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ABSTRACT
The goal of this project was to explore the use of Wimba Voice Tools, a set of web-based
applications that enable audio recording & playback, with adult learners of English as a second
language in a community college setting. This project addressed three research questions: Can
Wimba voice technologies be used to create effective listening and speaking activities for adult
ESL learners? What type of corrective feedback should be given? Will students react favorably
to using Wimba for language learning? Findings from research into the Constructivist Approach,
a methodology for teaching second language acquisition, and best practices for computer-assisted
language learning supported the conclusion that Wimba Voice Tools can easily be used to create
effective instructional materials and deliver feedback. Quantitative and qualitative data gathered
from eight surveys given to project participants indicated that students reacted very favorably to
the use of web-based voice technologies.
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Web-based English Language Learning with Wimba Voice Technologies
Learning a second language quickly and fluently is a notoriously tricky task, especially for
adult learners. For adult immigrants, success in achieving their academic and vocational dreams
often depends on how well they accomplish this task. To help students succeed, community
college instructors need to use effective instructional methods and tools. Maricopa Community
Colleges District maintains a license for Wimba Voice Tools and Oral Assessment Builder.
These are web-based voice technologies that enable audio recording and playback in the form of
voice boards (the oral equivalent of text-based discussion boards), voice boards attached to
websites or images associated with a URL, and oral assessments that can contain listening
prompts, images, multiple-choice and open-ended responses in recorded audio or typed form, and
recorded corrective feedback. Specifically, this project addressed three research questions: Can
effective listening and speaking activities for adult ESL learners be created with Wimba voice
technologies? What type of corrective feedback should be given to students? Will students react
favorably to using Wimba for web-based language learning? To answer these questions, the
instructor began by investigating current methodologies for teaching second languages with a
focus on listening and speaking and using computer-mediated communication (CMC) and
computer-assisted language learning (CALL) techniques.
Theoretical Foundation
Goals and Learning Outcomes for Oral/Aural ESL Instruction
Before designing any type of instructional activity for an ESL course, instructors should
establish general goals and specific learning outcomes that students will achieve by completing
the activity. Broad goals for courses that emphasize listening and speaking generally center on
the idea that students will improve their conversational ability. Learning outcomes may focus on
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topics (e.g., talking about past events, describing a person), or functions (e.g., making a
complaint, giving directions) that students need to engage in. Underlying these goals and
outcomes are assumptions about what successful conversational ability actually entails,
assumptions that are often not clearly defined. According to research by MaryAnn C. Florez
(1999), director of the Adult Education Professional Development Center in Washington D.C.,
“good speakers” have control over cultural paralinguistic norms, such as discourse patterns of
opening and closing, turn-taking, feedback, and body language. Good speakers also use correct
linguistic elements, which include grammar, pronunciation, and vocabulary. Whereas a general
goal of an ESL course may be to assist students in becoming better speakers by improving the
areas listed above, it is often overwhelming for language learners to focus on all these
paralinguistic and linguistic elements at once. In fact, best practices for second language
acquisition and instructional design recommend a more structured, building block approach.
Learning activities should be designed to first focus learners’ attention on individual
paralinguistic and linguistic elements, and then give practice in combining a few elements, and
culminate with a task that requires integration of many elements.
The Constructivist Approach
Methodologies for teaching second languages have evolved in recent decades. They have
gone from the audiolingual method with its emphasis on repetition of stock phrases and complete
conversations to the communicative approach with its de-emphasis on form and grammatical
accuracy in favor of communication of content (Knowles, 2004). Most recently, second language
pedagogy has embraced the idea of constructivism, an idea generally attributed to the
psychologist Lev Vygotsky (Can, 2007). A core belief of constructivism is that individuals gain
knowledge and understanding through actively assembling pieces of information into a whole
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(Tschirner, 2001; Cobb 2005). One does not learn by simply being told information or through
rote memorization (as the audiolingual method stresses), nor does one gain true understanding
without examining the parts that make up the whole (which the communicative approach
dismisses). Social and developmental psychologists later added another aspect to constructivism;
learning does not take place in a vacuum but with the influence of a physical environment and
cultural context (Duffy, 1996). Social constructivists maintain that the primary motivation for
learning is so that the individual can make sense of and function in her/his surrounding
environment, which includes communicating with other individuals in that environment.
The constructivist approach for second language learning and teaching sees
communication as the primary goal and motivator for acquiring linguistic competence (RosellAguilar, 2005). Learners must be given opportunities to analyze and manipulate the pieces of the
language (e.g., vocabulary, grammatical structures, and phonological segments) to construct their
own forms in order to gain understanding of a language. To address these seemingly
dichotomous elements of social interaction and individualization, teachers must provide
personalized environments that allow students to follow individual paths in language development
coupled with social environments that provide opportunities to interact with each other and
experiment with using their linguistic constructions (Bradshaw, 2005; Hampel and Hauck, 2004;
Ruschoff and Ritter 2001).
Effective Instructional Activities
Many of the current recommendations for second language listening/speaking activities
follow the same tenets advocated by constructivism proponents (Bradshaw, 2005; Hampel and
Hauck, 2004; Knowles, 2004; Rosell-Aguilar, 2005; Ruschoff and Ritter, 2001). One of the
primary principles, individual construction of knowledge, is frequently echoed in the literature.

