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Abstract : 

This deliverable reports on the second user trial of the Leverage system which took place during January, February and March 1998 at the University of Cambridge, Cambridge, UK, and the Institut National des Télécommunications, Evry, Paris, France. A brief description of the system from a user’s point of view provides some background for readers not familiar with the system and the rationale underlying its design and implementation. 

The evaluation of the system itself falls into two main parts:

· the functional evaluation is concerned with the performance of each element as well as that of the system as a whole.

· the pedagogical evaluation tries to gauge how effective the system is in supporting a collaborative learning environment and includes a comparison of the results from the first trial involving native speakers of English and the second trail involving native speakers of French and English.

It is the main purpose of this document to provide input into the next phase of the process of formative evaluation accompanying the design, implementation and trialing of the system over a period of three years and three user trials.
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Executive Summary :
This deliverable reports on the second user trial of the Leverage system which took place during January, February and March 1998 at the University of Cambridge, Cambridge, UK, and the Institut National des Télécommunications, Evry, Paris, France. A brief description of the system from a user’s point of view provides some background for readers not familiar with the system and the rationale underlying its design and implementation. 

The evaluation of the system itself falls into two main parts:

· the functional evaluation

· the pedagogical evaluation

The functional evaluation is concerned with the performance of each element as well as that of the system as a whole. The report establishes how far the system meets the user requirements and functionality as redefined after the first trial. Also, areas where further development work needs to be carried out for the third trial will be indicated. 

The pedagogical analysis tries to gauge how effective the system is in supporting a collaborative learning environment.  Comparison of the results from the first trial between English native speakers and the second trial between native speakers of both French and English will feed into the pedagogical evaluation which attempts to answer five questions of increasing specificity:

· can network-based learning be effective in general?

· how well is network-based learning suited to the language learning domain?

· how well does a task-based approach work in a networked environment?

· how appropriate is the specific design of the Leverage system?

· how well is each element of the system suited to the overall objective?

The results of the evaluation will of course only provide tentative answers to the above questions but they should offer the basis for further investigation and development.  It is the main purpose of this document to provide input into the next phase of a continuous process of formative evaluation accompanying the design, implementation and trialing of the system over a period of three years and three user trials.
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Introduction

This deliverable reports on the second user trial of the Leverage system which took place during January, February and March 1998 at the University of Cambridge, Cambridge, UK, and the Institut National des Télécommunications (INT), Evry, Paris, France. A brief description of the system from a user’s point of view provides some background for readers not familiar with the system and the rationale underlying its design and implementation. 

The evaluation of the system itself falls into two main parts:

· the functional evaluation

· the pedagogical evaluation

The functional evaluation is concerned with the performance of each module as well as that of the system as a whole. The report establishes in how far the system meets the initial user requirements and matches the functional specification derived from these user requirements. Also, areas where further development work needs to be carried out are indicated. 

The pedagogical analysis tries to gauge how effective the system is in supporting a collaborative learning environment. A comparison of the results from the first trial between English native speakers and the second trial between native speakers of both French and English will feed into the pedagogical evaluation which attempts to answer five questions of increasing specificity:

· Can network-based learning be effective in general?

· How well is network-based learning suited to the language learning domain?

· How well does a task-based approach work in a networked environment?

· How appropriate is the specific design of the Leverage system?

· How well is each module of the system suited to the overall objective?

The results of the evaluation will of course only provide tentative answers to the above questions but they should offer the basis for further investigation and development.  It is the main purpose of this document to provide input into the next phase of the process of formative evaluation accompanying the design, implementation and trialing of the system over a period of three years and three user trials.

The system

1.1 The first trial 

The first trial was set-up to offer a task-based, collaborative language learning environment for native English speakers learning French in three remote locations within Cambridge. Students worked in groups of three for a period of four weeks on a common task preparing an oral presentation and a accompanying written material. To help the students with their task they were provided with a large amount of on-line information based on authentic materials (audio, video, texts and graphics) adapted for access through a web browser (Netscape). In addition to the factual information, students also had access to material illustrating various professional skills, amongst them how to prepare a presentation, how to introduce oneself and the organisation one works for and so on.

A range of applications provided students with the necessary facilities to collaborate from remote workstations. Synchronous communication took place mainly with the help of a video and audio conferencing system, supplemented by a shared WEBOARD. E-mail and a shared work space on the central server provided additional asynchronous communication channels.  Locally, students had access to a range of tools to carry out their brief, including a French/English-English/French dictionary, a word processor (Word 6) and a presentation program (PowerPoint).

As a rule, all the collaborative work was carried out on the Leverage network using Leverage applications. Only for the final presentation did the students come together in the same physical location. Altogether 18 students participated in the trial, in six groups which remained the same for the duration of the trial.  It was left to the students to organise the way in which they were going to tackle the task and meet the overall objectives. Further on-line support, both pedagogical and technical was available through a French-speaking advisor. 

Before the start of the trial students were given an introduction to the system and its use. At each workstation they had access to printed and on-line information on both general (use of various software items) and task-related aspects.

To facilitate the collaborative work each group was time-tabled for a weekly two-hour session. During this time students were guaranteed access to the system and technical support was standing by in case of problems. Outside the time-tabled sessions students were able to use the system at any time (during opening hours of the relevant buildings) either jointly or working on their own.

The main usage statistics of the systems are summarised below:

Number of student users:
18

Number of groups

6

Students per group:

3

Advisors:


1

Time-tabled access hours:
144 hours

Availability:


28 days 400 hours

Number of workstations:
8 (+ 1 advisor workstation)

1.2 The second trial

The second trial connected students learning French at the University of Cambridge with students learning English at the Institut National des Télécommunications (INT), in Evry.

A total of 26 students participated in the trial, 16 working at two locations at INT and 10 working from the three locations in Cambridge. The students were put into eight groups, each group consisting of two INT students working with either one or two students from Cambridge.  There was an advisor in Cambridge available on-line to all participants, while at INT the advisor was available in person to the local students. 

ATM connections were arranged for two afternoons a week (Tuesdays and Fridays), with technical support and advisors available during these periods. The eight groups were timetabled for sessions that lasted a maximum of two hours. In Cambridge, students were able to use the workstations and access the materials whenever the buildings were open. At INT students could only have access to the system during the regularly scheduled times. Eight students were scheduled during the four-hour Tuesday afternoon period and eight other students were scheduled during the four-hour Friday afternoon period. Students also used email to correspond with their partners in England and their advisors. The students also used ftp outside of the system to exchange files with their partners in Cambridge. A few students consulted the web pages from their PC's in the student residence when they were able to get access to the server.

The advisor at INT gave students an introduction to the system and they were able to familiarise themselves with the functions during one or two sessions before the interconnection sessions with students at Cambridge began. Students at both sites also used email to contact each other and the advisor outside of the timetabled times.

For the second trial the students were asked to prepare a presentation about some aspect of the Channel Tunnel for a bi-lingual audience. A large amount of authentic material (audio, video, text and graphics) on the various aspects of the construction of the Channel Tunnel was made available from a dedicated HTTP server. The information was accessed through a Netscape browser (Netscape). Before the trial students were introduced to the system and the tools available.  A “Getting Started” card which summarised information about using the system supplemented the on-line ‘Help’ in Cambridge.

In addition to the applications facilitating collaboration used during the first trial, three additional applications were made available to the students.   WebComplex - a customised web-based French/English dictionary, SIESTA - a simple shared text editor, and LECHE - a chat tool that enabled the students to type messages to the group.

