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Abstract: with the rapid development of technology, more amare language teachers and learners are eagee to us
technologies such as computer and the Interndafguage learning and teaching. Undoubtedly, tieeafigechnology in
education has a positive effect on the achievenwrenguage learners, but it is a necessity tcictan all aspects of this
application — barriers. This paper provides an veer of the broad information regarding Computesiated Language
Learning (CALL). The focus of the review is on list, typology, phases, merits and barriers of itm®vation in language
teaching and learning.
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1. Introduction 2. CALL Definition

Shifting from pedagogical paradigm is not always
necessarily successful. Language teaching anditgahas
the same position. With the wide spread and dewveday of
Information and Communication Technology (ICT) iaro
daily lives, technology provides lots of opportigst for
language teachers and learners to benefit or striben.
Learning a foreign language, such as English, Freetc.,

Levy (1997) defined Computer-Assisted Language
Learning (CALL) as ‘“the search for and study of
applications of the computer in language teachimg a
learning” (Levy, 1997, p.1). Although the name uu#s
“computer”, the term CALL embraces any applicatiafs
Information and Communication Technology (ICT) to
has increased in popularity, and also became assiégén teaching and learning foreign. languages. Two da'ﬁere_rms

such as CALI (Computer-Assisted Language Instrogimnd

our communicative world, therefore, the need to lciomm . . -
both technology and language became a vital part CAIl (Computer-Assisted Instruction) was used insted

language scholars and researchers’ jobs. LiteratCALL before the early 1980s (Davies & Higgins, 1982

communicative, and technology-based world has teptc Around the early 1990s, alternative te_rms such B&LT
the challenges of applying new movement in edunatio{T€chnology-Enhanced Language Learning) also erderge
either negative or positive. Several e-learnindgitetogies .

are available for use in educational context. Aigio its 3. History, Typology & Phasesof CALL
forms are different in different context based dre t
economical situations of that context, almost dlltle
settings are trying to apply technologies in tlegiucation to
meet the demands of learners and teachers. Thesagd
this paper to review the history, typology and ¢hpbases of
Computer-Assisted Language Learning (CALL) in laaggl
courses, mainly English. Moreover, the merits aadibrs
of applying technology in language classes are imesd
based on the different published research papers.

Applications of technology in education not a recen
story, but applying technology in language learri;ygery
new for language learners, teachers and scholars.
Computer-assisted instruction was first used inOEStor
other purposes than language teaching. Learning fro
colleague in physics, Collett (1980) used the ursitg's
mainframe for computer-assisted instruction in Eren
program. Computer-based diagnostic French test was
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reported by Boyle, Smith and Eckert in 1976. Indual 3.1. Behaviouristic CALL

language teachers such as Rex Last and Graham®avie__ . ) ) ]
started to use technology for language learning@se in This phase was conceived in the 1950s and impledent

UK (Chapelle, 2001). Richard Atkinson and Patrick" the 1960s and 1970s. I.n that time, three maatofa
Suppes initiated the best-known early CALL proje¢t 2&ifected the use of CALL: (a) the use of programmed
Stanford University, US. This project, in collabtea with ~ Instruction based on behaviorism, (b) the enhanced

IBM, was based on Atkinson's mathematical learningsOPhistication of data processing, and (c) the afstme
theory rather than language learning theories (i, Sharing system for CALL purposes (Atkinson & Wilson

1972). The importance of this project came frompbent ~ 1969)- As the psychological basis of this phasd:?tded,
that Atkinson and Suppes formed the Computepehawonsm theory, activities should be entailddll'and

Curriculum Corporation in 1967, which continued toPractice”. In that time the role of the computerswa

provide instruction in English as a Second Languag\éehide to deliver instructional materials to lears Taylor

(Saettler, 1990: cited in Chapelle, 2001). (1980) stated that the role of the computer wasstime as

The Computer-Assisted Learning Exercises for French!or; and the delivered materials were repetitargguage
(CLEF) project began by the cooperation of thredlrills, vocabu_lary, grammar and translapon te$tee most
universities in Canada to teach basic French grammifmous tutorial system was PLATO which was basea on
(Paramskas, 1983). The Programmed Logic for AutmnathhaV'o”S“_C learning pattern. Dina a_n.d ClroneDJI(Z)
Teaching Operations (PLATO) and the Time-Shareoc,’ﬁered series of advantages for repetitive languddlls
Interactive, Computer-Controlled Information Telsion 2nd practice:

