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Chapter 1  Introduction      1

Chapter 1

Introduction
Computer use appears to be almost ubiquitous for those of us living in cities
in the more technologically advanced countries. Researchers have found
that the adoption rate of the Internet exceeds that of previous technological
innovations for communication by several magnitudes (Hannemyr 2003).
Others, however, have identified a digital divide that separates those with
ready access to computers and those without such access (Murray 1999).
Given that only 12% of the world’s population is online (Global-reach 2004),
this divide is real. Differential Internet access is due to lack of education,
race, age, income, gender, and rural residence (National Telecommunications
and Information Administration 1995; Bimber 2000; Hoffman, Novak and
Schlosser 2000). Other researchers have noted that even those who may
have physical access to computers and the Web may not have the skills to
access, find and use the information. Hargittai (2002), for example, found
that older users and those with minimal previous experience with the tech-
nology had difficulty searching the Web. Zarcadoolas et al (2002), in their
study of low-literate adults, found that both navigation and content were
barriers to these adults’ ability to find and use Web-based information. In
a study of second-language learning adults in Australia, Murray and
McPherson (2006) found that learners needed extensive scaffolded instruc-
tion from their teachers in order to be able to use the Web effectively. Such
learners had limited, if any, access to computers in their homes. In such an
educational setting, an additional complicating factor is the extent of and
confidence in computer use by teachers. Research has identified that,
except for the early adopters, teachers require professional development
and ongoing support to use computers effectively in their classrooms
(Cuban 2003; Murray 2003).

In the Adult Migrant English Program (AMEP), the use of technology in
instruction has been a major focus of study for several years, beginning
with the Instructional Technology Strategy for the Adult Migrant English
Program (Corbel 1998), followed by a number of research projects that
investigated, among other issues, Internet use (Corbel and Taylor 2003),
action research into the effective use of computer-mediated teaching and
learning (McPherson and Murray 2003; Murray and McPherson 2004) and,
most recently, an investigation into reading online (Murray and McPherson
2005). All of these studies were premised on the expectation that new tech-
nologies would be used for instructional purposes in the AMEP. In addition,
the studies of Murray and McPherson (2005; 2006) recognised the need for
AMEP learners to not only use the technology for language learning but also
control the new language, skills and texts of the new technologies in order
to be literate in a technological era. These studies examined the texts and
language that learners need for successful settlement in an advanced 
technological society such as Australia, where their social, educational and
work lives will require their understanding of and skill in using the new
technologies for a variety of tasks and purposes.
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2 Teacher and learner use of the new technologies in the AMEP

Corbel and Taylor’s (2003) study found that, while a wide range of Web
resources were used in English language teaching, within the AMEP only a
few websites and online features were being used — namely, email, sites
with ELT activities and the Virtual Independent Leaning Centre (VILC).
They found that learners used the Web for settlement purposes, such as news
in their L1 or looking for jobs, as much as they did for language learning.
An additional, unpublished project, which investigated the feasibility of
incorporating technology in the AMEP’s distance English language program,
found that neither learners nor teachers had the skills needed to interact
via the Web (Melov 2002). Murray and McPherson’s studies, on the other
hand, were investigations of classroom use of the new technologies by
teachers and learners, especially examining what instructional strategies
facilitated learner use of the new technologies for language learning.

The study reported on in this research report was designed to understand
the state of learner and teacher access to and use of different technologies,
now that these technologies have been available in the AMEP for almost a
decade. Such an understanding provides a baseline for AMEP service
providers and the AMEP Research Centre1 to:

• determine the readiness of AMEP teachers and learners to incorporate
new technology in language education;

• gauge the uptake of the new technologies by AMEP teachers;

• determine the need for professional development of teachers;

• guide research on appropriate instructional strategies using new 
technologies;

• determine resources for teachers and learners to support language
instruction using new technologies and instruction in the language of
the new technologies.

Methodology

A paper-based survey was conducted with both AMEP learners and their
teachers. The survey (see Appendixes A and B) consisted of five categories
of questions with multiple items, asking learners and teachers to indicate
what access they had to a variety of computer-based applications such as
wordprocessing or websites, where they used these applications, the types
of websites they used, their self-reported skill using the applications in
English, and, for the learners, their self-assessed skill using the appli-
cations in their own language. Teachers, on the other hand, were asked 
to nominate applications in which they would like to have professional
development. An expression of interest was circulated to all AMEP service
providers, requesting the name of a contact person if the service provider
was interested in participating in the survey. Twelve service providers
agreed to participate. We then contacted the nominated contact person and
determined the number of questionnaires to be mailed. Questionnaires
were mailed out and returned in self-addressed envelopes to the AMEP
Research Centre. Data were entered into the Statistical Package for Social
Sciences (SPSS) and a variety of statistical measures employed.
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Chapter 1  Introduction      3

Because two categories of questions with multiple items allowed for 
multiple responses, the data were manipulated so that a multiple-response
procedure and/or stacking of data could be used. The outcomes of these
procedures resulted in the number of responses, not the number of 
respondents. For example, question 3 asked whether the respondent could
access wordprocessing at home, in English class, at work, other place or
nowhere. Table 1 below displays the learner responses.

Table 1: Learner responses to access to wordprocessing

Response chosen Frequency Percentage Valid percentage

At home 81 8.5 9.1

In English class 345 36.4 38.9

At work 9 0.9 1.0

Other place 21 2.2 2.4

Nowhere 24 2.5 2.7

Home and English class 257 27.1 29.0

Home and English class 22 2.3 2.5
and work

Home and English class 4 0.4 0.5
and work and other place

Home and English class 52 5.5 5.9
and other place

Home and work 6 0.6 0.7

Home and work 2 0.2 0.2
and other place

Home and other place 5 0.5 0.6

English class and work 7 0.7 0.8

English class and work 1 0.1 0.1
and other place

English class and 40 4.2 4.5
other place

TOTAL 876 92.4* 100.0

Missing participants 72 7.6

Total participants 948 100.0

*  Not all columns will add exactly due to rounding. All numbers were produced through the
statistical analysis using SPSS.

While 81 learners indicated that they had access at home only; 257 
indicated they had access at home and in English class; 22 that they had
access at home, in English class, and at work; 4 that they had access at
home, in English class, at work and other places; 52 that they had access
at home, in English class and other places; 6 that they had access at home
and at work; 2 at home, work and other places; and 5 at home and other
places. Therefore, we calculated that a total of 429 learners had access at
home, all but 81 of whom had access elsewhere as well. For learners, the
most salient sites were home and English class, although a small number
reported access and use at work or other sites (such as libraries). Some
respondents appeared to have difficulty responding to questions with multiple
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4 Teacher and learner use of the new technologies in the AMEP

choices as they indicated both ‘nowhere’ and an actual site such as ‘at
home’. These responses were removed from the data. Similarly, for teachers,
with access to and use at home and work being the most salient, the totals
add to more than 145 as the data reflect the number of responses.