Web‐Based ELL 6

Delia Bradshaw (2005), mentor for the Australian government's Department of Education,
Science, and Training investigated the use of voice technologies in vocational and ESL
programs, and designed a model of good voice practices that “highlights the significance of
personal, active engagement in successful learning”, which include “self-awareness, self-access,
individualised learning pathways, personalised feedback, encouragement and explanations, selfreliance, working at own pace, in own time and as often as desired or required, self-evaluation”
(p. 23). Thus, instructional materials must address individual learning style, paces, and related
needs.
Recommendations for effective instructional design apply to both face-to-face and
computer-assisted learning situations; the mode of delivery does not change the basic principles.
Erwin Tschirner (2001), professor of German at the University of Tuebingen, categorizes
constructivist principles into six areas. He states that oral proficiency is more effectively and
efficiently acquired when: 1) Learning is situated; 2) Input oriented learning is emphasized; 3)
Output oriented learning is encouraged; 4) Cultural competence is promoted; 5) A focus on form
is fostered; 6) Storage in memory of meaningful and situated sequences of sounds and words is
promoted. Tschirner’s (2001) third (interaction), fifth (focus on form) and sixth (memory
facilitation) conditions are addressed in detail by a number of instructional designers and
researchers of computer-mediated communication (CMC) and computer-assisted language
learning (CALL).
Social interaction can occur in student-student, tutor-student, and teacher-student
activities. Although student-computer interaction is not usually classified as a form of social
interaction, the use of the computer as a vehicle to provide opportunities for social interaction,
especially when learners cannot physically come together at the same time or in the same place, is
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becoming widely accepted. Richard Robin (2007) senior researcher at the National Capital
Language Resource Center and Associate Professor and Language Program Director for Russian
at George Washington University, cites a host of SLA educators who agree that technology is “an
essential component of the language acquisition strategic toolbox” (p. 109). In the early years of
CALL, many instructional designers focused on the potential of computers as a source of
linguistic input for learners. However, there is now a growing emphasis on designing
instructional activities that do not only use computers as “the source of language input, or one part
of the communication chain (human – computer interaction) but the medium through which
learners communicate (human-to-human interaction via the computer) (Rosell-Aguilar, 2005, p.
418). Best practices for second language acquisition thus include the use of computer-mediated
communication as an effective tool to transcend the limitations of time and space that so
frequently diminish language learners’ access to social interaction.
Tschirner’s (2001) fifth condition for language acquisition, focus on form, has also been
discussed by CALL and CMC instructional designers influenced by constructivist views. This
represents a renewed emphasis on analysis and focus on form, popular prior to the advent of SLA
methodologies such as the Natural Approach and Communicative Competences in the 1980s.
These approaches downplayed language study at the “building block” level (i.e., word, sentence,
phoneme level) in favor of a top-down or holistic approach, which more closely mirrored the
processes children go through in acquiring a first language (Knowles, 2004). However, second
language acquisition, especially in adults, is a very different process from that of first language
acquisition. Dissatisfied with the shortcomings of holistic methods, which commonly result in
utterances that may get the message across but be riddled with errors (e.g., Me Tarzan, you Jane
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types of utterances), instructors are once again turning to materials that will teach accuracy in
addition to fluency (e.g., My name is Tarzan. You’re Jane, aren’t you?).
Josie Rose and Terry Taylor (2005), designers of ESL activities used in the Australian
Flexible Learning Framework’s “Beyond Text: using your voice online” project, discussed the
pedagogical rationale for their materials:
The general approach links a functional theory of language with the principles of an
outcomes-based curriculum. Teaching methodologies support learners in moving from
supported to independent construction or understanding of an oral text through to
application of that text type in new and more challenging contexts. Control of new text
types requires deliberate intervention through modeling, supported deconstruction and
supported construction.
Their instructional units begin with a visual (pictures and text) and audio (voice recordings)
presentation of vocabulary (individual words) and conversational structures (phrases) for students
to study, then practice in seeing/hearing the target language used in context, practice for repetition
of the target language, and then opportunities for practice in new contexts in which students put
together the pieces (vocabulary, phrases) in new ways. Florez (1999) cites a variety of ESL
specialists (Brown, 1994; Burns & Joyce, 1997; Carter & McCarthy, 1995) who endorse this
pattern of focused presentation, structured practice, and “free” practice (application of structures
in new contexts) for classroom as well as computer-based learning. Specifically, recommended
types of tasks involved in the second stage, structured practice, include imitative (learner repeats a
phrase or structure to practice clarity and accuracy), intensive (drills or repetitions on specific
phonological or grammatical points), and responsive (short replies to teacher or learner questions
or comments). For the third stage, unstructured or “free” practice, tasks may be transactional
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(dialogues for information exchange, such as information-gathering interviews, role plays, or
debates); interpersonal (dialogues to establish or maintain social relationships, such as personal
interviews or casual conversation role plays); and extensive (extended monologues such as short
speeches, oral reports, or oral summaries) (Brown, 1994 cited in Florez, 1999, page 4). For
beginning-level language students, instruction may include more of the structured types of tasks,
as “beginners can only produce very limited utterances, especially at the beginning of their
studies, so they require a larger number of stimuli and more structured activities to extract the
little language they can produce” (Rosell-Aguilar, 2005, p. 422).
A similar structure for CALL instructional units (presentation, structured activities, and
unstructured activities) is recommended by Lance Knowles (2004a), founder and director of
DynEd International, a research and development company of multimedia ELT (English
Language Teaching) courseware. Similar to the instructional designers for the Australian Flexible
Learning Network, Knowles emphasizes the need for multimedia forms of presentation: “For
language learning, a key element is the synchronized activation of the auditory, phonological, and
visual systems in the brain” (Knowles, 2004a, p. 3). Providing a variety of stimuli activates
different mental processors in the brain, and as neuropsychologist Donald Hebb so wittily stated,
“’neurons that fire together wire together’” (Hebb, cited in Knowles, 2004a, p. 3). Knowles
(2004b) also emphasized that a key for effective practice is ample opportunity for “copious
practice” and repetition. Without such practice, new linguistic structures are unlikely to be
retained in the learner’s long-term memory, which relates to Tschirner’s sixth condition, memory
facilitation, for acquisition of oral proficiency. Short, frequent practice sessions over a long
period of time are needed to commit information to memory and develop automaticity of
understanding and production through multiple opportunities for both structured and unstructured
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practice with the target forms. Knowles (2004b) refers to such opportunities as “shallow
repetition”, the repeating of exact words and phrases, and “deep repetition”, the application and
modification of linguistic structures in new contexts.
To summarize, best practices for instructional design of ESL materials recommend a
process of presentation, structured practice, and unstructured practice that focus learners’
attention on targeted components of the language, and engage them increasingly complex use of
