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Abstract

This study examined the impact of writing anxietpmputer anxiety and
motivation on language learning for 45 ESL aduérhers enrolled in an
English grammar and writing course. Two sectiohghe@ course were
offered in a traditional classroom setting whersas others were given in a
hybrid form that involved distance learning. Camrto previous research
(Pajares, 2003; Pajares & Valiante, 1996), writiaugxiety showed no
correlation with learning performance, whereas cat@p anxiety only

yielded a positive correlation with performancetie case of classroom
learners. There were no significant differencessglearning environments
on any measures. These results are explainedhhdif the role computer
technologies now play in our society as well as therging of socio-

demographic profiles between classroom and distéeemers. Our data
suggest that comparisons of profiles between cassrand distance
learners may not be an issue worth investigatingmame in language

studies, at least in developed countries.
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1. Introduction

It has been suggested by researchers that studddistance Learning (DL)
settings may have a somewhat different profile fretlodents in traditional
classroom settings, and possibly take distanceukegey courses because of
their reluctance to interact with their peers ie thassroom (e.g., Pichette,
2009). Given that second language (L2) studenty b particularly
anxious about oral interaction in the target lamgyahey may opt to take
distance courses because DL courses presuppossctidr primarily in the
written form. Therefore, it can be speculated thatance L2 learners know
that written communication is required in distacoeirses, and opt for such
courses because, although anxious people will terféel anxiety for any
type of communication, they are less anxious alaiting than they are
about speaking. Furthermore, the DL environmeny merhaps be more
motivating because it provides an arena for intewacand collaboration
with others without the anxiety that is related dmal interaction in the

classroom setting.

Although several factors, such as for example degafrom an
educational institution and time constraints, hawen investigated as
reasons for choosing DL over traditional classrapnstruction, surprisingly,
anxiety has only recently begun to be considerednasof them (Pichette,

2009; Hurd, 2007). In general, anxiety is trigggeamong some learners by



face-to-face interaction, and research shows th#ecomes much more
pronounced when that interaction takes place mreign language. A more
specific form of anxiety, second/foreign languageiety is defined as the
arousal of worry and negative emotions when onkeasning or is using
another language (Gardner & Macintyre, 1993). Bseaself-identity is tied
to language and communication (Horwitz, 1995), camitating in a new
language can be frustrating and anxiety-producingearning a new
language engages the identity of the learner becausaddition to the new
linguistic system of signs ad symbols, a new lagguavolves learning new
complex social practices. The value and meaning wiord or phrase in a
new language is determined in part by the valueraadning ascribed to it
by the learner (Norton & Toohey, 2004) in refererioehis own social
practice. Consequently, the learner may feel arsxabout his interpretation
of utterances in the new language, and may feehtaned and/or frustrated
by the limited expression that can be communicatettie target language.
He may feel that his “true” self is not being presel, but a rather “limited”
self because he is not very familiar with the sopiactices of the new
language and not well versed in the target langitagi. Fear of ridicule in
any form of communication in L2, as suggested bghétite (pers. comm.
17/08/08), may be a source of L2 anxiety as welthpps even more so than

the notion of “limited” self.



More generally, research in L2 acquisition over [tst three decades
has pointed to three affective factors as likelyntaably influence student
performance in DL: writing anxiety, computer anyietnd motivation. This
study will examine whether relationships exist estw these variables and
ESL performance, and, whether these variables shfferent correlations

in classroom and Web-based learning environments.

Many universities are currently striving to divéysthe way their
courses are offered, especially through distanamileg. McGill University
IS no exception to this trend, and it was decidedur department that an
advanced-level writing courseCEEN 411 Grammar and Writing
Techniques would be offered in a hybrid/blended learning nfat in
addition to its traditional classroom learning f@atmThis presented a great
opportunity for me to combine my work and reseantérests and conduct a
study on affective issues surrounding this new iaybourse. No such study
had ever been undertaken by McGill University,lseré was a great interest,

besides my own, in its findings.

Not only will the findings from this study help nuevelop research
skills, but they will help the Department of Engliand French Language
Programs better understand L2 writing anxiety, cot@p anxiety and

motivation in classroom and web-based settingsncorporate learning



strategies to help students cope with motivatisnes, writing and computer
anxiety, and modify the learning environments @hse and classroom) as

needed.

The study that led to this thesis has been puddish the first issue of
the new journalStudies in Second Language learning and Teaching

(Dracopoulos & Pichette, 2011).



2. Theoretical framework

2.1. Constructivist Influences on Learning

This study is based on constructivist theorieseafing. Constructivism,
following the principles of Dewey, Piaget and Vygjot, acknowledges the
learner’s active role in the personal creation afowledge through
biological, neurological, social, cultural, andduistic interactions. It also
acknowledges the importance of individual and doogxperience.

Constructivism acknowledges that the knowledge tectavill vary in its

degree of validity as an accurate representatiorealfty. It is based on the
belief that learning is a type of “mental constrot in which the learner
fits the new knowledge into his already existingoktedge base. The
learner actively constructs meaning from the cantéxan idea or concept by
drawing from his own prior knowledge, experienceljdfs and attitudes. In
short, “generating” new knowledge is possible wiie@ new information

can be related to already existing knowledge inpirson’s mind.

Reflecting on a subject forces us to bring to oumediate awareness
our past experiences, attitudes, beliefs and fgelabout the subject. The
effects of prior knowledge require a change from ¥iew that learning is
the acquisition of knowledge, to the view that t@ag is a conceptual
change that leads the learner to shift prgor knowledge in order to

accommodate and incorporate a new idea or conGép. notion of prior



knowledge as a necessary basis for developing mewlkdge has been
popularized as the Schema Hypothesis, first intteduby Sir Frederic
Bartlett (1932) and later developed by psychologigthard C. Anderson
(1984). It views organized knowledge as an elabon@twork of abstract
mental structures which represent one's understgndif the world
(Anderson, 1977). Anderson postulates that pecggesehemata to organize
current knowledge and provide a framework for fatwnderstanding.
Consequently, schemata change as new informatiamdmalized. Since
deep-seated schemata, which represent the foundatioone’s knowledge
base, may be hard to change, learners may feehabteonflict if they are
trying to assimilate information which contradicttheir previous
suppositions and deeply-held values and beliefsvid,e2009). Learning a
second language may require the learner to makaradigm shift in his
basic assumptions about the world and in the waysdes, conceives, and
talks about the world. This shift will be necegséecause of the new
information he has acquired about the new langaegeculture. In time,
the learner will transform his prior knowledge (m@chemata) to
accommodate the new ideas and concepts of the areyudge and culture,
(Posner, Strike, Hewson, & Gertzog, 1982) thus fyodj his mental
constructions, and, ultimately, generatimgyown. In other words, this whole
perspective on learning sees that process not essithple addition of
knowledge on top of what is already known, but itssim the modification
of such prior knowledge. This hypothesis expldims fact that even the

most fundamental components of our personality saghour values and



attitudes can change over time as new acquiredniabon is compounded

with prior knowledge.

