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It was originally assumed that the proclivity of Arab students for rote learning 

and their unfamiliarity with technology would preclude their spontaneous use of 

a student resource centre; however, student use of the centre, and particularly of 

the computers there, was greater than expected. This article deals with factors in 

this outcome, i.e. the philosophy on which CALL development was based, the 

programs used, and student attitudes toward using the computers for self-access 

learning. In particular, it was found that the students in this survey enjoyed using 

computers to study English and that they cxpcricnced little difficulty or confusion 

in doing so. In addition, they felt that they wcrc improving their English by using 

the computers, and that their ability to use computers improved with time. 

I~urthcrniorc. they thought that using computers was important to them. and their 

attitudes bccamc increasingly positive the more they used the computers. 

I. INTROI~UCTION 

I . I . The WI”-ucwss S~rtrtm~ Km~urcc Cm frc uf Sulfun Quboos Universify 

This paper reports a survey of the attitudes of students at Sultan Qaboos University (SQU) 

in Oman toward using computers to study English in the self-access Student Rcsourcc Ccntrc 

(SRC) thcrc. Results of the survey suggest that thcsc students have gcncrally positive attitudes 

toward computer-assisted language learning (CALL) used as a component in self-access 

Icarning. 

As English is the medium of instruction throughout much of the university, all students 

take English language courses during their first year. The SRC is a Language Centre facility 

available to students to use as part of their scheduled classes or in their spare time on a 

self-access basis. One section of the SRC contains IO IlliLl-.YT stand-alone personal 

computers. 

At the time of this study, 318 (49%) of 648 malt and fcmalc Omani university students 

were cnrollcd in the Foundation Science Course (FSC). their first year at the university 

prior to continuing with their degrees in medicine, science. engineering and agriculture. 

Ikcausc courses in the Language Centrc for FSC students are designed to provide concurrent 

English support for FSC science courses, software in the SRC allows students to explore, 

through various perspectives. the text materials they arc studying in both their FSC and 

English support courses. 



For three reasons. CALL development in the SRC has been based in the exploratory learning 

approach, as opposed to more directed alternatives, such as tutorials or drill and practice. 

First, there is a well-developed rationale for using such an approach (see, for example, 

Higgins, 19SS; Higgins and Johns, 198-I; Johns, 1988; 1989; Phillips. 1986; Stevens, 1989; 

1990). Second, in so far as it enables us to exploit authentic text material which the students 

are in the process of studying, the exploratory approach lends itself to support for the 

science courses. And third, compared with the effort required to produce other forms of 

CALL, exploratory materials can be relatively easily implemented, since all we have to 

do once the template programs are written and installed is to feed in test. 

Because the students are not really capable of reading native language science tests, the 

College of Science and the Language Centre continually prepare materials suitable for them, 

e.g. textbooks. workbooks and lecture notes. These materials are created using word 

processors, and the files on disk are available to materials developers in the Language Centre. 

Although several commercial programs were available to students at the time of the survey, 

it has not generally been practical to integrate commercial software with material the students 

study in their FSC and English support courses (Stevens, 1988). whereas we have dcvclopcd 

programs in-house which will access the students’ course materials through simple 

conversion of the word processed texts to ASCII format. We believe the efficacy of our 

programs hinges on t hc degree arid nature of integration thus made possible. 

Our battery of text nianipulation programs, called TE,XT TWISTERS. comprises a cli~c 

illld a cryptogram gcIlcriIt0r. a paragraph and a sentence jumblcr, a whole-test 

rcconst ruction prOg:rilIll , Alld a h~lIl~IllilIl g;lIllC , all of which work outright wl the AX’II 

text vcrsionx of the textbooks the students are studying in their various I:SC a11d English 

support courses. The computers are configured so that TEST TWISTERS runs from t hc 
fixed disk drive by default; that is unless a student inserts a disk for another program in 

the tloppy disk drive 011 the computer. Although our computers do not record what 

programs are being run, it is estimated that at least half of student use of SRC computers 

at the time of this study was with TEXT TWISTERS. 