Respondent profiles

Learners
A total of 948 learners responded, with learners from all States and
Territories. However, as Table 2 below demonstrates, the numbers for each
State were not proportional to student participants in the AMEP in 
each State/Territory in 2004–5, with 33% of respondents coming from
South Australia, which only represents 5.6% of total AMEP participants
and respondents representing a quarter of all participants in Northern
Territory. The States with the largest share of AMEP participants, New
South Wales and Victoria, are very under-represented in these data, with
only 19.2% and 20.6% of the respondents coming from these States. The
Australian Capital Territory is also underrepresented and, with only two
respondents, is not used for most of the State and Territory statistical 
comparisons. The three over-represented States/Territories (Northern
Territory, South Australia and Tasmania) also have the proportionally 
highest intakes from the humanitarian/refugee stream. Additionally,
Northern Territory has the lowest skilled migrant intake. These variations
mean the data are not representative of the AMEP overall. However, in the
sections below, data are disaggregated for State/Territory to indicate where
differences may affect the overall data.

Table 2:  Survey learner respondents by State/Territory compared
with State/Territory shares of AMEP participants in
2004–52

Learners Teachers

Number of Percentage of
Number of Percentage of AMEP clients AMEP clients

State/Territory respondents3 respondents 2004–5 2004–5 Respondents

ACT 2 0.2 519 1.4 0

NSW 176 19.2 15 656 43.1 56

NT 61 6.6 245 0.7 4

QLD 100 10.9 3 231 8.9 16

SA 303 33.0 2 030 5.6 35

TAS 41 4.5 374 1.0 9

VIC 189 20.6 11 104 30.5 16

WA 47 5.1 3 196 8.8 3

Similarly, Table 3 below shows that the majority of respondents (86.1%)
were in CSWE II and III classes, whereas in the AMEP overall, 59.7% 
of learners are in pre-CSWE and CSWE I. This may reflect either that 
computer-based instruction is used more extensively at CSWE II and III
level, or that teachers felt learners at this level were more likely to be able
to complete the questionnaire.
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Table 3:  CSWE level for learner respondents compared with overall
AMEP participants4

Number of Percentage of
Number of Percentage of AMEP clients AMEP clients

Level respondents5 respondents 2004–5 2004–5

Pre-CSWE 8 0.9

CSWE I 119 13.0 21 718 59.7%

CSWE II 342 37.5 8 597 23.6%

CSWE III 443 48.6 6 005 16.5%

Teachers
A total of 145 teachers responded. Since we do not have data for teacher
numbers by State and Territory for the AMEP, it is not possible to determine
how representative these data are of the AMEP overall. As with learners,
while all States and one Territory were represented, a large number of
respondents were from South Australia (35) and none from the Australian
Capital Territory. While New South Wales and Victoria have the largest
share of AMEP clients, only 16 teachers from Victoria responded.

Notes
1 The AMEP Research Centre is a collaboration between the School of Educational Studies at

La Trobe University and the National Centre for English Language Teaching and Research
at Macquarie University. The centre provides research, professional development and
resources for AMEP teachers nationally.

2 No national/State data are available for teachers in the AMEP overall.
3 29 students did not respond to this item.
4 Overall AMEP participants data is from DIMIA’s National Management Information Unit

(NMIU) and indicates initial determination of level of students. Hence, there are no clients
in pre-CSWE as that determination is made locally for learners who need help with literacy
prior to undertaking CSWE I.

5 36 respondents did not respond to this item.
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Chapter 2

Findings: Learners

Access to and use of applications by learners

Learners were asked to report on their access to and use of 12 different
applications at home, in English class, at work, elsewhere and nowhere.
For many applications, only a small number of learners responded and
sometimes many responded ‘nowhere’. Since we cannot determine from 
the data whether the ‘no’ responses meant the learners didn’t use that
application anywhere, the data have been reported below using valid 
percentages — that is, the percentage of those who responded for that item.
Therefore, for some applications, it appears that a large number of learners
used or had access to the application. However, it may be only a large 
percentage of a small number who responded. This was especially the case
for the less well-known applications such as chat, learning management
systems, SMART Boards and databases. Therefore, the reporting of the
findings needs to be read with some care.

Each application is discussed individually below, including a discussion of
breakdowns by State or Territory. Twenty-nine learners did not report their
State or Territory and so are excluded from the State/Territory breakdowns.

Wordprocessing

More than a third of learners (38.9%) indicated the only access they had
was in their English class, while a further 29% had access both at home
and in English class. In all, 728 (83.1%) had access in their English classes.
As indicated in Chapter 1 under ‘Methodology’, 81 respondents (9.1%) 
indicated they had access only at home, while 348 (39.4%) had access at
home and elsewhere. Only 24 respondents (2.7%) indicated they had access
nowhere. While we expected that more learners would have access than
actually used wordprocessing, the reverse was true for the category of home
or English class only, with 119 (14.3%) learners indicating they used word-
processing at home and 348 (41.9%) indicating they used it only in English
class. However, when the responses are stacked6, we find that use of word-
processing at home and in English class is less than reported for access.
One possible explanation for this discrepancy is that learners may have
been more questionnaire-savvy after having answered question 3, realising
that they could choose more than one option.

More than three-quarters of learners in all States and Territories had
access to and used wordprocessing in their English classes, except for
Western Australia, where just over half actually used it.7 However, a larger
percentage had access at home in New South Wales than in any other
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8 Teacher and learner use of the new technologies in the AMEP

State/Territory, with Northern Territory having the smallest percentage
with home access. Just under half of learners in each State/Territory used
it at home, except in New South Wales (62%) and Northern Territory
(33.3%). However, 90% of learners in Northern Territory used it in English
class. Tasmania, also, had just over 90% using it in English class.

Email

Learners had greater access to email at home than they did to word-
processing. 170 (17.9%) learners accessed email only at home. Fewer had
access to email in their English classes than had access to wordprocessing,
with 29.5% having access only in English classes. A further 29.7% had
access both at home and in English class, some of whom also had access
at work or elsewhere. 613 (64.7 %) had access in English class, some of
whom had access elsewhere. 483 (50.9%) had access at home, some 
of whom had access elsewhere. 5.8% had no access to email. As with 
wordprocessing a comparison of the data for access and that for use
appears contradictory, with more learners indicating use of email at home
(202) than having access at home (170). However, when responses are
stacked, we find fewer used email (457) at home than had access (483), and
fewer used email (513) in English class than had access (613). The 
discrepancy may be due to learners having realised, after completing 
question 3 of the questionnaire, that they had more choices — that is, they
could choose home or English class, as well as other sites.

There is some variation across States and Territories for access to email,
with a higher percentage of learners in NSW having home access (69.9%)
and use (72%) than any other State/Territory, while a higher percentage of
learners in Tasmania had access (90%) and used it (91.9%) in English
classes than any other State/Territory. A higher percentage of learners in
Queensland indicated having access to email at ‘other places’ than did
learners in other States and Territories (32.6%). For all States and
Territories, data indicate that fewer than 10% of learners had no access 
to email, except Northern Territory, where 13.8% said they had no 
access to email.

Chat

Responses to this question seem to indicate that learners may not have
been sure of what chat actually is, as almost 26% did not answer the ques-
tion. This is further confirmed by the fact that 23.2% reported having no
access to chat and 19.1% had access only in English class. 37.0%, however,
had access only at home. 353 or 50.8% had access at home, some of whom
had access elsewhere. 32.5% had access in English class, some of whom
had access elsewhere. As with wordprocessing and email, slightly more
claimed to use chat at home only (265) than reported they had access to it
(257). For access and use in English class, however, only half as many
reported using it as reported having access.

