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e Ahstract

'l'he Becond languuga ceacher has always had access to
3 2
a multitude of .’mscruccicnal aids such as texts,‘tapes,v o

& charts, cultural mcdules, lis'tening c,ente.rs, and language

laboratnrie ', The. ‘latest - inétructional tuol (to! bs

incruduced e’ sacand lanqua‘ge classrcom is the”

S S
microcumputér. .(; i b \-; . 3 »

This &searcl}er surveyeé Brench teachers",m

Tnhrl co stermine if ‘and “how the - cnmputer was.

being used ‘as-an inst:ruccional nid. . The study also hoped‘ S

" to: detemine teachers’. ) skill, knowledge 'and opiniens of .~
cmnguters ag::l thair applica‘tions to. language 1earn1ng Py T
~. The. data for: the st:udy was collected by means of a

g questionnuira. g

Reapcnsss were cabulated from both users’ and ncnusars'

o! the compu\:sr. ¢ Tne» total sample 1nvalved»'211' e

raaponden\:s. ol Ahout six percent of‘ those respondmg~

'raported u‘in the, r a@ an instr onal aid.

Amonqst thcse who aid. not use the computer, the hajority

6: c 5 essed strong. i Y t in learning how .to.

use the c ‘i ionally. All h repcrted a

e nsed !or more in:cmatlon and evaluatton with respect to
: availabla soﬂ:wurs. In qeneﬂl, tha respondents reported.
‘a positive,(om:husinst:ic attitude toward computer usage in

teachinq French. .

Basad on the intomation gﬂthered ftom the survey on.

tha needs ot} eomputer userd an\i nénusers, a numher or.'
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' . . . " . GHAPEER 1 :
' ‘RATIONALE FOR TRE STUDY - 2 v

R 2 . Introduction =]
s - 25
: Second language researchers' are constantly searching <

for the most effective ways to teach a second language.
In the last. thirty yeéts_. t}’e second language classrdom has
been a testing qr_o-und for many new approaches derived from
différent theories of’ how second. languages are learned.

The ‘right’  method, however, has remaihed elusive.

Indéed, learhing researchers have® still not established

‘how a 'first language is 1earﬁed’nr why some learners are *
op R e -
§ _more- successful than others at 1anguage learning.

XY s The methodoloqxes fcr teaching a, second languaqe have
® changed radxcally since .the early slxtxes. The grammar-

translation method ' of ..the fiftxes gave way to the
' ;

audiolingual/a‘ud‘icvisual approaches rooted -1n 'the

behavioral learning theory prevalent’ in ;he{arly sixties.

This' later fell into d1sfav:§r/and a more cognitive A

-approach was advocatedﬂus method, too,  was not

entirely success 1/,} and both"approachgs were- not

considered Ico(p’leteiy suited’ ‘to language teaghing and '

learning’.‘ .More recently; .a lvfore_ ecleétic approach has

esh- adopted, and no one ’ﬁatnad’ has since reigned

suprémely in the sedond language classroom.




" since the . seventies, ‘the notion of teabhing fcr

commumcative competence has been \the directlnq “focus in =

second 1anguaqe teaching in canadm ‘TWO major factors N
'

have 1n£1uenced this thinking.

1. The success and growth of, i‘ren[zg immersion in

- Canada. The basis of French immersion is an
example of indirect learning where the language ! =

& is the medium, not.the.focus (Stern, 1983).

Indirect 1learning is considered by somé 3
theorists to be a superior method of' iearning
because it _is ""’dee *. "learning,. that "is, the

= P g
lea ner is able - \:o retain betcer what he has

) s e
learned (stevick, 1982). ..

2 ’l‘herconvlnclnq'eviﬁe‘nce'shéwn' in recent studies

.that”secénd language learning follows a similar

= . .pattern to fxrst language learnxng (bulay, Burt

S © .~ - ~&Krashen,* .1952) According ‘to: Krashen, there

bt « are two prucesses at woi-k when 1anguage is

, . learned, a learning . process Wh].ch concerns
. g R . N

A T - itself ' with conscious manipulation - of the

. ) linguiétic code, -and an acqu:.sxtxnn proéess

) which tries’ to im:erpret the 1anguage wluch s

_— heard and seen,,and to s:ora those parts of the. .

lpnguaqe system which the learner can account i

\fcr (citad in Higgms & Johns) 1984, P:. 15). &

No- matter which . thae‘ Ty of 1anguage learnmg is being

. expounded, . the goals ofkte‘achinq‘a $econd lanquagg hasve



nc£ changed ‘fundamentrally." The emphusig on one or mcre

skills n;ay. var& at  _different points in time or for

different 1 _The ’ , still remains -

the same: 'to teach the four, basic skills; listening, &

speaking, recding, and writing in’ the t"iiqet lgnguage; and *
to instill .in the learner an empathy with ocher‘ pegples,
-.thair beliefs and finally, an appreciation of their

culture: \

S ctio] 0]

The use -of instr‘uctiunai ai;is in teaching a- seccnc
language “has always-been a pupular practice. " A va.riety. 'af
~x réqﬁued and optional teaching aids are awa disposal cf
the second languaqe taacher. Generally, the required aids

are texts, " tapes,and charts‘ and the ‘optional .?ME are

films, videos, cultural modules, charts, music, overhead s

traﬁsparencies, filmgtrips, games, ‘and in me schools, "

1istening centers, ‘and a language laboratory: Someaids

are emphasized and used more than others, depandinq on the

methcd or approach beinq.fcllcwed. AT P .

The latest instructional tool to enter the language’
classroom _is ‘the microcomputer. For che past twenty years i
there has been ‘a steady qrowth in tha instmctional use of . .
computers in the schools and 1n the' past :i\ra years )
m1crocomput:ers have been .introduced in the schools at -an

increasinq rate. Although- the vccmputer laboratcry is




o

still qenerully ‘looked upon aﬁ the domain of the t:omputar

change. The Lnltructional potentlul of computers is being

<realized by , and are now being
1ntegratad into avary aspect of education. s -
N The 1 and Second L Learnina

‘Phe computer has; p{:ucati.ons for” every discip’line(,

(] 1ncllid1ng -language - lear) ihé . zettarsten (1985) states

/hat‘ "the " microcompiter Nis he ‘key 1nstrument in the
a

evelopment - of new tacﬁncl&gies in language. . leaminq in

< ‘the 1980s" (p. 171). This view may be an exaqgerated one,

= . as mi move into our schdol system;"

and becole more eanny avauahle,- _language teachers will

ly be ng more and more vith t:heir use.

Although the use of the 8 in 1 le i and

research ‘finqmgs arrpoéitive and pzomls_:[ng. - B

; ' -The Second Langu and Use:

-haa also heen a g:owinq concsrn about theiz effactiva use

An tho achncl- Are tanchars adequutely preparad for

cqnputer use? Dg utilize ‘to’ th_g best

% science classes, ‘ihis petspective is now beqinning to_

of the —coni;ixta_r’s importance in lanquage 1eam1ng"

teaching is still in the .ﬁqn_e,ex: stage of de;lalopna'rit, the

With this * inctausing comuir.mant to. computets,‘theta )




. . of their advantage? What ' about the _naads of the tgucl;or ;"

- who does not use the ci:l;lp\ltﬂxh but wishes to ‘use -it

ins\:rucucman_y? It must be realized that not everyone

. knows what to do with tWR mic omputer. Many schools are
. : L

1y hasing puters” simply they know -
that microcomputers represent an important . new )
tecimology. .."the wave -of the tutun" Teachars and

-administraturs o!tan have no claar idea at uhat ‘they

should do with, f.heir compute:s a!t‘.er they have ucquirad.

them.

" In the United. States, the. American Council on .the

Tea’chiﬁg' of ?oreign’l.anquages (ACTFL). and the :Southern;
v conference on Language Teachlng (SCOLT) Tas_k Ft;rc.e on

.Research in ‘Foreign - La X. on, -a

" national survey in’, 198_2 of ‘f;areign langnaqé teachers,
‘uoor(iinui:ors and conm\ﬂtam:s. _The purpose of the survey -
was to find out vhut their mst prening q’uestions were
reqardxng foreiqn luming and taac}knq (Cooper, 1965)
Of the many issues raised ‘by .survey rasponddnts, hev to -

5 : integrate inutructional, ‘aids such -as |videos " and

% snto el v s was one of the top ten

' 'i‘ssuestraisad. Acooxding to zm'.t:ersten (New ‘echnology in

Language iéaming, 1985), lt appaars that en ,it .second ’

we*about - the .'_utesf_ tachm?l?qY. to * know



) <et£ective].y 1: they choose to do so, -and to be awaré of

B tha recent developments in languaqe teac)t*n@ He' statem

\_' Even if’ elaetronic equipment is more important
) to ‘scientists’ than it is 'to language learners,’
—\ there-is ‘a strong need to be aware of the best t
and most modern equipment and. to -have . maximum .
= |~ .knowledge of what .is suitable -and available
7 . (Zetterstsn, 1985, p. o, f_ i .-

It would lppear that teachers -are, looking for dirffction

- and adequlte tnining. . R -

) SO B 'l'he focus of this study, hovever, is not an argument

) tor the incrsased use of computers dn second language

laarning, but rather an invasti!;at.wn of 'the ex&ent to

which‘the computer is: - 'used 1n'teach1ng French_in this

province,; and ‘to  assess the interest -that may exist .
G PR ; )

1 with r ta usage.’
-'l‘riarefére, a questiorineire was -developed ‘to survey -

French language teachers in the™ province . " mhe i{\etrulgenp,

gathered pertinent informatlcn ‘the utilization - of

:'_ computers' in the French classrodh. '.Ir{yaadltioh, it was
~ i !

i Y to de ’né teachers’ knowledge of - tomputer

uane in the teachinq of’ French. their level of interest

in trnining to use the computet :I.nstructlonally, ‘and in

genatal,.to determ:lne thalr attitude toward using t:he'

Sputeras gnoing actional aid: Fram this infomation ’

it was hoped to identity tha followinq.

N Y



1. the needs Bf those teachers who are cur‘x‘ently

computer users, " &

2. the needs of those oteachers who would like to

use t!lhveoiputet in the taa"ching of Pranch,

3. ‘the needs of those teachers who would lik- to

: have more i on . on - - assisted

.language learning (CALL) before they can make a .

7 ) " decision about using CALL,

‘.4.°% and tinanyf, to determine how these needs . might

best bs met. » s
g Ic was hoped that the information gnined from the

'-‘, ‘<s\§x‘v_ey would ‘qive q me‘anlnqtul avarview of what' is

1y ning in. this provk vith re to ‘uainq

the c L as’ u inss ional toql in uachinq Franch.

tor French curric;nlun dsvelopunt and’ teachet trainlng
v:l.th reqard to the most eftective ways of encouraging the

use. of cnnputers ih Ftench .language ‘learning. v. N = » \




REVIEW OF RELATED LT ’g‘l\lRB e
The review of the literature which ‘follows will. focus
upon research that has been done on the use of cofiputers
in learning a second language. It will also. discuss the

ndvunta&uiund some. p of using in the +

second language ‘cla

. o=y a4 & ! . -

2 _' t % ; J P
g g A ‘evﬁ;-win% the .literature ‘relevant to CALL," it

Qﬁiqkl.yf becomes vé;gs,ev_idmt t}‘\vu‘tv' 19}19\1& ¢ }ear}ﬂ.ng‘ is a

diverse and complex process. - There are four linguistic”

n}(i.ll?s, uuohmg, speaking, ’raadinq,»zm& ‘ﬁtiting, and inf s
“important ~cultural fon to be |considered:”  some

researchérs focus their studies on one or more skills of TG
the ‘language component, for example, reading or writing,

7 - K )

or -the . receptive skills, listening and reading. Again,

some_ - studies_ ‘concentrate on language - activities _tho.-

; p;u-pose of which is ta P cultural i ,' cion, or to
prcnfte cultural awarenéss. For the purpose of this.

thesis, the writer chooses - not to »:o‘t‘:us -on . studjies

;on;ei‘n;ng ydiviﬁé;l skills, ‘but  to view -1 age -

__1'-airn‘iqg‘ ‘h!~ a ‘_whole" edperience 'in ..the . nature. of

aomnicativa lnnguaq'g teaching. . gt \

'J.’hl_ntorg;; an ' attempt: .,h_n been. . made - to select

L 11téru[:u!l that shows the wilys the iiérocunpuée;'c’an be

i

i e LT . >y e



o using. : > ik

9
used as a tool or medium for nagui'ai, purpu‘ll‘efu‘l 1anguaga 4

aAn

X pt haa been

use in the second’ 1 n el !
made to balance\{kvp.ew by selectinq some studies that.
illustrate tha';'rroblem that confront teachers considering.”
the use of microcomputers “in their classruoms

In reviawing the \literature it was also tound that
numerous studies and projacts concerned 1nngunge nttsrin
general/. - For the p}arpusas ot this - thasi.s,' huwever, the .
review 'ot litatature has. baen lipitad E° “studies -

concerninq applicutions of the’ o to Beccnd 1

1enrning. It wés also \decided to !ocus on studies that

usaﬂ microcomputers in l:l.ew of " the fact that this 15 the

-type of cumputer the majox:l\:y of - ‘schools are preaently

|
It must be poinca{ nut that,” t:e dat:e, thsre have been

few studies done of an empirical nature. ’ Theretcte, there
. i .

is no .direct empirical“‘ verification to shpw how_  the

specifxc software tools may result in improved learning.

'l‘ha studies raviewed, for the most part:, were descriptivq

J and qualitative in naf.ure

It was also noted thut the majority of CALL projecte N

|
are still being carried out in university sattings, but

. the emphasis has shifted to using the micm;ompucer as. the-

medium of instruction. ’L‘he review also “covered. reports

f:om innovative cl re who ', , on their:

nwn, t:o use. the computer in their classes with intetasting

= and very often Buccesstul resulta. T’his ccntrihution £rom




: 7 i teachers iu invaluable because it 19 only with practical

& upplicntions, afm r.x'ial and ' exrror exparimentation, that

CALL . will be ‘imprwed and made more efflcient and
effective, ", " : ‘,‘ 1
A The area ot artificial 1nte111gence (AI) is also

brieﬂy discussed because it is an. area thnt holds great‘

promise a ralevnnca for language 1earning. The researcl

that is being one” on und ing and pr ing na\_:ur 1.

languuge is axcn:ing in its ‘pocential for language s
‘. ; B i :

A‘ 1eaming An :the. near future. . overall, the - research

5 'findings ‘reveal ' hat the‘ pctential of computex'r‘ o

i upplication

ir\ ‘1anguage learning 315 only just being
4

raalised hy 1an§nage reseatchers and, aB yet, very few

teachers. " The, fun Bpadt: of wha: this neans®

instructionally has yet t'.c be determined. R -

plthcugh the tindings vere informative, 1nteresnng,

) and often’ useful in their applications to ]Anguaqe
learning, the’ literncurs etfeccively pointed nut the

serious. sh'ortcomi'nqs af the present situatian _dn ¢
» ¥ N ‘,‘

education. sinca the4 i tr tion of mj to.

education in general there has been .a deplorable lack of

focus given to “the diteccion and the purposes of ths nuse
of comput;ers. Programs uere often implemanted wit(;mut

much thought qiven to evnluation and the curriculum needs, R

or tiow = i ion‘would be - i a “into’ the :

'\u)_éihtfn'q cuxfi'icuium. ¢ .In .'addl'.tion‘, _theré ‘has .\be_en- a lack
. Of .adequate. teacher - traifiing: or in-seﬁriéing "pefore .



programs were implémentad in the schgols. Finall.y, since

£ the i ion of ers in education there has been

‘a problem in developing good quality caurspwnre.

vDesi‘gning\ and de’vclop‘ing good software is expensive and

nsuminq ana still remains a serious prchlem. In
add:xion, the early programs were .most often dave\.bcped by

designers Wvho were hot educators /and who had’ linited. -

ling ot 1: and the language procass. To a° - .4 B

-certain 'extent, this situacion still exists, ulthauqh At
"is slow].y changing\ "1 ® 5 e , \
'However, there _‘15 a growiné awursness qmong
educators ‘that this. situation has t:o change, and it is
chanqlng. According to the recent literature,

development! in several interestinq directicns are taking

. Place. The present trend is to devalop sc!tware that is

As\_xita'{zle, based” on sound ‘theory, and is able t¢ be

integrated' into the A'existinq curricu; G to improve 5

/ " instruction. It is the consetsus of :mosy/,résearchers that

computer assistad i ion Ful When it

is" integrated im:o the existing curriculum and is viewed

. as part of ‘the total laax:ning experience (Ahmad, corbett,

| chers, and sussei:‘, 1985) o Farrington (1986) stutes that -~

there must be "propex- i.ntagration with other learning

activities" '(p. . 199) 4if CALL‘,is to \be etfective. 7
Inteqr,acion ‘may, take many toms, it may be” used as a-
‘-mainstay of 'a Ccourse, cr ‘fcr backup, revision,

I

' reinforcement, extension, ‘or. a variety of at?er purposes.




L - ' ) T 12
§ (4 CoLor @

integrating computerized mat‘ai‘ials into the language

curriculum. They write: %
To play a truly active rolé¢ in language
learning, CALL materials must ultimately be
designed for integration into the classroom and
with curriculum. _Materials should be intggzated
with~ other - izeq or ized
materials, with—Tlass events and - interactions,”

-« ‘and with ‘the ovetan lang?m‘;a program. . (p. 14)

I\:'would_ seenm, then, that 4if compugers are: to survive
) ;nstructionnlly and beqome. a permanent feg;ure“ot‘_the
language éuirifulum, the goal must Be a "cnmbutpr enhanced
k éux’*ri_c.;.ulur_u" (Kl’éo‘st‘:erm’an, AMil't & Harty, '1987). . ' . k<

“" 7 quaVei‘, (‘:ALI:'_didl‘not emerge ready-made from the
s ,

learnihg‘:' it has evolved over a pericd of t:ime.A It might

perhaps be useful to provide a brief historical cverview

of CALL indicating some of the general trends to Eate.

The appucntion of computers “to 1anguage 1earninq is
relatively nev' in eduCatian. Thornton, “dain and oliver

41984) -‘refer’' to “the ,histor:u:al -emergehce of m}r..;. as

the 1 e laboratory st of the 1950s, which was
8o influential upon t)'lg deveiopmenﬂ of the teachini;'

nméchine and programmed learning, °

Ng and Olivier '(1957)' also dis&s the importance of

direct  application .of the computer to tegchihg _and>

. . ccuurrinq_ in three phases.. Its first phase was seeded by :




. . Phase twovuas charactetized b‘y‘tha developmem-; bot
2 large computer centrus at \miversities, with saghisticated = . I
' " language ¢ programs such . as, the stanford project, the i
: Programmed Logic for Automated Taachix\g opentionu system e
(PLATO)\ projact at Illinois, tha FRAND projact_ at  the
Univg;x:sity of gubertn, and the . ELSE projgct_at Dartmouth.

géme of these h;ojeas ﬁere heavily funded b)[_:lm:luef:ryw in
the hope of -mnkiné a- comercially feasible cc?mpu’ter
assisted instructional ' {CAI) 'puckaée J(Holmes:. & Kidd,

1982). At the ‘same tme, similar work was baing curried

out in Britain, mainly by oldford,, cnncentrating on the.