Among the constructivist approaches, social constism is the most
pertinent to this study because it emphasizesdhsonstruction of meaning
within a social activity, and is more concernedhwiheaning than with
construction. It underscores the social natur&mmwledge and the belief
that knowledge is the result of social interactiand language use.
Knowledge is viewed as a shared rather than ana@wmidual experience,
and reality is socially constructed and agreed uppthose participating in
the (communicative) socio-cultural activity. Fhetmore, since social
interaction takes place within a socio-cultural teoty the resulting
knowledge is bound by a specific time and placeg®dtgky, 1978). In his
Social Development Theory, Vygotsky puts forth tidea that human
learning presupposes a specific social nature angart of a process by
which children grow into the intellectual life ofhdse around them
(Vygotsky, 1978). In his hypothesis dubbed the &oof Proximal
Development, he observed that when children workatth adults, the
process of engagement with the adult enabled thaefine their thinking or
their performance to make it more effective. lhestwords, he observed a
difference between what the children could do airtbwn, and what they
could achieve by interacting with others who wer@erknowledgeable than

they were.
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Central to Vygotsky’s theory is the social origihindividual mental
functioning and language as the critical link bedwethe social and the
psychological planes of human functioning. Vyggtskeorized that the
social is connected to the psychological, and fleatning, or cultural
development as he put it, takes place on two plditesthe social and then
the psychological (and finally within the learner the intrapsychological
plane or category) (Vygotsky, 1981). To fully urstand the focus of this
study, it is important to mention that in the theaf situated cognition,
Vygotskian thought emphasizes the social formatidnthe mind. The
activities of a person and the environment areidensd parts of a mutually
constructed whole. This implies that the dynamiciacenvironment, which
provides the context for meaningful learning, hgsr@ound impact on the
learner. Similarly, this dynamic can be a catalys affective issues such as
anxiety or feelings of inadequacy to surface amdemtially, lead to learning

difficulties.

Constructivist principles and teaching strategiagehbeen applied in
L2 teaching for many years in the form of coopemtgroup work, for
example, or thematic instruction, project-orienkearning, problem-solving
activities, active use of material to be learnaa a more learner-centered
pedagogy. Yet, little emphasis has been placed tlom learning
environment and the affective state of the learner within it The

authenticity of the language learning environmentl ahe affinity that

11



participants feel toward one another are esseat@ahents in making the
learner feel part of this environment and comfddah it. Consequently,
the environment is not simply resource, but the source of development
within which communicativeactivity plays a central role in the co-
construction of knowledge (Lantolf & Thorne, 2006)The web-based
learning environment may be a possible platformsitwated learning, and
since web-based learning is fundamentally not camstd by specific
locations and classrooms, it can be incorporatad warying learning
situations. Furthermore, a web-based learning environmentgdesdi to
enhance learner social interaction and perceivethbylearneias friendly
and non-threatening may help the language leaestat ease and overcome

his inhibitions and insecurities about communiaaimthe new language.

Regardless of the environmentavng learners interact socially in
classroom or web-based activities such as disaussguestion answering,
and/or problem-solving does not automatically gosea successful
knowledge constructionlt is language and the articulation of ideas that is
central to both the socially constructed experiegncany given environment
and to learning and development. It is widely gted by scholars that the
social process heavily influences the creation nbwedge (Leonard-
Barton, 1995) and that the interpersonal relatigpssiof the individuals
engaging in the interaction positively influence tjuality of the knowledge

created (Chua, 2002). The social interactions ticatur take many forms
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depending on the situation and the medium of conication. For example,
whether through physical means such as a classs®iting, or through
electronic means such as in a distance learningsepwhere learners
interact through email, chats, or web-conferendésg, quality of their
interactions and the resulting knowledge createdutyh their interactions
will be influenced by the structural, relationahdacognitive dimensions of
their exchanges (Nahapiet & Goshal, 1998). Thecttral dimension
includes the presence or absence of social tieh wiher learners or
members of a particular group. Social ties comstitchannels of
information, andwho one knowsnay invariably affectwhat one knows
(Coleman, 1988). The degree to which one carestalsocomfortable with,
and is trusting of the other based on the histéty@r personal interactions
is key in terms of the relational dimension of sbcinteraction. In
particular, the level of care, the norms of cooperaamong the members,
and the sense of identification to a group give tsa set of behaviours that
include mutual trust, active empathy, active helg &niency in judgment
(Von Krogh, 1998). How one feels about and what believes about his
relationship with a fellow learner are very impaitan creating a level of
trust in which interactions can take place withde&r of judgment or
ridicule.  Furthermore, a sense of identificatmith a group enhances
concern for the outcome of the learning process] acreases the

opportunity for knowledge sharing (Kramer, BreweH&nna, 1996).
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Nahapiet and Goshal (1998) found that, in termghef cognitive
dimension of the social interaction process, sharegresentations,
interpretations and meanings —a common languageotirer words,
influences the conditions for the sharing and dgwelent of knowledge. It
is through language that one exchanges and discusgamation, gives
opinions, and asks questions. The extent to wbioh shares a common
language with other individuals facilitates onetslity to share knowledge
and arrive at shared meanings. Conversely, ifdoes not share the same
language with his fellows, or is not proficienttimee common language, the
interactions of this individual and his accesshi® information of others will

be restricted (Nahapiet & Goshal, 1998).

Similarly, the nature of the learners' metacognitive knowledqe,
quality of the learners’ strategies and interacjoand the learners’
psychological and affective states are criticatdex in successful learning

outcomes.

Among the many constructivist views, three haveeadimy interest and
have influenced my approach to the problem: Wiki®cGenerative
Learning Model, Bandura’'s Self-efficacy Theory, akdhshen’s Affective
Filter Hypothesis. These various concepts are ptedein the following

sections.
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2.2 The Generative Learning Model

Wittrock’s generative model of learning posits thigte mind, or the
brain, is not a passive consumer of informationstdad, it actively
constructs its own interpretations of informatiodalraws inferences from
them” (Wittrock, 1989). The generative model intetp learning primarily
as the construction of concrete, specific verbal anaginal associations,
using one’s prior experience as part of context foe construction
(Wittrock, 1977a). According to Wittrock, learnimga generative process.
It relates stimuli to previous experience, previsabemata from which one
induces and elaborates meanings and representatidosarning with
understanding is the process of transferring previexperience to new

events and problems.

In relation to this study, we can hypothesize ttis# generative
process for the construction of knowledge may heddred by anxiety-
provoking memories or feelings (stimuli) directly iadirectly related to the
learner’'s previous experience with learning or camioating in the

second/foreign language.

Wittrock’s Generative Learning model involves fqrocesses: recall,

integration, organization, and elaboration. Itbssed on the information
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processing model in which the learner generatestyywes of meaningful
relationships: 1) among the parts of the informati®) and the information
and one’s experience, beliefs, and knowledge. Mewtal relationships and
structures can be built by the learners when theslyae new material,
combine this new material with prior knowledge, amticulate how this fits
together. Since the focus of the generative learning modehigenerating
relations, rather than on storing information,sitai functional model rather
than a structural one. It focuses on a) learnmggsses, such as attention;
b) motivational processes, such as attribution imerests; c) knowledge
creation processes, such as preconceptions, cenaapd beliefs; and d)
most importantly, the processes of generation, utiog analogies,
metaphors, and summaries (Wittrock, 1992). Thisl\stexamines whether

affect (i.e. anxiety) plays a role in inhibitingetiygenerative process

The fundamental premise of the generative learmraglel is that
people tend to generate perceptions and meanirgsath consistent with
their prior learning. It predicts that learningadunction of the abstract and
distinctive, concrete associations which the leagenerates between his
prior experience, as it is stored in long-term memand the stimuli.
Cognition is the immediate discovery, awarenesfiseevery, or recognition
of information in various forms. Cognition is alsomprehension or
understanding. Learning with understanding, whicllefined by long-term

memory plus transfer to conceptually related pnoisleis a process of
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generating semantic and distinctive idiosyncratgsogiations between
stimuli and stored information. (Wittrock, 1977b)nterference with this
generative process can stem from the learner'sbuais, such as his
personality or intellectual characteristics, hisotional or psychological

State, eftc.

