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 جُِـس ج٩ٗؿ٤ِض٣س ٝ

 ضٌُ٘ٞٞؾ٤ح جُٔؼِٞٓحش

 جُلش٣ذجٕ جُذًطٞس ػرذ الله جُٔذسخ:

 1ثٌّقجمشر 

CALLثٌذشِؾز ثٌٍغ٠ٛز ثٌؼقذ١ز، ثٌٍغج١ٔجس وٛسدٛط ، 

 ؟CALLِج ٘ٛ 
CALL = .جُكحعٞخ عحػذ / ذٔغحػذز أضؼِْ جُِـس 

٢ لاقطنحٕ أ١ ذشجٓؽ جٌُٔر٤ٞضش جُط CALLُطرغ ٗأخز ٧ؿشجك ٛزج ذح

 ٓطؼ٢ِٔ جُِـس،  ٔغحػذز٣ٌٖٔ جعطخذجٜٓح ك٢ ذؼل ٝع٤ِس ُ

 عٞجء جُٔوقٞد ُٜزج جُـشك أّ لا، ٝعٞجء جعطخذٓص ٓرحؽشز ذٜح، 

آخش ٩ٗؾحء جُٔٞجد جُطو٤ِذ٣س ٓػَ  أٝ جعطخذجٜٓح ٖٓ هرَ ؽخـ

coursebook  ّجُٔطؼ٤ِٖٔ.ٖٓ هرَ جُط٢ ضغطخذ 

 

ٝؾٞد ه٤ٞد ُطؼِْ جُِـس، ُْ  ٠ؼٕٟ "CALL" ثخضقجس٠ جُشؿْ ٖٓ إٔ ػِ

 ٗلؼَ رُي، ًٔح ٣لؼَ جُرؼل، إٔ جُط٤٤ٔض ٖٓ

ٝٗكٖ ُذ٣٘ح ضذسؼ ك٢  ،(CASLA) دّغجػذر ثٌقجعٛح ثوضغجح ثٌٍغز

 جعطخذجّ ُـس ٗطحم ٖٓ هرَ جُٔطؼ٤ِٖٔ، ٝذطر٤ؼس جُكحٍ

  ضؼ٤ِْ جُِـس.

ذؾٌَ  (CALT) جس ثٌٍغزغجػذر ثٌىّذ١ٛصش ثخضذِ ٝؿحُرح ٓح ض٘حهؼ

شًض ًػ٤شج ك٢ ٛزٙ جُذٝسز ُٖٗ ُؼذز أعرحخ ٝ"CALL" ٓ٘لقَ ػٖ

  (م٤ن جُٞهص ٝػذّ ٝؾٞد جُرشٗحٓؽ!).

ٖٓ أؾٜضز جٌُٔر٤ٞضش ك٢ جُؿحٓؼس ٝجُركٞظ  ٗكٖ أ٣نح ذحعطػ٘حء جعطخذجّ

ELT ّٞٔذحُؼ (CASLR)، ٝ ـس جُِجُِغح٤ٗحش ذذلا ٖٓ  ضؼِْ ك٢ 

ٝد ؿ٤ش ٝجمكس ٛ٘ح، ًٔح ٣٘ط١ٞ ػ٠ِ ٛ٘حى خو جُكذ (ػ٠ِ جُشؿْ ٖٓ

جٌُػ٤ش جُطذس٣ظ ضذس٣ظ جُِـس ػٖ جُِـس، ٝخحفس جُ٘كٞ ٝأٝ سكغ جُٞػ٢ 

 أؽٌحٍ جُِـس، ٝرُي ٣ؾرٚ ػِْ جُِـس جُرغ٤طس).

 

ٛ٘حى جُؼذ٣ذ ٖٓ جخطقحسجش أخشٟ ٝقٍٞ ؽشٝه ٓغ ٗطحم أٝعغ 

ٖٓ "CALL"أٝ ٗطحم ضذجخَ ٓغ "CALL".  أٜٗح ضؾ٤ش ئ٠ُ ٓؿحلاش

 : ػ٠ِ عر٤َ جُٔػحCALLٍكٞظ جُط٢ ُٜح آغحس ػ٠ِ ٗظش٣س ٝجُر

  

CAL, CAI, CBE, TELL,Telematics, HCI, AI, NLP, Corpus 
Linguistics.  

 ٤ُٝل٢ CH2 1002ك٢ ٛزٙ جُٔ٘حهن جُٔؿحٝسز ٗشٟ ؽحذ٤َ 

1997 CH3 ٝpp77-82. 

ثلأٌؼجح ٚثٌضّجس٠ٓ ضؾَٔ ٓح هذ ٣طْ ج٩ؽحسز ئ٤ُٜح أ٣نح ذحعْ  CALL ٜٓحّ''

 طز ٚثٌّٛثد، فضٝ ثلاخضذجسثس،ٚثلأٔؾ
ك٢ ذؼل  ٝٓؿشد 'جلاعطخذجّ جُؼحد١' ٖٓ جُٔشجكن ٓػَ ٓؼحُؿس جُ٘قٞؿ.

ذشٗحٓؽ، أق٤حٗح ْٛ ئ٠ُ قذ ًر٤ش ك٢ ٣ذ  ج٧ق٤حٕ ٣طْ ضكذ٣ذ ذحٌُحَٓ ٖٓ هرَ

 ٣ٌٖٝٔ إٔ ضٌٕٞ جُٔؼِْ أٝ جُٔطؼِْ ذحعطخذجّ جُرشٓؿ٤حش.

 جُو٤حّ ذٚ ك٢ كثس أٝ ك٢ جُٔ٘ضٍ، جُخ
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English Language and 

Information Technology 
Instructor : Dr. Abdullah Al Fraidan 

LECTURE 1 
CALL, NLP, Corpus Linguistics 

What is CALL? 
CALL = Computer Assisted/Aided Language Learning. 
For the purposes of this course we take CALL to embrace any 
computer software that is usable in some way to help 
language learners, 
 whether intended for that purpose or not, and whether directly used 
by them, or used by someone else to create a conventional material 
(e.g. a coursebook) which learners use. 
 

Though the acronym "CALL"implies a limitation to language 
learning, we do not, as some do, distinguish that from 

computer aided language acquisition (CASLA). And we 

include in our scope language use by learners, and of course 

language teaching.  

Computer aided language testing (CALT) is often discussed 

separately from "CALL", and for various reasons will not be much 
focused on in this course (lack of time and lack of the software!). 

 We are also excluding use of computers in AL and ELT research in 

general (CASLR), and in the learning of linguistics rather than 

language (though there is an unclear borderline here, as much 
language teaching involves teaching about language, especially 

grammar,or raising awareness of language forms, and so resembles 
simple linguistics). 

There are many other acronyms and terms around with 

broader scope than "CALL", or scope overlapping with 

"CALL". They refer to areas of theory and research which 

have implications for CALL: e.g. CAL, CAI, CBE, TELL, 
Telematics, HCI, AI, NLP, Corpus Linguistics. 
On these neighbouring areas see Chapelle 2001 ch2 and Levy 
1997 ch3 and pp77-82. 

CALL 'tasks' include what may be otherwise referred to 

as games, exercises, activities, materials, even tests, 
and just 'ordinary use' of facilities like word processing. 
Sometimes they are fully determined by the 
program, sometimes they are largely in the hands of the 
teacher or learner using the software. They may be 
done in class or at home, etc. 
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ضؼ٢٘ جُطل٤ٌش ك٢ جُؼذ٣ذ ٖٓ ج٧ؽ٤حء ٗلغٜح ضؼطرش "CALL"جُطل٤ٌش ك٢

ٝجقذز ػ٘ذ جُطل٤ٌش'جُٔٞجد' ُطؼِْ جُِـس / ضذس٣ظ (جٌُطد جُذسجع٤س، ٝجُٞعحتَ 

 جُرقش٣س ٓػَ جُِٔقوحش أٝ أؽشهس جُل٤ذ٣ٞ، ٝسهس ٝهِْ

جُٔؼ٤ِٖٔ ًلا ض٘ط١ٞ ػ٠ِ ؽ٢ء ٓحد١ إٔ  ضٔحس٣ٖ، هٞج٤ٓظ ٝؿ٤شٛح).

ك٢ جُخ هش٣وس جُطذس٣ظ، جُٜٔ٘ؽ  ٝجُٔطؼ٤ِٖٔ جعطخذجّ ؾ٘رح ئ٠ُ ؾ٘د ٓغ

 ذشٗحٓؽ ضذس٣ظ أٝ ٣ٌٖٔ إٔ ضغطخذّ كوو ذؾٌَ ٓغطوَ ٖٓ هرَ جُٔطؼِْ.

 

ًَ ٖٓ ُذ٣ْٜ ؽٌَ  ػ٠ِ قذ عٞجء ٣ؿد إٔ جؽطشٟ (أٝ جُٔوشف٘س).

ؾضء ٖٓ 'ٜٓٔس' أهَ  ِٓٔٞط، ٌُٖٝ ك٢ ٗلظ جُٞهص ػ٘ذٓح جعطـَ ؽٌَ

  س أٝ ٓح ؽحذٚ رُي.ِٓٔٞع

 

 ٛزج ذحُطٞجص١ ٣وٞدٗح ئ٠ُ جعط٘طحؼ ٓلحدٙ إٔ ٛ٘حى غلاغس جُشت٤غ٢

 :ٓؿحلاش جلاٛطٔحّ

، لإ٠نجؿ أٚفٝ  "CALL" ئد. ذ٤٘٘ؿطٕٞ هٞز 1996جٗظش ٛٞذحسد ػحّ ( 
فٟ ِقجٌٚزسدو ٘زث إٌٝ س٠ضؾجسدص ٚسٚدؽشص إهجس ٌضق١ًٍ هشق 

 (:ثٌضذس٠ظ
 

  .ثٌخٍك صط٠ٛش / )1

دجخَ  ًطحذس جُرشجٓؽ أٝ جُطأ٤ُق ٓٞجد ؾذ٣ذزأ١ ٓرحدب ٝػ٤ِٔحش 

 2001ذؼل ٌٓحٖٓ ٗحٗٞؿشجّ قط٠ ٣ٝش (سجؾغ ؽحذ٤َ 

p166ff 1997، ٣ٝل٢ CH4  كقحػذج (خحفسP104-108 ،(

ًطحخ جٌُطحذس هحسٕ ٓٞجد جُط٤ٔ٘س،  ُٔلح٤ْٛ ذذلا ٖٓ جُؼ٤ِٔس).لا

 ُِذٝسز

 .  صؾغ١ًثعضخذثَ /  )2

جُٔطؼ٤ِٖٔ جُخحفس ذْٜ  أ١ ٤ًل٤س جعطخذجّ جُرشٓؿ٤حش جُٔؼ٤ِٖٔ ٓغ 

 (دجخَ أٝ خحسؼ جُقق، ذؾٌَ كشد١ أٝ

ك٢ ٓؿٔٞػحش، ػ٠ِ أ١ ٗٞع ٖٓ جُٜٔحّ، ٝٓطٌحِٓس ٓغ ؿ٤شٛح ٖٓ ؾٞجٗد 

 ػ٤ِٔس جُطؼ٤ِْ ٝجُطؼِْ أّ لا، جُخ

جُخ) ... ٤ًٝق ٣ٌٖٔ ُِٔطؼ٤ِٖٔ جعطخذجّ جُرشٗحٓؽ (ٝجُط٢ هذ ضٌٕٞ ٓخطِلس 

 ػٖ ٤ًق خطو جُٔؼِْ، أٝ

طوَ ضٔحٓح ٖٓ جُٔذسعس)، ٝجُؼ٤ِٔحش ك٢ جُٞجهغ ذؾٌَ ٓغ

 هحسٕ ٓ٘حهؾس دٝس ٝجلاعطشجض٤ؿ٤حش.

ٓٞجد ٓػَ جٌُطد جُذسجع٤س أٝ ج٧ؽشهس ك٢ جُكحٍ، "أٗٞجع جُٜٔحّ" جُٔخطِلس 

 جُط٢ ٣ٌٖٔ إٔ ضؾحسى ك٢، ٝجعطخذجّ جُٔطؼِْ ٖٓ

أٝ أعشز ٖٓ كثس ؿ٤ش ٓؼشٝكس ُذٟ جُٔؼِْ ... جُخ (٤ُل٢  جُوٞج٤ٓظٓٞجد ٓػَ 

1997 CH4 قحػذجك 

-P100جُِٔغحش ػ٠ِ أكٌحس قٍٞ جعطخذجٜٓح ٓشجسج ٝضٌشجسج، ٝئعرح٤ٗح 

 جُوذ٣ٔس ٌُٖٝ ػ٢ِٔ) CH14؛ ؾٞٗض ٝكٞسضغٌٞ 103

  .ثٌضم١١ُ )3

ذٔح ك٢ رُي  أ١ ٤ًل٤س ضوشس ٓح ٢ٛ جُرشٓؿ٤حش ؾ٤ذز أٝ ع٤ثس ....

 جُ٘ظش لا ٓكحُس ٓح ٛٞ

 EVALUAهحسٕ ٓٞجد  جلاعطخذجّ جُؿ٤ذ أٝ جُغ٤ة ُلادٝجش ذزُي.

 ).CH3 2001(ؽحذ٤َ  ؾشج.

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

2 
Thinking about CALL means thinking about many of the same 
things one considers when thinking about 
'materials' for language learning/teaching (coursebooks, visual 
aids like posters or videos, pen and paper 
exercises, dictionaries etc.). Both involve something physical 
that teachers and learners use alongside a 
teaching method, syllabus etc. in a taught program OR which 
may be just used independently by the learner. 
 
Both have to be bought (or pirated) cract software. Both have a 
tangible form, but at the same time when exploited form 
part of a less tangible 'task' or the like.  
 
This parallel leads us to the conclusion that there are three 
main areas of concern 
 
 (see Hubbard 1996 in ed. Pennington The Power of CALL for a 
fuller exposition, attempting 
to relate this to the Richards and Rodgers framework 
for analysing teaching methods): 
 

1) Development/creation. I.e. the principles and 

processes of writing software or authoring new materials 
within some exisTing soFTware (Cf. Chapelle 2001 p166ff, and 
Levy 1997 ch4 onwards (esp. p104-108), for 
concepts rather than practicalities). Compare materials 
development, course book writing. 

2) Use/implementation. I.e. how teachers use 

software with their learners (in or out of class, individually or 
in groups, for what sort of tasks, integrated with other aspects 
of the teaching-learning process or not, etc. 
etc.)… and how the learners use the software (which may be 
differently from how the teacher plans, or 
indeed entirely independently of school), their processes and 
strategies. Compare discussion of the role of 
materials like coursebooks or tapes in a course, different 'task 
types' they can be involved in, learner use of 
materials like dictionaries or cribs out of class unknown to the 
teacher etc… (Levy 1997 Ch4 onwards 
touches on ideas about Use repeatedly, esp p100-103; Jones 
and Fortescue ch14 old but practical) 

3) Evaluation. I.e. how to decide what is good or 

bad software…. including inevitably considering what is a 
good or bad use of the software. Compare materials 
evaluation. (Chapelle 2001 Ch3). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

HISTORY OF CALL 
 

 ٖٓ ق٤ع ضط٣ٞش ج٧ؾٜضز، ٝأٗٞجع ذشٗحٓؽ، ٣طؼِن ج٧كٌحس قٍٞ ضؼِْ جُِـس ٝ

 2001جٗظش أ٣نح ؽحذ٤َ  ٣طْ ضؼرثس ٛزج جُخشٝؼ ك٢ جُقق. جُطذس٣ظ ...

CH1 CH2  ٝػ٠ِ جلاٗطشٗص ٣ٝ1997ل٢ 

call.org-of-http://www.history/ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

جُذٝسجش ٖٓ ٛزج جُور٤َ أكلاهٕٞ ٗظٔص . ًَ  كطشز ًكؿْ ؿشكسجٌُٔر٤ٞضش 

 ك٢ ػذد ه٤َِ ٖٓ جُؿحٓؼحش.جُغٔؼ٤س ٝجُِـ٣ٞس.

- 

ٝفٍٞ ؾٜحص جٌُٔر٤ٞضش جُٔ٘ض٢ُ / ٓذسعس (ع٤ٌِ٘ش، ٝأذَ، ذ٢ ذ٢ 

 طرؼ٤س، ٝأٗطؿصجُٜٔحّ ٝجُ CALL ع٢).

ٖٓ هرَ جُؼذ٣ذ ٖٓ دٝس جُ٘ؾش جُقـ٤شز ٓػَ ٣نح ٝقط٠ جُٔطكٔغ٤ٖ 

 ٓكحٝلاش ٧ٜٗح ض٘حعد ك٢ ٓغ جُٔؼِْ.

 ٜٗؽ جُطٞجف٤ِس.

- 

جلاعطؼحٗس ذحُٔطخقق٤ٖ ٖٓ ًطحذس جُرشٗحٓؽ ٌُٖٝ  (ٝٓحى). PC زهٞػقش 

 جٌُػ٤ش ٖٓ جُرشجٓؽ ٖٓ ٓ٘قحش ك٢ ٝهص عحذن. ػذّ ٝؾٞد ٗوَ

- 

PC + CDذشجٓؽ ٖٓ أ٣ذ١ جُٔؼ٤ِٖٔ، ئ٠ُ قذ ًر٤ش  تو جُٔطؼذدز.، ٝجُٞعح

 ؾذ٣ذ جُقٞش جُِـحش ك٢ ٝجعطس.

 .حذٝسجش ذأًِٜٔغحػ٢ ؾذ٣ذز ُٓ

- 

 جُٔطؼِْ. شًضٔٝجُ .خ٤حس جُٔؼِْ ك٢ ػقش ج٩ٗطشٗص.

 ؽحِٓس جُٔغطورَ: دٓؽ ٝعحتَ ج٩ػلاّ ٝ']أ٤٘ٓٔذ٣ح' -

- 

 جُؾرٌحش جلاؾطٔحػ٤س؟

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

HISTORY OF CALL 
In terms of the development of hardware, program types, 
relation to ideas about language learning and 
teaching... This is filled out in class. See also Chapelle 2001 ch1 
and Levy 1997 ch2 and the online 
http://www.history-of-call.org/ 
 الرابط فيه تعريف
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
- The computer-as-big-as-a-room era. Entire courses like that of 
PLATO organised at a few universities. 
Audio-lingualism. 
- The arrival of the home/school computer (Sinclair, Apple, 
BBC). CALL tasks as ancillary, and produced 
by many small publishers such as WIDA and even teacher 
enthusiasts. Attempts to fit it in with the 
Communicative approach. 
- The era of the powerful PC (and Mac). Professionalisation of 
software writing but lack of transfer of 
much software from earlier platforms. 
- PC + CD, multimedia. Software out of the hands of teachers, 
largely audio-lingual in mode. New 
attempts at entire courses. 
- The era of the Internet. Teacher as selector. Learner-centred. 
- The future: convergence of media and ‘omnimedia’: flash Java 
- Social networking? 
Facebook 
-mal: mobil aided language learning 

 

Computer-assisted language learning (CALL) is an 

approach to language teaching and learning in which 

computer technology is used as an aid to the 

presentation, reinforcement and assessment of material 

to be learned, usually including a substantial interactive 

element. 

Computer-assisted language learning (CALL) is an 
approach to teaching and learning in which the computer 
and computer-based resources such as the Internet are 
used to present, reinforce and assess material to be 
learned and usually includes a substantial interactive 
element. It also includes the search for and the 
investigation of applications in language teaching and 
learning. [1] Except for self-study software, CALL is meant 
to supplement face-to-face language instruction, not 
replace it. 

Computer-mediated communication (CMC) has been 
around in one form or another since the 1960’s but only 
became widely available to the general public since the 
early 1990’s. CMC comes in two forms: asynchronous 
(such as email and forums) and synchronous (such as 
text and voice chat). With these, learners can 
communicate in the target language with other real 
speakers cheaply, 24 hours a day. Learners can 
communicate one-on-one or one to many as well as share 
audio and video files. Because of all this, CMC has had 
the most impact on language teaching. 

CALL and computational linguistics are separate but 
somewhat interdependent fields of study. The basic goal 
of computational linguistics is basically to “teach” 
computers to generate and comprehend grammatically-
acceptable sentences… for purposes of translation and 
direct cominucation 

 
ٛٞ ٜٗؽ ُطؼ٤ِْ جُِـس ٝجُطؼِْ جُز١  (CALL) ذٔغحػذز جُكحعٞخ ضؼِْ جُِـس

٣غطخذّ ضٌُ٘ٞٞؾ٤ح جُكحعٞخ ًٞع٤ِس ٓغحػذز ُؼشك ٝضؼض٣ض ٝضو٤٤ْ جُٔٞجد 

 .جُط٢ ٣ٌٖٔ جعطخلافٜح، ٝػحدز ذٔح ك٢ رُي ػ٘قش ضلحػ٢ِ ًر٤ش

ٛٞ ٜٗؽ ُطؼ٤ِْ ٝجُطؼِْ جُط٢ ضغطخذّ  (CALL) خ ضؼِْ جُِـسذٔغحػذز جُكحعٞ

جٌُٔر٤ٞضش ٝجٌُٔر٤ٞضش جُٔغط٘ذز ئ٠ُ جُٔٞجسد ٓػَ ؽرٌس ج٩ٗطشٗص ُطوذ٣ْ ٝضؼض٣ض 
ٝضو٤٤ْ جُٔٞجد جُط٢ ٣ٌٖٔ جعطخلافٜح ٝػحدز ٓح ٣طنٖٔ ػ٘قش ضلحػ٢ِ 

كاٗٚ ٣ؾَٔ أ٣نح جُركع ػٖ ٝجُطكو٤ن ٖٓ جُططر٤وحش ك٢ ضؼ٤ِْ جُِـس  .ًر٤ش

ُطٌِٔس  CALL ٝذحعطػ٘حء ذشٗحٓؽ جُذسجعس جُزجض٤س، ٝجُٔوقٞد [1] .ٝجُطؼِْ

 .ضؼ٤ِْ جُِـس ٝؾٜح ُٞؾٚ، لا إٔ ضكَ ٓكِٜح

قُٜٞح ك٢ ؽٌَ أٝ آخش ٓ٘ز ػحّ  (CMC) ٝهذ ضْ جلاضقحٍ جُكحعٞذ٤س

ٌُٜٝ٘ح أفركص جُٞق٤ذز جُٔطحقس ػ٠ِ ٗطحم ٝجعغ ُؼحٓس جُؿٜٔٞس ٓ٘ز  1960

٣أض٢ ك٢ ؽ٤ٌِٖ: ؿ٤ش جُٔطضجٓ٘س (ٓػَ  CMC .ك٢ ٝهص ٓرٌش 1990ػحّ 
جُرش٣ذ ج٩ٌُطش٢ٗٝ ٝجُٔ٘طذ٣حش) ٝٓطضجٖٓ (ٓػَ جُ٘قٞؿ ٝجُذسدؽس 

ٓغ ٛإلاء، ٣ٌٖٔ ُِٔطؼ٤ِٖٔ جُطٞجفَ ك٢ جُِـس جُٔغطٜذكس ٓغ  .(جُقٞض٤س

٣ٌٖٔ  .عحػس ك٢ ج٤ُّٞ 24ٌٓرشجش جُقٞش جُكو٤و٢ ج٧خشٟ ذػٖٔ ذخظ، 

ٝجقذز ٌُػ٤ش، ًٝزُي ٓؾحسًس جُِٔلحش  ُِٔطؼ٤ِٖٔ جُطٞجفَ ٝجقذ ػ٠ِ ٝجقذ أٝ

 .أًرش ج٧غش ػ٠ِ ضؼ٤ِْ جُِـس CMC ذغرد ًَ ٛزج، ًحٕ .جُغٔؼ٤س ٝجُرقش٣س

دػٞز ٝجُِـ٣ٞحش جُكحعٞذ٤س ٢ٛ قوٍٞ ٓ٘لقِس ٌُٖٝ ٓطشجذطس ئ٠ُ قذ ٓح ٖٓ 

٠ ضؼ٤ِْ جُٜذف ج٧عحع٢ ٖٓ جُِغح٤ٗحش جُكحعٞذ٤س ٛٞ ك٢ ج٧عحط ئُ .جُذسجعس

 كْٜ جُؿَٔ ٗك٣ٞح ٧ؿشجك جُطشؾٔس ٝ ٓرحؽشز جُطٞجفَ ذح٤ٌُٔرٞضش ُط٤ُٞذ ٝ

 

http://www.history-of-call.org/
http://www.history-of-call.org/الرابط
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 2مشر ثٌّقج

UUEG )ٍٟثٌذشِؾ١جس )ػجصثس ثٌضفجػ 

UUEG ثٌذشثِؼ 

http://www.azarinteractiveonline.com/tour/ 

 UUEGصم١١ُ 
هرَ جُرذء ك٢ ضو٤٤ْ ٗلغٚ، كٖٔ جُنشٝس١ إٔ ٣ؼط٢ ٝفلح ٓٞؾضج ُِرشٗحٓؽ، 

 جُز١ ٣وّٞ ػ٠ِ أعحط

ذغرد ضو٤٤ذ جُلنحء، ٝعٞف ضوذّ ضك٤ِلا  ).2009ػحصجس ( ٣Yٌٕٞ جٌُطحخ 

 قَ ٝجقذ كوو ٖٓ جٌُطحخ ٓغ كووُل

جػطشمص ٝفق ج٧عح٤ُد جُٔغطخذٓس ك٢ ض٘ل٤ز جُرشٗحٓؽ ك٢ جُلقٍٞ 

 جُلقَ ضك٤ِِٜح ٢ٛ جُذسجع٤س.

ٓوغٔس ئ٠ُ أسذؼس أؾضجء، ًَ جُطش٤ًض ػ٠ِ ٣طٞضش جُطح٤ُس: جُكحمش جٌُٔحٍ، 

 ٝجٌُٔحٍ جُطذس٣ؿ٢ جُكحمش،

هغْ ػذز ٣ٝطنٖٔ ًَ  جُٔحم٢ جُطحّ، ٝجٌُٔحٍ جُطذس٣ؿ٢ جُٔحم٢.

 ٓغحذوحش، ٝجُطذس٣رحش ٝجٌُِٔحش جُٔطوحهؼس ٝجقذ

٣طْ جضرحع جُِؼرس، ٝٛزٙ ٖٓ هرَ غلاظ ٜٓحّ ست٤غ٤س ضـط٢ جلاعطٔحع ٝجُطكذظ 

 ٝجُوشجءز ٝجُلْٜ (جُٔغ٠ٔ ٖٓ هرَ

ٝقط٠ جُٜ٘ح٣س، ٛ٘حى جلاخطرحس جُط٢ ضٌٖٔ جُطلاخ ٖٓ ضو٤٤ْ  ٗلغ٢).

 ئٗؿحصجضْٜ.

) ُطذس٣ظ جُ٘كٞ: 1988س ك٢ جٝس (، ٢ِ٣ جُلقَ ج٩هحضك٤ِ٤ِحً جُطكذظ

  ،جُٔٔحسعس، ٝجلاخطرحس.ؽشـ، ػشك

٣ٝرذأ ٛزج جُلقَ ٓغ ٓؼح٣٘س ُِطٞضش، ٝٓوحسٗطٜح ٍ، ٝ / أٝ جُٔط٘حهنس ٓغ، 

ٖٓ هرَ ًٝٝش  كؼحلاا ٝٛٞ ج٧عِٞخ جُز١ جدػ٠ إٔ ٣ٌٕٞ  - ج٧صٓ٘س جُٔطٔحغِس

)1967.(  

جُٔخطو إٔ  جخطرحسهرَ  جُٔطؼ٤ِٖٔ ٣ٌٖٔ ئٓح ُِوشجءز أٝ جلاعطٔحع ئ٠ُ ٓؼح٣٘س

ٝك٢ أػوحخ رُي، ٣طْ ػشك جُطلاخ ٓغ ٓؿٔٞػس ٖٓ ٓح  .ج٧صٓ٘سضؿغذ 

جُٔ٘حٝسجش ج٤ٌُٔح٤ٌ٤ٗس ٗٔٞرؾ٤س، ٓػَ َٓء جُلؿٞز،  ٣وشخ ٖٓ ؾ٤ٔغ

ضأض٢  ذؼل جلاخطرحسجش ٝجُطؼشف ػ٠ِ جُخطأ، ًِٞص١، ٝخ٤حسجش ٓطؼذدز.

أ١  -ّ جُخط٢ ٓغ جُقٞس جُٔطكشًس، ٣ٝطْ ضٔػ٤َ ٛزٙ جُٔ٘حٝسجش ك٢ جُطوذ

ٝأٝد إٔ ض٘ظش ذؼل ٖٓ ٛزٙ  أٜٗح ضقرف أًػشفؼٞذس ًٔح ضوذّ جُطلاخ.

 ست٤غ٤س ٜٔحشجُطٔحس٣ٖ إٔ ضٌٕٞ ج٧ٗؾطس جُطكن٤ش٣س ُٔ

) ٣غطؼذ جُطلاخ ُِٜٔٔس ضٌِْ Fig.1( 11جُٜٔحّ، ػ٠ِ عر٤َ جُٔػحٍ، ٓٔحسعس 

 ).Fig.2( 16ٓٔحسعس 

ضء جُؼ١ِٞ ٖٓ ًَ مٖٔ جُرشٗحٓؽ ٛ٘حى خٔغس أصسجس ست٤غ٤س ضوغ ك٢ جُؿ

 ٝضطٌٕٞ ٛزٙ ضطٌٕٞ ٖٓ 'ٓخطو' فلكس.

(جُز١ ٣كذد كقَ ًحَٓ ك٢ جُطلحف٤َ)، 'ضوش٣ش' (ض٤ٌٖٔ جُطلاخ ُِطكون ٖٓ 

 جُطوذّ جُز١ ضكشصٙ ذؼذ ًَ خطٞز)،

'ٓؼؿْ'، 'ٓغحػذز' (ق٤ع ضؿذ جُٔطؼ٤ِٖٔ ٓٞمٞػحش جُطؼ٤ِٔحش)، ٝ 

 'ٓكط٣ٞحش'.

 UUEGصم١١ُ  UUEGصم١١ُ 
إٔ ٣غطٔغ جُطلاخ ئ٠ُ ضغؿ٤َ ضؿشذس جُطحُد جُذ٢ُٝ  ٣ٞق٢ ٜٓٔس جلاعطٔحع

٣ٌٖٔ جلاهلاع ػ٠ِ ٗـ جُكٞجس ٛٞ  ج٩ؾحذس ػ٠ِ ج٧عثِس جُٔوحذِس. هرَ

 ٓطحـ.

) ٛ٘حى 'عؿَ ٝهحسٕ ذ٤ٖ' ظحتلٜح ػ٠ِ إٔ ضٌٖٔ Fig.2ك٢ ٜٓٔس جُ٘حهوس (

  ٓإًذج جُؿَٔ ق٤ٖ ضغؿ٤َ ًلآْٜ. جُٔطؼ٤ِٖٔ ُلاعطٔحع ئ٠ُ ٓٞؾٚ هرَ

 

٢ٛ ٗغخ ٖٓ جُٔطحُرحش  ٗٔٞرؼ. ْٜ ٓوحسٗس ضغؿ٤لاضْٜ ُطِي جُط٢ٝٛزج ٣ط٤ف ُ

 ٝجٌُِٔحش ُِ٘ٔٞرؼ جُٔطحقس، ٝأٗٚ ٖٓ جٌُٖٔٔ إٔ ٣ِؼد ًلا ٖٓ جُطغؿ٤لاش

 ٓشجسج ٝضٌشجسج.
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LECTURE 2 
UUEG Software ( Azar Interactive) 

UUEG Software: understanding using English Grammer 
http://www.azarinteractiveonline.com/tour/ 

Evaluation of UUEG 
Before beginning the evaluation itself, it is necessary to give a brief 
description of the software, which is based onBeMy Azar's book 
(2009). Due to space restriction, I will only provide an analysis of just 
one chapter of the book with intercepted description of the methods 
used in implementing the software in classroom. The analysed chapter 
is divided into four parts, each focusing on the following tenses: the 
present perfect, the present perfect progressive, the past perfect, and 
the past perfect progressive. Each section includes several quizzes, 

exercises and one crossword game, and these are followed by three 
main tasks covering listening, speaking and reading 
comprehension (named by myself). To finish, there is a test that 

enables students to assess their achievements. 
 
Analytically speaking, the chapter follows Ur’s framework (1988) for 
teaching grammar: presentation, explanation, practice, and test. 
 
 The chapter starts with a preview of the tense, comparing it to, 
and/or contrasting it with, similar tenses – a method that is claimed 
to be effective by Walker (1967). 
 Learners can either read or listen to the preview before examining a 
chart that exemplifies the tense. Following this, students are 
presented with a range of nearly all the typical mechanical drills, such 
as gap filling, error recognition, cloze, and multiple choices. Some of 
the quizzes come with animated pictures, and the exercises are 
represented in a linear progression – i.e. they become more difficult 
as the students advance. I would consider some of these exercises to 
be preparatory activities for the main tasks; for example, exercise 11 
(Fig.1) prepares the students for the speaking task in exercise 16 
(Fig.2). 
Within the program there are five main buttons located at the top of 
every page. These are made up of ‘outline’ 
(which outlines the whole chapter in detail), ‘report’ (enabling 
students to check their progress after each step), 
‘glossary’, ‘help’ (where learners find help topics), and ‘contents’. 
 
 
 
 

Evaluation of UUEG Evaluation of UUEG 

The listening task  
    suggests that students listen to the recording of an international 
student’s experience before answering the corresponding questions. 
      A transcript of the dialogue is available. 

In the speaking task (Fig.2) there is a 'record and 

compare' function that enables learners to listen to a prompt before 
reiterating the sentences whilst recording their speech. 
 
 This enables them to compare their recordings to those of themodel. 
Transcripts of the prompts and the model’s words are available, and it 
is possible to play both of the recordings again and again. 
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ٜٓٔس جُوشجءز ٣أض٢ ك٢ ؽٌَ ٓٔش ٣طنٖٔ ذؼل جٌُِٔحش جُقؼرس جسضرحه 

 ػٖ هش٣ن جُ٘وش ػ٠ِ ًَ، ضؾؼر٢.

ٛزج ٣ؼشك ٓؼ٠٘  ٛ٘حى ٗحكزز ٓ٘رػوس ٓشضرو ئ٠ُ جُقلكس جُٔغشد. ٣رذٝ جٕ

 جٌُِٔس ؾ٘رح ئ٠ُ ؾ٘د ٓغ هحتٔس

ٖٓ جٌُِٔحش جُٞفِس ج٩ٌُطش٤ٗٝس ج٧خشٟ، ٝذحُطح٢ُ جُغٔحـ ُِطلاخ ُِطكون 

 جخط٤حس ٖٓ ٓطؼذد ٖٓ ٓؼ٠٘ جُٔلشدجش ج٧خشٟ.

 أعثِس جُلْٜ جضرغ جُٔٔش.

ٝٓغ رُي، ًحٕ ٖٓ جُٔوشس  ٓح عرن ٣ٞمف ٓح ٣ٞق٢ ذشٗحٓؽ ٌَُ ٜٓٔس.

 ج٧ٍٝ 'م إٔ ضطِد ٖٓ جُطلاخ ئ٠ُ

ٓ٘حهؾس ٛزٙ جُٔؾحس٣غ ك٢ ؿشف جُذسدؽس ٓقٔٔس خق٤قح، ٓٔح ٣ؿؼَ ًَ 

 أٗح ٜٓٔس أًػش جُطٞجف٤ِس.

هشس أ٣نح ٩محكس جُٔض٣ذ ٖٓ ج٧ٗؾطس ئ٠ُ ًَ، ٝٗحهؾص ٛزٙ جُلٌشز ك٢ 

 ٖٓ أؾَ ضكل٤ض ٝهص لاقن ك٢ جُطو٤٤ْ.

ص ٌٓحكأز ػلآحش ٧ُٝثي جُز٣ٖ ٣ؾحسًٕٞ ك٢ جُطلاخ، ًٝ٘ص هذ ػشم

 جُٔ٘حهؾس ٝج٧ٗؾطس ج٩محك٤س.

