’ field on the Scopus search engine.

The second stage involved screening the manuscripts identified at the first stage based on specific
criteria, including the publication year range (2019-2024), open access content, source type as
journals, and the language of study as English. We added a keyword ‘language’ in attempt to narrow
the scope to the studies in language education. Only six articles met the indicated criteria. That is
why we decided to broaden the research scope and not restrict it with only one field of study for the
data to be more representative. Without this restriction, we identified 64 publications.

At the third stage the scope of the research was also limited to include systematic reviews and
practical research works, which is in line with the aims of the study. We reviewed the research
abstracts to assess whether they were appropriate for achieving our research goals. The total number
of publications chosen for the qualitative research constituted 16 papers.

LITERATURE REVIEW

1. Microlearning

Microlearning as a novel teaching method and such terms as microcontent and micromedia
became widespread in the beginning of 21st century, along with rapid technological development
and redundant information flow [21, p. 16]. Due to hyper-connectivity and information overload
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individuals face a daunting task of sifting through a vast array of educational resources. While this
abundance of information can be beneficial, it also creates challenges in identifying the most relevant
and valuable content. As Langreiter et al. posit, microlearning reflects the increasing fragmentation of
informational resources and components within the learning process, especially in fast-growing fields
characterised by rapid development and high rates of change [27, p. 79].

To echo Souza, the term ‘microlearning’ refers to a method of learning that places great emphasis
on smaller learning units. This style of learning is centered on short-term educational activities and
focuses on smaller-sized sources of information [51]. N. F. Alias et al. also mentions that the core
principle of microlearning is that the learning content should be concise, thoroughly designed and
focused [2, p. 269].

L. Stracqualursi and P. Agati put microlearning in the same row with other novel ways of teaching
and learning such as adaptive learning, immersive learning and gamification. The authors provide a
short description of microlearning as a set of bite-sized learning modules designed for students that
have limited time and attention spans [52]. P. Prasittichok and P. Smithsarakarn in their systematic
review describe microlearning as presenting concise content with a short-learning design, offering
easy-to-understand lessons to minimize confusion, providing unambiguous practical guidelines and
ensuring easy access [40, p. 531].

According to T. Hug, there are seven key components of micro learning, including time, content,
curriculum, form, process, modality, and learning type which are important during design aspect
of micro learning [21]. T. B. Lalitha and P. S. Sreeja provide a comprehensive observation of basic
microlearning characteristics which include those of brevity, focused learning objectives, multi-
modal content, just-in-time learning, repetition and reinforcement, mobile compatibility. As for the
advantages, microlearning’s key beneficial points are efficiency, engagement, flexibility, retention and
accessibility [26, p. 231].

Currently, microlearning is being studied in higher education, particularly in second language
acquisition, medical education, and vocabulary learning, with R. Sankaranarayanan et al. concluding
that microlearning has been implemented as an instructional method strategy and intervention in
various educational contexts, including design, teaching methods, professional development, blended
learning, language acquisition, and adult learning [45].

2. The conceptual framework of foreign language teaching methodology

To gain clarity on microlearning's place within the broader field of methodological science, we need to
examine its relationship to other concepts in the realms of pedagogy. As the pedagogical science evolved,
various terms were established in linguadidactics, including pedagogical system, approach, method,
technique along with methodology, and pedagogical technology. Pedagogical systems describe the
assembly and relationships between elements that contribute to an entire structure and organisation of
an education object [55, p. 47]. Methodology, approach, method, technique, and pedagogical technology
are all structural elements that comprise a pedagogical system, with each having unique characteristics
and a specific purpose. To better understand the relationship between these elements, we can consult the
schemes provided by I. V. Mozelova and S. S. Mikova (Figure 1) [33].
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Figure 1 Hierarchical interrelation of the methodological units within different terminological systems

Figure 1 Adapted from Ponjatija «metodika», «metod», «tehnologija», «podhod» i «priem» v lingvodidaktike
[The notions of methodology, method, technology, approach and technique in linguodidactics], by I. V.
Mozelova, S. S. Mikova, 2022, Rhema, 1, p. 86-108 (doi: 10.31862/2500-2953-2022-1-86-108). Copyright
2022 by Moscow Pedagogical State University.
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According to the presented schemes, the usage of these terms depends on the author's
perspective and the specific scientific study at hand. Additionally, nuances regarding these terms
may vary among scholars, causing confusion for those unfamiliar with academic jargon. To precisely
understand and accurately classify microlearning, it is crucial to thoroughly analyse the specific
application of each notion in the context of foreign language teaching.