Wittrock suggests that generative learning is action of memory.
Links are generated between the contents of workmegnory and our
knowledge base -our long-term memory, which costaiour prior
knowledge. If the learner provides an existing linkon which new
knowledge can be constructed, the incorporatiothaf knowledge into the
existing structure will be more effective. Workingemory can be seen as a
place where new ideas are not only placed andcekrasé also connected to
existing knowledge. Thus, connections are generated new constructs are
created. The ideas are no longer isolated in sop&r working memory and

may be used to construct concepts and solutiohsrr#tan just be recalled.

The generative learning model implies generatirgtions between
concepts, and generating relations between expmerien prior knowledge
and new information. Wittrock (1974), as well abey adherents of this
model such as Tobias (2010) and Mayor (2010), jetsts that each
individual actively constructs his own interpretais of information and

draws inferences from them. Consequently, insafreach individual's

17



experience determines what learning will take placetwo people are going
to learn exactly the same things. It stands teaeahat if the world in
which a person lives is determined by how he intggthe information he is
exposed to, how he internalizes that informatiod how he relates it to his
prior knowledge and life experience, then no twogbe are going to live in
the same world. Their experiences will differ dhd internalization of their
experiences will be unique. It follows, then, th#fective variables, such as
anxiety, may inhibit the process of generatingtiehs or may lead to the
generation of misconceptions or misrepresentatiddg.measuring foreign
language anxiety and computer anxiety as well agivaton for the
hybrid/blended learning course, we may develop tteeb@nderstanding of
the relationship between these affective variables$ whether they have an
influence on the students’ generation of new kndgée as evidenced by

their performance in the course.
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2.3 Self-efficacy Theory (Social Cognitive Theory)

Beliefs about self-constructs, such as self-efficaelf-confidence and self-
esteem, influence an individual’s outlook on lie&ell as his performance
on particular tasks. They determine how one fetigks, motivates
himself, and behaves. According to Bandura (1988Jf-efficacy is the
belief in one’s capabilities to organize and exectlite courses of action
required to manage prospective situations. Anviddal's belief in his
behavioural competence in a particular situation && influenced by,
among other things, the degree and quality of timet®nal arousal an
individual experiences when engaging in a particu@haviour in a
particular situation (Bandura, 1977). Self-effigamay play a role in a
learner’s desire to undertake and/or complete la hasause people tend to
select tasks and activities in which they feel it and competent

(Pajares, 2002; Pintrich & De Groot, 1990; Schunk&nson, 1985).

Studies suggest that social and emotional compgtama self-
efficacy have an impact on academic achievememd@&a & Wood, 1989;
Zimmerman, 2000) and positive links between sdltaty and performance
have been widely reported in a number of studieen@ra, 1977, 1986;

Brosnan, 1998; Schunk, 1991; Stajkovic & Lutharg98).
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Efficacy expectations are said to influence initigtbehaviours and
the degree of persistence in overcoming difficaleacountered when trying
to accomplish a task (Bandura, 1997). People whddtheir capabilities
shy away from difficult tasks which they view asrgqmnal threats. In
contrast, people who have a high assurance in tagabilities approach
difficult tasks as challenges to be mastered rathan as threats to be

avoided.

According to Bandura (1977), expectations of peataificacy are
derived from four principal sources of informationperformance
accomplishments, vicarious experience, verbal @sisn, and physiological

states.

Performance accomplishments help create a stromggsef efficacy
through mastery experiences. Even a few setbaukslifficulties in human
pursuits serve a useful purpose in learning thatess usually requires

sustained effort.

Vicarious experience provided by social models $etpeate and
strengthen one’s beliefs in self-efficacy. Seeguegple who are similar to

ourselves succeed by sustained effort raises digfdéhat we too possess

20



the capabilities to master the comparable actwitiequired to succeed.
Modeling provides a social standard against whichjudge our own

capabilities.

Verbal persuasion strengthens people’s beliefs ey possess the
capabilities to master given activities. If people persuaded verbally that
they have what it takes to accomplish a task sgbadg they are more
likely to expend greater effort to accomplish &tdsan if they harbour self-

doubts and dwell on personal deficiencies whenlprob arise.

Finally, physiological states influence people’sliégfe in their
capabilities. One can have physical reactionsntipated events and can
use physiological indicators such as sweaty pabrsoarces of self-efficacy
information. It is reasonable to suggest, thent thatate of high writing
anxiety or high computer anxiety can decrease obelgf in one’s self-

efficacy and impede performance.

Social cognitive theory, with self-efficacy as a jamaconstruct,
postulates that all of the above-mentioned souroés self-efficacy
information are the most influential determinants performance, and

explains how personalization and modeling are ts&hhance or impair the

21



capabilities of human learning (Bandura, 1977). our study, the L2
learner’s motivation for the course could be intie of his self-efficacy.
Any mistakes that the learner makes could reprepergonal and social
evaluative threats to him (Bandura 1989, 1991).céteed threats pose
possible adverse outcomes with learners avoiding @ping strategies.
Such individuals who believe that they cannot dffety manage threats are
likely to experience high levels of anxiety becatisey tend to dwell on
their personal deficiencies rather than on taslomptishment, which, over
time, breeds failure (Bandura 1991). At excesswels, anxiety interferes
with an individual's ability to accurately discrinaite among stimuli and is
likely to lead to diminished learning (Bandura 19%audry & Fitzgerald

1971; Scovel 1978).

In light of the Social Cognitive Theory, we decidEdmeasure two
different types of anxiety, expecting them to playsignificant role in
students’ academic achievement when it comes tmilea and using a

second language.

2.4 The Input and Affective Filter Hypotheses

According to Krashen’s Second Language Acquisifitieory, which
is based on social constructivist principles, treeefive key hypotheses that

explain how a second language is learned. Twhefitve hypotheses that
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pertain to this study are thieput Hypothesis and theAffective Filter

Hypothesis

According to thenput Hypothesis, language acquisition takes place
during human interaction in a L2 environment wiltba learner receives
language 'input’ that is one step beyond his/herenti stage of linguistic
competence (Krashen, 1982). Krashen’s Input Hg®is suggests that in
order for language acquisition to take place, tharrler must be given
comprehensible input of language structures throuwgitten or oral
productions that are slightly more difficult thais kourrent ability, but do not
exceed his level of competence (Brown, 2000; Krasti®82). The learner
must go beyond the structure of the language adérstand the meaning of
the message. Consequently, during the courserdpbkase, we were careful
to select teaching and evaluation materials thaewest slightly above the
learners’ ability, but not too difficult for theuents, based on their level of
competence as established prior to taking the eosge section 4.1

‘participants’).

