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Abstract

This study examines the potential effect of a caiepzed instructional program on Jordanian sixthegr
students’ achievement in English. Four instrumevese utilized: a pre-post achievement test, a stude
opinionnaire, a teacher opinionnaire, and an olagiemv checklist. The findings reveal a statistigall
significant difference in student achievement iwvofaof the experimental group, that teachers and
students have positive attitudes towards compwey and that teachers are committed to computenuse
language teaching, more so for those with a comphbigekground. A number of implications and

recommendations for future research are put forth.

Introduction and Background

It is a matter of near consensus that the compalieejt instrumental for teaching and
learning, can never replace the teacher (cf., kammple, Frizzler, 1995; Kenning &
Kenning, 1993; Levy, 1997). However, the use of paotars in the classroom has
proven advantageous in more than one respectsiit fieeen found to not only facilitate
learning (Goldman, Cole & Syer, 1999) but also &velop students' ability to learn
independently, analyze information, think critigalland solve problems (Chavez,
1997), not to mention that it is reported to siguaiftly increase student reading speed
and comprehension across studies of computer-edsigiading instruction (Kulik,
Bangert & Williams, 1983).

Furthermore, the computer can provide excellent dairly inexpensive
supplementary materials to enhance classroom atiru (Frizler, 1995). It has also
been found not only to promote visual, verbal amkgthetic learning, higher-level
thinking, and problem-solving (Turnbull & Lawrenc002), but also to offer
immediate feedback, hands-on learning, and col&her instruction (Becker, 2000;
Gonzalez-Bueno, 1997; Koller, 1996; Schulz, 1991itR, 2008; Zapata, 2004).
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More importantly, now that the paradigm shift fréeacher-centered to learner-
centered instruction is firmly in place, computaeun learning English as a foreign
language (EFL) may help students take ownershiptheir own learning. This
ownership is believed to be conducive to learnacBve participation in his/her own
learning (see, for example, Brown, 2002; Oxfordd@)9

In Jordan, children start basic education, theebakformal schooling, at about
age of six and continue until the tenth grade aualage of 16. As the quality of basic
education essentially holds the key to all futuearhing (Haddad, 2004; World
Education Forum, 2000), it is imperative that icde on developing the skills of
language use for both learning and communication.

In addition to language literacy, Jordanian basage students are exposed to
computer literacy, embodied in gaining basic knalgk in information and
communication technology (ICT), based on claims for example, Almekhlafi, 2006;
Batey, 1986; Becker, 1987) that computer use iea@alty beneficial for younger
children.

As a part of a set of comprehensive reforms, theidtty of Education (MoE)
has taken substantive measures to promote e-fteaang students and improve
teaching English as a foreign language (TEFL) lmwigling a facilitative infrastructure,
authentic curricula and feasible teacher trainimggmams. Thousands of computers
have been brought into all 1-12 schools. In 20840@&0 personal computers (PCs) were
installed in 2,250 public schools, bringing thaeaaif student to PC from 43:1 in 2001
to 15:1 (Bataineh & Baniabdelrahman, 2006). Eveyugfin more recent reports do not
provide figures, they posit that the student-corapuatio is still higher than that of
wealthier nations (Light, Method, Rockman, Cressi®&dpaly, 2008).

Computer-assisted language learning (CALL), whetftompasses the use of
computer applications in language teaching anchiegr(Levy, 1997), emerged in the
early days of computers, in the 1960's, when #tst fprograms were designed and
implemented. Since then, the effectiveness of CALlanguage teaching and learning
has been highlighted by a plethora of empiricataesh (see, for example, Asay, 1995;
Cheon, 2003; Chun & Plass, 1996; Dreyer & Nel, 2Q@®, 2008; Liou, 1995; Noriko,
2002; Yoon, 2009).

It goes without saying that effective computer useteaching and learning

requires effective instructional programs, the ladkwhich is frequently given by
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teachers as a reason for their reluctance to CAlLtheir classroom practice (cf., for
example, Bonk, 2010; Conrad, 1996).

