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Technology-Mediated Learning
10 Years Later: Emphasizing
Pedagogical or Utilitarian
Applications?

Nike Arnold
University of Tennessee, Knoxville

Abstract: in recent years, educational technology has come along way. Technological
advancements and significant investments in computer equipment and training have
opened new opportunities for foreign language teachers. In addition, instructional
technology (IT) is now an accepted component of teacher training and foreign language
teaching. This study addresses the question how IT actually is being used for foreign
language learning in higher education. It reports the findings of an online survey, which
was completed by 173 college foreign language teachers. Results suggest that the vast
majority of participants do use computer technology for their teaching, but at a very
basic level. Teachers’ IT use seems to be motivated largely by utilitarian reasons, fol-
lowed by a variety of pedagogical benefits.
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Introduction

In 1995, an investigation into the state of technology-mediated learning at U.S.
colleges and universities concluded with a rather bleak assessment of the situation
at the time, but provided a rosy prognosis for the future (Cotton, 1995). Over a
decade later, it is time to reassess the use of instructional technology (1T): How far
has IT come in the last 10 years?

This article is based on this fundamental question and investigates how
computer technology is used in higher education for foreign language learning.
It reports the findings of an online survey, which was completed by 173 foreign
language teaching assistants (TAs), lecturers, adjuncts, and faculty at multiple
universities in the southeastern United States. The study’s results provide insights
into the use of various computer applications in different kinds of foreign language
courses and sheds light on why teachers decide for or against the use of IT.

Nike Arnold (PhD, University of Texas at Austin) is Assistant Professor of German
at the University of Tennessee, Knoxville, Tennessee.




162

Review of the Literature

Educational Technology and Its Place
in Foreign Language Teaching

Not only is technology now regarded as
deserving a place in foreign language teach-
ing, it is often considered a vital compo-
nent. The INTASC (Interstate New Teacher
Assessment and Support Consortium)
Standards (Council of Chief State School
Officers, 2002), for example, mention tech-
nology in connection with several of its
nine standards for licensing new teach-
ers: in principle 4: instructional strategies,
principle 6: communication, and principle
9: reflective practice and prolessional devel-
opment. These standards reflect the belief
that technology should play an important
role in foreign language teaching, which
means that language teachers are expected
to remain up to date with IT in order to
enhance their teaching with appropriate
educational applications.

There are similar expectations in high-
er education, where many institutions con-
sider 1T a high priority (Zemsky & Massy,
2004) and search committees often look
for an applicants ability to incorporate
new technologies into his or her teach-
ing (Broughton & Conlogue, 2001; Glew,
2000). Among other things, administrators
and faculty value 1T because students and
parents have come (o expect the use of
technology in college classes (Goldfield,
2001; Lea, Clayton, Draude, & Barlow,
2001; Young, 2004).

Foreign language departments in par-
ticular seem to place a lot of importance
on technology because it offers unique
opportunities to enhance instruction (e.g.,
by exposing students to authentic language
and cuhural materials). In a 2002 docu-
ment, the Modern Language Association
stated that “information technology is criti-
cal to fulfilling the educational and research
missions of modern language departments”
(2002b, paragraph 1). Such expecta-
tions are also reflected in the checklist
for self-study for departments created by
the Association of Departments of Foreign
Languages (ADFL, 2001). Compiled in
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2001, one criterion for evaluating depart-
ments of foreign languages and literatures
is the extent to which they are involved in
computer-assisted instruction.

The State of IT Use

But what is the actual status quo of teaching
with technology? While IT budgets have
dropped in recent years (Kiernan, 2005),
U.S. colleges still spend a considerable
amount of money on technology. In 2005,
colleges and universities spent an estimated
$2.4 billion on hardware, $1.3 billion on
software, and $242 million on training
{(Kiernan, 2005). The cuts in 1T budgets do
not, however, indicate a decline in the value
colleges place on IT. Instead, this trend
reflects often austere college budgets and
the progress made in recent years, which
allows colleges to scale back on their fiscal
investments in technology (Kiernan, 2005).
In 2001, the CEO Forum on Education
and Technology reported a similar status
quo at American K-12 schools, where
significant progress has been made toward
building a technology infrastructure. With
a technology infrastructure in place at
many American schools and universities,
teachers now seem to have the necessary
equipment to incorporate computers into
their instruction.

In recent vyears, institutional and
national surveys have provided statistical
data about the general use of IT in schools
and universities. A national survey found
that in 2000, 76% of public school teachers
used computers daily for planning or teach-
ing and 63% used the Internet for instruc-
tional purposes (CEO Forum on Education
and Technology, 2001). But in their survey
of 659 K-12 teachers, Rakes and Casey
(2002) cautioned that despite training and
the availability of equipment, many school
teachers remain uncomfortable with the
use of computers; they concluded that the
institutionalization of IT has not taken
place yet.

At the college level, IT use has been
on the rise since 1994 (Green, 2000). A
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national survey conducted in 1998 reported
that between 34% and 40% of faculty used
couwrse-specific Web sites to post homework
or other class information and provide
links to additional sources of information
(National Center for Education Statistics,
2002). Since 1998, there have been several
projects investigating the use of IT at indi-
vidual institutions. A 2000 faculty survey
at Middle Tennessee State University, for
example, [ound that most participants were
skilled in the use of basic applications (e.g.,
e-mail, presentation software) and that 40%
frequently used supplemental technolo-
gy materials. A similar study at the City
College of San Francisco (2003a) reported
that 51% ol instructional faculty used mate-
rials they found on the Internet. In 2004,
a longitudinal study conducted at six uni-
versities reported widespread use of the
Internet (91% of surveyed faculty required
students to use Web-based materials), but
other applications, such as electronic dis-
cussions (used by only 57% of faculty),
lagged behind considerably (Zemsky &
Massy, 2004).