For the INT students, participating in LEVERAGE was an option chosen as part of their course of study, while for the Cambridge students’ participation was voluntary and additional to their existing workload.  For this reason, the INT students were given additional exercises and pieces of work to prepare off-line.  Arranging for the final presentation involving students from both Cambridge and Paris was quite difficult. 

Two groups chose to make a joint presentation over the network, while other groups made separate presentations locally. The local presentations were recorded on video, and evidence was expected of collaboration in the presentations of a group even when the presentations were made separately. 

The diagram below provides a schematic view of the system from the user’s perspective.
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The main usage statistics of the systems during the second trial are summarised below:


Cambridge
INT
Overall

Number of student users

Number of groups

Students per group

Advisors  -  on-line

· off-line

Workstations

Timetabled access hours

Availability of local system
10

8

1 or 2

1

6 (+ 1 advisor)

52

49 days ~ 600 hours
16

8

2

1

7

88

88
26

8

3 or 4

1

1

12



Functional Evaluation

1.3 Local installation 

1.3.1  The System in Cambridge

The system comprised of three workstation clusters with one, two and three workstations at the Engineering Department, Churchill College and the Language Centre Sidgwick Site. The advisor had a separate workstation at the Language Centre in West Road. The three servers (user management and web server on an NT machine, video server, multi-point conferencing unit and session management on a Sun Ultra and LAN Emulation server on an NT machine) were situated on the Sidgwick site. All workstations had a 133 Mhz Pentium processor, a 17 inch colour monitor, a 1.6Gb hard disk and 32 Mb of RAM. They were equipped with a soundcard, a Miro graphics card with TV upgrade and a Bitfield card for videoconferencing. All machines had headphones, a microphone and a video camera attached. The workstations ran Windows 95 and had Netscape 3.01 and Microsoft Office version 6 installed. 25Mbit/s ATM Limited NICs provided the network connectivity. All workstations were connected to an ATM switch. The switches were connected via access nodes to a double ring running at 1.25 Gbit/s. Two servers were directly connected to the access node on the Sidgwick site (156Mbit/s link), the LANE server was connected to an ATM switch. User information was stored on a Windows NT server which also contained the web server (MIS III). This machine was a 166 Mhz Pentium PC with 64 Mb RAM. The video server, the MCU and the session management program ran on a Sun Ultra with Solaris 2.5.
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Figure 1: The System in Cambridge

The system provided most of the functionality specified. In the following sections we will look at all aspects of the system from the network to the application layer.

The network layer

During the first trial all network links were manually set up as PVC connections. This entailed a considerable administrative work and lead to some concerns with respect to the scalability of the system. For the second trial LAN Emulation was used to overcome the problem of having to configure each link individually. As far as the application and user layer was concerned this change was transparent. 

The following minor problems were observed:

a)  After a power failure the access nodes lost their configuration and had to be reconfigured.

b)  The network configuration on the SUN server was not properly integrated into the start-up scripts. As a result, the system has to be manually configured after shutdown.

c)  At times the NT server became ‘invisible’ to all workstations but not the Sun server, i.e. the machine did not respond to ping requests. This happened infrequently and there were no obvious events that seem to trigger it. The machine remained in that state for varying lengths of time from a couple of minutes to more than half an hour.

1.3.2 The system at INT

Figure 2 shows the network topology as installed in Evry. At the heart of the network, located in the RST department building are a Fore Systems ASX-200WG workgroup switch and a Philips ATM Node 10 000 switch. The Philips switch has two 34 Mbps E3 interfaces and one 155 Mbps STM-1 interface using monomode fibers. Its main use is providing connectivity to an ATM Wide Area Network (i.e. ATM French National Host). For this purpose, a 34 Mbps link is used to connect the local network to the France Telecom ATM Network.

The access network is based around a Fore Systems workgroup switch. The ForeRunner ASX-200WG switch bring high performance ATM connectivity to LAN workgroup applications. Up to twenty four workstations, PCs or servers can be connected to this ATM switch. In its actual configuration, it has twelve 25.6 Mbps ports, three multimode fiber OC-3/STM-1 (155 Mbps) and one singlemode fiber OC-3/STM-1 (155 Mbps) port. The ASX-200WG switch’s singlemode port connects to the ATM Node 10 000 switch allowing access to remote applications. 

Two servers are currently connected to the ASX-200WG switch by a 155 Mbps OC-3c/STM-1 link over multimode fiber whereas seven student multimedia workstations are connected by a standard desktop ATM interface (25.6 Mbps links over category 5 UTP cables) using Fore Systems NICs (ForeRunner LE).  The workstations have the same specification as those in Cambridge.

The sun server,  an Ultra II Enterprise with two 167 Mhz processors running Solaris 2.5.1, is used as a  video server. The ATM network interface card used to connect it to the network is a Fore Systems SBA-200E NIC. The second server (Intel Pentium 200 MMX based PC running Windows NT 4 Server) acts as an administrative server. It is connected to the network (ASX-200WG switch) by a 155 Mbps link over multimode fibre. It is also equipped with a Fore Systems ATM NIC (PCA-200EPC).


[image: image3.wmf]NT Server

Sun Server

Cnx to

Cambridge

Internet

Fore

switch

ASX200 GW

ATM - 155 Mb/s

ATM - 25 Mb/s

Ethernet - 10 Mb/s

Advisor

Students

Philips

ATM

Node

10000

switch


Figure 2: The system in Paris

1.4 Workstations

The workstations performed well. Compared to the first trial where a third of the workstations developed problems all seven workstations in Cambridge remained reasonably stable throughout the trial period. At INT many hours were spent reinstalling the workstations before the trial, after which all except one were in good working order apart from the short length of the cables connecting the headphones causing minor inconvenience to users.

At the hardware level a number of problems could be identified:

a)  It was difficult for the machines to accommodate all the cards, in particular the Bitfield cards posed a problem due to their length. They fitted into only one slot and as a result the soundcard pressed against the heat sink of the main processor (putting stress on the card). The Miro cards did not work in all PC slots.

b)  The connectors at the back of the cards were a frequent cause of failure, either through working loose or falling out altogether. This is a definite weakness of the system leading to an unacceptably high maintenance effort for a system in day-to-day use.

c)  It was difficult to establish appropriate volume levels for the different audio inputs (from videoconferencing, audio and video files and sounds for system events).

1.5 The software

Windows95 provided a stable working platform. There were very few system crashes, and application crashes could usually be resolved by ending the task and restarting the application. Netscape provided a unified user interface, which most users found easy to manage. All Leverage applications could be called directly from the Netscape environment.  In the following sections we will look at each of the modules that constitute the Leverage system separately.

1.6 The session manager/session desktop

The session manager provided the functionality specified. It offered a conceptual view of the collaborative working environment. The interface was perceived as intuitive given the reasonably complex nature of the session management task. For group-based collaborative working the session manager played a crucial role. It provided the user with a conceptual representation of the groups and people available on the network and made the integration of various shared resources easy. The session manager made the difference between a well-integrated working environment and simple collection of shared applications. 

A number of problems identified during the first trial were resolved for the second trial. 

Sessions were public by default, which alleviated the problem of two users inadvertently starting a private session. Improved flexibility allowed additional applications to be added during sessions, and additional users to be invited to join a group session.  Users logging on were still able to join an existing session.  Most participants selected to open the Chat Tool when starting a session, thereby keeping a line of communication open if for any reason the audio or video conferencing failed to start, or was not working properly.

