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Foreword

Carol A. Chapelle
Iowa State University, USA

Decisions about the design of language-teacher education curricula and course
content present challenges for most professors and lecturers in applied linguis-
tics. The perennial issues include finding an appropriate balance between theory
and practice, complementing knowledge transmission pedagogies with discovery-
oriented projects, and selecting from the numerous approaches and important
areas of applied linguistics those that will offer the most solid basis for practice
and future development. These decisions have to be made within the cultural and
academic context of the program and in view of the fact that students in such
programs may go on to be classroom teachers, administrators, developers of learn-
ing and assessment materials, or experts in language and language policy in many
other settings.

In some ways the issues associated with teacher education in computer-
assisted language learning (CALL) mirror those in other areas of second-language
teacher education. CALL, the strand of applied linguistics concerned with teaching
and learning of second-languages through computer technology, is one of many
areas that competes for a place in the curriculum. For many programs, the solution
to the curriculum issue has been to leave it out and to advise interested students to
take a general educational technology course. Twenty years ago this was a tenable
solution, but second-language teachers today need to be able to choose, use, and
in some cases, refuse technology for their students. Success in all three requires
professional expertise beyond what they should have to pick up in self study.

Many involved in the education of second-language teachers recognize that
their students need to have an understanding of issues and practices in technology
use for second-language teaching and learning. This recognition, however, typi-
cally comes with some anxiety and uncertainty about precisely what and how to
teach current and future teachers about technology. In many cases, teacher educa-
tors themselves have partial and fragile knowledge of the area of CALL. This fact
is exacerbated by the scope and complexity of this area of research and practice,
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as well as the speed with which changes occur. How does one strike an appropri-
ate balance between theory and practice in CALL? Moreover, what do theory and
practice consist of in CALL? What is the professional knowledge base about CALL
that should be transmitted to or discovered by students studying CALL in gradu-
ate programs? What technical knowledge does a language teacher need to engage
in discovery work in CALL? What areas of CALL and approaches to CALL should
be included?

Most applied linguists working in CALL would agree that all of these ques-
tions should be open to discussion, and fortunately this collection of papers takes
the first step. No single textbook exists for teaching a CALL course. Instead, most
professors and lecturers who teach CALL courses in graduate programs in higher
education use a combination of books, articles, and software. This means that each
instructor has to choose from the dozen or more recent books. Choices have to be
made about how to author CALL materials as well as how much time to spend
doing so. In addition, key papers have to be selected from at least five journals that
publish research exclusively on CALL and from other journals that publish occa-
sional papers on CALL. When I began teaching a CALL course over twenty years
ago, the challenge was to find a sufficient amount and quality of professional liter-
ature directly pertaining to CALL. What a different problem we are faced with
today! It is a problem faced not only in higher education but also throughout
in-service and professional development courses.

Many of today’s students are headed for careers that will put them in the posi-
tion of needing different types of technology expertise as they work as teachers in
language classrooms, directors of language learning centers, developers of CALL
and computer-assisted assessments, researchers and teacher educators. These dif-
ferent roles they will take up suggest different learning needs. The educational
programs discussed in this volume meet various needs by the way they place
technology issues in the curriculum.

The papers open a much-needed discussion on the issues associated with
courses and programs on CALL. They describe many of the options by drawing
upon examples of curricula and courses in a variety of academic contexts, and
discuss their consequences for the students. This volume will contribute greatly
toward addressing today’s problem of deciding how, when, what and why to teach
about CALL in pre-service and in-service teacher education. It is a welcome addi-
tion to the professional literature in CALL.



Introduction

The growth of the Internet and proliferation of computers in school and home
settings has led to a significant expansion of the use of technology in foreign
and second language instruction. Increasingly, both language teachers in train-
ing and practicing teachers will find themselves at a disadvantage if they are not
adequately proficient in computer-assisted language learning (CALL). In-service
and pre-service programs alike are recognizing the need for filling this gap, and
work is being done independently by hundreds of trainers in this area. There are
already CALL certificate programs, CALL courses as part of master’s curricula
in applied linguistics, second language acquisition, and language pedagogy, and
even entire graduate programs dedicated to CALL. CALICO (Computer-Assisted
Language Instruction Consortium) has a special interest group devoted to CALL
teacher education, and the number of conference presentations in this area has
grown noticeably in recent years. To date, however, there have been only a rela-
tively small number of professional publications devoted to the topic, most notably
a special issue of Language Learning & Technology in 2002 containing five articles
exclusively from US institutions. We believe this area warrants considerably more
professional – and international – attention, and the present volume represents a
major step in that direction.

Woven throughout the chapters of the book are a number of recurring themes:

1) the need for both technical and pedagogical training in CALL, ideally inte-
grated with one another;

2) the recognition of the limits of formal teaching because the technology
changes so rapidly;

3) the need to connect CALL education to authentic teaching settings, especially
ones where software, hardware, and technical support differ from the ideal;

4) the idea of using CALL to learn about CALL – experiencing educational ap-
plications of technology firsthand as a student to learn how to use technology
as a teacher;

5) the value of having CALL permeate the language teacher education curricu-
lum rather than appear solely in a standalone course.

The volume has 20 chapters covering research and practice in this area, divided
across five sections: foundations of CALL teacher education; CALL degree pro-
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grams; CALL pre-service courses; CALL in-service projects, courses, and work-
shops; and alternatives to formal CALL training. In addition to the breadth of
topics, the chapters also cover a range of levels, environments, countries, and
languages. They provide practical information to readers, reporting on authors’
experiences in a wide variety of teacher education programs and courses, along
with the obstacles that have been or still need to be overcome. In many cases the
papers describe how programs and courses have evolved over a number of years,
and many of these chapters also involve qualitative or quantitative research to sup-
port the claims of the authors. We hope that the wide-ranging approach that this
volume embodies will allow both teacher educators and language program admin-
istrators to find viable options for CALL education that will fit the needs of their
teachers and the realities of their institutional environments.

Part I consists of three chapters on foundations of the field. It opens with a pa-
per by the editors offering a brief overview of trends in CALL teacher education,
along with a proposed framework for distinguishing institutional and functional
roles reflecting types and degrees of expertise within the field. The other chapters
in this section include a report of a survey of practicing teachers on the type and
value of the CALL training they received, if any, in their professional degree pro-
grams and a description of a range of initiatives regarding technology standards for
language teacher education, certification, and credentialing emerging from both
professional and government entities.

Part II includes three chapters on CALL graduate degree programs: two in the UK
and one in Australia. The focus in all three is on how these programs have devel-
oped and changed over the years in response to both the shifts in technology and
the perceived needs of the students. The second and third chapters in this section
have the additional themes of the reconstructive and transformational nature of
technology education and project-oriented CALL, respectively.

Part III concerns pre-service CALL courses, typically within a general degree pro-
gram in language teaching. This is perhaps the most significant area within the
field due to the critical need for the present cadre of language teachers in training
to become more technologically knowledgeable, prepared for a future in which the
role of the computer in language teaching continues to evolve. These five chap-
ters encompass a variety of viewpoints as to the content of CALL courses and the
process through which students can gain their technological and pedagogical pro-
ficiency. The section includes chapters on learning to use common applications,
programming of courseware, and courses taught both face to face and online.

Part IV focuses on in-service training. The five chapters here cover such topics
as teacher training to develop a specific CALL activity or to use a particular on-
line teaching environment, as well as a number of broader issues, including setting
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up CALL training programs at the national level. The courses and workshops de-
scribed are from venues reflecting the international scope of the book – the US,
Taiwan, Hong Kong, Ireland, and Russia.

Part V extends the notion of CALL education to alternatives beyond the formal
level. These four chapters include the rationale and resources for communities
of practice, academic and professional mentoring, learning CALL collaboratively
at the program level, and preparing both pre-service and in-service teachers to
become autonomous learners, noting that whatever they study today will soon be
superseded as the technology is constantly changing.

We would like to express our gratitude for the patience and understanding of
our families, in particular our wives Kathleen and Cynthia, the encouragement
of Marc Weide and Graham Davies in moving this project forward initially, and
the support of Kees Vaes at John Benjamins and Language Learning and Language
Teaching series editors Jan Hulstijn and Nina Spada in bringing it to completion.

Philip Hubbard and Mike Levy
March, 2006
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Foundations of teacher education in CALL



Preface to

The scope of CALL education

As editors of this volume, we have provided each chapter with a short introduction
to help readers understand the purpose and context of the papers as well as their
relationship to one another and to the overall world of CALL teacher education.
In this, our own chapter, we introduce the current state of that world through an
overview of four major trends relevant to it: the production of training materi-
als for classroom teachers, the specialized literature on CALL teacher education,
frameworks that link CALL practice to particular approaches, and the increasing
use of online collaborative learning techniques. We note that the field of CALL
teacher education has been growing rapidly in both size and importance, and that
it would therefore be useful to begin looking at broad-based frameworks within
which to develop, discuss, and evaluate alternative conceptions of what teachers
and others should know and be able to do with technology in support of language
learning. We offer a sketch of such a framework, one that seeks to define the scope
of CALL education through distinguishing the institutional and functional roles
of its participants. With respect to institutional roles, the framework covers not
only pre- and in-service classroom teachers but also others involved in the field as
CALL specialists and CALL professionals. In terms of functional roles, beyond the
most common role of practitioner, it recognizes the roles of developer, researcher,
and trainer, roles that can be and arguably are assumed by classroom teachers as
well as specialists and professionals. Other key components of the framework in-
clude the distinction between CALL knowledge and skills and the importance of
recognizing proficiency in both technical and pedagogical domains. Overall, the
goal is to make a first step toward a descriptive mechanism that will provide CALL
educators and other stakeholders with a tool to aid in determining the objectives
and content of CALL educational initiatives.



The scope of CALL education

Philip Hubbard and Mike Levy
Stanford University, USA / Griffith University, Australia

Along with the growing influence of technology in language teaching and learn-
ing, there has been parallel growth in the development of course work to prepare
language teachers to use the technology. Such preparation ranges from reading a
single chapter within a comprehensive methodology textbook (e.g., Sokolik 2001)
or participating in a one-time in-service workshop, through dedicated courses and
seminars, CALL course series, CALL certificates, and even CALL graduate degrees.

As is often the case with new fields, this growth has generally been bottom-up
and for the most part ad hoc. Over the years there have been a number of books and
articles covering various aspects of CALL methodology, materials, and techniques.
However, prior to the present volume, there have been only scattered attempts in
the literature to characterize the knowledge and skills a language teacher or other
educational adjunct, such as a technical support person for a language program,
should have. As there is still considerable disagreement within CALL and language
teaching in general about what constitutes optimal, or even acceptable, uses of
technology, this absence is not surprising.

Some other areas of education have moved more decisively. ISTE (Interna-
tional Society for Technology in Education) has produced a set of guidelines
for technological competence for both teachers (ISTE 2000) and elementary and
secondary students (ISTE 1998). Guidelines such as these can inform similar en-
terprises in CALL, but language learning is broadly recognized as a unique field
that should be wary of relying too much on generic educational criteria. Murphy-
Judy and Youngs (this volume) describe developments in this area by other groups
such as ACTFL (American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages) and
the Council of Europe, but these are still in early stages. It is worth noting that
there is a risk that such initiatives can be somewhat rigid, sometimes taking a
“best-practices” approach that marginalizes alternative conceptualizations by in-
stitutionalizing certain prevailing views (see, for example, the critical review of
the NCATE/TESOL Teacher Education Standards in Newman & Hanauer 2005).
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There are valid reasons for promoting such standards in language teaching – in-
deed, they are what makes it possible for it to claim the status of a profession – but
given the limitations of our current state of knowledge with regard to implement-
ing technology in this domain, the results of such enterprises for CALL must be
scrutinized with a particularly critical eye even as they are welcomed.

While the focus of the present book is on teacher education, it is assumed
that CALL education as a whole should have a wider mission, to prepare not only
classroom teachers but also others that are involved in the integration of tech-
nology and the language learning process. In line with that position, this chapter
broadly outlines the larger scope of CALL education, introducing a framework for
distinguishing elements of CALL expertise in a form that is comprehensive at a
relatively general level but that offers the necessary structure for going into greater
detail as desired. It begins with the assumption that a useful approach to describ-
ing expertise is in terms of roles played by the individual within the field, as it is
the individual that we are ultimately educating.

This approach is inspired by concepts from an area of social psychology known
as role theory (Biddle 1986). Although it has since been superseded by experi-
mentalist approaches and social identity theory in mainstream social psychology
(Schmidt 2000), “role” remains at the very least a compelling pre-theoretical no-
tion. It captures the intuition that we view ourselves and others in terms of ex-
pectations built around roles and the labels that accompany them. We believe
that by characterizing CALL education in this manner, we can provide a use-
ful framework, even a nascent heuristic, for solving the problem of determining
what teachers and others in given settings ought to know with respect to applying
computer technology in language learning.

This is not the first attempt to use roles as a defining construct in language
teaching. Indeed, the recent literature of language education is replete with refer-
ences to the roles of the teacher, particularly to the teacher as a guide or facilita-
tor. At the descriptive level, the widely-cited framework of Richards and Rodgers
(1982) characterizes the design of a language teaching method largely in terms of
the roles of the teacher, the students, the syllabus, and the materials. Interestingly,
in characterizing the roles of humans engaged in the use of technology here, we
are by extension characterizing the roles of the technology itself. In this sense, the
current framework may be seen as a relative of earlier frameworks the two of us
offered independently: the methodological framework in Hubbard (1988, 1992,
1996) and the tutor-tool framework in Levy (1995, 1997).

We begin with a brief overview of some trends in CALL education to pro-
vide a context in which to interpret the place of the proposed framework. We then
introduce the framework itself, distinguishing two types of roles: functional and
institutional. Functional roles – practitioner, developer, researcher, and trainer –
describe what one does in relation to CALL; institutional roles – classroom teacher
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(at both pre-service and in-service stages), CALL specialist, and CALL profes-
sional – relate to the anticipated responsibilities and expected levels of expertise
within an organization. Taken together as two dimensions, we believe they can
help coherently characterize the knowledge base and skills needed to fulfill the ex-
pectations of a given position in an educational setting. In doing so, they provide a
structure for conducting needs analyses and creating sets of learning objectives for
specific role combinations that can then serve to inform CALL education curric-
ula. The framework can also be used as a tool to aid in developing and interpreting
evaluation rubrics for certification and other standards or simply to describe qual-
ifications for the purposes of informally assessing CALL proficiency or creating
job descriptions.

It should be noted that the goal here is not to attempt to specify what the
content of any particular CALL education initiative should be. Our aim is the
more modest one of laying out the scope of the field and offering a general plan
for the conceptual space within which such decisions can ultimately be made by
individual teacher educators and professional entities.

The state of CALL teacher education

As the other chapters in this book make clear, there is tremendous variety in the
form, content, and intensity of teacher education in environments around the
world. Some of these, as in the ISTE standards, are quite explicit and internally
consistent (though often quite general as well). However, to date, no one has of-
fered a comprehensive approach of the type we envision. Instead, we can recognize
four general trends in CALL education:

1) the production of training and support materials directly oriented toward
classroom teachers;

2) a small but growing literature in CALL teacher education itself at the levels of
both research and practice;

3) frameworks that attempt to define CALL practice on the basis of principles
derived from particular language teaching approaches, especially those sup-
ported by SLA (second language acquisition) research;

4) the use of online collaborative learning techniques in CALL teacher education
with a growing interest in the quality of the transfer of skills and expertise
from formal courses to the language classroom.

The first trend is particularly apparent in textbooks aimed at introducing new-
comers to the field. Recent examples include an edited volume on teaching with
technology (Lomicka & Cooke-Plagwitz 2004) and books by Beatty (2003) and
Egbert (2005) for CALL in general and Warschauer, Shetzer, and Meloni (2000)
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for the Internet specifically. Besides these printed texts, the ICT4LT (Information
and Communications Technologies for Language Teachers) website (Davies 2006)
offers 16 online training modules aimed at in-service teachers, providing free ma-
terials equivalent to a good-sized textbook. Begun in 1998, it is still being regularly
expanded and updated at the time of this writing.

The second trend is reflected in the growing production of research and prac-
tice articles aimed directly at teacher educators. Davies (2003) provides a fairly
comprehensive overview of some of the issues involved in technology training for
both online and offline language teaching, as well as a discussion of initiatives to
address them. In addition to the chapters in the present volume, the most notable
collection of CALL teacher education papers is found in a special issue of Lan-
guage Learning & Technology (September, 2002). Among the five papers there is
one by Egbert, Paulus, and Nakamichi offering the following set of questions to
guide research in the area of technology and teacher education:

– How do teachers learn about CALL-based activities?
– How does what they learned in their coursework impact their current teaching

contexts?
– What factors influence whether they use computers in their classrooms?
– How do participants continue to acquire and master new ideas in CALL after

formal coursework ends (professional development)?
(Egbert, Paulus, & Nakamichi 2002:109)

Questions like these can provide direction to those seeking insights into the critical
area of the processes of CALL teacher education. As such, they complement the
framework proposed below that focuses on content and objectives.

The third trend in CALL education is one which characterizes CALL in terms
of a given language teaching approach or set of related approaches. The advan-
tage here is a clear linkage to the non-CALL aspects of teaching, supported by
currently accepted theory and a significant research base. An early example is
found in Underwood (1984) for communicative CALL. More recently, we have
seen connections between SLA theory and research leading to characterizations
of general principles which can be used to inform CALL course objectives. Pos-
sibly the most comprehensive work oriented toward teacher education is Egbert
and Hanson-Smith (1999). In addition to structuring this edited volume around
eight generalizations relating to optimal language learning derived from SLA re-
search, they provide guiding questions and tasks, making the volume useful not
only as a professional reference but also as a course textbook. Chapelle (2001)
has also become an influential source for many current students of CALL. Her
widely-cited framework offers a set of six general criteria for the design and eval-
uation of CALL tasks (in the areas of language learning potential, meaning focus,
learner fit, authenticity, impact, and practicality), each of which can be expanded
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to themes in a CALL course directly connected to SLA research findings. Doughty
and Long (2003) present a set of conditions to describe optimal practice in dis-
tance education settings, again drawing from SLA research findings, incorporating
10 principles of task-based learning adapted to the specific CALL area of online
teaching. Although practice-oriented, it is clear that their principles could form
the core of a training program in distance language education.

The fourth trend encompasses the evolving processes of CALL teacher edu-
cation and a concern with the degree to which trainees can successfully apply
the ideas and skills they learn through books, articles or formal courses to the
language classroom (see Nunan 1999; Egbert et al. 2002). Collaborative learn-
ing and communities of practice facilitated through e-mail, chat and discussion
groups can help teachers make this link (Hanson-Smith, this volume), as can
CALL courses themselves embodying a significant online component (Cooke-
Plagwitz 2004; Bauer-Ramazani, this volume). For language teaching and CALL,
experiencing the use of these tools first hand can help bring home the strengths
and limitations of the individual technologies for learning. Discussion groups and
learning communities can also be formed, both within pre-service and in-service
groups and beyond so that peers may share experiences and practitioners may be
effectively linked with trainees. This kind of interaction can help trainees better
understand and engage with the complexities and contradictions that can arise
with the regular use of technology in language learning. Also, this kind of inter-
action can provide a valuable check for teacher educators who tend to operate in
relatively well-resourced conditions in university environments where general lev-
els of funding and support are strong. In these circumstances, language teacher
trainees can sometimes reach the conclusion that technology always works and
technology support is always readily available. Real conditions can be very dif-
ferent, and trainees need to engage with some of the complexities and tensions
that often exist. School environments provide an example because time and re-
sources tend to be strictly limited or variable. Individual schools often have systems
that are idiosyncratic, notably in relation to technology infrastructure (e.g., how
security is handled), technical support, and scheduling.

A variety of approaches are being developed to help the trainee experience
authentic contexts and conditions. These include situated learning (Egbert et
al. 2002; Weasonforth, Biesenbach-Lucas, & Meloni 2002) and critical incidents
(Tripp 1993). Situated learning is concerned with how learning occurs in every-
day settings (see Egbert, this volume). From this perspective, human knowledge
“develops in the course of activity” and is viewed as, “a capacity to coordinate
and sequence behavior, to adapt dynamically to changing circumstances” (Clancey
1995:49). Situated learning can be very helpful for thinking about the realities of
actual practice. The use of a critical incidents file can likewise be valuable for pro-
fessional development with a focus on practice (Tripp 1993:68). A log or journal of
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critical incidents encountered in the classroom, when subsequently analyzed sys-
tematically, can feed back into learning what is necessary to ensure an informed
approach if a similar situation or event should occur again. These kinds of tech-
niques are quite pertinent for the CALL classroom where the language teacher has
to be prepared for the unexpected.

Language teachers and learners operate within a set of interrelated constraints.
These constraints, often associated with the limited time and resources available
to the teacher and the student, typically include the number of contact hours pre-
determined for a course, lesson times and durations, preparation time, access to
new technologies and to software development budget, technical support, ancil-
lary learning materials, and so on. All of these, in one way or another, directly
impact on the teacher in the classroom. The language teacher needs to be able to
identify and to understand the impact of authentic constraints and to be able to
work creatively within them. To conceptualize language teaching or CALL without
such constraints and to assume “ideal conditions” – as is often the case with theo-
retically derived models of language teaching and learning – is to miss the point as
far as successful planning and implementation is concerned in real educational set-
tings. In this context, working to an ideal without boundaries or restrictions really
does not teach very much. That is why the best pre-service and in-service pro-
fessional development courses build authentic constraints into the tasks trainee
language teachers are required to complete. Then, later, novice teachers will be
in a much stronger position to operate within the constraints that will inevitably
impinge on their work during their professional lives.

In contrasting the present approach with these trends, in particular with the
third and fourth ones, it should be emphasized that ours is a descriptive rather
than a prescriptive framework and thus is designed to be open and flexible. In the
framework itself, we are not making claims about what should or should not be
the content of any given CALL education initiative. This is an important distinc-
tion because the majority of CALL frameworks presented recently have not been
descriptive. We readily acknowledge that being prescriptive is not necessarily a
negative point and do not intend the term “prescriptive” to be pejorative in this
context. Clearly, Egbert and Hanson-Smith (1999), Chapelle (2001), and Doughty
and Long (2003) present coherent and defensible frameworks that link the eval-
uation of CALL applications, activities, and tasks to widely accepted findings
in second language acquisition research and theory. However, “widely-accepted”
must be recognized as a time-bound concept, not to be confused with “true”, a
fact too often ignored in education but acknowledged with refreshing directness
in the opening of the final paragraph in Doughty and Long (2003:68): “Given the
checkered history of prescriptions for language teaching, the likelihood that all 10
TBLT MPs [task-based language teaching methodological principles] will turn out
to have been well founded is minimal.”
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Using an appropriately designed descriptive tool, we believe it is possible to
effectively characterize the various current views of language learning and CALL as
well as to accommodate, and even support, the development of future competing
ones. In that sense, our approach is not meant to supplant prescriptive ones but
rather to allow for development and comparison among them.

A role-based framework for CALL education

As noted in the introduction, we propose that a framework for CALL education
can be built on the concept of roles. The version presented here is a major elab-
oration of one introduced in an editorial in Computer Assisted Language Learning
(Hubbard 2004). Before discussing the details, we would like to be clear about
a couple of starting points in this approach beyond the fact that it is primarily
descriptive.

First, our framework is for education and training across the field of CALL –
it is not limited to classroom language teachers, although that is a key part of it. In
this sense, we diverge from scholars such as Bax (2003), who seems to reduce CALL
to classroom linkages. While his concept of “normalization” as the path for the fu-
ture of CALL has an obvious appeal to teachers, we regard a situation where “the
technology is so integrated into our lives that it becomes invisible” (Bax 2003:25)
as one that limits both the conception and the development of CALL as a legitimate
academic field (see Levy & Stockwell 2006). For example, when we look through
the contents of major international CALL journals such as ReCALL, CALICO or
Computer Assisted Language Learning, we see that CALL is given a broad interpre-
tation that reaches well beyond classroom language teaching. It involves research
and development of a wide range of products including online courses, programs,
tutors, and tools. It also includes discussion of the use of generic tools for lan-
guage learning purposes such as the word processor, email, chat, and audio- and
video-conferencing programs. In research, it seeks to evaluate emergent technolo-
gies such as speech recognition applications, broadband audiovisual technologies,
online teaching systems (with human tutors), and mobile technologies. In prac-
tice, it considers task and activity design, website design, evaluation, and classroom
management as well as practical techniques for teaching and introducing students
to CALL. The common thread is that technology is being employed in some form
for language teaching and learning.

We favor the term “CALL” for this work because of its now well-established
presence in the discourse surrounding the topic, and because we believe there is a
benefit in having a focus which rests on the technology itself, especially with regard
to teacher education. We have not yet reached a point, especially in university or
school settings, where the technology is invisible. It is highly visible with respect to
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such matters as access and availability, new technologies, technology breakdown,
evaluation, quality of online materials, and variable levels of expertise across fac-
ulty and students. In all these matters, we feel there are considerable benefits in
having a special focus. In fact, if there is not a special focus, there is the very real
danger that new technologies (both hardware and software) will be either blindly
accepted or rejected without an informed and careful critical review or evaluation
(see Levy and Hubbard (2005) for more on this topic).

Second, we would like to like to point out that our overall conception of CALL
education and training is not limited to classroom, workshop, or other formal
interactive settings (such as online courses). Our approach also embraces com-
munity of practice, mentoring, apprenticeship, courseware-based and even auto-
didactic settings, all of which are touched on in other chapters in this volume. This
is especially important for the CALL specialist and professional roles we introduce
below, as there are fewer opportunities for formal education at these levels.

The goal of any course of study, formal or otherwise, is achieved through both
content and process, which ideally combine to induce changes in the learners that
conform to the stated learning objectives. While acknowledging the crucial role of
process, our framework in its present form focuses largely on content. There are
two pairs of elements of importance in determining content, both clearly relating
to learning objectives. The first involves the classic distinction between what the
learner should know and what the learner should be able to do: in simple terms,
knowledge and skills. The second is an area crucial for the CALL domain, namely
the distinction between technical knowledge and skills that are necessary for the
competent operation of the computer technology, and pedagogical knowledge and
skills involving the computer technology’s impact on a learning environment and
its appropriate and effective integration into the teaching and learning process.
The importance of technical knowledge is emphasized in Hegelheimer (this vol-
ume), who describes the structure and impact of a technical skills course that pro-
vides a foundation for integrating technology in courses throughout an MA/TESL
program. While some may argue that technical skills can dominate too much,
without a sufficient technical foundation it is unlikely that pedagogical points can
be effectively dealt with. It is abundantly clear that teachers get frustrated when
they are unable to get a piece of equipment or application to work and have no
conception of how to fix it, or when they are simply intimidated by the length of
time it would seem to take to integrate some otherwise promising application into
their course. The absence of a basic technical foundation in their training exacer-
bates this situation, and therefore it is reasonable to expect CALL teacher educators
to at least consider providing such a foundation.

Figure 1 illustrates the role-based approach with a matrix that places institu-
tional roles in rows and functional roles in columns, allowing the base concepts
of the framework to appear in a form that is readily conceivable. For a given set-
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ting, the cells on this matrix would of course need to be specified more rigorously
through a hierarchical layering that could eventually get down to the level of bits
of relevant information and micro-skills in a way that could be accommodated by
a textbook or detailed course outline.

Functional roles

As noted previously, functional roles refer explicitly to what one does. Figure 1
recognizes the following functional roles: practitioner, developer, researcher,
and trainer.

Practitioners are those who apply their knowledge and skill directly in the per-
formance of their institutional roles. In particular, the traditional role of a teacher
is linked to practitioner. As Freeman notes in making the case for teacher research
in language learning, “Teachers are seen – and principally see themselves – as con-
sumers rather than producers of knowledge. Other people write curricula, develop
teaching methodologies, create published materials, and make policies and pro-
cedures about education that teachers are called upon to implement” (Freeman
1998:10). There are two points to be made here. First, as consumers, teachers need
to be informed and critical. They need to be able to understand frameworks for
evaluating CALL in its many forms, especially language learning websites, CALL
tasks, and learning environments involving a variety of technologies. Teachers
need to know why they do what they do, using pedagogical approaches that are
intentional and well-considered. They need to be able to make informed judg-
ments on the suitability of the tool for the task; for example, knowing what kinds
of language learning goals and tasks may appropriately include the use of chat or
email. This also involves an appreciation of strengths and limitations of the tech-
nology options at hand. Second, in line with Freeman, we want to identify teachers

Institutional Functional roles
roles Practitioner Developer Researcher Trainer

Pre-service
classroom teachers X X X X
In-service
classroom teachers X X X X
CALL specialists
(expert/adjunct) X X X X
CALL professionals
(expert/adjunct) X X X X

Figure 1. A role-based framework for CALL education showing institutional roles (rows)
and functional roles (columns). X includes both the technical and pedagogical knowledge
base and skill set for the given role combination (see Figure 2).
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as having the potential to be much more than consumers, if they are given the op-
portunity. We want them to be regarded as having the capacity for research and
development in CALL and performing in functional roles beyond practitioner.
But for these roles they will need training.

Developers are those who are actively engaged in the creation of something
new or revision or adaptation of existing work. Although “developer” has most
often been used in the literature to label those who produce CALL software, it is
intended here to refer also to those who construct language activities and tasks
involving the computer in a significant way. That is, we see developer as a role
linked to implementations of the computer as both tutor and tool (Levy 1997).

Researchers in this context are those who attempt to discover new information
relating to CALL or to pursue evaluation of the success of a CALL initiative. In the
first case, we can include the more traditional “library” type of research (now pre-
dominantly online) – namely, the discovery and collection of relevant published
information previously unknown to the individual regardless of the fact that it
may have been known to others: this is of particular relevance to classroom teach-
ers. The more active, productive type of research can be done across a range from
informal (reflective or action research) to formal. The key is the pursuit of discov-
ering something new or of validating or rejecting something previously proposed.

Trainers are those who are acting to build CALL knowledge and skills in others,
rather than just language knowledge and skills. This role accommodates both for-
mal and informal training, mentoring, and assisting of students and colleagues not
subsumed by the previous roles. For teachers, this includes CALL learner training,
both technical and pedagogical, of the type described in Kolaitis, Mahoney, Po-
mann and Hubbard (this volume), as well as assisting other language teachers,
given the likelihood that recent graduates with CALL training will find themselves
in a position as “expert colleague” in their language programs. Not surprisingly,
for CALL specialists and professionals (see below) trainer is likely to be a more
emphasized role in their institutional settings.

Because functional roles refer to actions, they can be dynamic, and it is com-
mon for one person to shift functional roles fairly quickly, often in an integrated
fashion linked to a specific activity or task. For example, a classroom teacher as
a developer might create a new CALL task requiring students to employ the web
to gather information, comprehend it, and use a discussion board or other col-
laborative online space to interpret and synthesize it for a group project, such as a
WebQuest (Chao, this volume). As a practitioner, the teacher would determine how
to integrate this task into the course, present it to the students, organize groups, set
expectations, manage their progress, and provide feedback on their final product.
As a trainer the teacher would provide students with any needed instruction in
the technical operation of the computer application as well as strategy training on
how to connect their actions to learning objectives (Kolaitis et al., this volume). As
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a researcher, the teacher could review the postings on the discussion board, look-
ing for new or previously identified structures, lexis, or interactional patterns that
may inform later activities in the class or future versions of that task. From the
teacher education perspective, it is important to work toward the provision of the
underlying knowledge and skills that the teacher needs in order to accomplish the
preceding tasks in those four roles.

Institutional roles

While functional roles are relatively dynamic, institutional roles are typically more
stable and refer to situations or settings. As the term implies, institutional roles are
often reflected in job titles or descriptions, but even when they are not, they can
represent collections of expectations held by supervisors or colleagues as well as by
those one serves. This is particularly true of the CALL specialist.

Classroom teachers, with respect to CALL, are those who use the computer
in some way to promote, manage, or assess their students’ learning. Note that
“classroom” is used in its broadest sense here to subsume language teaching in
a traditional physical space, a computer lab, a mix of physical classroom or lab
and online, or entirely online. A distinction often made for educational purposes
is that between pre-service teachers (those who are in a course or certificate, or
degree program but are not yet teaching) and in-service teachers, those who are
receiving their CALL training while actively engaged in classroom language teach-
ing). This distinction can be significant for a number of reasons and in fact is a
structural division of the present volume. In particular, in-service teachers

1) have a current class or classes they are teaching that can provide a context
for interpreting and even applying what they are learning (see Egbert (this
volume) for a discussion of situated learning for teachers);

2) have experience in the teaching role that they can build on during course work;
3) are often not learning CALL in a degree or certificate program where they are

also learning other elements of language teaching (second language acquisi-
tion theory, classroom methodology, etc.).

It is worth noting that in practice, the pre-service/in-service distinction may be
blurred. Pre-service and in-service teachers may be combined in a single class,
particularly in the online setting. It is also common to have students in pre-service
degree programs who have language teaching experience or who may have taught
some other subject mixed in with those who are true teaching novices. We might
refer to the former as “between-service.” In some of these cases, they may still be
teaching actively while they go through the program.

CALL specialists represent a particularly interesting category, since recogni-
tion of their existence is arguably the best evidence for an identifiable discipline of
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CALL. To characterize the difference between classroom teachers and specialists,
we need to diverge briefly to a discussion of shallow vs. deep knowledge and limited
vs. elaborated skill sets.

Motivational and personality factors aside, classroom teachers with a broad
knowledge base are assumed to be more effective than those without it. That is
why we have teacher education programs and certification procedures. However,
in order to achieve this breadth in the limited time available for institutional ed-
ucation, we expect much of this knowledge to be relatively shallow compared
to that of experts. For example, any well-trained language teacher today should
have some understanding of pronunciation, including the inventory of sounds in
the target language and their realizations in various phonological contexts; basic
rhythm, stress, and intonation patterns; common problem areas for students; and
the factors that influence pronunciation development so that they can have real-
istic expectations for student progress (Goodwin 2001). Similarly, we expect their
skill sets to include the ability to analyze learners’ speech and identify some of their
more obvious problems, along with the ability to suggest appropriate techniques
for drawing learners’ attention to pronunciation and improving it. An adequate
teacher preparation program should provide for most, if not all, of this general
competence.

We would expect more from someone labeled a pronunciation specialist. We
would assume that a pronunciation specialist would have a much deeper knowl-
edge of phonological processes in the target language and an understanding of
ways in which phonological theory and linguistic research could be relevant to
learning. We would also expect a stronger base in pronunciation research literature
of both developmental processes and effective teaching techniques for different
types of learners. The skill set would be similarly elaborated, with both higher an-
alytical and higher diagnostic proficiency, the ability to create or adapt materials
rapidly, and a wider repertoire of techniques and the know-how to apply them
appropriately and assess their effectiveness.

In comparison, a CALL pronunciation specialist would ideally inherit the
characteristics of a pronunciation specialist in general and have additional skills
and knowledge relevant to CALL. The latter would include knowledge of avail-
able CALL pronunciation software and its usefulness, an understanding of the
strengths and limitations of automatic speech recognition in support of pronunci-
ation development, familiarity with computer hardware and software applications
that provide visual displays and effective techniques for utilizing them with stu-
dents, a strong foundation in CALL pronunciation literature, and so on.

Before leaving the specialist category, we would like to cover one other im-
portant distinction: expert vs. adjunct. An expert is a specialist with a primary
attachment to language learning and teaching. An adjunct specialist on the other
hand is a somewhat nebulous category meant to accommodate someone with



The scope of CALL education 

deep knowledge and an elaborated skill set that is relevant to a CALL special-
ization but who may have quite shallow knowledge in second language learning
and teaching, computer applications, or both. For the pronunciation specialist ex-
ample, this could include phonologists or phoneticians applying themselves to a
CALL pronunciation project, programmers with expertise in speech recognition
or visualization, or speech therapists. These adjunct specialists have long been
part of CALL development teams, and the interdisciplinarity they represent is a
frequently-cited hallmark of the field. Levy (1997:49–50), for example, presents
a list of 24 disciplines and fields with relevance to CALL, and given the growth
of CMC (computer-mediated communication) and the web since that time, this
list could undoubtedly be expanded. A formal recognition of the functional and
institutional roles of adjuncts, coupled with a means of identifying their specific
knowledge and skill sets, would go a long way toward offering a more coherent
account of the relationship between CALL and its associated fields.

Finally, CALL professionals are those recognized as having 1) broad under-
standing of CALL as a whole, with a knowledge base and skill set in many CALL
areas at least equivalent to that expected for teachers; 2) relatively deeper knowl-
edge and more elaborated skill sets in multiple areas, most likely with one or more
demonstrated specializations; 3) most prominently, a clear commitment to CALL
as a primary area of professional development as evidenced by knowledge of the
history and literature in the field, and/or activity in CALL conference presenta-
tions and publications outside of a single specialization. More relevant here, from
the CALL education perspective, producing a CALL professional is the likely ob-
jective of an appropriately focused master’s or doctoral program in the field, and
we would expect a number of faculty engaged in such programs to be CALL pro-
fessionals themselves. The term “CALL professional”, like teacher and specialist,
is intended as an institutional role label; however, it should be recognized that the
impact of a CALL professional is likely to extend beyond the individual institution.

Interestingly, CALL professional can be considered largely a derivative role.
That is, once we have determined technical and pedagogical knowledge and skill
sets for pre-service and in-service teachers and for a range of specializations, we
will have produced most of what is needed to educate and recognize the CALL
professional. For that reason, we concentrate more on the other three institutional
roles in this chapter.

Filling in the matrix

As mentioned previously, the institutional-functional role pairs (X’s in Figure
1) are characterized by two domains, technical and pedagogical, each having a
knowledge and a skill component. These are laid out in more detail in Figure 2:
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Technical Pedagogical
CALL
Knowledge

Systematic and incidental understand-
ing of the computer system, including
peripheral devices, in terms of hard-
ware, software, and networking.

Systematic and incidental under-
standing of ways of effectively using
the computer in language teaching.

CALL
Skill

Ability to use technical knowledge and
experience both for the operation of the
computer system and relevant applica-
tions and in dealing with various prob-
lems.

Ability to use knowledge and expe-
rience to determine effective materi-
als, content, and tasks, and to moni-
tor and assess results appropriately.

Figure 2. Technical and pedagogical knowledge and skills for CALL.

note that in both cases, these are specific to language teaching. We can consider
the pedagogical column to be related to what Shulman (1986) calls “pedagogical
content knowledge,” which represents not only an understanding of the subject
matter – language in this case – but also an understanding of the specific ways in
which to teach that content to others effectively, i.e., how to teach language using
technology.

A few comments are in order here. First, note that these descriptions are quite
general as they must encompass not only the obvious teaching aspects but also
other institutional roles. Second, although knowledge and skill are separated here,
in many instances in practice they are combined into behavioral or “can do” objec-
tives. This is presumably because knowledge is sometimes accepted as important
only to the extent that it moves from declarative (what we call “knowledge” here)
to procedural (i.e., skills). We believe, however, that there is much to gain by sep-
arating them. In particular, at the technical level it is all too common to learn a
fixed sequence of actions that produce a desired result (e.g., saving a file; sending
and receiving email, attaching a data projector to a laptop. . .) only to be left help-
less when something goes wrong because of a lack of foundational knowledge as
to what that sequence actually represents in terms of interacting with software and
hardware. Third, we acknowledge with the term “incidental” the practical point
that not everything of value that is learned is integrated readily into a system. This
seems to be particularly true of technical skills and knowledge.

As presented here, the framework is still at its broadest level. Because our goal
is not prescriptive and space is limited, we will not attempt to provide specifi-
cations for the cells in the Figure 1 matrix. However, even its present form, the
framework can offer guidance to others who wish to address such details. For ex-
ample, for those who have already developed CALL teacher education courses, it
offers input into an evaluation rubric for course content. Specifically, it invites
considerations 1) of both knowledge and skills; 2) in both technical and peda-
gogical domains; 3) in the context of the institutional role or roles the students
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will be playing; and 4) importantly, with a recognition of the range of functional
roles the students will play: practitioner, developer, researcher, and trainer. For
those who are planning courses, or who are engaged in developing certification
guidelines or standards, by its structure it implicitly recommends considerations
across that same range of areas, some of which might otherwise be overlooked. It
further suggests that a way to generate ideas for content and objectives is to start
with identification of the expected knowledge and skills needed to fulfill predicted
functional and institutional roles. Although we have not discussed it here, such
expectations could be derived through a formal needs analysis. Finally, for those
who by choice or necessity are learning about CALL independently, it provides a
means to structure learning about the field in a reasoned fashion.

Discussion

We recognize that our approach does not characterize all the necessary elements
of CALL education in a straightforward way, so in this section, we would like to
clarify several points and acknowledge a few limitations. First, we have separated
roles here that could arguably be seen as “blended” (for instance, some might want
to define a trained, competent practitioner as one who already is a capable devel-
oper, researcher and trainer as well). We believe that making these roles discrete
allows them to be characterized more readily. Second, while there is something
of a hierarchy implied in our institutional dimension, it is not the case that we
would expect those at the “higher” levels to inherit all the properties (skills and
knowledge) from the lower ones. For instance, one could be a CALL professional
but still lack some of the detailed knowledge and skill of an in-service classroom
teacher or a CALL specialist. Third, we have referred to the institutional roles of
CALL specialist and CALL professional, but not to “CALL” classroom teacher. This
is because in most cases CALL is only a part, sometimes a very small part, of what
classroom teachers are expected to do. While we see CALL as being a primary or
even the defining quality of the institutional role for the specialist and professional,
the classroom teacher requires a more flexible characterization.

Four limitations should be mentioned. As noted previously this framework
does not address the process through which CALL knowledge and skills are devel-
oped in the individual. Other chapters in the present volume deal with this critical
issue. However, arguably once the knowledge and performance objectives are clar-
ified, the development and evaluation of effective paths toward them is a much
easier task. Second, for the purposes of exposition and simplicity, we have lim-
ited ourselves to a four-by-four, two-dimensional matrix. A multi-dimensional
one is possible, and cases could no doubt be made for additional institutional
roles (e.g., administrator, private tutor) or functional roles (e.g., assessor, language



 Philip Hubbard and Mike Levy

informant). Third, we have focused on technical and pedagogical skills and knowl-
edge only, without considering other aspects of teaching roles that are enhanced
by the computer, e.g., record keeping, communication with colleagues (when not
directly related to the aforementioned functional roles), communication with par-
ents, administrators and other non-student stakeholders, etc. Finally, while we
have addressed the institutional roles of pre- and in-service teacher, CALL spe-
cialist, and CALL professional, we have not touched on the institutional role of
“student”. It is not clear whether the framework should attempt to accommodate
this directly or simply specify student technical and pedagogical knowledge and
skills indirectly through the teacher’s role as “trainer”. However, a comprehen-
sive description of technology in language education would need to address the
learner’s role in some fashion. It is interesting in this regard that ISTE apparently
began with technology standards for students (ISTE 1998) before specifying them
for teachers (ISTE 2000).

We believe that these limitations are acceptable at this initial stage in making
the problem of determining CALL education tractable. Ultimately, a framework
is only valuable to the extent that it is usable, and we are comfortable at this
point with the tradeoff between completeness and practicality that the present
proposal affords.

Future developments

There are two key characteristics to the preceding proposal that we feel are as
important as the machinery of the framework itself: breadth and openness. By
allowing for a broad conceptualization of CALL (i.e., anything involving comput-
ers – in all their manifestations – as an identifiable actor in the language learning
arena), we have created a structure that we hope will be able to encompass not
only current settings and utilizations but also those for the foreseeable future. By
working toward openness, taking a descriptive rather than prescriptive approach,
we have presented a structure consistent with the philosophies manifested in our
previous publications (notably Hubbard 1996; Levy 1997) – one that encourages
a wide range of alternatives in a forum where they can be readily compared and
contrasted.

The framework presented here represents a proposal for what we see as a fruit-
ful direction for ourselves and others to continue exploring, expanding, and refin-
ing. By using the constructs above – functional roles, institutional roles, technical
and pedagogical domains, deep and shallow knowledge, limited and elaborated
skillsets – we have outlined a set of considerations through which to construct both
questions and tentative answers relevant to the area of the content and objectives
of CALL education.
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Finally, although our goal here was to present a proposal for characterizing
CALL education in terms of roles, there is a possibility for taking this conceptual-
ization further. To the extent that the classification matrix turns out to be useful in
describing its intended target, it offers the potential for a substantial piece of a de-
scriptive theoretical framework or metatheory for CALL. The ostensibly missing
elements, notably the learner and the learning environment, are crucial consid-
erations for the competent practitioner, researcher, developer, and trainer, and
thus will need to be incorporated in the role expectations. Once these roles are
described in a more detailed fashion – in particular the expected or ideal charac-
teristics for a range of CALL specialists – we may find that we have described a lot
of what is needed to account for CALL as a whole.
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Preface to

Assessing CALL teacher training

What are we doing and what could we do better?

In recent years in CALL, there has been much anecdotal evidence to suggest that
language teachers who wish to learn more about the uses of technology in lan-
guage learning are not able to locate the appropriate formal courses or programs
to help them. As a result, language teachers are often compelled to take one of two
alternatives, or both, to acquire some of the requisite skills. The first alternative
is to attend short, generic courses on new learning technologies, or introductory
courses on a particular piece of software, for example a new or upgraded e-mail
application, or a learner management system (LMS) that the institution has cho-
sen to adopt, such as a Blackboard. The second alternative is to “do it yourself”, for
example through asking colleagues, through attending workshops at CALL con-
ferences, or by joining a discussion group where more experienced members of
the group answer specific questions. Though these alternatives have their place
and value, they have their limitations too. To explore this problem, Greg Kessler
collected data from practicing teachers, teacher trainers, and teacher education
program coordinators through an online survey, focus groups and interviews. In
analyzing the findings, he sheds light on trends and patterns of activity in teacher
education and CALL. He also provides more detail on how motivated language
teachers respond to prevailing conditions, how they compensate for the lack of
formal courses, and the many ways in which they seek to educate themselves. On
the basis of the data collected, he concludes the chapter with a series of recom-
mendations for both pre-service and in-service teacher training and support.



Assessing CALL teacher training

What are we doing and what could we do better?

Greg Kessler
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The use of CALL in language programs has become a standard and expected part
of a curriculum. ESL and EFL programs find the use and knowledge of CALL to
be essential to effective instruction (Warschauer & Healey 1998). This understand-
ing is also reflected in employment practices. For example, of the 15 job postings
on TESOL’s Career Center (accessed March 22, 2006) that targeted master’s pre-
pared ESOL teachers, nine (60%) listed training or experience with CALL, online
delivery, or educational technology as a required or desirable attribute. However,
training continues to predominantly be acquired in an informal or ad hoc manner
through conference workshops, in-services, personal reading and other forms of
self-edification. It seems that formal language teacher preparation programs have
largely neglected to equip their graduates with the related knowledge and skills
they need to enter today’s technologically advanced language classroom. A visit to
50 North American TESOL graduate program websites in early 2004 revealed that
only eight had any mention of CALL as a component within their coursework.
Only three of these included a CALL course among requirements (Kessler 2005).

Research has attempted to identify the success of individual CALL teacher
training courses (Egbert, Paulus, & Nakamichi 2002). However, the literature con-
tains no evidence of an attempt to identify the extent of CALL training across
the field. Further, none have identified the value assigned to such teacher prepa-
ration. This study uses an online survey to investigate the extent to which CALL
has been incorporated as a component of language teacher education as well as
the levels of satisfaction of those who receive this training as a part of language
teacher preparation. Further, additional investigation through focus groups and
individual interviews provides insight into what may contribute to the overall lack
of CALL training. Finally, potential solutions for improvements based on these
qualitative inquiries and personal observations will be explored. While this inves-
tigation was primarily concerned with training that occurs in North American
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TESOL masters degree programs, it is likely that the findings are relevant to other
degree programs as well as programs in other geographic areas.

Before discussing the present study, it is worth reviewing the literature for in-
sight into what CALL training might entail. There has been wide support for teach-
ers to learn to use technology over the past twenty years. The development of basic
computer skills, such as keyboarding, mouse skills and working with menus, has
been incorporated into many teacher training technology courses within colleges
of education (NCATE 2004). Other skills identified as necessary for professional
purposes include using software for record keeping, research, and maintaining
electronic communication (Grau 1996). Familiarity with a variety of approaches
to electronic communication, such as email, discussion boards and file sharing, are
identified as contributing to successful collaboration with colleagues and mentors
for pre-service and novice teachers. The ability to effectively use the Internet is also
considered essential, and in particular the use of computer mediated communica-
tion (CMC) systems and course management systems (CMS) has been recognized
as important in today’s academic environment (Thomas, Clift, & Sugimoto 1996;
Fotos & Browne 2004). Attention is also given to the development of more so-
phisticated skills, such as video teleconferencing and development of web-based
materials. Some have acknowledged the proliferation of Weblogs, Chat and other
forums as well as the general move to distance or distance enhanced learning (Son
2002). Daud (1992) insists that teachers understand that expectations should be
reasonable. He suggested that many teachers new to the use of technology “expect
the computer to handle all of their students’ problems” (Daud 1992:69). There
continues to be an attitude among the unprepared that the use of computers is
either fully successful or fully unsuccessful.

While there are many important decisions surrounding the implementation
of technology, decisions related to exactly what skills and software teachers are
or should be learning in technology courses dominates much of the literature
(Hargrave & Hsu 2000). Many have pointed out the importance of conducting
technology training as part of language teacher preparation. Researchers have of-
fered guidelines for those engaged in such training (Levy 1996; Hubbard 1996).
While these guidelines share many characteristics, there are some distinctions
worth noting. There is universal agreement that teachers must be able to evaluate
materials. Chapelle (2001) identifies a method that may be used to evaluate CALL
tasks, including aspects of theory and research, learner fit, meaning focus, authen-
ticity, and practicality. Levy (1997) suggests that teachers need ongoing support
to effectively implement, and appreciate, CALL. Chapelle and Hegelheimer (2004)
recognize the need for teachers to be familiar with a variety of information re-
garding basic computer, hardware, software and lab operation in order to make
informed decisions regarding CALL use. They also stress that teachers need to be
aware of the variety of potential tasks and associated research. Kolaitis, Mahoney,
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Pomann and Hubbard (this volume) address the variety of crucial issues related
to learner training. Fotos and Browne (2004) identify the variety of language skills
related to CALL use and training.

Why should we be concerned?

While these extensive guidelines have been suggested, there appears to be a lack
of training within language teacher preparation. Some acknowledge that a vari-
ety of limitations make it impossible to truly incorporate everything in the short
amount of time allowed for CALL (Hatasa 1999). It has been suggested that the
greatest restriction on technology-enhanced instruction is the lack of adequate
teacher training for such use (Butler-Pascoe 1995; Egbert & Thomas 2001). Clark
and Gorski (2001) point out that teachers who have recently learned to use tech-
nology often use it in ways that detract from instruction. One of the predominant
problems they observed is the inability to identify when not to use technology;
when it would be more appropriate to rely on traditional techniques. For example,
having students interact with one another in real time through web-based discus-
sion boards when they are physically in the same location may complicate and
detract from opportunities for authentic communication.

A general lack of technical skills has been identified among teachers who
are both in the field and in training (Brinkerhoff, Ku, Glazewski, & Brush 2000;
Burke 2000). Murray (1998) indicates that prior assessment will inform trainers
of teacher technology courses. However, ranges are likely to be vast and compli-
cate training procedures. Abdal-Haqq (1995) argues that the needs of teachers in
training are often not met by the technology training programs due to the out-
dated nature of the technology they tend to utilize. In these courses students are
likely to learn using older technologies and programs and therefore not be pre-
pared to integrate newer technologies that would best serve their students’ needs
into their own classrooms.

In addition to recognizing the lack of access to newer technology, it has been
suggested that technology courses may not be sufficiently integrated into teacher
preparation programs. Instructional technology cannot be treated as only part
of a teacher preparation program, but must be ongoing in order to be success-
ful (Northrup & Little 1996). Halttunen (2002) echoes this call for integration
while adding that teachers also require ongoing retraining as new technologies
and materials become available.

It has also been suggested that a sense of intimidation continues to be preva-
lent among users of technology who are not integrally motivated. Teachers who are
not inclined to utilize technology often react negatively to situations which require
them to do so (Egbert & Thomas 2001). It may seem obvious that our personal use
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of computers will positively influence our professional use of computers. How-
ever, the context and expectations may be quite distinct. This assumption would
support the long held fallacy that any native speaker can teach grammar without
explicitly studying grammar. Just like the teaching of grammar, the utilization of
CALL requires an intimate and extensive knowledge of technology that is peda-
gogically focused and informed by the literature. Our knowledge and use of CALL
should not rely solely on the skills we acquire as we dabble in personal use of the
Web, email and online chatting.

Toward the end of the century trainers began to identify a growing potential
for CALL. Many observed the effects of the introduction of CALL on the teach-
ers’ role in the classroom. Some suggested that automated “teacherless” CALL
should serve as the ultimate ideal while others recognized a growing need to pre-
pare teachers to utilize CALL most appropriately (Davies & Williamson 1998;
Barnes 1997).

Jones (2001) suggests that CALL agendas are in many cases self destructive,
relying so heavily on self-access and autonomy that the language community be-
comes alienated from the use of CALL. He makes anecdotal reference to language
centers that barely function due to the lack of human intervention in the learn-
ing process. Consequently, he argues that CALL agendas realign themselves with
the idea that teachers are needed to “drive the CALL process” (Jones 2001:365).
The author goes on to conclude that it is not only the responsibility of researchers
within the field of CALL, but also administrators and faculty that must act in a de-
liberate and inclusive manner to respond to this growing dilemma. Thus, teachers
must be trained explicitly in CALL in order to be prepared to make important de-
cisions regarding the manner of implementation. Davies and Williamson (1998)
conversely argue that CALL needs to aspire to a goal in which a teaching and learn-
ing process is implicit and the teacher is “built in.” They suggest that CALL serving
as a medium of instruction is no more than an “Electronic Chalkboard.” Ulti-
mately, they suggest that teachers and developers should approach development
not in terms of what a computer can do, but in terms of what a human can do.
This dichotomy has existed since the introduction of CALL. However, researchers
have yet to investigate the influence of these two camps on the development of new
CALL professionals.

Another frequently addressed issue is the willingness of teachers to continue
using technology in a pedagogic manner once training has ceased. Technology
training programs often incorporate funding that allows participants to have ac-
cess to resources for the duration of the course or some limited time that follows.
Once these resources become unavailable the teachers often neglect to continue
practicing the technology related skills they have learned (Butler-Pascoe 1995).
It has been suggested that there is little impact of technology teacher training
programs on how teachers think about and implement technology in the class-



Assessing CALL teacher training 

room (Cuban 1986; Feiman-Nemser & Remillard 1996). Research has suggested
that teachers tend to practice very little of what they receive in technology training
programs once they begin teaching unless they had already been technologically
inclined prior to the technology training course. They are more likely to further
their development by gathering information from colleagues than any other for-
mal method of training (Egbert et al. 2002). Similarly, Galloway (1997) found that
most teachers surveyed learned to use computers on their own or with the help of
friends and colleagues outside of the classroom and not as a result of their formal
training. In response, attempts have been made to identify potential alternative
approaches to technology training.

While there may be many reasons that technology becomes unused or under-
used, access to resources is most often identified as the reason that technology for
instruction remains unutilized. Resources include hardware, software, time and
technical, emotional and curricular support (Egbert et al. 2002; Schrum 1999).
Many attempts at introducing instructional technology into the curriculum in-
volve making those resources necessary for the current project available to the
participants; however, when the introductory project is complete the resources are
no longer available, thus leaving the faculty in a position that discourages use of
technology (Barnes 1997).

Perhaps the most widely recognized factor influencing access to technology
is the digital divide. ESL communities, generally built on a multicultural model,
are certainly subject to the negative impact of this phenomenon (Clark & Gorski
2001). While there is ongoing debate about the existence and state of the digi-
tal divide, it is important that teachers utilizing technology be aware of current
conditions.

A number of barriers have also presented themselves in the specific context of
CALL teacher preparation. Egbert et al. (2002) studied the use of CALL by teachers
who had completed a CALL course. Teachers often continued to rely upon the skill
and knowledge related to technology that they had acquired in their personal use.
Despite being confident and capable with the technologies, teachers were not likely
to implement these newly learned practices due to a number of other factors. These
impediments included time, curricular and administrative restrictions as well as
an insufficient amount of resources.

Joffe (2000) identifies myriad potentials for CALL practitioners to receive
training through distance education. This context can increase the potential for in-
teraction among cultures, thus providing language teachers with valuable cultural
insight. She further suggests that participation in distance education as a teacher
in training would positively enhance the teacher’s ability to implement CALL in
the classroom.

The aim of the current study is to begin to identify teachers’ perceptions of
CALL preparation and how such preparation may relate to practical usage. This
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preliminary study focused on two research questions: 1) How satisfied are teachers
with the CALL preparation they receive? 2) What could be done to better prepare
teachers for their professional use of CALL?

Methodology

This study consisted of three distinct components: survey, focus groups and inter-
views. This variety of collection techniques was chosen in an exploratory manner.
Consequently, all three forms of information gathering were intentionally broad
and preliminary in order to allow the path of inquiry and topics to arise that may
have been unanticipated by the researcher (Patton 2002).

The 32 question survey (Appendix A) was available online between December
2003 and February 2004. The survey was completed by 240 graduates of North
American TESOL master’s degree programs. Since all of the participants have
graduated from MA programs and taught language, they should all be familiar
with the language teaching field in general and specifically familiar with the CALL
related demands and experiences that may accompany the authentic teaching envi-
ronment. Surveys were distributed through the NetTeach, TESL_CALL, CALICO
and LLTI lists and collected through a web-based interface. Each of these lists func-
tions as an informal means of communication among language teachers interested
in CALL. This purposeful sampling of CALL-centric online communities should
reveal insight about CALL training (Patton 2002). Due to this approach, however,
it is impossible to determine the response rate. While this approach may have led
to a skewed sample (namely, those on the lists who for whatever reason decided
to respond), it was chosen to address a large group of specific CALL practitioners.
Further, since these individuals are active in the use of CALL, they are more likely
to have sought out training than others in the greater language teaching commu-
nity. The questions addressed general satisfaction with CALL preparation, identi-
fication of successful types of CALL preparation, and open-ended opportunities
to guide further inquiry.

In addition to this survey, a focus group was conducted to identify themes,
trends and concerns of those involved in conducting CALL teacher training. While
preliminary questions (Appendix B) helped direct the focus group, the structure
emerged as the discussion progressed. The focus group included eighteen individ-
uals who were all involved in CALL training. Fifteen were faculty at universities
and the others taught at private language schools. The focus group was arranged
as a discussion session at the 38th annual convention of TESOL in Long Beach,
California, entitled, What can we do to prepare better CALL practitioners? The
fifty-minute discussion allowed participants to share their experiences and per-
spectives regarding CALL teacher training as both trainers and trainees. An online
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discussion forum was also created to extend this dialogue and six of the partici-
pants chose to continue to share information through this forum. All participants
were actively involved in CALL teacher preparation ranging from in-service and
workshop training to full courses.

The third form of information gathering involved interviews with TESOL
teacher trainers. Three individuals were chosen to represent three distinct TESOL
programs in different regions of the United States. These individuals shared their
perspectives about CALL as a component of their TESOL training programs. Ap-
pendix C presents the springboard questions that initiated these interviews. These
interviews revealed perceptions of a deficiency in CALL preparation as well as
potential causes of this deficiency. Themes for further exploration and potential
solutions to this perceived problem were also explored. The interviews were also
conducted at the 38th annual TESOL Convention. The results of these inquiries
are included in the discussion that follows the survey results.

Survey results

The results reveal a general dissatisfaction with, and lack of, CALL training. There
is also evidence that many have relied upon alternative sources of information for
their CALL preparation as has been noted by others (Robb, this volume). Finally it
appears that many have even engaged in formal training outside of their language
teacher preparation programs in order to compensate for this deficit.

Some respondents suggested that they had graduated (as one stated), “Before
CALL became in vogue,” and therefore, some of the survey questions were inap-
propriate. These individuals began using technology for instruction between ten
and twenty years ago. It is worth noting that CALL preparation was already a mat-
ter of discussion and teacher preparation as early as the 1970s, albeit on a limited
scale (Delcloque 2000). Since the literature suggests that CALL preparation began
to be a fully recognized and significant component of teacher training in the early
1990s, the results of those who have taught for more than ten years were com-
pared to those who have taught for less than ten years (unfortunately, the survey
did not ask for a specific graduation date). None of these resulted in a statistically
significant difference between the groups, so here the results are combined. Survey
results are described below.

In response to the prompt, My Degree Program Taught Me To Effectively Teach
With Technology, nearly 77% of respondents chose either somewhat ineffective
(25%) or extremely ineffective (52%). The other 23% felt that such preparation
was either somewhat (15%) or extremely effective (8%).

18% of respondents felt that the courses in technology for teaching they had
taken were always relevant to future teaching experience. The largest group, 43%,
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Table 1. Technology related coursework in degree program

Number of
courses

How many courses did
you take in your degree
program that focused
on technology?

How many courses did
you take in your degree
program that involved
any training for
teaching with
technology?

How many courses
focused on using
technology for teaching
were required in your
program?

0 56.7% 60.8% 79.2%
1–2 27.5% 25.9% 14.1%
3–4 5.0% 6.2% 1.7%
5–6 5.8% 2.7% 3.3%
7 or more 5.0% 4.4% 1.7%

Table 2. General perception of formal CALL training

Would you have benefited from
more instruction regarding
teaching with technology?

Have you taken courses outside of
your degree program to learn more
about teaching with technology?

Yes 87.5% 91.7%
No 12.5% 8.3%

felt that these courses were sometimes relevant and 38% of all respondents felt that
these courses were never relevant.

Similarly, respondents felt that the amount of time devoted to learning about
CALL was deficient. 84% of all respondents agreed that the amount of time was
either insufficient or extremely insufficient. 13% thought the amount of time was
perfect and 2% thought it was either excessive or extremely excessive.

Table 1 presents the coursework of the respondents, and it is interesting to
see a reflection of the general lack of coursework there. The most disconcerting
results are reflected in the required CALL coursework. 79.2% were not required
to take a course regarding teaching with technology while 56.7% took no classes
that focused on technology. With 60.8% having never taken a course that involved
any CALL preparation, it is no wonder that there is such reliance upon alternative
forms of preparation.

The results presented in Table 2 suggest that those who claim that they would
have benefited from more instruction have taken action to compensate for the
inadequacy of their degree program preparation. Beyond the informal practices
that are assumed to fill this gap, conventional technology courses also appear to
serve as a means of further instruction in this area. Contrary to the assumptions
that there is obviously more effective and extensive CALL training than in the past,
these results indicate that it may only be expectations that have increased.
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Table 3. CALL in the workplace

Is the use of
technology
encouraged at
your school?

Does your school offer
incentives for teachers
who use technology for
teaching?

Does your school offer
incentives for teachers who use
technology who use technology
who develop technology for
teaching?

Always 43.8% 51.7% 41.7%
Sometimes 47.5% 43.3% 50.8%
Never 4.2% 5.0% 7.5%

The results in Table 3 further support the assumption that CALL is valued as
a component with language teaching programs. This assumption does not appear
to be supported by the majority of teacher training programs. Consequently, the
proposed study is intended to determine the perceived importance of this type of
training with such programs.

Again, these results support the assumption that CALL is valued as a compo-
nent with language teaching programs, an assumption that does not appear to be
supported by the majority of teacher training programs.

While it may be surprising to discover the lack of training that is apparent
in this investigation, it is not surprising that many language teachers have found
the wherewithal to become “self-trained” in CALL. It is also not surprising that
the group of CALL practitioners surveyed appear to be extremely active. They
identified the alternative means by which they obtain training, information and
currency regarding CALL through both a set of predetermined selections as well
as an open-ended question. It is difficult to determine the exact cause and effect
relationship, but the lack of formal preparation and the reliance upon informal
alternative sources definitely coexist. As Robb (this volume) elaborates, many have
become reliant on alternative sources of information. A number of respondents
indicated utilization of the following resources for their CALL preparation:

– Listservs (240)
– Professional Conferences (220)
– Web Sites (210)
– Colleagues (180)
– Journals (160)
– University Courses (145)
– University Libraries (140)
– Public Libraries (95)

It is certainly encouraging to see the extent to which these individuals are engag-
ing in self-directed lifelong learning, but such supplemental reliance may not be
effective without a foundation of CALL theory, methodology, principles and prac-
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tices. While this dedication is certainly impressive, it is hardly the ideal. Technology
related courses in departments of computer science are likely to be so technical
that they are accessible to only a very select group of language teachers. This type
of instruction is also likely to result in a greater rift between the CALL “experts”
and others.

Focus group results

A focus group served as the second source of information for this study. Accord-
ing to members of the focus group, much of what seems to be taking place in
the name of CALL teacher training would qualify as training in digital literacy.
They claim that they are often charged with the task of training colleagues in basic
computing skills and software to perform such common tasks as word processing,
spreadsheet use and presentation preparation. While such tools can certainly serve
an instructional purpose in the language classroom, this context is apparently not
being presented to a majority of TESOL MA graduate students. It is worth noting
that none of the members of the focus group recalled receiving significant CALL
training in their formal teacher preparation.

Focus group participants recognized that while there are signs that more of
this digital literacy oriented training is occurring within graduate programs (from
what they see of recent graduates), such training is still predominantly done in
an ad hoc or informal manner. In many cases it seems that attempts to intro-
duce technologies such as course management systems are aimed at training for
faculty across the university spectrum. These opportunities may enhance faculty
awareness of resources, but do not allow for focus on the use of such tools with a
language learning context.

Those in the focus group who have learned to develop materials using an
authoring system complain that the focus has been solely on the system in ques-
tion with little to no attention paid to the universality of such tasks. Learning
universal skills can help us to prepare for future generations of software and so-
lutions. The learning of such universal skills can also help to inform us about the
decision-making processes in a CALL environment. The more familiar we are with
available options and alternatives for CALL use, the better our decision-making
will be. Therefore, focus group members agreed that CALL practitioners should
be as comfortable and familiar with CALL materials as they are with traditional
materials.

Many in the focus group also recognized a problem of contextualization. They
felt that much of what occurs in ad hoc CALL training is not reinforced with peda-
gogic and linguistic support. For example, a collection of web-based resources may
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be presented as useful without much elaboration regarding the learner variables
that may influence their appropriateness.

Most in the focus group were pleased that their CALL labs were being used
on a regular basis. However, some complained that this use is generally limited to
word processing tasks. Other forms of CALL are often overlooked or neglected.

Some in the focus group recognized a need for autonomous and self-directed
learning. Consequently, they suggested that creating conditions which support
such learning may be the most effective solution.

Finally, the focus group unanimously agreed that group CALL projects in-
volving a broad cross-section of faculty are often the most successful approach to
introducing CALL. Such situations have been recognized as contributing to a high
quality of materials as well as an increased confidence and interest in CALL among
faculty. Faculty who are less inclined to pursue the development or use of CALL
materials on their own are often eager to work with others who can share their
CALL expertise. Further, content experts often contribute in unexpected ways to
such projects.

Interview results

Each of the three interviews, while brief and preliminary in nature, contributed
to a better understanding of the lack of formalized CALL training. The interviews
with coordinators of teacher preparation programs indicated that there is a general
reluctance for faculty to engage in CALL training unless they identify themselves
specifically as CALL specialists. None of the individuals interviewed considered
themselves to be such a specialist. Statements such as, “CALL is out of my grasp”
and “We don’t have a specialist” dominated the interviews. While all of those inter-
viewed felt confident using technology for their own purposes and felt essentially
informed about CALL practices, none were willing to engage in CALL training.
They felt that such training was out of their reach.

Further explanations regarding insufficient CALL training included: lack of
funding to expand programs, too many other issues that require attention, and a
widespread belief that those who are interested in CALL will simply “pick it up.”
Further, two of these representatives stated that although they would appreciate
the addition of a CALL component, it was an unlikely addition in the near future.
They wish that they would be able to offer CALL training since they seemed to
consider it a positive recruiting tool. This apprehension for non-experts to engage
in CALL preparation is evident at the language teaching level as well. In order for
teachers to be able to effectively identify, select and integrate CALL materials, they
must be comfortable with the materials in the same way they would be with tra-
ditional print materials. However, if only those who are highly motivated to learn
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about CALL are doing so, it is unlikely that CALL practice will become successfully
integrated.

A follow-up study is currently being conducted to determine the value placed
upon CALL as a component within TESOL masters programs. Further research
could investigate specific aspects of CALL teacher training. As CALL teacher
preparation is beginning to receive more attention, we are likely to see vast im-
provement in the deficiencies noted here. Investigation into the ongoing develop-
ment of CALL teacher preparation would thus be beneficial.

What could we do better? Some recommendations

This investigation resulted in a number of recommendations for both preservice
and inservice teacher training.

Involve a specialist

The ideal solution for a teacher education program would be to add a CALL spe-
cialist to your faculty. With the competitiveness of the language teacher training
job market, it is certainly reasonable to require any new faculty member to have
some preparation to serve as a CALL resource for a program. This does not re-
quire that such a person have specific training as a CALL specialist, but at least an
inclination and background. Just as faculty often teach subjects peripheral to their
expertise, CALL should be targeted as a professional area of focus. Language pro-
grams with CALL-competent faculty are often the envy of those without. When
computer labs function smoothly, student and faculty fears are quelled and CALL
operates as a supportive and appropriate component of the curriculum, all who
are involved are more likely to appreciate CALL as an enhancement. When any of
these factors are neglected, CALL continues to be viewed negatively.

At the teacher training level it is important that any introduction of CALL
training that occurs must be integrated in the overall program. If it is not possible
to establish dedicated CALL courses, an attempt should be made to establish some
CALL component within methodology or pedagogy courses.

Involve all stakeholders

All teacher preparation faculty should be conscious of CALL practices to some
degree just as all teacher preparation faculty should understand how to work with
a variety of methodologies.

By involving, and preparing, all stakeholders in the decision-making process
we are likely to experience a more successful and positive response to the use of
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CALL. Make technology resources available to teachers in preparation. It would
be wise to involve all stakeholders in the CALL activities of any language programs
on your campus or in your community, providing them with information about
any training in the local community as well as local and national conferences. It
appears that many language teachers do not receive such opportunities until they
are faced with technology related tasks.

Provide incentives

At the pre-service level it is important to inform future teachers of the importance
of CALL within language instruction. Such incentives as heightened employment
prospects can suffice. At the inservice level, we can offer release time, financial
compensation and recognition.

Keep use relevant

Technology trainers may realize that alternative options best meet the needs and
attitudes of some teachers in training. It may be necessary to utilize project-based
learning within a school or department or establishment of collaborative team-
work as a substitute for more formal classroom training. Further inquiry into the
use of these alternative approaches may prove beneficial.

Those who are not completely confident in their technology use have often
found it easy to dismiss CALL as the realm of gadgets and geeks, but it needn’t be
that way. As familiar as email and the Internet are these days, all educators should
be familiar with a breadth of CALL activities. Most of today’s CALL solutions
require very little technology background in order to find success.

It is clear that CALL use is becoming more prevalent within language pro-
grams, particularly as programs gravitate toward the web. Teachers need to become
more proficient in their understanding of CALL methodology, practices, history
and possibilities. Decisions influencing CALL use should be informed by an un-
derstanding of pedagogy and technology and how the two merge. Further, teachers
need to be willing to experiment with approaches to determine which may work
best for the teachers they are training. Such decisions may be informed by further
study of current and emerging instructional technology practices. Research into
the perceived effectiveness of various CALL training methods and approaches is
crucial to improving our understanding of how training may best be conducted.
Such research will contribute to the establishment of best practices for all aspects
of CALL implementation.
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APPENDIX A

Survey questions

1) How many years have you taught language?

0–1
2–5
6–9
10–15
15 or more

2) In which of the following settings do you currently teach?

(Choose Up To 5)
Intensive English Program (in North America)
Post Matriculation University Program (in North America)
Language Program Overseas
K-12
Other

3) What language(s) are you currently teaching?

(Choose Up To 8)
English
Spanish
French
German
Russian
Japanese
Chinese
Other

4) How many hours per week do you currently teach?

0–5
6–10
11–15
16–20
21 or more

5) Is the use of technology for language instruction encouraged at your school?

Always Sometimes Never

6) Does your school offer incentives for teachers who use technology for teaching?

Always Sometimes Never

7) Does your school offer incentives for teachers who develop technology for instruction?

Always Sometimes Never
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8) How long have you been using technology for teaching?

0–1 year
2–5 years
6–10 years
11–15 years
16 or more years

9) How confident do you feel using technology for instruction?

Extremely confident
Somewhat confident
Not sure
Somewhat unconfident
Extremely unconfident

10) Which is the highest degree you hold?

PhD in Linguistics
PhD in Modern Languages
PhD in Education
MA in Linguistics
MA in Modern Languages
MA in Education
Other PhD
Other MA
BA
Language teaching certificate

11) To what extent did your degree program prepare you for teaching with technology?

Very prepared
Somewhat prepared
Neutral
Somewhat unprepared
Very unprepared

12) How many courses did you take in your degree program that focused on using technology
for teaching?

