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Abstract

This thesis reports on a descriptive survey whistestigated students’ perceptions of the
usefulness of computer-assisted language lear@Agl() for their learning of English as a
second language in New Zealand tertiary self-acoesses. Sixty-four English second language
students using the facilities of 8 New Zealanddeytself-access centres and 18 staff associated
with those centres participated in this study. Deda collected by means of a questionnaire,

semi-structured interviews and field notes.

Students were asked to identify, with regard to CAdself-access centres, those areas of CALL
which they perceived to be most useful for learriamglish. They were then asked to rank more
specific CALL language learning activities for usieess. Participants were also asked to
compare the usefulness of CALL materials with othere traditional learning resources
available to them in self-access centres. Stafevaéso asked to complete the surveys and to take

part in the interviews and their views are congdstith student responses.

The results of the study show that most of theigpeints found CALL very useful for learning
English, especially for listening practice. Theurfid CALL useful for writing and reading but
not useful for speaking. The specific areas thé&yJALL was best was in improving their
vocabulary and providing interesting listening nniae followed by correcting their errors and
improving their grammar. Despite their positiveliieg towards CALL, students rated every
other resource available in self-access centrest &pm magazines and “other unnamed
resources”, as equally useful or more useful thAhlC Staff were significantly more positive
about the usefulness of CALL than students, andjtbater their experience teaching with CALL
the more positive they were. Staff rated CALL agenaseful than every resource in self-access

apart from one-to-one help. These findings sugipes$tCALL is seen as one of the valuable



resources in self-access but is not ranked above traditional learning sources by students and
may be overvalued by staff. Also discussed isype bf CALL material preferred by the
participants. The study concludes by discussindications of the findings and making

recommendations for further research.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

In this chapter the contextual background of tlielsis outlined. | begin with an outline of
where self-access fits in the education systemeiw KMealand and attitudes towards autonomy
and computer-assisted language learning (CALLhé&Marious educational sectors. This is
followed by a closer look at how self-access funttiin the New Zealand setting. Then follow
sections on the origins of the study and the aihtbeoresearch. The rationale behind the choice
of this particular topic precedes the specific aesle questions and finally the outline of the thesi

is presented.
Contextual background

The shift from teacher-centred to student-centeadning in the past two decades has resulted in
a greater focus on autonomy which has become ot afatchwords of the self-access

community (Cotterall and Crabbe,1999; Gremmo aneyR1995).

The increasing accessibility and availability ohmqmuters over the past decade, because of
lowered price, ease of use, the provision of grgatecessing power and more useful software,
has lead to their widespread use in the New Zeatdndation system and in self-access centres.
In 2003 New Zealand had 41.4 computers for evefyddbple and 24% of the population
subscribed to the Internet (Statistics New Zeal@200,7). New Zealand consistently sits amongst

the highest computer and Internet user countri¢isarworld.

Yet despite this familiarity with the computing eémnment very little is known about the subject

of learner beliefs concerning the use of compussiséed language learning in New Zealand self-



access centres. My own interest in this area caome my teaching experience with the tentative
use of computers in secondary ESOL and Englislsidams and in two small self-access
programmes | initiated to explore the potentialha$ type of learning with English second

language students in two secondary schools.

Aims of the study

Zhao (2005b:6) in his discussion of the significanéstions still to be researched in using
technology to teach and learn language, notegjtiestions can be either based on practical
concerns or derived from theory. In this latteregaty he records Chapelle’s two critical
questions for future research. The first is “Wkiatl of language does the learner engage in
during a CALL activity?” and the second is “How gbis the language experience in CALL for
L2 learning?” Although Chapelle is viewing thesgesgtions from the Second language
researcher’s perspective they can equally validlyiewed through the student’s eye and the
second question can also be viewed from a pragigaipective. “What kind of CALL materials
do the learners choose to use in self-access?iei®bthe questions pursued in this study. The
second question is “How good (i.e. useful) doedehener perceive the language experience in

CALL to be for second language learning?”

The purpose of this study is to add to the existiody of knowledge about the use of CALL in
the specific area of tertiary self-access centrdéaw Zealand. This study aims to identify if
students perceive CALL, and CALL resources, asulgef their learning of English as a second
language in New Zealand tertiary self-access cen8ridents were asked to identify, with regard
to CALL in self-access centres, those areas in lwthiey perceived CALL to be most useful.
They were then asked to rank more specific CALIglaage learning activities for usefulness. It
Is hoped this information has revealed areas irthvhetter software or websites will need to be
developed or found and the areas in which CALL weses perform most closely to student

expectation. Participants were also asked to coenjarusefulness of CALL materials with other
2



more traditional learning resources available enthn self-access centres. Empirical data was
gathered on whether CALL resources were consida@®@ or less useful than these other types
of learning resources. Thus purchasers of resoundég setting up of self-access centres can
have some idea of which type of CALL resources il most favour in their learning and to
what extent these should replace or give way tcertraditional learning resources. To make this
information more explicit, students named CALL n@s@s they have found particularly useful.
The aim is not to produce a definitive list of resmes, as obviously newer or more expensive
resources may not yet be available in many ceatndslder resources, and resources well-
known to staff, may tend to be promoted by advisbhe aim instead is to give some indication
of which type of resources students perceive aspavpositive affect. Staff perceptions of
CALL were also investigated to discover whetherghae any significant differences between

staff perceptions of the usefulness of CALL andsthof the students.

Rationale for the present study

This study aims to fill a “gap” in research on CAlrL_self-access centres in New Zealand
settings. There appears to be a limited amourgssarch on the use of CALL in New Zealand
and even less on the use of CALL in self-accesge®nlhe research previously done on CALL
has tended to be based on studies in languageadass, and research on CALL in self-access

situations has often been incidental rather thamthin focus of research studies.

The use of student perceptions in such studiestialways popular (Warschauer and Healey,
1998). Student perceptions, however, are impokiacause so much of successful self-access
learning depends on student motivation and thisbeanegatively influenced if materials are
perceived to have no learning value. To be “useduBaching strategy or teaching materials must
“help” the learner in some practical, beneficiahw@he word “usefulness” was chosen in this
study from a number of other possibilities not dodcause it was easy to understand but also
because it has a suggestion of personal conndctithe learning process. Thus a programme

3



may be perceived by the learner to be very excdimgj enjoyable or well-designed but the
student may still have doubts that they are legramything practical or useful. They may be
afraid to be critical if the question word used Weif$ective” and staff have recommended a
programme. To the student it may be obvious tlat &ill not recommend or provide anything
that is not effective. Using the word “useful” gsvthe student a less judgemental option which
might, therefore, not be seen as questioning arsujsgudgement. “Usefulness” is related to the

particular needs of the learner rather than theevaf the learning resource or strategy.

Biggs (cited in Dunn, 2005:6) contends that leagng“what the student does” not “what the
teacher does” and Dunn (2005:6) says that this sngariting the student at the centre of the
process”. The widely adopted constructivist viewgpan CALL also emphasizes the “centrality

of the learner in the learning process” (Levy atacBwell, 2006: 123). Students are possibly
more aware of what helps them learn than teacBespite this, some research in CALL

assumes the learning process can only be measyfaxystrokes or measurable gains in discrete
activities. However, despite Warschauer and HesalE€y©98) suspicion that it is an easy research
path, student perception of what actually workstfi@m in self-access learning centres has, apart
from studies by Richards (1999), Gremmo (cited att€rall and Reinders, 2001) and
Reinders(2000), not been widely researched. In thete is some suspicion that students are
poor judges of their own learning, and others camtht®any students have a very weak awareness
of what independent learning involves (Cotterall &einders, 2001). However, Barkhuizen
(1998) contends that it is important for teacherseggularly monitor their students’ perceptions of

the activities they are engaged in.

Similar studies have been done using CALL classsydwo of these in the New Zealand
environment. Ayres (2000) found students genertealy very positive perceptions of CALL.
Cartner (2004) found students extremely positiveuélthe improvement in their English after
using computers to study. Another study (Stevg881), using a Foundation Science Course in
Sultan Qaboos University in Oman, looked at studéiittides to what we would now call a

4



language laboratory. More recently Mak and Turn{#dB8) included CALL in a study of
personalised English programmes in the Self-Actessning Centre at Hong Kong Baptist
University. My study complements the knowledge gdim these studies and extends it to the

particular environment of New Zealand tertiary saitess centres.

Notwithstanding the useful studies done in clagsigdhe use of CALL in self-access centres in
New Zealand does not seem to be as well-researBigtards (1999), studying learners’
perceptions of learning gains in the self-accestreat Victoria University, mentions CALL use
briefly. Hayo Reinders’ thesis (2000) on learnel®were using the same centre as part of their
English Proficiency Programme mentions CALL as pad wider review of materials used

there. Although he was looking at factors to ddwigarner autonomy, he found that computers
were rated very positively. However, they were afsmtioned as one of the areas where students
experienced most difficulty. In looking at CALL neatals most favoured as useful in self-access,

this study also extends some of the work done bgdees and Richards.

The study done on a Self-Access Learning Centiteeaitiong Kong Baptist University by Mak
and Turnbull (1998) looked, amongst other thingsha learner preferences for different types of
materials used in the centre. It rated six diffetgpes of materials for the amount of use and
evaluation of usefulness. They also looked atithe students spent in each of the language
areas (grammatr, listening, vocabulary, readingtng; pronunciation and speaking) and learner
perceptions of which supported achievement the Bétstough their study does not completely

parallel the present study, it has points of irgetieat can be compared to the present study.

In some ways this study could be seen as goingnsigidie current flow of popular research:
computer-mediated communication (CML), integratetlended learning, online virtual
classrooms, and the concept of the computer disaimgeas a style of learning and becoming
merely an aide (like the whiteboard or overheaglegtor) are the areas of most intense interest.
Revisiting how students perceive the usefulnesstof CALL (language software with a

response mechanism which acts like a teacher)fiaseess centres, when so many new and
5



potentially exciting CML developments are emerditagbe discussed more fully in Chapter 2),
is a socially pragmatic attempt (Chapelle, 2003ptk at present day realities. It complements
previous research done on CALL in classroom sedtindfNew Zealand tertiary institutions and

extends the research done in individual self-accestes by covering a wider range of centres.

Scope of the study

CALL, as used in this study, refers to computeigpaonmes with an instructional purpose, a
teaching presence or a language-learning obje@tiubbard, 2006) and covers a wide multi-
disciplinary field, so it is perhaps worthwhilethis point to outline what this study did not

intend to cover. It does not cover CALL as usethinguage laboratories or classroom settings
(except when classes are in self-access timejuthsome research from these areas is worth
consulting. It does not look too closely at thengnases of the computer as a tool. Neither does
it dwell on the multiple uses of the web for comneative activities (Fisher, Evans and Esch,
2004) although the potential for development irséhareas in the future (Warschauer and Kern,
2000), especially social software such as blogkisveind pod casts (Dudeney and Hockly, 2007)
Is acknowledged, and is noted where students nreittidt does not attempt to review the actual
software used, although it will note which softwatedents preferred and sometimes why, and
will report briefly on some of the important factan CALL programmes and WELL (Web-

Enhanced Language Learning) sites.

This study acknowledges that all self-access cemage different agendas and operate in a style
originating in the personality and belief systerhthe staff or institution founding or operating
them. It assumes, in short, that the needs dofrdifit students and institutions will require
different materials, different software and diffierelegrees of participation in CALL. These are
described as they relate to the institutions padtmng in the research. The study, therefore,
relies on one common factor — students with Endasiguage learning needs and how useful

they perceive CALL to be in meeting those needseifraccess centres.



Research questions
The research questions which guided the study are:

1 Are computers perceived as useful in selesscentres for learning English as a second

language?
a) What are student perceptions of the usefulneS#bL in self-access?
b) What are staff perceptions of the usefulnesSAIfL for students in self- access?

c) Is there a difference between student and gatfeptions of the usefulness of CALL

in self-access?
d) Is there a relationship between perceptionsAiflCusefulness and
1) gender ii)age and iii) previous CALLpetience?
2 How does CALL compare to other self-accessurces?

3 Which CALL programmes and websites do stteland staff recommend?

Organisation of the thesis

This thesis consists of six chapters. This chapterfirst, presents a brief introduction to
establish the contextual background, the aimxmate and the research questions from the
study. Chapter two discusses the literature amtiest relevant to self-access. It deals with the
New Zealand educational background, self-accedseseand their effectiveness and then the
effectiveness of CALL. Chapter three describesmieéhodological context of the study and the
methods employed to collect and analyse datalsdtdefines the specific area of self-access
CALL the study covers. Chapter four describes #r@res in which the research was undertaken,
and four other centres the researcher visited easrsn order to understand the global context in
which self-access centres in New Zealand operdtapt@r five profiles the participants and

presents the results of the qualitative and quativie analyses. It also contains discussion of the
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results in relationship to the original questio@blapter six continues the discussion, draws
conclusions, considers the implications of theaed® and provides suggestions for further

research.

Summary

In Chapter one | have outlined the contextual bemkgd for this study. | have also provided the
origin and aims of the study, the rationale forshedy, the scope of the inquiry and research
questions used. The organisation of the thesisdsexplained. In the next chapter | shall review
the main frameworks and research relevant to thdysy reviewing pertinent literature about
New Zealand’s educational attitude to autonomoasiiag, the growth of self-access centres and
their perceived effectiveness, and finally the eifeeness of CALL both internationally and in

New Zealand settings.



Chapter 2

Literature Review

This literature review begins with a short histofythe different phases and theories of CALL
usage in the teaching of English as a second lgrgguiathen looks at the place of self-access
usage in New Zealand educational sectors overdabesix decades. This is followed by an
explanation of the development of self-access esriver the past four decades and their
relationship to autonomous learning. The last sastdescribe relevant research about the
effectiveness of CALL and its use in self-accesgres. There is also discussion of literature
relevant to computer usage and its relationshgetaler, age and previous CALL experience and

a short review of other self-access resources.

Introduction

Computer-assisted language learning (CALL) is aterad to have three distinct phases of
development: Structural or Behaviouristic CALL (087or earlier to 1980), Communicative
CALL, a feature of the 1980s and 90s which Bavetivy Jung, 2005) contends was not
“communicative at all in any significant way”, aimdegrative CALL, which became popular in
the 1990s (Warschauer and Healey, 1998). The usengputers in all these three phases has
differed significantly. All three types of usagentinue to co-exist as they fulfil different typeks o
needs. Proponents of a particular usage sometiomésr that users of the other two modes are
outdated or missing wonderful opportunities and Imaoicthe CALL literature is concerned with
advancing the latest theory. In self-access adldhmodes are sometimes used. However, the
earliest, behaviouristic CALL, which saw the congruds a mechanical tutor and lead to the
scathing slogan of “drill-and-kill”, is possibly @8 more in self-access than in classroom or
language laboratory settings. Its popularity witldents and advisors seems to have survived the

force of modernisation.



Until the turn of this century most CALL programnre$ied on variations of multiple choice
questions, gap filling and text reconstructione fttlassical triumvirate of CALL’ (Murray,

2004) - for which unsubstantiated claims of edwrsti supremacy were made. Murray also notes
educationists’ concerns that technology is beingelbged without an understanding of
educational theory and with the underlying agerfdaeople learning to adapt to machines rather
than vice versa. Although he sees computers astiagseffective memory recall by forming
memory link paths, he emphasizes the gap betwegplgoand “mindless” machines which
explains, he feels, why it has taken so long fol.CAnd WELL to find their proper place in the

education system.

A machine can only respond, it does not initidiereésponses are either totally
rigid or random in an unmistakably machine-like wishachines are lacking in
subtlety, they cannot satisfy social needs; peonpésl people and learners need
teachers in ways in which they do not need machi@bsiously we do not

wish to support any kind of neo-Luddite, anti-teglogist stance, but it needs
to be reiterated and understood that it is onlysjibs to use machines to
support teachers in a proper pedagogical envirohmen

(Murray, 2004: 82)

It is such attitudes that have lead to discussatmmait CALL, by present experts in the field, to
increasingly be located within a “social construist’ framework, emphasising the importance

of forming knowledge through social interactionni®a and Hamel, 2005). This has led to
computer-supported collaborative learning (CSCLg\&lotte et al, 2005) with its concept of
situated learning. Both constructivism and CSCLpsupworking in groups and negotiation with
other learners to create new interpretations ofk@dge. They also encourage experience-based
activities in authentic environments where learragesexposed to a variety of materials and both
see the learner self-monitoring and taking cordfalhat they learn (Simina and Hamel, 2005) as
important. Yet, despite widespread acceptanckese learning theories in applied linguistics,
the self-access CALL environment, which appeargstrict some of these opportunities, such as

working in groups and negotiation with other studenontinues to attract learners. This may be
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because self-access CALL is able to compensathifolack of interaction by providing a variety

of materials and allowing greater learner control.

Simina and Hamel (2005: 224), in their discussibwiwat they consider to be the ideal socio-

constructivist CALL environment for second languageuisition, contend

The ideal socio-constructivist CALL environmens. le¢arner-centred...promotes
authenticity through context-rich and experiencsduiactivities which enables learners
to associate new with prior knowledge. Moreovecjaanteraction is crucial for the
sharing of multiple representations, reflection amzhitoring and it provides the
opportunity for negotiation. Finally, it embeds#olding for the manipulation of the
learner’s attention to form and meaning and folatmiration to achieve the construction
of knowledge.

They believe that learners need to play an actilein their learning but that this needs

scaffolding and they point to the use of Web Quasta way of achieving all these goals.

The new field of connectivism (Siemens, 2006) Has been promoted (along with
behaviourism, cognitivism, and constructivism) ase® learning theory, which might better
explain the connection of CALL and the learninggass. It could, however, usefully be
considered an extension of constructivism. Connistsi see the need for a new way to use the
opportunities presented by today’s digital enviremtn They emphasise the connections made
between disparate resources and the linking ohiegto real life — the new digital context. They
contend that other learning theories rely on a maideknowledge flow. However, the present
overwhelming speed and volume of knowledge flovilmgugh the Internet (and other sources)
requires new ways of learning. Processing andprééing knowledge is left to trusted people
and content sites (nodes), and the learner coldetsconnects these nodes (Siemens, 2006).
Siemens argues that content can lead to learninigduning requires interaction and reflection
which first requires the need to create a connectite believes making connections first is a
more direct way into learning because it is moleant, social and action-oriented and,
therefore, easier to internalize. Connection-fogrtmols such as listservs, wikis, blogs, online
meetings and conferences ensure continued access/tknowledge. The emergence of the term

Web 2.0 (Dudney and Hockly, 2007) describes thelyweacialized nature of web from an
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unrelated collection of sites to an interrelatechpating platform with multiple connections. All
these connections are, and have been, used by G#ldents to assist in “real-life” access to,
and motivation for, learning. However, what is uawm is whether or not they are used in self-

access centres.

Blended learning, a combination of face-to-facel@ay and computer mediated learning, and
web-based classes using virtual classrooms, engoloye of the same pedagogical methods as
self-access CALL but actually have more in commath wocial constructivism (Harker and
Koutsantoni, 2005). Here the computer is useddiit@e a building of knowledge by student
interaction in the classroom. Both Ayres (2002) Redhders (2000) emphasise that CALL is
best used as a supplement to the classroom andeabiést used if it has ties to the curriculum. In
contrast to this, self-access CALL appears to salitary pursuit, and the environment is usually

highly structured with variable access to authemiaterials and environments.

Yet, despite the competition from many other theca#ly-driven classroom and laboratory
teaching environments, tertiary self-access CALhti@s have thrived, students appear to

patronise them, and many teachers and institubefisve in them.

The New Zealand educational environment

Ironically, the secondary area of education in Na&land, which has used self-access in only
the most limited way, has over the past sixty yéaguently used group-based, collaborative,
authentically-situated learning. Influenced asasviby John Dewey'’s ideas (Dewey, 1929) in the
1930s and taking to heart the lessons learnt byissplshton Warner (1963), a style of teaching
encompassing group work and discovery learningguaskly adopted by both the primary and
secondary levels. This flowed into the use of raele\technology as it became available and
today it is commonplace to have students planmaggarching and writing on computers to
collaboratively accomplish group projects. Yet @asanot until the late 1990s that universities and

tertiary institutions, particularly the businest@als, seem to have embraced the potential of
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making undergraduate students work in groups drpregects. Perhaps this emphasis on
personal rather than group learning at tertiargllgoes some way to explaining the ready
acceptance of self-access centres (with their melyidual focus) in earlier times, in tertiary

institutions, and their scarcity at lower leveldloé education sector.

With the sudden influx, in the 1990s, of Asian mggional and permanent resident students with
English as a second language, teachers in the MalaZd secondary sector found it difficult to
cope with students who wanted a “textbook” and semy collaborative classroom activities as
play rather than serious learning opportunitiess furprising, given the Asian preference for
group harmony (Littlewood, 1996) that the new aisvappeared not to engage with a
constructivist approach as a legitimate way to meprboth motivation and community
understanding. This may have been because Asidarggimost often come from highly teacher-
directed environments where imitation is seen astghest form of learning. The use of
exercises as crucial to memorisation of new forongdreign language learning (Gardner and

Miller, 1999; McClaren, 1998; Wood, 2005) was atsoisidered important.

However, although tertiary learning environmentdlew Zealand are challenging for new
speakers of English, they are much more closefyati to the teaching style used in Asian
institutions (Wood, 2005). To these students, mgwp to the tertiary sector, self-access
possibly seems a more logical and familiar envirentithan other styles of learning they have
previously encountered in the secondary systenertiary institutions the self-access advisor
might possibly give the student more English cosaion than they were able to access at any
other time of the week. In short, self-access aAllCoffers as authentic an environment as
students from Asian backgrounds are able to geantoffer very directive materials and training
in a computer environment able to be accessed lfimme, as well as provide teachers who can
direct them to materials catering for their specifieas of need. It provides some English
conversation interaction and a sympathetic envimnm an often large and unfamiliar arena.

Reinders (2000:75) also points out that the safatyided in self-access and the non-threatening
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environment can also offer protection from “havingnteract with non-native speakers”. It is
not difficult to see why self-access centres and.ICAave found a place in tertiary language

centres.

Self-access centres

Self-access centres, usually operating as a depariattached to a university or tertiary centre
where English Second Language (ESL) is taught, baea active for over thirty-five years.

They have developed their own systems accorditigetmeeds of the students within their
institution (Gardner and Miller, 1999; Lamb, 200&8nkberton et al. 1996; Mozzen-McPherson
and Vismans, 2001; Toogood and Pemberton, 2002)jr phesent form is, in some measure, a
response to the debate about encouraging autondesrasg, and how this can benefit students
(Holec, 1980) — a debate, starting with the CounicEEurope’s Modern Language Project in 1971
(Mozzen-McPherson and Vismans, 2001) which is amgoi this field (Dam, 1994; Nunan,
1997). Sheerin (cited in Chambers, Conacher attiéiiore, 2004) suggests that the main aim

of a language resource centre is:

to enable learning to take place independentlgathing. Students are able to choose and
use self-access materials on their own and therrabggves them the ability to correct or
assess their own performance. By using a self-adeesity, students are able to direct
their own learning.

(Sheerin, 1989: 3)

This is of course, an aim and not always the neas the pedagogical thinking of each centre
will be influenced by the ethos of the departmeatwhich it is affiliated (Conacher and Murphy,

2004)

Whether a centre is part of a language school, plyisically and possibly financially, or is
purpose-built, financially operating as an indeparidinit, and stands alone, removed from the
students who will use it, can influence the wayaeds to operate. A purpose-built centre can

provide better facilities and will possibly have madreedom to be innovative and, if it is
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considered as a department, it may have a largigdtuHowever, the closer both physically and
financially the SAC is to the language school tnsds it, the more responsive it will tend to be to
student need and teacher influence. It will alloarenintegration with class work and student

access will possibly be not only easier (ConachdrMurphy, 2004) but more frequent.

Students usually attend centres voluntarily, algfioin some institutions attendance is a
timetabled part of a language course and studeatdi@cted to certain materials for at least part
of their time in the centre. Most centres, howeaeg, open outside of class time and students

have a free choice as to which materials they vasltilise.

Most centres also have skilled staff who will agvssudents. The provision of adequately trained
advisors is seen by a number of researchers (Chrarabd Murphy, 2004; Gremmo and Riley,
1995; Benson and Voller, 1997) as crucial to su&celsey may help to identify needs and point
students in the direction of resources which wilanthose needs (Gardner and Miller, 1997;
Mozzon-McPherson, 1999; O'Dell, 1992; Voller, 1998yoiding telling students what to do can
sometimes be difficult as students tend to seesadvias teachers. Advisors can also find
students’ personal problems intruding on theireay potential and, feeling untrained for the
role of counsellor, may try to distance themselwedimiting their responses to strategic training.
Yet both these roles may be required at times. 2doaMcPherson (2001) sees the central task
of the advisor as a bridge for the student fromslaork to independent learning with duties that
are both practical and technical. Cotterall anchBets (2001), however, contend that less
proficient learners can find the protection of lsaning centre acting more as a fortress than a
bridge. Helping these students to interact with-liéalearning situations and use authentic

material is another role that advisors need toidens

Centres will vary in size, budget, and financeslalsée. See Davies (2007) ICT4ALT Module 3.1
for a variety of different self-access case studsgzrdner and Miller (1999) outline numerous
options for establishing self-access centres thate adapted to different circumstances.

However, there is a perceived ideal for self-accesdres in tertiary institutions (Conacher and
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Murphy, 2004). The physical layout of a SAC shadiellly be attractive to learners and allow
flexible spaces to be used for different purpos&saised floor allows cabling to be hidden and a
security system at the door should provide easyrggc¢o stop the removal of resources. There
should be provision for a variety of media suchexsbooks, tapes, videos, CDs, newspapers,
CD-ROMs, and suitable spaces to use computersuatid aquipment, watch videos or
television, record spoken texts or video practiterviews, or workstations for individuals or
groups. There should also be room for advisorpéals to students privately, offices for centre
staff and a reception area to distribute resouiieste may also be separate language
laboratories attached to the centre and roomsadbtaifor group work and noisier activities. An
example of such a centre at Hong Kong Universitylmeen seen at

http://ec.hku.hk/vec/tour/map.htnA video view of La Trobe University’s self-acsesentre and

a number of other centres can be founkitigt//www.independentlearning.org/

The provision of a catalogue that enables quickessy access to all resources has provided on-
going challenges for centres. PC-based catalogedseaoming more common but their
development is often only possible in larger ingiins with the budgets and time available to
create the platforms needed and to catalogue timerows materials available to learners
(Toogood, 2005; Toogood, 2006). Not only do bodt&pes, videos, websites and CD-ROMS
have to be catalogued but they also need to bdativinto the relevant learning sections
contained within each resource, and the appropeatds. Thus one CD-ROM may contain five
different learner levels, a large number of langulegsons and a wide variety of topics and
learning modes. If a learner is an intermediatellstudent who wants to do a listening exercise,
involving greetings, all this information will ne¢d be available in the catalogue. The
impossibility of creating such a catalogue in a kinatitution, unless resources are very
restricted, creates a need for staff who are vamyilfar with where resources can be found.

However, some institutions have tackled this pnobleith leaders in the field found in Hong
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Kong University, The Hong Kong University of Scienand Technology and ELSAC at the

University of Auckland. (See exampleshdtp://www.independentlearning.ory/

Effectiveness of self-access centres

The effectiveness and efficiency of self-accesginaas to be debated (Chapelle, 2001), with
most research done by practitioners within thein @entres and thus possibly more optimistic
than a more detached survey might be. There hasiomever, been much experimental work
done on effectiveness (Cotterall and Reinders, 2G@tdner, 1999). Some research has
identified areas that centres would like to impr@Reinders, 2000; Reinders and Lewis, 2005).
However, centres’ continued popularity with studantlicates a measure of confidence that,
while it might be difficult to quantify, appears jigstify the investment institutions make when
they decide to establish a centre. Gardner ancN&I[1997) survey supports the notion that self-

access is an effective learning method at leasChanese learners.

Students with various needs, learning styles, matibtws and preferences choose to come and
study in the self-access centres. Although somgulage courses have a compulsory self-access
time allocation for enrolled students, the studeats still usually choose to ignore this learning
opportunity. It is interesting to note that Reirgl€2000) came to the conclusion that self-access
language learning (SALL) needs to be integrateti @witurriculum to increase its importance to

students. This fits well with modern learning thesr

To choose to participate or not ironically requiegher a degree of autonomy or a lack of
autonomy, and that choice can sometimes refleegaeg of desperation, or by contrast, a
deliberate choice to gain extra experience. Re;(#9H00) found that the self-access centre was
used more frequently by less proficient studemntd, @otterall and Reinders (2001:29) contend
that “more proficient learners perceived workinghe LLC as a less useful way of learning than

did less proficient learners.”
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Self-access centres (also sometimes called langeagarce centres) are theoretically a place
where students can be, or learn to be, autononeaumsdrs. What Little (1996: 204) calls “the
paradox of autonomy” in language learning is thedn® take independent control of one’s own
learning while at the same time recognizing thedrfeeinteraction and dependence on others in
a social community. Learning needs interactionhHaarner has individual needs in language
learning but they must apply what is learned to mamicative situations beyond the learning
environment. Applying what is only able to be lesdtrautonomously needs a dependence on the
community in which communicative proficiency is ve@d. In first language acquisition children
appear to rely not only on interaction with peagleund them but also on their ability to control
the learning environment — to be autonomous. Tieaviour elicits responses and ends
interactions. They develop a metalinguistic cagashich allows reflection on, analysis and
synthesis of the new linguistic structures. YetsbHE-access learning mode is largely (although
not exclusively) a solitary pursuit. In some SA@#aborative work is encouraged but in most,
students work alone. The only possibility of saitzess learners, in such centres, encountering a

communicative situation is online or with an adviso

Little (1996) also calls attention to the disjunetbetween where a learner may be
developmentally and the learning that is offerethtam in the classroom. The classroom offers
narrow discourse roles compared to domestic coatiersand tends to be dominated by the
teacher’s perception of meaning rather than theéa internal model. In the SAC the student
has the possibility of working at the level and g#itat suits them, in the learning style they

prefer.

Conacher and Murphy (2004: 61) point out, howetlat “the assumption that the provision of a
well-equipped and well-resourced language resotgoére creates autonomous learners is
misplaced.” They consider the relationship “betwksarner, teacher, resources, and language-
learning support systems” as crucial to the grasftautonomy. One of the factors they identify

as important to successful development in the esngr“the use of various media (particularly
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newer technologies)”. Also crucial, they maintagthe expertise of staff, their ability to
contribute to policy decisions and their accedsaiming. An interested teacher who works well
with centre staff and understands the importandee@SAC also has a positive impact (Benson

and Voller, 1997) as does the provision of a tedhn/IT specialist.

Major ICT advances, from e-mail and chat-rooms itle® conferencing and
electronic learning environments, can be succdgsfoarnessed[in the
language resource centré&r the promotion of language learning and language
use....However, the other pressures on languagedeaaimy mean that they
are reluctant to integrate such opportunities th&r regular teaching and may
not recommend these to their students if thereoissupport from qualified
IT/technical professionals available at all times.

(Conacher and Murphy, 2004: 62)

They also contend that the learners are the mgsirtiant stakeholders in the resource centre
because the success of the Learner Resource Cwiltlargely depend on the extent to which
learners ... believe that this facility helps thainguage learning.” (ibid: 63) and they believe that
an efficiently run centre leads students to noy 6take their own learning seriously” but also to

respect staff and other learners.

