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Abstract 
 

This research article presents a comprehensive investigation that compares the effectiveness, user satisfaction, preferences, 
and impact of learning approaches on two popular language learning platforms, Duolingo and Oxford English Coach. The 
study used a mixed-methods approach that included quantitative analysis of language proficiency improvement, user 
satisfaction surveys, and qualitative exploration of user preferences and factors influencing language acquisition. The 
research findings reveal that both platforms effectively improve language proficiency among users, and users reported high 
satisfaction levels. However, user preferences varied; Duolingo users favored gamified learning approaches and a freemium 
pricing model, while Oxford English Coach users preferred structured learning approaches and a subscription-based pricing 
model. The study also found that both gamified and structured approaches positively impacted user motivation and 
proficiency. Qualitative analysis identified key factors influencing language acquisition, including user experience, content 
quality, and motivation. The results of this study, which provide valuable insights into the effectiveness and user preferences 
of language learning platforms, have significant implications for language educators, researchers, and developers of 
language learning technologies.  
 

Keywords: Language learning platforms, Duolingo, Oxford English Coach, effectiveness, user satisfaction, preferences, learning 
approaches, language proficiency, motivation 
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 Introduction 
 
In the dynamic landscape of language learning, the ability to speak multiple languages is not just a 
skill but a necessity for personal growth and career advancement. Online platforms have become the 
go-to solution for language enthusiasts of all ages, recognizing the importance of multilingual 
communication. Two standout language-learning tools have emerged: Duolingo, renowned for its 
gamified learning approach and freemium pricing model, and Oxford English Coach, which offers a 
structured learning approach and a subscription-based pricing model, focusing on comprehensive 
language competence by teaching all four language abilities: listening, speaking, reading, and writing. 
Since its launch in 2011, Duolingo has redefined language learning. With its gamified UI, short 
courses, and progress monitoring, it has engaged a massive user base. The staggering numbers speak 
for themselves, with over 500 million downloads and 40 million active users per month (Duolingo, 
2024). Duolingo's innovative blend of instruction and fun caters to its users' fast-paced, tech-driven 
lifestyles, making language learning more accessible than ever. 

Oxford University Press's Oxford English Coach is a comprehensive instructional program 
promoting language competence. It focuses on teaching all four language abilities: listening, 
speaking, reading, and writing, using real-life conversations and high-quality academic material. This 
structured, evidence-based approach to language learning makes it a robust option for students to 
enhance their language skills (Oxford University Press, 2024). The study compares Duolingo and 
Oxford English Coach, focusing on their academic focus and user-friendly approach. It examines 
learning methods, material quality, instructional design, information depth, feedback systems, cost, 
language choice, and user experience. The aim is to provide valuable insights for language lovers, 
educators, and learners, helping them make informed decisions about language learning. 
 
1.1 Research Questions 
 

1. Does Duolingo or Oxford English Coach lead to a more significant improvement in language 
proficiency? 

2.  What are the levels of user satisfaction with Duolingo and Oxford English Coach? 
3.  What are the user preferences for learning approaches, content, and pricing models on 

both platforms? 
4. How do gamification and structured, academically oriented lessons impact user motivation 

and language proficiency? 
5. What are the most significant factors influencing language acquisition on Duolingo and 

Oxford English Coach? 
 
1.2 The Efficiency of Virtual Language Classrooms 
 
Research has explored gamified language learning systems, including Duolingo, in education, as well 
as their research findings and practical applications. This paper highlights the role of persuasive 
technology in education and its impact on software like Moodle. Examples of gamified language 
learning apps include StudyCat, MindSnacks, Drops, and Duolingo. The document also references 
academic papers and articles to provide a theoretical and practical foundation for gamification in 
learning (Gil-Aciron, 2022). According to research by Vesselinov and Grego (2012), using Duolingo for 
only 34 hours might be the same as taking a college-level language course for one semester. This 
proves that these tools can help people learn new languages faster. The evaluation and comment 
sections of these online platforms also have a significant role in how useful they are. Research has 
shown that learning results are improved when platforms such as Duolingo provide quick feedback 
(Hattie & Timperley, 2007). This immediate feedback helps students fix their errors and encourages 
what they did well. As for Duolingo's users, they are pretty pleased with the results; 81% said the 
software helped them learn a new language (Shortt et al.,2023). 
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1.3 Game-Based Learning vs. Traditional Classroom Instruction 
 
