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Abstract

The purpose of the present cross-cultural studytaasplore the relationships of second and
foreign language teachers’ and students’ attituttesards Computer-Assisted Language
Learning (CALL) in terms of their gender, age grpapd educational level in two countries,
Spain and Iran. The study was based on a samé&fanguage teachers and 307 language
students in Iran and Spain. Data collection wasiedout through two online questionnaires
(108 items) for both teachers and students. To rag@und decision, the researchers decided
to utilize the Delphi methodology, which was origlily established in order to diagnose the
beneficiary of technologies. In the data analysiage, descriptive, t test and one-way ANOVA
analyses were performed to find the answers ofrésearch questions. The findings of the
study revealed that there is no difference betwiherattitudes of Iranian and Spanish towards
CALL in terms of gender, age and educational magerally, pedagogical implications and
recommendations for further research are presented.

Keywords: Computer-Assisted Language Learning (CALL); crogkral study; attitudes;

gender; age; educational level

1. Introduction

The emergence of new technologies may lead to reffextive teaching and learning in
different fields of study. Teachers and learnersitifer a second or a foreign language are also
aware of the current waves of technologies in thield. Hence, they should enhance their
“Computer-Assisted Language Learning (CALL) liteya¢Tafazoli, 2014, 2017; Tafazoli &
Gomez, 2017) to meet the criteria of'2dentury educational needs. Lasagabaster and Sierra
(2003) note that students are excessively engagedsing CALL, and teachers make
gargantuan attempts to integrate CALL into theilladys and curriculum. Therefore,
forethoughtful teachers and students promptly reizegthe urgency of improving their
“CALL literacy”.
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A considerable number of studies focus on the ieggmbns of CALL in language
classrooms (e.g. Chapelle, 2001; Gruba, 2006; #telck2012). Nevertheless, it should be
taken into account that language teaching and ilggarprocesses could be moderated or
controlled by individual differences (Ellis, 200@i. this light, one of the aspects of individual
differences is attitude. Attitude is a conglomerate cognitive, behavioral and affective
components (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; Kiesler, Cdla Miller, 1969; Mantle-Bromley, 1995;
Mantle-Bromley & Miller, 1991) which will be explaed in next section. Regarding CALL,
however, both teachers and students’ attitudesrttsvianovative teaching methodologies and
technologies is a must (Tafazoli, Gomez & Huer?f4,8) as their positive or negative attitudes
and perceptions may have a significant impact an fthlure or success of the language
teaching and learning process (Lasagabaster &52003).

Although many scholars address teachers’ and stsidattitudes towards CALL (e.qg.
Bebell, O’ Conner, O’ Dwyer & Russell, 2003; LanQ@®; Smith, 2003; Warschauer, 2003),
several demographic features such as gender, digeateonal level, etc. may also influence an
individual’'s attitude. Whether the use of CALL mbgnefit every individual language teacher
and learner, the relationship between attitudegerdlers, age groups and educational levels is
vague. Moreover, scrutinizing the literature shdhat most of the prior studies on attitudes
towards CALL are explored within a particular cuéitand context, however, a cross-cultural
dimension in such studies has been missed. A cuisal study is an effective way to
explore the psychological traits (Matsumoto & Y@&8)O06) which can provide educational
improvement (Stigler & Hiebert, 1999).

The present cross-cultural study aims to exploeerélationships of second and foreign
language teachers’ and students’ attitudes tow@Ald. in terms of their gender, age group,
and educational level in two countries, Spain arath.l The researchers seek to find these
relationships from a developed country (Spain) amgveloping country (Iran) in order to find
out to what extent the findings of a research odeweloped country can be utilized in a
developing country and vice versa. In other wornds,Western and European countries,
extensive research examined the effectiveness afL At the results cannot be extrapolated
to the Iranian culture based on their age, gend@éfoa educational levels.