These studies show that many college
teachers have adopted 1T, but their use of
it is often limited to very basic tools like
the Internet or PowerPoint. It is question-
able if such kinds of technology imple-
mentation can be considered computer-
mediated learning-rather, they seem to
fall into the category of computer-assisted
instruction. But alarmingly, faculty mem-
bers often consider their use of PowerPoint
or the Internet to be innovative technol-
ogy (Carnevale, 2004). Consequently, some
people feel that “overall the experience
with e-learning has been disappointing”
(Zemsky & Massy, 2004, p. 57) and that
we have not reaped much benefit from the
considerable investments made in technol-
ogy (Carnevale, 2004).

Students are also very critical of unsuc-
cessful uses of technology in the classroom,
such as malfunctions due to unfamiliar-
ity with the technology or the ineffective
use of PowerPoint presentations (Young,
2004). As one student put it: “If you're

going to attempt to use technology, either
use it right or don’t use it at all” (Young,
2004, p. 31).

Reasons for and Barriers to the Use of
Educational Technology
Foreign language teachers have reported
using computer technology to advance their
students’ learning processes (Demetriadis,
Barbas, Molohides, Palaigeorgiou, Psillos,
Vlahavas, et al., 2003; Egbert, Paulus, &
Nakamichi, 2002), present language in a
natural and authentic context (Lam, 2000),
connect with native speakers and the target
culture (Egbert et al., 2002), motivate stu-
dents (Egbert et al., 2002; Ertmer, Addison,
Lane, Ross, & Woods, 1999; Lam, 2000),
and bring variety into lessons (Lam, 2000).
More utilitarian reasons, which can influ-
ence all teachers, not just those who teach
foreign languages, include: to improve the
teacher’s professional profile (Demetriadis
et al.,, 2003), to teach students important
technical skills for the future (Egbert et al.,
2002; Ertmer et al., 1999), to respond to
outside pressure (Martins, Steil, & Todesco,
2004), and to simplify tasks to speed up
work (Lam, 2000). Administrators, on the
other hand, might have additional reasons
for favoring the implementatdion of IT, such
as improving the accessibility and efficiency
of their institution (Wilson, 2003).

While there are many reasons for using
IT, there are also factors that hinder or
even prevent its implementation in foreign
language classes as well as other courses.
Green (2000) lists several persistent prob-
lems with IT at colleges and universities,
and the situation at schools appears similar.
So-called “first-order barriers” (Ertmer et
al., 1999, p. 66) are often mentioned by
teachers: lack of equipment and resourc-
es, time, and support or help (Butler &
Sellbom, 2002; Egbert et al., 2002; Ertmer
et al., 1999; Wilson, 2003). In addition,
lack of training or the time it takes to get
trained are also important barriers (Butler
& Sellbom, 2002; Lam, 2000). Referring
to these problems, Al-Bataineh and Brooks
(2003) note that “even as technology use
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and application advances at an almost loga-
rithmic pace, many of the issues related to
technology use remain remarkably con-
stant” (p. 473).

Apart from these general concerns,
which are similar to those of other technol-
ogy users (City College of San Francisco,
2003b), teachers in different fields have
reported other problems, such as: reliability
issues (Butler & Sellbom, 2002: Goldfield,
2001), lack of reward (Wilson, 2003), and
skepticism about the pedagogical value
of IT (Butler & Sellbom, 2002; Goldfield,
2001). It is interesting that these concerns
are not influenced by a teacher’s technologi-
cal proficiency (Butler & Sellbom, 2002).

A Fragmented Picture

The information reported in the previous
sections of this article has provided a gen-
eral picture of the use of IT. In recent years,
the following types of studies have contrib-
uted to our understanding of how and why
computers are used in classrooms:

1. small, often qualitative studies (e.g.,
Egbert et al. 2002; Ertmer et al., 1999;
Lam, 2000)

2. surveys conducted at individual col-
leges and universities (e.g., Butler &
Sellbom, 2002; City College of San
Francisco, 2003a; Middle Tennessee
State University, 2002)

3. larger-scale surveys of higher education
(e.g., Natonal Center for Education
Statistics, 2002; Zemsky & Massy,
2004)

4. studies focusing on primary and sec-
ondary education (e.g. Baylor & Ritchie,
2002; Ertmer et al. 1999; Meskill,
Mossop, DiAngelo, & Pasquale, 2002;
Rakes & Casey, 2002)

5. studies conducted with teachers from
different teaching levels (e.g., Egbert et
al., 2002; Lam, 2000)

6. studies specifically investigating the use
of the Internet (e.g., Fidelman, 1998;
Murphy, 2002)
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Unfortunately, very little detailed infor-
mation is available specifically about the use
of 1T for foreign language learning (Egbert
et al., 2002; Lam, 2000; Murphy, 2002). In
addition, none of these studies focused on
the postsecondary setting. Consequently,
we have only a fuzzy picture of how tech-
nology is used in foreign language teaching
at U.S. colleges and universities.

The Study

Methods
This study was designed to fill the gap in
information about how foreign language
teachers' currently and actually use tech-
nology. While other studies have included
administrative uses of technology, such as
for lesson planning, electronic communica-
tion with students, or grade management
(e.g., Butler & Sellbom, 2002; CEO Forum
on Education and Technology, 2001; City
College of San Francisco, 2003a; Egbert et
al., 2002), this study focuses on the use of
IT. Here, IT is operationalized as the use
of computer technology for the purpose
of foreign language learning that directly
involves the student.

This study sought to answer the fol-
lowing research questions:

1. How frequently do college foreign lan-
guage teachers integrate computer tech-
nology for language learning purposes?

2. Which demographic factors are related
to a teacher’s level of IT use (e.g., age,
teaching experience)?

3. Which types of computer applications
do they use and how often?

4. How is IT used in different kinds of
foreign language classes (e.g., litera-
ture classes, lower-division language
courses)?