these components, from simple repetition to application of vocabulary and syntactical structures
in novel situations. The practice opportunities should provide learners with individualized
practice as well as practice with others in a social context. Finally, the practice must occur in
sufficient amounts over a span of time in order to be effectively internalized into the learner’s
memory and result in accuracy, automaticity, and fluency of use.
Error correction and Feedback
Another element in the process of second language acquisition is feedback: learners need
to know what they are doing correctly or incorrectly in order to improve. While there is general
consensus that feedback is a critical component, there is a lack of agreement as to the most
effective form and timing of feedback (Brosvic et al, 2006; Felix, 2004; Hincks, 2003; Mathan,
2005; Neri et al, 2001; Tsutsui, 2004). The disagreements frequently center on whether feedback
should be implicit (the learner is not directly told if an utterance is correct or incorrect) or explicit
(the learner is told directly), and whether the feedback should be immediate or delayed.
Language specialists generally agree on four basic principles for feedback: it must be
comprehensible to the student, it should inform the student of correctness/incorrectness (it must
not rely on the student’s own perception of accuracy), it should explain why something is
incorrect, and it should give or point students in the direction of the correct response (Ehsani,
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1998; Hansen, 2006; Neri et al, 2002b). Feedback that informs the student about accuracy may be
implicit or explicit. Roy Lyster, associate professor of second language education at McGill
University in Montreal, identifies six forms of feedback: explicit correction, recasts (the teacher
implicitly reformulates the student’s utterance), elicitation (the teacher directly elicits a
reformulation from students by asking questions), metalinguistic clues, clarification requests, and
repetition. Recasts are implicit forms of feedback, as the learner is not directly told an error was
made but simply given the correct form. This method relies on the learner noticing that the
instructor has repeated an utterance in a different way, implying that the learner’s utterance was
not the right, and the learner then remembering and being able to repeat the utterance the way the
instructor did. While this method of feedback is used the most of the six categories in face-toface classroom interactions, it is not as effective as the others (Neri, 2001; Tsutsui, 2004).
Explicit correction directly indicates there is an error but does not involve the learner in the
reformulation (attempt at giving the correct answer) of the utterance. Elicitation and
metalinguistic clues are types of explicit feedback, as they give students a reaction that indicates
there is an error to be fixed, but more actively involve students in the analysis and reconstruction
of a correct response. These three forms of explicit feedback have been found to positively affect
language production (Brosvic et al, 2006; Hincks, 2003; Loewen and Erlam, 2006; Neri et al,
2001; Panova and Lyster, 2002; Tsutsui 2004).
In regards to the timing of feedback, most researchers and students favor immediate,
interactive feedback over delayed feedback, although delayed feedback can be effective for
language development also (Tsutsui, 2004; Neri et al, 2002b). However, the longer the delay
between linguistic performance and feedback interaction between the student and teacher, the less
effective it is. “From the students’ point of view, a serious problem with delayed feedback is that
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they cannot easily connect the instructor’s feedback to the performance due to the time lag
between the performance and the feedback…. students may not remember the utterance on which
the instructor made a comment or students may not remember exactly what they said or meant to
say and in what context or situation they said it” (Tsutui, 2004, p. 381). One way to circumvent
the problem of remembering what was said is to record the linguistic performance. Fortunately
for the language teacher, there are a number of software applications that have replaced the
cumbersome cassette tape recorders or video cameras of yore.
One final recommendation frequently made in discussions of error correction is that not
every error needs to or should be corrected (Neri et al, 2002a; Tsutsui 2004). Priority should be
given to errors that most severely hinder effective communication. Especially in the area of oral
performance and pronunciation, “giving feedback on every error is not productive and can
discourage the student” (Tsutsui, 2004, p. 381). This does not mean that pronunciation training is
not important; in fact, “correct usage of supra-segmental features such as intonation and stress has
been shown to improve the syntactic and semantic intelligibility of spoken language (Crysatl,
1981, cited in Ehsani, 1998, p. 69). Feedback about pronunciation is also “crucial because the L1
influence can be so overwhelming that the learner is not able to notice the discrepancies between
the sounds (s)he produces and the correct target sounds” (Neri, 2002b, p. 1), a sentiment related to
the constructivist principles that learners need to be focused and engaged in the analysis of the
target language in order to understand and then produce it.
CMC, CALL, & Voice Technologies
The combined views of current SLA pedagogy and best practices for instructional design
challenge instructors to ensure each individual student has the opportunity for frequent practice
with models to repeat, deconstruct, and reconstruct in personalized as well as social contexts.
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Feedback that is understandable, explicit, timely, and engages the student cognitively should be
given in conjunction with the practice. Instructors may also need to motivate some individuals to
engage in this practice, especially in oral production. As Uschi Felix (2004), Director of the
Research Centre for New Media in Language Learning at Monash University in Australia, notes:
Experienced language teachers know that it can be difficult to motivate some students to
speak in class. Speaking often remains the least accomplished of the four language skills,
especially in older students and those who have never spent any time in the target
language country. One of the reasons for this is that the development of oral skills carries
a high level of ego involvement, especially when students feel exposed in front of an
entire class, and that ‘in conditions of high ego involvement, anxiety has typically been
found to interfere with performance’ (Sinclair, 1971 p. 6, cited in Felix, 2004, p. 284).
The negative influence of anxiety on language development is well-documented in the literature
(Felix, 2004; Hauck and Hurd, 2005; Neri, 2002; Poza, 2005; Tschirner, 2001) Students who are
more anxious about speaking do not engage in as much practice during face-to-face class time.
CALL and CMC activities can equalize opportunities for each student to engage. Studies in textbased CMC, such as text-based chat rooms and discussion boards, have shown that reticent
students produce more (in quantity of discourse) in CMC activities than they do during classroom
activities and as much as dominant students in these activities (Felix, 2004; Hampel and Hauck,
2004; Poza, 2005). There are very few studies that have attempted to replicate these findings for
oral-based CMC. However, one study conducted at the Open University of the United
Kingdom’s use of Lyceum, a synchronous “live classroom” platform, did not find that quieter
students participated as much in the CMC environment (Hampel, 2003, as cited in Poza, 2005).
Preliminary studies on asynchronous voice technologies, such as the voice boards provided by
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Wimba, report findings more closely in line with those of the text-based CMC studies (Felix,
2004; McIntosh et al, 2003; Poza, 2005; Smith, 2005). These studies, which focused on student
opinions of the Wimba voice technologies, report that students liked the medium because it
allowed them to compose their thoughts at their own pace, record when they felt prepared, rerecord as often as they needed before posting a message they were satisfied with, and receive
feedback on their postings from peers and teachers. Students also reported low anxiety levels
using the tool, although many reported some anxiety or self-consciousness about using the tools
in public environments, such as their dorm rooms (when roommates were present) (Poza, 2005),
and language labs (McIntosh et al, 2003; Poza, 2005; Smith, 2005).