Therefore, our study seeks to answer the followasgarch questions:

RQ1: Is there any significant difference among 8panish and Iranian language students’
attitudes towards the use of CALL in terms of gefide
RQ2: Is there any significant difference among 8pmanish and Iranian language teachers’

attitudes towards the use of CALL in terms of gefide
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RQ3: Is there any significant difference among 8panish and Iranian language students’
attitudes towards the use of CALL in terms of ttage?

RQ4: Is there any significant difference among 8pmanish and Iranian language teachers’
attitudes towards the use of CALL in terms of ttage?

RQ5: Is there any significant difference among 8panish and Iranian language students’
attitudes towards the use of CALL in terms of treglucational level?

RQ6: Is there any significant difference among 8pmanish and Iranian language teachers’

attitudes towards the use of CALL in terms of treglucational level?

2. Conceptual framework: The multicomponent model battitude

In psychology, attitude is a way in which individs@xpress their favor or disfavor towards
anything. The degree of favor or disfavor couldgearfirom extremely positive to extremely
negative. Defining attitude is argumentative amauofolars. As Eagly and Chaiken (1998)
state, “attitude is a psychological tendency tlsagxpressed by evaluating a particular entity
with some degree of favor or disfavor” (p. 1). Heee in Wenden’s (1998) perspective,
attitude is a set of “learned motivations, valueslidis, evaluations, what one believes is
acceptable, or responses oriented towards appraaclor avoiding” (p. 52). The
multicomponent model of attitude proposed attituslesed on three main domains: (1)
cognitive, (2) behavioral, and (3) affective dom@tishbein & Ajzen, 1975; Kiesler, Collins &
Miller, 1969; Mantle-Bromley, 1995; Mantle-BromI&Miller, 1991).

COGNITIVE
INFORMATION

AFFECTIVE

INFORMATION ol AL 212

BEHAVIORAL
INFORMATION

Figure 1. The Multicomponent Model of Attitude (&abli, Gomez & Huertas, 2018, p. 40)
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In the field of study of CALL, each domain of afiies refers to a specific property. The
cognitive component deals with the amount of knolgkea person has on a specific domain; in
CALL, thus, the cognitive component relates to catap literacy (Maushak & Simonson,
2001). The second domain, the behavioral compongrdn overt performance of a person
towards an object. From the CALL point of view,stldtomponent refers to the experience of
language teacher or learner in applying technotogidanguage teaching and learning. In other
words, the more experienced one is in using compthe more positive attitudes towards
computers they display and vice versa (Maushak &oBson, 2001). The third domain, the
affective component, deals with an attitude obj€ctr feelings or emotions that are associated
with an attitude object define the affective comgain To put it simply, when a teacher
assumed that a CALL tool (e.g. vodcast) made tieesiching more effective, it deals with the
affective component of attitude. Notwithstandintj,the components of the attitudes are not

identical, they are interwoven, that is, they hawwynergetic relation (Breckler, 1984).

3. Review of literature

In Spain, Pinto-Llorented, Sanchez-Gomez, GarcieaWe and Casillas-Martin (2017)
guantitatively scrutinized the students’ attitudasd perceptions towards asynchronous
technological tools (podcast, vodcast, online testdine glossary and forums). 358 students
(male: 23.2%, female: 76.8%) ranged in age fromo2B8 were recruited to participate in this
study. The researchers applied questionnairespas-test (36 items) during the first week of
the semester and post-test (39 items) during gtenMeek of the semester included open/closed,
yes/no and Likert Scale items which were postetherVirtual Learning Environment (VLE).
The findings confirmed the positive attitudes aretcpptions of students towards applied
asynchronous technological tools. Pinto-Llorentédale (2017) enumerated the following
reasons for positive perceptions of students: ddesits’ greater autonomy with technology, 2)
providing a natural environment and authentic malervia VLE, 3) opportunity to have
collaborative and independent learning throughtasdéies, 4) anytime and anywhere nature of
the mobile learning devices, 5) motivational anteriesting features of e-activities, and 6)
continuous assessment and self-assessment prepeftie-activities which give students
necessary feedback based on their weaknesses.