5. What reasons do college teachers report
for using IT?

6. Which factors do foreign language
teachers perceive as barriers toward the
implementation of IT?

7. Do TAs and faculty report different
motivations and barriers?
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For this study, foreign language teach-
ers from selected colleges and universities
in Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky,
South Carolina, and Tennessee were
invited to complete an online survey (see
Appendix A). These six states were chosen
to represent the southeastern United States.
Institutions that met the following criteria
were selected to be included in this study:
(1) they were located in one of the U.S.
states listed above, (2) they were a four-
year institution, (3) their inclusion helped
achieve a balanced representation of private
vs. public and small vs. larger universities
and colleges, and (4) they had a Web site
with easily accessible e-mail listings of
teaching personnel. Teachers at the selected
institutions were asked to participate in this
study if they met these criteria: (1) they
were TAs, lecturers/instructors, or faculty
of modern foreign languages, and (2) their
e-mail addresses were listed on the uni-
versity or college Web site. The researcher
sent an e-mail to more than 1,200 teachers
inviting their participation in this study,
which consisted of the completion of an
anonymous Web survey.? One hundred sev-
enty-three teachers completed the survey,
which constitutes a response rate of 15%
(this rate does not account for undelivered
notification e-mails).” Despite two e-mail
reminders, the response rate remained low,
even for an electronic survey, a format that
tends to get considerably lower response
rates than other forms of delivery (Yun &
Trumbo, 2000).

Participants
The participants represented 32 differ-
ent four-year institutions in all six states
(Alabama: 6; Florida: 4; Georgia: 4;
Kentucky: 5; South Carolina: 5; Tennessee:
8). The largest group of participants taught
at public (75%) institutions with an enroll-
ment of more than 25,000 students (36%).
The first section of the survey provided
the following demographic information:
The study’s participants were predominant-
ly female (72%) and ranged in age from 22
to 74 years, with most (34%) being in their

30s. Participants’ foreign language teach-
ing experience displayed a similarly broad
range, from 1 to 52 years, but most teach-
ers had 1 to 5 or 11 to 19 years of experi-
ence (23% each). Faculty represented the
largest group (43%), followed by nonten-
ure-track teachers (e.g., lecturers, visiting
assistant professors (36%), and TAs (22%).
The respondents taught a variety of target
languages: * most of them taught Spanish
(41%), followed by French (32%) and
German (19%). Other romance languages
(i.e., Italian, Portuguese), Japanese, and
Russian ranged from 2% to 5% each. Only 1
participant each taught Arabic or Chinese.
This distribution reflects current foreign
language enrollment trends at U.S. institu-
tions of higher education, where Spanish is
most popular, followed by French, German,
and ltalian (Modern Language Association,
2002a).

Instrument and Data Analysis

The online survey was divided into several
sections. The first section was designed to
collect demographic information about the
respondents and their institutions. The
next section pertained to the use of spe-
cific applications in the following types of
foreign language classes: first- and second-
year language, upper-division language, lan-
guage for specific purposes (e.g., Business
German), culture, film, literature, peda-
gogy/teacher training, applied linguistics,
and linguistics. If a respondent had taught
a specific kind of course in the fall semester
of 2004 or spring semester of 2005 (e.g.,
“Do you currently teach a film course or
have you taught one in the last semester?”),
he or she was asked to describe the use of
different applications (e.g., “Please describe
how you have typically used technology
directly for your teaching in your film
course(s).”). Using a 4-point Likert-scale,
respondents rated their use of the follow-
ing activities as weekly, once or twice a
month, once or twice a semester, or never:
(1) online assessment, (2) student par-
ticipation in a discussion board, (3) posting
materials online, (4) exposing students to
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Weblogs, (3) student creation of Weblogs
(6) students visiting specific Web sites, (7)
students searching the Internet, (8) student
creation of a Web site, (9) student partici-
pation in a listsery, (10) exposing students
10 a listserv, (11) student participation in
MQOOQs,” (12) student creation of digital
audio files, (13) student creation of digital
video files, (14) exposing students to digital
video files, (15) exposing students to digital
audio files, (16) student participation in
videoconferences, (17) students working
with content sofiware programs, and (18)
student participation in synchronous chat/
instant messaging.

Finally, participants were asked which
factors motivated them to use IT and which
factors functioned as barriers. They rated
a list of factors on a 5-point Likert scale
according to how much influence they had
on their decision, il any. In addition, the sur-
vey included questions about course-man-
aging software (e.g., WebCT, Blackboard),
in-class use of techinology, and respondents’
experience learning with computer tech-
nology. At the end of the survey, a comment
box allowed participants to make open-
ended comments. For the data analysis,
descriptive statistics such as means and fre-
quencies were used to describe data distri-
butions. For the second research question,
correlational procedures were necessary to
establish relationships between variables.
In addition, significant differences tests
such as t tests, one-way ANOVAs, repeated
measures, and MANOVAs were performed
to be able to draw conclusions about the
sample-specificity of the findings.

Results and Discussion

Research Question 1: How Frequently
Do College Foreign Language Teachers
Integrate Computer Technology for
Language Learning Purposes?

In the two semesters covered by this survey,
99% of participants had used at least one
type of computer application at least once
or twice a semester. That is an astonish-
ingly high number, especially compared
with Egbert et al’s (2002) finding that
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70% of their participants used at least one
computer-supported activity. The present
study’ higher number is even more surpris-
ing considering that Egbert and her col-
leagues interviewed only teachers with pre-
vious CALL (computer-assisted language
learning) training, which was not the case
for this study. However, some caution is
warranted when comparing the two studies
since they did not survey the same kinds of
applications.