  صم١١ُ ِخطو (2001ؽجد١ً )

ُـشك ٛزج جُطو٤٤ْ، ٝعٞف ٣ٌٕٞ ٖٓ جُٔل٤ذ إٔ ضرذأ ٓغ جُخطٞه جُؼش٣نس 

  ).2001( ؽحذ٤َٓخطو  ـُ

ػ٠ِ جُخشٝؼ ذحعطخذجّ  CALL ضو٤٤ْ  إٔ ٣ٌٕٞ٣ؿحدٍ ؽحذ٤َ جُط٢ ٣٘رـ٢ 

  جُِـس جُػح٤ٗس. جًطغحخ ٗظش٣حش

 

  .ٕ٘جن ِشفٍض١ٓ فٟ ِخطو ٌٙج: فى١ّز ٚثٌضؾش٠ذ١ز

 

 )2001، ؽحذ٤َ (فٟ ثٌّشفٍز فى١ّز

 ٝذؼرحسز أخشٟ، جُرشٗحٓؽ ٝجُٔؼِْ.: ذحعطخذجّ ٓغط٣ٖ٤٣ٞكَِ جُرشجٓؽ 

خطو ٣ جُط٢ ٓؿسٖٓ هرَ جُرش ٜح٣طْ ٝمؼؽشٝه جُطؼ٤ِْ  ضؼطرشٝهحُص جٜٗح  

 ٢.جُٔؼِْ ُِو٤حّ ٓغ جُرشٗحٓؽ جُطٞجُ

 

ٓح  عإجٍجٜٗح ٣ط٘حٍٝ أ٣نح  )، ٌُٖٝ ٛزج لا ٣ٌل2001.٢( ٚفمج ٌؾجد١ً

 جُٔطؼِْ

ك٢ ق٤ٖ أٜٗح ضشًض  ك٢ جُٞجهغ لا ٓغ جُرشٗحٓؽ ٖٓ خلاٍ ئؾشجء ضو٤٤ْ ضؿش٣ر٢.

ًَ ٓشقِس، ٝهحُص جٜٗح ضغطخذّ ٗلظ جُٔؼح٤٣ش ك٢  ػ٠ِ أعثِس ٓخطِلس ك٢

 ض٘حعد جُٔطؼِْ، ٝٛزج ٣ؼ٢٘ٝٛزٙ جُٔؼح٤٣ش ٢ٛ: ئٌٓحٗحش ضؼِْ جُِـس، ٝ ٤ًِٜٔح.

أٗح عٞف ٣كٌْ جُرشٗحٓؽ  جُطش٤ًض، أغش ئ٣ؿحذ٢، ٝج٧فحُس، ٝجُططر٤ن جُؼ٢ِٔ.

 ٖٓ خلاٍ ضك٤َِ جُٜٔحّ ذحعطخذجّ جغ٤ٖ٘ ٖٓ

 ٓؼح٤٣ش ؽحذ٤َ ك٢: ئٌٓحٗحش ضؼِْ جُِـس، ٝض٘حعد جُٔطؼِْ

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4 
The reading task 
 
 comes in the form of a passage that includes some difficult 
hyperlinked words. By clicking on each, 
there appears a pop-up window that is linked to the glossary page. 
This displays the word’s meaning along with a list 
of the other hyperlinked words, thus allowing students to check the 
meaning of other vocabulary. Multiple-choice 
comprehension questions follow the passage. 
The above outlines what the software suggests for each task. 
However, it was I ’s decision to ask the students to 
discuss these undertakings in the specially-designed chat rooms, 
thereby making each task more communicative. I 
also decided to add further activities to each, and I discussed this idea 
later on in the evaluation. In order to motivate 
the students, I offered bonus marks for those who participate in the 
discussion and extra activities. 

Chapelle (2001) evaluation scheme 
For the purpose of this evaluation, it will be useful to begin with an 
outline of Chapelle’s Scheme (2001): 
 
 Chapelle argues that CALL evaluation should be carried out using the 
theories of second language acquisition. 
 
 There are two stages in her scheme: judgmental and empirical.  
 

In the judgmental stage, Chapelle (2001) 

analyses the software using two levels: the program and the teacher. 

In other words, she considers what learning 
conditions are set out by the software and what the teacher plans to 
do with the program respectively. 
 

According to Chapelle (2001), however, this is not enough. She 

also addresses the question of what the learner actually does with the 
software by conducting an empirical evaluation. Whilst she focuses on 
different questions in each stage, she uses the same criteria in both. 
These criteria are: language learning potential, learner fit, meaning 
focus, positive impact, authenticity, and practicality. I shall judge the 
software by analysing the tasks using two of Chapelle's criteria: 

language learning potential, and learner fit. 
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 3ثٌّقجمشر 

CALL ُثٌضم١١ 

CALL ١ُثٌضم١ 

 ثٌضؼجس٠ف ثلأعجع١ز
 

'CALL 'ٛ٘ح ٣ٌٖٔ إٔ ض٘ط١ٞ ػ٠ِ أ١ ذشٗحٓؽ أٝ ذشجٓؽ ٣كطَٔ إٔ  ذشٗحٓؽ

 ضٌٕٞ هحذِس ُلاعطخذجّ ٖٓ هرَ ٓطؼ٢ِٔ جُِـس ك٢ جضقحٍ ٓغ

جُط٢ ضؾَٔ ًلا  ).EFL / ESLجُطؼِْ / جُطذس٣ظ أٝ جعطخذجّ ُـس (خحفس 

ٝجُط٢  ٖٓ جُٔٞجد جُٔضػّٞ ًٔح ضْ ضق٤ٜٔٔح ُٜزج جُـشك('ٓخققس')،

٣ٝؾَٔ ٛزج ج٧خ٤ش ػ٠ِ قذ عٞجء ذشجٓؽ ٓكذدز ٓػَ ج٧ُؼحخ ٓـحٓشز  لا.

، ٝ 'ػحّ' أٝ ٓكطٟٞ جُرشٓؿ٤حش جُكشز ٓػَ جُرش٣ذ جُ٘حهو٤ٖ ذحُِـس ُلا٧هلحٍ

ٓٞجد  كاٗٚ ٣ؾَٔ أ٣نح ًَ ٓح ٗغخس ٝسه٤س ج٩ٌُطش٢ٗٝ أٝ ٓؼحُؿس جُ٘قٞؿ.

 ش ًزُي ٓوذٓس ُذ٣٘ح.جٗظ جُذػْ، ٝٓح ئ٠ُ رُي أ١ ًط٤د جُرشٗحٓؽ ٣أض٢ ٓغ.

 

" (ٛحضؾ٤٘غٕٞ ٓغطوَ ٓغأُس جُكٌْ ػ٠ِ ج٤ُِحهس ٖٓ ؽ٢ء ُـشك ٛٞ "جُطو٤٤ْ

 ).19 2191ٝج٤ُٔحٙ 

شجسجش ءٓ٘حعد أٝ هؽ٢ ئػلإُزُي 'جُطو٤٤ْ' ٣٘ط١ٞ ػ٠ِ جُ٘ؾحه ق٤ع ٣طْ 

  كؼَ ٣طْ جضخحرٙ. ضق٘غ أٝػ٠ِ رُي  ٓطشضرس، ُلاقوسج

 

ػِٔٚ ُٔؼشكس ج٧ؽ٤حء  كٞظ هذ ضٌٕٞ، ػ٠ِ جُشؿْ ٖٓ جُر٤ُظ ًحُركعطو٤٤ْ جُ

 جُركع ك٢ ٓح٣ٞ جُخحفس ذٜح جُط٢ غْ ئذلاؽ قٌْ ه٤ٔس، ٝٗأَٓ ؾؼِٚ أكنَ.

 كوو ك٢ ٜٗح٣س جُٔطحف ٓغ جُٔؼِٞٓحش،

 ٤ُٝظ جُكٌْ ٝجُؼَٔ. 
CALL  َِٛثص٠ز؟ -ثٌذشِؾ١جس ٚثٌّٛثد ثٌضؼ١ّ١ٍز ثٌؼجِز ٚثٌّٙج 

 ٗ ِج لأفذ أْ ٠مٛي ٌٍّٛثد ٠ؾذ CALLوغ١شث ِج ٔمٛي أدٔجٖ فٛي صم١١ُ ثٌذشثِؼ 
غجٌذج ِج ٠ىْٛ ِؾجدٙج  CALLدشٔجِؼ  صم١١ُ 'ػِّٛج فٟ صذس٠ظ ثٌٍغز.

ثٌىضجح، ػٍٝ ثٌشغُ ِٓ دؼل عٍغٍز ِٓ ثٌغٟ  ٌّّجسعز ثٌفشد أٚ ثٌّّٙز فٟ

 دٞ صؾىً دٚسثس دؤوٍّٗ ٚ٘ىزث ٟ٘ ِٛثص٠ز ِغ ثٌىضخ ثٌذسثع١ز وجٍِز.
 دؼل ثلاخضلافجس ثٌٙجِز،.ٌٚىٓ ٕ٘جن  إٌٝ فذ ِج. ِٛثص٠ز ٟ٘ ل١ّز ...

، ٚ٘ٛ وضجح ١ٌظ ػجدر أٚ د٠ٕج١ِى١ز صفجػ١ٍز، ٚدشٔجِؼ، ػٍٝ ثٌٕم١ل ِٓ أٚلا

دٕفظ ثٌطش٠مز فٟ وً ِشر صمَٛ ثعضخذثِٗ،  رٌه، لذ لا ٠مذَ دثةّج ِّجسعز

أٚ ٔٛع  ٠ّٚىٓ أْ صؼطٟ ػجدر دؼل ثعضؾجدز ٌٍّغضخذَ صؼضّذ ػٍٝ ِج ٠ٕمشْٚ

وّج ثعضذذثي  CALLوجْ ٠ٕظش دشثِؼ ف١ٙج ٚ٘زث ٘ٛ ثٌغذخ ٚغجٌذج ِج 

ثٌّٛثد، ػٍٝ ثٌشغُ ِٓ أْ دٛمٛؿ لا صٕجعخ  ثٌّؼ١ٍّٓ دذلا ِٓ ِؾشد صذس٠ظ

 ؽ١ّغ ثٌذشثِؼ.
٠ّىٓ  CALL ٚ٘ٛ وضجح أوغش ِقذٚد٠ز فٟ لذسر ٚعجةً ثلإػلاَ ٌٙج. عج١ٔج،

أْ صٕطٛٞ ػٍٝ ثٌقٛس ٚوزٌه ثٌقٛس ٚثٌشعَٛ ثٌذ١ج١ٔز ٚثٌٕـ وٍٙج فٟ 

 ٔفظ ثٌقضِز.

ثعضخذثَ ِٛثد ِىضٛدز ٌذ٠ٙج ػذد ل١ًٍ ِٓ ثٌّضطٍذجس ثلأعجع١ز  غج،عجٌ

 CALL ثٌضىٌٕٛٛؽ١ز: ػ١ْٛ ِٚىضخ ٌٛمؼٙج ػٍٝ ٚعٛف ٔفؼً.

 ػٍٝ ثٌٕم١ل ِٓ رٌه ٠ضطٍخ أؽٙضر ثٌىّذ١ٛصش، ٚثٌٛفٛي إٌٝ ؽذىز ثٌخ
 

٘ٛ غ١ش لجدً ٌٍضغ١١ش  coursebookِٚقضٜٛ ثٌٍغز ِٓ ثٌّٛثد فٟ  سثدؼج،

 CALLدؼل ثٌذشثِؼ أعجعج، فٟ ف١ٓ أْ 

٠غّـ 'ثٌضؤ١ٌف': أٞ ِؼٍُ ٠ّىٓ ٚمؼٙج فٟ ففقضٗ / ففقضٙج خ١جس ثٌخجفز 

ِّجسعز ِٓ، أٚ أ٠ج  ِٓ ثٌٕـ، ٚثٌىٍّجس ٚغ١ش٘ج ِٓ أؽً دشٔجِؼ ٌؾؼً

فٟ ثٌٛثلغ دؼل ثٌذشثِؼ، ِغً دشٔجِؼ ِؼجٌؾز ثٌىٍّجس، ٘ٛ فٟ ثلأعجط  وجْ.

 خج١ٌز ِٓ ثٌّقضٜٛ

ٔـ ػٍٝ إؽشثء ثٌؼ١ٍّز، أٚ ٠ؼ١ٓ ِّٙز  ٕٚ٘جن ؽٟء ِج ٌُ ٠ذخً ؽخـ ِج

 ٌٍّضؼ١ٍّٓ ٌضفؼٍٗ ف١جي رٌه )ثٔظشثٌّمذً(.

ٚػجدر  coursebookخجِغج، ثلأٔؾطز ثٌضٟ ٠ضؼ١ٓ ثٌم١جَ دٗ ِغ وً ِمطغ ِٓ 

ثٌشغُ ِٓ أٔٗ لذ ٠ىْٛ ٕ٘جن  ِج صىْٛ ِم١ذر دؾىً وذ١ش ِٓ لذً ثٌىضجح ٔفغٗ،

دؼل  ٍفز، ٚدجٌطذغ صخطٟدؼل ثٌقش٠ز ٌٍّؼٍُ ٌضٕف١ز صذس٠ذجس فٟ هشق ِخض

دشٔجِؾج ٌٍّقجدعز ِٓ ٔجف١ز أخشٜ لذ صىْٛ ِم١ذر ؽذث )ِغً ٌؼذز  ثٌّٛثد.

 جٌذش٠ذ ثلإٌىضشٟٚٔ(.وصمش٠ذج فضـ صّجِج فٟ ٘زث ثٌقذد ) ثٌؾلاد(، أٚ لذ صىْٛ

ثخش ِّٙجْ ٌٍضم١١ُ، وّج أٔٙج صؾؼً ِٓ ثٌقؼخ سعُ خو فٟ دؼل ثلأف١جْ د١ٓ 

ثد ٌغز ِؼ١ٕز ٚٚمغ ثٌّؼٍُ فٟ، أٚ ِّٙز ِقذدر ثٌذشِؾ١جس ٚصم١١ُ ثٌّٛ صم١١ُ

أٞ ثٌقذ ثٌفجفً د١ٓ  ثٌذشثِؼ ثٌضٟ لا ٠قذد٘ج ثٌذشٔجِؼ ٔفغٗ. ثٌم١جَ دٗ ِغ

صم١١ُ ثٌذشثِؼ "فٟ فذ رثصٗ"وّجدر ٚصم١١ُ دؼل ثلاعضخذثَ ثٌّمضشؿ أٚ 

 ٠ضقٛس ِٓ ثٌذشٔجِؼ ٠قذـ ِٓ ثٌّغضق١ً ٌٍقفجظ ػ١ٍٙج.

 أ١ّ٘ز ثٌضم١١ُ

ثٌضٟ صقضجػ إٌٝ ٔظش:  CALLِٓ علاعز ؽٛثٔخ سة١غ١ز ِٓ ٘ٛ ٚثفذ  ثٌضم١١ُ

 إٔؾجء ٚثعضخذثَ ٚصم١١ُ.

5 
LECTURE 3 
CALL Evaluation 

CALL Evaluation 
Basic definitions 

'CALL software' here can involve any software or programs potentially 
usable by language learners in connection with 
learning/teaching or use of language (esp. EFL/ESL).  
 
That includes both material claimed as designed for this purpose 

('dedicated'), and that not. The latter includes both specific 
programs like adventure games for native speaker children, 

 and 'generic' or content free software like email or word 

processing. 
 It also includes whatever hard copy support materials, booklet etc. 
any software comes with. See further our Intro. 
"Evaluation is a matter of judging the fitness of something for a 
particular purpose" (Hutchinson and Waters 1989: 96). 'Evaluation' 
therefore implies an activity where something is declared suitable or 
not and consequent decisions are to be made or action taken. 
 Evaluating something therefore is not the same as researching it, 
though research may be done to find out things which then inform the 
value judgment and hopefully make it better. Research on its own 
may just end up with information, not judgment and action. 

CALL software & general teaching materials & tasks – a parallel? 
Much of what we say below about evaluation of CALL software is 
similar to what one would say for 'materials evaluation' generally in 
language teaching. CALL software is often analogous to an individual 
exercise or task in a book, though some series of CDROMs constitute 
entire courses and so are parallel with complete coursebooks. 
The parallel is valuable... up to a point. There are some important 
differences, however. 
Firstly, a book is not typically dynamic or interactive; a program, by 
contrast, may not always present an exercise the same way every time 
you use it, and can usually give some response to the user dependent 
on what they click or type in. That is why CALL programs have often 
been seen as replacing a teacher rather than just teaching materials, 
though that clearly does not fit all oftware. 
Secondly, a book is more limited in its media capability. CALL can 
involve sound as well as pictures, diagrams and 
text all in the same package. 
Thirdly, use of written materials has few technological prerequisites: 
eyes and a desk to put them on will do. CALLby contrast requires 
computers, network access etc. 
Fourthly, the language content of material in a coursebook is 
essentially unalterable, while some CALL software allows 'authoring': 
i.e. the teacher can put in his/her own choice of text, words etc. for 
the program to make an exercise out of, or whatever. In fact some 
software, such as a wordprocessing program, is essentially content-
free and is nothing unless someone enters text to make an exercise, or 
designates a task for learners to do with it (seenext). 
Fifthly, the activities to be done with each section of a coursebook are 
usually heavily constrained by the book itself,though there may be 
some latitude for the teacher to implement exercises in different 
ways, and of course skip some material. A CALL program on the other 
hand may be very constrained (e.g. a hangman game), or may be 
almost entirely open in this respect (e.g. email). 
The last two are important for evaluation, as they make it hard to 
draw a line sometimes between evaluating the software and 
evaluating the specific language material a teacher has put in, or a 
specific task done with the software which is not determined by the 
software itself. I.e. the borderline between evaluating software ‘in 
itself’as a material and evaluating some proposed or imagined use of 
the software becomes impossible to maintain. 

The importance of evaluationEvaluation is one of three key 

aspects of CALL that need consideration: Creation, Use and Evaluation. 
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6 
CALL .ّٛزٙ ٢ٛ  أعْٜ ؽ٢ء ٝجقذ ْٜٓ ٓغ جُٔٞجد جُطؼ٤ٔ٤ِس ٝجُٜٔحّ ذؾٌَ ػح ًَ

 ًٔح كوو ٤ًَٝ ضو٤٤ٜٔح.

٣ٝؿش١ ذحعطٔشجس جهطشـ جٌُطد جُذسجع٤س ٝأٗٞجع ؾذ٣ذز ٖٓ جُٜٔحّ ٝجُط٢ ٣شٝؼ 

 ٖ ... ٝجػطٔذشجُٔرذػ٤

(ؽحذ٤َ أػ٠ِ ٖٓ  ٤ٓٝESلإ جُغحدط  CALLٝضغطخذّ ... ٌٛزج ٢ٛ ذشجٓؽ 

P10.(  ٞٛ أ١ جُغ٤ِْٓح ٗحدسج ٓح ٣كذظ 

ضقك٤ف: هذ  ٖٓ هرَ جُٔؼ٤ِٖٔ أٝ جُرحقػ٤ٖ. ضو٤٤ْ ه٤ٔس أٝ كؼح٤ُس ٖٓ أ١ ٖٓ ٛزج ....

 ذؼل جُٔؼ٤ِٖٔ

ئرج ًحٕ ج٧ٓش ًزُي، كاٗٚ لا ًزُي ضلؼَ جٌُػ٤ش ٖٓ ضو٤٤ْ ٓح ٣غطخذٜٓٞٗح ... ٌُٖٝ، 

 ٣ضجٍ مٖٔ ػ٤ِٔس جُطذس٣ظ جُؾخق٤س ٤ُٝظ

ٝذحُطح٢ُ ٤ُظ ُذ٣٘ح أ١ كٌشز ًْ ٖٓ ٛزج ٣ٝٔن٢، أٝ ٓح ٢ٛ هشم جُطو٤٤ْ  ٗؾشش.

 ٝجُٔؼح٤٣ش جُٔغطخذٓس؛

 ٝػلاٝز ػ٠ِ رُي، لا أقذ آخش ٣كقَ ػ٠ِ كحتذز ٖٓ جُٔؼِٞٓحش جُ٘حؽثس ػٖ جُطو٤٤ْ.

 CALLك٢ ٓؿحٍ جُطو٤٤ْ  جٌُٔٞٗحش جُػلاغس جُشت٤غ٤س

ج٧ؽ٤حء أ١ ٗحدسج ٓح ضٌٕٞ ؾ٤ذز أٝ  ك٢ جُـحُد لا ٣ٌٖٔ إٔ ٣طْ جُطو٤٤ْ ذقٞسز ٓؿشدز.

 ضغطط٤غ CALLٓغ  ع٤ثس ػح٤ُٔح.

جُٞمغ ع٤ٌٕٞ أ١  ٣NOؾؼش ذؼل جُرشجٓؽ ُذ٣ٜح ج٤ُٔضجش جُط٢ ك٢ 

 جُٔشؽك٤ٖ جُٔكط٤ِٖٔ ٍ'ػح٤ُٔس' خ٤ش.

٤حش (ٓػَ ضؼطَ جُرشٗحٓؽ ًِٔح ٣طْ جُ٘وش قحُس ٣ٌٖٔ إٔ ٣ٌٕٞ ٓٞجهٖ جُخَِ جُرشٓؿ

 ػ٠ِ أ٣وٞٗس جُٔغحػذز) ٝػذّ دهس

جُِـس (ػ٠ِ عر٤َ جُٔػحٍ ضٔحس٣ٖ جخط٤حس ٖٓ ٓطؼذد ق٤ع جُخ٤حس فٌح جُقك٤ف ٛٞ 

 ٝٓغ رُي، جٌُػ٤ش ٛٞ ك٢ جُٞجهغ ؿ٤ش فك٤ف).

قوح 'جُ٘غر٤س' ٝأٗٚ ٛٞ ًزُي ُطرذأ جُطل٤ٌش ك٢ ًَ ؽ٢ء ًٔح ٣كطَٔ إٔ ضٌٕٞ جُ٘غر٤س 

ػ٠ِ ٖٓ جُذػٞز ٛٞ  P52): 'EVALUA ٣2001وٍٞ ؽحذ٤َ ( ًٔح ٖٓ جُؼٌظ.

situa .'ذٞمٞـ أًػش جُغٔحش هذ ضٌٕٞ ؾ٤ذز ُ٘ٞع ٝجقذ ٖٓ  ػ٠ِ قؿس ٓؼ٤٘س

ٖٓ جُٔلشدجش  ػ٠ِ عر٤َ جُٔػحٍ ٗٞع ؽخـ، جُخ ٌُٖٝ جُٞمغ ع٢ء ٦ُخش.

ج فك٤ف َٛ ٛز جُٔذسؾس، ٝٛزج جُ٘ٞع ٖٓ جُٔؼشكس جٌُٔر٤ٞضش جُٔطِٞذس ُؼَٔ رُي.

ُزُي أقذ  ػ٠ِ ٝؾٚ جُطكذ٣ذ. CALLجُطو٤٤ْ جػطرحسج ٖٓ ضو٤٤ْ  ًٔح ك٢ جُٔٞجد جُؼحٓس

جُٔغطخذ٤ٖٓ (جُٔطؼ٤ِٖٔ ٝجُٔؼ٤ِٖٔ)،  جُؿٞجٗد جُٜحٓس ُِطو٤٤ْ ٛٞ ضكذ٣ذ ٓكذدز

أٗٚ لا ٣ٌٖٔ ضو٤٤ْ  ٛزج ٣ؼ٢٘ ٝجُٞمغ، ٝجُـشك جُخ جُخ جُط٢ ً٘ص ضو٤٤ْ جُٔٞجد ٍ.

كٖٔ  جُؼ٤ِٔس. ع٤طْ جعطخذجّ ٛزٙ جُٔٞجد ك٢ جُطؼِْ ٝجُطؼ٤ِْقوح دٕٝ جُطل٤ٌش أ٣نح ٤ًق 

جٌُٖٔٔ ضٔحٓح ُٞجقذ ٝٗلظ جُرشٗحٓؽ ٤ُرذٝ 'ؾ٤ذز' ػ٘ذٓح ضغطخذّ هش٣وس ٝجقذز ٓغ كثس 

 'جُغ٤ثس' جُط٢ جعطخذٓص ٝع٤ِس أخشٟ، أٝ ٓغ كثس ٓخطِلس. ٝ

ع إٔ ، غْ، ٣ٌٖٔ إٔ ٣٘ظش ئ٤ُٚ ذٞفلٚ ٗؾحهح قELT٤جُرشٓؿ٤حش ٝضو٤٤ْ جُٔٞجد ك٢ 

  ضطحذن جُٔٞجد ُِطذس٣ظ / قحلاش جُطؼِْ.

 -أ١ ٛ٘حى غلاغس أؽ٤حء ُِطل٤ٌش 

خحفس ئرج ٣ؿٞص (أ) هر٤ؼس جُٔٞجد / جُرشٗحٓؽ: ٝفق ذحُطلق٤َ ٓح ٣طٌٕٞ ٖٓ / لا (

 قغحذي

ًٔح رًش أػلاٙ، كإ  ٣ٌٖٔ هشجءضٜح ٖٓ هرَ ؽخـ ٓح ُْ ضٌٖ ٓأُٞكس ٓغ جُرشٗحٓؽ).

"جٜٗح ٤ُغص جٌُػ٤ش ٖٓ  ذدز ٣طْ جعطخذجٓٚ ٍ/ ك٢.ٜٓٔس ٓك ٛزج هذ ضٔطذ ئ٠ُ ضك٤َِ

 .1986جُرشٗحٓؽ، ٝأًػش ٓح ضلؼِٚ ٓؼٜح 'ؾٞٗض 

، ٝجُٔطؼ٤ِٖٔ ٝجقط٤حؾحضْٜ، ٣غطخذّ جُخ: ٝفق ذحُطلق٤َ T / L(خ) هر٤ؼس جُٞمغ 

ًحٍ  theore، ػذز ٗٞػح ٓح ٤ُ1997ل٢ ػحّ  جُٔطؼ٤ِٖٔ). (٤ُٝظ كوو 'ٝع٤طس

 .p108f ،156f ،173Fٓػَ  CALLئمحكحش غح٤ٗس ػ٠ِ ٝفق 

(ؼ) ضو٤٤ْ أٝ قٌْ ُؿؼَ ٖٓ ٓلاءٓس ٝجقذز ٖٓ أػلاٙ ٧خشٟ، ٓغ ئ٣لاء جلاٛطٔحّ 

جُٔرحدب جُؼح٤ُٔس ُطؼ٤ِْ ؾ٤ذ / جُطؼِْ؛ ؽشـ ٤ًق إٔ ٛزج ٛٞ  جُٞجؾد ُِزجش جُقِس

 جٗظش أدٗحٙ) ٝض٘ل٤زٙ. -ضؿش٣ر٤ح  أٝ introspectivelyجُزٛحخ ج٠ُ جُو٤حّ ذٚ (ٓػَ 

٤حّ ذٚ ذحُطرغ إٔ ُوطؼس ٝجقذز كوو ٖٓ جُرشٗحٓؽ ك٢ أ١ ٝهص ٝجقذ، ٣ٌٖٔ ُِٔشء جُو

جُٔض٣ذ ٖٓ جُرشجٓؽ ٖٓ ٗلظ جُ٘ٞع  ٌُٖٝ ؿحُرح ٓح ٣ٌٕٞ ٖٓ ج٧عَٜ ُطو٤٤ْ جغ٤ٖ٘ أٝ

ٝذح٩محكس ئ٠ُ رُي، ٣ٌٖٔ ُِٔشء ك٢ ًػ٤ش ٖٓ  ٝؿحُرح ٓح ضٌؾق جُٔوحسٗحش. ٓؼح.

 CALLٓغ ؿ٤ش  CALL هحسٕ ذ٤ٖ جُ٘ؾحه / ذشٗحٓؽ ج٧ق٤حٕ ٣ٌٕٞ ٖٓ جُٔل٤ذ

ًطحذس جُركٞظ (ٖٓ  (جُوِْ ٝجُٞسهس) ٗظ٤شٙ، ًٔح ضْ جُو٤حّ ذٚ ػ٠ِ ٗطحم ٝجعغ ك٢

 سًِس ؾضجء ٓوحذَ ٓؼحُؽ جُ٘قٞؿ).

ٝػلاٝز ػ٠ِ رُي ٣ٌٔ٘ي جُطؼحَٓ ٓغ جُؼ٘حفش جُػلاغس جُٔزًٞسز أػلاٙ ٝجقذز ٖٓ 

 هش٣وط٤ٖ ؾُٞس:

س٣ظ جُٞمغ، ٝجُ٘ؾحه جُٔطِٞذس (ه) ٣ٌٔ٘ي جُطل٤ٌش ك٢ ٗٞع ٓؼ٤ٖ ٖٓ جُٔطؼِْ، ٝجُطذ

لا ًَ ٖٓ ٓؿٔٞػس ٖٓ جُٔٞجد / ًَ ٗؾحه ٓ٘لقَ  جُخ أٝلا ٝجُ٘ظش ك٢ ٓح ئرج ًحٕ أٝ

جُٔؼِْ ك٢ ج٤ُٔذجٕ ٖٓ  قحُس. ك٢ ٓؿٔٞػس ٖٓ جُرشجٓؽ عطٌٕٞ ٓ٘حعرس أّ لا ٧ٗٚ ٝجقذ

كٖٔ ج٧عَٜ ذحُطأ٤ًذ  جُٔشؾف إٔ ضؼَٔ ذٜزٙ جُطش٣وس ("َٛ ٛزٙ جُذػٟٞ فل٢؟").

ٓلاقظس: ك٢ ٛزج جُٔغحم كٌشز ٤ُظ  سًضش ذٞمٞـ جُطو٤٤ْ ذٜزٙ جُطش٣وس. حؼ٩ٗط

كوو ُطو٤٤ْ دػٞز ٧ٗلغ٘حجُٔغطخذ٤ٖٓ، ٌُٖٝ إٔ ٗلٌش أذؼذ ٖٓ رُي ٖٓ ذؼل 

 ج٩ٌٓحٗحش جُٔطؼِْ ٗٞع جُٔغطخذّ.

(جُػح٢ٗ) ٣ٌٔ٘ي إٔ ضرذأ ٓغ جُٔٞجد / جُرشٗحٓؽ ٝجُ٘ظش ك٢ ٓح ٓؿٔٞػس ٖٓ جُ٘حط، 

 ُٔغطخذٓس جُخٝجُكحلاش، ٝهشم ج

جُٔ٘حٛؽ جُطؼ٤ٔ٤ِس 'ٓؾحسى' ك٢ ٓؿِس،  ٝٓح ئ٠ُ رُي ٖٓ ؽأٜٗح إٔ ض٘حعد ٝجُط٢ لا.

جُ٘حط لا ٣ذسط قح٤ُح أ١ جُٔطؼ٤ِٖٔ  AL / ELTٝسذٔح جُرؼل ٓ٘ح ٛ٘ح ًٔح 

6 
CALL shares one important thing with teaching materials and tasks in 
general. All these are under-evaluated. Just as 
new coursebooks and types of task are constantly being proposed and 
promoted by their creators … and adopted 
and used… so are CALL programs and acAviAes (Chapelle top of p10). 
What rarely happens is any proper 
evaluation of the value or effectiveness of any of this…. by teachers or 
researchers. Correction: some teachers may 
well do a lot of evaluation of what they use… but, if so, it remains 
within their personal teaching process and is not 
published. Hence we have no idea how much of this goes on, or what 
evaluation methods and criteria are used; 
furthermore, nobody else gets the benefit of the information arising 
from the evaluation. 

The three key components in CALL evaluation 
Mostly evaluation cannot be done in the abstract. I.e. things are rarely 
universally good or bad. With CALL you may 
feel some programs have features which in NO situation would be any 
good. Possible candidates for ‘universal’ 
status could be software glitches (e.g. the program crashes whenever 
the help icon is clicked) and inaccuracy of 
language (e.g. multiple choice exercises where the option counted as 
correct is actually wrong). However, a lot is 
really 'relative' and it is as well to start off thinking of everything as 
potentially relative than the reverse. As 
Chapelle says (2001 p52): ‘EvaluaAon of CALL is a situaAon-specific 
argument’. 
Clearly most features may be good for one type of person, situation 
etc. but bad for another. For example the kind 
of vocabulary included, the kind of computer knowledge required to 
work it. This is as true of general materials evaluation as of evaluation 
of CALL specifically. So one important aspect of evaluation is to 
establish the specific users (learners and teachers), situation, purpose 
etc. etc. that you are evaluating the materials for. This means that you 
cannot really evaluate without also thinking of how the material will 
be used in the learning and teaching process. It is quite possible for 
one and the same program to seem 'good' when used one way with a 
class and 'bad' used another way, or with a different class. 
Software and materials evaluation in ELT, then, can be seen as an 
activity where you match materials to   teaching/learning situations.  
I.e. there are three things to think about - 
(a) the nature of the materials/software: describe in detail what it 
consists of/does (especially if your account may 
be read by someone not familiar with the program). As mentioned 
above, this may extend to analysing the 
specific task it is used for/in. ‘It’s not so much the program, more what 
you do with it’ Jones 1986. 
(b) the nature of the T/L situation, the learners and their needs, uses 
etc.: describe in detail (not just 'intermediate 
learners'). Levy 1997 has several somewhat theoreAcal secAons on 
describing CALL e.g. p108f, 156f, 173f. 
(c) a rating or judgement to make of suitability of one of the above for 
the other, with due attention to relevant 
universal principles of good teaching/learning; explain how this is 
going to be done (e.g. introspectively or empirically - see below) and 
execute it. 
One may of course do that for just one piece of software at any one 
time, but it is often easier to evaluate two or more programs of the 
same type together. Comparisons are often revealing. In addition, one 
may often usefully compare a CALL activity/program with a non-CALL 
(pen and paper) counterpart, as has widely been done in writing 
research (pen versus wordprocessor). 
Furthermore you can deal with the above three components one of 
two ways round: 
(i) You can think of a specific type of learner, teaching situation, 
required activity etc. first and consider whether or not each of a set of 
materials/each separate activity in a software package would be 



جُٔطحُرحش ٖٓ  ػ٘ذٓح ٣أض٢ جُرشٗحٓؽ ٓغ ٓرحؽشز، هذ ضلنَ إٔ ٗلٌش ذٜزٙ جُطش٣وس.

٢ ٓ٘حعرس ٍ، ٝٛزج ٣ٌٖٔ إٔ ٣ٌٕٞ ٝع٤ِس ُِٔن٢ هرَ ٝجمؼ٤ٚ ٖٓ جُٔطؼ٤ِٖٔ ٓح ٛ

ؾ٤٘ٚ ٗحٗٞؿشجّ ٓح ٣ٝش رُي ٛٞ ٓكشى  (ٌُٖٝ ٛزج ٣ٌٖٔ إٔ ضطكٍٞ ئ٠ُ هذٓح.

 )P44ج٧هشجؿ جُٔطٞكشز ٓح أقذ ٣لؼَ ذذلا ٖٓ ؽحذ٤َ ػٌظ 
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 ػٕذِج ٠ضُ صم١١ُ
رس ٖٝٓ جُؿذ٣ش ذحُزًش أ٣نح إٔ ٣ٌٖٔ إٔ ٣ٌٕٞ ٛ٘حى ػذز أٗٞجع ٖٓ ٓ٘حع

 ػ٘ذٓح ضو٤٤ْ جُٔٞجد جُطؼ٤ٔ٤ِس، ذٔح ك٢ رُي

جٌُٔحُٔس، هذ ٣كذظ (٣ٝطَ ضو٤٤ْ ػِٔٚ ك٢ ق٤ٖ إٔ جُرشٗحٓؽ ٛٞ ك٢ جُٞجهغ 

 ه٤ذ جُطط٣ٞش):

1 (EVALUA  ّػ٠ِ جُٔٞجد هرَ ؽشجتٜح أٝ ذؿٔؼ٤س جُؼوحسجش ٗحٗٞؿشج

 أ١ ٗط٤ؿس جُٞفٍٞ ئ٤ُٜح ػٖ أ١ جُٔطؼ٤ِٖٔ.

ء أٝ جػطٔحدٛح أٝ لا، ذحُ٘غرس ُرؼل جُٔٞجد جُط٢ ضوشس ٓح ئرج ًحٕ ُؾشج

 (جضؿحٙ ٝػحدز ٓح، جُٔطؼ٤ِٖٔ ٓكذدز ضو٤٤ْ.

 ػ٠ِ جُشؿْ جُػح٢ٗ ٛٞ أ٣نح ٌٖٓٔ).

2 (EVALUA جُؾشجء أٝ جُكقٍٞ ػ٠ِ خلاف رُي ضٞجكش  دؼذ ػ٠ِ

 ٛ٘ح ػحدز ٓح ٣ٌٕٞ جُغإجٍ جُرشٓؿ٤حش، ٌُٖٝ هرَ جلاعطخذجّ.

ذحُطح٢ُ كإ جُؼَٔ ٣طشضد ػ٠ِ ٝ ٛٞ ٓح جُٔطؼ٤ِٖٔ أٜٗح ٖٓ ؽأٜٗح إٔ ض٘حعد.

 رُي لاعطخذجٜٓح ٓغ / أٝف٢ ذٚ ٛإلاء جُٔطؼ٤ِٖٔ لا ضِي، ٝ

 (جضؿحٙ جُػح٢ٗ، أٝ ج٧ٍٝ). ِْٛ ؾشج.