0
1–2
3–4
5–6
7 or more
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13) How many courses did you take in your degree program that devoted more than 20% of
the time to issues regarding teaching with technology?

0
1–2
3–4
5–6
7 or more

14) How many courses did you take in your degree program that involved any training for
teaching with technology?

0
1–2
3–4
5–6
7

15) How many courses focusing on technology for teaching were required in your degree
program?

0
1–2
3–4
5–6
7 or more

16) My degree program taught me how to effectively teach with technology

Strongly Agree
Agree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree

17) How would you best finish this sentence? The extent of time devoted to learning about
teaching with technology in my degree program was:

Extremely excessive
Excessive
Perfect
Insufficient
Extremely insufficient

18) Do you feel you would have benefited from more instruction in your degree program
regarding teaching with technology?

Yes No

19) The technology for teaching courses that I took were relevant to my future teaching expe-
rience:

Always Sometimes Never
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20) Have you taken classes or attended conference workshops outside of your degree program
to gain more knowledge about using technology for teaching?

Yes No

21) Do you feel that you are capable of keeping up with the rapid pace of technological growth?

Always Sometimes Never

22) How do you currently stay informed about CALL approaches, techniques and or methods?
23) Have you presented at professional conferences on topics related to CALL?

Yes No

24) Which professional organizations do you belong to?
(Choose Up To 10)

CALICO
ISTE
MLA
TESOL
EUROCALL
IALL
IFETS
AACE
ACTFL
LLTI

25) What challenges do computers present for language instructors?
26) What is most promising about using technology for language instruction?
28) Why do you use technology for instruction?
29) What was your first experience using CALL as a teacher?
30) Which of the following do you utilize for your knowledge of CALL?

(Choose Up To 8)
Journals

Professional Conferences
Listservs
University Courses
Public Libraries
University Libraries
Colleagues
Web Sites

31) Would you mind answering follow up questions about CALL teacher training?

Yes No

32) If you found any of the questions confusing, please comment on them here.
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APPENDIX B

Questions for focus groups

What kind of CALL training did you receive as a graduate student?
What kind of training did you not receive that you believe you would have benefited from?
How have you attempted to stay informed of CALL?
What kind of training do you provide for your colleagues?
What barriers to CALL do you face in your current environments?
What kind of training do you dream of?

APPENDIX C

Interview Questions

What CALL training does your TESOL program offer?
What CALL training does your TESOL program require?
Do you believe that this is sufficient?
What technology for teaching skills would you like your graduates to have?
What concerns do you have about CALL regarding your graduates?
What do you think we can do to improve CALL training?





Preface to

Technology standards for teacher education,
credentialing, and certification

The role of technology standards in teacher education and CALL is an important,
but complex issue. It is important because technology standards help those in-
volved in CALL to recognize distinct levels of proficiency and skill, and through
explicit, shared guidelines, teacher education courses can make their learning goals
and outcomes more explicit: this is of special importance with regard to formal ac-
creditation. However, the role of technology standards may also be problematical
because standards may suffer from being too prescriptive and narrowly defined,
or alternatively, they may be too general and vague. Overly prescriptive standards
can have a strong and detrimental impact on creativity in CALL and provoke a
negative reaction because teachers and students feel their hands are tied whenever
they want to try something new; on the other hand, standards that are too gen-
eral and vague may provide so little direction that they are of no practical value.
Like the temperature of the porridge in Goldilocks and the Three Bears, technol-
ogy standards have to be “just right” to be acceptable. This chapter by Kathryn
Murphy-Judy and Bonnie Youngs charts the path of technology standards in CALL
in three geographical regions of the world. It begins by describing the history and
development of standards in the United States as they relate to foreign-language
education and technology. Particular quotations from the relevant standards doc-
uments help illuminate the discussion. Then three specific examples concerning
the implementation of technology standards are given at three levels: at a uni-
versity level in the United States; at a national level in Colombia, South America;
and across the Common European Framework. These examples emphasize the
importance of recognizing goals and contextual factors in developing technology
standards.
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Introduction

Standards of learning and related assessments of learning outcomes are impacting
education worldwide, from early childhood classrooms all the way to accom-
plished teacher certification. To ensure that teachers are able to guide their students
to desired learning outcomes, commensurate standards for university teacher edu-
cation programs, accreditation criteria, and processes for teacher preparation pro-
grams, in addition to state licensure for teachers, re-certification and national pro-
fessional certification are being elaborated. In foreign language education, given
the emphasis on communication and the opportunities for computer-assisted
learning, technologies play an ever-increasing role in learning standards. Thus, ap-
propriate and skillful integration of computer-assisted language learning (CALL)
figures into the standards for teacher preparation and the institutions that educate,
license, and re-certify teachers.

As new technologies continue to impact educational theories and practices,
the technology standards for language learning and teaching are designed not to
turn classrooms into a series of mass-produced, undifferentiating experiences, but
rather offer “models to be followed” that are meant to promote creativity, indi-
vidual expression, and critical thinking. In the learning standards described below
(mainly sample learning scenarios and progress indicators), a variety of learner-
centered experiences of CALL emerge that demand higher-order CALL knowledge
and experience from the teachers in order to achieve the learning outcomes. The
role of technology standards in teacher education and professional certification is
explored in this chapter, first by tracing their development across the entire scope
of foreign language teacher education in the United States. It expands to a com-
parison of three sets of standards for teacher education and technology on three
different continents: in a U.S. public university; at the national level in Colom-
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bia, S.A; and across the transnational Common European Framework. All three
examples underscore how “un-standardized” these standards are meant to be. Yet,
even though the standards are leading toward better teaching and learning of for-
eign languages, and even though the technologies are more accessible and better
integrated, a major problem still persists, at least in the United States.

The history and development of learner standards of foreign language
education in the United States

The development of standards of learning has arisen from ever-improving educa-
tional theories, methods, and practices over the last century. A watershed moment
in foreign language education in the United States occurred in the late twenti-
eth century when emphasis shifted from learning about a language as a system
to learning how to communicate. The pragmatic realignment of emphasis away
from “what learners knew about” a language toward “what they could do with”
the language (American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages Teacher
Standards Writing Team 2002:7) was paralleled in other disciplines like math and
science. Concomitantly, emphasis shifted in assessment to showing evidence of
successful performance.

By the early 1980s in the United States, however, a serious disconnect was ap-
parent in the teaching-learning dyad. In 1977, President Jimmy Carter noted that
he was “particularly concerned with the decline in foreign language and area stud-
ies in the U.S.” when Senator Paul Simon brought it to his attention. He continued,
noting that “[i]t appears that this decline is due to complex factors which cut
across various economic, social, and educational issues.” He therefore established
the Commission on Foreign Languages and International Studies (Brod 1977). Dr.
Richard Brod, addressing the Commission in October 1978, asked, “How can the
educational process in foreign language study be converted from one that mea-
sures (and rewards) time spent to one that measures proficiency attained? What
can be done to standardize the evaluation of student achievement in order to avoid
loss of time and effort and motivation when students transfer from one educa-
tional level to another? How can such efforts toward standardization be applied
to the preparation of foreign language teachers for schools and colleges?” (Brod
1979:7). Although the change of guard from Carter to Reagan in 1980 slowed the
momentum launched after the Commission Report, Strength through Wisdom: A
Critique of U.S. Capability. A Report to the President from the President’s Commis-
sion on Foreign Language and International Studies (November 1979), the move to
create proficiency oriented testing continued and led eventually to the creation of
national standards and performance indicators (Schulz 1981).
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In 1983 the National Commission on Excellence in Education, under President
Ronald Reagan, published the report, A Nation at Risk, in which U.S. national se-
curity was viewed as threatened by an increasingly mediocre educational system.
Early in his office, President George Herbert Bush organized a national panel to
address this perceived national threat to security. By 1991, the panel produced
the National Education Goals Report: Building a Nation of Learners. From it and
a related demand for accountability arose the standards movement (Marzano,
1998:1–2).

One of the first steps toward standardization and accountability in language
education came out of the collaboration of educators, the American Council on
the Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL), and government agencies, including
the Interagency Language Roundtable (ILR). In 1986, they produced the first set
of language proficiency guidelines. The ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines, a descrip-
tive metric intended to guide proficiency in multiple languages, included listening,
speaking, reading, and writing performance at four levels: Novice, Intermediate,
Advanced, and Superior. After some ten years of reorienting the entire range of
language education toward proficiency indicators and performance driven goals,
objectives, and outcomes, the field moved toward the articulation of standards
of learning. Concurrently, other disciplines, mathematics, science, social studies,
and language arts, were producing their national standards within most of the
fifty states. For foreign languages to maintain (and in some instances to fight for)
their place in a standards driven arena, language educators needed to delineate
clear, attainable, mutually agreed upon goals and learner outcomes. Endeavoring
to produce learner standards from kindergarten through post-secondary educa-
tion (K-16), the National Standards in Foreign Language Education Collaborative
Project, a consortium of nine language associations endorsed by 46 state and
national organizations, presented its Standards for Foreign Language Learning:
Preparing for the 21st Century in 1996, and in 1999, the K-16 Standards for Foreign
Language Learning in the 21st Century.

Learner and teacher education standards development vis-à-vis technology

All the major standards documents mention the role of new technologies in stu-
dent learning. The ACTFL foreign language learning standards, for example, as-
sume that “language and culture education . . . is tied to program models that
incorporate effective strategies, assessment procedures, and technologies. . ..” (Na-
tional Standards in Foreign Language Education Project 1999:7). A sample Minitel
Project (using the French telephone-informatic network called the Minitel) that
depends heavily on Internet technology targets five standards and all the while
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. . .exemplifies how technology facilitates language learning and plays a role in mo-
tivating students to use the foreign language with peers. . .. What is clear is that
technology will play a critical role in bringing native speakers and current infor-
mation from the culture into the classroom.

(National Standards in Foreign Language Education Project 1999:86–87)

In the elaboration of the framework for the communicative modes, technolog-
ically mediated communications, such as email (interpersonal), non-print and
recorded materials (interpretive), and presentational media, either implicitly or
explicitly indicate the use of new technologies (36–37). In the chapter on Standards
for Russian Language Learning, a Sample Progress Indicator includes “[s]tudents
use interactive technology (e.g., e-mail, interactive television links) to exchange
perspectives and opinions on a variety of topics of interest such as school, travel,
music, and politics” (National Standards in Foreign Language Education Project
1999:400). The actual delineation of technology-specific standards, however, was
left to the National Education Technology Standards Project (NETS), the roots
of which are found in the work of the International Society for Technology in
Education (ISTE). Their work first produced learning standards germane to all ed-
ucational levels and then quickly ratcheted up to teaching and teacher education
standards.

Yet, well in advance of the adoption of these many learning standards, for-
eign language educators who recognized the importance of kindergarten through
university programmatic coherence were focusing on teacher education. For ex-
ample, before the 1999 adoption of the national standards, Gail Guntermann
(1993:213–227) and June K. Phillips (1998:5–6), among others, were noting that
teacher education candidates would need the advanced high proficiency level in
speaking, listening, and reading, and the advanced level in writing to be able to de-
liver the upper level standards driven curricula in the kindergarten through high
school (K-12) levels. Indeed, this movement can be observed as early as 1988 in
the ACTFL publication of the provisional Program Guidelines for Foreign Language
Teacher Education, which served post-secondary teacher education programs until
1998 when ACTFL joined with the National Council for Accreditation of Teacher
Education (NCATE). Specific to the role of technology in the field, in the 1997
ERIC Digest, “Professional Development of Foreign Language Teachers,” Joy Pey-
ton notes “[k]nowledge of the various technologies and how to integrate them
into their instruction” as essential for foreign language teachers (Peyton 1997). By
2004, the concerted efforts of ACTFL, NCATE, and ISTE led to a comprehensive
albeit separately articulated array of initial teacher preparation standards in which
new technologies play a significant role.
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Teaching and teacher education standards

Teacher education from pre-service preparation through advanced professional
development requirements is overseen by a variety of educational agencies in the
United States. Each addresses technology standards. Beginning with the National
Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE), the agency that reviews
the majority of U.S. teacher education programs, teacher preparation candidates
are now required to have knowledge of the use and application of technology in
foreign language classrooms. Additionally, a general knowledge of the field of sec-
ond language acquisition (SLA) includes learning about research on the use of
technology to teach and learn languages. Given the current state of many teacher
preparation programs, it has become a distinctive challenge to prepare pre-service
teachers and to provide ongoing professional development once they are in the
field. ACTFL has worked diligently with other national groups to align teacher ca-
reer preparation and continuing professional development opportunities, mindful
of the integration of new technologies in the learner standards and the K-12 per-
formance guidelines. For example, for pre-service teachers, the NCATE standards
require a specific level of knowledge in order for candidates to obtain certification.
Teacher preparation programs are re-vamping their curricula and assessments to
re-align with these new standards, which were used for their program reviews
beginning in 2004.

Thus NCATE, in collaboration with ACTFL, reviews teacher education pro-
grams with respect to teacher candidate preparation. These accreditation stan-
dards were once prescriptive but now emerge organically from each institution’s
own individualized and contextualized conceptual framework. The technology
aspects of the standards, thus, guide rather than constrain. Teacher education
programs are evaluated according to the Program Standards for the Preparation of
Foreign Language Teachers (2002). The instructions state that teacher preparation
programs must submit their reports based on relatively new guidelines intended
for use for K-12 and secondary certification programs. Item 7 of the Standards
document states that programs must provide: “Opportunities for candidates to
experience technology-enhanced instruction and to use technology in their own
teaching” (American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages Foreign Lan-
guage Teacher Standards Writing Team 2002:24). Additionally, technology use for
personal professional development is included in these standards: “Candidates
maintain and enhance their [language] proficiency by interacting in the target lan-
guage outside of the classroom, reading, and using technology to access target
language communities” and furthermore “[c]andidates learn about target lan-
guage varieties through interaction with native speakers outside of class and by
accessing authentic target language samples through a variety of means such as
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technology” (American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages Foreign
Language Teacher Standards Writing Team 2002:31, 35).

There are multiple examples of when, how, and how well teacher candidates
are expected to use technology and technology-enhanced language learning in the
teacher preparation standards document (American Council on the Teaching of
Foreign Languages Foreign Language Teacher Standards Writing Team 2002:24).
The criteria for performance rating are: Approaches Standard, Meets Standard, Ex-
ceeds Standard. The three examples given here are at the level of “Meets Standard”.

Standard 2.b., “Candidates. . .enrich classroom content with texts and topics val-
ued by the culture. . .taken from literature and other media” (39).

Standard 4.b., “Candidates provide opportunities for their students to connect to
target-language communities through a variety of means such as technology and
authentic materials” (49).

Standard 4.c., “Candidates use their knowledge of standards and curricular
goals to evaluate, select, and design materials, including visuals, realia, authentic
printed and oral materials, and other resources obtained through technology” (50).

It is expected that every graduate of an NCATE accredited teacher education
program will attain the level of “Meets Standard” for almost all rubrics upon
graduation.

The next stage in teacher preparation is licensing. The Interstate New Teacher
Assessment and Support Consortium (INTASC) developed a document outlining
requirements for teachers to obtain their licensure and recertification, again, with
technology requirements. The document, INTASC Standards for Licensing Begin-
ning Foreign Language Teachers, dovetails with the ACTFL standards document for
teacher preparation (2002) in that the INTASC standards

. . .address foreign language teachers’ knowledge of their content, and their ability
to adapt instruction to individual learner diversity, create learning environments,
use teaching strategies, foster communication, plan instruction, assess learners,
function as reflective practitioners, and relate to the communities in which their
schools are located.
(American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages Foreign Language
Teacher Standards Writing Team 2002:16)

The ten core principles of INTASC align with the six standards of the ACTFL/
NCATE program standards, overlapping multiple times (American Council on the
Teaching of Foreign Languages Foreign Language Teacher Standards Writing Team
2002:17).

Principle #4 of the INTASC standards describes explicitly the need for teachers
to “. . .base their instructional strategies on principles of language learning and can
explain, in general terms, how their strategies relate to second language acquisition
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theories and research” (INTASC 2002:20). Addressing technology, this principle
suggests that teachers

. . .provide learning experiences that encourage students to make inferences from
a variety of materials and media resources. . . [they] incorporate technology into
their instruction. They are familiar with educational applications of technology
and can use technology as a tool to develop and assess language proficiency, cul-
tural understanding, and critical thinking skills. Teachers know how to embed
technology into instruction, prepare students for its use, and integrate it into
their lessons and curriculum. They use technology appropriately to enhance in-
struction and/or conduct assessments including the use of the Internet and other
multimedia applications. (INTASC 2002:23)

The National Board for Professional Teaching Standards (NBPTS) targets teach-
ers later in their professional career development. ACTFL, working with NBPTS,
requires teachers to submit portfolios to become board certified, and once again,
skillful manipulation and integration of technology is part of these board certi-
fication requirements. The rationale for board certification is to urge language
teachers to become respected members of the teaching community. Indeed, for-
eign language teaching was one of the last content areas to post board certification
standards. As with NCATE and INTASC, aligning the ACTFL teacher education
standards with the NPBTS standards permits a longitudinal view of teacher pro-
fessional development. The NBPTS lists five core propositions:

1. Teachers are committed to students and their learning.
2. Teachers know the subjects they teach and how to teach those subjects to

students.
3. Teachers are responsible for managing and monitoring student learning.
4. Teachers think systematically about their practice and learn from experience.
5. Teachers are members of learning communities (NBPTS 2004:17–18).

Furthermore, the NBPTS standards elucidate the need for knowledge of second
language acquisition theory:

V. Knowledge of Language Acquisition: Accomplished teachers of world languages
other than English are familiar with how students acquire competence in another
language, understand varied methodologies and approaches used in the teaching
and learning of languages, and draw on this knowledge to design instructional
strategies appropriate to their instructional goals. (NBPTS 2004)

And, although there is no specific rubric for technology, examples abound for its
uses. Under “Instructional Resources”, one finds:

Accomplished teachers expand their base of instructional resources by using tech-
nology to support sound teaching practices and to offer students opportunities to
explore important ideas, concepts, and theories. For example, students at all levels
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can use multimedia systems to create projects in the target language. Or, a teacher
might use a foreign-language news broadcast as the basis for a lesson or lessons
that could vary according to the language competence of the students.

(NBPTS 2004:51)

The emphasis is on appropriate choice of materials to suit diverse learning needs
and competent integration into a well-designed curriculum. The yearlong pro-
cess of board certification costs dearly in both time and money. Yet, the portfolio
performance assessment is rigorous and demonstrates a teacher’s mastery of the
content area, pedagogical acumen and prowess, and skilled integration of learning
resources.

In this suite of standards, then, learning about second language acquisition
theory and technology use is ensured by teacher preparation oversight agencies
from the very beginning of a teacher’s career to its culmination. While it is evi-
dent that many national organizations have shown their commitment to teacher
development and career preparation, and while the use of technology is perhaps
not as explicit as it could be, the many mentions of technology prove that teacher
preparation programs must consider integrating into their curricula information
regarding the use and application of technology to the teaching and learning of for-
eign languages, all resting solidly on second language acquisition theories. While
teacher preparation programs cannot ignore teacher education standards for new
and continuing teacher preparation, neither can a teacher ignore learner standards
and use technology indiscriminately and still achieve certification, licensure, and
board certification.

Standards: Technology and research initiatives

Two initiatives are worthy of mention here, as they relate to both learner and
teacher standards development. First, the primary goal of the ISTE NETS Project
is to enable stakeholders from preschool through high school to develop national
standards for educational uses of technology that assist school improvement in
the United States. The NETS Project defines standards for students, integrating
curriculum technology, technology support, and standards for student assessment
and evaluation of technology use. Obviously, its integration necessitates teach-
ers prepared in technology use and capable of delivering the requisite learning
to students.

The second initiative, the New Visions in Action project, was begun in 1998
by ACTFL and the National K-12 Foreign Language Resource Center (NFLRC)
at Iowa State University. New Visions is an innovative series of goal areas that
both involve and impact the entire academic foreign language community in the
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United States. Four task forces were identified through an arduous process: foreign
language teacher development; teacher retention and recruitment; curriculum,
instruction, articulation, and assessment; and research. These four areas are in-
tended to address key obstacles of foreign language education in the United States,
develop the field of foreign language education, and allow a broader audience of
learners to participate in the positive experience of foreign language education.

Additionally, all four areas relate to the discussion of teacher candidate prepa-
ration. The research task force aligns closely with the idea that teachers are re-
searchers, and that at their core, teachers who are trained, perhaps in Action
Research, can be their own advocates as they explore different teaching techniques
and assess the learning of their students, noted explicitly for example, in the IN-
TASC Standards document regarding teachers as “reflective practitioners” and the
NBPTS Principle #4, above. Further advantages to this focus on research will be
quantitative studies intended to educate publics and governments about the pos-
itive impact of learning foreign languages. If teachers learn to reflect critically on
their own teaching, following the required path encouraged by NCATE, INTASC,
and NBPTS, then throughout their careers, they will remain informed advocates
of foreign language learning. Furthermore, with respect to technology, teachers
who are better able to review and assess teaching and learning via technology will
continue to grow not only in the field, but be able to grow the field as well, leading
to more and better uses of technology in the foreign language classroom.

Standards in action: Three models

In this section, three examples of technology standards in foreign language teacher
education are presented. The first occurs in a major U.S. public university that
juggles issues of local autonomy with national oversight, across some five edu-
cational and professional agencies. The second is the top down standardization
articulated and overseen by the national Ministerio de Educación of Colombia,
S.A. The third is the necessarily non-prescriptive Common European Framework
from the Council of Europe that offers a menu of suggested strategies to negotiate
the cultural and linguistic pluralities of its many member nations.

An American University

Virginia Commonwealth University (VCU) is a large, urban institution of 28,000
students (as of 2004) located in Richmond Virginia. VCU is the largest producer
of teachers in central Virginia and its School of Education ranks in the top fifty
nationwide in teacher education. The School of World Studies is home to majors
in French, German, and Spanish, and minors in Italian and Latin. VCU underwent
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a university-wide Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS) accredita-
tion review in 2004 and will undergo its NCATE accreditation review in the School
of Education (SOE) in 2006. Thus, a climate of teaching and learning standards
and assessment currently permeates the university. Other local factors that tie into
the climate of standards and specifically the role of technologies are the long-
standing Virginia standards for foreign languages, codified in 2000; the current
LinguaFolio Project led by the Virginia Department of Education; and the Hen-
rico County Public Schools Computer Initiative whereby every secondary student
uses a laptop for learning.

For the 2006 NCATE review, the division of Teaching and Learning of the
SOE has produced its new conceptual framework, revising the 2001 framework,
“Teacher as Decision Maker” to that of the “Educator as Critically Reflective
Practitioner.” To respond to the NCATE expectation of evidence of a com-
mitment to technology (www.ncate.org/standard/unit_stds/ch2.htm), the VCU
document states:

Candidates are expected to be able to utilize technology with students in whatever
ways are appropriate to their roles. As evidenced in class syllabi, most course work
within programs has technological components or assignments and several classes
are offered in part or wholly on line.

Technology is also viewed as an important tool in ensuring the support of di-
verse student learning and as a mechanism for motivating learning for all students
(Section 3, p. 6).

In its clinical evaluation instrument, one of the rubrics under “Planning for
Instruction” is “Uses instructional strategies, resources, and technologies to make
learning accessible for all students,” for which reaching the target means that the
student teacher “[u]ses multiple instructional strategies, resources, and technolo-
gies in units of instruction that promote student understanding for all students”
(3). Minimal revamping of the required “Methods of Teaching Foreign Languages”
course (TEDU 543) will be needed to support the technology expectations as it was
originally designed by a CALL expert.

Although VCU benefits from a somewhat unique situation technologically,
difficulties in teacher preparation arise elsewhere, for the largest problem in the
United States in the creation, deployment, and assessment of language and tech-
nology standards is not the availability of hardware, software, and trainer exper-
tise, but rather, the level of linguistic proficiency of the teaching corps. This prob-
lem harkens back to former President Carter’s recognition of the lamentable state
of foreign language acquisition in the United States. The challenges of aligning
federal and state regulations notwithstanding, perhaps the single most determin-
ing factor is that of ensuring that college graduates attain the requisite linguistic
proficiency levels necessary for language teaching. Standards and federal laws will
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not suffice as long as foreign language education is touted as core but treated as
ancillary.

Still, communication technologies and media may actually prove the inroad
to facilitate contact with languages other than English, as U.S. young people freely
and willingly cross language borders. The Center for Applied Linguistics (CAL)
digest article “What We Can Learn From Foreign Language Teaching In Other
Countries” (Pufahl, Rhodes, & Christian 2001) underscores the efficacy of this di-
rection. Besides recognizing the importance of early language learning in public
education, the report notes that many countries (notably Canada, Denmark, and
Thailand) support the comprehensive use of new technologies in the classroom.
Access to information and entertainment, and interaction and collaboration with
native speakers and their cultures are the two highlighted facets of technological
intervention. The media are later connected to “project-oriented learning that em-
phasizes the use of authentic materials through technology.” The article cites two
important lessons to be learned:

– identifying how technology can improve language instruction. A major ques-
tion remains about how successful technology is in improving foreign lan-
guage instruction. We need specific research on how technology can best be
used to increase students’ proficiency in other languages.

– improving teacher education. The United States needs to conduct a more
in-depth investigation into how some countries are recruiting high-caliber
students into teaching and providing top quality in-service and pre-service
training.

It is to be hoped that the standards movement will facilitate the United States’
move toward more and better linguistic and cultural competencies. Yet, it is the
information technologies that have the greater potential, at this time, for fa-
cilitating them.

Colombia, South America

The importance of this example is the national, top-down priority given to linguis-
tic multi-competence and information technologies. Colombia is a country whose
government promotes foreign language education, and despite long-standing eco-
nomic, political, and social difficulties, the Colombian government has had a
national policy of bilingual education for over a decade. It had, in fact, tied lan-
guage education to technological media in its 1997 policy, Bilinguïsmo y Nuevas
Tecnologías. Today, the standards for teacher education are fully elaborated and
the national website is ready to enter data from assessments. As far as technol-
ogy and language education are concerned, the Ministry of Education includes
an entire website space on these topics, notably its Serie lineamientos curriculares,
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Idiomas Extranjeros: Las Nuevas Tecnologías en el Currículo de Lenguas Extranjeras.
The document explains the “new world order” in relation to language and technol-
ogy and the implications for education (i.e., the impact of European educational
systems on the modernization and globalization of Colombia’s mass education),
providing three sections on teacher technological competencies needed to edu-
cate in this environment, the major foci of which are reading hypertexts and
the use of televisuals. Much is made of self-actuated learning through progres-
sive CALL programs, undoubtedly in light of the purchase and implementation
of English Discoveries software for all English as a Foreign Language (EFL) class-
rooms nationwide, begun in 1998. It was expected that the program would serve
first to improve educators’ language and soon after they would teach using the
multimedia software. The use of technologies is coalesced with more or less con-
structivist notions of language learning and acquisition with the final and most
fully articulated section on the use of televisuals (Televisión: Usos Didácticos).

Since the late 1990s, many public and private agencies have promoted teacher
education in language and technologies. Nearly all the major universities’ foreign
language departments hold conferences and workshops (e.g., Universidad Jave-
riana, Universidad de Cauca, Universidad Autónoma de Bucaramanga, among
many others), as do the Fulbright office in Bogotá, the Conexiones group in
Medellín (EAFIT University), ICETEX, the Institutos Colombo-Americano, text-
book companies from Europe and the United States, and the British Council, to
name but a few. These endeavors continue across the entire country as more and
more schools receive hardware, software, and most importantly teacher training in
CALL. The national priority given to foreign language education is validated and
supported by technology and teacher training resources.

The European Union

The Council of Europe has articulated its Common European Framework, the goal
of which is a plurilingual and interculturally adept European Union (E.U.). Part of
its mission is:

(F17) To take such steps as are necessary to complete the establishment of
an effective European system of information exchange covering all aspects of
language learning, teaching and research, and making full use of information
technology. (2)

The framework offers an open and flexible menu of learning and teaching goals
in order to suit the wide variety of E.U. realities and needs. Still, throughout the
document, there are many references to new media and technologies as part of the
common European present and future educational arenas. For example, learner
goals make frequent mention of information technologies:
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4.4.3.2 Written interaction
Interaction through the medium of written language includes such activities
as:

– passing and exchanging notes, memos, etc. when spoken interaction is
impossible and inappropriate;

– correspondence by letter, fax, e-mail, etc.;
– negotiating the text of agreements, contracts, communiqués, etc. by re-

formulating and exchanging drafts, amendments, proof corrections, etc.;
– participating in on-line or off-line computer conferences. (82)

4.4.3.3 Face-to-face interaction may of course involve a mixture of media:
spoken, written, audio-visual, paralinguistic (see section 4.4.5.2) and para-
textual (see 4.4.5.3). (82)

4.4.3.4 With the increasing sophistication of computer software, interactive
man-machine communication is coming to play an ever more important part
in the public, occupational, educational and even personal domains. (82)

As part of the learner “ability to learn” one notes:

Skills and know-how: e.g. facility in using a dictionary or being able to find
one’s way easily around a documentation centre; knowing how to manipulate
audiovisual or computer media (e.g. the Internet) as learning resources. (12)

Teachers, therefore, are asked to reflect on :

6.4.2.4 What use can and should be made of instructional media (audio and
video cassettes, computers, etc.)?

a. none;
b. for whole-class demonstrations, repetitions, etc.;
c. in a language/video/computer laboratory mode;
d. in an individual self-instructional mode;
e. as a basis for group work (discussion, negotiation, co-operative and com-

petitive games, etc.);
f. in international computer networking of schools, classes and individual

students. (145)

Although the framework avoids dictating any specific technology standards, the
document is infused with references to technologies: radio, television, tapes, film,
email, CDs, and other digital and networked media. Since each country has
sovereignty over its educational system and teacher preparation, the framework
tends rather to let the common reference levels for outcome-based proficiency
assessments guide toward valid and meaningful criteria across all borders.

The Council also offers the Portfolio and its related Passport:
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The European Language Portfolio is a document in which those who are learning
or have learned a language – whether at school or outside school – can record and
reflect on their language learning and cultural experiences.

The portfolio contains a language passport which its owner regularly updates. A
grid is provided where his/her language competences can be described according
to common criteria accepted throughout Europe and which can serve as a comple-
ment to customary certificates. The document also contains a detailed language
biography describing the owner’s experiences in each language and which is de-
signed to guide the learner in planning and assessing progress. Finally, there is a
dossier where examples of personal work can be kept to illustrate one’s language
competences.

What is especially important in this Portfolio and Passport program is its very
delivery through the website of the Council of Europe. It also offers a guide for
teachers and teacher trainers, and provides standards of learning and teaching
languages that will eventually facilitate, sometimes technologically, the flow of
trans-European Union communications and communicators.

Conclusion

Learner and teacher education standards have become the norm in public educa-
tion in the United States and beyond. Although the United States may be a global
forerunner in developing and applying standards and integrating new technolo-
gies into the equation, it lags woefully behind in articulating a national policy on
the need and support of foreign language education. Other countries, like Colom-
bia, and transnational unions, like the Council of Europe, are openly committed to
plurilingualism and interculturality. U.S. language educators and associations have
made herculean efforts to bring the educational system linguistically and cultur-
ally into the global 21st century, but without top-down support and valorization,
their success will continue to be limited. It is to be hoped that the 2005 Year of
Languages momentum in the United States will have finally produced a national
language policy to support and foster foreign language learning for its citizenry.

Yet, while waiting for a U.S. national policy and the eventual spread of im-
proved communication skills and understanding worldwide, educators around the
world must keep endeavoring to share knowledge and best practices. Current tech-
nology practitioners familiar with the how and why of technology can advocate for
foreign language and technology learning and teaching standards. By making the
standards outcomes explicit, we can advance assistive technological skills and inte-
grative strategies. Part of this work includes designing professional presentations,
courses, workshops, and articles around the learner and teacher preparation stan-
dards. Providing information to new and continuing teachers, encouraging our
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colleagues to support and adhere to standards in our foreign language classrooms,
all of this will only enhance our opportunities to improve the state of foreign
language education in our respective countries.
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CALL degree programs



Preface to

Matching language and IT skills

The life-cycle of an MA programme

At first glance it may appear unusual to read about the rise and fall of an MA pro-
gram focusing on CALL. Surely, if a program could not be continued, it must be for
good reasons – insufficient students, lack of qualified staff, shifting priorities in the
educational environment; and perhaps there is little to be gained by dwelling on
such facts. In this chapter John Partridge amply demonstrates this is not the case,
and that there is much to be learnt by recording the history of a CALL program.
Further, the telling of this story re-emphasises the critical importance of teacher
educators in CALL. Without those who are properly trained as CALL specialists,
we are going to be ill-prepared to serve the next generation of language teachers
who need to be able to handle new technologies with skill and confidence. We can
learn much from experienced CALL practitioners who have had sustained and in-
depth experience in the planning and teaching of CALL courses and programs,
for example a deeper understanding of the many roles that technology can play,
the ways in which CALL might be presented to match the needs of students with
different backgrounds, experience and goals, and the importance of financial as-
pects and forward-planning. Also, it is worth remembering that though a course
or program may cease, the students go on, and the benefits of good training may
continue to be felt into the future as graduates pass on their knowledge and exper-
tise to others. In sum, this chapter offers much wisdom and practical advice to all
those who are involved in teacher education and CALL.



Matching language and IT skills

The life-cycle of an MA programme

John Partridge
University of Kent, England

Introduction

The MA in Applied Language Studies: Computing (ALS:C) ran successfully at the
University of Kent from 1993 to 2002. It was forced to terminate not because of any
endemic fault or a failure to recruit but because of the attrition of appropriately
qualified staff, to a great extent as a result of financial strictures and early retire-
ment. Over nine years some 60 to 70 graduates from a wide range of nationalities
enhanced their careers in the language-teaching profession, embarked on careers
in FL materials design, IT management, website design, film-subtitling, and lexi-
cography, to give a representative sample, and/or went on to study for doctorates
in educational technology and applied linguistics.

CALL was formally instituted at the University of Kent in 1989 in the form
of a small dedicated self-access computer lab (for brief accounts see Shaw 1991,
1992), but it soon became evident that possession of equipment was not the au-
tomatic solution to all the problems of language-learning and language-teaching,
nor would it cheaply replace language teaching staff, popularly but erroneously
perceived to be expensive. To be effective in the area, teachers need to keep up
with the capacities of the new technology, not necessarily as programmers, but
as practitioners competent in its practical application. Then as now there was a
need for a formalised body of training information to ensure continuity of sup-
ply of practitioners capable of exploiting the benefits of IT for language purposes.
Linguists needed an insight into the workings and products of IT to complement
their linguistic and pedagogical skills. This chapter covers the development of such
a course of study, paying special attention to areas of component courses, the fi-
nancial metric, staffing, equipment, and technical support, offering insights into
problems experienced and possible solutions.
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Rationale

The programme was conceived as a realistic and practical hands-on course of study
in applications, to supplement languages graduates’ knowledge of their chosen
language with the advantages offered by information technology and to advance
the languages/IT synergy. Whilst neither a course in pedagogy nor offering a ped-
agogical qualification, it would offer career progression in language teaching and
open up opportunities in other areas, e.g., language software creation, network
design and management, website design and management. It would encourage in-
dividual and team work in research and development. The average eight hours per
week of formal instruction over 24 weeks would be supplemented by at least 32
hours hands-on work per week. Although, not surprisingly, reviews showed the
need for periodic revisions, it was consistently successful in all of these areas.

Target group and entry qualifications

The target group of potential students were in-service graduate language teachers
seconded by their school or educational authority, translators or linguists seeking
to broaden their professional horizons, or language practitioners with appropri-
ate professional experience. They would not necessarily be drawn primarily from
English native speakers – over the years students came from Cyprus, France, Ger-
many, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Spain, Taiwan and Thailand as well as the UK,
Canada and Ireland – although with English as the lingua franca it was imperative
that all applicants had a strong command of both spoken and written English. It
was also strongly recommended that students should in addition to their chosen
degree language have a good command of at least one European language other
than English, as the expertise of the teaching staff centred mainly round Dutch,
French, German, Italian, Russian and Spanish. This proved somewhat difficult
for candidates from Asia, who struggled at times with example material, but ulti-
mately acquitted themselves well. These criteria came to vary sometimes according
to candidates’ individual strengths. The age profile dropped rapidly as employers
became increasingly reluctant to second their employees and the tendency was for
students to be self-financing, applying for a place immediately after taking their
first degree or after relatively few years in employment.

Candidates were assumed to have no previous experience or ability in IT, and
all initial IT-based modules were designed on this basis. From the outset it was
stressed that this was a course in applications and that an IT background was not
essential for those wishing to exploit rather than create technology. Indeed, can-
didates with IT qualifications were discouraged from applying unless they had a
very strong language commitment.
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Concept of CALL

From the beginning a deliberately wide concept of CALL was adopted (see Levy
1997), one envisaging a holistic attitude to language learning. The approach was
not restricted to ‘classical’ dedicated CALL programs of various kinds, such as
multiple choice questions, cloze exercises, true-false and comprehension ques-
tions, and drag-and-drop exercises; these programs tend in many ways to repli-
cate and automate practices which can be performed, more arduously, with pen
and paper. Instead the totality of the experience was to include such traditional
language skills and applications as translation, interpreting and linguistic anal-
ysis, and also to employ the mundane yet inherently linguistic aspects of office
technology: word-processing, e-mail, and language tools (fonts, grammar- and
spell-checkers, thesauri, etc.). Their use for the linguist was to be practically eval-
uated, as were the potentials and the practicalities of a dedicated CALL lab. Those
working within a language professional’s framework, it was felt, should have an
insight into how language processing is performed by machines, so as to be able to
give realistic, realisable computational tasks to the programmers translating their
materials into applications, or at least so as to be able to discuss them. As the
majority of incoming students came from mainly literary backgrounds, this also
included an introduction into linguistic methodology and typology. Constituents
of CALL would thus be viewed evaluatively from the outside, and productively
from the inside.

The teaching team

The original teaching team began with the explicit intention of combining the in-
sights of linguists and language practitioners with the techniques and resources of
IT specialists in a concrete, practical, realistic and meaningful way. From the start
it was agreed that this was an essentially non-technical humanities project which
would only draw on the technical expertise of Computing staff when it could not
provide it itself.

The main core were teachers of languages (EFL, French, German, Italian,
Russian and Spanish with a few fortuitous admixtures, including Breton, Dutch,
Japanese and Swahili) and/or linguistics. IT knowledge and background varied
widely. A leading member of the team was a specialist in the French Renaissance
and a skilled programmer with expertise in creating bibliographical databases and
CALL programs. Another was a Hispanist who later wrote the Spanish CALL
program ¡Escuchame!. One member of the team was a Germanist specialising in
language teaching methodology and the application of CALL; another, the course
director, a Germanist theoretical linguist with some IT training. Other team mem-
bers had basic word-processing and e-mailing skills including one, a loudly self-
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professed technophobe, who was committed to advancing the cause of languages.
A limited amount of technical teaching was brought in from Computing: this
included a whole desktop publishing course (quickly dropped), principles of net-
works, and natural language processing. Later, a member of the Computing staff,
a graduate in German and French with a postgraduate qualification in transla-
tion retrained in computing, came in to teach natural language processing through
PROLOG and authoring in Macromedia Director. As the embodiment of the com-
bination of IT and languages, she proved an ideal member of the team. We also had
the advantage of having as external examiner a prestigious CALL expert, now an
ex-president of EUROCALL. Essential to the whole enterprise were our two highly
skilled, helpful and resourceful laboratory technicians.

It became increasingly clear that the strength of the team as a whole lay in
its diversity. Each step of the process of staff attrition meant a diminution of ex-
pertise which could not be resolved by the remainder of the teaching team taking
over where departing members had left off, and the end came when the whole
programme depended ultimately on one person (the author).

The planning process and its outcome

A number of factors decisively influenced the planning of the programme:

a) the idealistic, as sketched above: the wish to create a course to combine the
skills and insights of the worlds of languages and IT;

b) the material: possessing almost by chance a CALL lab and the need to exploit
it productively and imaginatively;

c) the mercenary: the advantages in terms of income and prestige of running a
unique graduate course with perceptible future prospects;

d) serendipity: the presence in the same place of a number of like-minded indi-
viduals; and

e) luck: the fortunate constellation of the foregoing factors and the chance meet-
ing between an until then unenthusiastic Vice-Chancellor and a Minister of
Education extolling the use of IT in the humanities, which led to the establish-
ment of the first lab.

As a result of these factors a one-year programme (see Table 1) emerged, consist-
ing of eight one-unit modules taught over two terms and a two-unit dissertation
module extending over the third (summer) term and the long summer vacation;
all elements were compulsory,

Thought had further to be given to recruitment strategies: an original adver-
tisement through the Linguist List elicited a response from the British Council,
which gave support by supplying CALL-related literature surplus to its own re-
quirements and including the degree programme in its circulations; UKC’s Inter-
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Table 1. The original format of the programme: Note that the coursework element had to
be passed before proceeding to the project/dissertation

Module Term Units

Software Evaluation 1: CALL winter 1
Software Evaluation 2: Translation winter 1
Utilities 1 winter 1
Description of English winter 1
Desktop Publishing spring 1
Software Design and Implementation spring 1
NLP and Language Typology spring 1
Utilities 2 spring 1
Project/Dissertation summer + long vacation 2

(total) 10

national Office was also particularly useful for recruiting in Greece and the Far
East. EU-sponsored ERASMUS-Socrates exchange relations with other European
universities were also instrumental in attracting candidates. Advertisements placed
in graduate employment journals and similar media did not prove particularly
productive. However, publicity is critical for such programs, and time and money
invested in careful design and presentation is well spent.

Components and contents of the programme

Principles and practices

Work in the first term was primarily evaluative, to establish critical principles and
practices. After demonstrations of various types of software, students were re-
quired to perform their own hands-on analysis, to be researched, implemented,
written up and presented, with the stress on how any given software could be em-
ployed in the language context, even though maybe not specifically designed for
it. The Term 2 course Software Design and Implementation built on the insights
of these evaluation courses, with students creating their own programs using an
authoring application.

Software Evaluation 1: CALL
In this course students were given a generic introduction to CALL programs, e.g.,
cloze, mazes, true/false questions, multiple choice questions, etc. They were then
required to evaluate and write critical reports on CALL programs held in house
or available elsewhere, after creating exercises for themselves (see Hubbard 1987,
1988). These were then marked as part of the assessment procedure on the basis of
their stated purpose and their success in achieving it. At first this was done purely
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in the form of a written paper, but at a later stage, with an increasing attrition
rate amongst teaching staff, students were required to give a presentation using
exercises they had created themselves using commercial or downloaded programs,
as well as submitting a written report. Besides being more economical with staff
time, this had the advantages of making students design exercises with a stated
purpose and evaluate their own as well as the program’s efficiency. They also de-
veloped presentational skills which were adopted for Software Evaluation 2. In
addition, at a later stage, from the later 1990s onwards, students were encouraged
to compare ‘classical’ CALL (free-standing CALL via floppy disks, CD-ROM and
entire program downloads) and online language learning, and to evaluate their rel-
ative strengths and weaknesses, e.g., instant versus delayed response, asynchronous
learning, limited or potentially limitless breadth of coverage, real-time schedul-
ing considerations and the desirability or otherwise of possibly more personal
treatment.

Software Evaluation 2: Translation Software
The modernist view of the language teacher has tended to sheer away from trans-
lation as a language learning exercise, but the view was strongly maintained that
translation offers a route to learning in both the source and the target (typically
native) language through structural comparison, vocabulary and stylistic equiva-
lence and can offer a quick breakthrough in comprehension impasses. Accordingly
students were encouraged to use CD and online dictionaries (for example Euro-
DicAutom) and to test online machine translation (MT) systems (e.g., Babel Fish,
Logos and PROMT) by feeding their own texts into demonstration versions of
commercial programs and examining the results to establish the modus operandi
and the capabilities of the system. This had the effect of partially dispelling the
idea that MT was a pointless exercise, as the approach allowed the tools to fit the
level of the task, as reflected in the practices of professional translation agencies
(For a similar, but literature-based, point of view, see Eco 2003). At a later stage
it was also possible to encourage students to ‘post-edit the source text’ (Somers
1997) to enhance and augment the performance of the translation machine, thus
to realise that such systems do have their uses. Such an exercise has the pedagogi-
cal advantage of making students look closely at style and structure in both source
and target languages. Finally Systran 4 was settled on as house program for MT and
Babylon as a TSR (terminate and stay resident) fast word translation reference pro-
gram, but students were also encouraged to look for and test systems offered on the
Net. Towards the late 1990s, far from rejecting IT as a translation tool, but seeing
it as a highly productive supplement to human translation, Translation Memory
programs were introduced. Students were shown how they can increase transla-
tion consistency by replicating previous translations of a given word or expression,
expanding vocabulary and grammatical awareness by making entries into a trans-
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lation glossary and pairing terms, and preparing pre-translations of texts currently
being processed and those of a similar nature which might be presented later. Af-
ter problems in installing and running Trados, Déjà Vu X was selected as the house
program.1

Utilities 1
Part of the wider concept of CALL was the awareness that generalised utilities can
also be employed for language teaching purposes or more broadly for the pur-
poses of the language practitioner. Two sub-courses were devoted to these areas.
The first one dealt evaluatively with word-processors. Even towards the end of
the programme’s life some incoming students were still not fully conversant with
these and needed supplementary help. The second covered grammar- and spell-
checkers. This work became an important analytical exercise for deducing func-
tional principles and how they can be used in language instruction. In fact, they
are very useful in promoting linguistic examination and speculation, particularly
when used in conjunction. The heavily documented interactive language learning
potential of e-mail was also examined. At an intermediate stage, although students
had long been using the Net in information and program searches, additional
courses on information retrieval from CD-ROMs and specialist online databases
were offered by the Library Information Service. Also, in the late 1990s and early
into the present decade students were focused by the methods and resources of
the WELL (Web Enhanced Language Learning Project) onto specific potential uses
of the Web for language purposes. Towards the end of the term an introduction
was made to Web authoring, using both hard-coded HTML and programs such as
FrontPage and DreamWeaver. From the pedagogical as well as professional point
of view the insights gained in all three evaluative modules fed into the Software
Design and Implementation module and the final project/dissertation.

Description of English
As many course participants came from a background of literature rather than lin-
guistics, it was important that they received a grounding in linguistic methodology
and terminology. With English the only common language of course members,
this module served that purpose, providing a terminological and conceptual ba-
sis for those looking forward to a career in EFL and for those wishing to deal
with other, mainly European, languages. It served as a unifying supplement to
the other course modules, in particular providing an analytical tool based on
Systemic-Functional principles (cf. Halliday 1985) for software design and some
of the theoretical underpinnings for the module in natural language processing
and language typology.
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Natural Language Processing and Language Typology
In this module students were first introduced to computing algorithms for deal-
ing with linguistic material. Pinker (1994) provided additional conceptual backing
and Crystal (1995) a compendium of factual information on languages and lin-
guistics. As basic NLP models were based on English, a contrastive strategy was
adopted. This was worked through for Romance and Germanic and over the years
for a variety of arguably more ‘exotic’ languages. Typological rules were refined
and translated into pre-code algorithms for the structures of these languages, and
assessment was carried out by analysis of a fragment of the language of prefer-
ence for submission to a programmer, to program the programmer, so to speak.
In its earlier days the module was rounded off with a worked case study of a CALL
program for Dutch given by a linguist member of the Computing staff, who later
replaced it with a popular short hands-on course in PROLOG for linguists (cf.
Matthews 1998) This element was illustrative rather than didactic, and students
were not required to write PROLOG programs as part of assessed work.

Desktop Publishing
This was a course ‘borrowed’ from the final year options of Computing Science. It
was taught and assessed over one term, and examined in the summer but proved
not to be of any particular benefit for linguists, and was dropped from the pro-
gramme after two years. ALS:C students lacked the prerequisite experience in
computer science and were in need of a less theoretical applications course. It was
very successfully replaced by an in-house innovation, Computers and Corpora (see
below).2

Computers and Corpora
This course proved to be the ALS:C programme’s most acclaimed and distinctive
module in terms of the provision of powerful tools for the linguist.

A language teacher developed the course in-house, and it introduced students
to extant corpora and showed how they might exploit them via concordancers for
generating materials in a number of linguistic fields, including grammar, cross-
language and cross-cultural equivalences (parallel corpora) vocabulary and insti-
tutional materials primarily, but with many further possibilities (e.g., see Aarts &
Meijs 1984; Dodd 2000; Sampson 1992). The principles and practice of corpus
creation were dealt with in detail, so that students might create materials suited
to their own specifically defined purpose. Ultimately the course was taught on an
intensive basis by an ALS:C graduate now working as a lexicographer for a leading
German dictionary publisher and following an ALS:C PhD programme. Although
the ALS:C MA programme is now defunct, this course is still on offer as an option
on Humanities MA programmes, as its usefulness is not restricted to linguists.
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Software Design and Implementation
This Term 2 module, based on the principles and insights from the first term’s
evaluative modules, made a significant contribution to materials creation. It con-
formed to the principle that the degree programme should be application-, not
programming-based, and that students should not have to follow a discipline
which might not suit them. However, it was felt that students should have some
idea of programming concepts, provided in a short, non-assessed element of BA-
SIC. This helped when, after units on sound and image capture and the software
lifecycle, they were introduced to authoring programs and encouraged to design
and implement under supervision their ‘mini-project’, the negotiated assessment
work for the module. This incorporated all elements in the module in a coher-
ent piece of linguistic teaching material. Initially the authoring program used was
Guide, developed by a member of the Kent computing staff, but ultimately over-
taken by large-scale commercial programs. Thereafter Delphi and Authorware were
employed as authoring platforms, with Delphi the more popular. In the last in-
stance, Macromedia Director was used as the authoring program. The difficulties
and high costs for licensing and upgrading Director were however giving cause for
concern by the time ALS:C was terminated, and anyone contemplating moving
into this pedagogically rewarding area of CALL materials production is advised to
approach the question of a platform with extreme caution – or employ web tech-
niques with the contingent caveats on fallibility, corruption and time-lag between
submission and response.

Utilities 2
This module was arguably somewhat amorphous and diffuse, but a legitimate jus-
tification for its existence was that it prepared students in the differing aspects of
the use of technology in the organisational and administrative roles of the language
professional. Students were introduced to the internal workings of the computer,
file formats, spreadsheets and bibliographical software. As a major part of CALL
activity is based on networked laboratories, students were introduced to the basic
theories and practice of networks (cf. Williams 2001), which along with a hardware
review and considerations of CALL lab design formed the major thematic thrust
of the module. In the preparation of the assignment, to design a CALL lab, stu-
dents were encouraged to prepare their best and worst possible scenarios, taking
into account all aspects of hardware, software, the physical environment, staffing
and budgetary constraints, the basic thrust being: “What is essential? What can
you afford? What can you do without? What can you compromise on? Do you re-
ally need it? Don’t buy what you don’t need.” (See Needs analysis and the financial
metric.)
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Project/Dissertation
On successful completion of the eight-unit coursework component, students pro-
ceeded to the double-weighted project/dissertation element, extending from the
end of the second term to the submission date shortly before the beginning of
the next academic year. During this period students worked on researching, im-
plementing and documenting a language-based project and then wrote it up. The
topic, to be approved by a supervisor, could be selected from any of the course-
work areas including orthodox CALL, a viable Web site, an algorithmic analysis of
a linguistic problem, machine-aided translation, a dedicated corpus or an exten-
sive software review for example, technical staff providing intensive but regulated
input. The pedagogical aim was that students should produce a meaningful, inte-
grated and useful piece of work demonstrating their understanding of and facility
with the separate elements of the program involved

Degree programme, final form

The degree programme in its final configuration is shown in Table 2. All courses
were obligatory. The mode of assessment for each course is displayed in the third
column. Asterisks indicate courses taken in the first year if the degree was followed
over two years in part-time mode, which allowed for half the number of courses
followed by the full-time contingent to be taken each year, in exactly the same
timetable slots, as teaching time was at a premium, so no allowance was made
for the difference in mode. The dissertation element was formally taken in the
summer after the successful completion of coursework. The part-time option, de-
signed for students still in employment, was only exercised by three students, two

Table 2. Final configuration of MA in Applied Language Studies: Computing degree pro-
gramme

Module Term Assessment Units

Software Evaluation 1: CALL* 1 Presentation and essay 1
Software Evaluation 2: Translation* 1 Presentation and essay 1
Utilities 1 1 Essay 1
Description of English 1 2 linguistic analyses 1
Computers and Corpora* 2 Design/create a corpus 1
Software Design and 2 Design and implement 1
Implementation a program (‘mini-project’)

NLP and Language Typology 2 1 typological analysis 1
Utilities 2* 2 Design a CALL Lab 1
Project/Dissertation 3 Design and implement 2

an extended program/
review the field

(total) 10
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of whom completed entirely successfully, the other withdrawing early because of
private commitments.

The above schema differs from the original only in that Desktop Publishing
was replaced by Computers and Corpora and the addition of presentation as an
assessment method. This does not imply that the programme remained inflexi-
ble during most of its existence. Rather it was a structure which stood the test
of time, with modifications being made to the internal composition of individual
constituents in the light of the prevailing situation without the whole framework
requiring radical revision.

Reasons for changes

It would be tempting to assume that development proceeded at a measured, steady
pace or in distinct, deliberate phases: this would unfortunately be erroneous. In
terms of the technology available and students’ familiarity with it one is to an
extent dependent on the outside world as well as internal constraints and insti-
tutional policy. For example, at the beginning of the programme some students
needed quite intensive training in word-processing, which was provided by a
support unit attached to the Computing Department. After about two years the
decision was made that such facilities should not be restricted to particular pro-
grammes of study but should be made universally available across the campus,
so support was withdrawn and ALS:C staff took over the job of teaching word-
processing. Although by the mid-1990s school students were coming to higher
education with quite considerable IT skills, this took some time to filter through to
the graduate intake, but by the millennium the word-processing course had shrunk
from five weeks to two, with the occasional remedial session where necessary.

Similarly, when the programme began, the World Wide Web was very much in
its infancy. It was extremely time-consuming and at times difficult to get browsers
to function; now this facility is taken for granted. Courses in HTML gave way to
swift classes, almost asides, on the use of FrontPage and DreamWeaver, with online
self-administered courses becoming available on the campus net.

A further example is instructive. In the early 1990s hypertext was an exotic
concept with great potential. A Hypertext Support Unit was set up by the Univer-
sity and provided invaluable help with authoring systems until the facility was ex-
tended across the campus and withdrawn from the ALS:C programme. As a result,
ALS:C staff again shouldered the burden. After that came a rather patchy supply
of authoring teaching until it was possible to hire a member of the Computing
staff (see The teaching team) to continue with Director until her home depart-
ment could spare her no longer. In addition, the costs of updating Authorware and
acquiring sufficient licences for Director were becoming prohibitive towards the
end of the life of ALS:C. One staff member was able to fill in with Delphi: the ap-
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proach might be best described as patchwork rather than design, but nevertheless
it was successful in the short term. Some students took on the considerable task of
learning Director practically unaided, and through sheer determination achieved
impressive results.

Another controlling factor was finance. After our first forays into CALL and
the first software acquisitions, it soon became clear that software was not always
reliable, it was generally expensive, and could be a constant drain on resources,
if viability was to be maintained. With increasing interest in the programme, the
lab originally allotted had become too small. A new drive in the mid to late 1990s
resulted in additional money for software and the conversion of a language lab to a
postgraduate CALL lab. However, sadly, the impetus was not maintained. The les-
son that a constant watch has to be kept on software capability and compatibility
was hard learned. The delicate balance between obsolescence and keeping abreast
of, if not ahead of, technological developments is crucial in keeping degree pro-
grammes viable and attractive; and both hard- and software cost money. A case in
point is that of interactive whiteboards. A local infants’ school with 270 pupils has
currently five of these. The university programme with responsibility for the eval-
uation of technological language teaching aids for over 500 students was allowed
none. Visiting school students and teachers are not impressed.

Some lessons learnt

Needs analysis and the financial metric: Humans, machines or books?

A firm principle underlying the degree programme was that of needs analysis in
the context of a financial metric. Most educational institutions are subject to finan-
cial constraints, and it is essential to maintain a hard-headed attitude in terms of
hardware and software acquisition. This principle was built into the Software Eval-
uation 1 and 2 and the Utilities 2 courses, and the methodological commitment to
them became almost a mantra:

– What is the job to be done, and what is the best tool to do it, under optimal,
and minimal, conditions?

– Is it necessary to have the ultimate in available hardware and software? Is
it necessary to adopt a technological solution at all? A vicious cycle oper-
ates between hardware and software: more advanced hardware often demands
more advanced software, often rendering extant hard- and software obsolete
or useless, whilst at the same time accelerating costs.

– Is it necessary to have the newest software when it may be more effective and
cheaper to use say a dictionary or grammar exercises?

– How are resources, both human and technological, best used?
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A frequently quoted rationale is that unlike humans, computers do not get bored
and can keep on doing repetitious routines forever – or until they crash. So ap-
plication of the machine to such tasks may release the teacher to perform tasks
best suited to humans. A good example is provided in the interactive oral side
for example, though spectrographs and intonation contour graphics programs
undoubtedly have their merits.

In confronting such considerations students are forced to look at available re-
sources and differential solutions. Larger and better-endowed institutions may be
better able to make more intensive, thus more cost-effective, use of expensive soft-
ware than smaller ones, who are unable to exploit the high potential turnover.
This applies in particular to translation software, but even so the software needed
to train a usually relatively small number of teachers is more economically used
by large numbers of language-learners in the school context. Of course, if both
purposes can be served more or less simultaneously, the problem becomes less
acute. As new developments in hardware and software spiral in their functionality
and compatibility, they make increasing demands on each other, and on the user’s
budget. Machines wear out or suffer terminal crashes, and a constant program and
budget for maintenance and replacement is indispensable. However, this all comes
at a price, so a consideration of durability, compatibility and robustness must form
a part of long-term strategy.

Common sense and flexibility

In terms of life skills one might say that many of the lessons learnt in creating and
maintaining the CALL-based programme outlined above have been in the applica-
tion of common sense and the constant need for a mixture of determination, focus
and flexibility. Staff learn this lesson in teaching and maintaining the programme
in all its aspects and students in keeping an eye on the instructional purpose, yet
being willing to adapt to circumstances, for example when a particular strategy
fails to deliver. It has been said that computers only solve the problems they create,
and then not all of them.

This vigilance extends materially over staff support as well as financial and
pedagogical parameters. Continuity figures highly in staffing practices, particu-
larly when, as in this case, the operation functions not as part of a dedicated
institutional machine, but as a result of the concerted efforts of a team of com-
mitted individuals. The initial concept and teaching team depended primarily on
languages academics from the basically IT-competent to the expert. All shared
a vision of how IT could help the linguist. Equally the programme could not
have functioned without dedicated technicians, whose contribution to student
learning, particularly in the project implementation stage, was inestimable. Any
diminution of such human resources, particularly on the technical side, is life-
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threatening to such a programme as ALS:C and these circumstances ultimately
proved its downfall.

A carefully coordinated and efficient operation such as this also necessitated
tight control of the curriculum. All component modules were obligatory, with no
programme-internal options to dilute recruitment to individual modules and thus
decrease economic viability. In a more widely drawn context in which various sep-
arate but cognate degree programs are run in parallel, controlled cross-fertilisation
would be a possibility. For example, one ALS:C module is still available to students
on literary MA courses, and when MAs in applied linguistics and professional
translation were still extant they were able to subscribe to IT courses offered by
ALS:C, for example Computers and Corpora, NLP/Typology and Software Evalu-
ation 2 (translation technology), thus spreading the financial burden and making
software purchase and use more cost-effective.

Much play has been made in this paper of the notions of needs analysis and
discernment, and this can be seen clearly in respect of the rise of the Internet.
Whilst the Internet has without any doubt made a vast amount of invaluable infor-
mation freely available and favoured the openness, flexibility and teamwork which
were the guiding spirit of the programme, it has also given access to inferior, even
pernicious, material and increased the need for discerning evaluation. It has also,
sadly, engendered a blind faith in the innate value of Internet-derived material,
and encouraged and facilitated plagiarism. Thus precisely the rationale which un-
derlay the programme needed to be brought to bear in assessing the various vices
and virtues of CALL and Net materials, especially by carefully checking sources.

Assessment and student support

It was clear from the outset that the success of a programme is not purely de-
pendent on constituent courses but also on the morale of its participants. With
goodwill a small teaching team with relatively small student rolls in an institution
which takes good care of its students is well equipped to keep a watchful eye on
them in terms of individual and academic needs. Though personal, medical and
financial problems did arise, student attrition remained at a very low level overall.
This approach was found useful in identifying students with particular weaknesses
who could be helped before things went irremediably wrong.

Transparency

One of the guiding principles of the MA programme was that at all times a pol-
icy of openness and full information was observed. All students had access to
the university’s support, welfare and leisure facilities. The comprehensive course
handbook covering details of course and student life was issued to all students
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at the beginning of the academic year, and comments and feedback were always
welcome. It was for example frequently necessary to explain to students how the
various elements of the programme fitted together – a task often only fully com-
pleted in the final dissertation stage when everything came together, as it invariably
did. There was a permanent facility for discussion in the form of a weekly fo-
rum, with content determined by students (perhaps discussion of course content
or progress or some topic considered interesting or promising). In addition, at the
end of the programme of instruction, an open discussion was conducted between
students and the external examiner in the absence of the teaching staff. The re-
sults were then reported back to the teaching staff by the external examiner, and a
suitable response was made in accordance with the recommendations.

Assessment

The principle of transparency outlined above was reflected in the assessment pol-
icy. With the exception of the Description of English module, assessment was by
negotiated assignments, on the principle that students would be more committed
to and motivated by work they had themselves designed and researched, rather
than by being put through a standardised set of formal exercises. Students came
to one of the course team and worked out an assignment and approach, which
was agreed to and signed off on by all parties. They then received individualised
and differential help. Some found the apparent freedom of negotiated assignments
unnerving and intimidating, but it was always possible to agree on a topic. As sub-
mitted coursework was marked three times, and detailed reports were written by
examiners at each stage of the process, it was also possible to ensure transparency
in awarding the final mark.

The entries in Table 2 for the two software evaluation courses show the in-
troduction of presentation3 of worked programs and subsequent evaluation as
an assessment procedure, primarily for reasons of staff availability and economy.
However, presentation also proved highly successful as a pedagogical method. It
cut marking time and with two instructors writing a combined report almost
instantly after the presentation session dramatically speeded up the return of
feedback to students.

Pedagogically, presentation as a skill in itself also involved other students in
their coursemates’ work, as they were challenged to respond to the presentation
and encouraged to collaborate and learn from each other. Another advantage was
in gauging other students’ comprehension and ability to manipulate the mate-
rial. This illustrated the bilateral nature of presentation. However, presentation
skills and subject comprehension had to be assessed and appear separately in the
joint report. An extension of this practice might well have been peer assessment,
but even group presentations were assessed separately for each member, as experi-
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ments in other programs had revealed an unwillingness to mark fellow members of
the group down. Course participants quickly realised, however, that while clearly
each had individual strengths and weaknesses, it was more productive for all con-
cerned to employ their strengths for the communal good. This positive principle
emerged saliently in the project/dissertation stage.

A final comment

The ALS:C degree programme produced many successful graduates. Some used
the programme as a springboard to advance in their already chosen careers; oth-
ers branched out in new directions; and yet others (a gratifying ten percent) went
on to Ph.D. programmes. It was a worthwhile and rewarding undertaking, which
produced capable and enthusiastic graduates who continued to spread their ex-
pertise; it also brought in revenue and acclaim to the host institution. However, in
a very true sense its fate is a case study in betraying the very principles it espoused.
The re-examination of needs and objectives and the maintenance of a view to the
future lapsed under the pressures of immediacy and the short term. Key staff re-
signing or retiring were not replaced. Pleas that new, incoming staff should have
IT capability, if not necessarily expertise, were ignored. The programme could be
revived, dusted off, updated and run again, but like all successful enterprises, the
mechanisms which led to its success require constant maintenance and attention.
Perhaps that is the greatest lesson of all.

Notes

. Future extension of a programme of this sort would include an examination of the principles
of localisation and its attendant software: increasing globalisation demands that provision of
language products and services be adapted to both local and global arenas.

. Subsequently DTP rapidly became such a commonplace that the course became obsolete
shortly afterwards. It indeed became a generally recognised factor that technology hailed in its
early years as ground-breaking became accepted facts of life, no longer at the cutting edge.

. Parenthetically, display, originally regarded as the prerogative of the teacher rather than the
student, had indeed been a problem, both physically and financially. The idea of transferable
generic skills did not feature highly when the programme was in its infancy, and presenta-
tion technology was by no means as advanced and accessible as it is today. The use of a large
panoramic monitor controlled from a master console was ruled out not only on budgetary but
also on constructional grounds: a) despite its size it would still not be visible to all in the long
tube-like room allocated to CALL and b) despite the lab being in a new building there was no
assurance that because of its size and weight it would not cause either the wall or ceiling on
which it would be mounted to collapse! The solution was to use on/off signal splitters limiting
monitors to displaying only material relayed from the control. The advent of affordable data
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projectors while solving the display problem exposed a further one. Unless a very high intensity
projector was used, curtains had to be closed to exclude external light, and it became difficult to
take readable notes. Another problem, that of theft, was if not obviated at least diminished by
bolting the projector, lighter than a monitor, to the ceiling.
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Preface to

Reconstructing practice

Language teacher education and ICT

When programmes or courses in teacher education and CALL are described and
presented, there is a tendency for the products to govern the processes. Thus, typ-
ically, a course description will elaborate on the aims and objectives, the intended
learning outcomes, the topics covered week by week, the contact hours and or-
ganisation, and the assessment, but aside from rather general statements on how
learning will be facilitated, matters of process tend to be left implicit. In contrast,
this chapter by Diane Slaouti and Gary Motteram brings the learning process to
centre stage in the design of a CALL training programme. In this case, concep-
tually, articulation of the processes leads to identification of the products (e.g.,
content), rather than vice versa. Specifically, the authors use the concept of re-
constructive processes to capture and describe the ways in which a CALL training
programme operates. The chapter features a number of narratives from a sample
of graduate teachers which detail their goals and expectations. These narratives
illustrate the diversity of backgrounds and the quality of the experience for par-
ticipants. This is followed by an in-depth discussion of reconstructive processes,
especially with regard to the ways in which metacognitive awareness and reflection
on learning may be encouraged. Implications for teacher educators’ own recon-
structions of practice are also considered, with a particular focus on the design of
CALL teacher education programmes as the technology continues to develop and
evolve.



Reconstructing practice

Language teacher education and ICT

Diane Slaouti and Gary Motteram
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This chapter explores the ways in which a particular training programme concep-
tualises reconstructive processes (Biggs 1999; Freeman 1993; Johnson & Golombek
2002; Shulman 1986) with respect to language teachers who are keen to develop
their skills with educational technologies. It develops a picture of the knowledge
base that we believe informs a course such as this, and considers the processes
through which teachers take ownership of that knowledge. It draws on data from
narrative research carried out with a sample of graduate teachers. The teachers
were invited to tell their stories about how they came to us for their professional
development, their expectations, the ways in which the course impacted on their
thinking and what they have done since they graduated. This narrative data, col-
lected during September 2004, was interrogated for themes that will emerge as we
explore the various aspects of the programme and the teacher education process.
We will use extracts from the teachers’ narratives in this chapter, referring to each
by country and year of graduation.

Background

The MA in Educational Technology and TESOL at Manchester University has been
running in various forms since 1992, both as an onsite degree and by distance.
During this period, although the structure of the degree has remained broadly
the same, the content has changed dramatically. This evolution reflects chang-
ing technologies, evolving teacher knowledge and skills, and an element of tutors’
reconstruction of practice as the course is informed by our thinking about and
research into teaching and technology.

Our students are practising teachers, with a minimum of three years experi-
ence. Although there is some variation, they typically have a first degree, usually in
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a language or education discipline, and a teaching qualification. They come from
a variety of educational cultures with often very different ideas about the processes
of education and the development of language teaching skills and practices. The
sample of twenty teachers in this study reflects the range of profiles. Regions in-
cluded South America, Southeast Asia, Europe, and the Middle East. Three were
current students at the time of the study; the rest graduated between 2001 and
2004. Students who studied in different modes were also represented (10 on-site in
Manchester and 10 by distance learning). Whilst current working context was not
a criterial factor for selection, the sample provided a representative range (teach-
ing young learners or in primary and secondary state schools, working with adults
in private language schools, company contexts and higher education, working in
teacher education).

As regards motivations for joining the programme, teachers cite career ad-
vancement and/or enthusiasm based on recent experience of technology use or
expectations of a role for technology with which they are perhaps not yet famil-
iar. These motivations and how they impact on the course itself will be explored
in more detail presently. They are also teachers with a growing and often well-
established experience of teaching, learners, and their contexts but for whom
technology use may be an innovation. They come with a variety of expectations of
what they will learn and how. The tutors also bring their own ideas about what and
how concepts and materials should be presented, the types of skills that should be
developed, and what the participants should know when they graduate.

The programme is constructed around four core technology modules with a
further two being chosen from electives with a more general ELT orientation. The
four technology modules are:

Computers and video in the language classroom (CVLC)
Computer assisted language learning (CALL)
Multimedia in language education (MLE)
Computers, language and context (CLC)

The first of these (CVLC) takes the teachers’ experience of their language teaching
contexts and situates technology within those familiar schema. Teachers consider
not only how generic tools such as wordprocessors, the WWW, computer medi-
ated communication, or specific resources or applications might be integrated into
their practice, but also how the use of such tools impact on our views of the de-
velopment of language and literacy. The ‘classroom’ in this unit has increasingly
moved from the four walls that many teachers inhabit before coming to us, to the
virtual, and this has been a key reconstruction of context evident through devel-
opments in programme design. The CALL module develops teachers’ awareness of
computer-based task design by providing them with the skills to create their own
materials. Here much debate has been evident as to programming environment
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and this still continues. The aim is to develop transferable skills rather than ‘teach
programming’. MLE extends the materials design and development strand by both
furthering the skills teachers are in command of (digitising and manipulating
video content, integration of different tools within an online teaching environ-
ment) and by facilitating critical engagement with the nature of multimedia ‘texts’
and their impact on second language learning (interrogating aspects such as feed-
back approaches, interactivity, and multimedia annotations). The final module,
CLC, encourages teachers to ‘stand back’ from the more practical developments
of CALL and MLE, and to consider the changing landscape of teaching with tech-
nology, of being a teacher online and its implications for their and their learners’
roles, for teacher development and for research.

We will outline how these modular components are informed by an under-
standing of professional need, of a knowledge base for language teacher education
and ICT, and of the processes that aim to facilitate meaningful engagement with
their content.

Starting points: Language teachers, ICT and professional development needs

Like many others on professional development programmes, the teachers bring
with them an existing knowledge base and an expectation that this will be aug-
mented. This is informed by the aspects of their teaching lives that Freeman
(1989:40) describes as ‘idiosyncratic and individual’: familiar classroom contexts,
experience of learners in specific cultural settings, and local expectations in terms
of curriculum, teaching and testing approaches. In short they bring a rich tapestry
of existing experiences and beliefs about teaching. They also have a desire to re-
construct themselves as teachers and to augment their practice through the use of
technology. They want to develop skills and competences with regard to manipu-
lating the technologies themselves and to building up techniques that allow them
to use technology for pedagogic purposes, to manage learning in increasingly di-
verse classrooms, both physical and virtual, and to create learning materials to ‘fill’
those electronic spaces. These perspectives are evident in the teacher narratives.
These expectations might be defined by intrinsic or extrinsic motivations,

I felt instinctively that the ELT sector would increasingly embrace technology and
that this, therefore, was a burgeoning sector, and one I wished to be involved in
. . . I was particularly pleased that there was a practical component to the course
and that I would learn how to create my own educational software materials.

[Scandinavia 2002]

My authorities expected teachers to be able to exploit effectively the equipment
being acquired at that time. [Mexico 2003]
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or by a preparedness for change:

At first I was a bit afraid of the technology, being completely ignorant about
computers. But I thought the challenge was good and achievable. . . . one way or
another, I would have faced technology in my career as a teacher. I had already
come into contact with computers as a BA student and educational material de-
veloper. But I thought I was repeating the same behaviourist programming I saw
in other materials. [UK 2004]

For some the use of ICT is a complete innovation in their teaching practice, al-
though they may use ICT as a tool themselves; others have begun to use some ICT
in their teaching and are looking for a deeper understanding of its application;
still others arrive with advanced programming skills, but may have less experience
of thinking about pedagogic rationales for the use of ICT. What is evident here
is that they recognise that their practice needs reformulation and re-focusing and
that they come to the course anticipating that they will be different by the end of it.

All of the teachers in our study talk of skills in conjunction with knowledge
development, and recognise context as a mediating force. Some of their reflec-
tions provide clues to the type of knowledge and skills enhancement they are
looking for:

[I hoped] the programme would develop my knowledge and skills in this area, so
that language learning would be a more “real-life” activity. [Greece (1) 2004]

I didn’t know how I was going to achieve it but I believed that I was going to learn
practical pedagogical techniques, different ways of teaching, how to incorporate
technology into my teaching. In other words, I was thinking of applied knowledge.