For greater insight into teachers’ over-
all IT use, a mean was calculated for each
respondent. First, the frequencies of use of
all applications (e.g., average use of search-
ing the Internet or exposing students to
digital audio files) within each type of class
were added up. Then, an average was cal-
culated across all class types. These means
are based on a 4-point Likert scale, which
was coded as follows: 0 = never, 1 = once or
twice a semester, 5 = once or twice a month,
10 = weekly. Unlike the consecutive coding
typically used for Likert scales, these val-
ues balance for the time distance between
frequencies (e.g., once or twice a month
is about five times as frequent as once or
twice a semester). In addition, values of
0 were excluded from this calculation to
avoid distorting the picture.®

Possible values for the overall mean 1T
use ranged from O (i.e., no use of any appli-
cations) to 180 (representing the weekly
use of all 18 surveyed applications, which
is rather unrealistic). As expected, partici-
pants’ overall mean IT use did not cover the
whole range and instead ranged from 0 to
106.5. The average was in the lower part of
the range: M = 27.64. This indicates that,
on average, participants used about three
different applications on a weekly basis or
five applications once or twice a month.

As shown in Figure 1, the majority of
participants (23%) had an overall mean
technology use between 21.00 and 30.99-
they incorporated two to three applications
into their teaching on a weekly basis (or
four to six as frequently as once or twice
a month). The next largest group (19%)
fell into the mean bracket of 11.0 10 20.99.
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TABLE 1

The Relationship Between Overall Mean Technology Use

and Demographic Variables

Variable Value N M SD Analysis
male 46 24.801 | 19.701 | two-tailed t(162) =
Gender indep. sample | 1.174
female 118 [ 28.755 | 19.258 | t test p=.242
private 40 32.767 | 16.225 | two-tailed t(161) =
indep. sample | 2.188
Institution | public 123 | 25.888 | 20.153 | t test* p=.032
15,000 or less 46 33.458 | 2.857 | ANOVA f(2,156) =
15,001 to 25,000 | 55 26.888 | 2.613 3.057
25,001 or more | 58 24.139 | 2.544 p=.050
Learning w/ | yes 108 | 29.125 | 18.306 | two-tailed t(158) =
Tech indep. sample | 1.345
no 52 24.683 | 21.962 |t test p=.180
FL Teaching | 1 to 52 years 163 | 1530 | 10.749 | correlation r=-117
Experience p=.145
Age 22 to 74 years 164 | 42.26 | 12.219 | correlation r=-.161
p = .044
TAs 33 32,179 | 3.409 | ANOVA f(2,157) =
Position nontenure-track | 58 27.385 | 2.572 1.203
faculty 69 25.778 | 2.358 p=.303

* Equal variances not assumed
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These numbers suggest that many college
foreign language teachers make consider-
able use of IT.

Since this study focuses on the use of
computer technology to promote language
learning, posting materials on the Web
might not match this operational definition.
Therefore, an adjusted mean was calculated
excluding this application. As a result, the
data distribution changed only slightly (see
Figure 1). The number of nontechnology
users, for example, rose only slightly from
0.6% to 1.9%.

Research Question 2: Which Factors
Are Related to a Teacher’s Level of IT
Use?

To determine if foreign language teachers’
IT use differs based on demographic vari-
ables, correlations were run on continuous
data (ie., age, foreign language teaching
experience). Two-tailed ANOVAs (i.e., posi-
tion, enrollment) and independent sample t
tests (i.e., gender, public/private institu-
tion, experience learning with technol-
ogy) were used for categorical data. These
analyses tested each demographic variable
separately and used the unadjusted overall
mean technology use, which included all
surveyed applications (i.e., including post-
ing materials online).

As Table 1 indicates, the type of insti-
tution (i.e., enrollment, public/private) did
play a role. Teachers at private institu-
tions (M = 32.77) used IT significantly
more often than their colleagues at public
schools (M = 25.89). The size of the college
also played a role.

Of the personal demographic variables,
gender revealed no significant difference
on the dependent variable, overall mean
technology use. Surprisingly, there was
also no connection between overall mean
technology use and the variables position,
foreign language teaching experience, and
experience learning with technology. This
seems at least partially to contradict other
studies, which have reported that teach-
ers are more likely to use 1T if they are
experienced (Egbert et al., 2002) and have
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themselves learned with technology (Lam,
2000). It is possible that these two variables
are connected (e.g., an experienced teacher
has been out of training for several years,
which could result in few opportunities to
learn with IT and consequently a lower IT
use), but this study was designed to estab-
lish only simple relationships between IT
use and individual demographic variables.

There was, however, a negative cor-
relation between age and overall mean
technology use, meaning that the older
the participant, the lower his or her over-
all mean technology use. This finding is
especially interesting considering that there
was a correlation between age and teaching
experience (r = .83, p < .001), but of these
two variables only age was correlated with
technology use. Thus, technology seems to
be a generational issue rather than an issue
related to teaching experience. Younger
teachers, who grew up in a world where
technology is integral to many daily activi-
ties in peoples’ work and private lives, seem
more comfortable using IT.

Research Question 3: Which Types of
Computer Applications Do College
Foreign Language Teachers Use Most
Often?