Methodology
Project Design
Findings from the literature guided the design and implementation of six sets of
instructional materials for an ESL021 Listening and Speaking II class, a low-intermediate level
course for students of English as a second language, offered at Estrella Mountain Community
College during the Spring 2008 semester. Three types of Wimba Voice Tools (Voice
Presentation, Oral Assessment Builder, and Voice Board) were used to create and deliver the
materials to students via web links in Blackboard, a course management platform. Quantitative
and qualitative data were collected at various points in the sixteen-week semester using eight
surveys (see Appendices B-I).
Instructional Materials
The materials addressed a number of course competencies, including talking about likes
and dislikes of self and others, giving directions, using comparative and superlative forms of
adjectives, and narrating events using past, present, and future verb forms. The materials centered
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on themes from units in the textbook, Side by Side 2 by S. Molinsky and B. Bliss. These were:
Unit 1 Future and Past Events; Units 2-3 Likes, Food, and Shopping; Unit 4 Future with Will
and Might; Units 5-6 Comparisons; Unit 7 Recommendations and Directions; Unit 9 It was a Bad
Day. Three Wimba voice tools were used in each set. Wimba’s Voice Presentation tool was used
to create “linguistic deconstruction” activities to focus student attention on the vocabulary,
grammar, and pronunciation for the unit. Students listened to and repeated individual words and
words in context (sentences). Wimba’s Oral Assessment Builder was used to create “linguistic
reconstruction” activities to give students practice with applying the vocabulary and grammar in
their own utterances. The oral assessment activities contained 12-15 questions each.
Approximately one-third of the questions required students to listen to a voice prompt and
respond by choosing or typing in a written answer, one-third required students to listen to a voice
prompt and record a 1-3 sentence oral response, and one-third required students to listen to a
voice prompt and record a lengthier (typically one-minute) oral response. The instructor assessed
these activities and recorded corrective feedback for individuals to listen to. The feedback
included comments on what they were doing well and how they could improve errors in
pronunciation, word choice, and grammar related to the unit’s focus. Finally, Wimba’s Voice
Board was used to create “social interaction” activities. Students were given a topic related to the
unit theme (e.g., tell us about foods you like to eat or prepare; tell us a story about a bad day you
or someone you know once had) and listened to an instructor-generated example on the voice
board. They were asked to record their own two to three-minute narrative on the topic. To fulfill
the assignment, they were also required to listen to at least one other student’s story and to post a
response (question or comment) to it, as well as to answer any questions posted on their own
narratives.
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Participants
The participants in this study were twelve of the fifteen members of the Spring 2008
evening section of ESL021 Listening and Speaking II, a low-intermediate level course for English
as a second language students at Estrella Mountain Community College. In accordance with
guidelines set by the Maricopa Community Colleges District Institutional Review Board, students
were given Informed Consent letters (see Appendix A) telling them of the study and asking their
permission to publically share the results of the data collection. One of the fourteen students
chose not to participate. Two students stopped attending class 2-3 weeks before semester end and
did not complete three of the final surveys. Data from these three students were not included in
the analysis. Of the twelve study participants, five were Mexican females and two were Korean
females. Four were Mexican males and one was a Korean male. Their ages ranged from 19 to
57, with the average being 32.
Quantitative Measures
In the first class meeting of the semester, participants completed the Computer
Questionnaire (Appendix B) to gather data about how much previous experience they had had
with using computers. This questionnaire had 9 questions designed by the instructor. It asked
students to answer yes or no as to whether they had an email address, a computer with internet
connectivity at home, time to use the computers in the Information Commons if they did not have
a computer at home, and if they felt comfortable/confident using computers or learning new
computer techniques. Participants were also asked to report how many months/years of computer
experience they had had. The purpose of this questionnaire was to document the number of
students with/without computer experience and to guide the instructor in deciding how much time
to spend in class and what pace to use to teach students how to use the Wimba Voice Tools.
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Students who indicated little or no prior experience with computers were given additional
instruction in using the technology in the Information Commons outside of class time.
In the second class meeting of the semester, participants were given the Technology
Attitudes Survey (Appendix C) and the Language Abilities Survey (Appendix D). The surveys
were translated into Spanish and Korean using Microsoft Word 2007’s translation tool and given
to students in addition to the original English versions in order to help them understand the
content. Students were allowed to take these surveys home, complete them at their convenience,
and return them to the instructor at the following class meeting.
The Technology Attitudes survey is a modified version of the Computer Anxiety Index
(CAIN) developed and validated by instructional media professors from Iowa State University
(Simonson et al. 1987). The CAIN is an oft-used and cited measurement of computer anxiety for
college students as well as other populations, and was the instrument used in Poza’s (2005)
dissertation study to measure computer attitudes of her students of Spanish as a second language.
The original index contains 26 questions to answer with a 6 point Likert scale (strongly agree,
agree, slightly agree, slightly disagree, disagree, strongly disagree) and has .90 reliability. The
CAIN contains 12 positively-phrased questions (e.g., “A computer could make learning fun”),
which are scored by assigning 1 point for strongly agree up to 6 points for strongly disagree
responses. It contains 14 negatively-phrased questions (e.g., “I am usually uncomfortable when I
have to use computers”), which are scored by assigning 6 points for strongly agree down to 1
point for strongly disagree. This scoring method generates a possible range of scores of 26,
representing positive technology attitudes and low computer anxiety, to 156, signifying negative
technology attitudes or high computer anxiety. Because this instructor felt students might react
adversely to the length and redundancy of the original CAIN instrument, only 13 of the 26
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questions were used. Thus, the possible range of scores for computer anxiety on the Technology
Attitudes survey was 13-78. This range was divided into five equal parts to categorize
participants as having very low, low, average, high, or very high anxiety levels when results of
the survey were calculated. The purpose of this survey was to document students’ attitudes
toward using computers in general and towards using technology specifically for language
learning. There have been many discussions in recent years amongst Estrella Mountain
Community College’s ESL program instructors and advisors at as to whether students are
comfortable using computers in their ESL classes, but the discussions have been based on
observational or anecdotal rather than quantitative data. Another purpose of giving this survey
was to compare participants’ attitudes towards computers in general to attitudes towards the
Wimba Voice Tools.
Six additional questions not from Simonson’s CAIN instrument but designed by this
instructor and used to gather data on students’ attitudes toward using a variety of media devices
(computers, videos, mp3 players) specifically for English language listening and speaking
acquisition were included on the Technology Attitude survey. The results from these six
questions were not included in calculations to determine the participants’ computer anxiety levels.
The Language Abilities Survey was designed by the instructor to gather information on
students’ self-perceptions of their listening and speaking abilities prior to beginning the ESL021
course. It contains two sections: 13 statements on listening ability and 13 similar statements on
speaking ability. Students responded to the statements by completing a 5 point Likert Scale
(always, usually, sometimes, rarely, never). The surveys were scored by assigning 5 points for
“always” responses down to 1 point for “never” responses. Thus, the possible range of scores for
each section was 13-65, with 13 signifying very low confidence in abilities and 65 meaning very
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high confidence levels. The purpose of administering this survey was to gather information on
students’ confidence in their skills and compare this to their anxiety levels when speaking in the
synchronous face-to-face classroom environment and in the asynchronous Wimba web-based
environment (as measured by the Wimba Anxiety and Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety
surveys). Such comparisons would help determine if participants’ reactions to using web-based
voice technologies were more, less, or equally favorable to speaking in a traditional classroom
setting.
Each time the students did one of the six sets of the Wimba-based instructional materials
during the next twelve weeks of the semester, they completed an Assignment Tracking Form
(Appendix E). The form asked students to note where, when, and how long it took them to
complete the assignment. They were also asked to note how many times they listened to and
recorded themselves when responding to different formats of questions. The purpose of this
tracking form was to gather information on how students were using the Wimba tools and how
much time-on-task these assignments were generating.
The last two quantitative measures, the FLCAS - Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety
Survey (Appendix F), and the Wimba Anxiety Survey (Appendix G) were given to participants on
consecutive class meetings during the second-to-last week of the course. Students took the
surveys home to complete at leisure and returned them to the instructor at the following class
meeting. These two surveys are slightly-modified versions of those used by Poza (2005) in her
doctoral study. Her FLCAS was, in turn, modified from one originally designed by Horwitz
(1986). Horwitz’s (1986) instrument was created for ESL students and contained 33 items with a
5 point Likert response scale (strongly agree, agree, neither disagree nor agree, disagree, strongly
disagree). Horwitz reported a reliability of .93 for it (Poza 2005). Poza used 18 of Horwitz’s 33
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items and changed the term “English” to “Spanish”. For this study, 15 of Poza’s 18 FLCAS
questions were used and the word “Spanish” was changed back to “English”. For the Wimba
Anxiety Scale, Poza (2005) modeled her questions on the FLCAS. She used 17 of its 18
questions and simply changed the words “English” and “foreign language classroom” to
“Spanish” and “Wimba voice board”. She assembled a team of language acquisition experts who
validated her instrument. For this study of ESL021 students, the language was changed to
“English” and “Wimba assignments”. Fifteen of the 17 items from Poza’s Wimba Anxiety scale
were used. Three additional questions (numbers 16-18) were added to elicit information
regarding students’ attitudes rather than anxiety towards the Wimba assignments, but responses to
these 3 items were not included in the calculations of the Wimba Anxiety scores. The completed
FLCAS and Wimba Anxiety surveys were scored following the same methods used for the
Technology Attitudes and Language Abilities surveys. The possible range of scores for the
FLCAS and Wimba Anxiety surveys were 15-75. As with the Technology Abilities survey, low
scores signify low anxiety levels towards speaking in a foreign language classroom setting or in
the web-based recording environment, and high scores represent high anxiety. Also following
procedures used to report the Technology Abilities results, each range was divided into five equal
parts and participants were categorized as having very low, low, average, high, or very high
anxiety levels for performance in the classroom and Wimba environments.
Qualitative Measures
During the last week of the semester, participants were given two evaluation surveys
which included open-ended questions to elicit subjective, qualitative responses. The Wimba
Voice Tools Evaluation (Appendix H) and the Wimba Assignments Evaluation (Appendix I)
asked students not only to numerically rate the use of Wimba in the course, but also to provide
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written comments on it. Individual comments often clarified the reasons behind students’ choice
of numerical ratings. These qualitative remarks provided a more comprehensive understanding of
the basis for the participants’ opinions of the instructional materials and the use of voice
technologies in the course. The Wimba Assignments Evaluation was given to students at the
second to last class meeting to take home and complete at their leisure, and the Wimba Voice
Tools Evaluation was given to students to complete in class during the last meeting of the
semester.
Results
The results of the Computer Experience Questionnaire revealed that seven of the twelve
participants (58.3%) had computers with internet connectivity at home, whereas five (41.7%) had
to use the computers in the Information Commons on campus. Of the seven students with home
computers, however, one later reported that it was difficult to get time on her home computer as
her spouse and child were “always on it”; a second student reported that her computer developed
a virus and Wimba “stopped working” on it. These two students completed most of their Wimba
assignments using the computers on campus. The amount of prior computer experience
participants had ranged from 0 to 6 years, with the average being 1 year 8 months. Even though
over half of the students had computers at home and some experience using computers, the
majority (58.3%) reported that they were not comfortable or confident in using computers on their
own. Specifically, 2 (16.7%) stated they had no experience and were not comfortable or
confident in using computers on their own, and 5 (41.7%) noted that although they had some
experience with computers, they were not comfortable/confident using computers. The remaining
5 (41.7%) reported that they both comfortable and confident using computers.
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The results of the Technology Attitudes Survey (Table 1and Figure 1) given at the
beginning of the semester indicate that as a whole, participants had favorable attitudes and low
anxiety towards computers. The range of scores for the participant population, 13-37 out of a
possible 13-78, was fairly narrow and indicated that even the highest-scoring student had
relatively low anxiety and positive attitudes towards computers in general. On the two statements
Table 1