The effectiveness of CALL

The debate over the effectiveness of CALL hasiénpgast decade moved on from whether it has
a beneficial effect on students learning a secanduage (Levy, 1997). It is now generally
accepted by CALL researchers that, particularlgartain areas and for a number of pedagogical
reasons, the use of computers can be very berdfganington, 2004; Chapelle, 2001). Zhao’s
(2005c) meta-analysis (a statistical technique dggregates results from a number of studies) of
nine studies, conducted on college students anid ladtners, showed the overwhelmingly
positive effect of technology applications on tharhing of language with a confidence level of
0.05. This study covered most aspects of langugayaihg such as listening, reading, writing,
speaking, vocabulary, grammar and culture. Zha6%2031) contends that this evidence
suggests that “technology-based language instiucan be as effective as teacher-based

instruction” and in looking at another study cadreut by Green and Youngs (2001) he contends
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it can be more effective (2005c: 29). Howeverwlaens us to be cautious of the results as not
only are the number of studies limited, with snsalinple sizes, but the college and adult student
participants may have been more motivated andridetieners than younger students. He notes
also the tendency of journals to publish reporth \positive effects and the concern that the
researchers were often also the instructors, winezt to design their own instruments rather
than use independent standardized instrumentsitBeéspse concerns the effectiveness of

technology in teaching language seems to be aatepte

Computers also give students greater access tthtsen language as well as practice of
repetitive tasks. Warschauer (1996) also contématstéchnology has empowered students to feel
less isolated because they feel able to contaet@tRkurthermore the computer gives them more
control over their learning — increasing the spefl@arning and the ability to work

independently and write creatively. Cartner (2088}, summing up several researchers, notes

other benefits;

motivation, improvement in self-concept and mastdrigasic skills, enhanced
achievement and individualization... Not only can porters handle a range of
activities and carry out programmed functions \aunckly, they can check
exercises after they have been completed or atesmptove students gradually
from easier to more difficult exercises accordiogheir levels and abilities and
when students fail to answer questions correcdycttmputer can prompt,
simulate, drill and explain.

However, this confidence in the effectiveness olLCAs not always accepted or acknowledged
in all applied linguistics circles (Gremmo and Rjl&995) and dissenting voices point to the
difficulty of generalising outside specific contsxr finding concrete evidence of effectiveness

given the large number of variables in CALL expeces (Levy, 1997).

The interdisciplinary nature of CALL, straddling iagloes a large number of fields such as
computing, language teaching and learning, arifiicitelligence, instructional technology and

design, leads to some confusion as to where itldrsiufor research purposes (Gremmo and
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Riley, 1995). Levy (1997) identifies 24 disciplindéiseories and fields relevant to CALL. Despite
its 50 year history it is only recently that somajon universities in this country have introduced
CALL studies. In one of the most highly regardedksoon second language acquisition in recent
years (Ellis, 1994) neither computers nor CALLamsidered. And although Gardner and Miller
(1999) in their seminal work on establishing se&lfé@ss mention computers, neither computers
nor CALL find any mention in the comprehensive ixd€his absence of CALL in current SLA
literature may well be explained by the widely guted attitude that computers are merely a tool,
much like the whiteboard or books (Warschauer aegdkil, 2000), neither of which we would
expect to find listed in an index. Bax (2003: 28jues that no one talks about PALL (pen-
assisted) or BALL (book assisted) language learamguch technology is now “invisible”. Bax

suggests that CALL practitioners may in fact becaxitnct through their own efforts.

There is confusion over where CALL fits for resdapairposes. Chapelle (2005) discusses the
diverse perspectives used in CALL research, and ZB@05c) discusses the need for better
research methods and its invisibility in the litera as there are few studies of the effectiveness
of CALL in classroom contexts. Stevens (1991) wae of the first researchers to look at student
attitudes to CALL in what was then called self-ascbut might today be called a language
laboratory. Students, in a Foundation Science @ouarSultan Qaboos University in Oman, 83%
of whom had no computing experience, were givedepiexercises closely related to their
language course work. The centre used authentierialsttaken from the course and created
cloze, cryptograms, sentence and paragraph jumipdgEenstruction programmes and some
games. They also used a concordance and some ttyemagerials from CALIS. All but 5%
found the computer lessons enjoyable and 76% thted either “a little” or “highly interesting”.
23% reported that the computer had helped theny‘iwerch” improve their English and 49%
said they had gained “some help”. 95% thoughtttiatse of the computer was important in the
centre but only 49% of those thought this was bgeaiLhelped them with their English. The

others thought using modern technology or enjojiegnselves was the important factor. This
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may reflect the time the survey was done. Technolegs not widely available in the late 1980s

so it still had a novelty value that seems to haflaenced student judgements.

However, these results are corroborated by Stega@r(2002), who tried technology-enhanced
language learning (TELL) with Spanish classes. 4laith research on the role of the instructor,
Stepp-Greany (2002) also looked at the effecth@téchnology on high school students’
Spanish language learning experiences. Two-thifrtiseostudents in the study felt technology in
the lab made the course more interesting, althdadfistill preferred face-to-face teaching. They
enjoyed the CD-ROM used in the course (64%) andiplysbecause of this decided it had more

learning value than other technology used. Thegyad online writing far less.

In the New Zealand setting most CALL research ryvecent. Ayres (2000), in a study most
similar to the present one, reported on the agguaf 157 undergraduate students using regular
CALL computer laboratory sessions integrated in@rtEnglish or Japanese language classes
and found that students generally had very posgiereeptions of CALL. 80% found CALL
relevant to their needs although in a comparisdh alassrooms (of students’ preferred modes of
learning) students seem to favour the classroomamaputer use. 64% of students felt
computers were motivating and 67% felt they impbiaglish skills. 77% said that “the
computer tasks provide information that is usafuhiem” (Ayres, 2002: 248). Far ahead of other
skills chosen as a preferred mode of learning watmputers (compared to the classroom) were
speaking and then listening, followed by vocabuti@yelopment. Ayres (2002:248) contends
that “the use of CALL especially seems to assisiestts in the areas of spelling, writing and
grammar practice.” Stepp-Greany (2002) found 6508%er students agreed that lab activities
had improved their listening skills (and 63.4% fehiad improved their reading skills) although
interestingly enough the only major listening tltiy came from a CD-ROM,which allowed
students to read an audio text as they listenedrsA§2000: 248) concludes that “CALL has high

face validity with learners. While they do not sieas a worthwhilegeplacementor classroom-
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based learning — it is something they certainlyasean important and extremely usefsipeciof

their studies.”

Cartner (2004) also examined the extent to whigtesits at Auckland University of Technology
valued the use of computers in English classed@mdl that the overwhelming majority of
students were interested in learning this way ditd 8f students believed their English was
improved when they used computers to study. As wties’ study, the classroom was favoured
for speaking practice but unlike Ayres’ study, wdenly 34% favoured the classroom for
writing, at AUT 53% preferred the classroom over tomputer for writing. Listening, which
scored only 9% for learning on the computer at &ngcores 38% favouring CALL at AUT .
When scores were added to those who felt bothahwpater and the classroom were equally
good the students at UNITEC scored listening at 88%te the students at AUT scored 69%.
This significant difference between the studentimigeof the usefulness of CALL to improve
their listening at the two institutions could refi¢he materials available to students on the
computers and the three years difference betweeretiearch. Podcasting and sound bites are
much improved in CML since 2000. Access to autiedigtening was much simpler and easier

to find on the computer by 2005.

It is essentially the use to which a computer istpat determines its “usefulness”. The new
enthusiasm for task-based learning and integratiinclass work (blended learning) has also
lead to wider acceptance of the computer as aabloér than just as a tutor. A tool is
manipulated to achieve a number of purposes. Theisdmputer can be seen as a glorified
typewriter (a tool), or an improvement on the needse a whiteout pen when making a typing
error. The spellchecker can be seen as equivaentlictionary. Or, alternatively, the computer
can be seen as a teacher (a tutor), actively lgadestudent in the writing process by
highlighting errors and providing easy ways to ioy@ syntax and correct grammar errors and
spelling. Stevens (2000) promotes the use of coenpais a tool when he speaks about

integrating computers “seamlessly” into the languegntre.
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Students are now very comfortable with computelnielogy and Warschauer (2000) points out
that 95% of university students in the United Statse computers regularly. A comparable figure
for New Zealand students has not been found bugreason would suggest it is as least as high
and this could possibly be supported by the coisitngernet usage. New Zealand, at 74.9%, has
the second highest Internet population penetrattes in the world (Internet World Stats, 2007),
second only to Iceland at 86.3% and well aheati®tinited States in'Bplace at 69.6%. CALL

is now also commonly used in English Second Lang&&L) classrooms and language
laboratories, although it would be fair to say thngtny teachers are still not entirely comfortable
with their own technological capabilities. Hubb#2@06) says that teachers can be novices at
using computers for teaching and that they havidarexperience with using CALL software,

particularly from the perspective of a learner. oer, Stevens (2000:3) contends that:

ESL professionals tend to be in the forefront ohomunicative uses of
computers, pushing the envelope of adapting Intéoneaching and making
use of multimedia and synchronous communicatiomg,cdten all three
combined.

Despite this innovative progress in computer uséaioguage learning, CALL in self-access
centres remains largely detached from communicai$es. The use of computers as a tutor,
however, appears to be commonplace. There is alsiderable debate over the use of the
computer as a magister (master teacher) or alteehats a pedagogue (or helpful slave) and

how this affects learner control (Fotos and BrowZ€)4).

Use of CALL in self-access

Previous research in self-access centre CALL agdedre minimal. A few researchers mention
CALL in passing while researching other aspectisidépendent learning or usage of particular
centres (Gremmo and Riley, 1995; Mak and Turnh&98; Reinders, 2000; Richards, 1999).
Warschauer and Healey (1998) refer to softwareebessearch on student attitudes towards

drills and this could be considered relevant tb-getess. However, they also point out that
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results are mixed because of the diversity of facémd that research varies widely in both

measures and design with the field having no ols/research agenda.

This lack of research, in how useful CALL is fotfssccess students, may be a result of the
difficulty of researching a field with far too mamngndom factors (Stevens, 1996), students with a
multitude of different needs, varied lengths ofd&tnt exposure to their target language, and with
differing student motivational levels. Warschaued &lealey (1998: 62) also say that it is not
surprising “given the number of variables assodiategh language learning and the difficulty in
controlling those variables, particularly in a seddanguage setting” that researchers design
studies using student attitude (as opposed to daotgrs such as measurable gains in language
ability). The often voluntary nature of use and dffilects of different levels of autonomous
functioning of students (Hoven, 1999) adds anodiger of complexity. If research on CALL in
the classroom and language laboratory is diffiitust doubly so in self-access where even the

programmes used differ from student to student.

However, despite these difficulties some reseaashideen reported on self-access CALL in New
Zealand. Cotterall and Reinders (2001: 30) repgrbin research done on the usefulness of
materials at the English Language Institute at&fietUniversity in the Language Learning
Centre, discovered that 73% of 153 students thoGghtl. programmes were either “quite” or
“very” useful. They also discovered that listenmgterials proved the most popular. 80% of the

respondents rated the listening resources as “quitevery” useful.

Self-access materials, other than CALL materiaks fairly consistent from centre to centre. With
a few exceptions most centres have: adapted reatatgrials, worksheets, reference books,
magazines and newspapers, videos and DVDs, langxageise books, audiotapes (both
commercial and in-house) and more recently, mg3 fiind (to the very blessed) satellite
television. Some centres focus most of their energgeveloping these materials and relegate
CALL to a lesser role. Other centres spend a gteal of energy organising their CALL

materials for easy access, attempting to make tisanfriendly. The Internet sites used in
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different centres pose their own difficulties imsthegard, as students need specific direction or
they tend to wander in the unstructured environneéher in “a stand-alone hypertext stack or
over the whole of the World Wide Web”, which, plaasas it can be, Davies (2005) warns,

wastes precious time students can ill afford. Agrllard (1996:2) explains:

A default route is the route through the matehat the author believes to be
optimal. Completely open-ended program structurensake students anxious -
they like to know what they are supposed to dmust always be possible to
deviate from the default route, but it should kEaciwhat it is, so that they can
just follow it through. This saves students hauimgnake decisions at every
turn, and may also encourage them to consolidatieer than keep moving on.

To stop students wandering and provide them withuderoute through the web some
particularly well-organized self-access centreshraanaged not only to isolate the best web-
sites for learning but also to connect these tga bf interactive catalogue which allows learners
to assess their learning needs and then conn#wt index of the material which will best meet
those needs. VELA at the Hong Kong University aoieSce and Technology is probably the most
ambitious project of this type, although ELSAC &eTUniversity of Auckland and some other

places have similar systems.

The use of the web for learning requires not oathnical skills but also a visual literacy to
understand the use of signs, symbols, picturespandes in combination with text. Students
must interact with a nonlinear and nonsequentialiome and try to search for meaning in an
information rich environment (Murphy and McPherse004). Students must understand the
structure of a website to use it effectively, irthg the use of functions such as hypertext links,
drag-and-drop buttons, drop-down lists and broviseetions such as back, forward arrows and
stop buttons. They need to know how to manipwdatemuse and to understand the language of
computers such as “Click on” and “select”. The akaudio and video files on language learning
sites has now become commonplace with the rapidrambs in web technology. This enables

students to access a wide range of authentic sgokgish often accompanied by a script.

26



However, manipulating such files and using therbdst advantage again requires technical

skills which may require some form of tuition (Mimpand McPherson, 2004).

Tutorial CALL, where the computer becomes a teashbstitute, evaluating and controlling the
student’s learning, is well-used in self-accesdresryet it has been dismissed as part of the
outdated learning theory of behaviourism which Vaagely supplanted in language learning by
communicative and later integrative CALL. Indeed®I¥(1999) sees no place for the computer
as tutor for autonomous language learning. Warsah@996) did concede that skill building is
helpful, where the student had control and choiae acceptable, and some researchers
(Lightbown and Spada, 1999) acknowledge its pla@cquisition of idioms, grammatical
morphemes, vocabulary and phonological developniNsittvithstanding these minor
concessions, Hubbard and Siskin (2004) argue hiea¢ is a strong case for placing tutorial
CALL back into the mainstream of the field as ofenaltiple paths for language learning. They
maintain there is a strong and continuing interesitorial CALL by CALL practitioners,
researchers and developers, and that its margtialsis the result of a number of myths. The
myths are, they contend, that tutorial CALL is:haeiourist, all drill and practice, not useful
because it is not communicative, depriving thehlieaof a significant role, taking control from

the learner, and not communicative because iti®naohe web.

Hubbard and Siskin (2004) also argue that behasgimusometimes has a place in some language
learning and they also claim that current tutas@tware has a cognitive/ constructivist
perspective in which students are required to maaip language forms according to abstract
rules. Thus reading and listening comprehensiomtes used and glossaries allow for some
meaning negotiation. None of these activitiesfithe dismissive “drill and kill” category.

Practice rather than drill is what helps incredserfcy and accuracy and this requires “the
conscious, reflective manipulation of languageswead forms” (Hubbard and Siskin, 2004).

They also point out that criticism that tutorial Ais not communicative can easily be

overcome by using tutorial software in pairs orug®with various exercises designed to make
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students communicate with each other although dppities to use this in self-access would of
course normally be limited. The exclusion of thacteer in self-access situations is acknowledged
but teacher input in choosing software, assigningnonitoring progress and being present to
assist are seen as desirable. Hubbard and Sigkdd)2lso mention the large numbers of
teacher-created resources which enhances theiedieess of the CALL experience for students.
Learner control is important (Hoven, 1999) but n08L L materials now give that control to
learners in multiple ways: they are given a chaitactivities themes and sequencing, use of
tools such as dictionaries, help facilities, hiautsl feedback, and opportunities to redo work or
progress. Thus experienced CALL users manipulagesoftware more and more like a tool, even
creating their own revision material in authorimggrammes —becoming as autonomous users-
their own tutors. Non-tutorial software, such asa@wrdance programmes, spreadsheets and word
processors are also used in CALL and while thes@at usually on the web, they can all be used

communicatively.

Although these myths about tutorial CALL can laygeé dismissed, Hubbard and Siskin believe
the field to be marginalised academically, not di#gause teachers still believe the myths but
also because CALL; has not met expectations, isasbiionable, does not fit with “the latest
theoretical bandwagon” (2004: 454), is expensivas sometimes of low quality in the past, and
limits the teacher-programmer’s role. It seems thtrial CALL, a major part of self-access
CALL usage, has been judged as limited in usefgliigsthe academic community for a number

of historical and technical reasons that may or matystill be relevant.

Overall CALL materials used in self-access, whetb#rial or communicative, have been found
in at least one study to be appreciated by thegetaaudience. Cotterall and Reinders (2001)
reporting on research done on the usefulness drialt at the English Language Institute at
Victoria University in the Language learning Centtsscovered that 73% of students thought
CALL programmes were either “quite” or “very” uséfurhey also discovered that listening

materials “proved the most popular. 80% of the oesients rated the listening resources as
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“quite” or “very” useful...” They later followed th study with a survey of self-access CD-ROMs

at another self-access centre, creating a verylusealuation form (2005).

Evaluating CALL materials is not the intention big study but good design will inevitably
influence learner judgement of usefulness. Hubk20A6) says that the key elements of
evaluation are teacher fit, learner fit and opersl fit. Underwood in 1984 outlined thirteen
points of good communicative CALL which became aeidor an evaluation rubric followed by
Egbert and Hansen-Smith who outlined “eight gemeaabns for optimal language learning,
again providing content for a research-based etialuacheme” (Hubbard, 2006: 317). Chapelle
outlined five principles for evaluation; that itsguation specific, should be evaluated both
judgmentally and empirically, criteria should cofrem SLA theory and research, should be
applied to the purpose of the task, and most imapdist should be judged on language learning
potential (Hubbard, 2006: 318). Murray (2004: 88Ys the computer should “enhance the
learning experience of the user”, not be too singpl®o complex, provide a challenge and have
“different levels of sophistication”. Although hees the computer as both useful and versatile,
particularly for individualised instruction, he fe@valuation of software is sometimes based on

incorrect assumptions rather than on the most itapbguestion of whether or not it teaches.

Much evaluation of software — both educational atierwise — has tended to
be based on the intuition of the evaluator/s. Wiiis is acceptable [and]
inevitable, there are certain limitations to resing oneself to this basis alone.
For example, teachers with greater experienceachiag may possibly have a
different intuition than those of lesser experier@€écourse, the intuition may
be no better or worse than that of others, onffecsht.

(Murray, 2004:84)

Stevens (1996: 281) had previously made the saing gaying that “developers of CALL often
work on intuition alone and have little real idehaw students actually do with their programs”.
Pointing out the difficulty of researching self-ass CALL non-intrusively, he also discusses the

effects of giving students control and how thieef$ their learning.
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Murray (2004) maintains that to facilitate learnprgcesses the syntactic information (i.e. the
keystrokes needed to perform certain operatior®)ldhoe as intuitive and user-friendly as
possible to enable the user to free up their mentéeyalso says screen prompts and generic
keystrokes help ease the use of programmes. Maiteg/ Smith and Mosier (1984: 194) who in
listing a large number of guidelines for screemldig to help usability ranked highly three that
Murray felt were very important to CALL and WELLhdse were a consistent display,
uncluttered screens and grouping items by theictfans. Using middle-frequency colours (such
as yellow and green) to reduce eye fatigue washaguul. They note that not only is reading
from a screen more tiring and more prone to etpatst is also 30% slower than paper-based
reading. Students also seemed to react negatweligturbing audio effects used to denote right
or wrong answers. Striking visuals seem to keegestts interested and Murray reiterates the
obvious, that students who are interested willidzetter. As to the thorny question of whether a
computer package fulfils ‘its stated objectivesuvay sees a role for user opinion and also
thinks the question whether there is a need foptbgramme must be asked. He lists five
factors that a package could be judged on: eagseyfpresentation of information; degree and
nature of interaction; efficacy as a CALL/WELL pagje; contents (accuracy, appositeness and
priorities). He also lists four factors which relab usability: effectiveness, learnability,

flexibility and attitude (Murray, 2004: 90).

‘Usefulness’ is a measurement that encompassestakk above, and student instinct as to the
usefulness of a programme or site to them will itaddly be influenced by the relative

importance they ascribe to each factor.

Hughes, McAvina and King (2004), in a study of b design preferences of 687 secondary
school students, discovered similar results to ByurThey wanted to design a web site to entice
students to study foreign languages, and, usingiaal questionnaire, focus groups and a
feedback form, on the developing site called ATLASked students about any websites they

liked and why they liked them. They sorted comraeanto the divisions of visual attributes,
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usability, interactivity, support for schoolworlgritent and functionality and were tempted to add
cultural and heritage associations but combineglitiio content. Once sites were identified and
categorised they analysed why students liked thaarapplied the information to the

development of their own site where practical. st popular sites were search engines,

music and sports sites (particularly fan sites)gazénes, games, shopping and heritage sites were
also mentioned often. Communication sites were a¢®d a great deal. The most common
reason given by 58% of the participants for likangite was “function” or “content”. 16% said
“Ease of use” was the next most important itenofetd by appearance (including colour and
layout, then graphics and pictures) at 10% andfuwmour, activity and interactivity) at 7%.

The researchers note that “fast or efficient penmmce” only scored 1% while interaction and

feedback were “particularly valued”.

The vital importance of feedback and its role &rfeng is discussed by many researchers
including Zhang (2004) and Hoven (1999). Zhao &0@7) discusses the computer’s capacity
“to provide instant and individualized feedbackdgoints out that recent feedback, in contrast
to the behaviorist tradition where work was simpigrked as right or wrong, is now more
“contextualised and pedagogically sound.” He aksgs that despite the inaccuracies of grammar
and spell checkers, because they cannot “perfomausic analysis and process deep-level
structures”, a study done by Burston (2001) shoabeinced students of French using a French
grammar checker gained greatly improved essayngrgcores of 70% compared to a control
group who scored 20%, and in a second essay tloegds85% compared to the control group at

54%. This is where the tool and the tutor functiohsuch programmes begin to merge.

Zhao (2005a) also discusses automatic speech ridoogechnology which can provide useful
visual feedback which is far more effective thaeacher could possibly provide. It is also
possible for students to now have “near naturalemsations with a computer program around
pre-selected and programmed topics” (Zhao, 200Gcolto interact with virtual characters

which Harless, Zier and Duncan (cited in Zhao, 20@®) discovered in 1999 improved Arabic
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language learners reading and speaking skills ifsigntly” and their listening skills
“convincingly.” CMC (computer-mediated communicaijsuch as e-mails and chatrooms, says
Zhao (2005c), discussing the results of a numbestuafies, not only allowed more negotiation

but encouraged better and more equal participéydanguage students and enhanced and
improved their writing and oral proficiency. Pegr@2®07) argues that the social web such as the
increasingly populaBecond lifdbenefits language students, although the levekpértise

required could be a significant barrier to educatord students alike.

Visual attributes, particularly colour, were ofterentioned (Hughes, McAvina and King, 2004)
by students who liked subtle colours that were “egtehing” but not overwhelming or too

bright, as this implied the site was for childr&hey preferred pictures (particularly of people) to
cartoons, again seen as child-like, but the cadgdbey liked were the ones that were funny. They
wanted a simple, uncluttered layout with most @f $pace used (although strangely they liked
Google’s front page). Clear navigation and claotyunction without “gimmicks”, like

animations, scrolling text and pop-ups, and shsmdnable pieces of text were also popular. They
liked unusual subject matter and communicationslinkhey also wanted to know where links
would take them so explanations of links were papwll these points reflect Nielsen’s (2000)

opinions on good web-site design.

What students did not like was small text and langeas of unbroken text. They did not mind
dense texts as long as it was separated by hesdhittesmaller blocks. This facilitates scanning -
one of the positive skills computer reading faatkis. Hughes, McAvina and King (2004) also
mention students’ sensitivity to any form of conzission and their sensitivity to visual
messages (see also Honeywill, 1999), an attrilingt fielt was less likely to be found in adult
users who had not used computers all their lifeis Tighly developed skill is a reminder that
this area is changing rapidly as each generatiperences a different kind of exposure to
technology. The researchers mention the “snapsitatenof any research in this rapidly

changing area”(2004: 101) and the “need to keepstidg to the changing audience.”
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The effect of gender, age and previous CALL experi  ence

Gender is a variable whose influence on languagileg using computers seems to have been
scantily researched, particularly in self-accesstfructuralist research looks at a wider
influence than gender alone —considering also @gss, ethnicity, race and immigration status —
looking at the individual learner in a more hotistray. The choices individuals make can be
influenced by social relationships and gender rolgisin those relationships. Feminist and

critical pedagogies rather than following set autim want to see learning taking account of the
specific needs of the students, and organised drthnexperiences of learners’ daily lives, while

incorporating the complex realities those livesanpass (Pavenko, 2004).

One of the points addressed in critical feministggogies in language learning (particularly

where possession of a majority language gives adoesocial or economic benefits) is that

older immigrant and minority women from lower sseiconomic backgrounds
may face a number of gate keeping practices tis&icetheir mobility and
access to linguistic resources and learning oppitigs.

(Pavlenko, 2004:56)

Access difficulties for this group can partially @édressed by self-access centres being available
outside of normal study hours. Mothers may, fotanse, find weekends or evenings the only
time they are free to leave the house and findiet glace to study by themselves. Computers
may also not be accessible in their homes, orraterely they may be last in the queue for such

resources.

Research has also looked at the nature of linguesithanges in the classroom and its
relationship to gender (Sunderland, 2004). Fentaldesits who find classroom interaction
patterns lacking sympathy with their own culturabender practices may find it difficult to learn
in the classroom setting. Pavlenko (2004:59) caigehat for such students “teachers need to
provide the learners both with the safe space lam@dequate linguistic resources for the

development of voices which can be heard.” Pavlemks not talking about self-access centres
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but they could be seen as a variety of “safe spatete the disempowered are able to find their

voice.

Teachers, however, often believe gender is nobhl@m in language learning as

women and girls are widely perceived as being giddnguages and language
learning, performing better than men and boys iolipiand school
examinations in many countries (Arnot, David & Wain1996; Arnot et
al.,1998), and, in addition, are often more likiglyelect to continue with
language when they have a choice (Wikeley &Stalil@g9).

(Sunderland, 2004:223)

Despite this belief teachers do spend more tineracting with males (Sunderland, 2004); asking
them more challenging questions, giving them moagsp and telling them off more. Although
there have been fewer studies of these gendeaatiens in language learning, Sunderland cites
Batters (1986) as finding males dominant in “orad participatory activities”. Yet Sunderland
remarks that male dominance and females havingetsupachievements” in language learning
seems counter-intuitive. She suggests that magesiare disruptive in class but develop their
confidence and public speaking skills by partidipgtmore. Sunderland also suggests that
learning languages is not perceived as a mascaitnaty and neither is working hard. It is
possible, she says, that the embarrassment of @ragdtunfamiliar sounds” could prevent boys
from learning. It follows therefore, that males nt@ymore disadvantaged in the language

learning classroom.

In CALL there is less embarrassment, as studetgs @fork individually facing into their own
computer without an audience. Speaking programrfies mvolve a personal challenge against
a spiked line on a machine — possibly considenei@ masculine-orientated experience.
Additionally, while females may have a greater adbility males have the added advantage in
CALL of having greater spatial ability (Swann, 199Phis is related to stronger male
lateralization (where one hemisphere of the braigble to specialize in one activity rather than
working in both sides of the brain simultaneousyfemales tend to do). Spatial ability tends to

favour the manipulation of objects on a screemhgalgh how important this is in influencing
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language learning is uncertain. Swann also potshat females tend to do best in assessment if
the response required is in a written form whildesachieve better response rates with multiple

choice. She also notes a concern about

gender inequalities in areas of the curriculum mak girls traditionally do less
well or in which they have less confidence. Compyiis one such area.
Educationalists have been concerned at the ‘madgeof computing: boys
have more positive attitudes towards computingy theke greater use of
computers out of school; and they dominate whatuess there are in school.

(Swann ,1992; 53)

In England in the 1980’s, more girls tended to tiakgyuages and gained higher passes than boys
while the opposite was the case for sciences amgbuter studies. Although this was written 15
years ago, and computing may now be perceived as female friendly with increased use of
colour, easier manipulation of menus and more Visleanents, computing is still largely seen as

a male domain. Female access is more likely to itto people orientated activities such as e-mail
and sites offering access to groups or as a rapkagefor the typewriter, while programming,
mathematical pursuits and the creation of CALL malsestill seem to be largely dominated by
males. Johnson (2006), summing up previous resditecdture, discovered that it supported the

idea that:

Males view the computer as something to be mas{dfeditt,1997; Turkle, 1988)
whereas females predominately use the computetaas, dor a purpose, or to complete a
task, and wish to view the computer as somethiayg #re comfortable with (Moritt,

1997; Turkle, 1988; Turkle & Papert, 1992; Wyli®95b).

She also notes research that contends that boyshyogain greater access to computers, both at
home and school, but are also more positive alatitetxperience than their female counterparts,
who given their socialisation towards feminineattiveness have no desire to be labelled as
“geeks”. In her own research in two New Zealandnany schools she discovered very little
gender difference in the time students used compbig discovered teachers tended to favour
boys as “experts” and boys tended to take over ftooae who were less confident. However, she
also discovered both sexes were equally comfortadiieg computers and equally effective in

their usage. These younger students are growing apvorld where computer use is normalised
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and a comparison with the age group studied inrdgsarch must, however, be treated with

caution.

Other self-access resources

Mak and Turnball, in their 1998 study which wasused on tutor support in planning individual
English programmes for students in an EAP languagese at Hong Kong Baptist University,

did look at a student rating of the usefulnessafriing materials, although these materials were
partially selected by the tutors. They rated wbhdets and learning packages as most useful,
followed closely by books and then CALL softwaredh Movies and learning videos were next
and Audio tape-based materials were rated asusa#il. Students had spent the most time
using worksheets and learning packages and CALlecaniose second. The areas they felt they
had made the most improvement (using all resourgesd grammar and vocabulary closely

followed by listening.

Video may be more important than this study suggestZhao (2005c) notes the ability of video
to provide natural and context-rich linguistic andtural materials to the learner and cites both
Weyer’s work (1999) to show how it increased comioative competence and Herron’s work
(2000) to show how video increased students’ utaedsng of other cultures. Zhao (2005c:25)
also cites Al-Seghayer’s (2001) study which shotined a variety of modality cues such as a
video clip and an accompanying text is more eféecthan a picture and text to teach unknown

vocabulary.

Summary

In this chapter the theoretical foundations ofuke of CALL in self-access centres have been
discussed with reference to previous studies of CAsage and theories of how computers can
best be utilised in the teaching of English ascaisé language. The self-access context has been
described and their effectiveness in promoting ranay discussed. Studies done in the New

Zealand educational environment on the use of CAale been surveyed although none exactly
36



parallel the current study, and factors that mégcaiCALL proficiency such as gender, age and
previous computer experience have been revieweaksi@eration of other self-access resources
has been mentioned. This chapter has presentédebietical framework for the discussion of
results of the present study in chapter four avel fiHowever, the next chapter will first present

the research design and methodology of this study.
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Chapter 3

Methodology

This chapter describes the methodology used irsthidy and the methods employed in
undertaking the research. The methodological Basike research is presented, and then
instruments used for the data collection are desdrwith an explanation of why they were
selected. Finally the methods of analysis areudised and the limitations of the scope of study

are outlined.
Establishing the methodological context of the stu dy

Chapter one has described the contextual backgroiuthé study and chapter two dealt with the

theoretical basis of the study. In this chapterrttethodological context will be outlined.