Scientific Language Project at the Universify of Essex

(Higgins & Johns, 1984).. - A . .

Although the* results. were “often positivé

,'énccuraging, there was- never any~ serious consideratio

given to implementlng these systams in the schools.

‘arojects were basxcally experimental and used mainframe -

(.j mputers. The ‘machinery vas delicate, axpensj.va, and, ..;

i g 4 .
costly to. operate.  The staff who operated the machinery 5
were technicians, not educators. i’;‘or those reasons, _the

projects never vent past university 'pilcting ’ (Holmes ,&

+ Kidd, 1982). However, it was during this era that the .

potential of the computer as a language teachiné/lenrﬁing
topl was first noticed. . )
~ The' third phase ls only just upon us and is being
' nshe.red ~in by the long- expected development of chaap

mlcw:omputers,_ Olsgn (1980) pradlcted in the’ Burvay she®

= Pk




/

conducted in 1979-1980 tha‘istoricully the microcénputer Tt
' » would be ‘seen as the breakthrough in education. Higgins L

(1983) also statea: ! . 5

o~
During the 'seventies’ increases 1n chmputer
_size and processing speed gradually brought down
. - the price ‘of on-line processing, but it was not
* until ' the' Americans started’ marketing free-

standing microcomputers at prices not much
higher than-those of colour television sets that -
CALL became feasible on a large -scale. p-

. 102) ¥

e
since the seventies, micracomputers have become an .

§ nccept:ed and expected part of educatfonal institutions.
Ccuraes in’ computer studies and /basic programm:l.ng are now i oia

taken for: granted ‘in the _sﬁ:hnol qurticulum. These

courses, . however, merely ‘explain how 'cdmputers operate.

Educators suon reatized that the cumputer had much more to

K 'o!ler/ in educntien. _ The educational value of tha computer

lies in its potential as ‘a powerfynstructlcnal aid in a

yer wide range of studfes 1nc1ud,’mg 1ghguages. "y

. .

The p as- an Instr ional Tool

It has alraady bsen astablished that ‘the latest trend

in . teaching a second 1anguage -is to teach for

cbmmunicutive_ compateﬂi:é., The l'eafnar must- be encjaqed in

meaningful, 'pufposetdl l’_angu':;ge " usg if‘ .the language

_ahtivlty is' to. be .considered , ce 1. ' 'The 12

‘learning act is also viewed as'a ‘social pt_nenémenon, Jan



v g . winteraction with the environment". ~If the language act

i ) is to be convincing to the. learner, it must offer an
- effective or believable language environment. What, th‘n-,

makes the computer a valuable inltructi'onali tool in

t'aaching lnn:guagau? Is the computer cnpnl;le of being

i:nteraccive with the laamer?l Is it capable of providing

a1 1 rich' envi 2 Is it capable of being

- communicative? These last three questions provided the

focus for the ‘raview of the studies and projects to

determine it CALL reqeurchers consider the computer to be

a ccmmunxcative language tool.

It miqht clarify the discussion somewhat if the

functians thut the. canputer can assume in lunguaqe

i -learning are. first idantiﬂed and diecuased ln view of

traditional taaching practices. and ‘communicative language

‘use. the is an onal nedlum, it is

easier ‘to discuss it in terms of the functions it can .

* ) perform, or the roles it can assume. . . -

1{
. et o s . - i
Taylor (1980) erizes tho 1 “teaching

tunctiuns of the computer as tutor, ‘tool and "tutee" The

"tutae" fuhction refers, tn the learner being reguired- “to:
teach the co\nputa: to ‘do something: ocherwise, the
computer . would .be iru:apahle at doing unything. 'l'hl.
l_eurner sets tasks for;the.computer to solve. In crdar

" for this technique to be a‘ttectiye in language learn!ng,



11':'1:} generally felt that ‘the teacher or learner must have
some programiing skills, or understanding of what is

involved. Essentially, it is the user who creates the

="Ianguage activity. _PFesently, the tutee applications in
language lenrnM:’e seldom used because few teachers and

learners -have’ the necessary skills to programme or. to @

initiate the languag_e‘activity. However, this function is

~——the one th;t holds much promise. for the future, according

to AI research. ! -

Taylor (1980) defxnes tutor as the computer assuminq

the .role of teacher or instructor ta teach or drill the

learner. ’.!‘raditional].y, _the tutonal‘ role -has been the

'only one. the’ ¢ ) has in 1 2 'leaa.;ning.

It was . found  that vocabulury, 'spelung and qrammar

ccnstituted the major Iinquistic aspects addressed, mainly

handlad in twa modes: reading and writing (Ng & Olivier,:

e T 1987). _The software usually consisted o;‘.,‘ drill . and

prqctice of discrete grammatical points' and vocabulary'
‘lénrning, very similar if\' nature to the old‘ I;nguaée
laper;f,ory drills which-were -founded on the principies of‘
pr'o_gr:ammed ,'learni'ng (Sanders - & l&enner; 1583).
”Histn;icnlly, this uésoui_at:ioh‘.wit;h structural grammar:
drills ‘and practice has - been .closeiy aligned tc
behavioristic and cognitive styleés of teaching which are

A s gm longer . in vogna (Wyatt,  1985). > In principle, _the_

s T TR
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learner is supposed to be in contrel of the learning
-activity, but the software designed  and . used rarely
ullowed the learnar such control (Canale et al. % 1985).‘
Unfortunately, in tha ayes of many teachers, this’
traditional !:utorial r:cla is all the computer is capable
of doing (Wyatt, 1985).

-Computer as Tool
’.l:aylor (1980) deﬂnes the function "ot the computar as
tool when the student is in ca‘ntrol of the learning
»a_ctivity. It is ths student com:rcl feature that makes
the computer espacially attractive and valuabla as’ a»_.‘
Hlanguage 1earninq tcol. However, it is essential t’hat the .
1Earner undarstand ‘the subservient role n} the computer,
that n: is she\he who retains control of the' tool and usas»‘
it in the manner which she\he finds the most satistactory o5
Harj:y (1983) eautiens the student to view the computer :
system as’ ‘an ‘ally,‘ ready "to help him\her leern “,
e!f‘ficient'ly .as he\she can, not as a slave driver. .‘ Higgins '
(1985'),’1_:1 q;scnssi;\g :the computer"s role .in 1:nquage
leurnin;, calls it a "valued pedagogue" because the
. student should use it when she\he deems it necessary or if
he\she wants f_a. Aqain, Johns (1951) refers I:o Lt as a;‘
valu’abl‘e learﬁihg resaurce because Wi dt i abaervant,_ .
mota,sensi‘tiv‘e, mbra" consist‘ent, more available and more

unwearingly pati‘ent‘ anyany conceivable one-to-one human

teacher". (p. 4)."




As a tool, the computer is.able to give students
highlys indiyidualiiad_ instruction characterized. by

individual feedback and -immediate correction. and

‘remediation, if necessary or wanted. \Acc_ozﬂlng to
‘researchers - such as Marty (1981), Ahmad et al. (1985),
Holmes and Kidd (1982), these can help

learri-more ’:tﬂchntly. Harty (1981) states that glthough =

the computer materials—cannot turn unmotivated lé;nmers
into an'thusia;cic. laarners, it cén give students
.. something wa have - always wanted: a high degx‘ee o!
§ individnnlizntinn and teedback durir_\_g_ the practice
e:farcises, 'goméething which the’ lgnguaqe teacher ' cannot
normally giva in class" (p. 90). ‘Ahmad. et al: (1985) adds
tha\t\one of the B ive i ive res is that

" the conputer s capable of otlering an axplnnation and
mad!nl help when needed.- ~ This hrmching capacity means

‘t‘hat ‘the computer can be made aensitive to the leamer{s

pace and. pattern of response, and can adjust the
].1ng\list1c Mtﬂ“ll! to the needs of the 1ndxv1dua1 (Ahlad

et al., 1985) \'rnere is considenble aqreenent amdﬁq

nseurchers  that thc tool function is ideally suited to -

1anquags 1eurning primarily becuuae it is 1ntended not to
teach or drill but to fncilitate che lanmer's task, lwith

the 1earner romaining 1n com:rol. 'l‘hnsa teutu : learner "

.
L’lmediratq,_corn_cticn and remed;ation _luka the computer

i .'hiqﬁly “af

ractiveé to a learner who' is afraid to. speak .in

lized in ion, 1ndiv1dua1 teedbuck,,




class, or is afraid of 1ook'1i1g +:up1d, or of making an
<

error in front of peers: - . % by

. ) .

1 and the Af ve Barrier

fnydla_zs,ki (1985). refers to the computer as be;ng'ahla

to lower the "affective barrier". She states that the

of control the student. an’jb)",r enhances . the

sense

g ol . 2

. % student’s self-image ‘and builds confidence. The student ) k2
has the a'xc’iusxva ion of the .co “which is non- - . '

personal, has unl‘imita‘d patienee, and is nun-jucigmental.

There is- nn low attention period as the, studant waits !er‘
his ‘or’ her turn tu come round in class. Farrington (1986)
raported paaif.i.va taalinqg of studam:s and taa:hars in hin

U LITTRE project. “olsen (1930) raportod narked 1mpruvnmnt

in. student atti\tﬂdes in her survey of c”:‘[‘ projoctl
stating” that nt\_xtie:'-n'ts are fascinated with canpu‘t"e'r's and
are .’ax‘lthuui‘.utic about the ‘immediate and 1ﬁd;vlduulilud
—attentior_x thai_r\'v'lork receives. Baume (1985) also rap;rted ‘
that thx-eg “times as  many students_ davafopod favourable *
; ,. ' 5 ’ati:itudes to CALL during the course of his experiment as
: unfavotirable. ‘Tt appears that learnirig with a computer is

fated. qﬁite highiy by students; 'espehiaily bi those

studem:s who are. intimidated by large gronps ‘or are a!ruid TR

et maklng errors in trum: ot thair peersy . Yy ~




[l rs and cnm.m(mnun L 2 Learning t/ : -

=, since che ubmputex- in its tool function is able to be

responsi\(e ‘a the’ individugL student and is capable of
assessing feséonues, i®'is cdnsiﬁere‘d to.be interactive. .

This 1ntar‘active element - is  a strong component of

communlcative theury. . The computer,  therefore, is

c.onsiderad able té be communicative in language lea:rning.‘

This position is strongly supported by Holmes and Kidd -

. (1982), Higgins.-(1986); Johns - (1981), Wyatt' (1983),

‘xydlisrsici'(nss) and Ahn:ud et al. (1985). However, is the
‘abilicx to conduct. a t.wc-way l.earning sessiun with “the
student enouqh to make the computer a truly communicatwe
t:ool?.v Gy ™8 . N
N ... Philiips. '(isas), 'Mydia;ski_ (1985),* Higgins .(]_.9‘86),‘

Jépns i1981), and Ahmad et al. (1985) ‘are ;some second °

_1'anqunqé'researi:hers who' argde fori:efully'tndc there are . | '

othar alenents in, communicutive langhaqe teaching ‘besides

- intaract:ive learning that can’ be realized through the ‘use

DL

of a}computer. To teach :a 1anguage ‘using the

i

cmmnunicative apprm(ch is- essentially to* gr_e_gg a learnmg

-activity. that successtuny engages the J.earner in usmg

the target lanquage with purpose and neumng. Ideally, _it

'shuuld simulate as™closely as possible ‘experiéntial“

o 1anquaga 1earning. , if' the 1 activity ..

‘. offered by CALL ‘is to be considerad successful, ivt‘-.must

not onLy be interactive,_it must be  able to offsr che

'leurner‘a convincing lanquaqe laarning envuonment.



According to Phn].ips k1986), one pw.rtul’duutincilugn

for . the use of co-putazs is t-.hat t.h-y ,ax-a cupabh of

creatinq laaming enviromments with uhlch th. learner can

interact. ruggins (1986) refers to this environ-nt as a

"shmlation ot rnality" and Wyatt (1983) - labels it "a _
micro world". The goal nt -nrtvur. that cluilu to ba

communicative is to provide a series of :aratuuy plannod

. language experiencaa so that the student is . transported

’ into an envix-onment thut attempts to simulnte a raal

1anguage ‘experience. i ; EHy  F .

L g ‘7 These. language uctivitias are oﬂ:en the result ‘'of the G
' ].earnex: being st!mul‘atp.d by the computer to uaa

5 cnmmunicative 'utntsgies r.hat mnximiu meaningful use of

’tha tarqet language. Some exmples of successtgl"
strabeqles that -have been. identitled and employed . in

cm\micativa language use are:
pee a. !hmhtigns : : i o
i) role-playing

s ii) 'nsk—psrforning

‘b. games and pnzzlas

'{ k | How etﬂciently is the computer able t'o_. assume these

Toles?' .~ 8 i o e 5 -
v w. b

% S

| i Higgins and Johns (1954) datina a simulation as a -

ation of a. during wnich t:he q!er can-

1ntervena and change some ‘of the va:iablel Hhich albct



n ) g . .
the" process. A simulation can represent a scientific

. experiment, . a cun‘m}e‘tk:ial mahagement exefcise, a problem-

solving task,

-race or a role-play. It enables the

user /to/mlﬁ(pulute a ‘given’ aituat/ion or set of data in N “
)
order to test the outcome of a decisian' this actlvlty can L
iz encbmpass l:hanging .the variab].ns in a xreal—life or
imaginary situation, or pertorminq mnipulations on_words
: or text to test the.outcome (Thrush & Thmsh, 1986) . With -
4 regard to computer Bimulatlons, ﬁiqqiné (1982). states: '
The chunkyl\ graphics' . are n6 substitute. :for
looking' at ‘the ‘real world.’  But the.tasks .one’ «
can/ garry. out. on them'are qu.’n:e real enough to~
) * engross 1earnar5. (p. 109) .
He clearly sees the cumputer -in a communicatlve role in !
lanquaqe leaming vheh he’ refer\s to its/functmn as "a; - 0y

task-sa\:ter, an " ponent in" a gamp, an envi;:onment, a

_conversation partner, a stooge or a tce" (p. 4)
Ahmad et ul (1985) alsd states convxncxngly that the
compm‘.’er is an excellen!: medium for sﬁmulatians t{gcause it

can be used to qenerate language, including wcrds and word

torms, - ph and .7 In- ess , ‘this is

something thuc cunnot be done: hy any other technzque such

,as television, video -and. the 1anguaqe lahoratory. “In

‘uimﬁlated nctivities, the computer can allow studem:s to

experience raalities_nm: athemise access:.bla 4n th

,classroom by oﬁfering the pussxbihty of interacting wn:h

. a hypothaticul ranlity LPhillips, 1986). Thus CALL ™! offers =%

che poasibility or : ing the -std ;

env‘l

'so that the nppoxt,unikies tor 1earninq are, lmlimited
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this enviz c;n ly be ‘modified by
the students. - ' -
Research has shown for some time now ‘the feasibility

of truly i ive, The ‘Eliza’

exnerilants of Joseph Heizanbaun of the Hassachuao:t- :

Institute of ogy havée 11y W 5

that -the computer is capablq of cenductlng simulated
c_:onvetsation (Undsrwyog, 1982_) . _sinca _than some axceugnt
simulation prqgramﬁ hdvé been davalopeq that ailow the
user- to ahgage in authentic lungviga use. Although it is
not_ the puryoaa nf this. study to evaluats CALL programs to
datermine if the 1Anquage activitiaa are communicative, it~

.might be use!ul to. give a. few exampl.as of - simulation

i proqrus«“hat are considered apprnprhte for languagu

: leaming. T R

Schneider. and Bennion (isa:)/ at the Hckny‘ Institute
. of Brighan Yqung Univarsity have developed two simulation

{ programs using a vidtodxsc undex- microcomputer control.

In each_proqran,_ a new, environment is’ created, inviting
the ‘leamer to assume an ;l'déntit_y, and rolg—pl;y. One
p'rogr‘am, mm, concs'rns.a simulated viuit to ‘a 2 g
gm in Mexico; in which’ the student "payu a visit", .and

interacts “ith its 1nhnbitants Tha other environment is -

. a city in northern United States. Both cl thasa ‘programs

damonstrate ‘the - axcit‘.ing pu:sibhitias of ‘language’
1 rning Hhen videa t:echnology is 'used in conjunction vith y

¥ nlcrocompu;ars. Sl ) s -,
v N i v of



" In Higgins’ mmmi‘, the learner ié. invited to "
. explore a restricted- world where 'the explo¥ation is 22
%7 b 22

to a lea )X siiulation programs such

as than come  close to: actual roh—playlng zuul are

i by most ers to be ful, exciting - Z
applications of thf ; ina 1 ing Thaﬁe'
examples are now considered to be t models

: for d‘as’ignorl. : - . - St ¢ do
Games and Puzzles

Experipﬁ'ca"ha_n aho‘wnl tha ’1earn1n§- with a com(;}utef‘is
rated highly ' by : qéudénts (Olsen, ‘19‘80: '.Baénna',' 1985; o ‘
_Mydlarski, = 1985; Par_ri.n.gto_n; 1986). It ds “often *
'?;sociated with games Hhich involve i:rohiem-solvinq-
skills. The -tudont who,. vhan playing gumes or solvinq P

problm, iu using the target languaga- s the nedi\m of

the learning nctivity, e:fperiencas high degree of
v & P .
B invol ) re, the can be a 1
- onal force most expect_ it to be

Anj oyable . . . 7_ o

Jnhns of thc Univetsity of Birmingham has udopted a
game tcrmuc, tor many of his prognms\ following what “he 4
cnlls a 'gonarativn approach' to CALL which entails that
p no  tasks ' are written -in " advance. Whut thh computer

: program consists of 1u ‘a saries of inatruccions alluwing

the nu::hj.ne to create nuch tasks on the basis nf its:

t-by-moment . i ion .with ‘the _student (Johns;



“35
}983)\‘: Jobns’ programs are not games; thsy simply usa a
. prcblem-salv.tng approach  up; which ganes are buaed,
3 en’lphasizing ithe ac'tiv:eJl?ole- _otdn the learner as. an

intalligent gueaser:.