3 (EVALUA ثٌققٛي ػ١ٍٙج هذ ضْ دؼذ ػ٠ِ  ٖٓ

 ٛ٘ح جُغإجٍ ٛٞ ٓغ ذؼل جُٔطؼ٤ِٖٔ ه٤ِلا. ٚثعضخذثِٙج جُرشٗحٓؽ

خذجّ جُرشٗحٓؽ ٓشز أخشٟ ٓغ َٝٛ ٛٞ جُ٘ؿحـ ٝجُؼَٔ ٛٞ جعطخذجّ / ػذّ جعط

 ٛزٙ أٝ ؿ٤شٛح ٖٓ جُٔطؼ٤ِٖٔ، أٝ ُطـ٤٤ش

 (جُطٞؾ٤ٚ جُػح٢ٗ). جُطش٣وس جُط٢ ٣طْ جعطخذجٜٓح ك٢ ذؼل جُطش٣ن.

، ٝذٔح إٔ ٓؼظْ ٖٓ ٓ٘ح ٤ُغٞج 2ٝ  ٣ٝ1شًض ٛزج جُكغحخ أًػش ٢ٓٞ٣ 

 ٓغ أ١ CALLجُٔؼ٤ِٖٔ جُز٣ٖ ًحٕ هذ ضْ جعطخذجّ 

ك٢ ًَ  ٧كٌحس ضؼْ ؾ٤ٔغ جُكحلاش جُػلاظ.جُٔطؼ٤ِٖٔ جُلؼ٤ِس، ٌُٖٝ ٗلظ ج

 ٜٓ٘ح ػ٤ِي إٔ ضوشس ئرج ًحٗص جُٔٞجد ٢ٛ ؾ٤ذز أٝ

 ع٤ثس، ٤ُٝظ كوو ٓح أٜٗح ضطٌٕٞ ٖٓ أٝ 'لا' جُخ

 ثٌزٞ ٠م١ُ
جُٔو٤ٕٔٞ ٗكٖ ٗلٌش ٖٓ ٛ٘ح ٢ٛ ك٢ جُٔوحّ ج٧ٍٝ ٓؼ٢ِٔ جُِـس، ػ٠ِ جُشؿْ 

 ٖٓ ٝذطر٤ؼس جُكحٍ أؽخحؿ آخش٣ٖ ضو٤٤ْ

ٜ٘ؽ / ٓخطط٢ جُرشجٓؽ، ئدجسجش جُطشذ٤س ٝجُطؼ٤ِْ جُك٤ٌٓٞس جُٔ -جُٔٞجد أ٣نح 

 ٝجُٔشجؾؼ٤ٖ جٌُطحذس ُِٔؿلاش،

ك٢ ٓؿحٍ جُذػٞز، كٖٔ جُنشٝس١  جُرحقػ٤ٖ ك٢ جُِغح٤ٗحش جُططر٤و٤س ... جُخ

 خحفس ُِٔؼ٤ِٖٔ ُطٌٕٞ ؾ٤ذز ك٢

ٛ٘حى جٌُػ٤ش ٖٓ جُٔٞجد قٍٞ جُلوشجء؛ جُ٘حؽش٣ٖ ػشمس لاُنؿ٤ؽ  ضو٤٤ْ.

 ٔ٘حٛؽ جُذسجع٤س جُز١خحفس؛ ٓق٢ٔٔ جُ

هذ ضو٤٤ْ لاخط٤حس جٌُطد جُذسجع٤س ٓ٘حعرس ُِذٝسز ْٛ أهَ ػشمس ُطٞع٤غ ٛزج 

 جُ٘ؾحه ُذػٞز، ٝذحُطح٢ُ كإ جُٜٔٔس

ضشى ُِٔؼِْ؛ عٟٞ ػذد ه٤َِ ٖٓ جُٔؼ٤ِٖٔ ًطحذس جُرشجٓؽ جُخحفس ذْٜ دػٞز 

 خحفس (ذحُٔوحسٗس ٓغ ػذد جُز٣ٖ هذ ٣ٌطد

أًػش ٖٓ جلاػطٔحد  -ش دػٞز خحفس ذْٜ) جؾضجء ٝهطغ ٖٓ ٓٞجد جُطذس٣ظ ؿ٤

 ػ٠ِ جُٔ٘طؿحش ج٤ُٜ٘ٔس (ػ٠ِ جُشؿْ ٖٓ ضزًش

 هذ ضططِد ذشجٓؽ أٝ جُغٔحـ ُرؼل جُٔؼ٤ِٖٔ جُطأ٤ُق ').

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

suitable or not for that one case. A teacher in the field is likely to work 
this way ("Would this suit my class?"). It is certainly easier to produce 
a clearly focussed evaluation that way. Note: in this course the idea is 
not just to evaluate CALL for ourselves as users, but to think further 
afield of some potential learner user type. 
(ii) You can start with the materials/program and consider what range 
of people, situations, ways of being used etc. 
etc. it would suit and which not. The courseware 'reviewer' in a 
journal, and perhaps some of us here as AL/ELT 
people not currently teaching any learners directly, may prefer to 
think this way. When software comes with claims by its authors of 
what learners it is suited to, this can be a way to proceed. (But this can 
degenerate into leJng what soKware is available drive what one does 
rather than the reverse Chapelle p44) 

 
 
7 
When the evaluation is done 
It is also worth noting that there can be several types of occasion 
when evaluation of teaching materials, including 
CALL, may occur (overlooking evaluation done while the software is 
actually under development): 
1) Evalua?on of materials prior to purchasing them or crea?ng access 
to them for any learners. I.e. as a result of 
evaluating materials you decide whether to buy or adopt them or not, 
for some specific learners. (Direction i usually, 
though ii is also possible). 
2) Evalua?on after purchase or otherwise acquiring availability of 
software, but before use. Here usually the question 
is what learners it would suit. So the consequent action is to use it 
with/recommend it to these learners not those, and 
so on. (Direction ii, or i). 
3) Evalua?on after the program has been acquired and used with 
some learners for a bit. Here the question is 
whether it was a success and the action is to use/not use the program 
again with these or other learners, or to alter 
the way it is used in some way. (Direction ii). 
This account is focused more on 1 and 2, since most of us are not 
teachers who have just been using CALL with any 
actual learners, but the same ideas pervade all three situations. In all 
of them you decide if the materials are good or 
bad, not just what they consist of or 'do' etc. 

Who evaluates 
The evaluators we are thinking of here are primarily language 
teachers, though of course other people evaluate 
materials too - curriculum/program planners, government education 
departments, reviewers writing for journals, 
researchers in applied linguistics...etc. In the realm of CALL, it is 
especially necessary for teachers to be good at 
evaluating. There is a lot of poor material about; publishers are 
especially prone to hype; curriculum designers who 
might evaluate to choose suitable coursebooks for a course are less 
likely to extend this activity to CALL, so the job is 
left to the teacher; only a few teachers write their own CALL software 
(compared with the number who might write 
bits and pieces of their own non-CALL teaching materials) - most rely 
on professional products (though remember 
programs may require or allow some teacher 'authoring'). 
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 4ثٌّقجمشر 

 ثٌضم١١ُ فىّٟ

 صم١١ُ فىّٟ ثلاعضمشثء، ٚلجةّز ثٌّشثؽؼز(: Aأعج١ٌخ ثٌضم١١ُ )

ٍز ٌضٕف١ز دسثعجس صم١١ُ ثٌٛثلغ )أٌف ٚدجء ٕ٘جن ٔٛػجْ ٚثعؼز ِٓ ٚع١

 فٟ ٔٛثؿ ػذ٠ذر ثٌذػجٜٚ ٕ٘ج(.

)سثؽغ ؽجد١ً  .3ػٍٝ  B situaأػلاٖ، ٚثٌذػجٜٚ  situa 1  ٚ2إمجفجس 

2001 P53.) 

ثٌضؤًِ ٠ؼٕٟ ثلاػضّجد ػٍٝ فىُ ٚثفذ ٔفغٗ / ثٌخذشر، ٚصٛثفك ث٢سثء 

ز ؽ١ذر أٚ ٠ىْٛ ٕ٘جن، ِج ٘ٛ ٔظش٠ ثٌّٕؾٛسر سدّج دؾؤْ ِج ٠ٕذغٟ أْ

 .ALع١تز، أٚ 

(A1 ٍٝػ )EVALUA  ،٠ّىٓ ثٌم١جَ دٗ دؾىً فشدٞ دقشsubjec 
velyٚ ٌّٟػٍٝ ثٌقؼ١ذ ثٌؼج ،introspec vely. أٞ ثٌّؼٍُ دذغجهز 

٠ذذٚ ِٓ خلاي ثٌّٛثد، أٚ فٟ فجٌضٕج ٠قجٚي ثٌخشٚػ ِٓ ثٌذشٔجِؼ )أٚ ٠مشأ 

 ِؾشد دػج٠ز ِغجٌٝ ف١ٙج ػٓ رٌه فٟ ٔؾشر ِقٛسر(،

ٝ ثٌقىُ دذ١ٙ٠ز ثٌؼجَ فٛي ِج إرث وجْ ِٓ ؽؤٔٙج أْ صٕجعخ فتز أٚ ٠ٚؤصٟ إٌ

 فتز ِج ِٓ ؽؤٔٙج أْ صٕجعخ.

ػٕذِج صم١١ُ ثٌّؼ١ٍّٓ فٟ ٘زٖ ثٌطش٠مز ثٌضٟ لذ صغجػذ فٟ ؽضء ِٕٗ إٌٝ 

 ِقجٌٚز ٌٛمغ أٔفغُٙ فٟ دٚس دؼل ٔٛع ِٓ
ػٕذِج صقجٚي دشٔجِؾج ٠طٍك ػ١ٍٗ فٟ وغ١ش ِٓ  ثٌّضؼٍُ دجعضخذثَ ِٛثد.

أخطجء ٌٕشٜ و١ف ٠غضؾ١خ  ف١جْ ٠ىْٛ ِف١ذث دؾىً خجؿ ٌؾؼً ثٌّضؼّذثلأ

ثٌّفضجؿ ػٍٝ عذ١ً ثٌّغجي إػطجء إؽجدجس خجهتز ٚثٌنغو ػٍٝ  -ثٌذشٔجِؼ 

 خجهب ثٌخثٌ

٠ّىٓ ٚفف رٌه دؤٔٗ ثلأعٍٛح ثٌؼجٌّٟ "فىُ ثٌخذشثء" ِٓ 

ثٌّم١ُ ٠ٚقً دطش٠مز أٚ دؤخشٜ ػٍٝ فىشر  introspectsٚ ثٌضم١١ُ.

unanalysed  دؼل ِغضخذِٟ ثٌذشٔجِؼ، ثٔطذجػج ِٓunanalysed 

ٌلاٌذشِؾ١جس، ٠ٚطجدك ثع١ٕٓ دجعضخذثَ ثٌّؼج١٠ش ثٌن١ّٕز فٟ وغ١ش ِٓ 

 ثلأف١جْ.

ٕ٘جن ٔٛػجْ ٚثعؼز ِٓ ٚع١ٍز ٌضٕف١ز دسثعجس صم١١ُ ثٌٛثلغ )أٌف ٚدجء 

 فٟ ٔٛثؿ ػذ٠ذر ثٌذػجٜٚ ٕ٘ج(.

)سثؽغ ؽجد١ً  .3ػٍٝ  B situaأػلاٖ، ٚثٌذػجٜٚ  situa 1  ٚ2إمجفجس 

2001 P53.) 

ثٌضؤًِ ٠ؼٕٟ ثلاػضّجد ػٍٝ فىُ ٚثفذ ٔفغٗ / ثٌخذشر، ٚصٛثفك ث٢سثء 

 ثٌّٕؾٛسر سدّج دؾؤْ ِج ٠ٕذغٟ أْ

 .٠ALىْٛ ٕ٘جن، ِج ٘ٛ ٔظش٠ز ؽ١ذر أٚ ع١تز، أٚ 

(A1 ٍٝػ )EVALUA  ،٠ّىٓ ثٌم١جَ دٗ دؾىً فشدٞ دقشsubjec 

velyٚ ٌّٟػٍٝ ثٌقؼ١ذ ثٌؼج ،introspec vely.  ٚأٞ ثٌّؼٍُ دذغجهز٠ذذ

ِٓ خلاي ثٌّٛثد، أٚ فٟ فجٌضٕج ٠قجٚي ثٌخشٚػ ِٓ ثٌذشٔجِؼ )أٚ ٠مشأ ِؾشد 

دػج٠ز ِغجٌٝ ف١ٙج ػٓ رٌه فٟ ٔؾشر ِقٛسر(،٠ٚؤصٟ إٌٝ ثٌقىُ دذ١ٙ٠ز 

ثٌؼجَ فٛي ِج إرث وجْ ِٓ ؽؤٔٙج أْ صٕجعخ فتز أٚ فتز ِج ِٓ ؽؤٔٙج أْ 

 صٕجعخ.

ش٠مز ثٌضٟ لذ صغجػذ فٟ ؽضء ِٕٗ إٌٝ ػٕذِج صم١١ُ ثٌّؼ١ٍّٓ فٟ ٘زٖ ثٌط

ثٌّضؼٍُ دجعضخذثَ  ِقجٌٚز ٌٛمغ أٔفغُٙ فٟ دٚس دؼل ٔٛع ِٓ
ػٕذِج صقجٚي دشٔجِؾج ٠طٍك ػ١ٍٗ فٟ وغ١ش ِٓ ثلأف١جْ ٠ىْٛ ِف١ذث  ِٛثد.

ػٍٝ  -أخطجء ٌٕشٜ و١ف ٠غضؾ١خ ثٌذشٔجِؼ  دؾىً خجؿ ٌؾؼً ثٌّضؼّذ

 فضجفٟ خجهب ثٌخعذ١ً ثٌّغجي إػطجء إؽجدجس خجهتز ٚثٌنغو ػٍٝ ِ

٠ّىٓ ٚفف رٌه دؤٔٗ ثلأعٍٛح ثٌؼجٌّٟ "فىُ ثٌخذشثء" ِٓ 

ثٌّم١ُ ٠ٚقً دطش٠مز أٚ دؤخشٜ ػٍٝ فىشر  introspectsٚ ثٌضم١١ُ.

unanalysed  دؼل ِغضخذِٟ ثٌذشٔجِؼ، ثٔطذجػج ِٓ

unanalysed  ٌلاٌذشِؾ١جس، ٠ٚطجدك ثع١ٕٓ دجعضخذثَ ثٌّؼج١٠ش

 ثٌن١ّٕز فٟ وغ١ش ِٓ ثلأف١جْ.

(A2)  ِٚغ رٌه، ػٍٝ ثػضذجسEVALUA  ٟػٍٝ وّج ٘ٛ ثٌقجي ف

 أٞ هش٠مز ِٕٙؾ١ز فّٓ ثٌنشٚسٞ ػٍٝ ثلألً إٌٝ 'فه' ٘زث
٠ؾخ ػٍٝ ثٌّؼٍُ )أٚ أٞ ؽخـ آخش( ٠ؼًّ  ٔٙؼ وشعٟ ل١ٍلا.

٘زث ٠ؼٕٟ  دّفشدٖ وّج ِم١ُ وغش 'ثٌؼجَ' أٚثٌقىُ ثٌؼج١ٌّز إٌٝ أؽضثء.

 د ػٍٝ فذر ٚ )ح()أ( صذقظ دؼٕج٠ز فٟ ؽٛثٔخ ِخضٍفز ِٓ ثٌّٛث

أفىش فٟ ؽ١ّغ ثٌؾٛثٔخ رثس ثٌقٍز ِخضٍفز ِٓ ثٌٛمغ ثٌضؼٍُ، 

 ٚثٌّضؼ١ٍّٓ، ٚثعضخذثَ إِىجٔجس ثٌخ ثٌخ ٚ )ػ(
٘زث  ثٌقىُ ػٍٝ ؽٛثٔخ )أ( ف١ّج ٠ضؼٍك )ح(، ِمغّز إٌٝ ٔمطز.

 ثلأخ١ش فٟ ؽضء ٠ؾذٗ ػ١ٍّز
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LECTURE 4 
Judgmental Evaluation 
The judgmental evaluation 

Methods of evaluation (A): Introspective judgmental 

evaluation; checklists 
There are two broad types of way of actually executing evaluation 

studies (A and B here). In many ways A suits 

situaAons 1 and 2 above, B suits situaAon 3. (Cf Chapelle 2001 

p53). 

Introspection means relying on one's own judgment/experience, 

and maybe published consensus on what should 

be there, what is good or bad, or AL theory. 

(A1) EvaluaAon can be done purely individually, subjecAvely, 

globally and introspecAvely. I.e. the teacher simply 

looks through the material, or in our case tries out the program (or 

just reads the blurb about it in a catalogue), 

and comes to an overall intuitive judgment about whether it would 

suit their class or what class it would suit. 

When teachers evaluate in this way it may help in part to try to 

place themselves in the role of some type of learner using the 

material. When trying out a CALL program it is especially useful 

often to make deliberate mistakes to see how the program responds 

- e.g. give wrong answers and press the wrong keys etc. 

This could be described as the global 'expert judgment' method of 

evaluation. The evaluator introspects and 

somehow accesses an unanalysed notion of some users of the 

software, an unanalysed impression of the software, and matches 

the two using often inexplicit criteria. 

 

There are two broad types of way of actually executing evaluation 

studies (A and B here). In many ways A suits situaAons 1 and 2 

above, B suits situaAon 3. (Cf Chapelle 2001 p53). 

Introspection means relying on one's own judgment/experience, 

and maybe published consensus on what should be there, what is 

good or bad, or AL theory. 

(A1) EvaluaAon can be done purely individually, subjecAvely, 

globally and introspecAvely. I.e. the teacher simply 

looks through the material, or in our case tries out the program (or 

just reads the blurb about it in a catalogue),and comes to an 

overall intuitive judgment about whether it would suit their class 

or what class it would suit. 

When teachers evaluate in this way it may help in part to try to 

place themselves in the role of some type of learner using the 

material. When trying out a CALL program it is especially useful 

often to make deliberate mistakes to see how the program responds 

- e.g. give wrong answers and press the wrong keys etc. 

 
 
This could be described as the global 'expert judgment' method of 

evaluation. The evaluator introspects and 

somehow accesses an unanalysed notion of some users of the 

software, an unanalysed impression of the 

software, and matches the two using often inexplicit criteria. 

(A2) However, to regard evaluaAon as in any way systematic it is 

necessary at the very least to 'unpack' this 

armchair approach a bit. The teacher (or anyone else) acting alone 

as evaluator should break down the 'overall' or 

global judgment into parts. This means (a) looking carefully at 

different aspects of the materials separately and (b) 

thinking of all the relevant different aspects of the learning 

situation, learners, potential use etc. etc. and (c) 

judging aspects of (a) in respect of (b), broken down into points. 

This last in part resembles the process of 

assessing 'content validity', often talked about in language testing: 

one can check on an achievement test by 

analysing the aspects of language tested and comparing them with 

what the syllabus or the teaching course 

before the test covered. Another general principle of language 

testing also applies here: it is known that tests with 



صم١١ُ 'فلاف١ز ثٌّقضٜٛ "، ٚغجٌذج ِج صقذط ػٕٗ فٟ ثخضذجس ثٌٍغز: 

 ٠ّىٓ ٌٍّشء أْ صقمك ػٍٝ ثلاخضذجس ثٌضقق١ٍٟ ِٓ لذً

صق١ًٍ ؽٛثٔخ ثٌٍغز ثخضذجس٘ج ِٚمجسٔضٙج ِغ ِج ثٌّٕٙؼ أٚ أعٕجء 

 ثٌضذس٠ظ
٠ٕٚطذك ثٌّذذأ ثٌؼجَ آخش ِٓ ثخضذجس ثٌٍغز ٕ٘ج  لذً ثلاخضذجس صغط١ضٙج.

 أ٠نج: أٔٗ ِٓ ثٌّؼشٚف أْ ثخضذجسثس ِغ

ج، ِٚؾّٛػز ِٓ أوغش ثٌذٕٛد ٟ٘ أوغش ِٛعٛل١ز ِٓ ألقش ِٕٙ

 ِٛثفك / غ١ش ِٛثفك ثٌذٕٛد صذٚس ثٌؾٌٛز دؼل ثٌّغؤٌز
فضٝ ٕ٘ج، ٍِخـ عٍغٍز  أوغش ِٛعٛل١ز ِٓ أٞ ٚثفذ صغضٙذفٙج.

 وجٍِز ِٓ ثلأفىجَ ثلاعضمشثء ِٓ

 ؽٛثٔخ ِقذدر ٘ٛ أوغش ِٛعٛل١ز ِٓ ٚثفذ ٚثفذ ثٌؼج١ٌّز.

ٕٛع ٘زث ٘ٛ ثٌّىجْ 'لٛثةُ' صؼجي ثٌغؾلاس صضُ وضجدز ٘زٖ ِٓ ٘زث ثٌ

 ٠ّٚىٓ أْ صىْٛ ِٓ 'ث١ٙٔجس' ٚففٗ ٌٍضٛ.

أٔٙج ػٍٝ  ثٌضٟ أدٌٝ دٙج ثٌّؼٍُ / ثٌّم١ُ، أٚ ثػضّذ ِٓ ؽخـ آخش.

 ثلألً صٛفش ٚع١ٍز ٌنّجْ أْ

ؽٛثٔخ ٘جِز لا صققً ػٍٝ فجٌٕج ٚأٔٗ ٕ٘جن دؼل ثلاصغجق إرث وجْ 

 ٔفظ ثٌؾخـ ٠م١ُ ػذر
عضمشثء، ٚسدّج ِٚغ رٌه، فئْ ثٌضم١١ُ لا ٠ضثي ثٌفشد٠ز، ثلا ثلأؽ١جء.

 لٛثةُ ثٌّشثؽؼز ؽخقٟ ؽذث.

ٚػجدر ِج صضخز ؽىً ِؾّٛػجس ِٓ ثٌؼٕج٠ٚٓ ثٌضٟ ٠ضؼ١ٓ ثٌٕظش ف١ٙج 

 فئٔٙج لذ صىْٛ أٚ أٚ ِؾّٛػجس ِٓ ثلأعتٍز ١ٌغؤي ٔفغٗ.

لا صؾًّ ٔظجَ ٌضشؽ١ـ ثٌؼٕجفش ثٌّخضٍفز، أٚ إمجفز ِج ٠قً إٌٝ 

 ِٓ يأٔج أػشف ثع١ٕٓ  ثٌٕض١ؾز ثلإؽّج١ٌز فٟ دؼل ثٌطش٠ك.

CALL  لجةّز ِٓ ثٌٕمجه فٟ ؽٛٔض ٚفٛسصغىٛ، ٚٚمغ إهجس ٟ٘

 أوغش ِغذخ ِٕٚٙؾٟ ِٓ لذً أٚد٠ً 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

more items are more reliable than shorter ones, and a set of 

agree/disagree items circling round some issue is 

more reliable than a single one targeting it. So here, the summary 

of a whole series of introspective judgments of 

specific aspects is more reliable than one global one. 

This is where 'checklists' come in. These are written records of the 

sort of 'breakdowns' just described. They may be 

made by the teacher/evaluator, or adopted from someone else. 

They at least provide a way of ensuring that 

important aspects do not get forgotten and that there is some 

consistency if the same person evaluates several 

things. However, the evaluation still remains individual, 

introspective and maybe pretty subjective. Checklists 

generally take the form of sets of headings to be considered or sets 

of questions to ask oneself. They may or may 

not include a system for weighting different elements, or adding up 

a total score in some way. Two I know of for 

CALL are the list of points in Jones and Fortescue, and a more 

reasoned and systematic framework by Odell (in 
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ٔمجه ؽىٍش ِٓ  6ِؤخشث ؽجد١ً د٠ٗ ِؾّٛػز ِٓ  (.Candlinػٍمز ٚ

 (.p54ff 2001ؽ١ؼ صقش٠ش ثٌغٛدثْ ثٌذقٛط ٘جء ثٌّٕظٛسثس )

سٚدشصظ ٌذ٠ٗ ِؾّٛػز أوذش دىغ١ش ِٓ صٍه ثٌّشؽؼ١ز ثٌّغضخذِز فٟ  ؽْٛ

 صم١١ُ ثٌّٛثد ثٌؼجِز.

ِٚغ رٌه، ثٌؼذ٠ذ ِٓ لٛثةُ ثٌّشثؽؼز ثٌضٟ ٔؾشس مشح ٚثفذ وّؾّٛػز 

 ِضٕٛػز دذلا ِٓ ٔمجه أٚ أعتٍز، لا

ثٌض١١ّض دٛمٛؿ د١ٓ )أ( ٚ )ح( ٚ )ػ( أػلاٖ، ١ٌٚظ ِٓ ثٌٛثمـ ثعضٕفجد 

 ٌضٟأٔٛثع ِٓ ثٌٕمطز ث

 ٠ٕٚذغٟ ثٌٕظش، أٚ صٕظ١ّٙج دطش٠مز دٚثفغ.

ٌٍّؼ١ٍّٓ، ٚغجٌذج ِج ٠ىْٛ ثٌضم١١ُ ػٍٝ أعجط لجةّز ٚففضٙج ٌٍضٛ ١ٌغش 

 عٜٛ ٚثفذر ِّىٕج، لأٔٗ ٘ٛ ثٌزٞ ٠ّىٓ

٠ٕذغٟ ثٌم١جَ دٗ دغشػز ٚعٌٙٛز ٚلذً ثٌّٛثد ثٌضٟ ثعضخذِش ػٍٝ ٔطجق 

 ٠ّىٓ أْ ٠ىْٛ ٚثعغ أٚ فضٝ ثؽضشٜ.

ٚؽٙجس ثٌٕظش، ٚفٍش ثٌٝ دطش٠مز ِؾجدٙز سدّج، ِٓ صؼض٠ض ِٓ خلاي دِؼ 

 أٞ أوغش ِٓ ؽخـ ٚثفذ.

ثٌّؼٍُ ٠ّىٓ ثٌققٛي ثٌّؼ١ٍّٓ ثلأخشٜ ػٍٝ أْ صقزٚ ٔفظ ثٌٕٛع ِٓ 

 ثٌضم١١ُ، أٚ لشثءر ٔمذ٠ز فٟ ثٌّؾلاس ِٚج إٌٝ رٌه ٚ٘زث ٠ؾؼً ِٓ ألً

 ثٌفشد٠ز، ٚإْ وجْ لا ٠ضثي ثلاعضمشثء ٚؽخقٟ إٌٝ فذ ِج.

(A3 ٞػذ )onally  ثٌّؼٍُ لذ ٠ؼضص ٔٙؼ ثٌّشؽؼ١ز، ٚثرث وجْ / ثٔٙج ٌذ٠ٙج

 ثٌذ١جٔجس ٚثٌطجلز ......، ػٓ هش٠ك ثٌم١جَ
ٚأػٕٟ دزٌه  ثلأؽ١جء ثٌضٟ فٟ ِؼٕٝ فنفجك ٠ّىٓ أْ ٠غّٝ 'ثٌذقظ'.

 صذقظ دؾىً ِٕٙؾٟ ِغ دؼل ثٌضق١ٍ١ٍز

صم١ٕجس ثٌخ فٟ ثٌؾٛثٔخ صقش )أ( أٚ )ح( أػلاٖ ثٌشأط، ١ٌٚظ فمو ثصخجر 

 دؾؤْ ِج ُ٘ ػٍٝ ٌقظزلشثس 
لذ صشوض أوغش ػٍٝ ٘زث )أ( ثٌؾجٔخ: ػٍٝ عذ١ً ثٌّغجي  أعجط ثلاعضمشثء.

 ثٌضق١ًٍ ثٌٍغٛٞ ِٓ ث١ٌٙجوً ثٌّغضخذِز فٟ

ِقضٜٛ ثٌذشٔجِؼ )إرث فٟٙ عجدضز(، ٚثٌضقمك ِٓ ِغضٜٛ ثٌضشدد ِٓ 

 ثٌّفشدثس مذ ِشؽؼ١ز ِؼ١جس٠ز

ٙج ػٍٝ ٔطجق ٚثٌّؼضشف لجةّز، ٚثٌذسؽجس ٚأٔٛثع ثٌضّجس٠ٓ ثٌضٟ ٠ضُ إدسثؽ

 دٙج ِٓ ثٌّّٙز فؼٛدز ثٌخ لذ ٠ىْٛ ٘زث
أٚ أٔٙج لذ صشوض ػٍٝ )ح( ثٌؾجٔخ: ػٍٝ عذ١ً ثٌّغجي  ٚدػج 'صق١ًٍ ثٌّٛثد'.

 ِؼشفز ِج ثٌّٕٙؼ ٌٍؼجَ ثٌقجٌٟ

٠مٛي فؼلا ثٌّضؼ١ٍّٓ دٍذٞ ٠ؾخ أْ صمَٛ دٗ، ٚثٌم١جَ دضق١ًٍ ثفض١جؽجس أٚ 

 ِقجٌـ ثٌّضؼ١ٍّٓ، ِٚؼشفز ِج

ز ثٌّذسعز ٌذ٠ٙج فٟ ثٌٛثلغ ثٌّضجفز، ِٚج إٌٝ رٌه ٚ٘زث ٘ٛ فٟ ١ِضث١ٔ

 ٘زٖ وٍٙج "صق١ًٍ ثٌضؼٍُ / ثٌضذس٠ظ ثٌٛمغ" صؤع١ش.

ثلأؽ١جء ثٌضٟ لذ صظٙش ػٍٝ لجةّز ِشؽؼ١ز ٚدجٌطذغ ٠ّىٓ ٌؾ١ّغ ٚدذلا ِٓ 

 أْ ٠مشس٘ج ِم١ُ فمو "لذجٌز

 أػٍٝ ِٓ ٌٗ / ٌٙج ثٌشأط ".
)ػ( ثٌقىُ ِلاءِز ٔفغٙج، ٚ٘زٖ  إٌٝ .ESPػلاٚر ػٍٝ رٌه، ِغ ثفضشثَ 

 لذ صقًّ دؼل 'ثٌذقظ' فٟ ؽىً
ٌذ٠ه  ثٌمشثءر ِج ثٌٕظش٠ز، ٚثٌذسثعجس ثٌذقغ١ز ٚ٘ىزث دٚث١ٌه ٠ؾخ أْ ألٛي.

 دشٔجِؼ ِغ خقجةـ ِؼ١ٕز

ٚصش٠ذ ثعضخذثِٗ ِغ ثٌّضؼ١ٍّٓ ثٌقغجس )وّج ٠ذػْٛ ثٌٕجؽش٠ٓ فٟ ثٌٛثلغ 

  ٟ٘ ِٕجعذز ٌٙج أْ صىْٛ(.

 

ػٍٝ فىُ ٚثفذ ٔفغٗ ِٓ ِج ٘ٛ ِٕجعخ،  فمودذلا ِٓ ثلاػضّجد 

 ٠ّىٓ ٌٍّشء أْ صمشأ ِج ثٌقىّز ثٌؾّجػ١ز ِٓ ػٍّجء ثٌٕفظ،

ثٌّشد١ٓ ثٌخ ٠ؾخ أْ ألٛي فٛي ِج ٟ٘ خقجةـ ثٌّضؼ١ٍّٓ ثٌقغجس 

 ٚدجٌّغً ٚفضٝ ِج ٠ٕجعذُٙ.

فىّز ثٌؼجَ ػٓ و١ف١ز دٕجء ٚفذثس ِضؼذدر ثٌخ١جسثس )ػٍٝ عذ١ً 

 ذجس( لذ صغجػذ ػٍٝ صم١١ُثٌّغجي فٟ ثٌىضخ ػٍٝ ثلاخض
ثٌذسثعجس ثٌذقغ١ز ِٓ  .CALLِلاءِز ثٌذٕٛد َ / ػ فٟ فضِز 

 ثٌخ CALL، ٚثٌضذس٠ظ ِغ CALLهش٠مز ٌٍّضؼ١ٍّٓ ثعضخذثَ 

لذ صىْٛ أ٠نج ٠غضقك ثٌٕظش، دً ٠ٚفضشك إرث صُ صق١ُّ ثٌذشٔجِؼ 

 ٌّغجػذر ثٌمشثءر، ٚثٌقىّز ثٌؼجِز
ِٚغ  ر، ٚ٘ىزث دٚث١ٌه.ػٍٝ صذس٠ظ ثٌمشثءر ٚثعضشثص١ؾ١جس ثٌمشثء

 رٌه، ٕ٘جن دثةّج خطش أْ
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Leech and Candlin). Recently Chapelle has a set of 6 points formed 

from an SLA research perspecAve (2001 p54ff). 

John Roberts has a much bigger collection of such checklist used in 

general materials evaluation. 

However, many published checklists strike one as a rather 

miscellaneous collection of points or questions, not 

clearly distinguishing between (a) and (b) and (c) above, and not 

obviously exhausting the types of point that 

should be considered, or organising them in a motivated way. 

For teachers, often the checklist-based evaluation just described is 

the only one feasible, since it is the one that can 

be done quickly and easily and before the materials have been 

extensively used or even bought. It can be 

enhanced by incorporating the views, arrived at in a similar way 

perhaps, of more than one person. I.e. the 

teacher can get other teachers to do the same sort of evaluation, or 

read reviews in journals etc. This makes it less 

individual, though still introspective and rather subjective. 

(A3) AddiAonally the teacher may enhance the checklist approach, 

if he/she has the Ame and energy......, by doing 

things that in a loose sense could be called 'research'. By this I 

mean looking systematically with some analytic techniques etc. at 

aspects under the (a) or (b) head above, not just deciding what they 

are on an instant 

introspective basis. This may focus more on the (a) side: e.g. 

linguistic analysis of the structures used in the content of the 

program (if it is fixed), checking the frequency level of the 

vocabulary against a standard reference 

list, grading the exercise types that are incorporated on a 

recognised scale of task difficulty etc. This might be 

called 'materials analysis'. Or it may focus on the (b) side: e.g. 

finding out what the syllabus for the current year 

actually says my learners should be doing, doing an analysis of 

learners' needs or interests, finding out what the 

school budget actually has available, etc. This is in effect 'analysis 

of the learning/teaching situation'. These are all 

things that might appear on a checklist and of course can all 

alternatively be decided by the evaluator just "off the 

top of his/her head". 

Further, with respect esp. to (c) the suitability judgment itself, 

these may bear some 'research' in the form of reading up what 

theory, research studies and so forth have to say. You have a 

program with certain characteristics 

and you want to use it with young learners (as the publishers 

indeed claim it is suited to be). 

 

  
Instead of just relying 

on one's own judgment of what is suitable, one can read up what 

the collective wisdom of psychologists, 

educators etc. have to say about what the characteristics are of 

young learners and so what suits them. Similarly 

the general wisdom on how to construct multiple choice items (e.g. 

in books on testing) may help evaluate the 

suitability of m/c items in a CALL package. Research studies of the 

way learners use CALL, teaching with CALL etc. 

may also be worth looking at, and indeed if a program is 

supposedly designed to aid reading, the general wisdom 

on the teaching of reading and reading strategies, and so forth. 

However, there is always the danger that 

supposedly 'general' research findings do not actually apply in 

your situation for some reason. 

But if you are using the checklist approach there are some 

key things not to forget: 
Be explicit about where the list comes from, which existing one is 

being used/adapted, and have as many detailed 

subsections as possible. Make sure whatever system/list you use 

covers all three of the (a) (b) and (c) aspects 

Cover the (a) aspect. A description of detailed aspects of how the 



ِٓ ثٌّفضشك أْ ٔضجةؼ ثٌذقٛط 'ثٌؼجَ' لا صٕطذك فٟ ثٌٛثلغ فٟ ٚمؼه 

 ٌغذخ ِج.

ٌٚىٓ إرث وٕش صغضخذَ ٔٙؼ ثٌّشؽؼ١ز ٕ٘جن دؼل ثلاِٛس ثٌّّٙز ثْ لا 

 ٕٔغٝ:

وٓ ٚثمقج فٛي ِٓ أ٠ٓ ٠ؤصٟ ِٓ لجةّز، ٚثٌزٞ ٠ضُ ثعضخذثِٗ ثفذر 

 ٙج، ٌٚٙج ثٌؼذ٠ذ ِٓ ِفقًِٛؽٛدر / صى١١ف
صؤوذ ِٓ أٞ ٔظجَ / لجةّز ثعضخذثَ ٠غطٟ وً  ثلألغجَ ثٌفشػ١ز لذس ثلإِىجْ.

 علاعز ِٓ )أ( )ح( ٚ )ػ( ثٌؾٛثٔخ
ٚفف ثٌؾٛثٔخ ثٌضفق١ٍ١ز ٌى١ف١ز ػًّ ثٌذشٔجِؼ، ِغ  صغط١ز ثٌؾجٔخ )أ(.

 أِغٍز ِٓ ثٌذٕٛد ثٌفؼ١ٍز،

دسثؽٙج، ِٕز ثٌمجسا لا ؽجؽجس ِٚج إٌٝ رٌه، ِٚجرث ٠فؼً )أ( لادذ ِٓ إ

 ٠ّىٓ أْ ٠فضشك أْ ٠ىْٛ ػٍٝ دسث٠ز
إرث وجْ ؽضء ِٓ ِج وٕش صم١١ُ ِّٙز خجفز ١ٌظ ؽضءث ِٓ  ثٌذشِؾ١جس.