The debate continues between academic systems like Oxford English Coach and gamified ones like 
Duolingo in language instruction. Research shows that gamified learning environments boost 
motivation and engagement. Duolingo, a user-friendly second language learning app, offers 
translation exercises, matching, pairing, listening, and speaking activities without explicit 
grammatical explanations. Popular mobile language learning apps include Busuu, Mondly, Duolingo, 
and Memrise, catering to different learning styles and preferences (Deterding et al., 2011). Learning 
may be more actively pursued and retained with the help of gamified platforms since they tap into 
the psychology of motivation via challenges, rewards, and advancement (Lee et al.; Jessica, 2011).  

Conversely, conventional educational environments have benefits and organized learning 
systems like Oxford English Coach provide them. These platforms take a methodical approach to 
language learning via scheduled courses, allowing users to build their language skills holistically 
(Biggs & Tang, 2011). Aligning with the principles of language acquisition suggested by Krashen 
(1982), the focus is on listening, speaking, reading, and writing, combined with academic-quality 
material. 
 

 Methodology 
 
This study thoroughly examined the effectiveness of language learning platforms, embracing a mixed-
methods approach that blended quantitative and qualitative methodologies. This comprehensive 
framework aimed to provide nuanced insights into the comparative efficacy of Duolingo and Oxford 
English Coach in enhancing language proficiency among undergraduate students. 
 
2.1 Research Design: A Mixed-Methods Approach 
 
The study's mixed-methods design allowed for a multifaceted exploration of the research question. By 
integrating quantitative data analysis with qualitative insights, the study sought to offer a 
comprehensive understanding of the language learning experiences facilitated by Duolingo and 
Oxford English Coach. This approach enabled the triangulation of findings, enhancing the robustness 
of the study's conclusions. 
 
2.2 Participants: Sample Selection and Inclusion Criteria 
 
A purposive sampling method was employed to select 100 undergraduate students majoring in 
English Language and Literature from a single university. This deliberate selection ensured 
homogeneity in language proficiency levels within the participant pool. Inclusion criteria stipulated 
that participants must possess intermediate-level English proficiency, be between 18 and 25 years old, 
and have no prior experience with Duolingo or Oxford English Coach. Detailed demographic 
information was collected to characterize the participant sample accurately. 
 
2.3 Experimental Groups: Duolingo vs. Oxford English Coach 
 
The study comprised two distinct experimental groups: the Duolingo Group and the Oxford English 
Coach Group. Participants in the Duolingo Group exclusively utilized the Duolingo platform for 
language learning, while those in the Oxford English Coach Group were provided access to the 
Oxford English Coach platform. Random assignment ensured the equitable distribution of 
participants across experimental groups, mitigating potential selection bias. 
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2.4 Variables: Independent and Dependent 
 
The independent variable in this study was the choice of language learning platform, namely 
Duolingo or Oxford English Coach. The dependent variable encompassed the improvement in 
language proficiency scores, assessed through pre- and post-tests administered to participants. To 
capture comprehensive language skill development, proficiency scores were measured across 
multiple language domains, including reading, listening, speaking, and writing. 
 
2.5 Procedure: Pre-testing, Random Assignment, Intervention, Post-Testing 
 
The research procedure involved structured steps, starting with pre-testing to establish baseline 
proficiency levels. Pre-tests were carefully designed to align with established language proficiency 
frameworks, such as the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR), ensuring 
the validity and reliability of assessment measures. Random assignment was employed to allocate 
participants to experimental groups, ensuring similar baseline characteristics across groups and 
minimizing potential confounding variables. 
 
2.6 Data Collection: Quantitative and Qualitative 
 
Data collection efforts encompassed quantitative and qualitative methodologies, comprehensively 
understanding participants' experiences with the language learning platforms. Quantitative data were 
extracted from Duolingo and Oxford English Coach databases, including user demographics, 
proficiency scores, and platform usage metrics. Concurrently, qualitative insights were gathered 
through semi-structured interviews with students and teachers, allowing for a nuanced exploration of 
their experiences with the respective platforms. Survey instruments and interview protocols were 
meticulously developed to ensure validity and reliability, with iterative refinement based on pilot 
testing and expert feedback. 
 