When retrieving the user information from the server, displaying the user groups in the session desktop took a noticeable amount of time. This is a concern in terms of the potential scalability of the system.

1.7 Audio/video conferencing

In comparison to the first trial, the user questionnaire clearly indicated that for the second trial participants, the visual image was considered to be much more significant.  There appeared to be a greater need to have visual contact with speakers of a different language than there was with speakers of the same language. The role of the visual image in the user interaction will have to be investigated in more detail by looking at the data of the recorded sessions and analysing the discourse between the users. This work however lies outside the scope of this report. 

Videoconferencing was undoubtedly the most outstanding and widely appreciated feature of the Leverage system.  Of the 26 participants, 25 users ranked it as “Very useful”.  Written commentary on the questionnaires indicate that students feel that the quality of the videoconferencing adds a human dimension to communications that is nearly equal to face to face communications. They appreciated being able to see the facial expressions of their English/French partners and for the INT students, the desire to “meet” over the network was one of the strongest motivating factors for carrying out the prescribed coursework. Some of the INT students who have participated in other distance conferencing either over a narrow-band ISDN network or the Internet M-Bone network were impressed by the high quality of videoconferencing provided by the Leverage ATM network as compared to these other types of “visioconferencing”. The only suggestions made by the students for improving the videoconferencing feature was to have the possibility of seeing several participants simultaneously, and for each participant to be able to choose which member of a session he wished to see without asking for “permission”.

The quality of the sound and picture was excellent, and lip synchronisation was good. Early inexperience of the system which resulted in participants having an almost side on view of a partner during sessions, reinforced the importance of camera positioning and checking the ‘self-view’. However, interviews with the participants indicate that it was the ability to see facial expression, body language and gestures that aided communication and understanding.

On the whole, the quality of the sound was very good and did not cause any problems as long as the interconnection was working. Occasionally the system was still sensitive to users joining and leaving a session. This led to lost audio channels, extreme noise (high frequency knocking), however this normally only occurred when a fifth person attempted to join a session. It was difficult for participants to choose to audio-conference, because if one member of the group decided to minimise the video window to allow audio contact only, the image of that person would freeze on the screen of any others in the group. Because of the emphasis placed by the participants on the visual image, this did not become a problem of any significance during the trial.

1.8 Video-recording

Although none of the participants used the video-recording tool, tests done before and during the trials suggest that the quality of both image and sound were very good.  The permissible recording length was not considered long enough by some participants to make it worthwhile making a recording for the remote members of the group to use in a presentation.  

1.9 Data-conferencing

Three types of synchronous data-conferencing were available to the students.

a)  The Chat Tool, LECHE, was used extensively during all sessions. Participants used it to keep communicating if there were connection problems. It continued to work even if the videoconferencing was not, or when the interconnection was not up.  This function also made it possible for students in a group of four who were not videoconferencing with each other to keep on chatting together. Students used it to spell words for each other, to identify spoken words that their partners had found difficult to hear or understand. Some students said they would like to have been able to record the exchanges made with the Chat Tool.

b)  The simple text editor, SIESTA, was used less as students tended to prefer to spend the time on-line communicating. However, one group which was video-recorded from Cambridge, used SIESTA throughout their sessions in order to write their presentation jointly and collaborate on its editing (proof-reading and content providing). They also prepared documents at other times and e-mailed them to each other, often for proof-reading purposes. This might be a side effect of having timetabled connection times. This seems to lead naturally to focussing on direct human-human interaction, while preparatory work is done off-line. INT students suggested that Siesta could have more of the MS Office functions like word processing. They would have also liked to edit html pages and include images in their documents. They would have liked to be able to print pages directly from the LEVERAGE system. During the trial, they had to send the files to a computer in another room to print.

c)  The WEBOARD continued to be a problem and was used very little. Users had difficulties loading pages from the remote server.  The interactive tools (pointers, text and drawing tools) worked as specified. INT students suggested that perhaps it would be better to create a more sophisticated Siesta tool.

1.10 E-mail

Students were not able to e-mail directly from the LEVERAGE system. They sent e-mail from their computers in the student residence or from the computer labs.

1.11 Shared work space

A shared work space was provided for all users on the NT server. Users had their own directory in addition to a directory set aside for each group. This was seen as a useful feature but access to the workstation at the remote LAN was not straightforward. 

1.12 HTML Documents

The amount of information provided was seen as more than sufficient for the task. The links to external servers proved to be slow and unreliable at times. The policy of ensuring the sufficiency of the Leverage internal material seemed justified. Users encountered little difficulty in navigating the material either conceptually or technically. For the second trial an ‘index’ frame on the left hand side of the Netscape screen made navigation even easier.

1.13 Glossary

Given the problems encountered with the glossary during the first trial this facility was no longer available in the second trial. The facility was merged into the dictionary which was user editable (by staff not students). 
1.14 Dictionary

The dictionary was one of the most frequently used applications in the system and seems to fulfil the users’ expectation. For the second trial the dictionary was tightly integrated into the system, it could be called from Leverage web pages and it was itself a web-based application. Compared to the stand-alone dictionary in the first trial two minor drawbacks emerged. (i) The navigation of the dictionary was more complicated with an additional step between entering a search term and seeing the lexicographical information displayed. (ii) The coverage of the web-based version of the dictionary seemed to be significantly smaller than that of the stand-alone version. That is a number of relevant entries could be found in the stand-alone version but were missing from the web-based version of the dictionary.

1.15 Access to audio and video resources

The multi-media player worked as specified. Users were impressed with the quality of both the audio and the video. Some users would have liked the sliding bar used to select a position in the video/audio to be more sensitive. No problems were encountered with retrieving multiple videos and audios simultaneously.

1.16 Exercise module

The exercise module was not used in shared mode in the second trial because of the emphasis on spending the sessions communicating. The students who used the exercises tended to do them in their own time when connections were not available. The module worked as specified. Only true/false and multiple choice questions were actually used.

1.17 The system from an administrative point of view

1.17.1 General aspects 

The reliability of the system improved greatly from the first to the second trial. This was partly due with improvement of the conferencing module and the better stability of all software modules in general. The increase in system RAM from 16Mb to 32 also contributed. Some points still need to be addressed.

a)  For a production system the hardware backend needs to be more reliable: ways need to be found to secure connectors more firmly and in general tidy up the cabling arrangements behind the workstations.

b)  For troubleshooting purposes it would be useful to separate the steps of the automatic login process or do produces more diagnostic output.

c)  A facility for remote administration would still be desirable particularly in view of scaling the system up to many more workstations. However, for trials the need is less pressing now due to the increased system reliability.

In general, there was a significant improvement between the first and second trial. The system appeared to be much more robust and needed little attention from technical support staff during the trial. In fact the system has now reached a level of maturity where it is conceivable to see it as part of the regular teaching schedule and the third trial should now gravitate towards that kind of usage.

1.17.2 The servers

The administrative and HTML server

The administrative database worked as specified apart from a small number of bugs, which can be fixed for the next trials. The Microsoft Internet server proved adequate for the task, a minor drawback being the non-standard log files produced by the server.

The process of registering users, setting up appropriate workspaces and permissions is somewhat cumbersome but acceptable for a trial. For a system in constant use with more users these processes should be automated.