This study of student perceptions of the usefulloé€3ALL and CALL resources in learning
English as a second language in self-access centites New Zealand tertiary system is
descriptive and uses both quantitative and qualtatsearch methods. Zhao (2005b:8) contends
that research in the field of technology and lamguiaas been searching for an appropriate
“research paradigm for decades” and choosing wiedth of research is most appropriate can be
problematic. Gremmo and Riley (1995) and Levy ()98&re all saying much the same a decade
earlier. Basena and Jamieson (1996) cited in Watsar and Healey (1998:62) also mention the
lack of a clear research agenda and the “wide Mangin designs and measures” which have
made generalisability and reproduction difficuludn (2005), discussing second language

classroom research, suggests that with the rapela@ment of information technology, “virtual
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classrooms”, and the fact that language learninghcav often take place in spaces that are very
unlike traditional classrooms, a redefinition o€suesearch is needed. He also notes the trend of
a broadening of the range of research tools andnigges. Classroom

researchers appear to be increasingly reluctargstoict themselves to a single
data collection technique, or even a single reseaacadigm.

(2005:236)
The limited number of researchers in this relagivedw field of language learning and
technology have, because of these difficultiesstdidishing which research paradigm is
appropriate, therefore, tended to choose a refakedon which to model their methodological
design. One of these is the human sciences fildthmersley (1996:160) says that research in
the human sciences field can be seen as rangingsaarspectrum of belief, at one end of which
quantitative and qualitative methods are seensasate research paradigms, and at the other end
of which both methods are seen as complementarystnaodild be used as and when appropriate,
depending upon the focus, purpose and circumstarid¢be research.” Brown (2001) refers to
this latter belief as typical of survey research.dharacterises it as drawing on both quantitative
and qualitative techniques, using both questioesaand interviews. Brown (2005:31) contends
that such research must still follow sound pracivdé good quantitative research being

judged in terms of its reliability, validity, rapability, and generalizability,

while sound qualitative research (at the other ehthe continuum) will be

judged in term of its dependability, credibility,ordirmability, and
transferability.

Brown also cautions the researcher that

triangulation is a key concept in qualitative reshaVariants of triangulation
are used to enhance both the dependability (i.ethodological and time
triangulation) and credibility (i.e., source, intigator, and location

triangulation) of such research. ...However the issugiangulation is not that
simple: as Fielding and Fielding (1986) point olihe important feature of
triangulation is not the simple combination of diffint kinds of data, but the
attempt to relate them so as to counteract theathr® validity identified in

each.

(Brown 2005: 31)
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Hoepfl (1997: 2) claims that that qualitative anchgtitative research result in different types of
knowledge with quantitative researchers looking‘é@usal determination, prediction, and
generalization of findings,” while the qualitativesearcher looks for “illumination,
understanding, and extrapolation to similar situai” Together they can reveal what neither can
do alone. Ellis (2005) also argues for a “hybrigrach” to “provide a much richer and more

personalized account of the factors responsibléetiner difference.”

| have chosen to use the descriptive survey resegproach as using both qualitative and
quantitative methods offers the potential of sonehmodological triangulation (Brown and
Rodgers, 2002) (Miles and Huberman, 1994) whereraédifferent methods of collecting data
such as observations, interviews and questionnaiaesbe used to cross-validate results and
increase dependability. Miles and Huberman (198%) #varn that with triangulation we
sometimes “may only be getting ‘reliability’ rathgran validity information” but they also
believe it can push us into “more complex, contespecting” explanations when different
sources conflict and it stops ‘inappropriate cettdi Nunan (2005:237) points out triangulation
is used by some researchers “to capture the coitipkerf classroom events by looking at them
from different angles.” He contends this allowsaarchers to look at the similarities and
differences between learner, teacher and reseasicheunts of events. To try and capture some
of this complexity in this study student percepti@me compared to teacher perceptions and my

own observations are also noted where relevant.

In research in the educational field related thitetogy applications it is exceptionally difficult
to recreate similar conditions to replicate stud#&so, 2005b). This is not only because
students are so different but also because softaratestudent experiences with technology are
changing so rapidly. However, Zhao(2005b: 12) wdhat “replication and generalization are
still important principles scientific research shbfollow.” Location triangulation, where the
researcher uses multiple sites for data collecpoovides a broad description of the research

topic and allows for transferability of findings ¢ther sites. Location Triangulation is used to
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“minimize and understand any differences/biasesrttight be introduced by the participants in
each of the institutions” (Brown, 2005:31). Foistleason this study extends over eight self-
access centres for the research and another fotresdo help provide contextual material

(Davies and Elder, 2004).

Zhao (2005b 8) also says research in this arefobased too much on technology but not taken
into consideration that the “effectiveness of texhgy is largely mediated by how teachers use
it.” He says “teachers play a decisive role inpphecess” and we need to take a perspective that
includes teachers. Thus while this study actualestigates student perceptions, as noted above
teacher opinion has also been included to provid&ér verification of student responses. Zhao
also says that constructs (or variables) in tlalksifare difficult to specify and measure. This
point is made by many research specialists inigie including Brown and Rodgers (2002), as
measuring language proficiency and human behawasiiserious difficulties. For this reason
student perception afsefulnesdas been the chosen construct, as controlling etreables
(Warschauer and Healey, 1998), particularly ingbké-access context, is for practical purposes
almost impossible. There is also perhaps the @adiiat students may judgsefulnesby
comparison with their previous use of computerriesy rather than what is actually most

effective. Warschauer and Meskill (2000:309) rtots:
the natural tendency is to use new technologieways consistent with
previous methods of organization and practice. Ttas: often result in
inefficient or even demotivating uses of computars,which workers or
students see their interpersonal connections argbmpa power reduced (e.g.
through highly automated uses of technology sucltcasputer-based drills)
rather than increased.
Despite this concern that student perception magfieeted by previous computer experience,
usefulness remains a valuable construct as it auslihe idea of something being valuable in a
very personal way that can only be measured byettipient. Cotterall and Reinders (2001) in
their study of “Learner’s perceptions and praciicself-access language learning” chose this

word when questioning learners about the usefuloedsferent categories of materials in self-

access centres. Cartner (2004) also uses it ocategory of questions in reporting students’
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preferred modes of learning in her study on “Staddtitudes towards computer-assisted
language learning” in their English classes -udybased on Ayres’ (2000) work on the same

topic.

Participants

New Zealand tertiary self-access centres were askeolunteer participation through a group e-
mail to the Independent Learning Association. -3elfess centres willing to participate were
then selected after consultation with experieneadérs in the self-access field. All centres
which volunteered were considered to be held irdgegard and thought to be well run,
providing a sound service for students. Two otlesitres were asked if they would also

participate. Chosen centres were:

Centre A - a large university’s SAC attached tolibeary

Centre B - a large university’s SAC attached tolivary

Centre C - a large university’s language acade8}X€

Centre D - a technical institute’s SAC

Centre E - a technical institute’s SAC with a pbgdly separated SA CALL area
Centre F - a large private language school’s SAC

Centre G - a medium-sized university’s languageleceg/’s SAC

Centre H - a large university’s language acaderSg€

Participants are students who had chosen to stuithe self-access centre on the day the
researcher visited. They had a sufficient levetglish to understand the questionnaire without
translation. The advice of the advisors was sooghite researcher evaluated the student’s oral

responses to ensure the participant’s comprehetsiehwas adequate. Participants were asked
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if they wished to fill in the questionnaire afteetproject had been explained, and they had been
given the opportunity to refuse (see Appendix Aifdormation sheets and consent forms).
Participants were reassured that participationoorparticipation would not affect their standing

in the centre. No participant was under 16 yeaeget

The number chosen from each centre depended omfamy students were available, and
whether students had deadlines to either completk ar attend another class. Students were
only interviewed if they had some experience of CAkven though that experience might have
been limited. At least two students from eachmeewere included in the research and a range of
nationalities (largely Asian) and both genders wepgesented (although males predominated).
Advisors, teachers, and administrators were algiteith to participate in filling in questionnaires
and lead teachers were interviewed. Again thisavasdom selection, depending on who was
available on the day but teachers with particukgeetise were sought out to try and establish
which software they perceived students to preféris hopefully widened the perspective of the

study.

Frequency tables for student participants

Of the 64 students taking part the largest group2ofame from centre G. This was partly due to
the co-operation of the administrator of the centn® helped with the collection of data with
several classes but it was also a result of thethvagentre operated. Although classes were
timetabled in to the centre, and often had a thakhad to be completed, they also had free time
to follow their own self-selected path. Thus thegarch was able to be carried out without
significantly disrupting a tight schedule and stisdevere more willing to participate. The same
could be said about centre E where all the studesnte from one class that was timetabled in to
the self-access CALL centre. The teacher actyatlyided class time for the questionnaire to be

completed. Thus 70% of the respondents came fnesettwo centres. However, this did limit
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the amount of time spent with students gatheringroents and students tended to spend less

time on the open-ended questions than studenthi@n centres who had more personal attention.

Table 3.1 Students participating in each ogre

Centre Frequenc | Percent
y
A 5 7.8
B 4 6.3
C 2 3.1
D 2 3.1
E 13 20.3
F 2 3.1
G 32 50.0
H 4 6.3
64 100.0
Total

Frequency tables for staff participants

Centre C had the largest number of staff resposdenall classes used the self-access centre and
were accompanied by their teachers. Two staff wesaved in running the centre and one
administrator of the school was also willing to qulete the survey. All centres had at least one

staff member complete the questionnaire.

Table 3.2 Staff pigipating in each centre

Centre Frequency | Percent
A 1 5.6

B 2 11.1

C 5 27.8

D 2 11.1

E 2 11.1

F 1 5.6

G 3 16.7

H 2 11.1
Total 18 100.0
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Instruments

Questionnaires

The main instrument for data collection was a syiygestionnaire administered individually or
in small groups in eight New Zealand tertiary saltess centres to both staff and students.
Survey questionnaires are an accepted method afcddéection in second-language research
(Van Lier, 1988) and several other fields which Iniglso lay claim to some of the territory
covered in this study (Levy, 1997). Allison (1998jarks that such qualitative data “can offer
important insights”. Fasold (1984) as reportedli$ahafi (2005), in a study of language shift
and maintenance with Wellington teenagers of IngiasFbackgrounds, claims that self-report
questionnaires had a high positive correlation &ifierformance test she administered to

participants.

The questionnaire used in this study was pilotetirandified (see Appendix B for final version).
The pilot questionnaire was trialled on three Estgbecond language speakers to ensure
questions were clear and elicited the informatiaytwere supposed to elicit. Based on this pilot
study it was decided to clarify the instructions @uestion 11 and to give students verbal
instructions to reinforce the written instructiorfSmiley faces were added to Likert scales to
speed up the process of answering and clarify wanchof the scale reflected negative
perceptions and which positive. Some English esgpoms were further simplified to ensure the
survey was as accessible to as wide a range a€iparits as possible. Translation of the
guestionnaire was considered but as the langudgestaipants would be varied and

unpredictable this was considered to be impractical

Hannan (2006:1) warns of the type of problems ¢hatarise if a questionnaire is not well
constructed.

Problems arise, however, when the facts themselkeglifficult to establish,
when the question posed contains ambiguity or biasvhen the range of
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available questions or answers does not allowdbpandent the opportunity to
state what he or she wishes. The agenda is norsellipy the researcher with
the respondent being somewhat constrained so faide planned pathways;

there is little room for the unexpected. The pietpresented is often static, with
facts and views given as more concrete and fixeoh tthey may be in the
dynamic flow of personal formation and social iatgon.

To overcome these problems it was decided to foHeweral closed questions with open

guestions where participants could expand or afitdrimation as they felt necessary.

There are three versions of the same questionnaire:

1. The administrator questionnaire

2. The teacher questionnaire

3. The (student) participant questionnaire

The administrator and teacher questionnaires ($perdix C) are the same with only the title
changed. This was to enable a separation of tatadsthere prove to be a marked difference in
their experience or perceptions of the use of CAllhis did not prove to be the case and both
categories were combined into one called “staff’datistical purposes. Therefore, from this

point on both these documents will be describestaf$

All three versions of the questionnaire consistefibor topics (question numbering refers to

student questionnaire):

1. Respondent details and CALL experience — Questloto 9

2. Which areas of self-access CALL respondentseperd to be useful - Questions 10 to 12

3. CALL sites/ software respondents used and fawgedul - Question 13 and 14

4. Respondent perceptions of the usefulness of Cédrhpared to other self-access resources —

Question 15 and 16
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The first section of the student participant quesiaire (Questions 1 to 9) tried to establish the
following using multiple choice answers: nationgligender, age (measured in two age groups),
English learning experience, length of time the patar has been used, frequency of computer
use to learn English both at the present centregpeadously, and, using a four point Likert-scale
item, belief in the usefulness of CALL. Likert-$edems are considered useful “for gathering
respondents’ feelings, opinions, attitudes, etcamylanguage-related topics” (Brown, 2000).
Zhao (2005b:11) warns that investigators must pakgious computing experiences into
consideration for a study to “draw conclusions vatimfidence”. Students were asked for their
years of experience with a computer and, separgisdyious and present experience with
CALL. These last two answers were used to caledatew variable of CALL skill level. It was

felt this would be more accurate than asking sttedenself-evaluate their skill level.

Questions in the second part of the questionn@ite$tions 10 to 12) then become specific as to
how the student believed CALL was useful. Studerdse asked to make a decision about the
usefulness of CALL in the four learning skills ofiting, reading, speaking and listening.
Question 10 utilised four Likert-scale items easing two positive statements and two more
negative statements of four categories rated 1(io Mot usefulto 4:Very usefulwhich were

later summed to enable interpretation using emgdlyi@stablished norms. Davies et al.
(1999:109) maintain Likert-scale items are commardgd in language programme evaluation
because of the greater difficulties associated thiéhThurstone Scale and the Guttman Scale. It
was decided to use a four point scale so students oot “sit on the fence” by choosing a
neutral answer (Brown, 2000). Participants wera tked in Question 11 to rank 16 different
types of assistance which computer programmes bsites provide. Provision was made for

respondents to add anything they believed was nggsbm the selection in Question 10.

In the third part of the survey (Questions 13 adgréspondents were also asked to name any
websites or computer programmes they thought had bseful in helping them to learn English.

Students were asked in Question 13 to tick froml@ction of six answers the reasons they felt
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the named sites or programmes were useful. Thie sption wasther reasonsnd participants

could expand this answer in Question 14.

Finally, in the last section of the questionng&@eiestion 15 and 16), Question 15 provided a list
of other resources used in self- access centrepatidipants were required to rank them as
more useful, the same usefulness or less useful@Ad.L. Provision was then made in Question

16 for students to add comments about any othexcgspf CALL.

The staff questionnaire, as mentioned previousyeetially asked the same questions as the
student questionnaire although the information estpd differed slightly. For example where
students were asked “I have been learning Engtish.f Staff were asked “I have been teaching
English for...” Wording changed from “most usefulléarn English” to “most useful for

teaching English” where this was appropriate. @Qaed4, however, asked if the investment in
CALL had extra benefits other than pedagogic tarnké&tution and question 15 asked if CALL
was better used in class situations or self-acc@ssstion 16 was completely open-ended asking
staff to add any opinions they had about CALL dmartusefulness in self-access situations.
Unlike student questionnaires staff were not asked ethnic origins or their first language.
Neither were they asked their level of English.e3& questions were removed in the early stage
of questionnaire construction. This means thastjomes in the staff surveys were numbered
differently to student surveys. From this pointvands where questions are mentioned the
guestion number of the staff questionnaire willdod in brackets the student number i.e.
Question 9 (7). However, in most aspects the stuaiah staff questionnaires were essentially the

same.

As mentioned previously in this chapter, most goastwere closed questions, which are more
easily able to be quantified, but five staff quassi (see Appendix C): Questions 10, 12, 14, 15,
and 16, were open-ended as were three studeniapse&ee Appendix B) Questions 12, 14, and
16, which Nunan (1992) argues allows for more megini information. In a very

comprehensive study of the conceptual frameworkiOdfkey practitioners in CALL, done in
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1991, Levy (1997:246) used a combination of opestedrquestions, multiple choice questions
and Likert scales (a combination imitated by thissgnt survey). He, having possibly the same
concerns as Nunan, mentions that including botbecland open questions “acts as a cross-
check, it guards against the registering of an genply because it is supplied as an answer, and

it gives an opportunity to provide more detail."iyg1997:246)

Dornyei (2003) also points out that such open-ergiex$tions provide a greater richness in
second language research. Staff were more fortimgpim these open-ended questions than
students, although given their experience and tbgtesp of English this is not surprising, but

valuable information was collected from both graups

Interviews

Although questionnaires were crucial in establigrstudent responses, two formal student
interviews, numerous shorter more informal intemg€points noted on student response forms)
and 15 staff interviews, which took place aftersjigmnaires were completed, and a number of

open-ended questions, provided deeper insightsdtadistical measures alone.

Interviews with staff were semi-structured (AppenDi has the list of questions asked of staff).
The two formal interviews with students, while tling the same basic questions as for staff,
pursued any answers, from the questionnaire andgltire interview itself, that appeared to
offer interesting insights into student perceptidhbad originally been intended in the planning
stages of the research to have more formal intes/gith students. However, it was discovered
after these first two interviews that responsesngekstilted and students appeared to be
uncomfortable with this more formal approach. Aner of students approached declined the
opportunity to take part in interviews becausamgttconstraints. Organising interviews in a
more formal manner would have biased the seleetsostaff were more likely to know
committed students who attended regularly and tindsemay have had a more negative

perception of CALL would therefore, probably novadeatured in staff selections. Students
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appeared to respond better and give more insigatfsivers to the more informal interviews that
followed the filling in of the questionnaire. Sonas decided that shorter more informal
interviews would provide more useful data. | tréding these interviews to be sensitive to the
students’ desire or need to study and the factstiualents had already spent some time filling in
the questionnaire, so | would review the studemsponses and follow points of interest rather

than ask all the interview questions. Responses wated on the survey questionnaires.

Field notes

Studying a variety of institutions allowed for abder understanding of overall results. The lack
of collegial connection of the researcher to thetres might have encouraged participants to give
honest assessments rather than only trying tdyubkeir personal time investment in self-access,
although without a sensitivity to the social cotiteaduable insights might also have been
overlooked. A critical perspective must include figsical context in which learning

interactions take place and the ideologies whicl beaaffecting that learning. For this reason

the centres in which the research was undertalealso described. Field notes were kept where
appropriate. Swann (1992) points out that fielteapwhile allowing points of interest to be
noted, are necessarily selective in that not ekiergtcan be noted and bias can be a problem if
observations are selected to support a particuémomception. Thus it was important to also look

for counter-evidence to any pre-conceived ideas.

My observations, recorded in field-notes and phatdsow the self-access centres are used and
organised, and the importance of CALL in each esmrovided very useful secondary data

about the contexts of the centres and about tleeatdiection procedures.

Data collection procedures

I made contact with each centre to find a mutuadigvenient time to visit. The centre was

observed and if possible the way the centre funetiovas described by available staff. Gardner
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and Miller (1997) warn that in-depth studies ovéread area can cause an unacceptable level of
disruption which may cause students to be hostilgithdraw. For this reason intervention to
survey and interview students was as quick andipess could be managed. This does,
however, preclude the gathering of information éptth and tends to limit the time students have

to reflect and revisit answers.

I looked at the CALL materials available and ad@#d_L programmes and web-sites to the list
that would be offered to the student to assist wighcompletion of Question 13 (11). The
research questions were explained to teachersrgngugries answered. Then, depending on the
opportunity offered, | either addressed a clasglagxing the study and the questionnaire, or
talked to individual students. Students had to\sr @6, have a high enough English language
proficiency to understand the questions, and tlaelyth have used the CALL facilities (even if

briefly).

Permission was sought from each participant andptienal withdrawal process explained (See
Appendix A for information sheets and consent fotriibe researcher, or teacher where this was
necessary, was available to explain the questiomaaid answer questions. It was emphasized to
students that the questions related to CALL in-aetfess centres. As previously mentioned for
guestion 13(11), asking students to name resouadest,of possible CALL resources (including
web-sites) was offered to the student to help themember what sites were available in that
particular centre. Some students also mentionedsieb they knew of and used although they
might not have actually been listed in their céstoatalogue. If students could not remember the
correct name of a programme, or website, they weympted to give as much identifying
information as possible and the researcher or tgaddmed possible programmes - titles which
students could confirm or reject. If students ndrsiges they used to learn English outside of

self-access centres this was noted on the survey.

If no students were available (in this case becédusas exam time), then a teacher in the centre

was asked to administer the questionnaire to daitthdents at another date. This happened in
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Centre H. In one centre a staff member administguastionnaires to a group without the

researcher being present to provide a greater nuofilbesponses (Centre G).

Question 11 (9) which required students to rankgddxific things “that the computer does best”
proved problematic for students because of theelatgnber of items. Rather than dilute the
significance of the question, a method was deuikethg the pilot study to assist students
choosing items. Students were asked to do roudlimaffirst, using ticks, and then go back and
rank within each subset. Students also found ficdit to number the items correctly so an
illustration of how to do this was given beforestiquestion was reached. Despite this some
students still numbered incorrectly and if possisze asked to renumber on the spot. Three
guestionnaires, supervised by another teacher, segrteback to one centre where students had

chosen to put their names on the answer sheetthendedid this particular question.

If the opportunity was available the researchemstit students and asked them to expand some

of the open-ended questions orally. These answers moted on the student papers.

There were also a small number of in-depth intevsiwith students and several with staff.

These were taped if consent was given althoughatassnot a popular option. Commercial
sensitivities are possibly a factor here as atithe of the interviews a number of centres were
downsizing. Choices were being made as to whalffi wbuld lose their jobs and two staff
members at one centre mentioned they were unwildrigave interviews taped for this reason.

All interviewees were given the interview questidmseview before the interviews took place.
This was to give second language speakers timeefmape their answers, lessen stress, and allow
for more thoughtful answers. Interviews took frérto 40 minutes depending on the
interviewee’s experience and willingness to engdgff interviews tended to be longer and

more complex while student interviews were shaated compact.
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Data analysis

The goal of analysing the data produced duringsthdy was to answer the research questions
and contribute to the understanding of the usefgmé CALL in tertiary self-access centres in

New Zealand.

Information collected from open-ended questionsiatetviews was analysed qualitatively
following methods suggested by Ellis and Barkhuig005). Scripts and transcripts were coded
and categorized into relevant themes which compiéeae and was used to comment on, the data
collected quantitatively. As interviews took plamecomments were recorded from the open-
ended questions a preliminary analysis of themesomaceived — a practice endorsed by Coffey
and Atkinson (1996) and Davis (1995) cited in AR&& (2005). Baptiste (2001), who calls
himself a social constructivist, believes that tivély demands human subjectivity in quantitative
data analysis — that researchers become conssuftenowledge and therefore, take part in
transforming the world. He believes that even wjtialitative data it is not possible to attain

objective truth but that as:
we tag, label and categorize data (phase 2). swdrd the end of the process,
as we gain more knowledge and confidence aboutdat®, our working
hypotheses become full-fledged stories or theordesvord of caution: It is
advisable that analysts do not get too wedded é&ir tinitial hunches and
working hypotheses. Such premature commitment dgads the analyst to
ignore important new insights and relationshipst tmay greatly enrich her
developing story or theory.
(http://www.qualitative-research.net/fgs-texte/3®01baptiste-e.htm)
Barkhuizen (2006) also outlines the process of ttoatng stories from data. However,
important as it is to allow ourselves as reseasctebe present in the moment and to follow the
threads offered and construct reality as we peecgj\as Baptiste warns, it is also important not
to allow our preconceptions to blind us to unexpedhformation or beliefs. This point became

important in my research when several ideas emdrgadstudent comments on videos that

were unexpected.
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Data from quantitative questions was analysedarfitst instance using the Statistical Package
for the Social Sciences (SPSS). Questionnaireésitbie incorrectly filled in were removed or in
three cases where students could be identified bsexk to students to redo. Data from the
questionnaires was then entered on a spreadsheeti@rical form and student and staff results
were separated to be analysed separately. Dasgergatistics i.e. frequencies, percentages,

mean and standard deviation values, were thenlatdcu

Independent Sample t-tests were carried out ta seere were any relationships between
perceptions of CALL usefulne®siestion 9(7) andenderQuestion 1(1ageQuestion 2 (2) or
previous CALL experienceA comparison was also made with a new factaateckby

combining the results of Question Y @xperience with CALL this yeand Question 8(6)
experience with CALL previously-or the calculation of the t-tests regardingdgerand

previous CALL experience staff and student resuise calculated to see if there was a
statistically significant difference between thetgroups. Results were also calculated on the
combined group to see if any statistically sigrifit pattern was obvious. It was not possible to

do this with the age question as all staff werer @

Frequency calculations found the mean and startanations of Questions 9(7) and 10 (8).
These two questions, as mentioned previously innteuments section, utilised Likert Scales
(using two positive statements and two more negatiatements) of four categories rated 1 to 4
(1: Not usefulto 4:Very useful). The results were then transferred to Excel andiennato tables
and bar graphs. For Question 11 (9) participaartked the specific features of English language
teaching they felt computers did best from 10 doovh from a choice of 16 suggestions. They
did not have to use all 10 numbers and they codddadher suggestions (although the few that
added an idea did not rank any of their suggestiohbe numerical scores were added in SPSS
and the mean and standard deviation of each soted.nDescriptive statistics comparing all
categories were then compiled and means graphed Esicel. Question 13(11), which required

participants to listprogrammes andebsites they thought were most useful for lear&inglish
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was analysed manually as the variations of prograsnmsed made comparisons between centres
problematic. In Question 15 (1®omparing other resources used in self-actesSSALL,

rankings ofmore usefuilvere rated as 3he same usefulneas 2 andess usefuds 1. These

scores were then used to calculate means and sfasteldations for a comparison chart. Pie
graphs of individual results for each resource weagle in SPSS and results were graphed in

Excel.

The quantitative analysis of the survey data idiedtia number of significant results and some

very interesting findings which are identified afidcussed in Chapter Five.

Summary

In chapter three | have presented the methodologplayed in this study and the methods used
to collect data from 64 students and 18 staff @ir gperceptions of the usefulness of CALL in
self-access centres. | then discussed the proeedsed to analyse the data. In the following
chapter | will discuss the results of the obseoratiof the centres involved in the research plus
four centres outside New Zealand that assisteldeptocess of establishing a context for the

study.
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Chapter 4

Results and discussion: Self-access centres

No discussion of research on CALL in self-accesgres could be complete without an
understanding of the context in which the studgsalace. Student attitude will inevitably be
coloured by the pedagogical beliefs of the staffimistering and advising in the centres they
attend. Staff will be influenced not only by instibnal needs but also by the beliefs and
practices of their colleagues, their attitude talgastudents’ need for autonomy and scaffolding
of their learning experiences, the resources tlaey lavailable to them, and their belief about the
effectiveness of those resources. | was fortumatzQ05, to be able to visit a wide range of self-
access centres in France, Hong Kong, the USA amdZéaland. The surveys this study used
involved the New Zealand centres but four overseasres (with details in Appendix E) provide

a context to understand the field of self-accesguage learning (SALL).

In 1995 Gremmo and Riley (1995: 160), both workin@E RAPEL at Nancy Il — one of the first

and biggest self-access centres, stated that

some applications of educational technology aesathreat to both the
understanding and practice of self-directed le@nith is perfectly possible to
use highly sophisticated technology in a most dive¢ pedagogically
retrograde way. CALL applications...are at bestefuldut not essential tool,
at worst thoroughly counter-productive. It is jiia self-directed learning
systems, that technology be at the service ofgdamers and not vice versa...
‘hi-tech’ facilities are not a priority in settingp self-access systems...no
technology has ever in itself helped anyone leagthang. The crucial
elements in these systems are the learner-traamidg-ounselling services they
offer. When learners in ‘high-tech’ resource cestare not trained to become
competent autonomous learners, the centres riskatine fate as language
laboratories suffered decades ago.

In the decade that has passed since they wroteddspite the new opportunities technology now
offers, Gremmo has not felt a need to change h&tipo. Her position on the use of CALL is

that it is only useful to the student if adequaiareselling can help the student notice the gap
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between their own language and the authentic lagegosterial they meet in CALL situations.
She also believes that helping students to fintlahthentic material and giving them strategies,
such as how to use corpora, is an important pariafing students into autonomous learning.
Finding the right match between methodology andsthdent’s learning styles is also important
and CALL may or may not find a place in this pracdepending on the individual student’s

needs.

The Hong Kong University of Science and Technolsegl§-access staff have taken up the idea of
the importance of advising and, finding themselmessed for advisory hours, have explored the
idea of creating the Virtual English Language Advi€VELA) to provide individual advice to
learners who follow its interactive pathways. Heoeg despite its emphasis on technology they

have also retained all of the traditional self-&scesources.

Like HKUST, The University of Hong Kong’s self-agsecentre is extremely well-resourced,
stresses the importance of a sound advisory sefgicsing computers to give students easy
access to suitable resources for their learningsiaad has integrated CALL into the list of
available materials, but offers a wide variety tifey resources as well. Both centres are
frustrated by a lack of advisory hours and bothsariging for more integration with English

language programmes.

The City University of Hong Kong also shares a vséb-of advisory materials (Student Online
Learning Opportunities — SOLO) with their Englisariguage School and they tend to emphasize

integration with student subject area requirements.

The following centres, all in New Zealand, tooktgarthe research and are not named to

preserve anonymity.
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Self-access centres

In the following sections | have outlined my magtrservations and impressions of the centres in
New Zealand visited during this study. Not all di@hformation gathered has been included but
an attempt is made to find the heart of the cefttfigat is the main impression gained of the
centre? What does it value and how has it adapt#dtetneeds of its students, particularly in the
CALL area? Where important points were recordeidterviews, | have let the staff speak for
themselves. As Gardner and Miller (1999) point‘@sglf-access is very flexible.” It takes place

in different physical settings with different clietes working at different levels with varied

levels of independence. It can take place indiMigiha in groups and it is not culture or age
specific. All of these centres are in their ownyvpgoneers — searching for the appropriate path

for their students.

Centre A

This centre in a large technical institute in thieldie of a city, open from Monday to Friday from
9am to 11pm, is possibly unique amongst the cemrtss study. It was more integrated into

the library, where it sits in a semi-open spacena corner, than other centres attached to library
departments. In fact, the far end of the centfalig open to the study area occupied by students
using the general library facilities and it is difflt to know just where the centre begins and

ends. The centre is included in an administratigcture where the other half of the centre,
positioned next door, is a Maori language self-as@nd student learning area. Together they are
labelled a development centre and individually theyknown as learning labs. Other than this

the centre shows a remarkable resemblance to rtiest gelf-access centres of its size.

It is not large, so shelf room is at a premiunt,there are eight computers and eight Calfon tape
recorders permanently set into the desks. Theeeras full when | visited with students at
virtually every station. A number of students wgathered in groups watching DVDs although

none had worksheets. The supervisor estimatedhtie students watching the videos were
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using them to study English but she pointed out\igeos are good for stress and intonation.

Some people have used them extensively. It depamtise learner and their learner style.”