The Affective Filter Hypothesis states that bored, tense, angry, or
anxious learners will screen out input, conseqyemibt allowing for
acquisition of the target language. The affectimgables that play a role in
L2 acquisition, according to Krashen, are motivatend self-confidence,

whose levels, when low, can hinder success in Ilqiation by raising the
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affective filter and forming a mental block thatepents the input from
getting through.  Anxiety, when high, can have amilsir effect.

Consequently, the learner’s state of mind or digjposplays a significant

role in terms of how much and what is noticed bg tharner given his
emotional state. Krashen’s “filter”, which limitghat is noticed and what is
acquired, fluctuates up or down depending on wihdtieelearner is stressed
or relaxed, motivated or unmotivated, or self-camss or not (Krashen,
1982, Lightbown & Spada, 1993). In other wordsewla learner receives
interesting, meaningful and comprehensible inpuannenvironment that is
free from stress, he will be in a better positiendevelop his language
competence because he will have lowered his deseaceé opened himself

up for acquisition to occur.

In this study, we aim to understand whether, in, fere are “filters”
that go up when a learner feels anxious, inadegoatenmotivated, and if
so, whether these feelings influence the learnget$ormance in the hybrid
ESL writing course. We will examine the possibildy an affective filter
through our measurement of anxiety and motivatlbsuch measurements
show significant negative correlations with langeidgarning evidenced by
course performance (or significant positive cotieta in the case of
motivation), then it will be assumed that affectifiters are raised by

students’ anxiety and/or lack of motivation.
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3. State of the question

3.1 Anxiety and Distance Learning

The role of anxiety in Second Language (L2) leagrivas been the
focus of considerable research that soared in 37@<lL(e.g., Daly & Miller,
1975, 1979; Scovel, 1978; Sieber, O'Neil, & Tobid®77). Over the
following decades, researchers have differentidi2dearning anxiety by
skill —speaking (Phillips, 1992), listening (Vogel{999), reading, and
writing (Cheng, Horwitz, & Schallert, 1999). Detpiempirical data
suggesting the contrary (e.g., Bailey, 1983; BroRopson, & Rosenkjar,
2001; Macintyre & Gardner, 1994; Tobias, 1986), tiegority of published
studies on the effect of language anxiety havedgetinegative relationships
between anxiety and academic performance in foréagiguage learning
(e.g., Aida, 1994; Bailey, 1983; Macintyre & Gardn&991; Phillips, 1992;
see Pichette, 2009 for an overview). Stress, inpasison, is a state which
prepares an individual for action in his environmelt is accompanied by
negative feelings, but its effects on performarae loe positive or negative.
Too much stress inhibits; not enough stress care fssimilar negative

effect. (Mandler, 1979).

Only very recently has the study of L2 learning iahx been
expanded to include Distance Learning (DL). Intadg conducted on

anxiety and non-anxiety in a distance languageniegrenvironment, Hurd
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(2007) found that nearly two thirds of her partasips (64.5%) preferred DL
language courses for practical reasons, which dedutime flexibility and

lack of mobility or proximity to the institution.Among the students who
participated in the study, 35.3% preferred DL cearsbecause they
experienced reduced stress, could work alone ¢heat own pace, and/or
welcomed the challenge of learning on their ownurdHinvestigated three
stages in which anxiety may be manifest- the inpubcessing and output
stages- and found that, not surprisingly, the dutgiage produced the
highest evidence of anxiety. As identified by othesearchers (Horwitz,
2001; Macintyre, 1999), speaking in front of otheauld be an important
source of language anxiety. Although levels ofiatyxwere similar for both

distance language learners four months into thesep27% claimed that the

distance factor actually made them less anxious.

In a study conducted at the same time but publisatl, Pichette
(2009) looked at second language anxiety and distdanguage learning
and found no significant difference in anxiety ppef between DL and
classroom students. Pichette hypothesized thagrgeforeign language
anxiety should be present among distance languagmdrs given the
output-oriented nature of language courses andettpectation of oral
interaction. He also found that there was a changerofiles of DL and
classroom students over the last ten years, with dbldents’ profiles

increasingly resembling those of classroom studeniggesting that anxiety
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may not be a differentiating factor in student pest The profiles of
distance learners and classroom learners are ngengiaking it reasonable
to assume that anxiety factors impacting classrt@amers will also impact
distance learners. Differences in anxiety proféesl expectation of fewer
oral interactions are probably not the main reasamgmore for North-
American students’ choosing DL courses. Pichekatified several factors
that could explain lower anxiety levels among his j@articipants, such as
prior experience with L2 learning. Although, as ntiened by the
researcher, an unfamiliar language or writing syst®uld counter-balance
the effect of prior experience with the target laage, a DL writing course
could be appealing to the language learner wha faexious at the thought
of speaking in front of a class. Furthermore, mexperienced students as
opposed to first-semester students tend to bedes®us, particularly in
reading and writing. Pichette concludes that fertstudy is warranted to
determine whether more experienced language lesaamnerless anxious than
those learning another language for the first tiaed whether there is a
tendency for writing anxiety to be lower in DL. &leurrent study addresses

the second issue.

Finally, in a recent descriptive, non-correlatiostaidy conducted with
120 students in North Cyprus, Tuncay and Uzunbd@@l10) identified
language anxiety and computer anxiety as reasorsgtddents’ resistance to

distance learning. Therefore, among the anxidpted affective variables
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shown over the last three decades to impact laregigagning, two are likely
to exhibit different patterns of influence amongidgnts in DL and in

classroom settings: writing anxiety and computetiety. Writing anxiety

describes the dysfunctional anxiety that many idials suffer when
confronted with writing tasks. According to stuslieonducted by Daly and
Miller (1975), and Daly (1979), writing anxietyy @pprehension as they
call it, is a distinct form of anxiety, unique toritten communication. It
interferes not only with the development of skillsut with students’
personal and professional lives as well. Coupléd ather types of anxiety,
such as computer anxiety, the learner may expeariandisempowerment to

carry out even the easiest task. Computer anxgety situation-specific

anxiety (Heinssen, Glass, & Knight, 1987) much ligst anxiety and math
anxiety. As its name suggests, it is the typerfiety learners feel when
interacting with computers, or at the prospect ofnd so. Given the
increased presence of computers in language couingerole played by this
type of anxiety has also been the focus of conamlerresearch in language
learning (e.g., Aydin, 2011; Lu, 2005; MatsumuraH&nn, 2004; Saade &

Kira, 2010).

Research shows a negative relationship betweeaugatypes of anxiety
and academic performance (e.g., Bailey, Onwuegbuidaley, 2000;
Chen & Chang, 2004; Macintyre & Gardner, 1991; IRfs] 1992). Anxiety

also has a negative correlation with motivation doivlearning (Gardner,
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Day, & Macintyre, 1992), and motivation is an ed&dnvariable in a
learning situation. Motivation, self-confidencedaanxiety, when low, can
hinder success in L2 acquisition by raising a higptital affective filter
(Krashen, 1985) or forming a mental block that prés the input from
getting through or becoming assimilated. Learnsh® experience L2
writing anxiety will most likely avoid situationfiat require them to write in
the second language. Such individuals may optHerclassroom course
environment in response to their feelings of anyxieOn the contrary, L2
learners who may be particularly anxious about mri@raction in the target
language may opt to take distance courses becauseprBsupposes
interaction primarily in the written form. There& it can be speculated
that, on the one hand, distance L2 learners knaiwihnitten communication
is required in distance courses and opt for sucinses because they are less
anxious about writing than they are about speakangl, those learners who

are more anxious about writing avoid DL courses.