The video, session management and MCU server

No major problems were encountered. The video retrieval appeared to be fast and efficient using nothing more than SAMBA to enable the workstations to access the UNIX directories directly where the video and audio files were kept.

There was a tendency for the file system to fill up with diagnostic messages from various processes (ATM layer and the MCU).

1.18 Summary

From the point of view of a functional evaluation the system performed largely as specified. All major elements were present and working. 

Pedagogical Evaluation

In this section we will concentrate on an evaluation of the second user trial and where relevant draw comparisons with the first trial. The evaluation is based on data collected before, during and after the second trial. The data is comprised of subjective information provided by the students through pre- and post-trial questionnaires, face-to-face interviews and e-mail responses. Objective data was gathered by the system itself through the logging of a range of user activities and by observing the users’ interaction with the system (using mainly video recordings). Most of this data is available in the appendix to this report.

This report provides a fairly immediate evaluation of the system in use. It would therefore be unrealistic to expect fairly detailed results for example with respect to the actual language learning that took place. Unfortunately, traditional pre- and post-tests of language competence are not very revealing in terms of showing significant advances in language competence. There are two reasons for this: first, the length of the trial is simply too short, with intermediate to advanced students six weeks is too short a period for significant and reliable improvements to be visible. Second, the background of the participants was too varied, with some students taking additional language instructions in addition to the trial. So even, if any significant improvement could be shown it would have been very difficult to prove that these were a direct result of the trial. Given the external constraints on the trial the only feasible approach to measure the system’s effectiveness for language learning is by showing that the kinds of interaction which are recognised to be effective in non-networked interactions (negotiation of meaning, scaffolding and so on) also take place over the network. To reach any conclusion in this respect a detailed analysis of the recorded discourse will be required – this work is ongoing but no results are yet available for this report.

The major difference between the first and second trial lay in the fact that the collaborative work involved French and English native speakers in the same group, thus every participant played the dual role of second language learner and native speaker informant. Learning from peers, an essential element of collaborative learning, is based on the assumption that there is always a slight difference in competence between the individual learners and that the involvement with a slightly advanced learner forms a kind of scaffold for the ‘weaker’ learner to advance his own competence. In reciprocal peer-tutoring the competencies of the two learners are expected to be relatively balanced so that each partner benefits from the collaborative learning process. This configuration is sometimes difficult to achieve where one learner is considerably more competent or able than the other. In language learning, collaboration between different native speakers has the advantage that each learner automatically has greater competence in his own language and lesser competence in the language she is trying to acquire. By itself this is of course no guarantee for successful collaborative learning, other factors play an important role, but it at least provides the initial reciprocity of the learning and tutoring role. As we will see the change from non-native speaker collaborative learning to reciprocal native/non-native collaboration had a significant effect on a number of aspects of the system.

In what follows we will revisit the five questions, which guided the evaluation of the first user trial and in addition look at issues of embedding the system in the institutional context at the two trial sites:

· Can network-based learning be effective in general?

· How well is network-based learning suited to the language learning domain?

· How well does a task-based approach work in a networked environment?

· How appropriate is the specific design of the Leverage system?

· How can the system be integrated into different local educational environments?

· How well is each module of the system suited to the overall objective?

The answers given are based on the evidence of the first and second user trial but at least some of them should generalise to network-based learning in general.

1.19 Can network-based learning be effective in general?

When we talk about network-based learning it is important to emphasise that we mean a learning environment where the network is used to provide communication channels between learners, between learners and tutors, or both. Systems where the network is used to deliver learning resources, which could in principle sit on a stand-alone machine and where the primary interaction is between the learner and the computer, are not considered here. Network-based learning in the Leverage context means an environment where a computer network is used to enable learners to engage in a collaborative learning process either with other learners (peer-to-peer) or with a tutor. This form of collaborative learning involves two or more individuals who communicate either synchronously or asynchronously as part of the learning process. So far most network-based learning has used asynchronous communication channels (mainly e-mail and computer conferencing). Leverage on the other hand is based on a combination of synchronous and asynchronous communication with heavy emphasis on various forms of synchronous communication. 

Networks can of course also be used for teacher-centred learning where the communication tends to be predominantly one way, from the teacher to a potentially large number of students. Such a system raises a range of issues quite different from a Leverage type system and these issues are not addressed here.

There are a number of ways of measuring the effectiveness of collaborative learning. At the most fundamental level we need to establish if the students collaborated successfully both objectively in terms of the outcome of the learning process and also subjectively in terms of the learning experience they had.

The objective set for the users of the Leverage system was the preparation and delivery of an oral presentation in the target language supported by appropriate materials. During the first trial one of the six groups dropped out during the trial, during the second trial all eight groups completed the trial. In the first trial all participants were volunteers, in the second trial the Cambridge participants were again volunteers while the students at INT participated in the trial as part of their compulsory English language tuition. However, apart from students leaving the two institutions, all 2nd trial participants expressed an interest in continuing with the use of the system. This can be taken as some indication of the motivational potential of the system.

In terms of objective learning outcomes it is difficult to arrive at an objective assessment given the large number of factors involved, many of which lay outside the project’s control. Nevertheless a comparison of the quality of the presentations with similar presentations arising from traditional classroom-based work can give some indication of its effectiveness. In general the quality of the assessed presentations matched or exceeded that expected after a group of students had worked together for about eight hours plus some additional hours of private study. (This assessment is based on the judgement of two assessors with experience in judging coursework-based oral presentations). 

It is even more difficult to assess the impact of LEVERAGE on language acquisition for the students at INT. As the pre-trial questionnaires show, most of them have been studying English for over ten years and almost all of them have travelled to several English speaking countries. They have at least three hours of English classes each week scheduled throughout their academic programme at INT. During the LEVERAGE trial, each student used the system from between 11 to 33 hours. 

Globally the LEVERAGE user-group performed as well as a group of second-year. INT students asked to give an oral presentation at the end of a "theme " based course, for which the duration matches the duration of the LEVERAGE course, and for which the objective is not oral presentation skills. This assessment is based on the judgement of two assessors who have many years of experience at INT evaluating oral presentations in diversified contexts. 

The subjective impressions of the participants backs up this interpretation and adds some additional insights. The general reaction of the participants was very enthusiastic with some students claiming it rivalled personal face to face interaction. Amongst the advantages mentioned were the chance to get immediate feedback from a native speaker, to practise communication in different registers from the work-related to the social, the opportunity to gain cultural insights as well as improve the language and so on.

Compared to the first trial the network was seen to impose fewer constraints on collaborative working. In the first trial the quality of the videoconferencing and especially the audio conferencing was occasionally quite poor. This manifested itself in problems related to discourse structuring, turn-taking, the incorporation of extra linguistic clues (like facial expressions) and so on. In particular, being able to see the visual image of ones collaborators seemed to be only of secondary importance in the first trial. The visual image was important in building initial rapport but played only a minor role in the actual collaborative work. This is indicated by the fact that most groups turned the video image off during their sessions and relied on an audio only link. This situation changed radically in the second trial with two reasons accounting for this change.

First, the improved audio and video quality made it much easier to employ conventional discourse strategies. Natural turn-taking, visual feedback and so on approximated that of direct face-to-face interaction. Significantly, the major improvement of the system that the end user requested was an ability to see all participants in the group simultaneously and not just one at a time. 

Second, the native/non-native interchange seemed to rely much more on non-auditory interchanges then the native speaker interchange. This can not only be seen in the increased importance of the visual image but also in the frequent concurrent use of the chat tool to exchange textual information as well. The use of the system seems to confirm the assumptions that in native/non-native interaction use of all available communication channels is made.