Mean values were calculated for the par-
ticipants’ use of 18 different IT applica-
tions to determine which were used more
frequently. The data are based on the same
4-point Likert frequency scale explained
earlier. As displayed in Table 2, the three
most commonly used applications are post-
ing materials online, sending students to
specific Web sites, and having students
search the Internet (5.39, 4.16 and 3.47
respectively). This indicates that survey
participants posted online materials on
average more than once or twice a month
(represented by a value of 5). Other stud-
ies also have reported the popularity of
Web-based materials and activities among
teachers at all teaching levels (CEO Forum
on Education and Technology, 2001; City
College of San Francisco, 2003a; Zemsky
& Massy, 2004).
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Overall Mean Use of Surveyed IT Applications

Application M SD

Post materials online 5.388 4.081
Send students to specific Web sites 4.058 3.551
Have students search Internet 3.471 3.356
Content software 2.999 4.011
Expose students to digital audio files 2.756 3.544
Online assessment 2.747 3.754
Expose students to digital video files 1.527 2.765
Have students participate in discussion board 1.342 2.706
Expose students to listserv 0.793 2.246
Have students participate in chats 0.693 1.938
Have students participate in listserv 0.656 2.204
Have students create digital audio files 0.403 1.371
Expose students to Weblogs 0.398 1.369
Have students create Web site 0.170 0.868
Have students participate in Weblogs 0.123 0.639
Have students create digital video files 0.096 0.388
Videoconferencing 0.022 0.199
Have students participate in MOOs 0.008 0.082

Applications with significant differences in average use are divided by horizontal lines.

Working with content software (M =
2.999) and exposing students to digital
audio files (M = 2.76) are in positions four
and five, followed by online assessment (M
= 2.75). MOOs (M = 0.01), videoconfer-
encing (M = 0.02), and the student creation
of blogs (M = 0.12), video files (M = 0.10),
or Web sites (M = 0.17) were used only very
rarely. It is interesting to note that the least
frequently used IT applications are the ones
requiring a considerable amount of time
from both the teacher and the students.

A repeated measures ANOVA (f(17,
127) = 22.374, p < .001) revealed signifi-
cant differences in the use of IT activities.
As shown in Table 2, a pairwise compari-
son indicated that the use of the two most
popular applications, online posting and
directing students to specific Web sites, is

significantly higher than that of other IT
activities.

Research Question 4: How Is IT Used
in Different Kinds of Foreign Language
Classes?

Participants were asked which classes they
were currently teaching and had taught in the
previous semester and how frequently they
used different applications in these classes.
In the two semesters covered by the survey,
participants taught the following classes: first/
second-year language: 79% of participants,
upper-division language: 42%, literature:
30%, culture: 23%, language for specific pur-
poses (e.g., Business German): 16%, film: 8%,
pedagogy/teacher training: 7%, linguistics:
5%, and applied linguistics: 5%.



170

Overall, culture courses used the most
IT (M = 35.80), followed by lower-divi-
sion language courses (M = 31.26) and
pedagogy classes (M = 27.25) (see Table 3).
Teachers might include IT in their culture
classes because it provides many unique
opportunities to connect with the target
culture and its people. In lower-division
language courses, IT use might be facili-
tated by textbooks, which often integrate
technology (e.g., Internet activities) and
provide teachers with many resources for
the use of IT. In pedagogy courses, teach-
ers might incorporate IT to demonstrate to
future teachers how computer technology
can be used to support teaching. In fact,
everybody in the survey who was teaching
a pedagogy or lower-division course used
IT at least once or twice a semester, while
some teachers of other classes never used
IT. Due to the small number of observa-
tions for some class types (e.g., applied
linguistics), however, it was not possible to
test for significant differences.

There were some general trends in
the use of specific applications in these
courses, which mirrored the findings for
the third research question. Overall, post-
ing materials online and Internet activities
were among the three most frequently used
applications in all courses. In lower-divi-
sion courses, however, content software
and exposing students to online audio files
were also very popular, but online searches
ranked only sixth. Due to students’ limited
linguistic abilities, lower-division teachers
probably prefer tasks designed for specific
Web sites to guide their students and not
overwhelm them.

Research Question 5: Which Reasons
Do College Teachers Report for Using
IT in Foreign Language Classes?

In the last part of the survey, participants
were presented with a list of 16 poten-
tial reasons for using IT. Using a 5-point
Likert scale, they indicated how much
influence these factors had on their tech-
nology implementation (1 = not a factor, 5
= important factor).
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Overall, the present study confirmed
the complex picture of motivations for
using 1T presented by other studies (e.g.,
Demetriadis et al., 2003: Egbert et al., 2002;
Ertmer et al., 1999; Lam, 2000; Martins et
al., 2004). Participants of the present study
reported many important factors in their
decisions to use technology. As presented
in Table 4, 11 out of 16 surveyed factors
received an average above 3, indicating a
moderate to strong influence on teacher
behavior. The single most important reason
for teachers’ IT use is student convenience
(M = 3.87). Obviously, many teachers cater
to their students’ expectation that com-
puter technology is supposed to provide
convenience (Zemsky & Massy, 2004).
Another utilitarian reason, teacher conve-
nience, was also an important factor and
ranked seventh (M = 3.49). This auitude
also was reflected in some of the comments
made by the participants. One of the teach-
ers stated: “I see convenience as the main
benefit of incorporating computer technol-
ogy into the classroom.”

Participants also cited pedagogical rea-
sons for using technology. The most impor-
tant reasons included: to bring variety into
a lesson (M = 3.78), to connect students
to the target culture and/or language (M
= 3.71), to advance students’ learning (M
= 3.66), and to motivate students (M =
3.64). Outside factors such as colleagues,
supervisors, journal articles, and presenta-
tions played only a small role. This might
indicate that college teachers are under less
pressure from supervisors or administrators
to use IT than school teachers.