Sume (e):cellent language games that have produced i
challenglnq, meaning«tul 1anguu act:i which
concerﬁ:rate -on content tn:her th on™- foiﬁ1 have been
developed hy designers at cencordiu Universi}:y (Sanders &
Ke'nner,_ 1983)-. .These uctivities 1nclude qamas such as
"scrami:led countries" wlere ‘countries’ names are scrambled
and Jhe 'students are invited to unscramble them? 'rhe

«<central purpose 'of this activity, a_t .course, is n_oi:_to_’ )
'teach students hdw to spell-countrias’ vnal‘nes but rathex: to
involve them for 30 minutes in a meaning?.\l, challenging
activity in the target 1anquage ;t focuses not on r.ha

form but the 3 of the 1‘ ( 5 & Kanner,

1983, p. 35). Mydlarski (1935) alao urges dasignazs to
'develcp language activitags that are problem solving in

¢
nature with a game-like praaentaticn . B2

AN

It would seem \:h'em that the computer is 'potentially a "

4a1uable instructional tool' in’ communicﬂtive‘ 1anigunga
t:eaching However, Phillips (1986) cautians thnt the uha -
‘of compntars ‘in lanquage tguching has to be justified and
' rational, and that it is essentiul thut the need to ugse
' the T’mputar be es&ablishad in relatinn ‘to the appropriate

(
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theory of languade le&;ninq. According to Ng apll Olivier
(1987), to work in the aﬁsencé of theory is to work -in the
absence of “guiding principleé" (p. 1). Unfortunately,

teachers 0. often appeur awed and overwhelmed by computer

ions, being by the form, lights, and

graphics, rather thah by the instructional merits of the
ptoqrﬁn; Sanders and Kenner (1983) state: Twrt Ls.because
‘most people involved jin language teaching .and lea‘rning
k}(ow little niaoqt comp 'ters that ;:‘hey ure_imp;essed by tk}e'
‘fﬂt‘il‘ of* the otfeiinq (on~a cnmphter) rather: than the

congent (what it .is a tually doing wi\:h languaqe)" (p

a4 s f ¢

Phillips ‘(193?) also ‘urges language teactt;rs to’ use °
two questions. to jusafy using - the pbmputer-_lﬁ lieu of
other instmcticnal llds E ) & '

lg ‘What can computer based techniques do that
cunnot be dona by any other technique? . 2
2. Is it desirable or necessary to do so?.
obvicusly, nathing is. gained it the computer assumas -

roles that cun eiﬂ\er be ‘done just as effectively/yby the

£ teacher, or by an axisti‘nq axd

Ttaditionally, the rolas the cbmputer has assumad in -
language leuming have nut been of a comunlcat1ve~ nature,
hu\: have been more’ tutoﬂal in " scope. \chever,' it is

evident trom ravie{ling tha ] nf recent

thut the computer is capable of much more |than drill ‘and

practice, and» vouabulgry review. It is capable. of
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prcvid_ing the lea;ner w‘ig{ ; n;eaningrul language

experience that:. is calﬂmunii:nglve "in nature. Phillips

(1986) states: ’ ’ )

) Thus ‘we ar‘rive at a vision of language education N
which can uniy be brought about by the |,
appropriate use of computers, in .which the '
learner acqu.:Lr'es a foreign language naturally as
a’ consequence of exploring ‘the. learning
fenvi‘ramnent;. created for ' him by the new
technology. (p. 5)

Limitations of the Mi i in the
age C

There are several serious problems to be ‘ovércome in

implementing the use of mi iters in’ the. cl

Even though it is now generally a 1 that tHe

is capable of givix_ng the student an exciting, interactive
language experiéqce, the i:omputer is still incapable of
natural speech undetsta}nding and ffroduction. CALL* has. ~

progt’essed conqxderably since the first drill and’ practice

progg,ams, and tha fm:ure implications of AI are excitinq-

for the 1 S. v , ‘the “lack of

beech

is st111 4 serious limitati/r( in 1mplemem:ing CALL in the

.schools 5 Farrington (1936) realisticully states,v

"Lingulstic proficiéncy is not- liks an ncademic suhjact.

‘Languaqe is a specui‘cally human activity which is most -




-so,:twure musc be* considerad as add-ons. i =

. Incompatibility of Systems and Software , ' : St

r'some schools, _especinlly elementary and primary schools,

etticlént{y acquired by interactions with other human

bainqs". Ahmid et al. (1985) adds: "... the outlook for

using ccmputers in mauninqtul or serious  dialogue is
.

limited. CALL’s place in the language ‘Glagsroom is not

that of a spontuheous ;l};logue partner in éither “the

:Hrltten or spoken medium" (p. 54). In addition, thgre are .

several other factors which may limit the use of the

in the class These include:
. Since CALL is ﬁtil; considered in schools. as a
Bupplement’ +to’ enrich 1eam1nq “and not ‘a substitute’ or

roplacament methed for learning, the costs of hardwara and»

-~ Some 'material. designed for ‘one system will not

operate on ‘'a different s‘xstein. " This incompa{:ibil{ty‘

tesuvlt:s in probléms when b\iying software, caus:inq great 3]

.concern in terms of cust and: inconvenience to -thé school

and to the learner. . -

ibility ‘to. : . d

‘ Though the ccmputer is ccnsiderably reduced in price,

do not" have access tn anough computers. This problem is

"all too common in schools in Newfounqlland. B
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It is probably true to say that a majority. of .
lanquage teachers are stiu unawn:o of, or are unfamiliar

with, tha concepts of CAI.L (wynf.t, 1983) «

Negative Attitudes . :

" There are also attitudes and prejudices that prevail
?hut hinder development of con‘put.x' npplicntioi\ in
.ianguuge teaching. =~ To many language teacho:g‘ and
Qdministratuts} lanqque is a humanities subjec\:‘tu which

a mechanical davice such as the computer can make na

cuntribution. E I‘n addition, there "is also the
mi ion that con will replace teachers.. Many
of , these. i : and are based on

impressions, uninformed o'ph’zinns,‘ br;avqn prejudice, and
éonstitute.n _serious barrier to a ﬁopar undgrst‘.andiné of
the potential contribution of coﬁimters to l-anguaga
learning (Olsen, 1980; Ahmad et al., 1985). According to
a study carried out by the Ontario Instlt;:ta'for Studies
in Education (reported in Dialogue, 1985), the presence of
c&mputerslh'as greatly increased the nunbe;‘o‘t personal_

and pute: ansinted

I

teachers .\parted that they found it easier qa devote more
time and attention to their sti{dents. oo




The single most important problem,K that hindeu‘;

computer applications in language teaching is - the T
availability of suitable software.

Software

It is the software that gives form and .purpose
to a programmable machine, much as the sculptor
shapes clay. (Alan Kay, 1984)

In raviawing the 11terature, it is immediately

evident that there is widespread diasntiataction with the. ’

courseware that is uvnilabla tnr language teucﬁing. Much

ut\ it 15 atmcture-bound and is baseé on a- 1960s g ‘1.

%" percaption' of hov a language is 1earned. .can'alev et al.
(1985) summarize tha problems with software in this way:
The most limiting feature of ‘the majority of

) ' . language arts software we have examined is its
generally narrow and often uuperticial view of

what .cons o learning,
and the role of tha mi in ional o
4 contexts. (p. 7) M .
- Higgins (1986) adds: ¥ W . -

Too much of the first genaration of . materials
seemed to assume 'that - the students were
ignorant idiots, that teachers. could not be
trusted, ‘and that the materials writer had- to
take full responsibility for every aspect of the
learning process. (p.. 147)

As previously discussed, 1! computer applications are

. to ba i\ 11y inpl in 1 Y 1earning, the

software nust be uultable. xnwlng that the :;nmputer haa

the. po ial to be a ',> 1 ins ructional tool is



irrelevant.and useless unless the softvare is available to

generate the desired lanq\uqe uctivity. The importance of

suitable nofevan, therefore, cannot be. overestimated.

" -Sanders and Kenner (1983) caution:

D1t s our concern that unless people in CAI move

away from their present obsession with hardware

and begin to focus more critically and Ne~—
imaginatively on the .courseware offered, CAI may N

suffer a fate similar to that of the language
lab. (p. 34)

The implication ig that the language laboratory, -in most
cése_s, never realized its full po_t:ential I_Lnstructiannuy
becaise of a lack of ;uitghle coursewnre: Of course,
there were teachers -who ﬁnd.exceptlonal' suc_cass in using
the ‘language laboratoz;y, ‘dixe to their o;m— initiative,
imaginatiom and’ nlent,-in spite of the céu‘raeuar‘e’.. ’

Research reports from la'nguaqe od;xc'uturs indicate~
that the computer is able to offer the language lanr?er a.
meaningful language experience. It follows, then, that ~
the courseware should reflect this:

Software developmént is a serious responsibility and
shnuld‘ﬁthe concern of both devaiopcrs and educators. .
Phillq.ps (1986) urges taacher;/ to be 1nvolv:ed, to sxploli‘
CALL ‘creativsly-by achieving the critical balance l‘)atweent

' the learner’s wants and‘j:hav learner’s needs. The software

must ‘be evaluated by 2 ors-in the cl m to see if
it is ph;tahle and responds lto their needs. It 'is

) .
essential that developers receive this feedback.




In reviewing the® literature, there/ is almost total
~ agréement. among the researchers that good language
léttvqre should include the following characteristics:

Y 1. The software must be baﬁad on sound o a1

laﬁgulgq theory. ~ This trait indicates, of : | ~

course, that  -the designer must have a
knowledge of language and ‘the lanéuage
.process, and be .ahle to connect it to the
1 o o appropriate language theory. .
o 2 'l‘hav computer ‘has' tha‘ ‘,ahilit_y' to be’

interactive. This element should be

2 e ‘exploited as: in simulatda cénvar’sat;én. . /

The ideal interactive program is oné that

involves the student in a way that forces -
him/her to use the language as a médium, /to
solve p!‘ob:us," or to respond or t(; assume
a role in a sinuIa’ti‘on., Ideally, it should vl
create a ‘model of reality’ which is

sufficiently rich to be realistic and

flexible enough to ‘acumoda‘ta individual

learning -ty!.eé = 3 o

A 3. There is still a need for tutorial’type

¥ p}ognmé. Ng and olivier: (1986) state thpt

"the place of drills and axarches 1n CALL

naterials s not to- be uughted px:ovided

. the uxnrc!.nn are neaninqlul and. -relevant *

& i(llydlarlki,,, 1985). These -xu_rcises ‘can ba.



used to reinforce: spec‘itlic linguistic

struci:\’lrea. 4 The CLEF series cte‘ated by &

Holmes and Kidd (1982) at the University of,

’ westérx; Ontario are excellent- examples of h
Iuaeful tutorial drills. An_other example

¥  would be the adventure games ‘and activities
usad at Université du Québec at Chicoutimi

\ which -have  been designetl_ to reintogce‘
specific I{nguistic a‘;rﬁctures (Mydlarski,

* dses). ' : B ’
A4.‘ If ‘the activity isv't‘:o be intergeti’r‘:g,
stimulating nnd chnllenging, it sﬂould

\ . have a game—lxke presentutian. Thaé is no‘g:

to say that . the program’ ‘must -‘»pfg;duce i £l

% sound, lighcé,“graphicé, and “smar

tricks. Rather, it. should assum t the 1

learner is. inteuigant, and is not'iI easily . = S
i E
1mpressed.

o B The ‘software should preéent a ' warm,

raging - and non-thre ing image to .
‘the 'learnek. ' It appears that students
. learn better, and ‘develop a better self-

image, if the computer is»!'user'—t‘riendly".

In selecting and, purchasinq sottﬁara, an h:ytn
point. to be .considered ‘is that sottware is being developed
with  differddt - " users- -in mind. The kind of software

purc\gms'ed often ‘depends on theskill ‘and knowledge of'the
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" teacher. - Those teachers' who have programming skills and

vho wish® to have some control. ova.r the éraqramm‘e may 3o

P 8 e, . such a8 a ‘ing or»:emplaté, that, = <.
Allowa then some programminq conttol. However, most

l.anqunqa teachezs will have few . praqramming skills, and‘ -

will not understand how proﬁrums work technically. nor do

™ they ‘need to.: 'l‘he majority of. teacl\ers ‘will purchase -

re&dy-l;c-uae' comnerclqlly developed programs oOr.

courseware: - .

Fun—ington ' (1986) ar;;u‘as A 'that;" we'must  be more T

salectlve -about who daslgns lang'uage sottware.‘ He - states

emphatically thut f:ha x::l.ght people, educators, x\:o}t'
cnmputar addlgts must de\}elop llr;gulsticallz, useful o
pt - 5 '

mu\tar'ialfs»/ind. promote’ the .general dissemination of..

on X ogy for 1 leazni.ng. He furthex"

adda that - the solutlbn 15 to be. found .in, the interchange :

of ideas between those wha design -materials. and‘ the .

teachers who put them into pract:.ce.'
- O &

o ‘The_ rele‘ of: the ’teacher is g important in the v

'.duvelopmant and exploltation of useful and suitable

§ muterlnls in two yays: ‘imple c and: user— itic. " To:
_'undentnnd the cent;al,rol'a”t;t the teaphe:, the cémpxi‘te'x:,'

- in the larg'g‘uagd__clnis_fobh must be vieved; In perspective. '



'l‘he conput-r h a tool, of itulf 'lncnpable of
~ action. . It will mtton, v:lth rmrknblc upaod, oxnctly

the hstmctlonu given to it by a hunan user. Its role Jdn

'education is that of a udi}m (Ahmad et .al., 1985). Ahmad
further states: '

Far from threatening the teacher's position, it
is totally dependent on the  teacher: in many
ways. For- example, it is unable to: create
. .educational paterials without. a human to.direct : 5
‘it. ‘All’, the linguistic " material and %03
‘1natructien- for its "presentations  must - be ; s
.specified. by the teacher. It “is .the teacher
A . then; who_can make the computar 1ssume varinua v s
B . -¥Yoles. (p. 2) S . - %

- The decisienn -are made hy tha taacher, *and put into '

the: 1 by, the icher. "l‘ha i r may be able to

sntis!y a uubstantial runqe of learning styles, but it 1:“
~ ‘not a lete’ | _for .7a’ ., It is. the

teacher whu dqcidaa vhat degrea -of” control thQ cauputur

" .will have.- Accarding to Johns and‘Higgins (1984), it h
7 the teacher who, in* f.he £inal aﬁalysia, lust decide if,
vhen, ‘and how co-puteza will be part of the. inutructional
process. . 3
In an‘idition, the role of the teacher as\evaluator o
cannot be undnrastimated. _According” to Raschio and pangc

(1984), "it , current cpuraewara is  unacceptable ‘ or

unavauublé, it 4is due, at least in paz.jt, to a -lick of

communication bacwe:én'sdﬁcatqzu and -the computer/

‘cuurseuare 1ndustry" (p. <23). "x‘nchari must make Khown

. ths-_ir needs us well as tﬂosa of thelr studants to the

"y éavalopers and lunutactnre s.



It teacheu are to use CALL ot!ectively, they need " to .

ba/ trained to select: suitable sotwafa to: theh.— Jamguage

c]:aspronms. se_lecting-_ good programs is dxfﬂcult,\

requiring both. skill and expertise. Many 1nﬁg\iage

teachers who are unfamifiar with CALL find it dit‘ﬁicult to -

te iessons b’ecausF they report that they are’ often

unsure what criteria tllay should use. * What, istneeded is o, e

ortunity for f:eachers to develop their ovm critzcal K

sk':l.llb .s0 _that ' they u:an go * beyond the superflc;al
i b A : 3
inical i ‘of the program to c:{nsidex uhether the, *

ndarlying pedagqu is, sound and sulted to tneir n eds

’l‘here is a lack of good nnsﬂ ware. 'l'h : re,.

S it is imperat:ive that/inexperienced teachers deve].op the
ski].la necessary to: ietinguish good educatlonal packages

from the badg.\ w8 : “g o ) o
Evnl\ntion guidelines on their own_‘are no'tv the

‘solution as it ‘takes t;ma and expernse ‘to use an

avaluution chacklist wall. However, a- so!tware ava].uation

guide for selecting and purchasing software might p.rove to - ;

"be “a usa!ul and vaiuable i Strument to the 1
: i! it is i 3 with training.

e o1 5 i
Therﬁ is general nqresment j.n the 11ternture that ¥

2 most lunguaga sofware ls unsuitahla for lanquaqa teach:.nq
cﬂ:ware deve}qpment has.lagged- " \

and,lanning. . In ge_ne_ral i
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f:ehind ardware development. However, there is ar)ough

good' oftware available and being used to' know that it is

’ possib

to develop cative 1 A
concarted et’fort: is x;f:w bding made to catch up.’
Presently_, thare .is an awareness that courseware
de’v_elopet‘s‘ must -look at the needs of - learners and

l;educatc;'rs' Teachers are also hecoming more uware of the

*"_iﬁportant contribution am they cm make as critical,' »

»evaluatcrs.. 'l‘he programs need to‘be tested as riqorouply

’»as any ihstructional pacxage. Thererora, designers naed

this valunble fead.bawk £rom u-s"\-s if the programs are to‘

respcnd to the heeds of tha users.

Although seftwarg development is still very much in

the infancy stage, better quality nnd mox.-e “suitable

language softwa&e is beginning ‘to emerga. As_Self (1985):

N staZes, computers can enhancg learninq only %t an effort

de to produce software ‘that is appraprinte T =

‘.It would ke remiss in any discussion ‘ot computers }and
their applications to laﬂguage'feaming_ if the role of Al - i

‘were not mentioned. There has hlx;'eady beeri sut!iclent

experimentation by teache:a ta know that’ ccmputers can be

. powarful 1nstruz:tionnl tools. Hawever, in view of" the
llteracure it is also ~quite yalid, to state. thn}: the:

surface of the potential of/ computer applicatlcns to’_

i .
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langyage learning has oniy been barely touched. -The

computer has’ th- pr;n_:antial t'n; be ,xciting' in its
npplicatinn- to lnng'unge learning. & ) 7
o 4 AI, the field of study that attempts to nake the ga
computer more inte. )ent, continues to exploit ways that .
the uter éan be mda more, useful nnd interactive in
language learning. It t.ha computer uctivity 1nvolves the >

ilanrnerb to a . large degree, then it, is considered

1nternctiva, thus making the: lnnquage efxpex:ience

meaninqtul and most likely succaastul.

There are other new technelngies that have mmediate

E ,rslgvanca . ?.o language ‘,laar_ﬂing. In‘; the _audio—visual

] démnix{ ‘(synthetic speech, digitul comivrés;:ad speech, vi_dgo . %
‘discs») may provide us ‘with random, immediate access
equipment ‘which is slther.\ lacking. or is too expensive

'\ today (H‘nrty, 1981;  Schneider and Bennion, '1983; Jones,

\ 1984;\.‘ Holmes and Kidd ‘(1492) lll; state that the

v isc is the most inte ing development and

<
—.. may co-bind_{ nud\i.o-vi-ual and .oral capabilities. Wyatt -
k1983) -adds that whon linked to the%aslc CAT systen,_

o AR videodiscs have. a host of Mpomnt language teachmq
1 ' 3 npplicationa . /
Natural langunqe pzocessinq (N-LP) is one of the prlma '

\ cnncerna c! AL prasnntly and this -area .is- relevant to

langua'. learning. Ce‘ and Fass (1986) discuss how

davalopnntu in-NLP J:y cmlpute:s can enrich existing tums

of language practlcc or lead to the devising of new ones..
S J ' ofs .