Purpose and Questions of the Study
Despite the fact that English in Jordanian schsotaught daily with an average of four
to six 45-minute sessions a week, students' perfayi is limited and does not always
meet the demands of higher education instituti@wmnplaints have been often voiced
that students' preparation in English is weak {of.example, Rababah, 2001; Sarayrah,
2003).
The authors claim that CALL has the potential tovde an alternative, or even
a supplementary, recourse to enhance the qualifyebiL in Jordan. Thus, it is the
purpose of this research to examine the effect @fraputerized instructional program
on Jordanian basic stage students' achievement.
More specifically, the study attempts to find anssimer the following questions:
1.To what extent can CALL utilization in TEFL affestudents’ achievement in
general and that of low-, average- and high-achgeweparticular?
2.To what extent does computer use in teaching Bnglifect students' and
teachers' opinions about the utility of CALL in TIEF

Significance of the Study
The major impetus for conducting this study is tieed to convince stakeholders
(mainly policymakers, teachers, students and psyenhat the computer is no longer an
expensive luxury item in schools but rather a falabie teaching and learning tool. A
plethora of international and local research hasnbeonducted to establish the
effectiveness of computer use in language instvactiowever, relatively little research
has been done on developing computerized instnadtjgrograms for TEFL in the Arab
region. Thus, undertaking this study is driven bg fact that most related research
seems to offer theorization rather than practicabmms that can enhance the quality
of TEFL in the region in general and Jordan inipalar.

It is, thus, hoped that this study will bridge existing gap, especially in the
context of the current computer-related educatioefrms in Jordanian institutions of
learning. This research is also hoped to estalgiiskunds for further research in this

area.
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Review of Related Literature

The educational literature has painted a rathesrée picture of the role of Computer-
Assisted Instruction (CAl) in facilitating the masg of various basic skills (Murray,
2001; Nicol & Anderson, 2000). It suggests a variet uses for computers in the
instructional process. Computer use for developlitgracy skills is especially
significant in the early basic stage (Kim & Kam#002; NAEYC, 1996). NAEYC
(1996), for instance, reports that children preferking on the computer with one or
more partners to working alone, which allows thenseéek peer assistance and, thus,
engage in much oral communication and initiate nforquent and varied interactions
than in traditional activities such as puzzleslocks.

Research on the utility of technology in learniagd teaching has been
continuous for several decades. However, it hasalvedys yielded consistent results.
Some studies have revealed positive effects (of, exkample, Almekhlafi, 2001,
Buckley, 2000; Cairncross & Mannion, 2001; Jamé&89l Moreno, Mayer, Spires &
Lester, 2003; Wydra, 2001) while others have ndt, (lor example, McKethan,
Everhart & Sanders, 2001; Smith & Woody, 2000).

The use of CALL as a supplement to traditionagckeer-centered instruction has
been found to produce achievement effect supensidhdse obtained with traditional
instruction alone. These findings seem to hold farestudents of different ages and
abilities (see, for example, Al Abdel Halim, 2008:Juhani, 1991; Almekhlafi, 2004;
Almekhlafi, 2006; Ayres, 2002; Batey, 1986; Baymakt 2002; Bracey, 1987;
Chikamatsu, 2003; Croshy, 1997; Fenfang, 2003;r&@te 1998; Rupe, 1986).

Warschauer, Grant, Del Real and Rousseau (20@&hieed two American K-
12 schools that successfully utilized high-techgglenvironments to promote learners
academic literacy. Both schools were reported t@areffective use of technology to
promote academic literacy among their studentsjltreg in sophisticated student
products, highly engaged learners, and high stdimbat test scores in relationship to
school demographics.

Similarly, Warschauer and Ware (2008) conducteahudti-site case study to
examine literacy practices in 10 American schooleng all students had access to
laptop computers throughout the school day. Theomapt changes noted in the
processes, sources, and products of literacy wknegathe lines often touted by
educational reformers but seldom realized in schdebr example, reading instruction

featured more scaffolding and epistemic engagenvéméyeas student writing became
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more public and collaborative, more purposeful authentic, and more diverse in
genre.

Locally, Aweis (1994) reported better reading coemension for American
learners of Arabic as a foreign language who hadputer-mediated instruction than
for those instructed by the traditional method &bk Abu-Seileek (2004) who reported
higher scores for students using the computer thase who studied writing by the
traditional method. Similarly, Al-Barakat and Batah (2008) ascertained the positive
effect of information and communication technoldyT) on schooling in general and
on literacy learning in particular. Al Abdel Hali(@009) also provided evidence for the
effectiveness of computer-assisted instruction ordahian first secondary students'
achievement and reading comprehension skills.

