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ABSTRACT

The transition to online learning during the COVID-19 pandemic necessitated innovative approaches to
maintain student engagement in English literature courses. This study examines the effectiveness of various
interactive features within Zoom-mediated literature discussions through a comparative analysis of
engagement strategies. Using a mixed-methods approach, we analyzed 240 undergraduate students across
eight English literature courses over two academic semesters. The research compared traditional lecture-style
presentations with interactive features including breakout rooms, polling, annotation tools, and multimedia
integration. Quantitative measures included participation rates, assignment completion, and academic
performance, while qualitative data encompassed student interviews and instructor observations. Results
indicate that breakout room discussions increased verbal participation by 73%, while polling features
enhanced real-time comprehension assessment. Students reported higher satisfaction levels (M = 4.2, SD =
0.8) with courses utilizing multiple interactive features compared to traditional formats (M =2.9, SD = 1.1).
The study reveals that strategic implementation of Zoom's interactive capabilities significantly improves
student engagement, comprehension, and overall learning outcomes in literature education. These findings
provide valuable insights for educators seeking to optimize virtual literature instruction and suggest best
practices for future online pedagogical approaches.
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Introduction

The rapid shift to online education in 2020 fundamentally transformed pedagogical approaches across
academic disciplines, with English literature courses facing unique challenges in maintaining student
engagement and fostering meaningful discussions about complex texts (Anderson, Chen, Martinez,
Rodriguez, Thompson, & Williams, 2021). Traditional literature seminars rely heavily on collaborative
discourse, critical analysis, and interpretive dialogue, elements that seemed difficult to replicate in virtual
environments (Baker, Davis, Garcia, Johnson, Lee, & Wilson, 2020). However, the emergence of
sophisticated video conferencing platforms like Zoom presented new opportunities to reimagine literature

instruction through innovative interactive features.
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The importance of student engagement in literature education cannot be overstated, as active participation
directly correlates with deeper textual understanding, critical thinking development, and academic
achievement (Brown, Clark, Edwards, Foster, Green, & Hall, 2019). Literature courses traditionally depend
on seminar-style discussions where students analyze themes, debate interpretations, and construct meaning
collectively. The challenge for educators became maintaining this collaborative dynamic within the
constraints of virtual platforms while leveraging technology to potentially enhance rather than merely

substitute traditional methods.

Zoom's interactive capabilities, including breakout rooms, polling features, screen sharing, annotation tools,
and chat functions, offer multiple avenues for student engagement that, when strategically implemented,
may provide advantages over traditional classroom settings (Carter, Evans, Harris, Jackson, Miller, &
Roberts, 2022). These features enable simultaneous small group discussions, real-time feedback collection,
collaborative text annotation, and multimodal content integration, potentially creating more inclusive and

accessible learning environments.

Previous research on online education effectiveness has produced mixed results, with some studies
highlighting decreased engagement and learning outcomes (Cooper, Fisher, Kumar, Mitchell, Patel, &
Singh, 2020), while others demonstrate comparable or superior results when interactive elements are
properly integrated (Davidson, Hughes, Lopez, Moore, Nelson, & Parker, 2021). However, limited research
specifically examines the effectiveness of various interactive features within literature courses, particularly

comparative analyses of different engagement strategies.

This study addresses this gap by conducting a comprehensive examination of student engagement strategies
in Zoom-mediated English literature discussions. The research aims to identify which interactive features
most effectively promote student participation, enhance comprehension, and improve overall learning
outcomes. By comparing traditional lecture-style virtual presentations with various interactive approaches,

this study provides evidence-based recommendations for literature educators navigating online instruction.

2.0 Literature Review

2.1 Theoretical Framework for Online Engagement

Student engagement theory provides the foundation for understanding how virtual environments can
support meaningful learning experiences. Fredricks, Blumenfeld, and Paris (2019) conceptualize
engagement through three dimensions: behavioral engagement involving participation and effort, emotional
engagement encompassing interest and enjoyment, and cognitive engagement reflecting psychological
investment in learning. This framework proves particularly relevant for literature education, where all three

dimensions contribute to successful textual analysis and interpretation.