(




7
Presently the’ computer is capable of providing a ir‘ery
useful to;l in language teuching ‘and learning. - The a,:lm of
AL reseam/h i\to go beyomi this, aafxi to provide £ richer .

leaming environi for the 1 i learner.
s ».
¥
: Conclusion ¥ A ,

Thére is ample avidanc; ‘tu suggest ):ha{ computers: can °

be used to make languaga instruction ma'x-e.veuect:ive and
efficiént Tne computer is able to assume some importnnt
languaqe learninq tunctiony. Il: is capabla of giﬂ:ng
meaningful .drill and practlce to improve 1inq'uis+:1r:v
compet ce. Hox:e -importantly, 1\: is able to offer the
learner an mteractive language experience, individually
or in group,’ with valuabl_e feedback, error nnulysis,

remediation and precise monitoring, “if needed. It is also

clear’ that the learning/ experience can be made more

cex_cttix_n';, satisfying ‘and rewarding for the learner and
teacher if the software lis suitable and the teacher who

_ uses ‘it is _trained to us tﬁe material ’appropriu}:ely and
'1maqinativeiy. ' : i § ’
M_os't language learning will c_an_tinue to tak‘e place ,iﬁ

‘the c'l_ass'room’_: the compute: ay be interagtive, but it is
. not yet a’social machine, ‘The ‘computer will not take pve_;
B nguage te\aching,‘ nor,.is_ it  the panacea that will 'cufé
all problems that are enaountered in tsaching a second

lunguage

i
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- Research “studiés on '€‘JI-|e ,effectiveness of CALL
";cumparﬁd 4o other instructional aids are scnnﬁs . Some of ’
T . )
© ' ‘the results have been equivocal or 'incanclusﬁ{e: either

the number of utudentp has been too small,| or #;é results.

© th selves have not- shbwn any - appreciable diﬁfﬂ:énce with P

¥ sf.‘udenj:s usinq) ALL: In general, however,| students react
positivély to, GALLQ and to‘» 1vts most chpracteri;‘tlc
ndvanCaqes cf personnuzed, éelf-accass, elf-pacing a'nd
distance iaatning. 'mey also value highly |the computer's
ability to intaructhané to deliver” high-quality “feedback " bl
inntantly. Naverthelass», what the‘ px‘qusain‘x real}y needs:.
af‘thi‘é'timg are comprehensive pérfpménce \studies which: -

Bhow whether or not c}xLL programs.actuéuy are " as

) e!taétiva as other lhnguage learmng axd-g\— ) Like any other R N
~ ed teni m, aid p rh need‘tﬁ Be :?ontinuously h
evaluated. . - ' . : _ =

since it has been dem‘onst}:ateﬁ tl‘mt: the_‘;:;)rhputex; nas ¥ ™

- a’ role to play in second 1anquage learning, it v‘was decided
to investlgate to what extent teachers in Newfo ndland and"
Labrudor were avare ot/dr interested in, the a) plxcations

~ . of gha computer in the French Vclapsrocm. Cons: q'uently, a

'sﬁxvay ‘was 'céﬁﬂuéted»-of teachers in‘ the province to
det’amine thair parceptiéns The snsumg questionnaire is”

discussed in the fullowing chapter. .,

i




GHAPTER 3 - ' ”

A “ PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

¢ # % . s
The‘gpresent study was cundudted to determine :o/what !

extent !‘rench teache:s in® this province were us:.ng the -
« -com;;uter as an instructionaJ. tdob in the second 1anguage
S classroom. . The, suzrvey W§s ‘also designed tn gnther
X information about the knnwledgé', skill and attituda‘s of

second 1anguage teachers to"uards computers. and their

1nstruct10na1 use. Speciflcally, the fmllu‘wing quEstioné’;

provided thé focus ot‘ the study' . % *

i How many French taachers Jin this provinca are

. E using the camputer as an mstructlonal aiaz? .

v 2(7,\;{.5; well-informed are Kch'teaahe’rs about

¢ computers ‘and their applications to ‘'second N ¥

e e lanquage learnmg" 1 “

% 3. Do French teachers vlew the role of the

‘or negatively? | Do they perceive J.t as’ being \a

mseful, or necessary, tool?

4. what are the most urgent.needs of- taacners

B présently use the »computer instrucbionally?

. Do nonusers show any il’lterest or desire to laarn

how to use the computer as, an instructional aid\"\
% 6. what are the needs of the nonuser in' encouraglng -
. " use wof the computer for second Ianguage |

-.learn i‘ng? & i e
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following research queétians were formulated to

i direct the analysa§ of the data:

Are ere significant differences between users
an nqhusers in terms of background and
demographic variables” such as age, sex,

community size and education?
’ .

Are there significant differences between users

and nonusers in terms of the'schodls in which .

they teach, the school size, the grades tauqht
the subjects taught’ and the number of computers
e

in che school? -

Is there a. signiflcant relationship between the

use o! required and\or optxonal aids and ‘the

1evel’. of‘intgrest shmyn by t-é'nchers to obtain

t’_raining to use the ccmput’er for' instructional

purposgs? 5 e <

Are there significant dlfferences between users

and nonusers, in tegms of knowledqe of computers,
and computer applications to language learnmq?

.Are there siqnificant dif.ferences netween nsers

and nonusers in ,ths level of interest nhey show

uge the computer instructionally? .

‘I's thdre a signiticant .difference in attitude

_toward CALL bet users and ,' 2 .

Ga®

__obtaining training o; ‘in-service on how “to .




Need fdr t‘ne Study
To date no study had been done in Newfoundland to
find out i:f French teachers were 'using computers as
instruéticnal tools in teaching French. 1In order tovplan
effectively, it -ié necessary to Aevaluute the present
‘situation. If policiés are” to be developed that will
- effectively integrate computers into the curriculum, the
needs of teachers must be identified, and their areasv of
concerns made known. Only thgg can teacher in-ser¥icing
' programs and strategies that; respond to tsachar-cnncerks
be plann@d'_ énd implemented. )It was felt‘thant.the, use of a
survey-questio‘nnaire would be the most effective W’By of |
establlshxng a reasonably accurate ‘picture of the present
« & B teacher situation' with respect to use of knowledge of and

1nterest in cALL

[T Design of the Study, “

Survey Instrument i
N ‘In désignin? the .study, the rés;ﬁrcher ‘méde the
. following assurﬁbtions:‘ ' . : v
B T véry few French teachers in Newfoundland use the
computer instructionally. ' -
2.  Most French teachers have little knowledge of
. compiters and _their qpplications to 'sécond

.-’ language learning. - - g 9 %

) .




- 3. MMost teachers are not aware of the potential of

the’ computer as a lanqu'age learning tool.
4._.‘ Some‘ teachers have high interest in lsarninq
' about and .training to use the computer
instruc‘tionally. - . \
5. The compul:er‘— user, or the ;‘mtential‘computer
' user, is most likely a teacher who is a stfor;g
user of o.ption\af instructional aids.

6. . The computer user, or the potential computer

.user; is most likely a French teacher in -the

senior -hf:gh scﬁool grades.

The .chief method of investitjatién was -a ﬁine page,

26-item tepcher questionnaire. The first/part .of

questionnaire was designed to .gain information “about- the

teacher and the school, including demographic information,

professional Lnfcmation .with respect to' education and

subjects and grades taught, las well as .information

pertalninq to_the school environment. . The second part of
the- questionnairg«wfis designed to~ prokgs teachers with
réspecr.’ to their 'kﬁowledge.of computees, attitudes tbwarés
computers ‘usage in 1$nguage teaching;. and theirr interest
in traimng to use the computer instruc\:mnally. )

. ~The questionnaire consisted of ‘26 u:ems, orqanlzed in

four s”ections in the follnwing ‘manfier:

‘Section A (items 1 - 11) Téacheér characteristics ., . ’/1




Section B (items 1'- 5)  _ Computers in the School

) . Profile of the School

< L .

g Sectiop C (items.l - 3) - ~ " Attitudes Towards S
- . W

Use of Instructional Aids

Beliefs and Opinions - of
Teachers Concerning

[ B Computers and their

Applications to _Language

Learning.

Section C (items 4 - 8) "~ Computer Users only.
R : -Needs of Computer Users

Section C’(items 9~‘A- 10) . Teacher Preparation
: o Teachers’ Level of Interest
in In-Service' and Training
- . = to. Use the éompucar in

Lgnguage Teaching

Open Item . ~ Teachers were invited to
: § give ‘comments, suggestions,

opinions, of recommendations

on the use of computer

assisted language ;aa:niriq

. * .in the schools. ) .

"



A copy of the 'quéétionnaire may be found in Appendix A.

puring the de pment of the questionnaire, it“ was* 27
subjected to analylﬁf:om several sources: the writer’s s
thesis supervisor, Joan Nette‘n,. br. George Koski,

* Department of .Leat:ning Res‘ourcas, - and Byfon Hegmann, a
visiting instructor fro OISE. It was Ehen administéred -.
to -several graduaté students, and Fteng:l;. teachers.. This
critical analysis tesulte_d in many rclavisions being made;.

As a courtesy to francophone teachers, and as.an attempt

" to” assure val!dicj( and to help elimiﬁate- misinterpretation

of quest;icns, it was decided ta.print the questionnaire in

both English and French.
\ N ¥

.. The Sample

. The survey involved a sample of 21‘1 Fx;ench teachers
who attended the Moz;ern Language council Annual conference
and Gerieral Meeting, ‘held .at St. John’ s, Newfoungland,

Dc_tober 2,7 3 gnd 4th, 1986, " The participants were full-

time core or immersion teachérs at the primary; elementary.

and high school: level.~

This selection pi‘ocedure was chosen becausé it

.rendered a broad and representative sample of the French

ceac'het popula’tion of this province. As a rule, the

conrerance is always well attended by French teachers from

every part’ of the province, and from all schccl levelé.

1995 was the ‘20th anniversury of the -Modern 'Language



Council, and a full weekend schedule of workshap sessions
were planned. The keynote _spéaker was Dr. H. H. (Dnvid)
Stern, a well known second langmnqe researcher, and a
large registration was expected. The organizers were not
dxsappointed. It was the largest g}cup of French teachers
ever to attend the -Conference. £ '

It was also felc that av large -.return of
questionnaire‘s would be guaranteed if the ‘instrument were
presented at a éa‘thering of French teachers who had come -
to lis}:sn to new id;as and trends .4n second language |
t‘e'a'ching.' A conference aﬁmnsphera is often more comgucive
to. reflectlcn than - the- reqular classroom situation. It
permits teachers ‘to come in contact with theories, ideas»
‘and’ methods which might" px;ompt them. to think “about th?h"\
profession, and ways to im\};ra\'ve instmcticn or ways_:n
\.make ‘existing methods more effective. )

' Thé questionnaire was included i‘n the r\egistrat}On
folder which was ,;;iven to ‘approximately 400--people who. .
megistered.'_ “ Not ) all’ of }:he people who ;'eqisteréd,
however, were French teachers. éome people were: invited
o conduct workshop sessions, and. there’ were personnél
Kfrom the Departmen\: of Education, French coordinators from
schocl boards, and university teaching _si;aft and stud_ents
present. - Thus the total number vo‘t‘quastio’nnaires returned

v -

at the Conference, or returned by mail before Fel uaz"y‘

1987, was 211. ';rhe response rate based ‘on the adjusted |

'




sample af registered delegates who were regular’ classroom :

French teachers was 70 percent.

® Data from -the questionnaires were tabulated and ./
s . analyzed stﬂ‘sticall‘y in ‘two ways: some bby percentages,.

& and some 'by levels of significénce. Cross tabulations and

. T-Tests were made t‘o Jdiscover if sigﬁificant differences

did exist in the.aréas of use of optional a,ids-L computer.

usage, ‘computer’ knowledge, and interest in training- to.use

'the computer as- an 1nstructional tool in the .second

languuge classroum. E % « . i b

.‘By these methods, a profile of bath the cnmputex,user :

vand the nonuser were develnped. The nonuser group was :

-d1vided into two cateqories - the nqﬁuserv‘w:_lth 1§.tt1e'
_Xnterest to learn . about CALL, .and the nonusér. with
"_considérabié interest to learn ‘about CALL. é description
o of _thj chax‘actex;isti_cs.of'ﬁhe three groups of teache;s was.

developed. ' i

:Tne -study-was conducted to ‘gain an overall viewpof'

what .is hu’ppeniﬁg Sn this provin‘ce in the second language

i clnssroom and the use of computers as.a language learning’

‘tool, It \wus hoped' to: B




i. ,determi.ne the number n’t geacners who are ulseag\y
using the cnmpuéer‘- instructienaliy in the
& teaching of French;

2. determine the number of teachers who would like
. te~-use the computer in the second ;anguage

classroom. but do not yet do so.'
3. determiné the \number of teachers who appear to
have no interest in using the cumputer in the

v" second language classroom, .

.4 -4, determine teachers' level of khawledg\a\b('
g computers and ' their ajplication “to senond
language teaching; -

5. identify the needs of -each of the groups of
teachers; and, 7

6. determine the level of interest of each group in.
cbtaining training on how. to. use the EOmputer
instructionally. . . ;

It was ani:'icipated that the data gathered from the
survey and the subsequent analysis could ofter valuahle
1ns:.ght to those who are responsible for decision makinq
about the most. effective - use of computers in_ the
currieulum. “The results of the: study could alsc be of
particular interest to those who .are responsible for
planning teacher preparation programs and i.n-service
training wcrkshapa. ) °
w Respanses to the questionnaire to contim this ‘point

of ~view. ' :'Many ‘needs and concerns of teachers were
; 1 :




identified. The -questign‘naire also _‘sucéessfullybelic.iced
teachers’ ‘opi‘nicns about and levels of knowledge with
respect tc the computer and its applxcatxons to second
language learning. ‘rhis information has assisted -in
making ‘refiommendatisns for the - design ‘of in-service
"activities tor‘teacher\s with respect to the use of CALL in

the French classrooms of' this province.. These results and

ions: aré™di £ ' more fully ja the succeeding

;:hapters.

Definition of Terms

For " the. purpose of this study, the- following t.srms

have been défined  to clarlfy any concepts used in- the

.

discussion. ¥ .
Second Lanalage -_‘vr refers ‘to -any> langudge be;{ng tHught or
B © £ learned that is ndt the learper’s
. mother tc‘nql.;e. In particular for this
'study, the reference is malnly to the
y taachinq of Franch. i
Core French - ’ the Basic French program of

instruction in which students ‘study /

& " .. the various asp of French 1

ot during a regularly scheduled time s“lr’:tv

as is &cne ‘in oth/er subject areas.




- (Report of the Aﬁvisory Committee on

French Programs 1986 - p.’ 77).
Immersion French - a /pragram g désiqned for - English*
' ﬂ)eakinq students in which. -French is
the 1anquage of mstruction in the
: ) . classroom for all .or some of the
2 T N .
‘subject areas’and as much as possible
= . .the means' of- communication in .the
% 5ol s‘chaol environment. ' (Report of éha
Advisory Committee on French Programs

1986 - p:, 79).

°CALL =, ' acronym for c aséistgd 1
y learning. . o N
AL = ¥ = acronym for aktificial intelligence

5 ' which is the park of comput"er séience

concerned with designing intelligent

coinputer systems, ‘that is, systems

. that ' exhibit the characteristics

ass_ociated with intelligence ‘vj.n puilian

. . behaviour - unders'ta.f)din.g language,
lear{-ninq, reasoning, solving /ptabléms

and so on (Feigenbaum & Baro, 1982).

‘ear -/ acronym: for computer -‘assisted

instruction.

NLP - ‘ acronym for .natural.  language

of . ar_bitic‘iul .

ST ) processing ‘s an area

intelligence that = attempts to




understand and process natural %

language. .
Software - generic term to include al\types of
o . e.g. \) leg b
and utilities.
X Hardware - the name 'given\.tg,ﬁn ters. and the

various_ pieces of equipment attached
te chexy

Althcugh tha survey data can be B regarded als an
impon:unt ldditiun to knowladqe about Pranch teachers in

Za

Neuroundland, and their use of computers .in second
languagaj "guching, ‘the data are limited in several

respects: ’ i
s 1a ‘fnrvay data were gathered about a subject
. -characterized by great change and erid growth.
Therefore, it is to.be expected that reported

A numbers will be quickly datsd.

-z._' Due to the linitations of the survey method
it 1tl_elt, lu_bjacts were not probed daeply or were

not probed at’ all. :‘For eyample, . teachers were

_asked .whether ,they ' had been grainad’ to use .a
=unpﬁ:-r but -not' . ahout" the nature/ of the’

training; = if 'f_hey" use the computer as 'an’
b %

T instructional, aid, but not any datailu




BT ETLEE e Mg

concerning where they obtained this traini’ng, or

if it was encouraged by the a}iministra:ion.
3. Data {s limited to the _province o‘f Newfoundland
and Labrador. However, some information n\a)7 be
of interest to those in other provinces 3
contemplatinq th‘e introduction of CI.&LL .an d
; preparing (‘i_n-servics sessions for their’
teachers. . ‘ 5




CHAPTER 4

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA (\ % e

The purpose of this chapter is to summarize results /
from the study, and to present the findings. Since one of |

the basic purposes of the survey was to determine how ri:any

.French teachers actually used the computer

instructionally, it was. félt:‘tha"t the results would best

be ;;iesented in terms of computer -users' and'’ nonusers.¢
Usinq the infcmat!nn and results gathered from the study,
ar ¢etailed profile wds then developed of each graup of"

teachers desiqnuced as: a) Users and b) Nonusers. . The

nonuser group was turther subdxvided in two groups ‘on the

- basis of intarest 1n obtaininq, or\ pursuing, training to
use CALL. »consequently, a fairly complete desciipt}on of 2~
the populatlion surveyed has been determined. ) , '

B /" The followinq results are based on - stati’stical

& nnalysis, usinq the SPssx prognm on the Vax\\ms systen,

énd an extensive. review of the literature. : . - ¢
This chaptér is divided into three sectmns.