In a cross-cultural study, Tafazoli, Gomeza aneiths (2018) compared the attitudes
of Iranian and non-lranian English language stuslemttitudes towards CALL. The
participants of this study were 415 students (&ani34.7%, non-lranian: 65.3%) from 61
countries around the world. The researchers usednasergent mixed methods design, and
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applied an online 44-item web-based questionnararainstrument for data collection. The
questionnaire consisted of five sections. In a ttadive phase, it included: background

information, computer literacy, students’ attitudesrards CAL (computer-assisted learning)
and students’ attitudes towards CALL; and in a fat@e phase, there are two open-ended
questions. The findings of the study revealed thate were not any significant differences
between the attitudes of Iranian and non-lraniargliEn language students toward the
application of CALL. These authors decided to emploheir research question in every
construct of the study, and after applying the parametric test of Mann-Whitney, the

researchers found:

...significant differences between the computer ditgr as well as between the attitudes of
Iranian and non-lranian English students toward CAL Thereafter, it could be argued that as
far as computer literacy and attitudes toward CAdrde concerned, statistically significant
differences exist between the data drawn from &ardand non-lranian English students. The
only construct on which Iranian and non-lraniandstits did not report any significant
difference was the general attitude towards CAL

(Tafazoli, Gbmez & Huertas, 2018, p. 48).

In Turkey, Oz, Demirezen and Pourfeiz (2015) caneld a study in order to find the
relationship between computer literacy, attitudegards foreign language learning and CALL.
The participants (N = 123) of the study were retpebso respond to two instruments of the
study: 1) The Attitudes towards Foreign Languagarhmg (AFLL) Scale (Vandewaetere &
Desmet, 2009), and 2) The Attitudes towards Compissisted Language Learning (A-
CALL) Scale (Vandewaetere & Desmet, 2009). Theifigd of the study, which support prior
studies on attitudes towards CALL (i.e. Akbulut,080 Ayres, 2002; Mahfouz & Ihmeideh,
2009; Link & Marz, 2006; Oz, 2015) indicated thesjive relationships between attitudes
towards foreign language learning and attitudesatdes CALL. As Oz, Demirezen and
Pourfeiz (2015) indicated, “28% of attitudes towafdCALL could be predicted by attitudes
toward[s] FLL” (p. 359). They concluded that attiu plays a significant role in order to
improve second language learning programs and lealostational outcome.

In a global study, Lin, Warschauer and Blake (30&8plored language learners’
attitudes towards a large Language Learning Sdialork Sites (LLSNSs) (the focus of this
study was on Livemocha) through a 23-item quesaoen The study involved 4,174
Livemocha users as well as 20 individual case studihe results of the study showed that the
majority of the users strongly agreed (48%) anctedr(37%) that Livemocha increased their

motivation and self-confidence. Furthermore, mdsthe users felt that communicating with
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native speakers via SNSs is more comfortable thaa-fo-face communication. The findings
revealed the general positive attitudes of languageners towards LLSNSs, however, the
researchers suggested more support, guidance, elhdtimctured activities that can lead to
success. The findings of the study are in line Withrschauer (1996a, 1996b) and Young
(2003), who demonstrated online environments dseresdfective factors such as anxiety.
However, the findings were inconsistent with Steseem and Liu’s (2010) study, which
reported on the hesitation of some users to uséNI9sSor making social interactions.