There were many textbooks and listening mateawdslable and several students were using the
tape recorders. The manager of the centre commémaethe pronunciation books did not get a
lot of use. If she was able to improve the cersine, felt a separate lab where students could
practise their speech would be desirable. There a0 graded readers and course books that
paralleled the class books used in the schoolngfuages. Resources were separated into three
levels; elementary, intermediate and advanced,wivas indicated by a colour coding system.
There was also a book club. There was a large nuailself-access work sheets, photocopied or
developed in-house, and these were divided infereift skill areas such as reading or grammar.
What made these so memorable were the many resaarogathematics, science and statistics.
These worksheets contained explanations of conseydents would come across in their courses
with simplified exercises to build student confiden They appeared to be developed within the
institute presumably by the departments concerigtddents were using these while | visited.
This was the only centre in which | saw a large hanof resources from so many different
departments. This indicated a desire to integheeentre into the subject needs of the institute.
The centre had a small number of CD-ROMS that weesl extensively. The supervisor only
ordered software if the school of languages utliteas she had observed the students only used
the software the lecturers had told them to use.ridled that students liked working with

technology.

Students had to pay $30 a month to join the ceatr$70 a semester which is not usual in self-
access centres. However, the umbrella departmenhwlsts like a student learning centre runs
student training courses and this fee structup@ssibly related to the cost of other courses. It
also allows people in the community to accesséleurces in the centre even if they are not
students. The entire department has 14 staff leusetf-access centre had a full-time

supervisor/advisor and a person who issued reseuraegoosition covered by a series of people
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working full or part-time. The supervisor was alsaharge of another similar centre at a second
campus on the other side of the city. From 9anl @ipm every day students could drop in to
get help from the advisor for a 10 to 20 minuteapiment. If the advisor was busy then the
person staffing the desk would point students fwagriate resources in the centre while they
waited for an appointment. Assessment profiles viideel out online in English language classes
and this was used to assist students in the smhectimaterials. The supervisor was keen to get a
virtual advisory system and would have liked soystesm of online tracking. She was looking at

the possibility of getting the centre’s resources®the library data base.

This centre works slightly differently to othersthalone centres but it appeared to be popular
and function smoothly. The prominent place ofd¢éetre in the library means students can move

in and out of the centre easily and it feels veacmpart of the normal library resources.

Centre B

This self-access centre at a large university isiglally separate from, but administered by, the
library, but it is also affiliated with a departmen the university with whom it collaborates in
academic research. The centre, in a modern, lithkf central location, is open seven days a

week most of the year.

The centre specialises in CALL and sees its primalg/as the support of the thousands of
students in the university with English as an adddl language, who may feel a need to improve
their language proficiency. Students are able &amselectronic learning environment developed
by the centre not only to work out their learniregeds but also to set goals, work out which
resources to use, track and monitor their progaadsaccess digitalized textbooks, computer
programmes and websites, carefully chosen to maeting needs at specified levels. The
programme also prioritises skills to be learnt pr@mpts students when it sees a mismatch in the

work students are doing and what they need totddsd encourages students and allows them to
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give staff feedback and ask them questions. Stadertable to access the electronic site from
anywhere with a web connection, although some riahisronly available from the centre itself.
Large amounts of funding have been utilised noy tmidevelop this virtual self-access site but
also to support a state-of-the-art centre that dvbel difficult for a smaller institution to

contemplate.

As well as a large bank of computers set alongvaadeand in three other locations in the centre
(16 computers in total), there is also a collecobtextbooks and tapes, movie DVDs, computer
programmes, reference books, a satellite televisgmarnally compiled worksheets and advice
sheets, newspapers and magazines and a readirgy.Clne latest innovation is a computer
students can use to download mp3 listening filetoaheir iPods or test their reading speed. One
part of the large room used by the students anbaidvis separated by movable dividers to allow
advisors to work with students in semi-privacy. fihis also an office for the director of the

centre.

The centre also offers a number of workshops amoisdio registered students. These include
Kiwi English, Understanding Lectures, Writing Cluipeed Reading Club, The Movie Club,
Planning Your Writing, and Speaking Skills. These taken in another room outside of the

centre.

The atmosphere in the centre is quiet and calndeBtunumbers vary according to the time of
year. The advisors are friendly and welcoming andraber are bi-lingual. The emphasis is
firmly on CALL because of the advanced nature efulitual learning environment but students
are also encouraged to use the textbooks and nevalsh can be issued. The director of the
centre was heavily involved in research and hdsa wiew of the complexities of the self-access

experience
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Centre C

Centre C was a language academy, belonging t@e lariversity, with a self-access centre that
emphasized CALL and was linked to two language.|@bss centre was one of only two taking
part in the research that employed a specialigggaddent workshop supervisor, with technical
skills in CALL, to run their self-access centreypthey also employed a CALL co-ordinator who
had extensive IT experience. She helped studentsnty in the centre but also assisted
language teachers with their class lessons irathguiage labs next door. Her expertise had
enabled the centre to digitalise most of its tagE®mpanying texts, and reading books, long
before this had become common practice, and th&allijgcatalogued list of websites she had
assembled was truly impressive. All this was lapa website installed in the centre, called
ELAB, which students required a password to acCess.computers could either work in self-
access mode or as a class computer lab. Part &lLAB programme helped students decide
what kind of learner they were, fill in a needslgsia, receive messages from the staff and kept a
record of which resources students had used itigehip to their needs and goals. The
programme also gave advice about different learsirajegies, found resources for particular
skills or difficulty level, giving a small reviewf@ach, and enabled the student to play any audio
files. Students were also able to watch DVDs ornctimaputer although these had to be loaded
separately, and were not stored on the servern®nkwspapers, magazines, dictionaries, and

encyclopaedias were also available.

Despite the advanced nature of the technical enwiemt the centre was also a neatly organised
self-access environment. Sixteen computers ran dbg&middle and sides of the modern,
brightly painted room while the far side of the ladd a number of shelves holding graded
readers and text resources. There were workshieely presented to accompany the DVDs and

pamphlets to give students assistance with planmitigh resources to use.

The centre had free access for students at lunektand after class from 3.30 to 6pm every week

day except Friday. From Friday until Sunday it waen from 12 to 6pm, yet students obviously
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wanted more access. In an in-house survey the Gkardinator in the centre asked for
comments on how the centre could be better. O88aftudents nine students were keen for the
lab to open for longer hours. All replies said lie had been helpful and six students mentioned

listening as one skill the lab had been particulbadlpful with.

One of the senior administrators of the school keafistically enthusiastic about the potential of
CALL. She explained that students had two to th@ars of their 26 hour programme as
independent study in the controlled environmerthefworkshop. The students are given a
project devised by the teacher administrator ofcér@re which always requires the use of CALL.
This is to introduce the students to self-accedsh@ve them doing something more interesting
than just sitting in a classroom. There were f&08 to 400 students in the school (with most
students timetabled into the labs for two or threars a week) which put pressure on the size of
the lab and the administrator of the school feltould be nice to double the size of the centre,
including a writing room (with someone to help stath) plus to increase the number of available
books. She felt students gained from self-accesause they were able to work at their own pace
rather than be dictated to by the needs of thepgr8he felt the mature students were able to
work out what to spend their time on and CALL pd®ad variety for the students, keeping the
students interested because of its immediacy. Thedisadvantage she could think of was that

they had to be careful that introverted studerdsndit use CALL too much.

One of the teachers who brought her class inteé¢tfeaccess centre (as teachers were able to do
when they wished) commented that students who sttt their own style of learning seemed
to benefit most from self-access. She found ituldefuse the centre for follow-up with extra
enriching activities. She would do some readinglass, discuss it, and then do the workbook
activity in the lab. Students were then able tkltapics up on the Internet to get extra
information. She felt set-ups like the centre weefenique selling point” for language schools.

She thought self-access mostly encouraged autonomy.
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The independent workshop supervisor felt diffestntdents had different needs that the
classroom teacher could not satisfy and that dassiteaching was “not enough.” In the
weekends many students came in to watch DVDs fiare&inment and she had noticed the lower
level students all used subtitles a lot but thelestis above intermediate level were told not to use
subtitles and she felt this was challenging foirthgtening. She felt this was a fun way of
learning because out-of-class students do not tedre too serious, and they say DVDs are quite
useful as well as computer programmes. HoweverfelhDVDs and IELTS and other exam
books were actually more popular than computinggammes. She felt the whole system (of
self-access) was quite good as they had been inmgravby modifying and tailoring it over the

last two years for their students. They desighéarithem and tried their best to meet their needs
by buying many new resources. She felt the stsdeate quite happy. She saw CALL as

having advantages over other types of self-acaessspon because

It's good for the students - easy to use. Theresange very smart programmes
which give feedback straight away and an explanaifdhe answers.... [But] a
lot of students are not bothered about findinghmw to use a programme
efficiently or properly — particularly at the lowkavel. They need help. They
get frustrated — ‘how can | use it?’ They have techl problems, particularly at
the lower level... can’t read the instructions. Titap't be bothered when they
have problems. They'll go to the books and the mswvi

Some of her students came regularly to use the pamgeamme again and again — they didn’t
flick from programme to programme but when they ptated one level they would go to the
next until it became too hard. The only skill sk tudents did not like to use CALL for was

writing.

The CALL Co-ordinator said that in the previous Wwégere had been 479 student users of the
ELAB mode of the computers in the centre, with #them coming in during the weekend. This
put pressure on space. Given more space she wkelohbre traditional study spaces for
students to do their homework and a place for adtie was very positive, however, about what
students gained from CALL, saying it gave them-selifidence and a sense of taking charge of

their own learning as they make choices they dagyebin class. They needed ,however, to be
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guided by somebody helping them learn to learn.\i&mseconcerned that the staff in the centre
often let students down because although they hhiait ideas they were not able to be carried
through, due to time and financial constraintse &t listening programmes were the most
useful programmes and popular for students, prefigkaith a visual component. CALL was
limiting because of lack of interaction with othgople, so watching interactions between
speakers on the computer was more motivating. DBdicularly romantic comedies and easy
to use computer programmes and IELTS materialse @iso popular as were books which they
could read anywhere and take home. Seven studetits centre’s internal survey requested
more books be bought. The students have a compulsading requirement which possibly

influences this attitude.

The co-ordinator saw the Internet as a limitlesguece that could be tailored to the needs of
individual students but students needed guidanerelwas also the concern with the lack of
interaction and conversation and although webcaaxe gome sense of friendship “nothing beats
getting out there and talking to people.” She noer@d that some students had short attention
spans and would flick on to something else rathan tvork through programmes methodically,
but serious students were different. They wouldstamtly ask for the same programme and the
older they were the more motivated they tendecetSihe felt there was a lot of good material
available for free on the Internet but there was glome “dodgy stuff” for sale. There was not
much on writing and some of the material was tanglex. Despite the good material available
she felt teachers knew their students best and tersost suitable people to choose what

materials would benefit students as long as thay familiar with all the resources available.

The computer will never replace interaction - pextacally, emotionally or
psychologically. Students need interaction as hubsamgs. CALL is great for
providing practice at routine things — i.e. gramipiactice - and also giving
students control over what they do, how fast they,das well as how many
times they do it. | think there does definitely dée be a balance. But I think
generally CALL has advantages especially for thiepseced and self-
determination aspects.
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This centre was a superb example of what can hesshwhen the administration supports the
appointment of specialists and people who undeddta® pedagogical implications of using

CALL and other resources effectively.

Centre D

This self-access centre at a technical institugsehieeen absorbed into the student learning centre
since this study commenced. It was open to allesttedat the institution and was originally
meant to enhance the chances of mainstream studehtsr Certificate, Diploma and Degree
courses. However, the centre had been overwhdbmétge numbers of students attending
English language classes not only needing to iseré@eir expertise in English but also needing
to develop independent learning skills. About 5F@cstudents attended the centre daily on their
own although when classes started numbers coulddse to 120 a day. Some classes from one

particular department were scheduled in regulatiferother classes came only for orientation.

The centre was in a well-lit, cheerful room — ts¥des were windows - attached to the library,
and was staffed by three full-time staff, one gignter, and occasionally another advisor was
employed for short periods. All staff were qualifienglish language teachers. The whole
atmosphere was inviting with resources well sparednd the room and computer tables in a
circle centrally and near the windows. On the cotapuwere goal setting guides (which were
also available in paper format), advice sheetsdlBputer programmes with information on their
purpose and level, information on conversation gspadvice on the Language Advisory Service
and what to do in the centre, a learning contradego and DVD lists and links to other sites. The
site was clear and well-presented although not cehgmsive and would be easily understood by
an ESL student. There were a large number of tekthaeference books, graded readers and
book/tape sets hanging accessibly on one wall arfleestanding shelves. There were also
DVDs and videos and advice sheets graded intodestgjgesting ways to use the centre to
practise different skills and worksheets outlingifferent tasks. All instructions were kept short

and simple. Resources were well-maintained, clezdglogued into levels from beginner to
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advanced, and appeared to span a much wider ratige lzeginner levels than was the case in all
other centres apart from centre E. There was fesedor the centre director and an interview

room also used for videoing.

On the three occasions | visited this centre, ahreng the holidays, there was always a number
of students quietly engaged either with individwakk or sitting with advisors. The atmosphere
was friendly and calm with staff very accessiblstiadents and responsive to needs and staff
were well-informed about the theory of autonomy aelf-access, and appeared to have very
positive respectful relationships with students\gshe centre. Some of the students were

obviously very new to study and there were Pas#ikd Asian adult immigrant students.

Both the director and the main advisor were inemad and both were passionate about the

importance of advising. The director said:

You can’t just dump students in and expect thetedm. | don’t believe a
traditional self-access centre is good enough angnWwe have moved on and
need to provide guidance. The traditional self-asa®entre is a palliative so
that institutions can feel they are being seerréwige support for an important
section [of the students]. The danger is studdatstaink they're getting
support. Here’'s somewhere they can come afterriextuOur fear is that the
time can be wasted if not guided properly. Theyarea cline from directed
learning to independent learning to autonomy. Weeha teach them how to
become independent and it’'s not a magic procesmeSnstitutions see it as a
money saver and we are trying to fight this. Gowtependent, best practice
centres are not cheap to set up or run.

In an effort to help students plan their learnimgy had originally approached individual
students to offer help but found students did ri@oreturn. Now they ask students who they
have noticed using the centre several times if tix@yt to make an appointment with an advisor.
Students make an appointment for a half-hour adyisession and they are entitled to ten
advisory sessions a year, although most only ne@dtd six sessions. The first half hour is used
to negotiate a learning plan. Although the wholesimtory of materials in the centre is available
to advisors, on the library catalogue, the adnmaist said this was not used because the staff
knew the resources so well and students tendesktadvice sheets in which resources were

numbered to enable quick access. Most Pacific dsttmdents, attending a session because an
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assignment is due, or a teacher has advised thmeg because of problems such as difficulty
understanding their lecturers, talk about theirifi@®when they first come to an advisory

session. The administrator noted that

Older Pacific Island women and men spend timebéstang relationships
otherwise [we go] straight into the introductorgrdeing plan format...talk
about it and try to unearth needs...one per sesgtthough] the student might
identify two or three.

Then an action plan is completed.

The centre was exploring the use of a virtual amvsystem developed by another institution
(VELA) but this was not yet implemented. Despiiesthey felt a human advisor was better,
asking “Does [another university’s virtual adviscgimind students about their goals if they do
the wrong thing?” However, a shortage of staff mehey accepted the need for virtual

advising. All copies of learning plans are giverthie students with no records kept in the centre.
This is an attempt to give students power and to@rage them to take charge of their own
learning. Many students who came from very dixecéducation systems, where it was difficult
to get into tertiary study but easy to pass, fotnedopposite in the New Zealand system and

needed to learn how to direct their own study.

One staff member emphasized the importance dingeastudents as equals in the advisory
process. They felt students should not only gdferént ways of learning to be independent, but
should also learn how to react “one-to-one on araklasis with a lecturer.” This same staff
member thought CALL was the most useful materiddetping students acquire English but
emphasized that it needed to be “used properlytir@advisory and backed up by a huge amount

of other material.”

Students sometimes spent too long on programmésthataverage time about one and a half
hours, sometimes switching between programmes.fefthis was too long. This advisor felt

the second best materials for learning were spsttakts on particular skills. The other main
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advisor in this centre felt CALL was best in thevér intermediate levels but that students at a

higher level needed

a range of materials. If they just use one sonhaferial they are not picking up
what they need. For some, books and tapes arabésty may have eyesight
or technical problems, for some, because of tikeaiming styles a book works
best for them.

Despite this, the advisor preferred the flexibibfyCALL programmes as not only were they
more interactive than books or tapes but they ctdddmore” and “students [were] often

comfortable in that environmentso students became] hooked. Learning becomesteaex

However, the director of the centre saw no pardicativantages of CALL and felt that although
it could bring positive things, students could bmedbeguiled by the attractiveness of a
programme and, as if they were using a play statjorthrough the programme in either a
methodical or haphazard way, and this applied @adily to older people who were not “savvy
with computers.” Despite this, the director pointed that many of the young students liked the

interactivity of computers and the immediate ansvggven in the better programmes.

Asked what materials were most popular with stuslene advisor said that the previous year
they would have said IELTS books and tapes, buttkigaclientele had changed with fewer
international students coming and now they weré Used at all.” One of the other advisors
thought CALL and specialist texts were most populéin students but also noted that DVDs
using sub-titles were used in students’ “downtin&t&ff recommended working with a summary

or generic questionnaire when students watche@ thes

This centre emphasized good personal relationstiibsstudents and this was reflected in the
friendly atmosphere and the willingness of studém&sngage with staff when they needed
assistance. | was left with the impression thatdintre was catering to the needs of its student
population in a very professional and emotionadliyssying way. A balance had been found that

suited the situation.

69



Centre E

Centre E is the only self-access centre in theystoak consists of two distinct parts. The venue is
a large technical institute which offers a widegamwf qualifications and has a large number of
English second language students who want to aelgealifications leading to employment. A
language school on-site has a computer lab whicgks\as a self-access centre for classes and as
a drop-in centre for students who choose to uselividually. A large number of language
learning programmes are available for students@achers go with their classes and assist
students who need help. A short walk away in #eklof the library there is a compact but
extremely well-used self-access centre, which Hasgg number of resources. On the day |
visited the four computers were not working ang thias not considered overly important. Both
the classroom teacher | observed using the CALIraand the teacher running the self-access
centre, were specialists in their field and botbwra great deal about the pedagogy of the area
they were working in. The problem with using thedents in this study was whether students
using the CALL room were also familiar with the sasces in the self-access area. No students in
the self-access area were able to be surveyedleigtifrom the CALL class were asked to note
on top of their survey papers if they had nevedubke self-access centre. Only one student had
never used the centre- although he knew abodthere was some debate about whether to
include this centre in the study but it was decithed in fact both parts were acting as self-access

centres if with slightly different resources.

The classroom teacher had long experience with Cawhd thought affective factors were
important. It depended on the student and how likeg to learn. Students who liked computers
were happy to use it. She felt lack of computerdicy was a deterrent as students would become

frustrated.

| think students need to see a clear purpose foguke computer...in a
particular context or skill, for example a studesith poor listening. | sit with
them and show them what to do and how to do ity gwe“ahh, now | know
what this programme can do.” They’re more enthtisiaSo just directing them
to use a website or software can just not be usefthuse why would they
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follow-up unless they have a reason? Digital natepect to use a computer
so they want to know web-sites. It's not usefulimgvthem a sheaf of websites.
| try to give very specific websites.

Students were able to use the drop-in lab for wieaithey wanted including e-mail, software,
word processing or writing on their blogs. Intethage students and higher level classes whose
teachers knew how to blog had taught students baweiate and use a blog and these were
linked into a class blog. After that, studentsdug®n a self-access basis. At lower levels the
teacher felt the students did not have the langt@agse blogs properly. Also, if class teachers
were not able to show students what to do theydidoersist. This teacher felt CALL was best
suited to self-access rather than class situabahshe felt classroom teachers could make sure
learners had the appropriate tools to launch stsdantheir way. This is a remark that resonates

with comments made by the centre co-ordinator irireeA.

What was particularly memorable about the other plathe self-access centre attached to the
library, apart from the absence of CALL, was thenderful colour catalogue system divided into
six levels, which made access to the materialemély simple for students without the need to
go through any type of electronic system. Matsne¢re grouped according to skills or material.
For example, texts were divided into grammar, negdistening, and films were divided into
romance, documentaries etc. The provision of war&shproduced in-house, with the words of

popular songs which students could listen to, wemleer interesting use of authentic material.

There were two administration staff in the centt@wetween them covered the opening hours

of 8am to 9pm Mon to Thurs and 8am to 6pm on Fri€aythe weekends the centre opened

from 9am until 4 or 4.30pm. During the week studarould get advice and have conversation
practice from two advisors (one of whom specialise@erman) who had some part-time hours,
or from the centre director. Students could filaimeeds analysis and goal setting sheet and were
given literature with suggestions as to which resesito use. However, the director emphasized
that listening to the students, finding out whatrses they were doing, who their teachers were

and gauging their levels was an important parhefgrocess. The students in this centre enjoyed
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the readers with tapes and the daily news and weathich the centre taped and prepared
transcripts and summaries for. They also likedigtening and speaking books and tapes as they
have a lot of trouble with those skills. If theydn@aore room the director would have liked to

have added some listening booths so students hatpto practise pronunciation and record

themselves speaking.

The director was unconcerned about CALL provisaithough they did have a limited number
of programmes available when the computers weretifumng, because students had the option
of using the drop-in lab or accessing the Intefreeh home, and she felt there was very little
personal contact involved in using a computer, Wisice felt was important for students to have
— particularly contact with native speakers. Sise #hought there were very few good
pronunciation or speaking programmes. Howeveraskhaowledged that some young people
respond well to material on screen. Another teaalsgr mentioned that students who are more

confident with computers

can feel empowered through understanding the td#oby and have a sense of
achievement even if language output isn’t accu@btenputers can provide an
audience (other than the teacher) for writing artbt either through chat
rooms, blogs, discussion forums etc.

This centre was based in a technical college wadoe of research was focussed on emergent
CALL, concerned with new ways in which technologight be used to push the language field
forward (Levy and Stockwell, 2006). It was triath more communicative means of student
interaction than many of the other centres. Thghtrhave been a factor of separating off the
CALL resources from the other self-access matesialghat specialist knowledge was more
readily available. It might also have been the gnemtegration with classroom work which
enabled the teacher to spend time setting the hipgsd helping students with technical

difficulties, which made the difference.
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Centre F

Centre F was a private language school in a latgeentre. They took students in for general
English courses and foundation courses to prepara for university entrance. There were new
intakes every week. The self-access centre wasdateto provide students with more of an
individual focus, as, although there were only tlRisnts in a class, each student had individual
needs. The first day students did a study planhacddan orientation session. They would talk to
the teacher for the first week or two and the tea@ould give them advice. These students did
20 hours in the classroom and three hours in drmileg centre per week. Students could also
access the centre at lunchtimes and after classidjoto Friday until 5pm. According to staff
many students had no idea how to learn in an iddalized setting like the learning centre. This
was a very busy, well-organised centre, where somstthree classes would come into the
centre at the same time. The 35 staff were eacddtdiohed into the centre for one and a half
hours. The two or three teachers in the centamwabne time acted as advisors and the centre

also had a permanent administrator.

The centre was quite large, comprising the whaybefoor of the building, with three main

rooms. The largest room had 32 computers in theeef the room, an area with 14 Sharp XL-
30 Tape labs and computers with CD players. Theme wamphlets with study suggestions
broken into six different levels; e.g. pre-internadd, lower intermediate on one wall. Magazines
and general reading material was also found orveleround the outsides of the room. Another
large room was devoted to a comprehensive librdmglwvalso had professional books for staff as
well as reading material students could be iss@ddrge room at the back of the centre was
devoted to more computers with dedicated CALL safenand CD-ROM players. Students were
keen to use CALL resources and despite a large auoflcomputers there was competition to
use them. As classes changed over, there wadlitareharge of students up the stairs in an

effort to get to the computers. Students settledkiypyand worked constantly during the

73



observation. They were able to use a number opcben programmes or the centre’s own
learning website, which also connected to the m@emMany students watched DVDs on the
computer but this sometimes caused the computdravie technical difficulties, which the staff

felt was frustrating.

The administrator of the centre felt fairly posgly about CALL because it gave

students a chance to go back and repeat somethwitea as they like — this is
also a general characteristic of self-access legrso [its] not specific to
computers...It provides a context for language - entils texts are used, not
isolated sentences...Self-access shouldn’t meandwith teacher’. | think
learners need support with their self-access legrand as part of this, support
with CALL... Students can seem busy and interestedrtay not necessarily
be learning anything.... | think there is a gap ie tharket for some ‘good’
software. Ones that provide language in context tgedback and do more
than textbooks; i.e. are truly interactive... A ldtstuff is done by computer
people, not people who know how language is learned

This centre had originally spent time developingiitiown material for their web site and since

this survey was completed has undertaken adviamirig courses for their staff.

Centre G

This bright, medium-sized, very efficiently rundependent learning centre was attached to the
language school of a large university. StudentsecBim10-week courses in preparation for
entering the university. There was a lot of projeased learning in the centre which required
students to make movies and do interviews or useMRoint. The centre had a large main room
which contained most of the usual features of famless centre, including ten computers with
DVD players, and a small room with audio facilitef$to one side. It contained six computers
with Soloist (listening, recording and authorindta@are), a television (Win Fast PVR was used
to convert some programmes to digital files) angr f8ony 8020 Educational cassette players.
These were used for students to compare recordirteir own voice with a practice tape. One

interesting feature of this room was the use mdaeanlern songs (which students were unable
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to copy as they were stored on the central sewién)worksheets devised in the centre. Music
and CDs were being converted into wav format (aitioMP3 files were smaller, Soloist uses
wav files). The room made use of wireless headpharech eliminated cords. There was
another room with 15 computers that could be sépaifaom the main self-access room by a
divider to enable class lessons in the centre taken by classroom teachers, or divided in two
more rooms for smaller groups. There was alsdfacedor the technicians and the
administrator. The centre was adjacent to seVangluage labs using Soloist as part of the

language school programme.

The self-access centre was also used as part tH#rtgeage class lessons, with special classes
about how to maximise usage of the centre takémeadtart of each session. Students sometimes
had an assignment to complete but were then frparsue their own interests in the centre.
Teachers stayed with their classes while they wsirgg the centre and assisted as necessary.
Classes used the centre for 8 sessions, then itre@afor open access for 5 sessions and not used
for 5 sessions, when staff undertook maintenai@eh student had a simple but well-thought

out goal-planning booklet where they kept a readrtheir work each session. These plans were
kept in a class box which was accessed by the ¢eathhe beginning of each session. CD-
ROMS and DVDs were available and some programmes arethe computers but most

students sitting at computers were using them noptete assignments which required research.
The director of the centre noted that the CD-ROMBenexpensive and “highly underused,” as
students liked books and worksheets because theeQidd be hard to use and were not always
dependable. Some students worked in small growpsd a computer and all students seemed

to be productively engaged in their work. A numbgstudents were reading magazines or
newspapers, far more than | saw in other centes®ral were using the exam workbooks or
worksheets which were clearly labelled, and ativabt displayed, on shelves around the room
and others were in the audio room listening togape practising their speech. Another student

was exploring the grammar and reading materials imelipright boxes, with levels clearly
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marked, at the end of the room near the adminigératork station. The assistant was constantly
busy dealing with resources such as CD-ROMs, aajplést, or books students were returning or

borrowing.

The whole atmosphere of this centre was purposefdlinteractive. Staff were available to
students, who seemed to have a clear idea aboutidyawere doing and why. They were able
to use a catalogue of internal resources, createstilfif on Dreamweaver, to access resources.
The centre also has an Internet site linking t@iofiites, with online news organised by country,
and the normal selection of sites such as onliciotharies, thesaurus, search engines, and an
internal intranet user connection with a discus$ioard that had a different topic every week.
Students had to use this and it was accessediinfrgetime. Although they were not allowed to
access e-mail in class times in the centre theldatwi so in their free time, if there was no
pressure on the computers. A teacher in the ceatrenented that “students need guidance in
manipulating software to best accommodate theidsiedt is easy to follow a thread that doesn’t

directly benefit the individual students’ learniolgjectives”.

The same teacher mentioned students’ use of Pow¢fBopractising summarising and oral
skills, using the online discussion board for imfiat writing fluency practice, the regular
updating of student website links for reading amiimg skills practice and using the Internet for
research for project-based learning. Although sofrteese uses originate in class sessions it is
difficult to separate them from the work studengsevdoing in the self-access centre, as they

were able to use their self-access time for theslestif they wished.

In a way this centre sits squarely between Cenitndtlicteachers prompting students in class, and
Centre C, where the technical expertise of theamiess co-ordinator was used to hold class
sessions in the language labs. In the languag®balsociated with this centre, students also

took part in lab sessions next door, but these wet¢aken by the centre staff. Having computer
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classrooms as part of the self-access centre wasmodel used by other centres apart from
Nancy (see Appendix E) and Centre H where it wasl figr specialist language classes.
However, anecdotal information suggests other esrdrd benefit from staff teaching students
how to use self-access in class time but it wdgcdif to verify the effect of this due to the vedli
expertise of teachers and the different attituddabe worth of self-access time. Because in this
centre classes were together for part of the tieferb moving into their individual work it was
easier for staff to distribute the survey formtiois study. Also the administrator was very
supportive of the survey, and thus 31 of the qaestires collected for this study came from this

centre.

Centre H

Centre H was part of a large university near thea@ntre. The centre has close connections to
the Linguistics department and the post-graduaigramme for Teaching English to Speakers of
Other Languages; however, it is actually adminetdsy the library. Other students and staff,
and the public (for a small fee) are also encouwtdgaise the centre to learn a language
independently, or improve their English. The cehts resources for around 50 different
languages, including English as a Second LangwageNew Zealand Sign Language. It is open
from Monday to Thursday until 7pm, and on Fridayildpm. There are at present four staff in
the centre; an administrator who organises sugpodourses, an administrative assistant who
helps with students and resources and gives tduhe @entre, a technician and a Language

Technology Specialist. All are experienced and y#practive.

It is a large centre divided into a number ofeliént rooms. There is a multimedia room with
video, audio and computer resources and satedlggision which can access seven different
languages. Three computers are kept running witidn language programmes so students are
attracted to them. During the week the BBC isurel and at the end of the week the tapes are

wiped. The computers have an extensive number cGROMS, and software programs for
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language learning, and can be used to accesstdraghor email in a number of languages.

They also access the main campus computing soft@&eROM players are also available and
there is a tape copier. Any tapes made within thieeusity are able to be copied for students to
take away. There is a study room/library with enpoehensive supply of dictionaries, grammar
books, foreign language books and magazines and materials. There was also a selection
of self-access guides on A4 sheets prepared blyahguage Institute on subjects such as “How

to select appropriate reading strategies” “How tak®1Contact with New Zealanders.”