However, there are reports, albeit not as subatatttat computer use does not
enhance learning. For example, Almekhlafi (2004;06)0 found no significant
differences in Emirati sixth-grade students' ackiegnt which can be attributed to the
use of an interactive multimedia CD-ROM. Similarijandergrift (2006) found no
effect for communication medium (face-to-face vgnchronous computer-mediated
communication) on building common ground as indiddty use of reception strategies.

Attitudes towards CALL and other types of techggidhave been extensively
investigated. In most cases, positive attitudesatdes CALL are documented. For
example, Robert (2002) and Almekhlafi (2004; 20@®orted positive Emirati students'
attitudes towards and perceived relevance of tlee afisCALL in TEFL. Similarly,
Klassen and Milton (1999) reported positive attihadl changes as a result of a
multimedia-enhanced English language learning amogat a Hong Kong University.

Along the same lines, Ayres (2002) reported pasistudents' attitudes towards
the use of CALL and a link between students' atétiand their level of computer
literacy, language level, and age. Similarly, LindaChen (2007) reported positive
effects for different types of computer-generateguals (static vs. animated) and
advance organizers (descriptive vs. question) onndgSk EFL learners' reading
proficiency, comprehension and retention of a carbased lesson.

Locally, Bataineh and Baniabedelrahman (2006) dBaniabdelrahman,
Bataineh and Bataineh (2007) reported positivequeicns by Jordanian EFL learners
of their computer and Internet literacy. In the samein, Mahfouz and Ihmeideh (2009)
reported that Jordanian EFL students have genepalfytive attitudes towards using

video and text chat discourse with anonymous napeakers of English to improve
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their English proficiency, albeit more so for spegkthan listening, reading, and
writing, respectively. Along the same lines, Barar(2009) reported positive teachers
and students' attitudes towards computer use iti@aldo teachers' reported inclination
towards continued computer use among both usersmandisers of the computer in
EFL instruction.

Sampling, Instrumentation and Data Collection and Aalysis

To achieve the purpose of the research, two sulplsamvere purposefully chosen: 73
students in two intact sixth-grade classes and W&€ic school teachers from the
northern region of Jordan. Of the student sub-sejgkimple toss of a coin was used
to assign the two sections into a control grou@@)=taught by the traditional method,

and an experimental group (n=37), taught by theprasrized program. Based on the
students' results in the previous semester ancdhermpte-test results, each group was
further divided into three levels: low-achievingudénts, average-achieving students,
and high-achieving students. On a scale of 25, 2@2as considered high, 13-19

average, and 0-12 low, as shown in Table 1.

Table 1: Sample distribution

Level n % of Group % of Total n
High 4 111 5.5
Control Group Average 23 63.9 31.5
Low 9 25.0 12.3
Total 36 100.0 49.3
High 4 10.8 5.5
Experimental Group Average 21 56.8 30.2
Low 12 324 15.0
Total 37 100.0 50.7

Table 1 shows that the number of high-achievingestts in both groups is the same (4
in each) while the number of average-achievingesttslis close (23 vs. 21), and the
number of low-achieving students is similar witst@dents in the control group and 12
in the experimental group.

Of the teacher sample, 52 teachers reportedlyheseomputer to teach English
and 48 do not do so. As the literature (cf., foaraple, Cushman & Klecun, 2006;
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Getty, Ryan & Ekins, 1999) suggests different adiits for computer users and non-
users, the authors seek to examine if these fisduotd true in this particular context.

The instructional program consists of units 13 a#af the sixth-grade textbook
Action Pack Sixth-grade was targeted because it is an inw@ianelink between the
five preceding grades and the six subsequent ooe$o mention that the students' age,
mostly 12 years, is considered critical in languéggrning. Unit 13,Accidents can
Happen,was chosen as the content for the program bedaduterelevance to children
in this age group. It addresses real life situatifeced by small children and offers
helpful guidance. Unit 14We're in Petra was chosen because it is about a very
significant Jordanian heritage site which has régerceived a lot of media coverage
and been acclaimed as one of the World's Seven &snd

In the design stage of the program, the reseascbelisted the help of five
experts in educational technology from the Depantnoé Curriculum and Instruction at
Yarmouk University (Irbid, Jordan). In addition, arpert in visual basic, an expert in
curriculum digitization from the Ministry of Edugah, two computer engineers and
two computer instructors from Al-Balga' Applied Warsity (Irbid, Jordan) participated
in the two-month design process. Several individuna group meetings were organized
to get initial guidance and feedback. Subsequeatbgmputer programmer, with whom
periodic meetings were organized to keep him abreésthe developments and
feedback from the other experts, executed the desigd a prototype storyboard, a
written copy of the program, was developed andritlisted to a jury of experts in
methodology, instructional technology and compwgience to establish validity and
provide feedback. The prototype was modified pex jtry's feedback and then
computerized under the direct supervision of tiseaechers.