; 1) profile and attitudes of the computer g

2) profile nnd attitudes. of the non-computar user; |

3) dif!eran:ns umonqst the non-computer users: ]

Sa) proi’ile and actitudea of the ncn-bomputer user
"with high lntsz‘est in. laaﬂﬁﬁ; about computers

and. their’ applications to teaching French, and -~



S b) .profile and attitudes of the no;\-computer uset
with low interest in learning -about computers

and their applications to ’tegéhing French. &

- -As‘xndxcated\ 1n Table 1,° only 11 teachers,

approxxmately six percent of the total ‘sample. - of ‘211 S

s, used the.c¢ er as-an 1nstructiona1 aia 1n -

teachmg French in Newfoundlaﬁ 0 .o o

4 ..

AT . Tablerl .. . - . .
. A Usér/{ionuser, Distribution in Saniple
> [ . - Vo
4 3 : . \ .
. ) +.% +' . Percent Py A
Users LI ~ 11 " 5.6 '
i e .
; " Nonusers . 192 ° - . . 90.4
A . Missing cases > . g i 4
e 0 -~
¥ Total - 211 100
T i g
i . . Y B v -
. X . . . "
5 Characteristics. © @
five females, and ten s

4 - The users were six males ai

. Were _ under fatty. Four reported having underqfaduate )

degrees, and- seven reported having graduate deqrees. Dnly

six, however, - stated that “French ‘1‘“ their university.

major. One reported a mathematics major, and anet_'.her a
B 3




social studies majp(. !The .other . three majors were’

unlisted. =y % s
.Dver half os the users tauqht French .less than half
of their instructional time. The group was almost egually-
" divided between core and immérsion teachers: Core - }\
(54.5%) and," Immex;sion - 5  (45.5%). This d.ivision,

however, is not representative of the total sample, as A

_iﬁdiéated in Table.2, which consisted of 82% Core teachers
and 18% }mmersion teachers. - £

o Table 2

"~ Core/Immersion Distribution im Total Sample
v A 5 e

R Tota}l“ Sample ) . Use’r Saméle
. T T R
_core 17ai sz 6 sas o
Immersion 37 " 18 e 5 . 45.5 g
o : . : ! ‘
Total | 211, 100 ° o 11 100

.. - There were no apparent rurél\urban‘differences in the .

group. ".The distrihutwn of users in smaller. and larggr

N centers was representagiv\e of. the total sample. However,

-
the majority of computer users taught . below grade nxné

‘mai‘nly at the elementary level. . The total numbefr of years

teachinq French was generally less thnn the :otal number ik

of. years tenching, as is shown in Table 3. b . ]




4 Table J“ " %

Comparison of Total Years' Tgaﬁhing Experience
and Total Years Teaching French

No. of Years - No. of Years

Teaching Experience ¥ Teaching French
<5 5 .
‘ 5-9 3 ' 6
N 10-20 2 1 -
. - over.20 ¢ 1 -
! Total 11 1

: Although it is poé possibie to generalize from such a
relatively small sample,. it is apéarént ln this’ survey ’
that the user is 'mt the typical high school French
teacher“wha has a French, majér, a _strcng“ba_c)’:’ground in
French, and who teaches French more than '}5 p;.rcent z':t e
his/her ‘instructi‘onal. time. e

These data“ s"e“emr to indicate that the user is a
teacher who ma.y have decided to teach French at- a later
. djate in hisﬂ:er careerv} or’ a fegcher who. 15"pringar11y a
‘mathematics, science or social studies major, with a minor

in French teaching French less than half of his/her °

1nstructional tme.

. i g It is also apparent that a 1urger praportion of malas

than females use. the (amputer, given the total proportioﬂ

of males to- ‘females in the sample, and that @he,cumputer
§ 1 s




user tends to be one of the younger members “of the g

teaching force. It is also apparent that there are more
computer users among the French immersion teachers than

among ‘the Cart; French teachers.
LIC 5 -

Use of Instructional Aids -

. ‘ . The teachers in this group were ve: strong users of
all ,instmct%onal aids. They all used the required aids
(texts nn;!- charts) most of the time. "The .optional aids,
cultural‘modulss, cver.head trunspa‘rencies, films, teacher-

. made visyals, and music, wsk\alsu used‘ extensively by all

of the teachers for s'ome or moét_‘n! ‘the time. However,

- 9 : tha languaqe laboratnry and the 1isten1ng ceritres wete not

uséd very ‘extensively by these teachers. This hnd}ng is .-‘E

most likely due to the fact that these facilities were not

readily available in the-schob\l, as such eguipment is not

ot generally available -in Newfoundland schools.

The_users expressed. strong dissatisfaction about the

~L amount and quality of software that is available. They s

‘felt very strongly about \:he naed for more suitable

software for language teaching. 'l‘ha users also felt that

“computers ,would be. utilized more it thex‘e were more:

computers u_Qéiluhla in the school. All teachers in this

qroub felt very" strangly about ’the need for teacher

training. - It was also talr. that if cor pucers were to be



used aé instructional aids in" language teachin en
teachers need in-service training, and they need uZ;:;:h:o
information on howl to apply the computer “to 1anguuqe
learning in the most effective ways. + : .

Teachers felt that their needs should be addressed by
- those who' are responsible for teacher preparation and
retraining. 'rhey also indicated emphatically that the
Départment of Educution sh:}uld play a stronger role in
giving direction and leadaxjship to teacher in-service with
respect ‘to the use of computers. The training or

retraining-should basically‘ concern two issues: how to use

the computer effectively in ‘the classroom; 'and how to

evaluaté effectively software before purchasing.

Teachers’ Knowl of Computers

Item #9 of the questionnaire asked ' teachers to tate

the effects of the‘computer in the classrccm. Thls\

section gave an" approximate picture of users’ knowledge
,and perceptions of computers and their applicatxons ta
sef;ond languqqe learn:mq. Although these teachers used
the computer as an ir‘n\struct'i'cnau aid, their “knovledge of

computers was spmewhat’ limited. Only two-teachers in this

'qroup reporteé owning home computers; six teachers had

,,,heen trained to use l:omputers, five ‘teachers. used the
computer as an administrative qad: and five teachers had
taken: courses’ aoncerning computers in educat 'l‘his

‘infornation does 'hot ’{vdicate a high level of knowlsdqe

B .
By e




. for users. Only half have been trained to use a cofnputer,
indicating that the others have obviously been self-
‘ I taught. . &

,
" Cof S ‘rencl

o Teachers who ‘were. computer users uhiformly -agreed

. hv that compﬁters would provide remedial help fx;r slower T
students and enrichment for hig); ahili'ty students.. To a
somewhat lesser extent, they £felt .that .computers would

. - B bhelp individualize instruction, provide drill and practice

for all students, imprové réadinj com;;rehensicn, raise the

\interest 1eve1 of all students, improve wnting skills and

provide activities to develop conunqn-ica_tlve competence.
This. group of teachers Wwere: generally .unsure as to

+~ . whether the computer would enable teachers to coverhbre

content in_ their teaching, and whether the computer could

Y assist teachers  in evaluatxng t_,es‘r pupils more ’

& ) efficiently. . ; Y

For the most part they disagreed with the notions

‘that cmnputars would reduce tha student-teacher "cnntact,v

~ léssen ’the tedcher’s workload and necessitate “longer
: - o -

5 French periods. = ) e

This data Eugqests that: while computer users. have |
soma intormation about the' apphcatio of computers “to-
N second 1angunge learning, there ure still afeas where

3

their _knowledge|is : somewhat 1im1ted. \In particular, thay

\ have. little :unders ing 'of - How % can assist ‘ifi



the. evaluation of pupus. However, for tha most part,

‘they seem to possess a fairly realistic \lnderstanding of

what effect the use of computers will havt—; in  the

classroom with respect to organization and use of class _

"tim,e. They also appear to be aware of the use of the-

computér for communicative oriented language learning

activities, - but could perhaps benefit from more

information in this area.’ They seem most sure of the

'userulness of computers in assisting with remedial or

p e
enrichment activities.. b

' .« 2

Teachers’ Int: in Train arid In-Ser:

.Interest in trainlnq .to use- the compu.ter as an
1nstructional aid in the second lanquagi classroom, as:.one :
would expect in the user group, was quite high. Teachers
were asked to 1n5i1cate their ‘level of interest, using a -
rating scale, in taking a course, attending an in-service, -
f£inding out more information about CALL, and talking to
soreone who had access to information about; computers and.
cheir applicatiops to language learning. The teachérg in
this grnv.;p reported high- interest in all catejgori“es,'

suggest.ing a strong motivation to learn..




S i “x The non_users!!gepresented the majority of the eample‘,
with‘ 192 who, responded that they did not use the computer
as an instructionaX aid (See Table 1). "Fhis representeé_

v ’ ninety percent.of the surveyed population.

o _ . In this group there wére. almost twice as many'females

' :as males, as indicated in Table 4. However; this is' not
greatly different from the prbportlen of males to females

in the total sample.

~ B v % ’ Table 4 wo g,
: Male/l-‘emala Déstr&bution of Nonusers

Males Fenales, Missing Total Sa}nple'

68 P 123 - el . 192 S

T : ) d over 65 percent of this group fell between the ages;
) of 25 39, indicating a relatively younq qroup of. teachers.

The nomls.ets were also'a well- anfied group-.

protassionally. only two:'in the samp}e/did ‘not. have*‘

& degrees. hn majarxty of ths .group (72 percent) reporced

-a uni rsity l-‘zench mn]or. Firty percent of: the’ ‘group




B instructional time. ' However; about the same number -6f

teachers taught French less than 50 percént of the time.

Table 5

. e 0 Parcentage of\ Instructional Tin\e spent
. in the Teaching of French

As -‘indica'\:ed 'in Table 5, rabout a0 percent. of the

teachers . taught French  aver 75 percent of their

7

Instructional Time - No Percent
2 5 = - o
>75 . 75 A4 39
50-75 ., - 1 ' ‘20
gy "" <50- g o B 78 a0
j 73 A

i w
As indicated in Table 6, most of the teachers in this

experience. Sixty-one percent maported having less-than

ten ‘years 6xperience/ teaching French, althéugh, only

experiénce. In- genera{‘f the data indicated thut a :alrly
- .large number of teachers had not tgught\Brench for all of

their teaching career. - B ¢

group did not report - having extensi}ve Fienéh_ taachinq.:

tox.-ty-exght percent reported less than t-.en yeurs teaching .




1 Table 6

ccrlparhon of Total Years Teaching Expanence
. and 'I'otal Years Teaching French

Taachin§ French Teaching Experience
IS A s
i3 i . #
<s® 67 35 56 29 R
5-9 50 26 37 19
10-19 57 - 30 O 74 1. 3
-y over 20 15 8 T o2s 13
Missing. 3 _ . B PR
Cases 2 . Pl
—— s

Total _ 193, .. # 192

. . YN 2 -

There were no strong rural/urban differences apparent

in this group.. Forty-three fercent lived ‘in c_quitias
with populations larger than 5000, and ﬂity-seven' percent I\/\ 4
1ived in communities with populations ldss than 5000. T g

all scho?l ievels, primary, elementary and hiéh, were

) . well-represented with a slightly heavier concentration of
: taac;h’erb):ze‘lom the ‘jimior high level. Sixty-five percent
of ‘the 'sa‘mp’la taught baléw level 2. These da'tq are
~reported in Tables 7 and ‘8. ' S g

*ufa



. Table 7. o

Numba;- of Non-Computer Users by Grade Level / ol
Schoo} Level . Y Percent
: ; )
Elementary / 7 59 R 31 ¢
Elementary-Primary . 29 15 {
High 57 30
; Junior High g 7 4
; ‘K- Grade 9 ; 10 5
- i - All Grades . ’ 10 5
' Elementary-High 1 .5 5
T — 7 —7 3
Total - . B & , *90.5 -.
i !
‘ Table 8 s

¢ -
- Number of Nonusers i‘n Sample Below Level Two

Is .
Eeiow Junior High Level No Percent =
. . %
= Ptimarj; i . 19, 10
o ! Elementary : : S S T
S Elamgnjtary-?ﬂmur}p " 29 a5 2
Juniox I:iigh 7 . 4

X - Grade /o . : - 10 . s




s
'rhes_e data‘ appear to give a prog_ile of the ll:eacher/ln ~
the province who is generally involved in the teaching‘ of
French. The avéra;a teécher .appears to be temaie,
relatively- young, with good professicn“al qualifications.
However, pany of these/teachers have not taught French for
all ,of yhair teacHing careers. " About two-yhirds of the

Fren‘ch teachers teach below ‘Level 2 and /well over one-

third teach French - for less than half of .their

instructional time (40%). Both rural and urban teachers
of French were represented, with ubout cwo-fifths of the

enting tles of over 5,000 people and g

three fifths frum commun1t1as of less “than 5,000, i
R e, & / S

Mlnmunmmg £

The iajoritx of nonusers were strong users of *

requlrgq aids. However, ‘the optional aids were not used

. as extensiveiy, especially the -listening centre and the

language laboratory. of qo/iu;se, these two aids are
available.in_few schools in Newfoundland, ‘and therefore
cannot be conaidgred as true opti_t’)ns. Many teachers used

videos, films, transpa}encies and music to a considerabley
8 ) z 7 E

:extant. / 5 U

Variables such as/ the “number of ~years” 'teaéhinq.

exp_er.\gnce,-dxd not appear to affect significantly the .use

“of.ingtructional aids. !




.

Most teachers (72%) reported that their schools owned
con)\p_utex's, or that they had access to computers in oth;r
schools. o /

-

Opi; S e
7 It was_ recognized at the outset that many teachers in
this group might not hdve firm opinions about the computer

. and its »applications to language learning, and that a

‘significant portion of these teachers night ha(le little

knowledge or'experience on whiyh to base judgments.

Consequently/, the fair y hiqh "unsure" - raspnnse"rata in
this sect.mn was not unexpected and might be attributed to

an :unwillingness, at least for 'some teache;q, to state_

* opfnions,on an area about which t;iiey felt poorly informed .‘

"‘as reported in mable 9, the majority (8s%) of this
group felt that teachers' needed training in the. use at‘.
computers ‘and the  time and gppqrtunity to avail of it.
‘They also felt that teachers needed nore intformation about
"CALL. . To a lesser extent, they felt that the Departmenty
of Educa,tio‘n-.should' take more res‘ponsibilj.ty‘ for
éistributinq and evaluating software. Teachers in this
group were less sure about the need for suitable scftware,

lfor more computers in the schools. i s " /




o ' Table 9 = %

opinions of Nonusers on Implementing Computers
. in second Language Classes

\ Agree Not Sure Disagree L

/. « :
% 1. There were more computers . . :
: \ in the school. 54 % 32 14 5

2. Teachers had the tifie and .
opportunity to get . %
training. ! , 89 7 4 o

K 3. - Teachers had morg access " - "
;v ¢+ . to irformation about S Z
posdibiliti}es of CALL. w89 8 2 N

4. There were suitable . .
software. .83 A YR . 2
5. The Department of ’ b , N
! Education-loaned . . .
e software. E 63 get @ 3

6. The Department of ’ ‘
b Edycation recommended o
- suitable software. 67 28 2 ‘

.~ *Numbers given aie‘percénéages.‘

o

sy e ! srs’ Knouledge of Computers - . P

Y . £ . -

As expected, the knowledge iL(evel of _this .group
E—

céhéei‘ning ‘computers was somewhat limited, This lack: of

infcrmétion is reinfarcsd in the open item at 'th/e end of
- the questionnure/where marfy teacher were invited to

comment treely on any issue raised by the qdestionnazre.

As. a gﬁcup, the majority of teuchers repor\:ed that they




were not well enough infbmed to state'op;ilnions about any
aspect of computers queried.". However, it is interesting

to note that this group of. ‘teucgérs ‘does-.ha‘}e,some

knowledge of computers. Twenty-four percent of the
teachers in this.gxoup reported owning home computers;

fourteen percent used the computer as an administrative

aid; thirty percent reported that they had received some

computer training, ‘and twenty-four percent had. taken

courses on computers in education.

# Effectd of Using C B,

uter:

T g -In examining these opinions, 11: 15 possible to see

a
. r— how teachers perceive the role of the ccm\puter and " its

impact ~ on second lanquage teachlng._ It is evxdent from

L o thé high respcnse rate in the, unsure cateqoty that the i

majorxty of teachers are not well infomed ‘about CALL.

As indicated in Table 10, the majority of teachers'

agreed that computers »wuld provxda remedial help for '-:

: slow_er studen(:s, and enrichment for high abxhty students,

provide ihdividualized instruction, and would increase the
pi B " N

motivation and interest of students.'

,To amlesser extent, the teachers felt that computers

i " would provide drill and practice for all lsf_ude ts; improve
writing and reading skills and. develop »c’o&\mu’nicativa‘
” s, cometence. - B 15 @ v

They were! generally unsure as to whether the cvmputar

would provide better evaluation, lessen teachér warklbad,



e Table 10

Nonusers'’ - Expectatinns/seliefs Concerning the Effects
i of Using Computers in- Teaching French

!l e,

Agree  Not Sure Disagree

Percent of Responses

i Drill and pxactwa for : \‘ LE s
all students. 69 - : Rl . 9 ¥ x
2. ‘Remedial ari11 for Low /
A . .ability students. 79 el S
‘3. ‘Enrichment for hizj}; )
8

" R ability students.. o o. .88, ’ f 3
R A . ¥ :

7 e & 4. - Increase motivation

and interest. .84 14 1 .
L & P -
. 5. Provide better ) a e
evaluation.* g ¥ 9 s3 *s5
i 6. 'Provide individualized 5 4 o .
4 1nstruction. N 78 17, 3 0
i b = - ' v
L s 7. »Lessen teacher workload. 18 44 37 .
. 8. Enable teachers to ) . v
& ,_\cover more content. . ° 30 . 53 15 o
e . . . X
W *. 9; Develop communicaﬁive . .
- "y competence. ., 52 34 12 "
' 10.° Reduce ‘student-teacher, 3 e -
' - contact. | 129 33 EL I .
= e Necessgtate 16nqar Er : "
g French periods. * ;W . 46 . %3' "
12. Improve writing skills. 1512 . 43 t. .6 e
. . ¢ % & b : . % .
13. Improve reading skills. 67 ° 28 W, 7




N

enable the teacher to cover more content and necessitate : :

,longer French periods. . ) N
Most teachers disagreed that the computer would
reduce student-teacher contact.
These Hat; .indicate "that t‘his group: of teaéhers ‘need
more. information about compute;a-andfth’e{r ‘épplicatidr;s to

langbage 'learning, as they appear. to'perceive the «computer
P o 3 T d

primarily @s an aigi in ‘helping to ‘individuqflize'

instruction for ﬁhe better; or the poorer, student. Th‘sy

‘a\re‘ also very unsure of what types of organizational

E chang.es would be hecessitated by the use ‘of col;\pute:s.