In another study in Turkey (Oz, 2015), the relasgioip between demographic factors
(gender and age) and attitudes towards CALL wasstigated. Among 128 undergraduate
freshman students, 75% of them were female and2&fé male, and their age ranged from 18
to 22. The findings of his study revealed the fé@t gender differences moderate on the
students’ attitudes towards CALL. However, in neat to students’ perceptions of
effectiveness of CALL, the findings indicated significant differencedvieen genders in favor
of females. On the other hand, male students’ pémes of surplus value of CALL were
greater than females. The conclusion was that fersadents assumed learning through
computers is more satisfactory. In addition, thejidved CALL augments their language
proficiency in comparison to traditional languagearhing. In contrast, male students thought
that CALL is a beneficial extension of the conventl language learning. The findings of the
study are identical to Fatemi Jahromi and Salirf@iLl@ but opposite to Akbulut’s (2008) study,
who showed no relationship between gender anduddsst towards CALL. Regarding age
differences in the attitudes towards CALL, the tessahowed considerable differences among
age groups of 18, 19, 20 and 22.

In Cyprus, Cavus (2011) conducted a study on #@afe students (43.01%) and 53
male students (56.99%) in order to find a significdifference between genders’ perceptions
of Mobile-learning and Learning Management SystebMS§) through the use of an
independent-test. The findings revealed no significant diffecze among the students’ attitudes
in terms of gender category towards the integradiotne new trend learning environment. The
outcome of the study was consistent with Uzunbo@ayus and Ercag (2009) in the same
country; and Wang, Wu and Wang (2009) and Yang 4@ Taiwan. On the other hand,
according to Taleb and Sohrabi (2012) in Iran arnddage and Knezek (2013) in Oman,
female students were more positive towards M-legrnather than male students. Nonetheless,
Uzunboylu and Ozdamli’'s (2011) study showed thatemastructors had more positive

attitudes towards M-learning than female ones.
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In a cross-cultural study in Oman and the UAE An&n, Elsherif and Shaalan (2016)
investigated the attitudes of students and facolgmbers towards M-learning in the higher
education context in terms of their age and genbtlee. number of participants in Oman were
225 students and 24 faculty members and in the Wale 158 students and 30 faculty
members. An independetitest noticed no differences among both educatods students’
attitudes towards M-learning in terms of their gendThe findings of this study was in
opposite to a study conducted in Saudi Arabia byraikat and Al Tokhaim (2014), in which
the independertttest indicated that female instructors were margitive towards M-learning
than male instructors. Data analysis indicated tatissical differences among the students'
attitudes between and within age groups.

The literature shows that most of the previouslistion attitudes towards CALL are
explored within a context. Thus, in this study, tkeearchers tried to investigate second and
foreign language teachers’ and students’ attitudesrds CALL in terms of their gender, age
group, and educational level in two countries, S8@and Iran. The researchers sought to find
these relationships from a developed country (S a developing country (Iran) in order
to find out to what extent the findings of a resbaon a developed country can be utilized in a

developing country and vice versa.

4. Methodology

4.1. Participants

The present study was based on a sample of 318dgegeachers and 307 language students
in Iran and Spain. As shown in Table 1, 50.94%hef teachers and 69.38% of the students
were lranian. Spanish teachers and students wer@6%9 and 30.62% of the sample
respectively. Moreover, female was the dominantdgenn the sample with over half of the
teacher participants (64.46 %), and over the thresters of students (76.54); only 185 of the
625 participants of the sample were male.

Table 1. Distribution of participants based ontlgeinder

Country  Gender Teacher Student
Male 69 42

Iran Female 93 171
Total 162 213
Male 44 30

Spain Female 112 64

Total 156 94
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Male 113 72
Total Female 205 235
Total 318 307

Table 2 shows that the distribution of BA, MA andDPteachers were almost equal in the
sample, although this distribution was not equadtudent participants. The minority group in
terms of education level was the PhDs who summdaioparticipants, while the major group

was MA participants with 299.