An analysis of the open-ended com-
ments revealed interesting insights into
how many foreign language teachers view
the role of IT. Several participants expressed
the belief that technology should be used
only as a supplement, which is reflected in
the following comment: “Computer tech-
nology should be understood and used as
an additional tool to in-class instruction
in language and culture teaching, not as
a replacement for it.” Lam (2000) also
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Means for the Use of IT Applications in Different Kinds

of Foreign Language Classes
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Mean Tech Use: 3126\ 27.00) 25.79| 35.80| 18.08| 1823 27.25| 21.43| 9.75
5D 2032 23.15| 23.90| 26.01| 17.73| 1630| 25.20| 20.46 | 10.50
Posting material
online 537| 5.16| 4.38| 730 3.54| 490| 443} 5.00| 3.56

Students visit
specific Web sites 421 438 472 6.43| 4.00| 3.58| 5.21| 3.75| 1.00

Students work w/
content software 443 196| 2711 225 0.08| 1.15| 1.00( 188 0.00

Expose students to
online audio files 375 2331 232 2.78| 1.00| 0.71| 093] 063 0.78

Online assessment 3.64 196 2.03) 224| 0.08| 086 1.79| 0.63| 0.78

Expose students to
online video files 184 1.78] 114( 269| 183| 053] 050| 125| 063

Students find info

on the Internet 3.06| 5.26| 4.52| 565| 277 416 3.21| 3.88| 267
Expose students to

Weblogs 046 0501 072 036| 0.00| 0.10| 0.79| 0.00| 0.11
Have students

create Weblogs 0.10; 0.12| 045| 0.03| 000{ 0.00| 071| 0.00| 0.00

Have students
create a Web site 0.09| 038| 0.10| 033| 0.08| 034| 021| 063| 0.00

Students

participate in 0.02{ 0.00| 0.00| 0.00| 0.00; 0.00| 0.00| 0.00| 0.00
MQOO

Students create

digital video 0091 0.04} 007! 013{ 017} 0.02| 107 0.13] 0.00

Videoconferencing | 0.01| 0.01{ 0.00| 0.00| 0.00| 0.02| 023] 0.13] 0.00
Students
participate in chat 079 092| 107 098 038| 024| 1.14| 063| 0.00
Online discussion 1.237 1e6l| 131| 210| 200( 108| 221| 0.00| 0.00

Have students
participate in a 0.73| 039 093 143 154| 041| 0.71| 0.13| 0.67
listserv

Expose students to
listservs 077 085 093| 087| 092| 024| 186| 1.25| 067

Students create
digital audio files 0.58 0.48 0.07 0.33 0.00 0.00 0.07 1.38| 0.00

The three most popular applications in each course are in bold.
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TABLE 4 e ;
Mean Scores for the Reasons of Technology Implementation

Reason M SD

For my students’ convenience 3.87 1.415
To provide a change of pace or variety 3.78 1.410
To connect students to the target culture and/or its people 3.71 1.547
To advance students’ learning processes 3.66 1.405
To motivate students 3.64 1.518
To give students an opportunity to apply their knowledge 3.50 1.488
For my convenience 3.49 1.549
To individualize instruction 3.40 1.548
To get every student involved 3.38 1.601
To accommodate different learning styles 3.31 1.647
To foster communication among students in my class 3.07 1.547
To equip students with important technical skills for the future 297 1.498
External forces (e.g., supervisor, dept.) urged teachers to use IT 2.83 1.629
Colleagues recommended it 240 1.411
To connect my students to other learners or experts in the U.S. 2.11 1381
I was inspired by an article/conference presentation 2.04 1.300

Factors with significant differences are divided by horizontal lines.

reported that teachers often regard IT as
playing a supporting role.

A repeated measures ANOVA was used
to establish any significant differences
between the reasons for using IT: f(15,
132) = 19.893, p < .001. Pairwise compari-
sons showed that the top three reasons for
using IT were considered significantly more
important than the rest.

Research Question 6: Which Factors
Do College Foreign Language
Teachers Perceive as Barriers to the
Implementation of IT?

Data for this research question was col-
lected using the same format as described
in the previous section. Table 5 lists the
mean scores for 14 factors that might act
as barriers to 1T use. Time proved to be
the single most important [actor that keeps
teachers from using IT (more often). The

time-consuming nature of the preparation
(M = 3.36), implementation (M = 3.21),
and evaluation (M = 2.87) of e-learning was
noted most {requently by participants. It is
curious that participants were so concerned
with the amount of implementation time
considering the fact that 27%, the second
largest group, reported that none of their
technology use for foreign language learn-
ing takes place during class time. Training
and support issues also have a negative
effect on IT use: teachers’ lack of tech
skills (M = 2.75), teachers’ or institutions’
inability to provide students with training
or troubleshooting (M = 2.34), and lack of
tech support for teachers (M = 1.99). Some
teachers also found problematic the unreli-
ability of the technology (M = 2.63) and
the lack of equipment (M = 2.46). Other
studies have reported similar barriers (e.g.,
Butler & Sellbom, 2002; Egbert et al., 2002:
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Mean Scores for Barriers to Technology implementation
Barrier M SD
Preparation too time consuming 3.36 1.543
Implementation too tine consuming 321 1.510
Praduation too time consuming 287 1548
My oown lack o tech skills 275 1.508
Unreliability of technology 2,63 1.335
Lack of availability of cquipment 246 1414
Docsnt it my teaching sivle 2.39 1.497
Can't provide techmeal training/troubleshooting for students 2.34 1.400
Edont perceve any tvast) pedagogical benefits 230 1.422
I l.‘lL}\'-—\“_‘ll)[)llL';llitllls available in my field 2.03 1.310
Lack of tech suppon 1.99 1.306
Lack ol resources/muterials available in my language 1.83 1.248
Negative feedback from students 1.82 1147
Compatibility issues with writing system 148 1.072

[E—

Factors with significant differences are divided by horizontal lines.

Ertmer et al. 1999; Goldfield, 2001; Lam,
2000; Wilson, 2003).

A repeated measures ANOVA was cal-
culated to check for significant differenc-
es between the individual factors. Since
the ANOVA was significant (f(13, 134)
= 19.975, p < .001), pairwise compari-
sons were used to establish which factors
were significantly different from each other.
Preparation time was clearly identifiable as
the main barrier, followed by implementa-
tion time.