Figure 1

Technology Attitude Survey Results

Distribution of Technology Attitudes

12
26.75
7.399
54.75
13-37

Note: Possible range 13-78. A higher mean
indicates a higher level of anxiety/negative attitude.
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Levels of Anxiety
1 = very low anxiety
2 = moderately low anxiety
3 = average anxiety
4 = moderately high anxiety
5 = high anxiety

not included in these calculations on general computer anxiety but designed to gather information
on students’ attitudes towards using computers specifically to enhance listening and speaking
skills (Appendix B, see numbers 13 and 14), 100% of the students strongly agreed or agreed that
using computers could help improve these abilities.
The Language Abilities Survey results (Table 2 and Figure 2) show that in general,
participants were had average confidence in their listening and speaking abilities at the beginning
of the semester. While they exhibited a wider range of scores for their listening than their
speaking abilities, with two students indicating that they felt moderately high confidence in this
area, the majority indicated average to moderately low levels, with a mean of 37. For speaking,
no students reached beyond the average confidence category, and the mean was 34. Although the
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graph appears to show that students had more confidence in their listening than their speaking
skills, an independent t-test shows there is no significant difference between the means when the
two averages are compared.
Table 2

Figure 2

Language Abilities Survey Results

Distribution of Language Abilities Attitudes
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Note: Possible range 13-65. A higher
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Not every student turned in an Assignment Tracking form for each of the six sets of
instructional units (not every participant completed every Wimba assignment), but the data
gathered and compiled from the forms reveals that 5-7 participants did the assignments on their
home computers and 2-5 participants did them on the campus computers; the students without
home computers missed more assignments than those with home computers. Participants spent as
little as 21 minutes to as much as 8 hours and 10 minutes on a unit; one particular student
consistently reported spending more than 5 hours on each unit. The average amount of time
reported per unit was 1 hour 45 minutes, although if the student who reported spending 5 or more
hours on assignments is left out of the calculations, the average amount falls to 57 minutes. For
questions that required students to listen to a voice prompt and then choose or type in a response
(see Appendix E, items 6a-c), students reported they repeated the prompts an average of 2.4
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times. For questions that required students to record responses to voice prompts (Appendix E,
items 6d-e), they recorded an average of 2.35 times. When asked if they played back their own
recording to listen to (Appendix E, item 6f), one student reported that s/he usually did “never” did
for any item on half of the assignments, but the other eleven students reported that they
“sometimes” (25.6% of the time) or “always” (69.2% of the time) played back their answers on
each assignment.
The results of the two surveys administered near the end of the course, the Foreign
Language Classroom Anxiety and the Wimba Anxiety Surveys, are displayed in Table 3 and
Figure 3. An independent t-test shows there is no significant difference between the means when
group averages are examined. In other words, anxiety levels for speaking in either the face-toface or Wimba environments are generally the same. In both environments, most students feel
average levels of anxiety.
Table 3

Figure 3

FLCAS and Wimba Anxiety Survey Results

Distribution of FLCAS & Wimba Anxiety Results
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Results from the Wimba Evaluation (Appendix H), one of the qualitative measures used as
a student evaluation of the Wimba voice technologies, reveal that 100% of the students felt the
instructor should continue using Wimba as a tool for language instruction. The comments, “it’s a
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good program” and “helpful” were repeatedly noted. One student wrote, “In general, I think the
program Wimba, is very useful and versatile for use. It represents a great assistant for learning
English because it reinforces class and explanations of the teacher”. When students were asked
to rate the program on a scale of 1-10 for convenience of use, the average rating was 8.17, with a
range of 5-10. Five students who rated it a 10 commented that it was “easy”. Three of the
students who rated the convenience (how easy it was to find time and a place) at 5-7 explained
their ranking by noting they did not have or did not know how to use a computer well, and one
who rated the program at 6 stated, “I don’t have to [sic] much time”. When asked to rate the
program on ease of use, the average rank was 8.5, with a range of 5-10 and similar reasons again.
All students indicated that they listened to the instructor’s feedback and 100% of the students felt
this Wimba-enabled feature was helpful for their learning. As one student wrote, “Is very
importent [sic] for me that, check my mistakes and fix”.
Only nine of the twelve participants submitted the ESL021 Assignments Evaluation
(Appendix I), which asked them to give their opinions on the Wimba question types used in the
instructional units. Of these nine, just one wrote in a qualitative comment:
I don’t have experience in computer, that take much time for my, and I don’t have
computer at home, so it was difficult for my because, I merried and I have two jobs. But
that system is good and interesting for lurn English if I have time and computer.
However, all nine students completed the Likert scale rating of the question types, and these
results showed that the majority strongly agreed or agreed that each question type was helpful in
improving their English (Figure 4). Although one student marked “neither agree nor disagree” for
two question types (listen & record long response and record a narrative), the results did indicate
that the majority of participants had favorable opinions.
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Figure 4
Assignments Evaluation Results
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Conclusions and Next Steps
The information gathered through the research and data collection for this project
answered the instructor’s three research questions. First, Wimba’s Voice Tools can easily be used
to create effective oral/aural language activities for adult ESL learners. From the instructor’s
viewpoint, the tools are ideally-suited for creating activities that fit the Constructivist Approach to
second language teaching. The three voice tools used in this project, Voice Presentation, Oral
Assessment Builder, and Voice Board, can all be used to create listening and speaking exercises
that focus learner attention on and allow them to deconstruct specific linguistic elements. All
three tools can also be used to create activities that provide learners with opportunities to
reconstruct language by recording original, individual oral responses (of varying lengths – up to
30 minutes) or typing written responses to prompts. Opportunities for meaningful social
interaction and using language communicatively between classmates can be provided with the
Voice Presentation and Voice Board tools. Additionally, Wimba voice technologies readily
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allow for the “shallow repetition” (exact words and phrases), and “deep repetition” (application of
linguistic structures in new contexts) required for successful language acquisition (Knowles,
2004b). According to self-reports of time-on-task and amount of item repetition on the
Assignment Tracking forms, students did indeed engage in such behavior in the Wimba
assignments. Overall, results from the Wimba Evaluation surveys indicate that students came to
the same positive conclusions as their instructor on the effectiveness of these tools.
The literature review provided answers to the second research question, which asked about
the type of feedback and error correction that should be given to second language learners. Using
the Wimba voice comment (in the Oral Assessment Builder) and reply features (in the Voice
Boards), the instructor gave explicit feedback regarding both the correctness and incorrectness of
the pronunciation, vocabulary, and grammar under study (as opposed to every error) in the units.
All students indicated in their evaluations that this feedback was helpful in improving their
English. Feedback was not given in the Voice Presentation tools due to an unforeseen glitch in
the Wimba version (5.1) that MCCCD currently has; for some reason, the individual reply to
postings function was not working. Discussions with Wimba technicians in March 2008
confirmed that the feature had worked in the earlier version (4.2) that MCCCD had licensed, but
not in the current version (5.1) that was in operation during the Spring 2008 semester. Wimba
suggested upgrading to their most recent version (5.2) in which the Voice Presentation posting
reply function worked properly. This information was forwarded to district information
technology personnel, but no date for the upgrade has been announced as of this time. To
circumvent this problem, some of the activities originally made with the Voice Presentation tool
were simply incorporated into activities made with the Oral Assessment Builder, which enable the
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same type of display and recording process, but also allowed the instructor to give individualized
feedback as originally planned for the Voice Presentation activities.
One remaining concern about using Wimba for corrective feedback involves timing;
although the literature revealed mixed views about the effectiveness of immediate versus delayed
feedback (Tsutsui, 2004), preference for immediate feedback prevails. Because the Wimba Voice
Tools are asynchronous, feedback is not live and immediate. Wimba has synchronous tools also,
such as Wimba Classroom, but these are not currently licensed by MCCCD. The time lag
between a student recording speech, the instructor listening to it and giving feedback, and the
student listening to that feedback may be very short (as quickly as 5-10 minutes if both parties are
at their computers at the same time), or very long (several days or possibly never if the instructor
or student does not return to the assignment to complete the next step in the feedback process).
However, if students do not immediately remember the utterance that the instructor refers to in
the feedback, they can always play back their own voices using the Wimba controls. One might
argue that although the feedback is delayed, students can still hear their original utterances and the
instructor’s comments one immediately after the other, which may increase effectiveness.
The results of the surveys and evaluations answered the third research question; students
reacted favorably to using Wimba as an aid to language learning. The participants self-reported
average levels of confidence in their listening and speaking abilities, and although 58% of the
students reported concerns with their computer skills on the Computer Experience questionnaire,
in general, this group of participants entered the course with moderately low to low levels of
computer anxiety as measured by the Technology Attitudes survey. In fact, their levels of
computer anxiety matched those reported by Poza (2003) in her dissertation. This indicates that
older ESL students (the average age for this group was 32) have no greater or less anxiety about
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using technology than do younger (the average age for Poza’s group was 22) native-Englishspeaking students in a college language course. The FLCAS and Wimba Anxiety surveys also
revealed that speaking in a web-based environment did not cause participants any more or less
anxiety than speaking in a face-to-face classroom. Although a few students provided qualitative
statements about their inexperience with computers or the time it took to do the Wimba
assignments, the fact that they still, ranked the ease and convenience of use with an average of
over 8 out of 10 shows that they viewed Wimba positively. Furthermore, 100% of the students
recommended that the instructor continue use of these voice technologies in future classes. It
could be said that students recognized that the benefits to their language learning outweighed any
downsides to learning a new computer-based tool.
Of course, the conclusions are based on results from one small group of twelve students
from one class. The instructor originally intended to conduct this study using two sections of the
ESL021 course during the Spring 2008 semester, but one course was cancelled due to low
enrollment. The instructor is currently gathering data from a Summer 2008 ESL021 class and
hopes to repeat the study with two more sections during the Fall 2008. It will be very interesting
to see if these future data collections corroborate the results of this study.
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Appendices
Appendix A – Informed Consent Letter
Informed Consent
ESL021 students,
Inform means to tell or give information about something, Consent means permission or
agreement. Because the work a student does in class is private and only seen by the teacher and
students, a teacher must ask students for permission if the teacher wants to publicly share information
from students' work with other people.
This semester, your teacher Diane is studying students' experiences using computer exercises to
improve listening and speaking abilities.
As part of this study, she is looking at students' opinions of technology and of their own language
abilities, performance on listening and speaking tests, and study habits. Your participation in the study
will not require any extra time from you. Participation means you are giving permission for your
teacher to share information from the surveys and assignments you do as part of the usual required
homework for this class. Your teacher will write a report to summarize the information she collects and
tell other educators about it. NO INDIVIDUAL STUDENT NAMES will appear in the report or be used
in discussions.
Your participation in the study is voluntary. There are no risks to participating. Participation or
non-participation will have no influence on your grade for this class. If you agree to participate, the
information will benefit the ESL program at Estrella Mountain Community College by helping us improve
teaching methods and materials. The information shared with other educators will help them improve
teaching materials at other colleges. If you do not agree to participate, you will complete the same
surveys, evaluations, and assignments as the study participants. The only difference is the information
will not be included in the teacher's report. If you agree to participate but then change your mind, you
may tell the teacher at any time not to use your information in her report. Remember, your name will
never appear in any public report or discussion. Your name will be on the surveys and assignments
seen or heard by the teacher, but your name will not be included on any work seen or audio files heard by
anyone else.
Your teacher, Diane Stonebrink, will be happy to answer any questions. You can contact her at
her office phone, 623-935-8584, or by email: diane.stonebrink@estrellamountain.edu . If you have
any general questions about teachers doing studies in the Maricopa Community Colleges District, please
contact Maricopa's Institutional Review Board office at 480-731-8128.
To show that you agree or disagree to participate in the study, please fill in your name and date, sign on
the line, and then check the box you wish.
I understand the study described here. I am 18 years of age or older.
Print Name: _____________________________________
Signature: ______________________________________________