2.7 Instrument Development: Surveys and Interviews 
 
Principles of construct validity and expert review guided the development of survey instruments and 
interview protocols. Survey items were meticulously crafted based on existing literature and validated 
scales, ensuring relevance and clarity. Likert-type scales and open-ended questions were utilized to 
capture participants' perceptions of platform usability, engagement, and effectiveness. Similarly, 
interview questions were designed to elicit rich, context-specific responses from participants, 
focusing on capturing diverse perspectives and experiences. Interview protocols underwent pilot 
testing and refinement to enhance clarity and effectiveness. 
 
Table 1: Reliability Testing Results for Survey Instruments 
 

Measure Cronbach's Alpha 

Survey Instrument 1 0.85 

Survey Instrument 2 0.88 

Survey Instrument 3 0.87 

 
These coefficients underscored the high internal consistency of survey measures, affirming their 
reliability in assessing language proficiency and user experiences across Duolingo and Oxford English 
Coach Platforms. 
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 Results 
 
This section presents the results of our comparative study of Duolingo and Oxford English Coach's 
effectiveness in language learning. We will address each research question individually, providing 
detailed findings along with statistical significance where relevant. 
 
3.1 Language Proficiency Improvement Comparison between Duolingo and Oxford English Coach: 
 
To address this question, language proficiency improvement scores were analyzed for Duolingo and 
Oxford English Coach users. Pre-tests and post-tests were conducted to measure language proficiency 
levels before and after the intervention. The results are presented in Table 2. 
 
Table 2: Language Proficiency Improvement 
 

Platform Pre-Test Score (Mean) Post-Test Score (Mean) Improvement (Mean) p-value 

Duolingo 40 65 25 0.001 

Oxford English Coach 45 70 25 0.001 

 
Those using Duolingo had a pre-test score of 40, whereas groups using Oxford English Coach scored 
45. Scores on the post-intervention tests for both Duolingo and Oxford English Coach rose to 65 and 
70, respectively. The statistical analysis of paired samples t-tests showed significant p-values (p < 
0.05) for both platforms, suggesting that the observed increases were not a result of random chance, 
and both groups showed an average improvement of 25 points. The groups that used Duolingo and 
Oxford English Coach were also compared using an independent samples t-test for progress scores. 
Neither platform was significantly better than the other in improving participants' language 
competence (t(98) = -0.68, p > 0.05), suggesting that they were equally successful. Duolingo and 
Oxford English Coach significantly improved users' language skills, with comparable results across all 
platforms. Through planned lessons, interactive activities, and feedback systems, online language 
learning systems foster skill growth.  
 
3.2 User Satisfaction Levels with Duolingo and Oxford English Coach: 
 
To assess user satisfaction, Duolingo and Oxford English Coach users were surveyed and asked to rate 
their satisfaction levels with the platform they used. The results of the survey responses are 
summarized in Table 3. 
 
Table 3: User Satisfaction Levels 
 

Platform User Satisfaction (Mean) p-value 

Duolingo 4.3 0.001 

Oxford English Coach 4.7 0.001 

 
Oxford English Coach has a mean customer satisfaction score of 4.7 and Duolingo of 4.3. Both 
platforms showed significant p-values (p < 0.05) in the statistical analysis conducted using 
independent samples t-tests, suggesting a notable disparity in satisfaction ratings. According to the 
poll, Duolingo and Oxford English Coach are well-liked by their members. Oxford English Coach got 
a slightly better satisfaction rating than Duolingo. Based on the large gap in satisfaction scores 
between the two platforms, consumers seemed to have a more favorable impression of Oxford 
English Coach regarding user experience, content quality, or other pertinent variables. This can be 
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because of Oxford English Coach's organized learning strategy, high-quality educational materials, or 
extra support services. It is essential to comprehend user happiness to gauge language learning 
systems' general efficacy and acceptability.  
 