 ثٌذشٔجِؼ ٔفغٗ، أٚ دؼل
ٌىٓ رٌه ٚفذٖ  ػٕقش ثٌٍغز ثٌّٛسدر ِٓ لذً ثٌّؼٍُ، ٚؽؼً رٌه ٚثمقج.

 ١ٌظ ثٌضم١١ُ.
ّضخ١ٍز أٚ ثٌقم١م١ز( إػطجء ثلاػضذجس ثٌىجًِ )ثٌ صغط١ز )ح( ثٌؾجٔخ.

 ثٌّضؼ١ٍّٓ ثٌّغضٙذفز فٟ ثٌٛمغ فٟ دٍذ ِؼ١ٓ فٟ

 ِغضٜٛ ِؼ١ٓ ثٌخ ثٌضم١١ُ ٌذؼل ِؼُّ 'ثٌّضؼٍُ ١ٌغش ِمٕؼز ؽذث.

لا ٕٔغٝ )ػ( أٞ ؽشؿ ٌى١ف١ز وً ١ِضر ِٓ ثٌذشٔجِؼ )أ( أٚ لا صضٕجعخ ِغ 

 ٘زث ٠قضجػ إٌٝ أْ ٠ىْٛ )ح(.

إؽجسر إٌٝ ثٌّفج١ُ٘  -ذ١ش دجٌذػُ ثٌّّىٓ ِٓ أوغش ِٓ ثٌقذط ثٌخجؿ ده خ

 ثٌٍغ٠ٛز ثٌضطذ١م١ز، ٚثٌذقٛط،
٘زث ٘ٛ ؽٛ٘ش  (.pp45-51 2001ّٔجرػ ثٌخ )ػٍٝ عذ١ً ثٌّغجي ؽجد١ً 

EVALUA .ؽشث 
ثلأوغش  ِٓ ٘زث ثٌضم١١ُ ٠ّىٓ أْ ٠ضُ دؼذر هشق. writeupِٕظّز ثٌفؼٍٟ ًٌ

 ؽؼذ١ز ٚ

ّؼٍِٛجس ِؼمٌٛز سدّج ٘ٛ ٚفف )ح( دجٌىجًِ ِمذِج، ٚثٌذقٛط / ٔظش٠ز ثٌ
 عُ ثٔضمً ثلأعجع١ز رثس ثٌقٍز إٌٝ )ػ(.

 -ثٌؾٛثٔخ ثٌّخضٍفز ٌٍّٛثد  -ِٓ خلاي ِؾّٛػز ِٕٙؾ١ز ِٓ )أ( ٔمجه 

 إػطجء ٚفف ٚثمـ ِٓ وً ؽجٔخ

 ٚثٌضم١١ُ ثٌفؼٍٟ )ػ( ِٓ وً فٟ ِج ٠ضؼٍك )ح(.
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

program works, with examples of actual items, 

screens etc., and what it does (a) has to be incorporated, since the 

reader cannot be assumed to be familiar with the 

software. If part of what you are evaluating is a particular task 

that is not part of the software itself, or some 

language element supplied by the teacher, make that clear. But 

that alone is not an evaluation. 

Cover the (b) aspect. Give a full account of (imagined or real) 

target learners in a situation in a particular country at 

a particular level etc. Evaluation for some generalised 'learner' is 

not very convincing. 

Don't forget (c) i.e. explanation of how each feature of the program 

(a) does or doesn't fit (b). This needs to be 

supported wherever possible by more than your expert intuition - 

reference to applied linguistic concepts, research, 

models etc. (E.g. Chapelle 2001 pp45-51). This is the crux of 

evaluaAon. 

The actual organisation of the writeup of such an evaluation can be 

done several ways. The most popular and 

sensible probably is to describe (b) fully in advance, and the 

relevant research/theory background to (c). Then go 

through a systematic set of (a) points - different aspects of the 

materials - giving a clear description of each aspect 

and the actual evaluation (c) of each in relation to (b). 
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ّٛثد ِقذدر أٔفغُٙ ػٍٝ أُٔٙ )أ( دؼل ثٌٕجط ثعضخذثَ د١ٕز ثٌؼٍٕٟ ٌٍ

 ػٍٝ عذ١ً ثٌّغجي دذلا ِٓ رٌه أعجط ٌٍّنٟ لذِج.

ٚؽٛد فىشر ِغذمز ِٓ فتجس ِج ٌٍٕظش فٟ )ػٍٝ عذ١ً ثٌّغجي ِٓ لجةّز 

"ِقضٜٛ ثٌٍغز '،' ١ِضثْ ثٌضشو١ض  ِشؽؼ١ز ٔؾش(، ٚثعضخذثَ ػٕج٠ٚٓ ِغً

جةّز ِغً' ػٍٝ ثٌّٙجسثس ثلأسدغ 'ِٚج إٌٝ رٌه، أٔٙج صٕطٍك ِٓ خلاي ل

صّجس٠ٓ ")أٞ ثلأؽ١جء ثٌّذشِؾ١ٓ صمذ٠ُ وؤؽضثء  لشثءر ِشٚس '،' وٍٛصٞ

دجٌطذغ  ٚ٘زث ٘ٛ فٟ دؼل ثٌطشق 'ثلأعًٙ' ٌٚىٓ ِٕفقٍز ِٓ ثٌّٛثد(.

دذلا ِٓ ثٌّم١ُ فشك ِؾّٛػز رثس ثٌقٍز ِٓ فتجس ِٓ ثلأؽ١جء ٌٍٕظش فٟ 

ثٌقٍز لا ِمؼذ ثٌم١جدر، ٚسدّج صؼٕٟ أْ ثلأِٛس رثس  أٔٗ ٠نغ ثٌّٛثد فٟ

دْٚ  TESCO لجسْ د١ٓ ِج ٠قذط ػٕذ ص٠جسر صققً ػٍٝ ثٌٕظش ف١ٙج.

لاةقز ثٌضغٛق ِٓ ثٌّشء ِمذِج، ٠ٚغضخذَ فمو سفٛف ثٌّخضْ وّج ِٛؽٗ 

 ٌٍّج ٌؾشثء ٚثفذر ٚغٕٟ ػٓ ؽٌٛز!

غ١ش٘ج ِٓ أعج١ٌخ ثٌضم١١ُ ػِّٛج  (: صم١١ُ صؾش٠ذBٟأعج١ٌخ ثٌضم١١ُ )

 ٍّٛثد لذ صغضخذَ ٌذؼلصضطٍخ ثٌىغ١ش ِٓ ثٌؼًّ، ٚدجٌٕغذز ٌ

(، ٌزٌه 3ثٌٛلش ػٓ هش٠ك ثٌّضؼ١ٍّٓ / فٟ ثٌطذمجس ثٌفؼ١ٍز )لجسْ ثٌٛمغ 
ِٚغ رٌه،  ثٌٛمغ )ح(. سعخش فٟ صذس٠ظ ِقذدر / ثٌضؼٍُ ENُ٘ ٠ج 

صضنّٓ ثلأٔؾطز  ٘زٖ ٟ٘ صٍه ثٌضٟ فئٔٙج لا صذضؼذ ػٓ ٔٙؼ ثلاعضمشثء دقضز.

ؽ١ز ِٓ ثٌؼجد٠ز ثٌضؾش٠ذ١ز ثٌضٟ ٟ٘ صّجِج ِغً صٍه ثٌضٟ عضؼضذش دجعُ ّٔٛر

ل١جط، ٚثٌذسثعجس ثلاعضمقجة١ز ثٌخ أٞ أٔٙج لذ صٕطٛٞ ػٍٝ  -'ثٌذقظ' 

 ثعضخذثَ ثلاعضذ١جٔجس ٚثٌّمجدلاس، ِٚشثلذز ِٕضظّز،

ثٔضضثع "ثٌضفى١ش دقٛس ػجي" ثٌذ١جٔجس ِٓ ِغضخذِٟ ثٌذشِؾ١جس، أٚ 

 ٠ّٚىٓ أْ ٠ؼٕٟ دٗ 'دسثعجس' )ثٌضؾش٠ذ١ز أٚ ثٌّغضخذ١ِٓ ثلاخضذجس.

لا( ِمجسٔز ٔؾجؿ ِجدر ٚثفذر مذ آخش، ٚ٘ىزث دٚث١ٌه، أٚ ثٌم١جَ دجٌفؼً 
)ثٔظش ؽجد١ً، ؽج١ِغْٛ ٚدجسن ػجَ  ثٌّىجٌّز. "ثٌذقظ ثلإؽشثةٟ" ِغ

 ٌّقز ػجِز ػٓ أٔٛثع CALLإد. د١ٕٕؾضْٛ لٛر  1996

ثٌّقٕفز فغخ أٔٛثع ثلأعج١ٌخ  CALLثٌذقٛط ثٌضؾش٠ذ١ز ثٌم١جَ دٗ ػٍٝ 

 لأوغش pp66-94 2001ثٌّغضخذِز، ٚؽجد١ً 

ثٌّٙجَ ِٓ ٔٛع أوغش ثٌضٛثف١ٍز،  CALLف١ّج ٠ضؼٍك صغط١ز ِفقٍز، 

 ٚثٌمنج٠ج ثٌذقغ١ز ؽ١ؼ صقش٠ش ثٌغٛدثْ ثٌىلاع١ى١ز دذث

فٟ أٔفغُٙ ٘زٖ ثلأٔؾطز ٔٛع 'ثٌذقظ' غ١ش لجدٍز  (CALLفٟ فٟ 

٠ٕٚظش ػٍٝ أٔٙج  ثٌذقٛط(. ٌلاٌضم١ّ١١ز، دّؼٕٝ ثٌٕظش ٕ٘ج )دجعضغٕجء ثٌؼًّ

نً ثٌٛعجةً ثٌؼ١ٍّز ٌؾّغ ثٌقمجةك ٚثخضذجس ثٌفشم١جس ثٌضٟ ٠ّىٓ دؼذ أف

صذمٝ ثٌذ١جٔجس ثٌذجسدر ِٓ ثٌقم١مز فٛي ِج ِذٜ فؼج١ٌز ثٌّٛثد ٘ٛ  رٌه إِج

ُِٕٙ، أٚ أْ صغضغً ٌضقم١ك غج٠جس ثٌؼ١ٍّز وؾضء  أٚ ِج آسثء ثٌٕجط فٛي

ٚففٙج فٟ  أٞ إٌٝ ثصخجر لشثسثس ِغً صٍه  –ِٓ ػ١ٍّز ثٌضم١١ُ 

 ِٚٓ ثلأِغٍز ػٍٝ رٌه: ذذث٠ز.ثٌ

دئؽشثء دسثعز ثعضمقجة١ز ٌٍّؼ١ٍّٓ ٚ / أٚ ثٌّضؼ١ٍّٓ ثٌز٠ٓ 

ثٌقؼٛدجس  ثعضخذِٛث ثٌّٛثد ِٚؼشفز و١ف١ز ثعضخذثِٗ، ػٍٝ

ٚثٌّٛثلف ٌّقٍقز ٚفجةذر ثٌّقضٜٛ، ٠ّىٓ ثٌّٙجَ ثٌخ لٛثةُ 

 ػٍٝ عذ١ً ثٌّغجي ثٌّشثؽؼز صؤصٟ فٟ ٕ٘ج ِشر أخشٜ.

عضذ١جْ ٌٍّغضخذ١ِٓ فٛي ٔفظ ِؾّٛػز )أ( ٠ّىٓ ٌٍّشء أْ ٠ذٕٟ ث

٠غؤي ثٌّشء ٔفغٗ فٟ  ٚ )ح( ثٌٕمجه ثٌضٟ لذ ٠ىْٛ خلاف رٌه ثٌٕمجه

ِشثلذز فتز دجعضخذثَ دشٔجِؼ ٚصغؾ١ً ٚصذ٠ٚٓ  فٛثٌٟ أٌف أػلاٖ.

ثٌّلافظجس ثٌّٕٙؾ١ز ػٍٝ ثٌقؼٛدجس ثٌضٟ ٠ٛثؽٙٛٔٙج، ٚثلإؽشثءثس 

خً ثٌّؼٍُ أٚ أفذ ِج ٠مٌْٛٛ، ِٚج ٠ّىٓ أْ صذ ٚثلاعضشثص١ؾ١جس،

 ثٌّضؼ١ٍّٓ صطٍخ ٌٍقفجظ ػٍٝ ِزوشثس ِٓ سدٚد أفؼجٌُٙ.

ثٌققٛي ػٍٝ ؽٙجص ثٌىّذ١ٛصش ٌضخض٠ٓ عؾلاس ثلإؽشثءثس ثٌضٟ ٠ؤد٠ٙج 

ثلاعضشثص١ؾ١جس ٚثٌؼ١ٍّجس  ثٌّضؼ١ٍّٓ دجعضخذثَ دشٔجِؼ ٚصق١ٍٍٙج لاعضٕضجػ

ّٕجفز ثٌضٟ )ػٍٝ عذ١ً ثٌّغجي ػٕذِج ثٌّشثؽؼجس ِؼجٌؾز ثٌىٍّجس، ثٌ ثٌّضؼٍُ.

. ؽٛٔض Tعذ١ً ثٌّغجي فٟ  ثٌمشثءر(. لذِش إٌٝ ِغشد ػذش ثلإٔضشٔش ػٕذ

'ع١جلجس' فٟ إد ٠ؾّجْ ٚآخشْٚ صذس٠ظ ثٌٍغز ٚثٌّؾج١ِغ  1997

ثٌّمجسٔز ثٌذقٛط ثٌىلاع١ى١ز ِٓ صٍه ثٌضٟ صغضخذَ دشٔجِؼ  )ٌٛٔؾّجْ(.

 ٚثفذ ِغ أٌٚته ثٌز٠ٓ ٠غضخذِْٛ ثخضلاف آخش فٟ فغ١شر أٚ وذ١شر

٠ك )أٚ أٞ دشٔجِؼ ... ِؾشد ثٌم١جَ دّٙجَ ِّجعٍز غ١ش ثٌىّذ١ٛصش( ػٍٝ ثٌطش

 ػٍٝ وُ صُ صؼٍّٗ. ِذٜ ثٌفضشر، ِغ لذً ٚدؼذ ثلاخضذجسثس ٌٍضقمك

ػٍٝ فذ عٛثء ثٌم١جَ دٗ، ٚثٌؼلالز د١ٓ  Bإرث وجْ ٔٛع ٚصم١١ُ ٔٛع 

أدٜ ثٌضم١١ُ فٟ ثػضّجد  Aإرث وجْ  ثفض١جؽجس ثع١ٕٓ إٌٝ صٙؾتضٙج.

 وجْ لشثسث ؽ١ذث؟ Bٌُ صظٙش أْ صم١١ُ ثٌذشِؾ١جس، 

10 
Some people use the overt structure of the specific materials 

themselves as the (a) basis for proceeding. E.g. instead 

of having a prior idea of what categories to look at (e.g. from a 

published checklist), and using headings such as 

'language content', 'balance of focus on the four skills' etc., they 

proceed through a list like 'reading passage', 'cloze 

exercises' (i.e. things the programmers present as separate parts of 

the materials). That is in some ways 'easier' but 

of course instead of the evaluator imposing a relevant set of 

categories of things to look at it puts the materials in 

the driving seat and may mean that relevant things do not get 

looked at. Compare what happens when you visit 

TESCO without a shopping list of one's own made in advance, and 

just uses the shelves of the store as a prompt for 

what to buy as one goes round! 

Methods of evaluation (B): Empirical evaluation 

Other methods of evaluation generally require much more work, 

and for the materials to have been used for some 

time by learners/in actual classes (compare situation 3), so they are 

oKen firmly fixed in a specific teaching/learning 

situation (b). However, they do move away from the purely 

introspective approach. These are the ones that 

incorporate activities that are just like those we would otherwise 

regard as typical of regular empirical 'research' - 

measurement, surveys etc. I.e. they may entail using questionnaires 

and interviews, systematically observing, 

eliciting 'think-aloud' data from software users, or testing users. 

They may mean doing 'studies' (experimental or 

not) comparing the success of one material against another and so 

forth, or indeed doing 'action research' with 

CALL. (See Chapelle, Jamieson and Park 1996 in ed. Pennington 

The Power of CALL for an overview of types ofempirical research 

done on CALL classified by the kinds of methods used; and 

Chapelle 2001 pp66-94 for a more 

detailed coverage, in relation to CALL tasks of the more 

communicative type, and classic SLA research issues lookedat in 

CALL) 

In themselves these 'research' type activities are non-evaluative, in 

the sense considered here (except actionresearch). They are best 

seen as scientific means of gathering facts and testing hypotheses 

which can then either remain as cold statements of fact about what 

the effectiveness of the materials is or what people's opinions about 

them are, or be exploited for practical ends as part of an evaluation 

exercise – i.e. to make decisions like those 

described at the start. 

Examples are: 
Doing a survey of teachers and/or learners who have used the 

material and finding out how they use it, their 

difficulties, attitudes to the interest and usefulness of the content, 

tasks etc. Checklists can come in here again. E.g. 

one can base a questionnaire to users around the same set of (a) 

and (b) points that might otherwise be the points 

one asks oneself about in A above. Observing a class using the 

program, taping and making systematic notes on their difficulties, 

actions, strategies, what they say, the teacher's involvement etc. Or 

one can ask learners to keep a diary of their reactions. 

Getting the computer to store records of actions performed by 

learners using a program and analysing them to infer 

learner strategies and processes. (E.g. revisions when 

wordprocessing, accesses made to an online glossary when 

reading). Example in T. Johns 1997 ‘Contexts’ in ed Wichmann et 

al Teaching and Language Corpora (Longman). 

The classic research comparison of those using one program with 

those using another differing in a small or large 

way (or no program… just doing non-computer equivalent tasks) 

over a period, with before and after tests to check 

on how much has been learnt. 

If A type and B type evaluation are both done, the connection 

between the two needs to be spelt out. If the A 

evaluation resulted in adoption of the software, did the B 

evaluation show that was a good decision? 
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 5ثٌّقجمشر 

 CALLلجةّز ِشؽؼ١ز ٌضم١١ُ فىّٟ 

 CALLلجةّز ِشؽؼ١ز ٌضم١١ُ فىّٟ 

 1986دذث٠جس ِىجٌّز ِضجدؼز ثٌّشؽؼ١ز، ِغضٛفجر أعجعج ػٓ هش٠ك أٚد٠ً 
'EVALUA  ٔجٔٛغشثَ ثٌذشِؾ١جسCALL.ػٍمز ٚ ' فٟ إد 

Candlin ش فٟ صذس٠ظ ثٌٍغز ثلأؾ١ٍض٠ز ٚثٌذقٛط ٚؽْٛ أؽٙضر ثٌىّذ١ٛص

 ، ٌٚى24ٓوٍٟ فٟ ٔظجَ  AR 1996سٚدشصظ 
ثٔضُ  ٚ٘زث دجٌضؤو١ذ لا ٠ؼٕٟ أْ صىْٛ ؽجٍِز. لا ٠ضذغ دجٌنذو عٛثء.

 ِذػْٛٚ لإمجفز إٌٝ رٌه، ٚ

صمغ١ُ ثٌٝ ِض٠ذ ِٓ ثٌضفجف١ً، ٚخجفز فٟ ِؾجي ثٌضشد٠ٛز، ٚأٔش صٕظش فٟ 

 ٟ ٔمجهثٌذشثِؼ ثٌفؼ١ٍز ٚثٌضفى١ش ف
ِٚٓ ثٌّفضشك أْ صٕطذك دٕفظ ثٌمذس ػٍٝ دشثِؼ  ثٌضٟ ٌُ صضُ صغط١ضٙج.

 CALLػجِز ِغً ؽذىز ثلإٔضشٔش صغضخذَ فٟ دؼل ثٌطش٠ك ي

 ِخققز. MMCDوّج ي

ػٍٝ عذ١ً ثٌّغجي ٚفف ؽ١ّغ  -صزوش ٠ّىٕه صٕظ١ُ فغجح دطشق ِخضٍفز 

 )ح( أٚلا، عُ )أ( عُ ٔفز أخ١شث

ٔمجه وً ِٕٙج ٠ضؼجًِ ِغ )أ، ح، ػ( فٟ  )ػ(، أٚ ٠ّىٕه صمذ٠ُ لجةّز ِٓ

 ٚثفذر.

 دؼل ثلأعتٍز ثٌؾجٔذ١ز ٌٚغش ِضؤوذث ِٓ ثلإؽجدز ػٍٝ:

و١ف ٠ّىٓ فؼً ثٌىغ١ش ثٌضم١١ُ ِىجٌّز دجعضخذثَ ِؼج١٠ش 'ػج١ٌّز'، وُ ٘ٛ 

 فضّج ثٌّق١ٍز ٌٍّضؼ١ٍّٓ خجفز
، ِٓ ٘جء ثٌّٕظٛسثس ؽ١ؼ صقش٠ش CH3 2001ؽجد١ً  ؟situaٚإمجفجس 

 ١ّ٠ELTً إٌٝ ثٌضؤو١ذ ػٍٝ ثٌغجدك، ٚأٔج، ِٓ ثٌغٛدثْ، ٚ

 ثٌّٕظٛس، فئْ ثلأخ١ش.
٠ٕذغٟ ٌٍّشء أْ  ٠ٕذغٟ ٌٍّشء أْ ٠ٍضفش إٌٝ ِطجٌخ ِٕضؾٟ ثٌذشِؾ١جس؟

أٚ ٠ٕذغٟ  ِؾشد صم١١ُ ثٌذشٔجِؼ ٌٍٛثفذر ِٓ أغشثك ثٌخجفز دغل ثٌٕظش؟

ٌٍّشء أْ ٠ٕظش دؾىً ِٕفقً أ٠نج )ه( إرث وجْ ثٌذشٔجِؼ ٠فؼً ِج صمٛي 

ٙج لا،ٚ )ثٌغجٟٔ( إرث ِج ٠مٛي ِج ٠فؼٍٗ ٘ٛ ِٕجعذز ٌٙذف صؼ١ٍُ / صؼٍُ ثٔ
 ٚصؾ١ش دؼل ٠ٕذغٟ صم١١ُ ثٌٛمغ؟

ثٌخجسؽ١ز: ثلألشح إٌٝ ثلافض١جؽجس ثٌخجفز  -ٌذ٠ه ٘جص١ٓ ثٌّشفٍض١ٓ 

 ،ESPٌٍّضؼ١ٍّٓ ِؼ١ٕز )ِغً ِغضٜٛ ِؼ١ٓ، 
لأ٘ذثف ثٌذثخ١ٍز: ؽٛدر ثٌؼًّ فٟ فذ رثصٗ فٟ صٍذ١ز ِٛثففجس / ث ثٌّٕٙؼ(.

غ١ش ِٕجعخ )ٚفذ٘ج، أٚ ِمجسٔز ِغ آخش(  لذ ٠ىْٛ دشٚؽ. A ثٌّؼٍٕز ٌٙج.

 إِج دغذخ ثٔٗ لاِش ؽ١ذ صّجِج ٌٚىٓ ػٍٝ ِغضٜٛ خجهب ِٓ

ثٌضطٛس، ٚثٌضغط١ز ِٓ ثٌذٕٛد ِٚج إٌٝ رٌه ٌذؼل فتز أٚ لأٔٗ فمو لذَ ث١ٌٙج 

 دؾذر.

شٔجِؼ : ولاّ٘ج صم١١ُ ثٌذCALLوّج وٕش فٟ ِقجٌٚز ثٌخشٚػ ثٌذشِؾ١جس 

 'خذ١ش/ن'ث ٠ؼٛد إٌٝدجعضخذثَ ثٌّشؽؼ١ز، أ٠ج وجْ ثلأِش 

)ٚثٌضٟ صٙذف إٌٝ صؾؼٍه صشوض ػٍٝ ٔقٛ أوغش ػّمج  /ٞ، ٚص١ٍّقجس /ٞػمً

 لجةّز ِشؽؼ١ز ٌضقذـ أوغش ؽّٛلا. ػٍٝ إِج )أ( أٚ )ح( ػٕجفش(، ٚصٕم١ـ

 1986دذث٠جس ِىجٌّز ِضجدؼز ثٌّشؽؼ١ز، ِغضٛفجر أعجعج ػٓ هش٠ك أٚد٠ً 
'EVALUA  َٔجٔٛغشثCALL .ػٍمز ٚ فضٝ ٠ٚش "فٟ إد 

Candlin  ْٛأؽٙضر ثٌىّذ١ٛصش فٟ صذس٠ظ ثٌٍغز ثلأؾ١ٍض٠ز ٚثٌذقٛط ٚؽ

 ، ٌٚى24ٓوٍٟ فٟ ٔظجَ  AR 1996سٚدشصظ 
ثٔضُ  ٚ٘زث دجٌضؤو١ذ لا ٠ؼٕٟ أْ صىْٛ ؽجٍِز. لا ٠ضذغ دجٌنذو عٛثء.

خجفز فٟ صمغ١ُ ثٌٝ ِض٠ذ ِٓ ثٌضفجف١ً، ٚ ِذػْٛٚ لإمجفز إٌٝ رٌه، ٚ

 ِؾجي ثٌضشد٠ٛز، ٚأٔش صٕظش فٟ ثٌذشثِؼ ثٌفؼ١ٍز ٚثٌضفى١ش فٟ ٔمجه
ِٚٓ ثٌّفضشك أْ صٕطذك دٕفظ ثٌمذس ػٍٝ دشثِؼ  ثٌضٟ ٌُ صضُ صغط١ضٙج.

 CALLػجِز ِغً ؽذىز ثلإٔضشٔش صغضخذَ فٟ دؼل ثٌطش٠ك ي
 ِخققز. MMCDوّج ي

١ّغ ػٍٝ عذ١ً ثٌّغجي ٚفف ؽ -صزوش ٠ّىٕه صٕظ١ُ فغجح دطشق ِخضٍفز 

 )ح( أٚلا، عُ )أ( عُ ٔفز أخ١شث

)ػ(، أٚ ٠ّىٕه صمذ٠ُ لجةّز ِٓ ٔمجه وً ِٕٙج ٠ضؼجًِ ِغ )أ، ح، ػ( فٟ 

 ٚثفذر.دؼل ثلأعتٍز ثٌؾجٔذ١ز ٌٚغش ِضؤوذث ِٓ ثلإؽجدز ػٍٝ:

و١ف ٠ّىٓ فؼً ثٌىغ١ش ثٌضم١١ُ ِىجٌّز دجعضخذثَ ِؼج١٠ش 'ػج١ٌّز'، وُ ٘ٛ 

 فضّج ثٌّق١ٍز ٌٍّضؼ١ٍّٓ خجفز
، ِٓ ٘جء ثٌّٕظٛسثس ؽ١ؼ صقش٠ش CH3 2001ؽجد١ً  ؟situa ٚإمجفجس

 ELTثٌغٛدثْ، ١ّ٠ًٚ إٌٝ ثٌضؤو١ذ ػٍٝ ثٌغجدك، ٚأٔج، ِٓ 

 ثٌّٕظٛس، فئْ ثلأخ١ش.
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LECTURE 5 
A Checklist for Judgmental CALL 

Evaluation 
A Checklist for Judgmental CALL Evaluation 
The beginnings of a CALL checklist follow, inspired mainly by 

Odell 1986 ‘EvaluaAng CALL software’ in ed. Leech and 

Candlin Computers in English Language Teaching and Research 

and John Roberts’ 1996 arAcle in System 24, but 

not exactly following either. This is definitely not meant to be 

exhaustive. You are invited to add to it, and 

subdivide into more detail, especially in the pedagogical area, as 

you look at actual software and think of points 

that aren't covered. It is meant to apply as much to generic 

software like the Internet used in some way for CALL 

as to a dedicated MMCD. 

Remember you can organise an account in various ways – e.g. 

describe all the (b) first, then the (a) then finally do 

(c); or you can make a list of points each of which deals with (a,b,c) 

in one. 

Some side questions I am not sure of the answer to: 

How much CALL evaluation can be done using 'universal' criteria, 

how much is inevitably local to particular learners 

and situaAons? Chapelle 2001 ch3, from an SLA perspecAve, tends 

to emphasise the former, I, from an ELT 

perspective, the latter. 

Should one pay any attention to the claims of the producers of 

software? Should one just evaluate the program for 

one's own purposes regardless? Or should one separately consider 

also (i) if the program does what it says it does, 

and (ii) if what it says it does is suitable to the target 

teaching/learning situation? Some suggest evaluation should have 

these two stages - External: Relevance to particular needs of 

particular learners (e.g. specific level, ESP, 

syllabus). Internal: quality of the work per se in meeting its 

declared specification/ aims. A prog. may be unsuitable (alone, or 

compared with another) EITHER because it is perfectly good but 

the wrong level of sophistication, coverage of items etc. for some 

class OR because it is just badly made. 

As you try out CALL software: BOTH evaluate the software using 

the checklist, whatever comes to your 'expert' 
mind, and my hints (aimed to make you focus in more depth on 

either (a) or (b) elements), 

 

 AND revise the 

checklist to become more comprehensive. 

The beginnings of a CALL checklist follow, inspired mainly by 

Odell 1986 ‘EvaluaAng CALL soKware’ in ed. Leech and 

Candlin Computers in English Language Teaching and Research 

and John Roberts’ 1996 arAcle in System 24, but 

not exactly following either. This is definitely not meant to be 

exhaustive. You are invited to add to it, and 

subdivide into more detail, especially in the pedagogical area, as 

you look at actual software and think of points 

that aren't covered. It is meant to apply as much to generic 

software like the Internet used in some way for CALL 

as to a dedicated MMCD. 

Remember you can organise an account in various ways – e.g. 

describe all the (b) first, then the (a) then finally do 

(c); or you can make a list of points each of which deals with (a,b,c) 

in one. 

Some side questions I am not sure of the answer to: 

How much CALL evaluation can be done using 'universal' criteria, 

how much is inevitably local to particular learners 

and situaAons? Chapelle 2001 ch3, from an SLA perspecAve, tends 

to emphasise the former, I, from an ELT 

perspective, the latter. 
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٠ٕذغٟ ٌٍّشء أْ  ٠ٕذغٟ ٌٍّشء أْ ٠ٍضفش إٌٝ ِطجٌخ ِٕضؾٟ ثٌذشِؾ١جس؟

أٚ ٠ٕذغٟ  ظش؟ٛثفذر ِٓ أغشثك ثٌخجفز دغل ثٌِٕؾشد صم١١ُ ثٌذشٔجِؼ ٌٍ

ٌٍّشء أْ ٠ٕظش دؾىً ِٕفقً أ٠نج )ه( إرث وجْ ثٌذشٔجِؼ ٠فؼً ِج صمٛي 

ٚ )ثٌغجٟٔ( إرث ِج ٠مٛي ِج ٠فؼٍٗ ٘ٛ ِٕجعذز ٌٙذف صؼ١ٍُ / صؼٍُ  ثٔٙج لا،
ثٌخجسؽ١ز:  -ٌذ٠ه ٘جص١ٓ ثٌّشفٍض١ٓ  ٚصؾ١ش دؼل ٠ٕذغٟ صم١١ُ ثٌٛمغ؟

ً ِغضٜٛ ِؼ١ٓ، ثلألشح إٌٝ ثلافض١جؽجس ثٌخجفز ٌٍّضؼ١ٍّٓ ِؼ١ٕز )ِغ

ESP،.)ثٌذثخ١ٍز: ؽٛدر ثٌؼًّ فٟ فذ رثصٗ فٟ صٍذ١ز ِٛثففجس /  ثٌّٕٙؼ

غ١ش ِٕجعخ )ٚفذ٘ج، أٚ ِمجسٔز   لذ ٠ىْٛ دشٚؽ. A ثلأ٘ذثف ثٌّؼٍٕز ٌٙج.

 ِغ آخش( إِج دغذخ ثٔٗ لاِش ؽ١ذ صّجِج ٌٚىٓ ػٍٝ ِغضٜٛ خجهب ِٓ

ٔٗ فمو لذَ ث١ٌٙج ثٌضطٛس، ٚثٌضغط١ز ِٓ ثٌذٕٛد ِٚج إٌٝ رٌه ٌذؼل فتز أٚ لأ

: ولاّ٘ج صم١١ُ CALLدؾذر.وّج وٕش فٟ ِقجٌٚز ثٌخشٚػ ثٌذشِؾ١جس 

ثٌؼمً،  ثٌذشٔجِؼ دجعضخذثَ ثٌّشؽؼ١ز، أ٠ج وجْ ثلأِش ثٌخجؿ 'ثٌخذشثء'

ٚص١ٍّقجس دٍذٞ )ٚثٌضٟ صٙذف إٌٝ صؾؼٍه صشوض ػٍٝ ٔقٛ أوغش ػّمج ػٍٝ 

 غش ؽّٛلا.لجةّز ِشؽؼ١ز ٌضقذـ أو إِج )أ( أٚ )ح( ػٕجفش(، ٚصٕم١ـ

)ثٌخجسؽ١ز دّغضٍضِجس ثٌذشِؾ١جس، ٚثٌٕظش فٟ ثٌزٞ ٠قضجػ ػجدر ِٛثففز
ثٌّغضخذِز ٌضم١١ُ  ثٌٕظش فٟ ل١ّز صشد٠ٛز فم١م١ز. إٌٝ صىْٛ لذً صمذ٠ُ أٞ

 ثٌؼ١ٍّز ثلأعجع١ز لاعضخذثَ ثٌذشٔجِؼ.(

)أ( ثٌؾٛثٔخ ِٓ ثٌذشثِؼ ثٌضٟ ػجدر ِج صىْٛ ِٛؽٛدر ٚصقضجػ إٌٝ إػجدر 

 ؾىً ِٕفقً ٌٍضم١١ُ:ثٌٕظش ف١ٙج د
)ثؽضشٜ؟  ِج ٘ٛ ثٌغّٓ )إْ ٌُ ٠ىٓ ِؾجٔج(، ٌؼذر ِغضخذ١ِٓ أٚ ٚثفذر؟

 وِٛذ١ٛصشٞ؟ دشٔجِؼ ِؾجٟٔ؟ ثٌّشخقز؟ ِق١ٍز ثٌقٕغ؟(

 ٘ٛ ِضجفز دغٌٙٛز؟

/ ِجوٕضٛػ،  PCِج ِٕقز ثلأؽٙضر ثٌّطٍٛدز )ٔٛع ِٓ أؽٙضر ثٌىّذ١ٛصش 

ثٌغلاؿ / ِقشن  ِٓ ِؤصّش ٔضع ٚعشػز ثٌّؼجٌؼ، ِمذثس ثٌزثوشر، ٔٛع

 ثٌمشؿ، ٔٛع ِٓ لذسر ثٌؾجؽز ثٌشعِٛجس، ثٌطجدؼز ...(؟

ِج غ١ش٘ج ِٓ ثٌذشثِؼ ثٌّطٍٛدز وؾشه ِغذك )ِغً ٠ٕٚذٚص، 

SOUNDBLASTERٚثٌخطٛه خجفز ...(؟ ، 

( NTً٘ ٠ىْٛ ٕ٘جن سلجدز ػٍٝ ثٌضٛثفك ِغ أٔظّز ثٌضؾغ١ً )ِغً ٠ٕٚذٚص 
 لافض١جهٟ؟ثعضخذثَ ِضؼذدر، ٚثٌٕغخ ث ً٘ ٠غّـ أٚ ؽذىجس؟

ثٌٛلش أٞ ؽخـ ٌٛمغ ثلاِٛس ٚثلافضفجظ دٙج ٠ٚؼًّ  -ِج ثٌّطٍٛح إدثسر 

 دؾىً فق١ـ؟

)ح( ؽٛثٔخ ثٌقجٌز ثٌضؼ١ّ١ٍز / ثٌضؼٍُ ثٌضٟ ػجدر ِج صىْٛ ِٛؽٛدر ٚثٌضٟ 

ِٕجعذز أَ لا:ِذسعز ِؼ١ٕز /  ٟ٘ رثس ثٌقٍز لاصخجر لشثس إرث وجْ )أ( ٘ٛ

 ْ صقًّ فٟ ثٌفتجس ثٌّزوٛسر أػلاٖ؟ِجرث ٌذ٠ُٙ أٚ أٔٙج ٠ّىٓ أ -ثٌّضؼ١ٍّٓ 

ِج ِذسعز ِٛثسد ٚخذشثس ثٌّٛظف١ٓ ٕ٘جن ٌٍققٛي ػٍٝ ثلأؽ١جء ثٌؼجٍِز 

 ٚإدثسصٙج؟
ثٌز٘جح ِٓ خلاي ؽ١ّغ  ....أٚ ِجرث ع١ىْٛ ح ٔٛدز؟ )ػ( ً٘ ٔٛدز )ح(؟

فضٝ ٠ّىٓ ٌٍّشء أْ ٠ذذأ فٟ ٚ/ ٔمطز دجء أػلاٖ ثٌضقمك ِٓ ثٌّذجسثر.