Another of our ill-house programs is CONCORDANCE, with the corpus being the 

concatenated texts available to TEXT TWISTERS. Thcrc are two in-house produced 

authoring templates: QUIZ RACE, a trivia garnc program with questions or1 a variety ot 

topics, including science; and TIC TAC KNOW, which awards naughts and crosses for 

correct answers to questions similar to those in the trivia game. At the time of this study, 

there were also sornc CALL materials for chemistry created using CALIS, an authoring 

system developed at Duke University. All the above programs ~111 USC ASCII text files 

as input. 

From the outset. we were concerned that the students entering SQU might not respond 

well IO self-access learning. In particular, we were unsure how traditionally schooled Arab 

students with 110 prior exposure to computers might react to the computer-based exploratory 

activities in the SRC, where they would be using a computer-based tool IO learn about 

the language through manipulating it rather than being taught its rules. 



There was little in the literature to assist us on this question. Littlejohn (1983) achieved 

some success in implementing a learner-managed course with Arab students in Bahrain. 

despite having to overcome deep-seated exam-fixation that militated against his students’ 

perceiving the real purpose of the tasks they were asked to perform. He speculates that 

the conflict between learner-centered approaches and exam-based rigidity “could lead to 

student demoralization” (p. 606). hIore recently, Dhaif (1990) casts doubt on Arab learners’ 

desire to work at their own pace or engage in exploratory learning in a C.\LL environment; 

rather they see the computer more as a grammar drill master and reinforcer of what 

transpires in class. 

On the implicit assumption that our students were not going to automatically take to self- 

access learning, science-stream English classes were scheduled in the SRC so that each 

student would, in theory, be led gradually into patterns of self-study. Therefore, at the 

time of this survey, each student in the FSC had esperienccd guided “self-access” in the 

SRC, much of which \vas computer-based, for two hours a week for an entire semester. 

In addition, all students at SQU were able, if they wished. to use the SRC during four 

two-and-a-half hour evening sessions each week. Student attitudes toward using the 

computers in the SRC during both scheduled “self-access” and individual self-access arc 

asscsxcd in the present study. 

2. RESEhRC)I QULiSTIONS 

In attempting to assc\s s~udcrlts’ attitudes toward CAI.1. in a self-acccs~ student rcsourcc 

ccntrc. answers lo the following qucsIion\ wcrc sought: 

I. Did the studcrits like using the computers in lhc SKC? 

2. I low easy was it for the studc111s to uw the compulcrs’! 

3. tlow much English did the students think they Icarncd by using the computers 

in the SRC? 

4. tlow did the students’ attitudes toward CALL change during their first year at 

SQU? 

Ancillary purposes of ttic qucstiorinairc wcrc to provide in5iptits into how important our 

studcnts considcrcd computers to bc in general, to cxplorc any anxieties they may have 

had in confronting unfamiliar tcchnologirs while wgagcd in language learning, and to 

discern how patterns of use may have changed in the course of the semcstcr. ‘I‘hc 

qucstionnairc also sought to dctcrmine what prior cxpcricnccs our students had had with 

computers. 

3. Tt1E SURVEY INSTKUMENT 

To elicit answers to these questions, a survey instrument was constructed and validated 

following salient aspects of the method employed by tlall PI ul. (1977). who produced a 

qucstionnairc gauging seven lcvcls of concern for innovation. III so doing, they rcduccd 

544 potential items to 35 by having judges agree on which itsms would address the scvcn 



levels of concern most appropriately. Following this principle, our survey instrument was 

examined by colleagues in the Language Centre at SQU for face validity. appropriateness 
in eliciting answers IO the research questions, and wording of the items. 

Validation through consensus proceeded in two stages. First, numerous draft items Ltere 

prepared on each research question and judges were asked to rank the items as to which 

would best elicit the data sought (as well as to suggest more appropriate formats and wording 
for the items). The judges were two Arab-speaking ESL instructors. a coordinator for the 
English support course, and the assistant director for testing at the Language Centre. This 
phase enabled us to arrive at wording appropriate to non-native speakers, and to eliminate 

several items considered least likely to elicit the data desired. 