3.3 User Preferences for Learning Approaches, Content, and Pricing Models: 
 
To investigate user preferences, data were collected on preferred learning approaches, content 
quality, and pricing models for Duolingo and Oxford English Coach. Participants were asked to 
indicate their preferences through surveys. The results are summarized in Table 5. 
 
Table 5: User Preferences 
 

Platform Preferred Learning 
Approach 

Content Quality 
(Mean) 

Preferred Pricing 
Model 

p-
value 

Duolingo Gamified Learning 3.9 Freemium Model 0.001 

Oxford English 
Coach Structured Learning 4.5 Subscription-Based 

Model 0.001 

 
Statistical analysis using chi-square tests and t-tests revealed significant p-values (p < 0.05) for all 
variables, indicating significant differences in user preferences between Duolingo and Oxford English 
Coach. The survey results reveal that users on Duolingo prefer gamified learning, a participatory 
approach, while Oxford English Coach users prefer structured learning. Oxford English Coach's 
content quality is higher than Duolingo's, possibly due to its academic orientation and curated 
materials. Users also prefer Duolingo's freemium pricing model, which includes free primary access 
and potential paid enhancements, for low-cost language learning alternatives. On the other hand, 
users prefer Oxford English Coach's subscription-based model, demonstrating a willingness to pay for 
premium language learning content and services.. 
 
3.4 Impact of Gamification and Structured Lessons on User Motivation and Language Proficiency: 
 
To investigate the impact of gamification and structured, academically oriented lessons on user 
motivation and language proficiency, participants' motivation levels and language proficiency 
improvement scores were examined for both Duolingo and Oxford English Coach. The results are 
presented in Table 6. 
 
Table 6: Impact of Learning Approaches 
 

Platform Motivation (Mean) Language Proficiency Improvement (Mean) p-value 

Duolingo 4.2 25 0.001 

Oxford English Coach 4.6 25 0.001 

 
Statistical analysis, including t-tests and ANOVA, revealed significant differences (p < 0.05) in 
motivation levels and language proficiency improvement between users of Duolingo and Oxford 
English Coach. 

The results indicate that both gamification and structured, academically oriented lessons 
significantly impact user motivation and language proficiency, albeit to varying degrees. 

Users of both Duolingo and Oxford English Coach reported feeling highly motivated. However, 
Oxford English Coach users had higher average motivation scores than Duolingo users. This shows 
that planned sessions and academically oriented content can boost language learners' enthusiasm. 
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Both platforms produced comparable mean language proficiency improvement scores, with Duolingo 
and Oxford English Coach users demonstrating considerable improvement in language competency 
following the intervention period. The consistent progress results show that both gamification and 
structured teaching are effective techniques for improving language ability. 
 
3.5 Factors Influencing Language Acquisition on Duolingo and Oxford English Coach: 
 
Qualitative interviews were conducted with students and teachers to identify the most significant 
factors influencing language acquisition on Duolingo and Oxford English Coach. Thematic analysis 
was performed to extract critical themes related to language acquisition. The significant factors 
identified are discussed below. 
 
3.5.1 User Experience: 
 
Both students and teachers commended the user-friendly interfaces of both platforms, pointing out 
that intuitive design and ease of navigation contributed to better learning outcomes. Participants 
loved elements like progress tracking and personalized recommendations, which helped them set 
goals and check their skills. 
 
3.5.2 Content Quality: 
 
Teachers praised the academic quality of the content on Oxford English Coach, citing its consistency 
with curricular standards and suitability for structured, classroom-based learning. On the other hand, 
students reported variation in the quality of user-generated content on Duolingo, implying that 
content curation and moderation may impact language acquisition outcomes. 
 
3.5.3 Motivation: 
 
Students felt that Duolingo's gamification features, such as awards and progress badges, enhanced 
their motivation and engagement with the platform. Teachers underlined the value of planned 
courses and defined learning objectives on Oxford English Coach, which helps to maintain 
motivation and track progress. To complement the qualitative insights, quantitative data on user 
satisfaction and preferences were collected through surveys administered to a sample of users from 
both platforms. The results provided additional statistical details regarding user perceptions and 
preferences. 
 
3.5.4 User Satisfaction Levels: 
 
Mean user satisfaction values were computed for both Duolingo and Oxford English Coach. Both 
platforms received strong satisfaction ratings, with mean values greater than 4.0 on a 5-point scale 
(Table 7).  
 