لا ؽذٜٚ ِج ٌُ ٠ىٓ أفذ ٌذ٠ٗ أٚ ٠ّىٓ أْ صقًّ  -ؼ ثٌضفى١ش فٟ ٘زث ثٌذشٔجِ

صق١ُّ ثٌذشثِؼ)ٕٚ٘جن ثٌىغ١ش ِٓ ٘زٖ ثٌٕمجه صضقً ػٍٝ ٔطجق  ِٕقز ثٌخ؟

 ' ِٓ ثٌذشٔجِؼ، أٚ "وّذ١ٛصش ثٌّغضخذuserfriendlinessَٚثعغ إٌٝ '

ٚثؽٙز '، دؾىً ِغضمً إٌٝ فذ وذ١ش ِٓ أٞ ل١ّز صشد٠ٛز، ٌٚىٓ صذثخً 

 ل١ٍلا(

ٓ ثٌذشثِؼ ثٌضٟ ػجدر ِج صىْٛ ِٛؽٛدر ٚصقضجػ إٌٝ إػجدر )أ( ثٌؾٛثٔخ ِ

 ثٌٕظش ف١ٙج دؾىً ِٕفقً ٌٍضم١١ُ:

ثٌغشػز؟ِج ثٌىضجدز، ٚفزف، ٚثعضخذثَ و١ف ٠ضُ صق١ًّ ثٌذشٔجِؼ ٚصؾغ١ٍٗ؟

ِج ٟ٘  ثٌّجٚط، ٚثٌٕمش فٛق أصسثس ِٚطٍٛدز أعجع١جس ِٚج أؽذٗ رٌه؟

ػٍٝ ثٌمفض إٌٝ ثٌٛسثء،  ٚعجةً ثٌضٕمً )ثٌمٛثةُ ٚثلأصسثس ٚثلأ٠مٛٔجس ثٌخ(

ِٕظّز  ٚغ١ش٘ج ثٌذشٔجِؼ؟ إٌٝ ثلأِجَ، صذذأ ِشر أخشٜ، ٔشٜ أ٠ٓ وٕش فٟ

لإٔٙجء  Escape/f10/Homeػٕقش ٠ّجسط ثٌخ؟ِجرث ٠ؼٕٟ ِغً ثٌخ 

ً٘ ثٌذشٔجِؼ صقطُ دغٌٙٛز أٚ ٠ضؼطً ػٕذِج ٠ضُ  ثٌذشٔجِؼ فٟ أٞ ٌقظز؟
أٚ ػٕذ  شٚح ...(؟ثٌنغو ػٍٝ ِفجص١ـ خجهب )ػٍٝ عذ١ً ثٌّغجي دش٠ه، ثٌٙ

؟ً٘ ثٌضؼجًِ ِغ سدٚد ثٌفؼً Idiotproof عش٠غ ِغ ثٌّجٚط؟ ثٌٕمش فٛق

ِغ ِغجفجس صثةذر، ٚفجلاس ِضذج٠ٕز، أسلجَ ػٕذِج ِطٍٛدز ِٓ ثٌىٍّجس ٚثٌخ 

ثٌخ، أٚثٌٕظش ف١ٙج "خجهتز" أٚ صؼطً؟ً٘ ثٌضؼجًِ ِغ ثلأخطجء ثٌّطذؼ١ز، 

ثٌقٛس، ثٌشعِٛجس،  ٚأخطجء إِلاة١ز هف١فز؟ِج ٟ٘ ث١ٌّضثس ثلإخشثػ:

و١ف ثٌٛعجةو  ثٌؼشك؟ ثٌف١ذ٠ٛ، ثٌخطٛه ثٌىضجد١ز، صخط١و ثٌؾجؽز؟

ػٍٝ عذ١ً ثٌّغجي فؾُ ثٌٕـ،  -ثٌّضؼذدر ٘ٛ؟ٚمٛؿ صخط١و ثٌؾجؽز 

chunkingٚ٘ٛثِؼ؟ٚمٛؿ ثٌشِٛص ٚأعٍٛدُٙ )ثٌىشصْٛ؟(؟ ، 
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Should one pay any attention to the claims of the producers of 

software? Should one just evaluate the program for one's own 

purposes regardless? Or should one separately consider also (i) if 

the program does what it says it does, and (ii) if what it says it does 

is suitable to the target teaching/learning situation? Some suggest 

evaluation should have these two stages - External: Relevance to 

particular needs of particular learners (e.g. specific level, 

ESP,syllabus). Internal: quality of the work per se in meeting its 

declared specification/ aims. A prog. may be unsuitable (alone, or 

compared with another) EITHER because it is perfectly good but 

the wrong level of sophistication, coverage of items etc. for some 

class OR because it is just badly made. 

As you try out CALL software: BOTH evaluate the software using 

the checklist, whatever comes to your 'expert' 

mind, and my hints (aimed to make you focus in more depth on 

either (a) or (b) elements), AND revise the checklist to become 

more comprehensive. 

Specification (External pre-requisites of the software, 

consideration of which usually needs to be prior to any 

consideration of real pedagogical value. Used to assess basic 

practicality of using the software.) 

(a) Aspects of software that are usually present and need to be 

looked at separately for evaluation: 

What price (if not free), for multiple or single users? (Bought? 

Shareware? Freeware? Licenced? Homemade?) 

Is it readily available? 

What hardware platform required (type of computer 

PC/Macintosh, speed of processor, amount of memory, type 

of CD/disk drive, type of graphics screen capability, printer...)? 

What other software needed as prerequisite (e.g. Windows, 

Soundblaster, particular fonts...)? 

Does it have restricted compatibility with operating systems (e.g. 

Windows NT) or networks? Does it allow 

multiple use, backups? 

What management required - i.e. someone's time to set things up 

and keep them running properly? 

(b) Aspects of the teaching/learning situation that are usually 

present and which are relevant to deciding if (a) is 

suitable or not: Specific school/learners - what do they have or can 

they afford in the above categories? 

What school resources of staff and expertise are there to get things 

working and manage them? 

(c) Does a fit b ? OR What b would a fit? 

…. Go through all the a/b points above checking the match. 

Can one even begin to consider this program - no point unless one 

has or can afford the platform etc? 

Program design (A lot of these points broadly relate to 

'userfriendliness' of the software, or the ‘computer-user 

interface’, largely independently of any pedagogical value, but 

overlapping a bit) 

(a) Aspects of software that are usually present and need to be 

looked at separately for evaluation: 

How is the program loaded and run?Speed? 

What typing, deleting, mouse use, clicking buttons and suchlike 

basics are required? 

What is the navigation means (menus, buttons, icons etc.) to jump 

back, forward, begin again, see where you are in 

the program etc? Organisation of component exercises etc.? 

What means like Escape/f10/Home etc. to exit program at any 

point? 

Does the program readily crash or hang when the wrong keys are 

pressed (e.g. Break, Escape...)? Or when you click 

fast with the mouse? Idiotproof? 

Does it deal with responses with trailing spaces, mixed cases, 

numbers when words are required etc. etc., or 

consider them 'wrong' or crash?Does it cope with typos, slight 

misspellings? 

What output features: Sound, Graphics, Video, Written fonts, 

Screen layout? Presentation? How multimedia is it? 

Clarity of screen layout – e.g. text size, chunking, margins? 

Clarity of icons and their style (cartoon?)? 
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 ٚمٛؿ ثٌشِٛص ٚأعٍٛدُٙ )ثٌىشصْٛ؟(؟
٠ّىٓ صخطٟ  أْ صقٛي ػٍٝ ٔقٛ ِضمطغ؟٠ّىٓ ١ِضثس ِغً ثٌقٛس 

 ثٌشعِٛجس ػٕذ ٚثفذ لا صش٠ذ ثلأضظجس د١ّٕج ُ٘

 صظٙش، ٌٚىٓ ِغ ثٌققٛي ػٍٝ ٘زٖ ثٌّّٙز؟

و١ّز ِٕٙج ٚثٌٍغز ثٌضٟ ٟ٘ فٟ، ِٚغضٜٛ  -ِج ثلإسؽجدثس ثٌّضٛفشر 

 ثٔؼىجعج ًٌ A) ثٌقؼٛدز؟

ػز إٌٝ أٞ ِذٜ ٘زث ثٌذشٔجِؼ ٘ٛ ٌلأغشثك ثٌؼجِز ِمجدً صغضٙذف ِؾّٛ

 ِؼ١ٕز ِٓ ثٌّضؼ١ٍّٓ ػٍٝ ٚؽٗ ثٌخقٛؿ

 فتز / ثٌذٍذ / ِغضٜٛ(

 وض١خ ِٕفقً ٚ / أٚ ػذش ثلإٔضشٔش ِغجػذر فٛي و١ف١ز ػًّ ثلأؽ١جء؟

 فشفز ٌطذجػز؟

فشفز لأمجر ثٌّٙجَ غ١ش ثٌّىضٍّز أٚ دسؽجس صقش ِؼشف ثٌفشد٠ز 

 ٚثلاعضّشثس فٟ ثٌّشر ثٌمجدِز؟

صمذ٠ّٙج ِٓ لذً ثٌّؼٍُ ِٚقضٜٛ عجدش أٚ ثٌغّجؿ / صضطٍخ ثٌٛثؽخ 
 أٚ فٟ ثٌٛثلغ ٘ٛ إؽشثءثس ثٌضؤ١ٌف؟ ٚغ١ش٘ج؟

 ثٌذشٔجِؼ ثٌٛف١ذ ٌغز ثٌضؤ١ٌف؟

ثٌٕٛع ِٓ ثٌذشثِؼ ِٓ ف١ظ ثٌقجعٛد١ز )ِطجدمز ثٌٕمؼ، ِٕظّز ثٌؼفٛ 
، ؽجفج HTML٘ٛ ػ١ٍٗ فٟ  WWWإرث وجْ ػٍٝ  ثٌذ١ٌٚز، صق١ًٍ ....(؟

 ...؟

 )ح(

 ثٌؾٛثٔخ

ٟ صىْٛ ِٛؽٛدر ػجدر ٚثٌضٟ ٟ٘ رثس ثٌقٍز ثٌٛمغ ثٌضذس٠ظ / ثٌضؼٍُ ثٌض

 لاصخجر لشثس إرث وجْ )أ( ٘ٛ

 ِٕجعذز أَ لا:

ِج ٠ّىٓ أْ صّىٕٛث، ٔظشث صؾشدضُٙ ثٌغجدمز ِٓ  -ِغضخذ١ِٓ ِقذد٠ٓ 
 ِج لا صؾذ ٚثمقز ٚ أؽٙضر ثٌىّذ١ٛصش؟

 ؟QUERTYً٘ ُ٘ ػٍٝ دسث٠ز فضٝ ِغ ٌٛفز ثٌّفجص١ـ  'فذ٠مز'؟

و١ف  ج ؽزثدز / ثٌُّٙ فٟ ٘زث ثٌذشٔجِؼ؟ِج صٕجؽذ٘ -ِغضخذ١ِٓ ِقذد٠ٓ 

 ِضطٛسر ٟ٘؟

ِج صؼ١ٍّجس ٠ّىٓ أْ ٔفُٙ دغٌٙٛز )ٔظشث وفجءصُٙ  -ِغضخذ١ِٓ ِقذد٠ٓ 

 فٟ ثٌٍغز
ِج ٟ٘ ثلإؽشثءثس ثٌىّذ١ٛصش أُٔٙ ٠ؼشفْٛ دجٌفؼً ِمجدً  ثٌضؼ١ٍّجس ٟ٘ فٟ(.

 دقجؽز إٌٝ صذس٠خ ٌٍم١جَ؟

ٌضٙذ٠ف ثٌفشد٠ز ػٓ ٕٚ٘جن فجؽز إٌٝ ِج ِشثفك خجفز ٌٕغخز ٚسل١ز ٚث

 هش٠ك ِضطٍذجس ثٌذٚسر؟

 ِج ثٌٛلش / ث١ًٌّ إٌٝ ثٌّؤٌف، ِج ٟ٘ ثٌخذشر فٟ ثٌضؤ١ٌف؟ -ثٌّؼٍُ 

 )ػ(

ً٘ 
 أٚ ِجرث ع١ىْٛ ح ٔٛدز؟ أ ح ِٕجعذج؟

ػٍٝ  ثٌز٘جح ِٓ خلاي ؽ١ّغ ٚ/ ٔمطز دجء أػلاٖ ثٌضقمك ِٓ ثٌّذجسثر. ....

 عذ١ً ثٌّغجي
٠ذذٚ ٔجفشر / لا فٍز ٌٙج  زثدز ؽذث؟غ١ش ؽ ٟ٘ ١ِضثس ثٌذشٔجِؼ فمشثء ؽذث؟

 ... ٔظشث ٌٍخذشر ٚ دجٌّٛمٛع؟

 صٛلؼجس ٘ؤلاء ثٌّضؼ١ٍّٓ.

ٕ٘جن ثٌىغ١ش ِٓ ٘ٛ غ١ش ِؤٌٛف أْ ثٌطلاح ٚ / أٚ ثٌّؼٍُ أْ صٕفك ثٌىغ١ش 

 ِٓ ثٌٛلش فمو ثصمجْ

 ثٌضىٌٕٛٛؽ١ج، ١ٌٚظ ثٌم١جَ دؤػّجي ٌغز فم١م١ز؟

 إٌخ
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 6ِقجمشر 

 ػٍٝ EVALUA( 2001ؽجد١ً )

 صم١١ُ فىّٟ
 ٌغز ثٌمذسر ػٍٝ ثٌضؼٍُ

) ٣قق ٛزج جُٔؼ٤حس ئ٠ُ دسؾس ٖٓ جُطش٤ًض 'ٓل٤ذ' ػ٠ِ ؽٌَ 2001ؽحذ٤َ (

 ٣ٝش إٔ ٣٘ـ ػ٠ِ رُي ك٢ ٍ

ٝٛٞ ٣وحذَ ػ٠ِ ج٧عثِس جُطح٤ُس: َٛ جُطلاخ جُكح٢ُ جُرشٓؿ٤حش  جُٔطؼ٤ِٖٔ.

 ٓغ كشؿ جُطؼِْ
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Clarity of icons and their style (cartoon?)? 

Can features like sound be switched on and off? Can graphics be 

skipped when one doesn't want to wait while they 

appear, but get on with the task? 

What instructions provided - amount of them and the language 

they are in, and level of difficulty? (A reflection of 

how far the software is general purpose versus targeted on a 

specific set of learners in a particular 

class/country/level) 

Separate booklet and/or online help about how to work things? 

Opportunity to print? 

Opportunity to save uncompleted tasks or scores under individual 

ID and carry on next time? 

Is content fixed or allowing/requiring to be provided by teacher 

etc? Authoring procedures? Or indeed is the 

software only an authoring language? 

Kind of program in computational terms (pattern matching, AI, 

parsing....)? If on WWW is it in HTML, Java…? 

(b) Aspects of the teaching/learning situation that are usually 

present and which are relevant to deciding if (a) is 

suitable or not: 

Specific users - what can they manage, given their prior experience 

of computers? What do they find clear and 

'friendly'? Are they even familiar with the querty keyboard? 

Specific users - what appeals to them as attractive/important in a 

program? How sophisticated are they? 

Specific users - what instructions can they understand easily (given 

their competence in the language the 

instructions are in). What computer actions do they know already 

as against need to be trained to do? 

What facilities for hard copy and individual scoring are needed by 

course requirements? 

Teacher - what time/inclination to author, what expertise at 

authoring? 

(c) Does a fit b ? OR What b would a fit? 

…. Go through all the a/b points above checking the match. E.g. 

Are the program features too poor? too unattractive? sound 

obtrusive/irrelevant? … given the experience and 

expectations of these learners. 

Is there so much that is unfamiliar that the students and/or teacher 

would spend too much time just mastering the 

technology, not doing real language work? 

etc. 
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LECTURE 6 
Chapelle (2001) EvaluaAon 
The judgmental evaluation 
Language Learning Potential 
Chapelle (2001) describes this criterion as the degree of 'beneficial' 
focus on form that the so@ware provides to its 
learners. It corresponds to the following questions: does the software 
present students with opportunities to learn 
the language or just to use it? To what extent does the software shift 
the learners' attention towards beneficial focus 
on form? 
Chapelle (1998) also argues that if the input has been made salient it 
will help with language learning. UUEG focuses 
intensively on the forms of the perfect tense. It promotes input 
saliency by highlighting these forms and writing them 
in italicized, bold letters. Indeed, previous research has proven such a 



ٗحٓؽ ضك٣َٞ جٗطرحٙ جُٔطؼ٤ِٖٔ ٗكٞ ئ٠ُ أ١ ٓذٟ ذش جُِـس أٝ ُٔؿشد جعطخذجٜٓح؟

 جُطش٤ًض ٓل٤ذ

 ػ٠ِ ؽٌَ؟

) ٣وٍٞ أ٣نح أٗٚ ئرج ضْ ئؾشجء ج٩دخحٍ جُرحسصز أٜٗح عٞف 1998ؽحذ٤َ (

 ٣UUEGشًض  ضغحػذ ٓغ ضؼِْ جُِـس.

أٜٗح ضؼضص ٓذخلاش أ٤ٔٛطٜح ٖٓ  ذؾٌَ ٌٓػق ػ٠ِ أؽٌحٍ جُطٞضش جٌُٔحٍ.

 خلاٍ ئذشجص ٛزٙ ج٧ؽٌحٍ ٝجٌُطحذس ُْٜ

ك٢ جُٞجهغ، ٝهذ أغرطص ج٧ذكحظ جُغحذوس ٛزٙ جُطو٤٘س  تَ، ذأقشف ذحسصز.ك٢ جُٔح

 إٔ ضٌٕٞ كؼحُس ؾذج (ُٞٗؾ ٝ

ٝػلاٝز ػ٠ِ رُي، كإ ًلا ٖٓ ٝجُقٞس جُِٔٞٗس  ).1998سٝذ٘غٕٞ 

 جُٔطكشًس ٝٓغحذوحش ضغحْٛ ك٢ 'ئدخحٍ

 ).1993ع٤ٔع ( Sharwoodضؼض٣ض 'ًٔح ٣طِن ػ٤ِٚ ٖٓ هرَ 

ٔؼ٤حس ئ٠ُ دسؾس ٖٓ جُطش٤ًض 'ٓل٤ذ' ػ٠ِ ؽٌَ ) ٣قق ٛزج ج2001ُؽحذ٤َ (

 ٣ٝش إٔ ٣٘ـ ػ٠ِ رُي ك٢ ٍ

ٝٛٞ ٣وحذَ ػ٠ِ ج٧عثِس جُطح٤ُس: َٛ جُطلاخ جُكح٢ُ جُرشٓؿ٤حش  جُٔطؼ٤ِٖٔ.

 ٓغ كشؿ جُطؼِْ

ئ٠ُ أ١ ٓذٟ ذشٗحٓؽ ضك٣َٞ جٗطرحٙ جُٔطؼ٤ِٖٔ ٗكٞ  جُِـس أٝ ُٔؿشد جعطخذجٜٓح؟

 جُطش٤ًض ٓل٤ذ

 ػ٠ِ ؽٌَ؟

ٍٞ أ٣نح أٗٚ ئرج ضْ ئؾشجء ج٩دخحٍ جُرحسصز أٜٗح عٞف ) ٣و1998ؽحذ٤َ (

 ٣UUEGشًض  ضغحػذ ٓغ ضؼِْ جُِـس.

أٜٗح ضؼضص ٓذخلاش أ٤ٔٛطٜح ٖٓ  ذؾٌَ ٌٓػق ػ٠ِ أؽٌحٍ جُطٞضش جٌُٔحٍ.

 خلاٍ ئذشجص ٛزٙ ج٧ؽٌحٍ ٝجٌُطحذس ُْٜ

ك٢ جُٞجهغ، ٝهذ أغرطص ج٧ذكحظ جُغحذوس ٛزٙ جُطو٤٘س  ك٢ جُٔحتَ، ذأقشف ذحسصز.

 ضٌٕٞ كؼحُس ؾذج (ُٞٗؾ ٝإٔ 

ٝػلاٝز ػ٠ِ رُي، كإ ًلا ٖٓ ٝجُقٞس جُِٔٞٗس  ).1998سٝذ٘غٕٞ 

 جُٔطكشًس ٝٓغحذوحش ضغحْٛ ك٢ 'ئدخحٍ

 ).1993ع٤ٔع ( Sharwoodضؼض٣ض 'ًٔح ٣طِن ػ٤ِٚ ٖٓ هرَ 

فٟ ثٌّٙجَ  خلاي ِّٙز ثٌٕجهمز ٠ضُ ثٌضشو١ض و١ٍج ػٍٝ أؽىجي ثٌضؼجلذ.

 ٓثلاعضّجع ٚثٌمشثءر، ٚثٌّضؼ١ٍّ

٠ٚضُ ثخضذجس ػٍٝ فُّٙٙ ٌىً ِٓ ثٌقٛثس ٚثٌٕـ ػٍٝ ثٌضٛثٌٟ، ِغ ثٌضشو١ض 

 ػٍٝ أؽىجي ِؼضذٌز.

( ثلضشثؿ دؼل 2001فٟ ؽجد١ً  1998) Skehan( 2001ٚؽجد١ً )

 ثلإمجفجس ثٌضٟ لذ ص١ّض وٛٔذٞ ِّٙز
ّٚ٘ج  -عٛف أسوض ػٍٝ ثع١ٕٓ ُِٕٙ  ٠ٍفش ثلأضذجٖ ثٌّضؼ١ٍّٓ إٌٝ ثٌّٕٛرػ.

 ٚ" صؼذ٠ً'ِؼذٌز ثٌضفجػً "

 ثلإدخجي '.
ٝذحُٔػَ، ك٢ ٜٓٔس جُ٘حهوس هِد ٖٓ ٣كشظ جُطلاخ ُطغؿ٤َ جُذخٍٞ ئ٠ُ 

ٓ٘طٞهس (ذؼذ إٔ ٣ٌٞٗٞج هذ ٓوحسٗس ضغؿ٤لاضْٜ  ؿشف جُذسدؽس ُِٔوحسٗس ذْٜ

٣طٞهغ جُٔإُق ضؼذ٣لا ضلحػ٤ِس ُطأخز  ٝذحُطح٢ُ، كإ ٓغ ضِي ٖٓ جُ٘ٔٞرؼ).

 ًٔح خقـ جُٔإُق ؾضءج ٖٓ جُٞهص َُ ٌٓحٕ.

ُطش٤ًض ػ٠ِ أؽٌحٍ جُلؼَ ؿ٤ش جُ٘ظح٤ٓس ٝجُؼحد٣س ٝجُ٘طن، ٝرُي أعحعح ج

 ذحعطخذجّ ج٧كؼحٍ ك٢ جُرشٗحٓؽ.

ضؼذ٣لا ضلحػ٤ِس ذ٤ٖ جُٔطؼ٤ِٖٔ  UUEGٖٝٓ جُٞجمف أٗٚ ػ٘ذ جعطخذجّ 

) ٣ؾ٤ش ٛزج ئ٠ُ إٔ ٣ٌٕٞ ػ٘قشج 1998ٖٓ جُٔطٞهغ، ٝؽحذ٤َ ( ٝجٌُٔر٤ٞضش

ٔحسعس ٣ٞكش ٓػحٍ عحهغ ػ٠ِ وشجءز ٓجُ .CALLست٤غ٤ح ك٢ ضط٣ٞش ٜٓٔس 

 ٛزٙ جُ٘ظش٣س، ق٤ع ٖٓ جُٔطٞهغ إٔ ضٌٕٞ ٌٓغٞسز أعلَ ػ٘ذٓح ٓؼ٠٘

ًٝحٕ ٖٓ جُٔطٞهغ جُكقٍٞ ػ٠ِ  ٣طْ ػشك جُطلاخ ػرحسز جسضرحه ضؾؼر٢.

ًَ ًِٔس ُِكقٍٞ ػ٠ِ  جُٔغحػذز ٖٓ خلاٍ جُ٘وش ػ٠ِ ٛإلاء جُطلاخ

ج ٖٓ ٗوحه جُوٞز ٝٓغ رُي، ك٢ ق٤ٖ ٣ؼطرش ٛزج جُؼ٘قش ٤ٌُٕٞ ٝجقذ ٓؼ٘حٛح.

جُرشٓؿ٤حش، لا ضٞؾذ ٝع٤ِس أخشٟ ُِٔطؼ٤ِٖٔ ُِكقٍٞ ػ٠ِ ٓغحػذز ٓغ  ك٢

 جٌُِٔحش ج٧خشٟ جُط٢ هذ ضؿذ فؼٞذس.

ُٝزُي، ك٢ سأ١ جُٔإُق، ًٝحٕ جسضرحه ئ٠ُ جُوحٓٞط ػ٠ِ جلاٗطشٗص قلا 

ٝػلاٝز ػ٠ِ رُي، أػط٤ص جُٔطؼ٤ِٖٔ كشفس ُٔؼح٣٘س ٓشٝس ُٔغحػذضْٜ  ُٜزج.

جُطؾحٝس ٓغ ٓشٝس، ٝجُٔطؼ٤ِٖٔ ٝجُطلحػَ  ٖٓ هرَ ٠ِ ج٧عثِس.ػ٠ِ ج٩ؾحذس ػ

إٔ ٣طكون ك٢ ٜٓٔس جُ٘حهوس؛ ػ٘ذ  ٣ٌٖٔ ضؼذ٣َ ضلحػ٤ِس أ٣نح ٓغ جٌُٔر٤ٞضش.

جُٞجمف إٔ جُطؼذ٣لاش ٣ٌٖٔ  ٓشجهرس جُطلاخ أغ٘حء أدجتْٜ ُٜزٙ جُؼ٤ِٔس، كٖٔ

 إٔ ضأض٢ ك٢ ؽٌَ هِرحش ضٌشجس ك٢ ق٤ٖ ٓوحسٗس أٝ جُطكون ٖٓ

ئرج ًحٕ جُرشٗحٓؽ ًحٗص ٩ػطحء ئققحت٤س ػٖ ٤ًل٤س جُؼذ٣ذ ٖٓ  جُ٘قٞؿ.

 جُخ٤حسجش أٝهحش ٓػَ 'ٓؼح٣٘س

 

 

 

technique to be very effective (Long & 
Robinson 1998). Furthermore, both the colourful, animated pictures 
and the quizzes contribute to 'input 
enhancement' as termed by Sharwood Smith (1993). 
Chapelle (2001) describes this criterion as the degree of 'beneficial' 
focus on form that the so@ware provides to its 
learners. It corresponds to the following questions: does the software 
present students with opportunities to learn 
the language or just to use it? To what extent does the software shift 
the learners' attention towards beneficial focus 
on form? 
Chapelle (1998) also argues that if the input has been made salient it 
will help with language learning. UUEG focuses 
intensively on the forms of the perfect tense. It promotes input 
saliency by highlighting these forms and writing them 
in italicized, bold letters. Indeed, previous research has proven such a 
technique to be very effective (Long & 
Robinson 1998). Furthermore, both the colourful, animated pictures 
and the quizzes contribute to 'input 
enhancement' as termed by Sharwood Smith (1993). 
During the speaking task the focus is entirely on the contracted 

forms. In the listening and reading tasks, learners 

are tested on their comprehension of both the dialogue and text 

respectively, with a moderate focus on the forms. 

Chapelle (2001) and Skehan (1998 in Chapelle 2001) suggest some 

condiAons which might characterise a task that 

draws learners' attention to the form. I will focus on two of them – 

namely, ‘modified interaction’ and ‘modified 

input’. 

Similarly, in the speaking task the students ere asked to log into 
the chat rooms to compare their 
pronunciations (after they have compared their recordings 
with those of the model). Consequently, the 
author expected an interactional modification to take place. 
The author also devoted a portion of time to 
focus on irregular and regular verb forms and their 
pronunciation, mainly using the verbs in the program. 
It is obvious that when using UUEG an interactional 
modification between the learners and the computer is 
to be expected, and Chapelle (1998) suggests this to be a key 
element in developing a CALL task. The 
reading exercise provides a prime example of this theory, as 
meaning is expected to be broken down when 
students are shown the hyperlinked words. These students 
were expected to obtain help by clicking on each word to get 
its meaning. However, while this element is considered to be 
one of the strengths of the 
software, there is no other way for learners to get help with 
other words that they might find difficult. 
Therefore, in the author’s opinion, a link to an online dictionary 
was a solution for this. 
Moreover, learners were given a chance to preview the 
passage to help them answer the questions. By 
consulting the passage, learners were interacting with the 
computer. Interactional modification can also b e achieved in 
the speaking task; when observing students during their 
performance of this exercise, it is clear that modifications can 
come in the form of repetition requests whilst comparing or 
checking the transcripts. If the software were to give a statistic 
of how many times options such as ‘preview the 
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ضْ جُٞفٍٞ ئ٤ُٜح ٓشٝس '،' ٓوحسٗس '، ٝ' جُ٘ـ '، كاٗٚ ٣ؼط٤٘ح ٓإؽشج قو٤و٤ح 

 ٖٓ ضلحػ٤ِس

 ٣طْ جػطٔحد ٓػَ ٛزٙ ج٤ُٔضز ٖٓ ٨ُعق، لا جُطؼذ٣َ ذ٤ٖ جُٔطؼ٤ِٖٔ ٝجٌُٔر٤ٞضش.

 .UUEGهرَ 

 خشػ ثٌّؼذٌز
٣ؿد إٔ ُذ٣ٜح جُوذسز ػ٠ِ جُغٔحـ  ٣CALLؿحدٍ ؽحذ٤َ ٛزج جُرشٗحٓؽ 

 'ئؽؼحس' جُطلاخ أخطحتْٜ ٝٛزج ٖٓ ؽأٗٚ ٓغحػذضْٜ

'جُط٢ ضغؼق ك٢ جعط٤ؼحخ جُ٘ٔٞرؼ جُؿذ٣ذ  syntacُؾ٢ "أ ؼ ٝمغ 

)1998 ،P.4.( ) خطأ) أ٣نح ٣ذػ٢ إٔ ج1999ُذٞسؽ 

جُٞػ٢ ٣غحػذ جُطلاخ ػ٠ِ 'سفذ ٝجُطقك٤ف جُزجض٢ جعطخذجْٜٓ ُِـس "(ؿ 

 ، كإ سدٝد جُلؼَ ؾذجUUEGك٢  ).158

ذحُنـو ػ٠ِ 'جُؿٞجخ  ٓ٘حعرس ٝجقذز ٖٓ ٗوحه جُوٞز جُٔكطِٔس ُِرشٗحٓؽ.

 جلاخط٤حس' صس جُط٢ ٣طْ جُؼػٞس ػ٤ِٜح ك٢

أقٔش (أٝ  أعلَ ًَ فلكس جُط٢ ضكط١ٞ جُطذس٣رحش، ٝػرشش أخطحء ٓغ خو

 ٓغ جُق٤ِد ج٧قٔش ك٢ قحٍ ػذّ ج٩ؾحذس ُذ٣ٚ

 أػط٤ص)

) أ٣نح إٔ جُٔطؼ٤ِٖٔ ٣ؿد إٔ ضؼط٠ جُلشفس ُطقك٤ف ٣1998ؿحدٍ ؽحذ٤َ (

 أخطحتْٜ، ٝك٠ جُطذس٣رحش

ئرج  أػط٤ص جُطلاخ ك٢ ٝهص عحذن ٗحهؼ كشفس غح٤ٗس ُِو٤حّ ذزُي كوو.

 جعطٔشش خطأ، ع٤وّٞ جٌُٔر٤ٞضش

ػ٘ذٓح ٣طْ ٗوَ جُٔحٝط ئ٠ُ ج٩ؾحذس  ُِٕٞ ج٧خنش.ػشك جُكَ ك٢ جُٜ٘ح٣س ذح

 ضقك٤ف، ٝٓنحش جُخطأ ذحُِٕٞ ج٧قٔش

٣ٝشٟ جُٔإُق عٞف ضغطل٤ذ ًػ٤شج ٖٓ  ٝجُؿٞجخ جُقك٤ف ذحُِٕٞ ج٧خنش.

 ك٢ قحُس ٝؾٞد أًػش جُٔطؼ٤ِٖٔ ٛزٙ ج٤ُٔضز.

ٖٓ خطأ٣ٖ ضرزٍ، ع٤وّٞ جٌُٔر٤ٞضش جُٔؾٞسز جُٔطؼ٤ِٖٔ إٔ أػٞد ئ٠ُ 

 وس ٝضكون ُْٜجُٔخططحش جُغحذ

) ػشك ؽحذ٤َ ذإٔ ٖٓ جُٔغطكغٖ إٔ ٣1998ذػْ جُٔإُق ( جٗلٞسٓح ؾشج.

 ٣ٌٕٞ جُٞفٍٞ ئ٠ُ ذؼل جُٔشجؾغ ػ٠ِ ج٩ٗطشٗص

 جُط٢ ٣ٌٖٔ إٔ ضغحػذ جُٔطؼ٤ِٖٔ ئؾشجء جُطقك٤كحش.

ػ٘ذٓح ضٌٕٞ ًحكس ج٩ؾحذحش جُقك٤كس، ٝجُرشٓؿ٤حش ٣ؼشك جُشعحُس 

 ٖٓ ٛزٙ جُؼ٤ِٔس، ٝ 'أقغ٘ص' ذحُِٕٞ ج٧قٔش ك٢ جُؿضء جُؼ١ِٞ

سدٝد جُلؼَ جُِٔٞٗس رجش أ٤ٔٛس: ذقشف  ٣ـ٤ش ئؾحذحش ئ٠ُ جُِٕٞ ج٧خنش.

 جُ٘ظش ػٖ ئػطحء جُطش٤ًض ػ٠ِ جُ٘ٔٞرؼ،

كاٗٚ ٣غٔف ٌُِٔر٤ٞضش ُطأخز ػ٠ِ دٝس ج٢ُٜ٘ٔ ُِٔؼِْ، ٝجُ٘حط ك٢ ٛزٙ جُٜٔ٘س 

 ض٤َٔ ئ٠ُ جعطخذجّ جُِٕٞ

 جُِٕٞ ج٧قٔش ػ٘ذ ئؾشجء جُطقك٤كحش.

جُوٞز ج٧خشٟ ُِرشٗحٓؽ ٛٞ سدٝد كؼَ جُٔوذٓس ك٢ جخطرحس غح٤ٗس  ئقذٟ ٗوحه

 ذحُنـو ذشضوحُس 'ٙ' ).6ئمحكحش (جُؾٌَ 

جُضس جُز١ ٣ظٜش ذؿحٗد ًَ خطأ، ٣طْ ئػطحء جُٔطؼ٤ِٖٔ ؽشـ ٌَُ ٖٓ 

 ٝٓغ رُي، ٖٓ أؾَ أخطحتْٜ.

ُطو٤ِذ جُظشٝف جُقؼرس ٝخقحتـ جٓطكحٕ، جُرشٗحٓؽ لا ٣وذّ جُٔطؼ٤ِٖٔ 

 كشفس َُ

ف أ١ أخطحء ضشضٌد أغ٘حء هغْ جخطرحس (ٓح ُْ ٣طْ ئُـحء ضػر٤طٚ غْ ئػحدز ضقك٤

 ُغٞء جُكع، ٛ٘حى ضػر٤طٜح ٓشز أخشٟ).

ضٞؾذ ج٩خطحسجش ٖٓ ٛزج ك٢ أ١ ػ٘ح٣ٖٝ جلاخطرحسجش 'أٝ ك٢ أ١ ٌٓحٕ آخش 

 ك٢ جُرشٗحٓؽ.

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

15 
passage’, ‘compare’, and ‘transcript’ were accessed, it would 
give us a real indication of interactional 
modification between learners and the computer. 
Unfortunately, such a feature is not supported by UUEG. 