Another interesting observation is the shift of emphasis from working with the course material during the first trial, to a much greater emphasis on sustained interpersonal communication during the second. 

Unlike the first trial, where the general consensus amongst the users was that working collaboratively on a network was useful but not a general substitute to face-to-face collaboration, the users in the second trial seemed to feel that communication over the network began to approach the effectiveness of direct face to face communication.  

The user feedback from the first trial revealed a range of different learning styles and preferences not all of which were equally suited to collaborative learning. Some students expressed a preference for ‘learning on their own’. Interestingly no such sentiments were expressed after the second trial although the student population was not significantly different in its composition. The most obvious explanation again seems to be that the improved quality of the communication channels and the access to real native speakers shifted the emphasis on to the communicative facilities offered by the system so much that the other resources were mainly seen as a background for interpersonal communication. This would again suggest that the real strength of network-based learning lies in the chance to establish real collaborative learning and personal interchange between learners who are physically removed from each other. The aspect of providing access to remote resources, whilst important in cost and certainly significant in administrative terms, plays more a secondary role. 

Unlike during the first trial where the group dynamics seemed to be more critical by being mediated through the network, evidence for this effect was much less apparent during the second trial. This might have been due to a greater emphasis on interchanges between actual pairs of students in the second trial even where there were three students in a group. 

In terms of generic outcomes the most significant difference between the first and second trial is the crucial importance of the quality of the communication channels for the ultimate outcome of the learning process and the students subjective experience of it. This go way beyond obvious ‘technicalities’ like the voice quality, image break-up, dropped frames, lip synchronisation and so on. It affects the way the whole system is perceived and used. Between the first and second trial it meant a shift of focus from an emphasis on the collaborative use of shared resources to the process of collaboration itself with an emphasis on interaction and communication.

After the first trial we came to the following conclusion: 

‘[…] The trial seems to indicate that network-based learning is clearly feasible and in fact sensible where direct face-to-face learning is not possible for geographical or other reasons. It does however impose a number of constraints, all of which have to do with the limited communication bandwidth. Careful design of the system to take account of these constraints and planning the pedagogical content and strategy with these constraints in mind can however minimise the inherent limitation of the medium.’

While we still concur with the principles of this conclusion the evaluation of the second trial indicates that the constraints imposed by the limited communication bandwidth is a) not as severe as initially thought, and b) more dependent on the quality of the communication channels used then we assumed before. 

1.20 How well is network-based learning suited to the language learning domain?

The evaluation report after the first trial provides some comments about using network-based learning in the language learning domain. We will not repeat these here but instead concentrate on those aspects, which were unique to the second trial, in particular reciprocal peer-tutoring involving native/non-native speaker groups. 

The ability to collaborate with native speakers of the language to be learnt was seen as the most important feature by all students. The reasons given ranged from the implicit authenticity, the practice of fluency and pronunciation, the opportunity to gain cultural insights, added motivation and the chance to get immediate feedback from native speakers. For some students it seemed particularly important that this feedback came from a peer and not a tutor or teacher. In general students commented that the system allowed them to interact with native speaker in a relaxed atmosphere and that this helped with the learning of the foreign language. These views were universally shared amongst the students and there appeared to be no significant difference between the English or French student population. 

The heavy focus on the interaction with native speakers led to a de-emphasising of the work on the specified task (for reasons see below) and a greater emphasis on general exchanges on a whole range of topics. In this context two problems emerged: a potential mismatch either in the communicative competence of the partners or their personal interests. The second problem is probably a direct result of the shift from the specific task to a more general exchange and indicates the need for the provision of some structure to the interchange between the participating students. The first problem is not so much a problem of comprehension, that is one side not understanding the other, or even the willingness and interest of one or other party to communicate. It is simply a tendency to settle on an arrangement where the language of the more competent second language speaker becomes the major language of the interaction and the other foreign language comes a poor second. This was a point mentioned by several students in the debriefing, usually as a problem of English becoming the dominating language. Only a close analysis of the actual video-recorded interaction will reveal how significant a problem this is. 

1.21 How well does a task-based approach work in a networked environment?

For Leverage we have chosen a task-based approach to language learning and teaching. This approach offered several advantages: 

· it allows for a reasonable degree of flexibility in arranging the trials (the number of students involved etc.) 

· it sits well with concepts of collaborative learning 

· it puts the emphasis on student and peer-centred learning while offering an appropriate support infrastructure

· it provides a basis for sensibly combining synchronous and asynchronous communication and the need for a rich multi-media resource base. 

The only significant difference between the students on either side emerged with respect to task-based learning. While students on the Cambridge site appeared to be very positive both about task-based learning in general and the particular task they had to work on, this was not the case for the students at INT. Not only did the French students rate the task as a less important aspect of the system, some also found the given task as boring or otherwise inappropriate. They felt they would have liked to choose from a range of possible tasks and would have liked to have work on a variety of tasks – not just a single one. 

This difference raises a number of interesting questions. It indicates a difference in cultural and especially educational practise at the two sites and thus has implications for collaborative working between partners from different educational settings in general. The system was used in quite different ways in Cambridge and Paris. In Cambridge students were all volunteers and they had never worked together before the trial or even know each other. The use of the system was not in anyway embedded into some other structured language activity, like a tutor-led course or something similar. The English students felt that the task provided some structure to the learning process, it motivated the learning and helped to organise their activities. In Paris the participation in Leverage was part of a general English course which continued alongside the trial. An external framework was therefore in place that provided structure, guidance and continuity independent of the trial’s learning task. Each session with an English student could therefore be seen as the ‘conversational’ element in the general course with little need for cohesion between the sessions and an understandable desire for greater variation of tasks and topics. 

The differences between the French students' and the English students' reactions to the "task" can also be explained by the varying degrees of importance that educational institutions in non-English speaking countries place on foreign language learning as compared to English-speaking countries. Most students enrolled in degree programmes at professional graduate schools in France have already studied English for about 10 years. Often they are expected to do a rather large amount of reading in their field in English. Students in engineering schools and management schools in France often carry out internships or programmes of study in English speaking countries for a period from between 2 months to 1 year. In addition to this cable television makes it possible to choose from a wide variety of programmes in the English and American languages. Access to the Internet also provides a great deal of attractive information in English.

The market for English language materials is enormous and both students and teachers have a great deal of choice among high quality materials to best suit their specific interests and needs. Students are already carrying out a number of "real" "tasks" in English within the scope of their studies and leisure time. They simply do not have the same need for edited authentic materials as students learning foreign languages in English-speaking countries.

Indeed the introduction of a LEVERAGE-like system into teaching and learning practises at different institutions will not be simple. But the benefits that LEVERAGE brings by multiplying the frequency of sympathetic communications among peers and thus their motivation to improve their linguistic skills make the challenge worth taking on.

These local differences point up the difficulties in setting-up collaborative learning systems, which span diverse educational settings and traditions. It is clear that the embedding of the technology provided by systems like Leverage into the teaching and learning practises in different institutions will be the difficult part in trans-national and trans-cultural learning and teaching arrangement. Having said that, it is important to note that despite this difference both groups of students felt that they benefited considerably from this learning experience.

1.22 How appropriate is the specific design of the Leverage system?

For the second trial a number of modifications were made to the system. Two new applications were added, a simple chat tool (LECHE) and a simple editor (SIESTA). In addition, the stand-alone English-French/French-English dictionary was replaced with a web-based dictionary.