Table 7. Descriptive Statistics: 
 

Platform Mean Satisfaction Standard Deviation 

Duolingo 4.3 0.6 

Oxford English Coach 4.1 0.7 

 
Statistical analysis, such as t-tests, was used to compare satisfaction levels on the two platforms and 
identify any significant differences. 
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Independent Samples t-test: 
• t-test Results: 𝑡(198) =2.34,𝑝=0.02t(198)=2.34,p=0.02 
There is a significant difference in user satisfaction between Duolingo and Oxford English 

Coach, with Duolingo having higher satisfaction ratings. The statistical analysis shows that users are 
significantly more satisfied with Duolingo than with Oxford English Coach. Both platforms have high 
satisfaction levels (mean > 4.0), but the difference is statistically significant. Duolingo's features and 
offerings might align more with user preferences. 

Recommendations for Oxford English Coach:  
Investigate Duolingo's strengths, such as user interface, gamification, and content variety.  
Follow-up surveys or focus groups can help you better understand user preferences and trouble 

issues. 
Implement feedback-based enhancements to increase overall user satisfaction. 
This method ensures a complete and rigorous comparison of the two platforms, offering useful 

insights to drive future developments and plans. 
 
3.5.5 User Preferences: 
 
We used surveys to measure people's preferences for learning techniques, content quality, and 
pricing structures. Participants used a Likert scale to identify their preferred training methods, level 
of content quality, and pricing structures. To compare the two platforms, we first calculated their 
mean ratings. Then, we utilized statistical tests like ANOVA to check for patterns in people's 
preferences on Duolingo and Oxford English Coach (Table 8). 

Mean Ratings: 
 

Aspect Duolingo Mean Rating Oxford English Coach Mean Rating 

Learning Techniques 4.2 3.8 

Content Quality 4.5 4.0 

Pricing Structures 3.9 3.7 

 
3.6 Key Findings 
 
Our findings showed that Duolingo and Oxford English Coach resulted in a considerable and 
comparable average improvement of 25 points on a language competency scale. This finding is 
consistent with recent studies showing the efficacy of technology-driven language learning platforms 
(Nami, 2020; Sabourin et al., 2013). It emphasizes the ability of language learners to improve their 
skills by using such tools. Furthermore, the statistical significance of the results (p < 0.05) indicates 
that these improvements were not chance events but genuine products of platform use. 

User Satisfaction: Both platforms received high ratings, with Oxford English Coach ranking 
somewhat higher. This finding is congruent with Sattar et al. 2021 research, which found that users 
are happy with platforms that offer structured and academically oriented lessons. These high 
satisfaction scores emphasize the importance of keeping users involved and satisfied with their 
language-learning experience (Bothma, 2022). User choices: User choices showed diversity. Duolingo 
users preferred gamified learning, but Oxford English Coach users preferred organized instruction. 
Alsawaier (2018) supports the variety in preferences, emphasizing the necessity of individualized 
learning approaches that adapt to individual learning styles. Furthermore, customer preferences for 
various price models demonstrate how pricing tactics influence user decisions (Liu et al., 2014; Chang 
et al., 2024) 
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 Discussion 
 
The results indicate that Duolingo and Oxford English Coach effectively improve language 
proficiency, with similar average improvements. User satisfaction was high on both platforms, with 
slight variations in preferred learning approaches. The qualitative insights highlight the importance 
of user experience, content quality, and motivation in language learning platforms. 

Our study found that Duolingo and Oxford English Coach significantly improved language 
proficiency, with an average improvement of 25 points on a language proficiency scale. These findings 
align with previous research by Alvi, I. (2022) and Kim et al. (2019), which also reported substantial 
improvements in language proficiency among users of similar language-learning apps. 

The statistical significance (p < 0.05) of the results suggests that these improvements were not 
due to random chance, highlighting the efficacy of both platforms. This finding underscores the 
notion that technology-enhanced language learning can effectively improve language skills (Alomari 
et al., 2020). The study found that Duolingo and Oxford English Coach significantly improved users' 
language proficiency, with comparable mean scores and substantial progress from pre-test to post-
test. This aligns with previous research indicating the effectiveness of language learning apps and 
platforms in enhancing language skills (e.g., Lai et al., 2022; Yao, 2023). 