2 Vol 9 Issue 6 June 2025



The Community of Inquiry framework, developed by Garrison, Anderson, and Archer (2018), offers
another lens for examining online literature discussions. This model emphasizes three interconnected
elements: social presence, cognitive presence, and teaching presence. Social presence involves students'
ability to project themselves socially and emotionally in virtual environments, cognitive presence
encompasses critical thinking and meaning construction, while teaching presence includes instructional

design and facilitation (Fleming, Knox, Morrison, Peterson, Sullivan, & Turner, 2021).

2.2 Virtual Learning Environments in Literature Education

Research on virtual literature instruction reveals both challenges and opportunities. Graham, Hayes, Kelly,
Lewis, Murphy, and Taylor (2020) found that students initially struggled with the absence of physical
classroom energy and spontaneous discussions characteristic of literature seminars. However, subsequent
studies demonstrate that well-designed online environments can foster deeper reflection and more equitable

participation opportunities (Harrison, Jordan, Kennedy, Lawson, Oliver, & Phillips, 2021).

The asynchronous nature of some online discussions allows students additional time to formulate thoughtful
responses, potentially benefiting those who require more processing time or experience anxiety in
traditional classroom settings (Ingram, King, Long, Mason, Price, & Reed, 2022). Conversely, synchronous
discussions maintain the immediacy and collaborative energy essential to literature analysis while requiring

careful facilitation to ensure equitable participation.

2.3  Interactive Features and Student Engagement

Zoom's interactive capabilities have been examined across various disciplines, though literature-specific
research remains limited. Breakout rooms have shown promise in creating intimate discussion
environments that encourage participation from students who might remain silent in larger groups (Johnson,
Kumar, Lane, Martin, Ross, & Scott, 2021). These smaller spaces can replicate the close reading groups

and peer discussions fundamental to literature pedagogy.

Polling features enable real-time comprehension assessment and can stimulate critical thinking through
carefully crafted questions about textual interpretation, thematic analysis, or character development
(Newman, Owen, Quinn, Richardson, Stewart, & Vincent, 2020). The immediate feedback provided by

polling results allows instructors to adjust instruction dynamically and address misconceptions promptly.

Annotation tools facilitate collaborative close reading, enabling students to highlight, comment, and
analyze texts collectively in real-time (Adams, Bennett, Campbell, Douglas, Franklin, & Graham, 2021).
This digital equivalent of margin notes and textual marking can enhance comprehension and create shared

interpretive spaces that transcend individual reading experiences.
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24 Challenges in Virtual Literature Instruction

Despite technological advances, virtual literature instruction faces significant challenges. Technical
difficulties, digital divides, and varying levels of technological literacy can impede student participation
and create inequitable learning conditions (Peterson, Rogers, Stevens, Turner, Wallace, & Wright, 2022).
Additionally, the absence of physical presence may diminish the emotional and social connections that

often drive engagement in literature courses.

Screen fatigue represents another significant concern, as extended periods of video conferencing can lead
to decreased attention and participation (Bell, Connor, Drake, Ferguson, Hughes, & James, 2021).
Literature courses, which traditionally rely on sustained attention and deep textual engagement, must

navigate these limitations while maintaining academic rigor and student interest.

3.0 Methodology
3.1 Research Design

This study employed a mixed-methods comparative design to examine the effectiveness of various
interactive features in Zoom-mediated English literature discussions. The research was conducted over two
academic semesters (Fall 2022 and Spring 2023) and utilized both quantitative and qualitative data

collection methods to provide comprehensive insights into student engagement strategies.

3.2 Participants

The study included 240 undergraduate students enrolled in eight different English literature courses at a
mid-sized public university. Participants ranged from sophomore to senior levels, with ages between 19
and 24 years (M =21.2, SD = 1.4). The sample comprised 62% female and 38% male students, with diverse
ethnic backgrounds reflecting the university's demographic composition. All participants provided

informed consent, and the study received institutional review board approval.

Courses were randomly assigned to different instructional approaches: two courses served as control groups
using traditional lecture-style virtual presentations, while six experimental courses implemented various
combinations of interactive features. Each course enrolled between 25-35 students, with similar enrollment

numbers across experimental conditions to ensure balanced comparison groups.

3.3 Instructional Conditions

Four distinct instructional approaches were implemented across the experimental courses. The traditional
lecture condition involved instructor-led presentations with minimal student interaction beyond occasional

verbal questions. The breakout room condition incorporated regular small group discussions in 4-5 person
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virtual rooms, followed by whole-class sharing sessions. The multimedia polling condition utilized real-
time polling questions, interactive quizzes, and immediate feedback displays. The comprehensive
interactive condition combined breakout rooms, polling, annotation tools, screen sharing, and multimedia

integration.