[Mexico 2003]

I knew that I wanted to combine theoretical knowledge with practical and to be
able to use my teaching context while doing so. [Israel, current]

I was highly enthusiastic about learning more about the area of CALL as I was
feeling myself insufficient, feeling the need to learn more and that I have almost
no knowledge and very limited skills in using the technology. I wasn’t confident in
the area and I was always afraid of taking responsibility on my own. [Cyprus 2002]

Applied knowledge, real life activity in language learning, theory and practice,
knowledge and skills are some of the ways in which the teachers articulate their
thinking with respect to their desire to reframe their experience (Shulman 1986).
How we satisfy each individual’s skills needs is a particular challenge. As Levy
(1996) points out, it is unreasonable to expect to cover all possible technologies
in all possible scenarios. We would agree with his argument for a more generative
approach, providing a foundation for ongoing professional development beyond
the boundaries of a course defined by time and will show that not only was change
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in evidence during the course itself, but also as our graduates continued with
their careers.

The knowledge base for language teacher education and ICT

Various writers view teaching as a knowledge-based activity (Shulman 1986;
Hegarty 2000; Turner-Bissett 1999, 2001). Shulman (1986) is oft cited for his work
in establishing categories of knowledge for teachers and for coining specifically
the notion of pedagogic content knowledge which ‘is the blending of content
and pedagogy into an understanding of how particular topics are transformed,
organised, represented and adapted to varying interests and abilities of learn-
ers.’ (Turner-Bisset 1999:12). Shulman established categories of content or subject
knowledge, general pedagogic knowledge (the knowledge that transcends specific
topic knowledge e.g. classroom management), curriculum knowledge, knowledge
of learners, knowledge of educational contexts, and knowledge of education ends
(e.g. views of education as having moral purpose, of facilitating lifelong learning,
of empowering minority groups).

The thinking underlying the programme design can be articulated in relation
to these categories of knowledge.

Content knowledge
In our Master’s programme teachers explore approaches to teaching and learning
with ICT (substantive knowledge), for example, developments of technology in
behaviourist, communicative, constructivist, and social constructivist paradigms.

Part of teacher learning also relates to ‘scholarship on the nature of knowledge’
in the field (Shulman 1987:9). Shulman refers to this as syntactic knowledge and
includes developing an understanding about approaches to research and debates
around research paradigms that inform our thinking about language learning and
teaching and about the role of ICT.

General pedagogical knowledge
Here we explore what craft knowledge informs the way in which teachers inte-
grate and manage ICT within their classrooms, both physical and virtual. This
includes the ability to exploit generic tools and to design dedicated learning ma-
terials. As technology increasingly becomes an integral or ‘normalised’ (Bax 2003)
aspect of teaching in some contexts, then we would argue that this is becoming
fundamental.
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Curriculum knowledge
This involves asking questions about curriculum design and the role of ICT. We
consider whether there is such a notion as an ICT curriculum as we consider a de-
veloping understanding of digital literacy. We debate what might be an optimum
match between curriculum and ICT resources or ICT facilitated approaches.

Knowledge of learners
We are interested in what learner factors impact on appropriate methodology with
ICT. These might be cognitive factors, e.g. relating to how learners learn or acquire
language, and empirical factors, including gender, age, computer use and efficacy,
and interests.

Knowledge of educational contexts
The relationship between contextual factors such as technology infrastructure and
support, computer setting (e.g. lab versus single machines), and ICT use is part of
the discussion, as is how virtual learning environments are impacting on teaching
and learning, and what institutional directives are driving these developments.

Knowledge of educational ends
We consider philosophical or moral debates about the use of technology in teach-
ing and learning e.g. inclusive practice, globalisation effects, or debates about
access to the knowledge economy.

This taxonomy provides a useful framework for thinking about language teacher
education and ICT, and the principles exemplified here underlie all the modules
described earlier. However, key to an understanding of how teachers interpret
learning content is the need to recognise our personal knowledge base (Clandenin
& Connelly 1987; Verloop, van Driel, & Meijer 2001).

This personal knowledge of each teacher is highly determined and “coloured” by
his or her individual experiences, personal history (including learning processes),
personality variables, subject matter knowledge, and so on. This personal knowl-
edge base is the teacher’s filter for interpreting new information.

(Verloop et al. 2001:443)

Freeman and Johnson (1998:405) emphasise the dangers of an approach to teacher
education that encourages teachers to ‘substitute received knowledge for [a] fun-
damental need for cogent analysis and self understanding.’ The teacher is not an
empty vessel into which knowledge is poured but an active participant in its con-
struction, filtering that knowledge as it is explored (Johnson 1999; Shavelson &
Stern 1981) and then embedding it in existing schemata, or adjusting schemata to
take on these new ideas. Specific research into teacher use of ICT by Gobbo and
Girardi (2001:80) identified the way in which ‘behaviours and strategies in teach-
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ing and managing the classroom were influenced by interacting factors like the
level of competence with ICT and teaching epistemology.’ Teachers need to inter-
pret what they ‘learn’ in relation to their cultural and teaching contexts, to their
beliefs, to their expectations, and to their needs. We believe this stance is especially
important when what is being ‘learned’ links technology skills, theory and prac-
tice, but it may result in certain tensions as we reconcile our own training agenda
and the perceived needs of our teachers. We have to constantly lay ourselves open
to the questioning and debate that accompanies critically interrogating roles for
technology in different contexts.

Towards reconstruction

Thus far we have recognised not only a knowledge base that cuts across the fields
of language teaching and ICT in language teaching research, but also our teachers’
existing rich personal knowledge. We acknowledge the needs of our teachers with
respect to the interplay between skills and theory. Most importantly we recognise
learning as a process that allows for teachers to explore their understanding, to
develop a layer of knowledge that allows for the transformation of learning during
the programme (Biggs 1999; Marton & Saljo 1976) into learning over time.

We identified earlier how teachers talk about their expectations of their teacher
education experience with respect to applied knowledge, but as Freeman (1993)
suggests, the relationship between teacher education and action is a complex one.

One of our teachers identified the potential danger of inadequate recognition
of this:

[Many] CALL courses for teachers are carried upon the assumption that the theo-
retical knowledge of the changes the computer imposes on the roles of the teachers
and learners, the increase of teachers’ awareness of these roles and their ability to
evaluate designed materials within their context, make them capable of obtaining
these roles within their practice, which is not true as this theoretical knowledge
sets the foundation for practice but doesn’t equal or replace it. [Oman 2002]

This reflection is an interesting one as it demonstrates a development in awareness
that perhaps contrasts with the earlier evidence of expectations of the course. Ex-
pectations of change and different ways of teaching become tempered by reflections
that begin to recognise that there are mediating factors. This and the following two
extracts also illustrate an important observation that reconstruction of practice in-
volves varied outcomes that are evidenced not only in teacher action but also in
teacher thinking.

I would say that the major contribution of this program . . . is the fact that I have
much more insight into technological issues. . . I’m much less technophobic and
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willing to face a challenge which involves either technological matters or peda-
gogical ones. I feel more confident about myself as a person who understands the
world around him and is capable of adapting to change. [Israel, current]

Technology definitely has its place in language learning. I’m thinking of offering a
course online, being aware that many students simply do not have time to come to
classes, especially if they are from different places. . . It would be ideal if a teacher
could introduce elements of synchronous teaching/learning too but that seems
to be a financial problem (buying expensive software) but I believe one can do
also with a simple web page and emails for a start, offering some kind of asyn-
chronous teaching. However, although the literature shows DLL is good for adult
and mature students, in my opinion CALL cannot completely replace f2f teaching,
particularly if you’re dealing with younger and less motivated students.

[Slovenia 2003]

Through their narratives, our teachers have also contributed to our understanding
of the reconstructive process. We have identified characteristics of this particular
teacher education programme that appear to facilitate this.

Reconstruction: A situated experience

Freeman (1996:90) argues that knowledge of teaching is created in relation to an
individual teacher’s reality:

Knowing how to teach does not simply entail behavioural knowledge of how to
do particular things in the classroom; it involves a cognitive dimension that links
thought with activity, centring on the context-embedded, interpretative process
of knowing what to do.

Acceptance of this cognitive dimension in context also means recognition of the so-
cial context of teaching, one in which learners, other teachers, institutional figures,
governmental agents, parents, and professional bodies all play a part. In a pro-
gramme focusing on technology, the context can be a powerful mediating force as
local perceptions about ICT, institutional infrastructures, and learner experience
all exert an influence. Distance learning possibilities suggest that teachers might
be able to try out their learning more immediately than those studying away from
context. However, whatever the mode of study, ‘situated technology experiences’
(Egbert et al. 2002) need to be facilitated through programme design.

We cannot map the precise needs of every teacher onto every learning experi-
ence on every module. However, we can constructively align (Biggs 1999) learning,
teaching and assessment as a set of interwoven elements that allow for teachers
to make learning more personal. This diagram illustrates the interaction between
outcomes, process and assessment for the CLC module.
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Learning Outcomes for Computers, Language and Context
� Develop an ability to think critically about developments in the use

of technology in the ELT field
Understand issues relating to effective use of technology in
distributed learning
Understand the impact of technology on roles of teachers and
learners in online and independent learning contexts
Identify teacher development needs with respect to technology in
widening educational contexts
Have a general understanding of approaches to researching
technology in context

�

�

�

�

Learning & Teaching Processes
(to allow students to achieve
intended outcomes)

Online input: distance learning
and the impact of technology on
flexible learning and implications
for learner autonomy; the nature
of teaching and learning online;
the demands of changing
technological horizons on teacher
development; the nature of
research into online learning.

Group problem solving; online
discussion in synchronous and
asynchronous tools; individual
and group enquiry; reflective
tasks; diaries/learning
logs/BLOGs; data analysis using
technologies e.g. concordancers

Assessment (of intended
outcomes)

a) A reflective review of learner
experiences over the module,
analysing learning log and
electronic discussion data
gathered throughout the module

b) An in-depth critical review of
an area of interest or of specific
relevance to the student and
consideration of implications for
practice

Figure 1. Syllabus design: Interactions between outcome, process and assessment.

The linkages between the learning outcomes, the learning and teaching pro-
cesses, and the assessment promote reconstruction. The topics encourage the stu-
dents to look critically at their own practice and the assignment includes both
personal reflection as well as a critical review of an aspect of the input that they
relate directly to their own practice.

In more recent years, teachers onsite have experienced this module in the same
way as those studying by distance: totally online with no face-to-face encounters.
This is one example of how we have also reconstructed our practice in line with our
belief that teachers need to learn about online learning through online learning;
that is, through a situated experience. This process is ongoing and other mod-
ules are changed as necessary to reflect our own as well as our students’ changing
perspectives.
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Reconstructive processes

As tutors embedded in our own socio-cultural contexts, we can never truly un-
derstand the detail of our students’ teaching worlds and this again emphasises the
importance of an interpretative approach involving reflective practice. Herein lies
a challenge. Zeichner and Liston (1996:9) observe that ‘reflection involves intu-
ition, emotion, and passion and is not something that can be neatly packaged as
a set of techniques for teachers to use.’ To help us in conceptualising how we em-
bed reconstruction in such a course, we make use of the notion of metacognition
that Shulman indicates as key in the development of knowledge. Metacognition
underlies teaching, learning, and assessment processes and as time has gone by, we
have become stronger in our conviction that this lies at the heart of reconstructive
processes. Metacognitive awareness embodies reflection, recognition and conscious
articulation, and we will use these terms to demonstrate the different aspects of
reconstruction.

Encouraging metacognitive processes
It will be of no surprise to experienced teacher educators that group work fea-
tures regularly within and beyond teaching sessions: discussion around issues;
exploration of learning software; justification of a rationale for software design.
However, reflecting and consciously articulating one’s practice, justifying what
one does, is not necessarily second nature to teachers despite their own roles in
encouraging learners to interact in classrooms.

Groupwork was inspiring to me. I wasn’t used to working with others or talking
about my assignments openly to my fellow classmates. At first I felt weird and
suspicious in a way, wondering what if someone steals my idea (that’s another
element of Greek education) but then I realised how well I could communicate
with others, how it helped me to see the pros and cons of my ideas and how good
I felt not being competitive but ready to help and to be helped. [Greece (2) 2004]

It is noticeable that this teacher’s attitude to reflection was changed by the tasks she
was asked to engage in. She identifies not only the sharing aspect of group work
but also the development of transferable skills such as problem solving or software
design tasks, as well as the effect on her own thinking processes, helping to ‘see the
pros and cons of [her] ideas.’

Our teachers frequently talk of standing back from tasks they are asked to
undertake. One identified how she was lacking the confidence to know that her
developing ideas might work because technology had been used so infrequently in
her context. Listening to others is seen as a key process in reassuring her:

Through reflection, I had the opportunity to express my feelings, become aware
of my teaching situation and its implementation into my teaching situation and
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thinking of the way to adapt it into my own teaching situation. My reflection as
well as hearing from classmates on practice helped me a lot to change my way of
thinking in a positive way and start to think more positively and more widely with
confidence. [Greece 2003]

Computer mediated communication (CMC) is frequently mentioned in the nar-
ratives as the teachers talk about this ‘listening and sharing’ process. Over time
there has been increased use of CMC tools such as discussion lists, forums, and
blogs in both distance and onsite modes, and we have used our own electronic
communities as a source of shared understanding about the role of such tools in
effecting deeper learning (e.g. Motteram 2001; Slaouti 2001). This record of dia-
logue appears to play an increasingly fundamental role in facilitating the reflection
that is part of reconstruction. In their narratives teachers refer both to episodes
when a specific task was centred on forum negotiation and exchange, and to using
such evidence as a source of personal reflection on learning.

One teacher who participated in a forum exchange identified changes in her
thinking which interestingly had implications for her views on interaction more
widely than the specific online context within which this occurred:

As the course progressed, I increasingly valued the contributions of my peers and
this made me think that as a teacher, I had not really cultivated or seen the value of
peer interaction; beyond seeing it as an opportunity for spoken English practice.

[Israel, current]

Specific experiences of technology in use (e.g. teachers working through task
sequences as learners or designing multimedia materials for specific learners,
groupwork exploiting the CMC tools they are considering) are referred to fre-
quently, and thoughts on learning through these processes provide evidence of a
good deal of personal meaning-making, reflecting Wegerif et al.’s (1999) ‘dialogue
from within.’ Here are another teacher’s reflections on a synchronous seminar
experience:

I joined the next synchronous meeting. The connection was working this time.
However, the conversation was too fast to follow. I had to scroll the window up
and down to try to get some understanding. . .then I missed the action! I started to
think about how I avoid these problems if I wanna apply synchronous modes with
my students. It’s essential to make sure that access to the tool won’t be a problem
for them, then the number of participants for each synchronous meeting should
be controlled, I think 6 is the maximum. What’s more, as we can see from the logs,
there’s a lot of work for teacher. . . The teacher’s role seems to be more important
and complicated in distance learning than face-to-face learning.

[Argentina, current]

The type of reflection illustrated here in many ways characterises the knowledge
that experienced educators may feel for their subject, that is the knowledge that
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is intuitive, beyond content, pedagogy, or curriculum. It is the knowledge of what
works in what contexts, which is often difficult to pin down other than situating
teachers in relevant learning experiences whilst building technology confidence.

Conscious articulation over time
Freeman (1991) cites Shulman (1988:3) on the central role of encouraging teach-
ers to ask:

‘How do I know what I know? How do I know the reasons for what I do? Why do
I ask my students to perform or think in particular ways?’ The capacity to answer
such questions not only lies at the heart of what we mean by becoming skilled as
a teacher; it also requires a combining of reflection on practical experience and
reflection on theoretical understanding.

This can be a long process and many of the extracts from our data so far cited have
been expressed in terms of learning or realisations over time. One of our teachers
was explicit about her gradual surfacing of understanding:

I think this realization that I could have passed more of the learning responsibility
over to the students, in part characterizes my thinking. A combination of course
units, both technology-related and focussing on ELT made me reconsider the role
I played as a teacher. When I was teaching, I didn’t consider my approach to be
teacher centred; I prided myself on my limited ‘teacher talk time’. In retrospect,
it probably was. My Presentation, Practice, Production approach didn’t provide
students with sufficient opportunity to explore and discover aspects of language
themselves. The knowledge gained in that first term gave me ideas as to how that
might be done via technology and the scope it offers for more student centred
learning. [UK 2004]

Also significant in this extract is the reference to the identification of an inter-
action between ‘technology-related’ and ‘ELT’ content. The teacher narratives all
refer to similar interplays. The balance between the technology-specific and ELT-
generic is a particular challenge, that is, how do we achieve the best fit. However,
this conscious strategy not to divorce acquisition of technology skills from applied
practice permeates all programme content, including materials development mod-
ules, where teachers do need to build new technological skills sets. This can cause
some tension as we negotiate teacher expectations and build the requisite skills
sets with a group of teachers increasingly arriving with diverse levels of expertise.
In the early stages of the programme we often find ourselves rationalising the cho-
sen balance with teachers responding to queries such as ‘Why aren’t we learning
how to use x software?’ ‘We need to spend more time learning how to program y.’
However, the narratives suggest that views of this balance are a key reconstruction
in teacher thinking over time.
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. . .then I started seeing this programme differently. As I’ve previously mentioned,
my goal was to learn how to incorporate technology into my teaching procedure
but then, that changed. I was more interested to learn why I should use it, how to
evaluate a piece of software, what my pupils can gain out of it. [Greece (1) 2004]

Such retrospective understandings of the programme’s impact are important to
annual discussions about revisions and focus.

Reflection on apprenticeship
The interweaving of theory and practice through the experiential is one approach
to encouraging teachers to engage with their own beliefs about teaching and learn-
ing. An area that emerged strongly from the narrative data was the teachers’ talk
about ‘apprenticeship’ (Lortie 1975; Lave & Wenger 1991; Johnson 1999). This
Greek teacher wrote a few months after finishing the programme:

By carefully observing your teaching, I learnt more than I thought. Even now that
I am in a school where access to technology is limited, I tend to use a lot the
way you helped us learn. You know, in Greece, learner autonomy is hard to be
achieved; teachers are expected to deliver knowledge and only few parents and
teachers accept the fact that learners are in position to argue with the one who
provides knowledge. But, I try to make them think, argue and justify their view,
and work on their own. I try to make them feel independent and in charge of their
own learning just like you did with us. [Greece (2) 2004]

Others at distance saw this apprenticeship in their interactions with the learning
materials themselves. In many ways we realise that we demonstrate through our
own practice much of what is tacit to ourselves as teacher educators and that recon-
struction of practice is a mutual endeavour. Experiential approaches in which tutor
and students are partners seem to facilitate this process and these are a significant
part of the programme’s content and practice.

Assessment as a metacognitive process

A pleasing surprise to us in the narrative data was the extent to which teachers
recognised the very specific role that assignments and the dissertation, possi-
bly the most challenging aspects of their experience, had played. Looking back,
one affirmed:

As a graduate I am now the last to jump into any new fashionable technology
before reflecting on the real possibilities it may have, and the impact it will have
on my students. I think I gained that from the various assignments I had to deliver
in which critical thinking and justification was required. [Oman 2002]
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Another referred to assignment and dissertation writing and associated formative
feedback as ‘awareness-raising activities and procedures’ and recognised the power
of the writing process:

Sometimes I felt that I was “lost”. In particular, when I had to decide upon the
teaching-learning context in my assignments, the appropriacy of various appli-
cations and their rationale (for instance, choosing frameworks), it was very chal-
lenging. But, at the same time it was an intriguing experience. Although in some
assignments I didn’t do very well, I learnt that by putting down my thoughts, some
things became clearer. [Greece (2) 2004]

The ways in which assessment, teaching and learning processes and learning out-
comes interrelate are important to a situated approach. Figure 1 illustrated one
example. Learning processes, which include experiencing online learning, group
interactions around ideas, and designing, trialling and evaluating learning ma-
terials for specific learners, provide both an opportunity to develop an applied
understanding and a source for reflection and analysis. Assignment briefs which
invite teachers to work with these experiences as part of the assessment stage seem
to result in them contributing to learning in their own right.

Assignments are highly contextualised. An analysis of the teaching context into
which any technological intervention is going to be introduced foregrounds all as-
signments. A demonstration of critical understanding of the theory (the notion of
critical understanding being difficult for many to grasp in the early pieces) informs
an applied example of practice: a piece of computer based learning material, an
outline of a teaching session into which technology is integrated, or a presentation
of principles for the development of ICT initiatives.

Assessment criteria should reflect the importance of encouraging teachers to
challenge, to critique, to justify their approach in the light of what they have been
exploring. Whilst evidence of practical ICT skills should clearly be expected on
such a degree, it is these interpretive skills that are transferable; that is, they move
beyond the boundary of a course that has to make specific decisions about which
technologies to use, technologies that may not be exactly those that teachers will
encounter in the future.

Identifying reconstruction

Because teachers’ starting points are so varied, satisfying expectations can only
be achieved through encouraging individual engagement with what are essen-
tially group processes, developing an awareness of self. The programme is also
clearly informed by what we as teacher educators feel should be present. Our own
sense of self and our beliefs about teaching and learning inform our expectations



Reconstructing practice 

about outcomes and processes. Occasional tensions between what the teachers ex-
pect and what we expect of them surface: the technology skills/theory balance,
the dependency/independency continuum, and the specific technologies we have
chosen to focus on or learn how to use. We are also on occasions disappointed that
technology seems to be made to fit the straitjacket of teaching approaches that in
themselves require critical reflection. The technology thus takes some precedence
over the analysis of appropriate methodology. But perhaps this is a rather con-
strained view of reconstruction. It is not always easy to pin down precisely when
reconstruction happens, nor how, for any individual, it relates to specific compo-
nents or approaches. The individuality of reconstruction is reflected in the themes
explored in this chapter, but equally in different accounts of specific episodes of
learning and significance. There seem to be elements of the course that, with hind-
sight, have struck a particular chord and had specific impact on each person. This
surfaced both through reflection on the nature of learning during the course and
through reflections on what has happened since, on how teachers have or have
not implemented technology in their practice, on their beliefs about technology
and learning.

Probing this element of retrospective reflection through the narratives pro-
vided a picture of how reconstruction is a process that, if triggered, moves beyond
the boundaries of a programme allowing teachers to better understand their own
development needs. As observed by one:

This comes as an afterthought. I was conscious at the time that I needed further
training, but today I know exactly what my necessity was. [UK 2004]

Our first narrative extracts in this chapter indicated expectations of developing
knowledge and skills, of taking away informed ideas to the teachers’ contexts.
There is evidence of all of these. However, as we looked in more detail for evi-
dence of what that learning had been and how it had occurred, there was a strong
sense of questioning about technology that is congruent with an interpretative ap-
proach to teacher development. A recurring reconstruction in thinking might be
described as one of informed scepticism.

When I applied for an ICT position with a reputable ELT organisation, I was asked
if the course had a practical component to which I replied “yes, I have created
three software projects during the course”. It turned out that they meant face-to-
face teaching practice. What struck me about this interchange was that practical
experience in the classroom seemed to be more highly valued than an interro-
gation of pedagogical theory in relation to technology. Yet it seems to me, from
the experience and knowledge gained on the course, that to successfully introduce
technology into a classroom scenario, and to create successful software, you really
have to know why you are using the technology, who you are doing it for, how best
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to go about it; learning theory is the best place to start. It is not a matter of simply
transferring lessons in a face-to-face context to software. [UK 2003]

The question about what a language teacher education and ICT programme
should address continues to be posed. The global impact of technology has caused
our own reconstruction of practice with respect to the design of our programme.
Technologies are still ever changing as is teachers’ personal experience of those
technologies. As teacher educators we have to be confident in our belief that the
decisions we make about programme content are well-founded. Yet we constantly
debate what the next delivery of the programme should provide and how it should
do so. These two elements, constant dialogue around the knowledge base that
informs our domain and recognition of the processes that we have described as
reconstructive, appear to be pivotal in ensuring that healthy questioning contin-
ues to empower language teachers engaging with the potentials and challenges of
technology to language education.
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Preface to

Theory and practice in teaching
project-oriented CALL

Project-oriented learning is widely recognized as a pillar of modern educational
practice, particularly in constructivist approaches. It has appropriately emerged as
one of the central themes of this volume, being found in one form or another in a
number of chapters. In this one, Robert Debski introduces us to the rationale and
implementation of project-oriented learning in a CALL course at the University of
Melbourne. As a sub-theme, he discusses the place of CALL as an academic disci-
pline, and more specifically as a design science, showing how the project-centered
approach can provide an important theoretical concept to support the field’s de-
velopment. The chapter begins by noting how CALL matured in the 1990s from
being primarily practice-oriented to embracing theory and research perspectives
more broadly. Debski then leads us on a journey into the theoretical domain with a
discussion of the underpinnings of project-oriented learning, which he relates to a
particular brand of constructivist theory linked to MIT educator Seymour Papert
called “constructionism”. Constructionism is based on the notion that the syn-
thesis and integration of new knowledge can be effectively achieved through the
creation of a product. Moving from theory to practice, Debski provides a detailed
account of a CALL course project to build a support website to prepare students
from Japan for their cultural experience in Australia. The chapter is also impor-
tant for its description of the structure of the CALL Master’s program and the
CALL track of the applied linguistics MA program at Melbourne, a description
that includes some enlightening data from a survey of the course expectations of
six student groups there from 1997–2004.



Theory and practice in teaching
project-oriented CALL

Robert Debski
The University of Melbourne, Australia

Introduction

Offering credit CALL courses at the tertiary level is becoming increasingly popular.
Typing “Introduction to CALL” as a query in Google returns hundreds of hits
today and one learns that CALL as an academic subject is offered by the Dublin
City University, Cambridge University, and the Monterey Institute of International
Studies, to name only a few academic institutions. As courses in CALL are offered
at the undergraduate, postgraduate certificate/diploma, and masters levels, clear
principles and benchmarks for CALL education need to be developed and shared
by institutions around the world.

The topic of introducing theory in CALL courses and achieving the right bal-
ance between theory and practice is important, especially for courses at the masters
level, which in most disciplines focus on the synthesis of practice, theory genera-
tion and research. The chapter proposes that project-oriented learning goes a long
way towards integrating theory and practice in the teaching of CALL (see also Levy
1997) in a way that is the most useful to CALL understood as a design science (Levy
2002). Such a view of CALL is in consonance with the conceptualization of educa-
tional technology as a design science, not a natural science, since the phenomena
that it studies are the products of human conceptions and devices (Glaser 1976
cited in Kozma 1994).

The present chapter analyses an application of project learning in the Mas-
ter of CALL program at The University of Melbourne. It demonstrates that this
pedagogy offers learning opportunities unavailable in more traditional syllabus-
driven courses, and has the potential to introduce rationalization of practice in the
context of meaningful projects. Also, the emphasis on projects oriented to real-
life audiences contributes to strengthening CALL and presenting it in the home
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university as an area supporting language teaching, and to building links with the
language profession outside the university.

Rationalization and teaching

CALL had its beginnings as a label describing the practices of teachers sharing a
fascination with developing digital technologies and a vision of using them for the
benefit of language learning. Following a period dominated by practical projects
and classroom reports, the late 1990s introduced an era of rationalization of the
discipline. The development of CALL from a practical discipline to a theoretical
science can be explained by the theory of rationalization, which proposes that in-
dividuals, in order to achieve their goals, choose their means methodically and
rationally (Weber 1947). Accordingly, to develop a better understanding of their
intuitive practices, CALL practitioners have turned to theories from cognate dis-
ciplines such as second language acquisition, educational psychology, or media
research. Today, it may seem that the effort of recent years to develop CALL as
an academic discipline based on a solid empirical foundation has been successful.
Even a cursory look at leading CALL periodicals tells one that they contain more
research-based papers than practical reports. The new millennium has brought
an explosion of works developing research agendas for CALL, either by concep-
tualizing it as a sub-field of second language acquisition (SLA) (e.g., Chapelle
2001) or emphasizing it as an arena of enquiry in its own right (e.g., Levy 2000;
Hubbard 2003).

The development of CALL as an academic discipline introduces new issues
that require attention. Firstly, Weber’s rationalization theory suggests a paradox
in that the drive to achieve goals through rational action may result in erosion
of values. Accordingly, the drive to theorize CALL might be seen as jeopardiz-
ing the focus on practical knowledge derived from classroom experience. There
is evidence that classroom experience has always been a source of momentum
for the development of CALL. For example, the early teaching experiments with
telecollaborative CALL (Barson, Frommer, & Schwartz 1993; Kern 1996; Barson
& Debski 1996) have made a significant impact on the discipline, but they were
undertaken before the existence of a complete theoretical apparatus explaining
their desirability. They were based on intuition and fascination with emerging
technologies. Rationalization of CALL therefore may be seen as sacrificing the in-
tuitions of creative teachers that lead to successful practices, but which are difficult
to explain and formalize by the application of currently available scientific rigor.
Secondly, rationalization means the development of a specialist language and dis-
course. Many recent CALL publications address issues of learning and teaching
languages with computers using specialist and hermetic language that makes it
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difficult, if not impossible, for teachers to draw practical conclusions and develop
classroom applications. Thirdly, the teaching of CALL as a science has moved to
academic departments which emphasize the theoretical basis of disciplines and
often do not possess the infrastructure and technical support necessary to intro-
duce practical components in their programs. It is well known that teaching CALL
through practical projects is resource-hungry, and low student enrollments, which
are to be expected in a niche area such as CALL, often make it difficult to justify
more expensive hands-on pedagogies.

This chapter proposes that a good balance between theory and practice in a
CALL course can be achieved by engaging CALL students in meaningful projects
aimed at real-life audiences in and outside the university. The next section provides
a discussion of project-oriented learning, which is followed by a description of the
Melbourne University Master of CALL program.

Project-oriented learning

In the project-oriented classroom, students are challenged to get real, which must
manifest itself in interacting with real people and issues, and in students’ taking
responsibility for their learning. The principal role of the teacher is to assure the
success of student-led enterprise and to engineer learning opportunities, just as
the role of a skilful manager is to ensure that work gets done on time and to the
client’s satisfaction, and that all the team members utilize the best of their talent
and enthusiasm.

While recognizing the importance of course content, project-oriented learn-
ing does not see it as an organized repertoire of units to be systematically practised.
Instead, it asserts goal-oriented, meaningful activity as the force guiding the as-
similation of course content, which should be practised as opportunities arise
and always with reference to goal-oriented activity. The course is thus defined
as a malleable entity identifying actors – both human and artefact – goals, and
actions related to an activity at hand. Such actors could be audience, advisory
committee, sponsors, software, and hardware. Goals and actions can be such as de-
veloping understanding of a theory or selecting development tools best matching
the achievement of specific goals.

Project-oriented learning draws on a number of compatible learning concepts
that could be together named as constructivist. One understanding of construc-
tivism is that it is a theory that asserts that “human knowledge – whether it be the
bodies of public knowledge known as the disciplines or the cognitive structures
of individuals or learners – is constructed” (Phillips 1995:5), and as such cannot
be transferred from reservoirs of knowledge directly and unaltered into the hu-
man mind. The concept of constructivism eludes a clear definition and the range
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of constructivist authors is wide. Piaget (1980) associates learning with feedback
received from actions and therefore concrete materials that can be manipulated
have an important role in learning. Vygotsky (1978) links knowledge acquisition
to social processes by asserting that knowledge arises in social interactions be-
fore the individual internalizes it. Dewey’s (1960:196) views on learning connect
knowledge acquisition to directed action:

If we see that knowing is not the act of an outside spectator but of a participator
inside the natural and social sense, then the true object of knowledge resides in
the consequences of directed action.

A theory drawing on all the above concepts and most directly explaining the bene-
fits of project learning, however, is constructionism (Papert 1980, 1993), a concept
based on constructivism to which it adds the idea that people construct new
knowledge with particular effectiveness when they are engaged in constructing
personally-meaningful products (Kafai & Resnick 1996). Constructionism thus
incorporates elements of humanistic psychology by acknowledging intrinsic mo-
tivation and self-edification as important drivers for education.

The CALL program

The academic program in CALL at The University of Melbourne was established
in 1997 and housed in the Horwood Language Centre (HLC). At first offered at
the Postgraduate Diploma level, in 2000 the program was upgraded to a Master
of CALL that can be completed either by coursework or coursework and minor
thesis. Today, students with an honours degree or equivalent work experience can
complete the program in one year. The Centre also offers a Postgraduate Certificate
in Arts (CALL), which can be completed in one semester of full-time study and
can lead to the Master of CALL for high-achieving students. The coursework and
minor thesis option of the masters program opens admission to the PhD program
to students with no research experience.

The Centre currently offers seven postgraduate subjects in CALL: “Intro-
duction to CALL”, “Introduction to CALL: Project”, “Research and evaluation in
CALL”, “Online language learning”, “Current issues in CALL”, “CALL software de-
sign and implementation”, and “Minor thesis”. The development of subjects has
been informed by an annual survey of student needs. Students can also take com-
plementary subjects in second language acquisition, language testing, or research
methods in the Department of Linguistics and Applied Linguistics. In 2002, a
CALL stream in the applied linguistics program was established for students wish-
ing to take subjects in CALL. Overall, enrolments have been adequate in those
CALL subjects that are listed both in the Master of CALL and the Master of
Applied Linguistics (CALL) programs, whereas some of the other subjects have
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suffered from low student numbers. This may necessitate a further integration of
the CALL program with the program in applied linguistics and/or offering more
CALL subjects as core or optional subjects in the applied linguistics program in
the near future.

Placing the program in the language centre has presented a number of advan-
tages, two of which are relevant for the present discussion. Firstly, easy access to
expert technical staff has assisted the program’s focus on practical, real-life appli-
cations. Secondly, the Centre’s links with the language departments have assisted
the CALL students in undertaking joint-projects with language teachers resulting
in the development of useful CALL materials for specific audiences. Two issues
have emerged in this area, however, having financial implications and requiring
organizational adjustments. Firstly, engagement of the Centre’s technical staff in
the CALL program has been regarded by the university as not always directly rele-
vant to the Centre’s core mission. It is worth noting that, until recently, “support”
provided by the Centre was understood as provision of day-to-day technical assis-
tance, language media handling, and laboratory maintenance. Secondly, working
with CALL students on projects presented an additional workload for the language
teachers. Consequently, only teachers who managed to obtain some form of sup-
port, e.g. teaching relief, could participate in the CALL projects. The program has
also suffered from the Centre’s ambiguous status as a service and academic unit.

Transformation of the program

Educating the “CALL Expert” (or “CALL Professional”: see Hubbard and Levy,
this volume) is an explicit aim of the Master of CALL program. As outlined in
the course objectives, the “CALL Expert” will have the requisite skills to provide
leadership for teachers and other experts working on CALL innovations.

A questionnaire administered to students taking “Introduction to CALL” in
1997, 1999, 2001, 2002, 2003 and 2004 displays a variety of expectations students
had after joining the program (Table 1).

As revealed by the questionnaire, enhancing one’s own repertoire of teach-
ing practices and acquiring skills in designing and developing software, virtual
classrooms and online courses have by far been the most important objectives for
students. Obtaining knowledge in order to share it with other teachers in the work-
place, as a consultant or coordinator, and to be able to justify the use of computers
to others have emerged as the third most important motivation. This was closely
followed by an expectation of becoming more computer literate, employable, and
more knowledgeable about software in order to make informed selection deci-
sions. A smaller number of students joined the course to satisfy their curiosity of
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Table 1. Course entry expectations of CALL students in years 1997, 1999, and 2001–2004
(N = 69)

Student Expectations No.

Using CALL 33
Be able to use CALL in the classroom
Incorporate CALL into own teaching

Developing materials 27
Learn to design and create CALL Websites and applications
Learn how to collaborate with software designers
Develop educational software
Learn how to deliver online courses
Set up virtual classrooms

Disseminating CALL knowledge and skills 11
Be able to teach/lecture in CALL
Be able to support other teachers
Be able to justify the use of computers
Become a CALL consultant
Become a CALL coordinator in a school
To offer assistance, advice, support to students

Acquiring computer literacy 9
Upgrade general computer skills
Get familiarized with technical terminology

Evaluating CALL materials 7
Know better what software is available
Be able to evaluate CALL
Find out how CALL can promote autonomous learning

Changing career 7
Build a basis for another career
Become more employable
Joining an educational courseware developer
Establish a partnership/business in language Websites

Conducting research 5
Continue research in CALL
Design software for research purposes
Formulate a coherent picture of the discipline

Bring knowledge about CALL to the home country 3
Teach a language course with an IT focus 1

CALL as an academic discipline, to conduct research, and to bring CALL expertise
to their home country.

The same questionnaire has also recorded a change in the student perception
of their computer skills at the time they commenced their studies. A section in
which students were asked to assess their skills on a Likert scale of 0–5 (0-never
done before; 5-expert knowledge) demonstrates that student computer skills, their
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Table 2. Change in computer skills of students entering the CALL program

Computing Skills 1997 1999 2001 2003 2004
(N = 10) (N = 8) (N = 10) (N = 13) (N = 13)

General computer skills 2.3 2.9 4.1 3.5 3.8
Word processing 2.8 2.9 4.1 3.8 3.8
Web 1.1 2.9 4.1 4.1 4.1
Web creation 0.2 0.7 2.4 1.5 1.5
Image editing 0.8 0.8 1.2 1.3 2.2
Programming 0.1 0.0 0.5 0.5 1.0

familiarity with Web browsing, Web development, and image editing at the time
of entry to the program have been increasing steadily (Table 2).

The above results show how the assessment of student needs and the change
in their skills have made it necessary to move the program towards employing
modules of project-oriented learning. The results indicate that, today, our stu-
dents expect a practice-oriented course with some coverage of theory and research,
and they are increasingly better equipped with relevant computer skills to under-
take projects that are more than academic exercises. They still however require
the assistance of expert technicians with more advanced programming aspects of
their projects.

The next sections describe a specific application of project learning under-
taken in 2004 in one of the subjects offered as part of the CALL program, and
analyse the learning outcomes.

The subject

“Online Language Learning” is offered as a core subject within the Master of CALL
at the University of Melbourne.

Subject objectives
The HLC runs short programs in English language and Australian culture for
groups of students from Japanese universities. As the programs did not have any
Web presence, the lecturer proposed development of a Website for the Centre’s
Cultural Programs as a subject project.

The subject involved four contact hours per week (a 2-hour seminar and a
2-hour tutorial) over a twelve-week semester. In the seminars, aspects of second
language acquisition were discussed vis-à-vis examples of practical CALL applica-
tions. The purpose of the tutorials, on the other hand, was to explore a gamut of
electronic tools, and identify such that could be used to develop a working model
of an online community for the benefit of the Cultural Programs.



 Robert Debski

Procedures
The seminars took place in a wireless laptop-based classroom. Each seminar in-
volved introduction of a CALL/SLA issue, a group discussion of readings, a discus-
sion of the implications of the concepts introduced by the reading for the ongoing
project, and a project progress report. The workshop part of the subject took place
in a PC laboratory and involved a survey of online communities and communica-
tive tools, meetings with the coordinator of the Cultural Programs to determine
the scope of the project, working on the project specifications, and developing
the project.

Assessment
The assessment was constructed to give students marks for individual as well as
group work and contained the following elements:

a. A written assignment of not more than 4000 words (30%).
b. Presentation of a topic different than the topic of the essay subsequently writ-

ten up (1000 words) (20%).
c. A working model of a Website and a written specification and rationale (col-

lective mark) (20%).
d. A written summation of one’s personal contribution to the project (20%).
e. A verbal presentation on online communication tools (10%).

Deliverables
In the course of the subject, the students created a comprehensive Website for the
Cultural Programs. Another deliverable was a 26-page Project Specification. The
specification contained information on the background of the project, a needs
analysis and a rationale for the project, and technical specifications and sugges-
tions for future applications and development.

The students also wrote essays on issues related to the project. The follow-
ing are examples of the essay topics proposed by the students: “The roles of the
computer in intercultural language learning”, “Autonomy and its importance in
telecollaborative language learning”, and “Investigation of pedagogical theories
supporting the construction of an e-learning environment”. Finally, they each
wrote 2–3 page reflections describing the contributions they had made to the
project and what they had learned in the subject.

The Project Specification and Student Reflection documents are used in the
next section of the chapter to describe the learning outcomes of the subject.
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PROJECT

Reflection on Design
(2-hr workshops)

Reflection on Theory
(2-hr seminars)

Figure 1. Learning theory-in-practice.

Discussion of learning outcomes

Learning theory-in-practice

As they engaged in their project, the students were challenged to make decisions
about the design of the Website and to support those decisions with relevant the-
ory and research. The project thus functioned as an interface linking the two parts
of the course and a stage where reflection on theory and design could crystallize
into educationally desirable solutions (Figure 1).

In the Project Specification, the students explain the decisions they have made
about the functionality and design of the Website. The rationale for the project
was based on their conviction that it would be beneficial for the Japanese stu-
dents who come to Melbourne for five weeks to engage with the Australian culture
and the Australian variety of English before their arrival and to remain in con-
tact with them after departure. This notion was developed after discussing in the
classroom O’Dowd’s (2000) report on an intercultural videoconferencing project
and the phenomena of “cultural shock” and “intercultural learning”. The students
started thinking that electronic communication might be helpful in overcoming
cultural shock by extending cultural contact through purposefully designed tasks.
They also became keen on creating facilities that could be used to develop an on-
line community where past and future students from Japan and their Australian
partners could organize events, meet, and exchange views. In such a commu-
nity, the study of a foreign culture would be closely linked to reflection on your
own culture, appreciation of similarities and differences, and could be enhanced
by online exchanges of information. Influenced by the literature on intercultural
learning, they proposed that the HLC program change its name from “Cultural
Programs” to “Intercultural Programs”, a name in their opinion better reflecting
the process of cultural learning that could be enabled by the online community
they were building.

In order to implement the community, they had to review community-
building tools and the rationale behind using them. This is how a student de-
scribed this process:

[. . .] we deliberated on some computer-mediated [communication] tools we
might want to use in our project and allocated a tool for each member to research
on. I researched the pedagogical rationale for using blogs and wrote a short piece
justifying the use of blogs and uploaded it to Vicnet. (June)
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Vicnet is a free, Victorian government Web portal that the students chose for set-
ting up a bulletin board facility to negotiate the outcomes of their project. They
investigated several other platforms, but chose Vicnet because it had no distracting
advertisements, was easy to navigate, and had a facility for setting up communi-
ties. The lecturers and the coordinator of the Cultural Programs were invited to
join the discussions. The group generated over 130 messages in the course of the
semester.

The students drew the rationale for establishing Our Community from re-
search into group dynamics. They concluded from it that in addition to “breaking
the ice”, the CMC environment that they were building would provide the oppor-
tunity to establish “group familiarity” and “group cohesion” (Mukahi & Corbitt
2004), which are necessary for the creation of a successful online community for
the students before they arrive in Australia. They further speculated that there was
some advantage in engaging the students in both face-to-face and CMC interac-
tion because they had access to evidence that groups of students who have had
the opportunity for both CMC and face-to-face outperformed the other groups in
finding solutions and derived greater task satisfaction (Mukahi & Corbitt 2004).
They also were introduced to literature (Weininger & Shield 2003; Roed 2003)
demonstrating that “many types of learners perform better in a CMC environment
rather than the traditional classroom” (Project Specification).

Vygotskyan concepts of “zone of proximal development” and “scaffolding”
were also discussed. The students hypothesized that participants who lacked cer-
tain skills on their own might perform better in a social context provided by others
who had the necessary knowledge through the process of scaffolding, which is the
dialogic process by which one learner assists another to perform a new function
by simplifying, promoting and maintaining interest in the task, and marking the
critical features and discrepancies between what has been produced and the ideal
solution. The Project Specification shows that in their consideration of scaffold-
ing, they drew on Donato (1994), describing the collective scaffolding leading to
acquisition by groups of students performing an oral task and Swain and Lapkin
(1998), who have noted learners’ ability to internalize grammatical features that
they initially constructed collaboratively by performing a task.

Discussion of literature on cultural stereotypes led the group to develop a sec-
tion called Fun Facts with interesting facts about Australia. This is how the students
described the purpose of this page:

This section was conceived and written to present a sample of stereotypical aspects
about Australian culture and society, as well as emphasizing the multicultural na-
ture of Australia. Particular attention was given to allay preconceived stereotypes
and to encourage these to be challenged during the students’ stay in Australia.

(Project Specification)
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Discussion of tandem learning literature (Schwienhorst 1998) in turn led the stu-
dents to speculations about how the community they had built might be used in
the future:

Upon return to their country, students could be encouraged to maintain connec-
tions to Our Community through a tandem learning program which matches an
Asian student who wants to learn English with an Australian student who wants
to learn the Asian student’s language. (Project Specification)

Authenticity
Students were profoundly aware of the audience they were creating the site for.
First, an overall site metaphor was developed after an examination of the educa-
tional objectives of the Cultural Programs:

Given these guidelines, the site was constructed using the concept of the students
experiencing “The Journey”. Essentially, the students would be able to gain a taste
of the Australian experience through a “slide show” of events of the Summer In-
terCultural Program. (Project Specification)

Their design decisions were driven by their assessment of the audience:

Given the target audience, it was deemed appropriate that the site be picture
driven and colourful with the English wording being at the intermediate level.

(Project Specification)

In their reflections they noted that many issues had cropped up which would not
have been considered had the project not been authentic:

Many matters arose concerning the confidentiality of students, the displaying of
staff contact details on Websites, the image the project coordinators wish to dis-
seminate about the course, the intended audience of the site, and concerns related
to project marketing and pitch. (Anne)

The students also negotiated the choice of best possible technological tools for the
development of their project:

My original intention was to use Macromedia Flash to create the slideshow but
after discussions with the other group members, it was thought that using Macro-
media Dreamweaver would be a better choice. (June)

Roles and skills practised
The students assumed different roles and developed a range of skills. This is how
three of them have described in their reflective journals the roles they adopted in
the project and the skills they developed as, respectively, Coordinator and Liaison,
Technical Leader, and Graphical Designer.

The student who became the Coordinator and Liaison reported that it was
necessary that one group member should have a total overview of the project and
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be able to act as a transmitter of content and ideas between group members. In
this role, she reports on coordinating the project, chairing meetings, allocating
duties, highlighting and resolving conflicts, liaising with the clients, reporting to
the project sponsor, transmitting content and ideas between different group mem-
bers, devising concept maps for the site using Inspiration, and developing future
directions for the project.

A student whose skills in Dreamweaver and other Web design tools were the
most advanced in the group assumed the role of the Technical Leader. He described
himself as the general architect of the Website. As Technical Leader, he developed
a concept map of the site using Inspiration, created most of the Website, liaised
with the students developing the other parts of the Website to preserve consis-
tency of design, introduced and implemented the idea of developing 360-degree
picture panoramas of several places in Melbourne and the University campus us-
ing PhotoStitch, and taught several other team members various Dreamweaver
functions.

The role of Graphical Designer emerged when “it was decided later that it
would be easier if Andy were to be in charge of the overall Website design while
I worked on designing the homepage graphics and the slideshow on the Jour-
ney” (June). In her role, the Graphical Designer worked on site templates with the
Technical Leader and designed all site graphics using Macromedia Dreamweaver,
Fireworks, and Flash.

Peer support
It was inspiring to see that the students who had the least technical skills of the
groups felt supported by the team, as illustrated by the following report:

I really enjoyed working as a team member with a real professional group. It might
be a shame to confess that I was the least qualified of those (professionals), but I
can be very proud to work with them [. . .]. (Adam)

The same student commented on the complementary skills of the team. In his
opinion, every member of the team “was really a (wiz) at certain skills as though
destiny assembled them to complement each other and carry out this project
successfully”.

Student satisfaction
In their overall assessment of the course, the students emphasized satisfaction from
working collectively with a group of dedicated people towards a worthy goal, as
illustrated by the following statement:

I feel I made a substantial contribution to the success of this worthy University
project. Through cooperation and collaboration we were able to achieve some-
thing we can all be proud of. (John)
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However, some students expressed disbelief whether such a gratifying experi-
ence could be repeated in a university context:

[. . .] all I can say [is] that I don’t think such experience with such group will
happen again regarding productivity and team soul. (Adam)

Conclusions

The present chapter has demonstrated that work on a CALL project that is di-
rected at an authentic audience can serve as a bridge linking the theoretical and
practical aspects of a CALL subject to support theory-in-practice learning. In such
an approach, the interplay between theory and practice is mediated by the pursuit
of optimal solutions to a practical problem at hand. In the analysed example, the
project became a conceptual space for the implementation of theory-inspired solu-
tions as well as a motivator for the assimilation of theoretical knowledge. Theories
and examples of best practice were reviewed in the seminar part of the subject,
and students explored in more depth those aspects of theory and research which
informed the specific project objectives. The project management process exposed
those junctions where practice had to be informed by theory so that education-
ally desirable decisions could be made: for example once the students decided that
they wanted to establish a learning community to overcome “cultural shock”, they
had to review community-building tools and make decisions about which of them
best matched their goals. In CALL understood as a design science, principles can
be taught as part of the design cycle aimed at producing pedagogical artefacts that
are meaningful to students and useful in social contexts outside the classroom.

Theory-in-practice learning suggests however that the class will necessarily
emphasise theories and research directly contributing to the project, perhaps at
the expense of those which are less directly relevant. To overcome this limita-
tion, project learning at Melbourne is implemented only in some subjects, while
other subjects assure a systematic coverage of material. Also, the teacher’s role is
to develop the ability to establish connections between student projects and the
requisite formal knowledge, and to manage the occurrence and constant appeal to
theoretical principles, as they are not guaranteed by a linear syllabus.

The students were profoundly aware of the audience of their project through-
out its duration. Decisions regarding design were made in consultation with the
sponsors and clients, a process emphasizing to students the relationships between
theoretical knowledge and practice, and, first of all, the social constraints that exist
in applying theoretical solutions to real-life problems. For example, the class spent
a considerable amount of time discussing the impact of their Website on mar-
keting the courses to Japanese universities. The students realised that the Website
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must be pedagogically sound as well as presenting the program as attractive and
worth applying for.

The students assumed roles and practiced skills that they would not be able to
develop in a more traditional class. The development of those roles and skills was
linked to the specific needs of the project and helped students understand their
natural strengths and what roles they could play in CALL projects in the future. A
number of students also commented on either receiving support from classmates
or providing support to colleagues. Overall, they were satisfied with the experi-
ence, and in their evaluations they have emphasized the personal and professional
gratification they achieved by making a contribution to a real-life audience.

Experience with project learning demonstrates however that sharing of re-
sponsibilities and developing roles in the project does not always go as smoothly as
reported in the present chapter. Some students may not understand the rationale
behind project learning and may expect more support from the teacher. Projects
often polarize the class, so that highly motivated students end up doing most of
the work, leaving few learning opportunities to those who are less motivated or
do not see how they can contribute. The teacher plays an important role here as a
manager of the learning process, a fair arbiter that resolves conflict and engineers
and sustains learning opportunities for all the participants. The teacher may have
to negotiate learning contracts with students outlining their engagement and per-
sonal objectives. Another important role of the teacher is to listen to students and
deal in a supportive manner with project ideas.

Project-oriented learning has become a permanent feature of CALL courses
at the University of Melbourne. Students work on individual or group projects
for their own schools or language departments in the university. In the sec-
ond semester of 2004, a group of students developed a Website for ethnic lan-
guage schools, a seriously under-resourced sector of Australian education. Several
months prior to the class, the lecturer had conducted a workshop for a group of
ethnic school teachers and collected a few dozen email addresses. The CALL stu-
dents were challenged to communicate with the teachers to find out what they
could develop for them. In the theoretical part of the course, among other top-
ics, the students were studying topics of bilingualism and language maintenance
in order to establish what support technology could provide to minority language
learning and teaching. Such projects are a good illustration of the “relate-create-
donate” principle (Shneiderman 1997:vii), as they help teachers develop an under-
standing of technology as a tool that can be used to solve real social issues. Such
educational approaches become important in today’s world when people are chal-
lenged to harness technological advancement to solve issues of global ecology and
diversity.

In 2005, CALL students developed a Website for the HLC Introductory Aca-
demic Program (IAP) and participated in the pilot implementation of Blackboard
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and the Wimba “building block” for Blackboard. Plans are being made to pro-
vide partial scholarships for students with strong technical skills who would come
to Melbourne University to study and work on language projects under the su-
pervision of academic and technical staff and receive academic credit for their
efforts. Teachers who apply project-oriented approaches must use their connec-
tions within and outside the institution to look for projects that could inspire their
students and develop new contexts for students to study CALL theory.

The need to improve the status of CALL and those who research and study it
is still apparent. Today, it is clear that improving the status of CALL is as much
about consolidating its scientific foundation as it is about strengthening it as an
area of teaching and learning. Foremost, CALL must be cautious not to distance
itself from the language teaching profession by focusing too strongly on earning
a respectable place in academia alongside literary and cultural studies and sec-
ond language acquisition research. The increasing rationalization of CALL may
lead the discipline to an estrangement from its primary client base, practicing or
trainee teachers, in turn leading to low enrolment and the decline of the disci-
pline. Project-oriented learning seems to be a pedagogy that suits the advancement
of CALL understood as a design science and is helpful in maintaining the neces-
sary rationalization of CALL without sacrificing the practical dimension of the
discipline.
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When the technology course is required

Although many language teacher education programs now offer some form of a
technology training course, that course is all too often an elective rather than a
required part of the curriculum. In addition, if an appropriately skilled faculty
member within the program is not available, the students may need to go outside
the department, getting a course focused on something other than language teach-
ing and learning applications. Finally, even when such courses are taught within
the language teacher education program, they may be taken as late as the final
semester, making it impossible to integrate the new technological proficiency into
the parts of the training process that have already passed. In this chapter Volker
Hegelheimer argues for a promising new approach for master’s-level teacher train-
ing: to introduce technology knowledge and skills comprehensively through a
foundational course at the beginning of the student’s program. In that way, the
technology knowledge and skills gained can be linked specifically to applied lin-
guistics and language teaching applications and used throughout the remainder
of the student’s coursework. In addition, faculty teaching other courses in the pro-
gram can assume a reasonable and more uniform level of technological proficiency
that can aid them in expanding technology use in their subjects. Hegelheimer de-
scribes the implementation of his course, “Introduction to Computers in Applied
Linguistics,” in the MA TESL program at Iowa State University. He relates class
activities both to general course goals and to the transfer of skills and knowledge
to other classes in the program and in the students’ own language teaching. He
supports his discussion with comments gleaned from both students and faculty
about the impact of the technology course on the overall program. His arguments
and examples provide a convincing case for infusing technology throughout the
curriculum.
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The way that students will learn to do applied linguistics with technology is by
learning applied linguistics through technology. (Chapelle 2003:31)

Preparing language teachers for the 21st century: Problems and solutions

Even though future language teachers will most certainly not be replaced by com-
puters, computer-using language teachers will replace those teachers who do not
use computers. At its core, the answers to the basic question as to how language
teachers of the 21st century are to be trained will undoubtedly contain the words
“technology” and/or “computers.” An ensuing question then is: How do we best
prepare language teachers for future careers in which technology will play a central
and constantly changing role?

While teacher trainers frequently realize that technology is crucial for teachers,
teacher training programs in general have been slow to respond with the necessary
curricular innovation. A problem with many current teacher training programs is
that computer and technology courses are either not required, taught by faculty
outside the department with very little relevance to language teaching, or occur
relatively late in the training so that the skills learned and knowledge gained do
not become an integral part of the program.

Clearly, the profession pays homage to technology and numerous ESL and
EFL job descriptions ask for technology savvy teachers (Kessler, this volume), yet
technology is still not as integrated as it should be. Thus, one could conclude that
many teacher training programs may not be effectively preparing their students
for their role as technology-using language teachers. One possible new approach
addressing these issues is to embark on curricular innovation and to include a
mandatory technology course early in a teacher training program. In this chapter,
one such approach is outlined, and its effects on the curriculum, the students, and



 Volker Hegelheimer

other faculty within the same program are discussed, followed by suggestions and
insights based on interim reflections on the new curriculum.

A novel approach to language teacher training

Realizing the vital role of technology in language teaching, the faculty in the
M.A. program in Teaching English as a Second Language/Applied Linguistics
(TESL/AL) at Iowa State University (ISU) engaged in curricular reorganization
in late 1997 to better reflect the expressed need for greater integration of technol-
ogy into the M.A. program. Below, after presenting the revised curriculum and
the newly required technology course, the connections between the new course
and established M.A. courses are discussed in light of the transfer of skills. This
discussion is augmented by student feedback.

The revised curriculum

The curriculum leading to the M.A. in Teaching English as a Second Lan-
guage/Applied Linguistics at ISU now includes prerequisites, core requirements,
and areas of concentration, culminating in a thesis project in the area of con-
centration (Table 1). The newly added technology course, Computer Methods in
Applied Linguistics, is one of the prerequisite courses. The premise of the curricular
revision process was to integrate technology more fully and to establish a technol-
ogy foundation for language teachers not only early on in the curriculum, but
also one that is focused on teaching English as a Second Language rather than ad-
vising students to take a technology elective in other departments. Consequently,
the course had to be offered at the beginning of the program and be taught by a
TESL/AL faculty member. The content of this course, which will be discussed in
greater detail below, had to address what the faculty felt was necessary and benefi-
cial knowledge and skills that could be used throughout the rest of the curriculum,
including in courses that do not lead to a CALL specialization. However, as is the
case in many programs, the perceived need for technology integration varies from
faculty member to faculty member. In particular, faculty members who have been
teaching courses for years (or decades) a certain way are frequently unaware of
the benefits technology can hold. Therefore, when approached as to what skills
they feel should be taught in the introductory computer course, they did not al-
ways have a clear idea of what is possible with technology and did not request that
certain skills be included in the computer methods course. Thus, innovation and
curricular change occurred through the students who came into the other courses
with a fairly good understanding of technology and applied the skills they learned
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Table 1. The M.A. TESL/Applied Linguistics curriculum at ISU

Prerequisites Core Requirements Areas of Concentration &
Courses

Independent
Research

– English
Grammar

– Introduction
to Linguistic
Analysis

– Computer
Methods in
Applied
Linguistics

– Sociolinguistics
– Grammatical

Analysis
– Second Language

Acquisition
– TESL Methods &

Materials
– Second Language

Testing
– Practicum

CALL
– Computer-Assisted Language

Learning
– Instructional Technology
Language Assessment
– Discourse Analysis
– Assessment Practicum
English for Specific Purposes
– Discourse Analysis
– English for Specific Purposes
Literacy*
– Literacy: Methods and

Materials
– Teaching Composition
– Teaching ESL Listening and

Speaking
Literature in ESL**

Thesis
research

3 credits can be
used for the
M.A.

18 credits 6 credits 3 credits

Note.
*The first course is required, others can be chosen from a list.
**Electives are chosen from the course offerings in literature.

to class work, which is illustrated in the section outlining the connection between
the curriculum and the new requirement.

The required technology course

Since the fall semester of 1999, the M.A. curriculum has included a prerequisite
computer methods course in which students are introduced to the use of tech-
nology in language teaching and research as well as classroom management. The
course, Introduction to Computers in Applied Linguistics (English 510), is aimed at
equipping graduate students with the basic computer and technology skills nec-
essary for the (English) language teacher in the 21st century early in the M.A.
program. It is designed to provide students with the opportunity to 1) increase
their familiarity with computers in general, 2) explore and describe current and
potential applications of computers for teaching, testing, research, administra-
tion, and CALL, 3) create web pages that complement language teaching, and 4)
conduct statistical and linguistic analyses of various data.
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To achieve these objectives, a two-pronged approach synthesizing practice and
theory is taken. During the hands-on portion,1 students are introduced to ba-
sic teacher tools (word processing, spreadsheet, and presentation applications,
e.g., the Microsoft Office Suite), management tools (database applications, e.g.,
FileMaker Pro), development tools (WYSIWYG editors, animation applications,
graphic applications, e.g., Macromedia Studio MX 2004), and research tools (con-
cordancing, data gathering, and statistical analysis applications, e.g., MonoConc
Pro, Camtasia, and SPSS or MS Excel, respectively). In addition to the practical
components of the course, theoretical aspects revolving around the use of com-
puters in language teaching are introduced through selected readings, which are
discussed in an online forum one week prior to the in-class presentation. Plus,
since most enrolled students also teach a variety of ESL and first-year compo-
sition courses in the computer classroom, the course is aimed at supplying the
students with knowledge and skills that could be integrated into their own class-
room teaching. Since its inception in 1999, of the approximately 80 students who
have completed the course, few actually went on to concentrate on CALL, but all
mastered the basics of technology and its use in the language classroom. How this
course connects with other courses in the curriculum is outlined next.

The technology-curriculum connection

While the prerequisite course provides a foundation, the technology skills are ide-
ally continually reinforced through the use of technology in the M.A. students’
own teaching and in other M.A. TESL graduate courses. Table 2 outlines the goals,
the related class activities, and the transfer of the goals (and skills) to other classes.

Following the curricular reorganization efforts, integration of technology in
other graduate courses can proceed based on the assumption that students en-
rolled in subsequent semesters have acquired essential technology skills, which
they are encouraged to employ in completing class tasks. This, however, is but
one aspect of how a technology course can have an affect on an entire program.
Given that technology permeates the profession (Chapelle & Hegelheimer 2004),
the goal of an M.A. program in the 21st century should perhaps focus on em-
powering future teachers to successfully and competently implement technology
in their classroom practices. Rather than focusing on what M.A. graduates should
be able to do upon graduating, it may be time for teacher training programs to
be evaluated in terms of how they integrate technology. While a lot of work re-
mains to be accomplished, the attempts of the M.A. program at ISU are outlined
in Table 3. Technology currently plays an integral part in several graduate courses.
For example, corpus linguistics is introduced in the introductory linguistics course
and covered in greater detail in Grammatical Analysis. Multimedia web develop-
ment is initially covered in Computer Methods for Applied Linguistics and then
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Table 2. Course goals, activities, and skill transfer

Goals Class Activities Transfer (to other classes)

Increased general
computer
familiarity

Semester-long use of computers and
technology during class meetings in
computer classroom
Required in-class PowerPoint
presentations of related articles and
online resources

Search for information and
materials online
Final presentations of projects
in computer classroom using
PowerPoint.

Basic knowledge of
current and
potential
applications of
computers for
teaching, testing,
research,
administration, &
CALL

Grade and attendance management
unit
Introduction to quiz generating tools
(e.g., Hot Potatoes, CourseBuilder)
Introduction to screen capturing
application
Course readings and online discussion

Course and grade management
of their own classes
Generating interactive activities
& assessments as part of other
assignments in graduate
courses

Ability to create
functional web
pages that
complement
language teaching

Creation of professional homepage
Skill consolidation activity
Web-based teaching unit

Class homepage development
for their own classes
Ability to put information
online (including assignments
and activities as part of other
graduate courses)

Ability to conduct
statistical and
linguistic analyses
of various data.

Introduction to basic descriptive
statistics using MS Excel
Introduction to corpus linguistics and
the use of corpora and concordances

Computing test statistics in
Language Testing course
Consumption of research
articles in all courses
Analysis of learner language

revisited in Language Testing, when students work on implementing computer-
assisted language testing (CALT) activities. Similarly, the introduction to the use
of applications to compute statistics (e.g., MS Excel and SPSS) in the introductory
technology course prepares students to apply and extend this knowledge as part of
generating test statistics. Students specializing in CALL take two courses, a CALL
seminar and a course in instructional technology, in which technology plays an
integral role.

When asked about the role technology plays in other graduate classes, M.A.
students noted that technology certainly does play a role. This role varied from
being able to facilitate data analysis to conducting research to creating online ma-
terials and web pages, as can be seen by these comments on the role of technology
in data analysis and content creation:



 Volker Hegelheimer

Table 3. Technology integration in the M.A. curriculum

Type of requirement Course in the M.A. curriculum Technology thread

Prerequisites English Grammar
Introduction to Linguistic Analysis Introduction to corpus

linguistics
Computer Methods in Applied
Linguistics

Complete course

Core Sociolinguistics
Requirements Grammatical Analysis Corpus linguistics,

computational analysis of texts
Second Language Acquisition Learner corpora,

technology-mediated SLA
tasks, individualization

TESL Methods and Materials
Second Language Testing Testing data analysis and

computer-assisted language
testing (CALT)

Practicum
Areas of
Concentration*

CALL

Computer-Assisted Language
Learning

Complete course

Instructional Technology Complete course
Independent Research Thesis Research Research investigating CALL

* Only one area of concentration (CALL) is listed here for demonstration purposes. Other areas
include Language Assessment, English for Specific Purposes, Literacy, and Literature in ESL. See
Table 1 for a complete list.

For the 517 [Second Language Acquisition] project, we were viewing the
video mediated through a computer, utilizing [technology] there. We had
a video that was stored on a CD and we viewed [and analyzed] it through
QuickTime player of students interacting, performing a computer-based task.

(KR)

We’re supposed to give a workshop about how to use media and computer
[in 518, TESOL Methods]. It turned out to be the use of internet. We gave
the audience the opportunity to see websites and analyze, to evaluate whether
this website is good or not. It turned out to be very useful because we learned
a lot from the readings [in 510]. (NI)

However, as the following comment illustrates, technology frequently played a
number of roles, extending beyond courses and relating to teaching as well, which
is very encouraging since students were able to “practice what was preached” in
English 510.
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I used [technology], in my studies, then I used it first of all for my grading. I
used Excel for grading sheets. I used my web development skills with Macro-
media Dreamweaver to create, to expand my website. So, I created some of the
class websites for all of the classes I have taught so far. Also for 526 [seminar
course on Computer-Assisted Language Learning], I put some of the mate-
rials online. As for the teaching, I have found some activities that are online
and used them with my students. (MG)

Interestingly, students realized that they were now being held responsible for
knowledge some of the instructors assumed of the students. For example, one in-
structor took it for granted that the students would have the necessary skills to
create web pages to post information:

Student: We didn’t receive instruction about how to do the webpage or
develop the quizzes on the computer, but the assignment stipulated that
we do both.
Researcher: Was it expected that you know?
Student: Yeah. (KR)

Maybe English 510, which met in a computer lab at all times and made exten-
sive use of technology, heightened students’ awareness of technology and, when a
lack of technology integration was perceived in other graduate courses, there was
somewhat of a let-down, as is expressed by this student comment:

Unfortunately, not all the classes I have taken required us to use the use of
our website and things. I think that has to do with the way the instructors are
teaching. (MG)

It was not only students who were more aware of technology. Faculty who teach
subsequent courses noticed that the use of technology to complete assignments
and to give in-class presentations or workshops in general increased. One faculty
member remarked that it has become almost a given that students effectively utilize
PowerPoint during their presentations:

A relatively minor, but real, thing I’ve noticed is that when students give re-
ports in class, they use PowerPoint as a matter of course.

(FM1,2 emphasis added)

Other faculty members also regard the technology course as a contributive fac-
tor towards increased professionalism, including the creation of technologically
advanced class projects and their effective integration into students’ teaching prac-
tice, as these two comments suggest:

We [a group of three faculty members who team-teach] were all very im-
pressed this semester with the TA’s final projects which incorporated visual,
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oral and electronic communication. The assignment is a collaborative project
in which students create a unit that they will be able to use in [English] 105
[the second semester of first-year composition]. In particular, the unit that
[one group of three students who were in 510] created on gender stereotyp-
ing was extremely well-done, and I know that they were working on that unit
for [510]. I have also observed all three of them teaching this semester, and
they were using materials from the unit very effectively. I know that without
your class, they would not have had the technical skills needed to design such
an effective web-based unit. In general, I see a higher facility and comfort with
the technology, and I know the TAs feel it is important too. (FM2)

In 518 (Methods and Materials), the benefits of 510 are enormous. The stu-
dents in the class do workshops on how to teach particular areas (e.g., writing,
vocabulary, etc.). The way they approach the workshops frequently shows ev-
idence of the skills that they gain in 510. One group addressing how to teach
vocabulary, for example, had us looking at CALL sites (using clear guidelines)
and used pretty sophisticated Power Point to teach it. Probably the workshop
that shows the greatest influence is the one on teaching using computers and
media. Rather than the general kinds of stuff that I would probably do, the
workshop consistently provides practical, clear, detailed activities that teach
us about using corpora, what makes CALL exercises effective, how chat can
work in a class, and other 510 topics. It’s the students who have been in 510
(or even those who are in it concurrently) who drive this particular workshop.
I find that I always learn a lot. (FM3)

However, the impact of English 510 on other courses was not universal, indicating
that the approach taken at ISU is merely at the beginning stages of its development
and that continued refinement and collaboration among the faculty members is
needed. One faculty member, while supportive, pointed out that the skill set does
not fully transfer to her class:

Many of my students have already taken English 510 when they take English
516 [Grammatical Analysis]. In spite of the fact that I know that you intro-
duce concordancing in 510, I have to introduce the use of Monoconc for
linguistic analysis in detail all the same. Many students seem to have com-
pletely forgotten about concordancing. Some of them might not have taken
the course, or just a couple might be taking it simultaneously (they are both
taught in the fall) but for those who are in their second year (which is what
it should be for 516), that is what happens. The rest of the course deals with
linguistic analysis and there are no other programs that 510 could help with.

(FM4)
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The impact on students

The impact of the course has been investigated through surveys and interviews
with students. Results suggest that 1) students are not only more computer-literate
and able to construct instructional web resources, which is the aspect of the course
students are most excited about, but also more adept at using and critically eval-
uating technology in their teaching; 2) students are creating extensive projects of
immediate usefulness to their teaching assignments; and 3) graduates of the pro-
gram are successful at securing jobs in part due to their familiarity and expertise
with technology.

Computer literacy

Increased computer literacy is a key component in elevating the qualifications of
all students. In particular, students enrolled in the M.A. program are typically re-
quired to teach three courses per academic year, and most of the enrolled students
teach composition courses either to first-year students or to non-native speakers
of English. To the surprise of many, the writing courses frequently meet in com-
puter classrooms. While the technology course helps alleviate the initial hesitance
toward using computers in teaching, a seminar and mentoring in addition to the
prerequisite computer methods course are offered.

A snapshot (Hegelheimer 2004) of the development of 22 first- and second-
year M.A. students3 in terms of their computer skills, their perception of the po-
tential usefulness of technology in language teaching, and their attitudes towards
computers and computer-assisted language learning in general reveals the follow-
ing positive insights, all hinting at increased computer literacy. Not surprisingly,
the perceived computer proficiency of the 22 participants increased significantly (p
< .001) over the course of the semester in which they took the computer methods
course. Figure 1 shows the responses to a questionnaire asking the students to rate
their expertise using a scale from 0–6, whereby 0 indicates non-use, 1 and 2 be-
ginning knowledge, 3 and 4 intermediate knowledge of an application, and 5 and
6 advanced expertise. The responses illustrate students’ self-assessment indicat-
ing improvement in all skills and applications (except for database development).4

In addition to increased computer skills, the students also had the opportunity
to reflect on applications and skills they find to be important for future language
teachers. When asked about the importance of specific applications for language
teachers, the M.A. students’ responses showed an increase only for word process-
ing, spreadsheet, and presentation applications (MS-Word, Excel, and PowerPoint,
respectively). For all other applications (web and database development, concor-
dancing, WYSIWYG editors such as Macromedia Dreamweaver and Macromedia
Flash), students consistently assigned less importance after the end of the course.
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Figure 1. Self-assessment of expertise prior to and post-instruction.

This possibly reflects an initial assumption of beginning teachers that the less-
known applications are judged to be more important initially and that learning
about these applications helps future teachers realize that despite their usefulness,
these programs may not be as important as knowledge of the basics. This also
shows increased confidence and a sense of reality – being able to judge what is
really important.

Similarly, the results indicate an improved attitude towards computers in gen-
eral and towards the use of computers in language teaching. While positive to
begin with (mean 7.28, SD 1.3 on a 10-point scale), the students’ attitude towards
utilizing computers in language teaching increased to 7.73 (SD 1.43), suggesting
their first semester in the M.A. program did not exert a negative influence. Rather,
the responses suggest the opposite.

Even more encouraging than the survey responses were responses to questions
posed during a follow-up semi-structured interview. The students indicated not
only that they felt more able to effectively utilize technology in their teaching, but
also that they were more innovative in terms of conceptualizing novel ideas for
teaching, even though they listed lack of time as a major factor preventing them
from actually developing some of these resources.

I had plans, I was thinking initially about using FileMaker Pro and make a
database that was for my 101 class because we had to work with vocabulary
and had to learn a lot of vocabulary items. I was thinking about making a
database so they could all access and use it. Unfortunately it didn’t work out
because just of the lack of time. (ML)

When asked about her use of technology, one student responded that it had been
increasing. Moreover, she became more of a risk-taker, as this comment illustrates:
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. . .because I had 510 in my first semester, I was able to use more applications
[in my] teaching and as a student I’ve used mostly [. . .] word processing. But
also I am more willing to experiment or enhance what I am doing with charts
or graphs. I did a [. . .] corpus project [for another class] and I [was] wonder-
ing how else I could do this, i.e., to explain this data. [so] I went right into
[Microsoft] Excel, punched [the data] in and did a line graph to display what
I did and it took no time. That’s the kind of stuff that [I could do] because I
had that class (510) the first semester. [. . .] So had I not had that in the first
semester [it] would have been different. (BD)

Increased confidence played a role as well, confidence not only about technology
itself, but also about how technology might be utilized in a classroom setting,
which is very important because as mentioned most of the M.A. students are also
required to teach 1–2 sections of academic writing. The following two comments
are indicators for increased confidence in finding and selecting useful online activ-
ities, ability to use the web as a source for communicating expectations in teaching,
and confidence about using a computer classroom.