2.1 Methodology

By analysing various concepts in contemporary methodological science, it can be seen that the
notion of methodology is often poorly defined and misunderstood. According to T. Rodgers, the
term is frequently used to encompass any relevant aspect of language education without any clear
direction or purpose [41]. J. Harmer considers methodology to encompass a range of different
elements in the field of English teaching, making it an umbrella term for methods, approaches,
techniques, models, and procedures [19, p. 78]. Similarly, A. Philominraj and colleagues in their
systematic review on language education employ the term 'methodology' as a general notion
encompassing various methods and approaches in language teaching, and link it to curriculum and
didactics, which are considered components of education [37].

Nonetheless, M. V. Lyachovitsky argues that foreign language teaching methodology is best
understood as a scientific study of the purposes, content, laws, tools, techniques, and methods of
teaching [29, p. 33]. This view can be supported by I. L. Bim's definition, which outlines methodology
as a science that develops at the crossroads of several other fields, including pedagogy, didactics,
linguistics, developmental psychology, and linguistic studies. Furthermore, I. L. Bim states that
the objects of methodology include all components of the educational process, and the subject of
methodology includes the development of methodology as a science itself [7, pp. 22-23].

E. G. Azimov and A. N. Shchukin propose a comprehensive definition of methodology from three
dimensions: a pedagogical science, a combination of teaching methods, forms, and techniques,
and a theoretical course of study [4]. A. A. Mirolyubov outlines several categories of problems for
contemporary methodology to address, including goal-setting, the teacher's activity, the students'
learning experience, and the development of methodology as a science [31, p. 7].

In conclusion, the definition of methodology can be complex and multi-faceted, making it a
complex field of study. However, through the analysis of multiple perspectives, it can be seen that
methodology can be understood as both a pedagogical science and a combination of teaching
methods, forms, and techniques. Additionally, the subject of methodology includes not only the
development of methodology as a science but also all components of the educational process.

2.2 Approach, method, technique

According to L. V. Moskvin and A. N. Shchukin, approach is a broad methodological term used
in linguadidactics to refer to the general direction in which a subject is taught. For example, the
direct, activity, and cognitive approaches are distinct approaches of teaching a foreign language
[48]. Richard and Rodgers define approach as 'theories about the nature of language and language
learning that serve as the source of practices and principles in language teaching [40].' J. Harmer
adds that approach is aimed to describe how the knowledge of language is acquired and makes
statements about the conditions that promote successful language learning [19, p.78].

The term method refers to a valid and systematic way in which material is to be presented and
learned. According to A. N. Shchukin, method can be seen as a means of cognition, the approach
to studying reality, natural phenomena, and society. One more perspective is general didactic, in
which method encompasses the system of interdependent actions of a teacher and a student that
foster the assimilation of learning material. The third perspective is private didactic, in which method
is understood as a manner of learning that determines a particular strategy for students' learning
activities [48, p. 266].

As J. Harmer explains, method is a tool that allows for the realisation of a specific approach. It
encompasses various aspects such as types of activities, roles of learners and teachers, materials
used for learning, and some model for teaching syllabus organisation. Furthermore, he suggests that
the more all-embracing and general methods are, the more difficult they are to describe. Hence,
methods should be clearly articulated by certain approaches [19, p. 78]. Additionally, J. Harmer
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posits that the constituent parts of a 'method' are various procedures and techniques. The researcher
considers that techniques, unlike sequential activities, are rather single actions, evidenced by the
examples of 'silent viewing' and 'finger technique.' The researcher notes that a number of sequenced
techniques form a procedure, which is simpler than a separate method and larger than an individual
technique [19, p. 79].

In 1963 E. M. Anthony provided a comprehensive outline of methodological elements, including
approach, method, and technique (Figure 2) [40]. According to the researcher, approach is ‘the
level at which assumptions and beliefs about language learning are specified’. In accordance with
Anthony, method is positioned hierarchically after approach, is deeply intertwined with it, and serves
to implement the principles of the certain approach in pedagogical practice. Method is the level at
which choices are made about the particular skills and the content to be taught. Among notable
methods, Anthony mentions grammar translation, suggestopedia, and the Silent way [40, p. 19, cites
Anthony]. Technique, being the most practically oriented aspect, completes the hierarchical chain of
methodological elements. Its primary goal is to implement a specific method in practice, which can
be presented in the form of teaching strategies, tactics, exercises and tasks of various types.
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Figure 2 Basic methodological aspects according to E. M. Anthony

With regard to Anthony's theory, J. C. Richards and T. S. Rodgers revised and extended the
original model. They believe that methods at the level of design deal with objectives, syllabus,
content, instructional materials, and roles for both learners and teachers. In line with the
researchers' view, a method is theoretically related to an approach, is organizationally determined
by a design, and is practically realized in procedure (Figure 3) [40, p. 20]. Approaches in foreign
language teaching can derive from various learning theories, such as the functional and structural
views of language. The level of technique in Anthony's model is the implementation phase, which the
authors call procedure. It involves classroom techniques, practices, interactional patterns, teaching
tactics and strategies used by teachers and learners when the method is being used.