(TICCIT) projects were developed to teach different- Providing whenever necessary access to the same
languages. The former system was used for English, [8arning material is essential to acquiring a laggy
French, German, Spanish and Italian in 1980 (Hekeri 2. allowing ;tudents to access thg same mater!al andr
Bennion & Larson, 1983); and the later for thosglzages over again and offering immediate and non judgnienta
in addition to many others such as Arabic, Chinesedli, feed-back every time is ideal for mastering a laugy
Hebrew and Swedish. The courseware developed oh Presenting such language materials on an indivized!
PLATO system was supported audio, graphics andflex ~ Pasis, without time keeping and deadlines, offering
response analysis; and Hart found it very succegstfart, students the choice to study in their own rhythm is
1981). beneficial for owing a language. (Dina & Cironéd13, p.

The 1983 annual TESOL convention in Canada was the 249)
mileston_e in CALL from two aspects: 1. The CALLWAS 35 communicative CALL
expression agreed upon. 2. A suggestion was made to
establish a professional organization titled “CAOC The second phase of the CALL was based on
(Computer-Assisted Language Instruction ConsortitBy) communication. The communicative approach of teaghi
that time, CALL flourished in education and margettings: as a reaction to behavioral approach, was the premi
a course on CALL at Lancaster University, EuroCALLapproach in the years 1970s and 1980s. The adwsaafto
professional organization, production of introdugto this approach argued that “all CALL courseware and
materials, and publication of a large number ofksoon activities should build on intrinsic motivation astould
CALL. Chapelle (2001) mentioned: foster  interactivity—both learner-computer  and

“The following books are among those based on wbérk learner-learner” (Han, 2009, p. 41). They also thé
the early 1980s that were produced for teacherathrc  focus on using forms rather than on the forms thedves.
Ahmad, Corbett, Rogers, & Sussex, 1985; Brumfiillips, Among different types of programs developed in dgri
& Skehan, 1986; Cameron, Dodd, & Rahtz, 1986; Dgvie these years, computer games were the dominant and
1985; Hainline, 1987; Higgins & Johns, 1984; Hopesignificant programs. Taylor and Perez (1989) defithe
Taylor, & Pusack, 1984; Jones & Fortescue, 1987y role of the computer as stimulus. This CALL apptoaas
& Kenning, 1983; Last, 1984; Leech & Candlin, 1986;used for activities that involved communication Isuas
Underwood, 1984; Wyatt, 1984". (Chapelle, 20018)p. conversations, written tasks, critical thinking¢.eBome

Computer-assisted language learning and teachiragtivities such as spelling, grammar checks and tex
provides students and teachers with lots of oppdits. reconstruction programs were another model of cderpu
The gradual development of the role of the techgwlm in communicative phase which refer to the compaten
language courses has known a few different phdsash tool. They helped learners to learn and use thguage
phase relates to a certain level of technology aneasier. But how is it possible to evaluate an #gtias
pedagogical level. These phases are called: balvdstic = communicative? Higgins and Johns (1984) declaraed th
CALL, communicative CALL, integrative CALL (cf. the courseware, which were based on text recort&ruc
Barson & Debski, 1996; Warschauer, 1996; Warsch&uer and consisted of variations on cloze exercises,ewer
Healey, 1998). Each phase has its own advantaggs asommunicative. Chapelle (2001) added that:
disadvantages.
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4. Meritsand Barriersof CALL