Thef{ do, however, seem to be aware that the use’ of

computers would not reduce student/teacher -contact.

eaghers’ Interes 3 se;
In the nonuser group, there is a sharp division
" between interest levels. There are clearly two groups of
* " |

nonusers. One group (78% of the sample) shows a ﬁiqh

. level of interest in applying the computer to lunquaqe,

Learning, and is hithy motivated to seek craining.
The sacand g: PUP' which makes up 20 .percent of the
sample of = nonusers, ,shows very 1little  interest in

| acquiring computer : training., ‘This group appear to be

‘aid‘. . 0

’ _poorly motivated to ]Ise thep.computer as an instructional

N

i 4
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V bl :
4 7

For tha purpcse of analysis and discussion, the .
nonusers huva been dividad in two groups on the basis of
intaresb in obtaininq computer training: (1) Nonuseprs-
.high interast and  (2) Ncnuseirs & low intemst. a
vcﬂmpurlson wus made betweeri. the two groups to see if the.
tuctors that contribute t:o high and low 1nterest\ in
c puter trainlng could be 1solated and idencitied. If an

‘. in-service tr_a’ining or infomtiqn handbook were to- be

& developed for such a group, it would be- helpful to

identify the vari&ble‘s that increase or decrease

mntivatio&l Who are the teachers who are interested- by

-
the e nt using », and which ones show very

little interest?

Differe i

Vi .
As already di , for“the : of * analysis

and discussion, the-nonusers were uivided in two gx‘*oupsv,

- high i X and - low i , on

the basis ct thelr level of 1nterest in’ taklng courses in
com_put:gr ttaining, coursas on the .use of computers in
education, and their mot_:l\(ation in doing in-service and
reading t e literature. 'Comparisens vere made between the
two gr« ps and - responses .Wwere: malyzed to determine
whethe¥ there were dizgerencss batween the high and low
interest groups.’ A ’x‘-’l‘est ‘was ‘used td unalyze data té see

it .th’e‘re was a d‘lttei‘en‘ce, in attitude between the two

. groupss

As was exptb\éted, a significant difference v'das'
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found in attitude. Tpé teachers in the high interest

group “showed a more- posi\-.ive,’ favorable ' attih\ida toward

CALL than the in the 1ow inte: ' group.

In the. nonuéér categary, abcut three quurters of the

te‘achers' showed an -ivnterest in earning about the,'

applications of the computer te the 1aarning of Franch.

This group is the one referred to as the. nonusers with

»high interest. only~about twéhty' percent‘ of caac‘he_rm

" surveyed did not. appear to be interested in gaining such *

knowledge, as is ‘indicated.in Table 11. This group is the

one I to as the s with low interest. o

'l‘able 11

E@rcentages of Nonusers With High Intarest & 9
and Low Interest . .

. . - ® .
" . C No Percent
Users - % f11 # 6 9.
Nonusers-high interest ? 149 ‘75
Nonysers-low interest 38 i
‘Missing cases S 13
j £ v
Total R #i1 . “ -
I Y M
) v

There were no _;ig ificant \‘litjrences _ih the ages of

o

the two groups.




+~— There 'were no apparent rural/urban_dxfferences
. Y ¢

betﬁeen ‘the. two groups. The ma)ority of teachers who

. ; showed both ‘high interest and low 1nb§est lived in rural

communicies'. These n “are ive ‘of t_he,'

o total sample.

The same ratio of core and immersiom-teachers were in

both-grcups’, reflecting the ratio of ‘the total san;pls‘. = v

0 g .
There were no significant .di noted

the groﬁ'ps in terms of school size. “The majority of both
B = . : i

groups had cbmputers in their scﬁaols, and cgmeg about the
same number of computers. - : : . h

%8 © Bs indicated in Table 12, about forty percent of the™

males, and sixty percent of the Eemales 1nd1cated an

J.nterest in using the computer in the classroom, which ‘is

simlar to the propnrtzons in the tocal sample. " There
,appeared to be né major Jiﬂ:erences between .the sexes,

although there is. a slight tendency for somewhat more

females to be repr in the [ er - lcw interest

category (70\) . =

Th

R majox‘ity ot French tsachar‘s‘ in both groups

r' orted 2 university French major.

/ In® the nhigh .\nterest group, tﬁere were‘ fewer

-}acstgradunta degrees than‘undergradunte degrees. This

trend is revex‘sed 1n the low‘ interest group where there

“were slightly ‘more. ‘post graduat{ ‘degrees than

p undergraduate deqreas. 2 i




: ' = . Table 12 5 2

Male/}‘emale sttzihution in Nonuser Group

~. i Male Female . 2

" No. % of Group No. % of Group
e, # Users l - 6  (55%) T 5 .. (45%)
& Nonusers- . b £omek .
High Interest 56 (38%) 93. (62%)
Nonuser: % W K i ..
Low Interest i (30%) 26 - (70%)
Total 3 .. 124

v £« 2 v

- There were no . differences noted between the ‘two
) : : s p, 2
, + .groups in their total years teaching exgerience. , However,

as indicate/d’in Table' 13 in the tofal ;eare ceaéhlng‘

- French, ‘there we:e more teachers with less than five years
\- ‘\ team experience in the high interest group than in the !

low interest group. It would seem that the teachers with
less. exp‘ex’iencé teaching French are more likely to haviw',"
" high’ interest in' using the computer to teach French.

. )Differences 'vete also noted between the two qroups

sconcerning. the amoun(‘: of instructional tima spent taaching

L French, as indicated in. Table 14.\ In the. high interest

qroup. there were proporcionally more teachers who taught’

s B " French 1ass “than 50 ‘per cent of the’ time than 1n the low.
lnterestq gsuup where the greater number ot taachers taughc

-French more 'than, 75, petcent of the ‘time.  This Hnding



‘. Table 13 .. S g

g } igh .In t = Low-Interest
Comparison of Years Teaching Experience/ = =~ i
b By Years Teaching French

Total Years Teaching French

2 N o ) &8 i5-9 0 10-20" . ovér 20

* Nonusers High-Interest _ 53 - 36 FERIE I O
- Nonusers Low-Interest 11 0 13 - 1 8 N 3
5 i ' i ¢ Total Years.Teaching Experience
<5 5-9 ) "10-20 over 20 .~ +
. . ; :
. Nonusers High Interest 44 26 . 57 22 5 7
Nonuseérs Low-Interest 10 10 15 -} )

. Table.14 o

Instructional Time Teaching French-
5 < L N 5

. ot >75% . 50-75%

& Nanﬁsérsr[{igh Intérest o > 57 30 -

7 Nonusers-Low ‘Interest B 16 9 -




unnécessary. o *

seems to indicate that the teache; Hhc teaches French, and

bcther subjects,. is more “likely : to be r_aceptiva' to

different approaches to teaching. 'r'he' tenhhér in this

category may be avare n! uther “instructional aids that are

not + often used in the teachinq of Pranch. The axposun to

E_eaching othgr‘ subjects may _stinulau interest in other

aids such as conp‘utlerized instructien. -It miént also,

mdmate that some teachers _who are tull time FrencH

teachers and' are, tharet‘ora, responsible for public'

examinations and oral testinq percaiva “the’ instructional
process somewhat ditterently

At the. schnnl level, there were some Eairly strong

.'dift‘exences between the' two groups: Most high interest

teach'er_s téughc in the elementary schools and most lo.w N

interes.t teachers. taught at the high school level. Again,

it is possible that -the eler y school ) , who

most- often teaches  subjects ‘other than French, is

therefore .exposed to different 1nstru<:t;onal' aids, ur_u-i

teaching .strategies, ‘whereas  the high -school French |

teacher, who-is most likely a guli_;time_?rench. teacher,

= may find’ that hs/sr':a:teaqhes_ in the sane way, is less

receéﬁivé to new appruacheé, and may even. consider ‘thém.

P e [ ~

‘In the use of reguired instructional (aids' (texts,’

vtmpss‘:an'cl charts), 't'her.s were no significant differences




K i Py . . . 78 ¢

¢ obsérved bétweén the high and low interest groups. : As

- indicated in Table 15,  both groups were strong users of

r raqu!reé alds. . . -

Required Aids Users ‘Nonusers Hi-Int_ Nonusers:Low-Int

4% 1008
87% (. 95%

89% . 95%

L) )
! Hnwe’vai-, in their . use of ‘the optional i_nstrr.{cticnai

ed between the .

aids, some :‘Bigniﬂcant ditfgrences were not




B X Yy . two groups. More teachers ir{ the low interest group used

optional aids, “such as -cultural modules, transparencies

and' tilms, than teachers in/ the' hiqh interést gr‘oup.‘

»Teachets in both groups were str6ng uurs of musical aids,

.such as tapea and and ‘made viaual! and (2]
K -charts. Ne_ither group . used extensively the listening . =
centre and-the langu > 1 Y. , most schools

do not have such facilities for teachers to use.. ~

* Overall; M’. appears that both groups were strnnq
users “of required aids,. but more low interest teachers
>tended to use optional aids than high interest teachers.
Thls finding was not unticxpated. .

In condubtinq ‘the study, an assunpuon‘was made by

the researcher that those teachers uhu used the computer

. ;instructlanauy, and those teachet! who showed -strong

interest in training to;use the in r.heir 1 2 !

classes, would be. strong users of other instructional aids

i'nrthe cIas[sreoﬁ. However, the findings did not support

.that belief. Reference is made to ‘possible reasons’ for |

. ;his/ finding in the conclusion to this section.
. 2 i -

¢ opinions on Needs . ‘ ’

Teachers were asked to state their opiniqns on what;
condn:ions weuld have to be met in order to have’ 'computers
used instrucuonany in the school.” This information is.

summarized in 'l"able 16. ‘ LS




1. More computers are needed. - HIGH . 7+ 53% 348 . 13%

el 3&& 21% 21%
2. Teachers need time and HIGH © 94% st/ 1%
[ . opportunity to get oW -, 70% 16% .o14%
information. ok
3. Teachers need access to HGH 9% 5% 1%
i.nfomatian about CALL. - LoW 72% 20% ! 8%
4. More suitable software is HIGH 60% 40% A
needed. IOW™ 35% 57% 8%
. P
5. The Department of muution - HIGH 70% . 28% 2%
. should loan so! oW 4% 51% 8%

" 6. The Department of Bducation HIGH ¥ 74% 268\

recommend software.’ 50% 42% 8% .

5 piwe % l
o g

ﬁome\differences in' opinion were noted .Hetween the
high and - low interest groups ccncerning the needs that
would have to be met if computers vexge to be implemented _
in the second language qlassroom. There was a slightly
“stronger agreement in the' low interest ‘group that more ¢
computers were . reeded in the schools. In the high
Snt’e‘r‘as_t‘ group, ‘the: e was a stronger perceived need for.
traininé. __Bs:'thv grou] s“ agréed, with ? slightly highe).i
: Y tha high 1nterest group, that
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declisive rula in 'organizinq _in-:servi'ce ':txv-ulningv for
computer use in the provlm’:e. X 14

There was a )ugh percentags of teapnnsas in the "not
. 2 sure" cateqory for poth’ high and' Tlow interest groups, but
it was ccns1stent1y higher for the fow interest groupﬁ As
- has already been mentioned teachers in the nbnuaar group
may not have firm opinians due to -a lack o! knowledge.
Hnwever, the higher percantage of "not sure" answera in
th_e low -interest group may also be due to a lack of.
interest. . “ ‘

; 7 X

i £ o

Knowledge of Ci {2

Teachers’ knowledge ‘of the computer, as measured by

‘ the questxonnaire was extzemely low in both groups, but ’

was signifieantly -lower in the luw interest category. ’As i

a graup, the majori\;y of teachers repn:\:ed that they were

not well informed about any aspect of computers,queried.

This data is reported -in Table 17.




Table 17,

Nonusars igh Interest/Low In;erest
knwledge of Collput.rs ‘.

v ; 7 - 14 ) % -
N Knowledge ¥ . High“Interest Low Interest « nie
5 Pl . ‘ B -
1. “owns home -computer. 16% . 4 .8% ey
. ‘2. Uses'computer as an . 9% 5%
administrative aid. X 2 7
. 3. ‘Has complstad computer 22% 8%
B trainim; ! . . 2 ‘
! . S
4. Has taken courses on 16% ¢ ‘8% » s
/ . computers in education. '
> - s S aie i
mmummw_gmsn ’

\ Generany, it was the high mterss: group of teachers

who showed a. higher percentaqe of aqreement where the

% compu(':sr is parcaived to be a positive teaching aid. In .

general; the high interest group portrayed a very positive

and opt:lmis'tis image of what they perceived Ithe computer .. . 1’

to be capable of doing instructionally. y ol

' % There was, ‘generally, - a higher .percentage of

o g W T
disagreement and unsure responses in the low interest

qroup indicating a lack ot 1nfarmation, and to T certain

sxtem: , inai ttarancn

. R
'l‘his inf.omstion J./s summarized -in Table 16 L

By carsfu). sxumlnstinn ‘of thsse opininns, 1: is |

posslble to sse how' teachers psrcelvs the rdle of he
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1.
3.
4.

5.

“6a

7

Drill and practice for all. -

Remedial drill,s for: low
ab111ty stuianfs.

Enrichment for high

ability students.
’ ¥

To raise: interest and
motivation. .

T im:)mve evaluation.

Individualized instruction.’
. py

Lessen teéd]a:s' woiklcad.

8. ‘Cover more content,

9.

10.

1.

120

13.

e

Develop e'a'mnunicative
came(:ence )

Reduce student~teacher-

" contact. .

Nec&sxmte 1onger French

* periods.

Improve wrici.ng skills.

Inprove reading-skills;

@
100

HIGH
oW

HIGH
Tom -

HIGH

oW

*HIGH
oW

 HIGH
Low

HIGH
oW

HIGH *

ow
o
e )

20%
24%

]
13%

104
7%
148

12%

22% °

49%
th
15%
24%
46%
62t

52%
62*

33% .

39%

32%
37%

46%
53%

42%

53%

29%




xts lmplxcatums for  second language. learnlng waeve:. Bl
% \

even thoss iff the high interest cacegox'y do not appear go
o .+ be- aware .of the. pbt:ant:gal of the' computer as‘/ a

3
comnunication tool in teaching. Fremch.™ Y, 5%

<. “ - . .In the final item, the respondents were invited .to -« ~
articulate any s or estions r hg'c . :
Vs assiséeg la'ngu__age- learning, “or cgncerning. th; Sl
" questionna¥re itself. " These. comments are summarized 'arid.

R

feported in Appandix B, ' A coding system was develnpsd ‘for

" the open-ended item, using four qeneral c.luss;fications

1) Nocon (If no \_ its ‘were written ) 2, Unable ;
" to comment.  (If the raspondencs repozvced in scnke ‘manner” .
’ that they were unable to respond  because of 8 lack ‘o€
v knowledge.) ‘' 3) Positive comment. . (If the respondent !
' ' perceived CALL as being a posinvg" instructional ;gid.} R
. . 4% Necative comment. (If the! respondent -expressed

a0 negative reactions to CALL.)

- ‘overall, the open item supported the other findings
in the *surv\elyx\_'rhe\ majority B;\

they did not- feel well eno‘ugh ‘informed’ to .comiiert on

tlachers reported thatr

computer applicatxons in" the “second langiage classroom.
.;-\ Howeve;, their camments also indlcaced that ;hey would '

1~ike ,}:b know- more about cALL, and would welcome

Ainformation" and: training. - It was. generally. perceivéd: to




ol . The data indicat_:‘éd that ,only eleven.of the teachers

A + - surveyed, .or .épprcximately 6% of French-teachers in the

. 1Prcvince; ﬁresently use the c.omputer. A 'I‘he\majunty of

French teachers in thé Provmce (90%) are nonusers. _ This

finding was anticipatqd. r o, 5 ¥

Profile of the Ieachersr R Y L

The ernnh teacher who uses the ‘computer appears to -~

G be relatively\ ouni probably ma).’e, ~tea}hf,\{beluw the

grade nine level,\an

qenerally teachmg subjects other

than Freqch tcr more than\halr Of- h1s/her 1nstructional

time. The computer, user tends tcr\ge trained m a subject N

. area o;her than ]

ehch, ..or is a teacheri\nfhe immersion ._ " T

B lassroom, and a teacher who - has taught &!kr subject

T, areas befcre beqinninq tu teach French. These }ea\chers E

3 E A A_ were also strong users of" al} instructmnal a1ds, both

required ‘and cgtmnal.

»The ﬁoncompu}:er users were divided _into - two

categories, thése who indicated as hlqh iru:eresh/in -

4 \learning about’ .using - computers in tlxe taachlng -of French,

,and tho\amhc dig hot.‘ e e

2




Ho ver,,tnere vas a slightly 1arger

prcportion of females reprasented in the nonuser’ - 1ow i

interest group. .- The majority of teachers in both groups

Howavar, %

reported havrng a’ university major in Fren

% - - . there were more teachers with post- graduate degrees ln the
. ~

@ser -"low 1nterest grn.up. . z ’ 5

P # There were nc major differences between the two

% o groups with! resp to totaﬂ\years tenching experience,

szterences were alsn netéd becween the two groups
conc,ernlng the amo\.mt of ¢ instructu:nal time,taaching

) French. The high interest group was prmarily compueed of

teachers who spent less’ than fxfty percent of their

1nstruct10nal time teach:mq Prench, while the low interest

- X .group ccnta;ned mcstly those who- taught French‘ more than
'seventy-ﬁv,e percent of their ‘time. In, sdditian,most
_teacners in_' the - low 1nterest qrcup were’ high - school
- ‘teachers of French. : o

\\ sevéral of thet findings repcrted were. 'no:

antmipated. It was felﬁ that it -would. be the high‘echcol

teacher @f French, and the "teacher, Who used a varu/

1nstruct10nal aids wWho would show intere/f/Ln/using the

” it rs frem the 'survey thu\: the

"

he. hiqh schoul 1eve1, who is, and




- bt s . N L
2. . Computer ‘users: weré genera lyhstrong users of-'aIlr

nstructiunal aids, t}o\th requn:ed and cpt(unal, in the

teachinq of the Prench prugrams‘. vy =

aids, hu€ not as st:rong users of the optional aids. This & 5
’ finding wa; as ex’ﬁeoted. ,Hnwever, when the taachers in

the nonuse'm cuteqory wexe‘ unalyzed acccrding to whet:her or-l -
" not : .they demoustrat"d °interest in, learnmg to! use the
cumpu,ter';n éHe \:aachxng of:" French, ,the hxgh interest

'grovqp showed low use of uptmna alds, wmle the low

s intetest g;—oup vshowed highar u§e ‘of cptional al_dsA ','Ithis

'ri’ndinq was 'n'di; expected. . .on refiectlon,“it\' is

3 i \
‘that the low interest '. group . of

interastlng ta not

s comprised mostly of high schoal teachers of '
rench, wlth consldernble experiant:e teaching Prench. 1t
may. be .that thase teachers have Well= develuped strategms

~tor teaching F’rench hera they make use cf ‘many of the

‘optiona}. aids sugqested fur languaqe 1earninq. It may be

because ct thair axtensive use of a vanety of audm and

A vis\:nl aids, as wall as culture{:l matenal, that they are’



™, The needs of l.the -teachers as pa;;caived by “the

coli\puter users emphasized software. As mi:ght be expected,

these teachers would Like L] have more in!urmaticn on what,

,software is avaxlab}e, and how to choose. appr:

Software. R 5 o

Needs of the teachers

s perceived byv the’ nenuser‘
= qroup facus much'\mpre on more fundamental quest}ons..
These teachers want tranu.ng '1n ccmpute;‘ us_, K
more 1nfomatﬁ about CALL. ‘ They/ are nc¢ ye

- assimilate know. edge about evaluating. seftwara, althpugh' ¥
v

they xndl.cate_snme_nead for i vat in—thi
TRy

3 % /
2 . They are alsn less sure about whether. mcrs computers are

oy needed in the schools in crder to make CALL a reality. )

-V The needs expnessed by the high -interest; and low-.

