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Abstract:
This study investigates the perspectives of both students and in-
structors regarding the integration of computer—assisted language
learning (CALL) into English language education. Focusing on
ELT programs at the undergraduate and postgraduate levels, the
research was conducted across several Iragi universities, including
Baghdad, Karbala, Basra, and Wasit. Data were collected through
questionnaires distributed to 150 students and 150 instructors,
complemented by semi-structured interviews with 10 instruc-
tors selected based on guestionnaire results for further insight. The
analysis revealed statistically significant differences in students® at—
titudes based on their academic level, However, both students and
instructors expressed generally similar and positive perceptions of
the role of computer technology in language teaching and learn-
ing. The findings highlight the urgent need for structured training
programs and the development of a well-designed CALL-based
curriculum tailored to the local educational context to ensure ef-
fective technology integration in language instruction
Keywords: CALL, educational technology, teacher and learner
perceptions, autonomous learning, curriculum development
Background of the Study
Over the past few decades, the integration of computer technol-
ogy into education has grown significantly, reshaping the dynam-
ics of teaching and learning across disciplines. In the realm of lan-
guage education, computer—assisted language learning (CALL) has
sparked both enthusiasm and debate, Many educators and learn—
ers recognize the value of computer-based instruction as a means
to enrich and facilitate language acquisition. However, attitudes
toward CALL often vary according to experience and familiarity
with technology. Novice teachers, typically more exposed to digital
tools during their academic training, tend to demonstrate greater
ease in adopting such approaches, while veteran instructors may
exhibit resistance due to limited technological exposure or confi—
dence (Bebell, O'Conner, O'Dwyer, & Russell, 2003; Smith, 2003),
CALL has evolved into a key component within the field of applied
linguistics, Beatty (2003 defines it as any language learning ac-
tivty that utilizes a computer to foster language development. He
emphasizes that CALL has the potential to influence both teach-
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ing and learning by shifting the pedagogical focus from traditional
grammar—based instruction to more communicative and interac-
tive methodologies,

Although the concept of using computers in language education
can be traced back to the 1950s, it was during the 19605 that the first
practical computer—based language programs began to emerge in
academic institutions. Initially limited to research settings within
universities, these programs had restricted reach. However, con-
tinual technological advancements have made CALL tools increas-—
ingly accessible, user-friendly, and pedagogically robust (Chapelle,
2001; Beatty, 2003),

As higher education institutions move toward adopting CALL
methodologies, the perceptions of both teachers and students be—
come pivotal. Understanding the factors that shape these attitudes
is essential for effective implementation. Exploring how these
groups view CALL—and the reasons behind their perceptions—
can provide valuable guidance for designing responsive curricula
and training programs that harness the full potential of technology
in language education.

The Importance of CALL

Traditional, teacher—centered classrooms often position students
as passive recipients of knowledge, where their primary role is to
listen, absorb information, and follow mstructions, In such set-
tings, the teacher typically controls the content delivery, facili-
tates discussions, initiates classroom interactions, and regulates the
overall flow of activities (Sandholtz et al,, 1990, Metz (as cited in
Muir-Herzig, 2003) refers to these as “real classrooms"; however,
this conventional model has been widely criticized for its limita—
tions. As Sandholtz and colleagues note, instruction in such en—
vironments frequently relies on rote practice aimed at enhancing
exam performance rather than fostering deep learning. Conse-
quently, while students may develop test-taking proficiency, they
often lack critical thinking and higher-order cognitive skills.

One major drawback of traditional instruction is its limited con-
nection to real-life contexts. When classroom learning lacks prac—
tical relevance, students may struggle to apply the language effec—
tively outside the academic setting. This has prompted a call for a
shift in pedagogical focus—from memorization-based instruction
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to approaches that emphasize problem-solving, conceptual un-
derstanding, and analytical reasoning (Sandholtz et al , as cited in
Muir-Herzig, 2003),

Computer-assisted language learning (CALL) offers innovative
alternatives to conventional methods by integrating educational
technology into the language learning process. CALL employs a
variety of instructional approaches through software and mul-
timedia tools. For example, the audio—visual method emphasiz—
es pronunciation and listening through dialogues and repetition.
The cognitive approach supports self-directed learning, enabling
learners to progress at their own pace and assume responsibility for
their outcomes. The communicative approach, in turn, focuses on
enhancing learners’ ability to use the language in authentic, real-
world interactions (Celce—Murcia, 2001). When incorporated into
digital tools, these methods often prove more effective than tradi-
tional classroom instruction,