Research Question 7: Do TAs and
Faculty Report Different Motivations
and Barriers?

The 16 reasons surveyed in this study were
included in a MANOVA, which indicated
that there were significant differences based
on position (f(32, 258) = 1.893, p = .006).
Individual ANOVAs and Tukey’s posthoc test
revealed significant differences for only one
factor: TAs (p < .001) and nontenure-track
faculty (p = .023) cited external pressure

significantly more often as a motivation for
the implementation of IT than did faculty
(TAs: M = 3.53, lecturers: M = 3.00, faculty:
M = 2.22). A possible explanation rests with
the role of supervisors, which TAs and lec-
turers tend to work under more often than
faculty do. Supervisors often set the cur-
riculum for lower-division classes, which
can limit teachers’ instructional choices. As
mentioned in the discussion of the second
research question, this factor also might
explain TAs’ higher technology use.

A second MANOVA also revealed
position differences for the barrier factors
(f(28, 262) = 2.011, p = .003). Individual
ANOVAs and Tukey’s posthoc test showed
that TAs were significantly less concerned
with the time involved in the preparation
(faculty: M =3.81, TAs: M = 2.74; p = .002),
implementation (faculty: M = 3.66, TAs: M
= 2.61; p =.002), and evaluation of student
outcomes (faculty: M = 3.20, TAs: M = 2.34;

= .027) of e-learning. This finding could
indicate that TAs have received better 1T
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training, which can reduce the time it takes

to prepare, implement, and evaluate a com-

puter-mediated activity.

There are further indications that fac-
ulty’s pedagogical 1T training might be
lagging behind. Professors are significantly
less convinced of the pedagogical ben-
efits of [T-they “still do not believe that it
improves students’ final product,” accord-
ing to a participant (faculty: M = 2.72, TAs:
M =1.89; p=.015).

Another possible explanation is the
perception among faculty that there is
no or littde reward for their efforts. This
attitude is illustrated in the following com-
ment [rom one participant: “The use of
compuler technology needs to count for
something when it comes to promotions
and pay raises.” This relates to the impor-
tant issue of what constitutes scholar-
ship, teaching, and service. In all three of
these areas, digital media have created new
opportunities that challenge academia’s tra-
ditional notions; this must be reflected in
universities’ evaluation guidelines (Modern
Language Association, 2000).

In summary, this study generated sev-
eral important insights into how IT is used
for foreign language learning in higher
education:

1. This survey provides the following find-
ings about college foreign language
teachers’ overall use of computer tech-
naology: All but 1% of participants had
used computer technology directly for
student learning in the last two semes-
ters and many teachers made consider-
able use of IT in their teaching.

2. Data from this survey show how specific
applications are used for foreign lan-
guage learning. Overall, basic computer
applications, whose preparation and
implementation is less time-consum-
ing than other applications, are used
most often, namely Internet activities
and the posting of material on the Web.
These applications are among the most
popular in all types of foreign lan-
guage courses, [rom beginning language
courses to advanced literature classes.
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3. This study shows a pattern of age differ-
ences in the use of IT: Use by younger
teachers is significantly higher than that
by their older colleagues.

4. The study identifies a list of factors
that, on the one hand, motivate col-
lege foreign language teachers to use
IT or, on the other hand, act as bar-
riers toward such efforts. Participant
responses paint a complex picture of a
variety of factors. The main reason for
using educational technology is student
convenience, while the demands on
teachers’ time serve as the strongest
deterrent. It is interesting that teachers’
pedagogical attitudes can act as both
motivators and barriers. However, they
have a stronger positive than negative
influence. Again, there were significant
differences between TAs and faculty’s
attitudes: TAs are less worried about the
time-consuming nature of IT and more
convinced of its pedagogical benefits
than their faculty counterparts.

Overall, the findings of this study indi-
cate that the college foreign language teach-
ers surveyed in this study use IT very simi-
larly to their colleagues at the elementary
and secondary levels and in other fields.
One similarity is the popularity of the
Internet, which teachers use for a variety of
purposes. College foreign language teach-
ers and other teachers also share the belief
that technology should be used only as a
tool or supplement (Lam, 2000).

The current study also revealed a utili-
tarian attitude toward technology: Many
foreign language teachers focus on the con-
venience that computers can provide them-
selves and their students. This indicates
that computer technology is often used to
assist instruction rather than to promote
learning—two very different approaches
toward the use of technology (Garrett,
1991). While computers have many conve-
nient uses, which should by no means be
underestimated, it is important not to lose
sight of their pedagogical benefits and also
communicate them to students, who often
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consider IT a convenience at best (Zemsky
& Massy, 2004).

It is interesting that some teachers
believe that technology is necessary only to
manage large classes—an attitude reflected
in the following comments from two par-
ticipants: “There are not many students
in my class and | can handle the teaching
without the support of too much technol-
ogy” and “I frankly don't think it adds
much in the literature classroom. Perhaps
if 1T had larger literature classes, 1 would
change my mind.”

Limitations and Future Research

When interpreting the findings of this
study, one has to keep in mind the fol-
lowing limitations: Because the present
survey was conducted with college foreign
language teachers from only one region of
the United States, its participants are not
representative of the whole country. And
a low number of participants taught film,
pedagogy, linguistics, and applied linguis-
tics classes. Thus, the findings reported
here should not be generalized to all college
foreign language teachers in the participat-
ing states or even the country as a whole.
In addition, the study does not address
the important issue of quality of teaching
with IT.