A higher percentage of learners from NSW had access to (70.3%) and used
(76.4%) chat at home than did learners in other States or Territories.
Except for Tasmania and Northern Territory, a higher percentage of 
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Chapter 2  Findings: Learners      9

learners had access at home than in their English classes. A higher 
percentage of learners in Western Australia had no access to chat (42.9%)
than did learners elsewhere.

Websites in English

As would be expected, major access to (79.3%) and use of (78.7%) English
websites was in English classes; however, a large number of learners both
had access to and used English websites at home (40.8% and 39.1%
respectively). 54 learners reported having no access to English websites
anywhere, while 5 reported having access only at work.

A higher percentage of learners in New South Wales had access to English
language websites at home (55%) than did learners in other States and
Territories, while a higher percentage of learners in Tasmania had access
in their English classes (100%). A higher percentage of learners in Western
Australia also had no access to English language websites (26.1%) than did
learners in other States or Territories. Approximately 90% of learners in New
South Wales, Tasmania and Northern Territory reported using websites in
English in their English classes, while other States reported approximately
three-quarters as using them, except Western Australia, where only 62.8%
reported using them in English classes. Home use was least reported in
Northern Territory (22.4%) and highest in New South Wales (52.8%), with
other States reporting approximately one-third using them at home.

As well as being asked whether they had access to and used English web-
sites, learners were asked what they used these websites for. Table 4 below
shows learners’ use of a variety of Web-based activities.

Table 4:  Learners’ use of Web-based activities

Number responding to item Percentage of respondents
Activity Total possible: 948 using activity

English language learning 778 87.9
(eg grammar)

Finding information 798 90.0

News 745 85.2

Using a search engine 587 73.4

Banking 226 30.6

Finding accommodation 313 42.0

Greeting cards 363 46.5

Meeting people 289 38.0

Shopping 228 30.3

Although this set of questions had a simple yes/no choice, for each activity
a number of learners did not respond, the largest percentage being for
banking (22.0%), finding accommodation (21.4%), and shopping (20.6%).
Therefore, we have recorded both the number of learners who answered
‘yes’ to the items above and the percentage of the total number responding
to each item. As can be seen from the table, learners primarily used the

61023 - Teacher&learner  18/5/06  10:11 AM  Page 9



10 Teacher and learner use of the new technologies in the AMEP

Web for English language learning, finding information and news. Since
this question did not ask learners which language they used, it is possible
the news they were seeking was from their own country and in their own
language. Large numbers, however, also used it for settlement needs in
Australia such as banking, shopping and finding accommodation.

There was little variation across States and Territories for use of these 
various activities. The main exceptions were: a smaller percentage of learners
in Queensland and Western Australia used the Web for finding information;
a smaller percentage of learners in Queensland used it for news; fewer than
half the learners in Western Australia used search engines; a higher 
percentage of learners in New South Wales, Queensland, South Australia
and Western Australia used it for banking (all reported around one-third);
a smaller percentage of learners in Victoria, Tasmania and Northern
Territory used it for finding accommodation; the highest percentage use for
greeting cards was in New South Wales, with 63% reporting such use; a
small percentage of Tasmanian respondents used it for meeting people
(18.4%) or for shopping (18.9%), with Queensland reporting the highest
percentage use for shopping at 41.8%.

Websites in learners’ own language

The pattern for access to and use of websites in their own language is the
reverse of that for English websites, with 58.8% reporting access in their
homes and 51.1% reporting using them in their homes. Almost half reported
access in the AMEP, and over a third (37%) reported using websites in their
own language in the AMEP.

In all States and Territories, a higher percentage of learners had access to
websites in their own language at home than in English classes, except in
Northern Territory, where slightly more had access in English class (51.0%
compared to 42.9%) and Tasmania, where equal percentages reported such
access (58.3%). In Western Australia and Northern Territory, just over one-
fifth of learners had no access to websites in their own language. In all
States and Territories, a higher percentage of learners used websites in
their own language at home than in English classes, except Northern
Territory, where slightly more reported such use in English class (35.6%
compared to 31.3%). In Western Australia, only 10.5% reported using web-
sites in their own language in English classes.

Class website

More than half (57.8%) of the learners reported having access to a class
website in class and almost all of them used it (56.3%) in class. Many even
reported using it at home (78 or 13.4%).

Northern Territory had the least access to class websites in their English
class, with only 20.6% of respondents reporting such access. For learners
in other States, access ranged from 41.2% (QLD) to 75% (NSW). In many
States, approximately half the learners had no access to class websites,
with Northern Territory having the largest percentage of learners with 
no access (79.4%) and NSW the least (16%). Three-quarters of learners in
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New South Wales reported using a class website in English class, with 
most other States reporting around half of the learners using one, except
Queensland, where just over a third reported using a class website and
Northern Territory where just over one-fifth reported using one.

Multimedia programs

While over half the learners reported having access to (62%) and using
(53.3%) multimedia programs in their English classes, a large number of
learners had access to such programs at home (221 or 31.5%) and used
them at home (194 or 30.2%).

Multimedia programs were accessible in English classes by a higher 
percentage of learners in New South Wales (75.2%), Tasmania (80.6%) and
Northern Territory (74%), with Western Australia having the least access
(52.6%). Access at home varied from 12% in Northern Territory to 43.1% in
New South Wales. Western Australian learners reported the highest 
percentage of learners having no access (26.3%) to multimedia programs.
The highest percentage of learners using multimedia programs in English
classes was in Northern Territory (72.7%) and New South Wales (71.7%),
with the lowest percentage in Western Australia (27.8%).

Learning management tools

Learning management tools such as WebCT, Blackboard or Moodle were
not as available for learners as other applications such as email or word
processing. Only 122 (26.6%) learners reported having access in their
English classes, with only 57 (13.5%) stating they actually used them in
class. 45 (9.8%) reported having such access at home and 33 (7.8%) of
using them at home.

Since large numbers of learners reported having no access to (293) or use
(330) of learning management tools, numbers for use by State or Territory
are too small to be of any significance. However, the highest percentages 
of learners with access were in Tasmania (80%) and Queensland (62.5%),
with as few as 6.1% reporting access in Northern Territory; however, this
represents only two learners. Reports of use in English class ranged from
3.6% in Northern Territory to 23.6% in New South Wales.

SMART Board

SMART Board is a relatively recent innovation, and so few learners 
reported having access to or using it in their English classes (19% and 12%
respectively). Some learners reported access to and use of SMART Board at
home, which is highly unlikely. It is possible they confused the term with a
program they did use at home.

With such small numbers having access to or using SMART Board, State
and Territory breakdowns are not very useful, with only 0 to 13 learners
reporting use.
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12 Teacher and learner use of the new technologies in the AMEP

Excel

While 49.6% of respondents reported having access to Excel in English
class, only 26.9% indicated using it there. The learners reporting access
may have been aware that the Microsoft Office package was installed on
school computers, but it seems that few teachers (59) used it for instruction.
On the other hand, 42.3% of learners reported having access at home and
41.9% used it there.

In four States/Territories (NSW, Tasmania, South Australia, Northern
Territory) a higher percentage of learners had access to Excel in English
class than at home. This difference was most remarkable in Tasmania,
where almost three times as many learners had access in English class.
Excel use in English class was primarily reported in Tasmania (48%) and
South Australia (36.3%).