Table 2. Distribution of participants based ontleeiucational level

Country Educational Teacher Student
Level
BA 25 106
Iran MA 92 81
PhD 45 26
BA 25 39
Spain MA 85 41
PhD 46 14
BA 50 145
Total MA 177 122
PhD 91 40

As far as age was concerned, as depicted in Talbhee 3argest category of teacher participants
(170 patrticipants) fell within the age range ofé88&l above. However, the category of 18 to 23
was the largest in student participants. On theroltand, the smallest groups in teacher and
student participants were the category of 18 ty&&s old (2.51%) and the category of 30 to
35 years old (20.84%), respectively.

Table 3. Distribution of participants based onttlagje groups

Country  Age group Teacher Student
18-23 8 79
Iran 24-29 30 50
30-35 61 49
36 and above 63 35
18-23 0 20
Spain 24-29 15 21
30-35 34 15
36 and above 107 38
18-23 8 99
Total 24-29 45 71
30-35 95 64

36 and above 170 73
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4.2 Instrumentation

Data collection was carried out through two onliepestionnaires for both teachers and
students. The survey in the form of a questionnairene of the most usual methods of data
collection on attitudes and opinions in a largdescasearch (Mackey & Gass, 2005). When
language learners want to report on their beliefd motivations or reactions about their
language instructions, settings, activities, e&searchers are able to use questionnaires.
Phellas, Bloch and Seale (2011) mentioned somendalyas of web-based (online) surveys:

...(1) Web page surveys are extremely fast. (2) N&t toinvolved once the set-up has been
completed. (3) You can show pictures, video ang ptaund. (4) Web page questionnaires can
be set with skip instructions. (5) Web page quesiires can use colours, fonts and other
formatting options not possible in most email sysvg6) A significant number of people will
give more honest answers to questions. (7) People lpnger answers to open-ended
guestions. (8) Survey answers can be combined prékexisting information you have about
individuals taking a survey

(Phellas et al., 2011, p. 190).

The website which provides the platform for thidirm& questionnaire is Google Forms (see
https://bit.ly/2Knd7tJfor teacher tool andttps:/bit.ly/2M78INg for a student tool). The

participants had access to the questionnaire viardime link. The online questionnaires
comprised 108 closed- and open-item questions mithir main sections and two constructs of
including: 1) background information, 2) CALL lieey, and 3) participants’ attitude towards
CALL. The first section of the questionnaire inteddto gather data about participants’
background information: country, gender, age, etimcal level, language teaching and
learning experiences, work/study place, familiaatyd access to technology in the classroom.
The second section aimed to investigate the CAtdrdcy. The third section was focused on
the participants’ attitude towards CALL through tweeight 5-point Likert-scale items,
ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly &g(B). In the last section, ten open-ended

items asked students about their experience wiha#titudes towards CALL.

Table 4. Distribution of items on the questionngire

Construct Section | Section I Section Il

Question type  Background . Participants’ attitudes
information CALL literacy towards CALL

Total 14 56 38
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4.3 Measurement analysis

To make a sound decision, the researchers decdatlize the Delphi methodology, which
was originally established in order to diagnosehtbeeficiary of technologies. The first draft of
the questionnaire for this research was designdcearailed to 20 experts in the field. Due to
the multidisciplinary nature of CALL, the researchéecided to arrange the panel of experts
based on their expertise. Therefore, the panelistaasof twenty PhDs from different fields of
Applied Linguistics, Computer Sciences, English guaage Teaching, and Computer-Assisted
Language Learning, from different parts of the wa@lich as Iran, Spain, the USA and the UK,
among others.