There are also two audio-visual classrooms onehoéiwhad eight video cameras for teaching
students learning sign language and was being epdatrun Sony Soloist and Virtuoso to
enable teachers to monitor students. There issateom with Tandberg Educational Cassette
Players. The centre records the news on to evechimaautomatically and students can work on
it individually. There were plans to update alldheare and software over the following year.
There was a bookable seminar room for group wankietimes used by small language classes
or language advisory sessions or for one-on-onasmling, where advisors would talk about
strategies. Sometimes the Head of the Learningr€eamould take some sessions but advisors

said they did not get asked for sessions very often

There is also a room with some audio productiailif@es where a Language Technical
Specialist has her office. She has been tryireptmurage teachers to create their own audio
files for students, and was converting course-edlaaterial into digital files (including class
tapes and videos). She had also assembled a darmtsgomprehensive list of websites for
students to access anywhere with a web conne&ioonline catalogue of resources in the
centre can also be found on this site and candrelsed according to ability levels, desired
activities and language. Previous to this thelogtee was only available in the centre, but
students could type their course code in to sefarcteacher recommendations for their course.
They can listen again to audio files used in theurse or repeat written course material. The

catalogue was also available in a print copy. Dymy visits to this centre the computers and
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the satellite television were all busy, and, despibeing exam time, there was a large number of

students in the library section of the centre.

Language school teachers use the centre as pghdiotlasses, and staff were trying to
encourage this, but some teachers did not takentatya of the opportunity. Some teachers set
listening tasks for students which needed to beptet®ad in the centre. Some teachers
recommended some of the computer programmes tostineients but centre staff felt students
would use them more if they were also used asgbatassroom work. The centre did consult
the language staff about whether software waslseifar their classes. However, there are no
compulsory independent learning programmes in éimére so centre staff have to be diplomatic
about suggesting what teachers (there are 50 coarsedinators) might do. Some teachers offer
comprehensive orientation to their students whileers have the centre take orientation and
others do not come at all unless they want somgttiowever, centre staff always want to keep

the invitation open because they want to:

fit in around their needs. We’'re looking to been@and flexible because our
very existence is to support the teacher and tingukage teachers programmes.
We've got other roles for students taking acadesoioses and casual people
but they’re unpredictable. They've fallen off a.lot

This administrative assistant felt excited by thef@ssional development training, in authoring

software, that the CALL specialist in the departineas offering to teachers.

The Language Technical Specialist was in the psoésetting up new labs for the centre. She
was trying to teach small groups of teachers toevthieir own CALL material using Hot Potatoes
(a simple authoring programme allowing teachensrite interactive tests) and Audacity (a
programme allowing teachers to put sound filesiom dnd edit them). She felt the audio
recordings online would simplify life for teachdyscause they would have instant access to their
files without having to carry around tapes. Theyldalso get students to tape their voices and
insert comments then send the file back. She cortedeti think the students manage better than

us because they’re a visual generation — they'ee s screens.”
79



How the students managed to learn with CALL, slteli@d to do with their motivation, and if
they had no experience with CALL it was difficulshe felt having a connection with the
classroom would provide some motivation as wehagng credits for work done in the centre.
She was also enthusiastic about the potentialsaafsMlinteractive gaming in virtual worlds

which require the student to use English).

Summary

The theme this chapter started with was the cathfNancy for advisors to be given a more
important role in the self-access centre and foLIC#o find its place as a repository of authentic
language resources. A number of centres have editipis model, emphasizing the importance
of students establishing their needs and thenrfduitable materials to help with those areas.
HKUST has experimented with a virtual advisor tatkis job as has centre B and C but most

centres still use the expertise of staff to heljgiehts work out a personal study plan.

But effective factors are important and the ‘pedphsis of self-access is at present an attraction
to many students who possibly might not otherwiss encounter CALL. A common theme that
arises from the centres is that a connection v tourses increases student motivation and
participation. A number of centres mention thatlsnts tend to use the software they encounter
in class, and teachers feel students use software @ffectively when they have been given

lessons in how to use it.

All centres, apart from one in which CALL was iseparate location, have computers with
CALL programmes available. Centres with speciaéiathers appear to have far more extensive
website choices and more accessible cataloguaaosilall centres now have some form of
online catalogue, to help students find resoutzesthe sophistication of these varies greatly. In

some centres the catalogue system is tied in tdualadvisory system, and students can access
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material according to their language level andpduicular topic they wish to pursue. In other

centres the knowledge of the advisor compensatesdatalogue that is not so comprehensive.

This chapter has attempted to give the study aigdlysontext and clarify not only the
availability of CALL resources but also the attiesdof staff towards CALL and self-access and
their view of how students use CALL. The use of CAlaries widely in all these centres but the
programmes they were using were, in many casdsally the same. This will be discussed at
the end of the next chapter which contains theltesiithe survey given to students and staff

about their perceptions of the usefulness of CALL.
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Chapter 5

Results and discussion: Questionnaire and Interview S

The questionnaires and interviews of students taftlis the self-access centres were intended to
answer several questions. The first was whethepaben programmes and websites were
perceived by both staff and students as usefiigrcentres for students learning English as a
second language. What CALL was perceived as daésgwas an extension of this idea. The
relationship of answers to participants’ gendeg ad previous CALL experience was also

explored as was any difference between the peareptf staff and students.

The second major area surveyed was student arighetaéptions of how CALL compared to
other self-access resources. Students were thed &skame programmes they had found
particularly useful and staff were asked to nanog@mmes they had observed to be well used

or which seemed to be most useful for students.

Additional comments about the use of CALL in selt@ss and any related problems or issues

were also elicited from staff and students in titeriviews and extension questions in the survey.

Responses will follow the general order in whicaytloccurred in the questionnaire with staff

responses following each student section to allaomeédiate comparisons.
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The participants
Student participants

The gender balance (see Table 5.1) did not necdlgssdlect the makeup of the centres’ clients.
More female students (8) turned down the opponuniparticipate in the study than male
students (1). This appeared to be a factor of tumtle female students more anxious than male
students to keep working or saying they wantedhigh their work before their next class. It may
also reflect a greater male confidence to commuiceEnglish, with a few female students

saying they did not want to participate after viegvthe questions.

Table 5.1 Gender of participating students

Gender Frequency Percent
female |27 42.2
male 37 57.8
Total 64 100.0

Most students in the classes were younger thaségbTable 5.2), which is what would be
expected in most tertiary language school situatibat the surprise is the 37.5 % who were over
25. It was not immediately apparent that studentse centres studying on their own were older
on average than the students in classes, but dif#heentres where students were surveyed
outside a class situation 12 out of 17 studentgweer 25. Although numbers are too small for
generalising there exists the distinct possibtligt students who attend the centres outside class
time might, more often, be older students. Thidd¢@lso be a factor of having more English
experience, as younger learners, or their advisaoay, have felt their English was inadequate for

completing the questionnaire.
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Table 5.2 Age of participating students

Age Frequency Percent
16 to 25 | 40 62.5
over 25 | 24 37.5
Total 64 100.0

Although students represented most continentseoivibrid (see Table 5.3) they were
predominately Asian, which reflects the normal mgkef most English second language

learners studying at tertiary level in New Zealand.

Table 5.3 Nationality of students

Nationality Frequency Percent
Chinese 18 28.1
Korean 13 20.3
Vietnamese 5 7.8
Japanese 10 15.6
Other 18 28.2
Total 64 100.0

The small number of beginners (see Table 5.4)¢aulre only those who could understand the
guestions were able to participate in the survBye four beginners were modest about their

language achievement and could possibly have msmssed by a teacher as lower intermediate.

Table 5.4 English language level of students (selssessed)

Language Level Frequency Percent
beginner 4 6.3
intermediate 42 65.6
advanced 17 26.6
Total 63 98.4
Missing 1 1.6

Total 64 100.0

The length of time students have learnt Englisk {&ble 5.5) is probably a reflection of the fact

that these are tertiary students, many of whom kawee to study in an English-speaking country
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after a number of years of English study eithesegbndary school or at university in their own

country.

Table 5.5 Years students have learnt English

Learnt English Frequency | Percent
less than 2 years | 7 10.9
more than 2 13 20.3
more than 5 33 51.6
more than 10 11 17.2
Total 64 100.0

Most tertiary students could be expected to be caenpiterate. The surprise here (see Table 5.6)

is the ten students who have used a computergstthan two years.

Table 5.6 Length of time students have used a conmer

Used a computer Frequency | Percent
less than 2 years | 10 15.6
more than 2 10 15.6
more than 5 31 48.4
more than 10 13 20.3
Total 64 100.0

It was a requirement that participants had useadngputer to learn English to enable them to
complete the questionnaires. However, this doesitiese is a slight imbalance at taeely

usedend of the scale (see Table 5.7).

Table 5.7 How often students have used a computerlearn English

Used CALL Frequency | Percent
rarely 11 17.2
sometimes 28 43.8
often 24 375
missing 1 1.6
Total 64 100.0
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Staff participants

All of the 18 staff were over 25 years of age anly @ne was male. Most of the staff were
mature women. This might reflect the fact thas#dlff running centres, apart from the one
exception, were female, and all staff visiting cestwith their classes were female. Language
schools did, however, have a number of male stafit may be that male staff chose not to use
the centres as frequently as women, or it maytjage been that they were not using the centres

on the days | was visiting. Fifteen of the eightstaff had taught more than five years (see

Table 5.8).
Table 5.8 Years staff have taught English
Taught English Frequency | Percent

less than 2 years 1 5.6
more than two years 3 16.7
more than 5 years 9 50.0
more than 10 years 5 27.8
Total 18 100.0

All the staff had many years of computer use (T&x. This is not surprising as both teaching
and the administrative work required in an SAC nsatie computer literacy. It may also reflect

the type of person attracted to this type of teaghiienue.

Table 5.9 Length of time staff have used a computer

Used a computer Frequency | Percent
more than 5 years 2 111
more than 10 years 16 88.9
Total 18 100.0

Table 5.10 indicates that although seven of thi ct@se to bring their students to the SAC or

worked there, they did not often teach English gishe computer in the year the study was

undertaken.
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Table 5.10 How often staff have used a computer teach English this year

Used a computer to teach Frequency | Percent
rarely 4 22.2
sometimes 3 16.7
often 11 61.1
Total 18 100.0

Despite five staff not having used a computer ézheEnglish in the past very often (Table 5.11),
they all indicated in their survey answers that patars were either “useful” or “sometimes
useful” for learning English and one of these teaslielt they were “very useful”. Four of these
five teachers had been using the computer for “rtitae 10 years” which suggests it is not lack

of familiarity which prevents them using the congrstto teach.

Table 5.11 How often staff have used a computer teach English before this year.

Used a computer to teach English

previously Frequency | Percent
rarely 1 5.6
sometimes 4 22.2
often 13 72.2
Total 18 100.0

Are computers perceived as useful in self-access ¢ entres for learning

English as a second language?

The first questions asked of participants in theey, after establishing their English and CALL
experience, were intended to establish how useillLGvas perceived to be in centres, and in
exactly which areas students and staff found litetanost effective. Results from staff and
students were then compared to see if there weja ifferences in perceptions of usefulness
between the two groups. Results were further aedlys establish whether perceptions of
usefulness were affected in any way by the diffpgenders, age, or previous CALL experience

of the participants.
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What are student perceptions of the usefulness of CALL?

Question 9 in the student survey asked participdmscomputers useful for learning English?
Responses were rated using a Likert Scale of £elhdo assess the comparative magnitude of

participants’ perceptions.

Not usefuf® [ ] Sometimes usefl ] Useful [] Very usefu® []

1 2 3 4

The smiley faces were used to ensure that studehtsot mistake the intention of the question.

The results were convincingly positive in favourtleé usefulness of CALL, with a mean of 2.95.

Figure 5.1. Student perceptions of the usefulness of CALL.
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| Very useful
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Table 5.12 Student perceptions of the usefulresf CALL
Student perceptions of Frequency
the usefulness of CALL
Not useful 0 Mean 2.95
Sometimes useful 20 Median 3
Useful 25 Standard Deviation 0.78
Very useful 17 Count 62

There appear to be no Luddites amongst the studetite self-access centres. This is not

entirely surprising given that participants in twevey were required to have used CALL
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(however briefly.) One third of students only fouBALL sometimes usefwhich suggests they
were also attracted by the self-access centresi oisources. They were outhumbered
convincingly by students who did find CAlisefulandvery usefulThe mean score of 2.95
shows a solid confidence in the usefulness of CAllh.students thought CALL wamot useful
Again the caution is that this is largely a selested group although the inclusion of classes (the
majority of responses came from these students)halddimetabled lessons in the self-access
area would inevitably bring a selection of learnate the centres who did not necessarily want

to use CALL resources, nor feel comfortable witbnth

What students perceive CALL does best; the four basic skills

Question 10, again using a Likert scale of fours weiended to take a broad sweep of the
students’ perceptions of the usefulness of CALthmfour skill areas of writing, reading,
listening and speakin@.here were significant differences in student petioas of CALL
usefulness in these four areas as seen in Tal8elSstening is considered the most useful skill
area with 24 students claiming it to ery usefulHowever, reading has 32 students claiming it
to beusefuland 13very usefula total of 45, compared to a total of 44 claimlistening to be
eitherusefulor very useful So these two areas are both thought to be o@ADL’s strengths.

By contrast speaking only has 18 students who dendi eitherusefulor very useful

Table 5.13 Student perceptions of the usefulness GALL for the four basic skills

Not useful Sometimes useful Useful Veryuseful Total
Writing 4 19 26 13 62
Reading 4 13 32 13 62
Listening 4 14 20 24 62
Speaking 26 18 8 10 62
Total 44 64 86 60

Figure 5.2 shows even more vividly students’ petiogg that CALL speaking is not usually

useful while the three other skill areas are agrgid more favourably.
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Figure 5.2. Student perceptions of usefulness of CALL for the four basic skills
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Writing appears to be perceived as one area innMB&LL is very useful (see Figure 5.3 and
Table 5.14) although a later question (11) (segurei 5.8. and Table 5.18),indicates that by this
students may mean grammar and error correctioeréthn help in composition. It may be that,
despite an explanation that it was the use of CAtdgrammes as a tutor, not as a tool, students
perceived the use of the grammar and spellchecskassisting their writing skills. How greatly
this has influenced results is uncertain. Howe88rof the students rated CALL asefulor very

usefulfor learning how to write, almost double the 23owalt it issometimesr not useful.

Results for reading (see Figure 5.4 and Table pviére very similar with a slightly higher mean
of 2.87. Forty-five students perceive the compatarsefulor very usefulwhile well under half

that number, 17, perceive it as oslymetimesr not useful.
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Figure 5.3. Writing- Student perceptions of the usefulness of CALL
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Table 5.14 Writing - Student perceptions of the wefulness of CALL
Writing - Student Frequency
perceptions of the
usefulness of CALL
Not useful 4 Mean 2.77
Sometimes useful 19 Median 3
Useful 26 Standard Deviation 0.86
Very useful 13 Count 62

A Korean computer engineer from Centre A, an exgpeed CALL user who liked many CALL

programmes and websites, stated that “Koreansaareus at using the computer. Some

[Engineering] companies organise many books on:likée read novels on-line and felt the

computer wasery usefufor reading but what he felt it wasost usefutor was providing

listening material. He also used his listening @®urce of material for dictation practice.
His opinion was shared by many others as listemag)the area in which students perceived
CALL asmost usefu(see Figure 5.5 and Table 5.16.). With a meah@3 in favour of listening

usefulness, and 44 of the 62 students rating ddeably, this is also the only skill area in which

thevery usefukategory is predominant.
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Figure 5.4. Reading- Student perceptions of the usefulness of CALL
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Table 5.15 Reading - Student perceptions of the efsiiness of CALL
Reading - Student Frequency
Perceptions of the
Usefulness of CALL
Not useful 4 Mean 2.87
Sometimes useful 13 Median 3
Useful 32 Standard Deviation 0.82
Very useful 13 Count 62

Listening is difficult to teach, and learners’ &ésing in the classroom is often not related to the
teaching of listening (e.g. when listening to ctassn instructions for other tasks). Cauldwell
(2004) sees listening as the skill that lags bebpehking, reading and writing because in day-to-
day interactions the learner has the least coatret listening — unable to control accent, volume,
speed, repetition opportunities and vocabulary. C&an now help the learner control all of
these factors to a greater or lesser extent. $etss CALL provides even greater control than
the more interactive environments of the languapewhere the teacher may require self-
generated answers to spoken material or to collgiverwork in chat rooms or video
conferencing. Self-access provides a safe, langaiysturbed, arena for the student to choose the
level of difficulty, topic and possibly even theocabulary level of a piece of listening text.
Depending on the programme or the centre’s matessalurces the student may well have a

written transcription in front of them or on theeen as they listen. Students can stop and repeat
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material as they need to and identify speech ufite.“acoustic blur” of spontaneous speech that
Cauldwell (ibid) mentions can be tamed. This cauldree using tape recorders and tapes or audio
players rather than computers but for a generatsaa to manipulating their mp3 files on the
computer the computer screen offers an easy emagnhto work in. The blessing of video on

the screen is an additional learning tool thatfoeoes the appropriate register and stimulates
memory. Zhao (2005a) in research with 15 non-edirglish speakers at the University of
lllinois found that students who were able to stbe speed of speech to a rate comfortable for
them found it improved their listening comprehensighao looked forward to students being

able to change the speed of any speech they emrednKing (2006) has already identified

simple, readily-available programmes that can doftr students.

Surprisingly, speaking (see Figure 5.6 and Tall&)5s the least valued of the CALL skills. In
the other three skill areas only four students gzt CALL wasnot useful However, the use of
the computer to improve the skill of speaking issideredhot usefuby 26 students and only
sometimes usefbly 18 — a total of 44 students, therefore, pemagithis as a skill area not served

so well by CALL learning.
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Figure 5.5. Listening- Student perceptions of the usefulness of CALL
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Table 5.16 Listening - Student perceptions of thesefulness of CALL
Listening - Student Frequency
perceptions of the
usefulness of CALL
Not useful 4 Mean 3.03
Sometimes useful 14 Median 3
Useful 20 Standard Deviation 0.94
Very useful 24 Count 62

This may be because of the restricted software oergtes have, and their dependence on a non-
New Zealand accent. Althoudtronunciation Power And2 andConnected Speectere

mentioned by students as useful software and semtees hadpeakeasyr language lab
programmes, this was the extent of the speakirtgvacé. Current software depends largely on
comparative graphs or diagrams of a speaker’s maitkthsuggested movement. It is not easy for
students to find the right sounds or rhythms byrbelves. Feedback is often frustrating with an
English accent required to trigger the correct oasp from the computer (although a newer
programmeEyespeakloes offer the choice of a New Zealand accents Témains an area

where one-to-one work probably has an advantage.
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Figure 5.6 Speaking- Student perceptions of the usefulness of CALL
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Table 5.17Speaking - Student perceptions of the usefulness GALL
Speaking - Student Frequency
perceptions of the
usefulness of CALL
Not useful 26 Mean 2.03
Sometimes useful 18 Median 2
Useful 8 Standard Deviation 0.94
Very useful 10 Count 62

The specific areas in which CALL is seen by students to be most useful

Question 11 (See Figure 5.7) and Question 12 ($perdix B) attempted to narrow down from
the broad skills to the specific areas where stisdienind CALL most useful. This required
students to rank 16 items which were ordered utigefour main skills headings. Provision was
made (in Question 12) for students to add any aheas they felt should have been included.
Not all students ranked 10 items and a few answers not included as students ranked

incorrectly (e.g. gave three nines) but did notehame to redo their answers.

This was a problematic question as learners foudificult to rank — wanting to give several
10s for instance. However, the results made thatefforthwhile. Results can be seen in Figure

5.8 and Table 5.18.

Listening again scored well with two of the topuks. Providing interesting listening material

comes second highest with a mean of 4.867hafging me understand what | listendomes
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fifth. This reinforces the results obtained in digs10 (student survey) where listening was

chosen as thmost usefubf the CALL skills.

Rated as thenost usefulssistance computers give in self-accetmsoving vocabularyvhich

was listed under reading but crosses all the akélas. It is uncertain if this is the result of
exposure to a wider cross-section of reading atdring material, or if it is because students are
able to work at their own pace and have an onlicgodhary available ( not only in English but
also in their own language). It could possibly bat they find the programmes have better
scaffolding and they can repeat material until theglerstand all the words. No mention was
made by any students or staff of a concordancérmsast be assumed that this valuable tool does

not contribute towards this score. However, th@snsassumption that is as yet untested.

Question 11.(student survey) Put numbers in theddelow to show which are the things
computers programmes or websites which teach Endbsest. Put 10 for the best thing they
do, 9 for the next best on down to 1. You do netht® use all the numbers if you do not think
they do 10 things well.

Figure 5.7. Student survey Question 11.
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Improving my grammais the fourth highest mean at 4.42. Again, algiolisted under writing,
this crosses all four skill areas. It is possililelents perceive this as an area of gain because so
many CD-ROM programmes have a specific grammarsf¢elg.Tensebusteior The Grammar
Rom) as do many websites devoted to English Languaggitega(e.g. BBC and the British
Council sites). Students are able to find matemal specific grammar problems they have
encountered previously and concentrate on aregaofmatical weakness without the
embarrassment of holding up the class or divettiegeacher from another activity. Despite a
tendency to often be wrong, grammar checkers dblabrners to the possibility of error, and
students may, therefore, perceive computers asuhédp improving their grammar. An older
Chinese woman from Centre A, who was working ategan advanced level, thought CALL was
not usefulfor listening and speaking busefulfor writing and reading. She thought the best
thing CALL programmes did was correct errors angdrione her grammar. For this reason she

only usedTensebuster Intermediatkem all the programmes offered.

Given the low credibility that CALL speaking appg#&n have, it is no surprise thalping me
speak without being sifynean = 1.64) came in as tleast usefuthing students thought CALL
did. Students do not appear to be using self-acomaputers for speaking to other computer

users, although this may not be the case in trgukage labs attached to some self-access centres.

Giving me ideas to write abo(ihean =1.6PandOrdering my writing(mean = 1.71) are the

other two least popular options. As most studeitirmgrwill be teacher directed, students are
unlikely to use CALL facilities to practise anytlgiother than short passages required by CALL
programmes. Feedback is also problematic with fesysites offering any kind of marking
facility. There are materials available in popylasgrammes about how to organise writing but it
is possible that students see this as a “needesf tegson rather than an on-going skill. It seems
the positive feedback given to CALL writing in qties 10 relates more to students’ perception

that computers helped them with grammar than witicgiring their writing and giving
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them inspiration to write. As mentioned previouslis may be because of confusion with the

tool function of the computer rather than the tdtorction the question was intended to measure.

Table 5.18 Areas students perceive CALL as being rabuseful: Student means

CALL Assistance

Correcting errors

Writing fast

Ordering my writing

Giving me ideas to write about

Improving my grammar

Providing interesting reading

Teaching me to find main ideas

Helping me understand what | read

Improving my vocabulary

Providing interesting listening material

Helping me understand what | listen to

Helping me understand different accents

Giving me people to talk to in English

Pronunciation practice

Teaching me to say new words

Helping me to speak without being shy

Mean

4.45

2.51

1.71

1.69

4.42

3.47

2.28

2.64

4.87

4.47

4.28

3.06

3.15

3.38

3.43

1.64

Standard Deviation

4.12

3.30

2.54

2.72

3.68

3.47

3.25

2.82

3.61

4.02

3.79

3.44

3.58

3.66

3.19

2.96
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Figure 5.8. Areas students perceive CALL as most useful: Student means
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What are staff perceptions of the usefulness of CA  LL?

Staff were asked to complete the same questiogtudsnts to see if their perception of what was
useful to student learning aligned with studenpoeses. On the general usefulness of CALL
(see Figure 5.9 and Table 5.19), staff were mucteraptimistic about CALL than students.
Whereas the student mean was 2.95 in favour of CB¢ihguseful the staff mean was 3.39.
Fifteen of the eighteen responses from staff wesative and only three staff thought computers

were onlysometimes useful
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Figure 5.9. Staff perceptions of the usefulness of CALL
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Table 5.19 Staff perceptions of the usefulness ofACL
Staff perceptions of the | Frequency
usefulness of CALL
Not useful 0 Mean 3.39
Sometimes useful 3 Median 4
Useful 5 Standard Deviation 0.78
Very useful 10 Count 18

What staff perceive CALL does best; the four basic skills

Staff are generally optimistic about the abilitytké computer to help students learn to write in
English (see Figure 5.10 and Table 5.20), withhalar but more positive pattern than students.
A greater proportion think CALL igery usefuand none think it iaot useful There were only 4

students who perceived CALL to have no use in¢hehing of writing, although, of course, this

is a small proportion of the far greater numberstatlent respondents.

100




Figure 5.10. Writing - Staff perceptions of the usefulness of CALL.
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Table 5.20Writing - Staff perceptions of the usefulness of CAL

Writing - Staff Frequency
perceptions of the
usefulness of CALL

Not useful 0 Mean 3.00
Sometimes useful 6 Median 3
Useful 6 Standard Deviation 0.84
Very useful 6 Count 18

In reading, however (see Figure 5.11 and Table)5tBére is a marked difference in perception
between staff and students. While the majoritytoflents saw CALL assefulfor reading, staff
avoid being too positive or too negative, but aeeantheless convinced. Staff have a mean of
3.56 compared to the student mean of 2.87. Agastai® think that the computer ot useful

for reading.

This positive attitude is repeated for listeningg($igure 5.12 and Table 5.22), where the staff
have a mean of 3.56 compared to the students’ wie2ud3 and, like the students, they are
clustered in theery usefukend of the scale. This very favourable attitudéheouse of CALL for
listening was reflected in comments made durinfj steerviews, where several teachers
commented on the usefulness of students being@ablecess audio files. A few administrators

had even pursued copyright permission to turrhalirtCD-ROMS and tapes into computer files,
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Figure 5.11 Reading. — Staff perceptions of the usefulness of CALL
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Table 5.21Reading - Staff perceptions of the usefulness of CA
Reading - Staff perceptions of| Frequency
the usefulness of CALL
Not useful 0 Mean 3.06
Sometimes useful 6 Median 3
Useful 5 Standard Deviation 0.87
Very useful 7 Count 18

as they noted how much easier it was for studeras¢ess sound files in this way. The one
teacher who felt listening wamt useful an experienced computer user, seems to be anaiynom
although it is interesting to note that she saitheanext question that the thing the computer did
best was provide interesting listening materiathAugh she felt the provision of authentic

materials on the Internet was the biggest beretudents, she rarely used the computer to teach

her students.
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Figure 5.12. Listening- Staff perceptions of the usefulness of CALL
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Table 5.22 Listening - Staff perceptions of the usalness of CALL
Listening - Staff Frequency
perceptions of the
usefulness of CALL
Not useful 1 Mean 3.56
Sometimes useful 0 Median 4
Useful 5 Standard Deviation 0.78
Very useful 12 Count 18

As with students, staff were not as positive altbatbenefits of CALL for learning to speak
(Table 5.23). The student mean was 2.03 compartieetstaff mean at 2.44. More students than
staff proportionally felt that CALL wasot useful but perceptions were reasonably close in this
category. The technical difficulties of using spegkprogrammes may have some influence on

this perception.

Overall, staff were much more positive than stusi@iout the potential of CALL to help student
language learning in these four modes. Howevey, ldrgely correlated with the student ranking

of importance of the modes.
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Figure 5.13. Speaking — Staff perceptions of the usefulness of CALL
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Table 5.23 Speaking - Staff perceptions of the usdfess of CALL
Speaking - Staff Frequency
perceptions of the
usefulness of CALL
Not useful 3 Mean 2.44
Sometimes useful 7 Median 2
Useful 5 Standard Deviation 0.98
Very useful 3 Count 18

The specific areas in which CALL is seen by staff to be most useful

Questiord on the teacher questionnaire asked the tstaffnk things computer programmes or

websites which teach English (in self-access sdna} do bestThe number 10 was assigned to

the highest ranked characteristic and number fhiedawest. Not all numbers from 10 to 1

needed to be used. There were 16 options (See AppBhand there was provision for extra

answers to be added. Scores were then added te areaverage for each option. The results can

be seen in Figure 5.14. Staff percetie provision of listening material, followed beth

provision of reading materigb be the most useful areas of CALL. This is dp$ellowed by

pronunciation practiceandhelping students understand what they listenTbe least useful area

of CALL is the provision opeople for students to talk.to
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Figure 5.14. Areas staff perceives CALL as being most useful: Staff means
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Is there a significant difference between staff an  d students in terms of their
perceptions of the usefulness of CALL?

Staff perceptions of the specific areas in whichLCAs most useful to students differ
considerably from students’ perceptions. Therecaybt areas that staff place more value on than
the students (see Table 5.24), three areas thewasdess valuable than students, and another
three that are rated close to the student ratifejsle 5.24 compares these ratings and also shows
the standard deviations for staff (see Table 50t&tudent standard deviations). The means were
then themselves ranked to enable a comparisonnoable between areas staff considered CALL
performed best and areas students considered CALhest (see also Table 5.24). “1” indicates

a top ranking and “16” the lowest importance. Faveas staff and students seem to value
similarly areimproving grammar, helping students/me understahdtuhey/I listen to, teaching
students/me to find main ideas, helping studentafmderstand different accerasdordering
writing. Staff valued all other CALL teaching areas mdwantstudents apart frooorrecting

errors, teaching students/me to say new warttshelping students/me to speak without being

shy.This positive attitude reflects the optimism seethe previous question.
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The comparative ranking scores are even more Bttegelmproving vocabulanandproviding
interesting listeninggain score in the top three for both studentsstaitl but the students’ third
choicecorrecting erros is the staff’'s tenth choice. As mentioned beftiris, could be the result
of students valuing the spellchecker and grammeclar in its tool function. And the second
choice for staff providing interesting readings only the students’ sixth choice. This supports
the staff position in the previous question, wheey saw the skill of reading as being one of the
very useful features of CALL, while students wersd positive. Staff valygronunciation
practiceat fourth place but students put it at eighth. €idering the number of categories, this is
not a large difference, but it again confirms theaking results in the previous question where
staff were much more positive about CALL'’s potenfiiat teaching speechiHelping students
understand what they listen ¢g@ains fifth place for both staff and students angroving
grammaris sixth for staff and fourth for students, whistfairly close. A number of areas gained
exactly the same or similar ranking from studenis staff, even though their means might have

been quite different.
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Table 5.24wWhat CALL does best: Staff means and ranking comparedat student means and ranking

CALL Assistance Mean Standard Mean Staff Student
Staff Deviation | Student Ranking Ranking
Correcting errors 2.82 3.66 4.45 10 3
Writing fast 1.59 2.65 2.51 15 12
Ordering writing 1.71 2.85 1.71 14 14
Giving ideas to write about 2.47 3.26 1.69 12 15
Improving grammar 4.82 2.53 4.42 6 4
Providing interesting reading 6.24 3.33 3.47 2 6
Teaching students to find main ideas 2.94 3.42 2.28 9 13
Helping students understand what 3.35 257 2 64 8 11
they read
Improving vocabulary 5.88 2.47 4.87 3 1
Prowdmg interesting listening 6.94 333 4.47 1 5
material
Help|r_19 students understand what 4.94 368 428 5 5
they listen to
H.elpmg students understand 2 8235 3.38 3.06 10 10
different accents
G|V|qg students people to talk to in 47 194 3.15 7 9
English
Pronunciation practice 5.12 3.72 3.38 4 8
Teaching students to say new words| 1.94 2.86 3.43 31 7
He_Iping students to speak without 82 210 1,641 16 16
being shy

Overall there was found to be a significant differe, p<0.05, between student (Question 9) and
staff (Question 7) perceptions of the usefulnesSAIEL. Students thought computers less useful
than staff (2.95 versus 3.39). However, the ontniidual area of significant difference was
found in listening, t (32.59) = -2.38, p=0.02. |&4st difference between student and staff

perception was reading, then writing, followed pgaking.