PowerPoint

More learners had access to (53.1%) and used (343.2%) PowerPoint in
English class than at home (33.7% and 31%). The access at home number
is probably underreported since 49% of learners reported having word-
processing at home and 42.3% having Excel, indicating that many of these
would have Microsoft Office installed. However, some learners may have
been unaware of PowerPoint’s existence on their home computers if no one
in their homes used it.

PowerPoint access in English class varied from 17.5% in Western Australia
to 86.1% in Tasmania. 40% or more of learners in Victoria, Western
Australia and Northern Territory reported having no access to PowerPoint.
Use of PowerPoint in English class was highest in New South Wales (46.4%)
and lowest in Northern Territory (6.3%), while South Australia reported the
lowest use at home (23.1%).

Databases

Respondents indicated that databases were relatively unavailable and
unused, either at home or in English classes. 23.9% (149) reported having
access to databases at home and 23.1% (115) used them. In English 
classes, 40.3% (251) of learners reported access and only 16.7% (83) 
reported using them.

Databases were mostly used in New South Wales, both at home (33.3%) and
in English class (31.1%), and least in Western Australia at home (9.4%) and
in Northern Territory in English class (0%). Over 80% of learners in Western
Australia reported having no access at all.

Since the percentages reported above for each application are based on the
number of respondents for each item, we have also calculated percentages
based on the total number of participants in the study — that is, 948. These
are therefore not statistically valid percentages, but give a less inflated 
picture of use and access. Table 5 shows learners’ access to and use of the
different applications at home and in English class, these being the two
most salient sites for learners.
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Table 5:  Learners’ access to and use of applications at home and
in English class based on total number of participants

Application Access Use

Home English class Home English class

Wordprocessing 429 728 406 640
45.3% 76.8% 42.8% 67.5%

Email 483 613 457 513
50.9% 64.7% 48.2% 54.1%

Chat 353 226 315 104
37.2% 23.8% 33.2% 11%

Websites in English 355 690 321 645
37.4% 72.8% 33.9% 63%

Websites in own language 436 327 385 254
46% 34.5% 40.6% 26.8%

Class website 96 366 78 327
10.1% 38.6% 8.2% 34.5%

Multimedia programs 221 435 194 343
23.3% 45.9% 20.5% 36.2%

Learning management tools* 45 122 33 57
4.7% 12.9% 3.5% 6%

SMART Board 38 82 27 49
4% 8.6% 2.8% 5.2%

Excel 299 351 249 160
31.5% 37% 26.3% 16.9%

PowerPoint 232 365 183 202
24.5% 38.5% 19.3% 21.3%

Databases 149 251 115 83
15.7% 26.5% 12.2% 8.7%

*  We have used Learning Management Tools through the document; however, in the
questionnaire, we asked learners and teachers about their access to and use of
WebCT/Moodle/Blackboard since these proprietary names are more familiar.

Application use at CSWE level
We were interested to determine whether English language level, as 
determined by placement in a CSWE class, affected learners’ use of the 
various applications, especially in their English classes.

At all CSWE levels, wordprocessing, email, websites in English, class web-
sites, multimedia programs and SMART Board were used more in English
classes than at home. However, at all CSWE levels a higher percentage used
chat, websites in their own language, Excel and databases at home than in
English classes, except for websites in their own language where more
CSWE I students indicated using these in class (35) than at home (33).
PowerPoint usage differed in that for CSWE I more used it at home, whereas
at CSWE II and III levels more used it in English class. For most applica-
tions, a higher percentage of CSWE I learners didn’t use it than did CSWE
II learners, and a higher percentage of CSWE II learners didn’t use it than
did CSWE III learners. This was also the case for use of websites in their
own language. So, English alone did not seem to be the factor determining
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14 Teacher and learner use of the new technologies in the AMEP

use. Interestingly, more CSWE I learners used some of the applications 
at home (for example PowerPoint, Excel and databases), which might 
indicate that CSWE I learners felt confident to use them at home, and yet
teachers did not incorporate them in classes. This could be because these
applications are less language-related than other applications. However,
teachers did use PowerPoint with CSWE II and III learners.

Self-assessment of skills using applications
Learners were asked to rate their skills using the various applications in
both English and their own language on a three-point scale. Since this 
was presented in table form, a small number of learners checked between
the rating scales (eg on the line between good and average). Since these 
are usually only one or two students, their rating has been added to the
higher rating. So, for example, a learner who checked on the line between
good and average has been reported as good. Table 6 shows learners’ 
rating of their skills in English for each application.

Table 6:  Learners’ self-assessment of skill using applications 
in English8

Number of
respondents Percentage of respondents’

Application for item self-assessment

Good Average Poor

Wordprocessing 875 36.0 45.0 19.0

Email 891 47.8 33.1 19.1

Chat 742 30.6 25.0 44.3

Websites in English 849 33.6 45.8 20.6

Class website 659 27.5 33.9 38.7

Web searches 740 39.0 33.1 27.8

Multimedia programs 685 25.1 33.4 41.5

Learning management tools 532 6.2 14.7 78.9

SMART Board 523 6.5 12.8 80.7

Excel 699 20.9 29.6 49.5

PowerPoint 674 17.8 25.8 56.4

Databases 594 11.3 23.1 65.7

Large percentages (over 50%) of learners rated their skills as poor for using
SMART Board, learning management tools, databases and PowerPoint. Skill
using email in English was rated by the highest percentage of learners as
being good.

Not all learners used each of these applications, and some learners who did
not use the application self-rated. We were concerned that this may have
distorted the data, especially for the category ‘poor’ as one would assume
that if learners did not use it, then they would consider their skills to be
poor. We were therefore interested to see how the learners who did use the
application rated themselves. Table 7 provides these data.
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Table 7:  Learners’ self-assessment of skill using applications in
English for those who reported using it

Number of
respondents who
used application Percentage of respondents’

Application and self-assessed self-assessment

Good Average Poor

Wordprocessing 792 37.5 45.2 17.3

Email 795 49.1 33.8 17.1

Chat 538 36.1 26.6 37.4

Websites in English 754 34.0 46.3 19.8

Class websites 499 32.1 34.5 33.5

Multimedia programs 551 27.9 36.3 35.8

Learning management tools 342 8.2 14.0 77.8

SMART Board 325 7.1 10.8 82.2

Excel 523 24.5 31.9 43.6

PowerPoint 508 21.5 27.0 51.6

Databases 399 14.5 24.6 60.9

These data indicate that even learners who used SMART Board, learning
management tools or databases considered their skills to be poor. There is
no application for which half or more of the learners considered their skills
to be good. However, approximately 80% considered their skills in word-
processing, email and accessing websites as good or average.

Table 8 below shows learners’ self-assessment of their use of the various
applications in their own language.