Nowadays, CALL is gaining more popularity in langea
learning and teaching. Different scholars consideeveral
merits and barriers for applying CALL, but mosttbém
have the same items. Warschauer and Healey (1998)
mentioned different beneficial aspects of CALL: 1)

ultimodal practice with feedback, 2) individualipa in a

“... variations included: “words deleted on a fixedioa
basis, words deleted on the basis of some critera|l

words deleted, texts that the teacher entered th®
program, texts that came with the program, or tetter
learners constructed; with help options and scoring
with simple yes/no judgments concerning the conesg
of the learners’ entries; with the end result begfre

completed text, or the end result responses ’ .
comprehension questions about the te§@hapelle, 2001, 12rg€ class, 3) pair or small group work on prajed) the
p. 10) fun factor, 5) variety in the resources availabid &arning

styles used, 6) exploratory learning with large amse of
Another significant invention in the early 1980s swa language data, and 7) real-life skill building onaputer use.
borrowed from corpus linguistics — computer-asdiste On the one hand, Cabrini Simdes (2007) mentionateso
concordance activity. Concordancer software is used advantages of applying the technology, mostly titerhet,
identify words or expressions requested by the asel in language education. According to this paperchees
display them with reference to the lines in whidteyt have the opportunity to call students’ attention using
occurred in a text. This courseware strengthenederner sounds, images, colors, different types of lettécs Thus, it
to find questions of vocabulary use and grammaticdielps the students to visualize the contents ietteband

collocation on their own (Chapelle, 2001).
3.3. Integrative CALL

Moving from cognitive view of communicative languag
learning and teaching to socio-cognitive,
integrated different language skills — listeningeaking,
reading and writing — into language learning. Tgual made
possible by incorporating technology into langutegehing
and learning, too. The aim of the last phase oXAeL was
to overcome the obstacles of language learningesawhing,
and therefore to optimize the opportunities foegrating
new technologies in the language classrooms. [iffier
educators and scholars tried to find more integraener of
teaching instead of structure-based one,
task-based approaches tried to integrate leanemsoire
authentic environments. Fortunately, developmentsl a
advances in technology provided the
opportunities. In the mid-1990s, multimedia compsind

more efficient way. Also, technology allows leamen
participate in the culture of the target languaggch in turn
can enable them to further learn how cultural bawmknd
influences one’'s view of the world (Singhal, 1997).

educatorMoreover, students not only have access to otheplps

work, but they may also generate their own workb&o
published (Singhal, 1997). Furthermore, studenty ose
the Internet to search for additional language viies
(Singhal, 1997). It also mentioned that the usthefinternet
has also been shown to promote higher order thiyddills.
The Internet may increase student’s motivation (28€0);
and the Internet provides greater interaction (L2Z@)0).
There are some activities in the Internet that gittelents

thereforRBOsitive and negative feedback by automaticallyesding

their on-line exercises (Lee, 2000). From the large
perspective, the Internet provides global undeditan(Lee,

mentioned000). Also he noted that, exchanging e-mail presid

students with an excellent opportunity for realtunal

the World Wide Web (WWW) were the base of thecommunication (Warschauer, 1995). Finally, the rim¢

integrative CALL. Nowadays, it is very easy for afl the
learners to click a mouse to access lots of mutlime
resources on the Internet. Network-based technotogge

the greatest contribution by which people can shar@
whatever and communicate with each other whenewvér a

wherever. Mark Warschauer in 2000 changed the nafme
the first phase from behavioristic CALL to stru@u€ALL.
Moreover, he revised the dates as followings:

» Structural CALL: 1970s to 1980s

e Communicative CALL: 1980s to 1990s

allows students around the world to interact witheo
another cheaply, quickly and reliably (Cabrini Ses2007,
pp.31-33). On the other hand, sometimes it may tiake to
ccess information (Singhal, 1997). Also, the lamk
training on the part of the teachers to implemeetititernet
in the language classroom is another negative rfacto
(Singhal, 1997). Moreover, the Internet offers asce all
types of issues and topics, some of which are tadslai for
children, and this lack of limits in itself may tdfsin various

problems (Singhal, 1997). The lack of infrastruetur

« Integrative CALL: 2000 onwards (Warschauer, 2000) facilities is a barrier for implementing technology
In 2003, Bax proposed other three similar phases: language classes (Corréa, 2001). Finally, surfiegiiet can

+ R estricted CALL - mainly behaviouristic: 1960s toP€ fun and/or time consuming (Corréa, 2001) (Cabrin
1980s. Simdes, 2007, p.33).