I agree to participate.
I do not agree to participate.

Date: ________________
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Appendix B - Computer Experience Questionnaire
Name: ___________________

Computer Questionnaire
1. Do you have an email address? Please write yes or no to answer.
If you wrote yes, please write your email address:

2. Do you have a computer with internet access at home? Please write yes or no to answer.
If you wrote yes, please put an X by the type of connection you have:
_______ dial‐up modem

_______ DSL

________ cable

3. If you do not have a computer you can use at home, please know that there are computers
in the Information Commons in Estrella Hall for any student to use for free. There are also
computer technicians and tutors there to help you use them.
Do you have time (30‐60 minutes) one day a week (Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday, or
Thursday before or after class) to go to the Information Commons? Please write yes or no to
answer.

4. How much experience have you had using computers? Please answer by writing how many
years or months. If you have no experience, please write none.

7. Are you comfortable using computers? Please write yes or no to answer.

8. Are you confident you can learn new computer techniques easily? Please write yes or no to
answer.

9. Are you comfortable and confident that you can a computer on your own without much help
from other people? Please write yes or no to answer.
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Appendix C - Technology Attitudes Survey Results

Technology Attitudes Survey 021
Directions: Please answer the questions below by putting an X in the box below the words that
show your opinion for each of the sentences below. There are no right or wrong answers. The
instructor wants to know how you honestly feel about computers and technology at this time.
strongly
agree

1. If I had to use a computer for some reason, it would
probably save me same time and work.
2. Having to use a computer could make my life less
enjoyable.
3. Having a computer available to me could make things
easier for me.
4. I feel very negative about computers in general.
5. Having a computer available to me could make things
more fun for me.
6. I look forward to a time when computers are more
widely used.
7. I doubt if I would ever use computers very much.

4

6

10. Computers are probably going to be an important part
of my life.
11. A computer could make learning fun.
12. I am usually uncomfortable when I have to use
computers.
13. I can think of many ways that I could use a computer.
14. Using computers can help me improve my English
listening ability.
15. Using computers can help me improve my English
speaking ability.
16. Watching videos can help me improve my English
listening ability.
17. Watching videos of can help me improve my English
speaking ability.
18. I think listening to conversations on an ipod or mp3
player would help me learn English.
19. The only way to learn English is to talk to real people
face to face.