The data collection and analysis phase of the libel@as guided by three issues: the
discovery of opinions; the process of determining most important issues; and managing
opinions (Keeney, Hasson & McKenna, 2000). Fireg tesearchers tried to discover the
opinions to reach consensus on the content of thestipnnaire. After gathering experts’
opinions, data were analyzed through content aisatgshnique. At the end of three rounds,
the researchers agreed on two parallel questia@mair

The questionnaires contained 108 items, which oredstwo different constructs of
CALL literacy and attitudes towards CALL. After adnstering this questionnaire to the
teachers’ sample, the researchers first checkesalmdity of the case processing. All the 318
cases of the sample were valid, and SPSS did mhidxthe scores of any of the participants
from the processing. Then, the researchers used &S alculate the Cronbach’'s Alpha
Coefficient which was .857 for 28 quantitative iteof attitude towards CALL construct. This
indicated that this construct enjoyed ample integunsistency. Moreover, the researchers
calculated the reliability of the students’ questiaire. The internal consistency of the
students’ attitudes towards CALL construct enjogeltigh degree of internal consistency. The

Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient for this construct wé84 for 28 items.

5. Results and Discussion

RQ1: Is there any significant difference among 8pmanish and Iranian language students’
attitudes towards the use of CALL in terms of gefide

In order to find the answer, an independent sarapteest was applied to find out if there is
any statistical significant difference among Sphrasd Iranian language students’ attitudes

towards the use of CALL in terms of gender.
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Table 5. Differences among students’ attitudegims of their gender

Std.
GenderN Mean Deviation Sig. t df
Attitude Male 72 100.8611 14.033467.476 .294 305
Female 235 100.2809 14.840097

As depicted in Table 5, the results indicate tlma mean values for both male and female
students do not show any significant differencesrgnranian and Spanish students’ attitudes
towards CALL in terms of their gender. The calcethvalue of t is (.294) and the significance
level is = 0.476,p > 0.05). This could imply that both male and feenaludents have the
same attitudes towards CALL which emphasize thétigesole of CALL in sexual justice in
educational system of both contexts, Iran and Sg@die finding of this research question is in
line with other studies such as Al-Emran, Elshanél Shaalan (2016), Cavus (2011), Tafazoli,
Gobmez and Huertas (2018), Uzunboylu, Cavus andgH&209), Wang, Wu and Wang (2009),
and Yang (2012), however, it is in contrast to Fat@éahromi and Salimi (2013), Khaddage and
Knezek (2013), Oz (2015), Taleb and Sohrabi (20412), Uzunboylu and Ozdamli (2011).

RQ2: Is there any significant difference among 8panish and Iranian language teachers’
attitudes towards the use of CALL in terms of gefide

Another independent sample Bfest was carried out to investigate if there iy afatistical
significant difference among Spanish and Iraniailglege teachers' attitudes towards the use

of CALL in terms of gender.

Table 6. Differences among teachers’ attitudesiims of their gender

Std.
GenderN Mean Deviation Sig. T Df
Attitude Male 113 99.0885 13.93259 .329 -.706 202.635
Female 205 100.1854 11.92891

As illustrated in Table 6, the results outlined significant differences between Iranian and
Spanish teachers’ attitudes towards CALL in terintheir gender. The computed value of t is
(-.706) and the significance level ;g€ 0.329,p > 0.05). The finding of this research question
shows that both male and female teachers haveathe attitudes towards CALL. The finding
is approved by other research in the field suchAkisulut (2008), Al-Emran, Elsherif &
Shaalan (2016), and Oz, Demirezen & Pourfeiz (20brontrast, Alwraikat & Al Tokhaim
(2014) claimed a significant difference among teashattitudes in terms of their gender.
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RQ3: Is there any significant difference among $jaand Iranian language students’ attitudes
towards the use of CALL in terms of their age?

To ascertain if there is any significant differefmdween the students’ attitudes towards CALL
with regard to their age, frequency, means anddstandeviations for the students' age groups
(i.e. 18-23, 24-29, 30-35 and 36 and above) argabed as shown in Table 7 and Table 8.