Table 8:  Learners’ self-assessment of skill using applications in
own language9

Application Number of 
respondents Percentage of respondents’

for item self-assessment

Good Average Poor

Wordprocessing 778 53.7 28.3 18.0

Email 794 59.2 23.0 17.8

Chat 687 47.7 17.8 34.5

Websites in own language 721 59.5 20.2 20.2

Class websites 564 31.6 28.2 40.2

Web searches 657 48.9 21.2 30.0

Multimedia programs 617 34.2 24.8 41.0

Learning management tools 492 13.8 12.8 73.4

SMART Board 480 11.5 13.1 75.4

Excel 632 30.6 21.9 47.6

PowerPoint 604 25.0 19.8 55.1

Databases 552 19.0 17.0 63.9
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A comparison of Tables 7 and 8 shows, not unexpectedly, that learners
rated their skills using websites in their own language considerably higher
than using websites in English. They also rated their skills using their own
language for wordprocessing, email and chat as better than their skills
using them in English. What is unexpected is that, for each activity, more
learners responded for English than for their own language, which indicates
that for some learners their only use of the new applications is in English.
This could be either because of lack of access at home, or, more likely,
because of lack of literacy skills in their own language or availability of 
websites in their own language or opportunities to use their own language 
for wordprocessing or email, for example. While many rated their use of
some activities as weaker in English than in their home language, for some
activities, they still rated their use as poor. This was especially the case for
learning management tools, SMART Board and databases, and even
PowerPoint. A number of learners added comments, indicating that they
did not use websites in their own language, while others indicated ‘not
applicable’ to the whole set of items. Reasons for not using websites in their
own language included: student one, ‘In my country we used computers in
English’, student two, ‘I have never used the computer in my own language
(Dinka)’, and student three, ‘In my country we used computers in English’.
It would seem then that the main reason for not using computers in their
own language was because such websites were not available and so they
either didn’t use them at all or used them in English.

Notes
6 Stacking is a statistical procedure for reshaping the data from a wide to a long format.
7 For all reporting of State and Territory data, ACT has been removed as only two learners

responded from that Territory. Note also that, because there were multiple responses
possible, percentages do not add to 100%, but do represent the percentage of the total
respondents who had access or use at a particular site.

8 For each application, there is missing data as, from the findings already presented, many
learners do not use all of these applications. We have therefore provided the number of
respondents answering each item to provide context for the percentages.

9 For each application, there is missing data as, from the findings already presented, many
learners do not use all of these applications. We have therefore provided the number of
respondents answering each item to provide context for the percentages.
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Chapter 3

Findings: Teachers

Access to and use of applications by teachers

Teachers were also asked to report on their access to and use of 12 different
applications at home, in English class, at work, elsewhere and nowhere.
For many applications, only a small number of teachers responded. Since
we cannot determine from the data whether the ‘no’ responses meant the
teachers didn’t use that application anywhere, the data have been reported
below using valid percentages — that is, the percentage of those who
responded for that item. Therefore, for some applications, it appears that a
large number of teachers used or had access to the application. However,
this may only be a large percentage of a small number who responded. This
was especially the case for the less well-known applications such as chat,
learning management systems, SMART Board and databases. Therefore,
the reporting of the findings needs to be read with some care. Additionally,
because teachers had choices of both English class and work, the responses
for these two choices were collapsed since we could not determine whether
all teachers differentiated between use with learners for instruction in class
and other work use such as lesson preparation. Since teacher numbers are
small in comparison to learner numbers, we have reported numbers
responding, rather than percentages.

Each activity is discussed below, including a discussion of breakdowns by
State or Territory. Six teachers did not report their State or Territory, and
so are excluded from the State/Territory breakdowns.

Wordprocessing
Almost all teachers had access to and used wordprocessing at home and at
work. The disaggregated data show that all teachers used wordprocessing
at work or at home, and some also used it at other sites. Access and use at
work slightly exceeded home access and use.

Since numbers are relatively small, breakdowns by State and Territory are
less meaningful for teachers than for learners. However, in most States and
Territories, all teachers had access to and used wordprocessing both 
at home and at work. The exceptions were New South Wales, where two
teachers appear not to have had access and not to have used it at home,
and South Australia, where five appear not to have had home access. Three
teachers in Queensland and one in Tasmania did not report using word-
processing at work.

Email
All but one teacher reported using email, either at work or at home, with

61023 - Teacher&learner  18/5/06  10:11 AM  Page 17
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more access and use being at work. The vast majority reported access (124)
and use (111) both at home and at work.

For most States and Territories, all teachers reported access in both places,
the exceptions being New South Wales where six did not indicate having
access at home, Tasmania where one did not seem to have home access,
and South Australia where six did not indicate having home access. While
teachers had access at home, eight in New South Wales and seven in South
Australia did not seem to use it at home. Five in New South Wales, one in
Victoria, one in Tasmania, five in South Australia and one in Northern
Territory did not indicate use at work.

Chat

Far fewer teachers indicated having access to chat either at home (84) or at
work (66) than had access to wordprocessing and email. Use was reported
even less, with only 27 using it at home and 14 at work.

Fewer respondents indicated access at work than at home in all States,
except for Western Australia where it was reversed and Victoria where the
number with access at home and work was equal. Use was also less at work
than at home, with only six teachers reporting using it at work in New South
Wales, one in Victoria, two in Queensland, and five in South Australia.

Websites in English

The majority of teachers (119) reported they had access to websites in
English both at home and at work, and used such websites (109).

In New South Wales, South Australia, Tasmania and Victoria, more 
teachers had access at work than at home; consequently, more used
English websites at work than at home, except for Tasmania where home
and work use were reported by equal numbers of teachers. Only two 
teachers reported not having any access to English websites, both being
from New South Wales.

As with learners, teachers were also asked what activities they used the
Web for. The response was a simple yes/no; however, for some activities,
some teachers chose not to respond. Table 9 below shows the number and
percentage of teachers using each activity. Since the questionnaire did not
ask teachers to indicate whether these were for instructional or personal
use, we can not determine from these data whether they accessed news, for
example, for instructional or personal purposes.

These data indicate that most teachers were quite familiar with Web-based
resources. However, just over two-thirds of teachers used the Web for
English language learning activities. When compared with learner use
(Table 4), we find that a higher percentage of teachers responding to this
item used the Web for finding information, news, search engines, banking,
finding accommodation and for shopping than learners did. A higher 
percentage of learners responding to these items, however, used the Web for
language learning, greeting cards and meeting people than did teachers.
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Table 9:  Teachers’ use of Web-based activities

Number responding to item Percentage of respondents 
Activity Possible number: 145 using the activity

English language learning 91 69.5
(eg grammar)

Finding information 142 97.9

News 116 85.9

Using a search engine 136 95.1

Banking 73 56.6

Finding accommodation 88 68.8

Greeting cards 54 44.6

Meeting people 16 14.7

Shopping 43 37.1

Websites in own language

This was possibly a confusing question for many teachers, since English
would be their own language. However, many teachers in the AMEP are
bilingual, and this is reflected in the data being different for the two 
activities. It is possible that the data for this activity are for languages other
than English since it follows the question about English websites. If so, 51
AMEP teachers had access to websites in their home language both at home
and work, but only 26 used it both at home and at work. New South Wales,
Victoria and South Australia account for most of these teachers. The largest
numbers, however, were from New South Wales.

Class websites

Only 59 teachers reported having access to class websites at work, and
somewhat fewer used them at work (51).

In Victoria and South Australia, half the teachers used class websites 
in class, although these numbers were quite small, being 8 and 18 
respectively. No teachers in Western Australia or Northern Territory used
class websites.

Multimedia programs

Teachers had access to and used multimedia programs more at work than
at home, with 97 respondents having access at work and 79 using them 
at work.