Users seem to be generally satisfied with the design of the Leverage system. Students had little trouble navigating the information and setting up conferencing sessions with other users. Tools supporting synchronous communication across the network were seen as the most important feature of the system with an approval rating of 99 and 93 percent respectively. Similarly, access to native speakers was seen as the most important aspect of the system with an approval rating of 98 percent.

There were some interesting differences between the feedback from students in Cambridge and Paris with Cambridge students rating the task approach and the supporting materials significantly higher. As already indicated, this is probably a result of the different educational settings in which the trial took place.

However, there was clear and universal agreement amongst the participants that the availability of synchronous communication facilities with other native speakers was by far the most valuable feature of the system and approaching the usefulness of direct face-to-face meetings. Given the high cost of providing face-to-face meetings with native speakers, for example, through time spent abroad, systems like Leverage seem to promise a cost-effective and educationally valid alternative. 

1.23 How well is each module of the system suited to the overall objective?

In this section we will briefly look at each module of the system and evaluate its usefulness from a pedagogical point of view.

1.23.1 Means of synchronous communication

The overall improvement in quality from the first trial has, together with the changed user composition, moved the focus even more onto video- and audio-conferencing as the central feature of the system. The original problems with the sound quality have disappeared. Most of the problems that did occur were linked to the trans-national connection (available bit rate and so on) rather than any problem intrinsic to the Leverage videoconferencing system. 

There is however still room for improvement and development: 

a)  When a user leaves or joins a session there is a good chance that the sound quality will deteriorate either temporarily or permanently. Subjectively, the users experience either a lot of noise or lose the audio link. Restarting the session usually solves the problem but occasionally it is necessary to restart the mcu.

b)  Several users expressed a preference for being able to see all other participants and not just one. This in part reflects the difference in use between the trials. In the first trial students worked intensively with the available resources and the videoconferencing windows used up valuable screen space – in the second trial the emphasis was much more on the direct communication and the scarcity of screen space for other applications was seen as less of a problem.

The chat tool LECHE played an important role in the system, not just as a back up during problems with the videoconference links but as an additional communication channel which was used to support oral exchanges with a written medium. It was used for spelling, the exchange of addresses and the like.

It is clear from the trial that videoconferencing and the exchange of written information should be seen as an integrated whole offering a range of concurrent communication channels and not as alternatives.

The shared editor was used slightly less often and some users felt it would have been more useful if the editor offered more advanced word-processing features and if editing access had not been token controlled.  

As in the first trial users experienced considerable difficulties with the WEBOARD:

a)  students had problems running the WEBOARD concurrently with audio conferencing and the displayed data tended to lose synchronisation on the various workstations fairly quickly. These technical problems had a serious impact on the way the users saw the application’s usefulness.

b)  the current version of the WEBOARD is probably better suited to tutor-tutee interaction over a set of teaching resources rather than peer-based collaboration using general resources. For the third trial it is recommended that the WEBOARD is used for presentations from one group to another rather than a general shared application.

Having noted the first criticism it must be pointed out that the users appreciated the use of the pointing and annotating facilities when they were available and working.

1.23.2 Means of asynchronous communication

Considerable use was made of e-mail both in order to arrange and rearrange sessions and to communicate with the advisor and other students. An effective asynchronous means of communication is clearly an essential part of a network-based language learning system. The shared workspace was also used, although accessing the space was not as straightforward as it should have been. Users had to find the right computer in the network environment and then navigate to the appropriate directory. Ideally, students should be able to access the shared workspace as easily as they access space on the local hard disk.

1.23.3 Resources

The resources were generally seen as relevant to the task and well structured. Some students thought that there was too much information, a few thought there was not enough. Cambridge students showed much greater enthusiasm for the multi-media resource then the students in Paris. A possible explanation for this is that the students in Paris had access to many other English language resources as part of their course, while the Cambridge students being volunteers relied much more heavily on the Leverage resources alone. For the third trial we recommend however to reduce the amount of prepared material and to use a range of different tasks to improve the flexibility of use of the system.

The Dictionary

During the first trial a commercially available dictionary was used for the project (Oxford - Hachette). This dictionary proved highly popular with some students making intensive use of the facility and it was very highly rated in the feedback questionnaire. The dictionary was not as well integrated into the LEVERAGE system as all the other applications and this led to some usability problems, e.g. losing the dictionary window behind the browser window and so on.

To overcome the usability problem the stand-alone dictionary was replaced with a web-based version of the dictionary that was fully integrated into the LEVERAGE system. This switch was not entirely successful however. In general, students found the new interface less intuitive and easy to use than the original one, principally because the web dictionary introduced additional layers between looking up a word and displaying the appropriate definition(s). Also, some delay in setting up the dictionary frame and retrieving the information was experienced. In addition, it appears that the web version of the dictionary has fewer key word entries then the stand-alone version.

This together with the fact that the students had direct access to a native speaker to find unknown words explain why the approval rating of the dictionary was relatively low (80 percent) compared to the previous trial.

Exercises

The exercises played only a very minor part in the system – they were intended as means of checking one’s understanding of the multimedia resources. Little use was made of the exercises and some students expressed the view that the exercises where not intellectually challenging enough. Given the strong emphasis on personal communication it is recommended that the exercise module is dropped from the third trial. This does of course not prevent any participating site from supplementing the material with exercises of their own. 

2. Conclusion

After the first two trials it can be stated with some confidence that a system like Leverage can offer an effective and efficient language learning environment in situations where direct contact between students and students and tutors is not feasible. In principle, the system offers all the main features required of such a system. The system has reached a degree of stability where it can be considered for every day use. The one remaining problem was the difficulty in providing a reliable connection between the sites. However, the provision of the trans-national link was outside the control of the project. From a pedagogical standpoint it was important to see how collaborative network-based language learning works with reciprocal peer tutoring. 

In this respect the results were very encouraging. The degree of collaboration and the intensity of the interaction with non-native/native speakers collaborating seem to exceed that seen between collaborating native speakers in the first trial. This indicates that the system offers a viable alternative to direct face-to-face encounters where these are not possible for reasons of cost or distance.

As the system stands it proves that network-based collaborative learning certainly is effective. What remains to be shown is that it can be successfully integrated into the day-to-day teaching and learning environment of educationally and culturally diverse institutions in the respective countries.

Appendix

2.1 List of evaluation data held at Cambridge and INT
Video tapes 
1. Recorded in Cambridge at the Sidgwick site

They consist of 9 tapes: 6 of the interconnection sessions and 2 of the networked and non-networked presentations.

All sessions were filmed on the Sidgwick site in Lab III. The recordings include four groups, three of which have been recorded throughout the trial. The table below gives a brief summary of each recording. The analysis of the transcripts of the recorded sessions will follow in a later report.

Session Recording
Title
Summary
Problems

1 - 20/1/98 Tuesday

3.30 - 5.00 p.m.

Group Hogarth & Renoir


First encounter and introductions
First English student takes a closer look at task-related and multimedia material. Answers a call from another English student from another group at Engineering Language Unit. This is the only proper videoconference they have, except a quick one with the 5 French students on 2 workstations at the other end.

They use LECHE, the chat tool, to compensate for the lack of sound and image.


A lot of technical problems with interconnection. 



2 - 30/1/98

Friday

1.30 - 3.00 p.m.