The final copy of the program was given to a judfythree computer and
methods specialists for re-evaluation, and the naragwas modified and ready for
implementation. It is worth noting here that a abliity check of the instructional
program was virtually impossible, because the twdsuwhich comprised its content
were to be taught at all primary schools at theespariod.

One teacher, who had been trained on the use gfrtggam, taught both the
experimental and the control groups to ensure afgrice and avoid any potential bias.
The students of the experimental group were alsbdar about the program.

After the teacher and the students had been brid¢ifiedinfrastructure of the

computer laboratory was optimized to meet the nedédbe program installation and
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processing, where some computers were reformattedpplied with speakers for the
listening part.Visual Studiowas installed on all computers to optimize viewofghe
pictures in the program.

Minimum knowledge of the computer is required tem@be the program. As
most of the participating students are of low Esiglability, the additional burden of
complicated instructions was alleviated.

The content of the program is a computerized vareifothe content of the two
units under study. Minimal changes were made intéx¢book content itself, except
when the computerization required slight modificas to fit the medium. The major
types of activities involve the integration of &sing, speaking, reading, and writing.
More specifically, activities such &isten and tell the storyisten and make statements
and questionslisten, ask and answer questioristen and correct the statements
complete the textomplete thesentencecomplete the letterdiscuss andwrite about
the mapcomprise the bulk of the content of the program.

Following correct answers, immediate applause,h@ form of a sound of
clapping hands, is provided. Students are alsoweloanother chance to amend
incorrect responses, which, if answered correcthg, also followed by applause, as
immediate feedback is believed crucial for the shig’ motivation and time-on-task
(Cubillos, 1998; Frommer, 1998; Scida & Saury, 2006

To achieve the objectives of the study four insentd were used: a pre-post
achievement test, a teacher opinionnaire, a studeimionnaire, and an observation
checklist. Thepre-post achievement test, which was computeriaedhe experimental
group, aimed to measure the students' achievermehe anset of the experiment and
any potential gain in their achievement at its dndonsisted of 25 items (13 on Unit 13
and 12 on Unit 14) which cover listening and regd{id items), writing (2 items),
vocabulary (6 items), and grammar (10 items). #oatonsisted of three types of
questions: true/false, multiple choice, and filtire-blanks. The highest possible score
on the test is 25 points (one per item).

The literature suggests that teachers have vaagiitgdes and perceptions about
the benefits of computer technology (Rother, 20848ny teachers often feel that they
do not have the know-how to properly integrate coters into their instruction (Charp,
2003; Romano, 2003; Rother, 2004), even though rabhpr the additional burden of

! For a copy of any of these instruments, contacttieesponding author at rubab @ yu.edu. jo.
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computer training on top of their other respongibd (Cook, 2006). Furthermore,
empirical evidence abounds about how teachers neagepe the computer as an
obstacle, distraction, or even a threat to thdirgecurity (Romano, 2003).

The authors have incorporated the teacher opinicsmato the instruments of
the study to further examine this issue and offedence on this particular context.
More specifically, the teacher opinionnaire aimed(1) determine overall teachers'
opinion about the utility of CALL in TEFL, (2) exadme their inclination to use CALL
in the future, and (3) measure the extent to wthely are qualified to implement CALL
in their classes.

The teacher opinionnaire had two main sections.fifsieone, which consists of
15 items, was meant for teachers who use the canputTEFL whereas the second
section, which consisted of 10 items, was meanttéachers who do not use the
computer in their instruction.

A good number of experts in TEFL, instructionalheclogy and psychology
advocate a learner-centered approach to instryctidrich entails a more effective
learner role in his/her own learning. To this etlig 15-item student opinionnaire,
which was constructed to administer at the end h&f éxperiment to only the
experimental group students, examines studentsiiop@ about the utility of the
computer in learning English. Since sixth-gradedstis are essentially weak in
English, the opinionnaire was translated into Acatn avoid any obstacles brought
about by the students' limited language ability.