Modified output 
Chapelle argues that CALL software should have the ability to let 
students 'notice' their errors as this would help them 
to shi@ to 'a syntac?c mode' that aids in internalizing the new form 
(1998, p.4). Borg (1999) also claims that error 
awareness helps students to 'monitor and self-correct their use of 
language' (p. 158). In UUEG, the feedback is very 
appropriate and one of the potential strengths of the software. By 
pressing the ‘check answer’ button that is found at 
the bottom of every page that has exercises, errors are crossed with a 
red line (or with a red cross if no answer has 
been given) 
Chapelle (1998) also argues that learners should be given the chance 
to correct their errors, and in the exercises 
discussed earlier students were given a second chance to do just this. 
If an error still persists, the computer will 
eventually display the answer in green. When the mouse is moved to 
the corrected answer, it flashes the error in red and the right answer 
in green. The author believes learners will benefit greatly from this 
feature. In the case of more than two errors being made, the 
computer will advise learners to go back to the previous charts and 
check their informa?on. The author supports Chapelle's (1998) view 
that it is advisable to have access to some online references 
that can help learners make corrections. 
When all of the answers are correct, the software displays a 'well 
done' message in red at the top of the exercise, and changes the 
answers into the colour green. The coloured feedback is of 
significance: apart from giving a focus on form, it allows the computer 
to take on the occupational role of teacher, as people in this 
profession tend to use the colour red when making corrections. 
A further strength of the program is the feedback provided in the test 
sec?ons (Fig. 6). By pressing an orange 'e' button that appears next to 
each error, learners are given an explanation of each of their mistakes. 
However, in order 
to imitate the challenging conditions and characteristics of an exam, 
the program does not offer learners the chance to correct any errors 
made during the test section (unless it is uninstalled then reinstalled 
again). Unfortunately, there 
are no notifications of this in either the tests’ rubrics or anywhere else 
in the software. 
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 صؼٍُ ثٌضٛثٌٟ صفغ١ش

 فجٌـ ثٌّضؼٍُ
جُٔطؼِْ ٓ٘حعرح ٣أخز ك٢ جلاػطرحس ًلا ٖٓ )، 2001ك٢ أٝفحف ؽحذ٤َ ػ٠ِ (

 جُٔطؼ٤ِٖٔ ُٜح '. characteriscsٓغطٟٞ جُِـس ٝ

ضط٘حعد ٓغ جُٔطؼ٤ِٖٔ جُٔغطٜذكس، ٝكوح ُٜٔحٜٓح ٣ؿد  ٣CALLؿد ٓٞجد 

 ضؼ٤٤ٖ ػ٠ِ جُٔغطٟٞ جُز١ ٤ُظ أ٣نح

ؿ٤ش  UUEG ).2001ك٢ ؽحذ٤َ  Skehanذغ٤طس ٝلا فؼرس ُِـح٣س (

ٓؿٔٞػس ٖٓ  ٔطؼ٤ِٖٔ جُز٣ٖ جُٔغط٣ٞحشٓ٘حعرس ٖٓ ق٤ع جُٔكطٟٞ ُِ

ئ٠ُ كٞم جُٔطٞعو، ٝأٜٗح ٓقٔٔس خق٤قح ٧ُٝثي جُٔغطٟٞ ضكص جُٔطٞعو 

أٓح  هٞجػذ جُِـس جُخحفس ذْٜ ذطش٣وس ٓرطٌشز. جُز٣ٖ ٣شؿرٕٞ ك٢ ضكغ٤ٖ

  ذحُ٘غرس ُِطلاخ ٓوذّ جُرلاؽ، ٢ٛ ٓ٘حعرس جُرشٗحٓؽ ذؾٌَ ؾ٤ذ لاقط٤حؾحضْٜ.

إٔ ضو٤٤ْ جُٔحم٢ ٖٓ جٌُطحخ ج٧ف٢ِ جُز١ ضْ ٣ٝغط٘ذ جلادػحء جُرلاؽ ذؾ

 جعطخذجٓٚ ٧ًػش ٖٓ ػؾش ع٘ٞجش.

)، جُٔطؼِْ ٓ٘حعرح ٣أخز ك٢ جلاػطرحس ًلا ٖٓ 2001ك٢ أٝفحف ؽحذ٤َ ػ٠ِ (

 ٓغطٟٞ جُِـس ٝخقحتـ جُٔطؼ٤ِٖٔ ُٜح '.

ضط٘حعد ٓغ جُٔطؼ٤ِٖٔ جُٔغطٜذكس، ٝكوح ُٜٔحٜٓح ٣ؿد  ٣CALLؿد ٓٞجد 

 ٤ُظ أ٣نح ضؼ٤٤ٖ ػ٠ِ جُٔغطٟٞ جُز١

ؿ٤ش  UUEG ).2001ك٢ ؽحذ٤َ  Skehanذغ٤طس ٝلا فؼرس ُِـح٣س (

ٓؿٔٞػس ٖٓ  ٓ٘حعرس ٖٓ ق٤ع جُٔكطٟٞ ُِٔطؼ٤ِٖٔ جُز٣ٖ جُٔغط٣ٞحش

ئ٠ُ كٞم جُٔطٞعو، ٝأٜٗح ٓقٔٔس خق٤قح ٧ُٝثي جُٔغطٟٞ ضكص جُٔطٞعو 

أٓح  هٞجػذ جُِـس جُخحفس ذْٜ ذطش٣وس ٓرطٌشز. جُز٣ٖ ٣شؿرٕٞ ك٢ ضكغ٤ٖ

رس ُِطلاخ ٓوذّ جُرلاؽ، ٢ٛ ٓ٘حعرس جُرشٗحٓؽ ذؾٌَ ؾ٤ذ ذحُ٘غ

 جٍ لاقط٤حؾحضْٜ.

٣ٝغط٘ذ جلادػحء جُرلاؽ ذؾإٔ ضو٤٤ْ جُٔحم٢ ٖٓ جٌُطحخ ج٧ف٢ِ جُز١ ضْ 

 جعطخذجٓٚ ٧ًػش ٖٓ ػؾش ع٘ٞجش.

ك٤ٔح ٣طؼِن فؼٞذس ٝجُغ٤طشز، ٣ٝذػ٢ هغْ جُٔغحػذز إٔ ٛ٘حى أ٣نح فلكس 

 "جُطٞؾٚ" مٖٔ

غخس جُطؿش٣ر٤س جُٔغطخذٓس ك٢ ٛزج جُطو٤٤ْ لا ٣ٞكش ٛزج جُرشٗحٓؽ، ٌُٖٝ جُ٘

 ٝٓغ رُي، كإ جُطٞؾٚ جُٔشكن.

جُقلكس ٣ضٝد جُٔطؼ٤ِٖٔ ذحُٔؼِٞٓحش جُلاصٓس ُطؾـ٤َ جُرشٗحٓؽ، ٓٔح ٣ط٤ف ُْٜ 

 جُطكٌْ جٌُحَٓ

ك٢ جُٞجهغ، ٣ٌٖٔ  أًػش ٖٓ رُي، ٝٛزج ذذٝسٙ ٣ؼط٢ جُرشٗحٓؽ أًػش هٞز.

 ٝجقذ ئ٠ُُِطلاخ جُطكشى ذكش٣س ٖٓ ٓوطغ 

آخش ٝضغؿ٤َ ٝضٌشجس قغد ٓوطن٠ جُكحٍ، ٝضؼذ٣َ ضغؿ٤لاضْٜ ًِٔح ًحٕ 

 ٝػلاٝز ػ٠ِ رُي، كاٜٗح ٣ٌٖٔ إٔ رُي مشٝس٣ح.

عؿَ ػذز ٓشجش ًٔح ضؾحء، ًٔح أٜٗح ٓشز ٝجقذز جٗوش كٞم جُضس ع٤طْ ٓغف 

 أ١ ضغؿ٤َ عحذن.

ٝٓغ رُي، ٝئػطحء جُغ٤طشز  ٝضر٤ٖ جُركٞظ إٔ ضكٌْ جُٔطؼِْ ٛٞ ٓل٤ذ.

 ٌحِٓس ُِٔطؼ٤ِٖٔ جُٔرطذت٤ٖ (أ١ ضِي ٓغ جُلوشجءجُ

؛ 2003جُٔؼشكس) هذ ضإغش ػ٤ِْٜ ذطش٣وس ٛحء ٤ٗـح (ًلاسى ٝٓح٣ش 

Hannafin  ّ2004ك٢ ُُٞش جُِٔي  1993ٝٛٞذش ػح.( 

ك٢ ق٤ٖ إٔ ٓؼظْ جُطذس٣رحش ٝٗٔحرؼ جُطو٤٤ْ جُخحفس ذْٜ ٝجمكس ٝمؼص 

 ك٢ جُٔغطٟٞ جُقك٤ف ُِطلاخ ٓوذّ جُرلاؽ،

ٝػلاٝز ػ٠ِ رُي،  إٔ ٣وحٍ ٛزج ٖٓ ضِي جُٔقٔٔس ُلاػطشجف خطأ.لا ٣ٌٖٔ 

): خطأ 1991كإ جُٔإُق ُذ٣ٚ سؤ٣س ٝٛٞ ٓح ٣طغن ٓؼإٔ ٖٓ ٤ٛطٕٞ (

recogni .ِْك٢ سأ١  ػ٠ِ ٤ُغص ٝع٤ِس ًحك٤س ُٔغحػذز جُطلاخ ػ٠ِ جُطؼ

 جُٔإُق

٣٘رـ٢ إٔ ضطؼشك ٧ؽٌحٍ جُقك٤ف، ٝجُز١ ذذٝسٙ ٣غحػذْٛ ػ٠ِ ئٗطحؼ جُِـس 

 فك٤ف ذؾٌَ

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

16 
Learning consecutive interpreting 
Learner fit 
In Chapelle's descrip?on (2001), learner fit takes account of both the 
language level and its learners’ characteris?cs. 
CALL materials must suit the target learners, and accordingly its tasks 
should be set at a level that is neither too simple nor too difficult 
(Skehan in Chapelle 2001). UUEG is appropriate in terms of content 
for learners whose levels range from lower intermediate to upper 
intermediate, and it is designed specifically for those who want to 
improve their grammar in an innovative way. As for the author’s 
students, the program is well suited to their needs. The author’s claim 
is based on the past evaluation of the original book that has been used 
for more than ten years. 
In Chapelle's descrip?on (2001), learner fit takes account of both the 
language level and its learners’ characteristics. 
CALL materials must suit the target learners, and accordingly its tasks 
should be set at a level that is neither too simple nor too difficult 
(Skehan in Chapelle 2001). UUEG is appropriate in terms of content 
for learners whose levels 
range from lower intermediate to upper intermediate, and it is 
designed specifically for those who want to improve their grammar in 
an innovative way. As for the author’s students, the program is well 
suited to their needs. The author’s claim is based on the past 
evaluation of the original book that has been used for more than ten 
years. 
With regards to difficulty and control, the help section claims that 
there is also an 'orientation' page within the 
program, but the demo version used in this evaluation does not 
provide this facility. Nevertheless, the orientation page equips 
learners with the information necessary to operate the program, thus 
allowing them to have full control over it, which in turn gives the 
software more strength. Indeed, students can move freely from one 
section to another, record and repeat as applicable, and modify their 
recordings whenever necessary. Furthermore, they can 
record as many times as they wish, as once they click the button any 
previous recording will be erased. 
Research shows that learner control is beneficial. However, giving full 
control to novice learners (i.e. those with poor knowledge) might 
affect them in a nega?ve way (Clark & Mayer 2003; Hannafin & 
Hooper 1993 in Lawler-King 2004). 
Whilst the majority of the exercises and their rubrics are clear and set 
at the correct level for the author’s students, this cannot be said of 
those designed for error recognition. Moreover, the author has a view 
which is consistent with that of Heaton (1991): error recogni?on is not 
an adequate way of helping students to learn. In the author’s opinion 
they should be exposed to the correct forms, which in turn would help 
them to produce the language correctly 
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ٝٓغ رُي، ٝٛزج فك٤ف كوو ػ٘ذ جُ٘ظش ك٢ جُٔشجقَ ج٠ُٝ٧ ٖٓ  أٗلغْٜ.

جٌُحضد ٣ؼطوذ، ضكطحؼ ئ٠ُ إٔ ضٌٕٞ هحدسز  جُطؼِْ؛ هلاخ جُذسجعحش جُؼ٤ِح، ك٢

جُٔإُق أهٍٞ ٛزج  ػ٠ِ جُط٤٤ٔض ذ٤ٖ ج٧ؽٌحٍ فك٤كس ٝؿ٤ش فك٤كس.

س ٝٓح صجُص ض٘طؽ أخطحء، جُطلاخ لا ضضجٍ ضٞجؾٚ ٓؾحًَ ٓغ جُِـ ذقلط٢ ُٚ

ًٝحٗص جُطذس٣رحش جُغَٜ ذٔح ك٤ٚ جٌُلح٣س  ٣ٝؾي ك٢ جُرلاؽ إٔ ٛزٙ خحفس

 ذحُ٘غرس ُْٜ.

ك٢  جُٜٔحّ، ٓػَ جُطذس٣رحش، ٢ٛ ٓ٘حعرس ُطؼ٤ِْ جُِـس ك٢ جُٔغطٟٞ جُٔطِٞخ.

ك٢  قٞجس ذغ٤و ٝجُٔطكذغ٤ٖ جُطكذظ ذغشػس ٓ٘حعرس. ٜٓٔس جلاعطٔحع، ك٢

ٓرحس٣حش هذسجش جُطلاخ ػ٠ِ أًَٔ  ُِـس ك٢ ٓشٝسٜٓٔس جُوشجءز، ٝضغطخذّ ج

ٛحض٤ٖ  ٣ؾي ك٢ جُرلاؽ أٜٗح عٞف ضٞجؾٚ أ١ فؼٞذحش ك٢ أ١ ٖٓ ٝؾٚ.

ؾ٤ٔغ ك٢ ًَ ؽ٢ء،  جُٜٔٔط٤ٖ ٧ٜٗح ذحُلؼَ هذ ضؼشمص ُ٘لظ جُٔٞجد.

جُطلاخ ٓغ جُٔٞجد جُط٢ ٢ٛ ؾذ٣ذز ذحُ٘غرس ُْٜ، ٝٛزج  ٝجُرشٓؿ٤حش ٣ٝؼشك

 ).1996 خشٕٝ. ؽحذ٤َ Krashen 1982( جُػح٤ٗس ػ٠ِ ٣acquisiؼضص ُـس 

هن٤س أخشٟ رجش جُقِس ُط٘حعد جُٔطؼِْ ٛٞ ٓغطٟٞ جلاعطث٘حف جُرشٗحٓؽ 

هذ ضُٞذ ػحَٓ ؿ٤ش جُٔشؿٞخ ك٤ٜح  ُٞ ًحٗص ٌٓشسز ِٝٓٔس، كاٗٚ ُِٔطؼ٤ِٖٔ.

ؽـَ قط٠ ج٥ٕ ٓغ ج٧ُٞجٕ، ؽخق٤حش ًشض٤ٗٞس ٓخطِلس،  ٖٓ جَُِٔ.

ذوحش جُغكد ٝج٩عوحه، ٝعؿَ فٞس، أُؼحخ، ٓغح ٝجُشعّٞ جُٔطكشًس

 ئ٠ُ إٔ ضٌٕٞ ؿح٣س UUEGٝهحسٕ ذ٤ٖ جُطٔحس٣ٖ، ٗظش جٌُحضد 

 ؾزجذس ٝذ٤ٜؿس.

ٝػلاٝز ػ٠ِ رُي، كإ 'جُٔغحػذز' ٝ 'ضوش٣ش' خ٤حسجش ؾؼَ ٛزج جُرشٗحٓؽ 

دػْ ُِٔؾحًَ جُطو٤٘س ج٧ًػش ٣ٌٖٔ ُِٔطؼ٤ِٖٔ ضؿذ جُؼٕٞ ٝ أًػش ؾحرذ٤س.

 حش ك٢ ٓط٘حٍٝ ج٤ُذ ػٖ جُ٘ظحّؽ٤ٞػح جُط٢ ضٞجؾٜٜح، ٝٛ٘حى ٓؼِٞٓ

ٓططِرحش ٤ًٝل٤س ئػذجد ج٤ٌُٔشٝكٕٞ (جُط٢ ٤ُظ ٖٓ جُغَٜ جُو٤حّ 

ؾ٘رح ئ٠ُ ؾ٘د ٓغ سهْ جلاضقحٍ ٝػ٘ٞجٕ ضؼ٤ِٔحش جُطػر٤ص ٓطٞكشز أ٣نح، ذٚ).

جُرش٣ذ ج٩ٌُطش٢ٗٝ أٗٚ ٖٓ جٌُٖٔٔ ٖٓ خلاُٜح ئ٠ُ ضشى سدٝد كؼَ قٍٞ 

ؽ ُنرو جُطلاخ جُٔإُق ذرؼل ك٢ جُٞجهغ، ٛٞ ٤ٗس ٓوذّ جُرلا جُرشٗحٓؽ.

 جُٞجؾرحش جُٔ٘ض٤ُس، ك٢ أ١ ْٛ ٣ؿد إٔ ٣ٌطد (ذحعطخذجّ

، ضلحف٤َ ضؿشذطْٜ ٣UUEGطٞضش جٌُٔحٍ) ٓلاقظحضْٜ جُخحفس قٍٞ 

جُٜذف  غْ ٣طْ ئسعحُٜح ئ٠ُ دػْ جُؼٔلاء. ٛزٙ ٣ٌٖٔ إٔ ٝجُشأ١ ٖٓ جُرشٗحٓؽ.

 ٢: كUUEGٖٓ ٝسجء رُي ٛٞ جُطـِد ػ٠ِ ٝجقذز جُؼ٤د جُشت٤غ٢ ٍ

جُرشٗحٓؽ لا ٣ـط٢ ٜٓحسز ٜٓٔس ٖٓ جٌُطحذس، ٝٛزج ُٚ أ٤ٔٛس ًر٤شز ًٔح هحُد 

 جُكش٣ـ ػ٠ِ ضكغ٤ٖ ٜٓحسجضْٜ ك٢ ٛزٙ جُٞع٤ِس. فحقد جُرلاؽ ؿ٤ش

ك٢ جُخ٤حس 'جُطر٤ِؾ'، ٣ٌٖٔ ُِطلاخ سفذ جُطوذّ جُز١ ضكشصٙ ٖٓ هغْ ئ٠ُ 

دسؾس ُٜح  ٣ٞر٤ٖ جُطوش٣ش جعْ جُٔطؼِْ ئ٠ُ ؾحٗد ٙ أٝجُ آخش دجخَ كقَ ٝجقذ.

٣ٌٖٔ ُِٔطؼ٤ِٖٔ ٓوحسٗس  ك٢ ًَ ٖٓ ٛزٙ ج٧هغحّ، ٝذؼذ جلاٗطٜحء ٖٓ ًَ كقَ

جُ٘ط٤ؿس جُط٢ ققِٞج ػ٤ِٜح ٓإخشج ٓغ ضِي جٌُٔطغرس ك٢ جُرشٗحٓؽ ك٢ ٝهص 

خقحتـ  ع٤ظٜش ك٢ ٜٗح٣س جُذٝسز. جُؼحّ غْٖٝٓ ؽإٔ جُٔطٞعو  عحذن.

ذسجعس ضٞك٤ش ُِ ػ٠ِ UUEGٝػ٘حفش ضكٌْ ٓػَ ٛزٙ ضػرص إٔ ٣ؿؼَ 

 جُزجض٤س.

ٝػلاٝز ػ٠ِ رُي، كإ 'جُٔغحػذز' ٝ 'ضوش٣ش' خ٤حسجش ؾؼَ ٛزج جُرشٗحٓؽ 

دػْ ُِٔؾحًَ جُطو٤٘س ج٧ًػش ٣ٌٖٔ ُِٔطؼ٤ِٖٔ ضؿذ جُؼٕٞ ٝ أًػش ؾحرذ٤س.

ٓططِرحش  ؽ٤ٞػح جُط٢ ضٞجؾٜٜح، ٝٛ٘حى ٓؼِٞٓحش ك٢ ٓط٘حٍٝ ج٤ُذ ػٖ جُ٘ظحّ

ضؼ٤ِٔحش جُطػر٤ص  جُو٤حّ ذٚ). ٤ًٝل٤س ئػذجد ج٤ٌُٔشٝكٕٞ (جُط٢ ٤ُظ ٖٓ جُغَٜ

ؾ٘رح ئ٠ُ ؾ٘د ٓغ سهْ جلاضقحٍ ٝػ٘ٞجٕ جُرش٣ذ ج٩ٌُطش٢ٗٝ أٗٚ ٓطٞكشز أ٣نح،

 ٖٓ جٌُٖٔٔ ٖٓ خلاُٜح ئ٠ُ ضشى سدٝد كؼَ قٍٞ جُرشٗحٓؽ.

ك٢ جُٞجهغ، ٛٞ ٤ٗس ٓوذّ جُرلاؽ ُنرو جُطلاخ جُٔإُق ذرؼل جُٞجؾرحش 

ٞضش جٌُٔحٍ) ٓلاقظحضْٜ ٣ط جُٔ٘ض٤ُس، ك٢ أ١ ْٛ ٣ؿد إٔ ٣ٌطد (ذحعطخذجّ

ٛزٙ ٣ٌٖٔ  ، ضلحف٤َ ضؿشذطْٜ ٝجُشأ١ ٖٓ جُرشٗحٓؽ.UUEGجُخحفس قٍٞ 

جُٜذف ٖٓ ٝسجء رُي ٛٞ جُطـِد ػ٠ِ  غْ ٣طْ ئسعحُٜح ئ٠ُ دػْ جُؼٔلاء. إٔ

جُرشٗحٓؽ لا ٣ـط٢ ٜٓحسز ٜٓٔس ٖٓ  : كUUEG٢ٝجقذز جُؼ٤د جُشت٤غ٢ ٍ

جُكش٣ـ ػ٠ِ رلاؽ ؿ٤شجٌُطحذس، ٝٛزج ُٚ أ٤ٔٛس ًر٤شز ًٔح هحُد فحقد جُ

 ضكغ٤ٖ ٜٓحسجضْٜ ك٢ ٛزٙ جُٞع٤ِس.

ك٢ جُخ٤حس 'جُطر٤ِؾ'، ٣ٌٖٔ ُِطلاخ سفذ جُطوذّ جُز١ ضكشصٙ ٖٓ هغْ ئ٠ُ 

٣ٞر٤ٖ جُطوش٣ش جعْ جُٔطؼِْ ئ٠ُ ؾحٗد ٙ أٝ دسؾس ُٜح جُ آخش دجخَ كقَ ٝجقذ.

٣ٌٖٔ ُِٔطؼ٤ِٖٔ ٓوحسٗس  ك٢ ًَ ٖٓ ٛزٙ ج٧هغحّ، ٝذؼذ جلاٗطٜحء ٖٓ ًَ كقَ

جُ٘ط٤ؿس جُط٢ ققِٞج ػ٤ِٜح ٓإخشج ٓغ ضِي جٌُٔطغرس ك٢ جُرشٗحٓؽ ك٢ ٝهص 

خقحتـ  ع٤ظٜش ك٢ ٜٗح٣س جُذٝسز. جُؼحّ غْٖٝٓ ؽإٔ جُٔطٞعو  عحذن.

ضٞك٤ش ُِذسجعس  ػ٠ِ UUEGٝػ٘حفش ضكٌْ ٓػَ ٛزٙ ضػرص إٔ ٣ؿؼَ 

 جُزجض٤س.

17 
themselves. Nevertheless, this is only true when considering the first 
stages of learning; advanced students, the author believe, need to be 
able to distinguish between correct and incorrect forms. the author 
say this as his students still face problems with the language and still 
produce errors, and the author doubted that these particular 
exercises were easy enough for them. 
The tasks, like the exercises, are appropriate for teaching language at 
the level required. In the listening task, the dialogue is simple and the 
speakers talk at a suitable speed. In the reading task, the language 
used in the passage matches the students’ abilities perfectly. The 
author doubted that they would encounter any difficulties in either of 
these two tasks as they already have been exposed to the same 
materials. All in all, the software presents the students with materials 
that are new to them, and this enhances second language acquisi?on 
(Krashen 1982 in Chapelle et al. 1996). 
Another issue relevant to learner fit is the level of the program’s 
appeal to learners. If it were repetitious and dull, it might generate the 
unwanted factor of boredom. Yet filled with colours, different cartoon 
characters, animatedvisuals, games, drag and drop quizzes, and record 
and compare exercises, the author considered UUEG to be very 
appealing and joyful. 
Furthermore, the ‘help’ and ‘report’ options make this programme 
even more attractive. Learners can find help and support for the most 
frequent technical problems encountered, and there is information at 
hand about the system requirements and how to set up the 
microphone (which is not easy to do). Installation instructions are also 
available, along with a contact number and an email address through 
which it is possible to leave feedback about the software. 
Indeed, it is the author’s intention to set the author’s students some 
homework, in which they must write (using the perfect tenses) their 
own feedback about UUEG, detailing their experience and opinion of 
the program. These can then be sent to customer support. The urpose 
behind this is to overcome one major drawback of UUEG: the software 
does not cover the important skill of writing, and this is of great 
significance as the author’s students are keen to improve their skills in 
this medium. 
In the ‘report’ option, students can monitor their progress from one 
section to another within a single chapter. The report shows the 
learner’s name alongside his or her score in each of these sections, 
and after finishing each chapter learners can compare their most 
recent score with those gained earlier in the program. An overall 
average will then be shown at the end of the course. Characteristics 
and controls such as these demonstrate that UUEG makes a provision 
for self-study. 
Furthermore, the ‘help’ and ‘report’ options make this programme 
even more attractive. Learners can find help and support for the most 
frequent technical problems encountered, and there is information at 
hand about the system requirements and how to set up the 
microphone (which is not easy to do). Installation instructions are also 
available, along with a contact number and an email address through 
which it is possible to leave feedback about the software. 
Indeed, it is the author’s intention to set the author’s students some 
homework, in which they must write (using theperfect tenses) their 
own feedback about UUEG, detailing their experience and opinion of 
the program. These canthen be sent to customer support. The urpose 
behind this is to overcome one major drawback of UUEG: thesoftware 
does not cover the important skill of writing, and this is of great 
significance as the author’s students arekeen to improve their skills in 
this medium. 
In the ‘report’ option, students can monitor their progress from one 
section to another within a single chapter. Thereport shows the 
learner’s name alongside his or her score in each of these sections, 
and after finishing each chapter learners can compare their most 
recent score with those gained earlier in the program. An overall 
average will then be shown at the end of the course. Characteristics 
and controls such as these demonstrate that UUEG makes a 
provision for self-study. 
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 7ِقجمشر 

 CALLصطذ١مجس 

 CALLصطذ١مجس 

http://privatewww.essex.ac.uk/scholp/callsched.htm 

 ثٌّٕظّز أدٔجٖ ػٓ هش٠ك ثٌؼًّ / ٔٛع ثٌّجدر CALLدؼل ثٌّٛثسد 

 ثٌٍغز ثلإٔؾ١ٍض٠ز ٌلأػّجي ثٌؾلاد
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 أٌؼجح ثٌؾلاد ِخضٍف
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 ثٌق١ٛثٔجس )ِطجدمز(

 ِج ٘ٛ ِضجؿ ٌه ِٛلغ ػٍٝ ؽذىز ثلأضشٔش ٌغضمضقش
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

18 

LECTURE 7 
CALL Applications 

CALL Applications 
http://privatewww.essex.ac.uk/~scholp/callsched.htm 

SOME CALL RESOURCES BELOW ORGANISED BY 

TASK/MATERIAL TYPE 

Business English Hangman 

19 
Various hangman games 

20 
Animals (Matching) 

What is available to you web-site would be limited 

_ 
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 8ِقجمشر 

 ثٌٍغج١ٔجس ثلإفنجس

 ثٌٍغج١ٔجس ثلإفنجس
A ٢ٛ ػرحسز ػٖ ٓؿٔٞػس ٖٓ جُٔٞجد جُِـ٣ٞس جُط٢ ٝسدش ك٢  ًٞسذٞط

 ذؼل جُطش٣ن جُٔرذت٢ (٤ُٝظ ؾضجكح)، ئٓح ػ٠ِ جُؾش٣و أٝ

ًطد ك٢ ٗغخس ٓطرٞػس (ػ٠ِ عر٤َ جُٔػحٍ جٌُطد ٝجُٔوحلاش جُطحُد) أٝ ك٢ 

 ٗؾؼش ذحُوِن كوو ٓغ ٗٞع آخش. ئٌُطش٢ٗٝ.ؽٌَ 

ٝضغطخذّ ٛزٙ جُٔؿٔٞػحش ذطشم ػذ٣ذز ٝٓخطِلس ٖٓ هرَ ٓخطِق 

 ٝٗؾؼش ذحُوِن أعحعح ٓغ جعطخذجّ جُ٘حط.

 ) هرَ جُِـ٤٣ٖٞ ُِٔغحػذز ك٢ ٝفق جُِـس، ٝجخطرحس جُ٘ظش٣حش1

) ٖٓ هرَ جُٔؼ٤ِٖٔ ٝجُٔطؼ٤ِٖٔ ُٔغحػذز ضؼِْ جُِـس (أ١ ؽٌَ ٖٓ أؽٌحٍ 2

 حٍ).جلاضق

 -٧دجء أ١ ٜٓٔس ئٌُطش٤ٗٝس ضغط٘ذ ئ٠ُ ج٩قنحس ٓرحؽشز ضكطحؼ أٓش٣ٖ: 

 ثلإفنجس ِٚقشن ثٌذقظ. أ

A ٗلغٚ ٛٞ جُ٘ـ كوو (ؽٌَ ٖٓ أؽٌحٍ جُر٤حٗحش)، ٝجُط٢ هذ  وٛسدٛط

 جُٔؿح٤ٓغ ٣ٌٕٞ هذ ًطد ك٢ ج٧فَ، أٝ ٣ٌٕٞ خطحخ جُٔكُٞس.

ٓح ضٌٕٞ ك٢  لا ٣طْ ضخض٣ٖ ًحكس ك٢ ٗلظ جُؾٌَ (ػ٠ِ جُشؿْ ٖٓ ٝؿحُرح

 جُ٘ـ)، ٝأٜٗح هذ ASCIIأٝ  DOSأذغو ٖٓ 

ٝأمحف ك٢ ٝجُخشٝؼ ٖٓ جُ٘ـ، ٩ظٜحس  )ثٌؼلاِجس( ٝجُٔؼِٞٓحش جُٔؾلشز

 ٓػَ جُز١ ًحٕ ٣طكذظ، ٝعؿَ ُِ٘ـ،

 أٝ ؾضء ٖٓ ًِٔس ٖٓ ًَ ًِٔس.

 - ِقشن ثٌذقظ لاعطخذجّ جُؿغْ ٣٧س ٜٓٔس ُذ٣ي ُِٞفٍٞ ئ٤ُٚ ذحعطخذجّ

جُ٘ـ (أٝ ٓإؽش جُٔطشؾٔس ٓغروح  ٓح ٖٓ خلاٍجُرشٗحٓؽ جُز١ ٣ٔطذ ػٔٞ

 ُِ٘ـ) ٝػ٠ِ ٗطحم ٝجعغ لا أقذ أٓش٣ٖ:

USERS OF ثٌّؾج١ِغ 

ػٍٝ عذ١ً ثٌّغجي ٌّؼشفز و١ف١ز ثعضخذثَ ثٌىٍّجس فٟ  -فٕجع ثٌمجِٛط 

 ثٌٛثلغ، ٚو١ف فٟ وغ١ش ِٓ ثلأف١جْ، ٚصقغ١ٓ ِذثخً ثٌمجِٛط

ضٕجعخ ٚلجةغ ػٍٝ عذ١ً ثٌّغجي ٌضقغ١ٓ أٚفجفٙج ٌ -ثٌٕقجر ٚففٟ 

 ثلاعضخذثَ ثٌفؼٍٟ ٌٍّمجٚلاس

Stylisticians -  ٜػٍٝ عذ١ً ثٌّغجي ٌٕشٜ ِج ٕ٘جن ثخضلافجس فٟ ِذ

 صىشثس ثعضخذثَ ِخضٍف ثٌىضجح دؼل ثٌىٍّجس

ػٍٝ عذ١ً ثٌّغجي ٌٕشٜ و١ف ثٌّضىشس دؼل  -ػٍّجء ثٌٍغ٠ٛجس ثلاؽضّجػ١١ٓ 

 ثٌّٕؾآس فٟ ثٌّقجدعز

ّغجي ٌّؼشفز ِج إرث وجْ عٛف دشثِؾٙج ػٍٝ عذ١ً ثٌ -ثٌٍغ١٠ٛٓ ثٌقغجد١ز 

 صق١ًٍ ثٌٕق٠ٛز ثٌؼًّ ػٍٝ صقذط دؾىً هذ١ؼٟ

 ٌغز

ثٌّضؼ١ٍّٓ ِغ  ENػٍٝ عذ١ً ثٌّغجي ٌٕشٜ و١ف ٠ج  -ثٌذجفغْٛ صؼٍُ ثٌٍغز 

L1 cular صىجفؤ ثٌققٛي ػٍٝ ؽٟء خجهب 

ػٍٝ عذ١ً ثٌّغجي ٌٕشٜ و١ف وغ١ش ِٓ  -ثٌىضجح ِٓ ِٕج٘ؼ ثٌضذس٠ظ 

 ذط فمج فٟ ثلأوجد١ّ٠ز ثلأؾ١ٍض٠زثلأف١جْ ثٌغٍذٟ ٠ق

ػٍٝ عذ١ً ثٌّغجي لإدسثػ أِغٍز  -ثٌىضجح ِٓ صذس٠ظ ثٌّٛثد ثٌذسثع١ز 

 أف١ٍز إٌٝ ٚمؼُٙ ثٌّجدٞ

ػٍٝ عذ١ً  -ثٌّؼ١ٍّٓ ؽؼً ثٌّٙجَ فتز، أٚ فضٝ ثٌّضؼ١ٍّٓ أٔفغُٙ ِذجؽشر 

 ثٌّغجي

 ٌضٛف١ش أدٌز إمجف١ز ٌغ١جق ثٌضخ١ّٓ ِؼٕٝ وٍّز

 ي و١ف١ز ثعضخذثَ ثٌىٍّز ػٕذ ثٌىضجدزٌٍققٛي ػٍٝ إسؽجدثس فٛ

 ٌٍّغجػذر فٟ ِٛؽٗ ثٌضقق١ـ ثٌزثصٟ

 ٌذسثعز وٍّز

 ٌٍؼًّ "ثٌضٛػ١ز ٌغز 'ػٍٝ ثٌٕقٛ

 ثٌضجس٠خ ِٓ ثٌّؾج١ِغ

http://privatewww.essex.ac.uk/scholp/corpintro.htm # 
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LECTURE 8 
Corpus Linguistics 

Corpus Linguistics 
A corpus is a collection of language material, made in some principled 
way (not haphazardly), either on tape or 
written in hard copy (e.g. books, student essays) or in electronic form. 
We are concerned only with the last type. 
Such collections are used in many different ways by different people. 
We are concerned mainly with use 
1) by linguists to help describe language, and test theories 
2) by teachers and learners to aid language learning (i.e. a form of 
CALL). 
To perform any electronic corpus-based task directly you need two 
things - a corpus and a search engine. 
A corpus itself is just text (a form of data), which may have been 
originally written, or be transcribed speech. Corpora 
are not all stored in the same format (though often they are in the 
plainest of DOS or ASCII text), and they may 
have coded information (tags) added in and out of the text, to show 
e.g. who was speaking, the register of the text, 
or the part of speech of each word. 
To use a corpus for any task you have to access it by using a search 

engine - a program which generally runs through 
the text (or a precompiled index to the text) and broadly does one of 
two things: 
USERS OF CORPORA 

Dictionary makers - e.g. to find out how words are actually used, 

and how often, and improve dictionary entries 

Descriptive grammarians - e.g. to improve their descriptions to fit 

the facts of actual use of constructions 

Stylisticians - e.g. to see what differences there are in how 

frequently different authors use certain words 

Sociolinguists - e.g. to see how frequent certain constructions are in 

conversation 

Computational linguists - e.g. to see if their grammatical parsing 

programs will work on naturally occurring 

language 

Language learning researchers - e.g. to see how oKen learners with 

a parAcular L1 get something wrong 

Writers of teaching syllabuses - e.g. to see how often the passive 

really occurs in academic English 

Writers of teaching course materials - e.g. to incorporate authentic 

examples into their material 

Teachers making class tasks, or even learners directly themselves - 

e.g. 

to supply additional clues for context guessing word meaning 

for guidance on how to use word when writing 

to help prompt self-correction 

for word study 

for 'language awareness' work on grammar 

History of Corpora 
http://privatewww.essex.ac.uk/~scholp/corpintro.htm#hist 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 22الصفحة 

22 

 9ثٌّقجمشر 

 لإفنجسثٌٍغج١ٔجس ث

 ثٌٍغج١ٔجس ثلإفنجس

 ثٌؼجِز CORPUSلنج٠ج فج١ٌز 
 َٛ ٛ٘حى 'جُِـ٣ٞحش ًٞسذٞط "ٓ٘لقِس؟ ًٞسذٞط ٓوحذَ جُطأَٓ.

 (ع٤ٌِ٘ش) جُغٔحـ ُِر٤حٗحش ضطكذظ ػٖ ٗلغٜح؟

I- جُِـس ٓوحذَ ذحُِـسE (ضؾٞٓغ٢ٌ) 

 1ؽخـ غحُع ٤ُظ  ٓلوٞد جُغ٤حم، ٤ٗس، 'ج٩غ٘ٞؿشجك٤س "ئٗلٞسٓح ؾشج.

 .... (٣ذٝعٕٞ) ٝجقذ ـٓؾحٛذز ؽخ

 ج٩قنحس لا ٣ٌٖٔ إٔ ضظٜش ٓح لا ٣كذظ، أٝ ًَ ٓح ٣ٌٖٔ إٔ ٣كذظ

 ٓؿحلاش جُِـس جُط٢ جُٔؿح٤ٓغ لا جٗش هذ ٣لحؾأ جلاعطرطحٕ ٖٓ هرَ ٓح ٣كذظ

 ٤ًق ًر٤شز ٣٘رـ٢ إٔ ٣ٌٕٞ؟ قؿْ جُؿغْ ٝضشدد ًِٔس جُلشد٣س.