User Satisfaction: User satisfaction levels were notably high on both Duolingo and Oxford 
English Coach, with Oxford English Coach scoring slightly higher. These findings align with the study 
by Johnson and Brown (2017), which identified high user satisfaction with language learning apps that 
offer structured and academically oriented lessons. The statistical significance (p < 0.05) of these 
results underscores the importance of user satisfaction in the effectiveness of language learning 
platforms.  

The results of the user satisfaction surveys indicated high levels of satisfaction with both 
Duolingo and Oxford English Coach. Mean satisfaction scores were above 4.0 on a 5-point scale for 
both platforms, suggesting that users generally found the platforms effective and satisfactory for their 
language learning needs. This finding aligns with previous studies that have also reported high levels 
of user satisfaction with language learning apps and platforms (Liu et al. (2022). 

User Preferences: User preferences were diverse. Duolingo users preferred gamified learning, 
while Oxford English Coach users favored structured learning. These findings are consistent with the 
research by Silva et al. (2019), which emphasizes the role of personalized learning approaches in user 
engagement. The preference for a freemium pricing model on Duolingo and a subscription-based 
model on Oxford English Coach corresponds to previous studies highlighting the impact of pricing 
models on user preferences (Chen, 2020).  

The study reveals that Duolingo and Oxford English Coach users have different preferences for 
learning approaches, content quality, and pricing models. Duolingo users prefer gamified learning 
and a freemium model, while Oxford English Coach users prefer structured learning and a 
subscription-based model. Oxford English Coach also has higher content quality ratings (e.g., Huda 
et al. (2023). Irawan, (2020). Developers and educators must understand user preferences to create 
language learning platforms that cater to their needs. Incorporating features and pricing models that 
align with these preferences can enhance user satisfaction and engagement. 

Impact of Learning Approaches: Our research discovered that Duolingo and Oxford English 
Coach produced equivalent language competence gains, while Oxford English Coach users reported 
much greater levels of desire. This parallels the findings of Lee et al. (2011), who stressed the relevance 
of motivation in language learning outcomes. The statistical significance of the motivation results (p 
< 0.05) highlights the need to include motivational aspects in language learning systems. 

Factors Influencing Language Acquisition: Qualitative insights from our study identified 
user experience, content quality, and motivation as significant factors influencing language 
acquisition. These findings are in line with research by Hiver et al. (2024). which highlighted the role 
of user experience in user engagement and satisfaction. As emphasized by teachers, content quality is 
consistent with the work of Zhang and Zou (2022), who found that high-quality content positively 
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affects learning outcomes.  
The study on language acquisition on Duolingo and Oxford English Coach revealed key themes 

like user experience, content quality, and motivation. Both platforms were praised for their user-
friendly interfaces and interactive learning features, but teachers emphasized the importance of 
structured lessons. These findings are consistent with previous research highlighting the significance 
of user experience and content quality in language learning platforms (e.g., Jongmans et al. (2022). 
Developers and educators can optimize language learning platforms to enhance user satisfaction and 
learning outcomes by identifying and addressing key factors influencing language acquisition. 

 
 Conclusion 

 
This study analyzed the effectiveness of Duolingo and Oxford English Coach language learning 
systems, focusing on their learning methodologies and user satisfaction. The results showed no 
significant difference between the two systems, with users generally satisfied. However, unlike 
Duolingo's gamified learning techniques and freemium pricing model, Oxford English Coach users 
were more satisfied with its structured learning methods and subscription-based pricing model. 
Oxford English Coach users reported better motivation levels, indicating the effectiveness of both 
gamified and organized learning techniques. User experience, material quality, and motivation were 
critical aspects of language learning. While Oxford English Coach received better reviews for material 
quality, both systems were praised for their interactive features, comprehensive content options, and 
user-friendly interfaces. Educators emphasized the importance of well-organized classes and 
engaging material in language learning and suggested that both platforms could be improved. The 
study suggests that developers and educators can enhance language learning platforms by listening to 
user feedback and using practical learning strategies. This leads to more effective platforms and 
happier users, benefiting learners worldwide. 
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