3.2 Motivation and Distance Learning

The impact of motivation on second language actjpishas been studied
for a long time and several seminal works by thestnppominent figures in
the field (e.g. Deci & Ryan, 1985; Dornyei, 1998adintyre & Gardner,
1991; Maclintyre, 2002) generally show strong pesitmpact of motivation

on achievement in learning a second language.
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According to Gardner (1996), when an individuak tee opportunity to
learn a second/foreign language, his motivation, adidition to other
affective variables such as attitudes, anxietyf-cmifidence, ability
(including language aptitude), intelligence, indegence, and individual
actions (i.e. application of learning strategiesgil] impact how much and
how quickly the individual will learn. It has fimr been shown that anxiety
has a negative correlation with motivation towah@ fearning situation
(Gardner, Day, & Macintyre, 1992). Csikszentmihalynotion of flow
takes into account motivation and defirisv as the state in which people
are so involved in an activity that nothing elseerse to matter; the
experience itself is so enjoyable that people @allit even at great cost, for
the sheer sake of doing it (Csikszentmihalyi & Nakaa, 2002).
Consequently, motivation is decreased if one’s fiswdecreased. Self-
efficacy, one’s perception of how capable one ipddorm a task, can also

be a factor in one’s motivation.

There are two kinds of motivationntrinsic and extrinsic  Intrinsic
motivation refers to the individual's desire to feem the task for its own
sake (Bénadou & Tirole, 2003; Boyatzis, 2002; Beitk2006; Goleman,
1998; Scott, 2006). For example, the individuahtsaio achieve success,

or to avoid failure. Extrinsic motivation is contingent upon rewards
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(Bénadou & Tirole, 2003). Here, motivation may ofwe the learning
environment, getting good grades, pleasing thehtraavorking toward a
career goal. In a study conducted by DelialiodlQ06), results indicated
thatintrinsic motivation and internally rewarded learning is keg element
of web-based instruction and hybrid courses. Imégvs with students
revealed that witlextrinsic motivation, students were more prone to losing

their motivation for the learning situation or task

Research on motivation and the distance learningira@ment
suggests that motivation is probably the most irigmdrfactor in a learner’s
selection of this form of learning (Carrell & Mehz2001; Dornyei, 2001).
Since the learner takes on the main responsilidityis learning, he must be
able to work independently and, often, with mininmaéraction with a teacher
or other learners. Frustration can set in if, é&xample, the learner has
guestions and cannot get immediate answers. Cowpitly the learner
interface, the online course material, or lackesfdback can be overwhelming
for a learner. Consequently, the learner’s sefémheination and motivation
for the course are essential factors in determingtgntion and achievement
(Dornyei, 2001). Allen, Mabry, Mattrey, Bourhis jtdworth, and Burrell
(2004) found that DL students may be more motivatedchieve because of
the extra effort that is perceived to be requiredL courses since students
have to learn to use the technology as well. Adiogrto research conducted
by Sankaran, Siva and Bui (2001), motivation ishkigin web-based courses

because student commitment to the course is higimet,this is so because
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students in distance learning settings usually hawendergo many sacrifices
to get an education. Consequently, their motivais higher and is the

driving force which influences their performance.

In most research summarized above, motivatiore& sas a personality
trait —as intrinsic motivation, related to a persoconfidence in their own
means and capacities. However, in this study, rabtw is considered not as
a general personality trait such as our learneesiegal tendency to get
intrinsically motivated (e.g., Deci & Ryan, 198BUt simply as our learners’
enthusiasm toward the specific course they areagakind in the context of

which this study takes place.

3.3 Conclusion

When low, motivation and self-confidence can hingdeccess in L2 acquisition by

raising a hypothetical affective filter (Krashe®8b) or forming a mental block that

prevents the input from getting through or beconmasgimilated. Anxiety when high

has a similar effect. Learners who experience LRivg anxiety will most likely

avoid situations that require them to write in #seond language. Such individuals

may opt for the classroom course environment ipalse to their feelings of anxiety.

Those L2 learners who may be particularly anxidagud oral interaction in the target

language may opt to take distance courses becals@r&supposes interaction
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primarily in the written form. Therefore, it care Ispeculated that, on the one hand,
distance L2 learners know that written communicaiforequired in distance courses,
and opt for such courses because they are lessusnabout writing than they are

about speaking, and those learners who are morewm®about writing avoid DL

courses.

3.4 Research hypotheses

This study examines whether relationships existveenh ESL performance
and these two variables —writing anxiety and companxiety-, and whether these
anxiety variables show different correlations imssroom and DL environments.
Based on the above considerations stemming froeeaesearch, four research
hypotheses are formulated. First, as suggestaddsy research summarized above,
the variables of writing anxiety and computer atxghould be related significantly
to performance in both environments. Second, ggesied by data from Pichette
(2009), it is expected that writing anxiety shoblkllower in a DL environment than
in a classroom environment. Third, there shouldnbedifference in computer
anxiety in the DL and classroom environments. Bnahotivation should be higher

for people who opted for the hybrid version of tdoairse.
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4. Method

Prior to the commencement of the study, ethicsambwas sought

and obtained by both Télé-université and McGill \émsity (Appendix D).

4.1 Participants

The study took place in the department of Englisd &rench at
McGill, an English-speaking Canadian universityeaktners registered in a
writing course of the Advanced 1 level were toldlod study that was to be
conducted and asked for their voluntary particgraton the first day of
class. One instructor was assigned to speak tdetreers in each of the
targeted writing classes so as to ensure thatealiners had the same
explanations by the same person. The experimestcaaducted during the
Fall of 2009. A total of 45 learners enrolled inbhig/blended learning and
classroom courses took part. The participants wdudt learners of English
as a second language, 12 of whom had French asfitseianguage, 33 of
whom were native speakers of other languages wimcluded Spanish,
Arabic, Mandarin, Romanian, Albanian, Ukrainiangiiamese and Hindi,
and 28 of them reported speaking a third languageost cases Spanish or
Arabic. Their level of proficiency in English, asieasured by the
University’s Entrance Placement Test, was low adedn which
corresponds approximately to the B2 level on then@on European
Framework of Reference of Languages. Since thstiva only course that

lent itself to this study, having both a classrocand a hybrid version, all the
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students were at the low advanced level by defaMtit all participants had
applied for admission to the certificate progradpproximately two thirds
were considered special students, taking coursesefsons other than for
obtaining the Certificate of Proficiency- Englishorf Professional
Communication. Consequently, learners were atewdifft stages in the
program ranging from first semester to last semestheir mean age was 33

years, with a range of 22 to 57 years.

