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Problem #1: the issue of time
720 Instructional Hours ---

> Advanced  
(Malone, Rifkin, Christian & Johnson, 2003)

> 320 Hours 

U.S. Foreign Language 
Programs (Higher Ed)

CALL?
(Levy & Stockwell, 2013)



Objective: characterize advanced second language 
(AL2) studies in CALL



68/2000+ or 3.4%: AL2 

N = 22 (2.9%)

N = 14 (5.3%)

N = 12 (3.2%)

N = 5 (1%)



Problem #2: Interpretation 
How to interpret what is advanced in the literature?

● Key-word search: LSP, ESP, ESAP, “Advanced” 

● Manual search of article for keywords: 
advanced, level, student, participation + 
careful revision of the methodology



“Learners who enroll in this kind of program have 
heterogenous English learning backgrounds, but, 
to be admitted to the program, all must pass a 
nationally standardized entrance exam which 
evaluates their English proficiency. Therefore, 
although learners’ English learning backgrounds 
may differ, the learners in this study had attained a 
similar level of language study.” (Ho & Savignon, 
2007, p. 275)



Problem #3: Paucity of CALL Research in AL2

1) Limitations in Proficiency Range: beginner and 
intermediate (96%)

2) Limited in Linguistic Focus: written language (reading, 
translation & writing)



Research Questions
1. Do the tasks in the studies appropriately align to the level of the learner (i.

e. i +1 or i + 20)?

2. Do CALL materials depicted in these studies benefit AL2 learners in terms 
of proficiency?



Methodology
3 References: 

1) ACTFL Performance Descriptors (PD)
2) NCSSFL-Can-Do Statements (CD)
3) Appendices & Methodology/Procedure

Code data: 

● Mode (PD)
● Domain (PD)
● Functions (CD)
● Theoretical construct











Do the tasks in the studies appropriately align to the level 
of the learner (i.e. i +1 or i + 20)?

Do CALL materials depicted in these studies benefit AL2 
learners in terms of proficiency?

N = 33



Do CALL materials depicted in these studies benefit AL2 learners in terms 
of proficiency?



Example 1: Interpersonal Communication via Blogs
Mompean (2010)

Master’s students in France studying English (B1/B1+ and B2/C1 / IH-S; 
Goldfield, 2009-2010)

Pedagogical value to meet CEFR principles (task-based learning, 
authentic interactions + collaborative learning) 

Interactions, blog participation profiles, motivation for writing, survey 
driven data



RQ1: At level?
“The blogs represented a real challenge of argumentation for the students who 
chose quite unexpected topics, which required a certain level of language 
proficiency in order to express and understand sarcasm, anger, humour or 
revolt” (p.382)











RQ1: At level?
“The blogs represented a real challenge of argumentation for the students who 
chose quite unexpected topics, which required a certain level of language 
proficiency in order to express and understand sarcasm, anger, humour or 
revolt” (p.382)



RQ2: Does CALL benefit AL2 proficiency? 

“...a linguistic analysis of the corpus of productions needs 
to be done, to better describe the added value of such a 
setting for language production” (p.392)



Example 2: Presentational Writing
Lirola & Cueuas (2008)

Advanced Low (Course level)

Error correction in writing (Markin Program); Genre Theory

Teacher centered---> learner centered, autonomous writing & editing

Genre Theory in combination with CALL allows “students to be aware of the 
different genres or text types, which implies that students are aware of the 
social purpose, text structure and key grammatical features of each text type” 
(p. 80)



Lirola & Cueuas (2008, p. 77)



RQ 1: Yes

Clear theoretical construct in 
tandem with CALL tool was 
successful in elucidating how 
learners need to approximate 
advanced level writing based on 
the genre

RQ 2: Yes

Iterative stages allowed for 
researchers to model different 
genres in writing, have students 
select a topic tied to a certain genre 
that was then tied to the CALL tool 
for appropriate error-analysis 
based on what was modeled. 



Discussion
● In the literature, where AL2 studies do exist, most do not elucidate 

linguistic complexities related to advanced level proficiency 
● Lack of evidence of learning outcomes (over-abundance of self-reporting)
● Corpus linguistics and genre studies are most successful in detailing 

linguistic, proficiency-related improvements
● Many studies are still comparative in nature and as such leaves much to 

be determined



Moving Forward: What are the gaps?
● < AL2 papers
● Need to incorporate explicit linguistic objectives 
● Need to justify those objectives based on some type of learning outcomes 

(standards-based)
● Need more studies that look at interpersonal communication (24%) 

and/or presentational speaking (0%)
● What about Adaptive CALL?
● How can tasks be more flexible to fit AL2 proficiency ranges (i.e. 

interpersonal blogs with an IH track and an AL track)



Thank you!

Please email us for (long) list of 
references!

kellyarispe@boisestate.edu

jack.burston@cut.ac.cy



Successful Practices 



Detailed Participant Information



Yoon, 2008, p. 35



Detailed Task Implementation 
(Procedure & Appendices)



Fitze, 2006, p. 82 



Do the tasks in the studies appropriately align to the level of the learner (i.e. i +1 
or i + 20)?



Example 2: Interpretive reading
Kol & Schcolnik (2000)

“The subjects were 47 EAP students in two classes of an advanced course of 
English for the Exact Sciences at Tel Aviv University. Placement in this course 
was based on a high mark on the national psychometric test. Students 
placed at this level have a good working command of English and the 
course prepares them to read long academic texts independently.”  

Instrument: a four page text on brain research was taken from a popular 
science magazine and presented in two different modes (paper and on the 
screen). A comprehension test was then administered. 





Kol & Schcolnik (2000, p. 74)

RQ 1: Inconclusive
RQ 2: Yes? (Ex post-facto)