Beatty (2003) emphasizes that CALL plays a significant role in de-
veloping the four core language skills—reading, writing, listening,
and speaking—while also promoting learner autonomy. For teach—
ers, CALL presents valuable opportunities to enhance instruction
through the integration of technology in both classroom practice
and academic research,

Jones and Fortescue (1987) explain that CALL can enhance reading
skills in three main ways; first, by encouraging incidental reading as
part of task completion; second, by providing immediate feedback
on comprchension tasks that also reinforce grammar and vocabu-
lary knowledge: and third, by offering text manipulation activities
that support understanding of both content and structure. CALL
programs frequently include interactive reading tasks where stu—
dents infer word meanings from context or identify grammatical
categories—for example, selecting the part of speech of a high-
lighted word in a sentence (p. 33) Healey (1999) further notes that
CALL fosters reading strategics such as skimming, scanning, iden-
tifying main ideas and details, and making predictions by integrat—
ing audio-visual aids and interactive features.

In addition to reading, CALL supports the development of writing
skills through digital writing tools such as word processors. These
applications simplity the writing process by allowing students to
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easily add and revise content, correct grammatical errors, and for-
mat their work. Features such as spellcheck, punctuation assistance,
and sentence structure analysis guide students in producing clearer,
more organized writing. Furthermore, the ability to revise drafis,
incorporate visual data like tables or charts, and save time through
digital formatting enhances both writing fluency and quality (Cos—
tanzo, 1989; Dunkel, 1991; Howie, 1989; Neu & Scarcella, 1991,
Enhancing Listening and Speaking Skills through CALL
Computer-assisted programs play a crucial role in the develop-
ment of listening and speaking skills_ Listening software often fea-
tures authentic audio materials presented by native speakers, al-
lowing learners to replay difficult segments multiple times until
full comprehension is achieved This repeated exposure not only
strengthens listening comprehension but also supports accurate
pronunciation—an essential component in developing spoken flu—
ency (Hanson-Smith, 2000; Pennington, 1989). In addition, many
CALL programs include features that enable learners to engage in
simulated dialogues and record their own speech. By comparing
their recordings with native—speaker models, students are able to
self—assess and refine their oral language production,

Benson and Voller (1997) highlight the long-recognized connec—
tion between educational technologies and learner autonomy.
They argue that CALL tools can empower students by facilitating
independent learning and providing access to self-directed prac-
tice bevond the classroom environment.

Advantages of CALL for Learners

CALL offers a wide array of benefits that enrich the language learn—
ing experience, particularly within learner—centered classrooms
where students assume greater responsibility for their progress,
Computers provide learners with diverse and flexible opportunities
to practice language skills in meaningful contexts. This pedagogi-
cal shift challenges teachers to adopt new, facilitative roles while
encouraging students to reflect on and adapt their learning strate-
gies (Jaber, 1997) Within this model, the teacher transitions from
a knowledge transmitter to a learning facilitator or mentor, and
learners becoine more accountable for their development. CALL
supports this learner-centered philosophy by enabling students to
control the pace, sequence, and content of their learning (Kenning
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& Kenning, 1983).

Among the primary advantages of CALL are its interactivity, adapt—
ability to individual learning speeds, privacy, independent practice
opportunities, immediate feedback, tolerance for repetition, and
integrated editing tools. These features collectively enhance learner
motivation, promote autonomy, and foster a willingness to explore
language use in a supportive, low-anxiety environment,

Kenning and Kenning (1983) further assert that unlike traditional
tools such as cassette tapes or videos, computers provide a dynamic
interactive environment. This interactivity allows learners to engage
actively with content and receive real-time corrections—an advan—
tage not offered by passive media. Additionally, the individualized
and private nature of CALL reduces learners’ anxiety, encouraging
experimentation without the fear of criticisim or embarrassment.
Roles of Computers in Language Learning

Taylor (as cited in Levy, 1997) identifies three primary roles that com-
puters can play in the educational context: tutors, tools, and tutees.
As tutors, computers deliver structured lessons, respond to learner
imput, and track individual progress—oflering an adaptive learning
experience. As tools, they assist in the development of core language
skills such as reading, writing, speaking, and research. by providing
access to various learning resources and applications. In the role of
tutees, learners engage with the technological aspects of computers,
including programming and software meodification, thus fostering a
deeper understanding of how digital environments function
Taylor also highlights the important distinction between com-—
puters used as tutors versus those used as tools, While tools offer
support in performing tasks, tutor-based systems actively assess
learner input and modify instruction accordingly—an ability not
found in traditional educational tools. Furthermore, CALL enables
personalized, self-paced learning, making it especially beneficial
for students who need more time to grasp concepts or who may
have missed classes. Because learning materials are stored digitally,
students can review lessons at their convenience, ensuring greater
continuity and accessibility in the learning process.