In Malaysia, if I ever used a computer, there were programs and it would
jumpstart for students, that’s it. We did nothing creative. Now, I look for files
for students to use to read, and make links for them to check the internet to
get ideas, find quizzes online for them to do in class. I’m more confident now.

(JK)

I guess the biggest change is with computer and internet use. I have to teach
in a computer lab next semester and if I had had to do that this past semester I
would have hated it, but now I’m looking forward to it. I’m starting to see how
I can use the computer in a class room and how it could be useful and not
distracting. When I came in I didn’t think a writing class should be taught
in a computer lab but now I can see how it’s more helpful. I’m just more
comfortable with it and I see that I can use it for more things than before.
Now I also think, ‘Oh I can put that on my website.’ Of course I never would
have thought that before for students who have access. Just thinking of the
computer differently than before, more as a tool. (SC, emphasis added)

Teaching and development

Of central importance to the successful use of key concepts and applications is the
inclusion of projects. Consider this scenario:

Four weeks before the end of their first semester, students in an M.A. pro-
gram in Teaching English as a Second Language are working on their fi-
nal projects for one of the prerequisite courses. One group of students has
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checked out digital video cameras so they can take original footage of driving
in a medium-size Midwestern city in the U.S. This is their second attempt to
take video that is of a high enough quality to be used in their final project,
an online resource for adult non-native speakers of English who are work-
ing towards passing the drivers’ license test. Two members of the same group
are working on creating a Flash interface to add interactivity so users can ex-
plore names of crucial car parts and other related vocabulary items. Another
group member is taking digital images of the car parts to be illustrated in the
project. Search functionality is included using a web-enabled database (File-
Maker Pro) and self-testing is going to be an option available for users, who
can work through quizzes created using Hot Potatoes. Three weeks later, the
files for the web-based teaching unit, created using Macromedia Dreamweaver
MX, are assembled to form a coherent unit (Figure 2). These students ex-
hibit technical know-how language teachers of the 21st century might be
expected to exhibit. While know-how is important, equally, if not more im-
portant, is knowing why and when to use technology. This particular online
unit draws on research findings in second language acquisition, addressing
some methodological principles for task-based language learning outlined by
Doughty and Long (2003). Multiple sources of input (written, oral), compre-
hension checks, and the use of authentic video for illustration purposes are
but a few of the areas addressed.

Figure 2. Student project “Get in the Driver’s Seat!”
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While this scenario of students working on a web-based teaching unit should not
be novel, what is noteworthy is the fact that all students completed a comprehen-
sive web-based teaching unit. Frequently, this is done during their first semester,
which means the students know how to work with computers and are capable
of using various software applications, including web design software used to
produce web-based materials as they go on to the next courses.

Research findings thus far have not been promising when looking at the im-
pact CALL courses have on actual technology use in teaching after graduating
(Grau 1996; Egbert, Paulus, & Nakamichi 2002). Lack of time, support, and/or
resources were frequently mentioned reasons for the inability to implement CALL
in the classroom more frequently. One identifiable reason is the mismatch between
the resources available during and after graduate work, which made it impossible
for projects created by teacher-education students to be used in actual classrooms
(Wentworth 1996). One promising approach to help remedy this problem, ad-
vocated by Fisher (1999) and Smerdon et al. (2000), is to use situated learning
contexts (see also Egbert, this volume). In this model, teacher-trainees develop
for a particular context and know what is and what is not available in terms of
resources and facilities. Similarly, the projects completed as part of the required
technology course in the M.A. curriculum are designed to engage students in
project-based learning (Debski, this volume), whereby the projects should address
a real need in the community and be used in subsequent semester. As such, the
projects have real audiences and address real needs. In the fall semester of 2004,
one project was designed to be used in first-year composition classes, paying spe-
cial attention to enrolled non-native speaking students. Another project addressed
the need for younger learners to be able to negotiate an American library. For the
latter project, a mystery theme was chosen to enhance the appeal for the target
audience. As with other tangible results, motivational issues are at play as well.
Unlike in many other courses, where, granted, students learn crucial aspects of
second language learning, the technology course provides them with the practical
skills to create something concrete and usable. This, in turn, can provide a very
positive attitude toward teaching, learning, and the M.A. program of their choice.

Marketability

A third, no less important effect the required technology course has had is re-
lated to securing jobs. Feedback from graduates from the program suggests that
the skills they acquired as part of the required course have helped them get hired.
One former student indicated that he felt he was chosen over another candidate
for a full-time job at a community college because of his additional qualifications
in the use of technology for language teaching. Equally helpful is the requirement
to construct an initially modest, yet scalable professional homepage early on in
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the program. Being able to showcase an online portfolio with links to one’s own
materials or to relevant web sites can be the last piece of evidence needed to get a
job offer. Even while still in graduate school, several other students reported tangi-
ble benefits from taking the course. Some were international students who had not
been offered teaching assistantships. After completing the course, they were able to
secure jobs in the form of research assistantships in large part because they had ac-
quired valuable skills such as web design and multimedia development, skills that
transfer to work in other disciplines. Other students who have gone on to pursue
a Ph.D. in applied linguistics, for example, mentioned specifically that the knowl-
edge they had gained put them at a distinct advantage over other incoming Ph.D.
students with very little to no expertise in the area of technology. Clearly, all these
students had to be qualified language teachers and excellent aspiring researchers
first, but the point again is that knowledge of technology has become such an in-
tegral part of teachers and researchers of the 21st century that it should be taken
into consideration in programs that train students to become the teachers and re-
searchers of the 21st century. This is especially true for situations where seasoned
teachers make up a large portion of the teaching staff. The expectation for re-
cent graduates often includes the assumption that they will share their technology
expertise with the staff and train them.

Insights and suggestions

There is broad agreement that future teachers should attain the ability to concep-
tualize, create, and make available good (online) theory-based language learning
tasks. Subsequently, using a combination of judgmental and empirical methods
(e.g., Chapelle 2001), future teachers need to be able to evaluate whether the tasks
achieve their hypothesized (language learning) effect, and if learner behavior and
feedback necessitates task modification. This interplay results in an iterative pro-
cess including the conceptualizing, creating, uploading, testing, and modifying of
tasks. Thus, it requires repetition, and students who have a handle on the technol-
ogy can engage in this iterative process using new information they acquire in the
subsequent graduate courses. As new insights about language learning and teach-
ing surface, the students are now free to expend their energy on the content of
tasks and projects, knowing that they have already grasped much of the delivery
potential inherent with the web. To achieve this, several areas need to be addressed.
Based on our experience, in addition to curricular reorganization, which required
the collective and collaborative decision-making process in designing the new cur-
riculum, the successful integration of a technology course hinges on the availability
of a dedicated space, appropriate equipment, and expertise, with space appearing
to be more crucial than up-to-date equipment and expertise. After that, the long
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process of working with faculty who are not very excited about technology and
may resist technology integration in their courses can become a secondary focus.

As was the case for the M.A. program at ISU, convincing the departmental
and college-wide decision makers often takes time and perseverance. After sev-
eral years of unrelenting efforts, the faculty at ISU started out with a former office
equipped with three computers on which relevant linguistics software was loaded
so students could use this “research lab” outside of class. Using a pre-existing
open computer classroom did not turn out to be a desirable option, in part due
to the fact that students really needed access at all hours to specialized software
(e.g., concordancers, corpora, web development software, and multimedia appli-
cations) to complete the various class projects. The availability of a larger space
and the department’s commitment of resources (approximately $18,000) turned
into a dedicated applied linguistics computer research laboratory with 16 comput-
ers and a projector, a research facility that can also be used for holding graduate
classes. While the importance of a computer lab is undisputable, what has proven
to be even more crucial is the fact that the computer lab is only used by students
in applied linguistics; plus, it is available to students year-round. As such, the lab
has become a place for commiserating (especially students who are enrolled in
English 510), community-building, and expertise-sharing. Thus, even though the
computers cannot be upgraded on a regular basis due to budgetary concerns, the
mere existence of such a lab has been more beneficial than could have been esti-
mated. This lab space is becoming even more important with the beginning of a
new Ph.D. program in Applied Linguistics and Technology in the fall semester of
2005 as it can serve as a synergistic place where practice and research meet.

New software applications that hold potential for language teachers and ap-
plied linguists or new versions of such applications are released almost daily and
it is not feasible for faculty members, whose primary means for getting tenure
and promotions are peer-refereed research publications, to keep up with the lat-
est technology. Hence, another potential roadblock may be the lack of expertise
on the side of the faculty to teach a course on technology. Despite recognizing the
potential of newer web animation applications such as Macromedia Flash or web
database connectivity using ColdFusion and MYSQL, the level of expertise of the
current faculty is clearly limited. One possible temporary solution employed in our
program is to tap into the expertise of Ph.D. students or advanced M.A. students in
other areas, such as Rhetoric and Professional Communication. Inviting students
who have expertise in those areas to conduct workshops in classes and asking them
to be available for out-of-class consultations may be the solution.5 That way, they
gain valuable teaching experience while helping new students. The other alterna-
tive, i.e., to knowingly restrict teaching to the applications faculty know, would
be a disservice to students who seek to be trained as language teachers of the new
millennium.
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Returning to Chapelle’s (2003) quote, “The way that students will learn to
do applied linguistics with technology is by learning applied linguistics through
technology” (31), a continuing struggle remains to appeal to colleagues who are
teaching in the same M.A. program. While often excellent scholars and teachers,
they may be hesitant towards the use and integration of technology. Gradual and
consistent illustrations and faculty training have had positive effects. More fre-
quently, though, it is the technology-savvy students who act as change agents by
making an impression on these faculty members when they give presentations,
work on projects, or showcase materials they have developed, and thereby en-
couraging faculty to realize the potential and become interested in technology
themselves.

In sum, students who are not even thinking about technology when entering a
degree program in language teaching, but are required to learn about technology
and able to implement technology throughout their M.A. program, can leave the
program as competent technology-savvy teachers. This becomes a very real possi-
bility – and should be the norm in the 21st Century – when the technology course
is required.

Notes

. Common reactions from outside faculty members in other disciplines who hear about the
approach include doubt that the actual teaching of technology skills warrants inclusion in a
graduate program. Comments such as “We don’t teach applications; we focus on theory. Our
students must learn applications on their own” reveal a common attitude which may be related
not only to the conviction to teach transferable theory, but also to the frequent inability to teach
applications. While more could and should be said about this particular point, it can quickly
lead to controversy and antagonism and will therefore not be developed further in this chapter,
but relegated to continued professional discourse.

. FM = faculty member – four out of six faculty members responded to an inquiry regarding
their perceived impact of 510 on their courses.

. As background information, the students queried entered the program with the clear primary
goal of becoming teachers. Teacher training, materials development, and research were less im-
portant (in that order). Their vision of technology for language learning was mediated by the
fact that 10 had never used technology for teaching and the others had mainly used computer
technology to create documents and handouts. The primary reason for the non-use of technol-
ogy in teaching was lack of access, illustrating the all-too-frequent discrepancy between what is
available at universities and many other places, including schools in the U.S. and large parts of
the world.

. In the semester the survey was conducted, database development was only briefly introduced
in class and covered in greater detail through workshops for students interested in this area.
Mostly group members in charge of this aspect of the final project participated in these out-of-
class workshops.
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. Ph.D. students who have given 1–2-week workshops on Flash or web databases were will-
ing to share their expertise voluntarily. However, they received remuneration when funds were
available.
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Preface to

Teaching the creation of software that uses
speech recognition

Historically in CALL, developments in the field prior to the 1990s were often
driven by teacher-programmers, who linked their classroom experience to the cre-
ation of tutorial software in which the computer had an identifiable teaching role.
Although today many language teachers use technology primarily as a tool to get
students to communicate in the target language or to put them in contact with
authentic language content, interest in tutorial uses of CALL has remained strong,
as evidenced by the thousands of teachers who have downloaded the Hot Pota-
toes program (University of Victoria, Canada) for authoring web-based exercises.
In this chapter, Maxine Eskenazi and Jonathan Brown describe a course module
created to help CALL students learn how to develop effective software that uses a
particularly promising technology for language learning: automatic speech recog-
nition. The course is taught in the final semester of a two-year Master’s in CALL
program at Carnegie Mellon University aimed at creating CALL professionals who
can take leading roles in implementing language learning technology in their insti-
tutions. Eskenazi and Brown give a detailed description of the course, walking the
reader chronologically through it and providing the rationale for both the content
and process along the way. Rather than drawing primarily from second language
acquisition theory and research as many other chapters do, they lead their stu-
dents through linguistic and technical considerations and introduce them to other
disciplines such as cognitive learning theory, which touches on universal elements
of how humans process text, audio, and graphic information. Throughout, they
stress the importance of understanding the strengths and limitations of speech
technology in order to create successful instructional software. Their work is par-
ticularly valuable to those contemplating training in CALL software development,
especially software using speech recognition, both for the experiences that the au-
thors share and for the links to student project examples and support materials
they provide.



Teaching the creation of software that uses
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Introduction

After receiving an increasing number of student requests for a program that would
deal in detail with computer-assisted language learning and determining that there
would be jobs for students who had this background, the Modern Languages De-
partment and the Language Technologies Institute at Carnegie Mellon created
the Master of Computer-Assisted Language Learning (MCALL) program. This
program was designed to produce graduates who can create language learning
software, run a language lab, and teach about CALL. It comprises a core curricu-
lum with courses on second language acquisition, natural language grammars and
lexicons, and a course called Language Technologies for CALL. This course, taken
in the last semester of the two-year program, brings the students from the the-
ory they have seen in other core courses to the actual design of small portions of
systems, which in turn leads up to a summer research project of making a lan-
guage tutoring system. The course has always appealed to students outside of the
MCALL program as well. It is regularly attended by Master’s and PhD students
from the Language Technologies Institute.

The course was created for several reasons. First, with a wider background
in CALL, the students should be more desirable when looking for jobs. Second,
the CALL professional at present is completely dependent on the software that
is available – there is no chance to have something tailored to the needs of their
specific class. Thus software that has some positive points, but several drawbacks,
has to be accepted as is, and extra time is required to adjust teaching to palliate
the weak elements. Another problem for the CALL professional at present is that,
without knowing about how the software was created and what principles were
adhered to, it is difficult to judge the relative value of a potential purchase as well as
how to make the best use of it. Knowing about the state of the art in CALL software
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and being able to have a vision of what it may become in the future gives the CALL
professional the skills to judge a proposed software purchase not just at present,
but as the technology evolves going forward. In fact, most of the techniques that
are shown to the class are still upstream from being commercialized. Finally, the
possibility of making one’s own software for specific needs with freely available
components enlarges the tools that the CALL teacher and the language lab director
have at hand. Although these points specifically justified the present course, they
provide important arguments for such a class in any program seeking to educate
CALL professionals.

The goal of the course is to teach what constitutes good language learning
software and how CALL students can create their own (CALL using language tech-
nologies will be called CALLLT hereafter and the students in this class – as opposed
to the language learners – will be called students). The course is divided in three
parts, and a piece of software is produced in each of the three parts. After the first
part, using speech recognition, which is described in this chapter, students also
use a grammar checker to create a writing tutor and natural language processing
to create a reading tutor. In the first third of this course, students also learn the
basics about language technologies for CALL systems.

This chapter provides a detailed description of the module of the course the
authors were involved in, which focuses on understanding speech technologies
and developing a piece of software utilizing them. In addition to the obvious tech-
nical expertise students learn, key course elements include providing the relevant
historical background for appreciating the advantages and limitations of speech
recognition systems in language learning, introducing students to a research-based
framework of design principles aligned with cognitive learning theory (Clark &
Mayer 2003), and involving outside experts as guest lecturers. Additional areas
of importance covered are assessment, links to language learning research and
immersion issues, and critiquing of commercialized CALL systems, all of the pre-
ceding culminating in the production of a tutorial application consistent with the
tenets of project-based learning (Debski, this volume).

Introducing CALLLT to the students – the historical context

There are three parts at the beginning of the course, historical context, the prin-
ciples of interaction and the assessment of systems. The course begins by placing
CALLLT courseware in its historical context, starting with the first system that used
automatic speech recognition (ASR), the IBM Speech Viewer system in the 1970’s
(Coursant-Moreau, Crepy, & Destombes 2002:127), then the later systems that lis-
tened to students, but provided no feedback (Syracuse Language Systems 1994:1),
and finally, with the improvement of ASR, CALL systems that responded to mul-
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tiple choice answers (Bernstein 1994:37). At first, only one answer was right – the
user had to try again if they got it wrong. Eventually, systems presented three or
four correct choices, with each choice taking a dialogue in a different direction.

S: Where would you like to go?
U: I want to go to the zoo.
S: We can take the bus.

OR
S: Where would you like to go?
U: I would like to go to the library.
S: Let’s walk there. (S = system and U = user).

Finally, more recent systems that use natural language grammars, information re-
trieval, and machine translation techniques are discussed. Students are assigned
the readings referenced above and encouraged to find other articles to share with
the class. They are referred to the limited number of resources that are available
so far. These are: the proceedings of the INSTiL/ICALL conference on NLP and
Speech Technologies in Advanced Language Learning Systems, the proceedings
of the Association for Computational Linguistics/Human Language and Tech-
nologies conference (ACL/HLT) and the online journal, Language Learning &
Technology. The first two describe implementations with little reference to second
language learning findings or to cognitive science.

Advantages and limitations of using language technologies in CALL systems

The next class deals with the advantages and limitations of using language tech-
nologies (specifically speech processing) in CALL systems. The advantages include
the following:

– the learner can get feedback from the CALLLT system as to what was wrong
and how to improve it;

– the CALLLT system is available when the learner needs it;
– the learner has privacy when using a CALLLT system, thus being able to make

mistakes without losing face in front of others;
– lessons provided by a CALLLT system are individualized to each learner’s

needs;
– the CALLLT system provides a variety of voices for the learner to hear and

imitate;
– the CALLLT system provides much more speaking practice than in a classroom

situation.
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The advantages are illustrated by a demonstration of the instructor’s Fluency soft-
ware.

CALLLT system limitations are due to the fact that the language technologies
do not produce perfect results at present, as demonstrated by the instructor. The
students are shown how to palliate the flaws of the technology by using smart
engineering, for example, so that when making their software, they choose the
vocabulary of their exercises to include words that are phonetically very different.
They are also shown how to bring out the strong points of the technology, using,
for example, duration information. The latter is reliably detected by ASR systems
and can be used for purposes such as showing a learner when to hesitate less,
removing unnecessary pauses to make more fluent speech. The goal is to keep
system errors to a strict minimum by avoiding the weak points of the ASR so that
learners’ self-confidence and faith in the reliability of the system is maintained.
To achieve this, examples at several levels are presented in the context of speech
recognition: interface properties, semantic choices, sentences, and phonetics.

Decisions about the design of the interface also need to take into consideration
the error introduced by the ASR. Students are shown that allowing free speech, that
is, the ability to say anything at any time, generates a high error rate. So, successful
use of ASR entails being able to predict what the learner will say and matching
that with what the learner does say. The learner can read from the screen, or have
a constrained task so that the speech that is elicited is highly predictable (S: who
prepares the food in a restaurant? A cook or a plumber? U: A cook OR U: A cook
does). Thus, determining whether the incoming speech matches the expected right
answer is easier than determining what was actually said.

Students are shown that several levels of language are involved in human and
machine recognition of spoken language. Amongst those levels are semantics and
phonetics. At the semantic level, the use of free speech would allow a student to ex-
press any ideas on any topic, but a speech recognizer performs much better when
the semantic domain is restrained and already modeled in the system. For exam-
ple, asking a student to talk about what they did the day before would have less
predictable content than asking whether they think it is good to rent an apartment
on their own or live with other students while studying abroad.

On the phonetic level, several regularly-observed errors in the functioning of
most present state-of-the-art recognizers are demonstrated to the students and the
way to deal with them is described. For example, the first few sounds in an utter-
ance (preceded by silence) are often poorly recognized, so sounds or words that
are being focused on should not be located there if possible. We can choose a word
that has the target sound at the beginning and make it appear later in the utter-
ance. Another common problem is that, although vowels are usually fairly well
detected, consonants don’t fare as well. Extensive additional processing would be
necessary to change this (Eskenazi & Pelton 2002), so if the system is not designed
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for phonetic correction, it is a good idea to choose words that are as phonetically
different from one another as possible. Finally, phones in stressed syllables are eas-
ier to recognize than those in unstressed syllables since the places of articulation
are usually more fully attained.

System planning – principles and design

The basics of good CALLLT courseware design start with design principles that
are true for tutoring systems in any domain. An invited lecture during the second
week of class deals with this. This is followed in the same week by specifics con-
cerning language learning systems. In the third week the basic parts of a system
(the interface, curriculum, and learner modeling) are presented as well as proper
system assessment.

This course does not adhere to any specific theory of language learning. The
systems that are demonstrated and referenced are built from observation of data
that has been gathered either in tutoring situations or in interactions with a com-
puter. Many systems, including the ones built by the instructor, are aimed at being
testbeds for ways to improve language learning and thus are made to be as flexible
as possible. For example, the validity of explicit as opposed to implicit training is a
current debate. Systems may allow for words or sounds to be emboldened to show
new items (a new sound, a new word) or not. They may show explicit explanations
as to how to correct an error or leave the learner to figure out how to correct it.

Principles of good interaction

General principles
A key part of the course is the introduction to students of cognitive learning theory
and the software design principles derived from it. Until quite recently, CALL spe-
cialists and cognitive theory specialists had little knowledge of one another’s work.
Cognitive theorists tested their hypotheses on more heavily-structured fields like
math and science, where knowledge representation is more straightforward. Af-
ter successes in those areas they are now looking at knowledge representation in
less structured fields such as language learning. On the other hand, within CAL-
LLT, although there are specialists who have a background in language learning
(taught it, or studied its processes), many come solely from language technologies
areas, such as automatic speech processing. The latter often create systems that use
language technologies correctly for language learning, but that either ignore cog-
nitive theory or use it without realizing that they are. Although it is important for
CALLLT specialists and cognitive theory specialists to have knowledge of one an-
other’s work, this course does not espouse any specific cognitive theory or contain
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detailed explanations of any cognitive theory. Instead, the CALLLT course instruc-
tor and guest lecturers focus on specific instructional design principles supported
by experimental results. For example, language learning has “gone multimedia”,
but ignores the experimental work by Clark and Mayer (2003) that shows that
concurrent perception of information through two channels affords more learn-
ing than through one channel at a time. So, the CALLLT creators who produce
a system offering one button to hear a word pronounced and another to see a
picture or cartoon representing the word should be aware that Clark and Mayer
showed that it would be more effective to present just one button, where the word
is heard as the image is seen. This is known as the Contiguity Principle. They also
showed that using a single modality to give two different types of information at
the same time impedes learning. For example, illustrating a word while showing
a headcut of how to pronounce it divides the student’s visual attention. This is
known as the Split-Attention Principle. Clark and Meyer have a cognitive theory
of multimedia learning, based on Paivio’s (1986) dual coding theory and theo-
ries on working memory (Baddeley 1992) and cognitive load (Chandler & Sweller
1991), with which these research findings are consistent. However, the CALLLT in-
structor focuses on the principles and research findings, not the cognitive theory.
Fortunately recent conferences, such as CALICO, show a new trend where some
of the more classical CALL conference presentations refer to such principles and
cognitive theory work.

Another feature that accompanies this part of the course is the use of outside
experts as guest speakers. In the past, the CALLLT course instructor presented the
general principles. However, with ever closer ties to the CMU experts from that
field, it became logical to have them teach this material directly. Ken Koedinger, a
recognized expert in intelligent tutoring, teaches a guest lecture on instructional
design principles. He starts with an explanation of basic research findings concern-
ing student interaction in intelligent tutoring systems, such as those that provide
the basis for the Contiguity and Modality Principles (Clark & Mayer 2003). He
then goes on to describe the importance of careful learner modeling and the
positive effects of tailoring curriculum to individual learners. To illustrate this,
Koedinger describes and demonstrates work that he and his colleagues have car-
ried out in ACT-R on model tracing (monitoring a learner’s progress through a
problem solution) and on knowledge tracing (monitoring the learner’s knowl-
edge from problem to problem) (Koedinger, Anderson, Hadley, & Mark 1997:30).
In ACT-R, knowledge is represented as a series of skills and subskills, and so the
learner’s progress can be monitored individually as the skills are mastered (or not).
The choice of what is presented next to the learner is based on this learner model,
and the problems that can be presented next are represented as a series of skills.
One is then presented with the task of matching the learner’s skills with the under-
lying skills of the problems, building on the learner’s prior knowledge. Students
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are expected to perform similar learner and problem modeling when they build
their pieces of educational software, although the software they use to build their
tutors does not impose the ACT-R (or any other) model.

The explicit presentation of these principles in this course is essential for the
student. As we can see in the examples above, although some principles seem ev-
ident, others are not intuitive. In addition, because many of these principles have
been derived through studies in other areas of learning and in specific conditions,
some of these principles still need to be validated for language learning.

Results related to language learning
The students’ attention is then drawn to research results that relate to language
learning in particular and have been used and tested in the instructor’s English
pronunciation software, Fluency (Mayfield-Tomokiyo, Wang, & Eskenazi 2000).
For example, after close observation of system users, the ability of the learner to
make correct navigation choices during the use of software (vs. letting the software
decide for the learner) has been examined. Another example of results communi-
cated to the class is a study of people reading aloud that found that one out of
every two people who were asked to read ten sentences aloud from a newspaper
could not accomplish this task correctly (Lamel, Gauvain, & Eskenazi 1991). More
recent experimentation has shown learners to be poor judges of which voice, given
a choice of several, would be the best for them to imitate (Probst, Ke, & Eskenazi
2002:161). Students are thus shown that the learner does not always make deci-
sions in their best interest. They also learn that all speakers of a language cannot
be presumed to possess all basic language skills, such as reading aloud.

Beyond these results, the following issues are discussed:

– Language learners must produce large quantities of language on their own,
be it spoken or written. Producing language is the way to demonstrate that
something has been learned.

– Learners must be exposed to large quantities of oral and written language pro-
duced by many different native speakers. The learner who listens to only one
speaker is unable to build a mental representation of the variability amongst
the many speakers of the language.

Immersion issues

The students discuss what constitutes immersion in the first and second weeks of
class. A popular theme through the 1990s, it promotes the belief that a language
learner who is immersed in the country where the language is spoken learns the
fastest. Much recent language learning software has been made to look and feel as
if the learner were in the target country. This sometimes results in a very seductive
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system that is void of content. Class discussion centers on: “Can we imitate immer-
sion, can we do better than immersion?” The students get a list of characteristics
of immersion and add others, stating whether CALL software can embody those
characteristics.

The characteristics presented include:

Constant exposure: the learner is constantly exposed to the target language (as op-
posed to twice a week for an hour). The advent of the personal computer allows
our systems to be available whenever the learner wants, and as often as the learner
can use them, at a lower cost than for an individual tutor.

Immediate, real feedback: as discussed above, our systems can provide this, just like
a native speaker who hears something erroneous will often offer correction before
continuing a conversation.

Culture immersion: can we do more than just show differences? Can we also explain
different mentalities?

Idioms: when they are not immersed, speakers don’t tend to use idioms. Can we
show how to use them in a natural way that does not force too many on the learner
at one time (list learning)?

Real speed: an immersed learner has to keep up with the pace of a real conversation.
Can we slowly increase the pace so that it gets fast enough to make the language
gestures become automatic?

Real need to use the language, real tasks: in immersion, the learner needs to use the
language to survive; we probably can’t imitate this (although the learner does need
to speak well enough to get a passing grade!).

Combination of all levels of language all the time: in immersion, all levels of language
come into play at the same time. This may not be good to imitate since research has
shown that focusing the learner on one thing at a time makes for more successful
learning (Newell & Simon 1972).

After the students add to the list, they discuss whether our systems can do bet-
ter than immersion. The recurring right answer is that the computer’s advantage
is more memory, recall of exactly what the learner has done each time he/she has
produced some language and how correct that was. With this excellent memory,
our systems should be able to afford more individualized coursework, by choosing
the next best thing to do based on a global and very accurate view of the learner’s
past work and remediating precisely when it is necessary.
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Commercialized CALL systems

The discussion on immersion gives the students some concrete ideas for the tutors
they will create. In order to contrast the theory they have seen up to this point with
the reality of existing commercial systems, in their next assignment, they use and
critique existing systems.

The instructor brings commercial software to the second session of class, and
each student chooses one or two pieces of software to take home. The software
offered here is often for English mother tongue students learning such languages
as Spanish or French, but there are also Chinese mother tongue learning English
systems as well as Spanish mother tongue learning English systems. The students
are expected to spend several hours with the software, learning to use it, possibly
for a language they don’t know. They are given a list of 15 points to be covered in
the critique that they are to give as a PowerPoint presentation to the whole class.
These points include topics such as the appeal and ease of use of the software,
the pedagogical goals, the technologies employed in the software, how feedback
is given, how learners are assessed or guided, and whether the student would buy
this software themselves if they needed to learn the target language. In addition,
the students must complete another homework assignment with the same piece
of software, trying to map the curriculum content and its structure. The students
find that some software has few skills to teach in a maximum of about two hours
while other software can provide as much as 100 hours of curriculum on just one
goal (learning verb tenses, for example). The focus then changes to the tutor they
are going to create. They start to define a goal, what the tutor will teach. Then
they make a diagram of the curriculum that their complete system would have
(although they will only be making two exercises).

Parts of a CALLLT system

Following the critique of commercial language learning software, the students are
ready to start designing their own systems. They use the Cognitive Tutor Authoring
Tools which we describe below. This makes system creation much easier, but they
still need to know how a system designed “from scratch” functions. The back-
ground of most of the students is second language acquisition with very little
computer science, so the use of these tools has enabled students (who would oth-
erwise spend an inordinate amount of time just trying to program simple items)
to concentrate on content and the overall interface. Students with more computer
science background are encouraged to add modules as time allows. The work of
each student is judged on the points described below. Due to the differing back-
grounds of the students, an individual student is always judged according to what
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the instructor believes that individual is capable of, not in comparison to others in
the class.

The students are given a list of types of exercises and can add to it. Some types
are: multiple choice, reordering lists, matching, fill in the blank, and role-playing.
The list is ordered from passive activities (multiple choice) to active ones (role-
playing). The students find out that some very appealing activities cannot yet be
implemented (e.g., open-ended discussion).

The students then create a flowchart of a sample system. They learn about the
place of intelligent tutoring in the overall scheme of things and about deciding
which skills to teach. They try to chart a complete curriculum.

Actual system creation

At this point, the students are ready to put what they have learned into practice.
They are introduced to the authoring tools. To enable the reader to better follow
this part, we will walk through the creation of a sample exercise using the tools and
describe some of the types of language-learning exercises the students have built
during the course.

Since speaking practice is an important part of learning a new language,
students are asked to create language-learning exercises which provide more op-
portunities for learners to speak the language by using the speech recognition
functionality. These can be at levels of language learning going from lexicon to
culture. Because it is difficult to create exercises from scratch, students use the
Cognitive Tutor Authoring Tools, the Sphinx-2 speech recognition system, and a set
of utilities for integrating the authoring tools and the speech recognition system.
In addition to aiding in the mechanical process of creating tutors, these tools, es-
pecially the authoring tools, can also assist in exercise design fundamentals like
cognitive task analysis and curriculum creation.

Cognitive Tutor Authoring Tools

The Cognitive Tutor Authoring Tools (CTAT) have been built by researchers at
Carnegie Mellon University and Worcester Polytechnic Institute. They are de-
signed to ease the development of intelligent tutors (Koedinger, Aleven, & Heffer-
man 2003:455). A subset of these tools allow for the creation of “Pseudo tutors”.
Pseudo tutors exhibit the normal behavior of intelligent tutors but do not require
the designer to perform any Artificial Intelligence (AI) programming (Koedinger
et al. 2004) and thus make tutor creation more universally accessible.

Pseudo tutors are created in two steps. First, a designer creates the exercise
interfaces using a GUI (graphical user interface) builder. This process involves
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dragging and dropping special interface widgets (interface control components,
such as buttons) onto the exercise window. These widgets allow for a variety of dif-
ferent types of activities to be created. After creating the interface, the designer can
model student behavior within that interface. The designer does this by demon-
strating the correct and incorrect steps students may take when completing the
exercise, using a special program called a Behavior Recorder, which automati-
cally creates behavior graphs based on the designer’s actions. The designer can
also directly modify the behavior graph to mark certain paths as incorrect, to add
feedback such as help and error messages, and to annotate the graph with skill la-
bels. When this step is completed, a student is able to use the tutor exercise and
receive feedback based on correct or incorrect actions. This feedback simulates the
feedback resulting from model tracing and knowledge tracing in a full intelligent
tutor (Anderson, Corbett, Koedinger, & Pelletier 1995:167; Corbett & Anderson
1995:253) without requiring Artificial Intelligence programming.

Sphinx-2 Speech Recognition System

Sphinx-2 is a real-time, large-vocabulary, speaker-independent speech recogni-
tion system, available online under a free and open source license (Huang et al.
1992:137; Sphinx Project Page). Sphinx-2 comes fully trained: the students can use
it without modification. However, our students are expected to provide the system
with a language model and a pronunciation lexicon. These can be easily created
using the online Sphinx Knowledge Base Tool (Sphinx Knowledge Base Tools). This
tool takes as input a sentence corpus, a file composed of all the possible sentences
a student is expected to speak in the exercise. The tool outputs a language model
file (which words can follow which other words) based on this corpus, as well as
a pronunciation lexicon consisting of all of the words used. Additional words can
be added if necessary, using the CMU Pronouncing Dictionary. The walk-through
example below shows the details of this process.

Integration components

The third tool provided allows the speech recognition system to be integrated
with the authoring tools. It consists of a recording and recognition component
and a tutor integration component. The former component provides methods for
recording the user’s speech and interfacing with Sphinx-2 to handle the recogni-
tion task. There is also a method for comparing the list of possible user utterances
returned by Sphinx-2 to the list of utterances the user was expected to speak dur-
ing this exercise, to determine which, if any, of these utterances were spoken. The
second component, the tutor integration component, is implemented as a tem-
plate for creating speech-enabled exercises. This template includes the elements
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used to start and stop recording, using the recording and recognition component
to record the user’s speech and handle the recognition task. The template also in-
cludes code for sending update events to the authoring tools, so that the authoring
tools can respond to user input as they do in tutors without speech functionality.
These components are described more fully in a technical report and are freely
available online (Sphinx2-CTAT; Brown 2004).

Walk-through of example exercise

Using the above-described tools, students are expected to build two different
speech-enabled tutor exercises during the course. In this part, after showing the
process of creating a simple exercise, examples of the students’ work will be de-
scribed. The exercise is the first part of a dialogue focused on politeness. The
learner is presented with three sentences, one of which is impolite and thus consid-
ered incorrect. The other two are both correct and provide the start of two different
paths in the full dialogue. To give a response, the learner clicks the record button,
speaks the sentence, and clicks the stop button. The text of the learner’s choice then
appears in a textbox on the screen, and the learner receives appropriate feedback.

First the interface is created. As mentioned earlier, exercise designers were
given templates from which to start, with the event handlers for the start and
stop buttons. The designers must add all of the interface elements needed for their
exercise to this template. In this exercise the following must be added:

– a number of labels for the problem directions and sentence choices,
– two buttons for starting and stopping recording,
– a textbox for the user response to appear in.

The text of the labels for the sentence choices is set to the following possible
utterances for this exercise:

“I would like a table, please.”
“I would like a seat by the window.”
“Give me a table.”

The first two sentences are designated as correct and the last sentence is designated
as incorrect. To add the buttons, two JButton widgets can be dragged onto the
interface window. Finally, designers must add the textbox. This textbox is dragged
onto the interface window. Figure 1 shows the completed interface.

The last step of the interface design process is to define the variable currentAn-
swerChoices, which holds the possible answer choices that the learner completing
the exercise is expected to speak. The template includes a place for this to be
defined. In this exercise, it is defined as follows:
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currentAnswerChoices = new Vector();
currentAnswerChoices.add(“I would like a table, please.”);
currentAnswerChoices.add(“I would like a seat by the window.”);
currentAnswerChoices.add(“Give me a table.”);

The main elements of the interface have now been created. When the user of this
exercise presses the start button, the recording process begins. When the stop but-
ton is pressed, recording is finished, and the audio file of the recording is provided
to the speech recognition system. The event handler for the stop button waits for
the recognition to finish, and then retrieves the list of the utterances from the
recognition component. This list consists of the most likely utterances that the
learner spoke, as computed by Sphinx-2. Finally, this list is compared with the list
of expected user utterances in currentAnswerChoices. The result of this comparison
is either one of the sentences in currentAnswerChoices, or it is an error message. The
error message can be “NotHeard”, if the recognizer did not hear any words spoken
in the audio file, or it can be “NotUnderstood”, which means the recognizer heard
some words, but the output of the recognizer could not be matched to any of the
possible answer choices. The exercise designer is expected to handle these error
messages and give appropriate feedback to the user. The textbox is then given the
value of this utterance, and an update event is sent to the authoring tools.

Although the interface design is then complete, designers must perform one
more step before demonstrating user behavior. The speech recognition system
must be provided with a language model and pronunciation lexicon. As men-
tioned, these files can be automatically generated using the online tool (Sphinx
Knowledge Base Tools). This tool requires a sentence corpus file as input, i.e. a text
file with one possible learner utterance per line. In this exercise, it consists of three
lines, one for each answer choice. Punctuation is removed from these sentences so
that the program can read them. Once this file has been uploaded to the tool, the
language model files and pronunciation lexicon are downloaded and saved in the
Sphinx-2 configuration directory.

Student designers can now run the exercise and demonstrate learner behavior:
this is what they must explain and then present in class. The Behavior Recorder
is used for this. It automatically creates the behavior graph as the correct and
incorrect actions are demonstrated. In this simple exercise, five actions must be
demonstrated. The first two actions are correct actions, corresponding to the user
choosing one of the first two options. The next action is an incorrect action, cor-
responding to the user choosing the third option, which was deemed incorrect
because it is impolite. The last two actions handle the two possible error messages,
“NotHeard” and “NotUnderstood”. All of these actions are demonstrated directly
in the interface just built by typing the sentence or error message into the textbox.
After trying each of these five actions, the designer directly modifies the behav-
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Figure 1. Exercise Interface and Behavior Graph.

ior graph, marking the last three as incorrect paths, and adding help and error
messages. Figure 1 also shows the resulting behavior graph.

Other exercises built by the CALLLT students

Some of the exercises that the students in the class have built are either available
for download or have screenshots available for download on the Sphinx2-CTAT
Connection Utilities webpage. The exercises test various elements of the language
such as formation of plurals, adjective ordering, active to passive conversion, and
the use of prepositions, interrogative pronouns, and specific vocabulary. For these
exercises, speech was used to ask questions about an upcoming party, describe
pictures, compose sentences from certain words, navigate using a map, and solve
a mystery. It is also possible to create activities like these to focus on higher-level
material, such as politeness or other aspects of culture.

Assessing CALLLT systems

In this final part, the class examines system assessment: How do we know that the
system is functioning correctly? How do we know that the system is helping the
learners? Finally issues concerning human experimentation are addressed. With
few systems in existence just a few years ago, there was not much to compare and
assessment was often limited to whether a given teacher liked a piece of software
for use in a given class (a very subjective judgment). With more and more software
being available, classrooms being better equipped in terms of computer facilities,
and teachers being more aware of the use of both of these, the issue of assessment
of CALLLT software has become a major concern.
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When a system has been created, it must be tested – every part of the cur-
riculum is tried with every possible interface option. This debugging cycle is
experienced first hand during the students’ software creation.

After the system has been reasonably debugged, it is tested to see if it actu-
ally helps learners. The concepts discussed include control group and test material
being separate from training material. Several methods of presentation, pretesting
and posttesting, continual testing, AxB tests, etc. are presented. Finally there is a
discussion of statistical significance.

CALL systems are always tested on human subjects, which evokes issues linked
to human experimentation. The class is made aware of issues of privacy of infor-
mation, of informed consent, etc., and the students are encouraged to take the
online human subject experimentation training required for anyone conducting
human experimentation. Finally the students are shown how to apply for Internal
Review Board approval.

Conclusion

The general background and the use of the CTAT authoring tools bring the stu-
dents’ background in line with the research going on in the Pittsburgh Science of
Learning Center (NSF-funded Center at Carnegie Mellon and the University of
Pittsburgh, http://www.learnlab.org, established in 2004). These students are en-
couraged to take courses taught by others in the Center, such as those on intelligent
tutoring. This also blends with other courses in the MCALL program. For exam-
ple, the software assessment presentation is often used in SLA classes to analyze
the curriculum of current software as well as to see what, if any, SLA theories have
been employed.

The limitations encountered in this class come in the form of the students’
backgrounds. The diversity in their backgrounds is a plus for the course, as we
see them develop interesting pieces of software. However, although very limited
programming knowledge is required, that small amount is essential for successful
completion of the course. Students with language teaching backgrounds and no
computer programming experience may not want to take this type of course.

The course lends itself to online presentation and will be gradually adapted to
the online style of teaching so that it can reach a larger audience. The basic material
can be offered as well as an assessment of the software that is created as a hand-in
to the instructor.

Even if a student does not want to have a career in software creation, the
firsthand experience in this course gives them a better understanding of what con-
stitutes a good piece of CALLLT software. In their teaching careers, in work in
language labs, or elsewhere, the ability to assess new software is important. They
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will be choosing which software to buy, using it, or competing with it. They may
also be called upon to make recommendations to others. The use of language
technologies for CALL systems constantly changes, with new and exciting ap-
plications appearing regularly, and the students’ experience makes them capable
of understanding these changes. The course described in this chapter is flexible,
and accommodates such changes as well. It strives to define what good CALLLT
software is and allows its students to discover this first hand.

Hands-on experience, whether it be in creating software or, in other cases,
in using many different types of software, is an excellent teaching mechanism.
Students learn by doing, answering their own questions either by trying out com-
mercial software or experimenting with something of their own creation.
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Preface to

Developing computer competencies
for pre-service language teachers

Is one course enough?

In teacher education programs that are not specifically designed for CALL, it is not
easy to know how best to manage and present the knowledge and skills required
to use new technologies in language learning. For example, in applied linguistics
or TESOL programs – where the value of CALL may be acknowledged, but along
with many other priorities and concerns – should there be one course dedicated
to CALL, or more, within the time allotted for the degree? Alternatively, should
there be a little CALL spread throughout all the courses in the program, given that
technologies have now diffused across society and education. Furthermore, how
much time should be spent on helping students develop basic computer skills, as
opposed to pedagogical issues relating to technology. These questions are not easy
to answer. How to treat CALL in relation to a broader program of work becomes
especially acute during a period of curriculum reform. In this chapter, Martine Pe-
ters considers such a situation in the province of Quebec, Canada, as it proceeds to
implement curriculum reform at all levels in the educational system. This major
change is affecting every aspect of language teaching and learning, including the
question of how teacher education and CALL is managed in the new structure.
Peters’ study focuses on evaluating the adequacy and effectiveness of one compul-
sory course on technology for preservice teachers. The discussion is enriched by
quotations from students who provide comments on their training, especially as
it relates to the organisation and content of the course, and technology integra-
tion. Their comments emphasise not only the importance of teacher education
and CALL in a more general sense, but also the importance of managing the in-
troduction of the teaching materials and activities in ways that are flexible and
effective.
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Introduction

Since September 2000, the Province of Quebec has been implementing curricu-
lum reform at all levels of the educational system – primary, secondary, college
and university. This reform was prompted by political, social, demographic, eco-
nomic and cultural changes (MEQ 2001a). These changes have also significantly
affected the school population, especially in the Montreal region, with an ever in-
creasing number of immigrants arriving in Quebec. Students are more culturally,
religiously and linguistically diverse than they were ten years ago. In order to ac-
count for these differences, the Quebec Ministry of Education (MEQ) proposes a
socio-constructivist approach for its new curriculum where students are respon-
sible for their learning while the teacher’s role, instead of being a transmitter of
knowledge, is to guide the students in their acquisition of a second language.

These changes required teachers to modify their ways of teaching, as well as
develop new competencies, in order to apply the new curriculum. This compelled
the MEQ to modify existing teacher training programs in all Quebec universi-
ties. The new teacher training program, implemented in the fall of 2003, proposes
twelve new competencies, linked to various teaching functions, with the goal of
developing future teachers’ ability to adapt to any situation (MEQ 2001b). This
new program includes French as a second language teacher training, which now
has a very large mandate. Future language teachers must be trained to teach at all
levels (primary, secondary and adult) as well as in all language programs exist-
ing in Quebec (immersion, core French and welcoming programs) during their
four-year undergraduate program (Duquette & Laurier 2000).
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Among the twelve new competencies is one that focuses on technology inte-
gration in the classroom. This competency is further divided into sub-components
or sub-competencies. For example, teachers must themselves become competent
in using technology as well as help students make use of technology – not as a
superficial or amusing gadget, but as a tool used to develop logical and critical
thinking skills. And so the goal of development of these technological competen-
cies in future language teachers is not to train technicians but to train teachers who
will be comfortable integrating technology in their teaching (MEQ 2001b).

The purpose of this study was twofold: (1) to determine whether one technol-
ogy course in a four year program was sufficient to develop technological compe-
tencies in pre-service teachers, and (2) to examine whether pre-service teachers,
after having followed a course on technology in the language classroom, would
have positive attitudes towards technology in schools and would feel comfortable
integrating technology in their future classes. The conclusions of this research in-
formed the organisation of a program to include a technological component which
would give students the technical and pedagogical competencies necessary to be
ready for technology integration in the language class.

Background

Work has already been done in identifying and categorising the competencies
needed by a teacher in order to integrate technology in the classroom. Perrenoud
(1998) offers a useful list. Perrenoud’s categories include the ability to use word
processing programs, adapt computer programs to the learning needs of the stu-
dents, communicate by means of technology, and use multimedia tools in the
classroom. Coughlin and Lemke (1999) have developed a continuum of profes-
sional competencies with five areas described as core technology skills: curriculum,
learning and assessment, professional practice, classroom and instructional man-
agement and administrative competencies. Within these areas, the authors have
identified specific indicators for each competency. Haeuw et al. (2001) have identi-
fied four “families of competencies”: (1) communicate and cooperate, (2) organise
and manage, (3) document oneself, and finally (4) create and produce tools and
services. The International Society for Technology in Education (ISTE) (2000) has
also proposed standards for the accreditation of teacher education programs in the
US. Twenty-two competencies are identified for prospective teachers in six differ-
ent categories ranging from technology operations and concepts to social, ethical,
legal and human issues.

Desjardins, Lacasse, and Bélair (2001), in an attempt to organise all of these
competencies, resort to a four-category grouping. The first category is labelled
technical competence. Teachers must be able to operate both computer hardware
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and software. The second category called social competence refers to the ability to
interact with individuals or groups by using technology. The third category is sim-
ilar to that proposed by Haeuw et al. (2001). Desjardins et al. (2001) refer to it as
informational competence and include under this category the ability to document
work efficiently using technological tools such as search engines on the Internet
and library databases. And finally, epistemological competence will enable a teacher
to create or modify connections using technology in order to solve problems. We
chose to use this categorisation for two reasons. The Desjardins et al. classification
is interesting because it has evolved from an extensive literature review and is the
result of a reassembly of many existing categories from other authors. As well, Des-
jardins et al. (2001) have developed and validated a questionnaire on technological
competencies to be used in an educational context.

Context

At the Université du Québec à Montréal (UQAM), our four-year language teacher
training program consists of 120 credits, among which 90 credits are dedicated
to theoretical courses while 30 credits are awarded for practice teaching in pri-
mary or high schools or for adult education. The program is part of the Linguistics
and Language Teaching Department. In addition, students are required to follow
courses in the education, psychology, mathematics and literature departments.

In the Linguistics and Language Teaching Department, where most courses are
offered, there are only a few full-time faculty members. As a result, 90% of courses
are offered by lecturers. With a few exceptions, most faculty members and lecturers
are not interested in using technology within their own courses – even though
research (Gurbuz, Yildirim, & Ozden 2000) has shown that pre-service teachers fail
to associate technology with their profession and that, therefore, faculty members
should demonstrate the importance of technology in their own courses to future
teachers. This is why, prior to the reform that took place in 2003, our program had
only one course that focused on technology integration in the language classroom
and very little technological integration in other courses.

This compulsory course on technology integration in the classroom was taken
by the students during their last year of the program. It was the first time students
were asked to consider technology for the purpose of language learning and also
to develop their own computer skills. This course was offered in a computer lab to
a group of approximately 25 students. Students worked individually or in groups
of two depending on the availability of computers.

The course content was divided into two separate components. The first part
of each class was dedicated to developing competencies for computer integration
in the language classroom. The second part was reserved for the students’ tech-
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nological competency development. In the integration component of the course,
a variety of topics were discussed such as language learning with technology, de-
velopment of the four language skills with technology, evaluating with technology,
the use of Internet for language learning purposes, etc. Also examined were the
advantages and dangers of technology used in learning a second language and
how various computer activities and applications can be used in the classroom.
Students developed their technical abilities in the second part of the class. They
learned about file management, how to use word processing effectively such as cre-
ating tables and inserting a table of contents in a document, etc. Excel was used to
learn how to calculate grades and make charts while Hot Potatoes served to create
activities to evaluate language skills. Part of the course was dedicated to Internet
skills such as downloading and uploading as well as creating a webpage.

Since there was no pre-requirement for this course, students entered the
course with a wide spectrum of technological skills. Some students had very min-
imal technological skills and could not properly manipulate a mouse while others
had taken computer courses while in high school or in CEGEP.1 We observed that
the students were frustrated by trying to learn technical and pedagogical compe-
tencies in a single course because they had a lack of preparation in the former.
This divergence also became frustrating for students and professor alike because
too much time was spent on technical skills development rather than on learning
how to integrate these skills in one’s teaching.

Research

In 2001, we initiated a research project to determine whether the current practice
of one technology course in the program was indeed sufficient to develop the tech-
nical and pedagogical skills necessary for students to feel confident in their ability
to integrate technology in language classrooms. Empirical data was needed to con-
firm our observations that the students were not getting enough technological
training. We knew that all teacher education programs were being recalled by the
MEQ. The timing was appropriate for an evaluation of the technology component
of our program in order to make the necessary changes for the implementation of
our new program in 2003.

Data were collected from one group of students during the fall of 2001 and
from another group during the fall of 2002. Both groups followed the compulsory
technology course during that period and were tested at the beginning and at the
end of the course. For both groups, the course was identical and given by the same
instructor.
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Instruments

For this research, two questionnaires were used. The first questionnaire elicited
demographic data in order to describe the participants and their technological
habits. The second questionnaire (Desjardins et al. 2001) was used to obtain stu-
dents’ perceptions of their technological competencies at the beginning and at the
end of the course. This questionnaire contained 20 statements, with five statements
for each of the competencies on a 5-point Likert scale. For example, pre-service
teachers were asked to judge if they completely agreed, somewhat agreed, were
neutral, somewhat disagreed or completely disagreed with the following statement
on the informational competency: “I am able to use different methods to search
the Internet.” The score for each competency could vary between 5 and 25, with 15
being neutral. Scores over 15 indicated that the participant felt competent whereas
a score under 15 represented a perceived lack of competency by the pre-service
teacher. This questionnaire was validated with pre-service and in-service teachers
by Desjardins et al. (2001).

In addition, qualitative data consisting of journals kept by the students during
their course was analysed. The students had to write four entries in their jour-
nal commenting on their perception of the development of their technological
competencies and their thoughts on teaching a language with technology.

Participants

From September 2001 to December 2002, data were collected from pre-service
teachers (n=43) registered in UQAM’s second-language program. There were 37
women and six men. Only 21% of the students were 30 and older, with 37% of
the students being 23 and younger while the other students (42%) were between
the ages of 24 and 29. Of these participants, 49% wanted to teach primary school,
26% preferred high school, 14% had chosen to teach adults and 11% had not yet
decided at which level they wanted to specialise.

When asked if they had previously taken a technology course, half the stu-
dents responded yes. As for technological equipment, one student (2%) did not
have a personal computer, four students (10%) had a computer without Inter-
net access. All the other students (88%) had a computer with Internet access.
None of the pre-service teachers reported never using a computer while 28% of
them reported using it on occasion, 51% reported frequent use of the computer
and the remaining 21% said they used a computer constantly. As for the different
uses the students made of the computer, they all reported using the computer for
homework, the vast majority used email (91%) and surfed on the Internet (79%)
while fewer students played games (35%) and fewer yet chatted (23%) or scanned
documents (16%).
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Table 1. Pre-service teachers’ competencies in September

Competencies N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation

Technical 43 6 25 14.5 4.9
Social 43 9 25 16.3 4.1
Informational 43 9 25 17.5 4.8
Epistemological 43 5 24 13.8 5.2

Table 2. Pre-service teachers’ competencies in December

Competencies N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation

Technical 42 9 25 17.4 4.4
Social 42 11 25 19.9 2.9
Informational 42 8 25 20.1 3.6
Epistemological 42 6 24 17.5 4.1

Results

Questionnaire

The competency questionnaire (Desjardins et al. 2001) was used to examine how
pre-service teachers perceive their four technological competencies: technical, so-
cial, informational and epistemological. Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics
for the pre-service teachers’ competencies at the beginning of the course.

The descriptive statistics indicate that pre-service teachers perceive their tech-
nical and epistemological competencies to be the least developed while their social
and informational competencies are perceived to be somewhat developed. The
same trend can be observed in December (see Table 2) with the technical and epis-
temological competencies being perceived as being less developed than the social
and informational competencies.

The participants note a definite improvement in all competencies from the
beginning to the end of the course. The students report more improvement in the
epistemological and social competencies than in the technical and informational
competencies.

Journals

The pre-service teachers kept a journal in which they expressed their views about
their technological competencies as well as their ability to integrate technology
in language classes. Recurrent common themes emerged from the journal entries
and were categorised into five findings. These common themes were present in
the data collected in 2001 as well as in 2002. For the purpose of this chapter, the
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participants’ quotes were translated from French to English. All the participants’
names have been changed to protect their identity.

Findings

Finding 1: Educational character of technology in the language classroom
According to our data, the participants felt that the use of technology in the lan-
guage classroom had to be well prepared in order for it to be educational. Many
expressed a concern that technology use did not contribute to language learning if
a specific language goal or objective was not defined and that it could turn an ac-
tivity into technology use for the sake of technology and not for language learning.

Technological activities must be linked to language learning activities in or-
der to be worthwhile. They must be integrated within a teaching approach
where the student will have a learning intention, a goal which will maximise
language learning (Caroline).

In order for the student to learn, it is not sufficient for him to open windows,
to surf, to click in multimedia programs, to dialogue with an intelligent pro-
gram. These operations must be done by a student looking for information
in order to realise a goal which will result in language learning (Sylvie).

All lab work must be significant and must represent a challenge for the stu-
dent. The students must realise that they are learning and that what they are
doing will help them in their language learning (Guylaine).

Some participants perceived that technology could be used to motivate students
and to make language learning easier.

Technology as I have just explained facilitates linguistic exchanges, very im-
portant in language learning. The development of these exchanges also en-
courages students to write (Chantal).

Learning must not be perceived as boring by the students. With the Inter-
net, learning can be an interesting activity for the students that approximates
authentic learning (Maryse).

Finding 2: Changing roles of the learner and the teacher
The participants generally expressed positive attitudes towards the new roles of the
learner and the teacher in a classroom where technology was being used. The pre-
service teachers felt that students would be more autonomous with technology
while still having the teacher at hand to guide the students.

Technology will let students become more and more autonomous. They will
solve problems on their own using knowledge learned along the way (Karine).
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Using technology, students will be less dependent and passive, they will help
each other more and they will become the principal actor in their own learn-
ing (Élyse).

The participants explained that the new role of the language teacher would be to
guide the students, to accompany them in order to facilitate learning.

The role that I will take will be one of resource person. I will give answers to
the students when asked and intervene when necessary. I will also open their
eyes to the world which will be theirs (Gisele).

With technology, the teacher becomes the students’ advisor, helping when
needed. The teacher is also learning, like the students. The teacher becomes a
guide, not a dispenser of knowledge like before (Mathilde).

None of the participants felt threatened by the computer replacing language teach-
ers. On the contrary, most felt that it would be an ally in the language learning
process. A few students called for moderation in the inclusion of technology in the
classroom saying that it was a valuable tool but that human contact was still and
would always be necessary.

Whether in class or at home, the student will always be motivated by com-
puter activities and that’s why it’s important to use them as an ally. I am saying
ally because the computer must be a pedagogical tool and not a teaching
machine (Nancy).

No matter how intelligent the activities that will be created with technology,
the physical presence of others with all it implies of verbal and non-verbal
exchanges and human warmth will remain essential (Lucie).

I will never concentrate my courses on technology because although it can
be useful, it is only a tool to support teaching. After all, there is noth-
ing better than human contact to learn a second language or any subject
matter (Rachel).

Finding 3: Concerns about the integration of technology in the language
classroom
The pre-service teachers had many concerns about the integration of technology.
The first one had to do with the lack of equipment or of properly functioning
equipment in schools.

As for the teaching of French as a second language with technology, it is fool-
ish to think that we will be able to use computers like we want. If we think of
the local high school, the students have access to computers only during their
computer courses. The labs are used to full capacity and it is very difficult for
the language teachers to reserve them (Luce).
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I think that the number of computers in classes should be augmented in order
to give a chance to all students to use this tool. Because of the budget cuts of
the Ministry of Education, a lot of Quebec schools don’t have enough com-
puters especially when we compare ourselves to our American neighbours or
to our French cousins (Tania).

I think that if schools want their teachers to use technology with the students,
it is imperative that they give appropriate equipment and training (Élise).

Many of the participants also commented on their concerns about the dangers of
using the Internet and the spell checker for the language learner.

One major disadvantage of the computer is that it corrects automatically (al-
most) the spelling mistakes made by the students when they type. The result:
the students don’t learn any spelling anymore (Luce).

I will not go as far as to say that the Internet is dangerous for the students
but it can surely give them a lot of false information, present contents that are
not suitable for them (pornography) or give them the opportunity to meet
dangerous or scary people through the use of chatting (Valérie).

Another concern of the pre-service teachers was the lack of resources in the schools
to help them with technology integration.

Unfortunately, the language classroom is not the best place to integrate tech-
nology because there are not enough resource personnel for the number of
students (Viviane).

I believe that in order for technology to be properly implemented in the lan-
guage classroom the school would need to hire a specialist in technology as is
already the case in many schools (Luce).

Finding 4: Confidence in their competencies for technology integration
Most of the pre-service teachers indicated that they felt they had developed basic
technological competencies. However, most commented on the fact that they did
not feel ready to integrate technology in their language classrooms.

In general, I can get along all right with technology which I learned by myself.
I have always been told that the best way to learn something is to practice and
that is what I have done (Marisa).

I sincerely think that since there is so much importance given in the new cur-
riculum that is starting that even though I can get by with what I know about
technology, I am not sure that I could teach that to anybody since I feel I still
have so much to learn (Alexandra).
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Finding 5: Lack of preparation for technology integration
Many participants felt they had to comment on the lack of proper technology
training they had received during their four-year program. These comments were
particularly interesting since it confirmed the perceptions of our research team
about our teacher training program.

As a future language teacher, it would be most useful to have more technology
training at the university level. I don’t feel competent about computers and
all the technological possibilities that are offered to teachers (Rachelle).

I believe that there is a need to worry about our incompetence in technology
and I really hope that pre-service teachers and in-service teachers will receive
more training about technology in the future (Stephanie).

Throughout the session, I learned a lot of things but it seemed it all was super-
ficial. There was no time to practice the different techniques that we learned.
I am conscious that we had a lot of things to learn but there just was not
enough time (Denise).

As we analysed the pre-service teachers’ journals, we realised that their thoughts
echoed what has been said in other studies as will be shown in the discussion
section.

Discussion

Earlier in this chapter, the situation for the fourth-year technology integration
course was described as frustrating because many students needed to develop the
prerequisite technical competencies to then be able to integrate technology into the
language classroom. The data collected with the questionnaire confirms that the
pre-service teachers do not feel competent using technology at the beginning of the
course. They perceive their technical and epistemological competencies to be un-
derdeveloped while their social and informational competencies are viewed more
positively. Desjardins (in press), when looking at in-service teachers, also found
that they perceived their epistemological competency to be the weakest while their
informational competencies were thought to be the most developed.

This can be explained by the use of technology by the participants. When
questioned, the vast majority of the students reported surfing on the Internet and
using email. Zhao et al. (2001) found the same results when questioning in-service
teachers about their use of computers. This use of technology for communica-
tion and searching for information on the Internet seems to have developed in
our participants an ease in using the computer and more confidence in those
competencies.
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The results at the end of the semester show the same competencies being per-
ceived as more developed. These results echo those of Mitra and Steffensmeier
(2000) who found that students’ use of computers in a classroom setting left them
more confident and less apprehensive when using technology. However, in our
study it is interesting to note that the highest perceived gain between the beginning
and the end of the semester came in the epistemological and social competencies
and not the technical competencies, as Mitra and Steffensmeier would suggest. It is
possible that the technology integration course showed the participants the mul-
tiple ways in which the computer can facilitate their language teaching and this
translated into a higher perception of their epistemological competency.

Even though the participants felt their overall competencies had developed
during the course, they still had concerns about using technology in the language
classroom. The fact that technology could be used as a tool to motivate students
was not disputed by any pre-service teachers. However, many pre-service teachers
questioned the purpose of using technology, not completely convinced that tech-
nology would be used to learn a language rather than solely for learning about
technology.

Most students felt comfortable with their new role as language teachers within
a technology integration context and did not feel threatened by the computers.
Unfortunately, many had concerns about the lack of properly functioning equip-
ment and resources in schools. They felt that the help they would need in inte-
grating technology in their language classes would not be available. As well, the
thought of having to deal with the dangers of the Internet with their students wor-
ried them. Zhao et al. (2001) also found that in-service teachers fear losing control
when students go on the Internet. This need for control is certainly linked to the
pre-service students concern about lesson planning in order for learning to occur.

Overall, the students expressed confidence in the technological competen-
cies yet still felt that they were not ready to integrate technology in the language
classroom. Many felt that this was due to a lack of training during their teacher
training program.

Conclusion

After analysing the data collected over this two-year period, we agreed that our
pre-service teachers were not sufficiently prepared to integrate technology in their
future language classes. Other research (Benson 2000; Gillingham & Topper 1999;
Wildner 1999) confirmed that a single course on technology integration in a
teacher education program was not sufficient. It produced quick results but was
too often limited to technical aspects, was not distributed over time to guarantee
competency development and as a result was quickly forgotten by the pre-service
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teachers. Furthermore, the message sent to the pre-service teachers is that tech-
nology is an add-on rather than an integrated component of the program. Knezek
and Christensen (2001:277) have said that:

Anxiety tends to be reduced rather quickly with meaningful exposure to ICT.
On the other hand, enthusiasm/acceptance of ICT and belief in the utility
of ICT for professional productivity is slower to evolve. It appears that older
types of attitudes take longer to change, in the time frame of years rather
than months.

Consequently, after seeing the results of our study, we revised our language teacher
education program and technology was integrated throughout the program in
two different ways. All students are now required to take a course during their
first semester in the program during which they learn the basic technical com-
puter skills necessary for their studies (see Hegelheimer, this volume, for a similar
model). For example, students will learn how to use PowerPoint to make an oral
presentation, they will learn how to manipulate images etc. As well, students will
create a webfolio that will evolve over their four-year program. This webfolio will
be integrated in most of the courses of the program.

The second way we found to integrate technology throughout the program is
by using discussion forums. Students are now required to use this technological
tool to share their opinions with each other but also to do group work. We hope
to develop a collaboration which the pre-service teachers will continue to use after
they have graduated.

We hope that this infusion of technology throughout the program will de-
velop the technical skills of the pre-service teachers, which in turn will free up
the technology course that will be from now on dedicated to learning how to
teach a language with technology. We believe that in order to have proper integra-
tion of technology in the language classroom of primary and secondary schools,
our teacher education programs must have a strong technology component to
properly prepare future teachers for this integration. A one-course approach is
not sufficient to give the competencies as well as the confidence needed to fully
integrate technology. A teacher education program must provide more training
and more occasions to use technology and to practice technology integration in
the language class if we are to succeed in using technology to teach languages in
primary and secondary schools. Further research will show whether these modifi-
cations to our teacher training program will result in more competent and more
confident teachers that in turn will translate into better technology integration in
the language classroom.
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Note

. In Quebec, after high school, students must complete a two-year program in a community
college (CEGEP) in order to be accepted in university. A variety of programs are offered from
sciences to psychology that students choose according to what they want to study in university.
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Preface to

Learning in context

Situating language teacher learning in CALL

For pre-service students studying in a CALL course within the rather privileged
world of a university, a major hurdle is to relate what is learned in the univer-
sity context to the cultures and realities of everyday classroom teaching. While a
student-teacher is studying, classes are usually well-planned, the technologies they
use work and are well-supported, and they have the time to reflect and discuss
tasks, projects and scenarios of various kinds with similarly well-motivated class-
mates. On the other hand, as all in-service teachers know, unfortunately this does
not last. In real teaching situations, time is strictly limited, decisions have to be
made quickly, priorities have to be juggled and what we might like to do is not
always what we are able to do. The technological infrastructure and support, ac-
cess, and general resources available may also vary widely between a university and
a classroom in a school, for instance. Yet those of us who are involved in teacher
education wish our students to apply the knowledge and skills they acquire in
real classrooms. How can we bridge this gap? In this chapter Joy Egbert provides
some possible solutions by discussing two situated learning contexts: a web-based
CALL course and a case-based approach that deals with open-ended, real-world
cases relating to CALL issues. The discussion engages with the complexity, diver-
sity and oft-times conflicting priorities that can arise in real classrooms. Egbert
explains how a CALL course can be made more authentic and relevant to course
participants through situated learning strategies and techniques, providing access
to expert performances and modeling of processes, and using technology more
broadly to increase contact and engagement between pre-service and in-service
teachers and tutors.
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Situating language teacher learning in CALL

Joy Egbert
Washington State University, USA

As noted in Egbert, Paulus, and Nakamichi (2002), traditionally most language
teacher education programs have worked on the premise that teachers can learn
during teacher preparation coursework what they need to in order to teach well,
with limited opportunities for practice along the way, and then apply it in class-
rooms upon completion of their programs of study. Preparation in computer-
assisted language learning (CALL), which is often a part of these programs, also
occurs within the fairly isolated confines of the teacher education program. How-
ever, many teachers from these programs find themselves unprepared for the
realities of language teaching and unprepared to challenge and transform insti-
tutional dynamics with technology (Cattani 2002; Hargreaves 1994). The result is
confusion and stress that teachers can feel once they assume an instructional role
and have to apply technology-enhanced content learning to a culturally situated
context (Hargreaves 1994).

Research, however, indicates that teacher learning that occurs in the authentic
contexts in which the knowledge applies may reduce these tensions. The impli-
cation is that teacher change and growth occur through learning that is situated
in classrooms (Brown, Collins, & Duguid 1989; Lave & Wenger 1991; Feiman-
Nemser & Remillard 1995; Putnam & Borko 2000). In other words, for effective
teacher understanding and growth, teacher education in CALL should happen in
ways that link teachers with students and technology.

This chapter discusses two situated learning contexts – a Web-based CALL
course and a case that deals with issues of CALL – to demonstrate the potential of
situated learning for providing effective language teacher development in technol-
ogy use. Situated learning is not presented here as a possible educational panacea,
but rather as one proposed reform that warrants close examination. Situated learn-
ing is surely not the only useful innovation in CALL teacher education, but it
is useful for researchers and teacher educators to discuss its efficacy (Andersen,
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Reder, & Simon 1996, 1997; Brown & Duguid 1993). In addressing these issues,
this chapter offers a brief overview of teacher learning and a short summary of
situated learning and then presents an analysis of the two contexts to demonstrate
how CALL teacher learning might be situated.

Teacher learning

A brief discussion of how teachers learn to teach sets up the discussion of the
two CALL contexts. Kaufman (1997) notes that many teachers are unprepared to
deal with the changes in student demographics that have led to a greater number
of children who are underserved. These concerns around preparation and pre-
paredness assume importance for everyone involved in education, but nowhere
more than in classrooms with English language learners (ELLs) at every level. For
learners to have an effective learning experience, teacher education must prepare
teachers who grasp the cultural realities of teaching (Edwards, Gilroy, & Hartley
2002). As part of these realities, technology and its roles must be fully explored.

Most researchers agree that teacher learning combines a mix of content, task,
and professional knowledge. In addition, learning to teach in language and con-
tent classrooms requires that teachers transfer course content to school settings
across contexts, and that teachers continue to learn and grow as practicing pro-
fessionals (Andersen, Reder, & Simon 1996; Griffin 1995; Hendricks 2001). Those
who choose the teaching profession gain many of their attitudes and beliefs about
teaching from the teachers and school-related events that they observe and expe-
rience throughout their lives (Anderson & Holt-Reynolds 1995; Barnes 1987; Bird
et al. 1993; Freeman 1992; Lortie 1975). In many cases, this means that teach-
ing is perceived as something a teacher does to learners. In others, it can mean a
strongly held view that electronic technologies do not have a place in classrooms. It
is these unchanged beliefs that lead teacher education students to discard theories
and content about teaching that teacher education programs propose (Anderson
& Holt-Reynolds 1995).

In order to move beyond these deep-seated and often ill-conceived views,
teacher education students need “alternative experiences” that challenge the va-
lidity of these naïve concepts about teaching and learning (Feiman-Nemser &
Remillard 1995). To help language teachers learn to teach with technology, teacher
education programs must help teachers to understand the relationship between
academic knowledge about computer use and its application across a variety of
contexts. Learning to teach in this sense means supporting the use of content in
teacher-like ways, or by helping teachers to “transform their knowledge into pro-
fessional activity” (Feiman-Nemser & Remillard 1995:15). Clearly, CALL teacher
education must be more like the contexts in which such language instruction
takes place.
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Situated contexts and learning about teaching

If teacher change relies on understanding the differences between views, language
teachers learning about CALL need opportunities to see different views in action
and to reflect on the value of different views and practices. As existing scholar-
ship suggests, coursework alone, devoid of the opportunities to practice, challenge
assumptions, apply, and see evidence of student improvement, may lead to the-
oretical knowledge about teaching, what Kennedy (1999) calls expert knowledge,
but not craft knowledge, or the day-to-day active understandings that teachers use
in their classroom. As Kennedy explains, expertise arises from the joining of ex-
pert and craft knowledge. Learning about teaching (expert knowledge) but not
learning to teach (craft knowledge) offers an incomplete scenario and does not
empower teachers.

Learning to combine expert and craft knowledge occurs in the authentic con-
texts in which the knowledge is actually of use (Feiman-Nemser & Remillard 1995;
Lave & Wenger 1991; Lemke 1997). This theory of situated cognition/learning has
been interpreted in many ways, all with the goal of helping education students to
“think and act like teacher(s)” (Feiman-Nemser & Remillard 1995:25). Situating
learning is a way to help CALL teachers to focus on inquiry, produce and consider
alternatives, and collaborate as they reflect on practices different from their own.
Existing scholarship suggests many different ways that this may occur, includ-
ing involving teachers in more inquiry-based fieldwork (Johnson 1992; Kaufman
1997); helping teachers to become part of a professional teaching community
(NCRTL 1994); assisting teachers to frame classroom dilemmas in appropriate
ways (Anderson & Holt-Reynolds 1995); and involving teacher-learners in tasks in
which they interact with new possibilities for teaching (Bird et al. 1993; Noordhoff
& Kleinfeld 1993).

Situating teacher learning online

When discussing situated learning contexts, educators typically refer to learning by
participating in instructional experiences in actual classrooms; however, language
teacher learning can be situated in a variety of contexts. Part of the problem with
providing classroom learning contexts where teacher education students can have
extensive access to learners and authentic materials is the availability of such place-
ments. In cases where field experience placements are in short supply, distance
learning opportunities can be an effective choice for linking populations. Theoret-
ically, situating learning in teachers’ classrooms through distance education gives
both pre-and in-service teachers an opportunity to put new ideas into play im-
mediately and to see the outcomes as they happen in authentic settings. Teachers
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can thereby test new assumptions as they are presented, see student improvement,
and reflect on their practice. In addition, teachers studying to use technology in
their classrooms gain additional understanding by working through and with the
variety of distance technologies involved in Web-based distance coursework.

One example of a situated learning experience for language teacher education
students is a seven-week Web-based course on CALL. In a project funded by a
federal grant, Washington State University (WSU, Pullman, WA, USA) developed
and implemented six Web-based courses required for the state’s K-12 ESL endorse-
ment, one of which was “Technology and Language Learning.” The course focus
is on goals and standards that K-12 language learners are expected to reach, and
the units emphasize the use of technology to support language student learning.
For example, units explore production, collaboration, creativity, and communi-
cation goals for English language learners. All assignments in the course require
course participants to reflect on, investigate, and apply their knowledge to real
classrooms, either those in which they are teaching or that they “adopt” for this
purpose. In addition, pre-service and in-service teachers work in concert to solve
problems and define issues in these classrooms.