To oversee the process of implementatibe first researcher unobtrusively attended all
the sessions of the experimental group and theraogtoup which was instructed
through more traditional methods such as lectulasscdiscussion and individual
practice. The observation was also conducted tarerthat the instructional program

was implemented correctly.

Validity and reliability of the instruments

A jury of seven university professors of curriculamd instruction, instructional design,
measurement and evaluation, and educational temtyabere asked to validate the
instruments. The validation process brought abauiraber of changes in terms of the
number of, length of, and overlap among items. Trenslated version of the

opinionnaire was also subjected to rigorous valaby two EFL professors.
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To establish the reliability of the pre-/post testyas administered to an outside
sample of 28 sixth-grade students from Abu-Bakaidoschool for boys, Irbid, Jordan.
Two weeks later, the same test was administerddetsame sample. The correlation
between the first and the second administrationsuaed to 0.82, which was deemed

appropriate for the purpose of the research.

Data collection

The data were collected from one school (viz., Mugh Jabal for Boys) in Irbid First
Directorate of Education. The computer laboratoryhich the experiment took place
consists of 18 computers and a data show whichused to demonstrate exercises. Pre-
test scores and students' scores in the precedmgsser were acquired in order to
divide the experimental and control groups into -loaverage-, and high- achieving
students.

The experiment started on the first of April 20@iring which the teacher
opinionnaire was distributed. At the end of thearkpent, the test was re-administered
to gauge any potential gain in achievement andigeogrounds for comparison. The
student opinionnaire was administered to the ewrpartal group one day after the
treatment which lasted four weeks (20 class seskion

For the researchers to control the variables ofsthdy and avoid the potential
effect of any foreign variables, the first researchttended all twenty sessions of the
experiment for both the experimental and contralugs. Before the experiment, he
attended three classes in each group to blendthetsetting and get the students to
participate and interact in the class without perng him as a threat. By the time the
experiment started, the students had begun tatiaelhe is part of the class and were
enthusiastic and eager to participate.

To ensure the equivalence of the two groups, tleetgst was administered
simultaneously to both groups. Means, standardatienis and t-test statistics were used

to detect any differences between the two groupshawn in Table 2.
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Table 2: Means, standard deviations and t-tessstat of the students' scores on the pre-test.

Standard !
Group n Mean Deviation t Df Sig.
Control 36 13.58 2.72 0.38 71 0.699
Experimental 37 13.86 3.42

Table 2 shows no statistically significant diffecerat ¢=0.05) between the two groups.
The control group has a mean of 13.58 while theegrpental group has a mean of

13.86, which indicates that their level of achieeatis quite similar.

Findings and Discussion
To answer the first part of the first research tjoas to what extent can CALL
utilization in TEFL affect student achievememeans, standard deviations, and a t-test

were calculated for the students’ overall scoretherpost test, as shown in Table 3.

Table 3: Means, standard deviations and t-tegsstat of the students' scores on the post test.

Standard !
Group n Mean Deviation t Df Sig.
Control 36 15.5 3.31 4.901 71 0.000 *
Experimental 37 18.97 2.71

Table 3 shows a statistically significant differerat ¢=0.05) in student achievement
between the control and experimental groups inrfafahe latter. This indicates that
the experimental group, taught through CALL, showemte gains in achievement than
the control group.
To answer the second part of the first researcltstoue to what extent can

CALL utilization in TEFL affect the achievemeniaf-, average- and high-achieving
students percentages were calculated for each level befndeafter the treatment, as
shown in Table 4, to provide grounds for comparigoth those of the experimental

group .

Table 4: Levels of control group students before after the treatment.

Level after

Total

Low Average High
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Low Count 5 3 1 9
% of Total 13.90 8.30 2.80 25.00
IéereI Average Count 1 13 9 23
ore 9 % of Total 2.80 36.10 25 63.90
Hiah Count 1 2 1 4
9 % of Total 2.80 5.60 2.80 11.10
Total Count 7 18 11 36
% of Total 19.70 50.00 30.6 100.00

Table 4 shows that while low-achieving studentgsally constituted 25% of the control
group, their number declined to just under 20%wshg a 5% gain in achievement. It
also shows that out of the average-achieving stsdem the control group, who
amounted to about 64%, about 14% showed a gainclmexdement, bringing the
percentage down to 50. Similarly, the percentagdiigh-achieving students in the
control group rose from 11% to nearly 31%, showangmpressive increase of 20%.
Note how the traditional method mostly affectedrage- and high-achieving
students since almost 14% of the former advandedhigh achievement. On the other
hand, low-achieving students were the least affegi®up, which is consistent with
research findings that teachers generally pay nadtention to average- and high-
achieving students than their weaker counterpdréble 5 shows the effect of the

treatment on the experimental group.