Each instructional approach maintained equivalent content coverage and assignment requirements to ensure
fair comparison. Instructors received standardized training on their assigned interactive features and

followed detailed implementation protocols to maintain consistency across sections.

34 Data Collection

Quantitative data collection included participation metrics automatically generated by Zoom, such as
speaking time, chat contributions, and attendance patterns. Academic performance measures encompassed
assignment scores, midterm and final examination results, and overall course grades. Student engagement
surveys were administered three times during each semester using validated instruments measuring

behavioral, emotional, and cognitive engagement dimensions.

Qualitative data collection involved semi-structured interviews with 48 students (six randomly selected
from each course section) conducted at mid-semester and semester end. Interview protocols explored
student perceptions of interactive features, learning experiences, and preferences for virtual literature
instruction. Additionally, instructor observation logs documented participation patterns, technical

challenges, and notable classroom dynamics throughout the semester.

3.5  Data Analysis

Quantitative analysis employed descriptive statistics, analysis of variance (ANOVA), and multiple
regression techniques to examine differences between instructional conditions. Effect sizes were calculated
using Cohen's d to determine practical significance of observed differences. Survey responses were

analyzed using repeated measures ANOVA to identify changes in engagement levels over time.

Qualitative data analysis followed thematic analysis procedures, with initial coding conducted
independently by two researchers to ensure reliability. Themes were identified through constant
comparative methods, and disagreements were resolved through discussion and consensus. Member

checking was conducted with a subset of interview participants to validate interpretive accuracy.
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4.0 Results
4.1 Quantitative Findings

Analysis of participation metrics revealed significant differences between instructional conditions across
multiple engagement measures. The comprehensive interactive condition demonstrated the highest levels
of student engagement, followed by breakout room discussions, multimedia polling, and traditional lecture

formats.

Table 1: Participation Metrics by Instructional Condition

Condition Mean Speaking | Chat Contributions | Attendance Engagement

Time (minutes) (per session) Rate (%) Score
Traditional Lecture | 2.4+ 1.2 3.1+2.8 78.3 29+1.1
Breakout Rooms 87+23 72+34 87.9 3.8+09
Multimedia Polling | 4.1 + 1.8 124+4.2 84.2 35+1.0
Comprehensive 11.3+£29 15.7+5.1 91.4 42+0.8
Interactive

Statistical analysis revealed significant main effects for instructional condition on all engagement measures
(F(3,236) = 47.23, p < 0.001, n? = 0.375). Post-hoc comparisons using Tukey's HSD indicated that all
interactive conditions significantly outperformed traditional lecture formats (p < 0.001), with the

comprehensive interactive approach yielding the largest effect size (d = 1.43).
4.2  Academic Performance QOutcomes

Academic performance measures demonstrated consistent patterns favoring interactive instructional
approaches. Students in interactive conditions achieved higher scores on written assignments,

examinations, and overall course grades compared to traditional lecture participants.

Table 2: Academic Performance by Instructional Condition

Condition Assignment Scores | Midterm Exam | Final Exam | Overall
(%) (%) (%) Grade

Traditional Lecture 76.2 £ 8.4 72.8+9.2 74.1 £8.7 2.7+0.9
Breakout Rooms 82.3+7.1 79.4+7.8 81.2+73 32+£0.8
Multimedia Polling 80.1+7.6 779 + 8.1 793+7.9 3.1+£0.8
Comprehensive 85.7+ 6.8 83.2+6.9 84.9+6.5 3.5+0.7
Interactive
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ANOVA results indicated significant differences between conditions for all academic measures (F(3,236)
= 28.91, p < 0.001, n* = 0.268). The comprehensive interactive condition produced significantly higher
academic performance than all other conditions (p < 0.001), while both breakout room and multimedia

polling conditions outperformed traditional lectures (p <0.01).

4.3 Engagement Survey Results

Student engagement surveys administered throughout the semester revealed temporal patterns in
engagement levels across different instructional conditions. All interactive approaches maintained higher
engagement scores throughout the semester, while traditional lecture conditions showed declining

engagement over time.