Participants in the online CALL course collaborate through a course system
called the WSU Virtual Teacher Community (VTC). Like many other courseware
systems, the VTC, hosted on a college server, provides users with a course syllabus,
detailed instructions for completing the units, the ability to post private and pub-
lic comments and documents, a grade book, email lists, and a course library (see
Figure 1 for an example of the outline from the CALL course). However, the spe-
cific software used to situate the learning is not as important as the ways in which
it supports situated learning.

Evaluating the situatedness of the online CALL course

A set of questions from Herrington and Oliver (1995, 1999, 2000) can be used
to demonstrate the extent to which learning opportunities in the CALL course are
situated. These questions are based on situated learning theory and are founded on
the work of Lave and Wenger (1991) and other social constructivist theorists such
as Savery and Duffy (1995). Although these questions do not refer only to teaching
with technology, they provide a useful framework for evaluating opportunities for
CALL teacher education.

1. Does it provide authentic context that reflects the way the knowledge will be
used in real life?

For Herrington and Oliver, an authentic context is one in which 1) there is an
authentic audience, 2) a large number of resources are available, 3) there is com-
plexity, and 4) there is the possibility of collaboration. The online CALL course
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meets these criteria in many ways. For example, pre-service and in-service teachers
meet and work with other teachers in different contexts throughout the course, ex-
changing views, building off of each others’ data, and empathizing with each other
during discussions. The participants consistently note the authentic audience of
other teachers as one of the most valuable parts of the course. In addition, the
course has a library which is available from each unit and from the main menu of
the course; the library contains hundreds of resources categorized for ease of use.
Additional resources are provided by the instructor and by course participants.
The complexity criterion is met through the exploration of teaching problems by
participants, and collaboration occurs during activities and discussion.

2. Does it provide authentic activities?

The focus reflection that serves as the opening task in each of the course’s seven
units asks participants to reflect on some aspect of their classrooms, from describ-
ing a communications task they have used previously to outlining their opinion
on how software should be evaluated. Tapping previous knowledge not only mod-
els authentic teaching practice but involves participants in reflecting on their own
experiences. The unit task and unit activity then build on the reflection, asking
students to integrate new knowledge and then apply it in creating or using what
they have built. In this way, all of the learning tasks in the units are used directly
in real-life situations. For example, the focus task for the course’s production unit
asks:

Think of a language learning activity that you have used in your instruc-
tion or that you have seen taught. Choose one during which students were
asked to create and/or produce a product. List ways you use or see to sup-
port/motivate/encourage student production or creativity. What parts of the
activity worked well with ELLs? What parts of the activity could have been
made more suitable to ELLs?

Students then move on to improve this activity and add technology if and where
appropriate.

The activities in the course meet additional criteria in this category by provid-
ing students with choices of tasks and choices of how they want to complete the
tasks. In addition, the tasks can be adapted across subject areas. This unit activity
from the creativity and production unit exemplifies this concept:

Unit Activity: Select one of the following options. With the use of technology
(e.g. word processing, graphic software, or other appropriate tools),

a. Develop materials to enhance/support the process of student creativity
and production, or
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b. Produce something to help yourself as an instructor who encourages
student creativity and production, or

c. Produce something to use with your students/potential students during
student creativity and production.

Students write a one-paragraph summary explaining the reasons for their task
selection, the basis of the materials/documents they have created, the goals for
the document/materials, and how they met their goals. They then share and dis-
cuss their products and reflections with their pre-service and in-service teacher
classmates through discussion in the class electronic forum. During these activ-
ities, even pre-service teachers without current access to classrooms can reflect
on actual teaching situations, and, with support from the in-service teachers and
the course instructor, make effective and authentic plans for using CALL in their
future classrooms.

3. Does it provide access to expert performances and the modeling of processes?

“Expert,” in this instance, refers to others at various levels of expertise (or “more
capable others”), including the instructor, external guests, and other course par-
ticipants. Depending on the context, materials, and topic, students may rotate
through the roles of learner, instructor, or coach during a task, a unit, or the course.
For example, a course participant that knows how to use PowerPoint well may act
as an expert in facilitating peers’ understandings, or a participant may instruct
and coach others through the process of teaching ELLs production skills or under-
standing the theory behind such activity. In the CALL class, students access experts
by posting messages to individuals or to the class at any time via the public elec-
tronic forum built into the courseware. In addition, the participants are required
to post their unit task and asked to post other activities that they want to share
with others into the public forum. In these ways, the course gives participants op-
portunities to share their own stories, or areas in which they might be considered
experts, and opportunities to share the expertise grounded in others’ stories.

4. Does it provide multiple roles and perspectives?

The discussion instructions for each unit encourage participants to express their
views and to comment on others’. Through the discussion, the participants work
with classmates to understand the overall task and to complete the task from their
own perspectives. Participants take a variety of roles throughout the course, based
on their knowledge, experience, and context. The following is an example of the
discussion instructions from the unit on student production in CALL classrooms:

In order to prepare for your Final Unit Activity, refer to the readings and ac-
tivities in this unit as you read your classmates’ postings and discuss with your
classmates.
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Explore with your classmates the variety of ways that computers can be used
by both students and instructors to create and produce materials and ac-
tivities. Also explore with your classmates ways/materials/activities you can
use to support/motivate/enhance/encourage ELLs’ creativity and production.
Discuss the impact on ELLs when these types of computer activities are in-
troduced in a content or language learning setting. Also examine your class-
mates’ Task summaries. What information is useful to you? What else do you
need to know? What other ways can the Web sites be used as the basis of
student production?

Because the discussion is asynchronous, and students are required to post two ini-
tial comments and three replies per week, they all participate at the same basic
level, and they all have a chance to have their voices heard. Participants com-
ment that it is easier for them to be honest and thoughtful at a distance from
peers and that by talking about their own classrooms they can approach topics
knowledgeably.

5. Does it promote collaboration, reflection, and articulation and provide coach-
ing and scaffolding?

The criteria in this category overlap with those in others. Although only one of the
activities in the course specifically asks participants to work together, they have the
choice of working together on the other sections. Because participants generally
register for the course with colleagues from their schools or districts, they typically
take advantage of this to collaborate with local peers. Participants are encouraged
to reflect on their own and others’ contexts, ideas, and responses both through
specific assignments like the discussion instructions and the requirement that they
reply to three others’ comments each week. The asynchronous nature of the forum
gives them time to read and think before responding.

Scaffolding is provided in the background reading for each unit that helps
learners to focus on important issues in the unit, but coaching is not built in.
When there is a good instructor who can help learners to help themselves, coach-
ing is present. However, this is sometimes a weak area for the course when the
instructor does not or does not know how to appropriately facilitate and work
with students online.

6. Does it provide authentic assessment of learning within the tasks?

In the first two offerings of the course, this was an area of weakness for situat-
ing learning about CALL. Herrington and Oliver’s criteria in this area include 1)
opportunities for students to revise and polish their task products; 2) assessment
that is seamlessly integrated with the task; 3) the presence of multiple indicators of
learning; 4) validity and reliability in scoring; and 5) appropriate criteria for scor-
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Your overall discussion participation is worth 25 points based generally on 5 points for each
of the following criteria:

– reflection (Do you show your thinking process and reflections in your postings? Do you
integrate unit readings, resources, and activities? Do you refer to your experiences or others’
opinions?)

– quality of comments (Do your comments add something to the discussion?)
– conciseness and clarity of comments (Do you get to the point? Do you use strategies to

enhance others’ understandings (e.g. give examples)?)
– attitude (Are you a positive and supportive participant? Do you welcome different opinions

and perspectives? Do you show respect to others in the discussion?)
– amount of interaction (Do you interact with others or only make isolated comments?)

The Final Unit Activity (Enhancing creativity and production) is worth 40 points based on
the following criteria:

– writing and clarity (Is it clear and professional? Is it easy to read and understand? Do you
get to the point?) 5 points

– agreement with instructions (Did you follow the instructions? Did you do it on time? Did
you post in the correct place?) 5 points

– completeness (Is it complete? Did you answer all the questions?) 10 points
– content quality (Does it show thought? Is it thorough and reflective? Is your evidence,

argument, or question well grounded?) 10 points
– unit integration (Did you refer to the readings, activities and discussion? Did you refer to

the unit content?) 10 points

Figure 2. Rubrics from the production unit in the CALL course.

ing varied products. Because the course was offered in an intensive seven-week
format (what would usually be a 16-week course), students were rarely given the
opportunity to revise. In many instances there was only one indicator of learning
for a task, for example a short written response; however, each unit contained mul-
tiple indicators of learning. There were too many, in fact, for instructors to evaluate
in a reasonable amount of time. For example, in one week during the production
unit, learners completed a reflection that was a page long, a unit task that asked
them to evaluate a Web site or tool, five discussion postings, and a unit activity in
which they created and justified a product. Because feedback was expected to be
thorough and quick, instructors spent many more hours per week evaluating than
they should probably have.

The course did meet two of the criteria for this category more effectively: the
rubrics developed for each activity and the discussion were appropriate for a vari-
ety of participant products, and the grading using them was reliable and valid. For
example, two rubrics for the student production unit are presented in Figure 2.

In the future this course will meet these criteria better by facilitating instructor
learning, offering participants more choices and more opportunities for collabora-
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tion, and moving toward a system of evaluation that involves more of the students
and less of the instructor.

Anecdotal results and more formal preliminary data analysis from the Web-
based teacher education courses indicate that on-line distributed learning oppor-
tunities may be one effective way to situate teacher learning about students, lan-
guage, and technology. Self-report and other participant data collected from the
pre-service education students, in-service teachers, and instructors in this course
suggest that the situatedness of the course facilitates teacher learning, as indicated
by changes in knowledge and practice. Teachers report trying new strategies and
tools, applying new ideas and techniques, and using more authentic assessments
in their classrooms as a direct result of the situations facilitated by the course.

The instructor’s role

In making the courses work, we have found that the role of the instructor is crucial.
Knowing when to step in, to steer students back on course, to provide important
information, and to ask for authentic examples can enhance the situated learning
experience. On the other hand, because the course is necessarily highly structured
and explicated, it is relatively easy for instructors to let the course move on its own;
this lack of expert facilitation can detract from the experience by letting the conver-
sation derail, by leaving students floundering in a plethora of resources that they
cannot figure out how to use, and perhaps by failing to bring the knowledge being
constructed back to the students’ real teaching contexts. Because the instructors
of this course are sometimes K-12 CALL experts with no online teaching experi-
ence (typically former teachers pursuing their doctorate at the university), we are
producing a simple “instructor’s guide” to provide examples of ways to interact
effectively with the course, the content, and the students.

Cases as situated learning experiences

Not all teacher education programs are equipped or willing to take on the extra
work that creating and delivering online situated courses require; however, it is
clear from the literature that teachers who can analyze and handle the many dif-
ferent situations that may arise in their technology-enhanced ESL classrooms will
be more effective in helping their students learn than those without such prepara-
tion. Like Web-based situated classes, cases can help to prepare language teachers
in face-to-face classes in these ways. Although we use cases in both Web-based
and face-to-face classes, we have found the synchronous face-to-face discussion in
onsite classes to facilitate deeper and more thorough case analysis. Open-ended,
reality-based cases can stimulate discussion and help teacher education students
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to examine their knowledge, experiences, attitudes, and skills without accessing
physical classrooms. Although typically not as rich or authentic as a real class-
room experience, cases can help teachers to see things from different perspectives,
learn how to make decisions in messy contexts, learn how to handle conflict, and
think about theory and practice connections.

Business, law, and medical schools regularly use cases as a focus of instruction
(see, for example, the well-known Harvard Business Cases). There are many ap-
proaches to using cases in education; most important is that learners use the same
case but bring different perspectives to its analysis. In general, learners go through
some variation of these steps in analyzing a case: identify the issues, consider all
perspectives, identify professional knowledge, project possible actions and their
consequences, and choose the best action. During this process, students should
brainstorm the issues in groups, deciding which facts of the case are relevant,
which are urgent, and which are neither. Rather than taking the case at face value,
students should look deeply into the possible reasons for the concerns expressed by
the people in the case and also into factors that may play a role in finding a solution
to the case. Students review the relevant literature throughout. The instructor can
point out appropriate readings and other resources or require students to discover
and share their own resources. Important to case analysis is that students articulate
the reasons behind each action that they project. At the end of the case process, the
instructor should assist the students in bringing the case to closure. This can in-
clude, for example, summarizing the students’ findings, having students reflect on
the process, debriefing on specific criteria, or inviting guests (for example, school
administrators or in-service teachers) to adjudicate.

One of the cases we have used to help students understand issues of CALL in
on-site teacher education classes raises many instructional issues and asks learners
to think about ways that technology can be used to support course goals. The
teacher in the case, Greg, is trying to use technology to help migrant students with
their pronunciation/speaking because it has become an issue in both their social
and academic lives. In addition,

because he knows that many of his students have limited time in school each year
and that they do not have much English language support at home, Greg has also
tried to find ways to support his students’ learning throughout and after their
school day when they are not in his class. To this end, he has started a technology
loan program that lets students take tape recorders home to do oral journal as-
signments and to record oral reports. He also checks out software to students that
they can use independently to study different aspects of language. In addition, he
has shown some of his more proficient students how to use a simple audio email
program so that they can send spoken questions and ideas to him and to class-
mates over the Internet when the students have time in the computer lab.

(Egbert 2005:95)
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Participants analyze the case to see what Greg is doing well/could do better and
to propose solutions to what he considers the problem of his students’ speaking
skills. During their analysis of this case, students discuss what actions might be
the most effective for the teacher and the students in the case. They can work in
groups or individually for the initial analysis and then in small groups or as a class
to discuss issues that arise. Teacher education students refer to the literature on
how technology might enhance speaking skills, how teachers can use technology
effectively with ELLs, and how complex an activity teaching and learning with
technology can be. After exploring the issues with the class, students compose an
individual reflection discussing their understanding of the case and supporting the
solution that they think most effectively helps Greg to solve his teaching dilemma.

Evaluating the situatedness of the case

Herrington and Oliver’s (1995, 1999, 2000) guidelines can be used to demonstrate
the extent to which CALL learning opportunities during case analysis are situated.

1. Does it provide authentic context that reflects the way the knowledge will be
used in real-life?

This case, like all those that we use, is based on a real-life teaching situation in
which technology is used, and the participants may come up against the same
basic issues of technology use in their teaching.

2. Does it provide authentic activities?

Participants are involved in reflecting, collaborating, making informed decisions,
consulting the literature, weighing options, asking for help, and many other tasks
that are part of the daily work of teachers who want to use technology effectively.

3. Does it provide access to expert performances and the modeling of processes?

This is not inherently part of the case method but must be carefully planned and
integrated into the process. Using the case method well means that participants
understand the process because it has been modeled at least once in its entirety.
The instructor and any invited CALL expert guests demonstrate how to analyze
the case effectively and appropriately. If course participants have expertise in parts
of the case process or in knowledge areas needed to arrive at solutions, they too
can be considered experts.

4. Does it provide multiple roles and perspectives?

Participants review different perspectives on technology use from the literature,
from each other, and from any experts (including the instructor) who are part of
the process.
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5. Does it promote collaboration, reflection, and articulation and provide coach-
ing and scaffolding?

The teacher’s role is to make sure that the case process includes all of these compo-
nents, although she is not required to provide all of the coaching and scaffolding
herself. That participants are able to express themselves, ask questions, and work
together for common understanding with any help that they need is crucial to the
whole case process.

6. Does it provide authentic assessment of learning within the tasks?

The case process allows for ongoing assessment more clearly than the online
course. Indicators of learning include being able to name all the stakeholders and
their stakes, supporting a position after collaborating and consulting resources,
and making choices that demonstrate understanding and effective technology-
enhanced instruction; from these and other indicators, the instructor can evaluate
what participants have gained and how they have changed.

Participants in the language courses that use cases like the one described previ-
ously report that the cases help them to understand the complexity of classrooms
and the multitude of issues and stakeholders that are involved in different sit-
uations. They note that working through a case is a difficult task, but that the
collaboration, reflection, and inquiry required produce effective understandings.
That tasks ask learners to solve problems, reflect on actual classrooms, and use
technology in ways that they will use it as teachers does not alone provide situ-
atedness. As is the case with the online course, effective facilitation of the case is
central to successfully situating learning. In other words, the instructor plays a key
role in scaffolding, encouraging, supporting, and requiring students to reflect. In
order to situate learning in CALL, instructors must understand both the goals of
the process and the methods through which learning is situated.

Conclusion

Clearly, language teacher education programs have not always been successful at
promoting teacher change and exiting students who employ the practices that re-
flect their teacher preparation programs. Situating teacher learning in CALL can
help to prepare teachers to meet the needs of their language minority and other
underserved learners, in part by working directly or virtually with underserved
learners to improve their chances for school success. Although researchers have
clear anecdotal evidence, theoretical support, and a strong belief that situated
learning prepares language teachers more effectively than traditional programs,
the CALL profession needs less ambiguous evidence. Since many ways of situating
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learning exist, we must begin to explore how best teacher learning can be situated
in appropriate cultural and technological contexts and what effects this has on
pre-service teacher learning and on subsequent gains of students. We should also
examine the differences that different situations make on instruction and what
gains and losses participants experience in each of these contexts. Most important,
we need to better understand how situated learning affects teaching and learning
outcomes. The results of research on these and other issues can help us to re-
think and reformulate situated learning theory, practical applications to language
teacher preparation, and the development of programs that prepare technology-
using language teachers.
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Preface to

Training CALL teachers online

Online and face-to-face learning are similar in some ways and different in others.
They are similar in that they both involve particular learning settings, course goals,
teacher-student and student-student interactions, tasks, and assessment instru-
ments and procedures. However, they are also different, especially in that online
and face-to-face learning contexts require each course element to be realized rather
differently. As far as interaction is concerned, for example, in a face-to-face class
most of the interaction will occur perhaps on a weekly basis for a specified time
and in a specified place, when the students meet together in class, or in a workshop
or seminar. In contrast, the times for online interactions are more indeterminate:
for example, online chat sessions between students usually have to be carefully
negotiated in order to ensure participants in different time zones can take part.
Online interactions are more fluid, and as such the teachers’ role and influence
becomes crucial in managing the timing of interactions. Clearly, different con-
texts lead to different pedagogical strategies and techniques in order to ensure that
the student remains motivated and engaged throughout a course of study. There
are also different challenges to successful learning in each setting. This chapter by
Christine Bauer-Ramazani focuses on the approach taken in an online learning
course for teacher education and CALL. It describes the evolution of the CALL
training course through its transition from face-to-face to online, together with
key content and design elements. The discussion pays special attention to the
strategies and techniques required to create an effective community of learners.
It also includes quotes from those in the best position to assess the effectiveness
and success of a CALL course, the learners themselves.
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CALL and online learning

The need for an online CALL course

The fastest growing category of new online offerings is in graduate programs,
according to a study by the Sloan Consortium (Allen & Seaman 2003). On-
line/distance courses allow those pursuing graduate degrees to remain employed,
reduce the cost of travel to campus significantly, and customize completion of
course work to their own schedule and needs (Ebersole 2004). TESL/TEFL pro-
grams have not remained immune to pressures to offer such opportunities. Given
that teacher trainees, just like the pupils they are preparing to teach, increasingly
expect “just-in-time” or “any-time, anywhere learning” (Dede 2004; Carter 2004),
it seems imperative for institutions to make teacher training courses available
in a distance/online format, among them Computer-Assisted Language Learn-
ing (CALL). It was these trends and demands, in addition to partnerships with
institutions of higher learning overseas, which necessitated the transition of an
existing face-to-face course at Saint Michael’s College (SMC) to a distance mode
with online delivery in January 2000. Since then the CALL Online course at Saint
Michael’s College (see Bauer-Ramazani 2005c) has matured into a regularly taught
course in both the Master of Arts program in Teaching English as a Second/Foreign
Language and the Master of Education program and has attracted participants
from across the United States and internationally, including Greece, Poland, Iran,
Switzerland, Germany, Palau, Egypt, Taiwan, Korea, Saudi Arabia, and Japan.

Certificates in CALL and courses in teaching/education and technology
Several institutions offer online certificates or a hybrid program with online
CALL-related courses, for example the Certificate in Computer-Assisted Language
Learning (CALL) by the Monterey Institute of International Studies, the ICAL On-
line TESL/TEFL Certificate, and the International TEFL Corporation – Online
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TEFL Certificate. In addition to CALL Online at Saint Michael’s College, on-
line CALL-related courses are offered at Washington State University (Research
and Practice in Computer-Assisted Language Learning), the University of Al-
bany (Using Media in the Language Classroom, and Media in Teaching & Learn-
ing), as well as through the Teachers of English to Speakers of Other Languages
(TESOL) organization as part of its Principles and Practices of Online Teaching
Certificate Program.

Overview
As the CALL course for teacher trainees at Saint Michael’s College has been suc-
cessfully delivered in an online/distance format for several years now, this chap-
ter will discuss some of the criteria that are important for teacher trainers and
teacher training programs to consider when implementing such a course. We will
briefly examine the approach taken in the CALL Online course, including its evo-
lution from the face-to-face course taught on campus to a fully online/distance
course under the guiding premise and goal that teacher training can be conducted
successfully online. The chapter will then focus on the content, structure, and
pedagogy of the course in terms of the major components that have ensured its
successful delivery – interaction, collaboration, and task/project-based assessment.
As the course has not been without its challenges, solutions to those and lessons
learned will be discussed. Lastly, we will hear about the course in the words of the
learners and plans for the future.

The approach of CALL Online at Saint Michael’s College

The task faced by the designer/author in the initial stage of development of CALL
Online was to counteract the perception that teaching and learning in online
courses differs dramatically in effectiveness and quality from that of face-to-face
courses. Thus, the design and delivery of the course was based on the hypothesis
that an online course can be as interactive, collaborative, task-and project-based
as a face-to face course on training teachers in CALL. In other words, the course
designer/author deliberately chose not to follow a traditional model of teaching
where lectures might be converted to text in an online environment, but instead
intended to continue training teachers by establishing a vibrant community of
learners and by modeling “how to use technology in the teaching and learning
process” (Willis & Raines 2001:56) in an online environment.
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Evolution of CALL Online at SMC: The three phases of development
(1997–2000)

To become a fully online/distance course, the CALL course at SMC went through
several transitions: In Phase 1 (1997–1999), the class met in a face-to-face set-
ting with weekly on-campus sessions for instruction, student presentations, and
discussion. The major support element of the course consisted of instructor-
created Web pages that integrated the resources and technology tools used in the
course. These contained Christine’s Links to Useful TESL/CALL Web Sites (Bauer-
Ramazani 2005b) and Christine’s How To’s: Tech Tips and Workshops (Bauer-
Ramazani 2005a), with links to hands-on tutorials or workshops on Windows,
Word, PowerPoint, FrontPage, Audio/Video, and Distance Learning tools. The Web
pages were supplementary, static elements of the course.

Phase 2 began when five Saint Michael’s College MATESL students working
abroad (in Greece and Switzerland) were scheduled to enter the CALL course in
January 2000, thus creating a need for the College to serve a distant learning com-
munity through online tools. The previous Web-based course support site was
expanded to a comprehensive Web site for CALL Online, integrating the static
Web pages with a dynamic and interactive element for communication among the
course participants. The new integrated course Web site consisted of the major
building blocks for an online course: (1) the Course Home page with a picture
and Welcome Video, (2) a Getting Started file with instructions and orientation
to the course, (3) the Syllabus, (4) the Course Calendar with links to weekly Tasks
and Assignments, (5) Tools (How To’s), (6) Communication, and (7) Resources. The
asynchronous and synchronous communication during the course took place in a
closed Yahoo! Group, where the teacher trainees and the instructor discussed the
weekly readings and hands-on links, uploaded and downloaded links and files, and
conducted five text- and voice-enabled class chats.

Phase 3 took place in December 2000, when CALL Online was migrated to the
course management system (CMS) of eCollege for integrated, “one-stop” delivery
of both content and communication. Today, the CMS is part of the institutional
support system of the college, including access to all campus resources, such as
registration, electronic databases, student records, the business office, and other
campus departments. Figure 1 shows the homepage for the course.

The guiding premise of CALL Online

Although some guidelines and suggestions have been established for transitioning
from face-to-face to online learning and teaching (Bourne et al. 1997), the chal-
lenge for migrating a face-to-face course to successful online delivery is to provide
a similar learning and teaching environment, one that exhibits the characteristics
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Figure 1. Homepage of CALL Online.

of an active learning community and allows for the assessment of learning out-
comes. Thus, the major course components – goals, content, interaction, assess-
ment, outcome, and overall quality – should remain intact. The guiding premise
for the author and course designer of CALL Online was, therefore, to maintain
the integrity of the learning and teaching experience. To summarize, these goals
consist of

– providing a teacher training experience through online CALL that results in
active learning as demonstrated by high-quality outcomes;

– finding ways to create an effective, involved, enthusiastic learning commu-
nity that transcends the boundaries and limitations of the online environ-
ment while also taking advantage of the tools and resources available through
online delivery;

– modeling effective incorporation of technology into the classroom through
hands-on, task- and project-based experiences that follow a constructivist,
inquiry-based approach (Butler-Pascoe & Wiburg 2003).

Goals and objectives of CALL Online

With the increasing role of technology in K-12 and higher-education classrooms,
the goals of CALL Online have also expanded from the more narrow focus on En-
glish language learning to foreign language learning and educational technology
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in general. As more course participants are pursuing teaching careers in public
schools in the United States or abroad, the course goals need to reflect this empha-
sis and outcomes need to be measurable with respect to standards of technology
in education (see the National Educational Technology Standards for Teachers –
NETS – developed by the International Society for Technology in Education,
2000–2004). Thus, teacher trainees in CALL Online are expected to develop com-
petencies in educational technology and apply them within their specific teaching
and technology environment, be it English as a second or foreign language, other
foreign language learning, the educational computer lab, the one-computer K-12
classroom, or the multi-computer K-12 classroom.

Warschauer’s four “electronic literacies” (2002) provide the “common denom-
inator” to express these multi-faceted competencies. The goal of CALL Online
then is for participants to learn and apply in their specific areas and environments:

1. computer literacy (i.e. comfort and fluency in keyboarding and using comput-
ers);

2. information literacy (i.e. the ability to find and critically evaluate online infor-
mation);

3. multimedia literacy (i.e. images and sounds);
4. computer-mediated communication literacy (i.e. knowledge of the pragmatics

of individual and group online interaction).

To satisfy these literacies, CALL Online participants are expected to:

1. establish a vibrant learning community that actively co-constructs knowl-
edge, shares insights and experience, and builds competence as a result of the
elements and principles of learning it has interacted with;

2. learn various technological tools, applications, and resources for authoring
activities and materials for classes through practical tasks and projects, such
as newsletters, e-mail exchanges, presentation slide shows, Internet searches,
sound/video recordings, software simulations, concordancing activities, Web-
Quests, and Web templates to create exercises, quizzes, puzzles, and rubrics;

3. review and evaluate the various technological media, tools, and resources with
respect to their effectiveness for language learning and teaching through dis-
cussions, peer reviews, and critical reviews;

4. review readings on the history and current research in CALL and discuss
the environment of CALL as it is influenced by theories and practices in
second/foreign language learning and teaching, applied linguistics, educa-
tion, educational psychology, and educational technology (see Butler-Pascoe
& Wiburg 2003; Egbert 2005; Chapelle 2001; Egbert & Hanson-Smith 1999;
Warschauer 1996);
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Structure and content of CALL Online

Course design and components
Following the “best practices” for effective online courses (Palloff & Pratt 2003;
Phipps & Merisotis 2000; Graham et al. 2001; Wright, C., n.d.), CALL Online
incorporates tools of computer-mediated communication (CMC) and follows a
teaching approach that encourages collaboration and interaction in an online for-
mat. Its design is based on the principles of simple architecture and consistent
organization with predictable layout and navigation. Instructions, policies, guide-
lines, and deadlines are clearly stated and repeated frequently (see the Getting
Started and Syllabus links as well as screenshots on the Training CALL Teach-
ers Online: Support Site – Structure). Consistency and predictability also extend
to content and recurrence of the same content elements. The content of the
course is divided into weekly topics or modules, each comprised of the following
major elements:

1. tasks and assignments
2. communication and interaction
3. collaboration
4. task- and project-based assessment

Tasks and Assignments: Hands-on projects, models, readings, and hands-on links
In the Tasks and Assignments in CALL Online, the teacher trainees learn the
technology tools that guide them toward computer and multimedia literacy
(Warschauer 2002) by working through weekly tasks and completing hands-on
projects that can be short-term (weekly) or longer-term (semester-long). The tasks
consist of links to tutorials, workshops, or online “handouts” for learning tech-
nology tools, with which the learners work and experiment in order to create a
teaching tool, i.e. a hands-on project, that they can employ in their current or fu-
ture classes. Technology tools can be applications, such as Word, PowerPoint, or
Web editors, links to hands-on tutorials or workshops for these applications, as
well as Internet tools, for example online software for marking or for creating ex-
ercises, quizzes, puzzles, games, or rubrics. The teaching tools constructed by the
teacher trainees are designed for an authentic purpose with a pedagogical focus,
e.g. a class or school newsletter in Word, a PowerPoint slide show that is a lesson
plan, a WebQuest lesson, or Web-based rubrics for assessment of student projects.
For each teaching tool, the teacher trainees are encouraged to download and re-
view models previously constructed by peers and by the CALL course teacher to
confirm they are “on the right track.”

Through the assigned readings of book chapters, articles on the Web or links
to electronic databases in the library, the teacher trainees in CALL Online synthe-
size theory and practice. These teacher trainees review the readings in the online
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Reading Discussion Forum in the form of threaded discussions that facilitate the
construction of knowledge by the learners and engage them in the learning process
through reflection on the technology presented in the context of theory, research,
and pedagogy. Participants compose summaries of and reactions to the chapters
and articles, drawing on their personal experience and pointing out the strengths
and possible limitations or weaknesses of the proposed applications, especially as
they relate to the classroom.

As an extension of the tasks, projects, and readings, the learners visit hands-on
links to outside resources that provide additional illustrations of possible uses of
the technology under discussion. These hands-on links are critical to the delivery
of content in CALL Online, as they allow the teacher trainees to explore alternative
applications of technology tools. This exploration is followed by threaded discus-
sions in the Sharing What You Learned Discussion Forum where participants post
their reactions, discussing the strengths, weaknesses, and applications to the class-
room (See the Training CALL Teachers Online: Support Site – Content, for an
example of the process).

Communication/interaction in CALL Online
The establishment of an online learning community (Palloff & Pratt 1998, 2003;
Kollock & Smith 1999) that communicates and interacts is critical to the success
of CALL Online and to the achievement of computer-mediated communication
(CMC) literacy (Warschauer 2002). As Kim and Moore (2005) report, frequent
and constructive interaction as well as dynamic discussions among all participants
affect the success of Web-based courses. Thus, the tools and means to facilitate
CMC have to be planned for, constructed, and built into the course. Communica-
tion in an online environment basically occurs in two forms – asynchronous (de-
layed) and synchronous (real-time). Due to time and bandwidth constraints, most
of the communication in CALL Online is conducted asynchronously. However,
CALL Online offers both modes in order to take full advantage of opportunities for
interaction with the content, the participants, and the teacher. The learning com-
munity in CALL Online interacts and communicates daily and frequently, using
the following tools of CMC.

Asynchronous communication

– e-mail: teacher-to-learner(s) or learner(s)-to-teacher
– announcements posted on the course home page
– threaded discussions about the readings in the Reading Discussion Forum
– moderators leading the weekly threaded discussions about readings, tasks,

and hands-on links by posing questions, fielding responses, and guiding
discussions
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– threaded discussions about tasks and hands-on links in the Sharing What You
Learned Discussion Forum

– uploading of individual and group projects for peer review and teacher assess-
ment

– uploading and sharing of individual projects for teacher assessment
– uploading and sharing of text and audio comments on projects (teacher and

peers)
– uploading and sharing newly-found links

Synchronous communication

– required class chats in the course site about the pedagogical effectiveness and
implementation possibilities of various technology and teaching tools

– groupings for chats: whole class to start and end the chat; small groups for
more in-depth discussion in group chat rooms

– tools used: text chat, whiteboard, two-way audio broadcast with Web-
browsing and desktop(file)-sharing

– text and audio archives of chat sessions

– conferences with project groups or teams, using text, voice, and Webcam –
usually with Yahoo!Messenger

– frequent group and individual chat conferences, using text, voice, and web
cam – usually with Yahoo!Messenger

– virtual office hours in the chat room

The CALL Online course model for interaction is based on a modified version
of the “Indicators of Engaged Learning” developed by Jones et al. (1995), in which
the student functions as explorer of tools and ideas, cognitive apprentice of a men-
tor who coaches students to develop ideas and skills, teacher of his/her peers, and
producer of projects of real use. The teacher as facilitator monitors the discussions
and project work, functions as a guide to help students construct meaning through
modeling, mediating, explaining when needed, redirecting focus, and providing
options. According to this model, the teacher learns from the students and is
willing to take risks to explore areas outside of his/her expertise.

These factors of engaged learning highlight the strong presence and the signif-
icance of the human factor in online teaching; however, they do not in themselves
guarantee successful online teaching. Thus, in CALL Online these factors have
been supplemented by what Palloff and Pratt (2003) call “elements of learner-
focused instructional techniques” – openness, communication, commitment, col-
laboration, reflection, and flexibility. The learner-focus is furthermore enhanced
by four interactive elements stipulated by Roblyer and Ekhaml (2000) for distance
learning courses. These include social rapport-building activities created by the
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Table 1. The “human factor” in CALL Online

Personal contact: urging participants to call or email the teacher immediately, even on
weekends, to avoid frustration; meeting face-to-face with on-campus
students to solve problems; exchanging phone numbers to facilitate
group collaboration

Visual contact: teacher-constructed Web page with pictures and biographical infor-
mation about the participants; use of Webcam by teacher and students
during online conferencing

Voice contact: voice conferences with the teacher and with group members; audio
comments in peer and teacher reviews of projects (embedded in doc-
uments), audio e-mails, telephone

“Checking in”: checking in with students regularly and briefly, e.g. when they
“come online”; being invited to an impromptu audio conference
(text/voice/Webcam) with one or more students or students among
each other to discuss projects or to counteract reported “loneliness in
cyberspace” (see also Kollock’s characterization of “online communi-
ties as more isolated than ‘real-life’ groups”, 1999)

Q&A forum: offering a weekly Q&A forum in the course site devoted to student
questions and answers, either pertaining to the tasks directly or to
technology in general

Virtual Cafe: a cyber cafe where course participants can discuss issues not directly
related to the course

Constant vigilance: immediately checking in with students who fall behind in their weekly
assignments

instructor, instructional designs for learning created by the instructor, interactive
technology resources, and interactive quality of learner responses. In the absence
of verbal/nonverbal communication mechanisms, the learners in CALL Online
want to know that a message was received and that feedback will be given; they
also want to be acknowledged, supported, and/or redirected in their discussions
(see also Palloff & Pratt 2003; Graham et al. 2001). To implement these interactive
elements and to compensate for the absence of the “human factor”, i.e. face-to-face
communication, the usual verbal and nonverbal cues are substituted through var-
ious other means and in as many combinations as possible in CALL Online (see
Table 1).

Dede (2004) has called this convergence of different delivery methods “dis-
tributed learning,” as it combines multiple approaches to meeting the needs and
styles of various learners. As Carter (2004) states, the current best practices “point
to a combination of the human element, top-notch tech support, a diversity of
technologies, a high level of interactivity, and need-to-know topics as essential
elements” (36).
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Collaboration in CALL Online
The third key factor in establishing an effective learning community among the
teacher trainees in CALL Online is collaboration, which was built into the struc-
ture of the course in the form of collaborative assignments. Tinzmann et al. (1990)
specify four elements of learner-centered collaboration: (1) shared knowledge
among teachers and students, (2) shared authority among teachers and students,
(3) teachers as mediators, and (4) heterogeneous groupings of students. Learn-
ers in CALL Online complete several collaborative and interactive tasks in pairs,
groups of three or four, and groups of four or five. Learners may choose partners
for the semester-long project but are teamed up in mixed groups by the instructor
considering the following criteria:

– current or future teaching focus, e.g. language/non-language focus, K-12, col-
lege, adult

– program standing (1st semester, 1st year, 2nd year)
– technical proficiency
– native/non-native speaker
– location (campus, off-campus, abroad)
– gender

As collaborative tasks require the use of CMC, the online environment necessitates
the establishment of a diverse group that can utilize the strengths and multiple ex-
periences of its members to its advantage. As Palloff and Pratt (2003) point out,
collaborative tasks in an online course “are probably the best way to tap into
all learning styles present in the group” (p. 36) as they allow for development
of critical thinking skills, co-creation of knowledge and meaning, reflection, and
transformative learning.

Group projects in CALL Online are carried out in a variety of ways:

1. peer reviews on class members’ short-term projects (text and/or audio com-
ments inserted into Word and PowerPoint files, AutoShapes, textboxes, font
colors, text effects)

2. a collaborative review of three Web sites
3. a collaborative WebQuest about WebQuests
4. setting up a shared class space, e.g. in Yahoo!Groups
5. two long-term projects: a CALL lesson for a WebQuest and a WebQuest (see

Bauer-Ramazani 2005d for additional free tools and a sample of instructions
for a collaborative task)

The collaborative projects fulfill a three-fold purpose in CALL Online. First, they
allow the teacher trainees to practice reviewing tools and other technology skills
for the purpose of giving feedback to peers on their projects. Secondly, they pro-
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vide the teacher trainees with a teaching tool that they may be able to implement in
their future CALL classrooms. Thirdly, such projects keep the focus on the learner.

Task- and project-based assessment in CALL Online
Following Palloff and Pratt (2003), assessment strategies and instruments are
aligned with the overall course structure and course goals of CALL Online. Thus,
assessment of teacher trainees in CALL Online is both learner-centered and
teacher-directed, as well as formative, summative, and ongoing. As interaction
and collaboration comprise vital elements of online learning and are critical to
the learning community, over 40 percent of the learners’ course grade is dedicated
to the completion of interactive and collaborative tasks in which the learners re-
spond to each other’s postings in the discussions and provide feedback on each
other’s work (learner-centered assessment). The learners make adjustments to
their projects based on peer reviews and comments from the instructor (formative
assessment).

Furthermore, the learners are assessed through performance–based projects
and rubrics rather than through exams and traditional paper and pencil testing.
Analytical reviews of Web sites and software, as well as the construction of short-
and long-term projects make up the remaining 60 percent, which is evaluated by
the teacher (summative assessment). Assessment is also ongoing in that learners
receive feedback in their threaded discussions in the Reading and Sharing What
You Learned forums as well as in email and chat.

As CALL Online has a built-in electronic gradebook, the teacher trainees may
receive feedback on their performance as soon as discussions and projects are
evaluated. This gradebook indicates how many of the maximum possible num-
ber of points per week the learner received, with additional comments posted by
the instructor. Peer and instructor feedback on projects can also be downloaded
and viewed.

Accomplishment of course goals in the words of the learners
The accomplishment of course goals is best expressed in the learners’ own words
(used with permission; additional quotes can be found at the Training CALL
Teachers Online: Support Site – Quotes):

The following are comments in the first half of the course

Thanks for being an excellent support! I love this class. It’s my favorite, despite
being the most time-consuming and nerve-wracking. (3/2005)

I am more active in the discourse and am more motivated to engage in online
discussions than I am in f2f classes. (3/2004)

The CALL course has completely changed the way I see teaching and learn-
ing. Perhaps even the way I see the world and life. It’s so carefully organized; it
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reveals knowledge, experience and sensitivity. Thank you for the encourage-
ment and care. (2/2004)

The continuum of learning in CALL Online, including the anxiety, the trials and
tribulations, the steep learning curve, the sense of accomplishment, and the appre-
ciation of the interactive/collaborative approach taken to CALL are probably best
summarized by these learner quotations at the end of the course:

This course was one of the greatest challenges I’ve ever had in my education
life. Being computer illiterate until recently I felt uncomfortable and inade-
quate as a language teacher in the age of technology. . . . All of us, however,
remember how doubtful and even negative we used to be about the effec-
tiveness of both the CALL and the on-line learning. After a lot of struggle,
sleepless nights, stress and frustrations, my doubts have dissolved and my
technophobia, my greatest obstacle, seems to have disappeared. . . . Also, I’ve
come to realize that the on-line learning or the distance education in gen-
eral is based on the same principle: The students take their education in their
hands. What they need is the right instruction, proper resources and regular
communication with the instructor, who should encourage and appreciate
the students’ efforts. .. My dear classmates, . . . I feel I’ve known you for years,
although I’ve never seen the faces of most of you. (5/2002)

It [the course] ran the full gamut of emotions, from frustration to accom-
plishment, from anger to surprise to happiness. I’m not sure I like not actually
“meeting” my classmates, but I had better interaction in this course than in
many of my other “normal” classes. (6/2005)

I occasionally became very anxious during the course, worrying that I
wouldn’t be able to finish all the tasks and assignments on time. . .I was/am
somewhat of a ’techno-phobe’ but this course certainly helped me overcome
much of that feeling. It was very empowering to work through so many pro-
grams on my own and to develop so many teaching tools. I also felt like I had
excellent mentoring support. (6/2005)

This was my first on-line course, . . . and I now know how students
feel when they see all those words come up on a screen and become
overwhelmed! (6/2005)

. . . most importantly, I’ve been more active in this online class than any of my
face-to-face classes. (6/2005)

This was the freest and possibly the most interactive learning experience I
have ever had. I was forced to communicate, not by a teacher, but simply
by the nature of the course and online learning in general. Of course, the
incredibly dynamic class was critical in this outcome. (6/2001)
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Conclusions

Despite some initial trepidation by colleagues and administrators, the CALL On-
line course at Saint Michael’s College has succeeded in training an online com-
munity of teachers in the effective integration of technology into the classroom.
Besides meeting the need for technological competence in today’s world, the
learner-centered design structure and the interactive, collaborative environment
have contributed to the demand for the course, both by degree and non-degree
students. Mostly due to the dictates of the online environment, the power of
teaching has shifted to the learners, creating a more learner-centered and high-
quality experience where the traditional lecture mode has been replaced by more
effective tools of communication. Based on outcome assessments of semester-long
projects, participants have tremendously increased their competency in all four
forms of electronic literacy (Warschauer 2002) and are prepared to apply these in
their own teaching environments. Authentic and challenging teaching tools that
allow for customization to the learners’ needs or audience have motivated the
participants to be invested in the learning process. They have actively developed
their repertoire of CALL and pedagogical theories and approaches, thinking and
learning skills, technical problem-solving strategies, and resources for learning and
teaching CALL. Tasks, projects, and links have allowed the participants to be au-
tonomous learners, exploring a multitude of possibilities to integrate CALL into
different class configurations and constructing meaning and knowledge through
the exchanges and collaboration with the online class community.

Over the past five years of conducting teacher training in CALL online, the
possibilities for collaboration have increased as new, free conferencing and file-
sharing tools have become available. This has also resulted in increased excitement
and enthusiasm among the learners to venture into these new areas, and they
have enjoyed reflecting on the transformation of learning that happened. Even
professed newcomers to the use of CALL are willing to “push the envelope” in
their exploration of CMC tools for teaching and learning. In Palloff and Pratt’s
(2003:121) words, “when instructors and students alike are able to reap the ben-
efits of a well-designed online course . . . , the result is excitement about what is
possible in the online realm and the relationships that are developed.”

Challenges in teaching CALL Online and some solutions

Training CALL teachers online over the past six years has not been without chal-
lenges. First, such a venture into distance learning combines the fallout from
variations in response times, variations in the timing of events, and, very im-
portantly, the lack of visual contact. Scheduling real-time events like class chats
or group conferences across several time zones has been difficult and often had



 Christine Bauer-Ramazani

to occur for an hour on weekends when all participants were available. Partici-
pants were polled at the beginning of the course as to their available times, and the
WorldClock was used to check times in different time zones. Thus, flexibility on
the part of all course members was more necessary than in the face-to-face class.
Since the weekend is often the time that participants complete large portions of
their projects, difficulties encountered in the process could lead to major frustra-
tion unless a group member or the instructor was contacted to help out. It was
found to be critical for all participants to be accessible much of the time and in
various modes (e-mail, instant messaging, computer-to-computer telephony or
Voice-over Internet Protocols (VoIP), and telephone) to provide assistance and
support. Secondly, the varying levels of comfort with technology have sometimes
presented a challenge to both the instructor and learners. An initial, mandatory in-
terview in person, on the phone, or via email was usually helpful in assessing how
steep the learning curve was going to be for the learner and how much additional
support was needed. Thirdly, some teacher trainees have found it challenging to
balance class work and job commitments. The solution was found in some flex-
ibility around the weekly interaction requirements by allowing students to post
additional comments during weeks when they were less busy. Technical problems
have, of course, posed a fourth challenge. Round-the-clock access to the Internet
and communication tools was not always maintained, either due to the break-
down of students’ personal computers or failures of the campus Web or e-mail
servers. Participants learned to troubleshoot and get help from the IT staff; of-
ten they found workaround solutions on their own and shared them in one of
the discussion forums. Furthermore, various versions of the applications used in
the course (e.g., Word 2000 vs. Word XP) resulted in some incompatibility issues
that raised frustrations temporarily until a solution was found. The constant need
for vigilance and readiness to troubleshoot presents another challenge, although
mainly for the instructor. Links to Web resources like online tutorials, teaching
models, or readings require constant checking and updating. Maintaining links to
external Web resources quickly drives home the fact that much of the material on
the WorldWideWeb is impermanent and in need of constant updating.

Other lessons learned

The quality of interaction
Even though asynchronous discussions may have lost some of the immediacy of
real-time, face-to-face discussions, they have gone far beyond what would be pos-
sible in a face-to-face classroom, both in breadth and depth, taking advantage of
the expansion of the boundaries of time and space in the online environment,
allowing for continuous interaction and thoughtful, cohesive, well-thought-out,
and substantive comments. More reluctant or shy participants have become ac-
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tive and more vocal in the asynchronous discussions, although at times they have
tended to “yield the floor” to more spontaneous participants in whole-class chats.

The instructor’s personality and presence
Despite the lack of visual contact, the instructor’s personality and “presence” per-
meate the course in the way it is designed and delivered. In other words, the
designer-teacher’s organizational skills are reflected in the course structure and
navigation and the way interaction and feedback are dealt with. In the words of
two CALL Online students, “I could ‘feel’ [the] presence of this course 24 hours
a day . . . the course is mostly YOU. . . I nearly hear your voice. . ..” (last class chat,
4/2001). Thus, online instructors who strive to make interaction paramount in
their courses can be assured that their efforts are falling on fertile ground and are
rewarded by the interaction of a successful online learning community.

Resource limitations and time
Being exposed to cutting edge technology that is shared on listservs and other on-
line venues may result in a desire for continuous experimentation on the part of
both the instructor and the learners. However, both need to remain cognizant and
watchful of the limitations of the available resources, for example the hardware
involved, cross-platform incompatibilities, institutional constraints, and time con-
straints. Even though CALL Online has been a tremendously rewarding experience
and an opportunity for professional growth, it requires time and effort to revise,
maintain, and run the course.

Plans for the future

Demand for teacher competence in “electronic literacies” (Warschauer 2002) is
permeating all areas of teaching and has increased the need for CALL courses in
the teacher trainees’ repertoire. The National Education Standards for Teachers
(NETS) and the NETS for students (2000–2004) in K-12 have further increased
the need for such courses, mainly as part of continued professional development
for practicing teachers. The pressure of on-demand, convenient learning is likely
to raise expectations that these courses be delivered online rather than in the tradi-
tional on-campus, face-to-face mode. However, depending on the circumstances
and the needs of the learners, alternative forms of delivery may also be consid-
ered. For example, a hybrid CALL course may have some face-to-face class time
but a large portion of the course would take place online. Another alternative, the
blended CALL course, would meet face-to-face but offer online threaded discus-
sions and file-sharing, taking advantage of the possibility to expand the limits of
the classroom through electronic means. Thus, in the future more CALL teach-
ers may find themselves in the position to design and deliver either partially or
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fully online courses. Structuring the courses around the core elements of interac-
tion and collaboration will insure the establishment of an effective online learning
community.
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CALL in-service projects, courses,
and workshops



Preface to

Training for trainers

Challenges, outcomes, and principles of in-service
training across the Irish education system

Most of the chapters in this book deal with courses and programmes run by an in-
dividual or a single institution. In this one, however, the focus is on a national
programme to prepare language teachers to use technology effectively in their
classrooms. Angela Rickard, Françoise Blin, and Christine Appel offer a report
on OILTE (Organizing In-Service Training for Language and Technology in Edu-
cation), a large-scale initiative in the Republic of Ireland. Their account describes
the design and evaluation of a pilot programme consisting of two phases. Phase
I involved “training the trainer,” preparing a group of 18 teacher educators in the
primary, secondary and further education sectors. Phase 2 consisted of the im-
plementation and evaluation of the in–service courses developed by the Phase 1
participants. Feedback from participants indicated that the two-phase model was
generally successful and worth pursuing further. However, the authors conclude
that a number of practical factors need to be improved before OILTE can be scaled
up to provide adequate training opportunities to language teachers at all levels
throughout Ireland. Among these factors are professional release time for trainers
who are themselves classroom language teachers, appropriate compensation for
the extensive preparation time, adequate hardware and software support, and for-
mal academic recognition of trainers’ expertise. The results of this large-scale pilot
are naturally of importance to the setting in Ireland and by extension to national
initiatives in other countries. However, they should also be of great interest to any
other government or professional entity attempting CALL education programmes
on a scale larger than that of the individual institution.



Training for trainers

Challenges, outcomes, and principles of in-service
training across the Irish education system

Angela Rickarda, Françoise Blinb and Christine Appelb
aNational University of Ireland, Ireland / bDublin City University, Ireland

Introduction and background

In the Republic of Ireland, the Department of Education and Science oversees the
management and evaluation of in-service training for teachers from the primary
and post-primary levels. A top-down model of delivery of courses is normally
adopted and designed to facilitate the introduction of educational policy or cur-
ricular change. An example of a significant educational policy change in recent
years is the Irish government initiative in 1997 to invest €50.79 million to put in
place a permanent Information Technology infrastructure in Irish primary and
post-primary schools and to foster the development of computer literacy among
all students. Support was given to teachers to upgrade their professional and com-
puter skills, so that they could integrate the use of technology in the teaching and
learning environment of their schools (Schools IT 2000, 1997). However, concern
was expressed that the top-down policy for IT development in schools focused
on technical matters rather than on pedagogical implications (Mulcahy 1997; see
also Lam 2000). In the case of language teaching, local seminars or workshops
organised by language teachers associations or national agencies soon became
oversubscribed by teachers from the primary, secondary and further education
sectors. Feedback from participants to these local or national events suggested
that teachers felt ill equipped to make adequate use of the hardware available to
them. In particular, primary and post-primary language teachers often reported
having difficulties in sourcing and securing funding for CALL related in-service
training courses. The National Centre for Technology in Education (NCTE) has
addressed some of the above concerns and difficulties by funding initiatives that
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seek to integrate the upgrading of both pedagogical and technological skills among
the teachers of Ireland.

One of these initiatives, OILTE (Organising In-service Training for Language
and Technology in Education: oilte being the Irish word for ‘trained’ or ‘profi-
cient’), was set up in response to the expressed need on the part of language
teachers in Ireland for professional development in the area of CALL. Coordinated
by the former Linguistics Institute of Ireland (ITÉ), the OILTE project was funded
by the NCTE and the Curriculum Development Unit (CDU), both of which op-
erate under the auspices of the Department of Education and Science. A steering
committee made up of representatives of a number of national educational policy-
making organisations, language teachers associations, and CALL specialists from
the university sector was thus formed under the auspices of the now defunct ITÉ.
The remit of the committee was to propose and to pilot a training programme,
which would accommodate the needs of language teachers across the education
system.1

This chapter begins with a description of the overall design and implementa-
tion of the pilot training programme developed by the OILTE team. It then dis-
cusses the main issues that revealed themselves through the formative evaluation
of the programme and proposes principles for the organisation of further CALL
in-service training programmes potentially applicable beyond the Irish context.

The OILTE teacher training programme: Overall design and implementation

The OILTE steering committee set out to design a pilot CALL teacher-training
programme specifically targeting language teachers (including teachers of Irish)
from the primary, secondary and further education sectors. The overall aims of
the OILTE Project were twofold. It aimed firstly to provide a teacher-training pro-
gramme adapted to the professional development needs of language teachers, and
secondly to set a firm basis for the establishment of a nation-wide community of
practice (Lave & Wenger 1991; Hanson-Smith, this volume) of language profes-
sionals who would be in a position to influence and to promote good practice
with regard to the integration of ICT in the primary and post-primary language
curriculum.

The specific objectives of the OILTE training project were to:

– de-mystify CALL, i.e., to help teachers overcome their fear of computers and
to promote a positive attitude towards ICT among language teachers;

– consolidate and enhance the teachers’ existing computer skills;
– encourage teachers to explore the resources already available in their schools

(e.g., multi-media labs, Internet access, etc.);
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– build teachers’ confidence in using the above resources and in selecting new
ones;

– expose teachers to a variety of software titles, Internet resources and sample
projects suitable for the language classroom;

– explore ways to evaluate resources and to disseminate written evaluations
through the websites maintained by NCTE;

– promote the effective use of technology and the adoption of appropriate ped-
agogical applications or approaches (e.g., fostering the development and exer-
cise of learner autonomy, task based learning, use of authentic materials from
suitable websites etc.);

– help teachers share and develop classroom activities integrating ICT.

The introduction of ICT in the language curriculum transforms the role of the
teacher and of the students (Lam & Lawrence 2002; Blin 1999) and consequently
implies changes in classroom management strategies. Therefore, the project also
aimed to provide teachers with opportunities to explore the implications of ICT
for classroom management strategies (including classroom layout, classroom con-
trol, rules of behaviour and management of resources, etc.). Finally, the pilot
training programme intended to help language teachers assert their right to ac-
cess their school computing facilities, often seen as the sole preserve of the science,
business or computer departments.

The concepts and principles of learner autonomy (Little 1991; Little, Ridley,
& Ushioda 2002), learner-centredness, constructivism (Jonassen & Land 2000)
and more particularly situated learning (Lave & Wenger 1991) were to underpin
the pedagogical approach. In line with the normal practice for in-service teacher
training in the Republic of Ireland, the OILTE programme consisted of the ini-
tial delivery of a Training for Trainers course (Phase 1, Autumn 2001) followed by
in-service courses (Phase 2, Spring 2002). Training for Trainers programmes run
by the NCTE normally consist of providing future trainers with the knowledge
and skills that will enable them to deliver a pre-determined curriculum using set
materials. The OILTE approach marked a departure from this established prac-
tice insofar as no fixed curriculum or set materials were to be produced by a team
of experts: the in-service curriculum and the accompanying materials were to be
collaboratively prepared by the future trainers assisted by the project co-ordinator
and her team. A colloquium, held at the University of Limerick, concluded the pi-
lot project in September 2002 and provided a forum to reflect on the experience
and to further disseminate the principles underlying the OILTE project. Attend-
ing the colloquium were approximately 100 delegates representing a broad range
of interests within language education, including policy-makers, inspectors from
the Department of Education and Science and ICT advisors from a number of
Education Centres.
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For the initial Training for Trainers phase (Phase 1), the OILTE steering com-
mittee invited an expert panel of tutors from Ireland and overseas to deliver a
series of presentations and to facilitate workshops covering the theory and practice
of CALL. The steering committee also nominated 18 practising language teachers
with known skills in the use of technology and with considerable teaching expe-
rience, to participate in the training for trainers programme. These teachers came
from a range of educational contexts across the four Irish provinces2 (e.g., rural
and urban; primary, secondary and further education schools; children, adoles-
cents and adults; girls, boys, and co-ed schools; etc.). The languages covered in
this initial phase were Irish, French, German, Spanish, Italian and Japanese. In-
deed, it was felt that bringing together language teachers from different contexts
and languages would provide them not only with insights into the diversity of
language education in Ireland but also with opportunities to share their different
experiences, to learn from each other and to construct a coherent national training
programme. The course was organised around five sessions, which took place on
Saturdays and in a different county each time. Between these sessions, all partici-
pants had access to a dedicated WebCT course hosted on the Dublin City Univer-
sity server. Discussion forums and additional resources enabled the participants to
continue their reflection and exchanges throughout the programme.

In Phase 2, trainees became trainers and ran in-service courses between March
and September 2002 in their home county or city. As indicated earlier, they were
responsible for the choice of materials that they felt would be useful, effective,
and relevant to the levels and languages taught by themselves and their colleagues.
Three categories of courses were thus developed, which targeted the primary, sec-
ondary and further education sector respectively. A total of eleven courses were
delivered in eleven different venues to 106 teachers across Ireland as outlined in
Table 1 below.

It had been projected that the number of trainees selected for Phase 1 would
correspond to the subsequent number of courses in the second phase. Different
reasons such as inadequate school facilities, trainers’ confidence to deliver a course
alone or job changes for some of them led to a different configuration of courses
in the end. In the case of the primary sector, the introduction of a new curricu-
lum had resulted in training ‘fatigue’ among teachers in this sector during the time
period in question. Also, given the pilot nature of the project, considerable flexibil-

Table 1. In-service courses delivered in Phase 2

Sector Number of courses Number of trainees

Primary sector 1 6
Secondary sector 7 78
Further Education sector 3 22
Total 11 106
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ity was afforded to the trainers in terms of how and when they would deliver their
courses. Within each category of courses, individual differences also arose from the
trainers’ choice of materials and degree of computer expertise. As trainers were en-
couraged to deliver a course that they felt comfortable with, most of them elected
to work with another trainer to plan or to plan and deliver their course together.
In this case, the most adequate location was chosen, be it a local education centre
or a school.

Phase 2 courses comprised approximately 10 hours of tuition and were deliv-
ered either through five 2-hour sessions or as a two-day workshop, depending on
the local context and the trainers’ availability. Courses were non-language specific,
except in the case of Japanese, which presented a number of unique technical and
linguistic constraints.

Content and pedagogical approach

Phase 1 of the training programme thus aimed to give future trainers the neces-
sary background knowledge, skills and confidence that would help them design
and deliver a training course adapted to the wider Irish educational context while
responding to specific local needs. This was to be achieved by encouraging par-
ticipants to share and to reflect on their own teaching practice, by helping them
consolidate and improve their computer skills, and by leading them to explore
different possible scenarios for the integration of ICT in the language curriculum
in a wide range of settings. Five one-day sessions were held between early Oc-
tober and mid-November. Starting with a thorough needs analysis with respect
to ICT and language pedagogy, presentations, hands-on sessions, group activities
and discussions were designed around the following themes:

– Session 1: Using generic software for language learning (e.g., word-processing,
presentation software, etc.);

– Session 2: Sourcing and evaluating CALL artefacts (e.g., authoring tools,
courseware, web-based materials, etc.)

– Session 3: Creating a website for language classes and authoring interactive
web-based exercises and activities;

– Session 4: Using Computer Mediated Communication (email and chat) and
setting up collaborative projects;

– Session 5: Understanding and using electronic reference tools (e.g., on-line
dictionaries, corpora, concordancing, etc.).

The pedagogical approach adopted throughout the training programme took the
participants’ experience and pedagogical expertise as a starting point, and later
related it to theoretical concepts when appropriate. Presentation and demonstra-
tions of technologies or artefacts were followed by hands-on sessions and were
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seen as potentially facilitating and enhancing the participants’ teaching methods,
while taking into account the actual environment in which they operate on a daily
basis. Session 4, on the use of CMC and collaborative projects, provides exam-
ples of such an approach. Following a brief introduction to the programme of
the day (see Appendix 1), participants were asked to reflect on and to share their
views and experience on collaborative language learning as implemented in their
own classrooms. Examples of tasks carried out in pairs or group projects were
provided by the participating teachers and small or whole group discussions fo-
cused more specifically on the actions carried out by students and teachers in
their drive to complete the task (i.e., what do students and teacher do, where,
when and how?), on the benefits of collaboration as actually observed by teach-
ers (e.g., increased motivation, acquisition of transferable skills, facilitation of
cross-curricular activities, etc.), and on the problems encountered. The latter in-
cluded the appropriateness of group work in relation to the official curriculum
and State examinations, individual and group behaviour, plagiarism, and logis-
tical issues such as the availability of resources and, in the case of collaboration
between schools, timetabling. Solutions to these difficulties were offered by the
participants themselves and emphasised the need to fully integrate collaborative
language learning into the curriculum by designing appropriate tasks, while pro-
viding adequate learner support and making optimal use of existing resources.
The points raised during the group discussions were then taken up by the session
tutors who related them to research findings, before exploring the potential role
of technology in facilitating and enhancing collaborative language learning, either
within the classroom or between schools.

In the afternoon, CMC tools that can be easily deployed in a school environ-
ment were presented and demonstrated by an ‘expert’ tutor who also discussed
how these tools could be used for carrying out language tasks involving different
configurations of users (e.g., native and non-native speakers, teacher and students,
etc.). A simulation organised around the setting up of a tandem email exchange
between Brazil and Denmark then allowed participants to familiarise themselves
with chat rooms while exploring ways of planning and designing a language learn-
ing task suitable to their environment. The session concluded by a discussion on
the applicability and feasibility of such tasks in the teachers’ own environment.

Each session thus gave participants ample opportunities to jointly explore new
ideas and technologies that were immediately applicable in their classroom. In ad-
dition, the second half of the last session (Session 5) was devoted to the production
of syllabi for the in-service courses that were to take place the following spring.
From the material presented and the activities carried out during the five 1-day
sessions, the future trainers selected ideas, tools, resources and approaches they
thought would be most appropriate for the teaching setting with which they were
familiar. For each sector, a general curriculum was thus developed by the trainers,
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which was then adapted in accordance with the needs of their colleagues partic-
ipating in the in-service courses (see Appendix 2 for an example of a course de-
scriptor used for a primary sector in-service course). Although Phase 2 in-service
courses mirrored the themes covered in Phase 1, they also diverged from them to
some extent. For example, the theme of Creating a Website for language classes was
not integrated in any of the in-service courses as the trainers felt they needed to
further develop their own skills in that area before training others. Other themes
were integrated in some courses and not in others. For instance, while the theme
of Using Computer Mediated Communication and setting up collaborative projects
was explored by all further education in-service courses, it was only touched upon
in less than half of the secondary level courses.

Evaluation

Throughout the development and implementation of the two phases of the train-
ing programme, a formative evaluation was conducted, which aimed at uncover-
ing the difficulties encountered by the trainers during the preparation and delivery
of the in-service courses. During Phase 1, the participating teachers were asked to
provide some feedback at the end of each face-to-face session. In Phase 2, feed-
back was sought from both the trainers and their trainees. In addition, extensive
discussions with the trainers took place at the end of both phases. Due to space
limitations, the next sections will report some of the results of this evaluation from
the trainers’ perspective only.

Evaluation of Phase 1 (Training for Trainers)

Following each session, the participants were asked to take part in an anonymous
survey administered via WebCT. The form was kept simple to encourage all par-
ticipants to respond and was designed to get a sense of what should be improved
for the next session as well as to prompt the future trainers to start building their
own course. The form thus consisted of the four open questions given below.

– Question 1: Indicate three things you liked about today.
– Question 2: Indicate three things you did not like about today.
– Question 3: Indicate what could be improved for a future course.
– Question 4: What aspects, if any, of today’s course would you like to replicate

in Phase 2 of the project?

All participants viewed the opportunity throughout the course to engage in dis-
cussion with peers and tutors as the most positive aspect. In particular, the com-
bination of levels, languages and teaching situations made for lively discussions
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and enhanced learning as illustrated by the following examples extracted from the
questionnaires:

Meeting with like-minded people. The opportunity to discuss our experiences
with other teachers from different levels. (Session 1)

I enjoyed meeting other Language Teachers (a few familiar faces, many new
ones) with an interest in exchanging and developing new teaching ideas. As
my own ICT skills are quite limited (self-taught) the project gives me a great
incentive to improve and to learn from others. I found it easy to approach
others in the group when something went over my head. (Session 1)

That through informal discussion with other participants I was able to
learn new things about language education in areas different from my own.
(Session 2)

The brainstorming exercise which asked us to define collaborative learning
and pin-point where it takes place. A worthwhile discussion followed which
offered the chance to hear many interesting ideas from various teachers in
the group. Again, nice to actively involve the participants and also provides
some affirmation that we are on the right track in our teaching (sometimes!)
(Session 4)

Other positive comments relate to the tutors’ professionalism and their generosity
with the material they had prepared, the clear focus and practical applications
of the course, and to the exposure to a variety of materials, many of them freely
available:

That I was introduced to software being used in my own subject area and
given the opportunity to take it home and examine it in detail. (Session 2)

I feel this has been the most important session for me so far, it was practi-
cal but realistic. We looked at a lot of issues that I feel will be put to us as
facilitators of the course. We left with real resources, e-boards etc. (Session 3)

However, participants also felt disappointed and frustrated at technology break-
downs, which unfortunately occurred in two sessions in a row:

Technological breakdown was a big disappointment: this session should have
been a ‘fairly safe one’ since we were not relying on communications tech-
nology. [I did not like] the argument that such technological problems were
a good example for us of what might happen in the classroom (we do know
about these problems because we already use IT with our pupils) and the fail-
ure to identify strategies for coping with such problems (many of us would
have had some experience of such problems) (Session 2)

The technological problems were aggravated by the OILTE committee’s decision
to decentralise the training and to use different venues each time. While this pro-
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vided opportunities to sample various educational settings, it prevented organisers
and tutors from properly testing the technological infrastructure available in each
venue. Long journeys across Ireland were also an issue for most participants, who
generally felt that moving from place to place for the training was more effort than
it was worth.

Most importantly, the future trainers felt that the time commitment was very
onerous and suggested that courses such as this be run during school time rather
than weekends. Furthermore, fears about their role and expected contribution in
Phase 2 were also expressed as illustrated by the following example:

Several members are becoming confused and/or concerned about the expec-
tations of our participation on the course and the level of in-service we are to
provide as OILTE trainers. (Session 2)

Notwithstanding the growing realisation of the work involved in becoming OILTE
trainers, the Phase 1 participants continuously related the content of the course
they were attending to their own teaching practice as well as to the needs of their
colleagues. Furthermore, the strategies used by the tutors and organisers pro-
vided a model on which to base (or not to base, as the case may be) their own
courses. Some of these strategies proved to be particularly relevant to the group
and were to constitute the backbone of the in-service component. In particu-
lar, conducting a needs analysis at the beginning of the course, fostering a sense
of ownership, focussing on hands-on sessions and providing ample opportuni-
ties for group discussions and activities were considered as essential elements of a
successful in-service course.

Evaluation of Phase 2 (in-service courses)

The in-service courses designed and implemented by the Phase 1 participants were
indeed successful. Trainees expressed overall satisfaction with the quality and rel-
evance of the particular course they attended. The OILTE steering committee’s
main concern, however, was to determine whether the training programme put
in place was scalable so that adequate training opportunities could be made avail-
able to all primary, secondary and further education language teachers. To assess
the feasibility of turning the pilot project into a nation-wide initiative, the Phase 1
participants were once again called upon to provide detailed feedback on their ex-
perience as Phase 2 trainers and to help determine the direction of future training
programmes.

The trainers delivered courses mostly to colleagues in their own schools and
maintained the ethos and collaborative approach established during Phase 1. They
also expressed a strong sense of ownership of the training materials, which they
had developed in collaboration with other trainers and tailored to the specific
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needs of the targeted schools. Trainers thus felt confident while delivering their
courses as they were operating in a familiar environment. Their in-depth knowl-
edge of the local context combined with a thorough knowledge of the materials,
along with a good understanding of the issues that may present themselves to
teachers, ensured that the in-service courses met the needs of the trainees.

However, a number of difficulties arose in the preparation and delivery of
courses. Although most of the tutors were self-taught users of technology, not all
of them had adequate access to computers either at home or in school. This ham-
pered their efforts to practise or further explore the topics covered in Phase 1. It
also constrained the production of content and materials and added enormously
to the pressure they were under. During the delivery of courses, considerable
technology-related difficulties were experienced by trainers. In particular, difficul-
ties in installing software and, in some cases, the incompatibility between software
and operating systems led to partial or complete failure of software evaluation ses-
sions. In addition, the resources available to trainers in advance of the courses were
scarce. Although the OILTE team had hoped to ensure that each trainer would be
provided with a sufficient number of language learning software titles in time for
the delivery of the in-service courses, this proved to be an unrealistic target for the
pilot phase of the project. When software was indeed available, a number of train-
ers commented on the rigidity of software and the speed at which it can become
out of date in the eyes of students.

Finally, lack of time was an area of concern to all trainers. They attended the
first phase of training during five Saturdays; the preparation of Phase 2 courses
was also done during their free time on weekends and evenings after work and this
put them under considerable pressure. While trainers acknowledged the benefit
of their participation to their own professional development, they felt that more
could be done to recognise their contribution, both financially and in terms of
academic accreditation. The funding mechanisms in place, which facilitate teacher
participation in approved courses and pay trainers for the delivery of the training,
do not account for the preparation and production of training syllabi and materi-
als. Furthermore, in this model the trainers’ potential contribution to the profes-
sional development of large numbers of teachers across Ireland does not currently
lead to any form of certification, which could enhance their career advancement
prospects.

A number of issues thus need to be resolved if the training programme is to
be scaled up in the Republic of Ireland or indeed adopted by other small countries
or regions: time constraints and limitations, availability of and access to hardware
and software, and the trainers’ financial and/or academic recognition. These issues
are further discussed in the next section.
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Discussion and recommendations

In response to the above issues, the trainers formulated a number of recommen-
dations, which can also be applied elsewhere through cooperation between the
different actors involved in the provision of in-service teacher training.

Time constraints and limitations. The trainers suggested that time for profes-
sional development of this kind be made available during working hours, through
the provision of funding for substitution hours. In the case of participation in a
Training for Trainers programme, these substitution hours should not only cover
attendance but also the time needed later by trainers to produce adapted materials
and to test the technology prior to the delivery of their course. Financial recog-
nition for preparation time should also be negotiated with funding agencies. Fur-
thermore, in order to maximise teachers’ participation in CALL in-service courses,
these need to be included in the overall diet of scheduled in-service courses of-
fered under the auspices of the relevant education authority (i.e., the Department
of Education and Science in the case of Ireland).

Availability of and access to hardware and software. Difficulties arising from
time constraints were aggravated by the lack of adequate access to computer facil-
ities during the preparation phase of in-service courses. The group suggested that
a number of laptop computers be made available to trainers from their Education
Centres. It also recommended that the NCTE and the Department of Education
and Science consider working out an attractive deal for teachers to purchase laptop
computers because such an initiative may encourage more teachers to use com-
puters for class preparation and delivery. More importantly however, a suitable
technology infrastructure is required if trainers are to apply and deliver what they
have learned in Phase 1. Such an infrastructure must also be similar to, or at least
compatible with, the teaching environment familiar to their trainees. This implies
that criteria for the selection of future trainers must include not only the appli-
cants’ professional expertise and innovation record but also the capacity of their
environment to provide a suitable technological infrastructure. With regard to the
availability of software, adequate funding and some agreement with software de-
velopers are required to ensure that software packages are available for evaluation
by course participants. Multiple copies are needed if hands-on sessions are to be
facilitated in different venues across the country.

Trainers’ academic recognition. Concrete suggestions were made for ways to
better acknowledge the effort teacher-trainers make in developing and delivering
professional development courses to their colleagues. For example – and to keep
in line with current initiatives on lifelong learning policies in Ireland – teacher-
trainers ought to be entitled to submit a portfolio of their work as part fulfilment
of the requirements for the award of a university post-graduate diploma or degree
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under the Accreditation of Prior Learning (APL) scheme implemented in some
Irish universities.

The above recommendations point to the central role of national or regional
educational policy and of funding agencies in ensuring the scalability and success
of an in-service teacher training programme such as the one piloted by OILTE.
They also highlight the importance of a close collaboration between a variety of
actors, and in particular between the public and commercial sectors (e.g., between
the Department of Education and software developers). Notwithstanding the is-
sues discussed thus far, a number of distinctive features promoted by OILTE and
recognised by the Phase 1 participants can nevertheless be integrated in other
in-service training programmes. In particular, OILTE succeeded in combining
technical and pedagogical training to alleviate teachers’ fears regarding the role
of technology in the classroom. Throughout Phase 1, participants were able to
reassert the fundamental role of the teacher as the main facilitator of language
learning. In turn, a similar emphasis on the role of the teacher in the technology-
supported language classroom underpinned Phase 2 in-service courses. In both
phases, the development of technical skills was therefore rooted in the teachers’
everyday practice, which was acknowledged and valued. Through group activi-
ties and discussions such as those described earlier, this practice was continuously
reappraised by the participants themselves, be they trainers or trainees. New ideas
emerged that were immediately applicable by the participating teachers in their
given context, such as the use of PowerPoint animations to illustrate difficult
grammar points or of pinboards to share ideas and materials between teachers
and schools.