Enhancing Learner Autonomy and Motivation through CALL
CALL environments offer flexible and engaging opportunities that
enhance both learner autonomy and motivation. Students who
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complete tasks early can explore supplementary activities related
to the curriculum, reinforcing their understanding. Unlike tradi—
tional classrooms, which are often constrained by fixed syllabi and
time limitations, CALL offers learners the freedom to revisit and
repeat material at their own pace. This flexibility remmoves pressure
and supports individualized learning paths.

One of CALL’s most significant advantages is the provision of im—
mediate, automated feedback, a feature unavailable in conventional
tools such as cassette players or video recordings Writing software,
for example, enables learners to revise their texts through functions
like insertion, deletion, and reordering. Such tools also highlight er—
rors in spelling, grammar, and formatting, thereby supporting the
refinement of written work and fostering writing fluency.

This level of control over the learning process nurtures independent
learning. As Little (1991) explains, true learner autonomy is achieved
when students take active responsibility for their learning choices
and establish a personal connection with the content and methodol-
ogy (p. 4), CALL tools often enhance this engagement through visu—
ally appealing interfaces, animations, and interactive features that
increase motivation. Unlike static drills, computer-based exercises
present language tasks in dynamic and stimulating formats.
Additionally, many CALL programs include gamified features
such as multiple—choice questions with real-time responses, offer—
ing encouraging messages like “Well done!” or “Try again!” These
elements help sustain learner morale and foster a positive, persis—
tent attitude toward language learning.

Moreover, CALL environments encourage linguistic experimen-
tation. In writing tasks, for instance, students must coordinate
vocabulary selection, grammatical accuracy, organization, and
coherence. Through repeated practice with CALL tools, learners
gradually build confidence in producing complex written texts—
developing not only their language proficiency but also their criti—
cal thinking and problem—solving skills (Costanzo, 1989; Dhaif
1989; Galavis, 1998; Hardisty & Windeatt, 1989; Kemp, 1993; Ken-
ning & Kenning, 1983; Pennington, 1996

Computer—Assisted Language Learning (CALL)
Computer—Assisted Language Learning (CALL) refers to the use
of computer technologies—including web-based platforms, CD-
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ROMs, and interactive digital applications—designed to facilitate
language learning through structured, learner—specific activities.
Traditionally, CALL has been employed to support second lan-
guage acquisition; however, the present study investigates its ap—
plicability in assisting learners struggling with their native language
as well, CALL functions both as a complementary resource to tra—
ditional classroom instruction and as a standalone tool that pro-
motes autonomous, self-paced learning,

Brief History of CALL

Understanding the integration of CALL within educational settings
requires examining its historical development in parallel with evolv-
ing language teaching methodologies. According to Levy (1997), the
evolution of CALL is commonly divided into three major stages: Be—
haviorist CALL Communicative CALL, and Integrative CALL. Each
phase reflects changes in both technological capabilities and dominant
pedagogical paradigms

Behaviorist CALL, which emerged in the 19505 and became promi-
nent during the 1960s and 1970s, was rooted in behaviorist learning
theories—particularly those proposed by Skinner (1938) Programs
from this era focused on repetitive drills and exercises aimed at re-
inforcing vocabulary and grammatical patterns. Often referred to as
“drill and practice,” and at times critically labeled “drill and kill " this
approach positioned the computer as a neutral, tireless tutor that al-
lowed learners to work independently and at their own pace.