4.2 Course formats

Students enrolled in two sections of the advanegdtl
hybrid/blended learning course and two sectionghef classroom course
called Grammar and Writing Techniquesoluntarily participated in this
study. The course focused on a review of advagecashmatical structures,
and on writing for the workplace, understanding arging appropriate
grammar in context, form, content, tone, and spiee@ vocabulary for
workplace correspondence, including e-mails, memasq letters for
specific purposes. This course was chosen to fiethybrid format of
course delivery for a number of reasons. Firstisitan advanced-level
course, which presupposes that students have obléranderstanding and
following instructions in English, especially sintkere is no instructor
present during the hybrid sessions to provide imatedclarification and
feedback. Second, it was easier to create a Dinmax and writing course

because emphasis was placed on the written rather the spoken word,
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and most of the activities were written in natufiéird, the mode of delivery
did not require sophisticated software and equigroarthe part of both the
University and the students, and there was no feedtudents to acquire
any additional software or hardware to take partthis course. Most
activities were created using Word documents or dPBwint presentations.
Finally, assignments could be submitted by studens@mple text form as
email attachments, as opposed to audio and/or ity had this course

been an oral communication course.

The hybrid version consisted of eight meetings idassroom and
five online sessions. Each meeting or sessionlédt@ hours of language
learning. Therefore, 60% of the course was spertlass and 40% was
spent online. The online sessions consisted ofticgating in a
collaborative “Virtual Project”, a simulation in Wit learners co-created a
fictitious organization or company and then applieda municipal grant.
Learners were paired up and asked to make their avangements as to
how they would communicate with each other onlim@wghout the course.
Since the objective was persuasive writing, andetiould be a lot of back
and forth correspondence, most chose to email edher. Where there was
misunderstanding or need of clarity, learners wareouraged to telephone
or email each other for clarification. In cladse tsame subject matter was
taught using the same “Virtual Project” but witlcéato face contact and

letter-writing instead of email-writing. The graranthat was taught in both
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types of courses was exactly the same. The caagered, among other
things, subject-verb agreement, pronoun antecedemisplaced and

dangling modifiers, parallel structure, comma sdicfused sentences and
fragments, and included a review of articles, ps#jons, gerunds and

infinitives.

4.3 Materials

Profile questionnaires

The participants first completed a profile questi@ne of 11 items
that allowed us to gather socio-demographic inféiona such as age,
gender, etc., as well as information about theofilgr and experience as

students. This instrument can be found in Appe/dix

Measuring foreign language writing anxiety

The Daly-Miller Writing Apprehension Test (WAT) (Ba& Miller,
1975) was used for measuring foreign language mritinxiety. As stated
by Wiltse (2000), this test presents higher vajlidthan comparable
instruments measuring writing anxiety and yieldsuperior Cronbach alpha
coefficient of .95. This 26-item test has been elydused to measure
feelings and attitudes students may have towarddandg the writing task.

As other researchers have done in the past (elgend; Horwitz, &
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Schallert, 1999; Pichette, 2009), the scale waptadan this study to reflect

students’ writing in English only.

Measuring computer anxiety

Computer anxiety was assessed using the ComputdetirRating
Scale (CARS) developed and validated by Heinssdassz and Knight
(1987). CARS is a 20-item, five-point Likert scaknging from strongly
disagree to strongly agree, and designed to assegerson’s level of
computer anxiety. According to the three reseassheomputer anxiety
involves an affective response to computers thatlt® in a resistance to or
an avoidance of using computers because of feprelapension, intimidation,

hostility, worry, and embarrassment.

Measuring Motivation for the Learning Environment

Although numerous scales exist for assessing mativanone could
be found that would measure our participants’ nasion for taking either
the classroom or the hybrid/online version of tbarse. Given the nature of
the hybrid course version, it was assumed thatesitisd motivation was
related to both writing activities and online adpeuaf the course. Therefore,
a six-item Likert scale was developed for the pagof measuring students’

motivation for that choice of learning environmeS8ince this was not an

38



already existing instrument, it is provided in Appde& B.

Measuring performance

Performance on the course was assessed by mearstioé
participation in class or online activities, proggetests administered every
three to four weeks, weekly assignments and a &raim on the last day of
class. The means of evaluation were already icediar this course before it
became offered in a hybrid version. Progress teste designed to evaluate
students’ improvement in using grammar and new holeay, spotting and
correcting their own errors, and combining idea®s icoherent paragraphs
and essays with a high degree of linguistic prenisiAssignments consisted
of graded essays and business correspondence. fifdleexam was
comprised of two parts: A 300-350 word written protion whose purpose
was to persuade, compare/contrast, or state a cawféect. This allowed
for the evaluation of the student’s ability to weria complex letter of a
professional nature. The second part was a busile¢ter that had to be
written in response to a scenario. Each part effihal exam had equal
weighting. Both classroom and hybrid courses hadctty the same
assignments, tests and final exam. Performancedon student was in the
form of a final grade in percentage points. Thmegerson graded all
assignments for both course environments. Theirggascheme was the

same as for previous versions of the course, atintp 60% of the grade to
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the Virtual Project, assignments, progress tesdspanticipation, and 40% to

the final exam.

Procedure

All the data were gathered in a similar manner.e Btudent Profile
Questionnaires, the WAT, and the CARS were adnaraest in class on the
second week of classes. These questionnaires appkoximately 45
minutes to complete, and participating studentsewgiven class time to
complete the questionnaires while their non-paréiing classmates worked

on an individualized assignment.

At the end of the semester, all participants waied to complete a
standard 16-item, online course evaluation questiva and a 10-item
hybrid course format questionnaire (if they hadoéled in the hybrid
course) in one of the university’'s computer labs abrhome. These
guestionnaires took between 20 and 30 minutes toplEie. These

guestionnaires can be found in Appendix C.
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4. Results

Before addressing our three research hypothesdde Tapresents
descriptive statistics of the data obtained forfthe variables considered in
our study. All means are in the form of percensagellowed by the

standard deviation in parenthesis for each mean.

Table 1: Descriptive statistics for all four valed Means (%) and standard
deviation.

Writing Anxiety | Computer Motivation Performance

Anxiety

Regular| 62.56 (4.96) | 59.95 (4.60) | 60.64 (7.30) 71.38 (10.27)

Hybrid | 62.71 (4.85) | 61.33(8.93) |62.81(9.18) 77.74 (7.79)

Hypothesis #1:Writing anxiety and computer anxiety should beatesd

significantly to performance in both environments

A Pearson’s correlation matrix was run on the twgmiety variables

and performance, for each learning environmentraggls.
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As evidenced in Table 2 below, for the 24 studésitsng the regular
grammar course taught in a regular classroom emwviemt, the only
significant correlation obtained is between computanxiety and
performance (r = .45, p = 0.014). Language anxuity not yield a
significant correlation with performance. The 18dents who opted for the
hybrid version of the grammar course show a diffeqgattern, where the
only significant correlation is between the twodgpof anxiety but with a

value near to non-significance (r = .42, p =. 04).