Multimedia programs were used at work by fewer than half the teachers in
Victoria, Queensland and Western Australia, with only eight Victorian
teachers, five Queensland teachers and two Western Australian teachers
using them. The highest use was in New South Wales, with 31 teachers
using multimedia at work. One teacher commented that not having multi-
media programs at work was a problem.
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Learning management tools

Few teachers had access to or used learning management tools. Of the 14
who reported using these tools at work, only 12 reported their State, with
6 of those coming from South Australia. Since few teachers used them, few
learners also reported using such tools in class. Most learners reporting
access were in New South Wales, South Australia and Queensland, where
two, six and one teachers respectively reported using such tools at work. It
is possible that the learners were all in these teachers’ classes. Although six
South Australian teachers reported using one, only ten learners reported
using it. Teachers’ comments on learning management tools include: ‘I did
a course on WebCT I think — but not actually used it much. Don’t know
the “other two terms”.’ Another wondered ‘If TAFEVC = WebCT, I can use it
both as a student and as a teacher, at home and “at work”.’

SMART Board
SMART Board is also used little by AMEP teachers, which is reflected in
learner use. Although fourteen teachers reported having access to SMART
Board, only eight teachers reported using it, three in New South Wales, one
in Queensland and three in South Australia and one who didn’t report her
State. Learners in every State/Territory except Northern Territory reported
using SMART Board in class. As indicated above, it is probable that students
confused the name of this technology or their teachers were not respondents
in the questionnaire. Teachers, like learners, were not necessarily familiar
with SMART Board, with teachers making comments such as ‘I don’t 
know what SMART Board is’, and ‘What is it?’.

Excel
A high percentage of teachers reported having access to Excel at home (106)
and at work (123). Again, a smaller percentage actually used it, with highest
use being at home, 66 using it at home and 59 using it at work.

State and Territory data indicate that from 3 (Western Australia) to 48 (New
South Wales) teachers used Excel at work in each State/Territory. A much
higher percentage of teachers had access to and used Excel at work than
did learners in their English classes.

PowerPoint
More teachers had access to PowerPoint at work (123) than at home (97).
Correspondingly, more used it at work (72) than at home (59).

State/Territory data show more teachers used it at work than at home,
except for Queensland, where ten used it at home and only seven at work.
The lowest use was in Western Australia, where no teachers used it, either
at home or at work. Only four learners in Western Australia reported using
it in English class. The largest number of learners using it in class was in
South Australia (83), where 17 teachers reported using it at work.

Databases
A higher percentage of teachers had access to and used databases at work
than at home. However, at each site, except for New South Wales and
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Tasmania, only half those with access actually used them. Databases were
used at work least by teachers in Victoria (3). Few teachers responded to
this question, and so State/Territory numbers are not very useful.

Because the data reported above are for valid percentages, which include
large numbers of non-responses, as with learners, we have also calculated
the percentage of teachers who had access to and used the various appli-
cations as a percentage of the total number of participants in the study (145).

Table 10 shows teachers’ access to and use of the various applications at
home and at work, these being the most salient sites for teachers. For some
applications, a small number of respondents differentiated between English
class and work. Since both are work sites, the data have been added together.
While the teachers may have been differentiating between what they used
for instruction and what they used for preparation of class materials, the
questionnaire did not ask teachers to make such a differentiation, and so
it would be speculative to draw that conclusion. The percentages have been
determined based on the total number of participants — that is, 145. As
with learners, many teachers chose multiple sites, and so the data below
show totals with access to and use of each site, including those who had
access to or used applications at more than one site.

Table 10:  Teachers’ access to and use of applications at home and
at work

Application Access Use

Home Work Home Work

Wordprocessing 135 142 136 140
93.1% 97.9% 93.8% 96.6%

Email 129 138 126 128
90% 95.2% 86.9% 88.3%

Chat 84 66 27 14
57.9% 45.5% 18.6% 9.7%

Websites in English 124 137 121 131
85.5% 94.5% 83.4% 90.3%

Websites in own language 62 68 43 34
42.8% 46.9% 29.7% 23.4%

Class website 23 59 14 51
15.9% 40.7% 9.7% 35.2%

Multimedia programs 61 97 48 79
42.1% 66.9% 33.1% 54.5%

Learning management tools 15 33 14 14
10.3% 22.8% 9.7% 9.7%

SMART Board 5 13 1 7
3.4% 9.0% 0.7 4.8%

Excel 106 121 66 59
73.1% 83.4% 45.5% 40.7%

PowerPoint 97 123 59 72
66.9% 84.8% 40.7% 49.7%

Databases 62 93 30 47
42.8% 64.1% 20.7% 32.4%
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Self-assessment of skills using applications

Teachers were asked to rate their skills using the various applications in
English on a three-point scale. Since this was presented in table form, one
teacher checked between the rating scales (eg on the line between good and
average). Since this applied to only one teacher, that rating has been added
to the higher rating. For example, a tick on the line between good and 
average has been reported as good. Above, we reported on teachers’ use of
these various applications. Table 11 below shows teachers’ rating of their
skills in English for each application.

Table 11:  Teachers’ self-assessment of skill using applications 
in English10

Number of
respondents Percentage of respondents’

Application for item self-assessment

Good Average Poor

Wordprocessing 144 71.3 28.5 1.4

Email 144 70.8 26.4 2.8

Chat 91 28.6 16.5 54.9

Websites in English 138 74.6 24.6 0.7

Class websites 73 46.6 27.4 26.0

Web searches 133 66.9 30.9 2.3

Multimedia programs 115 38.3 36.6 25.2

Learning management tools 67 11.9 19.4 68.7

SMART Board 55 1.8 5.5 92.7

Excel 122 21.3 38.5 40.2

PowerPoint 130 26.2 37.7 36.2

Databases 115 23.5 34.8 41.7

These data indicate that teachers considered themselves skilled at using
wordprocessing, email, using the Web and searching the Web. A majority of
teachers rated their skills in using chat, learning management tools and
SMART Board to be poor. Almost half also rated their skills using Excel and
databases as poor.

Interestingly, more teachers rated their skills than actually used the 
application. Even though only 107 reported using PowerPoint, 130 rated their
skills, perhaps accounting for the high number (47) reporting poor skills.
Similarly, only 85 reported using databases, but 115 assessed their skills. We
were therefore interested in examining the self-assessment of skills for
those teachers who reported using the application. Table 12 below provides
those data. Note that numbers are not exactly the same as for use because
some did not self-rate.
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Table 12:  Teachers’ self-assessment of skill applications in English
for those who reported using it

Number of
respondents 
who used 

application and Percentage of respondents’
Application self-assessed self-assessment

Good Average Poor

Wordprocessing 144 70.1 28.5 1.4

Email 143 71.3 26.6 2.1

Chat 57 42.1 19.3 38.6

Websites in English 137 75.2 24.1 0.7

Class websites 53 58.5 26.4 15.1

Multimedia programs 99 41.4 36.4 22.2

Learning management tools 44 18.2 20.5 61.4

SMART Board 31 3.2 6.5 90.3

Excel 106 24.5 39.6 35.8

PowerPoint 102 31.4 38.2 30.4

Databases 81 30.9 32.1 37.0

We can see from these data that even though the teachers using these
applications rated their skills more positively than the teachers did overall,
those teachers who used SMART Board or learning management tools 
considered their skills to be poor. Almost all teachers using websites in
English, email and wordprocessing considered their skills good or average.