The earliest CALL systems were developed on large mainframe com-
puters and later transitioned to personal computers, A well-known
example from this period is the PLATO system, developed at the Uni-
versity of lllinois during the 1960s, While PLATO did not encompass
the full spectrum of language learning needs, it proved effective in de—
livering mechanical practice tasks. This, in turn, freed up classroom
titne for imore comimunicative and interactive activities (Hart, 1981,
Statement of the Problem

While nuimerous studies have examined students” and educators’
attitudes toward the use of computer technologies in educational
settings (Arkin, 2003; Bebell et al , 2003; Delcloque, 1997; Laim, 2000;
Pekel, 2002; Smith, 2003; Tuzcuoglu, 2000; Warschauer, 2003), there
remains a noticeable gap in comprehensive research that simultane—
ously investigates both students’ and teachers® perceptions of Com-
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puter—Assisted Language Learning (CALL) and the factors that shape
these perceptions.

As CALL becomes increasingly integrated into English as a Second
Language (ESL) and English as a Foreign Language (EFL) curricula,
there is a growing need to evaluate its pedagogical impact and prac—
tical implementation. Although recent literature has explored vari—
ous aspects of digital technology in language instruction—such as
technological tools, learner traits, and instructional effectiveness—
certain critical dimensions remain underexplored. Notably, the ex-
tent to which teacher preparation programs equip future educators
to effectively integrate CALL into their classrooms is still insuffi-
ciently addressed.

A key step toward enhancing CALL implementation lies in evaluat—
ing the adequacy of TESOL training prograimms in preparing teachers
for technology integration, and understanding how these programs
are perceived by graduoates in terms of usefulness and applicability,
Furthermore, investigating informaal or alternative avenues of CALL
training may offer valuable insights for designing more accessible
and practical professional development models.

In many Iraqi universities, the use of computer technologies remains
largely confined to administrative functions such as emailing, online
research, lesson planning, and institutional communication (Bebell
etal , 2003; Smith, 2003) Despite the existence of language laborato-
ries equipped with thirty computers per lab, CALL’s full pedagogical
potential is not being fully realized. Typically, lab—based language
sessions include four one-hour classes aimed at supportng language
skill development. However, based on personal observation and ex-
perience, both instructors and students often face challenges with
using CALL effectively—ranging from technical difficulties and lack
of training to skeptical or resistant attitudes,

Given that perceptions significantly influence the acceptance and
success of CALL, this study seeks to examine how both students
and instructors perceive the use of computer technology in lan-
guage learning across selected Iragi universities. It also aims to
identify the key factors that shape these perceptions and to deter—
mine whether there are notable similarities or differences between
the two groups in terms of CALL acceptance and usage.

Purpose of the Study
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The primary aim of this study is to investigate and anal
ceptions of Iraqi undergraduate and postgraduate Engli
teachers and students regarding the importance and &
training in Computer—-Assisted Language Learning (C
cifically, the study seeks to understand what participa:
sufficient preparation in CALL and to examine the type:
es of training they have received—whether tormal or ir
Additionally, the research explores the participants® lex
faction in two critical areas:

1. Their personal development of technological skills.
2. Their ability to effectively integrate technology into i
al or learning contexts.

The study also evaluates general attitudes toward the
nology in language education, with the aim of idem
structured (formal) and anstructured (informal) CALL
fluences these attitudes.

Research Questions

The study is guided by the following research question
1. How do students perceive the use of computers as ¢
tary tools in classroom instruction?

2. How do teachers perceive the integration of compu
ogy in supporting language teaching?

3. What are the key similarities and differences betwes
and teachers® attitudes toward the implementation of
4. Do perceptions of CALIL vary based on gender or aca
among students and teachers?

Hypothesis

The study is based on the following null hypothesis:
There is no statistically significant relationship betweer
mentation of Computer—Assisted Language Learning |
the perceptions held by Iraqi EFL teachers and student:
Key Terms and Definitions

= CALL (Computer—Assisted Language Learning); Refe
of computer technology—whether through standalone
online platforms—to support and enhance the process
learming (Hanson—-Smith, 2000, p. 9).

* Students’ Perceptions: Denotes the views, beliefs, ar
held by learners regarding the role of computers i
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learning, both as instructional tools and as technological devices
more broadly.

» Teachers" Perceptions: Refers to educators” attitudes and beliefs
about the integration of computer technologies into language in-
struction, including their perceived effectiveness and relevance in
the classroom environment,

* Learner Autonomy: Defined as “the ability to distance oneself, re—
flect critically, make informed decisions, and take independentaction
in the learning process™ (Little, 1991, p. 14). It involves self-directed
learning and personal responsibility for language development.
Significance of the Study

This study addresses the preparation and training of English lan-
guage teachers and students enrolled in undergraduate and gradu-—
ate (BA and MA) programs across Iraq, with a specific focus on
the integration of Computer-Assisted Language Learning (CALL).
Despite the increasing relevance of CALL in modern language ed-
ucation. there remains a lack of standardized guidelines or widely
accepted best practices for CALL training within English Language
Teaching (ELT) programs in the region.