Meathod

Approach Daesign Procedurs

Figure 3 Summary of elements and subelements that constitute a method
(accroding to J. C. Richards and T. S. Rodgers)

Figure 3 Adapted from Approaches and Methods in Language Teaching, by J. C. Richards and T. S. Rodgers,
2001, Cambridge University Press, p. 33. Copyright 2001 by Cambridge University Press.
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2.3 Pedagogical technology

Regarding the concept of pedagogical technology, both Russian and Western academic literature
fail to provide a comprehensive perspective on its correlation with other methodological concepts
previously expounded. This is due to the fact that pedagogical technology has not been extensively
utilised in educational science until relatively recently. Consequently, a more in-depth examination of
the matter is of paramount importance.

In the 1960s, the concept of 'pedagogical technology' captured the attention of Russian and
Western scholars. Researchers like A. Lumsdaine, D. Finn, and P. D. Mitchell identified the following
features of this phenomenon: planning, realisation, and assessment of pedagogical activity, as well
as the purpose of achieving a specific result. P. D. Mitchell offered the most comprehensive definition:
pedagogical technology is a field of research and practice (within the system of education) which
encompasses all aspects of the organisation of pedagogical systems and the procedure of allocating
resources for the goal of obtaining specific and potentially reproducible results. Additionally, the
researcher emphasised that this concept should not be limited to teaching techniques alone, but
should take into consideration all aspects of education, from lesson planning to the search for
effective ways to organise the educational process [32].

The UNESCO shares the same perspective on the understanding of the notion, defining
pedagogical technology as a “systematic way of designing, carrying out and evaluating the total
process of learning and teaching in terms of specific objectives and employing a combination of
human and technical resources to bring about more effective instruction” [53].

V. P. Bespalko defines pedagogical technology as the “technique of realising the educational
process” [6], while V. P. Slastenin et al. understand it as “strictly scientific designing and precise
reproduction that guarantees the success of pedagogical actions”. According to V. A. Slastenin's
textbook, pedagogical technology is comprehensive, interconnected, and systematic. It involves a
consistent and interconnected system of teachers' actions aimed at achieving pedagogical goals and
a systematic and consistent fulfillment of a pre-designed pedagogical process in practice [49, p. 407].

G. K. Selevko emphasises that the most complete understanding of pedagogical technology can
be achieved through consideration of the definitions provided by various authors and resources. He
also proposes a multidimensional approach to this phenomenon. According to the author, pedagogical
technology encompasses three aspects: scientific, which refers to the pursuit of the most rational
ways of learning; procedural-descriptive, which represents a system of methods for implementing
pedagogical technology; and procedural-actional, which is the actual learning process itself [47, p. 15].

Our analysis of the works of the authors listed revealed several fundamental principles of
pedagogical technology. All the researchers noted that, per the definitions previously discussed,
pedagogical technology is defined by clear objectives and an algorithmised nature. Its principles
include those of consistency, algorithmisation, standardisation, rational organisation and intentional
management, intensification, technisation, and effectiveness as well as the importance of structural
and content integrity during the design and implementation of pedagogical technology.

Upon completion of our analysis, we identified several key takeaways concerning pedagogical
technology, which show how it can be distinguished from other methodological units. As noted by
various authors who have explored this concept, technology has a clearly defined objective that must
be completed according to a pre-determined algorithm. The methodologist objectively formulates the
expected results of the educational process while working with technology. Additionally, technology
guarantees effective end results and can be reproducible by any other teacher in order to achieve
similar results. The criterion of objectivity is applied to the methods of control. Additionally, within
the pedagogical technology, the learning process is strictly designed to maximise the probability of
achieving desired learning outcomes.

Based on our analysis, it becomes clear that the term methodology refers to a scientific subject of
study, and covers a broad range of components such as design, methods, approaches, techniques,
models, and procedures. However, approaches, which are based on the theories of language
learning, generally serve as the basis for methods, which focus on the design of the learning process.
Techniques refer to a single action or a sequence of actions, and are utilised to carry out methods
at the level of procedure. Finally, the concept of pedagogical technology has not yet achieved
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widespread use in language education, but has the potential to serve as a powerful tool for designing
effective learning processes. Its goal is to achieve predictable learning outcomes by integrating
diverse methods, techniques, and approaches.

RESULTS

Now let’s shift form the theoretical framework to practical research works to better understand
how both Russian and English-speaking scholars employ the terms ‘methodology’, ‘approach’,
‘method’, ‘technique’ and ‘pedagogical technology’ in the context of foreign language teaching.