A significant correlation (p<0.05) was discoveradvireen previous CALL experience for both
staff and students combined and perception of sleéuiness of CALL (0.28). The new variable
“CALL experience” was created by taking the meain@uestion 7 (Question 5 for staffhave
used a computer to learn (or teach) English thisryand Question 8 (Question 6 for stdffjave
used a computer to learn (or teach) English befar@me to this centré his variable was then
used in correlation witire computers useful for learning English in salé@ss situations?

Question 9 (Question 7 for staff). For staff ahdients treated individually, staff were found to
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show a significant correlation between previous CAlxperience and the perception of the
usefulness of CALL (0.28). A suggestion of cornelatwas also noted in students but this was

slightly below the level of significance of p<0.(&23).

There was a strong correlation for teachers (0il&)ey had more experience in teaching CALL
they perceived CALL to be more useful. This mayicate a more positive view as a result of a
longer personal investment in this mode of teacbimigg may indicate that the more they have
used CALL with students the more useful they haaregived it to be. There is the added caution
of this being a self-selected group, in that teehising the self-access centre will possibly tend
to be those more positive about the opportunitiesed there than those staff who choose not to

use the centre.

Is there a relationship between perceptions of C  ALL usefulness and a) gender
b) age and c) previous CALL experience?

This question was to ascertain if there were angofa which might be linked with decisions

made on CALL usefulness. Each will be dealt withasately.

a) Is there a relationship between gender and think  ing CALL is useful?

As only one male was in the staff group, considgtire staff separately would not have
produced valid results so staff and students resgsoto Question 7 for staff and Question 9 for
students were compared to Question 1. The reswdhandependent samples t- test on the
combined group indicates that no significant relahip was found between gender and
perceptions of the usefulness of CALL, t (74.1@.22, p = 0.82. This is an interesting result

given the common perception that computing is ardaimain.

Self-access may be perceived to be a more restiecti@puting environment than other
computing fields. Most programmes are provided 83RIOM or catalogued on an easily
accessible database. Students are pointed in greaate direction for their stated need. Thus

females may feel safer in this environment andwhusald even out any gender bias (Hale, 2002;
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Bernard, 1998) which might normally be present.@&mse of the removal of the competitive
elements (Swann, 1992) that can possibly be pr@séiné¢ classroom use of computers the threat
to females is further lessened. Older females mbhy have had restricted access to computers
previously are able to work at their own pace mghly structured environment. Instructions are
usually clear in most CALL programmes and the pgmksi of becoming lost is restricted. The
help of advisors, willing to step students throagly new programmes, would further weaken

any negative affective factors surrounding compusey.

b) Is there any relationship between age and thinki  ng CALL is useful?

An Independent Samples t-test for Equality of Meadgcated a significant result in the
combined group of students and teachers, t (7&53)62, p=0.01. Thus there was a significant
difference between the age groups and the perceptithe usefulness of CALL, with the 25 plus

age group perceiving CALL to be more useful than1b to 25 year old age group.

The same affective factors mentioned in the pres/gmction, in the lack of gender differences in
the perception of CALL, could explain the differesdn this group. People over 25 perceived
CALL as more useful than those under 25. Thisderabined group of students and teachers.
The teachers have already been shown to value GAdre highly than students. Is this because
they also find it a safer environment, restrictedts boundaries and more linear in its pathways
than the use of other computing possibilities saskthe Internet and thus feel more confident in
using CALL for teaching than they do in using cortgps generally? This question will be

discussed in the next chapter.

It might be thought not surprising that older peoate more impressed with the usefulness of
CALL than younger people. The familiarity of thengputer environment to those under 25 may
make them more critical and more judgemental tharotver 25 group who possibly see
computers as a wonderful new way to learn, witrsgilties (such as self marking) that have

been unavailable to them before. However, this ideaallenged by the results of an
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independent samples t-test on age and thinking Ci&luseful in which student answers to
question twoYour agé and their answers to questiond computers useful for learning
English?)were comparedA significance of 0.10 indicates no difference @liéf that CALL is
useful between students over 25 and those undelt Z5not possible to apply this same sample

test to staff as all were more than 25 years old.

Question 7: Is there any relationship between compu  ter experience and believing
CALL is useful?

In the correlation between computer experience $Que 4 staff/6 students) and belief in the
usefulness of CALL (Question 7 staff/9 studentgy¢hs no significant correlation (0.15) seen

between computer experience and believing CALLsesfwi.

This seems to support the idea that it is notgesiple comfortable in the computing environment
who learn well from CALL. What it may indicate isat people’s perception is based on the
programmes/sites available rather than on the howélsing a computer. Again this does not
discount the possibility that it may be the peredigafety, predictability, and usefulness of the
CALL environment which stakeholders like. But tiigestion remains how this positive attitude
towards CALL measures up to other resources avaitaldearners in the self-access centres. If
CALL is seen as useful, despite the difficultieattlack of computing experience or confidence

might present, is it then preferable to other mexdrsarning?

How does CALL compare to other self-access resource  s?

Student perceptions of usefulness of resources in the self-access centre
compared to CALL

Question 15(13) asked participants to compare skéuiness of CALL resources with other
resources in the self-access centre. Participhatstiad to choose from three options for each
resource listed. Resources that wa@e useful than CALWwere rated 3. Resources that were

about the same usefulness as CAudre rated 2 and resources that wess useful than CALL
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were rated as 1. Staff were given the same chaitéhbir instruction wa€ompare resources

used in self-access. Tick in the box that agre#s yaur opinion.

Given the positive reception given to CALL the féswere surprising (see Table 5.25). As a
mean of 2 would indicate that other resources weresame usefulness as CALL the student
means indicate that five other types of resourcesrmre useful than CALL, one is the same

usefulness, and two are not as useful.

Table 5.25 Student perceptions of the usefulness r@sources in the self-access centre compared to OA
means

Resources Mean Standard Deviation
Textbooks 2.33 0.68

Videos 2.33 0.68

Television 2.22 0.76

One-to-one help 2.49 0.62

Magazines 1.95 0.70

Worksheets 2.00 0.81

Listening cassettes 2.09 0.71

Other resources 1.75 0.56

The only resources perceived as less useful thdd_@G#e magazines and a compilation of other
resources not previously mentioned. Worksheetsega as the same usefulness which suggests
that perhaps students may see CALL as a kind cérpegs worksheet. That one-to-one help
should be rated so highly is understandable. A gdRuassian student who had rarely used a
computer for CALL previously, but nevertheless thiouit very useful for learning English,

makes the plaintive plea in the comment sectiaisfquestion: “We need any teacher who will
speak with people in them free time for improveadeg.” His interest in having a real person to

communicate with makes sense.

However, what was truly unexpected is that textispeideos, television and even listening
cassettes are rated as more useful than CALL.bbeks are perhaps the cornerstone of most
English learning programmes and given the largebarmof Asians in the survey with their
preference for this style of learning (Wood, 2003 perhaps understandable that students rate

them as important. Despite this | did not see lamg®bers of students in self-access using
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textbooks so it could be that this result is ag&fbn of students valuing textbooks in class mnathe

than, as they were asked, in the learning centre.

However, the high value placed on videos and telenicompared to CALL cannot be explained
away so easily. Many centres had extensive catlestof videos and some had satellite links
which allowed students to access television fromrseas. Almost every centre | visited, where
students were actively using the centre, had amasspve number of students accessing the video
library and using subtitles or worksheets in confion with the video. Videos were often of
popular up-to-date television programmes or regeties. At first | thought students, who

often sat in pairs or groups around one set, wierplg using the videos as free entertainment or
relaxation, but every group | consulted assuredirag found videos the easiest way to learn to
speak conversational English. Their enthusiasmewvatent. Television rates slightly lower than
video and this may reflect the fact that not alitces have a live television link. However, some
centres that had satellite links reported havinignd student access at certain times because of
the pressure of numbers wanting to use it. Sontleesie students were learning languages other

than English and wanted to access the news budletiprogrammes from the relevant culture.

Listening cassettes are most often associatedt@itbooks or listening exercises but their
popularity compared to CALL, where listening canénaisual reinforcement, may reflect
teacher familiarity with listening resources. Teétively new use of computers to record and
play digitalized speech and thus have the abtityiow down speech and increase
comprehensibility of spoken authentic materials magntually consign cassettes to a historical
footnote, but as yet this digital technology is widely used. Centres surveyed were just
beginning to digitalize their listening resourcesl dhe change may be quite rapid but it was not

yet reflected in this study.
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Staff perceptions of usefulness of resources in the self-access centre compared
to CALL

Staff results were, apart from one result, compteddferent to students’ (See Table 5.25). Apart
from one-to-one help, which staff placed as maeful than even students had ranked it, every
other mean is less than 2 indicating staff feel CAd.more useful than other resources in self-

access. The smaller standard deviations also itedibay are in closer agreement about this than

students were about their conclusions.

Both students and staff agree on the relative aseéss obther resourcebut most students, 40
out of 64, did not even answer this question. Femurtout of 18 staff chose not to answer as well.
It can be assumed this is because there were nificigt resources outside of those listed in the
centres they were in. A few centres did offer otlesiources such as reading libraries or advice

sheets but these were not available everywhere.

Textbooks, listening cassettes and worksheets seme as slightly less useful than CALL,

showing a closer agreement with student means.aklags get an even lower rating than other
resources. However, the most notable differeneetisvideos and television, where the means
are considerably below the student means. Stafiodlgee videos and television as more useful

than CALL and they do not appear to value themigisiynas students for learning English.

Table 5.26 Student perceptions compared to staff peeptions of the usefulness of other resources ihé self-
access centre compared to CALL — comparison of mean

Resources Student Staff Mean | Student Staff
Mean Standard Standard
Deviation Deviation
Textbooks 2.33 1.93 0.68 0.46
Videos 2.33 1.80 0.68 0.41
Television 2.22 1.67 0.76 0.49
One-to-one help 2.49 2.75 0.62 0.45
Magazines 1.95 1.60 0.70 0.51
Worksheets 2.00 1.80 0.81 0.41
Listening cassettes 2.09 1.93 0.71 0.46
Other resources 1.75 1.75 0.56 1.26
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Textbooks
Many centres had textbooks which were used in @ass courses as well as supplementary

books. There was also a heavy emphasis on boskgneée to help students with high stakes
university entrance exams such as IELTS and TOBEEktbooks are a familiar resource for both
students and staff and Table 5.27 and 5.28 showtighly both groups value them but 42.2% of
students felt textbooks were even more valuable @@&LL compared to only 5.6% of staff. This
may reflect the type of students who choose tosefeaccess centres, students who want
reassurance and an opportunity to use the resonmastsfamiliar to them. It may also reflect
their belief that a textbook is less experimental more serious than a computer programme
with a more linear pathway. Staff, on the othardhanay be more willing to accept that the
same information can be presented in new and mbrant ways without diluting its intellectual

impact. This is an area of research that couldxbeneed.
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Table 5.27 Student perceptions of the usefulness SAC resources compared to CALL - frequency

n==64
Resources Lessusefulthan  ggme ysefulness More useful Total Total
> > > > >
[&] [&] [&] (8] (8]
[ [ [ c c
(O] (O] (O] (O] (O]
> > > > >
O O O O O
o o o o o
L S L S L X L X L X
Textbooks 7 10.9 27 42.2 27 42.2 61 95.3 3 4.7
Videos 7 10.9 27 42.2 27 42.2 61 95.3 4.7
Television 12 18.8 23 35.9 25 39.1 60 93.8 4 6.3
ﬁer}g'to'one 4 6.3 23 359 34 531 61 953 3 47
Magazines 16 25.0 32 48.4 13 20.3 60 93.8 6.3
Worksheets 10 15.6 30 46.9 16 25.0 56 87.5 12.5
Listening 12 18.8 29 45.3 17 26.6 58 90.6 6 94
cassettes
Other 9.4 16 250 2 31 24 375 40 625
resources
Table 5.28 Staff perceptions of the usefulness oAS resources compared to CALL - frequency
n=18
Resources Less useful Same usefulness More useful Total Total Missing
than CALL as CALL than CALL
> > > > >
(@] (@] (@] (@] [&]
c c c c [
(D) (D) (D) (D) ()
> > > > 5
(on O (on (on O
D) (D) (D) (D) ()
i X T X T X T X i X
Textbooks 2 11.1 12 66.7 1 5.6 15 83.3 3 16.7
Videos 3 16.7 12 66.7 - - 15 83.3 3 16.7
Television 5 27.8 10 55.6 - - 15 83.3 3 16.7
One-to-one 4 22.2 12 66.7 - - 16 88.9 2 11.1
help
Magazines 33.3 9 50.0 - - 15 83.3 16.7
Worksheets 3 16.7 12 66.7 - - 15 83.3 16.7
Listening 2 11.1 12 66.7 1 56 15 83.3 3 16.7
cassettes
Other - - 2 111 1 5.6 3 16.7 15  83.3
resources
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Videos

The use of video in self-access centres was faktgnsive with over half the centres visited
placing emphasis on viewing as an important waypateasing students’ listening,
comprehension, up-to-date vocabulary acquisitiahability to imitate spoken chunks of
language. Table 5.27 indicates that 39% of stisdes the use of videos as more useful than
CALL, and this result was confirmed by the commeh#t many students made in answer to

Question 12.

There was some difficulty in answering Questiorfdrisstudents who saw the use of video as part
of CALL (because videos can be watched on the ctenp@although the results seem to suggest
that all students treated it separately in the Bpm@saire, despite possibly feeling it was part of
what CALL offered rather than a different resoursenale Korean Intermediate level speaker,
who had rarely used CALL before, although he had oome to see CALL assefu] said “We

can watch movies made in English without DVD play&We can have chances to listen again
and again.” In the centre this student attendgosdare watched on computers and this is
becoming an option that many students are alsotahise at home. Interestingly this student (in
Question 11- asking what CALL did best) ranked a8 &providing interesting listening
material”, as a 9 “helping me understand whattéhdo” and as an 8 “Helping me to understand
different accents.” All these results may well begection of his use of videos to learn English
rather than the use of specific CALL programmes pbint he makes about being able to listen
“again and again” is a function that the computekes very easy. Although CD-ROMS can be
used for repetition, computing programmes are e&simanipulate and there is a student

familiarity with this function if they have beening MP3 (or similar formats) for music files.

Subtitles in English or the student’s own languegme be found on both a computer and a disc-
player using a DVD. Many centres also downloadsttrepts in English from the Internet,
sometimes with glossaries and comprehension qusst#dl students spoken to, who were using
videos and scripts, were enthusiastic about thésrasans of improving their language despite

116



my own reservations about their motivation for viatg the videos. They were often watching in
groups of two or three. In response to a statesugtt as; “This must be a nice way to relax
between classes,” students stressed that theyngemnly working but were serious about

improving their language skills. The same Koreamlsht mentioned above says in question 16:

Watching movies with computers is the best waytraase our English skills,
just in my opinion. Because, we can [watch] thatemals repeatedly. It is also

important to study repeatedly whenever we wanuotd.d

This access to the same materials again and ayas gfudents a confidence that what they
cannot understand on one occasion they will be taldecess at a later date, unlike the materials

in a class situation which may only be availablegd@hort time.

Another Korean (female) student in the same ceniith,a very similar learning profile, said,
“When we use the computer, we can see with pictor@sovie something like that. So we can
understand easily.” Yet another Korean studeng thbught CALL wawery usefulsaid she
liked using DVDs: “We can watch movie and seepsti It's very useful to me.” The
reinforcement of vocabulary and context offeredtby visual element can be very important to
some learners and this may also be a factor stgreaieos and the computer. It helps to

understand why this resource rates so well in coispawith CALL.

In Centre G six students mentioned the use of esopositively in their written comments in the
open-ended questions. This was by far the greatesber of any of the centres (although this
centre also had the greatest number of returnestiQneaires). However, while students in this
centre seemed to be using a wide variety of regsuronly observed one group using videos.
Their awareness of the potential of video may Wwelbecause the beginning of every lesson was
teacher directed with short lessons, either byeahaeher or by the centre advisors, on how to use

different resources.
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No staff (see Table 5.28) felt videos wemere useful than CALtompared to the 44.3% of
students who felt they were. This may reflectfstagpicion that students are using them for
relaxation or entertainment rather than learniHgwever, virtually the same percentage of staff
thought they were theame usefulness CALL,as students felt they wetlee same or more

useful than CALL So both staff and students see using videor agaally valid way of learning
English. Many centres were moving to make vida@slable on-line to ease access difficulties
although this can cause some concerns around gbpyssues. Students are already used to the
idea that videos are easily accessible on-lindigagodcasting this is an area that will probably

end up in the CALL domain eventually.

Most centres had television and a few offered Bi@éelevision so students could watch
programmes from other countries or study foreigngleages. In some centres there was no direct
television access but instead staff had tapedisabevprogrammes which were stored and
accessed like videos. It is difficult to know ttidents realised that some videos (i.e. the very
popular “Friends” for instance) were actually tedgan programmes or whether they rated them
under the video category. In retrospect it may Haeen better to have included television and

video as one category of resource.

Television

However, what is obvious is that students valuevision as a learning resource even more than
they value videos (see Table 5.27) and almost 4¥dtfis more useful than CALL. However, a

caution would be that | saw very few students distwesing televisions in the self-access centres,
with the exception of one centre where the sagetiéitevision had a waiting list, and | suspect this

positivity reflects greater access in students’ esmather than in the self-access centre.

Staff, on the other hand, see television far lesstipely than students (see Table 5.28). None felt
it was more useful than CALL (compared to the 39df%tudents who did) although 55.6% of
staff (20% more staff than students) felt it wasissful as CALL. Staff may well have been

reflecting more accurately on the actual usageletision in the self-access centres rather than
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reporting on the perception of the potential oé¥&ion to aid the learning of English. That
students and teachers possibly saw this differesithyerely speculation on my part but regardless
of the reasons for the difference in perceptiomgloan be no doubt that television is seen as a

crucial part of the learning tools offered in saticess centres and at least as important as CALL.

One-to-one Help

It is no surprise, and will be very reassuringdachers, to find in Table 5.27 that 53.1% of
students see one-to-one help from staff as morfelluban CALL, although it does beg the
guestion of how “autonomous” students really aB80®f students see this helpthe sameor
more useful than CALLIt is obviously too soon to conclude that congpsitwill replace

teachers.

That staff value one-to-one help (i.e. their owiphas the same or more useful than CALL, is
also no surprise (see Table 5.28). What is perbagmwising is that four staff only valued their
help as equal to the help offered by CALL. Thigimiindicate a lack of confidence in their own
ability to mentor students (with some staff beidgnanistrators rather than teachers) or could be

a vote of respect for the help they perceive CARh provide.

Magazines

That 13 students (see Table 5.27) found magazines nseful than CALL is puzzling. | noticed
a small number of students reading magazines inghtres. These varied from magazines
offering a fairly substantial reading load suctildsrth and South” to lighter entertainment
magazines such as “New Idea” and “The Woman’s WeEeklost magazines on offer were up-
to-date and entertaining and might well be easi@ictess than the same information online.
Students may also perceive CALL as a more seri@attemand not feel free to “go off task” by
using popular gossip sites while the free avaiigbdf magazines they might not be able to
afford themselves, could be attractive as a reaolptigpn when they are tired or need some time

to relax. That they can still be learning wouldareadded bonus.

119



Staff are not as positive as students about thefusegazines (see Table 5.28) but 50% still see
them as equally useful as CALL. Most centres hadrg good selection of current magazines

which suggests staff see the subscriptions as wioetkarge annual investment they require.

Worksheets

Worksheets were available in all centres with somoee demanding and more specific than
others. | observed a number of students doing vwedds which had for the most part been
created by the staff of the centre to meet spesitident needs. Staff may therefore, have
mentioned that such worksheets were available wbanseling students. The popularity of
worksheets (see Table 5.27) may also have somerelhip to the ease of access. Most were
catalogued in some way according to level of diftg and topic and they were prominently

displayed in most centres.

Table 5.28 indicates staff also see worksheetalasble but surprisingly none saw them as more
valuable than CALL as 25% of the students did. Tiég/ be a result of staff not trusting their

own ability to produce material “better than” conmgially produced work or it may be that staff
feel this material is not as engaging as technolblgwever, both students and staff obviously
respect the place that individual worksheets haadressing student need — possibly because
the worksheets are directly targeted at recurrgmgnn their own particular institutions. Some
worksheets were in this respect of a very highigudealing with topics such as the language
used in specific subject areas such as mathsemazi Other worksheets dealt with topics such
as particular aspects of grammar that caused prasoded others were of a more general nature,

giving advice about ways to improve listening oeaing.

Cassettes

Cassettes also appear to compare favourably withL.Ggee Tables 5.27 and 5.28). In two
centres | saw dedicated rooms for listening toeatsess and one of these rooms was extremely

popular and completely full despite the availapibf computers. Two other centres had
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converted their cassettes into computer filessteriing had become a function of CALL. Had
this not been the case it is possible that momesiis would have rated cassettes more
favourably. Many students also used CD-ROMS faetisrg but they were asked to consider
these as part of this question. The life of cassa#t probably very limited with CD-ROMS and
computer sound files now easier to manipulate antfi, the advent of Podcasting, easier to

access, and, in many cases, cheaper to acquire.

Other resources

Many staff did not answer the question compaatiger resourceso CALL presumably because
they could not think of any other major resourded had not already been covered in the
previous questions. The low number of responsedllpbrthe student answers (see Table 5.27)
where 40 out of 64 answers were missing. Howeeevef staff (see Table 5.28) feliher
resourcesverethe sameor less useful thastudents did. Staff are slightly more optimistimout

the potential obther resourceso match CALL.

What CALL materials do students recommend?

Although learners recommended a wide range of CDAB@nd CALL websites that they had
found useful for learning English the number ofgreons each mentioned was not very high.
They were presented with a list of CD-ROMS usedentres and asked to say which programs
they had found useful and why. Programs outsid@tigsent self-access situation were included
in case students had used programs previous|yvrat unknown or unavailable to the centre
staff. Students mentioned a number of program®nahe original list and some titles may not
be correct or may be programs created within ttentre. Students often commented that they
did not know the title of the CD-ROMSs they usedpasing them by the icon on the screen. This
may explain why some programs that staff said yweplar did not receive any or only one

mention. Programs such @sitting EdgeandHeadwayare used in conjunction with course books
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that are available in some centres but studentstisay had used them in classroom courses and

liked to revise their work in self-access.

The programs mentioned most often by the studeattha same programs staff said were most
often used. These welgsues in English 1 and 2, English Grammar in Usmsebustefthree
levels), That's Life, Pronunciation Power AndThe Grammar RonUsefulness, ease of use and
giving feedback were the main points students fgbkéd although being able to work at their
own rate and being interesting were also highligh@ne student in Centre G saié&nglish
Grammar in Usas very good for us, which is easy to understarti@do some practices.

Especially, for beginner, they can use it to getdjbasis.”

Students were rarely critical but the most popplagram did annoy one student also from centre
C who said he had donssues in Englislbut he did not like it because although he learf@w

words he learnt no “grammar stuff”. However, sfgraintly, he said that although he did not like

it before because he could not use it well now he finding it useful. “When | learnt to use |

liked it.” An experienced IT specialist noted tliais program encompassed all the skills and had
really appropriate good quality exercises whicheuwée best they had seen, although some of the

video was not really useful as it had no relevance.

Issues in EnglislandThat’s Lifeare similar in their approach. Both involve intdnze exercises
based on video clips of topical issudssues in Englisifrom Protea Software, has four different
levels from beginner to advanced levels on topich s Smoking and Immigration. There is a
short video of a person speaking, followed by défe activities on areas such as comprehension,
vocabulary, grammar, pronunciation, spelling andimg skills. It is popular with students

because they feel they can measure their improvieasaihey progress through each level. An

advanced Japanese student in Centre B commentsdums in English‘Can use four levels.
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Choose own level. The first time level one, noweletree. Next week level four. | like the

feeling of going up. I'm happy.”

This program also uses a variety of approache®o#ars a more holistic treatment of language
learning than drill-type programs. Teachers in @eht noted that the menu made navigation
transparent and the conversations at the highetdéaoked very reallhat’s Life produced by
AMES in Victoria, has conversations on familiar itgpabout everyday life such as shopping,
jobs, health and family. Again the exercises caefide range of skill areas; listening,
pronunciation, comprehension, vocabulary, spelind grammar and help is offered in twelve

different languages.

On the other hanBinglish Grammar in Usél ensebusteiPronunciation PowerandThe

Grammar Ronfall into the exercise generation category. Timeplve practice of grammatical
forms or pronunciation. However, they all have @teractive element although possibly in a
more limited form than the first two CD-ROMEnglish Grammar in Usgroduced by Clarity
language Consultants, is possibly the most tradhtiof the four. It accompanies a widely used
text of the same name and is very exercise orieaitdugh it does have audio recordings of the
main exercises and recording capabilitiBsnsebusteralso a Clarity product, comes in four
different levels from Elementary to Advanced andenr@cent versions of this program are web-
based. The program presents a grammar area and/dnks through systematically from
presentation of the concept to the rules, followggbractice and testing. It also allows students to
measure their own progres§he Grammar ROMhas 300 interactive exercises with time tests
and audio help in different languages. It useswjdoice recording, and cartoon graphics.
Pronunciation Power bffers animated, interactive lessons with a 10@rfiof training in
pronunciation using photos, videos, graphics amdega It allows students to record their own

sounds and compare them in wave diagrams withsarugtor's pronunciation. So although all
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these programs possibly lack the holistic appraddbsues in EnglislandThat'’s Lifethey do

encourage interaction and allow the student tkttlaeir own progress.

Another notable feature of the programs participaeinembered was the number of students
who mentioned their use of CD-ROM dictionaries.ishwas unexpected as dictionaries could be
considered more of a tool rather than a learning@m. An advanced Saudi male, from Centre
G, said he likedhe Longman Dictionaripecause it was not only useful for learning Etglis
easy to use and gave feedback but also becawsashable to listen to the pronunciation of
words, see a photograph and make up tests. AnStheti male from the same centre, who was
not overly enthusiastic about CALL, mentioned omihe web site he liked and that was the
Merrian Website On-line DictionanA German male from the same centre, very expegigim
using the computer, also commented, “They allowtarieok up unknown vocabulary on the
fly.” Using on-line dictionaries is of course querkthan loading a CD-ROM which would
suggest those who make the effort to use dictioG&aWROMSs probably intend to use them for
learning a number of words rather than just chegkie meaning of a word being used in some

other context.

There was very little agreement amongst particpabbut why particular programs were useful,
with one student highlighting some points and aeothoosing completely different points. The
sample of replies is too small to be very informaton this point and this type of analysis is
probably best studied to study in a particular enthere students are all using the same

programs.

In the Table 5.29 students reasons for preferqragisic software are recorded (Question 13. See

Appendix B). Numbers refer to the total numbestofdents who ticked a particular category.
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Many centres had the same selection of CD-ROMSeachers spoke highly of the same
programmes. This limited range of programs may telthe result of one retailer who has
visited or contacted most of the centres in Newlaehand recommended and sold many of the
programmes seen there. His opinion may have bégyifdluential at a time when centres were
first investing seriously in software. Accessilyilib products and the opportunity to review the
programs under consideration may have influencedhasing decisions. However, once
products have been acquired, teachers have a uestegst in making sure they are used. Thus,
like the top listings in a web search engine, tloare be a reinforcement of the programs’
popularity because the teacher has made a detismurchase and will therefore, encourage the
learner to use it. However, unlike students in d.Calassroom situation, students are free to
stop using programs they do not like or which tfes} are not helping their English. Thus their
perceptions of a programs’ usefulness may be nmosely related to their honest opinion than
would be the case if they had been forced to ussdime program for a long period of time, even
though they did not find it suited their learnirtgls. On the other hand, there are some programs
that students could find difficult initially but o they had mastered the style of learning
required, and overcome initial apprehension, thay have found very useful such as the student
from Centre C, mentioned previously, who did nké Issues in Englishuntil he learnt how to

use it. If a student is not motivated to overcohmertown limitations, and lacks the discipline
required to persevere when the material preseasteldallenging, they may discard the program
as “not useful” too readily. Hooking the studamtao the learning with interesting material and
providing multiple levels so that work demands @moetoo overwhelming, might therefore, be
one of the criteria students consider importamtdifig out if this is the case could be a useful
extension of this study. It is interesting to ntbtat some of programs mentioned by students fit

these criteria i.dssues in Englisih and2, That’s Life.
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Table 5.29 CALL Programs in self-access centressessed by participants

c
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Academic Writing 1 2 2 2 1

Britannica Encyclopaedia 1 1 1

Connected Speech 1

Cutting Edge 1

Decade Software 1 1 1

English Grammar in Use 5 2 1 1 1 2

English in Action 1 1 1

EAE Listening to lectures 1 1

EASE 1

ESL Academic Reading 1 1 1 1

ESPRUS (e-book) 1 1 1

Headway 1

Issues in English 9 7 1

Issues in English 2 4 5 4 1

Longman Dictionary 1 1 1 1

Microsoft Bookshelf 2 1 1 1

Dictionary

Microsoft Word 1 1 1

Oxford Dictionary 1 1

Pronunciation Power 1. 3 3 2 4 1

Pronunciation Power 2 2 1 1 1

Skills in English 1

Speakeasy 1 1 1 1

Streamline 2 1 1

Successive Skills 1 1 1 1

Telephoning in English 1

TEPS 1 1

Tensebuster 3 2 3 2 2

That's Life 3 2 3 2 2

The Grammar Rom 2 2 2 2 1

126




Programs teachers said were popular but studeshtsotlimention include the following:

CGEA Road Code

English for Employment Study Skills Success

Face to Face The Interactive Picture Dictionary
GoFabris

A Vietnamese student from Centre A found “Streasilivery useful because it had different
topics, “So it is good for reading and improvingwords.” Another Vietnamese student at the
same institution, who had been learning Englishusidg a computer for more than five years,
also liked “Streamline” and “Headway”, not only fitve social situations they present but also
because they taught vocabulary and grammar. Heigidally talked about using a Viethamese
CD-ROM which showed videos of people talking (ingksh) in social situations and, although
he did not always understand it, he felt it showetlcomputer was most useful for listening and
reading. It seems that the presentation of sottigtsons, or interesting subjects in a video
format, catches the attention of these learnerseapends their English capability in different
ways. This is not quite what Siemens (2006) haaimd when he talked abontaking
connections firsbeing a more direct way into learning becausentase vibrant, social and
action-oriented and therefore, easier to interagbs he was thinking more of interactive
connections such as blogs and online meetingsj fmilows the same principles. Students need
some personal hook to hang their learning on. Tiesd to make a personal connection with the
material and a well-designed CD-ROM which can pitewa topic or situation that catches the

students’ attention, offers that hook.