To date, few comprehensive studies have examined how CALL is
incorporated into teacher and learner preparation in Iraqi higher
education. Preliminary observations suggest that CALL-related
training is minimal and frequently perceived by participants as
inadequate. This research, therefore, seeks to fill a critical gap by
identifying what constitutes effective and sufficient CALL training
for ELT students and educators at both academic levels,

The study aims to highlight the core competencies and foundation-
al knowledge associated with CALL, assess how well these are in—
tegrated into existing curricula, and evaluate the satisfaction levels
of participants who have undergone such training. The outcomes
are intended to inform and enhance the design of CALL-oriented
training modules in ELT programs. Moreover, the findings may
serve as a valuable resource for other academic disciplines or lan-
guage programs aiming to incorporate educational technology,
positioning them as secondary—but potentially significant—ben—
eficiaries of this research

Limitations and Delimitations

1. The participants in this study were exclusively Iraqi, which limits
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the generalizability of the findings to learners and educators from
other cultural or national contexts,

2. The research specifically targets Iragi English language teachers
and students, thus the conclusions and recommendations are pri—
marily applicable to this demographic group and may not extend
to other populations.

Qutline and Organization of the Study

* Chapter One: Introduces the overall theme of the research and
establishes its foundational elements. This chapter presents the re—
search problem, clearly states the purpose of the study, formulates
the central research questions and hypotheses, explains the signifi-
cance of the research, and provides precise definitions of key terms
to ensure conceptual clarity throughout the thesis.

* Chapter T'wo: Reviews the theoretical framework supporting the
study. It explores diverse perspectives within the existing literature,
situates the research topic within ongoing academic debates, ex—
amines relevant prior studies, and identifies the specific gap in the
literature that this study aims to fill.

* Chapter Three: Details the research methodology, including de-
scriptions of the participant groups, identification of dependent
and independent variables, and an overview of the data collection
instruments. This chapter also outlines the procedures for data
gathering and analysis.

= Chapter Four: Presents the study’s findings, supported by appro—
priate tables, charts, and figures. The results are systematically or—
ganized to address the research questions and test the hypotheses
introduced in Chapter One.

. Chapter Five; Provides a comprehensive discussion of the
findings and their implications for English language teaching. This
chapter also addresses the limitations of the study, suggests direc-
tions for future research, and offers pedagogical recommendations
derived from the research outcomes.

Methodology

Participants

The study sample comprised 150 English language instructors (80
males and 70 females) and 150 English language learners (80 males
and 70 females) drawn from four Iragi universities: Baghdad, Kar-
bala, Wasit, and Basra. All participants were native Arabic speak-
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ers, aged between 24 and 45 years, Both teachers and students were
actively involved in teaching and learning English as a foreign lan—
guage within their respective institutions.

Instruments

Data were collected through a structured guestionnaire (see Ap-
pendix), administered in English to both teachers and students.
The guestionnaire was divided into several sections, including de—
mographic information (such as age and gender), self—assessments
of typing and computer skills, experience with digital tools (e g,
word processors, email, Internet usage), and a set of items designed
to measure attitudes toward the use of computers in educational
settings.

Procedure

Questionnaires were distributed individually to participants along
with a brief explanation of the study’s objectives and assurances of
anonymity. Participants were informed that their responses would
be used exclusively for academic research focused on exploring
their perceptions regarding the integration of computer technol-
ogy in English language teaching and learning_ Clarifications were
provided as needed to ensure full comprehension of the question—
naire items.

Data Analysis

The gathered data were analyzed using the Statistical Package for
the Social Sciences (SPSS) Descriptive statistics—including means
and standard deviations—were calculated for each questionnaire
item to summarize participants’ overall perceptions. Additionally,
a one—way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was conducted to exam-—
ine whether significant differences existed among participant groups
based on their respective levels of exposure to computer—assisted lan—
guage learning activities,

Discussion

The studies reviewed in this research predominantly utilized mixed-
methods approaches, combining both gualitative and quantitative
data, A total of 300 participants—including English language teach-
ers and students from various Iraqgi universities—contributed to the
dataset. Despite the relatively limited number of existing studies on
this topic, the findings offer valuable insights into the current status
of Computer—Assisted Language Learning (CALL) implementa—
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tion in Iraq.