« pen CALL: 1980s to 2003 (i.e. the date of Bax's In another research paper, Han (2008) stated #jat:
article). CALL programs could offer second language learnesse

« Integrated CALL - still to be achieved (Bax, 2003). Independence from classrooms. b) Language leahzass

For further readings on Bax's proposed phasesr tefe the option to study at any time and anywhere. cLCA

Bax. 2003: Bax and Chambers. 2006: and Bax. 2011. programs can be wonderful stimuli for second laggua
’ ’ ’ ’ ' learning. d) Computer can promote learning intéoact
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between learners and teachers. e) Computers cgn heleans replaced by the assisting one; 2) loss ddksme
classroom teaching with a variety of materials andommunication; 3) the restriction of students’ Ky
approaches (Han, 2008, p. 41-42). The mentionedoaut potential; and finally 4) abstract thinking repldcdy
also declared negative points: a) Financial barae the imaginable thinking (Shyamlee & Phil, 2012, p. 1534).
main outstanding problems. b) Computers cannot lband In another review study on the advantages of telolgyo
unexpected situations due to technological barr@r8oth  in language education, Riasati, Allahyar and Tadl®)
teachers and students need training to learn toarsputers considered the followings based on other studigs: a
(Han, 2008, p. 42-43). Technology increases students’ motivation (Galal®98;
AbuSeileek and Abu Sa’aleek in 2012 mentioned #hat Warschauer & Healey, 1998; Dunken, 1990; Lee, 2000;
computers can facilitate a variety of learning sasind have DEECD, 2010). 2) Technology improves language le@’n
enormous potency as teaching tools. They can twlpthe academic ability (Galavis, 1998; Dunken, 1990; [260)1).
students and the teachers because of their spojadrties 3) Technology makes a shift from teacher-centered t
(Wang, 2006). b) Software vendors (and languagehtga) learner-centered approaches in language learning an
no longer feel bound to grammar practice as thegaal of teaching (DEECD, 2010). 4) Technology enables kearto
computer use in the language classroom (Gundi£)26p assess their own work in a more meaningful waypiec
Computers are good to motivate students. d) Stastenbetter aware of the quality of their work and acdepdback
learning becomes more individualized and autonomelus more willingly (DEECD, 2010). 5) Technology provilthe
The computer provides a platform for communicatiorencouragement of collaboration and communication in
between teachers and students. f) The teachingnesocan learning activities (Gillespie, 2006; Murphy, 2006j)
be stored for a longer time and shared by othehtva and Technology has the potential to lower anxiety among
students. g) Language learners have the optiontuys learners (Levy, 1997; Chapelle, 2001; Braul, 2008erol,
anytime and anywhere. h) CALL programs can be009) (Riasati, Allahyar & Tan, 2012, p. 25-26).i@uhe
wonderful stimuli for second language learning.The opposite, 1) lack of access to technology resouthas
computer can promote learning interaction betweamlers requires an Internet connection (Coghlan, 2004financial
and teachers. j) The random access to Web pagekl wobarriers (Warschauer & Meskill, 2000; Gips et 2004; Lai
break the linear flow of instructions (WarschaueKé&rn, & Kritsonis, 2006); 3) lack of teacher training,cla of
2000). And k) CALL programs, besides teaching @ifpt ~ knowledge and practice (Baylor & Ritchie, 2002; Row,
language, will provide the learner with some soft 02003); 4) teachers’ [negative] attitude (Hodas,3 ¥eggs,
computer literacy (Gundiz, 2005) (AbuSeileek & Abu2000; Dawes, 2001; Fang & Warschauer, 2004; McGrail
Sa'aleek, 2012, pp.25-29). On the contrary, a) CAL 2005); 5) students’ [negative] attitude; and 6klaf time
requires computers and software as well as othg@pem®nt and technical support (King, 2003; Jacobsen & L@€IQ5;
all of which are expensive (Gindiiz, 2005). b) Coremu Ismail & Almekhlafi, 2010) are the disadvantages of
can only do what they are programmed to do. c) Bottechnology in language education (Riasati, Allah§aran,
teachers and students need training to learn toarsputers. 2012, p. 26-27).
d) Some students can never really adjust to usingpaters. In the recent paper, Dina and Cironei (2013) meeiib
And e) Computers cannot handle unexpected sitmtloe  that: a) computer can promote language interadteween
to technological barriers (AbuSeileek & Abu Sa’'&le2012, teacher and learners; b) it offers the possibtlitysimulate
pp.30-32). some processes and phenomena in motion through
Wang (2012) mentioned three advantages for networnimation, and thus some experimental demos; chadst
English teaching. In this study, creating a befeglish and manners of organizing efficiently and modere th
communicative environment for students, improviitng t educational / learning process; d) getting usecotoputer
efficiency of class teaching, and improving thecteag technology from an early age influences studenédlactual
mode are the main beneficiary points for networlglish  development; e) it offers the possibility of realg a string
teaching (Wang, 2012, p.155-156). The researchen alof didactic operations which are very important for
mentioned disadvantages of this mode of teachikg li evaluation, and also for developing students orga{Dina
financial barriers, students’ difficulty in adagito this new & Cironei, 2013, p. 251). However, a) deterioratminthe
teaching mode, and some English teachers’ vex@iiamg, teacher role in the learning process; b) divisionsmall
2012, 156-157). sections and well delimited of content leads shminig the
Based on Shyamlee & Phil's (2012) study, languagmatter, favouring those students with analytic khig, but
teachers should use technology to: 1) cultivatelestts’ not those with synthetic thinking; c) controllingp by step
interest in study; 2) promote students’ communicati students mental activity by the teacher stops tliemm
capacity; 3) widen students’ knowledge to gainraightful developing creative abilities and entrepreneuritsgind
understanding to Western culture; 4) improve teaghkifect; initiative; and d) excessive individualization efkning can
5) improve interaction between teacher and stud@rireate lead to denial of the teacher — student dialogukleads to
a context for language teaching; and 7) providelllity to  the isolation of the learning process from its &ye social
course content (Shyamlee & Phil, 2012, p. 151-188jereas, context, are mentioned as the barriers of CALL D&
language teachers should not use technology amajgr  Cironei, 2013, p. 251).
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5. Conclusion [3]