Far fewer students mentioned using websites thdmpteviously been expected (28 mentioned
no websites at all) and the number of sites meatiomas surprisingly limited (See Table 5.30).
Although many participants had used sites, theyndichecessarily remember what they were (or
the name they gave was not absolutely correct) paos&t recommendations came from teachers

in the centres. Some sites did seem to standematuse students recalled them quickly and said
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they had used them often. The BBC site came insoctitegory. A student at Centre G noted
that, “The CNN and BBC is the most worldwide newspany, and from news we can realise
what the latest English is, for example vocabubargt new idioms, something like that.”Although
interestingly another student from the same ceatirean male who had used computers for
less than two years, warned against using the f@awsis purpose: “Usually we use the reading
materials in Internet, but sometimes the infornrraod news are wrong and grammatically
terrible.” The BBC music site was also noted byiaber of students as being useful. A younger
male from the United Arab Emirates in Centre G $had listening to music on the computer

really helped his listening because [normally] &sadifficult to hear the words.
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Table 5.30 CALL websites students in self-access mentionadsaful

S st 2 5.3
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bbc.co.uk/worldservice/learningenglish 5 A 2 5 2
English-cafe.com (may be Randalls | 1 1|1 1 1
cafe)
Voice of America 1 1] 1 1 1 1
Naver.com 1 1] 1 1 2 1
New Zealand Herald 1 1
cnn.com 2 2 1 3 1
Listener 1 1
onlinenews 1
IELTSlearning 1
Merrian Webster Online Dictionaires 1
learnenglish.org 1
Learningweb(an in-house catalogue) 1 1 1
National Geographic
Dict.leo.org 1)1 1
Google or Yahoo(search engines) 3 4 3 y. 2
MSN.com (an interactive texting site) 1 1 1
Self study grammar 1
Guide to grammar 1
On-line English Courses 1
Cyber Listening lab 1
Living English 1

Sites staff said were used frequently by studeatsibt mentioned in the student survey were the
following:

British Council onestopenglish.com

cdlponline.org parapal-online.co.uk
elc.polyu.edu.hk penguindossiers.com

esl-lab.com uefap.co.uk

flo-joe.co.uk VILIC (actually a catalogue of sites)
lc.ust.hk/~sac(/sacadsheet.html) Active Worlds ¢@ror virtual world)

The sites above were all mentionediasful although in some cases only one or two students
noted them in that category. Many students useditls catalogued on their centres intranet
page and accessed sites without fully being awaeravthey originated. The Learning Web
mentioned by one student was an in-house catalagdi@irtual workspace created by the

student’s centre but as far as the student wasecoed was actually a website. VILIC, the Hong
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Kong University of Science and Technology cataldguiial advisor, is listed as a site by
teachers but although it is connected to a virholisor it actually provides links to other sites

both on the web and within the university.

Three students mentioned using websites in their lawguage to study English. A Korean
female also at Centre G was one of these: “It $y é@a understand, cos sometimes when | can’t
keep up with study in my class, so | often use el my country to study by Korean.” A
Russian woman of mature years, in the same cemlticehad only been learning English for 10

months, also said she used Russian/ English pragesm

When you are starting to learn English most udefuyou are programmes on
your own language and English (and back). When gmglish is getting
better, you will work with academic programmes ambsites.

The flexibility of the web enables students of dseslinguistic backgrounds access to CALL
sites, using their own language. This allows sttslamo need this support another pathway to
facilitate their learning. The student above comtimgnon these types of sites was very positive

about using CALL to learn English, noting its udeéss in group work as well.

A Vietnamese student in Centre H who had learntigmdpr less than two years and had used
CALL frequently over the past year also noted twleo advantages with the web: “I can practise
listening, speaking...as much as possible — urdaiitme...it provides a large range of different

materials with many levels that helps me to chdbsemost suitable materials for me.”

Not all students were convinced of the usefulnésseoweb or CALL although they were a tiny
minority. A younger Chinese male in centre G whd been learning English for 5 to 10 years
and used a computer for CALL for two years mentibne sites or programmes he had used. He
thought all other resources were more useful thabLbut surprisingly, given his comments he

rated CALL assometimes useful
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Sorry, | hardly use any computer programme or welier English learning. Personally, |
do not think computer is a good way to improve [&hgskills, cause the technology is
not advanced enough, and it's too complicated.

An advanced male learner from Saudi Arabia, alsmfcentre G, who had been using a
computer and learning English for 5 to 10 years$ hHadonly rarelyused computers for CALL,

thought most other resources warere useful than CALL

A person may learn a lot by using computers buptioblem is it is very hard

to find information on the World Wide Web. Maybehire were easier and
more organised sites a person may easily find Bémetimes sites charge you
for more information or just refer you to a bodReading a book is much easier
and you can always highlight important informatand keep forever.

A Chinese woman from centre D who had rarely useohaputer before coming to the centre

found CALL very usefufor listening but noted one area she felt she @i use CALL more.

| often come into here in spare time. My speakspw/limited so | need sometimes to
improve it. | not often do speak on the computeranse my pronounce is very low. |
would like more speaking on the computer. | lilstdning because will help me improve.

A Cantonese speaking student from Centre A, whealilSkills in English”, a DVD, because it
gave feedback, was the only student to mentiomslesof “MSN Messenger” (an interactive real-
time texting system). She said it was useful éarhing English because it was not only easy to
use but also gave feedback: “Students are typiegth other on the Internet. This is an
advantage. Can meet a friend and improve theilsskilt is possible other students did not
mention their use of texting sites because theyndicconsider them CALL sites but rather
considered them as tools. However, apart fromather student, who mentioned email, the
deafening silence about communicative programmescwaous. Two staff members mentioned
trying to discourage students from spending alrtti@e e-mailing friends rather than using
CALL materials on the web so it is possible studesgle communicative programs as outside the
agenda of the self-access centres. The Cantopes&isg student did not seem to share this

view. She also liked the New Zealand Herald sitabse it was easy to use. She was the only
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student to mention this site, which is surprisigigen this is the main daily newspaper in the

country.

The most detailed commentary on the use of CALLtaAedveb came from a Japanese male over
25 in Centre B, who modestly described himself Beginner in learning English, although in

fact he had been learning English for over tengieéte was a research associate who had taught
online courses and found the web very useful facheng Japanese students as he felt they were
very shy and responded far better when writing danian face-to-face. He had learnt English
online and also mathematics and chemistry. He ¢artiee centre every day and thought CALL
was very useful particularly for reading and listgn He had found the BBC site most useful and
easy to use, but commented that it had no feediradklid not let people work at their own pace.
However, he noted the usefulness of videos oniteexsd said it helped him imagine Britain and
learn about cultural things. He liked studyingioegl languages such as Scottish. (A Korean
student from Centre G also mentioned listening maltbelping him understand different
accents.) He also mentioned the “Voice of Ameriwaich he said was best for beginners as it
was easy to listen to with limited vocabulary, fieedback, could be marked online, and had
many levels so students could work at their owrepbie was, however, the only student to

mention this site.

This chapter has outlined the results from therwtgvs and questionnaires and looked at the
significance of results. The next chapter will atfe to summarize the findings of both Chapter 4

and 5 and look at the implications of these findifay self-access centres.
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Chapter 6

Conclusion

Summary of findings

In answering this study’s research questions,dbalts of the questionnaire reinforce the view
that while students feel very strongly that CALLvexy useful for learning English, they feel its
main usefulness is in listening practice. Both ¢hessults support the findings of Cotterall and
Reinder’s research (2001). While writing and regdire the two other areas students also find
CALL useful for they do not feel it is useful fgpeaking. When asked what CALL did
particularly well students felt what it did bestsnanprove vocabulary and provide interesting
listening material. This was followed by correctegors, improving their grammar, and helping
them understand what they listened to. Curiousiergspeaking’s low ranking, the next area of

learning they felt it helped was pronunciation picec

Staff were significantly more positive about thefusness of CALL than students. Staff and
students were also significantly more positive alS0AILL the greater their experience of

teaching or learning using CALL.

Despite very positive feelings towards CALL, studerated every other resource available in
self-access centres, apart from magazines and wtin@amed resources, egually usefubr more
useful than CALLStaff on the other hand rated CALLrasre usefuthan every resource in self-
access apart from one-to-one help. These findinggest CALL is seen as one of the valuable
resources in self-access but is not ranked above traditional learning sources by students and

may be overvalued by staff.

Students made very positive comments about CALigganms but named a very limited range of

software that they had found useful, wissues in English land@hdEnglish Grammar in Use
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being the most preferred programs. However, inigdrtant to note that different centres had
different programs and in these centres studesterarouraged by staff or their classroom
teachers to use some programs more than othetsssmpossible to name particular programs
as being the most preferred across all centres.ederythe types of programs favoured fell
roughly into two categoriesssues in Englisiis an example of a holistic type of software which
attempts to utilize a number of different typesasiks while taking advantage of the ability of
CALL to integrate video, speaking and listeningafafties into one program. By contrast,
English Grammar in Usealthough the newer version has some interacterments such as the
ability to record the students’ attempts at spegkind has some recordings of the text, is actually
more like an exercise book online. In some waysdhe/o programs represent the two extremes

of self-access CALL and yet both were popular sitidents.

Students were generally very positive about usorgputer programs although some had mixed
feelings. A Chinese teacher in her thirties, att@eD, who had been learning English for more
than ten years and using a computer for more tivandithough she had only used CALL
frequently in the last year, liked “That’s Life”Pfonunciation Power 1&2” and “Issues in

English 1&2”. She found the computer had advantageksdisadvantages.

Yes, it's a good way to learn but | need to put yntimes on the computer, but
this is an important way to study English becausecan get much information
from that. | can study by myself. Can develop kills Sometimes you need
to [think] quickly on the computer. Use book ismaoelax. If we always use
the computer it is not good for eyesight and somesi we got headache. This is
a disadvantage....Listening is the first my chdieeause for me it is more
difficult and secondly is reading. | think it isiite useful because I...find my
English have improved a little. We can use the mater to study by myself.
Whenever you like you can study.

A Chinese male in Centre H who had been learnirgjifimand using a computer for more than
five years and had used CALL often over the previgear found software in his centre useful

for cultural knowledge.

The software | have been using in this centre hdpunderstand the western
way of communication-speaking habit....Subconsdyousill be familiar with
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the accent, concept etc of communication, graduklhjng the process -my
view. In other words, this way is very helpful gmmctical.

Another Chinese male at the same centre also feoftdare very useful for learning.

Compared to other ways of learning, the softwaraase likely all-sided
including speaking, listening, reading and writimgich is not available by
other simple resource. Generally | would say thithe advantage of hi-tech
which allows us to learn more efficiently.

Although students said they used websites, theg wefact unable to name very many, with the
BBC site and search engines named most often. $entees had selected relevant websites and
incorporated them into their own catalogue of sttles centre or language school intranet and,

although students used these, they could not rdiemalame of individual sites.

There was no significant correlation found betwgender and perceptions of the usefulness of
CALL and neither was there any correlation betweamputer experience and thinking CALL
was useful. There was no correlation between adgetanking CALL was useful amongst
students. However, when teachers, who were all 2yewere included there was a significant

difference between the age groups and the perceptithe usefulness of CALL, with the 25 plus

age group perceiving CALL to be more useful than1b to 25 year old age graup

The influence of the advisor on the choice of safewsed, and their personal attitude to CALL,
is also acknowledged as crucial (Gremmo and Ril@95) but was dealt with in this study only
as it related to teacher interviews. It is probablpe expected that the administrators of all the
centres were “people people” and, although some wery experienced with computers, almost
all were ‘digital immigrants’ (Prensky, 2001). Hewer, this is a major factor in influencing the
way centres are run and possibly also has an effebbw CALL is used or not used in different
centres. A number of staff have noted that studesesl training to use CALL effectively. Some
made cautious comments about the need for stuttehtstaught how to use the software
properly. One administrator from Centre H summesl tip by saying “Effective use of CALL

requires confidence, user training and practitkser training is so important for confidence.
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Some programs aren’t so transparent for navigatinstudents might give up. Students need to

be steered.”

This same staff member also made the point, mesdidy virtually every centre administrator,
that CALL required full technical support so th&btble-shooting” was “close at hand”.

Another teacher in centre H noted that if classréeachers incorporated software use into their
own lessons it encouraged students to use thataefiwhen they went to the self-access centre.
This centre consulted classroom teachers aboutwgaftware was to be bought to ensure it was
also suitable for classroom use and offered classiemisive orientation programmes which some

teachers chose to use and others ignored.

Staff also worried that computers can tend to Stutlents off” from interaction with other
people. While there is obviously some truth irs thiatement, and some staff are rightly
concerned that students do not maximise their appibies, for others these beliefs could stem
from concern that students need to be “taught”doydins, not machines, and that it is not
possible to interact in a natural way with othengde if a machine is the method of transmission.
| suspect neither of these beliefs would be appbease of more familiar technology such as the
telephone. People who have never seen a phoneslzzforiearn to use one by reading
instructions. They may make mistakes and havegeat operations a few times but success
would come eventually. Also the phone can bera¢relous tool to connect people in a way not
possible with face-to-face interaction. Peopleddten far more verbal and responsive on such
technology because the embarrassment factor efgatmeone is lessened. The same could be
said to be true of the computing environment. Stuelents we are dealing with now, as opposed
to a decade ago when CALL was first becoming papal® often “digital natives” (Prensky,
2001) and see the technical environment in a wigrdnt way from their teachers, as mentioned
by the Language Technical Specialist at centrd bl students, a computer is often a more
efficient book or pen. These learners are notestty experiment and they want to push

programs to their limits. Centres which were tragnstudents how to use computers in a
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purposeful way were offering a head start to thwlsese learning style might not have been so
attuned to machines. However, those who are mdtieig students in the new phases of
‘emergent CALL’ (Levy and Stockwell, 2006) suchldsgs, the use of mp3 audio files, speech-
recognition applications, intelligent tutors or thge of corpus linguistics for writing

improvement, are allowing students to future-pribeir learning potential, enabling them to
experiment in ways that may become part of ‘esthblil CALL'(Levy and Stockwell, 2006) in
the Web 2.0 environment. Although widespread ussofmunicative CALL was not common,
some centres were integrating quite closely withlimguage centres they were attached to, and
projects from the language classes were startihg tandertaken in the self-access centres. In
another centre it was the staff within the centves were trying to interest classroom teachers to

make more proactive use of CALL technology.

It is possibly a good time to return to the disaus$n chapter 2 about theories of constructivism
and connectivism in relation to second languageiaitgpn. Simina and Hamel (2005) see a need
for exposure to as wide a variety of materialsexensary, and participants in the survey saw this
as a particularly strong point of the web progrdiney encountered. Results point to the
provision of interesting reading and listening mialeas one of the most useful features of CALL
in self-access. The web is, in itself, now an antiseenvironment and the provision of a wide
range of genre (i.e. the instruction manuals meeticby one student and newspaper sites by
another) and a wide choice of learning styles efldry different sites and programs enables
greater learner control both of which fulfil two tbfe criteria cited as important for an ideal

CALL environment. Students are also collectinget#iht nodes to suit their own needs, which
Siemens (2006) believes is an important featumohectivism. Self-access allows a learner a

great deal of control.

However, where self-access is not engaging irspié of these learning theories is its lack of

collaborative learning (i.e. use of web-quests simdlar project work) and in not taking
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advantage of the wide variety of connection-formimgjs such as blogs, e-mail, wikis and on-
line meetings. In some centres the use of e-maitttisely discouraged and seen as “time-
wasting”. Some teachers are, however, making a@tausing these tools in classrooms (e.g.
individual blogs have been connected to a clasg ibl&€entre E) and students do sometimes
continue this work in self-access. In centre G stisl were observed working on group projects
in self-access but this was not common in all @ntfrhe move in two centres (centre G and C)
to digitalize their tapes has lead to an expansfdhe possibilities of using podcasts and more
authentic materials but this work is still in itdancy and has not yet had time to make an impact

on most students.

The isolated nature of self-access centres iscilanging with a number of centres (C, D, E, F, G
and H) using the self-access centres in conjunetitinclassroom teaching or at least
encouraging teachers to do so. This kind of bledeaahing, using self-access centres rather than
language laboratories, seems to have revitalizedislke of self-access centres; introducing
students to different ways of accessing progranegsites and other materials to meet their
differing needs. Some centres also allowed or emagma students to work together and although
this appeared to happen most often with watchidgas, there was a number of groups of

students observed gathered around computers. Bssnest noticeable in centre G.

The potential for students’ favourite self-accessources, i.e. tapes, videos, television
programmes, textbooks and CALL CD-ROMS, to be dlgied and placed on to a website in the
future means that CALL will probably become morgaortant. The ability to study a movie in
sections with the script provided concurrently #melscenes followed by questions to check
understanding, or pronunciation exercises to padpeaking, can only strengthen the claim of
CALL as an important learning environment. Howewtudents at the moment and probably for
some time into the future realize that one-to-asgséance is the most valuable help and where

this is available it will probably continue to beeferred.
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Implications

This study has several implications for researchaedsteachers in the area of self-access CALL.

Students like CALL and find it useful for many klkareas but they value other resources in self-
access as much if not more. Centres should nainbetoo dependent on CALL but maintain

other resources at appropriate levels as well.

Students seem to find speaking an area they feeldmputer does not adequately meet their
needs. They appreciate the usefulness of proniocirogrammes especially help with
pronunciation of new words. The teaching of intév&cspeaking is, nonetheless, a more
complex science. However, the recent increasedmusie of the computer as a cheap or free
telephone (i.e. Skype or Google Talk) presentptssibility of linking students from around the
world in real-time speaking exercises at littlenorcost. This may be an area worth developing.
New developments such Bast ForWordwhich enable students to slow down parts of words
the use of other programmes to slow down speech hane a big impact on the use of

computers for speech tuition.

In this study, students did not appear to be utgishe wide variety of programs and websites
available in centres. Many could not remember @raes of programs, which possibly indicates
they do not spend a lot of time at one site. Ad@smd teachers could take a more active role in
promoting the use of programs and websites by nathiem in student plans or giving students a
wider range of sites to access when students gréssnneeds. Allowing students access to the
self-access interactive catalogue from their ommé@omputers, as some centres already do,

could also encourage use of a wider range of ressur
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Students do not value CALL as greatly as staff Wigerhaps suggests it should only be used to
meet needs where it is demonstrably better thagr odsources. Staff may overvalue the

computer because they see its potential ratherttteareality of the programs presently on offer.

Although students liked a wide variety of CALL prags they preferred programs that were
interactive or that allowed them to measure thegpess. Programs with a more holistic
approach, combining a number of different skillearand varieties of presentation, and which
allowed self-marking, were popular. However, progsahat accompanied known and trusted

texts were also seen as very useful despite offerimore limited range of interaction.

Further research recommendations

Although this survey managed to include a wide eaoigtertiary institutions, the number of
responses was not large and further work in trea aould profitably take a smaller number of
institutions of a similar type and interview a larghumber of participants in depth about the
specific difficulties or benefits they find withls@access CALL. Similar work could be done
using some of the more popular software to try aswertain exactly what students find useful
about certain programs and which programs theg toause but found unhelpful. Given
students’ conclusions that other resources arié st more, useful than CALL, it is worth
researching other resources to find out why stugdiémd them useful and in what areas and then

determine if CALL is capable of providing the sahedp.

Although this may at present seem a minor fieldaoond language acquisition the student of the
future may find more and more of their courses imng CALL, and self-access centres could
become more important as differentiation and autames learning become more widely
accepted concepts (Healey, 1999). Students comitagsuch centres will inevitably be more
computer literate and some presently perceiveddrano CALL learning may disappear. Itis
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important for both teachers and researchers toistagmed about the rapid changes that the field
is undergoing and how this influences student getr@es. This requires surveys to be repeated at

different time intervals.

Autonomous students may perceive CALL as usefukny different areas to those who are
looking for structure and remedial teaching. Thiglg did not intend to differentiate between
these two groups although this would be an intergsixtension for the future. Sobkowiak
(2005), in his description of his own attemptsdarh German in a blended learning situation,
came to the conclusion that motivation drove aumtoynand that autonomy was the driver for ICT
(Information and Communications Technologies) ne¢ vice versa. Software and web sites
available will offer different degrees of choicadgorescriptiveness. Again, student reaction to
this would be a further area worthy of researciudtild be an interesting extension of this study
to find out which students preferred the holisyioe of software such dssues in Englisias
compared to the practice exercise software suéingish Grammar in Usdt is not assumed
that the same software will meet the needs of esteryent but investigating which software will

satisfy the learning styles of different studentaild extend this idea even further.

Students seemed very limited in their choice ofveafe and websites, and researching the effect
of introducing more targeted catalogues, which eschstudents’ needs to available resources,
could determine if students’ perception of usefatis affected by greater access to more varied

work, or if staff recommendations have greatdugrice.

Paticipants found that CALL was not useful for depeng their speaking skills. Yet, in the
specific areas they were asked to indicate wherelGaas useful, they mentioned that the
computer was useful for pronunciation practice Keah8" by students and™by teachers) and
teaching new words (ranked By students 18by teachers). It is possibly worth trying to

examine why students have these contradictorynigelabout how useful the computer is for
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teaching speaking. It may be that the programsfien  students are too restrictive, i.e. only
teaching pronunciation, and the type of programstedents really require is something more
interactive. Overall, staff were much more positiven students about the potential of CALL to
help student language learning in these four mddesever, staff responses largely correlated

with the ranking of importance of the modes by enid.

Students felt the provision of reading and listgninaterial was a positive feature of CALL and
improving their vocabulary was seen as the moduutsature that CALL offered. What is
uncertain is exactly what features of CALL studdetsimproved their vocabulary and this area

needs more in-depth study.

The effect of greater integration of classroom selffaccess centre work also needs further
study. Is collaboration with classwork a meansiofeasing learner commitment and effective
use of CALL in centres or does it distract fromd&nts’ real language learning needs?

Similarly, how is the digitalisation of listeninggks and video viewing affecting learner uptake?
Does it make it easier for the learner to manigutae materials and does this have consequences

for uptake of language learning?

The possibilities for CALL seem unlimited but inyafuture research the affective factors and the
desire for connection with teachers must also Imsidered. This study indicates that this is an
area that is still important to students. CALIn@wv well-accepted by students and even more
highly valued by staff but as yet it has not becauiiciently appealing to self-access students in

New Zealand tertiary institutions to usurp morevantional resources.
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Appendix A

Mrs K Parker

Applied Language Studies
And Linguistics

THE UNIVERSITY OF AUCKLAND The University of Auckland
Private Bag 92019

Auckland, New Zealand

Telephone: 64 9 373 7599 x 88197
Fax : 64 9 308 23 60
g.barkhuizen@auckland.ac.nz

Title of project: A study of CALL (Computer-assidteanguage Learning) and
Self -Access for ESOL.
Researcher: Mrs Kathryn Parker

To Principal of School and/or CEO and /or Director

My name is Kathryn Parker. | am the Head of Langu&gpport at a local high school but am for thigrystached
to the Student Learning Centre at The Universitpotkland as a research associate. | have beemawvarNew
Zealand Science, Mathematics and Technology Ted&Ewship (administered by The Royal Society3tiady
CALL (computer-assisted language learning) andasdess for ESOL students. | hope to take the ledgd
gained by this study back to secondary teachepubiishing in a local TESOLANZ Journal. | wouldéiko find out
how useful teachers and students find CALL in défe aspects of language learning and which prograsrand
websites they feel are useful particularly for ygenlearners. | would also like to understand thgines and best
use of other materials found in different centAsyou may be aware secondary schools seldom haviatilities
for this type of centre so | am really trying tonk@ut how all these elements can be adapted fobnsa much
smaller scale, particularly for schools that hany @ few ESOL students.

If you are willing for your centre to take parttiris study, | would ask some teachers and studq#émise available
on the day who would not be inconvenienced) to dete@ questionnaire (this takes about 10 minutegjould
also like to interview both yourself and a few teas who are able or willing. Neither teachersstadents will
have to write their names on the questionnairesasithey specifically wish to do so. Participattomon-
participation by teachers and students should ffiettatheir relationship with this centre or thexdes of students

All information collected in this study will be tged in an anonymous way, and the name of the §dkachers and
students who take part will not be used in any papearticles reporting this study unless you tney agree. For a
period of up to two weeks from the commencemethefresearch project, you may withdraw your sclooany
information traceable to your school from the pecojpithout having to state a reason. All questidresawill be
stored at the university in a locked cupboard fgeérs then destroyed by the department admirostaaid some
information may also be used in a future MA stuBgpes will be held by the researcher and deletélieagnd of
this study. If you give your full name and a comtaenail address and | use a quote from you | seiid it to you
first in case you want to change what you have. $hidu do not give me a contact address and laugeote from
you there will not be an opportunity to changé/ibu are free to stop doing the questionnaire arinéw at any
time without giving any reasons, and you may wigtvdiany information traceable to you at any timgaiwo
weeks after your participation. You can put youmeaon the questionnaire if you give me permissiounse it but if
you would prefer to not have your name used thsthtake note of the number on the top of the papdrif you
want to withdraw tell me that number.

I will contact you in a few days to discuss thistt@afurther. If at any time you have any quenesvish to know
more please phone me on (09)5344492 ext 842 oe tarime at: Department of applied Language Stuatids
Linguistics, The University of Auckland, Private 882019, Auckland.

Many thanks
Kathryn Parker BA. Higher Dip Tch. Cambridge CafEFLA., Dip NZTESSOL

For any queries regarding ethical concerns pleastct: The Chair, The University of Auckland Huma
Participants Ethics Committee, The University oftRiand, Private Bag 92019, Auckland. Telephone-3939 ext.
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88197. or Associate-Professor Gary BarkhujZere University of Auckland, Private Bag 92019, Rland
telephone (09)3737599 ext 881@barkhuizen@auckland.ac.nz

APPROVED BY THE UNIVERSITY OF AUCKLAND HUMAN PARTIGPANTS ETHICS COMMITTEE on the

8" of June 2005 for a period of 3 years, from 8/6/05 Reference 2005/217
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Mrs K Parker

Applied Language Studies and

Linguistics
THE UNIVERSITY OF AUCKLAND The University of Auckland
Private Bag 92019

Auckland, New Zealand

Telephone: 64 9 373 7599 x 88197
Fax : 64 9 308 23 60
g.barkhuizen@auckland.ac.nz

PRINCIPAL /CEO / HEAD of SCHOOL CONSENT TO PARTICGAPE IN RESEARCH PROJECT

THIS CONSENT FORM WILL BE HELD FOR A PERIOD OF THREE YEARS

Title of project: A study of CALL (Computer-assidteanguage Learning) and Self-Access for ESOL.
Researcher: Mrs Kathryn Parker
To the Principal / CEO / Head of School

| have been given and have understood an explanatithis research project. | have had an oppadstuniask
guestions and have them answered. | have alsdrhadd consider whether to take part.

| understand that taking part in this study is wtéumy and that | am free to withdraw from the reskat anytime
without giving a reason, irrespective of whethenot payment is involved and that | may withdraw axformation
traceable to me at any time up to two weeks afteparticipation. | understand that material gatldefior this study
may be used in future research study and will be foe up to three years when it will be destroyscdthe
researcher.

I understand that my participation in this studgasfidential and that no material that could idfgnne will be used
in any reports on this study unless | have givestiie permission below. | agree that no staff memir student
who undertakes to answer questions will be affectethy way in terms of their employment, markgosition in
this centre because of their participation or nartipipation.

| give/ do not give (cross out what does not appbmission for my name to be used.

| agree/ do not agree (cross out what does noyatift | may be audio-taped and understand thet) & | agree, |
may choose to have the recorder turned off at iamg. t

| agree to take part in this research and to afiimslents and teachers who wish to take part tmdo s

Signature:

Name (please print clearly):
Date:

APPROVED BY THE UNIVERSITY OF AUCKLAND HUMAN PARTIGPANTS ETHICS COMMITTEE on the

8™ of June 2005 for a period of 3 years, from 8/6/6®ference 2005/217

146



Mrs K Parker

20
N Applied Language Studies
= And Linguistics
THE UNIVERSITY OF AUCKLAND The University of Auckland
Private Bag 92019

Auckland, New Zealand

Telephone: 64 9 373 7599 x 88197
Fax : 64 9 308 23 60
g.barkhuizen@auckland.ac.nz

A Study of CALL (computer-assisted language leaghifa Self-Access for ESOL

Participant Information Sheet- Teachers

You are invited to take part in a research prdjedind out what computer programs (or websites)rapst useful
for students who are learning English as a secamgiuage. This information will be used to helposeiary school
teachers understand how useful computer work isghioto be by students and teachers in differezdsaof learning
English such as listening, reading, writing andagieg. The Centre you are working in at the monherst given
permission for me to ask teachers and studerttgyf wish to take part. This information will benfidential to the
researcher and will not affect your employmenthiis tentre in any way. An article may be printed iresearch
journal using this information.

If you agree to be involved, | would ask you tdifila questionnaire which will take about 10 mawsito complete.
You can ask me for help to do this at any timeyolii have any extra time at the end | would likéai& to you for
about five minutes about your use of computerswaificask you if you are willing to do this. If yodon't have time
to talk that's fine, just filling in the questioninawill be very helpful. Interviews may be tapexithe researcher can
check her notes and these will be kept by her thetilend of the study and then deleted. Howef/gou do not
want to be taped the recorder can be turned @ffiatime even after the interview has started.

If the information you provide is stored or pubgshthis will be done in a way that does not idgngifu as its
source unless you have given permission. All dallsber stored at the university in a locked cuplibfar 6 years
then destroyed by the department administrator.€Sioformation may also be used in a future MA stuélyou
give your full name and a contact e-mail addresklarse a quote from you | will send it to you fiig case you
want to change what you have said. If you do ne¢ gihe a contact address and | use a quote frorthgoe will not
be an opportunity to change it. However, if youesgto do the questionnaire and interview, you s fo withdraw
your participation at any time without giving argasons, and you may withdraw any information traleet you at
any time up to two weeks after your participatiofou can put your name on the questionnaire if giwe me
permission to use it but if you would prefer to have your name used then just take note of théoruim the top
of the paper and if you want to withdraw tell matthumber.

Thank you very much for your time and help in makihis study possible. If you have any queries ishwo know
more please phone or write to: Mrs Kathryn Parkée Student Learning Centre, The University of Wand,
Private Bag 92019, Auckland. E-maiparker@orcon.net.nd elephone 373 7599 extension 88850.

Many thanks
Kathryn Parker BA. Higher Dip Tch., Cambridge C&fEFLA., Dip NZTESSOL

For any queries regarding ethical concerns pleastct: The Chair, the University of Auckland Huma
Participants Ethics Committee, The University oftRiand, Private Bag 92019, Auckland. Telephone-3939 ext.
88197. or Associate-Professor Gary Barkhuizenlhigersity of Auckland, Private Bag 92019, Auckland
telephone (09)3737599 ext 881@barkhuizen@auckland.ac.nz

APPROVED BY THE UNIVERSITY OF AUCKLAND HUMAN PARTIGPANTS ETHICS COMMITTEE on the

8" of June 2005 for a period of 3 years, from 8/6/05 Reference 2005/217
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Mrs K Parker

Applied Language Studies and

Linguistics
THE UNIVERSITY OF AUCKLAND The University of Auckland
Private Bag 92019

Auckland, New Zealand

Telephone: 64 9 373 7599 x 88197
Fax : 64 9 308 23 60
g.barkhuizen@auckland.ac.nz

TEACHER CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH PROJECT

THIS CONSENT FORM WILL BE HELD FOR A PERIOD OF THREE YEARS

Title of project: A study of CALL (Computer-assidteanguage Learning) and Self-Access for ESOL.
Researcher: Mrs Kathryn Parker
To Teachers

I have been given and have understood an explanatithis research project. | have had an oppdstuaiask
guestions and have them answered. | have alsarhadd consider whether to take part. | understhad
permission for my participation has been givenh®yhead of this centre but my non-participation mot affect me
in any way.

| understand that taking part in this study is wtéumy and that | am free to withdraw from the reskat any time
without giving a reason, irrespective of whethenot payment is involved and that | may withdraw arformation
traceable to me at any time up to two weeks afteparticipation. | understand that material gatlefior this study
may be used in future research study and will e foe up to six years.