Table 5: Levels of experimental group students teeémd after the treatment.

Level after Total
Low Average High
Low Count 1 4 7 12
% of Total 2.70 10.8 18.9 32.4
Level Average Count 0 4 17 21
Before 9 % of Total 0 10.8 46 56.8
Hiah Count 0 0 4 4
9 % of Total 0 0 10.8 10.8
Total Count 1 8 28 37
% of Total 2.7 21.6 75.7 100

Table 5 shows that while low-achieving studentdially constituted 32% of the

experimental group, their number declined to justlar 3%, indicating a substantial
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29% gain in achievement. it also shows that ofdherage-achieving students in the
experimental group, who amounted to about 57%, @al@®% showed a gain in
achievement, bringing the percentage down to 3%il&ily, the percentage of the high-
achieving students in the experimental group ros@ f11% to an impressive 76% after
the treatment.

Note how the gains in achievement not only encosgrhsall three levels of
students in the experimental group but also subatgnsurpassed the percentages of
gains by the control group. Before the treatmemg, mean of the experimental and
control groups was just under 14%, but the gaimdhievement was relatively more
substantial for the former (viz., 5% vs. 2%).

The authors claim that this gain in achievement rbay attributed to the
utilization of the computerized program. Severaltdes may have contributed to this
gain, most important amongst which are the nowalitihe experience which may have
contributed, in turn, to student eagerness to |e#lne self-paced nature of the
computerized activities, the superior visual repn¢ation of the materials in the
program, the animated immediate feedback featureehwmay have motivated the
learners to stay on task, and the simplicity of pinegram which enabled learners to
navigate easily and, thusotivated low- and average- achieving studentsaonl.

Furthermore, the individualization feature of theogram may have been
responsible for low- and average-achievers' gairachievement. Unlike traditional
instruction, which has been reported to give sedt@ntion to weaker students, CALL
use potentially reinforces learning, both currend grevious, through self-paced
learning and repeated exposure to language (Warschda996) and, thus, weaker
students reaped additional benefits than thosed&tbby traditional instruction. Those
learners who are usually most reluctant to pawigpgoublically in the classroom, for
fear of embarrassment and loss of face, were eagedrto do so in the privacy
afforded by the program, which reflected positivetytheir achievement.

To answer the second research questionyhat extent does computer use in
teaching English affect students' and teachershiops about the utility of CALL in
TEFL, the student opinionnaire was administered to theemmental group
immediately after the experiment to identify stuidéropinions about the utility of

computer use in learning English, as shown in Téble
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Table 6: Frequencies, percentages and Chi-Squatrgtiss of the student opinionnaire.

Item Response Frequency | % | Chi Square | df | SIG

| prefer to learn English with the Yes 27 73
computer rather than the 7.81 1| 0.005%
textbook. No 10 27
I thi_nk the computer can be a Yes 29 78 11.92 1! 00014
playing tool. No 8 22
| think the cpmputer can be a Yes 25 68 457 11 0033+
useful teaching tool. No 12 32
| think my computer skills helpeq Yes 28 76 976 11 0.0024
me learn English better. No 9 24
My achievement in English Yes 31 84
improved after using the 16.89 1| 0.000%
computer. No 6 16
| felt that learning English by the Yes 28 76 976 1| 0.002
computer was easy. No 9 2
| think that the computer can help Yes 26 70 6.08 1| 0.014*
me learn more by myself. No 11 30
The computer brlngs I_earnmg Yes 34 92 25 g7 1| 0.0004
closer to real-.life environment.