Table 2: Correlations between all three variables

Classroom environment (N = 24) Hybrid version (N%)
&) &)
g g &
(@] 3 [@)) >
s | E = E g
= S g = S B
Writing 1 Writing 1
Computer 019 1 Computer 0.42* 1
Performance| 0.03] 0.45* 1 Performance -0.01 -0.30 1

* p<.05; ** p<.01; *** p<.001

Since we are in the presence of two types of ayxiets legitimate

to assume that there may be some overlap in thgiact on performance,
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i.e. that to a certain extent they involve commarcpsses or factors. In such
situations, it is necessary to separate out thifgcteby including them in the
same formula. Regression analyses were also pextbwith performance as
the dependent variable and writing anxiety and agmpanxiety as the
independent variables. As evidenced in the armlgsiput, the F values
obtained were low and no data were significant pider the previously
identified relation between computer anxiety andfgenance for the
students who took the classroom version of thesmgr= 2.30,p = .032).
For students who took the hybrid version of thersepwhen combining
both affective variables in the same regression etsfirms the correlations
we had obtained, with neither type of anxiety enmgygas a significant

predictor of performance. See Table 3 below ferdhtailed regression.

Table 3: Linear regressions for both environmemstformance as a function of
writing anxiety and computer anxiety

Classroom environment

Sumofsg. Meansq. Cirit.val F.

Regression 160.06 80.03 0.855
Residual 11670.60  507.42
Total 11830.65
Inf. lim.; Sup. Lim.:

Err. type t p=95% p=95%
Constant 75.813 1.345 -54.893 258.770
Writing anxiety 0.921 -0.070 -1.970 1.841
Computer anxiety 0.993 -0.538 0.596 1.520
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Hybrid environment

Sum of sq.
Regression 119.87
Residual 971.81
Total 1091.68

Err. type
Constant 24.002
Writing anxiety 0.418
Computer anxiety 0.227

Crit. val
Meansq. F.
59.94 0.394
60.74
Inf. lim.; Sup. Lim.:

t p=95% p=95%
3.426 31.349 133.114
0.574 -0.646 1.126
-1.405 -0.800 0.162

Hypothesis #2Writing anxiety should be lower in a DL environrmt#ran in

a classroom environment

Hypothesis #3There should be no difference in computer anxiretihe DL

and classroom environments

The nature of these two hypotheses allowed us tlvead both of

them based on the same analysis.

To investigate the presence of a significant défifee between means

on our various scales for our two environments,aineol Student t-tests are

more appropriate than Z tests, given the limitechber of participants. t-

tests were performed on the means presented ire Tabith an alpha level
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set at .05, as is conventional in human and ssciahces. The tests show
no significant difference for either writing anxreft (43) = .10,p =.92) or
computer anxiety (t (43) = .68,=.50). Although these figures for computer
anxiety support Hypothesis #3, those for writingkiaty do not support

Hypothesis #2.

In terms of anxiety and motivation, it can be demtithat in-class
learners who register for hybrid courses are niéémrint from their “hybrid”
classmates. It would be interesting to see whadttisrholds true for those
who might take this course completely through distalearning. A 100%
distance learning course would have to be credtatiwas identical in its
pedagogical plan as the in-class and hybrid cougmilarly, such a course
that is completely online but that is identicalthe other two courses could
show whether the medium makes a significant diffeeeif the pedagogy is

the same.

Hypothesis #4Motivation should be higher for people who opted the

hybrid version of the course

As evidenced in Table 1, the mean score on thevatain scale was
60.64 (s.d. 7.30) for the 24 students who took tta€litional classroom
version, and 62.81 (s.d. 9.18) for the 19 studevit® took the hybrid
version. A t-test show no significant differencevibeen the two Means (t

(41) = 0.88p = 0.38). Also, the low number of items coupledfte limited
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number of participants does not make data colleti@ah this instrument
appropriate for the kind of statistical analysisttiwas applied to data

collected by other instruments.
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5. Discussion

Since there is little research that compared thgachof anxiety in a
classroom versus a web-based environment, thisy stirded to reach a
better understanding of the subject, with the hofpielentifying practices in
distance learning that could be put in place te ls#lidents better deal with

affective issues.

While we expected, through our first research hiypesis, that both
affective variables under consideration would shoafrelations with
language learning outcomes as reflected by couestormance, only
computer anxiety showed a significant correlatiand only in the case of
learners who opted for the traditional classroottirge This correlation is
most likely a statistical artefact due to the lieditnumber of participants,
since there is no obvious reason why that typenafedy would exclusively
impact the performance of the participants whosenieag environment
shows limited use of computers. In addition, aitpas correlation such as
the one we obtained means that higher anxiety lead®tter performance.
This observation serves as additional empiricah datggesting the positive
effects of certain amounts of anxiety, as was disged in studies mentioned
in the introduction of this article. Large-scalesearch is warranted to

investigate the amount of anxiety that has eittegyative or positive effects
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on learning, and to examine anxiety- and learnkxted variables that

determine the nature of the effect observed.

In relation to the observation made in the previpasagraph, we
must consider that, although compounding data isddmental to
guantitative research, it can hide interesting dyisa at work. A theoretical
issue here is the possibility that the presencpewiple who are helped by
anxiety can counterbalance the presence of otheocsake handicapped by
anxiety, leading to an absence of a significantetation. Finding a research
design to address this intricate question will bechallenge for future

research.

The fact that writing anxiety does not impact parfance despite the
notable presence of writing in that grammar costsggests that this type of
anxiety plays a lesser role on language learningomues, when compared to
the more prevalent and oft-cited oral anxiety.afgke number of participants
is probably needed for writing anxiety to show arimegligible impact on
language learning, but even such possibility igunypothetical, since this
impact can be either positive or negative dependimghe amount and the
nature of such anxiety. Consequently, our coriat data for writing
anxiety and computer anxiety suggest that suchstgbenxiety should not
worry language teachers needlessly. Computer ggnigeprobably still an
issue among older learners who may be less famwidh computer

technologies or in countries and places where thesegmce of such
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technology may be more recent and less widesptbad,explaining results

such as those obtained by Tuncay and Uzunboylu0j201

Regarding the second and third research hypoth#s=gbsence of
differences between students in both learning enwents with regards to
affective variables confirms the observation maglePichette (2009) as to
the merging of socio-demographic profiles betwekassroom and distance
learners. An increasing number of students nowbtoeenboth types of
environments in their curriculum and such choices ldased mainly on
considerations other than of an affective natufuch data suggest that
comparisons of profiles between classroom and Rknkers may not be an
issue worth investigating anymore in language ssjdat least in developed
countries, since that would be assuming a diffexebetween groups of

learners that does not exist any longer.

The fourth hypothesis, concerning motivation, wag supported
either, since there was no significant differenceniotivation scores between
the two groups. What remains puzzling is that shedents who took the
hybrid version of the course significantly outpenfi@d their peers who took
the classroom version (t (41) = 2.24, p = 0.03kpite the fact that they
showed statistically equal anxiety and motivati@everal explanations
come to mind: the possibility that the students wdak the hybrid version

were actually more motivated than their countegpdotit that the motivation
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scale was not detailed enough to highlight tho$erénces. Also, despite
the assumed equal competence across groups —adj loev advanced- it is
possible that the students who took the hybrid igersvere stronger
students, not in English but in general, as geneghing ability was not
measured or addressed (it is often the keen stsidem volunteer for such
experiments). Language aptitude has long been demesl a strong predictor
of language learning outcomes (Sparks, Patton, chamg Humbach, &

Javorsky, 2006). Such studies in the future contdude this variable using
one of the major language aptitude standardized,teach as the Modern
Language Aptitude Test (Carroll & Sapon, 2002) lee Test of Cognitive

Ability for Novelty in the Acquisition of Languagg@srigorenko, Sternberg,

& Ehrman, 2000).