Table 7. Frequency of students’ age groups

Age Groups  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cunwel®ercent

18-23 99 32.2 32.2 32.2
24-29 71 23.1 23.1 55.4
30-35 64 20.8 20.8 76.2
36 and above 73 23.8 23.8 100.0
Total 307 100.0 100.0

Table 8. Mean and standard deviation for studeitiudes in terms of their age

N Mean Std. Deviation
Age Groups 307 2.36 1.164

Furthermore, a one-way analysis of variance (ANOWAs implemented to explore if there
are any statistical significant differences betwéa®m mean scores. As displayed in Table 9,
results demonstrated that there is no statisticglifcant differences (p = 0.052, p > 0.05)

between the students’ attitudes with regard ta thge and the computed of F value is (2.604).

Table 9. ANOVA results for students' attitudesamts of their age

Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 1647.230 3 549.077 2.604 .052
Within Groups 63887.402 303 210.850
Total 65534.632 306

Although Oz (2015) believed that there is a staastdifference between students’ attitudes
towards CALL based on their age, the finding okthuestion is consistent with Al-Emran,
Elsherif and Shaalan (2016) and Tafazoli, Gomez Huoértas (2018) who reported no
differences.

RQ4: Is there any significant difference among 8pmanish and Iranian language teachers'

attitudes towards the use of CALL in terms of ttage?
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To discover if there is any significant differenaeong the teachers’ attitudes towards CALL
with regard to their age, frequency, means anddstandeviations for the teachers' age groups
(i.e. 18-23, 24-29, 30-35, and 36 and above) amgpcbed as shown in Table 10 and 11.

Table 10. Frequency of teachers’ age groups

Age Groups Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cunvel®ercent

18-23 8 25 25 25
24-29 45 14.2 14.2 16.7
30-35 95 29.9 29.9 46.5
36 and above 170 53.5 53.5 100.0
Total 318 100.0 100.0

Table 11. Mean and standard deviation for teaclatisudes in terms of their age

N Mean Std. Deviation
Age Groups 318 3.34 .813

Furthermore, a one-way analysis of variance (ANOWA)s implemented to explore if there
are any statistical significant differences betwé®sn mean scores. As displayed in Table 12,
results demonstrated that there is a statisticalifitant difference § = 0.028,p > 0.05)
between the students’ attitudes with regard ta thge and the computed of F value is (3.077).

Table 12. ANOVA results for students' attitudeserms of their age

Sum of Square: Df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 1452.568 3 484.189 3.077 .028
Within Groups 49405.145 314 157.341
Total 50857.714 317

In order to determine where the differences in m&@ores occur, the Tukey test fast-hoc

comparisons was used. Results revealed that therea statistical differences among the
students’ attitudes between and within age grodpblé 13). This could be attributed to the
fact that the age factor is distributed across fgroups (18-23, 24-29, 30-35, and 36 and

above). Therefore, it is very difficult to deterraiwhere the difference may occur.

Table 13. Post-hoc Tukey test for students’ atétutbwards CALL on age groups variable

Mean Differenc 95% Confidence Interval
() Age (J) Age (I-9) Std. Error  Sig. Lower Bound Upper Bound
18-23 24-29 -3.85556 4.81291 .854 -16.2865 8.5754




Teaching English with Technology, 19(3), 22-39 http://www.tewtjournal.org 35

30-35 -6.32105 4.61778  .520 -18.2480 5.6059
36 and above -1.61176 453797  .985 -13.3326 10.1091
24-29 18-23 3.85556 481291  .854 -8.5754 16.2865
30-35 -2.46550 2.26995  .698 -8.3284 3.3974
36 and above 2.24379 2.10286  .710 -3.1876 7.6751
30-35 18-23 6.32105 461778  .520 -5.6059 18.2480
24-29 2.46550 2.26995  .698 -3.3974 8.3284
36 and above 4.70929 1.60679  .019 .5592 8.8594
36 and above 18-23 1.61176 453797  .985 -10.1091 13.3326
24-29 -2.24379 2.10286  .710 -7.6751 3.1876
30-35 -4.70929 1.60679 .019 -8.8594 -.5592

RQ5: Is there any significant difference among 8panish and Iranian language students'
attitudes towards the use of CALL in terms of treglucational level?