Methodology. To gain greater insight into the context in which the term ‘methodology’ is
commonly applied, we analysed the headlines of articles submitted to Scopus, an international
abstract and citation database for scientists, using search keywords. The total number of indexed
documents for the whole period constitutes 24 papers, whereas only ten articles were published
from 2019 till 2024 (Figure 4). Furthermore, we found that 29% of the articles used the term
'methodology' within the framework of foreign language teaching among Russian scholars and
researchers from the former Soviet countries. The remaining were conducted by scholars from
various countries, including Chile, Poland, Croatia, Serbia, the UK, Jordan, Bulgaria, Germany, Iran,
the US, and Algeria. This data enabled us to conclude that 'methodology' is more commonly used by
Russian-speaking scholars or researchers from countries with a Soviet background, synonymously
with the terms 'method' and 'approach'. The paucity of research papers written in English and
applying the concept of 'methodology' in the context of foreign language education highlights the
limited utilization of the term in foreign academic discourse on language education. We also found
two studies that applied the notion of methodology in the context of the methodological approach as
a general scientific study direction.

Russia and former Soviet countries
Poland

Chili

Jordan

Croatia

Serbia

Bulgaria
Germany

Iran

Algeria

United Kingdom
United States

Figure 4 The implementation of the notion ‘methodology’ in foreign language teaching research

Approach. The total number of papers featuring the term ‘approach’ in their headlines amounts
to 105 across the entire dataset, while 48 of them have been published in the last five years. The
majority of publications (33%) belonged to European countries, with Spain and Poland (7 papers)
and Germany and France (4 articles) among the leaders. However, looking at individual countries,
Russia emerged as the first with 14 publications, followed by the US with 9 articles. The data
indicates that the term 'approach' is commonly applied to identify a way of teaching in language
education and is a relatively widespread concept in foreign language pedagogy. Upon examining the
articles' headlines, the following collocations were repeatedly associated with the term ‘approach’:
pedagogical, dynamic, project-based, constructivist, hermeneutic, multimodal, intercultural,
co-cultural, corpus, cognitive, instruction-grammar, action-based, CLIL, and production-oriented.
The recurrence of such specific terms suggests that the concept of ‘approach’ primarily applies to
different teaching theories in language education.
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Figure 5 The implementation of the notion ‘approach’ in foreign language teaching research

Method. Based on our analysis of Scopus data, we found that the term 'method' has been used in
the headlines of a total of 72 articles, of which 30 have been published in the past five years. Russia
accounts for the largest proportion (60%) of these publications, followed by European countries
(20%) and China (7%) (Figure 6). We note that the term is often used in conjunction with other
terms such as ‘method of teaching’, ‘method of using’, ‘interactive method’, ‘effective methods’,
‘method of grammar material presentation’, ‘communicative methods’, ‘culture teaching methods’,
‘methods of monitoring speech skills’, *‘active and interactive methods’, ‘methods and techniques’,
‘innovative methods’, ‘traditional methods’, suggesting that method mostly refers to specific ways of
teaching, while embodying a particular approach in itself.

@ Russia and former Soviet countries
@® United States
Europe
® Turkey
® Singapore
@® China
® Malaysia

Figure 6 The implementation of the notion ‘method’ in foreign language teaching research

Technique. Upon analysing the articles' headlines, we found that the term 'technique' appears
in 22 articles in total, with 11 published in the past five years (Figure 7). The largest proportion
of publications (3 papers each) belongs to Russia and Indonesia. The collocations associated with
'technique’ include 'game techniques', 'methods and techniques in language teaching', and 'context-
based integrative educational technique'. Therefore, we can conclude that the usage of the term
'technique’ is relatively limited compared to other terminologies.
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Figure 7 The implementation of the notion ‘technique’ in foreign language teaching research

Pedagogical technology. Based on our study, we found that the notion of “pedagogical
technology” is rarely used in the English-speaking teaching community compared to the Russian-
speaking community. While looking through the headlines of scientific articles indexed by Scopus,
we noted that articles with the terms “technology”, “"pedagogical technology”, or “educational
technology” are mostly related to the use of various technological tools in teaching. In addition,
we discovered one article by R. Kemsies and G. Hellmayr who identified Content and Language
Integrated Learning (CLIL) as a technology [34]. However, we were unable to find any clarification
as to why CLIL was referred to in such a way, and therefore it should be assumed that the term
was used synonymously to those of ‘approach’ or ‘method’ based on the context provided in the
authors' research.