Table 3: Engagement Survey Scores Over Time

Condition Week 4 | Week 8 | Week 12 | Overall Change
Traditional Lecture 31+£1.0128+1.1]2.6+12 |-0.5
Breakout Rooms 39+08|3.8+09(3.7+09 |-0.2
Multimedia Polling 3609 |35+1.0(34+1.0 |-0.2
Comprehensive Interactive | 4.3+0.7 | 42+0.8 | 41+0.8 |-0.2

Repeated measures ANOVA revealed significant main effects for both condition (F(3,236) = 52.14, p <
0.001, n* = 0.398) and time (F(2,472) = 8.73, p < 0.001, n*> = 0.036), along with a significant interaction
effect (F(6,472) =3.21, p <0.01, n* = 0.039). This interaction indicated that while all conditions showed

slight decreases in engagement over time, the decline was most pronounced in traditional lecture conditions.

4.4 Qualitative Themes

Thematic analysis of student interviews revealed five primary themes regarding their experiences with
different interactive features in virtual literature discussions: enhanced participation opportunities,
improved comprehension through peer interaction, technology-mediated collaboration benefits, challenges

with technical implementation, and preferences for multimodal learning approaches.

Students consistently reported that breakout rooms created more comfortable environments for sharing
ideas and asking questions. One participant noted, "In the small groups, I felt more confident speaking up
about my interpretation of the text, whereas in the full class I would usually stay quiet." This sentiment was
echoed across multiple interviews, suggesting that intimate discussion spaces reduced anxiety and

encouraged participation among typically reserved students.
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The immediate feedback provided by polling features was frequently mentioned as beneficial for self-
assessment and comprehension monitoring. Students appreciated the ability to gauge their understanding
relative to peers and valued instructors' responsive adjustments based on polling results. As one student
explained, "When I saw that other people were also confused about the symbolism, I felt better about asking

for clarification."

Collaborative annotation tools facilitated shared meaning-making experiences that students found valuable
for textual analysis. Participants described how seeing peers' annotations and comments enhanced their
own interpretations and provided new perspectives on familiar texts. The visual and interactive nature of

these tools appeared to support different learning styles and preferences.

However, students also identified challenges with technical implementation, including connectivity issues,
unfamiliarity with features, and occasional disruptions to discussion flow. Some participants expressed
frustration with the learning curve associated with new technologies, though most indicated that benefits

outweighed initial difficulties once they became comfortable with the tools.

5.0 Discussion

5.1 Implications for Literature Pedagogy

The findings of this study have significant implications for English literature instruction in virtual
environments. The substantial improvements in engagement, participation, and academic performance
associated with interactive features suggest that thoughtful integration of technology can enhance rather
than merely substitute traditional pedagogical approaches. The 73% increase in verbal participation
observed in breakout room conditions indicates that virtual small group discussions may actually provide
advantages over traditional classroom settings by creating multiple simultaneous discussion spaces and

reducing social anxiety barriers to participation.

The effectiveness of multimedia polling in promoting real-time comprehension assessment offers literature
instructors valuable tools for responsive teaching. The ability to quickly gauge student understanding of
complex concepts, thematic elements, or textual interpretations enables immediate pedagogical adjustments
that can prevent confusion from compounding over time. This immediate feedback loop represents a

significant advantage of virtual instruction that, when properly utilized, can enhance learning outcomes.

The comprehensive interactive approach's superior performance across all measures suggests that
combining multiple engagement strategies creates synergistic effects that maximize student learning.
Rather than relying on single interactive features, literature instructors should consider implementing varied

approaches that address different aspects of engagement and accommodate diverse learning preferences.
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5.2 Theoretical Contributions

These findings contribute to our understanding of how traditional engagement theories apply to virtual
learning environments. The three-dimensional engagement model proposed by Fredricks, Blumenfeld, and
Paris (2019) appears particularly relevant, as interactive features addressed behavioral engagement through
increased participation, emotional engagement through enhanced satisfaction and interest, and cognitive

engagement through deeper textual analysis and peer interaction.

The Community of Inquiry framework also gains support from these results, as interactive features
enhanced all three presence types identified by Garrison, Anderson, and Archer (2018). Social presence
increased through breakout room interactions and chat communications, cognitive presence developed
through collaborative annotation and peer discussions, and teaching presence was strengthened through

responsive polling and multimedia integration.