ش جخطلاكح أًػش ٖٓ جٌُِٔحش ضؾـ٤َ لا ضؼط٢ جٌُِٔحش أًػ -كؼح٤ُس جُطٌح٤ُق 

 ٗغر٤ح

 )prosodicًِٔس ٖٓ ًِٔس (ػلآحش  2000عحػس ُٔؼحُؿس  10-20

ُٔؿشد جٕ جُغٌحٕ جُغحقوس لا ٣ؼ٢٘ جُؼ٤٘حش ٣ؿد إٔ ضٌٕٞ ٝجعؼس ُطٌٕٞ 

 ٓٔػِس، ًٔح ٣ظٖ جُرؼل ...

 ٓؾٌِس ضٌشجس جٌُِٔس ٣ؼطٔذ ػ٠ِ ٤ٓضز ٖٓ جُلحتذز ٝضوِد.

 عحً٘ح أٝ ٓطكشًح (سجفذ) جُٔؿح٤ٓغ؟

أ١ ٓؿٔٞػس ٖٓ  ٤ًٝل٤س ضٌٕٞ ٓػَ ٓٔػَ ج٩ٗؿ٤ِض٣س جُؼحٓس؟ أخز جُؼ٤٘حش

 جُ٘قٞؿ ٤ُغص ٓل٤ذز (جُٔرذت٢)

 ٓؾحًَ ... ج٩قنحس.

 ٓ٘كحصز ئ٠ُ جُخط٤س، ٝأف٘حف ٣ٌٖٔ جُٞفٍٞ ئ٤ُٜح؟ -جلاٗطٜحص٣س 

 ٜٓ٘ؿ٤س ٓطٞجصٗس ٝٓٔػِس: أ ج٩قنحس ٖٓ جُٔؿح٤ٓغ

 جعطرؼحد ؿ٤ش جُو٤حع٤س؟

 ٓح أف٘حف ٝه٢٘؟

 ٤ًق ٣ؼٞد؟

 د أف٘حف؟ٓح ٗغ

جُٔؾٌِس أًػش ٓغ ٓؼٜذ  جُٔطٌِْ / جٌُحضد جُؼٞجَٓ ًزُي (جُطش٤ًرس جُغٌح٤ٗس)؟

 جُٔشعَ ج٤ُٚ ٖٓ جعْ؟). L1ٖٓ جُٔ٘طٞهس ( ENجُٔٞجسد جُؼح٤ُٔس 

 غْ: جخط٤حس ػؾٞجت٢؟

 ٓح أف٘حف؟ أخز جُؼ٤٘حش جُطرو٤س؟

 آسجء جُخرشجء جُطشؾ٤ف هرَ ًْ هشجءز أٝ ذٞجعطس 'جُ٘لٞر'؟

ػَ "جٌُطحذس ج٧ًحد٤ٔ٣س" ٤ُغص ٓطؿحٗغس: ضؼطٔذ ػ٠ِ قط٠ ج٧ٗٞجع ٓ

subdiscipline ٝ جُطؿحسز)Econs ،ٝجُكٞعرس أٗح 

(جلاعطؼشجك، جُطوش٣ش)،  subdisciplineٝجُ٘ٞع دجخَ  جُل٤ض٣حء)، ٝٗكٖ

 ٝقط٠ ٣طْ ًطحذس ٓكحمش َُ

 هنح٣ح قن جُٔإُق ٤ًل٤س أخز ػ٤٘حش ًَ ٗـ، ٝقؿْ جُؼ٤٘س ٓشز أخشٟ؟

 طر٤ؼ٤س ٢ٛ جُخطد، ٝجُطِلض٣ٕٞ ٝٓح ئ٠ُ رُي؟٤ًق جُ ضٌِْ ذٚ؟

 Labovجُك٤َ  ئرٕ. هر٤ؼ٢ ضٔحٓح: ٓلحسهس جُٔشجهد ٤ًٝق ضٌٕٞ أخلاه٤س؟

 غؿلاش ٖٓ جُٔط٤ٌِٖٔ (ٝجُٔشعَ ٝ...)ض

 هنح٣ح جُ٘غخ: ٓح ُطذ٣ٖٝ ٖٝٓ ٣لؼَ رُي (خر٤ش أٝ لا)

 أخز جُؼ٤٘حش جُؼؾٞجت٤س ٓشز أخشٟ؛ ٓؾٌِس ٖٓ ُٜؿحش ٝجُِٜؿحش

 ٤ًل٤س جعطخشجؼ جُٔؼِٞٓحش جُٔل٤ذز ضِوحت٤ح؟ -ضك٤َِ 

 ضشدد ٝٓؾطوحضٚ:

 غشجء كًٞد: كش٣ن جُؼَٔ جُٔؼ٢٘ ذحُٔٞجسد ٓذٟ: أٗٞجع ٗق٤س ػرش

 Z: ٤َٓ ٝض٢ جُ٘ط٤ؿس / قشص collocationalهٞز 

 جُٔؿٔٞػحش جُقشك٤س ٣زٛد، ٣زٛد ٝرٛد؟ ٤ًل٤س سذو

 ٗٞػ٢ ك٢ ج٤ٌُٔس جُطٞجكن: ٓؾٌِس ج٧ػذجد جٌُر٤شز.

 ٗوحه جُر٤غ ٝؿ٤شٛح جُؾشـ / جُؿـشجك٤س ٝجُكن: جُقٞجخ جُط٤٤ٔض ذ٤ًٖ٤ل٤س 

 ؟٤ًKWICل٤س كشص ٝجلاخط٤حس ٖٓ ذ٤ٖ هحتٔس 
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LECTURE 9 
Corpus Linguistics 
Corpus Linguistics 
CURRENT GENERAL CORPUS ISSUES 

Corpus versus introspection. Is there a separate 'Corpus Linguistics'? 
Let the data speak for itself? (Sinclair) 
I-language versus E-language (Chomsky) 
Missing context, intention, ‘ethnographic’ informa?on. Third person 
not 1st person view….(Widdowson) 
Corpus can't show what doesn't occur, or all that can occur 
Introspection may be surprised by what does occur 
Areas of language that corpora don’t illumine 
Size of corpus and individual word frequency. How big should it be? 
Cost effectiveness - more running words doesn't give more different 
words proportionally 
10-20 hours to process 2000 words of speech (prosodic tagging) 
Just because a population is vast does not mean samples have to be 
vast to be representative, as some think… 

Depends on feature of interest and variability. Word frequency 
problem 
Static or dynamic (monitor) corpora? 
Sampling and how to be representative e.g. of general English? Any 
collection of texts is not a useful (principled) 
corpus. Problems… 

Opportunistic - biased to written, accessible varieties? 
Systematic- balanced and representative: a corpus of corpora 
Exclude non-standard? 
What national varieties? 
How far back? 
What proportions of varieties? 
Speaker/writer factors as well (demographics)? Problem more with 
wriMen than spoken (L1 from name?). Addressee 
Then: Random selection? 
Stratified sampling? What varieties? 
Weighting by how much read or by 'influence'? Expert judgment 
Even genres like ‘academic writing’ are not homogeneous: depend on 
subdiscipline (Business and Econs I, Computing 
and Physics we), genre within subdiscipline (review, report), even the 
lecturer being written for 
How to sample each text, and sample size again? Copyright issues 
Spoken? how natural are speeches, TV etc.? 
Fully natural: observer’s paradox and how to be ethical? Permission. 
Labov’s tricks Records of speakers (and addressees and…) 
Transcription issues: what to transcribe and who does it (expert or 
not) 
Random sampling again; problem of accents and dialects 
Analysis - how to extract useful information automatically? 
frequency and its derivatives: 
range: over text types 
richness of vocab: TTR 
collocational strength: mi and t-score/z score 
how to relate go, goes and went? lemmatisation 
concordance: the problem of large numbers. Qualitative into 
quantitative 
how to distinguish right from right: pos and other annotation/tagging 
how to sort and select from a KWIC listing? 
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 جُطٌح٤ُق، أؾٜضز جٌُٔر٤ٞضش جُخ -جُٞفٍٞ ئ٠ُ ػحٓس جُٔغطخذ٤ٖٓ 

ػلاٝز ػ٠ِ رُي،  جُونح٣ح جُٔزًٞسز أػلاٙ ًَ ضٌشجس ُِٔطؼِْ جُٔؿح٤ٓغ.

 ):ICLEٍِٞ جُونح٣ح (جٗظش ق

 CF ICE ٓح ٣ؼطرش جُٔطؼِْ؟

 ٓؼِٞٓحش ػٖ ُـس جُٔطؼِْ جُز١ لا ٣٘ؼٌظ ك٢ ًٞسذٞط جُٔطؼِْ

 ٓح ٣ؼطرش 'قو٤و٤س' ُِٔطؼ٤ِٖٔ؟

، ٓح ٢ٛ جُٔطـ٤شجش جُط٢ ضش٣ذ إٔ ٝغوص ػٖ L1ٝذقشف جُ٘ظش ػٖ 

 ٗحٗٞؿشجّ ١٧ SEجُطلاخ ٝجُٜٔحّ / 

ٓ٘حهؾس) ًَ ٛزٙ  2002(سجؾغ ؾشجٗؿش  ؾٔغ جُٔٞجد جُٔطؼِْ ك٢ ًٞسذٞط؟

 هذ ضكذظ كشهح

ُزُي جُٔؾٌِس ٖٓ جُٔوحسٗس ذ٤ٖ ٛزٙ جُٔؿح٤ٓغ جُط٢ ضْ ؾٔؼٜح ٖٓ هرَ ٓخطِق 

 جُ٘حط ك٢ ٓخطِق جُرِذجٕ

 ئٌٓح٤ٗس ه٤ُٞس جُٔؿح٤ٓغ

 interlanguageجُطك٤َِ جُطوحذ٢ِ 

NNS - NS 

 ٌُٖ جُٔغحتَ جُطح٤ُس: ُِؼػٞس ػ٠ِ ج٧خطحء ٝأًػش ٖٓ / ضكص جلاعطخذجّ.

 ٓط٘ٞػس ٓوحسٗس

ٌُٖٝ جُٔؾٌِس  جُخطأ، ج٩كشجه)، ج٩ٓرش٣ح٤ُس جُِـ٣ٞس (ٓقطِكحش ٓػَ

 جُكو٤و٤س ٖٓ سؿرحش جُٔطؼ٤ِٖٔ ٝػذّ ٝؾٞد ٓؼِٞٓحش ػٖ

 'جُذ٢ُٝ ٣طوٖ جُِـس ج٩ٗؿ٤ِض٣س'

NNS - NNS 

 ُِط٤٤ٔض ٝٗوَ ؿ٤ش ٗوَ (ػ٠ِ عر٤َ جُٔػحٍ جُط٣ٞٔ٘س) أخطحء.

 جُٔوحسٗس ٓشز أخشٟ

 ٔطؼ٤ِٖٔ ضٌٕٞ ٓل٤ذزُِ L1ٝذحُطٞجص١ ًٞسذٞط 

 ضك٤َِ جُخطأ جُٔكٞعرس

 : كٌش ٖٓ خطأ ٝجذكع ػ1ٚ٘ج٧عِٞخ 

  : جُٞعْ ًحكس ج٧خطحء ك٢ ًٞسذٞط غْ ذكع2جُطش٣وس 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

23 
Accessibility to general users – cost, computers etc. 
The above issues all repeat for learner corpora. Further, issues (see 
ICLE solutions): 
What counts as a learner? Cf ICE 
Information about learner language that is not reflected in a learner 
corpus 
What counts as ‘authentic’ for learners? 
Apart from L1, what variables would you want to have documented 
about the students and the tasks/seYng for any 
collection of learner material in a corpus? (Cf Granger 2002 
discussion) These all may make a difference 
Problem therefore of comparability of such corpora collected by 
different people in different countries 
Possibility of longitudinal corpora 
Contrastive interlanguage analysis 
NNS – NS To find errors and over/under use. But issues of: 
Comparability of variety 
Linguistic imperialism (terms like error, overuse), but problem of 
learners’ real wishes and lack of information on 
‘international proficient speaker English’ 

NNS – NNS To distinguish transfer and non-transfer (e.g. 
developmental) errors. 
Comparability again 
Parallel L1 corpus of the learners would be useful 
Computerised error analysis 
Method 1: Think of an error and search for it 
Method 2: Tag all errors in corpus and then search 
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 10ِقجمشر 

 ثٌٍغج١ٔجس ثلإفنجس

 ثٌٍغج١ٔجس ثلإفنجس

 دؼل ثلأفىجس ٠ّىٓ ثٌققٛي ػ١ٍٙج ِٓ ثٌّؾج١ِغ
ح ًَ ٖٓ هرِ٘ح ٖٓ جُٔؿح٤ٓغ ُذ٣٘ح قش٣س ٌُٖٝ لا ٣ٌٖٔ جُكقٍٞ ػ٤ِٜح سذٔ ...

 جُٞفٍٞ ئ٠ُ ...

ٓؼظْ ٛزٙ ُٜح جعطخذجّ ٝجمف ئ٠ُ قذ ٓح ٌَُ ٖٓ جُِـ٤٣ٖٞ ٝفل٢ 

 ٝسذٔح جُٔطؼ٤ِٖٔ ؾذج (ٝ ٝجُٔؼ٤ِٖٔ ...

 ج٥خش٣ٖ ك٢ ٓؿٔٞػس ٖٓ جُٔغطخذ٤ٖٓ

 ثٌٍغز ثلإٔؾ١ٍض٠ز ثٌؼجِز
 ذؼل ٝٓطأًذ جُطشددجش ٖٓ جٌُِٔحش جُلشد٣س ػرش أف٘حف:

 TTRsـ ج٧ف٘حف ٝجُٔإُل٤ٖ: ضشددجش جُؾحِٓس؛ خقحت

جُطلحف٤َ ٖٓ ٓؼ٠٘ جُٔلشدجش ٝجُؼ٘حفش جُطؿ٤ٔغ: ضلحف٤َ جُ٘ٞػ٤س ٖٓ 

 جُٔطرحدُس جُطؼ٤ظ؛ - قض٣ٖ جُٔشجدكحش

 ٝذؾٌَ هحهغ جُٔحٍ جُٔؼِٞٓحش ٓوحذَ

 ذحُٔشفحد ٓؿحٗغس ٝجُؾؼٞس جُطشددجش:

 ؽشٝه إٔ جُ٘كٞ جُٔؼؿ٢ٔ: ج٧كؼحٍ جُٔغطخذٓس ٓغ

 ٖٓ ٓغ : ٣غطخذّجُ٘ك١ٞ

 جُطو٤ِد، ٝجُكن جعطخذجّ جٌُِٔحش رجش جُرؼذ جُؼ٢ِٔ جُػو٤ِس:

 أٗص ضؼشف ٓح أػ٤٘ٚ ... جُؼرحسجش جُٔؼؿ٤ٔس:

 صشؽّز
 ضشدد ٖٓ ٓؼحدلاش ضشؾٔس

 ِضؼٍُ ثٌٍغز
جُخطأ ٝجُٔؼِٞٓحش ضك٤َِ ج٧دجء ٖٓ جُٔؼ٤ِٖٔ ٖٓ ف٘غ ٓقـشز جُٔؿح٤ٓغ 

 ٖٓ ُـس جُٔطؼ٤ِٖٔ ذطؼذ٣َ فلكس '

 ٖٓ جُٔؿح٤ٓغ جٌُر٤شز ٖٓ ُـس جُٔطؼًِْٔح عرن 

 ضشدد ٖٓ أٗٞجع جُخطأ ٓؼؿ٤ٔس

 جُخطأ ػٖ هش٣ن جُوٞج٤ٓظ correctabilityجُركع ػٖ 

 ثلأٔٛثع ثٌؼجِز ٌٍؾغُ ِّٙز / ثٌضقم١ك
ٖٝٓ جٌُٖٔٔ ضق٤٘ق ٓؼظْ جُٔؾحس٣غ ج٩قنحس، أٝ ض٤ُٞذ ؾذ٣ذز، ٝضش٤ًرحش 

 ٖٓ جُخ٤حسجش ٖٓ ٛزٙ جُشت٤غ٢

 ٤٘س، ٣لطشك إٔ ضٌٕٞ جُِـس ج٩ٗؿ٤ِض٣س ٛ٘ح):ج٧ذؼحد (١٧ ُـس ٓؼ

 ) ٓح ٛٞ ٗٞع ٖٓ جُِـس ٢ٛ جُلحتذز؟1

غْ ٣ٌٖٔ ٓ٘طٞهس أٝ ٌٓطٞذس،  ٖٓ جُطر٤ؼ٢ جُرحُـ٤ٖ جُِـس ج٧ف٤ِس ٢ٛ ج٤ُّٞ.

 ٝٓؼ٤حس أٝ ؿ٤ش جُو٤حع٤س، جٌُِٔٔس جُٔطكذز أٝ جُٞلا٣حش جُٔطكذز

ٝ جُؾؼش أٝ أٝ ...، ٖٓ جُِـس ج٤ٓٞ٤ُس أٝ جُغؿَ ٓطخقـ ٖٓ جُقكق أ

 جُ٘ػش أٝ ج٧ًحد٤ٔ٣س ... جُخ

 أدذ٢ أٝ لا ... ٖٓ جُٔحم٢.

 ٖٓ ٓطؼ٢ِٔ جُِـس ج٧ؾ٘ر٤س

 ٖٓ جُطر٤ؼ٢ ج٧هلحٍ جُِـس ج٧ف٤ِس

 )aphasicsٖٓ جُٔطكذغ٤ٖ ر١ٝ ج٩ػحهس جُِـس (ػ٠ِ عر٤َ جُٔػحٍ 

 ) ٓح ٛٞ ٓغطٟٞ (م) ٖٓ جُِـس جُط٢ ضكرٜح؟2

 جُٔلشدجش / ًغ٤ظ

 جُ٘ك١ٞ / ؾِٔس

 جش ٝجُطؿ٣ٞذج٧فٞ

 ج٩ٓلاء ٝػلآحش جُطشه٤ْ

 جُ٘ـ / جُخطحخ / جُر٤٘س جُخطحذ٤س

 جُرشجؿٔحض٤س
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LECTURE 10 
Corpus Linguistics 
Corpus Linguistics 
SOME INSIGHTS OBTAINABLE FROM CORPORA 

... but not maybe all obtainable by us from corpora we have free 
access to... 
Most of these have fairly obvious use for both descriptive linguists and 
teachers... and maybe learners too (and 
others in the range of users 
General English 

Frequencies of individual words across varieties: certain and sure 
Characteristics of varieties and individual authors: frequencies overall; 
TTRs 
Details of meaning of vocabulary items and collocation: qualitative 
details of synonyms sad-unhappy; mutual 
information for money and flatly 
Homonym and sense frequencies: lookout 
Lexical grammar: verbs used with that clauses 
Grammar: uses of with 
Use of words with a heavy pragmatic dimension: flipping, right 
Lexical phrases: You know what I mean... 
Translation 

Frequency of translation equivalences 
Learner Language 

Error and performance analysis information from teacher-made mini-
corpora of their learners' language 
Ditto from large corpora of learner language 
Frequency of types of lexical error 
Research on error correctability by dictionaries 
GENERAL TYPES OF CORPUS TASK/ INVESTIGATION 

It is possible classify most corpus projects, or generate new ones, as 
combinations of choices from these main 
dimensions (for any given language, assumed to be English here): 
1) What kind of language is of interest? 
from normal native speaker adults today. Then it could be spoken or 
written, standard or non-standard, UK or US 
or..., from everyday language or the specialist register of newspapers 
or poetry or academic prose or...etc. 
from the past. Literary or not... 
from foreign language learners 
from normal native speaker children 
from speakers with language disabilities (e.g. aphasics) 
2) What level(s) of language are you interested in? 
vocabulary/lexis 
grammar/syntax 
sounds, intonation 
spelling, punctuation 
text/discourse/rhetorical structure 
pragmatics 
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 و١ف ثٌطذ١ؼ١ز ٟ٘ ثٌخطخ، ٚثٌضٍفض٠ْٛ ِٚج إٌٝ رٌه؟ صىٍُ دٗ؟

 Labovثٌق١ً  إرْ. هذ١ؼٟ صّجِج: ِفجسلز ثٌّشثلخ ٚو١ف صىْٛ أخلال١ز؟

ًٌ 

 ثٌغؾلاس ِٓ ثٌّضى١ٍّٓ )ٚثٌّشعً ٚ...(

 نج٠ج ثٌٕغخ: ِج ٌضذ٠ٚٓ ِٚٓ ٠فؼً رٌه )خذ١ش أٚ لا(ل

 أخز ثٌؼ١ٕجس ثٌؼؾٛثة١ز ِشر أخشٜ؛ ِؾىٍز ِٓ ٌٙؾجس ٚثٌٍٙؾجس

 و١ف١ز ثعضخشثػ ثٌّؼٍِٛجس ثٌّف١ذر صٍمجة١ج؟ -صق١ًٍ 

 صشدد ِٚؾضمجصٗ:

 ِذٜ: أٔٛثع ٔق١ز ػذش

 عشثء فٛوخ: فش٠ك ثٌؼًّ ثٌّؼٕٟ دجٌّٛثسد

 Zض١ؾز / فشص : ١ًِ ٚصٟ ثcollocationalٌٕلٛر 
 ثٌّؾّٛػجس ثٌقشف١ز ٠ز٘خ، ٠ز٘خ ٚر٘خ؟ و١ف١ز سدو

 ٔٛػٟ فٟ ثٌى١ّز ثٌضٛثفك: ِؾىٍز ثلأػذثد ثٌىذ١شر.

 ٔمجه ثٌذ١غ ٚغ١ش٘ج ثٌؾشؿ / ثٌؾغشثف١ز ثٌقٛثح ٚثٌقك: و١ف١ز ثٌض١١ّض د١ٓ

 ؟KWICو١ف١ز فشص ٚثلاخض١جس ِٓ د١ٓ لجةّز 

 ثٌىّذ١ٛصش ثٌخ ثٌضىج١ٌف، أؽٙضر -ثٌٛفٛي إٌٝ ػجِز ثٌّغضخذ١ِٓ 
 جُٔض٣ذ ٖٓ جُركٞظ جُِـس، أٝ أًػش جُطشذ٣ٞس؟ ) ٓح ٛٞ جُـشك ٖٓ جُطكو٤ن؟3

ُٞفق ؾحٗرح ٖٓ ؾٞجٗد جُِـس أٝ ٓوحسٗس أٗٔحه ٓخطِلس، ٝجُٔإُل٤ٖ جُخ. ج١ 

 ئؾشجء جُٔض٣ذ ٖٓ جُركٞظ جلاعطٌؾحك٤س.

ئ٠ُ  ُلاهٔث٘حٕ ػ٠ِ 'جُوحػذز' جُٔوطشـ أٝ جُكوحتن جُٔحم٢ أٝ جُط٘رإ جُٔغط٘ذز

 أ١ أًػش ٗظش٣س ك٢ ذؼل جُٔ٘حهن ُذسجعس جُِـس.

 كشم٤س جخطرحس جُركٞظ.

 لاخطرحس ٓكَِ إٔ ذؼل جُِـ٤٣ٖٞ جُكغحذ٤س هٔ٘ح ذطق٤ْٔ

 ُِٔغحػذز ػ٠ِ خِن ٓ٘حٛؽ جُِـس أٝ جُٔٞجد جُطؼ٤ٔ٤ِس

 ُِٔغحػذز ك٢ ٓ٘حٛؽ ضو٤٤ْ أٝ جُٔٞجد جُطؼ٤ٔ٤ِس

 )CALLٌَ ٖٓ أؽٌحٍ لاعطخذجّ أٝ ضو٤٤ْ ػَٔ ًٞسذٞط ًٜٔٔس كثس (أ١ ؽ

 ُِٔغحػذز ك٢ ًطحذس ًطحخ هحٓٞط أٝ جُ٘ك١ٞ

 ُِٔغحػذز ك٢ ضو٤٤ْ ًطحخ هحٓٞط أٝ جُ٘ك١ٞ

 ئُخ

 ) ٛ٘حى قحؾس ئ٠ُ أ١ ٗٞع ٖٓ ًٞسذٞط ئٗلٞسٓح ػ٠ِ؟4

أٓػِس ٖٓ جُكٞجدظ ٖٓ جلآٞس ك٢  -ٓض٣ذ ٖٓ جُٔؼِٞٓحش جُطٞجكن ٖٓ ٗٞع 

 أ١ ٗٞػ٢ ع٤حهٜح جُقك٤ف ُطك٤َِ.

 أ١ ٤ًٔس ٓحش قٍٞ ضشدد جٌُِٔحش أٝ أ٣ح ًحٕ.ٓض٣ذ ٖٓ جُٔؼِٞ

ٓؼظْ ضش٤ًرحش م٤٘ٔس أػلاٙ ٢ٛ ٌٖٓٔ ئ٠ُ قذ ٓح ٓغ جُٔؿح٤ٓغ 

 ٝٓغ رُي، كاٜٗح ٤ُغص ًِٜح جُٔٞؾٞدز.

 جُٔطحقس ُ٘ح ٛ٘ح.

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

25 
Spoken? how natural are speeches, TV etc.? 

Fully natural: observer’s paradox and how to be ethical? 

Permission. Labov’s tricks 

Records of speakers (and addressees and…) 

Transcription issues: what to transcribe and who does it (expert or 

not) 

Random sampling again; problem of accents and dialects 

Analysis - how to extract useful information automatically? 

frequency and its derivatives: 

range: over text types 

richness of vocab: TTR 

collocational strength: mi and t-score/z score 

how to relate go, goes and went? lemmatisation 

concordance: the problem of large numbers. Qualitative into 

quantitative 

how to distinguish right from right: pos and other 

annotation/tagging 

how to sort and select from a KWIC listing? 

Accessibility to general users – cost, computers etc. 

3) What is the purpose of the investigation? More language research, 
or more pedagogical? 
to describe an aspect of language or compare different styles, authors 
etc. I.e. more exploratory research. 
to check on a proposed 'rule' or past finding or a theory-based 
prediction in some area of language study. I.e. more 
hypothesis testing research. 
to test out a parser that some computational linguists have designed 
to help create language syllabuses or teaching materials 
to help evaluate syllabuses or teaching materials 
to use or evaluate corpus work as a class task (i.e. a form of CALL) 
to help write a dictionary or grammar book 
to help evaluate a dictionary or grammar book 
etc. 
4) What kind of corpus informa?on is needed? 
more concordance-type information - examples of occurrences of 
things in context to analyse. I.e. qualitative 
more frequency information about words or whatever. I.e. 
quantitative 
Most of the combinations implied above are possible to some extent 
with existing corpora. However, they are not all 
available to us here. 
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 11ِقجمشر 

BNC ٚثٌّٙجَ ثٌّمضشؿ 

 ثٌٍغج١ٔجس ثلإفنجس

 ؟BNCِج ٘ٛ 
http://www.natcorp.ox.ac.uk/ 

٤ِٕٓٞ ؾحٓؼ٢ ًِٔس ػ٠ِ  BNC ٞٛ (100ٗح جٝٗحٍ ًٞسذٞط ( SH ٝذش١

ٓؿٔٞػس ٝجعؼس ٖٓ جُٔقحدس،  ٖٓ جٌُٔطٞذس ٝجُٔ٘طٞهس جُِـس ػ٤٘حش ٖٓ

ج٩ٗؿ٤ِض٣س ٖٓ ؾضء  SHٓقٔٔس ُطٔػ٤َ ٝجعغ ػرش غح٤ٗس ػ٠ِ ٖٓ ذش١ 

 BNCجُطرؼس  جُطرؼس ج٧خ٤شز ٛٞ جُوشٕ، ضكذغح ًٝطحذس. 20لاقن ٖٓ 
XML، 2007ّ جُز١ فذس ك٢ ػح. 

٪) ٝضؾَٔ، ػ٠ِ عر٤َ جُٔػحٍ، ٝٓوططلحش ٖٓ BNC (90ٖٓ  خط١ز ثٌؾضء

جُذٝس٣حش ٝجُٔؿلاش ُؿ٤ٔغ  ، ٓطخقـNAجُقكق جٝٗحٍ ج٩ه٤ٔ٤ِس ٝ

ج٧ػٔحس ٝجلاٛطٔحٓحش، ٝجٌُطد ج٧ًحد٤ٔ٣س ٝجُخ٤حٍ جُؾؼر٢، جُٔ٘ؾٞسز ٝؿ٤ش 

ع خطحذحش ٝٓزًشجش ٝجُٔذسعس ٝجُؿحٓؼس ٝجُٔوحلاش، ٝذ٤ٖ أٗٞج جُٔ٘ؾٞسز

 ٪)10( ثٌّٕطٛلز ثٌؾضء ٣طٌٕٞ ػذ٣ذز أخشٟ ٖٓ جُ٘ـ.

ٖٓ جُٜؿحت٢ ضذ٣ٖٝ ٖٓ جُٔكحدغحش ؿ٤ش جُشع٤ٔس ٓشضؿَ (عؿِص ٖٓ هرَ 

جُؼٔش، ٝجُٔ٘طوس ٝجلاؾطٔحػ٤س كقٍٞ  ٓططٞػ٤ٖ جخط٤حسٛح ٖٓ ٓخطِق

ذطش٣وس ٓطٞجصٗس د٣ٔٞؿشجك٤ح) ٝجُِـس جُٔك٤ٌس جُط٢ ضْ ؾٔؼٜح ك٢ ع٤حهحش 

ػحش ج٧ػٔحٍ أٝ جُكٌٞٓس سع٢ٔ ئ٠ُ جُرشجٓؽ ذذءج ٖٓ جؾطٔح ٓخطِلس،

 ج٩رجػ٤س ٝجُٜحضق ج٩محك٤س.

 ثٌّٙجَ ثٌّمضشفز

 ِمضشفز CORPUSدؼل ثٌّٙجَ 
جُؾ٢ء جُْٜٔ إٔ ٗذسى ذحُطرغ ٛٞ إٔ جُٔؿح٤ٓغ ٝٓكشًحش جُركع ضؾٌَ 

، ذذلا ٖٓ ٓؿحلاش جُطكو٤ن ك٢ قذ  جُركٞظ هشمأعحعح أدٝجش أٝ 

 م جُذسجعس، ذَ ًحٗٞج ٣غطخذٜٓٞٗح ٧دجءػذد ه٤َِ ٖٓ جُ٘حط جُٔطحس رجضٜح.

جُٜٔحّ جُط٢ ٣لٌشٕٝ، ٓػَ ذ٘حء خضجٗس، ٝجُط٢ ُٜح أذؼحد ذؼ٤ذز ػٖ جُٔطحسم 

ٝذحُٔػَ، ٝجعطخذجّ  جُٔغطخذّ ُذ٣ٚ ُطكو٤ن جٌُػ٤ش ٖٓ جُخرشز ٓ٘لقِس ٍ. جُط٢

جعطر٤حٗحش ُٔٞجم٤غ، ٤ُظ ك٢  جُؿغْ، ٓػَ جُطأَٓ أٝ جلاخطرحسجش ذح٩دجسز أٝ

ذَ ٛٞ ٝع٤ِس ُط٘ل٤ز ذؼل  حدز ٓح ٣ٌٕٞ جُٔؾشٝع ك٢ قذ رجضٚ.قذ رجضٚ ػ

جُؿضء ج٧ًرش ٖٓ  ٝفق جُِـس، ضؼ٤ِْ جُِـس أٝ أ٣ح ًحٕ. جُٔؾحس٣غ ك٢

 ػِْ جُِـ٣ٞحش، ٝجُطذس٣ظ جُخ جُٔؾشٝع ٣ؿد إٔ ٣أض٢ ٖٓ هرَ جُٔغطخذّ

ُزُي ك٢ جخط٤حس جُٜٔٔس جُط٢ ٣ؿد إٔ ٗلٌش ٓح جُِـ٣ٞحش جٗي ضؼشف أًػش 

ضِي جُٔوطشقس أدٗحٙ ٢ٛ ك٢ ٓؼظٜٔح  ٝكوح ُزُي. ، ٝجخط٤حس جُٜٔٔسقٍٞ ذحُلؼَ

 ُـ٣ٞس ٝفل٤س (جُٔلشدجش ٝجُوٞجػذ ك٢ جُٔوحّ ج٧ٍٝ)، أٝ ض٘ط١ٞ

٣٘رـ٢ إٔ  ذؼل جُطو٤٤ْ جُطشذ١ٞ أٝ جُطأ٤ُق ٓغ ٝؾٞد ػ٘قش ج٩قنحس.

كٜشعس جُٔٞجسد جُط٢ ٣ٌٖٔ ُٜزٙ جُغ٘س،  ضٌٕٞ هحدسز جكؼَ ٓغ ج٩قنحس ٝ

ٖ أ٢٘ٗ لا ٣ٌٖٔ إٔ ضنٖٔ أ١ ؽ٢ء ٓػَ ٓح ٛٞ ٓطحـ ػ٠ِ جُشؿْ ٓ

 جُطـ٤٤شجش

٣ٌٔ٘ي ذحُطرغ ٗلٌش أ٣نح ك٢ جُٔؾحس٣غ جُخحفس ذي ٝكوح ُِٔقِكس  ًَ ده٤وس.

 جُخحفس ذي، ٝئ٠ُ

ضٞجفَ ٓغ جُذٝسجش ج٧خشٟ جُط٢ هذ ضٌٕٞ ذٚ (ٓ٘ز ٓح ٣وشخ ٖٓ أ١ ذحُطرغ 

 ً٘ص ضأخز ك٢ هغْ جُِـس ٝ

 جُرؼذ ًٞسذٞط). جُِـ٣ٞحش ٣كطَٔ إٔ ضٌٕٞ ُذ٣ٚ

ػ٤ِي إٔ ضوشس ٓح ئرج  لا ٣طْ ػَٔ ٓح ٢ِ٣ ذؾٌَ ًحَٓ، ٝدٕٝ ضشض٤د ٓؼ٤ٖ.

 جُٔػٍٞ رجش جُقِس ًحٕ

جُٔطحقس، ٝذطر٤ؼس جُكحٍ جُكقٍٞ ػ٠ِ ٓكشى ذكع لاٗطؾحٍ ٓؼِٞٓحش 

 ك٢ ًػ٤ش ٖٓ ج٧ق٤حٕ ج٩سؽحدجش ٣ٌٔ٘ي ئدخحٍ ك٢ ٓل٤ذز.

ٛٞ خذػس  ش جُط٢ ضش٣ذٛح.كإ ٓكشى جُركع لا ض٘طؽ ًَ ٝكوو ػ٠ِ جُٔؼِٞٓح

 ُِكقٍٞ ك٢ أهشخ ٝهص ٌٖٓٔ، ٝ

جلاعطلحدز ٖٓ  ٝضلغ٤ش رُي. غْ كشص ٖٓ خلاٍ ئخشجؼ ذح٤ُذ ُٔح ضكطحؼ .....

 جُكذط ى

 جُٔؼِْ ٝ / أٝ ُـ١ٞ ٝفل٢!

 و١ف 'ثٌّشثدفجس' صخضٍف؟
َٛ ٣ٌٖٔ  ٝؿ٤ش عؼ٤ذز. 'جُٔشجدكحش' قض٣ٖ ك٢ كثس ٝٗكٖ ٗ٘ظش ذح٣ؿحص ك٢

 ش ٖٓ "ٓشجدكحش" ٓػَ أ١ ٖٓإٔ ٗ٘ظش ئ٠ُ صٝؼ آخ

 ضِي أدٗحٙ.

جُخ ٝرُي ٤ٌُٕٞ ك٢  Zgustaهشأش ػٖ جُطشجدف ك٢ أُٝٔحٕ، ػِوس، 

 جػطرحسٛح أٗٞجع ٓخطِلس ٖٓ جُطشم جُط٢

 هذ ضخطِق ذٜٔحسز.
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LECTURE 11 
BNC and suggested tasks 
Corpus Linguistics 
What is BNC? 

http://www.natcorp.ox.ac.uk/ 
The Bri?sh Na?onal Corpus (BNC) is a 100 million word collec?on of 
samples of written and spoken language from a 
wide range of sources, designed to represent a wide cross-sec?on of 
Bri?sh English from the later part of the 20th 
century, both spoken and written. The latest edition is the BNC XML 
Edition, released in 2007. 
The written part of the BNC (90%) includes, for example, extracts 
from regional and na?onal newspapers, specialist 
periodicals and journals for all ages and interests, academic books and 
popular fiction, published and unpublished 
letters and memoranda, school and university essays, among many 
other kinds of text. The spoken part (10%) consists 
of orthographic transcriptions of unscripted informal conversations 
(recorded by volunteers selected from different 
age, region and social classes in a demographically balanced way) and 
spoken language collected in different contexts, 
ranging from formal business or government meetings to radio shows 
and phone-ins. 