No 3 8
When | usgd the computer to Yes 35 95 29 43 1| 0.0004
learn English, | felt confident

No 2 5
| could understand the
: . ) Yes 31 84
instructions easily on the 16.89 1| 0.000%
computer. No 6 16
When | used the computer, | Yes 26 70 6.08 1| 0.014*
needed help from my teacher. No 11 30
The computer helped me interaqt Yes 36 97 3311 1! 0.000%
with my teacher and classmates No 1 3
e e oot e 3595 45 | 1] oooof

' No 2 5

| would Ilkg to continue using thd Yes 36 97 33.11 1| 0.0004
computer in learning English. No 1 3
| felt excited when | sat in front df Yes 36 97 33.11 11 0.0004
the screen to learn English.

No 1 3
Total 37 100

Table 6 shows that over 97% of the students inettpeerimental group reported being
excited by CALL, about 95% reported that the corap@nhanced their motivation to
learn, and over 97% expressed willingness to caatiearning through the computer.
In addition, a little over 97% claimed that the quauter helped them better interact with
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their teacher and classmates. The findings furtkeealed that about 84% of the
respondents reported that the computer helped thmeprove their achievement
compared to about 95% who believed that the comphelped them boost their self-
confidence.

The authors attribute these positive attitudes tdgvdhe computer to that the
computerized program did not require advanced coenpskills, that it provided
immediate feedback which not only motivated thedstis but also reinforced their
previous learning, not to mention that it providéeém with a novel way of learning
language which raised their awareness of the cagnpobt only as a tool for
entertainment but also as a viable one for learning

To examine the teachers' opinions about the ublityomputer use in TEFL, the
teacher opinionnaire was administered to both caenpisers and non-users, as shown

in tables 7 and 8 below.
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Table 7: Computer users' opinions about the uift¢ ALL in TEFL.

Chi

Response Frequency % Square(a)

| prefer to teach English via the computer
rather than the textbook. ves 39 75.0 13.000
No 13 25.0

| felt more confident when | used the Yes 44 84.6
computer in my class. No 8 15.4

| think that the computer could help my Yes 38 73.1
students learn by themselves. No 14 26.9

| think my students understood the Yes 38 73.1
instructions on the computer. No 14 26.9

| believe the computer can bring the Yes 45 86.5
activities closer to real life. No 7 13.5

My computer skills help me in using the Yes 44 84.6
computer to teach. No 8 15.4

When using the computer, | did not need Yes 36 69.2

24.923

11.077

11.077

27.77

24.92

7.69

help from the technician. No 16 30.8

My students were positively interacting wit Yes 48 92.3
the computer. No 4 7.7

My students' achievement improved with Yes 49 94.2
computer use. No 3 5.8
| prefer testing on the computer to on the Yes 36 69.2
papers. No 16 30.8
The computer provides students with Yes 50 96.2
immediate feedback. No 2 3.8
| think the computer can be a teaching too}  Yes 51 98.1
No 1 1.9
A course on CALL should be provided at Yes 50 96.2
universities. No 2 3.8

| advise my colleagues to use the computdr  Yes 51 98.1
in their classes. No 1 1.9

| will continue using the computer in Yes 51 98.1
teaching English. No 1 1.9

37.23

40.69

7.69

44.31

48.08

44 .31

48.08

48.08

Table 7 shows thathe teachers who reportedly use the computer haverglly
favorable opinions about the utility of CALL in TEFwith about 94% noting their
students' gain in achievement with computer use fiildings further revealed that
while 98% of the respondents view the computer @slale instructional tool in TEFL,
96% expressed a dire need for a CALL componentarsprvice teacher training.

These heartening findings seem to suggest thatidiaul basic stage teachers
have the inclination to use the computer in thestruction, probably because it has the

potential to aid learning with relatively less teaceffort.
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Table 8: Computer non-users' opinions about tHigyutif CALL in TEFL.

Item Frequency

| think the computer can help me teach 42
English to my students. 6

| believe using the computer will save 45
time and effort. 3

If the textbook is well-computerized, | 46
will use it with no hesitation. 2

| was not trained on using the computel, 39
so | am not ready for it. 9

| think using the computer may cause 40
many technical problems. 8

My computer skills are not enough to tg| 44
the chance. 4

Students' computer skills are not good 38
enough to use the computer. 10

My students see the computer as a ganpe 42
rather than a learning tool.

6

The number of the computers in the labji a7
not enough. 1

I do not believe that the computer will 43
replace me as a teacher. 5

Table 8 shows thaabout 98% of the teachers who do not use computetkeir
instruction claimed that the number of computerstha school laboratories is not
adequate for teaching English. However, about 96%hase reported that if textbooks
were computerized, they would use them withouttasn. Furthermore, almost 94%
of the teachers believed that the computer can teaober time and effort, even though
about 92% of those reported that they are notaliéeenough to use the computer in
their instruction.