Furthermore, the expert tutors selected by the OILTE steering committee to fa-
cilitate the Training for Trainers phase of the programme took great care in sharing
their knowledge and skills without making any statement regarding the application
in particular settings of the concepts, principles or tools they presented. Rather,
they availed themselves of the teachers’ expertise and practical knowledge of these
settings to assist in the tailoring of the materials for delivery in Phase 2 courses.
This teacher-driven approach ensured that the training programme was relevant
to the participants’ concerns and to their teaching environment.

The provision of a common Training for Trainers programme to teachers from
three different levels (i.e., primary, secondary and further education levels) con-
stituted another distinctive feature of the OILTE programme. The tailoring of
content and materials to different levels was made possible, and even enhanced,
by the sharing and contrasting of experiences. Indeed, throughout Phase 1, the
participants had to articulate their needs and the challenges they face every day
in the classroom in a way that would be comprehensible and meaningful to oth-
ers. The solutions or pedagogical approaches proposed at one level led teachers
of other levels to question their own established practice. Through this collective
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questioning and reflection, individual participants were able to reappraise their
own practice beyond the boundaries of their own local settings.

Conclusion

The pilot teacher training programme reported in this chapter was specifically
designed to address the needs of experienced language teachers wishing to har-
ness the potential of ICT for language teaching and learning in the Republic of
Ireland. It presented language teachers with an alternative to top-down training
programmes, whose content and materials may be developed by external experts
with little practical knowledge of the local situation. In fact, one distinguish-
ing feature of the OILTE project was its emphasis on the participating teachers’
own experience as language teachers. As a result, it empowered them to make in-
formed decisions on and to take control of their own professional development.
The project also brought together actors from every sector of the Irish education
system, from national agencies to representatives of schools, further education col-
leges and universities. As such, it set the basis for the creation of a network of
professionals working together towards the development and promotion of good
practice in relation to the use of ICT in language teaching.3

As the project drew to a close, a number of avenues for future developments
suggested themselves. In particular, the move from a pilot in-service programme
to a full implementation across the state is being considered by the OILTE steering
committee, should adequate funding be provided by the Department of Education
and Science. Additional administrative and financial resources are however re-
quired to properly evaluate the impact of such a training programme on the taking
up of technology supported language learning activities in schools. Indeed, im-
proved in-built mechanisms need to be set up to facilitate the systematic collection
and analysis of data on the process and outcomes of both training phases.

If some of the issues raised by the OILTE trainers may be specific to the
Republic of Ireland, others are likely to occur elsewhere. For example, time con-
straints, difficulties in accessing hardware and software, and the need to recognise
the trainers’ contribution to professional development will undoubtedly manifest
themselves in other world regions. Each of these issues will require local responses
taking cognisance of the specificity of the social and structural organisation of
teacher training.
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Notes

. The authors of this chapter were members of the steering committee, chaired by Angela
Rickard. They designed and delivered part of the training programme.

. Leinster, Munster, Connaught and Ulster.

. In recognition of the innovative and inclusive approach to in-service teacher training, the
OILTE project was awarded the European Label for Innovation in Language Teaching and
Learning in September, 2003.
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Appendix 1: Programme of Session 4 (Phase 1)

Collaborative and email projects
Saturday 10 November, 2001

Objectives

At the end of this workshop, you should be able:

– To design, to plan and to implement collaborative projects within the language
curriculum;

– To integrate ICT, and more specifically CMC tools, to enhance collaborative
language learning;

– To appraise the benefits of collaborative language learning and to identify the
problems and technical/ logistic difficulties relating to it.

Programme

9.30 Welcome and overview of workshop (with coffee)
10.00 Session 1 – Collaborative learning: what is it and why should we get

involved? (Françoise Blin)
11.30 Coffee break
11.45 Session 2 – Computer Mediated Communication (CMC) tools for col-

laborative language learning (Christine Appel)
12.45 Lunch
14.00 Session 3 – Setting up an exchange: practical considerations (CA & FB)
16.00 End
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Appendix 2: Example of course descriptor

Level: Primary Course duration: 10 or 20 hour course
Target audience:

– Project Leaders for the Pilot Project for Modern Languages
– Teachers in Gaelscoileanna
– Primary School Teachers

Skills Level:
We would recommend that participants would be comfortable in the use of
computers (opening, closing and saving files, copying and pasting, using email
and Internet). Ideally participants will have completed the Phase I and II NCTE
in-service courses, or equivalent.
Aims:

– Highlight ways of integrating ICT in the classroom in all languages, noting
the potential for the development of resources in Irish

– Foster understanding and awareness of the use of ICTs in the language
classroom

– Promote skills and confidence to integrate ICTs

Objectives:
– Provide exposure to variety of software titles, web resources, projects
– Discuss management strategies
– See potential for collaborative projects
– Deliver training

Indicative syllabus:
1. Needs Analysis – informal discussion on teachers’ experiences & needs
2. Authoring Tools – practical web-based resources for creating materials
3. Standard Applications – exploring features of existing school software
4. Email Projects – the what, why and how of establishing email projects
5. World Wide Web – exploiting the web for authentic resources, references
6. Software – exploring and evaluating some examples of software titles
7. Tools for Collaboration – using web for teacher & student collaboration

Each session or topic will be concluded with a discussion based on its advantages,
disadvantages, issues of classroom management and the implications for the role
of the teacher. The course will endeavour to refer to software or other author-
ing tools that may be common to participants’ schools e.g., HyperStudio, Clicker,
Textease, Microsoft Publisher.





Preface to

How WebQuests send technology
to the background

Scaffolding EFL teacher professional
development in CALL

WebQuests were developed initially as tasks for students in academic subjects in-
volving searching, filtering, organizing and synthesizing information from the web
to help them hone research and critical thinking skills. However, they have become
increasingly popular in language courses because they put students in contact
with authentic materials in a motivating setting structured by the objectives of
the quest. In this chapter, Chin-chi Chao shows how the creation of WebQuests
can serve as the central project to introduce CALL concepts and know-how in a
graduate-level CALL course for K-12 EFL teachers in Taiwan. Her approach, built
on the cognitive apprenticeship model of Collins, Brown, and Newman (1989),
focuses on the importance of scaffolding at two levels: providing teachers with
the support needed to successfully complete their WebQuest projects and helping
teachers insure that the WebQuest lessons they ultimately produce include appro-
priate scaffolding for their own students. The chapter covers two successive years
of the CALL course and provides a narrative of lessons learned in the first year
that led to improvements in the subsequent offering. For example, in the first year
projects were begun in the last three weeks of the course and required teachers to
produce web pages from scratch, raising a lot of anxiety. Based on feedback from
that year, Chao began the projects much earlier and allowed teachers to use avail-
able templates to produce their WebQuests. This chapter provides key advice to
educators on anticipating the challenges teachers face in a project-based approach
and echoes Egbert (this volume) in emphasizing the value of keeping the learning
situated in authentic teaching contexts.



How WebQuests send technology
to the background

Scaffolding EFL teacher professional
development in CALL

Chin-chi Chao
National Chengchi University, Taiwan

The need to contextualize teacher learning has been discussed widely in teacher ed-
ucation. Schön (1987:25) characterized teacher knowledge as knowing-in-action,
indicating that understanding is a part of the everyday classroom context. How-
ever, it is difficult for teachers to distinguish “knowing that” (their knowledge)
from “knowing how” (their practice) because the two are fully integrated (Ryle
1949:25–61). Thus, helping language teachers learn computer skills must be con-
textualized in their everyday teaching environment, and scaffolding must be pro-
vided to aid them in developing computer skills that are closely linked to their
everyday practice and to the learners that they work with in a mindful and re-
flective way (Egbert, Paulus, & Nakamichi 2002; Meskill, Mossop, DiAngelo, &
Pasquale 2002).

One way to achieve the goal is through project-based learning (see Debski,
this volume), a teaching approach that directs all learning efforts toward a con-
crete product created by the learner. This chapter focuses on strategies to scaffold
teacher learning through projects and also on the challenges faced by teachers
while learning to use technology in support of project-based learning. Both of
these foci are mediated through WebQuests, a type of inquiry project that can
create a meaningful and contextualized language learning experience.

In a graduate-level CALL course for K-12 EFL (English as a Foreign Language)
teachers offered by this author in Taiwan, WebQuests were used to help teachers
understand the potentials as well as challenges associated with computerized EFL
instruction. To use the computer to its optimal potential in the language class-
room, computer skills are not the only training that teachers need. Evidence from
the previous research is clear that teachers best learn the potential of computers
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in situated contexts when they can think about learners and classroom imple-
mentation (Becker 1994; Egbert, Paulus, & Nakamichi 2002; McKenzie 2001).
This implies that a CALL program developing deeper-level beliefs and modeling
sound pedagogy, not just teaching technical skills, is likely to have a strong and
positive impact on learning and teaching. It also follows that an important task
for CALL teacher educators is to demonstrate ways of scaffolding learning in the
computer-rich environment through supporting teacher learning situated in real
world contexts. To this end, the WebQuest required in this course was intended
to focus EFL teachers’ attention on providing motivating language instruction,
while putting technology where it should be – in the background. Through the
experience with a WebQuest project, teachers were expected to see new possibil-
ities and develop a more constructive use of the computer and the Internet with
EFL learners.

What is a WebQuest?

The website WebQuest Central at San Diego State University has the following
definition for a WebQuest:

A WebQuest is an inquiry-oriented activity in which most or all of the in-
formation used by learners is drawn from the Web. WebQuests are designed
to use learners’ time well, to focus on using information rather than looking
for it, and to support learners’ thinking at the levels of analysis, synthesis and
evaluation (Overview, the WebQuest Central website).

The three most important elements of a WebQuest project are inquiry-based
learning, meaningful use of web information, and critical thinking skills. These
elements are manifested in the five sections of every WebQuest project: Introduc-
tion, task, process, evaluation, and conclusion, presented in the form of web pages
as a project plan. Examples of WebQuests can be accessed through the WebQuest
Central website, maintained by Bernie Dodge, or the Best WebQuest website, by
Tom March.

Dudeney (2003) pointed out five reasons for using WebQuests in the language
classroom, including requiring no advanced technical knowledge for both teachers
and learners, fostering interaction among learners, allowing interdisciplinary in-
quiry, encouraging the use of higher order skills, and motivating learners through
authentic contexts. Benz (2001) further pointed out that WebQuests bring out in-
trinsic interest. The most important benefit of a WebQuest project is that it makes
language learning come alive so as to allow learners to experience the use of target
language in an authentic and meaningful way.
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Scaffolding and cognitive apprenticeship

Using scaffolding as the metaphor for teaching implies that help, guidance, and
instructional support are temporary. The goal is for teachers to move forward
from their current stages of understanding and eventually become independent
and self-regulated in the chosen domain. In practice, many models of scaffolding
in education have been developed (see Hogan & Pressley 1997). For the course dis-
cussed here, the concept of cognitive apprenticeship, developed by Collins, Brown
and Newman (1989) was adopted to guide our support of teacher learning because
its emphasis on “developing concepts out of and through continuing authentic
activity” (Brown, Collins, & Duguid 1989:44) is consistent with the goal of mak-
ing computer training relate directly to the teacher’s everyday work. Cognitive
apprenticeship is described as a means of coaching learners through authentic ac-
tivities, tools, and culture so that they can eventually perform the targeted tasks on
their own. Important steps are observation, coaching, and eventually practicing to
acquire and integrate cognitive and metacognitive strategies. Specifically, the fol-
lowing six methods are included in designing an ideal learning environment based
on the concept of cognitive apprenticeship:

1. Modeling – An expert carries out a task so that students can observe and build
a conceptual model of the processes that are required to accomplish the task.

2. Coaching – Consists of [the teacher’s] observing students while they carry out
a task and offering hints, feedback, modeling, reminders, and new tasks aimed
at bringing their performance closer to expert performance.

3. Scaffolding – Refers to the supports the teacher provides to help the student
carry out a task. . . taking the forms of suggestions or help.

4. Articulation – Includes any method of getting students to articulate their
knowledge, reasoning, or problem-solving processes in a domain.

5. Reflection – Enables students to compare their own problem-solving processes
with those of an expert, another student, and ultimately, an internal cognitive
model of expertise.

6. Exploration – Involves pushing students into a mode of problem solving on
their own. Exploration is the natural culmination of the fading of supports.
(Collins, Brown, & Newman 1989:481–482)

Note that Collins, Brown and Newman regard scaffolding as just one of the six
methods; however, the whole system of cognitive apprenticeship can be viewed as
scaffolding in a larger sense. This expanded concept of scaffolding was adopted
in the present study to support teachers in designing WebQuest projects, with the
goal to investigate the challenges involved in EFL teachers’ planning, orchestration,
and moment-by-moment support of learning with computer-supported projects.
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The context

The context for this study was an EFL teacher professional development course
which focused on theory and practice in computer-assisted and multimedia-
supported language teaching. Developing a WebQuest project for language learn-
ers was the final project for the class of two consecutive years (2003–2004).

Teachers attending this course were all practicing Taiwanese teachers working
toward a Master’s degree in TEFL (Teaching English as a Foreign Language). In
the first year, 2003, 23 junior high and high school teachers took the course. In
the second year, 2004, 19 teachers from elementary, junior high, senior high, and
vocational high schools took the course. The average numbers of years teaching
for the two groups were 9.5 and 6.8, respectively. Thus, although the teachers were
working toward a language teaching degree, they were not pre-service.

Although they were experienced teachers, few were familiar with using com-
puters in language classrooms prior to the course. According to a survey conducted
at the beginning of the course, only five in the first year and four in the second year
reported that they had had some experience. From the class discussion in the first
two weeks, it was also clear that many teachers had not thought about language-
learning computer applications in any way beyond that of the traditional one-
computer-to-one-learner model, in which drill and practice or mechanical games
were the major activity types. None of the teachers were aware of WebQuests
before the course.

Data collection and analysis

In order to understand the teachers’ responses to the scaffolding provided in the
class and the challenges that teachers faced during the project, data were col-
lected during the course and analyzed qualitatively afterwards. These data included
records of class discussion, on-line forum postings, the teachers’ final WebQuest
projects, and their reflections after the project. The reflection, the forum postings,
and the WebQuest projects were originally written in English as part of the course
assignment. The teachers were asked in the last meeting for their permission for
the data to be used in this study. Each project was examined for the context that
the activity was situated in, coherence of activity design, required critical think-
ing and language skills. Teacher concerns regarding instructional strategies were
noted, and by comparing and contrasting all of the concerns discovered, cross ref-
erenced with issues discussed in the class, the challenges faced by the teachers were
derived. Finally, the challenges were categorized, and the results are presented in
the discussion below.
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The experience of the course

The experiences the course provided in the two years were somewhat different be-
cause, based on the suggestions from the 2003 group, some revisions were made
to better support the teachers in the 2004 class. For both years, the structure of the
course was designed to support teachers through all aspects of the course expe-
rience, including scheduling, brainstorming, specific scaffolding strategies, tech-
nical learning, use of the asynchronous forum, and the development of a sample
learner product.

Scheduling

In the first part of the course, the teachers of the 2003 group were introduced
to a framework for CALL activity design and were shown examples of how the
computer and the Internet could support reading, writing, listening, and speak-
ing instruction. They did not start working on the WebQuest until the last three
weeks of the course as a final project. One suggestion the 2003 group made after
the course was that the project should be moved to an earlier time in the class,
because they had experienced anxiety waiting for the project to begin. The anxi-
ety came from their assumption that their grades depended on how sophisticated
their webpages would be even though the class discussion emphasized the instruc-
tional side of the project design. Following the teachers’ suggestion, work on the
WebQuest project for the 2004 group started from the second week. The reading
discussion, which was originally done before the project, was also carried out side
by side with the project. These changes were intended to give teachers ample time
to develop their ideas, to reduce anxiety, and to situate conceptual and theoretical
discussion in a concrete project experience.

Brainstorming

To help generate initial ideas, the participants in the 2003 group were asked to
bring to class one initial proposal for their WebQuests, and those in the 2004 group
were asked to bring two. It was also specified for the 2004 group that only one of
the two ideas could be of a travel-related theme, since in 2003, nine out of 23
projects were on travel-related themes. It seemed that the teachers chose to stay
with travel, a presumably safe topic for the EFL context, rather than really explore
other possibilities. Such projects often do not require much critical thinking be-
cause learners can just copy and paste information taken from the Internet and
complete their projects, a problem noted by March (2003). Given that there were
a variety of task types and examples available for the teachers’ reference, they were
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encouraged to collaboratively experiment with different creative task designs and
to explore a wider range of possibilities for EFL learning with WebQuests.

After the participants had developed their initial proposals, group brainstorm-
ing occurred regularly. Each individual had the opportunity to talk about ideas,
no matter how rough or immature they might be, and get feedback from the other
participants. This was also a time for the participants to explore new task possi-
bilities and to articulate and reflect on how they thought about language teaching
in general, with modeling and coaching provided by the instructor on the side as
suggested by the cognitive apprenticeship approach.

During brainstorming, the teachers in 2003 had feedback from their instruc-
tor and peers, while the 2004 group also had the unique opportunity to work over
the Internet with a group of teachers in the US taking a similar course from the
University of Toledo in Ohio. The goal for this international collaboration was
twofold: one was to give EFL teachers the experience of working with native speak-
ers over the Internet so that they would understand what could be accomplished
with computer-mediated communication, an important focus of the course. The
other reason was to allow a wider variety of feedback for their WebQuests, because,
based on the 2003 experience, teachers thought that task ideas developed by native
speaker (NS) teachers were more creative, perhaps due to the fact that NS teachers
were placed in an environment that was rich in the target language and culture.
The collaboration with the teachers from the US was expected to encourage EFL
teachers to think out of the usual classroom box.

Scaffolding measures

There were many important scaffolding strategies. First of all, the teachers were
often engaged in face-to-face and online discussion. At the time when teachers
were required to come up with initial proposals, opportunities were provided for
them to talk about their ideas in class. As explained earlier, based on the concept of
situated cognition, this was for teachers to articulate their understanding and as-
sumptions about language teaching as well as technology use in language teaching.
These opportunities helped make the implicit obvious to the teachers themselves
and to the instructor. Such discussion also fulfilled the purpose of assuring the
teachers of the legitimacy of their implicit knowledge in this unfamiliar project.

Discussion in class highlighted key elements in a quality language-learning
WebQuest, including a storyline or a scenario to engage the learner in an authen-
tic and meaningful context, the use of critical thinking while fulfilling needs of
fluency and accuracy in language use, and the requirement to make the task, the
process, and the evaluation components consistent with the scenario. These points
are similar to task design in other second language activities (Ellis 2003). Also dis-
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cussed in class were color coordination, copyrights, and visual and interface design
issues unique to the computerized language learning environment.

As the instructor, I often modeled ways to think about the project creatively,
helping the teachers to solve problems in task design or to develop interesting
contexts, for example, by getting ideas from TV programs. The teachers never
adopted my ideas directly. They would strive to add something more to make the
idea theirs, mostly based on their understanding of their learners. In addition to
face-to-face interaction with the instructor, the 2004 group also relied on a jour-
nal article on WebQuests based on the same class in 2003 (Chao 2004). This paper,
written in Chinese, discussed the strengths, weaknesses, and concerns found in the
previous group’s projects. Teachers in the 2004 class were often seen using the arti-
cle as a handy reference to examine their work throughout the project. The article
thus served as another useful tool for scaffolding teacher thinking.

Scaffolding in this class was also provided by invited speakers. One of the pre-
senters in 2004 was a high school teacher who took the course in 2003 and who
had had the experience of actually using the project with her students. In addition
to introducing the content of her WebQuest, this presenter also talked about her
experience and mistakes in both designing and implementing it. For example, she
had thought that her high school students would be able to work on the project on
their own with some simple introduction to the WebQuest that she had developed
in the course. After all, she believed that she had provided everything they would
need for the project. But, to her surprise, there were still many gaps to be filled.
First of all, being low-proficiency learners, her students showed strong resistance
to reading webpages entirely in English. Because this had not been part of their
language learning experience, they did not have confidence to read authentic En-
glish online all by themselves. The teacher had to teach useful reading strategies by
guiding learners to look for specific and necessary information only and helping
them give up the habit of reading every single word on the page as in reading a lan-
guage textbook. With reading strategy instruction in the context of the WebQuest
project, the students eventually became unafraid of reading English pages. Similar
observations in learner behaviors led the teacher to add more supportive materials
to her WebQuest. It was only after repeated revisions that the teacher finally felt
satisfied with her project as well as her ways of scaffolding language learning in
a WebQuest.

This presentation gave the class a clear picture of what a WebQuest was like
in a real language classroom and how it could have an impact on the students’
perception of language learning in general. In addition, it showed that developing
a successful WebQuest project requires a long process of implementation, reflec-
tion, and revising. What the teachers were creating at the time during the class was
just the first step. Other presenters inspired the class with information about color
coordination on web pages, multimedia applications, and copyright issues. Build-
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ing on the concept of cognitive apprenticeship, these experts were likely to allow a
wider and deeper level of reflection and awareness than what one instructor could
ever have provided mainly because of the multiple perspectives they brought to
the class. In other words, all the presenters enriched the teachers’ experience in
ways that would not have been possible if the instructor had been the only source
of information.

Technical learning

In 2003, although there was only limited time for the project, teachers were asked
to create webpages from scratch, using a webpage editor to design, develop, format
everything on the page, and publish the finished product to the Internet. Since
everything needed to be done in the last three weeks of the course, the teachers
experienced great pressure and anxiety. In order to reduce the undue focus on
technical skills, the class in 2004 not only started earlier but also used the ready-
made WebQuest templates provided by the WebQuest Central website. Teachers
who did not have any experience with developing webpages could easily open the
template in a webpage editor and replace the place-holder content with their own
information, in a way similar to using a word processing program. The template
guided the teachers to write all the necessary components for a WebQuest, allow-
ing them to concentrate on developing ideas, rather than being daunted by new
technical procedures. Those who felt comfortable with their webpage skills still
had room to create new pages and challenge themselves technically as they wished.

Using the asynchronous forum

In 2003, the asynchronous forum was used for discussion as in a distance edu-
cation course. Having many years’ experience teaching on-line courses where no
face-to-face meetings were involved, I expected that these EFL teachers would con-
tinue their class discussion in the on-line forum in a manner similar to my distance
education students. However, there was not much interaction in 2003, presum-
ably because using the forum to carry on discussion was not meeting a real need.
With the class meeting twice a week for three hours each time, there were already
sufficient opportunities for the participants to discuss important issues face to
face. It became clear that if an asynchronous forum was to be included as part
of the class experience, it must be used very differently from that in a distance
education course.

Inspired by the popular weblog (or blog) concept, in which people share per-
sonal notes, journals, commentary, passing thoughts or links (Blood 2004), I de-
cided to create a “personal space” in the forum for each participant. Like a weblog,
the space in the class forum was for the teachers to share their thoughts and reflec-
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tions. It could also be used as a place to hand in assignments or a storage space to
transport files back and forth from the computer lab. To demonstrate and encour-
age use of the space, I posted plans for each class meeting, intended objectives for
each activity, responses from the students, and my reflection after class. Because
the personal space was open to everybody in class, teachers could see my thoughts
about each class meeting. Gradually teachers too used the space for many activities
related to the project and the course, including keeping their class notes, recording
their thoughts, and keeping continuous logs about their WebQuest project. Inter-
estingly, because the weblog on the asynchronous forum was meeting real needs
for journaling, communication, and file storage during the project, many teachers
mentioned that they would like to set up a similar forum for their learners. This
indicated that the use of an asynchronous forum was perceived as a useful strategy
for supporting learners during the project.

Developing a sample student product

In 2003, some of the teachers’ projects were too complicated, with too many de-
tailed requirements to be fulfilled by language learners; while others provided only
simple and broad guidelines, making it hard for learners to understand what was
required of them. It was determined that teachers needed to create a sample stu-
dent product based on their own requirements so that they would understand how
much work was involved and what help might be needed. Thus, in 2004, besides
the WebQuest webpages, all teachers had to produce and present an example of the
kind of final product that language learners were expected to create. This led teach-
ers to examine whether or not their task, process and evaluation were consistent
and reasonable. They were encouraged to revise the project and the requirements
accordingly, if necessary. Again, the intention for this added assignment was to
encourage reflection and self-assessment.

Lessons learned

Although in both years the scaffolding measures and requirements were provided
as much as was possible at the time, it is clear that the 2003 group’s feedback helped
improve the course in 2004. The two groups’ responses to the questionnaire at the
end of the project did not show much difference: both groups reported that they
had a positive experience in the course. However, there are many qualitative differ-
ences. First of all, in the process of developing the project, participants in 2004 were
indeed more concerned about the instructional design issues than technical skills.
Also, while the topics for the 2003 group’s WebQuests were mostly traditional lan-
guage teaching topics, such as travel-related themes or introducing cultures and
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places, the 2004 group’s topics had more variety, including humanistic concerns
and other popular topics among teens such as movies. Furthermore, the process
and task designs for the 2004 group also had a more consistent look, rather than
jumping from an inquiry focus at the introduction back to vocabulary or gram-
mar quizzes. Thus, the 2004 group’s WebQuests, in my view, are more interesting
and more likely to bring creative language learning experience to learners.

WebQuest as a form of project-based learning presented many challenges to
the teachers in both years, but three major ones can be identified: (1) the challenge
to their assumptions and beliefs about language teaching, (2) the challenge to de-
velop strategies in supporting student learning, and (3) the challenge to beliefs
about technology use in language teaching.

Assumptions and beliefs about language teaching and learning

Presented as a content- and project-based approach, WebQuest was very different
from most EFL teachers’ everyday classroom experience. For example, although
some projects in 2003 had interesting story contexts, language learners were of-
ten required to read information and answer comprehension questions, instead
of transforming the existing information to create a new piece of information.
Some teachers asked expository, fact-searching questions in their projects, rather
than open-ended and inquiry-oriented ones, as evidenced in cases where only one
answer was possible to the questions. The only reason for the learner to read infor-
mation to produce such an answer was that the teacher believed it was important
to know, not because it was needed for solving a problem or developing a product.

During class discussion, one question that teachers often asked was how to
design a WebQuest for elementary school EFL classes or lower-level learners. This
revealed the teachers’ concern that if a learner did not have sufficient input or
the basics, then it was not clear how the learner would be able to engage in projects
that required critical thinking skills or output-oriented performance. This resulted
in some of 2003’s projects that had the appearance of an interesting context actu-
ally being traditional language exercises. The teacher who presented her WebQuest
and her experience with low-level learners in 2004 convinced me that the teachers
would accept project-based learning only when they have a chance to work with
their learners, solve problems along the way, and see low-level learners blossom in
the projects.

This brings up another concern related to March’s point (2003) that a Web-
Quest has to be “transformational,” which means using the existing information
to create something new and useful, such as requiring learners to analyze informa-
tion based on a new framework. There were questions about whether or not this
requirement was really reasonable for EFL learners. Many teachers in the class be-
lieved that as long as a WebQuest provided an opportunity for learners to use the
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target language in an oral presentation, even if learners did not do any higher order
thinking with the topic or simply copied and pasted information from the Inter-
net, they still had to speak and use the target language in the final presentation.
Because of the use of target language in the final product or presentation, it can
be argued that the transformational process might not be a must for EFL learners.
In class, there were also discussions on using the learner’s native language in the
process of developing the project. All of these discussions showed that WebQuest
projects challenged teachers’ existing views about teaching English as a foreign
language. The teachers might not have been able to reach a consensus in the dis-
cussion, but WebQuests indeed provided an opportunity for them to think about
what really matters in language teaching and learning.

Strategies for supporting student learning

Scaffolding is the most important aspect of the WebQuest project (March, 2003)
and figures prominently in the cognitive apprenticeship model of Collins, Brown,
and Newman (1989) discussed earlier. In designing the project, process and eval-
uation are where scaffolding should be provided. Teachers needed to make sure
that the process was a natural and cohesive development of the situation presented
in the introduction. Some teachers had an attractive scenario in the introduction
section which provided authentic and interesting context for the project; however,
the process section switched to unrelated questions that were meant to test reading
comprehension or vocabulary. This suggests that there were competing systems of
language teaching knowledge at work: While WebQuests encouraged learners to
focus on authentic use of language through problem-solving and critical appraisal
of information, many language teachers actually wanted to build in opportuni-
ties for bottom-up skill training. Thus, keeping all the components consistent and
cohesive was very challenging for these teachers.

Teachers also needed to search for relevant web information that could ac-
tually be used by EFL learners. However, many of the WebQuests led learners to
a complicated webpage without explaining what exactly they should be looking
for. Learners with limited language proficiency could be overwhelmed by a com-
plex page layout and have problems figuring out which information was actually
the focus. Furthermore, some web sites were provided not to help learners solve
problems or develop projects, but because the teacher thought this was interest-
ing background information. In other words, resources did not necessarily go well
with task requirements and goals.
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Beliefs about technology use

In the process of developing the WebQuest project, the teachers’ beliefs about tech-
nology use were often challenged. First of all, having the computer skill to create
was such an empowering and exciting experience that teachers from both years
often wanted to create many computerized tasks for their students once when they
knew how to use a computer tool. The case most often observed was with the pre-
sentation software PowerPoint. Once teachers learned how to use it, they would
often create presentations for their learners. However, the intention to create ma-
terials for learners risks the possibility of depriving them of the opportunity to
use the target language creatively on their own. Students are likely to be left with
activities that do not require much critical thinking or that might not support stu-
dents’ creative use of the target language. For example, one participant in the first
year who was a technology coordinator in his school developed a series of project
webpages that used professional-looking photos of his own creation. However, the
project was mostly about having learners respond to factual questions related to
his description of the photos, rather than involving them in critical thinking or
creating solutions to a problem. His focus on technical presentation was very ob-
vious. It was a challenge to help him become aware of what exactly the learner was
doing in the project. Providing more exemplary projects in the second year was
helpful in reducing this kind of problem. Nevertheless, one challenge for teachers
to design computerized projects was to do just enough for learners, always focus-
ing on their learning opportunities rather than the computer skill that the teacher
has acquired.

Another problem that showed up frequently in the teachers’ WebQuest designs
was animated graphics. In one of the class presentations, the audience could hardly
focus on the message given by the presenter because on the screen behind the
presenter there was a monster repeatedly swallowing a big red heart down into its
throat. It was indeed a funny animation, but it was too distracting.

The problem seemed to be in the teacher’s understanding of what visual design
meant. As most teachers had limited technical skills, clipart or free graphics on the
Internet were often their only source of graphics. When an animated graphic was
used, it was mostly for aesthetic reasons: teachers did not take into consideration
the possibility of its distracting the learner from the task. One teacher who had had
experience making web pages argued forcefully for the need to attract young learn-
ers with animated graphics as well as digital background music. She did not change
her mind until an invited talk given by a professor specialized in visual design.
The professor analyzed many professional websites designed for children, none
of which used animated graphics. Instead, a cohesive use of simple and consistent
features and bright colors were considered effective to get children’s attention. This
presentation helped to change the teachers’ concept about color usage and visual
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design. One teacher said afterwards that she had never realized her use of graphics
and colors could influence how a learner perceived information. It was clear that
developing a WebQuest project challenged them to look at webpage development
from the perspective of an educator, rather than simply as an amateur webpage
developer.

Conclusion

Creating a WebQuest provided a learning opportunity rich enough for teachers
to think reflectively about language teaching. It also allowed them to develop an
understanding of CALL in a way different from the past when technical skills were
the only focus, making teachers think more like educators rather than webpage
developers or technicians. Teachers became more self-directed learners in projects
when the teaching context was in their view. The problem is they might be blind
to some misconceptions, as was the case with graphics and icons. Supporting
teachers learning through the cognitive apprenticeship acts of modeling, coaching,
scaffolding, articulation, reflection, and exploration was beneficial in this course,
because the teachers had a variety of opportunities to engage in reflection and
sense making.

Looking to the future, although the scaffolding measures were improved in
2004, many things remain to be strengthened, including helping the teachers over-
come the three major challenges discussed earlier. Support for implementation
is also important. As some teachers from both years are still in touch, I know
that many of them are not using computers or the projects that they created
in this course, for reasons such as a shortage of computers for language classes.
Implementation is probably a larger problem than knowing how to create the
project itself.

To solve this problem, it is necessary to further integrate the CALL course
and the teacher’s teaching context. One possibility would be dedicating half of the
time to creating the project and the other half to actually implementing it in the
teacher’s classroom. This way the teachers would be supported in the process of
implementation, and they could see how real learners react to their projects. My
experience with teachers as well as many existing studies related to teachers’ learn-
ing of technology (Becker 1994; Egbert et al. 2002; McKenzie 2001) show that those
who actually implemented their projects were more likely to continue developing
their skills in using the technology and developing a mature understanding of the
role of technology in language teaching and learning. Thus, a longer term inter-
action between teachers and teacher educators, perhaps in a learning community
format, will be valuable.
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This paper discussed ways to scaffold teacher learning in one form of
computer-assisted language learning and suggested that the challenge for teacher
educators may not be in helping teachers acquire technical skills only. More im-
portantly, it emphasized the value of educating teachers to use the computer
reflectively. Only when teachers become aware of their assumptions and mis-
conceptions associated with computer use can they develop effective solutions to
foster language learning and achieve a fruitful learning environment.
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Preface to

Designing and implementing collaborative
Internet projects in Siberia

Much of the literature and discussion on modern CALL relates to situations in
the developed world, most particularly in North America and Europe. By adopt-
ing this perspective, numerous assumptions tend to follow without question or
reflection: that the technological infrastructure is stable and reliable; that a wide
range of software applications and programs are available to all; that institutions
are receptive to the introduction of CALL; and that the practices of language teach-
ers are readily amendable to change if the opportunity for training is provided.
At a deeper level, there is a tendency for certain political, social and economic
circumstances to be taken for granted; furthermore, within education, particular
pedagogical contexts, cultures and approaches are assumed. While much valuable
information and expertise can be exchanged between those who share this com-
mon ground, it would be foolish indeed to assume that this constituted the whole
picture. It is crucial we also look outward, to different CALL settings operating
within different parameters and sets of assumptions. Thus, in this chapter Larissa
Olesova and Christine Foster Meloni consider teacher education and CALL in a
particularly remote area: Yakutia, Siberia. They look in detail at the design of a 20-
hour course on CALL for English language teachers in this part of Russia, taking
into account the role and status of English in a non-English-speaking country. The
chapter considers the challenges faced and the many factors that need to be taken
into account when introducing teacher education and CALL in such a context.
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Introduction

In order to utilize technology effectively for pedagogical purposes, teachers of for-
eign languages need to have appropriate training. They need to learn how the
technology works and how it can be used to improve the teaching and learning
process. Although language teachers anywhere in the world need to learn these
fundamentals, there are special circumstances for those involved in technology
training in isolated or less developed regions of the world. This chapter discusses
one such setting, English teachers in Yakutia, Siberia. The teacher training course
described here can serve as a model for trainers in similar settings; trainers in any
situation, however, ought to find many aspects of this model relevant, particularly
those in non-English speaking countries.

We begin with a brief description of the context in which this course is sit-
uated. The official languages of the Republic of Yakutia are Russian and Yakut;
however, the working language in the government and many other spheres is En-
glish. The Educational Standards in Training Specialists of Higher Education in
the Russian Federation require the preparation of English-language specialists in
Yakutia. There is, therefore, an urgent need to prepare individuals who are pro-
ficient in English. The skill areas of particular interest are writing and speaking.
Individuals are needed who are able to write accurately and appropriately in En-
glish (e.g., to prepare reports, business letters, formal e-mail messages) and who
can speak effectively at professional meetings where English is the medium of
communication, both at home and abroad.

Yakutia is a republic in Northern Siberia, the largest and most remote territory
in Russia. The climatic conditions are severe as winter lasts seven months with
an average temperature of minus 60 degrees C. Roads are impassable and rivers
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are frozen. The economic situation is poor. The local economy depends almost
exclusively on its natural resources as few other ways to obtain income have been
developed in Yakutia. Salaries are generally very low.

How do university professors in this desolate and remote location train their
teachers to prepare individuals who are highly proficient in English? Computer
technology seems to hold the key to their success although serious problems exist.
The cold weather has an impact on the computers: the Internet satellite connection
operates in the open air, and it can freeze when the temperature is low. The connec-
tion through the regular telephone cables is safer but it is extremely slow. Despite
these hardships, interest in computer technology is keen. It is generally acknowl-
edged in all sectors of society that the Internet offers a very attractive solution for
bringing the people of Yakutia closer to people beyond their borders.

Yakutsk State University (YSU) is located in Yakutsk, the capital and the largest
city in Yakutia. Founded in 1956, it is an educational institution of higher learn-
ing in Yakutia with an annual enrollment of more than twelve thousand students.
Despite the poor economy in Yakutsk, YSU has modern computer facilities for
teachers and students. In 1999 the Soros Foundation installed computer labs with
an Internet connection in the university. The Ministry of Education of Yakutia is
very interested in the development of educational technology and teacher prepara-
tion. It has partnered with YSU to establish three distance education centers within
the University: the Yakut Regional Center of Distance Education, the Center of
Distance Education (Sitim), and the Educational and Methodological Laboratory
(Communikant). A number of courses have been developed to train teachers in
the use of computer software, multimedia, and Internet informational resources.
Most of these courses have been designed for the disciplines of computer science
and mathematics. Unlike their colleagues in the scientific and technical fields, for-
eign language teachers at YSU have been reluctant to adopt Internet technology.
Those who have utilized the Internet consider it primarily as a source of teaching
materials. Few recognize its communicative potential.

One of the authors (Olesova), a professor of English at the Yakutsk State
University, was the first foreign language educator to implement a collaborative
Internet project there. She designed four projects with two universities in the
United States. The objectives of these projects were to improve student accuracy
and fluency in writing in English and to develop cross-cultural communicative
competence.

She found that her students were very enthusiastic about these projects and felt
that the project objectives were reached. However, she was unable to convince her
colleagues to implement their own collaborative Internet projects. They were hesi-
tant primarily for two reasons. First of all, they considered the computer primarily
as a tool for developing writing skills and felt unsure of their own ability to write
well in English as they lacked formal training in writing. Secondly, they lacked
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computer expertise. As Pilus (1995) wrote of the situation in Malaysia, “Assuming
that everybody is able to use a keyboard is a fallacy as it is not uncommon to find
some teachers grappling with the keyboard searching for the right button to press.
For a novice computer user, using the keyboard can be quite intimidating. . .” 1

Before attempting to implement collaborative Internet projects, the YSU
teachers requested in-service training. They wanted to learn more about writing
and about computing simultaneously. These YSU teachers had a very supportive
institutional administration and modern computer facilities. The crucial missing
elements were instruction in writing and training in CALL. Olesova therefore de-
signed a CALL training course with a focus on collaborative writing projects that
was piloted with two groups of teachers. The remainder of this chapter discusses
the design of the course, the results of the two pilots, and the implementation of
the course.

In-service CALL course: “Teaching with Technology: Designing and
Implementing CALL Projects”

Course design

Because collaborative CALL projects are viewed as an effective means of training
English language specialists, the YSU administration sees this new course as a very
valuable addition to the teacher education in-service curriculum. Given the re-
moteness of Siberia and the shortage of opportunities for face-to-face contact with
native speakers of English, these projects can bring the English-speaking world
closer in a way that would not be otherwise possible. As Kasper (1999) points out,

Recent research has demonstrated that collaborative computer-based learning
yields a number of significant educational benefits to ESL students that can em-
power them in their efforts to gain full access to an English-speaking academic
environment.

Dracopoulos (2003) emphasizes the sense of community that collaboration in
cyberspace can create:

Learners have a sense of identity within and a sense of belonging to their virtual
community. In a virtual learning environment, the sense of community plays an
integral role in education by minimizing the feelings of isolation that learners may
experience.

The course has been designed, piloted, and revised; it was added to the curriculum
in Spring 2005 as a supplement to two existing courses: “Methods of Teaching
Foreign Languages” and “Methods of Teaching English.”
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The new course challenges the traditional approach to teaching and learning in
Siberia. As it introduces a learner-centered approach, teachers need to rethink their
basic pedagogical assumptions. Warschauer and Healey (1998) write that teacher
roles have changed and what teachers learned in their teacher training courses
years ago is no longer adequate:

The assumption from cognitive theory is that teachers do not pour information
from their store into the heads of waiting and willing students, but that students
actively interpret and organize the information they are given, fitting it into prior
knowledge or revising prior knowledge in the light of what they have learned.

This approach initially seems less appealing to many of the teachers who are
satisfied with the teacher-centered classroom because “The first step in a true
learner-centered approach is to gain as deep an understanding of the learner as
possible” (Focusing on Learners 2005). Additional effort on the part of the teacher
is, therefore, required. Brown (2003) clearly explains the distinction between the
teacher-centered and learner-centered approaches:

The teacher-centered approach places control for learning in the hands of the
teacher. The teacher uses her expertise in content knowledge to help learners
make connections. The effort to get to know the learner and how he processes
information is secondary. The learner-centered approach, however, places more
of the responsibility for knowing individual learner capabilities and creating an
environment where learners can make learning connections.

The introduction of technologies such as e-mail and the WWW naturally leads to
more student control. “Certainly online instructors are discovering that their role
must change from ‘sage on the stage’ to ‘guide on the side’ – tutor, facilitator, and
coach” (Focusing on Learners 2005).

Teachers are grappling with this change in most parts of the world. Walker
(1994) points out, for example, that in Saudi Arabia teachers generally view the
introduction of CALL as a positive event but some teachers are hesitant about
“turning over control to students.” In talking about CALL teacher education in
New Zealand, Johnson (1999) states that the most widely accepted model is that
of students as “passive receivers of knowledge, in the form of lectures, from their
teachers, ‘the experts’.” Although the concept of autonomous learning is familiar
because of its popularity in the literature, many cannot relate to it personally.

The YSU course takes into consideration the potential resistance of the teach-
ers by creating a course that is learner-centered and provides opportunities for col-
laboration. It consists of both the theoretical and practical training of EFL teachers.
It is divided into three parts. Since the majority of teachers are not proficient in
basic computer skills, the first two weeks are dedicated to computer basics. The
second part, Internet Applications, focuses on search engines and communication
technologies. The third part introduces Collaborative Internet Projects in EFL.
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The course is undertaken in a traditional classroom (8 hours) and in a com-
puter lab (12 hours) for a total of 20 hours per semester over a 10-week pe-
riod. Teachers spend additional hours every week in cyberspace completing as-
signments.

Course syllabus

The first part of the course, Basic Computer Skills Development and Theoretical
Grounding, takes two weeks and consists of two two-hour lessons. The first les-
son is conducted in the computer lab and includes computer fundamentals such
as keyboarding and mouse work, along with basic word processing techniques.
Teachers begin by filling out a questionnaire to assess their computer skills at the
beginning of the course. They then practice keyboarding and mouse use and word
processing techniques. The second lesson takes place in the classroom and focuses
on the theory and practice of computer-mediated communication. Teachers read
and discuss a variety of books and articles that consider the use of asynchronous
and synchronous computer technologies (e.g., Almeida-d’Eça 2003; Braunstein,
Meloni, & Zolotareva, 2000; Egbert & Hanson-Smith 1999; Fotos & Browne 2004;
Gonglewski, Meloni, & Brant 2001; Inman 2004; Robb 1995; Warschauer 1996;
Warschauer, Shetzer, & Meloni 2000; Weasenforth, Biesenbach-Lucas, & Meloni
2001; Weasenforth, Meloni, & Biesenbach-Lucas 2005; Wood & Smith 2001).
These readings not only provide the theoretical and practical background for the
course but also demonstrate the rather large body of literature on the benefits of
collaborative Internet projects.

The second part of the course, Internet Applications, takes four weeks and
includes four two-hour lessons (lessons 3–6). The main purpose of the third les-
son, held in the computer lab, is to show teachers how to find, save and store
Internet sites. Teachers are introduced to the most appropriate search engines
(e.g., Google), effective search strategies, and techniques to evaluate websites. They
browse content-rich sites, e.g., “Blue Web Content Areas” and “Marco Polo”. They
read the article “Sorting Strands of the World Wide Web for Educators” by March
(n.d.) in which he gives suggestions for effective searching and provides a frame-
work for classifying materials found on the Internet into seven categories. While
searching, teachers evaluate sites and bookmark the ones they want to keep in a
personal list. Teachers become familiar with the Purdue University Online Writ-
ing Lab and locate guidelines and models for writing business letters and essays.
They write a comparison/contrast essay in which they compare three Web sites on
a topic of their choosing related to English language teaching.

In the next lesson teachers learn/review computer and Internet terms as well
as the mechanics of e-mail and become familiar with ways of using e-mail as a
communicative means for educational purposes. They discuss the article on using
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e-mail in the foreign language classroom by Gonglewski et al. (2001). They experi-
ence e-mail messages in authentic situations by sending e-mails to each other and
to the instructor. In addition, teachers experience chat by meeting in a chatroom
to discuss their own views on the advantages and disadvantages of chat for English
language learners. They use Tapped-In, which offers an easy-to-use chat platform,
and discuss Almeida-Eça’s (2003) article on the use of chat.

Teachers experience the discussion board as a new means of online communi-
cation between teachers and students in the fifth lesson. Popular course manage-
ment systems such as Blackboard are not available in Yakutsk; therefore, Nicenet
was chosen as the vehicle for the discussion board: it is free and easy to use.
Teachers learn the mechanics of the discussion board and engage in a threaded
discussion. Teachers return to the classroom for Lesson Six. The discussion topic
is the advantages and disadvantages of the discussion board.

The third part of the course, Collaborative Internet Projects, takes four weeks
and consists of the final four two-hour lessons. The seventh and eighth lessons are
held in the classroom. Teachers become familiar with the theoretical background
of project-based methodology and discuss selected journal articles that describe
Internet projects. The primary article is “The US-SiberLink Internet Project” by
Braunstein et al. (2000). It describes a project in detail and is directly relevant
to the teachers’ situation as it discusses an exchange between YSU students and
students in the US. The instructor presents other projects including several carried
out by Ruth Vilmi in Finland and ones mentioned in the teacher resource book by
Warschauer et al. (2000). Then teachers are asked to find articles or websites that
describe other collaborative Internet projects and then study the content and the
design of those projects.

The final two lessons of the course focus on the development of individual
projects. Teachers work in the computer lab to design their own collaborative In-
ternet project which makes use of e-mail, the WWW, Nicenet, and Tapped-In. They
complete a preliminary version of the syllabus for a project that they intend to
implement. This project serves as the teacher’s final exam for the course.

Technology focus

In order to develop and participate in a collaborative Internet project, teachers
need to be familiar with three communicative technologies in particular, e-mail,
the discussion board, and the WWW. All lesson assignments, plans and question-
naires in the course are sent through regular e-mail. A discussion board is estab-
lished and it becomes the true focal point of the course (see Kamhi-Stein (2000)
for a discussion of the use of this technology in a methods course). Teachers are
required to participate in weekly discussions on a variety of course-related topics.
They soon discover that a discussion board has the potential to bring about dra-
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matic changes in the roles of teacher and students. A teacher who sets up a discus-
sion board automatically creates a more learner-centered environment. The World
Wide Web is also important for finding information and for publishing projects.

Chat is introduced as an interesting feature but one that is not necessary for
a successful collaborative project. Synchronous communication becomes difficult
when you take into consideration the differences in time zones. There is, for exam-
ple, a nine-hour time difference between Yakutsk and London and a 14-hour time
difference between Yakutsk and Washington, DC. This creates scheduling chal-
lenges that are sometimes insurmountable. It is worth trying if possible, however.

Special course considerations

Pace
When planning a CALL course for teachers, it is important to keep in mind that
the computer skills of the participants vary. In order not to slow the pace of the
course unnecessarily, students in this course are divided into small groups for the
lessons in the computer lab. Each group includes a teacher with more advanced
computer skills who can help the others develop their skills more quickly. In this
way the instructor does not have to work with each teacher individually, and the
course can proceed more expeditiously.

Slow connection
The most frustrating feature of computer use in Yakutsk is the connection speed.
The speed depends to a certain extent on the time and the day, and this reality
needs to be taken into account when scheduling lab time for CALL courses. But
it is also wise to avoid certain tasks such as downloading audio and video files
that take considerable time even with relatively fast connections. Avoiding possible
sources of frustration is advisable in order to keep or gain the enthusiasm of the
teachers.

Flexibility
In-service CALL courses should be designed to meet the specific needs of the
teachers enrolled in the course. As Egbert, Paulus, and Nakamichi (2002:119)
found in their survey of the effectiveness of CALL training, “Previous research
has suggested that transfer might be more effective if coursework dealt with the
needs and circumstances surrounding specific teaching situations.” They cite in
particular studies by Fisher (1999) and Ringstaff, Yocam, and Marsh (1996). For
this reason the final part of the course focuses on the individual teaching situations
of the participants. The teachers create a project that is appropriate for their own
classroom.
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Two pilot studies of the new course and evaluation

The new course “Teaching with Technology: Designing and Implementing CALL
Projects” has been involved in two pilot trials. The first pilot of the new course
was held for 30 university teachers from the Department of Foreign Languages in
Technical and Natural Sciences of YSU in May of 2004. The second pilot was held
for 22 EFL teachers from secondary schools of Yakutia in October of 2004.

These pilots were abbreviated versions of the course. The first pilot consisted
of two hours per week for five weeks for a total of 10 hours. The second pilot was
a two-day workshop of five hours per day for a total of 10 hours. The participants
in the first pilot were university EFL teachers between the ages of 25–35 who were
considered more advanced computer users. The instructor was confident that it
was not necessary to teach keyboarding and Internet browsing skills to teachers in
this age group but her assumption was incorrect. After working with these teach-
ers, the syllabus was revised to include instruction in Internet search skills as a
mandatory part of the course. The second pilot involved a more intensive format
but the total number of hours was the same as the first. The participants were sec-
ondary school teachers with minimal computer skills. It was necessary to include
lessons to develop basic computer skills such as keyboarding and word-processing.
The major focus on collaborative learning through Internet projects, however, was
retained.

Most of the time in both pilots was dedicated to Part Three of the course, Col-
laborative Internet Projects. The trainer focused on the Yakutia-USA experience,
in particular, and the role of synchronous and asynchronous technologies (i.e.
e-mail, the discussion board, and chat) in these projects. Certain lessons from
Part Two, Internet Applications, were briefly presented, such as the selection of
appropriate search engines and ways to find content-rich websites.

Participants in the pilots were not given a formal evaluation form to complete
at the end of the course. However, based on her personal observation of the teach-
ers during the course and conversations with them at its conclusion, the trainer
concluded that the primary benefits of the course were (1) the change in the teach-
ers’ perception of the usefulness of Internet projects in the EFL classroom and (2)
the teachers’ increased confidence in their ability to use computer technology for
these projects.

Teachers became convinced that there was educational value for English learn-
ers in the communicative technologies. They decided to implement CALL projects
in order to, as one participant commented, “refresh the atmosphere of foreign
language learning for my students.”

A serious problem that the course creator had faced initially was the lack of
conviction on the part of the teachers. She realized that the teachers were not
convinced of the effectiveness of CALL projects in teaching foreign languages.
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These reservations had to be taken into consideration and addressed in a sensitive
manner. Cuban (1996) talks of “techno-reformers” who are unable to convince
teachers to adopt computer technology because of “their exaggerated claims for
what the technology can do, their disregard for the social organization of schools,
their ignorance of classroom realities. . .”.

McKenzie (1999) describes Sally Jane, a typical “technology-reluctant” teacher
who is not interested in computers and who wants to focus her energies on being a
good teacher. She is popular with her students and she has a reputation for achiev-
ing satisfactory results in her classroom. She “has not yet seen much value in two
decades of technology promises and products. She is reluctant to fix her class if it
isn’t broken.” However, teachers usually do change if an in-service course meets
their needs. As McKenzie (1999) affirms, “The most change occurs when someone
‘buys in’. They are most apt to ‘buy in’ when their personal passions and interests
are at stake.”

Svetlana was one of the few in the pilot course who had already participated
in collaborative projects. She was not satisfied with these projects because she had
not understood the theoretical rationale for them. She had felt unprepared and
ineffective.

I experienced two CALL projects between my EFL students at YSU and EFL
students at the University of British Columbia in Canada in 2001 and 2002.
The problem I felt as an instructor was that I couldn’t adjust to the new ped-
agogical theory. I lost myself in traditional instruction and in the desire to
continuously grade the progress of my students. I couldn’t combine my tra-
ditional way of instruction and the new “computerized” way of instruction
in these projects. After attending the new course “Teaching with Technology:
Designing and Implementing CALL Projects”, I finally understood the ratio-
nale of these projects with their emphasis on a learner-centered environment
and student autonomy. I think EFL teachers should use Internet projects in
their classrooms to make their instruction more effective and interesting but
they need training.

In addition to lack of theoretical preparation, lack of confidence in their techni-
cal ability was another reason for the teachers’ negative attitude toward the use
of computer technology. The increase in the teachers’ confidence during the pi-
lot courses was very evident. This finding is in keeping with research carried out
on the impact of pre-service and in-service CALL courses (e.g., Keirns 1992) that
show these courses tend to increase the confidence of teachers. Many see this as
the primary benefit of CALL courses.

A few teachers felt they were already familiar enough with technology. They
discovered, however, that the course was very valuable for them, both for the
technical and the pedagogical training. As Oksana said,
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I heard much about technology in EFL but never tried it practically. Before
the course, I used e-mail and was familiar with some websites so I thought
that I was experienced enough in using technology. But after taking the new
course, I was assured that I knew little about teaching with technology. Not
only was I not familiar with all of the necessary technology but I had no idea
about the pedagogical rationale for these projects. I am sure that this type
of course is necessary to run in Yakutia because Yakutia is situated far from
other cities and towns of Russia. CALL projects are the best educational tool
that can help foreign language students in Yakutia practice the target language
and communicate with native speakers.

The course designer noted some problems that arose during the pilots. The major
problem was that the teachers were not accustomed to checking their e-mail ev-
ery day. As a result, the teaching/learning process slowed down at times. Another
problem was the initial lack of participation in the online discussions. It was a new
experience for the teachers, and it took a few weeks for them to begin to access and
post to the discussion board. The workload was admittedly heavy, and the teachers
had to struggle to keep up. Although class time was only two hours a week in the
first pilot, considerable time was spent outside of class on cyber assignments.

In revising the course, the designer tried to find ways to alleviate these prob-
lems. One suggestion was to make participants more aware of the demands of the
course before it started. To eliminate parts of the syllabus was not an acceptable
option, but it was noted that it may be possible to distribute some of the reading
assignments ahead of time.

The original plan for the course was to focus on both writing instruction and
technology. As is obvious from the syllabus, little formal writing instruction was
included. The teachers did practice their writing a great deal through their e-mail
and discussion board communication, and the designer noted that their messages
became longer and more frequent. She also observed that, as they had more prac-
tice in writing in English, their writing lost its “Russian style”. Their mastery of
English syntax improved and thus their writing became clearer and more under-
standable. However, it was decided that two additional courses would be developed
focusing exclusively on writing: one that would teach the participants how to write
a variety of text types (letters, essays, case studies, research reports) and another
that would focus on the theory and practice of teaching writing.

Current status of the course

The course was added to the curriculum in the spring of 2005. It was offered in
the spring and in the fall to a limited number of YSU professors of English. Par-
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ticipation was limited because it was felt that some problems still needed to be
worked out.

Parts One and Two of the course went quite well. Problems, however, were
encountered in Part Three. The teachers were required to plan and implement
authentic collaborative Internet projects. As the trainer felt that the teachers were
not ready to carry out a project with a group in an English-speaking country, she
found two institutions in Siberia that were willing to participate. The first attempt
failed because of the inability of the teachers in the two schools to finalize the
project guidelines in a timely fashion. The second attempt failed as well because of
problems with the Internet connection.

Two important revisions have been made to Part Three. In the future, the
participants will work with teachers outside of Russia who have had extensive ex-
perience in implementing collaborative Internet projects, and the planning process
will begin several weeks before the project is launched.

Conclusion

Foreign language teachers in Yakutia and throughout the rest of Russia have been
largely unsuccessful in providing opportunities for authentic communication to
their students. They still use audio and videotapes to try to imitate target language
environments in their classrooms. But with collaborative CALL projects teachers
do not need to imitate the target language environment. They can provide an au-
thentic forum in which their students can practice language online with native and
non-native speakers from different countries.

Collaborative Internet projects are an excellent means for teachers and stu-
dents anywhere in the world to improve their language skills. They are especially
useful in remote and isolated areas as they help teachers and students become more
a part of the global community. Teachers are optimistic that this new in-service
course will prepare English teachers in Yakutia to create citizens proficient in the
English language. By designing and implementing collaborative Internet projects,
teachers will help their students develop the crucial skills needed to communi-
cate in English with native and non-native speakers accurately, appropriately, and
sensitively.

Note

. The reader should be aware that this and other quotations in the present chapter appear
without page numbers because they were taken from articles on unpaginated Web pages. These
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articles either had no corresponding print version or that version was not accessible to the
authors.
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Preface to

In-service CALL education

What happens after the course is over?

Many chapters in this volume provide reports of successful implementations of
CALL courses and workshops, but little is known empirically about the differ-
ences in teachers’ subsequent performances. What are teachers able to do with
the material they acquired in a CALL course once it is over? And what factors
may explain individual differences in success with transferring CALL knowledge
and skills to their own classrooms? These are particularly interesting questions to
ask with respect to teachers who have been plying their profession without much
use of technology for years. In addressing issues such as these, Lillian Wong and
Phil Benson present an 18-month case study contrasting the performances of two
experienced EFL teachers in Hong Kong during and after a 15-hour in-service
CALL training course. The two were introduced to technology for language teach-
ing rather late in their careers, at ages 55 and 56, and provide a striking illustration
of how teachers who begin at a similar level can show quite different long-term
outcomes due to individual characteristics. In particular, the authors suggest that
the internalised views of language teaching the teachers bring into a technology
course may play a significant role in how successful the eventual integration of
CALL concepts into language teaching practice is. Although they are careful not
to overgeneralise, in their study the teacher who was more comfortable with a
student-centred approach seemed to be the more successful in integrating tech-
nology into her class. For the less successful one, the authors identified a number
of factors – some of which correlated with her more teacher-centred approach –
that negatively impacted her performance. Accompanied by a rich review of rel-
evant literature and enlightening excerpts from interviews with the two teachers,
this study is worthwhile reading for any CALL teacher educator but should be
particularly valuable for those working with language instructors who have been
teaching without technology for a long time.
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Introduction

This chapter reports two case studies from a longitudinal project investigating how
five Hong Kong teachers attempted to put into practice what they had learned
during a 15-hour in-service CALL training course. The course aimed to enhance
the participants’ IT knowledge, skills and strategies with a particular focus on the
integration of IT into the curriculum (IT integration). Expecting that the partici-
pants would apply what they learned to their own classrooms, we also recognised
the difficulties involved in fostering the kind of changes implied in IT integra-
tion through a short in-service course. The project discussed in this chapter was
designed to investigate how some of the teachers who took the course used IT af-
ter the course was over. We focus on what is actually involved in IT integration
from the teacher’s perspective, by examining the contrasting experiences of two
teachers, both of whom were coming to grips with IT relatively late in their ca-
reers. Although the experiences described are specific to Hong Kong, insights from
them may be more widely applicable, especially to language educators engaged in
IT training of teachers in the later stages of their careers.

Integrating IT into teaching

A number of recent studies in the field of computers and education have pointed
to what Pope, Hare, and Howard (2002:191) call a “gap” between what teachers
are taught about IT and the ways they are expected to use IT in the classroom.
In the conclusion to their review of the research, Egbert, Paulus, and Nakamichi
(2002:111) observe that although IT courses can change teachers’ attitudes, in-



 Lillian Wong and Phil Benson

crease their confidence and provide them with IT skills, “coursework alone, devoid
of the opportunities to practice, apply, and see evidence of student improvement,
may lead to technology learning but not necessarily to its use.” The keyword here
is ‘integration’, which is for Ertmer (1999:50) not a matter of the number of com-
puters in a classroom or how often they get used, but a matter of “the extent to
which technology is used to facilitate teaching and learning.” There is currently a
strong expectation in many educational systems that teachers should be capable
of taking the lead in IT integration, and it is in preparing teachers for this leading
role that pre- and in-service IT courses have been found most wanting. The re-
search suggests, however, that any expectation that this could be achieved through
pre-service or in-service technology courses conducted outside the contexts of the
teachers’ daily work may well be unreasonable. Meskill, Mossop, DiAngelo, and
Pasquale (2002:54), for example, emphasise the importance of conceptual change,
and argue that “training may not be sufficient for the needed conceptual develop-
ment that leads to the kind of ease and repertoire characteristic of expert users”
(see also Parr 1999). Some researchers stress the value of IT integration within the
training experience itself (Mitchem, Wells, & Wells 2003; Pope et al. 2002; Strudler
& Wetzel 1999), while others emphasise the value of situated learning experiences
(Egbert et al. 2002; Swan, Holmes, Vargas, Jennings, Meier, & Rubenfeld 2002) and
mentoring by teachers with IT experience (Franklin, Turner, Kariuki, & Duran
2002; Parr 1999; Swan et al. 2002; Ward, West, & Isaak 2002).

The balance of the research tends to focus on the failure of teacher educa-
tion to prepare teachers for IT integration. It sometimes appears, however, as if
it is teachers themselves who are the main obstacle to this goal. As Franklin et al.
(2002:26) put it: “As educational institutions acquire more sophisticated hardware
and software, the need arises for teachers to obtain the necessary skills to imple-
ment these tools into the classroom curriculum.” Mitchem et al. (2003:397) argue
similarly that “society is currently experiencing great technological momentum,”
but “many teachers have not demonstrated an adoption of such advances.” These
formulations of the problem suggest that technological progress imposes a respon-
sibility of adoption upon teachers, independently of the pedagogical relevance and
utility of new technologies to the contexts of their work. From this perspective, a
well-grounded decision to reject a particular technology in a particular situation
can easily be misinterpreted as a more general ‘failure’ to achieve the goal of IT
integration.

Studies of teachers’ rationales for the non-adoption of technologies intro-
duced during IT training courses are, in fact, relatively rare, but those that we
have tend to suggest that there are often good reasons behind teachers’ decisions
(Bullock 2004; Egbert et al. 2002; Lam 2000; Strehle, Whatley, Kurz, & Hausfa-
ther 2001; Willis & de Montes 2002). Egbert et al. (2002), for example, conclude
that lack of time for preparation, inadequate resources and insufficient support
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are prominent among the factors that can discourage teachers’ use of IT in the
classroom. Lam’s (2000) study of 10 Canadian language teachers points to the im-
portance of personal beliefs about the benefits of technology: some teachers are
simply not convinced that IT integration is worthwhile. Qualitative studies, espe-
cially, have pointed to the importance of localised contextual factors. Strehle et al.’s
(2001) study of their own experiences of IT integration shows, for example, that it
is important that IT serves the instructional goals of the teacher and makes ped-
agogical tasks less, rather than more, complicated. Bullock’s (2004) study of field
placements shows how contextual factors concerned with relationships between
the trainees and their mentors caused one ‘pro-technology’ teacher not to use IT,
while another, who was initially resistant, used it regularly.

Above all, these studies raise questions about the sense in which the more gen-
eral process of IT integration is mediated through teachers’ experiences of using
IT in specific contexts. We are beginning to understand, in other words, that IT
integration is not simply something that teachers must ‘learn how to do,’ but a
process that potentially involves changes at many levels, including pedagogical be-
liefs. The present study attempts to contribute to a better understanding of what
this process may involve from the teachers’ point of view through two case studies
of Hong Kong secondary school teachers who struggled to integrate IT into their
work with different degrees of success.

IT integration in Hong Kong schools

In recent Hong Kong education policy, IT integration has become a priority and
has been viewed as making important contributions both to the development of
Hong Kong as an internationalised technology-intensive knowledge economy and
to educational reforms focused on student-centred learning (Benson 2004). In
view of the importance of English language skills within the Hong Kong educa-
tion system, English teaching has been a major focus of IT initiatives, and in 1999
a new English syllabus was released, in which preparing learners for the changing
socio-economic demands resulting from advances in information technology was
specified as one of the two overall aims. As a consequence of this policy, many En-
glish teachers report that they are the main users of newly-installed Multimedia
Learning Centres (MMLCs) after the computing teachers and that up to 20% of
their timetables may be allocated to CALL activities. The SeeIT (Secondary En-
glish Education IT) course discussed in this chapter was specifically designed for
secondary-level teachers of English with little or no CALL experience in response
to an invitation from the Education and Manpower Bureau. The course consisted
of five 3-hour sessions in an MMLC, which introduced the teachers to poten-
tial classroom uses of IT resources, including CALL CD-ROMs, the web, bulletin
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boards, chat rooms, D-Film, PuzzleMaker, Blackboard, HyperStudio and Hot Pota-
toes. The course was taken by approximately 1,800 teachers (around 25% of the
total number in Hong Kong) between 2000 and 2002.

Research design

The aim of this study, which forms part of the first author’s ongoing doctoral re-
search, was to investigate how Hong Kong secondary school English teachers used
IT in their teaching over an 18-month period following the SeeIT course. A case
study approach was used in order to gain an in-depth understanding of the process
of IT integration in the particular contexts in which the teachers worked. Data col-
lection instruments included pre- and post-course questionnaires, video-recorded
classroom observations and post-observation interviews over the six months im-
mediately following the course, a round-up interview following the analysis of this
data and a follow-up interview one year later. The data collection was completed
in August 2004. The five teachers who remained in regular contact throughout the
18 months of the study were volunteers from a group of 120 who took the course
in late 2002. In this chapter, we focus on two of these teachers, who were coming
to grips with IT relatively late in their teaching careers, because their contrasting
experiences offer particular insight into the nature of IT integration as a process.

Case studies

Penny, the subject of the first case study, is a New Zealander who was 55 years old,
with over 20 years of teaching experience when she took the SeeIT course. Cathy,
the subject of the second case study, is a local Cantonese-speaking teacher who was
56 years old, with 36 years of teaching experience. Penny had been teaching in her
school for three years, having previously taught in New Zealand, while Cathy had
been teaching in hers for her entire career. Both chose to try out IT initially with
one Form 3 (Grade 9) English class. Penny’s school was a lower band Chinese-
medium school while Cathy’s was a higher band English-medium school, which
meant that Penny’s class had a lower range of abilities in English than Cathy’s. The
two schools were, however, subject to the same IT policy and had similar facilities,
including an MMLC that was available for booking on a voluntary basis.

Responding to questionnaire items eliciting ratings of self-confidence in using
IT on a scale from 1 (not confident at all) to 5 (very confident), Penny gave herself
a 2 at the beginning of the SeeIT course and a 3 at the end, while Cathy gave herself
a 1 at the beginning and a 3 at the end. In interviews conducted 18 months after the
end of the course, however, Penny described herself as being “on the high side of
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3”, while Cathy described herself as “between 2 and 3”. Responding to a modified
version of Russell’s (1995) model of six stages of adaptation to new technology,
Penny and Cathy both placed themselves at Stage 2 (“I am currently trying to learn
the basics. I am often frustrated using computers. I lack confidence when using
computers.”) at the beginning of the course and at Stage 3 (“I am beginning to
understand the process of using technology and can think of specific tasks in which
it might be useful.”) at the end of the course. Eighteen months later, however,
Penny placed herself at Stage 4 (“I am gaining a sense of confidence in using the
computer for specific tasks. I am starting to feel comfortable using the computer
to enrich the curriculum.”), while Cathy placed herself between Stages 3 and 4.

These self-ratings give some indication of the different trajectories of Penny’s
and Cathy’s experiences of IT integration during and after the course. Penny began
from a higher level of self-confidence and reported steady gains in confidence both
during and after the course. Cathy, on the other hand, began from a lower level of
self-confidence and reported a much higher gain during the course than she did in
the 18 months that followed. As we will show in the case studies that follow, this
reflects the fact that Penny experienced more success than Cathy in her efforts to
apply what she had learned from the course.

Penny

As noted above, when Penny began the SeeIT course, she had been teaching En-
glish in her current school for three years. Before this she had taught English in
New Zealand for around 20 years. At the beginning of the course, she reported
that she had some experience of using Word, email and chat and that she had used
the web to search for teaching materials, but not in the classroom. Penny also re-
ported strong explicit beliefs about language teaching. In response to a request for
information on her teaching background and IT experience at the beginning of
the project, she provided a detailed CV, including a section in which she stated:

I am skilled in the communicative approach to language and stress student
involvement, participation and interaction. . ..I am committed to the use of
authentic materials in the classroom and aim to ensure all ESOL teaching is
appropriate, relevant and focused on student needs and abilities.

In the 18 months following the course, Penny used a limited range of IT tools, fo-
cusing on the use of web searches to extend topics covered in the school textbook.
She held a total of 12 MMLC lessons, divided into four topic-based units, in the
first six months of the project. In the three lessons on the fourth topic of “Visiting
Hong Kong”, for example, the students worked in small groups to locate web sites
on travel to Hong Kong, noted information on weather, hotels, restaurants, shop-
ping, etc., and made PowerPoint presentations for the class. Penny usually prepared
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task sheets for MMLC lessons and generally appeared comfortable in the MMLC,
giving clear instructions and guidelines, moving freely around the classroom, and
frequently sitting down with students to help them with their work.

In the interview conducted 18 months after the SeeIT course, Penny reported
that she was continuing to use IT regularly and suggested that IT was now well-
integrated into her teaching as a whole:

I don’t want to move right away from what we usually do as we don’t get time.
And I’m focussing on the topic we are doing in class anyway, it’s an extension
of the vocabulary, giving them a chance to get used to what we’ve been using.

In addition to MMLC lessons, Penny had also begun to use a laptop computer in
her regular classes, to give PowerPoint presentations on grammar points, and said
that she wanted to use bulletin boards and Hot Potatoes, but she had not yet found
the time to master them.

Penny seems to have assumed that the use of IT would add interest to the
students’ learning:

Oh, because I’ve been thinking about IT when I’m designing the [teaching]
program. . . and I think adding something to what they’ve been doing with
the textbook. I think, it adds to the enjoyment, to the interest they have and
their willingness to work.

Her familiarity with the Internet, however, appears to have been the main factor
in her choice of web searches as a focus for units of work:

It’s not that difficult actually, once you get into it, you start thinking about
it, I did the same thing, I thought I need somebody to give me a [software]
program to use. After the IT course I realised I could actually do things with
IT, that don’t involve spending money. . .

Interestingly, Penny credited the SeeIT course for the realisation that she did not
need to use specially designed software, but could instead build upon the limited
IT knowledge and skills that she already had.

Penny also had a fairly clear idea of the role that the Internet could play in
her students’ learning as an extension of topics covered in the classroom. Follow-
ing the fourth observed session, for example, in which the students searched for
information on jobs, she commented:

You can find so much more if you go online, a newspaper is, is limited . . . and
there are new jobs coming up online. . . I mean they are not really looking for
jobs here, what they are eventually doing is practising using a very useful tool
to find real information.
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Her expectation also tended to be confirmed by the outcomes that she observed in
the MMLC, which contributed to a fairly rapid growth in her confidence with IT.
After the fifth observed class, for example, she commented:

The use of technology definitely improves motivation and more successful
pair work. Students were relaxed and appeared to enjoy the activity. Some
of the students were developing some creative and imaginative presentations
using a variety of well developed skills. Most students were on task and using
initiative to create interesting presentations. . . . Most students were positive
about the activity – they were interested and enjoyed having the chance to
be creative.

Penny was, nevertheless, confronted with obstacles, including technical break-
downs, frustration with the layout of the MMLC, problems associated with the
difficulty of the language that students found on the web and a lack of interest and
collaboration from other teachers. She appears, however, to have overcome these
obstacles relatively quickly. Her attitude to problem solving in the MMLC was re-
flected in a series of self-evaluative comments that she wrote at the end of the first
six months, which included the following:

Development of confidence in my use of MMLC and the use of IT with the
students. From my observation of the videos, I felt there was a definite change
in my ability to present the lesson to the students, to explain what I wanted
from them and to actively participate in helping students in a positive way.

Improved programme planning as I developed the different units. I think I
was unrealistic in what I expected students to complete in a lesson at the be-
ginning of the programme and at first very little was actually finished. I need
to improve further on this and keep the units of work simple and short while
remaining challenging for students.

These comments show that Penny viewed obstacles and failures as opportunities
for learning and that she had a clear perception that she was making progress and
of the nature of the progress that she was making. As we will see in the next section,
Cathy appears to have experienced similar obstacles more intensely and was less
successful in her attempts to overcome them.

Cathy

When Cathy began the SeeIT course, she had been teaching in the same school
for 36 years. She taught English for eight years in the early part of her career,
then switched to teaching Geography through the medium of English, returning
to English teaching in 1998. At the beginning of the SeeIT course, Cathy reported
that she used Word for school administrative work and for setting tests and ex-
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amination papers and Excel for recording student grades, but had no experience
of using IT in teaching. In response to the request for background information,
Cathy provided only a brief summary of her working experience. In contrast to
Penny, she did not articulate a coherent set of beliefs about teaching at any time
during the project.