I understand that my participation in this studgasfidential and that no material that could idfgnne will be used
in any reports on this study unless | have givatsie permission below. | understand that théingswill be
stopped if | am in any discomfort and that | maly fos help if | find any questions puzzling.

| give/ do not give (cross out what does not appBfmission for my name to be used.

| agree/ do not agree (cross out what does noyatit | may be audio-taped and understand than & | agree, |
may choose to have the recorder turned off at iamgy. t

| agree to take part in this research.

Signature:

Name (please print clearly):

Date:
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Mrs K Parker
Applied Language Studies and

Linguistics

The University of Auckland
THE UNIVERSITY OF AUCKLAND Private Bag 92019
Auckland, New Zealand

Telephone: 64 9 373 7599 x 88197
Fax : 64 9 308 23 60
g.barkhuizen@auckland.ac.nz

A Study of CALL (computer-assisted language learnig) & Self-access for ESOL

Student Information Sheet

You are invited to take part in a research prdjedind out what computer programs (or websites)raost useful
for students who are learning English as a secamgilage. This information will be used to helposelary school
teachers understand how useful computer work igghioto be by students and teachers in differezasaof learning
English such as listening, reading, writing andagreg. The Centre you are working in at the monharst given
permission for me to ask students if they wishateetpart. This information will be confidentialdawill not affect
your participation or marks in this centre in angywAn article may be printed in a research jouusahg this
information.

If you agree to be involved, | would ask you tbifila questionnaire which will take about 10 miggito complete.
You can ask me for help to do this at any timeyolfi have any extra time at the end | would likéal& to you for
about five minutes about your use of computersvaitichsk you if you are willing to do this. If yodon’t have time
that’s fine, just filling in the questionnaire wide very helpful. Interviews may be taped so tlseaecher can check
her notes and these will be kept by her until treearch is finished and then deleted. Howevggufdo not want to
be taped the recorder can be turned off at any ¢ivea after the interview has started.

If the information you provide is stored or pubéshthis will be done in a way that does not idgngidu as its
source unless you have given permission. All gaastires will be stored at the university in a ledlcupboard for
6 years then destroyed by the department admitisaad some information may also be used in adutlA study.
Tapes will be held by the researcher for up toetyears and then deleted. If you give your full raand a contact
e-mail address and | use a quote from you | willdsi¢ to you first in case you want to change wjmat have said. If
you do not give me a contact address and | uset duwm you there will not be an opportunity t@aobe it. You
are free to stop doing the questionnaire or ineamat any time without giving any reasons, and iy@ay withdraw
any information traceable to you at any time upato weeks after your participation. You can putiyname on the
questionnaire if you give me permission to useuftibyou would prefer to not have your name udezhtjust take
note of the number on the top of the paper andufwant to withdraw tell me that number.

Thank you very much for your time and help in makihis study possible. If you have any queries ishwo know
more please phone or write to:

Mrs Kathryn Parker, the University of Aucklandjate Bag 92019, Auckland.

E-mail: kparker@orcon.net.nz Telephone (09)5344492 ext 842

Many thanks. Kathryn Parker BA. Higher DiphT Cambridge Cert. TEFLA. Dip NZTESSOL

For any queries regarding ethical concerns pleastact: The Chair, the University of Auckland Huma
Participants Ethics Committee, the University ofchland, Private Bag 92019, Auckland. Telephone- 3329 ext.
88197. or Associate-Professor Gary Barkhuizenlhigersity of Auckland, Private Bag 92019, Auckland
telephone (09)3737599 ext 881@barkhuizen@auckland.ac.nz

APPROVED BY THE UNIVERSITY OF AUCKLAND HUMAN PARTICPANTS ETHICS COMMITTEE on the
8" of June 2005 for a period of 3 years, from 8/6/02005/217
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Mrs K Parker
Applied Language Studies and

AN:

Linguistics
o The University of Auckland
THE UNIVERSITY OF AUCKLAND Private Bag 92019
Auckland, New Zealand

Telephone: 64 9 373 7599 x 88197
Fax : 64 9 308 23 60
g.barkhuizen@auckland.ac.nz

CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH PROJECT

THIS CONSENT FORM WILL BE HELD FOR A PERIOD OF SIX YEARS

Title of project: A study of CALL (Computer-assidteanguage Learning) and Self-access for ESOL.
Researcher: Mrs Kathryn Parker
To students.

I have been given and have understood an explanatithis research project. | have had an oppdstuaiask
guestions and have them answered. | have alsarhadd consider whether to take part. | understhad
permission for my participation has been givenh®yhead of this centre but my non-participation mot affect me
in any way.

| understand that taking part in this study is wtéumy and that | am free to withdraw from the reskat any time
without giving a reason, irrespective of whethenot payment is involved and that | may withdraw arformation
traceable to me at any time up to two weeks afteparticipation. | understand that material gatlefior this study
may be used in future research study and will e foe up to six years.

I understand that my participation in this studgasfidential and that no material that could idfgnne will be used
in any reports on this study unless | have givaatsie permission below. | understand that théingswill be
stopped if | am in any discomfort and that | maly fos help if | find any questions puzzling.

| give/ do not give (cross out what does not appBfmission for my name to be used.

| agree/ do not agree (cross out what does noyatit | may be audio-taped and understand than & | agree, |
may choose to have the recorder turned off at iamgy. t

| agree to take part in this research.

Signature:

Name (please print clearly):

Date:
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Appendix B

A Study of CALL and Self-Access for ESOL
Participant Questionnaire

Name (optional) Yousqaal number.

e-mail or address (optional)

Please read Participant information sheet befdnegfin this form. If you have never used a
computer or you are under 16 years old pleasetgeréorm back to the researcher. Thank you.

1 lam femalé male]
2 lam 16 years to P§ over 25 years| ]
3 My nationality is My filenguage is

4 My English level is Beginnkr] Intermediaté | Advanced |

5 I have been learning English for
more than 10 years
more than 5 years (less than 10)
more than 2 years (less than 5)
less than 2 years

6 | have been using a computer for
more than 10 years
more than 5 years (less than 10)[_]
more than 2 years (less than 5) [ ]
less than 2 years []

I [ [

7 | have used the computer to learn Englishytbés

Ofter] ] Sometime$ | Rarely ]
| used the computer to learn English beforanhe to this centre.

o]

Often[_] Sometime$ | Rarely ]

9 Are computers useful for learning English?
Not usef@ [] Sometimes usefdl ] Useful [] Very usefu® []
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10 The things the computer helps me with bektaming English
(in self-access) are:

Writing  Not usef@ [] Sometimes usef[ ] Useful [] Very usefu® []
Reading Not usefdd [] Sometimes usefy[ ] Useful [] Very useful® []
Listening Not usef(® [] Sometimes usefUl ] Useful [] Very useful® []
Speaking Not useft) [ ] Sometimes useful ] Useful [ ] Very useful® []

11. Put numbers in the boxes below to show whiehlze things computer programs or websites
which teach English (in self-access) do best. Bubf the best thing they do 9 for the next best
on down to 1. You do not have to use all the nusifgrou do not think they do 10 things well.

writing reading listening speaking
Correcting errors | Providing Providing Giving me people
interesting reading | interesting listening to talk to in English
material
Writing fast Teaching me to Helping me to Pronunciation
find main ideas understand what | | practice
listen to.
Ordering my Helping me Helping me Teaching me to say
writing understand what | | understand new words
read different accents
Giving me ideas to| Improving my Helping me to
write about vocabulary speak without being
shy
Improving my
grammar

12 Is there something that computers do well iglish teaching that has not appeared in
question 10 or 117
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13. List the programs/websites you think are masful for you to learn English by yourself and
tick why you like them. They can be programs yoe aishave used in this centre or anywhere
else. You can look at the list of programs theaed®er has if you have forgotten some names.

-5 ©

O .= = 4 _
% o 8 S = 5 c

e © o
2 ‘ELIJ 2] ° =S = o )

@ S @ 5 c c - ©
S 0 o o ) o = 72 o
E S c = n = 0 g(‘d .
(o2 » E . o n = =2 o
e O G 2 = 5 3 2= S
o =9 L O] 1 = S o o

14 If you ticked “other reasons” above say whasthieasons were.

15. How do other resources compare to computeuress (CALL) when you are learning
English but are not in a class. Tick in the box #grees with your opinion.

These are more | These are about theThese are less
useful than CALL | same usefulness asuseful than CALL

© CALL ® ®

Textbooks

Videos

Television

One to one help
Magazines
Worksheets
Listening cassettes
Other resources

16 If there is anything else you would like to adubut using the computer to learn English
please write it here.
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Appendix C

A Study of CALL and Self -Access for ESOL
Staff Questionnaire (previously Teacher and Adminigator Questionnaire)

Name (optional) Yourgeabknumber.

E-mail or address (optional)

Please read Teacher information sheet beforedillrthis form. If you have never used a
computer or you are under 16 years old pleasetgeréorm back to the researcher. Thank you.

1 lam feméalg male]
2 lam 16 years to 2§ over 25 years[_]
1 | have taught English for
more than 10 years []
more than 5 years (less than 10)[_]

more than 2 years (less than 5) [ ]
less than 2 years

2 | have been using a computer for
more than 10 years []
more than 5 years (less than 10)[_]
more than 2 years (less than 5) [ ]
less than 2 years []
5 | have used the computer to teach English s y
Ofter]_] Sometime$ | Rarely ]

6 | have used the computer to teach English befiseyear.

Often ] Sometime$ | Rarely |

7 Are computers useful for learning English irf-selcess situations?

Not usefu] ] Sometimes useful ] Useful [ ] Very useful ]
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8. How useful is the computer for students learringlish (in self-access situations) in the
following area?

Writing Not useful ] Sometimes usefUl ] Useful [ ] Very usefu[ ]
Reading Not useful] Sometimes usefyl | Useful [ | Very useful ]
Listening Not usefdl | Sometimes usefUl | Useful [ ] Very usefu[ ]
Speaking Not useflil] Sometimes usefyl | Useful [ ] Very usefu[ ]

9. Put numbers in the boxes below to show whialgghicomputer programs or websites (which
teach English in self-access situations) do begtl1® for the best thing they do, 9 for the next
best, on down to 1. You do not have to use alhtimabers if you do not think they do 10 things

well.

10.

writing reading listening speaking

Correcting errorg Providing Providing Giving me people
interesting interesting to talk to in
reading listening material English

Writing fast Teaching Helping students| Pronunciation
students to find | to understand practice
main ideas what they listen

to.

Ordering writing

Helping students
understand what

5 Helping students
understand

Teaching students
to say new words

\°24

about

they read different accents
Giving students | Improving Helping students
ideas to write vocabulary to speak without

being shy

Improving
grammar

Is there something that computers do wellnglish self-access that has not appeared in
question 8 or 9?
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11. List the programs/websites you think are mesful for teaching English in self-access and
tick why you like them. They can be programs stasl&®ave used in this centre or any others you
have used or seen. You can look at the list ofjarog the researcher has to remind yourself of
the names of commonly used material.

Program Most useful | Easy to| Gives Lets Interesting or | Other
Name for learning | use feedback | student enjoyable reasons
English work at
their own
pace

12 If you ticked “other reasons” above say whasthieasons were.

13. Compare resources used in self-access? Ttbleibhox that agrees with your opinion.
These are more| These are about | These are less

useful than the same useful than
CALL © usefulnessas | caLL ®
CALL ©®

Textbooks

Videos

Television

One to one help

Magazines

Worksheets

Listening cassettes
Other resources

Do you feel the investment in computing softward hardware has any problems or benefits for
institutions other than pedagogical concerns? -
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Do you think computer-assisted language learnirgiter used in class situations or self-access
situations?

If there is anything else you would like to add atihe use of computers to learn English please
write it here. Feel free to express your opiniongud the usefulness of computers in a self-access
situation.

157



Appendix D

Mrs K Parker _
R Applied Language Studies and
N T
3 Linguistics
THE UNIVERSITY OF AUCKLAND The University of Auckland
Private Bag 92019

Auckland, New Zealand
Telephone: 64 9 373 7599 x 88197

Fax : 64 9 308 23 60
g.barkhuizen@auckland.ac.nz

A Study of CALL (computer-assisted language leaghi& Self-Access for ESOL

Interview Questions — these questions are a gael@nly and will vary according to the
different situations investigated. It is not exgecthat administrators or teachers will be able to

answer them all but that they will act as a basigifscussion.

Can you explain the purpose of this self-accesge@n

How is attendance at self-access organised?

Do students come in their own time or are they dalesl in?

Do you have dedicated staff and if so how manywanalt are their duties?

How are student needs assessed and how are tleetedito appropriate material?

How do you catalogue materials so they are eaagdess?

Is there anything in the set-up of your self-ac@ss that you feel could be improved or that you
would do differently given the opportunity?

What do you think students gain from self-access?

What materials do you think are most useful in imgstudent acquisition of English and why?
What materials are most popular with students amgl?w

Do you believe CALL has any advantages over oty of self-access provision?

Do you believe CALL has any disadvantages comperether types of self-access provision?
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What CALL programmes do you have available to sttsfe

Which CALL materials do you believe are most usébulstudents and why?

What features of these programmes are particulesdyul?

What have you observed about the students whouseathese programs?

Were these programs affordable and are they readdiable?

Which CALL materials are most popular with studeantsl why?

Have teachers developed their own CALL material?

Which of the CALL materials you have or know abdatyou believe would be suitable for
secondary level students wanting an academic ceurse

What pedagogical areas are not yet covered or edymyorly by CALL materials?

What advice would you give to a secondary teackigi, a small budget, attempting to set up a

small self-access facility that was to incorpoi@fe_L?
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Appendix E

French centre

Nancy Il

It was in the Centre de Researches et d’ApplicatPedagogiques en Langues (CRAPEL) of
Nancy Il in France, in1974, that research on sedeatied learning in self-access started (Healey,
1999: 391) “A major focus of its work has been eaching learners how to work in autonomous
settings.” CRAPEL was founded by Yves Chalon, wwbe@art of a Committee informing the
council of Europe’s Modern Languages Project madgdnomy” an important element in the
framework (Bailey, Gremmo and Riley, 2001). Chatosated the first “tailor-made” (Gremmo
and Riley, 1995: 153-156) self-access centre amul tie first big multi-lingual centre. His work
continued at CRAPEL under Henri Holec, Edith Edehijip Riley (the present director of the
centre), Marie-Jose Gremmo and others dedicatdtetmea that language learners should

determine why and how they should study (Melangepé€l, 2006).

Marie-Jose Gremmo has been critical of the presemif CALL and it seemed important to find
out why. Gremmo kindly gave me two days of her jmeg holiday time to explain how the self-
access centre at CRAPEL operated and what shevégeere the most important resources in a
self-access centre. Because it was holiday timee¢h&e was closed and no students could be
observed but it only made the stunning size ofcd@re even more obvious. The centre consisted
of a very large resource area with shelves of nessytwo enormous computer rooms and two
counselling or conversation rooms. Although the gaswas built in the 1960’s the centre had
only been upgraded only five years previously. fideson for the enormous size of the centre
became clear when Gremmo explained that there foardo five thousand users of the centre

out of a total student population of 10,000. Thiesmusand students who attend specialist

language courses use the centre well. First armhdegear students are obliged to sit an exam in
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a foreign language and so most use the centredsimess. Another two thousand students are
studying French as a foreign language and alsd.uBee centre can be “crammed” when
students are under pressure but Gremmo said, ddébpitarge numbers of students, they saw

very few autonomous students who were able to wat&pendently.

The centre was extremely well-equipped. There wareerous computers, although Gremmo
pointed out they were possibly not what would beseim now. There were facilities for students
to tape themselves using cameras and playbacKjtsatdevision and cable television (which
some students used to get news from home), cagpbaytrs sitting in the desks, video recorders
(although it was intended to update videos to COVE)) textbooks, magazines (not very
popular) and department libraries. There was aflogna tape service catering for numerous
languages but this would soon be digitalised. Tdtalogue was computerised but could also be
accessed in paper form. The department was staftbch full-time technician, two
documentalists in charge of cataloguing and buy@sgurces, one full-time and two part-time
people on the reception desk, a director and twitpae counsellors. The centre also relied on a
lot of voluntary workers. Counselling counted ascteng but there were no teaching staff

attached to the centre at the present time.

Despite this impressive array of resources it wagaus that what Gremmo values most is
developing the students’ learning competence, ep tise these resources according to their
individual needs. She believes any material candee to teach language, the more authentic the
better, as long as the learner knows what it isveimat they want to do with it: “We can make

any document a learning document. What transfon@mslbcument into learning materials is the
action of the learner.” She therefore, sees theret as an impressive source of would—be
learning materials and situations, but the actiothe learner is fundamental. Thus the training of

the learner is important and helping students &iddquate resources. She explains:

Given that most of our teaching is directed at mg\students to working
autonomously, what is important to teach studeetsrb they use self-access
CALL? Firstly, moving students to notice autheriégt. Would | have used
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the same English? The same way of constructing2 ©Ohave written it, how
does it go in terms of English? This is when coramitould be useful
[although] its difficult for computers to analyseitng....Some students have
some skills outside language learning that candpg wseful inside language
learning; e.g. has [he got] computer skills [thiea]can use corpus linguistics.
Teaching them before doesn’'t make sense. That'sngpfrom a teacher
context. Teach them while they're using self-acsesthey reflect while they
discussing that. What is important is to teacimtiew they think, how they
learn.....this is important in self-access becausieely don’'t understand you
can give them a demonstration.....listen to what 8a&yand the way they say
it. Ask questions so that the person discusseshetas done it this way ....he
reflects on the way he should [have done it] ... pBint need — the whole
objective of counselling is to get the studentrialgse the need.

Gremmo also outlined the way students are traioddak for mistakes in their work before they
see the counsellor and the usefulness of corpasmattion when the student is unable to correct
errors using a dictionary. She says noticing ikilhstudents need to be trained in. Also the
relationship with the counsellor was important. Thensellor needs to adapt to the student’s
individuality and work out if the learner is condiot, motivated by the learning situation, has a
confident learning style and is willing to takekss With computers the challenge is to make
students use the computer more efficiently by waglout what they do in front of the computer.
Gremmo asks the question: What options does tldestuhink they have and how does the
computer pinpoint or make explicit learning forstimdividual? If the student chooses work that
is too hard, and wants to struggle, that is a feadfiautonomy. What help can the counsellor
give the student? Making clear what level a resmiscseems to be one answer. Gremmo pointed
out that is why they give a summary of resourceabéir centre’s catalogue system. Gremmo and
Riley (1995:160) point out this is where computease advantages as they make “possible the
cataloguing and retrieval of materials on the base®nfigurations of descriptors far more

numerous than any card-index could provide.”

As for helping students choose a methodology, sisenade the point before (Gremmo and

Riley, 1995: 157-158) that

any given methodology favours certain categorideariners and disadvantages
others... [And] there are many different ways dhigesuccessful in language
learning...we need to set up types of learning, yyees of learners... [We need
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to] help learners to come to terms with their gjtbe and weaknesses, to learn
a language efficiently in ways which are compatibith their personalities.

Asked what the connection was between CALL and selling, Gremmo said 90% of distance
education will fail if there is no adequate couhisgl In 1995 Gremmo and Riley (ibid: 160)

stated that

some applications of educational technology aesathreat to both the
understanding and practice of self-directed leaynit is perfectly possible to
use highly sophisticated technology in a most divecpedagogically
retrograde way. CALL applications...are at bestefuldout not essential tool,
at worst thoroughly counter-productive. It is jiia self-directed learning
systems, that technology be at the service ofgdamers and not vice
versa...’hi-tech’ facilities are not a priority intdag up self-access
systems...no technology has ever in itself helpeda@yearn anything. The
crucial elements in these systems are the learaigirtg and counselling
services they offer. When learners in ‘high-te@source centres are not
trained to become competent autonomous learnergethtres risk the same
fate as language laboratories suffered decades ago.

In the decade that has passed since she wroteldsigite the new opportunities technology now
offers, Gremmo has not felt a need to change h&tipn. So from the cradle of self-access, the
message on the use of CALL is that it is only ulsefihe student if adequate counselling can
help the student notice the gap between their awguage and the authentic language material
they meet in CALL situations. Helping studentsitwfthat authentic material and giving them
strategies, such as how to use corpora, is an tangeart of moving students into autonomous
learning. Finding the right match between methogypland the student’s learning styles is also
important. CALL may or may not find a place in thi®cess depending on the individual

student’s needs.

Hong Kong centres

It is perhaps appropriate, and slightly ironic tthae of the people credited with playing an
important part in the development of self-acceddang Kong was Philip Riley from CRAPEL

(see link to HASALDhttp://Ic.ust.hk/~centre/conf2004/riley.htmIThe 1990’s saw an increased

interest in autonomous learning in Hong Kong, whezhto the creation of self-access centres in
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seven of the Hong Kong universities, to supporirtBaglish language courses. Morrison (2002:
73) reports that these centres all “attracted garsefunding and were set up in large, well-
appointed areas as technology-rich centres witielaollections of materials and a wide range of

audio-visual equipment.”

Although some centres are now a little faded, &edeguipment is ready for updating, the Hong
Kong centres have been very influential in reseaftdrts into advising, cataloguing and

integration.

Hong Kong University of Science and Technology

Hong Kong University of Science and Technology (HKK) is a fairly new university, founded
in 1991. Itis a modern and beautifully situatedachillside overlooking Clearwater Bay about
thirty minutes out of central Hong Kong. The fourslef the university were determined to
create a world-class research institution (KellbtdgJST EMBA Program, 2003) and this is
reflected in the current research budget whichOd&2stood at HK$269.5 million for a university

with only 8,823 studenthttp://www.ust.hk/en/index.html).

Sarah Toogood, an advisor in the university setkas centre (and a language instructor in the
language school to which the SAC is attached),Ricbdard Pemberton, previously the centre
head, have written a number of papers on adviswdgearner autonomy. They have
experimented with semester-long courses as pénedEnglish language learning programme in
the university, to introduce students to self-asdearning. These involved students in: analysing
their needs, setting goals, posting to a Web Bdatding the self-access centre, and undertaking
two hours of self-access work per week (Benson &gbwd, 2002). Apart from this interesting
research, what attracted me to this centre wasjagqifToogood and Pemberton supervised; The
Virtual English Language Advisor (VELA). This is dinteractive, adaptive, dialogue-based
system for providing case-specific advice to leesrod English”

(http://www.archetude.com/sarahtoogocoaiid has been funded by the university grants ébunc

All advisors in the self-access centre are teadndite language school and although they are
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allocated a number of hours to advise in the ceReenberton and Toogood developed the
computer advisor because they felt there was afoeedore advisory hours to be available to
students than could be provided for within the Lieage School time allocation. The virtual
advisor offers students the opportunity to narr@wud the areas of need, and the programme
then automatically directs students to the resautftat will meet those needs, whether they are
online or catalogued on the shelves of the cefwedood, 2005; Toogood, 2006). The students
are stepped through a planning stage on the comipased on a model called FTG — focus (on
the knowledge), transfer (using the knowledge) general (exposure to authentic English).
When the plan is complete the students send itemselves or the advisor. Not everyone in the
centre is enamoured of the online advisory set-MEEA - with some students finding it a little
tedious and other people finding that it does maiessarily fit their philosophy. There is,
however, also a possibility VELA could be used étphsecondary schools in Hong Kong
promote reading, with centre staff taking traingggsions. However, human language advisors
are also considered very important and the cemisealreputation for researching ways to

improve student/advisor contacts.

The real power of VELA is the ability to catalogwsources for other institutions who want to
use it. When one institution catalogues texts beotesources such as web-site material (into
appropriate skills and levels) this information ¢enutilised by another institution: thus
minimising the workload for all concerned. Printteraals available in one institution may not be
available in another so they can be blocked froenddtabase serving that institution. Online
resources can be catalogued as they become aeadladblthus the database can be kept current.
Creating such a powerful database has been extrempénsive and on-going funding is an
issue, so the potential of the virtual advisor haisyet been fully realised. At present, although
not yet completely finished, it is being offereddrto other universities and secondary schools
who agree to help with the cataloguing. The Ehdgbsiguage self-access centre we are

developing in my own secondary school is includethis group.
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Elza Tsang, another advisor at the Centre, whdybas involved with a project to bring self-
access to secondary schools, offered to show numdithe centre in the holiday period. There
were no students present as the centre was difficialsed, although it is usually open six days a
week until 8 pm from Monday to Friday. The cenpetpose built in 1990 (Gardner and Miller,
1999), is packed with as many resources as caittée ifi to the available floor area of 300m

but it uses the space very cleverly, dividing tbiseven separate areas. There is a lobby and
office area, a seminar room, audio area, a videonglil-equipped multimedia room (satellite
television was available), a reading and writinggaand a large audiovisual and computer room.
There is provision for both English and Chineseanals and foreign language materials are kept
in the video area. A wide range of self-study mateifor foreign languages are also available.
There are large numbers of textbooks and audio/ale tapes and reading material. Students

can access the Virtual Learning Advisor from witthe centre or anywhere with a net login.

Although it was not possible to see the centre undemal working conditions, reports from
advisors and Gardner and Miller (1999) suggestéxitremely heavily patronised, not only by
the local and mainland Chinese students but alsidff/and classes from the Language School,
who make use of material related to their courdéte centre is run by a director from the
language school and administrative staff look akspurces. Despite the emphasis on
technology, the centre also had a card catalogue¢bonly three | saw in my research). There
were also numerous print materials written by ashgs®nd available to students. So despite the
focus on a technological solution to the need foreradvisors than were available, and a clear
focus on research, this centre remains a comfdytimgman space. Further information about

this self-access centre can be foundhdip://Ic.ust.hk/~sac/

Hong Kong University

The University of Hong Kong, overlooking the harbauthe middle of the island’s main
business district, is the oldest tertiary educatiamstitute in Hong Kong and is proud of its

prestigious reputation for attracting the largashber of postgraduate research students in the
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territory (10% of the 19,000 student body.) OvB¥#of staff come from overseas and the
university attracts top researchers including R®de David Nunan, and many researchers into

autonomy and self-access and CALL.

Peter Voller, who is well-known for his work on eteeone counselling, showed me around the
Meng Wah Language Resource Centre (LRC) whictparaof the English Centre in the
University. It opens from Monday to Friday from Qamtil 8pm. The centre is in a very large
room divided into some smaller rooms and areagtipaetd off by large bookshelves. It has
extensive facilities and resources, comparable WKRJST but in a larger space. A virtual tour
can be seen at the website provided at the erfdo$éction. The centre has an activities room
where students can practise videoing their preBenta or use an OHP, CD or tapes in a group
or individually to practise their speeches. It has large reading areas, and offers local
newspapers or international magazines in Englisiensral bank of twelve computers, most of
which can access the Internet and the Virtual Bhglientre (VEC), a bank of audiotape players
which allow students to record and listen to thduesespeaking, 12 DVD players and 18 special
video televisions (each with two headphones) whiave the capability of playing video
subtitles. There were literally hundreds of vidaasl CD-ROMs of popular television shows and
movies and Voller emphasized their popularity vathdents, especially in their attempts to
understand speech and idiomatic language. Henadsioned the popularity of the activities

room where teachers sometimes take discussion group

As in HKUST, Voller sees well-trained consultansscaucial to the centre functioning properly.
Consultants are only available at limited timesud®nts can book online for a maximum of one
consultation a week of 15 to 20 minutes durati®hey can also book for discussion groups,
which last 50 minutes, or workshops. In the yeavitty 2004, there were 1,120 consultations
with advisory consultants, and 498 participantdigtussion groups held three to five times a
week (Annual Report, 2004). Teachers keep eleanooties on student profiles to assist the
advising process.
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Students also make extensive use of the VirtuglifimCentre (VEC) which allows them to
identify suitable language learning materials ia tentre and on the World Wide Web. Students
are able to search a catalogue, maintained by N tecategory e.g. academic English, study
skills, TV entertainment, or they can search by imégpe, i.e. audio, computer, and worksheets.
There are not many entries under the categorympoter but a large resource bank of CD-
ROMs is available. In May 2004 it was reported B@% people a day were using the VEC, with
the most popular pages being listening and IELTEparation. SpeakEasy and the University
Word Web were reported to be the most frequentiyg wseb sites (Website of Hong Kong
University Annual Report, 2004). Other facilitiexiuded a conversation exchange programme

which students could register for on the VEC.

It was obvious that this centre took their advisseyvice very seriously and would like to expand
it. Voller is also interested in the VELA projeantd he is keen to see more integration with the
English curriculum. At present only first-year stmtls have the centre integrated into their course
and it is voluntary for ?' and & year students. In 2005 only 20% of the studedt/heere

actively using the centre — the motivated and #spdrate, as Voller says - but Voller feels more

students could benefit.

Like HKUST, The University of Hong Kong’s self-agsecentre is extremely well-resourced,
stresses the importance of a sound advisory sefgiosing computers to give students easy
access to suitable resources for their learningsiaad has integrated CALL into the list of
available materials, but offers a wide variety tifey resources as well. Both centres are
frustrated by a lack of advisory hours and bothsariging for more integration with English
Language Programmes. Further information aboutstiisaccess centre can be found at

http://ec.hku.hk/vec/Irc/lrc.htm
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City University of Hong Kong

Our visit to the City University of Hong Kong waganged at the last moment by another centre
and it happened to be the week the centre was mavio a new facility. Tim Chung was,
however, kind enough to show us around and leeaglse many extremely useful booklets the
centre had devised to help students with their wbhese came under skills headings such as
‘Speaking’ or were directly related to subject aresnd used curriculum material to help students
grasp essential vocabulary and appropriate genher&¥s the professionally produced subject
orientated books at HKUST were used in the Endleiguage Department, at City University
the self-access centre seemed to have includedithérair work. A clear and helpful booklet

was also given to new students to help them uraetetdtow the centre worked, explain the
Independent Study Plan and point them to highlpmaoended resources in different skills areas.
It included a number of websites. Another bookited pathways appropriate to different needs

at different levels of competency.

The centre was compact and neatly and efficieatly dut, with a reception area (and a friendly
receptionist); an advisory room and office; a teciams’ room; a multimedia room with a

number of computers; and a reference storage @neamain room had desks, a reading area with
readers that could be issued to students to be takeof the centre, a CALL/ CD-ROM corner
(the centre had about 40 CALL programmes on oferpovies section, a worksheets shelf, and
video booths near a stand with video worksheetsrerce books and textbooks shelves. There
were an online catalogue and tape recorders, aed disc players were available. Despite the
holiday time and the disruption of the move, stugevere still accessing the centre and several
were busy on worksheets and computers. Studentbhbedo access the English Language school
site called SOLO (Student Online Learning Oppottas) in the centre, or anywhere with a web
connection (similar to the Hong Kong English Langei&chool site). This site includes
“Grammar surgery” and “Listen In” sections and othmterials, so the emphasis in the Self-

Access Centre was on advising and other matefihks Language Learning Advisory Service
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(LLAS) consisted of teachers from the umbrella depant of the English language Centre

(ELC). Students need to make appointments withsadsiand records are kept.

This was a small but efficient centre where the lessps seemed to be on integration with student
courses. The provision of guidance material in letdiorm catered for those students who may
not have felt comfortable with the computer catalngwvhile the provision of the SOLO meant
the focus of the centre was taken off CALL. Furtidormation about this self-access centre can

be found ahttp://www.cityu.edu.hk/elc/elc/facilities/indexrht
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