Based on our search, we found additional papers that support the proposition that pedagogical
technology relates to Russian terminology. In the article by Kh. F. Makayev et al., the authors discuss
the problem of stimulating foreign language communication among students, developing their own
pedagogical technology as a methodological tool. They refer to pedagogical technology as a set of
methods that lead to a predictable positive result [30]. Likewise, G. A. Krasnoshchekova and O. A.
Lagunova describe their methodology of formation of communicative competence with the help of
blended learning technology, but don’t specify what they imply under the term of technology [25]. S.
J. Poluykova and colleagues describe technology as an algorithm, which is used to address a specific
problem or task efficiently [38]. In contrast, A. Sokolova et al. understand the term technology as
approach or method, and suggest that edutainment technology can be used to enhance language
education through gamification or the use of multimedia resources [50]. Overall, the researchers
in the reviewed papers associate the concept of pedagogical technology with leveraging specifically
designed strategies and algorithms to achieve certain positive learning outcomes.

Based on our analysis of real research papers, we noted that the term *‘methodology’ is
predominantly used in Russian-speaking scientific discourse, while it is not commonly applied in
English-language research. Researchers tend to use the term approach or method instead. The term
‘approach’ generally refers to a specific theory of learning, while ‘method’ can be used to describe
different forms and ways of teaching a foreign language. Additionally, ‘technique’ is commonly
understood in both Russian and English scientific discourse as the smallest methodological unit and
a constituent part of a method. Finally, the novel term pedagogical technology is mainly used by
Russian scholars and refers to an algorithm designed to achieve a certain learning result.

Based on our analysis of scientific research, we found that the language used by researchers can
impact the terms they choose to describe their work. English-language articles tend to use words
like approach, method, and technique, whereas the word methodology is less commonly used and is
primarily utilised to refer to a broad methodological area in language education. On the other hand,
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Russian-language articles often use the word methodology to refer to a specific approach or method.
This distinction highlights the cultural differences in language use among researchers and how it can
impact the terminology they employ in their work.

The Conceptual Framework of Microlearning

Our analysis of terminology in microlearning research revealed that the term ‘microlearning’ can
be classified in several ways. Generally, it can be seen as a concept or a learning style, but it can also
be described as a knowledge acquisition process. From a more specific perspective, researchers often
refer to microlearning as a method or an approach. Method appears to be the most commonly used
term among scholars who have conducted research on microlearning. Overall, after analysing various
research papers on microlearning in language education, we found that there are three main ways in
which the phenomenon has been represented.

Concept
Acquisition
of knowledge Knowledge
—=.__ strategy
A\
Method
Microlearning Madel
Learning
style .
Methodology Approach

Tool

Figure 8 Conceptual framework of Microlearning

Knowledge acquisition. The first dimension deals with microlearning as a specific way of
knowledge acquisition, i.e. focusing on the process by which knowledge is obtained. This perspective
is exemplified by scholars such as D. Conde-Caballero et al., who define microlearning as an
‘acquisition of knowledge or skills in the form of small units [11].” A similar stance is taken by A.

M. Al-Zahrani, who defines microlearning as ‘gaining knowledge [1]." Some studies, such as that of

F. Scherer and M. Scherer, approach microlearning from a neurophysiological standpoint, exploring
how our brain processes information and memorises it, with microlearning being seen as an effective
learning tool [46]. Furthermore, it is argued by T. Gorham et al. that microlearning can be associated
with multiple learning theories [19, p. 553], including behaviorism, cognitivism, constructivism, and
connectivism, as per the work of K. Kapp and R. Defelice [23, p. 44].

Terminological plethora. The second dimension of the analysis focuses on the various
terminologies used to represent microlearning in the literature, specifically those pertaining to
methodology. Although different terms are often used synonymously, they are not always clearly
distinguished from one another. For example, T. Gorham et al. refer to microlearning as either a
concept or a model, a learning style, or a learning method, yet they fail to make a clear distinction
between these notions [19, p. 553]. Similarly, F. L. Alshammari describes microlearning as a concept,
a learning style, and a learning method, interchanging these terms without differentiating between
them [3, p. 158].

C. Y. Choo and A. S. Abdul Rahim opt for the description ‘approach’ rather than *‘method [10].” On
the other hand, O. Chamorro-Atalaya et al. use the terms ‘method,” ‘approach,” ‘methodology,” and
‘strategy’ synonymously in their study [9]. S. Balasundaram et al. also use these terms without strict
differentiation [5]. H. H. Pham et al. use the term ‘method’ and ‘approach’ interchangeably in their
study, even though *‘method’ is used more frequently [36].
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In the case of R. Horst et al., the researchers apply the term ‘microlearning methodology’, but
they do not clarify what they mean by this term. Based on our analysis, we can assume that the term
‘microlearning methodology’ implies the same meaning as ‘method’ or ‘approach’ in this research [20].

Thus, diverse terminologies are commonly used in the literature on microlearning in language
education, with the assumption that they convey the same meaning. Among these terms, 'method'
and 'approach' are two of the most frequently used, with almost every study analysed involving one
or both of these terms.