J.nterest groups withln the neinuser category a;ra basically.

similar.’ The major rhfferanca batween the two groups is

the considerably hxgher _proportion qt Munsure" - responaes
in the low-mterest group, perhaps_indicac_ing lack os

mterest P




With respecc \:o the ée group, cnly half: had: been

| trained o use the computer/, and less than ﬁalf had taken.

¢ ing. in tion o ) :
' .. With _req’ard 'tévtne‘ user qxclxp'( about one*thix;d‘ “haa’ - ’)‘

: .-recefved some cempg{pcaining. _fn a}idit}niz, about o_ne'-- i gt

quarter of, the teac)_xers had t: x’e—n ccurses un',cpmputers in )

. educar,fcn, and abo@s\ky’same ‘mmber -owned. 'a— home" i o

R % G o
computer ks ¥ "‘,

whan this ta is d: vxded mto hxgh and 1ow interest

groups,‘ the P " y are considerably

lower for the 1ow Lnterest group, as Hould be E‘xpecte B

The compute: users ha.ve cansiﬂereble kncwledge of how

computers may assist in laarninq French.’ They are aware

of the tutor}al functions of the computer, but _are
'usomewhat 1ess aware of its communica\:ive uses:" They are
“not awara :of hmf to “use | th'e computer for purposes of

v evaluation. e P, _' s

N o e e L, g
5 € who are users are mcst awate of

Yo & tha ~uses ’which may be ’mat‘ie of the cumputer '»in

individualim:ticn of". instruction, enrichment and remed1a1 J
funct.lons. _‘ ‘They are .not, hcwever, particularly S
knowledgeable abouc the communicative functxor!s of’ the' v

computer An teach.ng course conten\:. In additmn, 'they ¢
) " :

are a “o unaware of the role i e computer can play in-



< what effects the use . of the computer wul have

classtcom instructmn,

: They do not know. what effects the
use of the ' computer wuuld have on tsacher work-load‘,
. 1ength n\f Frénch yeriods, or amount of. co‘ntant coverad.
when/ these responses are analyzed for high and low
group d1ffere1)ces, the low interest group ‘is .mich. less
sure in a11 categcries, and qenerally shows a tendency to”

' be much more negative in theif perceptionp of %) at etfects

usmq the computer wouid have on Learninq Fr h Lk

The open 1tem at \:he survey" qanerally ~in 1c ced that

P e
teachers perceived the computer as possible useful

b in qeneral, the greatest need umong the tgachers

. surveyed in both gx:oups was . for: computer knowledge and

. exper].ence— This, need of caurse, implies the opportunity

,to cbtaln traxning and - practice using computers, as well

as ‘information abcut what | \:he computer can do and ths

s S so:tware avanable.. =

ol s i
. Althouqh. both grcups have basitmlly simu.e;n\eedj
® _there. are dlfferences between the cwg groups that. wi

have to be addressed. In the _1ow 1nterest grcup, a key

factor in learm.ng, motivation,' is missing. This - factor

must: be taken 1nto consideratian in making any decisions‘




’ ;béli_t_ o_f!e‘ting "t’_rnlni‘ng ‘in

CALL to Frenchtea




o

- used as J.nstruction

" The da't;a for
-

questionnaire  give

_Conference "held ai

sample 'involved 2 11

. parpenﬁ.
The particlpar

French’ teachers at
K" levels.:
LT

: Results of th

Flndmgs are genera

A study was \cdnduct:ed to survey French teachers in

p Newfoundland to detémine if and how computers were being

i survey was also des1gned to gather, information ubcut ths
" knowledge, skul aruL

. towards cémputers -and

‘the s&xdy was caliect‘ed by.jnaans of

CHABTER 5

CLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS:

1 aids in the teaching of French. The fom
Etitaudes e_f'second language teachex{s .

:eirv instructinﬂryxal‘ Sppllica'ticns .

to- téa\achers at the Modern Language

st. John’s ‘in ‘october, 1986, The”
.

teachers', and ‘the response rate 'was 70

ts' were. rﬁ\'ll-time, core: or -immersion:
g:h'e- primary,\ elementary or high school .

N Sy

o

e study  were \tabulaléed and“analyzed .

11y feported ir\percentaées.‘ Téacl’iei‘s

wex:e divided into

A further

'wd groups, user\and nonuser lpy self-

anal zing

d:visian of the wonuser catsgo:y was

Qarf{nr\ -G

. to

of: the questionnutre Which .




_CALL.V' By‘hi _ means, teache;s who ;did nnt use “the, .

| = .
‘Aconputer veu atagorized s"showinq"hiqh interest to o ol

o learn, or less motivation té learn... The charactéristigs
of each qroup ara analyzed in order ta determne uhich
type qf teaehet- formed .each group. ., Prom this infomnona

% )
s g 8 it vas hoped to| be able to. daveiop appropriate guxdelmes

i 5 for CALL in—sex ice trainmg uhi'ch 1a best .suit- the '

various populac ns. oI

The findings ot the (\:udy with respect to the current S

. use ef, and attitudes towards CALL, may be. summarized w;th )
. reterencs to the research questmns posed in nggter of
che study\)(p. 41). hd I

;.qmp_\;_r_uu' Do %
With regard to’ computet use, - only 6% of the French

teachers surveyad Ln the Proyince - ‘currently, use the

computer for instructxonal ‘purposes in “the French N

¢ cluss\roon. Ninety-four p of French’ teac do rot

use- the™ compui:er.“ 'rhis tinﬂinq was as expected It is

‘also interesting to note that, “of t thos ho' do not

e

compuﬁe_r for French, one-quazter to one-third of thase

‘teechgrls‘ ave eaken computer tra!ninq and/or cc sas ‘inA

il 3 .
_the  educational - use 61’; qog(puters and/or ‘own  a home.

‘cpnpu\:er. .

A number 'ug thes ﬂbt}hers~ also’ use. the



' computer ~ for administn;.i/ve ‘;Sui—pnaea,_ s_u‘ch as ‘record

keeping or nrk reporting. s /

— It is uluo im:arautinq to not- that- of * the tenl :ln
§ . the Y, 80 p .~ showed considerable

F =

motivation to 1¢arn more about CALL, Hhua only 20 percent

of the teachers showed low nntivauon to uam.
The other 1ntarast1ng !indingl from the data uerp

with respeet to tho characteriuticu of \the taacha:n which

" found the user and t_ha nom?erLgroup ‘with a high 1ntexaat E e

_to lea n_‘as com 4 “vith ‘the nont group with. low 41
: y I

mctivations to leum. ‘l‘he lat\'.er group wns compcsed
Pl Zmuinln of those t:éaehers Who wculd ha most prnperly cullad' A'.

s Prengh teachers/. The qraup was camposed prin{ati-ly at

those who tauw hi:"Prant;h in .the high school, for more. than -

75 percent 7! their instructional time. "l’hey also ten‘ded. v )
to have Lm or lora years of expariance uaching, and the . v
length. of ti-e during which they had tauqht French was’ .
almasc.!.al to that of their total’ teaching experience.

-They also tended to be almost 40 y‘sara of auqe', or older,

and thera tended to be more -females than males in tha

e groups Teachers who " were already using the cumputar im

rench instruction, or who showed interest in laarninqvto

5 A
Eﬁ(?o tended to be ‘those who taught French-in addition to
other ‘subject areas, ‘had .taught French for a shorfer '

s : . ‘
i)eriod of time than their total teaching éxperience, and Gt

. .
had generally taught for five years or less. i
> B \ . i

. ; ; 3 Y]
. coh ly, these t p a y group. < - 4




o Althohgh‘ man‘y» of them “have élso‘ a majoi- or minor degree
cancent'ration in 'Fr;n'ch, they xj‘egre‘sené a group who have
had ~a ‘wf\.der' teachiné’éxperience with' respect to subject*
a‘r’ea, cnd gen;ralll.( are teaching at tl'_:e elementary and
junior hiqh,schoél ievels. ° » . . -
. This finding was not expected, as it was thought that
tfle.teachers»most interéstea 'in the use of CALL would be.
those téaching px‘imarily French at, the senior high school -

. \»levels. . -~ o~ §

" ] : : L0 . &
Of "-the  computer users, only half had received

instruction’. in .copputer use.” Almost. half were .self-
faught. This finding was not_entirely expecﬁed,‘as it was
1 ssumed that most computer users would have recelvg.d

ning in computer skills.

‘0f the non-computer usery, almost one-third had

received instructxon in the use of computers, "and ‘almost
one quarter had home computers. 'mus £ihd1nq was nct .

‘ ‘,}?\’ -entirely expected, as it was anticipated that’ non~computer
tr S il ! ok

. users would have little computer ‘training or skills.

) ‘This finding _s‘xggsstst tha\: there are a number ._of.-
.»i:eachexs in. ‘the érovim:e wi-no are already usi;xg the
computar themsalves, ~and may even be using the computer as

an instructmnal aid in other subject areas, but are not

usinq the.computer for the };eachmg of Frerch.




’ computer to uecond lanq\ane 1earn£nq H‘eweve} even the

not realize that the cuﬁpufer can assume important o ¥ %

.« There are still, how'avvar, almost two-t.hirds ot th

French teacharl in the Province who huve no knovladgn of

qa'l.:pute'xs or who have not developed computer akills..

. In general, the teachers are not vgll 1nfomad uhout

CALL. As uould be expactad, the compnter usars nhowad

ing of the npvlications of !:he

users were not qware of the full instructionul potential
of the camput:er ‘tor.teaching French. Computar-use;s wer.e. ¢
aware :Sf‘,- the tutorial tuﬁct}on of the’ colﬁpuéér; v and fare T 6,

t_ha.\: the computer ‘could be used .tbr iznzichment; rqedlal

work, individual{zed instruction, drill. ‘and practice’
activitieé, and the teaching of some skill areas, such as - o
reading‘and writing. = Most ‘non-computer users were -only
aware of ’tha role that t'jhe computer .could »-'play in o
individualizing instruction; and in prwiding.renedéal and
enrichm'e_nt_: act—kéitiés. Most teachers in the Ptc;vfnce dia

i B . Vo s
communicative roles in teaching French. = They were also-

uhaware of the‘ role the computer:can play in evalhatjibb- 5 ™

x{:uz'ua'gg fowar the Use of C o in Teaching French

Most teachers in’ the Province displayed a positive

attitude towards the use of the zconpu"tar—,in tharrranch
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< ' 1 language ¢lassroom. 'Also, a large number cf teachers

P2 ) 2 reacted tavorablx,‘to the 1dea of learning more about cALL.
v ‘l‘his finding was nqt expected. It is generally felt

that teuch_ers are. somewhat hesitant,ahout <using,  and P
e . o

e jleurning tc\ use, the P r as an insu 1 .aid.

Howevar, the teachers surveyed displayed no fear, and ‘in

facr, seemed to express considerdble desire to learn how -

to ‘apply'vthe computer to the teaching of French. -, " @

The needs of the computer user qrcup are hroad‘er than

would have bsen\‘anticipnted. Whilev computer users do

requira mora information’ about scftware, and trainlng in

tha aval\;ation.of. saftware, they also have naeds in two

other :'are_as 3 i
"L;ALL, and . bnrtiaulariy about its communicaiiun pof:entx/

- In addition, _many computax: u-ers could benef

further instmctiJn wlth respect to the capahlhtles of

: the/computer A - - .

< : $ ;
Needs of — High I
The non—computer users who exhibited 2 high interest . ..

dn training ahout cAl.L may be divided into two groups, and .

‘the needs of each group'are somewhat different.

L ere ‘are a grcup of. teachers of French who hnve

some puter knbwledge, and who may ‘use the computer

instructionally in other 'suh'jact' areas. “ This group



requires traihing wi_th‘ i‘sspacé ‘to cALL spééifically._ )

. These teachers need, to be ini;rodupeq ‘ta -th'e appncation,s{

of the computer to language teaching, and to the teathing

of Frené?, in pn"réicula.}'. also ‘require infogmation

concerning software, its choice and evaluation. . R &

:The Femaindex.: of the_ nonuser - high. intareat\oup of
teachers x-equ.ix‘-e Csimilar infumation to the first
mentiongd group .with réspect “to CALL, and its ;:Sotentigl
for Ftench, and with respect to appropriute so!twara.

However, in addit1on, this group of teachers requires an

i ion to the r, and training in how to use

the computer J L] ! .
v n2 -

. N R
Needs of Low I . L3

This group of teachéis -x;eqdires training in 51‘1 ,éhraa
aréas mentioned.. . 'They heed tb. be’ intrqduced . to 'the
* computer," .andvtrained in~its b'use. They also need to Le
introduced to the concepts of CALL, and made awaré. of its
applicatmns to the teaching of French. A Las\:ly, they need
to become knowledgeable about the scztware, available ‘and
be able to choose apprqpx:iate material for their: pupils.
' thh this.last group des/xibed there‘ is a fundamentul

difference fion thac ot the{ two “other groups discussed

above. . In ~‘the low interest qroup, a. key* :actor irr

training. is missing - motivation. J’l‘his‘ factor must be

A't;ken_ into consideration  in . making .any decisions. about.
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offering trainh:ng in CALL to French teachers 'in the

Province.

The rinding- of the study indicate that thera is a

strong deaire ammg a larqe p htage | of l-‘x'ench

in the Prwince to learn about, ‘and, to use, the  computer

als'an 1nstruc1519na'1 aid in the-tegchinq of Fre ' ch. One
4 . * hundred perd'nnt of those' teachers., in the/\ns]::ateqory,
: _}:ﬁd eo pezcant of * those who wera in the nonuser catagcty

. showed interast 1n learning about CALL. Therefore, it
- B
: appears that the Pruvince shauld take steps as soon as

* pcssible to provide t.his ty;ie of. tnining to. teachers
I It -is racmemied that 1n-service training. be

pryyidcd by, the Departnam: ‘of Education for

" . ¥rench co-ordinators and teaéilers who are
cn(rrantly in the ﬁeld with respect to:

g . n) the full potentxal of cALL particularly
b vith reference to the teaching ot Frem:h

x e
’ b) the umﬂ:vare which ' is a_vai].able for the
2 teaching of French, and :

.¢)" how to avalunté software effectively,

service

2. . it’"is" iiso recammended ‘that ir

% Y aativicins be provided by the . School Boards to .,

+. . tamiliarize further teachers of ‘French’ with .
A .
- CALL. Theu activitxes might be organized by

i “French w-ordinal:ors .



T fé,'fu r x‘ecammended that School  Bodrds.
institute . in-servica training sessions where

el
interested tanchers» can leakn how to use the

conmputer. These- in-sexvice activities, while

available to French teuchers, are"develbped-

‘espaciany for ' teachers et x—‘ranch, should’ be

given by board personnel Whose expartise is in

conputer skills and knowledge.

4. It is also a _that workshops.be giver}
at the Boaré level, or provincially .with the co=
oparatwn af other adu\:atianal agt\ncies such’ as_.

" the - Provincial Department ~of ! Education” or

Heﬁ\d ial University on’ hov to . inprove affective’

\ usa of computexs for classroom instruction. i
.. Ylij:h raspect to the. arganizr;tion of these ‘Work hops -

or. in-service activ:tties, the fouaw:.ng recommandations'

-y are also made. 45 2 . » *
T . . . ‘1. ° Workshops should be organized "to res‘por;dfto,tﬁe
' . spef:i’f’i;c needs of 1de;1ti£ied groh;;sv of .teachers
. in order t}) be most e ecti e. [Thus, w 2 t

sheuld be organized for the fonowinq categories :

] of teachers'
i a) nonusers-high interest, but no knowledqa nt’

«- These w ahoulﬂ i

‘teafhers to the comp:utér; and, ifl_‘.csa{m“,
. N give: han’ds-on experience -in. using the

corniputer. In-service: of this sort is needed
i - p



tor about . i:wc‘-thirds o! the ' current teachers
‘of Prench.u When t7achars have completed
this type * o! workshop,'they will then be

. able to, _attand in-service nctivn:ies geared
for th.;‘next‘qroﬁp of teachers. i

. b) __qom'zsers—high \Lnt‘e_res!:[ with a kr}cwladge of
computers, - but "qo'k'nc’:wlad’ge of CALL. These
teachers should be enabled to a’tten’d‘ in-
service gi}ﬂg then intrnducr_ory 1nfnmatiql‘1 ‘
About the

of CALL in teuching French. ) i
'L‘his type of worksha\xn\ i8 reqlured by about*’ e
thrae-quarters ‘of the current teachers of
French. L ! ® ._‘

c) users and .nonusers-high inte est all require’

: in-service which refj_nes t:heir skills and

' knowledge ‘in thve. tollowing areas::‘

; 1) effectiveness ot.,u.se of comp\ﬂ‘_ets.ih the
clasarnom, B = :

1) deeper undar&tandxng of the poﬁential of 3

Ta CALL,

(idd) knowledge of availahle sottware,

iv) development of ‘skills for the. evaluation
“-and selection of guituble software.

In—service uf this hature is- regulred by about

- .80 percent bf the teachers of Ftench in’ the

_Provxng:e . Vi




2.

- 3.

furthex' ‘recommendations. - are

Education should consider:

“The ' ¥ ns for this,

T pasitive potantial of : the use of computers 1n .

'w1se use  of resaurces to spend in-service time

_the. Province.

- French t s who -are ized as’

low interest shculd ot be requirad to nttend

these wcrkshops e . »

It is furt‘ar racommanded that no upacific

workshops \aimad at the French teacherc in the ° £

“igh i 'y be . developed.

tion are two-

fold:-’teachers‘ in this‘cate‘gory represent only

about 20 percent of the !‘rench teachers in the

l{rov_ince. .-Th e, their

are not *

laEge.