Professional development

Teachers were also asked what professional development they would like
for each application and were asked to identify whether it was at beginner,
intermediate or advanced level. As many as 126 teachers reported wanting
professional development. Table 13 shows the percentage of teachers 
wanting professional development at each level for each application. Since
not all teachers reported wanting professional development for each 
application, the total number of respondents for each application is also
provided. As with the question on self-assessment, teachers had three
choices in a table format. Several teachers marked on the line between two
categories. Since these are relatively few in number, they have been added
to the higher category. For example, the three teachers who reported wanting
professional development in email at intermediate to advanced level were
added to the numbers for advanced. Again, to show use compared with 
professional development, we have included a column with the number of
respondents who reported using the application.

Fewer than half the teachers reported that they would like professional
development in any area. Of those teachers who responded, half wanted
advanced training in wordprocessing, email, using websites in English and 
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Table 13:  Percentage of teachers wanting professional development
for each application

numbers of teachers used chat or class websites, a number wanted 
training. While only 8 used SMART Board, 52 reported wanting training.
Similarly, with learning management tools, while only 23 reported using
them, 53 wanted training.

Since not all teachers used each application, but non-users as well as users
stated their preferences for professional development, we also analysed the
data for those who used the application, resulting in Table 14.

When we compare these two tables, we find that all respondents who
reported wanting professional development in wordprocessing were using
it, and that all but one who reported wanting professional development in
email and all but two for websites in English used them. We find variation
across applications for the level of professional development wanted by
teachers using the various applications. For example, most teachers using
wordprocessing, email and websites in English or their own language 
wanted advanced or intermediate training, rather than beginner level 
training. Most teachers using chat, class websites, multimedia programs or
Excel wanted beginner or intermediate training, rather than advanced.
Level for training in PowerPoint was evenly divided among all three levels.
However, the majority of teachers using learning management tools and
SMART Board wanted beginner level training. It seems then that even those
teachers using learning management systems, SMART Board and Excel felt
they need training at a very basic level.

Number of 
respondents 

reporting Number of 
using the respondents Percentage of respondents wanting

Application application for item professional development

Beginner Intermediate Advanced

Wordprocessing 145 63 4.8 41.3 53.9

Email 144 46 4.3 43.5 52.2

Chat 37 32 59.4 28.2 12.5

Websites in English 143 41 12.2 36.5 51.2

Websites in own language 52 12 8.3 50.0 41.7

Class websites 52 44 59.1 25.0 15.6

Web searches N/A 49 8.2 40.8 51.0

Multimedia programs 95 69 26.1 47.8 26.0

Learning management tools 23 53 75.5 17.0 7.5

SMART Board 8 52 73.1 19.2 7.7

Excel 87 65 47.7 32.3 20.0

PowerPoint 86 81 39.5 34.6 26.0

Databases 60 62 46.8 32.3 21.0
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Table 14:  Professional development wanted by teachers who used
the application

Number of 
application 
users who 
responded Percentage of respondents wanting 

Application to item professional development

Beginner Intermediate Advanced

Wordprocessing 63 4.8 50.8 44.4

Email 45 4.4 48.9 46.7

Chat 7 14.3 71.4 14.3

Websites in English 39 10.3 35.9 13.8

Websites in own language 10 10.0 60.0 30.0

Class websites 14 14.3 42.9 42.9

Multimedia programs 50 20.0 56.0 24.0

Learning management tools 13 38.5 38.5 23.1

SMART Board 6 33.3 50.0 16.7

Excel 42 35.7 38.1 26.2

PowerPoint 44 18.2 43.2 38.6

Databases 27 14.8 44.4 40.7

More than twice as many teachers who did not report using chat or learning
management tools reported wanting training as did teachers reporting they
used it. For SMART Board, almost four times as many who didn’t use it
reported wanting professional development. Similarly, with class websites,
multimedia programs, Excel, PowerPoint and databases, more teachers
who did not report using the application wanted training than did teachers
who used it. It would seem then that for some teachers lack of take-up
could have been because they didn’t consider their training or skill in the
application to be sufficient.

Notes
10 For each application, there is missing data as, from the findings already presented, many

teachers did not use all these applications. We have therefore provided the number of
respondents answering each item.
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Chapter 4

Conclusions
From the above findings, it is clear that for many learners in the AMEP, their
English class provided their major access to and use of wordprocessing,
websites in English, multimedia programs and PowerPoint. In contrast,
their homes provided their major access to and use of chat, Excel and web-
sites in their own language. The fact that learners had little access to chat
is understandable since many teachers did not have access at work, and
even then many of those who did reported not using it. It would appear then
that chat was not being utilised in the AMEP for instructional purposes,
even though other research has identified its usefulness, especially for
developing learner fluency in their second language (Beauvois 1992;
Joomjaroen 2000; Lee 2002) and reducing anxiety about participating in
discussions and increasing motivation (Pellettieri 2000). While learners had
access to databases (26.5%) in their English classes, they were seldom used
(8.7%). As would be expected, their class websites were primarily available
and used in English class, although quite a number indicated they
accessed them at home (78). Learners indicated that learning management
tools such as WebCT were primarily available in class (12.9%), but were 
seldom used there (6%). A confusing result was the access to and use 
of SMART Board, which is unlikely to be available in homes; yet 4% of
learners said they had access at home and 2.8% said they used it at home.
These learners may not have completely understood what SMART Board is
unless they were using it in class. An interesting result is that home use
and home access were very similar, differing only by a few percentage
points. In contrast, English class access and use varied considerably, 
especially for applications such as chat, Excel and databases. It appears
that learners were aware of the availability of various applications, but
many were not used for instructional purposes. As would be expected,
higher percentages of learners in CSWE II and III used most applications
than did CSWE I learners. However, it would seem that learners at CSWE I
are more confident in using PowerPoint than teachers seem to expect.

A large number of teachers used wordprocessing and email, and used the Web
for finding information. They reported their skills using these applications
as good. This contrasts markedly with chat, where few teachers used it and
more than half who responded rated their skills as poor. This could account
for why learners reported that chat was used little in English classes. We
have heard anecdotally that many institutions discourage and some even
forbid the use of chat because it ties up limited resources. Surprisingly few
teachers used learning management tools, multimedia programs or the Web
for English language learning (and presumably teaching). They rated their
skills using these learning management tools as poor, but for multimedia
programs, over a third rated their skills as good, just over a third as average
and only a quarter as poor. Fewer than half the teachers used Excel and
PowerPoint at work, and, again, many rated their skills as poor. Use of
SMART Board was even lower, and teachers rated their skills as poor. It seems
then that there is a direct relationship between use and self-assessment 
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of skills. Use of websites in English was primarily for finding information,
searching, news and English language instruction. It seems then that
teachers’ use of the Internet has not changed markedly over the past five
years since Corbel and Taylor (2003) conducted their online study in
1998–9 when they also found that email, sites with ELT activities and the
VILC were the most commonly used features.

When this is then linked with their reported need for professional 
development, we find there is a direct link between training, use and skill
level. What is clear is that access alone does not lead to use. Teachers with
access to various applications didn’t use them. The three most commonly
used applications that teachers felt skilled to use were also ones that most
teachers used at home and reported wanting intermediate or advanced 
professional development in using — namely, wordprocessing, email and
websites in English. That home familiarity and level of skill may have led to
teachers’ use in the workplace as well. It would seem therefore, from these
data, that for uptake to increase, teachers need to become as familiar with
other applications as they are with wordprocessing or email, and that 
merely having the technology available does not lead to uptake. Teachers
wanted beginning level professional development in the applications they
used little and for which they rated their skill level as poor — chat, class
websites, learning management tools and SMART Board, along with, to a
lesser extent, Excel and databases. While we did not specifically ask what
type of professional development that teachers felt they needed, others have
identified that teachers need not only a professional development session
on how to use the technology, but also ongoing support as they attempt to
use it for instruction (Murray 2002).