Strategic manner. The third dimension of the analysis focuses on the strategic manner of
microlearning, specifically in the sense of its technological character and its use as a knowledge
strategy. F. L. Alshammari distinguishes it as such, and strategic manner can be seen in the
organisational structure of the course provided in his research paper. It proceeds in steps and
turns out to be a sequence of actions with each part addressing a specific goal [3, p. 160]. A. M.
Al-Zahrani also defines it as an instructional design strategy [1], while A. Rof et al. discuss the ability
of microlearning to be organised in the form of a thoroughly planned sequence of lessons, which can
ultimately result in a greater learning pathway [42, p. 3]. This dimension highlights the intentionality
and planning that goes into the use of microlearning as a pedagogical technique.

Our analysis based on the model proposed by Richards and Rodgers showed that for a method
to be considered independent, it needs to include three levels: approach based on certain learning
theories, design, and procedure. As per our research, microlearning is influenced by learning
theories such as behaviorism, cognitivism, constructivism, and connectivism and is linked to
neurophysiological research.

We found that the research on microlearning in the context of language education generally places
a greater emphasis on the design and procedural aspects of the concept. By analysing the research
works we investigated, we identified several criteria to be considered based on the model of Richards
and Rodgers, including objectives, syllabus, types of learning activities and instructional materials at
the design level, and the kind of equipment, teaching techniques, tactics, and strategies used at the
procedural level (Table 1) [40].

Table 1 presents the objectives of empirical research studies on the implementation of
microlearning in the learning process. These objectives illustrate how microlearning addresses a
range of problems, highlighting various approaches beyond the microlearning method itself. The
implementation of microlearning is primarily designed to enhance learning outcomes through
improving student participation, providing complementary course content, promoting self-learning or
self-directed learning, and fostering knowledge retention, among other advantages.

The syllabus of the courses we analysed primarily focuses on enhancing the retention and
retrieval of course material by providing relevant and complementary content, in accordance with
the principles of microlearning. The syllabus is structured to address both the course curriculum
and additional related topics in micro-format, allowing students to deepen their understanding and
application of the course material.

As shown in Table 1, the learning and teaching activities implemented in microlearning courses
can vary depending on the goals of the course. While some courses may focus specifically on
improving reading or listening skills, many include communicative activities such as interactive
and memorisation games, explanations, discussions, flipped classroom learning activities, games
for learning and assessment, feedback activities, and challenges. Each course places a significant
emphasis on the assessment process, which often includes quizzes, peer assessment, self-evaluation
questions, and other forms of evaluation. The goal is to ensure that the learning outcomes are clear
and easily measurable.

In the empirical research covered in Table 1, the majority of microlearning methods involve the
use of technology, particularly mobile and computer devices. Researchers implemented microlearning
through various platforms, including messengers, videotelephony software, mobile applications,
and more. The instructional materials used in each course were typically determined by the devices
chosen, with short videos being the most commonly used resource. Other instructional materials
used included podcasts, animations, quizzes, audio-clips, images, graphics, and mobile apps.
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In this section, we will explore the procedural aspects of microlearning by diving deeper into the
techniques used in the empirical research studies covered. The teachers and language instructors
in these studies often employed various procedures, including challenging students to guess correct
answers, providing multiple-choice questions, initiating discussions, encouraging students to listen
to audio clips recorded by peers, and having them predict teachers' comments. Furthermore,
students were often provided with instant quizzes for assessment, explanations, and explanatory
schemes. These techniques were employed to enhance participation, promote understanding, and
encourage active learning in the students. Overall, by utilising these procedures, the researchers
were able to effectively integrate microlearning into the curriculum, resulting in an enhanced
learning experience for the students.

Ultimately, upon analysing the empirical research papers on microlearning, we have learned that
practical studies involve specific syllabus, learning and teaching activity, instructional materials,
and learner and teacher roles. At the level of procedure, microlearning involves specific classroom
techniques, tactics, and strategies, which are designed with precision and strategic manner of
teaching. This integration of microlearning into the curriculum can be considered as an effective
way to enhance students' performance. The most important aspect of microlearning is the use
of short, well-designed learning activities that are structured, specific, and intentional, delivered
asynchronously, and evaluated through assessments. In conclusion, we have established that
microlearning is an independent method of learning and teaching that has an emphasis on enhancing
retrieval and retention of information, as well as students' engagement and learning outcomes.

Table 1

Examples of empirical research on implementation of microlearning as a learning method

1. Authors: D. Conde-Caballero, C.A. Castillo-Sarmiento, |. Ballesteros-Yanez, et al.

Name of the research paper: Microlearning through TikTok in Higher Education. An Evaluation of Uses and Potentials [11]

Design Objectives: increasing participation and bridging the gap between teacher and student;
improving the acquisition of subject content and competences; developing the processes of
evaluation and self-evaluation through exercises presented in the videos; disseminating content
which was related to the subject but which went beyond the syllabus, with the intention of
encouraging interest and self-learning.