The remaining items, plus an additional item suggested by one of the judges, were reworded 

and/or reformatted according to feedback and the results placed in a revised questionnaire. 
This was given now to five ESL instructors in the Language Centre (three Arab-spcakcrr 

this time. another course coordinator, and a fellow instructional developer). Again items 
were rated as before; those that fared well were reworded if necessary and put in the final 
instrument: those that rated poorly were rcjcctcd. 

To simplify data collection, all questions had mul~iplc choice answers. Questions somc[imc< 
xltlrcssccl 1 hc rc\carch questions clircclly, sonictimcs indirectly. One frcqucntly used question 

format askctl studcn(s to rcgistcr their opinions hcforc iising coniputcrc ;I\ oppohcd to 
afterwards. Such itciris listed possible ;uIswcrs to qucQions, similarly worded. untlcr the 

hcadinp: “When I t’ir\t came IO SQU” and “Now”. 

I‘hcrc wcrc three itcnis utili/.ing a I ihcrt Scale. Oiic of thcsc itcnis listed scvcn acljc‘ctivcc 

ch:IractcriAng 5tudcnts’ reactions to C’A1.I. in response to the prompt “I think nlo\l 

computer programs for Icarning linglish arc , . .“, and students indicafcd the inIcri\ily 

of their reactions on a scale of 1 10 9. Tlic other Iwo called for students to rate the variou\ 

programs they had u~d in terms of the cnjoymcnt experienced and the benefit dcrivcd 

from their using the programs. However, as it bccamc apparent from t hc result\ that sl ud~t\ 
did not recall programs by name. the latter two quc5Lioils ultinialcly had to be discarded 

from t hc survey. 

The result was an instrumc‘nt, validated to some exttn~ through consensus, whose reliability 

was enhanced by having at Icast three or four items addressing each research question, 

worded so as to probe how student perceptions had changed over the semester. In addition, 

the qucstionnairc gauged student pcrccptions of the importance of learning to use computer5 

in gcncral as \\cIl as their anxictics in using them. 

4. METHOD 

The questionnaire was administered during class time to 24O;o (n = 75) of the 3 IX first year 
Foundation Science Course (FSC) students, about a third of whom were female. The FSC 
students were sclectcd as subjects bccausc their lcvcl of English was decmcd suitable to 

that of the questionnaire. 
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Although random selection of subjects was not practical, the questionnaires were giLen 

during class time to all students in participating classes without regard to whether they 

had used the SRC voluntarily or not; in fact, only 3770 reported having used the computers 

evenings as well as during class. Three teachers participated; two of these were not 

particularly attuned to CALL and would not have biased their classes regarding this medium 

of instruction during the semester. So that the students Hould take the questionnaire 

seriously, all respondents were asked to write their names on their papers. The questionnaire 

was administered one month into the second semester. Therefore, it surveyed the attitudes 

of first year Arab university science students after one semester of computer use in a self- 

access student resource center. 

5. RESULTS 

Of the 75 students surveyed, 83% said they had never used a computer before coming to 

SQU. Only 970 reported having current access to a computer either at home or at a friend’s 

house. Thus this survey is of particular interest because these subjects, raised in an 

environment whcrc technology is the cxccption rather than the norm, wcrc for the most 

part petting their first exposure to computers by practicing English in the SKC. 

To see how student attitudes changed with cxposurc to computers. many items asked how 

students felt about a certain point when they first arrived at SQU and how they felt about 

it after completing the first scmcsfcr. Analysis of the rcsponscs in such cases yicldcd t\\o 

types of data: first, the dcgrcc of response to the quality in question (both before and after 

(Ising the CA1.I. materials); and also, how the degree of response changed after one scmchtcr. 

To arrive at t hc latter figure. instances where a respondent registered the same degree ot 

rcsponsc to the quality both before and after wcrc ignored. Only in cases where rcspondcnts 

rcgistcrcd a C’/WI~C in dcgrcc of rcsponsc wcrc t hc pcrccntagcs of positive and negative 

changes recorded. 

l:or the purpose of analysis, results on the Likcrt scale item were collapsed to low (t-3). 

middle (4-6) and high (7-9) intensity of feeling toward any given adjective. 