Learners also seem to be more confident with the applications they used at
home. It would seem then that learners need carefully designed, scaffolded
instruction to be able to use the technologies for language learning, a finding
supported by Hubbard (2004). Further research needs to be conducted that
builds on the work of Murray and McPherson (2005), demonstrating at a
micro level how teachers can support student learning of the new texts and
use the new technologies to support their language learning.
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Appendix A

ACCESS TO AND USE OF COMPUTER TECHNOLOGIES IN
THE ADULT MIGRANT ENGLISH PROGRAM

Student questionnaire
You are invited to participate in a study of use of computer technologies in
the AMEP (Adult Migrant English Program). The purpose of the study is to
determine both teachers’ and learners’ access to and use of a variety of
computer-based features such as email, websites etc and to determine use
of computer-based technologies in the AMEP classroom. The study is fund-
ed by the Department of Immigration and Multicultural and Indigenous
Affairs (DIMIA) and is being conducted by Ms Pamela McPherson (telephone
02 9850 7674) and Professor Denise E Murray (telephone 02 9850 7673),
NCELTR, Macquarie University, who will provide a summary of results
upon request.

Please do not write your name, address, teaching centre or any other 
identifying information on the form. Any information or personal details
gathered in the course of the study are confidential. No individual will be
identified in any publication of the results. Only the researchers and their
assistants will have access to the data.

The ethical aspects of this study have been approved by the Macquarie
University Ethics Review Committee (Human Research). If you have any
complaints or reservations about any ethical aspect of your participation 
in this research, you may contact the Ethics Review Committee through 
its Secretary (telephone 02 9850 7854; email ethics@mq.edu.au). Any 
complaint you make will be treated in confidence and investigated, and you
will be informed of the outcome.

Please return your completed questionnaire to your teacher by 
25 August 2005.

Thank you for your help.
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Please answer the following questions according to the
instructions.

1. Please circle the State or Territory you live in.
NSW ACT VIC QLD TAS SA WA NT

2. Please circle your current English class.
CSWE I CSWE II CSWE III

3. Please tick (✓) the places where you can access these technologies:

Other
In place

At English At (please
home class work specify) Nowhere

Wordprocessing

Email

Chat

Websites in English

Websites in own language

Class website

Multimedia programs

WebCT/Blackboard/Moodle

SMART Board

Excel

PowerPoint

Databases

Other (please specify):

____________________________
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4. Please tick (✓) the places where you use these technologies:

Other
In place

At English At (please
home class work specify) Nowhere

Wordprocessing

Email

Chat

Websites in English

Websites in own language

Class website

Multimedia programs

WebCT/Blackboard/Moodle

SMART Board

Excel

PowerPoint

Databases

Other (please specify):

____________________________

5. Do you use websites for (please ✓):

Yes No

English language learning (eg grammar)?

Finding information?

News?

Using a search engine?

Banking?

Finding accommodation?

Greeting cards?

Meeting people?

Shopping?

Other (please explain):

____________________________
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6. Please tick (✓) the boxes to rate your skills in using these
technologies in English:

Good Average Poor

Wordprocessing

Email

Chat

Websites in English

Websites in own language

Class website

Web searches

Multimedia programs

WebCT/Blackboard/Moodle

SMART Board

Excel

PowerPoint

Databases

7. Please tick (✓) the boxes to rate your skills in using these
technologies in your own language:

Good Average Poor

Wordprocessing

Email

Chat

Websites in English

Websites in own language

Class website

Web searches

Multimedia programs

WebCT/Blackboard/Moodle

SMART Board

Excel

PowerPoint

Databases
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Appendix B

ACCESS TO AND USE OF COMPUTER TECHNOLOGIES IN
THE ADULT MIGRANT ENGLISH PROGRAM

Teacher questionnaire
You are invited to participate in a study of use of computer technologies in
the AMEP (Adult Migrant English Program). The purpose of the study is to
determine both teachers’ and learners’ access to and use of a variety of
computer-based features such as email, websites etc and to determine use
of computer-based technologies in the AMEP classroom. The study is funded
by the Department of Immigration and Multicultural and Indigenous Affairs
(DIMIA) and is being conducted by Ms Pamela McPherson and Professor
Denise E Murray, NCELTR, Macquarie University (telephone 02 9850 7674
and 02 9850 7673 respectively), who will provide a summary of results
upon request.

For anonymity, do not write your name, address, teaching centre or any
other identifying information on the form. Any information or personal
details gathered in the course of the study are confidential. No individual
will be identified in any publication of the results. Only the researchers and
their assistants will have access to the data.

The ethical aspects of this study have been approved by the Macquarie
University Ethics Review Committee (Human Research). If you have any
complaints or reservations about any ethical aspect of your participation 
in this research, you may contact the Ethics Review Committee through 
its Secretary (telephone 02 9850 7854; email ethics@mq.edu.au). Any 
complaint you make will be treated in confidence and investigated, and you
will be informed of the outcome.

Please return your completed questionnaire by 2 September 2005 to your
Liaison Officer.

Name of Teacher

___________________________________

Thank you for your cooperation
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Please answer the questions below according to the
instructions.

1. Please circle your State or Territory:
NSW ACT VIC QLD TAS SA WA NT

We are already asking students about their access, use and skills in
computer technologies. In this questionnaire, we are trying to find out
about your access to technologies outside the classroom.

2. Please tick (✓) the places where you can access these technologies:

Other
In place

At English At (please
home class work specify) Nowhere

Wordprocessing

Email

Chat

Websites in English

Websites in own language

Class website

Multimedia programs

WebCT/Blackboard/Moodle

SMART Board

Excel

PowerPoint

Databases

Other (please specify):

____________________________
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3. Please tick (✓) the places where you use these technologies:

Other
In place

At English At (please
home class work specify) Nowhere

Wordprocessing

Email

Chat

Websites in English

Websites in own language

Class website

Multimedia programs

WebCT/Blackboard/Moodle

SMART Board

Excel

PowerPoint

Databases

Other (please specify):

____________________________

4. Do you use websites for (please tick ✓ ):

Yes No

English language learning (eg grammar)?

Finding information?

News?

Using a search engine?

Banking?

Finding accommodation?

Greeting cards?

Meeting people?

Shopping?

Other (please specify):

____________________________
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5. Please tick (✓) the boxes to rate your skills in the following areas: 

Good Average Poor

Wordprocessing

Email

Chat

Websites in English

Websites in own language

Class website

Web searches

Multimedia programs

WebCT/Blackboard/Moodle

SMART Board

Excel

PowerPoint

Databases

6. Are you interested in professional development?     Yes / No
If you answered yes, please indicate in which area and at what level you
would like professional development.

Beginner Intermediate Advanced

Wordprocessing

Email

Chat

Websites in English

Websites in own language

Class website

Web searches

Multimedia programs

WebCT/Blackboard/Moodle

SMART Board

Excel

PowerPoint

Databases
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