Syllabus: content directly related to the course curriculum (additional examples, historical
curiosities, examples of assessment, reviews of topics), complementary content related to cross-
curricular issues, book recommendations, commentary on current news.

Types of learning activities: interactive games, memorization games, explanations

Instructional materials: videos from social media platform TikTok

Procedure Equipment: mobile phones

Examples of teaching techniques, tactics and strategies: challenging students to guess,
providing multiple-choice questions etc.

2. Authors: R. K. Dixit, P. S. Yalagi, M. A. Nirgude

Name of the research paper: Breaking the Walls of Classroom through Microlearning: Short Burst of Learning [15]

Design Obijectives: bridging the gap between traditional classroom teaching and online teaching
Syllabus: content of the course curriculum

Types of learning activities: flipped classroom learning activities, discussions, assessment
through low-stakes quizzes

Instructional materials: videos, podcasts, animation (self-reported and technology knowledge)

Procedure Equipment: mobile devices, Whatsapp group, smart board, Zoom, Google Classroom

Examples of teaching techniques, tactics and strategies: sending created videos to the class
Whatsapp group, conducting short quizzes, providing discussions when needed, providing additional
assignments via Google Classroom etc.
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3. Authors: A. M. Al-Zahrani

Name of the research paper: Enhancing Postgraduate Students’ Learning Outcomes through Flipped Mobile-based
Microlearning [1]

Design Objectives: empowering students by providing convenient access to educational resources,
fostering self-directed learning, increasing engagement, improving knowledge retention, enhancing
long-term retention of information

Syllabus: content related to the course curriculum

Types of learning activities: flipped classroom learning activities, prior-lecture activities (short
videos, quizzes, short notes)

Instructional materials: short videos, quizzes

Procedure Equipment: mobile devices (smartphones, tablets)

Examples of teaching techniques, tactics and strategies: providing short videos and quizzes
outside the official lecture time etc.

4. Authors: C.-Y. Choo, A. S. Abdul Rahim

Name of the research paper: Pharmacy students’ Perceptions and Performance from a Microlearning-based Virtual
Practical in the Elucidation of Absolute Configuration of Drugs [10]

Design Objectives: providing ‘meaningful learning’; enabling the retrieval and application of information
stored in long-term memory

Syllabus: content related to the course curriculum

Types of learning activities: quizzes, simulations, interactives, games for learning and
assessment

Instructional materials: short videos, quizzes

Procedure Equipment: mobile devices, Google Classroom, Google Form

Examples of teaching techniques, tactics and strategies: providing short videos for learning
and instant quizzes for assessment etc.

5. Authors: T. Gorham, R. Majumdar, H. Ogata

Name of the research paper: Analyzing Learner Profiles in a Microlearning App for Training Language Learning Peer
Feedback Skills [18]

Design Objectives: improving students’ peer feedback skills and internal feedback skills
Syllabus: content related to the course curriculum

Types of learning activities: Communicative Language Teaching-based activities, peer
assessment activities, peer corrective feedback activities

Instructional materials: audio-clips recorded by students

Procedure Equipment: mobile devices, the Pebasco app

Examples of teaching techniques, tactics and strategies: listening to audio-clips recorded by
peers, predicting teachers’ comments on mistakes in audios etc.

6. Authors: F. L. ALshammari

Name of the research paper: Video-based Microlearning and the Impact on Programming Skills and Technology
Acceptance [3]

Design Objectives: fostering students’ programming skills
Syllabus: content related to the course curriculum

Types of learning activities: introducing and practical application of concepts, self-evaluation
questions

Instructional materials: animated videos, images, graphics, quizzes
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Procedure Equipment: computer lab connected to the internet, animated video creation tools platform
Vyond, Adobe Photoshop

Examples of teaching techniques, tactics and strategies: placing objectives of each lesson
at the beginning of each video to help students understand the purpose of the content etc.