· Group Gauguin


Task, use of the system and good example of Peer-tutoring 

(Best working group recorded)
Good use of languages: English student speaks French most of the time and French students always speak English. Good use of the system: LECHE, SIESTA. Students rely completely on their intuition and interaction to help each other to understand what they are trying to say. Even if this means paraphrasing themselves in their native language. They rely completely on peer-tutoring. 


When the English student minimises the videoconference window and brings it back up it sometimes looses colour.

3.15 - 4.45 p.m.

· Group Turner


Chit-chat and English speaking

(socialising group)
Group comprising of 2 students: 1 Swedish from Paris and 1 student from Cambridge. Less use of French than with the previous group because of the Swedes confidence in English which seems to intimidate the English student. General conversation and peer-tutoring. LECHE is used intensively to spell words. An attempt is made to talk about the task by the English student and they use SIESTA. They also contact the Advisor.


3 - 13/2/98

Friday

1.30 - 3.00 p.m.

· Group Gauguin


Peer-tutoring or collaborative proof-reading exchanges

(exception to the usually very serious interaction working on the task)
Starts with good interaction via SIESTA and reworking of the presentation in English on-line by the English student. The 2 French students at the other end are quietly doing their reading comprehension. Turns into a proof-reading session with the English student helping the French students with an assignment consisting of a CV in English. The English student asks the 2 French students to speak in French while he has himself always tried to comment in French. The WebComplex is used.


French students swap workstation and only communicate one at a time to the English student. 

1.30 - 3.00 p.m.

· Group Turner



Problem with Session Desktop and videoconference at this point so the English student browses the material and multimedia videos while launching the exercise module and thoroughly doing exercises while pausing the video. Use of the WebComplex Dictionary too. Advisor tries contacting student but picture and no sound: communicate via LECHE.

Student gets into a videoconference session with his Swedish partner after about an hour. French student from previous session also joins this session when the videoconference is working. Introductions follow. SIESTA is used too. The task is dealt with at the end of the session when things are more stable.


Interconnection problems at this point. A lot of technical problems.

Student tries videoconferencing several times but the workstation only returns a lot of error messages from the Session Manager. 

.

4 - 24/2/98 Tuesday

1.45- 3.15 p.m.

Group Dali


Use of the system and personal work
All the relevant material is being looked at, either in its textual or multimedia form (videos). Also a good search on the French Internet is launched to find latest articles about the Channel Tunnel (Fire…).
French counterpart absent so the English student feels bored having to go through all the material and various facilities of the system on his own. Student tries to use the video recorder but fails to specify file before finding the start/record button.



4 - 27/2/98

Friday

1.30 - 3.00 p.m.

· Group Gauguin


Intensive work and interaction on task and final oral presentation they plan to have over the Network. Good use of system.
Use of LECHE while videoconference is not working.

SIESTA is used intensively online to show emails received from the Advisor in Cambridge explaining what to do for the presentation. Also to write out a general plan and divide selected parts between the one English student and the 2 French students. They want to incorporate a video to their networked presentation and play it while videoconferencing. Contact the Advisor at the end about date and time agreement for presentation. No WebComplex, only peer-tutoring when needing to understand something or say something in either languages.


Videoconference starts working after 23 minutes.

1.30 - 3.00 p.m.

· Group Turner


Let’s chat and surf the Web!

(Good interaction on a conversational level only)
Very sociable conversation in English about what each other of the 2 students connected (Swedish/English) have done the week before. 2nd French student joins and the English student jumps on the occasion to switch to French instantly. The Advisor joins to have the group agree on dates for presentations.
Poor use of the system. Under the influence of one  student they end up surfing the Web for Miss World and pornographic pages. Hardly any work is being done… They will do their presentations separately in France and in England. No collaboration on the presentation.



6 - 3/3/98

Tuesday

1.45 - 3.15 p.m.

Group Dali


Pre-Presentation 

Chat and organisation

(Group with worse interaction)
English students talks to the Advisor to sort out dates for final oral presentation. Plus some guidance on the use of PowerPoint for presentation.

Then students from INT join in and chat with English student. WebComplex Dictionary up on the screen most of the time.


Recording of the session a bit poor from the end-user in Paris, OK for the user in Cambridge, although the recording does not seem to pick up the sound loudly enough. 

7 - 6/3/98

Networked Presentation

Group Gauguin
Mixed French and English presentation
Some interesting arguments.

Split of the presentation in 3 main parts: the English student will do the 1st one in French, the rest in English by the 2 French students.


Too much reading in general. Sound not always good enough to hear the English student.

8 - 9/3/98

11/6/98

16/6/98

Non-Networked Presentation

Groups Matisse, Turner & Goya
French Presentations
Students use the system in various ways: simple conversational tool to language learning task-based environment. In general, much better use of the French language than expected while listening to the sessions’ recordings.




9 - 15/3/98

Non-Networked

Presentation

Group Dali
French Presentation using PowerPoint and including some of the visual and textual material provided


Good plan and good effort at structuring and clarity.


Remarks: A few observations emerge immediately from the viewing of these sessions’ recordings.

· Excellent videoconferencing system including a very clear picture and perfect lip-sync which made communication in both languages a real pleasure for the students. A very good use of LECHE, the chat tool for spelling words and exchanging information and, a very good use of SIESTA, the simple text editor for working on the presentation on-line and having partners correcting spelling and syntactic mistakes.

· Interconnection difficulties and instability caused more problems than the system in itself (this is a progress from the last trial where the Audio quality was not as good as this time around).

· Microphones in Cambridge are a problem and should be changed for the next trial.

· Email is being used to exchange information such as files and written parts of the final presentation.

· Good evidence of peer-tutoring and collaborative work. The system seems to provide the students with the tools they need to communicate and help each other in the language as well as the task. This is most obvious in the group with the best interaction (Gauguin) where the students only use the WebComplex Dictionary in one session while in the other two they help each other understanding what they mean/said/heard...

· The French always speak in English while the English tend to mix the two languages more easily.

· The system favours practice in a balanced variety of skills: Listening (via videoconference) and reading (via LECHE, SIESTA) comprehension as well as spoken language in French and English.

· The exercises are generally underused. Observed only once in one recorded session when the interconnection wasn’t working.
2. Recorded at INT

· Final  presentations of Gauguin and Constable groups over the system

· In class final presentations of Dali, Renoir, Hogarth and Turner groups

plus four other students.

Audio tapes
1.  (CAM) 2 tapes as follows: Tape One, Side One: Cambridge - Final Interviews, Groups Gauguin and Renoir, Side Two: Cambridge - Final Interviews, Groups Matisse and Dali;  Tape Two, Side One: Cambridge - Final Interviews, Groups Hogarth and Turner, Side Two: Cambridge - Final Interviews, Groups Goya and Constable 

2.  (INT) 3 tapes with records of the interviews for the Renoir, Dali, Constable, and Hogarth groups

Documents
1. Initial questionniare

2. Completed initial questionnaires – Cambridge = 10, INT = 16

3. Final questionnaire

4. Completed final questionnaires – Cambridge = 10, INT = 16

5. Questions for final interviews

Statistical Data

Data extracted from http server log files and other log files at both sites.
Questionnaires 

2.1.1 Initial Questionnaire - Cambridge

Initial Questionnaire
The data from this questionnaire will be used for two main purposes:


To help with the time-tabling of the trials


To classify students for statistical analyses

Please fill in the following details ticking where appropriate:

Personal Information
Name:
Email address:

Date of birth:
College:

Male/Female:
Course:

What qualification(s) do you hold in French?