In the six months following the course, Cathy used the school MMLC on seven
occasions, including five observed classes. On each occasion, she brought an IT
technician to the class as an assistant. In contrast to Penny, Cathy used a variety of
the tools presented during the SeeIT course, including a bulletin board, D-Film,
web searches and voice recording. Eighteen months after the SeeIT course, Cathy
reported that she had used the MMLC several times over the previous year for web-
searches, student writing and poster design activities, voice recording and CALL
activities based on a commercial package related to the school textbook. Summing
up her experience over the 18 months, Cathy said:

I can see certain results and I can see that I can carry out some of the lessons
quite er . . . quite well may be. However, it’s sometimes. . . disorientating and
sometimes frustrating. Disorientating . . . I just have no idea what I’m going
to do and what direction I should go. And the frustrating thing is I myself
haven’t got the expertise to use various kinds of software or in different ways.

What we see, then, is that although Cathy continued to use the MMLC and re-
tained some enthusiasm, her use of IT was not exactly integrated into her teaching
as a whole. She was still using the MMLC sporadically and for a variety of pur-
poses, none of which was sustained over any period of time. IT activities had not
become a regular part of the learning routine for her students and she acknowl-
edged her own lack of direction in regard to IT.

Cathy’s description of the first four classes, in which she used a bulletin board
(E-class), and a web-based animation programme (D-Film), reveals a pattern in
which she would try out tools and activities and then abandon them fairly quickly:

I found that out of 42 students, about 10 of them really responded to E-class,
the rest of them didn’t really respond to it, so I tried D-film and I found that
creating a dialogue in reported speech seems to be a good choice for the D-
film, so I chose D-film for them to create dialogues, make the lesson more
interesting, because I know that D-film is quite exciting for the students, but
I can’t use it many times, it’s only once every now and then, so next time I
shouldn’t be using D-film again, they won’t be interested in it anymore. . .

Cathy appears to have been particularly sensitive to any lack of interest displayed
by the students and to her own feeling that the motivation aroused by the tools
that she had chosen would not be durable.
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Cathy reported four other obstacles in her IT work. These were similar to the
obstacles Penny had experienced, but it seems that Cathy found them much more
difficult to deal with. Firstly, she referred on a number of occasions to her lack
of expertise. In the first observed class, for example, she noted the difficulty of
managing the threads of discussion on the bulletin board:

I’m not familiar with the E-class, some of them, when they started up a new
topic for discussion, I have no idea of whether this is a new topic, or are they
really commenting on what I posted up, I’m not familiar, and then the IT
technician told me that these are the new topics they posted up.

Cathy is referring here to a familiar problem for first-time users of bulletin
boards – that of posting and responding to messages in the appropriate thread.
She also acknowledges that she was the source of the problem in this case and that
it was the IT technician who solved it. Cathy experienced a number of technical
or quasi-technical problems of this kind in her early classes, which she tended to
attribute to her own lack of technical expertise.

Secondly, Cathy frequently referred to issues of classroom control. Describing
one lesson, for example, she said:

It was rather out of control (smiles) . . ., I got stuck in the front and just
couldn’t walk around and supervise, I have to concentrate on how to control
the discussion, so I can’t provide them with any supervision, I was walking
around and encouraged them to talk among themselves.

She was also concerned that students did not listen to her during MMLC classes:

I found myself getting a bit annoyed when students were not responding
to my questions. My tone started to change and I was rather blunt in my
questions.

While the students were working on tasks, Cathy tended either to walk up and
down the central aisle or stand at the back of the room, rarely looking at the
students’ screens unless they asked for assistance. In fact, she never seemed en-
tirely comfortable in her interactions with the students in the observed MMLC
lessons. She tended to address the students from the front of the class, at one point
adopting what she called the “rather severe approach” of ‘locking’ the students’
computers so that they would pay attention to her.

This loss of a sense of control appears to be linked to the third obstacle,
concerned with the quality of the students’ language work in the MMLC:

I cannot control how they type, they keep ignoring me and keep typing
phrases, short sentences, I have to keep scolding them, you can’t do that, in a
way . . . free response is a good thing but I have no control of it.
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In particular, she was concerned about their use of non-standard English, saying
that she worried that “they are doing this as if they are doing ICQ”. Lastly, Cathy
felt that she was somewhat isolated in her efforts:

I have limited knowledge of different websites, I myself am not very keen on
surfing the Internet, old people like me. Every day at home after school, I
arrive home at about 7 o’clock, after dinner I will also spend some time, I
don’t have much time, just check email, I seldom surf the Internet, so I’m still
learning a lot of basic skills, and sometimes, as I said, I am sort of forcing
myself try hard to find out more, and also I don’t have a lot of connections
with the colleagues at school, and I don’t know what they are doing and they
don’t know what I’m doing.

We note that both Penny and Cathy saw the need for cooperation among col-
leagues and sensed a lack of collaboration among the teachers in their schools.
Unlike Penny, who began to use the web frequently herself after the SeeIT course,
Cathy also seems to have seen herself as being somewhat isolated from the com-
munity of those who “surf the Internet”, which she attributed to her age. This may
well have contributed to the intensity of the other difficulties she experienced.

Cathy also recognised that lack of preparation contributed to some of the dif-
ficulties she experienced. In the third observed class, she took up the researcher’s
suggestion to extend a recent classroom activity by asking the students to do a web
search on the life of Einstein. The transcript of this class shows that this was a
less than satisfying experience, however, with a good deal of confusion over what
exactly was to be done and a rather indefinite conclusion. After the class, Cathy
observed:

As I did not tell them what I expected them to do afterwards and did not have
questions for them to do, they did not have a clear idea of what to look for
and just read. I realised my mistake in not telling students my expectations
and not giving them enough guidelines.

Summing up her experiences after the first six months, Cathy also showed aware-
ness of the need to prepare for MMLC classes in the longer term, commenting that
she had “no real definite plan” for when to use the MMLC because “the lessons
that we’re using in the textbooks seldom need the involvement of computers”. She
added that “unless I really do a topic with them, at the moment, it seems that I’m
using the MMLC for the sake of using it”. As we saw earlier, a year later, Cathy still
had this sense that her IT work lacked “direction”.

Cathy showed no lack of awareness of the need to integrate her IT work with
the curriculum as a whole. It appears, however, that the repeated and interact-
ing obstacles that she experienced in the MMLC made the task of IT integration
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particularly difficult in practice. In the face of these multiple obstacles, she never-
theless maintained a positive attitude in the final interview:

Sometimes I have a feeling that I’m trying to force myself to use IT to teach
English but it’s the only chance that I can see whether I can, you know, put
what I have learnt into practice and see whether students can gain something
from using this. . .

Although Cathy appeared to have made relatively little progress in regard to IT
integration eighteen months after the SeeIT course, she had not given up trying.

Discussion

Penny and Cathy both learned a great deal from their experiences during and after
the SeeIT course. By the end of the eighteen months, however, Penny had clearly
been the more successful of the two in terms of the goal of IT integration. While
Penny appeared to have reached a zone of relative comfort in regard to IT inte-
gration, Cathy was still struggling with many of problems confronting her in the
first weeks of the project. For teachers adopting IT relatively late in their careers,
IT integration may involve deep processes of change at both the professional and
personal levels. In this respect, Penny seems to have been far more open to change
than Cathy was. It is important to recall, however, that both took on the task of IT
integration willingly and enthusiastically and that they saw similar potential ben-
efits for their students and themselves. While it is possible that Penny was simply
more ‘adaptable’ than Cathy, we also want to consider two senses in which the
obstacles to IT integration may, in fact, have been greater in Cathy’s case.

Especially relevant here is the fact that educational policies in Hong Kong and
elsewhere explicitly link IT integration to a shift towards more student-centred
learning. Penny’s data show that she already had strong explicit commitment to
student-centred learning and a communicative approach to language teaching in-
volving the use of authentic materials. Her decision to focus her MMLC lessons on
web searches was informed by an understanding that materials on the web could
be used as an authentic supplement to textbook materials. She also welcomed the
opportunities for pair and group work and for interaction with students at their
workstations that the MMLC provided. She was, in other words, able to fit IT into
an existing framework of beliefs and practices. Although Cathy was not overtly re-
sistant to the idea of student-centred learning, she was less experienced in it and
her data show that she faced particular problems in working out how the MMLC
could fit with her teaching style. Although she saw benefits in terms of student mo-
tivation, she found it difficult to see how IT-based activities could complement the
curriculum and was not entirely convinced that the students were really learning
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English in the MMLC. She also experienced difficulties in organising MMLC activ-
ities, which were related to a sense of loss of control in the classroom. In this sense,
Penny and Cathy may have been engaged in very different processes of change. In
Penny’s case, IT integration seems to have been a matter of coming to grips with
the ways in which IT could support clearly conceptualised pedagogical purposes.
In Cathy’s case, however, it was a matter both of coming to grips with IT and find-
ing a pedagogical purpose for its use. IT integration may in this sense have been a
far more complex task for Cathy and this complexity may well explain the feelings
of ‘disorientation’ that she continued to feel 18 months after her training course
had ended.

The fact that Cathy was engaged in a more complex process of change may well
explain the greater subjective intensity with which she experienced technical prob-
lems. Cathy consistently connected these problems to her own lack of expertise
with IT and tended to rely on an IT technician for their solution. In contrast, Penny
adopted the view, consistent with principles of student-centred learning, that the
students were the ‘experts’ on IT and that she could rely on their expertise in the
MMLC. Also, in the early weeks of the project, Cathy’s main difficulty seemed to
lie in the sheer number of technical and logistical problems that she faced in the
MMLC. Switching tools and activities in the face of these problems also meant
that she regularly encountered both new problems and new contexts for old prob-
lems. Penny, on the other hand, seems to have experienced fewer problems in the
early weeks, in part because she was able to recycle tools and activities with which
she was becoming progressively more familiar. Why did Cathy not simply adopt
some of the solutions to logistical problems that Penny adopted, such as the use of
task-sheets for web searches? The answer may be that she fairly quickly found her-
self in a ‘vicious circle’ in which problems seemed to pile up on each other rather
than diminish. It is possible that what Cathy lacked most in the early weeks of the
project was simply a positive experience in the MMLC, which would have allowed
her to recycle activities, reduce the number of problems she was facing, and begin
to develop her skills using tools which she felt served a clear pedagogical purpose.

Conclusion

Earlier studies of pre-service training have concluded that a short course is likely to
be insufficient preparation for teachers to successfully integrate IT into their class-
rooms. This chapter suggests that this is also likely to be true of in-service training,
but in a somewhat different way. In-service teachers, especially those encounter-
ing IT late in their careers, may face the particular problem of integrating IT with
deep-rooted beliefs about teaching and learning. Given that current thinking on
IT integration tends to favour a student-centred approach over a teacher-centred
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approach, this problem may be more acute for some teachers than for others. Our
case studies also suggest that the process of IT integration is one that involves the
teacher as a whole person and tends to develop its own momentum within the
unique context of the teacher’s work.

This suggests to us that a more comprehensive professional development
for IT integration should include not only technical skills and knowledge, but
also strategies for technology-enhanced teaching and classroom management. It
should also involve discussion of beliefs about teaching and learning and the ped-
agogical implications of IT integration. In addition, active steps may need to be
taken to help teachers gain positive experiences in the process of transition to new
modes of teaching with IT and to assist them to explore and understand the im-
plications of technological innovation for their own beliefs and practices. Further
research is clearly needed, however, to examine how the process of IT integration
works for teachers at different stages of their careers. This chapter suggests that
relationships between the adoption of IT and teachers’ pedagogical knowledge,
beliefs and practices will be one important focus in such research.
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Preface to

Teacher preparation for online
language instruction

Increasingly, we are seeing the development of language courses that are conducted
either partly or wholly online. How do we prepare today’s classroom teachers for
the transition to the effective use of both the online environment and dedicated
online applications and content? In an institutional environment, what kinds of
training and support need to be in place for the migration of parts or all of an
existing course to the online setting? In this chapter Christopher Jones and Bonnie
Youngs describe a hybrid foreign language course developed at Carnegie Mellon
University containing both face-to-face and online elements, though with an em-
phasis on the latter. The focus, however, is not on the course but on the challenges
facing the developers in preparing the teachers who implemented it. The first part
of the chapter reviews three interdependent areas that have been identified as keys
to success in online teaching and learning: socialization to the online environment
to build both student-teacher and student-student relationships, stimulation of ac-
tive participation, and collaboration. The authors go on to describe the Language
Online project, initially developed to replace “self-paced” courses at Carnegie Mel-
lon that made limited use of technology. Their discussion includes lessons learned
from early implementations, for example, recognizing differences between regu-
lar and adjunct instructors and between those with stable broadband connections
as opposed to those dialing in to the campus system from off-site. Excerpts from
case studies of four French and Spanish instructors give further insight into the
implementation and training process as well as individual differences in teacher
adjustment to this new environment. In addition to the analysis offered in the
chapter, Jones and Youngs provide links to training checklists and teacher ques-
tionnaires that can be adapted by others engaged in making the move to online
language instruction.



Teacher preparation for online
language instruction

Christopher M. Jones and Bonnie L. Youngs
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Introduction

Though literature in the area of general online instruction is now widely available,
the preparation required of teachers for an online language instructional environ-
ment is little understood. The multiple definitions of “online” are part of the issue,
in that the instruction described varies from enhancements of classroom teaching,
to hybrid courses (mixed online and face-to-face), to fully Internet-based distance
teaching, though this last is still relatively uncommon for languages. The technolo-
gies in use change annually, at the very least, and often require new learning from
instructors and students. Certain technologies imply new methodologies; others
require no more than a transfer of an existing methodology into a new medium.

This chapter combines an overview of the issues involved in preparing teach-
ers to teach languages online with a report and case studies based on the Lan-
guage Online project at Carnegie Mellon University in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania.
Language Online is a grant-funded project to deliver basic French and Spanish
language instruction via the Web.

Teacher preparation in CALL

Evidence of teacher preparation for teaching online, distance, or hybrid language
courses is difficult to find in the United States, to the point where NCATE (The
National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education) has specifically indi-
cated that technology methodology training for K-12 foreign language teacher
candidates needs to be added to their preparation. Indeed, for a study in which
19 countries responded to a questionnaire on technology use to enhance language
learning, one universally cited success factor was rigorous teacher education in



 Christopher M. Jones and Bonnie L. Youngs

the forms of the integration of language and content learning, communicative
teaching methods, and a focus on language learning strategies (Pufahl, Rhodes,
& Christian 2001:3).

As indicated above, many countries are already prioritizing technology in
teacher training programs, and European teacher trainers advocate a mandatory
set of teacher education standards by describing a first recommended benchmark
for a European infrastructure of language teacher training for technology that
would “. . .compare modes of delivery and access, the structures of training, and its
content. It also needs to set out information on pedagogic matters, methodology,
and theoretical perspectives in second language teaching and learning” (Grenfell,
Kelly, & Jones 2003:211). In addition, the authors note that benchmark num-
ber 17 urges the use of ICT (Information and Communications Technologies)
approaches for interactive use with pupils in the classroom, and while agreeing
that much good practice in teacher education training programs exists, there is no
consistency (Grenfell et al. 2003:240).

Just as Europeans see a need for improved teacher education in technology,
Americans could improve in this field. Spector and de la Teja note: “It is. . .quite
clear that our capacity to make effective use of information technology in edu-
cational settings is impaired by inadequate preparation of teachers. . .” and fur-
thermore that changes in information technology mean that “. . .the development
of competencies for online teachers [is] a continuous process and demands con-
tinuing professional preparation and training for online teachers” (2001:4). Glatz
states that

[i]n addition to the traditional methodology course, [a] second course explor-
ing the critical nature of the mediated social context of multi-media, perhaps
even specific to one language of instruction, would then also be required, one
in which students started creating MBC (Multi-media-based content) and TELL
(Technology-enhanced language learning) materials (2001:232).

Teacher education in technology is not optional, due to the obvious differences
between traditional language teaching and online teaching. Issues such as course
design, how the content is delivered, and how the instructor interacts with the stu-
dents (Meyen, Lian, & Tangen 1997:168), as well as redesigning teaching strategies
and learning activities, especially where visual cues are absent in text-based envi-
ronments (Harasim 1987:119, 131) all must play a major role in teacher education
programs. Moreover, the

. . .online instructor does not have the advantage of being able to make changes in
lectures, resources, or even assignments on a routine basis, as might occur in tra-
ditional instruction. . .Revisions are possible, but difficult and time-consuming.

(Meyen et al.: 168)
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In many delivery systems, even a basic requirement like writing class plans, there-
fore, can be a major obstacle to teaching well, if a teacher cannot learn to prepare
well in advance for possible glitches in online delivery.

Key target areas for teacher training

There is agreement among researchers that key areas need to be addressed by
teachers learning to use technology in their online environments: socialization, ac-
tive participation, and collaboration (cf. Harasim 1987; Hiltz 1988; Carlson 1997;
Glatz 2001; Grenfell, Kelly, & Jones 2003). This is undoubtedly a novel aspect
of online instruction: combining pedagogical goals with a course’s technological
underpinnings.

Creating socialization is an important skill for teachers to learn in the online
arena (Carlson 1997; Meyen et al. 1997). Initial contact between teacher and stu-
dents is vital (Carlson 1997:6). Especially with respect to an online course, Meyen
et al. observe that

. . .online instruction is a hybrid approach to distance education that incorporates
many of the features of independent study with the structure of an organized class.
That is, students have classmates to interact with, and communication with the
instructor is an integral part of online instruction (171).

Group activities can also foster socialization (cf. Harasim 1987; Hiltz 1988; Mason
1988; Carlson 1997; Li 1999; Glatz 2001). Teachers can be taught how to use CMC
(computer-mediated communication) as it deals directly with two issues related
to translating traditional pedagogical methodology to a technology-rich learning
environment, thereby increasing socialization: by facilitating and monitoring in-
teractions with students, and by facilitating and monitoring interactions between
students (Glatz: 230). Moreover, the immediate feedback and the stimulation pro-
vided through CMC can provide models of language use from student to student,
and perhaps help maintain a continued interest in the subject matter and learning
(Glatz: 224, 230).

Stimulating active participation by all students can be one major pathway to
success in an online course (Hiltz 1988; Carlson 1997). Hiltz states that

[t]echniques related to success in the Virtual Classroom have to do with stimulat-
ing a form of participation which is very difficult within the traditional classroom:
the active engagement and participation of all students in a collaborative learning
community. . . [T]hat communication is asynchronous. . .opens up new possibil-
ities for enabling all students to actively participate, at their own pace, in dealing
with the concepts, skills, and ideas in a course (27).
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Carlson supports this idea by observing that “. . .[I]n an online class, students have
to participate to stay in the class; passive students must quickly become active stu-
dents to succeed in an online class” (7). Glatz describes small group discussions in
a forum as “. . .the natural interaction of people at a social gathering” (231). This
type of natural interaction, promoted by a teacher educated in technology use,
could stimulate successful active participation.

Collaboration is the third key area of successful online technology use, and
it can be improved via the socialization techniques described above and through
active participation by as many students in the course as possible. Teachers col-
laborate with students regarding course materials, technology use and difficulties,
and course requirements, in addition to posting comments related to student
contributions in chat or group forums. Collaboration between and among stu-
dents in chats, posting responses to each other’s comments, and in group projects
will contribute to socialization and participation, as all three areas are necessarily
interrelated and interdependent.

Online language learning at Carnegie Mellon

Language Online (LOL) was initiated in 1999 with the award of a grant from the
Mellon Foundation toward the costs of creating online courses in basic French and
Spanish. Four-semester sequences were created and written with the participation
of over fifty faculty, staff and consultants, and by 2005 had been in regular rota-
tion for three years. The courses have been extensively evaluated (Chenoweth &
Murday 2003; Chenoweth, Jones, & Tucker 2006) and appear to fall within the
targeted zone of “no significant difference” in terms of both student achievement
and student and instructor satisfaction when compared with conventional class-
room instruction. Two doctoral dissertations have also been completed based on
data collected on LOL students (Murday 2004; Ushida 2004). A major upgrade
to the French course is scheduled for fall 2006, in the context of the Hewlett-
funded Open Learning Initiative as well as the new NSF-funded Pittsburgh Science
of Learning Center. In this next round we hope to integrate significant student
tracking and modeling in a proprietary course management system, cognitively
informed tutorials, enhanced media content, and research-driven iterative de-
velopment.

The LOL courses were intended to solve a general education problem of
scheduling conflicts for students in studio and lab-intensive majors who found
it almost impossible to register for beginning language courses meeting four times
per week. In the process the new courses altered the focus of the department in
the domain of technology-enhanced learning from the computer as a “teaching
machine” (Fleming & Hiple 2004:70) to distributed or web-delivered instruction.
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With this change, technology became inseparable from the course, as opposed to
previous partial or modular (and often optional) integration. Stand-alone websites
with JavaScript enhancements and Hot Potatoes exercises are used for the delivery
of course materials and practice, while testing and communication for both in-
structional and administrative purposes occurs through Blackboard. Face-to-face
interaction continues to be part of the course delivery through a single weekly
class meeting and flexibly scheduled one-on-one meetings with the instructor and
a language assistant. Online modular work plans that can be easily altered by in-
dividual instructors allow for customizing of the learning sequence according to
instructor preference. From the instructor’s point of view, the primary changes in
teaching the new courses were an altered definition of the instructor’s role and
technology training that could no longer be avoided without consequences.

Early history of LOL teacher preparation

Noting the trends regarding teacher preparation, teacher education courses, and
the needs that teachers have to teach well with technology, it is obvious that
training at a professional level, scattered until now, is increasingly recognized as
vital to the success of students in an online language course. At Carnegie Mellon
University, we have attempted to base online instructor training on preferred in-
structional strategies with an eye toward student learning styles. This has not been
by any means a seamless process.

Several factors made the first offerings of the online courses the most diffi-
cult of all. Since LOL courses took the place of “self-paced” courses in French
and Spanish, courses which had few technical enhancements and relied primar-
ily on assignments done individually and submitted in hard copy for correction,
the transition to managing an online course proved to be daunting for many of
the instructors primarily used to dealing with a traditionally organized self-paced
course. The first instructors were the least prepared and technically adept, and
at the same time the LOL courses were in a beta state with imperfections and
technical failings, leading to a high level of frustration in many cases.

The initial training sequence for instructors was not substantially different
from what it is today: mailings of a pre-semester checklist of preparatory steps
and necessary skills,1 followed by one or more workshops to work through as-
pects of course preparation which had not been mastered. In the case of adjuncts
who had other full-time jobs or were only marginally available for out-of-class
training, this system was not successful. In one notable case, a valued instructor
missed all the training and was hesitant to ask for help with the result that impor-
tant online course components were never used. Another adjunct needed to dial
in long-distance through a telephone modem to access Blackboard and course ma-
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terials. The page loading was glacial in speed, and the department needed to make
a one-time concession to pay the substantial phone bill. Difficulties of this nature
were unforeseen, but in retrospect were normal changes and to be expected when
instituting an online program of this scope.

The technological reputation of Carnegie Mellon University can lead to the
assumption that technological literacy is universal throughout the university com-
munity. This assumption is often unfounded for students, and even more fre-
quently for instructors. One difference from the first offerings of these courses is
that instructors who are judged to have little technical background are not offered
teaching assignments in LOL. Even those with some technical experience make
a substantial effort to become comfortable with the various technologies which
make up the course underpinnings. A questionnaire was originally proposed to de-
termine an individual’s technological capabilities, but a conversation between the
Coordinator and a potential instructor was found to be sufficient (see the NETS
and Michael Coughlin sites for further information on technological literacy).

An additional problem arises with instructors who have gone through one
training sequence, mastered several technologies, then assume that nothing will
have changed in the technical environment since the last course offering and skip
the training sessions. A major example of this occurred when LOL changed from
an early use of WebCT to the institutionally-supported Blackboard. Virtually every
associated technology had a different look-and-feel, while the testing environ-
ment had significant differences that made porting the tests from one management
system to the other a major adventure.

Beyond technical training, meetings of online instructors to discuss peda-
gogical issues have been unfailingly fruitful. Issues such as how to structure chat
sessions (or not), the number of participants in such sessions, and the need for
consistent and timely feedback on everything from online tests to submission of
writing assignments, are among those discussed in this context. These discussions
have the advantage of being peer-driven, rather than top-down (as in the technical
training), and often create lines of communication that remain useful throughout
the online teaching experience. Even these must be carefully dosed, however, so as
not to overburden instructors; training at the beginning and a group wrap-up at
the end of a semester seem to be more than adequate. Online teaching is anything
but a free ride: our predictions that instructional time requirements would not be
reduced in an online context have proven to be correct (see Chenoweth, Jones, and
Tucker (2006) for this and other summative research findings on LOL).
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Case studies: Four online instructors

Training is an important aspect of learning how to teach online courses. More
crucial, however, is beginning the process of teacher training with instructors who
have been grounded in sound pedagogy and methodological practices. The case
studies described below may help to illuminate instructors’ perceptions of the
differences between the methodologies required for the two environments.

In spring 2003, four limited case studies were done on four online in-
structors. The case studies involved the observation of one class, an electronic
questionnaire,2 and a follow-up interview based on the questionnaire. Three of
the instructors had taught an online course more than once; one instructor was
new to the online environment. The instructors will be designated as FR2 and SP2
(second semester French and Spanish respectively), FR4 and SP4 (fourth semester
French and Spanish respectively). The impetus for the study was a comment made
by the SP2 instructor during a department meeting. Even though this instructor
is an excellent instructor (as are the other three instructors in this project), having
won a graduate student teaching award at Carnegie Mellon, she reported having
difficulty handling the material in her online course, stating that she did not know
how to create the same atmosphere for learning and speaking as she was able to in
her traditional courses. For the purposes of this study, in addition to the instru-
ments noted above, observations were done on the SP2 instructor’s two traditional
SP2 classes. It is important to note that for both French and Spanish, the content
of the online courses is different from that of the traditional courses.

The questionnaire was written to highlight the SP2 instructor’s comments and
insecurities. The interest in the study stemmed from two very distinct points of
view: that of the FR2 instructor’s perspective that teaching the online course is
similar to teaching her traditional courses as opposed to the SP2 instructor’s opin-
ion that the two environments are not at all similar. The research’s focus was to
understand how these instructors approached the management of their online
courses, most specifically as related to the handling of the one hour weekly class,
and with respect to all possible combinations (student-student, teacher-student,
student-teacher) in the second language acquisition research areas of interaction,
community building, and feedback.

Prioritization becomes a major issue in the hybrid sections, as the need to
choose which topics to practice or review in class is primary. The SP2 instructor
found that she spent more time scaffolding her students’ oral abilities, a need she
found much less evident in her traditional sections, and was therefore unable to
focus on exploring and expanding the content of the online course via oral exer-
cises. She felt too that one of her priorities in the online class hour was to explain
the Spanish language to the students in a much more concrete manner than in
the “exploratory” mode that she favored in the traditional classes. This led to her
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speaking Spanish much more slowly, thus for her, inauthentically, and using more
English than was her norm.

One of the central interview questions posed was to ask the instructors what
they would teach new online instructors. There were no strong themes to the
replies, although the issue of teaching online instructors how to use and adapt
the technical aspects of the course was certainly essential. Online instructors need
to feel able to change the course to suit their personalities and the needs of their
students; lack of this ability can lead to frustration for the instructor. This major
aspect was noted by Meyen et al. (1997): online instructors must feel in control
of the teaching and learning situation. Moreover, our online instructors indi-
cated that the students need to be trained in the technical aspects of the course
as well, in order to limit frustration all around: for the instructors when students
do not accomplish their tasks, and for the students when they do not know how to
accomplish their tasks.

During the electronic and face-to-face interviews of the methodology study,
the key areas of socialization, active participation, and collaboration, as discussed
above, were also in evidence. Getting to know the students, and in fact, the abil-
ity to get to know students more easily in the online context, became a theme
throughout the responses. Instructors felt that it was easier, given the smaller
classes but also the intimacy of one on one conversations with the students, to
know students and understand who they were as individuals. This would lead, as
discussed in the literature review, to increased socialization between the students
and teacher, but also perhaps to increased active participation as the students felt
more comfortable in the online learning environment. Knowing one’s students
can also create a more intimate classroom atmosphere, perhaps leading in turn to
a more familiar environment which would enable the students to feel comfortable
in getting to know each other, to socialize, and to participate in online activities
such as chat in a more personal manner.

The methodological research issues of interaction, community, and feedback
then, appear to relate directly to the discussion at hand. Collaboration and com-
munity, as the instructors felt a more direct connection with their online students,
seem to be established by the instructor in a successful online context. The FR2 in-
structor noted that the online course design fosters “. . .community by group and
paired activities both in and outside the classroom. . . it may be the need to keep
in touch by a variety of means that leads to an increased sense of community. . .”
(Youngs 2004). This effect of community would create a desired participation in
collaborative activities, and perhaps more collaboration as exercises were assigned
to be done in an online environment, as in chat. In fact, even the SP2 instructor
noted that her online students found it difficult to change chat buddies, as the
students had developed relationships that they felt loath to relinquish.
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Interaction and feedback are related to the issue of active participation. As
students feel more in tune with the class and with their classmates, interaction be-
comes more open and feedback between and among students, and between the
instructor and the students, becomes facilitated. The FR4 instructor in this re-
search project found teacher-student interaction to be much more personal in
the online format, and there was increased interaction between the SP2 instruc-
tor and her students as she felt more able to get to know her online students.
Interaction was also a factor in the community building of the SP4’s online class-
room as her students would bring their chat topics to class and laugh about their
chat conversations, continuing the discussion in the online class hour. This im-
proved interaction, as students must participate in the class hour and in online
activities in order to succeed, echoes the ideas presented by Carlson (1997) and
Glatz (2001). Feedback therefore plays a major role, as collaborative activities,
active participation, interaction, and community all lead to increased and hope-
fully improved feedback. Feedback must take place electronically as class time is
limited, but the large amount of feedback in the form of questions during chat
(student-student), in the personal time with the language assistant and the in-
structor (teacher-student, student-teacher), in addition to class time, can increase
the sense that the student is indeed part of a larger group, and not alone in the
technological wilderness of an online course.

The evolution of pedagogical practice in Language Online

The literature review and case studies above highlight common issues confronted
by online instructors, including the need for socialization of the students (often re-
ferred to as building a community of learners), and fostering active participation
and collaboration. Related questions include the need and methods for furnish-
ing feedback to learners and the potential for individualization in a technology-
enhanced environment. We will discuss each of these items as they apply to the
concrete context of LOL, which aspects of course design were intended to address
each issue, which teacher behaviors were encouraged in each case, and what the
near-term evolution is likely to be in each of these aspects of the online arena.

Building a community of learners

As in classroom-based instruction, building community in a large group of learn-
ers by a single instructor is also a concern in an online context. Reduction in
contact hours, however, could lead to the alienation of individuals from a sense
of a collective endeavor, thus resulting in high dropout rates due to this lack of
a sense of community and the cohesion that such a sense can bring to the class
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(Galusha 2004). Some sections of LOL have addressed this issue by requiring stu-
dent homepages within Blackboard. The unsatisfying nature of this technology
within Blackboard, though, coupled with hesitancy on the part of instructors, has
meant that the webpage option is not often exploited. There is also little indi-
cation that other students are intrinsically interested in the homepages of their
classmates.

Other collaborative aspects, including asynchronous response to classmates’
postings on discussion boards and synchronous chat in pairs or small groups with
rotating partners, are more effective, in that they involve creative and active lan-
guage use, although there is no single instructional design concept that should be
imposed on learning to teach online courses. There are, however, examples of pos-
sible modes of interaction – in pairs or small groups, using role plays, prepared
discussion topics, or free discussion – which instructors can experiment with and
adapt. If there are class meetings, for example the LOL weekly classes, class time
should be student-centered and minimally teacher-centered to maximize expo-
sure of students to each other and deepen the sense of community. Though this
format is emphasized during instructor meetings, it is clear that certain instruc-
tors have developed a teacher-centered methodology that has relatively serious
consequences in the LOL context.

Fostering active participation

Many (if not most) college students live in an information continuum where com-
munication via messaging and voice is nearly always available, through cell phones
or computers. For older generations of instructors, this style of “active” partic-
ipation in an electronic environment is difficult to sustain. Nevertheless, a high
priority must be placed on prompt response by the instructor to e-mail queries,
acknowledgement of electronic submissions, and the posting of up-to-date evalu-
ations. Prompt response is vital to the success of any language course, but most
especially to one without continued access to an instructor, as in a traditional
classroom. Not maintaining a high level of contact with online students some-
times leads to a decrease in their active participation in the course. Additionally,
students must be committed to taking class and meeting preparation seriously or
the flow of interactive language during contact hours will be limited or wasted in
remedial study or drill.

The current state of LOL courseware is such that it is not possible for the in-
structor to verify that the student has done the necessary preparation other than
through an in-class quiz that wastes precious time for interaction. The new version
of the course under preparation will remedy this problem by being fully “instru-
mented,” i.e. capable of collecting individualized data on each student’s use of
the materials, so that it will be feasible for instructors to verify student prepara-
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tion and offer appropriate responses to foster full participation by all students.
This is an aspect of online instruction that cannot be duplicated using traditional
materials. It is critical, therefore, that instructors feel comfortable with the tools
supplied to examine this information in order to facilitate their use of student
participation data.

Innovation in collaborative technologies

As mentioned in the above section, students are more attuned to the social use of
communication technologies than are instructors. In LOL training, the primary
focus has been to introduce Blackboard’s chat and discussion forum components
and to make instructors aware of the key to successful instruction using those
components. The use of chat, especially, has now been documented as having
communicative importance (Blake 2000; Toyoda & Harrison 2003). As mentioned
above, in LOL, instructor intuition as well as student preference and feedback have
guided the use of these technologies, and have been reflected in the structuring, or
not, of these interactions. The central training element appears to be the liberating
effect of impressing upon instructors that there is not a single correct way of ex-
ploiting the potential of the medium; we tell them rather that any assignment that
stimulates a sufficient volume of targeted student discourse is valid.

It appears clear that subsequent course designs will integrate audio conferenc-
ing, either synchronous (Hampel & Hauck 2004) or asynchronous (Wimba). In-
structors who have let the email, messaging and cell phone revolutions pass them
by may well have difficulty making instructional use of paired and group audio-
conferencing. For language-based courses, the added benefit of shared whiteboard
or browser technologies is less obvious and is likely to remain the exception in
course design and instructional practice.

Individualization for students and instructors

The notion that computer-based learning intrinsically allows for individualization
of the amount of input and practice for students is a long-standing one. Inher-
ent in this notion are assumptions that students will naturally perfect areas of
weakness through additional listening, study, repetition of exercises to mastery,
and so forth. Research indicating that such student behavior is the norm has yet
to be done; contrary indications that students will tend to avoid areas of weak-
ness are abundant. Thus students who are weak in oral production tend to speak
less, those with easy fluency may ignore grammatical correctness, whereas those
who are fixated on grammar tend to be unable or unwilling to express themselves
authentically in either written or oral form.
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Analysis and exploitation of such individual profiles are rarely done. The cur-
rent version of the course, while offering plentiful opportunities for practice, lis-
tening, and production, records almost no student interactions with the exception
of exams, which are of marginal instructional use. As mentioned above, the LOL
courses within the year will have the capacity to offer sufficient data to instruc-
tors on student performance to allow for very targeted individual meetings and an
increased understanding of actual time-on-task. This latter is critical when an in-
structor needs to decide whether an individual student has a legitimate deficiency
in listening comprehension, or a more generalized “homework” deficiency.

Learning styles can also be a critical element of online instructor training. The
notion of multiple intelligences, that individuals learn better via different meth-
ods, is essential, as online learning takes the form of fixed modes of input: listening,
reading, and writing, and mostly in an individual mode. If a student prefers group
learning situations, hands-on in the sense of performing and doing or in the sense
of speaking, an online course might not be the best option. On the other hand,
elements of the online course can be supplemented with the weekly class hour,
and students who feel a great need for socialization can profit from the hybrid ap-
proach via the personal interviews with the language assistant and the instructor,
and to a lesser degree, the online chats with classmates. In any scenario, an instruc-
tor who intends to teach online must be aware or made aware through training that
different student personalities and learning styles must be accommodated to the
greatest extent possible in order to create a successful learning environment for all
members of the class. This may only mean offering extra chat hours, or suggesting
additional practice exercises, depending on the student. The improved data col-
lection mentioned above will allow an increased focus on learning styles in that
certain components of the course can serve as diagnostic tools pointing toward
specific learning sequences based on learning style. This is in the future, however.
At the moment, instructors must use traditional means to identify students with
marked differences.

The concept that the instructor can change the course of instruction according
to his or her preferences is one that has already been implemented. As mentioned
above, a work-plan generator allows the instructor to choose from content pages in
the course, re-order them at will, and integrate external resources from the Inter-
net, presenting a links sequence to the student which becomes an alternate gateway
to the course. While instructors are given training in using this tool, our feeling is
that its use will increase as instructors gain experience and confidence in this form
of teaching and its associated tool set.
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Conclusion

While training for online language teaching is in the early stages of development,
the need for it is not likely to diminish. Human intervention and guidance in on-
line language instruction will be a constant for the foreseeable future, even with the
accelerated technological innovation that has characterized the last few decades.
The major methodologies for language instruction in this new environment will
continue to be a mix of those which characterize effective classroom teachers with
others that build on the potential for flexible and responsive learning commu-
nities in cyberspace. Concurrently, courseware will increasingly exhibit adaptive
characteristics reflective of student learning styles.

The time of thinking of technology as “just another tool” and thinking that
“students will adapt” to an online environment has passed, as courses become
entirely dependent on technology for their delivery. Elements of good teaching
practice relating to interaction, community and feedback can often be transposed
seamlessly to the new environment, but important differences in methodological
potential are emerging through the combination of what we have called the so-
cietal information continuum and technology-enabled tracking and modeling of
student performance and participation in online courses. Maintaining currency
with these developments is a new demand on language instructors, and negative
characteristics of the information society, including stress or frustration relating to
rapid change, may become more common unless training finds a more permanent
place in both initial and continuing teacher education.

Notes

. The checklist is available at http://ml.hss.cmu.edu/facpages/cjones/TrainingChecklist.pdf.

. The questionnaire is available at http://ml.hss.cmu.edu/facpages/cjones/
TeacherQuestionnaire.pdf.
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Alternatives to formal CALL training



Preface to

Expert-novice teacher mentoring in language
learning technology

A number of authors in this book address the critical issue of bridging the gap
between the knowledge and skills that the learners seem able to acquire in formal
CALL courses in a university or college, and the knowledge and skills they actu-
ally need in everyday teaching in the classroom. Clearly the two contexts are very
different. In the university setting, with carefully organized classes and an effective
teacher, students can be helped through the problems they encounter. In many
ways the students are protected from some of the harsher realities of regular class-
room teaching. In contrast, in the school situation, teachers are required to operate
within a complex environment of opportunities and constraints. Constraints may
include low levels of access to new technology and support, time pressures, di-
verse proficiency levels within the class, technical problems and so forth. Many
of these constraints are context bound so they are difficult to predict, especially
when viewed from the perspective of the relatively “still waters” of the teacher
education course. In this chapter, in a three year project, Carla Meskill and her
colleagues present an innovative approach to bridge the gap for pre-service teach-
ers in CALL. It centers upon a very carefully devised mentoring plan which links
more experienced educators – doctoral students and in-service teachers – with
preservice teachers. Exposure to real teaching situations, collaborative activities,
and the creation of a learning community are emphasized in the approach taken.
The dynamics and effectiveness of expert-novice mentoring provide the focus of
the research study and reflections on the experience from members of each of the
three groups involved are reported.



Expert-novice teacher mentoring in language
learning technology

Carla Meskill, Natasha Anthony, Shannon Hilliker-VanStrander,
Chi-Hua Tseng, and Jieun You
University at Albany, USA1

Perspective

Becoming a teacher means being a learner. Likewise, to teach is to learn. To be a
learner means to produce new knowledge in interaction with the world, especially
within the communities of practice where the target learning/expertise resides.
From this perspective, effective learning occurs when participation begins at the
periphery of these contexts and gradually increases until there is full engagement
and co-participation with those more knowledgeable within the target context
(Lave & Wenger 1991; Samaras & Gismondi 1998). The design of the Technol-
ogy Assisted Language Learning (TALL) ESOL teacher professional development
project was based on the notion that to be a learner one needs to apprentice in
real contexts and be guided to recognize effective practices (Vygotsky 1978). It was
also understood that practices are dynamic, socially constructed and are changed
by direct contact and experience. When a pre-service teacher is included and ap-
prenticed in a more experienced teacher’s classroom, for example, the dynamic
interaction of new, old, and evolving knowledge can be powerful (Grove, Strudler,
& Odell 2004).

In terms of instructional technologies, recent studies in teacher education have
shown that, although a technology-specific course can develop basic computer
skills, it does not prepare educators to integrate technology into everyday teaching
and learning in ways that are supportive of learning (Abdal-Haqq 1995; Cuban
2001; Dunn & Ridgway 1991; Karchmer 2001; Lam 2000; Meskill, Mossop, DiAn-
gelo, & Pasquale 2002; Mullen 2001). Effective integration after all is a complex,
situated activity. What educators need to know when it comes to effective inte-
gration is in large part developed experientially in real institutional contexts. For
these reasons, mentoring has been found to be a viable approach to teacher edu-
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cation in technologies (Kagan 1992; Kariuki, Franklin, & Duran 2001; MacArthur,
Pilato, Kercher, Peterson, Malouf, & Jamison 1995). One approach that has been
suggested whereby contextualized mentored experiences can be provided is the
integrated field experience design during which pre-service teachers learn to use
technology via mentoring by experienced educators in their classrooms (Grove
et al. 2004; Strudler, McKinney, & Jones 1999). In this way, novice teachers with
practical knowledge concerning technology and language learning can experience
firsthand the supports, constraints, logistical demands, and instructional impact
of technologies in use.

The three-year TALL Project consisted of a series of activities with the aim of
closely examining the anatomy and effectiveness of expert-novice mentoring that
involved veteran in-service educators, doctoral students with expertise in instruc-
tional technology, and novice, pre-service educators. Fundamental to the design of
TALL Project activities is the belief that teacher development is optimally a collec-
tive, interactive process made up of modeling, mentoring, apprenticing, dialoging,
and scaffolding with the goal of transforming novices into active participants, in-
quirers, and critical thinkers (Feiman-Nemser 1996; Furlong & Maynard 1995;
Nespor 1987; Tharp & Gallimore 1988) and that this becomes especially important
when considering the integration of technology in teaching and learning (Becker
& Riel 2000). The project consequently sought to orchestrate professional men-
toring experiences that would involve new and experienced teachers working in
tandem in classrooms – the novice bringing practical, up-to-date technology skills,
the experienced teacher bringing her pedagogical expertise, with doctoral students
in instructional technology serving as mentors and guides to both parties. A se-
ries of professional development activities were thus undertaken to achieve these
aims with mentoring between novice and expert educators playing a central role.
Our aim in tracking and documenting these professional development experiences
was to pinpoint 1) intersections of expertise; 2) consequent generative dialog that
ensued; and 3) coalescence of technical and pedagogical knowledge that might
further similar initiatives in CALL teacher education.

TALL professional development activities

Given our aim to provide optimal professional development experiences in lan-
guage learning technology for a cohort of novice ESOL educators, a group of
in-service mentors, and doctoral students in instructional technologies, a num-
ber of intersecting activities were designed and undertaken. Figure 1 indicates
the many interacting components of the TALL Project. Each of the three points
of the triangle represents project participants with the pre-service teachers at the
apex. Running horizontally across the triangle are the major activities undertaken
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Summer Institute 2002
Classroom Observation/Mentoring

Mentoring Field Experiences
Summer Institute 2003

Fall Forum

TALL Mentoring Plan
PRE-SERVICE TEACHERS

(new teaching approaches,
technology skills)

IN-SERVICE TEACHERS
(pedagogical expertise,

technology use)

DOCTORAL STUDENTS
(technology use,

new teaching approaches,
pedagogical expertise,

a liaison)

Figure 1. TALL mentoring plan.

by participants as part of the project. These activities are explicated below in
chronological order (1–5).

1. Summer Institute 2002: An intensive ten-day summer workshop for experi-
enced in-service professionals, the purpose of which was to orient them to the
TALL Project, augment their technology knowledge and skills, and prepare
them to work with their mentees during the coming school year.

2. Classroom Observations/Mentoring: project doctoral students followed
through with in-service participants by observing their uses of technologies
in their classrooms and providing assistance as needed.

3. Mentored Field Experiences: Pre-service teachers were placed with TALL-
trained in-service ESOL teachers to collaborate in developing and implement-
ing technology applications for that classroom.

4. Summer Institute 2003: The same teams of in-service and pre-service teachers
worked together with the assistance of the project doctoral students to develop
additional web-based materials for use in the classroom during the coming
school year.

5. Fall Forum: The same teams of in-service and pre-service teachers presented
both the materials they developed and ESOL learner reactions to using these
materials at a regional conference for ESOL professionals.
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Doctoral student mentors were from Korea, Russia, the US, and Taiwan and had
strong interest in CALL. Project design and implementation decisions were made
collaboratively by the doctoral students under the guidance of the faculty director.
Each of the four doctoral students2 was assigned to mentor each of four in-service
teachers and the pre-service teachers placed in the four in-service teachers’ K-8
(elementary and early secondary) classrooms. The ratio of doctoral students to
in-service teachers was one to one; the ratio of doctoral students to pre-service
teachers was one to one, or one to two.

The six pre-service teachers, through their mentoring partnership with four
in-service teachers, were required to implement and develop technology activities
for ESOL classrooms and present these materials at a regional conference for ESOL
professionals. Also they were required to keep reflective journals on their experi-
ences with technology use in their in-service teachers’ classrooms. The purposes
for asking them to maintain these journals included:

1. to reinforce and enrich their mentored experiences and keep them on track;
2. to inform the design of future mentoring systems for pre-service teachers;
3. to inform others in the teacher training field (especially in instructional tech-

nologies) of working models for teacher development – the strengths, weak-
nesses, pitfalls, and successes of this particular approach.

The doctoral mentor’s task was to keep the pre-service teacher focused, actively
reflective, and consistently submitting journal entries for review and further dis-
cussion. Over a nine-month period, pre-service teachers met with, observed, and
co-taught with their in-service mentors, developed web-based instructional mate-
rials and activities for use in the classroom, and communicated on a regular basis
with their doctoral mentors via their electronic journals.

Data gathering

The dataset consists of pre and post project questionnaires, interviews, and writ-
ten reflections on the part of the mentored novices. Pre-service journals included
records of classroom observations focused on technology use and served to pro-
vide the doctoral students with information on the technological needs of both
in-service and pre-service teachers as they prepared topics and activities for the
Summer Institute. In addition, interactive journals were used to collect data to
inform the design of future mentoring systems for teachers and to inform oth-
ers in the teacher training field of working models for teacher development – the
strengths, successes, and weaknesses of this particular approach and directions for
future research. Written and oral reflections on the part of the mentoring teach-
ers and doctoral mentors regarding their experiences with their mentees were also
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analyzed. Field notes of observations during technology workshops where novice
and mentor worked in tandem to develop web-based materials for the mentor’s
classroom also served in our analysis of processes and outcomes. The following is
a breakdown of data collection techniques by participants.

In-service teachers: Questionnaires and written reflections from the 2002 and 2003
Institutes; interview data and in-class observations; final reflections on the men-
toring experience.
Pre-service teachers: Questionnaires and written reflections from the 2003 Insti-
tute; reflective journal entries; interview data; final reflections on being dually
mentored. It should be noted also that prior to participating, all pre-service teach-
ers were required to have completed their core course requirements for the M.S.
TESOL degree as well as an intensive online course in CALL.

The CALL course guides students in developing their understanding of how
electronic media can enhance language instruction. Practical, hands-on activities
with media resources, with lesson plan development, and with web page design are
the main components of the course. The overall goal is for students to be prepared
to implement media-assisted activities that are informed by current theory and
research. Correspondence between language teaching practice and learners’ media
use inside and outside classrooms is also considered.

Doctoral Students: Written reflections from Institutes and observations; these doc-
uments were reviewed by the author/participants individually and as a group on
several different occasions.

Themes and salient mentoring events or conversations were identified in de-
veloping the following descriptive analyses of the TALL mentoring activities.

Results and observations

Across participants and activities, attitudinal outcomes were uniformly positive.
Positive attitudes toward technology use, however, do not ensure that teachers will
be able to use technology and use it well in the classroom. Teachers reported the
many constraints that obstructed their wish to use computers in their teaching.
Time pressures, both outside and during class, and lack of support, resources,
and technical support were frequently cited as impediments by all three groups
of participants. Schools, in short, were not easy places to use technologies. When
teachers managed to persevere, not all could make as much use of their web-based
materials as they wished due to poor or intermittent connectivity. As one teacher
commented:
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Teaching teachers is one thing but where do they get the support from
when they are bringing that to the classroom, that is another thing to pay
attention to.
In-service participant Jenn

Such reports of contextual and logistical constraints were prominent, underscor-
ing the need for novice teachers and doctoral students in instructional technology
to have first-hand experience in actual contexts of use – the pre-service teach-
ers to understand what to expect and how to troubleshoot, the doctoral students
to understand the constraints that the teachers in training they research and in-
struct are subject to as they try to implement innovative technology uses in their
professional contexts.

The following sections summarize participants’ reflections on their experi-
ences throughout the TALL activities. The predominant theme in these reflections
is that of collaboration: all three groups found that the collegial peer collab-
orations they undertook were mutually beneficial to each cohort’s professional
development aims.

Pre-service teacher reflections on mentoring

Work with in-service mentors

Pre-service participants reported on both the successes and failures of technology
implementations in their in-service mentors’ classrooms. Many expressed surprise
at the quantity and tenacity of constraining factors when it came to the logistics
of teaching in public schools in general, and teaching with technology in partic-
ular. They uniformly expressed admiration at the flexibility and good natures of
their mentors as they faced these daily glitches (scheduling changes, disappearing
equipment, equipment in disrepair, interruptions, and the like). As one pre-service
participant expressed this:

I now know what to expect when I walk into an ESL classroom and I know
what the teacher has to deal with.
Pre-service participant Linda

From the novices’ perspective, working with seasoned experts who could answer
their questions regarding the everyday logistics of the classroom was very helpful in
their quest to conceptualize the technology integration they had learned about in
the abstract through university coursework. As one pre-service participant noted
about working with her in-service mentor:
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Working in my mentor’s classroom benefited me mostly because I could ob-
serve technology being used within the context of teaching ESL and then
practice using it myself. I was free to ask questions and get solid feedback
from my mentor.
Pre-service participant Lynne

Moreover, pre-service journals enthusiastically reported incidents of their learning
from their in-service mentors:

I learned a little about the software known as Inspiration, April loves it –
doesn’t have time to develop what she wants, but depending on the needs of
the elementary teacher, she’d like her True Story curriculum somehow linked.
Pre-service participant Kent

They also report having influenced their in-service mentors:

I mentioned that I would like to create a map, that when you click on different
parts of the world, would take you to information about that particular part
of the world in relation to immigration. My teacher said she didn’t know that
it was possible to have a graphic bring you to more than one location. So, I
think in regards to new ideas, I might have influenced my [mentor] teacher.
Pre-service participant Chris

The benefits derived from contextualized, in-service mentoring were clearly com-
plemented by the supporting work of the project doctoral students.

Work with doctoral student mentors

The doctoral students played a number of mentoring roles for the pre-service co-
hort. They worked intensively with them and with their in-service mentors during
the Summer Institute to support the development of a jointly designed set of web
resources and activities to be implemented in the in-service teachers’ classrooms.
In addition, they supported the pre-service teachers’ conceptual and practical
development on an on-demand basis during and after the intensive, week-long
institute. When a novice had questions, concerns or quandaries they were quick
to turn to the doctoral students for advice and assistance. Novices also reported
having benefited from having a doctoral mentor to journal with throughout the
field experience. Doctoral student mentors helped to keep novices’ journaling on
task, focused, and reflective. Additionally, the pre-service participants reported
that they learned specific strategies from their doctoral mentors and in some
cases passed this learning on to their in-service mentors. This type of learning
is reflected in the following journal excerpt:
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Pre-service Teacher: Jenn (in-service participant) expressed an interest in In-
ternet websites for activities for low-level learners where she could sit her
students down for independent ESL work while she works with students at
a different level. I suggested a resource guide with listings of appropriate web-
sites, their web addresses, and a brief description and evaluation of each, i.e.,
what skills they will develop.

Doctoral Mentor: Have you ever looked at MERLOT? . . .It is basically a site
with a whole bunch of sites that are useful in 12 disciplines. World Lan-
guages is the discipline you and Jenn would be interested in. If you go to
www.merlot.org then click on “communities” then “world languages” you
will find ESL sites as well as sites in other languages that Jenn may be able
to use for English as well as native language literacy. If you have not been to
MERLOT and want more information let me know.

Pre-service Teacher: Thank you, yes what a wonderful site! I’m sure Jenn will
like hearing about this site.

Important connections were thus made between the expertise of all three cohorts:
the pre-service teachers, the in-service teachers, and the project doctoral students.
Pre-service and in-service teachers worked collaboratively with project doctoral
students thus enhancing one another’s experiences by sharing knowledge and
ideas. Interviews with both pre-service and in-service participants served to con-
firm that while educational theory and technical skills are critical to implementing
CALL, guided practical experience is equally critical.

In-service teacher reflections on mentoring

In-service teachers provided feedback to the project chiefly through the project
questionnaires, where they were asked to reflect on their mentoring experiences
with the pre-service teachers and the doctoral students.

Work with pre-service teachers

The in-service teachers and the pre-service teachers worked together to develop
and implement technology materials for the in-service teachers’ classrooms. Al-
though they did not always know every aspect of using technology, they did learn
that they could solve problems by working together. One in-service teacher ex-
pressed the value of co-teaching with her assigned pre-service teachers in her
classroom.

We needed to share our own expertise and knowledge with each other. The
work we did together was beneficial and a great learning experience for
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all. . . Overall, I enjoyed the collaboration and the “feeding off” each other’s
style/method of teaching and ideas.
In-service participant Rachel

Another in-service teacher expressed the benefits of working together with the pre-
service teachers. In her case, her partner was an expert in using the computer.

It was beneficial to learn more creative ways to use technology from another
person. It was also helpful to discuss together ways to use technology to en-
hance what the kids were learning. We became good friends since the mentor
experience and I still ask him periodically for his tech support.
In-service participant Venus

The in-service teachers and pre-service teachers helped one another, shared their
ideas, and problem-solved together. Eventually, they developed synergistic visions
about technology use and integration in the classroom.

Work with the doctoral students

The in-service teachers reported that the doctoral students were useful in help-
ing them integrate technology more effectively in their teaching and invaluable
in making classroom implementation easy and successful. The doctoral students
assisted them in developing a website to fit the needs of their students, locating
technology applications for language teaching, and developing technical skills such
as recording/editing visual/audio files. The following in-service teacher statement
was typical:

Kim encouraged and inspired me to use technology in my classroom. Her
positive remarks stimulated me to continue to try ways to use technology.
It made me reflect on how I use technology in my class. This prepared me
to think about how I would like my pre-service teacher to use technology.
It was also helpful to know that I had a group of people (doctoral students)
that would support me if I had questions or issues on projects that I did with
technology.
In-service participant Jenn

The in-service teachers gained confidence and expertise in the use of technology
and their attitudes towards technology improved through the mentoring expe-
riences with the doctoral students. The doctoral students played a central role
in supporting the in-service teachers not only for theoretical and pedagogical
background of language learning with technology, but also for more practical
classroom applications and fostering positive attitudes toward technology use.
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Doctoral student reflections on mentoring

According to a recent Survey on Doctoral Education and Career Preparation
(Golde & Dore 2001), more than 60% of doctoral candidate respondents indicated
that they were ”not prepared” or ”somewhat prepared” to teach college students.
Additionally, the majority reported being inadequately prepared for such higher
education duties as supervising, advising, and mentoring their students. More-
over, in 1999 about 38% of all students enrolled in the graduate programs were
foreigners (Johnson 2000). Indeed, nearly 20% of all doctorates granted in the US
in 1998 were awarded to non-U.S. citizens with almost 75% stating their inten-
tion to remain in the U.S. (National Opinion Research Center 1999). Needless to
say, the lack of familiarity with the US school contexts on the part of foreign-born
educators is a potential weakness. An integral component of the TALL mentoring
project involved both international and native-born doctoral students studying
technology in language teacher education. For the project, they worked closely
with in-service teachers and pre-service teachers as they implemented technolo-
gies in real classrooms. This represented multiple opportunities for them to merge
their theoretical knowledge with the complexities of US schools and classrooms.

Work with pre-service teachers

Analysis of the pre-service teachers’ reflective journal entries indicate that the doc-
toral students not only took an active role in teaching pre-service teachers how to
use technologies for ESOL, but they also learned some tips from them as well. For
example, the following exchange took place between a pre-service teacher and a
doctoral student:

Pre-service teacher: Her (In-service participant Venus’) web site was very
impressive and it gave us ideas about what we could include in our own site.

Doctoral Mentor: I took a look at this site. It’s gorgeous. I like that it provides
the glossaries of terms. I think it helps. I liked Hot Potato quizzes. Virtual
Paper Dolls is an excellent activity. WebQuest is great. I’ve never seen website
worksheets before. I think it would help children to concentrate better.

It is notable that conversations between doctoral students and pre-service teachers
exceeded the frames of the topic of using technologies in teaching ESOL and spread
over different pedagogical issues such as grading policies, “pull-out” vs. “push-in”
classes, new methods of teaching, students with special needs as ESOL learners,
parent involvement, etc.
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Work with in-service teachers

Understanding pedagogical issues in the abstract versus what actually happens in
a real US classroom was a powerful lesson for the doctoral students. TALL activ-
ities included doctoral students observing the use of technologies by in-service
teachers. This helped them to understand the context, the practical constraints
and supports, and consequently better ways of implementing technologies in real
ESOL classrooms. One of the doctoral students wrote:

As expert technology users and not very experienced ESL teachers, we had
ideal uses for technology in the classroom in our minds. When we suggested
any of these uses to the in-service teachers, the reality of what went on in
the classroom was realized as our ideal lesson had constraints such as those
involved with time and equipment.
Doctoral student Jamie

In-service teachers also had an impact on doctoral students’ pedagogical be-
liefs and understandings. For example, one of the international doctoral students
(Tonya) wrote in her evaluation of the project, “It was great to work with in-service
teachers because we learned teaching experience and know the current ESL issues
from them.” In addition to conveying their experiences to doctoral students, in-
service teachers provided models of in-context teaching that was unique for many
of the doctoral students. One wrote, “I gained invaluable experience in teaching
diverse cultural students from the in-service teachers.”

Three of the doctoral students in the TALL Project were from countries
where teacher-centered approaches are the only reality (Korea, Russia and Taiwan).
Through their TALL experiences they developed new understandings of classroom
dynamics. One of the doctoral students wrote in her reflections:

Before the mentoring project began, to me (as an international student who
is familiar with authoritative teaching styles), mentoring implied a one-way
relationship, in which one person (who knows more than the other) provides
some information for the other to help him or her become knowledgeable...
Having this kind of perception on my mentoring experiences, I thought I
needed to be the person who takes a lead and provides a model that the
mentees (in-service teachers and pre-service teachers) could follow to be a
successful learner. However, as the Project went on, I noticed that my men-
toring experiences should be a two-way-relationship rather than a one-way.
The mentors and the mentees would be learning partners for one another so
that they are able to share their own expertise and help each other to construct
their own learning in meaningful ways. With the changed perception on the
role of myself as a mentor, I could react differently to the in-service teachers
and pre-service teachers who were assigned to me for the mentoring partners.
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Rather than figuring out any problems confronting them and providing every
detail in every step for them, I could step aside and let them figure out their
problems and share each other’s expertise.
Doctoral student Kim

A balanced, complementary synergy thus evolved between TALL Project partici-
pants through productive, focused conversations. Evidence that classroom learners
benefited from the technology implementations these collaborations bred was
also clear in reports by both novice and expert participants and via classroom
observations.

Suggested improvements

Like most human endeavors, not everything in the project worked exactly as
planned and TALL participants came up against challenges. One of these was re-
lated to both in-service and pre-service teachers’ reluctance to participate in the
TALL online text-based discussion forum, an activity set up on the TALL web-
site and intended for extended collaboration. The usefulness of online text-based
discussions in teacher education is a relatively new subject in the field of teacher
professional development and few studies have been devoted to this topic (Bonk
2003–2004). Some studies report discouraging results when attempting to in-
volve teachers in reflective conversation on teaching/learning through the means
of Computer Mediated Communication (CMC) (Stephens & Hartmann 2004). As
Stephens and Hartmann (2004) speculate, one of the reasons why teachers do not
adopt CMC in their professional development activities is that they have “sim-
ply not yet become comfortable with this combination of discussion content and
medium” (71).

Participants and our own observations also underscored the fact that pre-
service learning in real classrooms is markedly different from that in university
lectures: hands-on, contextualized experiences were a must. In-service teachers
reported a need for more time to learn, to experiment, to try things out, and to in-
tegrate. This need aligns with the results of other contemporary studies on teacher
technology integration (Becker 2000; Kirkwood 2000; Meskill, Anthony, Hilliker-
VanStrander, Tseng, & You, in press) where teachers around the U.S. point to time
as the greatest obstacle to using technology in their teaching. In the case of the
TALL Project, pre-service teachers’ help and support in the classroom supplied
some of that needed time to confer with peers. These teachers, like teachers across
the globe, need that additional time to develop best practices.
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Implications and importance

To recap, the TALL Project brought together three groups of teaching professionals
who worked collaboratively around CALL implementations in K-8 ESOL class-
rooms. Participating in-service teachers provided the pre-service teachers with a
real-life classroom and context in which to see the craft of teaching supported
by technology. The pre-service teachers brought to these contexts fresh ideas and
new forms of technical expertise that they had learned in their university course-
work. Through constructive, professional dialog, they designed, implemented, and
shared with their regional colleagues informed applications of CALL and their
outcomes. The doctoral mentors, with their expertise in CALL and curriculum,
supported both the pre-service and in-service teachers in this undertaking. In ex-
change, they received invaluable experiences as mentors and, for the international
students, experiences in U.S. schools. Processes and outcomes that evolved out of
the TALL activities are captured in Figure 2.

The instructional conversations that ensued through these mentoring collab-
orations were consequently rich, productive, and of mutual benefit. Moreover, the
learning was as beneficial to those ostensibly in the role of mentors as it was to
those being mentored. Keeping the novice teachers’ eyes keenly focused on the in-
tricacies and complexities of classroom cultures in their reflective observations via
doctoral mentors was additionally an effective strategy in helping these new teach-
ers make sense of what they were experiencing within the frameworks of their
university coursework and their personal experiences.

We can conclude that linking pre- to in-service education is critical to suc-
cessful growth of teaching professionals (Bullough & Gitlin 2001; Freeman 1996)

Experiencing
Affordances

Sharing

Time and Assistance with Implementations

Professional
Conversations

Figure 2. Professional development processes.
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and that such structures facilitate the important linking of procedural knowledge
with theoretical knowledge (Kagan 1992). The success of using field experiences
and guided reflection as complements to university coursework in instructional
technology, in conjunction with the orchestrated exchange of critical knowledge
between novice and seasoned educators, was evidenced in the responsiveness
of TALL participants to these experiences. Matching novice technology-learning
teachers with experienced classroom teachers therefore appears to be a ripe venue
for constructive, collaborative, and productive conversations about teaching and
learning with technology. Indeed, technologies can serve as a source of shared and
divergent experiences upon which generative conversations can be constructed. In
this case, mentoring has been shown to be a viable approach to teacher education
in technologies and the professional conversations that evolved out of the TALL
Project affirm this.

Note: This project was supported in part by the U.S. Department of Education’s Of-
fice of English Language Acquisition (OELA, Award #T195A970024-99). The views
expressed herein are those of the authors and do not necessarily represent the views of
the Department.

Notes

. After the first author, names appear in alphabetical order.

. The co-authors of this chapter consist of the faculty director, Dr. Carla Meskill, and the four
doctoral students who participated in the TALL project.
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Preface to

Communities of practice
for pre- and in-service teacher education

The chapters in the preceding two sections of this volume have covered a vari-
ety of perspectives on what both pre-service and practicing teachers in various
settings need to be able to learn to do with technology in teaching. Collectively,
they have made a strong case for the importance of formal training. However,
Elizabeth Hanson-Smith begins this chapter with the sobering observation that
within months after leaving their formal educational settings teachers may find
that most of their knowledge and skills in CALL have become obsolete. To ad-
dress this dilemma, she notes that teachers increasingly have the opportunity to
continue developing their knowledge and skills through participation in commu-
nities of practice, or CoPs, which in this context represent groups of technology-
using language teachers who connect with one another and collaborate in pursu-
ing their common goals and interests. Besides providing “just-in-time” situated
support, CoPs serve the purpose of allowing teachers to connect and interact with
like-minded peers and avoid the isolation that often comes from being the only
CALL practitioner in a given language program. Regular participation in online
CoPs has the added advantage of building teacher experience and confidence in
using computer-mediated communication applications, know-how that will be
valuable in developing CMC activities with students and training them in tasks
that support language learning objectives. In addition to offering a set of criteria
for distinguishing CoPs from other professional and social groups, Hanson-Smith
provides extended descriptions for several CoPs and a number of resources for
those interested in learning more. Perhaps the most important lesson from this
chapter, however, is that whatever else may be offered in formal pre-service or in-
service education, providing teachers with both the foundational knowledge and
the skills necessary to discover and participate in relevant CoPs is among the most
effective ways to support continuing professional development.
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California State University, Sacramento, USA

What are communities of practice?

Virtual worlds are real worlds.
(Galarneau 2004)

One of the most significant problems facing computer-using teachers is that no
education curriculum can prepare them for the swift and continuing changes
that take place in the world of technology. Within months of obtaining certifi-
cation, teachers find that most of what they studied about using computers and
the Internet for language learning has become obsolete. A second major and little
recognized problem is their isolation from other technology-using teachers. Often
technology-trained instructors are hired as the sole expert in the area of technol-
ogy. Not only are they given charge of the lab and the students using it, but also
they are asked to help other teachers who possess widely varying levels of com-
puter skill and computer phobia. Each day may be spent answering calls for help
with lost passwords, frozen screens, page not found messages, virus infestations,
firewall rigidities, or server crashes. After helping the more venturesome teachers
who may tentatively stick a toe into the sea of teaching with computers, little time
remains for the technologically competent to explore and expand on their own
knowledge and skills through exchange with like-minded, sympathetic peers.

Communities of practice (CoPs) may present a significant means to overcome
both of these problems for the teacher who uses computer-assisted language learn-
ing (CALL) and Internet communication tools (ICT).1 Lave and Wenger (1991)
are thought to have coined the term communities of practice (CoPs), which they
describe as occurring in a variety of settings where social groups naturally form
to solve problems, share knowledge, mentor or assist apprentices, and collaborate
to practice the skills of a domain. Community is often loosely used to describe
any online course, particularly those based on structured course management
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software such as Blackboard, regardless of lifespan or purpose. The term collab-
orative is also often loosely used to refer to any set of resources where several
people contribute to a collection. However, as will become clear in the course
of this chapter, short-term, individual courses or workshops are not truly CoPs,
particularly when unequal power or authority structures pertain, as in a typical
student-teacher-school setting.

In order to define teacher CoPs more clearly, the author proposes the following
criteria, which will be used throughout the chapter:

– A common purpose or domain of knowledge (Wenger 2004)
– The generation and discussion of ideas, the creation and sharing of skills, and

reflection on these operations (but unlike a simple discussion list, this aspect is
carried out through experimentation)

– Collaboration in the active practice with and exploration of skills or knowl-
edge, often through reciprocal mentoring or apprenticeship – praxis as
opposed to talk

– Social support (referred to as “social scaffolding” by Johnson (2003))
– Appropriate tools for communicating, archiving, and collaborating on projects

while sustaining the social community (especially important for CALL or ICT
specialists, who, being isolated, must communicate over distance; see Stevens
(2000) and Hanson-Smith and al-Othman (2004))

– Longevity – while a CoP might be formed with a short-term goal in mind, if
the analogy to a real-life community holds, an online community must also
display stability and staying power as a social entity (see Jones 1997); student
“communities” generally do not meet this criterion

Links to numerous articles about CoPs and their formation, including graphical
visualizations by Wenger (2004) and Johnson (2002), have been collected at the
author’s Web page, Community of Practice Resources, (Hanson-Smith 2006), which
also includes a section on definitions. This chapter discusses the most crucial of
the above criteria in the context of several teacher communities, some of which the
author belongs to and/or moderates. Suggestions will also be provided for creating
and maintaining communities as extensions of pre-service or in-service programs,
and for using technologies that can make the virtual online environment a real
world for community building.

Purpose or domain

Several electronic discussion lists focus on CALL for teachers as a domain, for
example, NETEACH-L, the LLTI forum, EUROCALL’s electronic lists for language
processing and speech technologies, and TESLCA-L; however, while these are long-
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lived, they do not necessarily promote the more substantial kinds of practice,
collaborations, and social support that genuine CoPs sustain. Several other “com-
munities” have emerged more recently that make fuller use of newer technologies
and offer a richer mix of online tools than simple e-mail. For instance, Cyber-
Langues, a European association for teachers of modern languages who use infor-
mation and ICT technology, has an RSS (really simple syndication) feed for items
about language and hosts a yearly colloquium on land in France. As with many
self-denoted “communities,” one receives the impression that its Website is still
mainly a passive information source rather than a community where knowledge
is generated and practical teaching applications are shared through mentoring.
However, recent developments include a blog (Web + log) and a photoblog, signs
of increasing social life.

One example of an authentic community with a very specific domain is Real
English Online (REO 2003), based in a Yahoo! Group (Y!G) that provides peer help
for the many teachers around the world who use video and audio media on the
Internet. The group was formed by the author and Mike Marzio to assist teach-
ers in using free online videos created by Marzio and to discuss the pedagogy
of media use. As word spread, instructors around the globe began to collaborate
in devising online exercises and activities for the videos, located at The Marzio
School’s Real English Website (2005). They created Web pages with video-based
interactive quizzes and WebQuests (Internet-based research projects, see Chao,
this volume), and assisted each other in experimenting with a wide variety of free
online video and audio technologies. Currently, the REO Y!G provides a place to
archive files and links, and its electronic list is the main communications resource.
One month the discussion may focus on compressor/decompressor rates, and in
another month attention will turn to free video sources, points of grammar, how
to write HTML, or culture and pedagogy. Students may join the group in order to
use the free videos independently.

Because of the wide range of technical literacy in the group, REO provides an
annual introductory workshop in January-February at the Electronic Village On-
line (see Hanson-Smith & Bauer-Ramazani 2004) to familiarize newcomers with
the group’s operation and resources during hands-on, mentored practice. Mem-
bers may also join the regular Sunday chats of its sister group, the Webheads in
Action (described below), where immediate live help can be provided. The highly
international nature of REO leads to interesting discussions about varieties of En-
glish and the language and culture of users: Marzio is based in France and the
author is in the U.S.; members have had discussions about and in Polish and have
created Websites and video exercises in several major languages besides English,
including French, Spanish, and Portuguese.

As is typical of most online discussion forums, busy teachers selectively par-
ticipate in REO activities, as determined by their own needs, their current level
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of domain knowledge, the time available to them, and their own highly indi-
vidualized interests in technology or pedagogy. While teachers in online courses
invariably worry about student “lurking” (reading messages but not contributing),
most researchers perceive it as a legitimate aspect of authentic online communi-
ties (Lave & Wenger 1991; see also Preece, Nonnecke, & Andrews 2004). With a
group like REO, teachers know they can bring forth a problem at the moment
it needs attention and expect to find an answer and hands-on help quickly, even
if they have been silent for weeks or months before: This just-in-time knowledge
building is a significant aspect of teacher communities and is quite different from
periodic land-based teacher training workshops that speak to pre-ordained top-
ics on pre-set schedules. Arguably, online in-service is far more efficient and far
more cost-effective. Naturally, this type of knowledge construction is difficult for
students in pre-service programs, who will be pressed to complete marked and
graded assignments in the time frame of an academic term.

Practice through experiential collaboration

Peer mentoring has been identified as an important aspect of technological ed-
ucation for teachers (see Valdez, Fulton, Blomeyer, Glenn, & Wimmer 2004).
However, few teacher-training institutions make provision for ongoing peer-to-
peer mentoring after graduation. And while a number of learning centers around
the world sponsor collaborations between students, usually class-to-class (see, for
example, the GLOBE project (Kennedy 2006)), far fewer have been able to cre-
ate teacher-to-teacher collaborations that would serve as apprenticeships in the
practice of new technological knowledge or skills. Webheads in Action, founded
in its present form in 2002 by Vance Stevens (2005; and evonline2002_webheads
2001), comes close to being an ideal in-service teacher community in that its
members consistently volunteer to mentor, create, or share in online presenta-
tions, and they sustain frequent explorations in new technologies with colleagues
and their students. Knowledge is put into practice not only in land-based presen-
tations, for example, the Pre-Conference Institute (PCI) at TESOL 2004 offered by
six Webheads from different countries (Stevens et al. 2004), but in numerous on-
line collaborations both with their students and with pre- and in-service teachers
(see the Index to the Webhead archives (Almeida d’Eça 2005)). The Webheads re-
cently organized their own free, wholly online, 3-day conference to showcase their
work (see WiAOC 2005).