Throughout the survey, students were instructed to choose only one answer, c.g. the most 

“important” one. However, slight variations from IW% sometimes resulted from rounding 

error or from students occasionally leaving questions blank; and on one question. some 

students marked more than one answer. 

5. I. Did the srudenrs enjqv using the cornplrters IO Iwrn English? 

Several questions asked students if they enjoyed using the computers. One question asked 

this directly, and responses were heavily weighted toward positive attitudes, 71% registering 

positive enjoyment after exposure as opposed to only 9% negative. 

A question of the before-and-after genre asked how students liked using computers to study 

English. More students said they liked computers as “the best way to study English” after 

having used them one semester (32”/0. as opposed to 2S”io responding this way for when 

they first came to SQU). but fewer liked computers as “one way to study English” (52oio 



now vs 63ro on arrival at SQU), and 34 decided they did not like using computers at 

all to study English after having tried them for a semester. However, when looking at the 

direction of change of opinion, we find slightly more students (16co) having changed their 

opinion in a positive direction than in a negative one (12’J’o). 

Three adjectives on the Likert Scale item related to enjoyment. hlost obviously, students 

were asked to rate the adjective “enjoyable”. The majority, 5 I mo, said using computers 

to learn English was “a little” enjoyable (the mid-range response), and 37ro found them 

“very much” so. Only 5o;b thought computers were “not at all” enjoyable. 

Students were also asked to rate the adjectives “interesting” and “boring”. Students 

resoundingly (61%) said the computers were “not at all” boring, 2Wo found them “a little” 

boring, but only 3% Lvent so far as to say “highly boring”. Rcgnrding interest, the greatest 

number of respondents (43Vo) rated the computers highly interesting. and 33% marked 

answers in the “a little” interesting range. Only 9% found them “not at all” interesting. 

Based on these responses, it seems that the students by and large found the computers 

interesting and enjoyable. and very rarely boring. 

Iiaving cstnblishcd that ITKW of our ctudcnts had ricver uwd computcrc before encountering 

them in the SRC in the course of their English studies, it would hc intcrcsting to set it 

they found thsm easy to use. Accordingly. one question asked how many programs in the 

SRC for Icarning English the students could IISC when they first arrived as compared with 

a scmcstcr later. The number reporting “some” was about the sanic hot h hcforc and after 

csposurc to coniputcrs (43% and 40%); howcvcr 41 % sait! they could use only one or two 

programs at the beginning of the year, while 43Vo said they could ilsc most or all of them 

at the end of the scmcstcr. A more telling indication of this shift was that 67% said the 

number of programs they could USC had increased by the end of the scmcstcr (with only 

5Yo saying-for wtiatcvcr rc;i5on- that this nunibcr had dccrcascd). 

Another quchtion regarding case of USC’ asked students if they had asked tcachcrs to help 

them change programs (i.e. exchange disks and reboot) at the beginning of the year, and 

if they still did this now: 65% said they did when they first came to SQU. while an cquivalcnt 

number said they didn’t need any help now. tIcre again. the most interesting figure wx 

that 40% said they had once ncedcd teacher assistance with changing programs, but no 

longer needed any help. From these last two questions, it seems that the students were 

successfully learning to use the programs. 

Another question aimed to get at east of use by asking students if they thought they “would 

be able to learn how IO USC computers” when they first came to SQU. and if they thought 

now that they were learning how to use them; 80% said they had been confident from 

the outset that they would, and 84% said they wcrc now in fact learning how to use the 

computers. ltcrc again, the more interesting statistic is that 16% of the 84% Icarning to 

use computers had thought at first they WOIIICJ nof be able to; whcrcas only 9% of the 

13O/i who thought they wcrcn’t now learning to use computers had initially thought they 

would learn to use them. It is possible that sonic of these 90/o were hoping to learn 

programming, which is not taught in the SRC, and interpreted the question to mean “learn 
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how to use computers” in that sense. Students often approach SRC language teaching staff 

with requests for help in learning programming. 