Suggested Tasks 
SOME SUGGESTED CORPUS TASKS 

The important thing to realise of course is that corpora and search 
engines primarily constitute tools or research 
methods, rather than areas of enquiry in themselves. Few people 
study hammers; rather they use them to perform 
tasks which they think of, like building a cupboard, and which have 
dimensions remote from hammers which the user has to bring a lot of 
separate expertise to. Similarly, corpus use, like introspection or 
administering tests or questionnaires to subjects, is not in itself usually 
a project in itself. Rather it is a means to carry out some project in 
language description, language teaching or whatever. The bulk of the 
project has to come from the user's prior knowledge of linguistics, 
teaching etc. 
Therefore in choosing a task you have to think what linguistics you 
know most about already, and choose a task accordingly. Those 
suggested below are mostly descriptive linguistic (vocabulary and 
grammar mainly), or involve some pedagogical evaluation or 
authoring with a corpus element. They should be do-able with the 
corpus and concordancing resources you can access this year, though I 
cannot guarantee anything as what is available changes by the 
minute. You can of course also think of your own projects in 
accordance with your own interest, and to connect with other courses 
you may be doing (since almost any course you take in the 
Department of Language and Linguistics potentially has a corpus 
dimension). 
The following are not fully worked out, and in no particular order. You 
have to decide if the relevant corpus is available, and of course get the 
search engine to dig out useful information. Often the instructions you 
can enter in the search engine will not produce all and only the 
information you want. The trick is to get as close as possible, and 
then sort through the output by hand for what you need..... and 
interpret it. Make good use of your intuitions as a teacher and/or 
descriptive linguist! 
How do 'synonyms' differ? 

In class we look briefly at the 'synonyms' sad and unhappy. You could 
look at another pair of 'synonyms' like any of 
those below. 
Read about synonymy in Ullmann, Leech, Zgusta etc. so as to have in 
mind the different KINDS of ways in which they 
may subtly differ. 
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جػو  جُكقٍٞ ػ٠ِ ئخشجؼ جُطٞجكن ٖٓ ٓؿٔٞػس ٓ٘حعرس ٖٓ جُ٘قٞؿ.

ًْٝ ٖٓ جُطك٤َِ  س جُٔشجدكحش.جخط٤ح قغحخ ٝأٝؾٚ جُؾرٚ ٝجلاخطلاف ذ٤ٖ

 جُخحؿ ذي ٛٞ ٖٓ ج٩قنحس، ًْٝ ٖٓ جلاعطرطحٕ جُٔطحُرس ٖٓ هرَ

 ًٞسذٞط جُٔؼِٞٓحش؟

َٛ ٣ٌٖٔ إٔ ضؾ٤ش أ٣نح ئ٠ُ ج٩دخحلاش ك٢ جُوٞج٤ٓظ ٖٓ جُٔشجدكحش جُط٢ لا 

كحُٝس ضلغ٤ش جُلشٝم (ػ٠ِ ٓ ٓؿشد عشد ُْٜ ٌُٖٝ ضؾَٔ 'جُٔوحلاش ٓشجدف'

غطش ٖٓ ٓشجدكحش، أٝ د٤َُ جُكذ٣ػس ٌُحع٤َ عر٤َ جُٔػحٍ هحٓٞط ٝذ

ُٔشجدكحش ٝجُز١ ٣طٞكش ك٢ ًُٞؾغطش جٌُٔطرس جُؼحٓس، جُػحُٞظ ع٣ٌٞش، ُلا

ٓح ٢ٛ  ٝعو جُٔذ٣٘س) ػ٠ِ قذ عٞجء ذحػطرحسٛح ٓقذسج ٨ُكٌحس ًٔح إٔ

 جلاخطلاكحش ٝؽ٢ء لاٗطوحد.

جٗظش أ٣نح خطأ ٝجعطخذجّ جٌُطد ٓػَ جٌُغ٘ذس: جُكن ًِٔس ًِٔس خحهثس 

ٝٛزٙ ٢ٛ ُِٔطؼ٤ِٖٔ  ج٧خطحء جُؾحتؼس. : ٓؼؿ٤ٛٝTURTONْطٕٞ ٝ

َٛ ٣ٌٖٔ جعطخذجٜٓح ًٞع٤ِس ٓغحػذز ُطك٤َِ جُخحفس ذي أٝ جُو٤حّ  ج٧ؾحٗد.

  –ٗوذ 

 ض٤٤ٔض ؿ٤ش هحذَ ُِخِو ٝ جُطؾ٣ٞؼ أٜٗح لا ضن٤َِ؟

ئرج ً٘ص ٜٓطٔح ك٢ ضذس٣ظ جُِـس هذ ضشؿد ك٢ جُطل٤ٌش ٤ًق ٣ٌٖٔ ضكذ٣ذ 

شجدف ُرؼل ضؿذ ُؿؼَ ٜٓٔس كؼحُس جُطٔح٣ض ٓ ٝض٤٤ٌق خطٞه ًٞسذٞط

 جُٔطؼ٤ِٖٔ ٓكذدز ُذ٣ي ك٢ جلاػطرحس.

َٛ ٣ٌٖٔ إٔ ض٘ظش أ٣نح ك٢ ذؼل جُٔطشجدكحش ٓط٘ٞػس ٓكذدز ٖٓ جُِـس 

ػٖ هش٣ن جخط٤حس  ج٩ٗؿ٤ِض٣س (ٓػَ جٌُطحذس ج٧ًحد٤ٔ٣س) ذذلا ٖٓ جُؼحّ،

 ، ػ٠ِ عر٤َ جُٔػحٍ.BNCًٞسذٞط دجخَ 

 '.confusiblesثٌض١١ّض '
ٝكس جُط٢ ضؾرٚ ك٢ جُقٞش ًٝزُي ٓؼ٠٘ ' جُٔؼشconfusiblesٛ٘حى ذؼل '

 (سجؾغ هٞج٤ٓظ ٖٓ هرَ جُـشكس).

جٗظش أ٣نح جُ٘وحه  ذؼل ٛزٙ هذ ٣ٌٕٞ ُٜح أ٣نح جُٔكظٞسجش جُٔشضرطس ذٜح.

 جُط٢ ٝسدش قٍٞ جُٜٔٔس ج٧خ٤شز.

جُركع ج٩قنحس ٣ؿد إٔ ضغحػذ ٝجقذ ُلشص ٓح ٢ٛ قوح جُخلاكحش، ٝػٔح ئرج 

ر٤َ جُٔػحٍ جعطخذجّ جُٔزًشجش ك٢ (ػ٠ِ ع ًحٗص ضقش٣كحش ك٢ جُوٞج٤ٓظ

هحٓٞط ُٞٗؿٔحٕ جُٔؼحفش ج٩ٗؿ٤ِض٣س أٝ أًغلٞسد جُٔطوذّ جُٔطؼ٤ِٖٔ 

 ٤ًق ٣طْ جعطخذجٜٓح فك٤كس. هحٓٞط) قٍٞ

ضؾَٔ، ٣إُق، ٝضطٌٕٞ ٖٓ،  ٓغطٔش، ٓغطٔش ج٩ٗطحؼ، ٝجُٔ٘طؿحش، ٝجُٔ٘طؿحش

 ضؾٌَ، ضؾَٔ

 ثٌّغضمذً ثٌضؼذ١ش ثٌٛلش ػٍٝ ِش ثٌغ١ٕٓ.
إٔ  شش ٖٓ جُطحس٣خ جُكذ٣ع ُِـس ج٩ٗؿ٤ِض٣س فؼٞد جعطخذجّٝغٔس ٤ٓضز رً

 ُِطؼر٤ش ػٖ جُٞهص ك٢ جُٔغطورَ. .. ٣زٛد ئ٠ُ

َٛ ٣ٌٖٔ إٔ ِٗو٢ ٗظشز ػ٠ِ ذؼل جُ٘قٞؿ ٖٓ ج٩ٗؿ٤ِض٣س جُكح٤ُس، 

 جٌُطحخ ج٧ًرش ع٘ح (ٓػَ د٣ٌ٘ض)، ٝقط٠ ؽٌغر٤ش ُٔؼشكس ػذد جُٔشجش

خذجٜٓح ك٢ ٝهص لاقن ؽؼٞس ٣كذظ ٛزج جُطؼر٤ش، ٤ًٝق ؿحُرح ٓح ٣رذٝ لاعط

ٓح ج٧قشف  ٗكٞ '). (٤ُٝظ قشك٤ح كوو ػ٠ِ أٜٗح ضؼ٢٘ 'جُطكشى

ٝسذٔح ً٘ص  (ٝؿحُرح ٓح ضرذأ جلاذطٌحسجش جؾطٔحػ٤ح 'ٖٓ دٕٝ'). جعطخذجٓٚ؟

أٝ أًػش ٝعحتَ أخشٟ ٣٩قحٍ ٝهص ك٢ جُٔغطورَ  ٣ٌٖٔ إٔ ٗ٘ظش ك٢ ٝجقذ

طحذؼس جُٔرحسجز ٖٓ ٓلاقظس هذ ضكطحؼ ئ٠ُ ٓكحُٝس ٝٓ ك٢ جُ٘قٞؿ ٗلغٜح.

 جُ٘ـ هذس ج٩ٌٓحٕ ػرش جُغ٤ٖ٘. ج٧عح٤ُد

أٝ جُٔغط٘ضف ك٢ جُٞهص جُٔكذد ٣ٝطٞضش  ضؾ٤ش أ٣نح ئ٠ُ جُٔشجٝؿس ٝآخشٕٝ.

 ك٢ جُِـس ج٩ٗؿ٤ِض٣س.

 صشدد ٚ 'ِٕٙؼ ثٌّؼؾ١ّز' ٌٍّضؼ١ٍّٓ
ًٝػ٤شج ٓح قحٍٝ ف٘حع جُٜٔ٘ؽ ئ٠ُ جُطكٌْ ك٢ ٓوذٓس جُر٘ٞد كًٞد ك٢ دٝسز 

أ١ جُٔغحم كًٞد ؾذ٣ذز ضوش٣رح ٖٓ  حٕ جُٔؼ٤حس ؽؼر٤س ضشدد.ًٝ ُـس، ٝأًػش

ًحٕ جُؼذ ج٧ًػش  ك٢ جُِـس جُٜذف، جعط٘حدج ئ٠ُ ذؼل جُؼذ. أؾَ ضو٤َِ ضشدد

هحتٔس جُخذٓحش جُؼحٓس  40Sجذطذجء ٖٓ  EFLؽؼر٤س جلاػطٔحد ػ٤ِٜح ك٢ 

ٓإخشج ضِوص ٛزٙ جُلٌشز كشفس ؾذ٣ذز  ٓح٣ٌَ جُـشخ ٖٓ جٌُِٔحش ج٩ٗؿ٤ِض٣س.

سج٣س "ٜٓ٘ؽ جُٔؼؿ٤ٔس"، ٝج٤ُّٞ ُذ٣٘ح جُطْٜ ػ٠ِ أعحط جُٔؿح٤ٓغ  ك٤حز ضكصُِ

ًطد ذٞجعطس ٤ِ٣ظ ؽحٛذ ٓلا٤٣ٖ أٝ ٗكٞ رُي. 5أًرش ذٌػ٤ش ٓٔح ك٢ جُـشخ 

ً٘ص هذ ضأخز جٌُطحخ  .٣ُٞٝCOBUILDظ، ٝدٝسز جُِـس جلاٗؿ٤ِض٣س 

ٖ ذحُطرغ جُز١ ٣غشد ًِٔحش ؾذ٣ذز ك٢ رُي، أٝ جُٜٔ٘ؽ جُز١ ٣وذّ هٞجتْ ٓ

ٖٓ هرَ ٓغط٣ٞحش ٓخطِلس، ٝٗشٟ ئ٠ُ أ١ ٓذٟ ٣رذٝ جٌُِٔحش ُطٌٕٞ ٓؼشٝكس

٧خز ػ٤٘حش ٖٓ  ع٤ٌٕٞ ُذ٣ي أٜٗح جخط٤حس ٝجُذسؾحش ك٢ جضلحم ٓغ ضشدد.

أٝ ٓغكٜح مٞت٤ح  جُٔٞجد ٝضكون ٖٓ ٝض٤شضٜح ٝجٗطحؼ جُقلكس جُؾخق٤س.

قغد  ئرج ُْ ٣طْ ضكذ٣ذ جُٔؼِْ ػرش ج٩ٗطشٗص. ٝجعطخذجّ ًٞٓر٤ِحش جُٔؼؿٔس

 جُطشدد، ٖٓ خلاٍ ٓح جُٔؼح٤٣ش ذؼذ رُي؟
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Get concordance output from a suitable set of texts. Give an account 
of the similarities and differences between the 
chosen synonyms. How much of your analysis is from the corpus, how 
much from introspection prompted by the 
corpus information? 
You could also refer to entries in dictionaries of synonyms which don't 
just list them but include 'synonym essays' 
attempting to explain the differences (e.g. Webster's Dictionary of 
Synonyms, or Cassell’s Modern Guide to 
Synonyms which is available in Colchester Public Library, Trinity 
Square, town centre) both as a source of ideas as to 
what the differences are and something to criticise. 
See also error and usage books like Alexander: Right Word Wrong 
Word and Heaton and Turton: Dictionary of 
Common Errors. These are for foreign learners. You could use them as 
an aid to your own analysis or do a critique - 
do they mislead? 
If you are interested in language teaching you might like to think how 
you might select and adapt the corpus lines 
you find to make an effective synonym differentiation task for some 
specific learners you have in mind. 
You could also consider synonyms within some specific variety of 
English (e.g. academic writing) rather than overall, 
by choosing a corpus within the BNC, for example. 
Distinguishing 'confusibles'. 

There are some well-known 'confusibles' which are similar in sound as 
well as meaning (cf dictionaries by Room). 
Some of these may also have proscriptions associated with them. See 
also the points made about the last task. 
Corpus research should help one to sort out what really are the 
differences, and whether statements in dictionaries 
(e.g. usage notes in Longman Dictionary of Contemporary English or 
the Oxford Advanced Learners Dictionary) about 
how they are used are correct. 
production, produce, product 
continual, continuous 
comprise, compose, consist of, constitute, include 
Future time expression over the years. 

A reported feature of the recent history of English has been the rise of 
the use of BE going to.. to express future time. 
You could look at some texts of current English, older writers (e.g. 
Dickens) and even Shakespeare to see how often 
this expression occurs, and how often it seems to be used in a future 
time sense (not just literally to mean 'move 
towards'). What characters use it? (Innovations often start socially 
'from below'). And perhaps you could look at one 
or more other means of conveying future time in the same texts. Note 
you would need to try and match up styles of 
text as far as possible across the years. 
Refer also to Quirk et al. or Leech on time and tenses in English. 
Frequency and a 'lexical syllabus' for learners 

Syllabus makers have often attempted to control the introduction of 
vocab items in a language course, and the most popular criterion has 
been frequency. I.e. the course introduces new vocab roughly in order 
of decreasing frequency in the target language, based on some count. 
The most popular count relied on in EFL from the 40s onwards was 
Michael West's General Service List of English Words. Recently this 
idea has received a new lease of life under the banner of the 'lexical 
syllabus', and today we have counts based on far larger corpora than 
West's 5 million or so. Seebooks by Willis and Lewis, and the COBUILD 
English Course. 
You could take a course book which lists the new words in it, or a 
syllabus which provides lists of words to be known 
by different levels, and see how far they seem to be selecting and 
grading in accord with frequency. You would have 
to sample the items and check their frequency and produce a profile. 
Or scan them and use the Compleat Lexical 
Tutor online. If not selected by frequency, by what criteria then? 
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 12ِقجمشر 
NLP ٓؼحُؿس جُِـحش جُطر٤ؼ٤س 

 ٓح ٢ٛ جُرشٓؿس جُِـ٣ٞس جُؼقر٤س؟

 (NLPِؼجٌؾز ثٌٍغجس ثٌطذ١ؼ١ز )
 ضغطخذّ أؾٜضز جٌُٔر٤ٞضش (ضك٤َِ ٝكْٜ، ٝض٤ُٞذ) جُِـس جُطر٤ؼ٤س

 )CL(قوَ جُِغح٤ٗحش جُكحعٞذ٤س جُٔطروس ئ٠ُ قذ ٓح 

 جُؿٞجٗد جُكغحذ٤س ٖٓ ٤ًِس جُِـس جُرؾش٣س

 أًػش جُ٘ظش١

 ضغطخذّ أؾٜضز جٌُٔر٤ٞضش (ضك٤َِ ٝكْٜ، ٝض٤ُٞذ) جُِـس جُطر٤ؼ٤س

 )CLقوَ جُِغح٤ٗحش جُكحعٞذ٤س جُٔطروس ئ٠ُ قذ ٓح (

 جُؿٞجٗد جُكغحذ٤س ٖٓ ٤ًِس جُِـس جُرؾش٣س

 أًػش جُ٘ظش١

 ٌّجرث ثٌذسثعز ثٌذشِؾز ثٌٍغ٠ٛز ثٌؼقذ١ز؟
 س جُرؾش٣س ٓػ٤شز ُلاٛطٔحّ ٝجُطكذ١جُِـ

 جُرشٓؿس جُِـ٣ٞس جُؼقر٤س ٣ٝوذّ ٗظشز غحهرس جُِـس

 جُِـس ٢ٛ ٝع٤ِس ػ٠ِ ؽرٌس ج٩ٗطشٗص

 ، جُ٘لغ٠، جُش٣حم٤حشCSجُطخققحش: ٤ُ٘ؾ، 

 ٓغحػذز ك٢ ٓؿحٍ جلاضقحلاش

 )ASR ،TTSٓغ أؾٜضز جٌُٔر٤ٞضش (

 )MTٓغ ؿ٤شٙ ٖٓ جُرؾش (

 هٔٞـ ذؼذ جُؼ٤ِٔس

 ؾز ثٌٍغ٠ٛز ثٌؼقذ١زأ٘ذثف ثٌذشِ

 ثٌٙذف ثٌؼٍّٟ
ضكذ٣ذ ج٤ُ٥س جُكغحذ٤س جُلاصٓس ٤ًُٞلا ُؼشك أؽٌحٍ ٓخطِلس ٖٓ جُغِٞى 

 جُِـ١ٞ.

 ثٌٕٙذعز ٘ذف
 ضق٤ْٔ ٝض٘ل٤ز ٝجخطرحس ٗظْ ٓؼحُؿس جُِـحش جُطر٤ؼ٤س إٔ ُِططر٤وحش جُؼ٤ِٔس.

 صطذ١مجس

 ِؼجٌؾز ثٌىلاَ:
 حضق.جُكقٍٞ ػ٠ِ ٓؼِٞٓحش جُط٤شجٕ أٝ قؿض ك٘ذم ػرش جُٜ

 ثعضخشثػ ثٌّؼٍِٛجس
 جًطؾحف أعٔحء ج٧ؽخحؿ ٝج٧قذجظ جُط٢ ضؾحسى ك٢، ٖٓ ٝغ٤وس. :

 ثٌضشؽّز ث١ٌ٢ز:
 ضشؾٔس ٓغط٘ذ ٖٓ ُـس ذؾش٣س ٝجقذز ئ٠ُ أخشٟ.

 ٚسدث ػٍٝ عؤثي:
جُؼػٞس ػ٠ِ ئؾحذحش ٧عثِس جُِـس جُطر٤ؼ٤س ك٢ ٓؿٔٞػس ٗـ أٝ هحػذز 

 جُر٤حٗحش.

 صٍخ١ـ:
 ضؾٞٓغ٢ٌ ٖٓ أخرحس ٝجقذز أٝ أًػشئٗؾحء ع٤شز هق٤شز ٖٓ ٗؼّٞ 

 جُٔوحلاش.

 
 29الصفحة 

29 

 ثٌّٛثم١غ ثٌؼجِز
 ؿٔٞك جُِـس

 جُِـس ً٘ظحّ سع٢ٔ

 هشم هحتْ ػ٠ِ هٞجػذ ٓوحذَ ج٩ققحت٤س

 جُكحؾس ئ٠ُ ضكو٤ن جٌُلحءز

 غّٛك ثٌٍغز
 ُلظ٢

[ralt= ] جٌُطحذس، ٝجُكن، ٝهوٞط 

 ٓؼؿ٢ٔ

 جعْ، كؼَ، ٓؾشٝه ٣ٌٖٔ =

 ذ١ٞ٤٘

 ُطِغٌٞخسأ٣ص سؾَ ٓغ ج
 دلالاش ج٧ُلحظ

 ٌٛفز ثٌّجد٠ز، ػٕقش ثٌمجةّز هرن =

 NLPًَ ٛزٙ ضؿؼَ ٖٓ جُقؼد 

 ثٌٍغز وٕظجَ سعّٟ
 ٗكٖ ٣ٌٖٔ إٔ ضؼحُؽ أؾضجء ٖٓ ُـس سع٤ٔح

28 

LECTURE 12 
NLP Natural Language Processing 
What is NLP? 
Natural Language Processing (NLP) 
Computers use (analyze, understand, generate) natural language 
A somewhat applied field Computational Linguistics (CL) 
Computational aspects of the human language faculty 
More theoretical 
Computers use (analyze, understand, generate) natural language 
A somewhat applied field Computational Linguistics (CL) 
Computational aspects of the human language faculty 
More theoretical 

Why Study NLP? 
Human language interesting & challenging 
NLP offers insights into language 
Language is the medium of the web 
Interdisciplinary: Ling, CS, psych, math 
Help in communication 
With computers (ASR, TTS) 
With other humans (MT) 
Ambitious yet practical 

Goals of NLP 

Scientific Goal 
Identify the computational machinery needed for an agent to 
exhibit various forms of linguistic behavior . 

Engineering Goal 
Design, implement, and test systems that process natural 
languages for practical applications . 

Applications 
speech processing: get flight information or book a hotel over 
the phone . 

information extraction: discover names of people and events 
they participate in, from a document . 

machine translation: translate a document from one human 
language into another . 

question answering: find answers to natural language 
questions in a text collection or database . 

summarization: generate a short biography of Noam Chomsky 
from one or more news 
articles  

29 
General Themes 
Ambiguity of Language 
Language as a formal system 
Rule-based vs. Statistical Methods 
The need for efficiency 

Ambiguity of language 
Phonetic 
[ralt] = write, right, rite 
Lexical 
can = noun, verb, modal 
Structural 
I saw the man with the telescope 
Semantic 
dish = physical plate, menu item 

All of these make NLP difficult 

Language as a formal system 
We can treat parts of language formally 
Language = a set of acceptable strings 
Define a model to recognize/generate language 
Works for different levels of language 
(phonology, morphology, etc.) 
Can use finite-state automata, context-free 



 ُـس = ٓؿٔٞػس ٖٓ جُغلاعَ ٓورٍٞ

 ضؼش٣ق ٗٔٞرؼ ُلاػطشجف / ضُٞذ جُِـس

 ٣ؼَٔ ٖٓ أؾَ ٓغط٣ٞحش ٓخطِلس ٖٓ ُـس

 ، جُخ.)(ػِْ ج٧فٞجش، ػِْ جُقشف

 ٣ٌٖٔ جعطخذجّ ج٢ُ٥ ٝٓكذٝد ُِذُٝس، خح٤ُس ٖٓ جُغ٤حم

 هٞجػذ جُ٘كٞ، ٝٓح ئ٠ُ رُي ُطٔػ٤َ جُِـس

 هشق لجةُ ػٍٝ لٛثػذ ٚثلإفقجة١ز
 جُِغح٤ٗحش جُ٘ظش٣س ٣ِطوو ٓؿشدز

 خقحتـ جُِـس

 جُرشٓؿس جُِـ٣ٞس جُؼقر٤س ٣ٌٖٔ أًػش أٝ أهَ ٣طرغ سؤٟ جُ٘ظش٣س

 رؾ٢ ٓغ جُوٞجػذ جُِـ٣ٞسجُ٘ظحّ جُ٘ٔٞ ػ٠ِ أعحط جُوحػذز:

 جُ٘ظحّ جُ٘ٔٞرؾ٢ ٓغ جقطٔحلاش ٓح ٣كذظ ػحدز ئققحت٤س:

 ٗٔحرؼ ٛؿ٤٘س ضؿٔغ ذ٤ٖ جُرِذ٣ٖ

 ثٌقجؽز إٌٝ صقم١ك ثٌىفجءر
 ذرغحهس ضذ٣ٖٝ ج٧كٌحس جُِـ٣ٞس لا ٣ٌل٢ إٔ ٣ٌٕٞ ٛ٘حى ٗظحّ جُؼَٔ

 ذشجٓؽ ضكطحؼ ئ٠ُ ضؾـ٤َ ك٢ جُٞهص جُكو٤و٢، أ١ إٔ ضٌٕٞ كؼحُس

 ٖٓ جُوٞجػذ جُ٘ك٣ٞس جُط٢ ٣ٌٖٔ ضطر٤وٜح ُؼوٞذس ٛ٘حى ج٥لاف

 جعطخذجّ ج٧كٌحس ٖٓ ػِّٞ جٌُٔر٤ٞضش

ُِؼػٞس ػ٠ِ أكنَ ضك٤َِ، ٝجعطخذجّ ضك٤َِ جُشعْ جُر٤ح٢ٗ، ؽٌلا ٖٓ أؽٌحٍ 

 جُرشٓؿس جُذ٣٘ح٤ٌ٤ٓس

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

grammars, etc. to represent language 

Rule-based & Statistical Methods 
Theoretical linguistics captures abstract 
properties of language 
NLP can more or less follow theoretical insights 
Rule-based: model system with linguistic rules 
Statistical: model system with probabilities of what normally happens 
Hybrid models combine the two 

The need for efficiency 
Simply writing down linguistic insights isn't sufficient to have a 
working system 
Programs need to run in real-time, i.e., be efficient 
There are thousands of grammar rules which might be applied to a 
sentence 
Use insights from computer science 
To find the best parse, use chart parsing, a form of dynamic 
programming 
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 13ِقجمشر 

NLP ِؼجٌؾز ثٌٍغجس ثٌطذ١ؼ١ز 

 ٠ٛزثٌّؾىٍز ِٓ ثٌضق١ًٍ ثٌٕق
 جُطر٤ؼ٤س Lجُؿِٔس ك٢ جُِـس  Sٗلطشك ٓذخلاش 

 ( ضلطشك ُذ٣ي جُوٞجػذ

 ص) إٔ

 هٞجػذ

 Lٝفق جلاهشجد جُ٘ك٣ٞس (أٗٔحه أٝ ٤ٛحًَ) ٝؾذش ك٢ ؾَٔ ٖٓ 

 ٣غ٠ٔ ٛزج ج٤ٌَُٜ ػ٠ِ S، ٝجُؼػٞس ػ٠ِ ٤ٌَٛ جُ٘ك٣ٞس ٖٓ S  &Gٗظشج 

 ضك٤َِ ؽؿشز

 1ِغجي 

 ثٌؾًّ أوغش صؼم١ذث
 أعطط٤غ إٔ ج٧عٔحى.

 ُل٤َ ك٢ ٓ٘حٓس ذِذ١.سأ٣ص ج

 جُـٔٞك ٛزٙ جُؿَٔ جُٔؼشك

عٞف أؾٜضز جٌُٔر٤ٞضش ُذ٣ٜح ُِؼػٞس ػ٠ِ ٓؼ٠٘ ٓورٍٞ أٝ ػ٠ِ ج٧سؾف 

 (م).
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LECTURE 13 
NLP Natural Language Processing 
The Problem of Syntactic Analysis 

Assume input sentence S in natural language L 

Assume you have rules (grammar G) that 
describe syntactic regularities (patterns or structures) found in 
sentences of L 
Given S & G, find syntactic structure of S Such a structure is called a 

parse tree 

Example 1 
More Complex Sentences 
I can fish. 
I saw the elephant in my pajamas. 
These sentences exhibit ambiguity 
Computers will have to find the acceptable or most likely meaning(s). 
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 ٚ٘زث ٠ؼٕٟ ِٓ ؽؾشر صق١ًٍ

 أعضط١غ أْ ثلأعّجن.

 ٔقٓ ٔش٠ذ أْ ٔفُٙ

 ِٓ ٠فؼً ِجرث؟
 ٛٞ ٝجُؼَٔ ٛٞ ٢ُ، ٝجُٔؼِد

 جُٔؼِرس ٝجُؾ٢ء جُطؼ٤ِد،

 ٛٞ جُغٔي.

 ػ٠ِ عر٤َ جُٔػحٍ ضؼ٤ِد (٢ُ، ٝجُغخحكحش ج٧عٔحى)

 ٛزج ٛٞ ضٔػ٤َ ٓ٘طن ُِٔؼ٠٘

 ٣ٌٔ٘٘ح جُو٤حّ ذزُي ػٖ هش٣ن

 سذو جُٔؼح٢ٗ ٓغ جُؼ٘حفش جُٔؼؿ٤ٔس ك٢ ؽؿشز *

 ًٞع٤ِس ًِٚ * Sغْ ذحعطخذجّ هٞجػذ ُٔؼشكس ٓح 

 ٚ٘زث ٠ؼٕٟ ِٓ ؽؾشر صق١ًٍ )ثٌضفجف١ً(
 ػٞٗح ص٣حدزد

 ٗك١ٞ ٓغ

 جُو٤ٞد ٤ٓضز

 ثٌقظ ثٌٕقٛ
 ضرذأ ٓغ

 = ٓؿٔٞػس ٖٓ جُؿَٔ ضك٤َِ

 ذ٘ي ؽؿشز

 جعطخشجؼ جُوٞجػذ جُ٘ك٣ٞس جُٔوحذِس ُطك٤َِ ج٧ؽؿحس، ٝضوذ٣ش جقطٔحٍ َُ

 جُوحػذز جُ٘ك٣ٞس ذ٘حء ػ٠ِ ضشددٛح

P (A → β | A) ػذد = (A → β) ػذد / (A( 

 غْ ُذ٣ي

 ، ٓغطٔذز ٖٓ

 ٖٓ أؽؿحس ضك٤َِ

 ٘ك١ٞ جلاقطٔح٤ُسجُ

 ًٞسذٞط

 ٤ًق ٛزج جُ٘كٞ ٓوحسٗس ُوٞجػذ جُ٘كٞ جُط٢ أٗؾأضٜح جُكذط ج٩ٗغحٕ؟

 ٤ًق ضكقَ ػ٠ِ جُؿغْ؟
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Meaning from a Parse Tree 
I can fish. 
We want to understand 

Who does what? 

the canner is me, the action is 
canning, and the thing canned 
is fish. 
e.g. canning (me, fish Stuff ) 
This is a logic representation of meaning 
We can do this by 
associating meanings with lexical items in the tree * 
then using rules to figure out what the S as a whole means* 

Meaning from a Parse Tree (Details) 
Let's augment the 
grammar with 
feature constraints 

Grammar Induction 
Start with a tree bank = collection of parsed sentences 
Extract grammar rules corresponding to parse trees, estimating the 
probability of the 
grammar rule based on its frequency 
P(A →β| A) = Count(A →β) / Count(A) 

You then have a probabilistic grammar, derived from a corpus of parse 
trees 
How does this grammar compare to grammars created by 
human intuition? 
How do you get the corpus? 
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 ِقجمشر ثٌشثدغ ػؾش

 ِشثؽؼز ٚثِضقجْ ثٌٕٙجةٟ

 ثٌضشؽـ ًٌ؟ CALLِجرث 
 قحُس جُِـس ضطر٤ن جُطؼِْ

 ضؼِْ جُِـس ذٔغحػذز جُكحعٞخ

 جلاضقحلاش ذٔغحػذز ضؼِْ جُِـس

 ًحذَ ضو٤٤ْ ضؼِْ جُِـس

 ٚ٘زٖ ٟ٘ .CALLعلاط ِشثفً ٘جِز فٟ ػ١ٍّز 

 جُط٤ٔ٘س / جلاعطخذجّ / ضو٤٤ْ

 ؽشجء / ضو٤٤ْ / ضِٔوح

 دسخ / ضو٤٤ْ / جعطرذجٍ

 دسخ / ضو٤٤ْ / جلاعطخذجّ

 ٘ٛ ٔفغٗ ِغً ثٌضفى١ش CALLثٌضفى١ش فٟ صق١ُّ ِٛثد 
 ضق٤ْٔ ع٤حسز

 ضق٤ْٔ ٓ٘ضٍ

 جٌُطد جُٔذسع٤س ضق٤ْٔ

 ضق٤ْٔ جُٔلاذظ

 ٠ؼٛد ثٌٝ CALLصجس٠خ 
 ػقش جُذ٣٘حفٞسجش

 ػقش جُؼقش جُؿ٤ِذ١

 ػقش أؾٜضز ٓح٤ً٘طٞػ ٝأؾٜضز جٌُٔر٤ٞضش ه٣ٞس

 ػقش جُكؿحسز

UUEG  ِغجي ػٍٝ دشٔجِؼ ٛ٘CALL. ٍُفئٔٗ ٠غًٙ أعجعج ثٌضؼ 

 ٓؼ٠٘ جٌُِٔحش

 هغْ ٖٓ أهغحّ جٌُلاّ

 جُٔشجدكحش

 هٞجػذ جُِـس ٤ٛٝحًَ

ٔذػٛ إٌٝ  EVALUA( ٠ؾجدي ثٌضٟ ٠ٕذغٟ ثلامطلاع 2001ؽجد١ً )

 ثعضخذثَ
 ٗظش٣حش ؾ٤ؼ ضكش٣ش جُغٞدجٕ

 FLAٗظش٣حش 

 ج٠ُٝ٧ LAٗظش٣حش 

 LA theroiesجُػحُع 

 ٚ٘زٖ ٟ٘ ؽشث. EVALUA( 2001ٕ٘جن ِشفٍضجْ فٟ ؽجد١ً فٟ )

 جلاعطخذجّ ٝجُطو٤٤ْ

 ض٘ل٤ز ٝضو٤٤ْ

 ق٢ٌٔ ٝجُطؿش٣ر٤س

 جُزجض٤س ٝجُٔٞمٞػ٤س

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

32 

LECTURE FOURTEEN 
Revision & Final Exam 
What does CALL stand for? 
Case application language learning 
Computer assisted language learning 
Communication aided language learning 
Cable assessment language learning 

Three important stages in the CALL process. 

These are 
Development / usage / evaluation 
Purchase / assessment / selling out 
Trail/ evaluation/replacement 
Trail/ evaluation/ usage 

Thinking about Designing CALL materials is the 

same like thinking of 
Designing a car 
Designing a house 
Designing textbooks 
Designing clothes 

The history of CALL goes back to 
The era of Dinosaurs 
The era of Ice Age 
The era of Powerful Macs and PCs 
The era of stones 

UUEG is an example of CALL software. It mainly 

facilitates learning 
Meaning of words 
Part of speech 
Synonyms 
Grammar and structures 

Chapelle (2001) argues that CALL evaluaAon 

should be carried out using 
SLA theories 
FLA theories 
First LA theories 
Third LA theroies 

There are two stages in Chapelle's (2001) 

evaluaAon. These are 
Usage and evaluation 
Implementation and assessment 
Judgmental and empirical 
Subjective and objective 
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 وّج ٠ٚCALLّىٓ صؼش٠ف ثٌذشِؾ١جس 

 leaminqأ١ جقطٔحٍ هحذِس ُلاعطخذجّ جُرشٗحٓؽ ٖٓ هرَ ٓطؼ٢ِٔ جُِـس ك٢ جضقحٍ ٓغ 

 أ١ ٖٓ جُرشجٓؽ جُٔطحقس ك٢ جُغٞم ك٢ ٓط٘حٍٝ جُؿ٤ٔغ

 أ١ ذشٗحٓؽ ٌٓحككس جُل٤شٝعحش جُط٢ ٢ٛ خح٤ُس أٝ ضؿش٣ر٢

 ز جُط٢ ٢ٛ خح٤ُس أٝ ضؿش٣ر٢أ١ ذشٓؿ٤حش جُٞعحتو جُٔطؼذد

 ٠ّٚىٓ صؼش٠ف ثٌضم١١ُ،

 ذحعطخذجّ ضطر٤ن ٧ؿشجك جُطؼِْ

 جُكٌْ ػ٠ِ عؼش جُطِد

 جُرص ك٢ ج٤ُِحهس جُرذ٤ٗس ٖٓ ؽ٢ء ٧ؿشجك ٓؼ٤٘س

 ضؼ٤٤ٖ ضٞجكش ضطر٤ن

A ً٘ وٛسدٛط 

 جُٔؼِٞٓحش جُٔخضٗس

 جُقٞس ٝٓوحهغ جُل٤ذ٣ٞ جُٔخضٗس

 ؾٔغ جُر٤حٗحش جُٔخضٗس ٖٓ ُـس

 ٔؿِذجش جُٔخضٗسجُِٔلحش ٝجُ
 

33 
CALL software can be defined as 
Any potential software usable by language learners in 
connection with leaminq 
Any software available in the market accessible to all 
Any anti-virus software that is free or shareware 
Any multimedia software that is free or shareware 

Evaluation can be defined as 
Using an application for learning purposes 
Judging the price of an application 
Deciding on the fitness of something to certain purposes 
Assigning the availability of an application 

A corpus Is 
Stored information 
Stored images and videos 
Stored collection of language data 
Stored files and folders 
 

 