Consistent with previous research (Kulekci, 2009), a positive attitude
toward technology among educators and learners does not necessar—
ily guarantee effective integration of computers to achieve language
teaching goals. Interview data revealed several persistent challenges
hindering CALL adoption, including:

1. Teachers’ perceived lack of competence and confidence in using
computer technologies;

2 Insufficient technological infrastructure within educational settings;
3. A disconnect between current curricula and CALL methodologies.
Interestingly, conflicting perceptions emerged regarding the im—
pact of computers on student focus While some participants
viewed technology as a potential distraction, others emphasized its
role in enhancing learner engagement. This ambivalence contrib-
utes to teachers” hesitancy, as concerns arise that technology might
detract from, rather than support, effective learning,

Conclusion:

Computer—Assisted Language Learning (CALL) presents significant
opportunities to improve English language teaching and learning.
When strategically implemented and aligned with clear pedagogi-
cal objectives, CALL can foster increased learner motivation, ex—
pand access to authentic materials, provide instructional flexibil-
ity, and accommuodate diverse learning preferences and cognitive
styles. Additionally, well-designed software tools can facilitate in-
teractive and meaningful language practice.

High—quality CALL materials that balance structured exercises
with opportunities for free expression, coupled with immediate
feedback mechanisms, have the potential to greatly benefit learn-
ers. This study sought to evaluate the perceptions of both teachers
and students concerning CALL usage in English as a Foreign Lan—
guage (EFL) contexts, while also examining challenges related to its
implementation,

Although the scope of existing research remains limited, the in—
sights obtained underscore a critical reality: mere access to tech—
nological resources does not ensure their eflective integration into
language teaching. Consequently, it is imperative to enhance edu-
cators’ awareness of CALL’s practical benefits through sustained
training, hands-on experience, and institutional support, Such
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measures are essential to foster teachers’ competence and moti-
vation, thereby promoting successful incorporation of technology
into their pedagogical practices.
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APPENDICES
APPENDIX A

Teachers® Questionnaire
SECTION ONE: Backeround Informa tiom

PMaaze vk ( +/ ) the appropriate choiras and provide the neces:ary informanon below'.

1 Asec JH-25[ ]26-30 [ 13133 [ 136-40 [ 14145+

2 Sex: [ ] Femsls [ ]Male

3 Wears of teaching sxperisncs:

[ JLezztham lvear [ ]1-2 [ }5-8 [i9-12 [ 113+

3 Currenthy teachinz at leyral:

[ja []8B [1c [ID

i Are von currently teaching in 3 comypnter laboratory? [ ]%¥es [ J¥o

SECTION TWO: General perceptions
This s=ction 1= desipned to elicy voor general pescepions tewards computers and towards
usmg compuier techroloEy m languase instocton

1 How often do vou uze computer:T Pleasa el +/ ) the appropriste option.
1 Ye== than once 3 week [ 11-2umesawaek
[ 153-40me:awsek [ 13 or more nme: 3 wesk

5 TWhat do vou nie computers forT Pleaze tick { /) the appropriate option(z}, and al=o

indicase vour frequency of nsefe g,/ games[] 2 3 JLl=rmely I1=:sometimes 3= ofien
_ clectremicmail [1 2 1

___Zames [1 2 ]

_ oplmeshoppins[1 21 3 ]
_ matenalzdesien[1 2 3 ]
__ trpngs and mamtaining lesson plans, office work: student records, adminisiwatve reports
(g-2., word, excel, power potor) [1 2 3 ]

Lad  lad

_ surbmgmmtermer [1 2 3 ]
_ azzipmins and checlong assismments vi3 e-mail [t
_ chatrooms[1l 2 3 ]

[
i
bt

_ ontertaimment] 1 2 3 ]

=

_ webpapedesimm[1 2
__ other (pleazs spacify).