Yet another question on ease of use asked students how well they understood computers 

on arrival at SQU and now. A third of those questioned (33Vo) said they didn’t understand 

computers at all on arrival, yet no student gave this as his or her current position. Only 

12Oio understood computers “fairly well” or better before exposure in the SRC, but after 

a semester, 44ro thought they understood computers “fairly well”, and I3ob thought they 

could use them “better than most people” . Xlost indicative of the confidence gained by 

students using computers over the semester was the fact that 77To of the students marked 

a higher confidence measure for “Now” than for “\\.hen I first came to SQU”, and not 

a single student expressed declining confidence. 

A final indication that the computers were easy to use came from the Likert Scale question, 

were the students rated the adjectives ‘confusing’ and ‘difficult’. For ‘confusing’ 63% of 

all respondents ticked low numbers, meaning ‘not at all’ confusing. This was an unusually 

strong statement on the part of students that they did not find the computers confusing, 

as this was the greatest degree of intensity registered for any of the adjectives on the entire 

scale. \Vhile 25% of the students marked numbers in the middle of the scale, only 3% 

complained that computers were highly confusing. Regarding difficulty. the grcatcst 

number, 45%, said computers were “a little” difficuit, though 33Yo found than “not at 

alI” difficult. Only 7% rcgistercd high difficulty. 

Thcsc rcspollscs indicate that our students wrrr in gcncral Icarning to use the computers 

in the SRC with increasing confidcncc and understanding, and thal tticy thcrcforc found 

them rclativcly easy to use and not confusing. It follows from this that, given properly 

configured software, cornputcr-miivc students should have little difficulty using computers 

for C’Al.1.. 

5.3. Did ~hc s~udw~s think [hot c*ornpu~ers helped them with their English? 
Student rcsponx was gcncrally positive on the question of whcthcr the computers in the 

SRC had hclpcd them Icarn English. In response to a question asking them directly if the 

computers had helped them to improve their English, about as many replied “very much” 

as rcplicd “very little” (23 and 21%); but 4Wo reported having received “SOIIIC”’ help as 

oppoxd to only 7% reporting none whatsoever. 

One question asked students to estimate how much of their improvement in English was 

attributable to the computers in the SRC. Over half (52%) said “some of it” and 7% said 

“much of it”. Half as many again (29%) attributed “very little” of their improvement 

in English to computer use. Only 8% said that computers had contributed nothing to their 

improvement in English, while 4% thought computer use accounted for “most of” their 

improvement. 

A before-and-after question elicited similar information. This question asked how strongly 

the students felt computers would help them learn English when they first arrived at SQU 

as opposed to how they felt now about how the computers had helped them. Of all 

rcspondcnts 729’0 thought originally that computers would help them learn English a lot 



or a little; by the time of the survey, this had increased to 8sWo. Xlore significantly, 37Vo 

of all respondents had an improved perception of how the computers could help them Gth 

English; whereas perception of the computer’s ability to help them with their English 

declined for 29wo of the respondents. 

An adjective on the Likert item related to help with English. Responses to “useful” were 

weighted toward the high end of the scale: 44ob replied “a little” useful, and 37ro registered 

“very much” useful. Only 8% responded “not at all” useful. 

Though students were less sanguine on how much help they were getting with English from 

the computers than they were with enjoyment and ease of use, they appear to have felt 

in general that computers were helping them with their English. 

5.4. Ancillury issues 
5.4. I. Do slrrdents think if is irnportartl to we computers? One question asked students 

whether they thought it was important to use computers in the SRC, and if yes (or no). 

why (or why not). Ninety-five per cent of all respondents registered positive for importance: 

almost half (-IWO) of thcsc said this was bccausc the computers helped them improve their 

English (although of the 5% responding that it was NOI important to USC computers in 

the SRC. 4Vo said this was bccauw computers did IIO/ help them with their English). 01 

the oIhcr stud~nls who thought coniputcr u\e w;is important, 41 O/n wcrc of the opinion 

that “it’s important to 11s~ ~nodcrrl technology”. Rclativcly fcwcr (12%) said it \c’as 

important to use cornputcrs bccausc “wc enjoy using thcni”. 