The researchers used an independent sarf#ssin order to find out if there is any statati
significant difference among the students' attitudewards CALL with regard to their
educational level (BA, MA, and PhD). As illustratedTable 14, results demonstrated that the
there is a statistical significant difference amosigdents’ attitudes in terms of their
educational levelg= 0.028,p > 0.05).

Table 14. ANOVA results for students' attitudesarms of their educational level

Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 1528.034 2 764.017 3.629 .028
Within Groups 64006.598 304 210.548
Total 65534.632 306

To delve into this matter further, the researclieaded to perform the Tukey test as post-
hoc analysis. The Tukey test, as illustrated in Tabf did not report any significant
differences among the attitudes of different edocat level towards CALL.

Table 15. Post-hoc Tukey test for students’ atétutbwards CALL on educational level variable

()  Academi((J) AcademiMean Differenc 95% Confidence Interval
Degree Degree (1-J) Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound Upper Bound
BA MA -3.99294 1.78548 .067 -8.1982 .2123

PhD -5.48814 2.56855 .084 -11.5377 .5614
MA BA 3.99294 1.78548 .067 -.2123 8.1982

PhD -1.49520 2.61937 .836 -7.6645 4.6741
PhD BA 5.48814 2.56855 .084 -5614 11.5377

MA 1.49520 2.61937 .836 -4.6741 7.6645
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RQ6: Is there any significant difference among 8panish and Iranian language teachers’
attitudes towards the use of CALL in terms of treglucational level?

A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was executedinvestigate if there are any

statistical significant differences between thechess’ attitudes in terms of their educational
level. As demonstrated in Table 16, results revedlat there is no statistical significant
differences § = 0.286,p > 0.05) between the teachers' attitudes with cegatheir educational

level.

Table 16. ANOVA results for teachers' attitudeseirms of their educational level

Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 402.466 2 201.233 1.256 .286
Within Groups 50455.248 315 160.175
Total 50857.714 317

On the one hand, the findings of this questionimiene with Al-Emran, Elsherif and Shaalan
(2016) who studied the faculty members’ attitudesards M-learning in terms of academic
rank. On the other hand, an ANOVA test on Saudbksia faculty members’ attitudes towards
M-learning showed that young teaching assistanh Watver rank were more positive than
academic staff of higher ranks (Alwraikat & Al Takiim, 2014).

6. Conclusion

The evolution of educational technology in generahd Computer-Assisted Language
Learning (CALL) in particular, has had a vital ingp@n language teaching and learning. This
paper tried to accentuate the state-of-the-ardurcational technology regarding teachers and
students’ attitudes towards CALL. The main aim laé tstudy was to investigate Iranian and
Spanish teachers’ and students’ attitudes, whicthurn, may support the decision makers of
these two countries language educational organizaiin the process of designing, integrating
and utilizing the required CALL infrastructure, reaals and tools. In this study, different
variables such as gender, age and educational, laagke been taken into account while
investigating those attitudes.

According to the findings of this study, all thaleaulated factors (gender, age and
education level) had no relationship to the atBaidf language teachers and students towards
CALL. These findings may indicate that most languagachers and students understand the
critical role of CALL in their professional and tlalives. Designing, developing and applying

CALL materials and tools in language educationdirsgs is inevitable, and the new trend of
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language teaching and learning through technoleggng teachers and students (which this
study has documented) is to use these materialtatglextensively.

Within the field of CALL, there are many areas msearch, but this study has
emphasized the role of demographic features onlanguage teachers and students appreciate
the use of CALL in educational contexts. We wouite ko suggest some action research-based
studies that we believe our results may not begpate to all CALL related contexts. The
success of CALL in other contexts, from Easterttestern countries, may lead to different
results. Hence, we recommend further researchinvistigating what specifically second and
foreign language teachers and students need taratteg CALL in their language

environments.
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