3. For the following iwems, pleaze circle the answers that best show vour opinion

1= srongly dizagree 1= dizapres I=ames 4= stronzly asres

o
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"2 I like n=ing compmers. 1 2 3 4|
B I generally have posizive sights towsards computars. 1Tz 34
C LEing computers mekes me more efficient in my life. 1234 I
d UsinE compurers make me more sfficlent &1 work. T1 234 '
& LEins computers generally makes completing task: easier. P
| £ 1like searching the internet for gensrel interast EREER
= [ perceive computers as pedegomical fools. Tz 3 4
" h. I zenerally have positive sighis toWards Using computers in lenFusge |1 2 3 4 E

Imsirichon.

i 1 like using computers for teaching prIposas. |7 2 34 _
- 1like zearching the internet for teaching rescurces. A 234 '
.ECumpimgtmbeagnﬂds@plemmttusuppmtEﬂthn; T = 38|
"L Computers can be 8 good supplement vo support learming. 11 2 = 4|
m I believe thar weinins iz required to t2ach with compurars, i3 34
n I think that I need traming to tesch with compaters. 123 4 I

SECTION THREE: Cpinions about the Content of the CALL Program_
This section iz designad to elicit your opinions aboot the cogtent of the CTALT prozsram at
Universines. For the following Mems, please cirelr the answers that best show vour opinicn

1= sronslv dizagree 2= dizagree I=agres 4= zsmongly agres

1_The CALT program iz beneficial m improving r=adme sidils. 1334
3 The TAIT program iz bepeficial m improving wrinns ziils. T 347
3. The CALTL program iz bepeficial m improving speaking shlls. 3753
4 The CALT program iz bepeficial in improving listening skills. T334
3. The CALY prosram i= begeficdial m improving grammar. -1 3%
6. The CALL program is bageficial in improving vocabalary R

knowledze H
7. Feading pazz3ize: on the compiiar proEram are @asy w0 understand 1 23 4
5. The CALL program odffers smdentz choices while smdving 1"273°4

SECTION FOUR: Opinions abont the Application of the CALL.

This section i= desiened w ehoit vour opinion: about the application of the CALL program at

Universifies. For the following items, pleaze cirels the answers that best show your opinion.
= simonsly dizsgres 1= dizagres I=zgres 4= smongly agres

I_The CALL programs can be uzed o t2ach prammar o supponn. | 1 2 3 4
2. The CALL programs can be nzed to teach vocabulary tosuppore (|1 2 3 4
smdents" lsaming

a4

3 The CALL prograrms can be uzed by sudents in pracicme T35+
= to support their learning,.
4 The CALL program: can be nied by studants In practicing ITF34d
vocabulary © sipport their leamine. |
3. Sradent imverest m fearmning lansuaze will increase by usms 1.2 3 4
COMuler programs:. ;
fi_1 hike reaching with compaters T334
7. I'Can momilor my students’ progres: in A computer lsbometory . | L 3 3 4
betper than in clazz

3 4

&.1 balieve smdants can learn more fom computers than from T3
hooks |
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SECTION FIVE: Factors Affecting Teachers” Use of the CALL Program.
Please dek( /) the appropriate option: that you think affect vour way of teachine with

compuoters (Yoo may tick mors than one}.

[ 1Ibelieve I nead treming in smding smdents in the use of software for leaming Ianauags.

[ 1Ibelieve I nead traminz m smdiss smdests in the u=e of zoftware for practicins langnase.
[ 1Ibelieve I nead traminz m planning leszons in 3 compuier laboratory.

[ 11 beleve the oorriculum thar we use for CALL insoudton is satisBotory. [ ] The dme
that we spend n a computer laborsory 1= not enoush o cover all the topecs on the
curriculnm.

[ ] The design of the Izboratory positively affects my teaching with computers. [ ]
Smodents sights towards CALT. insooction affect oay teachins in a computer lsboratory.

[ I Oxher factors (please specify)

APPENDIX B
Sindentz” Questionnaire
SECTION ONE: Background Information
Degseack { + ) the eppropriate choices end provide the necessary infommation below,

1.5ex: [ ] Femala [ ] hiale 2.Currently studying at lsvel
[1& [L1E EIc [1D

SECTION TWO: General Perception:
Thiz section is designed 1o elicit vour zeneral percaptions towerds computers and towards

using computer technolosy n lenFusse nsmuction.