The adjcctivc “impc~rlnnt” also appeared 011 tlw I.ikcrt Scale itcni, where 45%1 of the 

rcspondcnts rated “niosl computer programs for Icarning Iinglish” ;IS “very much” 

important. and 32910 rcsponclcrl in the “a littlc” important range. Only 13Vo wcrc of the 

opinion that computers for Icarning English wcrc “not al all” iniportant 

5.4.2. Did sl~rt1errI.s worry ahotrl using l/w computers? Since so few of our students had 

ever used computers bcforc. it would bc interesting 10 SW what anxieties they had in dealing 

with technology in their study of English. Thus students were asked if they worried. before 

they bcpan using the computers in the SRC. whether they would bc able to USC them or 

not, and if they retained such fears after having used them one scmcstcr. 

In an item of the before-and-after genre, about half the students (5 I “10) said indeed they 
were worried about using computers when they first arrived at SQU, vs half who exprcsscd 

no such concerns (48%). After a scmcstcr, the balance had shifted to only 28% still 

concerned vs 69% whose fears had been allayed. Here again, 24% of those who had at 

first worried were now rclaxcd around computers after a semester. whereas only 4”io who 

had had no concerns on arrival at SQU had subscqucnt experiences with computers which 

caused them to worry whcthcr they would ever learn to use them or not. 

Other questions obliquely addrcsscd student concerns regarding computer USC’. For cxamplc, 

on a question asking why more students did not USC the computers in the SRC. only one 

student thought that this might bc bccausc they wcrc afraid of using them. Furthermore. 

responses to the questions addressing case of use in section 5.2. above corroborate a pattern 
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of concern over computer use which was for most students assuaged through actual 

encounter. 

5.1.3. Anrounf ofcotrrpllfvr use. One indication of positive attirudes in any or all of these 

areas might be increased use of computers over the semester. One question asked students 

to compare their present use of computers with how often they used the computers when 

they first came to SQU. Sixty-four per cent of the students did report increased use of 

computers (25% reporting “much more” use than when they first came to SQLJ, and 3’9ob 

reporting “a little more” use), 16% said their use of computers remained about the same, 

whereas I Iwo said their use of SRC computers had tapered off slightly. Only 7% reported 

“much less” use of computers. 

There was also a before-and-after question asking students how often they used computers 
in the SRC. Students responding “sometimes” numbered about the same before and after 

esposure to computers (56% and 55%); however 39% of these students reported using 

computers more often after exposure than before. as opposed to IWO whose answer to 

this question indicated that their use of computers had fallen off (42Vo rcmnined about 

the ~amc). Thus our students indicated that. in gcncral, they were using computcr5 the 

same or more than before. 

One question asked why more students didn’t 11s~ the coniputcrs. IIcrc. the students were 

being asked to spcculatc on why olkr students (or perhaps thcmsclvc>) didn’t take greater 

advanlagc of the coniputcr fxilitics available to them. Twenty-four per cent indicalcd that 

t hcsc “others” didn’t t hinh the computers would help them Icarn linglish. and I3Vo t bought 
the “others” perhaps found the programs “not inlcrcsting”. Only ncpligihlc nunibcrs 01 

s~udcn~~ thought students found chc computcrx boring (3”b). or that studcncs might bc 

afraid (0 use them (one rcspontlcnt). t Iowcvcr , an overwhelming number (69%) thought 

the txxson was simply that stutlcnts found it dii’t’icult to come to the SRC’ in the cvcnings 

or aflcr class (thcrc are many reasons ranging from few free periods each day to 

~rancportation considerations why this might be the case). The pcrccntagcs cxccetl IWJ~o 

because scvcral stutlcn~s ignored instructions and rcgistcrcd more than one answer. 

6. L)ISCUSSION 

Consideration of the above data leads to a number of conclusions. I:irst, the data suggest 

positive attitudes for all four of the research questions, i.e. 