.They also L4 older_ { b 7

showing considerable reservations about the

. the French classroom. It does not seem to be a
attempting ‘to cowince these téachers of the
value ‘of cALL in"the- French language classroom. .
It would appaar to be a mor} productiva use of

T to' _on up-qradln'

thc
skills of the large mamber of teachers of ]

who ar:e_ interested in CALL, and lettiq the

posn_ive ras{lﬁs of ““this type of

gradually be, felt xn the French classr oms . of.

made. 1‘he‘ Fa h}ty’ of -
S




Ty 5 ultaring pranpecciva teachers course in change g
+ “theory focusing on successfylﬂntegration of new’
S . : y )nethods into e?(isti]'l_g programs.

‘2. give pr‘ospeétﬁe t‘each‘ers, t_hrvough courde

3 cti’erings, the ‘opport.unity to ve experience

planninq units of study in which ‘the caomputer~is *

“=T used as’a téaching tool. »
% ) ) 3, offering prasp'ec_tive teachers of French a ¢ourse’

pasticularli(' designed to - give information on

1 ™ éALL, 1b§ advantaqes and limitations,' and ‘in
% _assist_:ing teachers to evaluate, selecc, and
purchase ' uppropriute . software for usinq the

S o coinputer .in the teaéhing of French sofcware.

Tx;a‘ining ECY needeg if tedchers are tohecoffs:
Y urii:ical evaluators of software, and be able to
B0 ‘ choose . prognms that ara conslstent thh the L]
e aducational @goals of the ‘courses being used inr
the schools. : ‘ ) % v
. e Thara is also the question of the role which computers
and ' CALL should play in. the French curriculum in_ the

- “schools of the Province. - :l'ha Department ot Educatlon .

should give consideraiion to this issue. As a result of
this study, it is x-ecummendad that: )

1.'~ '.\‘ha Dapurtmant of Educaticn should‘ play a .more

: decisi\ra role in davelopinq policy’ guidelines on

‘using computers instzuctionally in the " schools

1n all subject Areas (purticulazjly French).

- o
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Guidelines are needed if . computers are to be-

. s\fccessfully integrated in the curriculum. .

2. The Depirtment of Education should ‘give some

directmn in evaluating and selecting Aattware.

In ‘‘fact, currxculum planners should : .be

N 3 ible for .x ng software for the

various subjéct areas, and givinq-suggastivons as

to where it could st éuccessfully be. uséd.

- There is also a role for the- Newfoundland Teachers'_
Assoclatlon (NTA) to play in assistinq teachers to become

more knowledgeable about compu\:erized instruction,

10, NTA should encouraqa or sponsor the development

of  a. spec1a1 Lntérest cc{ncn which ould.‘

A A '] concern 211 educators who - are un:ei'ested in’

S o * B ed\fcatmnal Som'puting in all subject areas
T S " _inelwaing French. .. This douncil _ceild
e o ) . . effectively organize lsess:'kcns where teachers
= “t could- peét, discuss needs, ‘problens and' éxéhange»
o ; : ‘ideas. ” In—service tralnlng sessions could also

P " ; ’ be - orgemzed for - teachers Who wish. to know hcw
T to cpetate camputers and hcw v.o use computers

mstructionally in any subjact area. The

= meetlngs and ln-service sassions ‘need not- be .
v h . . lerge scale ccmferences, 'yput . rather anv
- opportunity vfor'.those’. who ere strongly
committed, such as the"pr\eeen:_user's, to k;e_gln

the seeds: of .organization. . Later, it is-
. EO




< ‘ possible “that: t:o begin to giveé directions to the

e ' 5 . devn1 ent’ of / ‘ :'Ad 1nstmctf3"’
network of borruwing and loaning software, as
Tl well as 'ideas and suggestions for the classrodm,
might be crqan:].zed. " such* meetinqs would also
é:ovide axi excellent opportunity for software
o . developers to -demonstrate their software

8 programs. '

. 1t is ‘al‘o'cun‘ceivvable that- a newsletter on a
quarte'rly/ basis could: be developed as. a means of
~communlcatinq with users«"\This could.'be an"

etfactlve tool fot new igeas; - for publmhérs to

adverti,se ‘new. so,ftw ' for c.u.rnculuzn
s 5 Ve

’ -coordinators to.givé suggestions f#r integrating

specific software into curricula axl\iff on:

WhethéE 6

not these developments should be
undertuken by ‘the NTA for ' teachers .in ‘all
‘subj.ect araus, _the " Modern Languag'e councilJof
.the ﬁTA{ could organize ;hort ,cc}urse}s. or
conferences, pyhaps of the duration of -a
waeka{xd, ;in which -interested French ‘t;aachers
_co;ﬂd leuﬁ about computers and their
‘application to second: 1anguage learning ‘These

coursas would perhaps ba helptul to taachers who

o wish to davelup skills in applying the computer
,
in u‘ particular’ snbject area. Teachers, coulq'_

“discuss their needs and other isgﬁes connected




| T with using _cmputere and teaching French. They " ° .
could share| information exchange ideas and .
suggesticne\ \discuss fhe k'in_ci of. es:rtwateﬁthey‘

use, and th\ and how they use the ‘compute-r in’

the classroom. This kind of sharing and "
W X exchanging of\infumatinn can ‘only be helpful 1n iy
:‘ - lncreasan th\e knowledge o( the computer user .

and to .’mptove‘ the current use -of 1nstru=tinna1

compur.ing in thle; clussi‘nom. ‘It-i:viu algs
i & ek : “

t:o the

o ' ) i ';he_'_L ene of other 't

. o o i possibilitias c\at the. computer use in the second s

language classzoom.
r

ions: for Further Rnsearch A

Whlle there . are many questions with Teepec; to. the- )

effect1veness of purt:xcular software perhaps  for, the
s e |

teaching of French which\ need to be investigated, thi‘s,

researcher’ ' would like \to make, one, ‘poesibly\ moré
Y L practical, sugqestion on hhe Province of }lewtoundland.{
; Since. teachers otten work in isolatian and smn group

meetings are Lften mare‘reanstic means ' of ,in-service
) education than 1arga scale conferences ‘or credit: ccurees,t_

“the possibiliﬁy ot the develapmem: ot an intometion

handbook on camputers, and CALL,. with respect to Franch

2 appears to .have ccnsiderable merit. ,A manual could he

developed u{iah could be divided into sections, and cculd s




thérefore ,respand-r.\o the needs of - users iqhd' ‘nonusers.. The

manual could contain-sections on the followinq tcpics:

F 1. I on to the ¢ ] and how to use it.

2. Guide -to the effeotive use of , cumputers\ in the

claaarocm . . i

. B Information about CALL, its present state and
) petential for teaching " communxcative activities
"ns we!.l as full information” af all various roles

' 1t can ussume in language te,aching i

. Some _qgidelines "on and ¥ chousing evaluatxng

5appropr1ate" 'sot‘t;vareb,' as  well ‘as iists qi %

.. ’zk so!\:wa av&ilable. wad R YR -

ThB mnnual At:han cmld be used by dlfferent qroups, or ©

’ individual teachers, dependinq dn _their mxtuﬂ. knowledge”:

: cf cnmputers, ‘and of CALL, and could help taachers to gam

enough informut:ion that they ﬁculd bs ready to experiment

with ' some aspacts of CALL 1n'.t‘he - French e.anquage z
classroom. 3 v :

Schools shodld ptovxde suppart and oppartunitles for

to i ? e "into their classes if they

“wish. _ No mattér how n’n\x"cl"n‘_.training and ‘planning is

‘pr‘ovide_d’, it, 'i‘s only with the b-support qnd ené‘m_xraqément'at :

the’ eéhool level that »1nstx:§:ctioxv1a1v- computing. will be -
7 I : . ¥ : .
realized. . s Y Ly '

'Tha use Jof'a teaching aid with such * petential a; that

- .of tha computer cannot help but be a powerful al\y to




French. m the ‘schools. "
_As this study has shown, most teachers of P’rench in

the Pre vince do not- need to be convipced that' CALL -is an

addit{igg} and probably e-fzfective,. ipstructibnnl aid,
G g 5

They have “ ated their i . They do, however,
srequire knowledge and pra::tine. Agivén to them  in‘ a

sequencgd and ox;ganized manner. Once this:group of

ey
4 er are i and 'organized, ‘they

&ould provide leadershxp, suppo:_rt_: and anco_u‘ragament‘for

other* teaéhersvto become involved in using the’ compu:ter- in’
A = o T i : :

language learning.
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Mon cher coll;;ua. 2 .
»

" The use of ; in 2 is a fively recent *Its
impact is being -felt in every discipline including second language
learning.: Infomaticn about the extent and type of its use however, is not
well kna.m : E

This quut;onmin‘ is being given to you ‘to gather relisble data about
camputer. ‘utilization in the.teaching of French in Newfoundland 'schools.
The wrvuy also hopes to _Getermine how French teachers feel about camputer
assisted hnguags lumirg. 3

'me tnfanmticn gathared will ptbvjde a tasis for, na)dqu informed dacz.siom

about the m:n: effect.ive use of canputpn ‘i.n the French marrl.culmn.

Your prth:ipation 1n this survey is direcr_ly related' to the success of
this utudy on’camputer utu.iutinn. - z

. 'rhaﬂcyuuforukingﬂwtm fram your busy schedule at thgwnferenceeo
camplete this mmtipmain. Your interest and co-operation are very much
apprsciéted. - . ~ 3

S s
- - Y
i Valerie Hoskins
Teacher :

e

October 3, 1986 “ - . .
‘Holy Croass High School

St. Alban's

i 2 # Newfoundland
' ) AOH 280




P . 4 .
Section A: 'mnl mﬁ_ﬁm .
?I;Qe check each of the folldwing items by placin; a check matk (/) for
the appropriate responae in the space provided.

1. Age: umer 25 25-29 . 30-39 4049 50-59° over 59,

2. Sex: -male female

3. Teacher's Certificgt:a: 3 T H

b JET » SEE ¢ 4 24 v

.8

o : :
.+ 4. Years teaching experience (including this school year):

<5 059 10-19  20-29°  oyer 29
’ 1
. e s &

\ 5. a) Doyou teach French all of the time?  Yes No




5. b) Check the grades and courses’ in which you teach French this year?

core ° Immersion %
N = i —_ .
Primary Pril;\ary G 1 2 3 i ,
Elementary 4 -5 6 Elementary 4 5 6 :
v % o T G
wign 7 8 o | men ,
‘French 2100 ** ‘French 2101 - Level'l | _- '
ok r N S
French 3200 . ¢+ French 3201 slevellI . e g W
: By )
_Other . s Level III , - ¢ e

B

‘6. Total nurber of years teaching French?

.. <5 59 L10-19 20-29 . - over 29 . o




xs_mmmxvemcym/ . Yes o &

- If mo, in which subject ared did you major in University? -
. 3 T : ;B \
b) Elementary/Primary Teschers:\
*""Is French your subject am._of corm-&nt.lon?l Yes | z i

‘ -

. ¥ Py %
If o, what is your subject area of concentration?

8. Do you have a personal cmpuf.e: in your hame? Yes = No
4 ; ; _
. u.rfjes, which kind?" . 5
- Co4 TRS 80~ ° . Apple II ° -other
1

) e -~

-9. Have you'been trained to use a camputer? Yes Mo /

10. Havgymtakmmmﬂamcfmniﬁd\utim?' L)

A Yes | Mo === g .
e — — ha S -’
2 1I. Do you use for admint > ( a0
Yes Mo e s 3
L—_— — YR s
Please check t.he ones you use: .
N B .. ¢ @ :
g ~keeping test construction/ test'analysis =
N ¢ ‘- class notes - £
; - ]

© other’ (please specify)



' Ty

Section B - oapxmma-saml i . :
Plesss chiack each of the followihg items by placing a check mark (v) for '
" the appropriate response in the space provided.

1. In what kind of conmmunity do you now teach?

; FR— Cun;vunf!y over 25,000 _ . 5 .
: . [ canmnity"taf:ween 10,000 - 25,000 » :
3. . ___ Comunity between 5,000 - 10,000 " . ¥ &
4 _ cu\lmnir.y\uu than 5,000 . .

2. schogl: Primary. . Elememtary . High | Other

S L& . , ) ey ' ek
Schodl population: “ under 200 200-300 :300-400 4004500 over 500 ¥ B
. ® "
. 5 N &
4. Do you have camputers in.your s:ml? - Yes No

1f ‘yes, how many? - - .Don't know

‘\ Whatskind? 64 ~ TRS 80  Apple IT Other Don't know-

5. If no, does ymr school have access to cxmputets in ancther 4 it
““ school?” M &

Yes K s, om
’ If yes, how many? s

What kind? 64 TRS 80 Apple II Other Ton't know

|-




In teaching French, haw often do you use v.he following instructional
uds? Circle the appropriate response, amd use this scale.

. Key: .Neverl Sometimes Most of the timd

2 Alvays

S

: 1 2 W "4

.- s
Prescribed texts 1]t 2 3 4
Prescribed tapes’ 1 2 3 4
Prescribed charts and - )
visuals 1 2 3 4
Tapes ‘and records of French . o
songs and dialogues ) 2 "3 4
Language ‘lab e B i(. 2 53 3 4
Listening centre 1 *2 3 4
Teacher made charts and %
* visuals L 2 3 4t
Videos afd films 1 2 3 4
B T N

Overhead es 1 2 3 4
Cultural modules 14-. 2 3 4
Camputer assistd language ©
learning © 1 2 3 4




Please read each statement ami theri circle!
the response which best represents your
chnLen. as follows:

1f yuu ut.:orqu aqm_:tmu "SA" SA A ? D SD -
o - N * sp
S5 If you agree, circle "A < SA A" ? D
£ Xtymmrvtm.circ].e"?"’(, 'g A ? D s®
1f you disagree, circle "D" SA A ? D SD
§ - -~ ) A
If you strongly disagree, circle "sp" SA A ? D S
: .

2. Canputers would be used more-in Gasitng

a. there were more mqmr.sni.ndmeu'sml SA A ? D S
“ 7 b, teachers had time am the opportunity to y
& learn about camputer anhurl language
learning. . - 3 ” 3
o ’ ‘c._ -teachers had access to ‘Mmtion on 3
©- - .~the possibilities of Computer Assisted . : . “y
Language Learning in the SA A ? D S -
’ . . = i
4. there was more suitable softvare . SA. A ‘2. D SD
3 e. Department of Blucation loaned. * 3
software | { : SA A ?. D SD =
; £, .the of X q . .
0= suitable software % > SA A _? D 'SD .

3. If camputers were to be used, how do you
expect the use of camputers to modify the
tuchingo!mndﬂ I

a. Drill and. practice; for all stud 'SA *A_? D S

- b, Remediall arill for lov abiiity students S\ _A_? ‘D&

' ‘e, Enrichment activities ﬁox high. dauity
.tuacnu i ? D _SD

4. ralse the. inter uv-iot‘ ,  SA_A ?7.D S



e. Provide better formative aml s -

sumative evaluation & SA A ? D S &
S ’ s
£f. Individualize instruction SA A ‘? D S ..
g. Lessen teacher workload = SA_ A ? D o
h. Enable the teacher to cover more -
content ' SA_A ? D 'S
i. Provide activities to develop
cammunicative campetence . A A 2?2 D ®
j. Reduce student~teacher contact SA A ? D SD
k. Necessitate longer French pericds  SA A= ? D ®
i. . Inprove writing u)dll!, especially e
in cm;nsitinn . S\ A ? D. S
o= ?2 D S

m I.mvave radhg camprehension” .

Questions 4 - 8: mrmlyummmunulmmmm
ahlsinywx‘mrdlchu-. -

4. I-bwmmnpm.'en used i.riyun"l’zm classes?

a. whole class with one camputer: =
b. “whole class with __canpw.ars

c.. in class, 1 camputer per student:

d. in claaui 2 or 3 students per mubut,ar:

own camputer in your classes?




How satisfied are you with ‘the amount of mnputer software
: available for French? ftheck oNE)

1. Not ‘at all satisfied

: 2. ___ More dissatisfied than satisfied

3. More satisfied than dissatisfied

- Well satisfied |
~ - R ]

7. How satisfied are you with the quality of canputer software
available for Frend’l?, (Check ONE) §

1. Not at all satisfied

2. Mom dissatisfied d’\an satisfid "5
Fe's Nbre satistied ‘than disutisfid

4., . Well satisfied ) BN . §
8. Inwhich area of b\:mputet use do ,you hnve the qreatest need in teaching
E‘mmh? (Check ONE) " i .

1. Not_enough cau@utuh

2. ____ Software/courseware

3 Miunismdva uunnn:

.‘}. Other, (pleue spscify) s i “




If the Department of Bducaton, The Modern Languge ¢ r your
School. Board sporsored an inservicing on the use Of the er in the -
classroam, you muld .an ¥

a. Make an eiior: to atterﬂx ) Yes ’ No rhyyd:

b. Request the literature: ) ; : :yu = .
c. Find out about it fram sameone —— o ~— . \ " E
who attended: i Yfa No Maybe .

4. Avoid it. ’ e Maybe

.10. How im-.ezestad are.you in taking-a cou;se to leam ’hwto Tuse-a
i for* ix ional ?  (Check: m)

1. Not very interested 2 L

"4~ 2. _ - Somewat interested

. Mcderately ‘interested & " N w B T
= _-— Ty . =
‘Véry interested . /
5. undecided 4 L

Please .camment.” % 3

If there were Ou!lputets, amd suitable eoftwure,, available how would you use
o;mputem be used i.nyour classes? 5 L F

. ’










In the final item of the qhesé'ianriai:e, teachers were

invited to ¢ on the impl ion of computers in

their French classes. A total number of 132 teacher nade

: camments, with the cther 79 making - na commants. * 3

s the 132 whc 22

stated that. they . were u’nable tc make any worthwhxle

’suggestions because they were not well-encuqh infomed

1 teachers made positive comnents abaut the effects of

computers on teuching French, and six. teacher

l;lﬂde'



'?ommeht § % Number of Cases
B : )

“Not ' informed en'ough to make comments" 22
Enrichment for high ability students 28
Remedial help for low 'ability students; - Wt B,

drill and practice and reinforcement
of s)ulls taught R SN g ! fa 26

Admin;stratj.ve aid only . P PN
LT euld: 14ke to Yoy~ HoW, to vse, bub - N
... would need more~.1nforlnation and 5 4 (N
s *in-servicing i % NS 24,
y Reinforce vocabulary " - s
¢ i _Re'inf;‘r'ce grammar . 6 .
Activity centre ’ o0 9'
Indiy‘idualizéd’instru:tion ) § . .5
. - Develop oral-skills " vy
‘ Writing skills . A Y
Méti‘}ational aid (such as games) 2._9f‘ 7

‘Grotiping'’ ’ - . -1
Undecidedv; uncertain N2
Not familiar with softvare = - v St 4
" Develop reading ékills

Testing purposes % 3 ™ R
Remt‘crce listening- s'kills

+ 'Reinforcing sknls in French .
“immersion
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