Do you speak any other language(s)?
Yes


No


If Yes, which other language(s) do you speak?


Have you used computer-based multimedia systems before?
Yes


No


What do you hope to gain from using the LEVERAGE system?


The trial will start in the Fourth week of Lent and run for six weeks from Monday 19th January until Friday 27th February.

We hope to timetable students for one two-hour session per week plus one evaluation session of about an hour in Week 9 from 23rd February to 27th February 1998. 

To facilitate this, please indicate the times at which you are NOT available by inserting NO in the corresponding slot.

1 - 2 p.m.
2 - 3 p.m.
3 - 4 p.m.
4 - 5 p.m.

Tuesday:







Friday:







Please rank from 1 to 3 (1 being the most convenient) the convenience of access, for you, to the three sites:
Sidgwick Lab 3


Churchill college


Engineering Unit


Any other relevant information about your availability?



For more information contact:  Agnès Fauverge

University of Cambridge Language Centre - 11 West Road

Tel: (01223) 330914 or via email af212@cus.cam.ac.uk

Thank you for participating in LEVERAGE!
2.1.2 Initial Questionnaire - INT

INITIAL QUESTIONNAIRE

Merci de répondre brièvement aux questions suivantes

Addresse de courrier électronique/e-mail address

Casier/pigeon hole

Quelles sont les langues que vous connaissez/What languages do you speak  ?

Langue maternelle/Native language

Deuxième langue/First foreign language

Troisième langue/Second foreign language

Connaissez-vous déjà la multimédia/Are you familiar With multimedia systems ?

Le Courrier électronique/e-mail ?

La vidéoconférence/videoconferencing ?

Powerpoint ?

La création de documents en HTML/Creating HTML documents

Quelles sont vos raisons personnelles pour apprendre l’anglais/For what reasons do you want to improve your English ?

Etes-vous déjà allé dans un pays anglophone/Have you ever been to an English speaking country ?

Utilisez-vous l’anglais / or have you ever used English as a language of communications before ?

Quel est votre niveau en anglais à ce jour / How do you currently rate your abilities in English ?

Décrivez ici vos objectifs pour ce cours/What do you expect to gain from this course ?

2.1.3 Final Questionnaire – Cambridge and INT

LEVERAGE 2nd USER TRIAL
Final Questionnaire 
How useful did you find the following features of LEVERAGE?

· Use of task to motivate learning

Very useful
  Quite useful       Not sure       Not much use      Quite unnecessary













Comments:
· Links from task to related material

Very useful
  Quite useful       Not sure       Not much use      Quite unnecessary













Comments:
· multimedia material
· Audio & video extracts

Very useful
  Quite useful       Not sure       Not much use      Quite unnecessary













Comments:
· Exercises

Very useful
  Quite useful       Not sure       Not much use      Quite unnecessary













Comments:

· French/English Dictionary

Very useful
  Quite useful       Not sure       Not much use      Quite unnecessary













Comments:

· communication tools
· Video Conferencing

Very useful
  Quite useful       Not sure       Not much use      Quite unnecessary













Comments:

· Data Conferencing - SIESTA (Simple Text Editor)

Very useful
  Quite useful       Not sure       Not much use      Quite unnecessary













Comments:

· Data Conferencing - LECHE (Chat Tool)

Very useful
  Quite useful       Not sure       Not much use      Quite unnecessary













Comments:

· Data Conferencing - WEBOARD

Very useful
  Quite useful       Not sure       Not much use      Quite unnecessary













Comments:

· Working with partners to facilitate learning

Very useful
  Quite useful       Not sure       Not much use      Quite unnecessary













Comments:

· Access to  French / English native speaker

Very useful
  Quite useful       Not sure       Not much use      Quite unnecessary













Comments:

What other features can you think about that would improve LEVERAGE



Any other remarks



There will be another trial in October/November involving Paris, Madrid and Cambridge. Would you like to participate?


YES    
NO    

What task or theme would you suggest to form the basis of a trial between Paris, Madrid and Cambridge? (Asked of INT participants only)

2.1.4 Final Questionnaire Responses – Cambridge and INT

The ratings for each question where converted into a satisfaction rating with 0 indicating total unsatisfactory, 100 indicating totally satisfactory and 50 indicating uncertainty. There were 10 student from Cambridge and 16 from Paris. The total has not been weighted to reflect the greater number of French students. All students rated most but not all elements.

Element
Cambridge Students
Paris Students
Total

Videoconferencing
98
100
99

Access to native speakers
97
98
98

Chat tool (LECHE)
98
90
93

Collaborative Learning
82
87
85

Support Materials
80
85
83

Task
85
78
81

Dictionary
77
81
80

Multimedia (video, audio)
88
63
72

Shared editor (SIESTA)
59
65
63

Shared browser (WEBBOARD)
45
50
49

Exercises
53
35
42

The table below shows the different ranking of elements for both groups of students

Rank
Cambridge Students
Paris Students

1
Videoconferencing
Videoconferencing

2
Chat tool
Access to native speakers

3
Access to native speakers
Chat tool

4
Multimedia
Collaborative Learning

5
Task
Support Materials

6
Collaborative Learning
Dictionary

7
Support materials
Task

8
Dictionary
Shared editor

9
Shared editor
Multimedia

10
Shared browser
Shared browser

11
Exercises
Exercises

Final Interviews
2.1.5 Questions for the Final Interview 
Questions for the Final Interview (Cambridge and INT)

1. Apart from the two hours timetabled each week how much time did you spend using the LEVERAGE system, and preparing for the presentation?  (Expand - on system, together, individually etc.)

2. How did you use the videoconferencing?

(a) How does it compare to working face-to-face?  What are the advantages and disadvantages?

(b) How helpful is it to be able to see someone, rather that just hear them?

(c) Do you think working with French students helped you improve your French, and your confidence in speaking French?

(d) How much of the time did you speak English/French?

3. How much time did you spend working with video clips, and how useful did you find them?

4. How much time did you spend looking at Internet links in France, and how useful did you find them?

5. Did you consult the advisor very often?  Was it individually or as a group?  Comment on how useful you found this facility.

6. Did you use the chat tool, LECHE?  Do you think this is a useful facility?  How would you change it to improve it?

7. Did you use SIESTA, the simple text editor?  Do you think this is a useful facility?  How would you change it to improve it?

8. Did you use the WEBOARD?  Do you think this is a useful facility?  How would you change it to improve it?

9. What additional features do you think would improve the LEVERAGE system?

10. Given a system like LEVERAGE, or a set of traditional tools - books, dictionary, CD’s,  audios and videos, which would you prefer to help you learn a language?

2.2 Statistical Data

2.2.1 Http server log files – Cambridge site

The statistical data is extracted from http server log files. This data is only indicative of system use since documents were cached by the web browser on each workstation. The data thus only provides an indication of relative rather than absolute use

Table 1: Type of textual Material in English and French looked at by the students
Documents in 
English
French
Total
Percentage

Communication
13
9
22
5%

Construction
59
10
69
16%

Economy
42
12
54
12%

Environment
49
32
81
19%

Help
22
13
35
8%

History
32
18
50
11%

Links
9
6
15
3%

Suggestions
42
34
76
17%

Transcripts
21
12
33
8%

Total
289
146
435
100%

Percentage
66%
34%
100%
100%
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