agree
a little

disagree
a little

disagree

strongly
disagree

4

1

1

1

1

3

1

4

4

4

5

3

5

3

4

1

1

1

4

4

1

1

6

1

2

7

4

1

8

3

1

2

2

1

1

8

5

1

6

5

1

6

4

8. I avoid using computers whenever I can.
9. I enjoy using computers.

agree

2

1

3

5

5

10

2

10

2

8

3

6

4

3

7

1

9

2

1

1
2

1
1
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Appendix D - Language Abilities Survey Results
Language Abilities Survey
Directions: Please answer the questions below by putting an X in the box below the words that show your
opinion about your own language abilities for each of the sentences below. There are no right or wrong
answers. The instructor wants to know how you honestly feel about some of your English skills at this time.
Listening Ability:
1. When I listen to native speakers of English talk in a conversation
with each other, I understand most of what they say.
2. When a native speaker of English asks me a question, I understand.
3. I need to have questions repeated.
*1 person left this blank
4. My vocabulary is large enough for me to understand everyday
conversational English.
5. My vocabulary is large enough for me to understand academic
English (English in academic or class discussions).
6. My grammar is good enough for me to understand everyday
conversational English.
7. My grammar is good enough for me to understand academic English
(English in academic or class discussions).
8. I understand conversations that use present time or tenses
(conversations about what is happening now or routinely) in English.
9. I understand conversations that use future tenses
10. I understand conversations that use past time or tenses
(conversations about what happened in the past)
11. When a native speaker of English asks me a question, I understand
if it is about the present, past, or future time.
12. I understand the pronunciation of native speakers of English when
they speak slowly.
13. I understand the pronunciation of native speakers of English when
they speak rapidly.
Speaking Ability:
1. When I speak to native speakers of English in a conversation, they
understand most of what I say.
2. When I ask a native speaker of English a question, she or he
understands me.
3. I need to repeat my questions for other people.
4. My vocabulary is large enough for me to say what I want in everyday
conversational English.
5. My vocabulary is large enough for me to say what I want in
academic situations (academic discussions in class).
6. My grammar is good enough for me to say what I want in everyday
conversational English.
7. My grammar is good enough for me to say what I want in academic
English (academic discussions in class).
8. I can talk about situations using present time or tenses
(conversations about what is happening now or routinely) in English.
9. I can talk about situations using future tenses
10. I can talk about situations using past time or tenses (conversations
about what happened in the past) in English.
11. I can ask questions about the past using correct grammar.
12. I can ask questions about the past using correct pronunciation
when I speak slowly.
13. I can ask questions about the past using correct pronunciation
when I speak rapidly.

always

usually

sometimes

4

5

3

1

4

4

3

3

3

3

1

1

6

3

2

1

8

1

6

4

2

6

4

1

3

7

1

1

4

6

1

1

3

7

2

2

6

3

1

6

2

2

5

4

usually

sometimes

rarely

never

2

10

1

11

3

9
3

8

1

3

7

2

4

6

1

2

8

2

1

8

3

2

8

2

1

5

6

4

8

2

8

2

1

3

7

1
1

1

1

3
1
always

1

rarely

never

1

1
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Appendix E - Assignment Tracking Form
Assignment Tracking Form

1. Name of Assignment: __________________________________________________
2. Location where I completed the assignment: Please put an X by the place where you worked
_____ in the Information Commons at EMCC
_____ in the Learning Enhancement Center at EMCC
_____ in the EMCC Library
_____ in a classroom at EMCC
_____ at my house
_____ at a friend's or relative's house
_____ at a public library: _________________________________________________
write the name of the library

_____ at: _____________________________________________________________
write the name of the place if it doesn't appear in the list above

3. When I completed this assignment: Please put write the date and the start/finish times on
the line next to the day when you did the work. If you did the work on more than one day, please write
the date and times for each day. If you started and stopped more than once on the same day, please add
these times as needed.
Monday

__________ __________
date

Tuesday

__________ __________
date

Wednesday

start time

__________ __________
date

Sunday

start time

__________ __________
date

Saturday

start time

__________ __________
date

Friday

start time

__________ __________
date

Thursday

start time

start time

__________ __________
date

start time

__________ __________ __________
stop time

start time

stop time

__________ __________ __________
stop time

start time

stop time

__________ __________ __________
stop time

start time

stop time

__________ __________ __________
stop time

start time

stop time

__________ __________ __________
stop time

start time

stop time

__________ __________ __________
stop time

start time

stop time

__________ __________ __________
stop time

start time

stop time
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4. How much time I spent on this assignment: Please add the amount of time you spent in total
from the days and start/stop times above and then write that amount on the lines below.
___________________ hour(s) and ___________________ minute(s)

5. The web browser I used for the assignment: Please put an X by the name of the internet
service or web browser you used to access this assignment.
_____ Internet Explorer

_____ Netscape

_____ Firefox

_____ Safari

_____ MSN

_____ AOL

_____ Other: _____________________________________________________
please write the name of the internet service/browser

6. Average times I listened and recorded during the assignment: Please put an X by the
boxes which describe the average number of times you listened to each type of audio question and/or
recorded yourself for the speaking questions.
a. For multiple-choice questions (choose the right answer), I usually listened:
_____ 1 time

_____ 2-3 times

_____ 4 or more times

b. For fill-in-the-blank questions (write a word/s to complete a sentence), I usually listened:
_____ 1 time

_____ 2-3 times

_____ 4 or more times

c. For dictations (listen and write what you hear), I usually listened:
_____ 1 time

_____ 2-3 times

_____ 4 or more times

d. When I recorded a one- or two-sentence answer to a question (used a microphone to speak
an answer into the computer), I usually recorded myself:
_____ 1 time

_____ 2-3 times

_____ 4 or more times

e. When I recorded a long answer or story (more than 3 sentences or more than 20 seconds) to
a question, I usually recorded myself:
_____ 1 time

_____ 2-3 times

_____ 4 or more times

f. When I recorded myself, before going to the next question I usually listened to my recording
on each answer:
_____ never

_____ sometimes

_____ always

7. Please report any technical difficulties here: If you had any problems using the computer to
complete the assignment (for example, if the microphone didn't record your voice, if you couldn't hear the
questions, if you couldn't see the pictures or words in the assignment, etc.), write comments below:
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Appendix F - Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety Survey Results

Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety Survey
Directions: Think about your experience in language classes and indicate how you feel about the
following statements by putting an X in the box below the words that show your opinion for each
of the sentences below. There are no right or wrong answers. The instructor wants to know how
you honestly feel about speaking English in a face-to-face classroom.
strongly
agree

agree

neither
agree
nor
disagree

disagree

1. I never feel quite sure of myself when I’m speaking in
my foreign language class.

3

4

5

2. I don’t worry about making mistakes in language
class.

4

5

3

3. I get nervous when I know I’m going to be called on in
language class.

4

5

3

4. It scares me when I don’t understand what the teacher
says in the foreign language.

4

4

4

5. I keep thinking that the other students are better at
languages than I am.

1

3

3

5

6. It embarrasses me to volunteer answers in class.

1

2

4

4

7. I would not be nervous speaking the foreign language
with native speakers.

2

6

4

8. I feel confident when I speak in a foreign language
class.

1

6

5

2

1

6

10. I get nervous when I’m going to be called on in
language class.

2

8

2

11. I always feel that the other students speak the
foreign language better than I do.

3

6

2

12. I feel very self-conscious about speaking the foreign
language in front of other students.

4

5

3

6

3

2

2

0

10

3

4

4

9. I am afraid that my language teacher is going to
correct every mistake I make.

13. I get nervous and confused when I’m speaking in my
language class.

1

1

14. I’m afraid that the other students will laugh at me
when I speak the foreign language.
15. I get nervous when I don’t understand every word the
language teacher says.

1

strongly
disagree

1

2

1
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Appendix G - Wimba Anxiety Survey Results
Wimba Anxiety Survey
Directions: Think about your experience using Wimba, the computer tool you used to record yourself on
the computer speaking English for some the assignments in this class this semester. Indicate how you
feel about this tool by putting an X in the box below the words that show your opinion for each of the
sentences below. There are no right or wrong answers. The instructor wants to know how you honestly
feel about using the Wimba speaking/recording tool.
strongly
agree

1. I never feel quite sure of myself when I’m recording myself
using Wimba in English.
2. I don’t worry about making mistakes in English when I record
myself using Wimba.
3. I get nervous when I think about speaking English in the Wimba
assignments.
4. It scares me when I don’t understand what the teacher says in
English in the Wimba assignments.
5. I keep thinking that the other students are better at English than
I am when I listen to their recordings on the Wimba voice boards.
6. It embarrasses me to answer in English to other students’
comments in the Wimba voice board.
7. I would not be nervous speaking English with native speakers
in the Wimba voice board.
8. I feel confident when I speak English in the Wimba
assignments.
9. I am afraid that my English teacher is going to correct every
mistake I make in the Wimba assignments.
10. I get nervous when I’m speaking English in the Wimba
assignments when I have to record in public in the Information
Commons.
11. I don’t feel nervous about speaking English in the Wimba
assignments because the teacher is not present while I am
recording.
12. I don’t feel nervous about speaking English in the Wimba
voice board because my classmates are not present while I am
recording.
13. In the Wimba assignments, I can get so nervous I forget
things I know about in English.
14. I’m afraid that the other students will laugh at me when they
listen to my recordings.
15. I like to share my stories and have other students listen to me
in the Wimba voice boards.
16. I like to listen to other students’ stories on the Wimba voice
boards.
17. I think the Wimba assignments help me improve my speaking
ability.