The absence of significant correlations in our gtwas important in
confirming previous hypotheses, and it bears inaploms for future studies
on affective factors in language learning, nam#lgssing the need here for
future studies on the issues surrounding the pesir negative effects of
anxiety on learning, while suggesting the irrelesaof future studies that
assume differences between classroom and distaaceels in developed
countries. This study also highlights the impocgmf disseminating and
publishing studies even when they do not yield ifigant correlations, or
when they do not support the research hypothesd#/®rado not contradict

earlier findings, since decisions not to publiskcrsistudies prevent the
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scientific community from getting a complete pigwf certain issues and
result in a serious shortcoming for meta-analysee Egger & Smith, 1998;

Talbot, 2011).
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APPENDIX A: Student Profile Questionnaires

1. Student’s Name (or McGill Student Identification iNber if you prefer)

2. Gender: Male Female
3. Occupation/Profession
4. Highest Level of Education
5. Age group (please check appropriate box)

18-21

22-29

30-39

40-49

50-59

60 +
6. Mother tongue / First language

Other Languages (spoken and/or written)

7. Reason for taking an English course at McGill Ursity (please check box)

Professional
University preparation
Personal interest

Other (specify)

8.Do you have access to the Internet at home, at ,warkat some other
location?

YES
NO

9. How much time per week can you devote to homewssigaments?
1 hour — 2 hours
3hours

4 hours
5-6 hours

10.What kind of learner are you? (Please check taemstents that apply to
you. You may select more than one.)

| like to work independently.
| prefer to work in pairs/groups.
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11.

| learn through theoretical study.

| learn through practical application.

| am a visual learner.

| am an auditory learner.

I learn best when
statement)

(please

complete

the

Do you have any experience with any of the folloyAn(Please check the

boxes that apply to you.)

WebCT VISTA

Microsoft Word

Microsoft PowerPoint

Chats (instant messengers)
Discussion Forum

Listserv (email discussion list)
Blogs

Pod casts

Wikis

Videoconferencing

Virtual worlds (ex. Second Life)
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APPENDIX B: Motivation questionnaire

To complete this questionnaire, please circle theber from 1 (Strongly

Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree) that best corregdgdo your opinion about

each statement below. There is no right or wramsyver. Be as truthful as

you can about each response.

Motivation towards the learning environment

1.
2.
3.

| like online writing activities.

| like in-class writing activities.

| would rather study English in class with my instior
and classmates than study independently.

| like interacting with my instructor and classnsatesing
the WebCT online communication tools.

| like the “hybrid” format of the course (i.e. g&lass
meetings every two weeks; self-instructional online
modules every other week)

| would prefer that this course be completely oalin
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APPENDIX C: Questionnaires

Hybrid Course Survey

This survey is not an evaluation of the coursewilk serve to assess the

impact of instructional technologies on learningrour contribution is

indispensable, and we greatly appreciate it. Rleaspond to the questions

below by checking the box that best represents gpumion.

1. Based on your experience, does the hybrid foohthe course demand more

less work than the traditional (classroom) format?

[ ] more work [ ] less work [ ] just as much work

2. According to you, does a hybrid course demadenor less discipline than

traditional course?

[ ] more discipline [ ] less discipline [ ] no difference

or

a

3. Does being obliged to come to class help yadidoipline yourself for the onlin

part of the course?

[

[ ]it helps a lot [ ]itdoes nothelp atall [ ]it helps somewha
4. According to you, is it more or less difficai manage your time in a hybr
course?

[ ] more difficult [ ] less difficult [ ] no difference

d

5. According to you, does a hybrid course offerenar less flexibility for the work

required than a traditional course does?

[] more flexibility [ ] less flexibility [ ] no difference

6. At the moment of selecting a course, how imgodris the flexibility of time that

course offers?
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[ ] very important [ | somewnhat important [ not important

7. According to you, does the hybrid course geeemaore or fewer exchang

between you and the other students than the waditcourse does?

[ ] more exchanges [ ] fewer exchanges [ ] as many

exchanges

8. According to you, does the hybrid course geaeeraore or fewer exchang
between you and the lecturer than the traditionalse does?

[ ] more exchanges [ ] fewer exchanges [ ] as many

exchanges

9. In general, would you say that the hybrid forfasours student learning?

[ ] Yes, a lot [ ] No, not at all [ ] Somewhat

10. What format of an English writing course sedam®$etter suit your needs a

your situation?

[ ] a traditional course [ ] a hybrid course [ ] an e-learning

course
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Course Evaluation Questionnaire

SUMMARY OF RVALUATION RESULTSE

DEPT COURER

Qool 6 3 3 50
Qoo2 6 3 3 50
Qo03 6 6

Qood 6 2 4 n
Q005 6 1 5 1
Q006 6 2 4 i
Qoo? 6 6

Qoos 6 6

Q009 6 “ 2 67
Qo10 6 1 5 1
Qo1 6 i« 2 67
Qo12 6 1 213 17 1
Qo13 6 3 3 50
Qo 6 1 3 2 17 50
Qo1 6 3 3 50 50
Qo6 6 2 | kX IV

50
50

100

67
83
67

100
100

kX ]
83
3
50
50
k]

e e e S e e e e e e e e
B3I NI L e O e W NN

B I o

D T
-
-

OVERALL, THIE IS AN EXCELLENT COURSE.

OVERALL, I LEARNED A GREAT DEAL FRON THIE COUREE.

M.F. : OVERALL, THR INSTRUCTOR IS AN EXCRLLENT TRACHER.

M.F. : OVERALL, I LEARNED A GREAT DEAL FROM THIE INSTRUCTOR.

M.F. : THR INSTRUCTOR PROVIDED USEFUL FERDBACK ON MY PROGREEE IN THE COURSE.

M.F. : THR INSTRUCTOR WAS UP-TO-DATE WITH THE SUBJECT MATTER.

M.F. : THR INSTRUCTOR WAS WELL-PREDARED AND ORGANIZED,

M.F. : THR INSTRUCTOR RELATED TO STUDENTS IN WAYE THAT PROMOTED MUTUAL RREPECT.

THE GENERAL ATMOSPHERE IN THIE COURSE WAS GCCD FOR LEARNING.

THE COURER OBJECTIVEE WERE CLEARLY EXPLAINED AND THE COURSE CONTENT MATCHED THESE OBJECT
IN GENERAL, THE LEVEL OF DIFFICULTY IN THIS COURER WAS APPROPRIATE.

1 NOULD RECOMMEND THIE COURSE TO OTHER STUDENTS.

THE COURER MATERIALE (E.G., READINGE, LECTURE NOTES, IN-CLASS EXERCISES) CONTRIBUTED T0
THE EVALUATION METHODE USED IN THIS COURSE WERE FAIR AND APPROPRIATE.

THE PHYSICAL PACILITIES DROVIDED POR THIS COURSE WERE APPROPRIATE (E.G. CLASSROOM/LAB EP
THE ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT SERVICRS POR THIE COURSE WERE APPROPRIATE. (R.Q., TECHNOLOGY

4% DEDT MEAN = Sum of all valid responses for this question in all courses in the department/mumber of such responses
¢¢* DEDT COURSE MEAN = Sum of the means for this question for all courses in the department/number of courses in the department
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