CALL may be a vital supplementary tool for English
language teaching and learning, however, we have
consider all the aspects of using CALL in our ofess
Considering technology’s double face is the keytdamn
applying CALL (Saeedi, 2013:41). We have to pagraton
to technocentrism and the lack of experimentation i
applying CALL (Plana & Ballester, 2009; cited inegali,
2013, p.46). Warschauer and Whittaker (1997) gavees
suggestions for successful planning and implemgntin6]
technology in language courses. They believedt&zathers
should carefully consider their goals, since liglgained by
adding random on-line activities into the classroom
Clarifying course goals acts as an important fitsp toward
the successful use of technology in classrooms. righe
vital aspect of the technology-based instruction
integration, and the teacher should think about how
integrate technology-based activities into theadyls. Also,
the teacher should be aware of all the complexitfassing
technology in learning environment, such as cultura
infrastructural, structural, etc. difficulties. Amaling to
CALL advantages, it | not logical to judge CALL as
substitute for language teachers, but we have tsider
technology as the vital supplementary tool in laggl
classes. Technology offers learners opportunitesrfuch
more valuable communicative interaction in the éarg
language than what was ever possible in the toaditi
language classes (Chirimbu & Tafazoli, 2013). Weauldo
urge language teachers to make use of technologyein
language classrooms. Having such projects are gagdf
motivating students to use technology outside tagscoom
and to make learning a part of their daily livehaugh it is
to some extent impossible to present all CALL adages
and disadvantages in a paper, this paper has rediew [13]
range of projects, papers and studies on CALL. The
researchers believe that choosing, planning anlyiagghe
CALL courseware will be provided wide range of
opportunities for language teachers and learners.

The findings of the present study can be lookechigma
general driving force to the educational policy makto
allocate more budgets on providing state-of-thecakt L
programs and devices in schools and universities. (15]
addition, course designers can benefit from themue of
the present study by allocating more computer gietsvin
schools and universities curriculum. More famikanwith
computers will result in more use of the computeEFL
classes by the teachers.
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