=

How offen do vou use compuiers in your daily tesks

.. Plessze tcki(] + ) the sppropriste option

[ ] once awesk [ ]1-2 times gwesk

[ ]34 times g week [ 1% or more times a wesk

(]

3. Whet do you use computers for?

4. Plegze el { - ) the approprigte opdons}, and also indicate vour frequency of use

ez, +_elecoronicmail[1 2 3 Ji l=z1arely I=sometme: 3= often

_ electromicmail [1 2 3 ]

_ _memes[1 2 3]

_ opobimeshopping[1 2 3 ]

_ doingessigmments[1 2 3 ]

. zurfingimternst[1 2 3 ]

_ chatrooms[1 2

_ entettgimment [1 2 3 ]
3

[T
o

webpapedesien |1 2

other (pleaze spacify)
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3. For the followins fems, please corele tha ansprers that bast show your epinion
= strnsly dijasres 1= dzagres I=gEves 4= sironzly 0sTRE

|ﬂ!]ﬂeu5m§:ompw.a's. 13 34|

b. 1 s=nzrally hewe positive sighty towards compuaters 2 34|

¢ Uzins compater makes me mors effcien & my e T334 :
| d. Uzinz computers maiee ma more effictant in the clzzarnom T T34

4
s
i
.h.;

‘& U=ing compaters panerelly make: completing gk emier i B

|'+_"E"1i = smerching the imemnst for gemersl imersst L

|
|

Lid |
R

= 1 perceive COmAIters as laarming taoks I T-F 5 %]
b T genraliy hevs positive sighis toweards Sins compuier in ansmags (L 2 3 4 |
Imstruction

e T
3. I like searchinz the musrnat f0r smdy resguTres [T-F 5 %]

k. Compuaters are zood {nstromant= (o support iEamins 3 3d]

1 T beliave thay reining 13 requited fo use compuiers in lseming a I 2T |

lapzmazs.

m Tikink that T da not néed training 1o n=e computars efectively. 33T

SECTION THREE: Opinions ahout the Content of the CALL Program.
Thas saction i= desiened to elic vour opimion: abeut the content of the CALL progam at
Urmversites For the following stems, plaace circle the ansvears that best show your opinion
1= sirapsly disazres l=dizagres j=ames 4= sirangEly nEres

[T The CALL promam iz bensfirial i improving reeding rills [T T53°%]

| T The TALL program = barsfichl in improvins writins sl [TTF3

[
e

| 3 The TALL program iz bareficial in improvinz spesininz siilis ]

[}
=|

'y l:h_sﬂ-lﬁpr&__.f_b;-__ SEg T :-L-_E_ ——

| 5" The CATT progrem is bensficinl in improviee srammar T s

(']
|

| & The CATL progrem s benefictl in improvins vocabalary Ty

Imomlzdza

| 7 Heading pezszees on the compater progrem presesv o mmderstand. |1 2 3 4
| 5 Th= CATL progrem offers smudents chaices while smdving T T34
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SECTION FOUR: Opinions abont the Application of the CALL Program.
This section 13 dezioned to elicit your opinions abiout the application of the CALL program
& compauter laboratory &t Universities. For the followine items_ please cirele the answers that

ka3t show your opinion.

1= strongly disdcres 1= disagree 1=gorer 4= stromaly agres
1. T can use my time effectively in accomplishing the tasks on the 12 3 4
COmpitar.

E3 My teacher mives me effertive gnidance in the compoter laboratory. |1 2 2 4

| 3 My teacher manages lessons in the computer Idboratory effectively |12 3 4 |
4. My teacher deals effectively with sach mdividusl studant in 12 3 4
lzboratory zezsions.
3. In computer seszions [ can mderstand the reasons for mistakes 12 34
better than I do in elass.

e Wi s oa oy Wi ety s reas T el e {3734
comfortabie than stidyine in class.

SECTION FIVE: Factors Affecting Students” Use of the CALL Program.
1) Please fick{ ' ) the appropriate options that you thinl affart the way of vour leamme with
computers (¥ ou may tick more than one).

[ ]Tbelieve I need training in naing software programs in learning langnace.
[ 11beheve I need training in usmng software programs for practicing language.
[ 171 think cur teachers’ mstructions in laboretory sessions are satisfactery.
[ ] The time that we spend m a computer Iaboratory 13 not enoush to cover 2l the
topics on the curmcnlum.
[ ]1The dezizn of the laboratory positively affects my learming with computers
[ 1My teschers® sighis towards CALL mstraction positively affsct my learning in &
computer laboratory.
[ ] Other factors (please specify
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