1. The students enjoy using computers to study Engli4. 

2. It is fairly easy for our students to use computers in studying English. 

3. The students tend to feel that they are learning English by using the computers 

in our SRC, and 

4. The students tend to show increasingly positive attitudes with increasing exposure 

to computers. 

In addition, the survey suggests that our Arab first-year university students: 

I. feel chat using computers is important 

2. MC computers more now than bcforc. 
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3. are becoming more confident and proficient on the computers 

4. increaGngly prrceixe computers to be a viable medium for learning English, and 

5. are nor bored or confused by computer USC. 

In addition, a feu general observations can be made. First of all. the reaction of our students 

to the computers has been gratifying. Students have shown very little hesitancy in using 

the computers right from day one. During the daytime, all parts of the SRC are used (e.g. 

classes are held in the listening lab and reading room), but during the evening self-access 

hours. when the students choose what it is they want to do, almost all activity centers around 

the computer and video rooms. and the majority gravitate to the computers. 

As part of their orientation, all incoming Language Centrc students at SQU arc shown 

the SRC, at M hich time they sit down for five minutes in groups of three and play 

H.\NGLlAN, Lvhich is set up for them at all the computers. HANG\lr\N is chosen 

bccauge it is colorful, dramatic and c;~sy to play. After surviving what for most of our 

students is their first-ever encounter with a cnmputcr. many are eager to return for another 

go. 

C’onscqucntly, t Iw pclpularity of t hc SKC‘ has aI\vay\ hccn grcatcst during the first weeks 

of the l(ch~Wl year. talk-ring off IO minimal intc‘rcst by the end of the scar. Tcxhcrs 011 

duly have rcportcd a\ nlariy as 50 ctudcritf crowclilig the cimiputcr room al the hcginriing 

Of a schohstic year. \r.ith Iisic slabili/ing at pcrhap5 20 ;I rlipht as t tic scmc\fcr progrcsscs. 

then trickling off to one or two vi\ilor\; an cvcning toward the cntl 01’ the sciiic\Icr. This 

partcrri has rcpsatcd iI\clf aiiiiu;~lly. arid the qucsliori of why 115~’ should tlrol~ off so 

precipitously ha\ bccrr 2 nagging enc. I’hc rcasoii niay have niorc to do with Arab studcrit 

Icariiiiil: 5lylc5 ;iiitl altitudcx loward Ic;iriiiilg in gcncral than loward C’AI.1. in particular. 

7. C‘ONC’I.IJSION 

It i5 tlift’icull to c5tablish proof of hypothcscs in qualitalivc studies; indcctl such 5ludic\ 

:II-c ofIc11 urlclcrItikcn IIOI IO rigorously csIabli\h causal rclation\hips buI to pain valuable 

inGghl5 into 111~ phcnoincri;i uritlcr st tidy. l‘hi\ \t ucly was no csccpliofi; allhough sonic’ 

cart w;i> lakcn with cspcrimcnlal tlc\ign . and especially wif h tlevclol~mcnl of the iri.struriicnl. 

rather than limit the riurnbcr of vari;lhlcs. the study sought to dclvc into sIudcn1 atliluclc~ 

on a wide fronI in hopes of striking a richer lo& of information. 

This study has implicarions for curriculum dcvclopcr~-cspccially in areas whcrc MC ot 

computers is not yet widc5prcad in the cnvironmcnt inhabited by the student population. 

The rc>ults suggest that CAl.1. can bc a viable medium for learning even for novice u\crs. 

They suggcsf that \vhcn the natural curiosity ofstudcntx is coupled with a battery of CALL 

Icssons configured IO exploratory Icarning, Ihc results can bc gratifying, cvcn for Icarncrs 

with a tcndcricy toward role Icarning. On lhc pcrcnnial qucsliori of whether computers 

arc cffcctivc in (caching lkglish. no claims arc made; howcvcr. it appears that the students 

thcrnsclvcs gcncrally feel they are gaining from using computers, and given this perception 

and overall po\itibc attitudes, it is lihcly that they will want IO use computers in attempting 

10 do 50. 
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