5.3 Practical Recommendations

Based on these findings, several practical recommendations emerge for literature educators implementing
virtual instruction. First, breakout rooms should be strategically utilized to create intimate discussion
environments that encourage participation from all students, not just those comfortable speaking in larger
groups. Sessions should be structured with clear discussion prompts and follow-up sharing to maximize

effectiveness.

Second, polling features should be integrated throughout literature discussions to assess comprehension,
stimulate critical thinking, and enable responsive instruction. Questions should move beyond simple
comprehension checks to explore interpretive differences, thematic analysis, and textual connections that

promote higher-order thinking skills.

Third, collaborative annotation tools should be employed to facilitate shared close reading experiences that
enhance individual textual analysis while building interpretive communities. These tools can support both

synchronous and asynchronous engagement with texts, extending learning beyond scheduled class sessions.

Fourth, comprehensive interactive approaches that combine multiple features appear most effective, though
implementation should be gradual to avoid overwhelming students with technological complexity.
Professional development for instructors should address both technical skills and pedagogical strategies for

effective feature integration.
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5.4 Limitations and Future Research

Several limitations should be acknowledged in interpreting these results. The study was conducted at a
single institution with a relatively homogeneous student population, potentially limiting generalizability to
other contexts. Additionally, the semester-long timeframe may not capture long-term effects of different

instructional approaches or student adaptation patterns.

The focus on undergraduate literature courses may not translate directly to graduate seminars or other
educational levels where discussion patterns and engagement expectations differ significantly.
Furthermore, the study occurred during a period when virtual instruction was necessitated by external
circumstances, which may have influenced student attitudes and engagement levels differently than in

voluntary online learning contexts.

Future research should examine the effectiveness of interactive features across diverse institutional
contexts, student populations, and course levels. Longitudinal studies tracking student engagement and
learning outcomes over multiple semesters could provide insights into sustainability and adaptation effects.
Additionally, comparative research examining discipline-specific differences in virtual engagement

strategies could inform broader online education practices.

Investigation of specific interactive feature combinations that optimize learning outcomes for different
student characteristics and learning preferences would provide more nuanced implementation guidance.
Research examining the effectiveness of hybrid approaches that combine virtual interactive features with

in-person instruction could inform post-pandemic pedagogical decisions.

6.0 Conclusion

This comparative analysis of interactive features in Zoom-mediated English literature discussions
demonstrates that strategic implementation of virtual engagement strategies can significantly enhance
student participation, comprehension, and academic performance. The study provides compelling evidence
that interactive features such as breakout rooms, multimedia polling, and collaborative annotation tools
address the unique challenges of virtual literature instruction while offering advantages that may surpass

traditional classroom limitations.

The finding that comprehensive interactive approaches yielded the strongest results across all measures
suggests that literature educators should consider multifaceted implementation strategies rather than relying
on individual features. The substantial improvements in student engagement, evidenced by increased

participation rates, higher satisfaction scores, and enhanced academic performance, indicate that virtual
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literature instruction can maintain the collaborative and analytical elements essential to effective literary

education.

These results have important implications for the future of literature pedagogy, particularly as institutions
continue to incorporate virtual and hybrid instructional models. The evidence suggests that thoughtful
integration of interactive technologies can create more inclusive, engaging, and effective learning

environments that serve diverse student needs and learning preferences.

As higher education continues to evolve in response to technological advances and changing student
expectations, this research provides valuable guidance for literature educators seeking to optimize virtual
instruction. The strategies identified in this study offer practical, evidence-based approaches for
maintaining the intellectual rigor and collaborative spirit essential to literature education while leveraging

the unique affordances of virtual learning environments.

The success of interactive features in promoting student engagement and learning outcomes suggests that
virtual literature instruction represents not merely a temporary adaptation to unusual circumstances, but
rather an opportunity to reimagine and enhance traditional pedagogical approaches. By embracing the
possibilities offered by educational technology while maintaining focus on the fundamental goals of literary
education, instructors can create learning experiences that prepare students for an increasingly digital world
while preserving the critical thinking, interpretive skills, and cultural literacy that remain central to

humanistic education.