The authors believe that these results are progh&ince most teachers seem to
have a positive predisposition towards CALL impletadion in TEFL despite their
evident awareness of the barriers facing this imglgation in the Jordanian TEFL
context. For example, almost all respondents reporn inadequate number of
computers in Jordanian schools, which is an obviablem, not to mention that a
sweeping 92% expressed their need for more traiomastructional computer use. In
other words, Jordanian teachers do not reportedffiersfrom technophobia but are
rather willing to implement technology in their sé@oom, which is most evident in

their claims of willingness to use computerizedibexks. However, they are also aware
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of the obstacles facing this implementation, whiepresents a challenge for both the
Jordanian MoE and teacher training institutions.

To ascertain proper implementation and, thus, biigiof the findings, on-site
classroom observations were conducted during therviention. The second author
unobtrusively attended all sessions without intarfe in anyway except for the
provision of relevant feedback after each session.

Almost all students were visibly excited and, latexflected positively on the
effectiveness of CALL, which was further evidencky the relatively substantial
amount of participation observed. Unlike the congwup, virtually every student in
the experimental group answered at least one guestieach CALL session.

As for the control group, the teacher would invialyeenter the classroom, greet
his students and, immediately, ask them to opein Huoks to a particular page. The
teacher would then write the new vocabulary onctiekboard and read each one aloud
while the students repeated after him. Then, thelsvavould be translated into Arabic
and the students asked to write them in their romkd. On average, a maximum of four
students would participate while the rest watch&tl wne or two students raising their
hands every now and then. In addition, little fesdb was provided and minimal
student-student interaction was observed. Not alittehe teacher use any visual aids.
Even the tape recorder, the most commonly usedoawsdal aid in Jordanian basic
stage classes, was not used, and when the reseastieel about the reason the teacher
explained that it was broken and proceeded to tleatext aloud.

It was always the same routine. There was scadbéex, little motivation, and
very little interaction. Here was an English classn with a teacher, sitting among EFL

learners, but, surprisingly, English was hardlynigaised.

Conclusions, Recommendations, Implications, and Liitations
The findings suggest that achievement is signifigaaffected by the medium of
instruction, as marked differences are found betwtbe achievement of traditionally-
and computer-instructed participants in favor o tatter. Additionally, the use of the
program was found to foster not only motivation kalso classroom interaction,
especially student-student, student-teacher, amtbst-computer.

Most heartening is, contrary to previous reseaindirigs (cf., for example,
Romano, 2003), that participating teachers werertedly not afraid of technology but

rather aware of the obstacles facing successful LCAhplementation in the EFL
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classroom. They showed positive attitudes towdrdause of CALL in TEFL but, at the
same time, urged the MoE to take measures to esghpols with the necessary
infrastructure for successful CALL implementatid®rior experience with technology
use was found to be a positive determinant of &&CICALL implementation, which
further supports the authors’ initial call for CAltegration in pre- and in-service
teacher education.

As the scope of this research is limited to thedosigge, it is recommended that
it be extended to investigate the effect of CALL learning English in the secondary
stage, the last two grades of formal schoolingeeistly in areas like achievement,
motivation, self-expression, and the integratiotaofyuage skills.

Based on the results of the study, the followinglioations can be drawn:

1. CALL is a potentially useful tool in TEFL, to sumphent face-to-face
instruction rather than replace it, that shouldaddressed throughout pre- and
in-service teacher education.

2. CALL is a catalyst for remediation, especially wimited language proficiency
learners who would thrive on capabilities such elé-gaced, learner-centered
instruction and immediate feedback.

3. EFL teachers should be encouraged to integrate CiLtheir instruction to
take advantage of the appealing, threat-free legranvironment.

Despite the rigor of the present research, its majutations are the relatively
small sample size and narrow focus. Future stushesild involve a larger number of
subjects selected from a more diverse pool of siisdEom various class levels. The
fact that this study focused on sixth-grade stuglexthievement suggests that CALL is
a potentially effective instructional techniquetlais level. However, further research is
needed not only to substantiate these findingsalaat to warrant their generalizability

to other contexts.
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