Voluntary assistance among teachers in CoPs takes place in a just-in-time
setting. Often mentoring begins with a call for help; one teacher will begin, for
example, “I’m going to try blogs with my students. What’s the best blog to use?”
Other members respond, and eventually someone in the group summarizes the
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information. WiA is particularly notable in its encouragement of this type of re-
flective practice. Once a member has tried out a new tool or pedagogical strategy
with students, it is almost obligatory – yet voluntary – to report back on the ex-
periment, usually by creating a Web page or blog with photos or video. (See for
example, González’s (2003a) testimonial to how her skills in technology devel-
oped, al-Othman’s (2003) vivid examples of how her class Web pages evolved, and
Almeida d’Eça (2004) discussing her participation in an Annenberg-sponsored
course.) Trials with new tools often involve the direct participation of WiA mem-
bers online, as they model responses and techniques during a live chat or video
conference (see Stevens et al. 2004; Yeh, González, & Mühren 2004). The voluntary
self-evaluation and feedback on What I have learned has become an important part
of the WiA experience, and often results in a published article. (See for example,
González (2003b), Suzuki (2004), and the comprehensive Index of experiments in
Almeida d’Eça (2006)).

The role of mentoring and reflective praxis in online collaboration may be
summarized as a recursive operation:

1. Query about practice or tools (or call for participation in an event)
2. Rapid member response
3. Live chat demonstration and/or walk-through of a tool
4. Summary of information
5. Live collaborative trial with students (or event presentation)
6. Further discussion
7. Reflective summary and report (and/or possible publication)
8. Repeat as needed

Essential tools

Most research about online “communities” before 2002 deals primarily with elec-
tronic forums or message boards. However, ongoing, just-in-time collaborations
require tools that allow rapid feedback both synchronously and asynchronously.
For technology-using teachers, good online tools are crucial to hands-on mentor-
ing and the community building that fosters the trust needed to ask questions and
experiment. Below is a short list of the tools the author perceives as the most im-
portant to CALL-based CoPs. (See Preece and Maloney-Krichmar (2003) for more
on the implications of various tools.)

Virtual community space. Virtual CoPs must have a locus. Y!G is an essential
free tool that allows groups to build their own community space online (see Fig-
ure 1). Y!G has e-mail distribution, space to store files and links, a calendar to
distribute reminders, polling software, and a database that can function as a wiki
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Figure 1. The Yahoo! Groups interface provides a free, easy-to-use set of tools (see left
window) to start and maintain a community online (Real English Online 2003).

(collaborative online editing software), for example, where members can edit a
paper together or self-select into teams. The Y!G interface is so user-friendly that
members of REO and WiA regularly start Y!Gs for specific short-term purposes,
such as a collaborative course or publication planning. One REO member set up a
Y!G just to hold copyright-free photos for student projects.

While many Webheads are also familiar with and use Moodle for courses,
this structured online course environment has certain limitations for community
building. As in other course management systems, such as Blackboard, messages
are threaded into different forums, a feature that has the advantage of dividing a
class into specific topics for discussion groups, but the disadvantage of splitting
a community into small pieces. For long-term community building, this feature
can become very inconvenient, especially if several discussion threads are active at
one time and deliver multiple daily digests. Y!G has only modest threading ability,
but access at the Website allows messages to be viewed in threads. Moodle’s struc-
ture quickly reveals its purpose as a teacher-friendly classroom space, but Y!G,
having been designed specifically for informal communities, remains superior in
many respects for voluntary CoPs, which are not graded, hierarchically ordered,
or directed by a sole teacher.
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Another virtual locus, Tapped In (TI), is both a tool and a community of
communities. It addresses a much broader range of domains than WiA or REO:
librarians, administrators, and teachers of all the age/grade levels and all content
areas, including science, art, physical education, K-3+, and ESL/EFL. TI provides
educators with their own virtual offices where they can conduct chat sessions pri-
vately with students, archive resources and assignments, and in effect hold virtual
classes online with the help of experienced live facilitators. Many teacher groups,
including WiA, hold regular monthly or weekly meetings live online at TI, an im-
portant desideratum for community building. TI allows teachers themselves to
create any grouping they desire. An annual virtual festival brings all the commu-
nities together to share ideas. One might think of it as a large town with many
neighborhoods or clubs, rather than as a single-purpose structure.

Live chat. While TI is the main text chat locus for Webheads, WiA also uses
Yahoo! Messenger (Y!M) extensively, both for individual messaging, and as a back
channel in case of technical problems with other venues. Y!M allows Webcamming
while chatting. Since the group promotes inclusion and many members use Mac-
intosh computers, which Y!M does not currently support in voice chat, TI and
Y!M are often combined with other voice and video chat locales, for instance, Al-
ado or LearningTimes (LT). Because of WiA’s leading role in experimenting with
technology, group members are allowed to use these two platforms for free on-
line conferencing; however, many institutions will no doubt soon have courseware
management systems that support their own versions of Web conferencing. Like
TI, Alado’s and LT’s purpose is to foster communities, though they are usually of
shorter duration, more like mini-courses or conferences on specific subjects. LT’s
Web-based voice chatroom allows users to upload pictures, display electronic slide
presentations, write on the whiteboard with a variety of drawing and text tools,
operate a simulated laser pointer, “push” Web pages into local browsers, take a real-
time poll, give a quiz, etc., all while text, voice, and single-user Webcam chatting.
The facility is thus a full-featured classroom as well as a richly furnished meeting
place with multimedia archiving. LT also supports bulletin board discussions so
that groups may have longer-term contact.

Although asynchronous sharing of information via e-mail list or bulletin
board is important, synchronous text and voice chat, especially at regularly sched-
uled intervals, are important tools to solidify collaborations, mentor new tech-
nologies in real time, and share personal and family tidbits – the “social glue” that
holds a group together. Most voice chat facilities provide multimedia recording
so that permanent archives can be maintained of both synchronous and asyn-
chronous communications. Webcasting and podcasting (iPod + Webcast) are
also increasingly being used for voice communications online. (See for example,
WorldBridges, whose Ed Tech Talks have become a regular meeting place for the
Webheads.)
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Web pages and/or blogs. CoPs may be formed without a dynamic Web presence;
however, online records of group work and spaces for individuals to reflect on
their own development seem to be a natural accompaniment to the creation of
real communities. We come to know others in real life through their housing and
dress; likewise, in a virtual world, we become acquainted through our home pages
and blogs, which give far more information than the member profile space typical
of some courseware. Generally, the CoPs discussed in this article are sustained by
individuals’ virtual homes. For example, Webheads’ pages may be found in the
frequently updated Index (Almeida d’Eça 2006); REO places member Web page
and blog addresses in its Y!G Links area. TI provides virtual offices that may be
decorated with photos and personal messages as well as links to scholarly work.

Social scaffolding

As intimated above, a unique element of CoPs, as defined by Lave and Wenger,
Situated Learning: Legitimate Peripheral Participation (1991), is their social aspect:
Learning takes place by participation in a social entity; learning is itself a social ac-
tivity, hence situated in a community. Group members may participate to varying
degrees, depending on outside demands on their time and their degree of interest
or expertise in an area, hence, legitimate peripheral participation. One difference
between teacher CoPs and learner CoPs is the voluntary nature of their social
climate: Students in a course are constrained to participate; teachers join a CoP
because they want to.

In the realm of CALL, virtual social support is of particular importance be-
cause technology-trained teachers may be isolated in their own departments or
institutions. Further, regardless of their initial training, they may have quite a
range of expertise, and changes in technology arrive at a rapid pace: Teachers
are always trying to keep up. They generally have a great deal of authority in
their classrooms, but may feel vulnerable in situations such as CALL, where they
may be more ignorant than their students. The joy of meeting friends regularly
on the Internet and making new ones in the context of a group whose purposes
are clear and whose strategy is welcoming may be of special importance to them.
As Ebeltoft and Nyrop put it, in a study examining four teacher communities:
“It is a safe feeling to meet a patient guide on the net, a live person who is able
to introduce, explain and give positive feedback on your first fumbling tentative
participation” (2001:Section 9, ¶3). Since WiA members are for the most part
teachers, many with advanced degrees and expertise or interest in sociolinguistics,
several aspects of learning as a social activity are intentionally reinforced by long-
standing members, who purposefully reach out to and socialize with newcomers.
These techniques are worth exploring, particularly if the reader is interested in
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forestalling problems that may arise in creating a successful, self-sustaining CoP,
whether for students or in-service teachers.

Getting to know others. As in real life, entry into a virtual group demands so-
cial recognition, some form of welcome. REO and WiA encourage newcomers to
write a short self-introduction and upload a picture to the Y!G. WiA maintains a
Web page with photos, introductions, e-mail and chat addresses, home page ad-
dresses, recent presentations, etc. This allows other group members to quickly find
someone and recognize them online and off (see Stevens’ portal page 2005). Other
groups use searchable member profiles, or a Frappr map, which gives a visual lo-
cation, a photo, and a brief message. (See Motteram and Forrester (2005) on the
importance of social induction in distance learning.)

Regular periodic meetings are a second strategy to integrate newcomers. Profes-
sionally, an annual session at the Electronic Village Online, mentioned above, serves
as the means for WiA, REO, and Webloggers (see below) to induct new members in
the appropriate technologies. Socially, scheduled weekly live chats create intercon-
nections among members that are not possible in communications to the larger
e-list. Chat topics rarely have an agenda, and most sessions include many personal
exchanges – sympathy when a relative is ill, news of travels on a recent vacation,
congratulations on a birthday (a group member keeps an electronic birthday list),
comments about the weather, celebration of holidays (Mardi Gras and Halloween
are special favorites), etc. Celebrations and small talk form an important part of
the social cement that holds any community together, whether real or virtual.
If more serious business, such as a joint presentation, is looming, members can
retreat to an individual office for private discussion.

Cheerleading. Recognition by one’s peers is a powerful group cement. In WiA
especially, members are expected to report on recent achievements, particularly
when they involve collaborative activities or face-to-face meetings with other
members, and to comment on each other’s work. In most cases, members will
create a Web page or blog to link from the WiA Index (Almeida d’Eça 2006). In
REO, members bookmark their students’ projects in the Links area. Thus, an on-
going public history of the group provides community continuity. Reading each
other’s work and responding to it is an important element in CoP formation and
stability.

Face-to-face meetings. Since WiA and REO are global communities, meeting
one another face-to-face is a special treat. Again, both groups document such en-
counters and often go out of their way to connect in person, for example, to attend
a member’s PhD defense in Spain, or to travel to a conference where someone is
presenting on land (see Almeida d’Eça (2006) Face to Face Meetings).

F.U.N. (Frivolous Unanticipated/Unorganized Nonsense). A term coined by
Vance Stevens, F.U.N. refers to the fact that, just as in a “real” community, mem-
bers arrange surprises and small acts of kindness, often seasoned with humor. On
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April Fools’ Day, one WiA member created an extraordinarily complex spoof of
the Index of achievements, including links to odd videos, morphed visages, wacky
names, and outrageous titles. At a Halloween chat at TI, members wore virtual
“costumes,” that is, text descriptions attached to their handles (online names).
Costumes were judged on originality and extravagance, and virtual prizes were
awarded. F.U.N. is especially important when the tensions of learning become too
great: After a frustrating day trying to install an application, someone mailed the
group a “symphony” based wholly on computer desktop sounds.

Mentoring. Land-based teacher training courses or in-service workshops gen-
erally present material, inform, and possibly provide some simulated practice.
Among peers, especially in-service teachers, training is better shaped by recipro-
cal mentoring and sharing areas of expertise. Also, online mentors can directly
participate with mentees in projects and classes with live students; simply being
present is often an important contribution from a newbie. The emotions of grati-
tude for help received become mingled with the pleasure of encountering friends;
the thrill of achievement is celebrated; the potential failures may be anticipated
before they become disasters. As Garber summarizes: “Growing a virtual learning
community therefore requires that we understand and embrace the social aspects
critical to learners as they engage (and influence) each other across time and space”
(2004:¶6). The knowledge that is generated is strengthened by the social network
that surrounds each exploration.

Future prospects

The Webheads are an exceptional group in many ways. Fast friendships have
formed over the five years of its existence, and yet the group remains open and
exceptionally welcoming to new members. REO has a shorter history, but is con-
tinually evolving, adding new members, and exploring multimedia collaboratively.
The TI and LT collections of communities support some very dedicated teacher
groups in a wide range of content areas and continue to expand their outreach
globally. However, somewhat less intense and personally engaging CoPs are grad-
ually developing around the world, in part owing to the introduction of new
online tools – or old tools put to new educational uses – and the spread of open
source materials; and in part because of the growing recognition of the impor-
tance of connecting with others socially as knowledge is shared and created. The
movement has even spawned a new approach to pedagogy, Connectivism (Siemens
2005). An examination of growing online communities indicates a steady move-
ment from simple resource archives toward true CoP status as they add new ways
of communicating and functioning. Teacher-training institutions would do well to
encourage their pre- and in-service teachers to join one of these free communities
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(or create their own) as a way of meeting the challenges of technology. To outline
just a few examples in ascending order of community-building:

MERLOT (Multimedia Educational Resource for Learning and Online Teach-
ing), primarily an online journal and archive of peer-reviewed, open source,
member-created materials. Members, mainly in higher education, connect with
each other through a search of interests and specialities tagged in their profiles
and at an annual international conference in North America. A survey in Fall 2005
indicated interest in adding communicative features.

The SANTEC network was organized to promote educational development
and e-learning in the African context. A discussion board and e-newsletter are en-
hanced by monthly online colloquia on topics suggested by members. SANTEC
serves as a channel for development grants, and regularly puts out calls for pro-
posals and requests for consultants. With over 500 members representing most
African states, the network seems to have the potential to develop an authentic
community with a history, a focused geographic domain and purpose, and poten-
tially great effectiveness in developing the continent through social networking.

The Reading Matrix, for teachers of reading, has, like other online journals,
gradually shifted from a traditional academic format to a developing Internet com-
munity. It held its first wholly online conference in 2004, in a format that allowed
participants to read papers and view and hear slide presentations beforehand, and
then chat live online with presenters at specific times throughout the conference.
The Website regularly has added features, such as a monthly poll on a hot topic
accompanied by a bulletin board to discuss results, and offers useful links, free
interactive reading lessons, a free quiz-scripting tool, and an e-newsletter. It has
potential as a CoP, yet so far offers little means for teachers to communicate di-
rectly with each other. This will be an interesting site to watch as it develops further
community-building aspects.

Australian Flexible Learning Framework, open to global members as well as
Australian teachers, provides free electronic tools, connections to leaders in the
field of e-learning, short-term training courses, and annual online conferences.
It focuses on both people and supportive technologies in the vocational educa-
tion and training sector, offering live facilitators in its Community Forum and an
issues-focused bulletin board. Like TI and LT (where it has a voice chat room), the
Framework is a home for many diverse CoPs or potential CoPs. Flexible e-learning
makes obvious economic sense in a country the size of Australia, and the Frame-
work appears to offer a significant model for Internet-driven, community-powered
educational development.

Webloggers, another community on the Webheads model, originated with an
Electronic Village Online session in 2005 and has since developed into a strong CoP,
including an EVO induction session (the 2006 session focused on podcasting),
weekly live meetings at TI (the Blogstream Salon), and asynchronous communica-
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tions through the weblogging Y!G and RSS feeds. Community student projects in-
clude the group blog, Dekita.org, devoted to outstanding work in Web-publishing
by English learners and peer-to-peer contact around the globe. Dekita.org received
an Edublog Award in 2005.

Internet tools that support community creation are fast becoming free and
standardized for universal adaptation: text, voice, and video chat, online interac-
tive whiteboards, RSS feeds, blogs, podcasting and Internet radio, mobile accessi-
bility to the Web, and reusable and open source course materials – these are just
some of the technologies that foster the growth of global communities. Eventually,
the one constraint on developing CoPs will be the time and energy of the partic-
ipants. Teacher-training institutions would do well to encourage their students to
join a CoP; if an institution wishes to form its own, the criteria for success should
be kept in mind:

– Domain and purpose. A CoP created as an extension of your own workshop
or online course may provide more extended and coherent assistance to new
teachers over several semesters as they move from pre-service to in-service.
Ensure that newbies have an initiation period to familiarize themselves with
the technology and workings of an e-group, as well as the specific purpose of
the community. Seek out international CoPs for your student-teachers to join.
These will help with an understanding of their students in second language
settings and the target culture in foreign language settings.

– Collaborative praxis: Create online teams to complete assignments and ensure
a way to permanently archive the information they generate, for example, in
Web pages, blogs, and Y!Gs. Archives provide reference points to steer new-
comers to what has already been learned and to prevent the tedium for old
hands of repeating explanations. Share reusable learning objects and encour-
age formative self-reflection in blogs or Web pages that can be referenced by
future generations of students.

– Tools: Find out what Web conferencing tools are available at your institution,
or take advantage of free tools such as Y!G, Y!M, TI, and LT. Tools must
be cross-platform, and include real-time communication, such as live chat
and/or video conferencing, in order to help student-teachers maintain con-
tact throughout their careers. Use these tools to put student teachers in touch
with each other and with the global community.

– Social support and peer mentoring: Seek out the most sociable student-teachers
and encourage them to mentor others online. Be aware that relationships may
take longer than a single class or workshop to develop. Plan for regularly
scheduled meetings online, as well as asynchronous bulletin boards or e-lists.
Model socialization and community-building in your own communications
with novice teachers.
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A local CoP may well become an important feature of an institution’s total pro-
gram and carry over into in-service life, particularly as more institutions offer
online distance education and international programs (for several examples of
local institutions’ CoP formation, see Hanson-Smith 2006). If an expected part
of teacher education is membership in a CoP, whether one of the international
communities described here or a local class or content-based group, instructors
will be far better prepared to stay knowledgeable and comfortable with technol-
ogy throughout their careers. CoPs are the most economical way for classroom
teachers, the front line of the education battle, to maintain and improve the skills
demanded by the fast-changing world of technology their students will inhabit.
CoPs can do so just-in-time, when teachers need a particular piece of informa-
tion, skill, or guided practice. Consequently, teacher trainers should include in
their curricula the information and encouragement needed for new instructors to
step into a global, online community of practice. The virtual world has become a
real community.

Note

. ICT is used here to refer specifically to “Internet communication tools”; however, ICT is
also widely used in CALL and elsewhere as an abbreviation for the much broader concept of
“information and communication technologies”.
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Preface to

Training ourselves to train our
students for CALL

There is a widespread and credible view within education that collaborative tasks
offer a productive means of achieving learning goals. As is evident from other
chapters in this volume, formal courses in teacher training programs and CALL
professional development can be built around collaborative projects, and com-
munities of practice clearly provide opportunities for collaboration with peers.
Another way to harness the power of collaborative learning is to build a team
within an institution, language department, or language program that pursues a
curricular objective or CALL project together. In this chapter, Marinna Kolaitis
and her co-authors chronicle the first three years of an ongoing initiative at a
community college-based ESL program to train the language learners to be more
effective users of CALL. Although assisted by an external consultant and guided
by a set of learner training principles, the group of nine faculty engaged in this
project ended up largely training themselves and one another collaboratively in
order to develop and implement the learner training materials and strategies. The
chapter documents how in the process the teachers transformed their views of
CALL and became more reflective about their language teaching in general. It also
shows how they adapted the set of learner training principles to accommodate
both general and specific characteristics of their teaching environment. The chap-
ter discusses the challenges they addressed in putting together combinations of
workshops, group meetings, and mentoring systems to refine their own approach
to training their students to use technology more effectively and to assist other
interested faculty in the process.
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Today, multimedia and the Internet are widely accepted in the second language-
learning field, but their potential to improve students’ language proficiency is yet
to be realized. In the early years of the computer revolution, the primary con-
cern was simply attempting to get computers into the system and to find software
that “comfortably” fit into the curriculum. Eventually, it became obvious that the
effective use of computers for language learning would be even a greater chal-
lenge for both faculty and students. The Institute for Intensive English (IIE) at
Union County College (UCC) in New Jersey accepted that challenge by integrat-
ing computer-assisted language learning (CALL) into its curricula and by training
its faculty in CALL.

Over the past 25 years, through state-funded grants, faculty have purchased
hardware and software, established computer classroom labs and open Academic
Learning Center (ALC) labs, trained faculty, and created computer lessons to in-
corporate CALL into the program (currently more than 2000 ESL students from
83 countries). From the beginning of CALL integration, our experience has been
largely collaborative, one of learning by doing and sharing our successes and fail-
ures. The collaborative efforts of the faculty focused on ways to provide a stronger
link between the classroom and lab by developing a series of content lessons to be
used in class before and after the computer lab sessions. While in some instances
it appeared that CALL was successfully being incorporated with the content, a
number of faculty questioned the time, effort and effectiveness of integrating the
software into the curriculum. As faculty read and discussed related research, they
began to expand the CALL approach to include training for both themselves and
their students in ways to achieve language goals. The centerpiece of this chap-
ter is an account of the collaborative efforts of our most recent college-funded
project involving CALL, based on five learner training principles taken from Hub-
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bard (2004). Specifically, this chapter will describe how a group of faculty worked
together on a project to train ESL students in using CALL software more effectively
and in the process trained themselves to become more informed and effective
CALL teachers.

Identifying the problem

With the advent of more sophisticated software and Web access, the faculty showed
the students the basics of the new software and provided curriculum study guides
so that students would be able to work on their own in reinforcing their language
skills. The assumption was that the students would want to work independently,
especially with all the combined features of listening, recording, video and color.
However, over time the instructors came to realize that the students’ use of tech-
nology as an extension to language learning was minimal. That realization led to
the project described in this chapter.

Specifically, faculty found that students did not follow through with lab as-
signments and that classroom activity did not carry over to independent study.
They noted that students, and in fact many teachers, did not know how to use
the software to its fullest potential, thus reducing student motivation to work in-
dependently as well as teacher incentive to take them to the computer classroom
labs and train them on the computers. Students often rushed through the pro-
grams without applying language-learning strategies because neither they nor the
instructors were appropriately trained beyond the mechanical aspects of the pro-
gram. In addition, students did not know how to pace themselves. Many students
moved through a program quickly just “to get through it”, while others stared at
the screen apathetically not knowing what to do next. Some faculty simply blamed
the software, and many students simply switched to word-processing or e-mailing
when they thought the teachers were not looking.

Teachers voiced a number of concerns over these issues, including the follow-
ing.

– How can we help students to be more selective in their activities and to reflect
on identifying a language learning goal?

– What strategies can students use to go about achieving their goal?
– How can students learn to extend these selective strategies outside the class-

room, so they can become independent learners?
– How can students learn to approach a task in a way that best suits their lan-

guage needs, their learning styles, which in many cases are determined by their
cultural backgrounds, and their individual motivation?
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Learner training

In response to these problems, in 2002, a team of seven Union County College ESL
instructors (including chapter authors Kolaitis, Mahoney, and Pomann), one Aca-
demic Learning Center Educational Support Specialist1 and an external consultant
(Hubbard) began a project to develop pedagogically-centered CALL strategy ma-
terials along with faculty workshops, both modeled on a set of learner training
principles linking networked software and Web-based ESL activities to learner
goals (Hubbard 2004). These principles were initially developed and refined in
the context of a single classroom, and this represented the first attempt to scale
them up to a program level.

The rationale for CALL learner training and the consequent development of
the principles stemmed from the realization that there is a disconnect between the
realities of the CALL environment and the ideals of learner control and autonomy.
As noted in Hubbard (2004:45):

A fundamental quandary in CALL is that learners are increasingly required to
take a significant amount of responsibility for their own learning, whether that
learning is taking place through the programmed teaching presence in tutorial
software or the unstructured spaces of the world wide web. They are expected
to do this despite the fact that they know little or nothing of how languages are
learned compared to an appropriately trained teacher. And they are expected to
do this within a domain – that of the computer – that is still relatively unfamiliar
as a language learning environment to most of them.

The paper continues with a call for integrating learner training into any language
course with a significant technology component, offering a proposal for guiding
such training with five principles, summarized below (Hubbard 2004:51–55). The
first of these is aimed just at teachers rather than their students:

Principle 1: Experience CALL yourself
This principle is based on the following observation: although they may use com-
puters regularly, many language teachers have not had firsthand experience as
learners with either CALL instructional software or other uses, such as computer-
mediated communication (CMC) or even browsing the web in a foreign language.
With a little experience in this domain, they can understand their students’ chal-
lenges and frustrations better and be more empathetic and realistic in their expec-
tations. Further, they can see for themselves what kinds of learning opportunities
and limitations the computer environment actually provides and adjust their plans
for learner training accordingly.

The four remaining principles in that paper are devoted to guidelines for
promoting and sustaining learner training in language classrooms.
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Principle 2: Give learners teacher training
If learners are expected to take on more of the teacher role, as they do in any
autonomous learning situation, then they will clearly be better prepared for that
role if they have some of the same knowledge regarding language learning that
their teachers possess. One part of such training lies in the linking of an activity
with a specific learning objective. To accomplish that connection requires provid-
ing learners with guided practice in identifying objectives and an awareness of the
need to determine a path to realize them. A related aspect involves emphasizing
the importance of deliberation and consolidation in the CALL learning task or ex-
ercise. Basically, deliberation refers to the cognitive steps a learner goes through
in a CALL activity, such as preparing to respond to a comprehension question or
thinking about the feedback when an item is missed. Consolidation refers to the
additional cognitive steps that follow the final feedback on an item or activity be-
fore the learner continues to the next one, ideally linking any new material to what
has been previously learned. Taken together, deliberation and consolidation sim-
ply imply an intent to learn: for a typical tutorial CALL exercise, this means you
think before you answer, especially if you are uncertain of that answer, and you
reflect on the feedback after you receive it.

Principle 3: Use a cyclical approach
This principle acknowledges that few things are learned by a single exposure. Most
computer programs today embody a range of controls and features that cannot be
mastered all at once. All too often, technical training takes place only at the be-
ginning, and pedagogically-oriented training does not occur at all. For language
learners to get the most from CALL training, it needs to be done on a regular
basis both to avoid information overload and to reinforce previously learned con-
cepts. In addition, it is recommended that learners be given an opportunity to
“play” with software or experience the web or CMC environment before being
given training so that some degree of familiarity is established on which to hang
the instruction. As noted in McDonough (1995:101–102), there are a number of
problems with training in strategy use for language learning in general, among
them the lack of evidence for the strategies’ persistence over time. Assuming this
observation carries over to the type of learner training proposed here, consistency
and ubiquity in training through the repetition inherent in a cyclical or spiral ap-
proach appears the most promising way of promoting long-term positive changes
in how students interact with their CALL applications.

Principle 4: Use collaborative debriefings
It is widely recognized that collaborative learning has a number of advantages.
When students are on a computer, typically they are alone. Whether engaged in
using tutorial software or in some use of the computer as a communicative tool,



Training ourselves to train our students for CALL 

learners will probably engage more fruitfully if they regularly share information
about what they did and why they did it. Such “collaborative debriefings” can oc-
cur either at the end of a group lab session or at the beginning of a class session
following a CALL homework assignment. Ideally, students are divided into small
groups for a short reflective discussion focusing on what they did and why they did
it – how they saw their actions as linked or not to an identifiable learning objective.

Principle 5: Teach general exploitation strategies
As mentioned in the introduction, students using software tend to move through
it mechanically, without considering the high degree of control they actually have.
Through training, they can learn how to adapt to the software, leading it to support
not only the language skills and subskills it was designed for, but often others as
well. This is typically a later stage of learner training, as it represents the most
creative and individualized of the principles and assumes learners already have the
ability to make informed choices in selecting among a range of potential learning
objectives that a given piece of instructional software or other computer-based
activity or task may afford. Key concepts in this area that can be taught somewhat
earlier are techniques that may be applied across a range of programs for making
hard material easier, such as judicious use of the “pause” button, or making easy
material harder, for example, by hiding the list of possible answers to multiple
choice questions and trying to answer them first as open-ended ones.

It is worth noting that this approach to learner training has clear links to the
development of autonomy (Healey 1999; Benson 2001:136–141) and that some of
the metacognitive and cognitive strategies suggested for learner training are sim-
ilar to those presented in Oxford (1990) and elsewhere, though with an added
technological twist.

Project faculty training

During the first year, to implement learner training in their computer classes,
the project team reviewed the existing networked programs available to the stu-
dents and analyzed the various meaning aids and other support features that the
programs offered.

At the same time, a set of strategy guidelines was developed so students could
follow through using the program activities for their independent study. The team
met monthly for their own collaborative debriefings and conferenced by phone
and e-mail with the project consultant to revise the student materials, to plan
faculty workshops, to get and give feedback on student reactions, and more impor-
tantly, to share their classroom implementation of learner training. In the process,
the team members came to recognize how important it was for their own train-
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ing to be cyclical and collaborative, which an understanding of language learning
principles.

In order to engage in CALL learner training more fully, the group met twice
to experience CALL on their own (Principle #1) to gain insight from the learner’s
perspective. Using the online Rosetta Stone software program, team members each
chose a language that they had little knowledge of or were completely unfamil-
iar with. The results were enlightening as they discussed the various strategies
used to reach their individual goals. One participant wrote on the workshop
evaluation sheet:

I realized that if I were a student, how I used this program in the ALC would
probably vary according to my purpose and how much time I had. On some
days I might want to focus just on pronunciation, for example, while an-
other day I might want to really concentrate on prepositions. I think I would
probably use it a bit differently each time depending on my focus.

At the end of the first year, the team began to revise its approach to strategy de-
velopment. After several months of implementing the software suggestions in the
classroom labs, they observed that the students’ primary focus was still to complete
the activity rather than to improve in their language skill. It then became evident
that the development of effective strategies needed to be taken a step further by
first identifying the language goal, a core element in strategy development, and
understanding the language learning principle behind that goal.

However, when the team met, there was little agreement at first on matching
goals with various software activities. In regard to listening, for example, rec-
ommendations from members were often based on the perceived outcome of
the activity rather than on the specific goal. Several members viewed listening
instruction as answering comprehension questions and completing dictations cor-
rectly. Separate goals for listening had not been delineated in terms of listening
for main ideas, listening to process language, and listening for individual gram-
mar structures and vocabulary. The team questioned: “Should students look at
the transcript as part of their listening practice?” “When should students read and
listen simultaneously?” “When do students move from one goal to the next?” The
problem seemed to be that individuals had not clarified the relationship between
certain language learning principles and the various goals in any consistent way.
At this point, the consultant assisted the group in connecting the language princi-
ples to each associated goal. Once language learning assumptions and goals were
connected, consensus on suggested strategies was reached. With the goal and lan-
guage principles in mind, the team was able to help students select strategies more
effectively and manipulate the various controls and meaning aids more skillfully.

As part of this process, the strategies for listening and grammar were organized
into four categories: language learning goals, language learning principles, delib-
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eration (pre-response) strategies, and consolidation (post-response) strategies. A
“CALL journal” for students’ independent study was devised, also based on the
learning principles of deliberation and consolidation. The team intended the jour-
nals to serve as note-taking guides to assist students in consolidating important
language points for their listening, grammar, and vocabulary goals.

By utilizing a CALL journal, students are trained to keep notes from session
to session, understand why they selected an answer, and reflect on what they have
done and how it relates to their goals and class work. Applying deliberation and
consolidation strategies to a specific language goal allows students to become more
effective in their choices, more adept in using the various controls and meaning
aids, and more reflective in their responses. As an added benefit, teachers can use
the journals as records of how students apply strategies throughout the semester.

The following outline for grammar is a sample of the strategy material that
was developed by the project team.

Goal: Grammar – language learning principles

1. Understand context of an item.
2. Understand why you are choosing a particular item (form and function).
3. Reflect and understand why a form which you chose was incorrect.
4. Take notes in the CALL journal to remember new and important forms

and functions.

Based on these language learning principles, the following suggestions are offered
to students to guide them through deliberation and consolidation processes.

For deliberation strategies

1. Read instructions carefully to determine form(s) being practiced.
2. Review grammar explanations and/or charts to clarify the use of a form

before starting.
3. Read the entire sentence or paragraph to understand the context. Use

dictionary resources if necessary.
4. Reflect on why you are choosing a particular response before answering.

For consolidation strategies

1. Reflect on incorrect responses before answering a second time.
Why did I make the mistake?
What is the correct form, and why is it correct?
What points do I need to review?
What questions do I have for the teacher?

2. Take notes in your journal, explaining why forms are correct or incorrect.
In some cases, print out screens with incorrect forms and then correct
later, noting why your answers were wrong.
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As the team began the second year of strategy training with their students, they felt
comfortable with the cyclical implementation of the training (Principle #3) and
with the introduction of general exploitation strategies (Principle #5). However,
they generally felt much less comfortable with raising their students’ awareness
of language learning principles (Principle #2), and with conducting/finding time
for collaborative debriefings (Principle #4). A major focus of the team meetings
was on how students can be trained to express their strategy choices in debriefing
sessions and ultimately apply these strategies independently.

To address these issues, the team explored ways to conduct collaborative de-
briefings before, after and during lab sessions. They shared classroom discussion
questions, which encouraged students to reflect on their strategies. Faculty who
taught advanced levels had more success in conducting collaborative debriefings
in which students discussed strategy use. Teachers at beginning levels saw that their
students could summarize content learned, but in many cases did not have the lan-
guage to express their goals and strategies. With this in mind different formats for
debriefings at each level were discussed. Debriefings at the beginning levels con-
centrated on mechanical strategies and content, while the advanced levels focused
on identifying their goals and explaining their choice of strategies. By the end of
the second year, the team realized that such debriefings were more successful when
student training was also extended into the classroom as well as in the lab.

Training faculty outside the project group

One of the key points of this collaborative approach is that those in the project
group became the “learner training experts” for the program and both formally
and informally shared their experiences, techniques, and materials with other fac-
ulty members. In the first year, a full-day workshop was given by the consultant to
introduce the learner training principles and strategies to interested UCC faculty
who were not in the project group. In the second year, training continued with a
full-day workshop given by the project team and consultant and three additional
in-house sessions to continue learner training discussion, share suggestions for
classroom implementation and receive feedback from other faculty. In these in-
house sessions the training procedure was similar to that of the project team: the
teachers were given a pre-workshop task of identifying ways they used the Rosetta
Stone to meet specific language goals. During the workshops, participants were
introduced to applying language learning principles to the activities in our net-
worked grammar software. Working in groups, they identified various types of
strategies and reflected on why they chose those strategies. Subsequent workshops
were given specifically to concentrate on listening goals.
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Additional training took the form of team members meeting individually with
full-time and adjunct faculty to introduce strategies for software used at their
course levels. To accommodate the adjunct faculty’s varied schedules, a software
fair was set up for two weeks in which team members were available in the lab
for faculty to come in at their convenience. Faculty discussed the mechanical
aspects of the programs along with specific strategies. About fifteen teachers at-
tended over a two-week period. During these hands-on sessions, teachers became
familiar with software suitable for their class levels. They practiced how to use
the menu systems, hints, etc. and discussed various strategies to use for listening
and/or grammar goals. Although this format provided more individual input and
discussion while working with a specific program, most participants did not get
beyond the “how to” level. Similar one-on-one training sessions were given by the
Educational Support Specialist in the Academic Learning Center throughout the
semester.

These all day workshops and individual drop-in training sessions were some-
what successful but clearly had their limitations. The team realized that the train-
ing approach needed to be cyclical as with the project team and students, i.e.,
to introduce the learning principles, discuss strategies to meet the goal, practice
hands-on both on their own and in the classroom, and provide opportunities for
debriefing/reflecting on the strategies.

Consequently, in the third year, the team attempted to provide one-on-one
training with follow-up meetings and/or team teaching for full time and part time
faculty. Experience with this form of training has varied, depending on the faculty
member’s interest, CALL experience, and teaching style.

At the beginning of the semester, faculty members were invited to meet with
a project mentor to go through the different software programs available for their
classes. Teachers chose a program based on the language learning goal they wanted
to stress in the lab. Basic deliberation and consolidation strategies to meet the goals
for the chosen software were introduced, and the concept of using CALL journals
for grammar, listening, and vocabulary development was presented, as well as the
CALL website. Mentors also discussed ineffective behaviors that students typically
demonstrate if they are not trained, i.e., running through programs. They focused
on demonstrating to the teachers how and why the suggested strategies can help
their students to become more successful learners.

Although it was an effective approach for some faculty, especially those who
were experienced in CALL and already had some understanding of the role of strat-
egy training in other domains, for many this initial session was too overwhelming.
The team encouraged other faculty to continue working with a mentor and even
to have a mentor assist them in the lab; however, most faculty were reluctant to go
beyond the first meeting, given that it was voluntary and no additional compensa-
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tion was provided. The project team is currently working on ideas to increase the
effectiveness of this initial mentoring session and the subsequent retention rate.

With the faculty who did continue with mentoring, each was approached dif-
ferently. One faculty member teaching intermediate students was interested in
teaching her students how to use various programs on the web to improve lis-
tening. A mentor followed up the initial meeting by discussing listening goals, as-
sociated learning principles, and specific software and journal strategies to achieve
the goals. The mentor taught with the teacher for two lab sessions, introducing the
initial principles and strategies to her students. The faculty member and mentor
met a few weeks later to discuss the application of journal strategies to a different
web-listening program.

A second faculty member teaching a beginning level class was interested in
strategies for Live Action English, a multi-skill video-based program. Over the
course of several weeks, the mentor and the instructor discussed the strategies
for the multiple templates in the software and strategies for training the students.
Eventually, through the on-going discussion and occasional observation of stu-
dents in the classroom lab, the project mentor began to see students utilizing
new strategies that the teacher had developed on her own, such as sitting in pairs
retelling the video actions.

Another faculty member teaching a beginning level class was interested in
learning strategies for a networked listening/grammar program. Although the
teacher met with the mentor several times, he did not go beyond the “how to”
level in using the software. In the classroom lab sessions, he remained fairly in-
active, only getting up to help students when asked. It was surprising to the team
that the faculty member was very open to the mentor coming in and working ac-
tively with the students. At times, even with a more extended introduction of the
learner training principles, it is difficult for some faculty to get beyond a precon-
ceived assumption that students left on their own will use the software effectively
and efficiently, needing assistance only with basic usage and content questions.

These subsequent mentoring sessions were undoubtedly more effective than
the one-time sessions. However, it is important to note that they did not seem
to offer the depth of learning and transformation that the collaborative approach
provided for the project team.

Changes in teacher implementation

With implementation of learner training principles in computer labs, the project
team made changes in their approach to teaching CALL strategies. The cyclical ap-
proach was used throughout the semester to train students in the learner principles
and strategies, allowing them to become familiar with the software and to prac-
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tice choosing specific strategies that suited their individual learning styles. Faculty
realized students needed time during class and on-going training over a period of
time. As a result, teachers became more interactive with students in labs by guiding
them in making effective choices. As one teacher observed:

Before I just walked around and as long as they didn’t look stuck, I left them
alone and assumed they were learning. But now I try to figure out what they
are doing, what they are learning. Very important to circulate during the lab
sessions the entire time and get feedback/give advice to students.

During the time students were working, teachers were able to coach them while
allowing them to take more control. Student training was being directed toward
autonomous learning. As another teacher noted:

Training/encouraging students to be independent learners is not an easy task,
but it is worth the effort. Self awareness of learning strategies is a gradual
process that will develop over successive semesters.

Faculty helped students go beyond the mechanical aspects of CALL by show-
ing them how to mesh the mechanics with their goals, as reflected in the
following comment:

My approach has changed completely. I didn’t use to train students to use
the CALL software in an active way, so I didn’t like to take students to the
lab because I thought it was too similar to using the book and that students
weren’t really paying attention or learning. Now I feel that students are using
the lab time in a more focused, active way.

An important aspect of the strategy training was the incorporation of discussion
and reflection sessions into the curriculum. Allowing time for these essential dis-
cussions was best done during or immediately following the lab sessions. When
students were given a task for these collaborative debriefings, such as completing
questionnaires about strategy use, it was found that their responses were more
reflective and specific.

Through these small-group discussions, students become aware of how and
why they are using a strategy and begin to take control over their strategy use
and choices. The debriefings provide a chance for students to reflect on their own
strategies, learn the language needed to talk and write about strategies, expand
language acquisition knowledge, learn from other students, and review content
of lessons. While listening to various responses, faculty can monitor the students’
selection of strategies and thus adapt the training accordingly. One faculty member
commented on the value of reflection sheets:

Class discussions were based on their reflection sheets. Students shared advice
and we discussed some common errors that they’d reported on their sheet.
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Changes in student implementation

As a result of CALL learner training, observations of the students show that many
are utilizing strategies to exploit different capabilities that a program offers. Rather
than following the direct menu path of a program, students will often take the lead
by choosing a particular activity, related directly to their goal. Furthermore, many
are slowing down and moving away from the goal of quickly running through a
program. It has also been noted that they are taking some notes in their journals,
printing out charts, screens and pages with their work, and analyzing incorrect
responses. One faculty member reported about her students in an end-of-semester
evaluation form:

Increased confidence and independence. For example, as the semester contin-
ued, I noted that many of my weaker students began to take control of their
learning by checking Grammar Notes, checking their class notes, copying
difficult items, and asking software-related questions in class.

Nevertheless, a few challenges remain: some students still spend time on activities
that are not beneficial and that are time consuming for a small return; some go
through every activity in order of the program menu; some need constant mon-
itoring; some need to be reminded of their goal; others resist taking notes. And
then there are those who do not wish to be interrupted while doing a computer
activity. These challenges need to be addressed by continuous training of students
to understand what they are doing and why.

What we have learned

Redirect the teacher’s approach from focusing on a specific task to identifying the
learning goal first.

One of the most critical changes in the project team’s approach has been the shift
from focusing on the best ways to complete an activity to exploring the best ways
to achieve a specific language goal using an activity. That is, the activity changed
from being the “end” to becoming the “means to the end”. This shift occurred
in both the development of strategies (as described in previous section) and with
classroom implementation.
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Shift emphasis from simply reinforcing content taught in class to training
students in strategies for independent learning.

Another major area of discussion in the team meetings has been related to the
balancing of content instruction with strategy training for independent learning.
Prior to the project, the main focus of the lab was on supporting the content of the
classroom. With the shift to an emphasis on strategies for independent learning,
however, the focus has become “how to learn” and “how to teach yourself.” To
summarize, the instruction included teaching students to a) identify the learning
goal, b) choose appropriate programs/activities, c) choose the appropriate level of
ability/interest, and d) use appropriate strategies on their own.

This shift has not been fully accepted by some faculty because of their orienta-
tion toward content teaching and their perceived time constraints. In one-on-one
training sessions, for example, several teachers have been reluctant to use web-
listening sites unless the sites include comprehension questions. In these training
sessions, it is pointed out that although questions may be a component of listening
activities, they are not the goal. Rather, the emphasis is on showing students how
to achieve their listening goals independently by selecting an appropriate listening
passage and by using the audio/video clip, the script, and other features.

Extend to regular classroom activities.

As a continuation of the cyclical approach, strategy training was extended to other
classroom activities. The project team realized that when applying the language
principles to everyday activities, students became aware that strategy selection ap-
plies to all their learning. For example, while doing a fill-in-the blank grammar
activity, students can learn to reflect on their wrong answers by circling the in-
correct answers rather than erasing them. With the same activity, they can discuss
with another student the reason their answers were incorrect or correct. With lis-
tening activities, students can be introduced to the different listening goals and
practice the various ways of using the audio transcript to support their listening.
Beyond the specific strategies, discussion on how they approach their overall stud-
ies throughout a semester helps students realize which strategies are best for them.
Not only has this extension been beneficial to the students’ teaching themselves,
but it has also had a dramatic impact on the project team’s teaching in class.

Consultant’s perspective

The project began with a set of principles (Hubbard 2004), but the experience in
applying them had previously been limited to the consultant’s own classes. In scal-
ing up first to the small group (project team) and then to the larger group (other
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interested faculty) level, there were some important lessons learned. First, it came
as something of a surprise that principles for learner training, such as using col-
laborative debriefings, were adapted by this group so readily for their own teacher
training. Second, it became clear that these principles are guides, not prescrip-
tions. For instance, the suggestion to spend significant amounts of class or lab time
on collaborative debriefings was difficult to implement for some of the project
members and even more so for the other faculty. Instead of following the princi-
ples dogmatically, this group adapted ideas selectively, building more strongly on
the concept of strategy development, which seemed to be more in line with their
setting and teaching approaches. They also made adjustments to the principle of
providing the learners with teacher training to fit the language level differences,
with lower proficiency students generally receiving less in this area. Third, groups
of teachers engaged in collaborative self-training are put again in the role of stu-
dents to some degree, and as such they are more likely to see the world from a
student’s perspective, opening their eyes to new possibilities. The addition of the
CALL journal was just one example of an innovation for CALL learner training
to come out of this experience. Being on the opposite coast, the consultant often
was not engaged in the project for several months at a time, and most of the train-
ing was being done by the teachers – training themselves and one another. This
collaborative approach, though not always smooth, appears to have led to more
profound changes in practice than would have occurred otherwise.

Conclusion

At the end of the third year, the team continued with five members from the pre-
vious group and four additional members. The new group proceeded in strategy
training by conducting monthly meetings following the model of learner training
principles. In the first meetings of the semester, the team discussed the learning
principles in relation to their class implementation with emphasis on deliberation
and collaboration strategies for listening and grammar. Questions and prompts
used in their classroom debriefings were shared and further adapted to make them
appropriate for each instructor’s style and class level.

In addition to monthly meetings, a WebBoard forum was established for fac-
ulty to share their suggestions, guidelines for student use and classroom materials.
This tool has served as a cyclical resource for the training of the team, and in
the future for other interested faculty. Faculty and students also have access to a
new ESL website with links to the developed strategy materials and CALL jour-
nals along with links to various listening, grammar, pronunciation, and language
reference websites.
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In the future, the three facets of training will be continued: the project team
collaborative group training, full faculty workshops, and one-on-one mentoring.
Of the three formats, the collaborative approach based on the learner training
model has been the most effective at UCC. Moreover, such training can be or-
ganized more informally with a small group of faculty with minimal funding and
flexible scheduling.

At the time of this writing the team has extended the training by emphasiz-
ing learning CALL on their own (Principle #1) as a collaborative group for the
current year. Using CD-ROM and on-line materials to practice a second language,
a group of eight faculty and the consultant are exploring their individual learner
strategies while achieving their language goals. Keeping a weekly learning jour-
nal through an online discussion board (WebBoard) and meeting regularly, faculty
discuss what they have discovered about their strategy use and classroom imple-
mentation. Through this process, faculty have noticed that strategies they had
previously suggested to students may be more effective in some cases than oth-
ers. This experience has also been helpful in training students to discover how
they learn. Additional initiatives include developing on-line tutorials based on the
strategy guidelines, classroom implementation, and suggestions from the faculty
CALL journals. Further grant funding will be sought to replicate the collaborative
approach of the “CALL on Your Own” project, and to extend the strategy training
program-wide.

The project has been an enriching and enlightening experience for the nine-
member team. During meetings, the team has questioned each other’s rationales
for using certain approaches and strategies; in classes, the process of incorporating
the language learning principles has challenged each member’s own approach to
language learning, not only with software programs, but also in general classroom
instruction. The process of reflecting on the learner training principles made the
team members more aware of why and what they are teaching, as well as what stu-
dents need in order to be autonomous learners. Through this team effort, they
have gained renewed respect for each other’s approaches while thinking about
their own approaches in new ways.

We anticipate that the collaborative approach the project group applied to
CALL learner training at UCC can be extended to future technology initiatives
there. This is clearly a promising area for additional research and development,
and others are encouraged to consider it as an alternative or supplement to formal
CALL training for their own language programs.
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Note

. The authors would like to thank Lewis Cohen of the Union County College Academic Learn-
ing Center for his assistance on this project.
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Preface to

Helping teachers to help themselves

If we were to ask current language teachers and researchers how they had learned
about CALL, most of us would not be surprised if the vast majority replied they
had educated themselves, through attending conferences and workshops, reading
the literature, investigating software, and holding discussions with similarly in-
clined peers and colleagues. Independent learning has almost been the norm. In
fact it is a testament to the initiative, commitment and resourcefulness of con-
temporary CALL practitioners that much has been achieved without the support,
in the main, of formal teacher education programs and courses in the field. Al-
though we believe we have reached a stage where a more systematic approach to
teacher education and CALL needs to be contemplated seriously, we also acknowl-
edge the strengths of independent learning and the capacities this approach brings
to an individual language teacher who faces rapid and continuous technological
change. Furthermore, even if we were to have a wide ranging network of teacher
education courses in CALL, we would still need individuals who can continue to
respond confidently to innovation and change after the more formal part of their
CALL education has been completed. In this chapter, Thomas Robb provides an
overview of the literature on autonomy and self-directed learning as it relates to
CALL, and clarifies and distinguishes the meaning of these terms. This important
discussion also helps us to understand the interrelationship in teacher education
and CALL between the development of purely technical skills and the development
of the pedagogical skill, knowledge and expertise necessary to be able to teach a
language effectively in a learning environment that involves technology. He also
explores some subtle points on how an instructor’s background, intuition and
knowledge of resources lead to certain actions in a CALL setting and ultimately,
certain understandings of problems and their solutions.



Helping teachers to help themselves

Thomas N. Robb
Kyoto Sangyo University, Japan

The preface to the inaugural issue of the International Journal for Self-Directed
Learning begins by saying that,

The proliferation of information and technology and the accelerated rate of
change in all aspects of our lives have led to increased recognition of the impor-
tance of lifelong self-directed learning. Educational institutions at all levels have
added the development of lifelong self-directed learners to their mission and goal
statements, as have professional associations of nurses, physicians, and engineers,
among others. (Long & Guglielmino 2004: ii)

This need is felt even more strongly in a rapidly developing field such as CALL,
where the skills and content encountered in training programs could well be out-
dated in a matter of months. Teacher preparation programs must thus look beyond
the mere teaching of today’s software and skills to ensure that teachers can act au-
tonomously to upgrade their knowledge and be able to apply new technologies
to their teaching in a timely manner. Language teaching programs in schools and
universities must likewise do whatever possible to encourage their instructors to
keep up with changes in technology and their many applications to more effective
language teaching and learning.

The language teaching profession today is keenly aware of the need to foster
autonomy among its students, but little has been said about the need for autonomy
in our professional development programs. To this end, Warschauer states that,

[T]he concept of autonomy must be extended beyond self-directed use of lan-
guage and today’s technology to the ability to develop, explore, evaluate, and
adapt new technology as it evolves. This ability requires the development of
metaskills of critique and innovation beyond the skills of deploying any partic-
ular technology. . ..Teachers should be able not only use today’s CALL software,
but should have successful strategies for evaluating and adapting the new waves of
software that will surely come. (Warschauer 2002:457)
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Autonomy and self-directed learning

While such learning activity has been discussed in the language training field under
the rubric of autonomy, in other fields it is more commonly referred to under the
closely-related term, self-directed learning (Hiemstra 2004:3).

Autonomy, in its basic dictionary meaning, simply refers to the ability of an en-
tity (originally, a political entity) to act free of restraint from outside forces. In the
field of second language education “teacher autonomy” as discussed in Smith has
two very distinct connotations, one being the ability of the teacher to act without
constraint and the second, with which we are concerned here, the ability to extend
one’s learning for oneself (Smith 2003). It is perhaps due to the potential ambigu-
ity of the term autonomy that self-direction is used more often when discussing the
continued learning of instructors, rather than students.

Confessore and Park (2004:42) define “functional learner autonomy” as:

. . .a range of ability and willingness to participate in selecting and shaping learn-
ing projects in which the learner may function independently or in concert with
others. The degree to which an individual is engaged in functional learner auton-
omy is expressed in the extent to which the learner optimizes the learning process
by making efficient and appropriate use of personal resources and the resources of
others... (italics mine)

Thus for a learner to act autonomously does not mean to act alone, but rather to
be able to decide how to use one’s own resources and those of others appropriately.

Guglielmino, Long, and Hiemstra (2004), in their review of self-directed
learning in the United States, quote Knowles, who defines self-directed learning as

a process in which individuals take the initiative, with or without the help of oth-
ers, in diagnosing their learning needs, formulating learning goals, identifying
human and material resources for learning, choosing and implementing appro-
priate learning strategies, and evaluating learning outcomes. (Knowles 1975:18)

Another important distinction between autonomy when referring to language
learning and self-direction in the acquisition of technical skills and CALL method-
ology is that the degree of self-direction required and the learning goals for tech-
nical skills are often much narrower in scope and more easily attained than the
overall goal of learning a language. For example, a technical goal might be as sim-
ple as “find a way to search for line break characters and replace them with spaces”
whereas almost no goal in language learning can be so easily defined or attained.
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Traits related to autonomous, self-directed learning

Confessore and Park (2004) present a discussion of the various psychological con-
structs that are related to autonomy and self-direction. In their paper, they report
on Ponton (1999) who has developed a five component construct for learner
initiative which I summarize below with extracts from their longer descriptions:

1. Goal-directedness: “The behavior of a learner establishing a learning goal that
will lead to a valued level of learning and subsequently working to accomplish
this goal.”

2. Action-orientation: “An action-oriented individual creates and enacts learning
plans quickly.”

3. Overcoming obstacles: “The learner’s continual engagement in a learning ac-
tivity despite the presence of impediments” such as “a lack of confidence in
learning ability, lack of resources, time constraints. . ..”

4. Active approach: A learner that “does not wait on someone else to solve his or
her problems.”

5. Self-starting: “The self-starting learner will not wait on others to create learn-
ing goals.” (Confessore & Park 2004:45–46)

Ponton, Carr, and Derrick (2004) see resourcefulness, initiative and persistence as
intentional behaviors that underlie motivation and self-efficacy. Self-directedness
occurs when an individual believes that self-directed learning will lead to the at-
tainment of a goal, that goal only being created when the individual believes that he
or she possesses the capability to achieve it (62). Performing a “path analysis” of the
relationship of desire, resourcefulness, initiative and persistence, they found that
resourcefulness, that is, the subjective judgment that an individual had concerning
his or her ability to access the materials or information required to attain a certain
goal, was a strong predictor of the degree of initiative and persistence shown (67).
Thus, it would appear that the key to encouraging initiative and persistence would
be to extend the resourcefulness of our teachers and teachers-to-be.

A simple scenario

To see how resourcefulness and the other factors above might come into play in an
actual opportunity for learning, let us expand on the example mentioned briefly
above. In this scenario based on an actually observed situation, the instructor
realizes the need to acquire a small piece of technical knowledge:

The instructor copies a page of text from a web page into a blank Word doc-
ument. The text is pasted in with a line break character at the end of each



 Thomas N. Robb

line and thus appears on the page as a series of alternating full lines and half
lines. He knows that he can make the paragraphs whole again by deleting the
line breaks one by one, tediously clicking at the beginning of each line, press-
ing “Delete” and then pressing the space bar to insert a space instead. With a
full page of tedious repetitive work ahead of him, he thinks “There must be
a better way. . .”, then goes to the search and replace dialog but realizes that
he doesn’t know how to specify that he wants to search for line breaks, so
gives up. He then goes back to removing the line break characters manually,
finishing the task in 2–3 minutes.

1) When the instructor made the decision to look for a better way, he proba-
bly did so because he already had some knowledge that a search and replace
might be possible. This could be because he had seen someone perform this
operation at some point, learned about it and forgot it, actually performed
this operation with different word processor software and thus assumed that
Word might have this function as well, or some other possible reason.

2) Once he became motivated to find an easier way, he had several options on
how to proceed. In this case, the user made a feeble attempt via trial and error
and then quickly gave up. Had he been more persistent, he might have dis-
covered the button that reveals the advanced menu features, noticed that there
was a pull down menu for special characters and found the line break sym-
bol (“^p”) there. He might have tried a number of other alternatives such as
checking the built-in help function, consulting a third party manual on Word,
searched the web via a keyword search, or called up a colleague whom he knew
possessed more advanced knowledge.

3) Another issue is the degree of persistence itself. How willing was he to invest
time now to learn something which might make his future word processing
more efficient? Perhaps by the second or third time he confronts the same
problem, he might decide to invest more time in discovering the correct pro-
cedure, or ask a colleague during a casual encounter later on.

In the ensuing parts of this chapter we will look more closely at these issues. First
we will define who the target of the discussion, the “CALL instructor”, is. Next we
will examine more closely the reasons why, apart from trivial examples like the one
above, self-direction is required and then proceed to explore avenues to empower
our instructors to become self-directed acquirers of technical and pedagogical
CALL skills.
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Defining the CALL instructor

CALL, as an academic specialty, has no explicit licensing requirements. Anyone can
become a “CALL teacher” merely by applying some aspect of CALL to their cur-
rent teaching. The trend for teachers with no CALL-specific training to use CALL
activities in their classes will continue as computers and other forms of technology
become more accessible and understandable.

Given that any instructor may freely use CALL in his or her teaching often
without the explicit consent or knowledge of the teaching institution, then train-
ing via pre-service programs will reach only a fraction of teachers – those new to
teaching who took a sufficient number of hours of CALL-related classes while in
their preparation program. The onus thus falls upon the language program ad-
ministrator to see that instructors have access to the knowledge they require to
use CALL effectively. We must look beyond formal training courses and consider
ways to support and encourage all instructors to continually experiment with and
implement new technologies in their language classes.

Why course work is not enough

In addition to the rapid development of technology, which has already been ac-
knowledged, there are other reasons why the content of formal courses is insuffi-
cient to prepare instructors for the real challenges of using CALL in the classroom.

– Mismatches between what has been studied and what is actually needed in the
classroom. While instructors may understand the technology, they might not
be able to use the functions they have learned in a relevant teaching context.

– Instructors typically having little control over either the hardware or soft-
ware made available to them. Furthermore, they might well be assigned classes
where the software they are familiar with is inappropriate. Other factors, such
as the orientation of the school towards technology and the level of mastery of
the students and other staff, may conspire against effective CALL use.

– Teachers without training needing to pick up skills on their own. As men-
tioned earlier, many CALL practitioners are self-trained. This trend will con-
tinue as the use of technology becomes “normalized” (Bax 2003). In the future,
the use of audio, video, computers and the Internet may become generalized
to the point that all teachers implicitly use technology as a matter of course,
much in the same way that chalk is used today. This of course, does not imply
that it will be used effectively.

– Few opportunities to practice and review what has been learned. Just like
learning a language, considerable practice is required to “get it right”, yet we
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cannot possibly build sufficient practice into all of the technical functions that
we teach. If instructors do not have the opportunity to prepare and use soft-
ware under real class conditions there is a strong likelihood that they will forget
their training.

– A lack of local support that forces teachers to do their own troubleshoot-
ing. The tendency for schools to invest in hardware with little regard for the
training of personnel in its effective use is widespread (see Norman 1999;
Technology Alliance 1998). Despite the recommendation of the U.S. Presi-
dent’s panel on Educational Technology (cited in Feldman 2005), the trend
to spend money on hardware at the expense of human support continues:

. . .[a]t least 30% of the technology budget should be used to provide teachers
with ongoing mentoring and consultative support, and with time to familiarize
themselves with available software and content, to incorporate technology into
their lesson plans, and to discuss technology use with other teachers. (5)

The question is then, “How can CALL teacher trainers equip their students with
the strategies, know-how and confidence to accommodate themselves to tech-
nological change?”

Preparing autonomous CALL teachers – Train for the future,
not just the present

An important component of any CALL program is learning some of the basic ap-
plications and resources available to instructors along with how they can be used
to advantage in the CALL class. With the realization that most of what we teach
will soon change, we need to equip our students with the basic components that
promote self-acquisition: 1) a solid knowledge base; 2) the confidence to attempt
to use new technology and extend their use of the technology they are already us-
ing; and 3) an awareness of available resources. Now, let us examine each of these
elements in turn.

A knowledge base that removes some of the mystery of the technology

The more aspects of technology and CALL that teachers have had experience with
the greater the chance that they will be able to cope when a new challenge presents
itself. Since we cannot easily predict the future teaching environments of our stu-
dents, the more applications that they have had exposure to, the more likely it
is that one of the applications taught will be usable in the future. To this end,
Duhaney (2001:27) states:
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[i]n order to ensure that prospective teachers are capable of integrating technology
in classroom activities, faculty within teacher education institutions should model
appropriate uses of technology for teaching and learning. This should not only
be restricted to teaching methodology courses but should involve courses in the
different disciplines.

A project approach (Debski, this volume), whereby teacher trainees create a prod-
uct that is potentially useful in the classroom, or which emulates a project that
they might have their students do in class (Chao, this volume), is a useful learning
device. Seeing a project through from start to finish helps to build confidence and
provides a sense of completeness and fulfillment. Nevertheless, when one considers
the premise that we cannot predict what may be useful for any specific individual,
a strong argument can be made for a balanced approach that also teaches just the
basics of a wider variety of applications. While the basics may not be sufficient for
students to quickly apply the software to their future teaching, some familiarity
will: a) give them some idea of how it might be useful in the classroom, b) give
them the confidence to attempt to use it later on their own, but most importantly
c) allow them to see the commonalities between various applications and thus
deepen their general background knowledge and understanding of technology,
and thereby add to their overall ability to be resourceful. Hughes (2004) espouses
the teaching of many technologies: “. . .offering only a few technology options will
reduce the number of technology-using teachers in the school, due to a lack of
connection between the available technologies and the teachers’ needs” (354).

As important as knowing how to use any specific technology is an awareness
of pedagogically useful ways that it can be applied. By consciously using a variety
of technologies in all courses being studied, the pre-service instructor will have a
greater bank of experiences to draw upon and apply in the future. For example,
using a computer projection system, lecture courses can demonstrate “on the fly”
searches for answers to questions that come up in class. Teachers can use Power-
Point animations to illustrate complex processes, brainstorming sessions can be
done with overhead projection and Word which allows the various concepts to be
easily rearranged and categorized by drag and drop. The result of the activity can
then be readily saved and posted on the class website for future reference, thus
demonstrating another use of technology. See Teclehaimanot and Lamb (2005),
and Marra, Howland, Jonassen, and Wedman (2004) for a deeper discussion of
methods to encourage the modeling of technology in teacher education courses.

The confidence to try something new

As discussed at the outset of this chapter, more important than learning any one
piece of software is the ability to learn how to learn for oneself. The more back-
ground knowledge self-directed learners have, the better they will be able to judge
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whether a self-directed solution is likely to lead them to the desired goal without
recourse to outside help.

A survey by Robb (2005) explores the role that trial and error plays in the
acquisition of skills by CALL instructors. The results reveal that for some teach-
ers, particularly for those who have had no formal training, trial and error plays
a major role in their skills acquisition process. The growing literature on tech-
nology and professional development, however, is testimony to the fact that most
instructors require active encouragement and nurturing in order to become more
technologically proficient (Technology Alliance 1998).

With technological novices, confidence can be gained by using “fail safe” ap-
plications with detailed, supportive instructions that avoid frustration and the
negative attitude that more open-ended applications often engender. Nevertheless,
it is equally important for instructors to build “challenges” into the applications,
perhaps by intentionally skipping some “help” so that the teachers in training will
have the opportunity to solve the problem for themselves. Similarly, rather than
showing a single way that an application might be used, we need to encourage
suggestions on creative ways that a specific technology might be applied and to
discuss the pedagogical pros and cons. One instructor (personal communication)
requires teachers to pull down every menu in Word and discover for themselves
what each item does.

Just as we look forward to the errors that students in the language classroom
make as opportunities for learning, we need to capitalize on the problems that
teachers encounter while working with the application under study. We need to
observe problems as they occur, allow teachers to struggle to find a solution, and
then as a group review the strategies used to solve the problem. A case study ap-
proach that ferrets out the strategies they have used to solve their own problems
will provide inspiration to colleagues to do the same.

Building an awareness of the range of available resources

Robb (2005) showed that for the respondents to the survey, trial and error was
often the preferred method of skill acquisition. Trial and error would seem to im-
ply a somewhat messy, random approach to problem solving, but this need not
be the case. Trial and error is not applied in isolation, but rather in conjunction
with other strategies such as those outlined below in an attempt to discover what
to try next.

– Software manuals and built-in help function. Although the manuals and on-
line help provided with most software would seem to be the most obvious
resource to turn to, it appears that most users are reluctant to use them. Carroll
and Rosson have termed this the “paradox of the active user”:
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Designers of reference and help systems count on users to recognize opportunities
for new methods, and to search out the information needed to implement them.
Instead, users often figure out how to use what they already know to achieve new
goals. They have little desire to explore new functions, or to search out informa-
tion, if they can use methods they are already comfortable with to achieve the
same goal. (Carrol & Rosson 1987:82)

– Third party manuals. Commercially available self-help books often take a
project or problem-oriented approach and are thus more useful than the orig-
inal manuals which must cover all functions regardless of their potential utility
for novice users.

– Web searches. Effective web searching is a fundamental requisite for auton-
omy. The best way to find an answer to a specific question or problem is
often to “Google” it. Internet searches can be time-consuming and frustrat-
ing if poor keywords are used, but used well, the answer will appear in the text
cited under each hit. Teachers can benefit from targeted training in obtaining
quick results. For example, a short snippet of text from an error message will
often be sufficient to pull up the needed solution to the problem.

– Membership in associations and mailing lists. CALL associations now exist in
many parts of the world, EuroCALL, CALICO (US) and PacCALL to name a
few. Their discussion lists, as well as independent ones such as NETEACH-L or
TESLCA-L, can be a great source of stimulation since they often discuss prob-
lems dealing with new technologies or possible applications of the technology
to language learning.

– Communities of Practice (see Hanson-Smith, this volume). Communities of
practice are normally thought of as groups of individuals dedicated to the
cooperative discovery and use of some approach to teaching. Having such a
group of individuals on tap can provide a quick fix when an instructor runs
up against a technical wall. One excellent example is Moodle where some 4000
active users post over 200 messages daily concerning their problems, ideas and
aspirations with Moodle, an open-source learning management system (LMS).

Post-course follow-up and support

Assuming that that the completion of any course or workshop is only the first step
towards proficient use of the software, techniques or approaches studied, trainers
should endeavor to provide a framework for post-course support. This need not
be elaborate. It is likely that most participants will eventually find other means
of local or network-based support, but the existence of a means for continued
dialogue with the trainer and other participants offers reassurance that they will
not be alone in their future efforts. Three such measures would be to:
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– Create a course discussion list for post-course information exchange.
– Establish a list of links to support forums for software and systems explicitly

taught in the course.
– Encourage continuing education through participation in other formal courses

and learning opportunities. For example, for-fee online courses such as
TESOL’s “Principles and Practices of Online Teaching Certificate Program” or
those from Monterey Institute of International Studies and other respected
institutions, as well as shorter “Online Academies” can provide useful, in-
depth training with experienced teachers. The TESOL CALL Interest Section
sponsors free, less formal sessions annually on a wide range of topics such as
these from the 2006 Electronic Village Online program: Video and Editing for
ESOL, Podcasting for ELT, Collaborative Blogging in ESL/EFL, and Creating
WebQuests.

Supporting autonomy at the program level

So far, we have looked at developing CALL autonomy for teachers from the per-
spective of pre-service and in-service educators. However, program administrators
also have an important role to play. A nurturing environment in the workplace,
where high priority is placed on the integration of technology into the curricu-
lum, is more important that any training course, hardware, or software. While
those instructors with a keen interest in CALL may be able to thrive even under
adverse conditions, most instructors require overt measures of support such as
those offered below.

– Survey your institution’s technical support environment. Do instructors have
access to resource people who can answer their questions? Are manuals readily
available? How easy is it for teachers to gain access to the hardware or software
that they require and for them to be able to experiment and practice with it?
What support is available at the district level? Is it easy for teachers to arrange
to attend specialized workshops outside of the school? See Gahala (2001) for a
deeper exploration of these issues.

– Hire a CALL specialist (see Kessler, this volume). The local availability of
someone who can advise others, help solve problems and encourage the imple-
mentation of CALL related activities may be of more benefit than an intensive
training program. Not all schools can, of course, hire a CALL or educational
technology specialist on a fulltime basis, but even part-time or irregular avail-
ability can be helpful. Hopefully, schools will be able to avoid situations such
as the one voiced by the respondent to Robb (2005): “. . .there is no technician
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so computer maintenance is an issue. Plus constant battle to spend money to
fix/upgrade. Only support for other teachers is in sessions done by myself.”

– Recognize and reward self-training. The talents of those who have become
experts in aspects of CALL through their own effort are often not formally
recognized yet those that have learned for themselves are probably in a bet-
ter position to help others to become autonomous. One instructor in Robb
(2005) lamented, “I don’t have any papers or certificates. I have helped many
teachers informally on a daily basis, but at school the administrators do not
acknowledge my work. . .and will not pay me for helping other teachers as I
do not possess the papers or ‘formal instruction’.” Instructors who have a high
level of technical expertise can be rewarded with release time or other perks in
exchange for their willingness to share their knowledge with others.

– Reward innovation. Set up an annual award for “Technological Innovation”
allowing teachers to nominate themselves by presenting documentation of
their efforts.

– Set up a faculty development program. A formal faculty development program
can take many forms, from formal in-house workshops, to team projects (Ko-
laitis et al., this volume), to the funding of study outside the home institution.

– Allocate a sufficient amount in the budget for training and resource personnel.
Roughly equal amounts should be spent on hardware, software and human
resources. “A common error . . . is to invest most of the available resources in
equipment and virtually ignore the need to allow teachers to become comfort-
able and competent with the hardware, software, and the pedagogy implicit in
the innovation” (Mandinach & Cline 1994:184).

– Encourage networking. Schools vary considerably in the degree that staff see
each other and have opportunities to converse. A central staff room equipped
with a computer, frequent staff show and tell sessions, and class observations
are some ways a school can foster more frequent cross-fertilization.

– Provide release time and funding. Many instructors neither have the time nor
can afford to participate in technology-related conferences and other events.
“The lack of sufficient discretionary time in the overcrowded schedules of
teachers also influences the extent to which technology is used in classrooms.
. . . Therefore, release time and the use of paraprofessional staff to accom-
plish the many non-teaching duties assigned to teachers can greatly facili-
tate the level of effective technology use in the innovation.” (Mandinach &
Cline 1994:183)

– Finally, the brute force method. Requiring the use of technology in the class-
room, required workshops or targeted proficiency levels may well “encourage”
all but the most reluctant to learn in a “reactive autonomous mode” (Little-
wood 1999:76). Such steps are only meaningful, however, if instructors can
see significant ways to apply technology to their teaching and the means to use
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it (hardware and software) are already in place. For further insights into how
specific institutions have encouraged professional development, see Bates and
Epper (2001).

Conclusion

As instructors in pre-service and in-service programs, or as coordinators of work-
ing language programs, we need to see that our teachers have suitable knowledge
and a positive attitude towards implementing CALL technology in their classes.
In order to successfully implement CALL, we cannot count on a few techni-
cally adept individuals. Technology is no longer the exclusive realm of specifically
trained CALL instructors, but something which all instructors will be increasingly
incorporating in their classes.

We therefore need to maximize the opportunities for our teachers to exper-
iment with technology, both new and old, to interact with their colleagues and
to access other sources of information on technology. We need to foster, in the
classroom and the workplace, a positive attitude towards technology by provid-
ing multiple examples of good practice, as well as the printed, digital and human
resources that are required to attain this goal.
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CALL teacher education resources
and professional organizations

Note: Because websites change rapidly and URLs are often long and difficult to type in, most

of the online teacher education resources mentioned in this book, along with others gathered

by the authors, will appear on the Teacher Education in CALL website. Two other particularly

noteworthy teacher education sites and a listing of major CALL professional organizations are

provided below.

http://www.stanford.edu/∼efs/callted. This is the support site for Teacher Educa-
tion in CALL, containing links to course and resource pages collected from the
contributors to this volume and other relevant information.

http://www.ict4lt.org. The home of the Information and Communications Tech-
nology for Language Teachers Project, this site has the most comprehensive set
of online materials available for both teacher trainers and independent learners.
There are five modules each for basic, intermediate, and advanced level training in
CALL, a separate module on assessment, and a resource center.

http://www.solki.jyu.fi/tallent. The TALLENT site (Teaching and Learning Lan-
guages Enhanced by New Technologies) has course outlines, sample projects, and
reference lists for nine modules designed for in-service training.

PROFESSIONAL ORGANIZATIONS: following is a list of some of the leading
international and regional organizations focused on technology and language
learning.

http://www.apacall.org. The Asia-Pacific Association for Computer-Assisted Lan-
guage Learning.

http://www.calico.org. The Computer-Assisted Language Instruction Consor-
tium.

http://www.eurocall-languages.org. The European Association for Computer-
Assisted Language Learning.

http://www.iallt.org. The International Association of Language Learning Tech-
nologies.

http://www.iateflcompsig.org.uk/. The Learning Technologies SIG of the Interna-
tional Association of Teachers of English as a Foreign Language.



 CALL teacher education resources and professional organizations

http://www.paccall.org. The Pacific Association for Computer-Assisted Language
Learning.

http://www.uoregon.edu/∼call/. The CALL Interest Section of Teachers of English
to Speakers of Other Languages.
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