7. Authors: S. Balasundaram, J. Mathew, S. Nair

Name of the research paper: Microlearning and Learning Performance in Higher Education: Post-Test Control Group
Study [5]

Design Objectives: enhancing the learning performance, reducing cognitive load

Syllabus: content related to the course curriculum

Types of learning activities: multiple-choice questions, quizzes and challenges, reading to test
understanding (skimming and scanning)

Instructional materials: microlearning modules created using the 7taps application

Procedure Equipment: 7taps application, Google Forms

Examples of teaching techniques, tactics and strategies: presenting the content of a
research article in the form of points, answering quiz questions, providing responses to the reaction
survey

8. Authors: M. V. Samofalova, O. A. Zharina, V. A. Borisenko, V. A. Trofimova

Name of the research paper: Adaptive Higher Education of Linguistic Students via ‘Flipped Classroom’ blended learning [44]

Design Objectives: enhancing students’ learning performance
Syllabus: content related to the course curriculum

Types of learning activities: flipped classroom learning activities, discussions, testing, checking
and assessing learning outcomes

Instructional materials: video lessons, quizzes

Procedure Equipment: Microsoft Teams, Google Forms, The Moodle platform

Examples of teaching techniques, tactics and strategies: watching a video lecture, reading
an educational text, studying and explanatory scheme

DISCUSSION

In this study, we tried to analyze what place microlearning occupies in pedagogical discourse, as
well as answer the question of whether it is fair to consider microlearning a separate, full-fledged
direction of modern pedagogy.

Drawing on Richards and Rogers' model of elements and subelements of a method, we have
looked at microlearning from three main perspectives: the approaches (learning theories) that
underlie it; from a design perspective, where the components are syllabus, types of learning
activities, learning materials, etc.; as well as from the point of view of its procedural aspect, including
techniques and tactics for implementing the developed method design in practice. Based on the
research of K. Kapp and R. Defelice, microlearning is based on such learning theories as behaviorism,
cognitivism, connectivism and constructivism, which in the terminology of Richards and Rogers
forms the “approach” aspect. However, in our research, we found that the interchangeable use of the
terms “method” and “approach” is quite common in research papers, however, such terminological
diversity in relation to microlearning can lead to errors and inaccuracies. In this regard, we consider
it more reasonable to distinguish between the concepts of "method” and “approach”, as well as
“methodology” within the framework of scientific research. Thus, at the moment, microlearning
cannot be considered as an approach in the fullness of this concept due to the insufficiency of the
theoretical and methodological basis of this phenomenon. It is reasonable to assume that with the
development and popularization of microlearning as a multifunctional method, it will become possible
to speak of a micro-approach based on the listed learning theories.
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Another important point is that in most of the studies we reviewed, microlearning is implemented
in practice through various technological means, such as mobile and computer devices,
communication platforms, various applications, etc. For example, the growing popularity of the
trend of combining microlearning and technology can also be illustrated by the development of
specially designed microlearning applications. Thus, Dingler and colleagues presented a special
application “QuickLearn”, aimed at studying and training vocabulary in the “micro” format [14].
Gorham, referring to T. Hug's position, emphasizes that microlearning is a type of technology-
enhanced learning. We can only partially agree with this thesis. On the one hand, microlearning
is indeed effectively implemented using various modern technologies, as can be seen from the
current case studies. However, most modern teaching methods actively include a digital component,
which is why this parameter ceases to be a unique property of any particular method. On the other
hand, we consider this formulation to be incorrect, because it assumes that microlearning cannot
be implemented without the use of a technological component. A study by C. Y. Choo and A. S.
Abdul Rahim found that microlearning was just as effective as face-to-face active learning in their
experiment conducted with first-year pharmacy students during the COVID-19 pandemic [10]. In
addition, J. Inker et al. also point out that microlearning can be fully implemented offline, despite the
fact that it is most often adapted to digital platforms [22].

Our research into the practical implementation of microlearning in the context of foreign language
education encountered a significant limitation. Despite available scientific data on the research topic,
we struggled to locate adequate research addressing the practical aspects of microlearning in the
field of language education. This challenge prevented us from conducting a qualitative analysis of
research works purely dedicated to microlearning in the language education field. As a result, we
had to broaden our research scope and utilise research papers from other learning fields to obtain
relevant insights.

Despite the lack of studies showing microlearning being implemented in language education and
without the use of technologies, in our research we have proven that microlearning can rightfully
be considered an independent method that meets all the necessary requirements to be called such.
In this regard, we see it advisable to designate a deeper study of the methodological aspect of
microlearning in language teaching as a vector for further scientific research.

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, microlearning remains a focal point of interest for language instructors and
methodologists. Despite this, there has been a significant increase in scientific interest in this
emerging phenomenon. Our study found that microlearning is lacking a robust theoretical basis,
which is why it has not yet been firmly incorporated into the existing structure of language teaching
methodology. As a result, different researchers apply different terms to describe microlearning,
including “approach”, "method”, "methodology”, and “learning strategy”. In this study, our focus was
on exploring how microlearning should be perceived and categorized within the existing framework of
foreign language teaching methodology. Based on our analysis, we can conclude that microlearning
meets the criteria to be considered an independent method of learning and teaching. This method
encompasses all the necessary components to be named a method. Additionally, we identified some
terminological differences between Russian and English-speaking discourses, which are important for
language educators and researchers to consider when discussing and implementing microlearning.
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