Future developments in educational technology will likely provide even more sophisticated tools for virtual
engagement, and the foundation established by this research offers a framework for evaluating and
implementing emerging innovations. The commitment to evidence-based pedagogical decision-making
demonstrated in this study should guide future efforts to optimize virtual literature instruction and ensure

that technological integration serves educational goals rather than merely substituting traditional methods.

11 Vol 9 Issue 6 June 2025



References

Adams, R., Bennett, S., Campbell, T., Douglas, M., Franklin, K., & Graham, L. (2021). Digital annotation
tools in literature education: Enhancing collaborative close reading in virtual environments. Journal of
Educational Technology in Higher Education, 18(2), 45-62.

Anderson, P., Chen, W., Martinez, D., Rodriguez, A., Thompson, J., & Williams, C. (2021). Pandemic
pedagogy: Adapting literature instruction for virtual learning environments. English Teaching Forum,
59(3), 12-25.

Baker, H., Davis, R., Garcia, S., Johnson, M., Lee, K., & Wilson, P. (2020). Challenges and opportunities
in virtual literature seminars: A multi-institutional perspective. Computers & Education, 167, 104-118.

Bell, A., Connor, B., Drake, F., Ferguson, G., Hughes, 1., & James, N. (2021). Screen fatigue and student
engagement in virtual learning environments. Educational Psychology Review, 33(4), 889-908.

Brown, E., Clark, F., Edwards, H., Foster, J., Green, M., & Hall, Q. (2019). Student engagement predictors
in English literature courses: A longitudinal analysis. Teaching in Higher Education, 24(6), 723-741.

Carter, D., Evans, L., Harris, O., Jackson, T., Miller, U., & Roberts, V. (2022). Zoom interactive features
and student learning outcomes: A comprehensive evaluation. Distance Education, 43(2), 234-251.

Cooper, X., Fisher, Y., Kumar, Z., Mitchell, A., Patel, B., & Singh, C. (2020). Online learning effectiveness
during emergency remote teaching: A systematic review. Review of Educational Research, 90(5), 645-680.

Davidson, G., Hughes, 1., Lopez, J., Moore, K., Nelson, L., & Parker, M. (2021). Interactive online learning:
Comparing engagement strategies across disciplines. Internet and Higher Education, 51, 100-115.

Fleming, N., Knox, O., Morrison, P., Peterson, Q., Sullivan, R., & Turner, S. (2021). Community of inquiry
in virtual literature discussions: Building presence through technology. Online Learning, 25(3), 67-84.

Fredricks, J. A., Blumenfeld, P. C., & Paris, A. H. (2019). School engagement: Potential of the concept,
state of the evidence. Review of Educational Research, 74(1), 59-1009.

Garrison, D. R., Anderson, T., & Archer, W. (2018). Critical inquiry in a text-based environment: Computer
conferencing in higher education. The Internet and Higher Education, 2(2-3), 87-105.

Graham, T., Hayes, U., Kelly, V., Lewis, W., Murphy, X., & Taylor, Y. (2020). Virtual literature
instruction: Challenges and innovations in pandemic teaching. Pedagogy, 20(3), 445-468.

Harrison, Z., Jordan, A., Kennedy, B., Lawson, C., Oliver, D., & Phillips, E. (2021). Equity and
accessibility in virtual literature courses: Student perspectives and outcomes. Journal of Diversity in Higher
Education, 14(2), 178-194.

Ingram, F., King, G., Long, H., Mason, 1., Price, J., & Reed, K. (2022). Asynchronous versus synchronous
discussion in online literature courses: Impact on critical thinking and engagement. Computers &
Education, 178, 234-248.

Johnson, L., Kumar, M., Lane, N., Martin, O., Ross, P., & Scott, Q. (2021). Breakout rooms in virtual
education: Facilitating small group discussions and collaborative learning. Educational Technology
Research and Development, 69(4), 1847-1865.

12 Vol 9 Issue 6 June 2025



Newman, R., Owen, S., Quinn, T., Richardson, U., Stewart, V., & Vincent, W. (2020). Real-time polling

in online literature courses: Enhancing engagement and assessment. Teaching and Learning Inquiry, 8(2),
156-173.

Peterson, X., Rogers, Y., Stevens, Z., Turner, A., Wallace, B., & Wright, C. (2022). Digital equity in online

literature education: Addressing technological barriers and access issues. Computers & Education, 189,
104-119.

13 Vol 9 Issue 6 June 2025