1

agree

neither
agree
nor
disagree

disagree

strongly
disagree

2

7

2

1

4

1

7

6

2

4

4

6

1

3

5

3

1

1

3

7

1

3

5

4

4

5

3

1

1

2

6

1

2

3

6

3

4

5

5

4

3

4

3

4

1

3

3

5

1

2

6

3

1

3

6

3

7

3

1

1

2
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Appendix H - Wimba Voice Tools Evaluation Results

Wimba Evaluation
1. Do you think the teacher should continue to use this program? Why or why not?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

It’s good program.
Yes, because this program help us to learn our English and help us to correct our mistakes.
Yes. Because help me too use more the computer.
I should the teacher continue to use that program because is help a lot to learn English
Yes, It is a good program and help me to learn Inglish.
Yes. Because it is good practice
Yes the teacher continue to use this program I like the program
Yes. The teacher must continue using this program, because it represents a good learning
strategy.
9. Yes, because is very good and helpful uses this program you know for more practices.
10. Yes I thing the samba computer it is a very good progam because I can see and andertend.
11. yes she should continue using it because it could improve our English speaking
12. This program is a good idea because we listening the comments of the ours homework and
this help.

2. Did you go back to the assignments to listen to the comments the teacher made about your
pronunciation and grammar in each of your sentences? Why or why not?
1. Yes It’s so acculetely. It’s good for me.
2. Yes, I went back for correct my mistakes according to the teacher’s comments
3. The comments from the teacher about the pronunciation and grammar are very useful
because it helps us learn the English language correctly.
4. Yes because help me to correct my pronunciation
5. Yes, I like to listen the comments about my pronunciation.
6. Yes, because the point is that, go back and check everything the teacher say about me
pronunciantion and grammar.
7. Yes the teacher help my pronunciation and grammar so am very hapy
8. Yes, because she told me.
9. Yes I want to go back to listen to the comments the teacher made becase I listen and sten
so much.
10. yes I did because that way I will know were I need to make more effort.
11. It is important because when I am listening the comments help me to my pronuntiation.
12. Yes, I need help for pronunciation and grammar.
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3. Do you think the comments the teacher made about your mistakes and how to correct them
was helpful to you? Why or why not?
1.
2.
3.
4.

If I listen to again it, it will better for me.
Yes, because with one mistake I can remember for the next times.
are very helpful too me because I need them
The comments the teacher made are good because she help a lot to pronunciation the
words better
5. Yes, because I like to know what is the correct form
6. When the teacher says about my mistakes and correct them as much helped me to improve
my pronunciation and my writing.
7. Yes, of course. Is very importent for me that, check my mistakes and fix.
8. Yes, help me every time.
9. Yes, I think it was helpful because it taught me things I didn’t know.
10. Yes it was helpful to me, because I could understand a little bit better, and I could
pronance better
11. The comments listed to help me, to make better the proununtiation
12. Yes, because she helped my pronunciation.

4. On a scale from 1 to 10 (1=very low, 5=average, 10=very high, etc.), please rate how
convenient (=how easy it was to find time and a place) to use the Wimba program and why you
rate it this way.
Total/Average Rating number: 8.17
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

10
5
8
7
7
7
6
10

9. 10
10. 8
11. 10
12. 10

It’s a very good program because it is easy to use
Because I don’t have a computer
I was use before.
because I don’t know how to use the computure
Sometimes is easy in the school.
because it is my first time I’m use the computer
I don’t have to much Time
For as I have computer at home, for me it was easy to use Wimba in my time
available and in the comfort of my home.
! so easy!
because it’s easy
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5. On a scale from 1 to 10 (1=very low, 5=average, 10=very high, etc.), please rate how easy it
was to use the computer (=knowing how to use the computer and which buttons to click on the
computer screen) to use the Wimba computer program and why you rate it this way.
Total/Average Rating number: 8.5
1. 10
2. 10
3. 5
4. 8
5. 10
6. 7
7. 6
8. 10
9. 10
10. 8
11. 8
12. 10

For me is very easy to use that its links are very easy to open.
Because is the first time I use the computer
Last year take class and I use the computer.
It is too easy.
I need more practice
I never use computer befor
Because it is very easy to use the computer and buttons, is very friendly

Because the programs of the computer are easy. I studied of computer course.

6. Please write comments about the Wimba program that was used to do listening and speaking
assignments for the class:
1. To use the wimba program it is fantastic and made the class more interesting
2. It was a good idea. So I thankful for my teacher.
3. It is very easy to use and is a very important source to learn English according with our
mistakes.
4. I think need to spend more time on the computer
5. I like to use because I learn more.
6. It is a very good system and I like wimba
7. I need more practice
8. In general, I think the program Wimba, is very useful and versatile for use. It represents a
great assistant for learning English because it reinforces class and explanations of the
teacher.
9. about wimba program was Good for speaking assignments for the class.
10. I think wimbu program was good and will still be food for the future.
11. This is a way to learn, learn and speak I put my information in this program and the
teacher check me whe I listen I learn better.
12. It is a very good program for speaking practice.

Web‐Based ELL 46

Appendix I - Wimba Instructional Materials Evaluation Results

ESL021 Assignments Evaluation
The instructor would like to know what student opinions about the different type of assignments in this
ESL021 class are. Please complete the survey by sharing how you honestly feel.
Put an X in the box below the answer that best matches your opinion, and then write in any additional
comments if you want. You do not need to put your name on this survey.
1. The type of question (look at the pictures below for examples) in which I listened to the instructor
speak and then repeated words or sentences was helpful in improving my English.
strongly agree

agree

6

3

Additional Comments

neither agree nor
disagree

disagree

strongly disagree
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2. The type of question (look at the picture below for an example) in which I listened to a question and
then spoke a short answer (1‐2 sentences) was helpful in improving my English.
strongly agree

agree

6

3

neither agree nor
disagree

disagree

strongly disagree

Additional Comments:

3. The type of question (look at the picture below for an example) in which I listened to a question and
then spoke a long answer (about a minute) was helpful in improving my English.
strongly agree

agree

neither agree nor
disagree

6

2

1

Additional Comments:

disagree

strongly disagree
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4. The type of question (look at the picture below for an example) in which I listened to a question or
story and then chose a written answer was helpful in improving my English.
strongly agree

agree

7

2

neither agree nor
disagree

disagree

strongly disagree

Additional Comments:

5. The type of question (look at the picture below for an example) in which I listened to a question and
then typed in a written answer was helpful in improving my English.
strongly agree

agree

6

3

Additional Comments:

neither agree nor
disagree

disagree

strongly disagree
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6. The type of assignment (look at the picture below for an example) in which I told a story and could
listen to other students and ask questions was helpful in improving my English.
strongly agree

agree

neither agree nor
disagree

4

4

1

Additional Comments:
(only 1 student wrote in a comment)
I don’t have experience in computer, that take
much time for my, and I don’t have computer
at home, so it was difficult for my because, I
merried and I have two jobs. But that system is
good and interesting for lurn English if I have
time and computer.

disagree

strongly disagree