However, this study makes an impor-
tant contribution because it can help inform
future research into the use of technology
for foreign language learning. The data pre-
sented in this article indicate, for example,
that it would be valuable for the profession
to investigate how (e.g., with which learn-
ing objectives) foreign language teachers
use the Internet, the most popular IT appli-
cation. This would provide an even better
understanding of the status quo of IT use.

In addition, this study raises several
questions for future investigation: How
effectively is 1T used in education? How
are foreign language TAs trained in the use
of computer-mediated learning? How does
this training affect their use of IT? Studies
addressing these questions would provide
important insights into the future of IT.

Conclusion

Having gained some first insights into the
use of educational technology for college
foreign language teaching, we can address
this question again: How far has IT come?
Based on the findings presented here, one
can conclude that we seem to have made
considerable progress: Many teachers have
their students work with computer tech-
nology. However, first-order barriers, such
as lack of training and equipment, still pose
problems, the use of IT is often limited to
utilitarian or basic applications, and some
teachers question its pedagogical benefits.

Carnevale (2004) implied that edu-
cational technology has failed to deliver,
which is not the case. Instead, some teach-
ers have not yet acted on the promises of
computer-mediated learning. Technology
has come a long way in the last 10 years,
but some teachers have not been able to
keep up with and take advantage of this
progress. If universities and colleges really
want to promote 1T, it is not enough to out-
fit classrooms with state-of-the-art equip-
ment. The biggest challenge will be to find
a solution for the main barrier: time.

If technology is supposed to be an
effective component of classroom foreign
language learning, we must ensure that it
be used in the most valuable way peda-
gogically to justify teachers’ and students’
investment of time. Unlortunately, this
study seems to indicate that this is not
always the case. However, a new genera-
tion of teachers—TAs-will change how IT is
used in the future. TAs appear to already be
better trained in the pedagogical aspects ol
computer-mediated learning than faculty,
and we must ensure that they continue to
receive extensive training and opportuni-
ties for practical experience with a variety
of innovative applications.
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Notes

1. In connection with this study, the word
teacher will be used to refer to any
instructional personnel, including TAs,
faculty, lecturers, and adjuncts.

2. The fact that computer technology
was used to coutact potential partici-
pants and collect their data might have
excluded from this survey teachers who
are uncomfortable with technology.

3. Percentages have been rounded to the
nearest number.

4. This item on the survey allowed mul-
tiple answers because some teachers
teach more than one language.

5. MQOOs are a text-based virtual reality
system often used for role-playing.

6. 1f values of O were included in the cal-
culation, a teacher using one of the 18
surveyed applications on a weekly basis
but no other applications would receive
only an average of 0.63 (i.e. below the
value for 1 to 2 times per semester).
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APPENDIX A

Survey

If you teach at several institutions, please fill out the survey only for one of your positions
(e.g., if you teach at college X and university Y, answer all questions for either college X or
university Y).

Please describe yourself and your institution.

Gender: female male
Age:
Position: teaching assistant lecturer/instructor assistant professor
associate professor professor visiting professor/
scholar
FL: Arabic Chinese French German Hebrew
Italian Japanese Portuguese Russian Spanish
other: please explain
Years of FL Teaching Experience:
Institution: private public
2-year college 4-year college
# of Students: 1 to 5,000 5,001 to 10,000 10,001 to 15,000
15,001 to 20,000 20,001 to 25,000 25,001 or more

Which types of courses do you currently teach and have taught in the last semester?
1% or 2™ year language course  upper division language course

culture course film course
literature course pedagogy/teacher training course
linguistics course applied linguistics course

language course for specific purposes (e.g., Business German)
Please describe how you have typically used technology directly for your teaching in each
type of course you checked above. Report on any such courses you are currently teaching

and/or have taught in the last semester.

[Note: Participants will see a separate table for each type of course they checked above.]
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Weekly

Once/twice a
month

Once/twice a
semester

Never

Online assessment (e.g., quiz-
zes)

Have students participate in
synchronous chat

Have students participate in
online discussion board

Send students to Web site
specified by teacher

Send students to the Internet
to find information

Have students participate in
listservs

Have students participate in
MOOs

Have students create digital
audio

Expose students to digital
audio/streaming

Have students create digital
video

Expose students to digital
video/streaming

Have students work with con-
tent software programs (e.g.,
tutorials, instructional)

Other: please specify
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Is a course-managing software package like Blackboard or WebCT available to you through
your college/institution? yes no

Skip this question if you answered ‘no’ above.
Roughly how much of your use of technology was through course-management software
like Blackboard or WebCT?

None 10% 20%  30% 40% 50% ©60% 70% 80%  90% 100%
Roughly how much of your use of technology took place during class time?
None 10% 20%  30%  40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Have you yoursell ever LEARNED with computer technology?
yes no

Which of the following reasons influenced your decision to implement computer technol-

ogy into your teaching?

Important
Factor

Somewhat of
a Factor

No Factor

External forces (e.g., supervisor, dept.)
urged teachers to teach with technology

[ was inspired by a report in a journal or at
a conference

To equip students with important technical
skills for the futare

To connect students to the target culture
and its people

To foster communication among students
in my class

To connect my students to other learners or
experts in the U.S.

To give students an opportunity to apply
their knowledge

To individualize instruction (e.g., meet
individual students’ needs or appeal to their
interests)

Other: please specity
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Which factors contributed to your decision not to use technology (more) for your teach-

ing?

Important
Factor

Somewhat of
a Factor

No Factor

Preparation too time consuming

Evaluation too time consuming (e.g., grad-
ing students’ online discussions)

Lack of resources available in my foreign
language

Compatibility issues with writing system
(e.g., Russian)

Lack of tech support from institution avail-
able to me

Unreliability of technology (e.g., computer
crashes)

I don’t perceive any (vast) pedagogical
benefits

Inability to provide technical training/trou-
ble shooting for students (either myself or
from other sources)

Other: please specify




